
Winnetka Village Council 
SPECIAL VIRTUAL MEETING 

Zoom 
March 9, 2021 

7:00 PM 
 

AGENDA 
 
In accordance with social distancing requirements and Governor Pritzker’s Executive Orders 2020-43 and 
2020-44, and Section 7(e) of the Illinois Open Meetings Act, the Winnetka Village Council meeting on 
Tuesday, March 9, 2021 will be held virtually. The meeting will be livestreamed via the Zoom platform. 
At least one representative from the Village will be present at Village Hall in compliance with Section 
7(e) of the Illinois Open Meetings Act, and the virtual meeting will be simulcast at Village Hall for 
members of the public who do not wish to view the virtual meeting from another location.  Pursuant to 
Executive Orders 2020-43 and 2020-44 issued by the Governor, the number of people who may gather at 
Village Hall for the meeting is limited due to the mandated social distancing guidelines.  Accordingly, the 
opportunity to view the virtual meeting at Village Hall is available on a “first come, first-served” basis. 
 
The public has two options for observing and participating in this virtual Village Council meeting 
including the ability to provide oral comments during the meeting. To facilitate an efficient meeting, 
public comments submitted in advance are encouraged. 
 
1) Telephone (audio only Call 312-626-6799), when prompted enter the Meeting ID – 91533775929 

(Please note there is no additional password or attendee ID required) 

2) Livestream (both audio and video feed) Download the Zoom meetings app to your smartphone, 
tablet or computer and then join Meeting ID: 91533775929.  Event Password: VC030921 

 
Public comments should be emailed to contactcouncil@winnetka.org. Public comments received by 
6:45 p.m. on Tuesday, March 9, 2021 will be read at the appropriate time during the meeting. General 
comments for matters not on the agenda will be read at the beginning of the meeting under the Public 
Comment agenda item. Comments specific to a particular agenda item will be read during the discussion 
of that agenda item. The Village will attempt to have comments received after the meeting has started 
read at the end of the meeting. Public comment is limited to 200 words or less. Public comments should 
contain the following information: 
 

• In the subject line – “Village Council Meeting Public Comment” 
• Name 
• Address (optional) 
• Phone (optional) 
• Organization or agency representing, if applicable 
• General comment or comment on topic of specific agenda item number  

 
All emails received will be acknowledged either during or after the meeting, depending on when they 
are received. If you do not have access to email, you may leave a message with your public comment at 
the Village Manager’s office at 847-716-3541 or mail to Village Clerk, Village of Winnetka, 510 Green 
Bay Road, Winnetka, IL 60093. 
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NOTICE 
 

All agenda materials are available at villageofwinnetka.org (Governance > Agendas & Minutes); the 
Reference Desk at the Winnetka Library; or in the Manager’s Office at Village Hall (2nd floor).  Webcasts of 
the meeting may be viewed on the Internet via a link on the Village’s web site: 
https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter.  

The Village of Winnetka, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, requests that all 
persons with disabilities who require certain accommodations to allow them to observe and/or participate 
in this meeting or have questions about the accessibility of the meeting or facilities, contact the Village 
ADA Coordinator at 510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093, 847-716-3546; T.D.D. 847-501-
6041. 

Winnetka Village Council 
SPECIAL VIRTUAL MEETING 

Village Hall 
510 Green Bay Road 

March 9, 2021 
7:00 PM 

Zoom 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
 

1) Call to Order 

2) Public Comment 

3) Ordinance No. M-6-2021:  688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden Preliminary Planned 
Development (Introduction) 

4) Adjournment 
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Executive Summary:

Recommendation:

Attachments: 

Ordinance No. M-6-2021: 688-94 Green Bay Road - The Walden Planned Development (Introduction)

David Schoon, Community Development Director

03/09/2021 ✔

✔

7/16/19 - Village Council review of the concept plan for the proposed development.

On March 9, 2021, the Village Council is scheduled to consider introduction of Ordinance M-6-2021, an ordinance
granting preliminary approval of a Planned Development for The Walden condominium project located at 688-694
Green Bay Road.

The ordinance is in response to an amended application by SR Winnetka LLC contract purchaser of the property
located at 688 and 694 Green Bay Road, which is owned by CCF Winnetka, LLC, to allow the construction of a new
five-unit multi-family residential building with below grade structured parking on the Subject Property. The
Applicant’s amended application seeks approval of the following subdivision and zoning relief:

A. A plat of consolidation to combine two lots into one lot of record;
B. Preliminary planned development plan approval with the following zoning exceptions:

a. An exception from the maximum permitted building size (floor area ratio/gross floor area);
b. An exception from the maximum permitted building height;
c. An exception from the required principal roof form;
d. An exception from the exterior wall articulation requirement along the south facade; and
e. An exception from the front yard setback requirements to accommodate surface parking spaces;

A separate staff report is attached further summarizing the project and the requested relief.

The Council is scheduled to consider introduction of Ordinance M-6-2021, an ordinance granting preliminary approval of
a Planned Development for The Walden located at 688-694 Green Bay Road

Staff Report
Attachment 1: Ordinance M-6-2021...................................................................................................................Page 27
Attachment 2: Applicant’s March 1, 2021 Applicant Letter..............................................................................Page 115
Attachment 3A: Current Amended Plan – DRB Minutes and PDC Minutes........................................................Page 127
Attachment 3B: Current Amended Plan – Public Comments - Received Since October 19 PDC meeting..........Page 136
Attachment 4A: Original Plan - DRB Minutes and PDC Minutes........................................................................Page 150
Attachment 4B: Original Plan – Public Comments – Received Prior to and for October 19 PDC meeting.........Page 195
Attachment 5: Written Protest............................................................................................................................Page 341
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MEMORANDUM  
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA  

TO: VILLAGE COUNCIL  

FROM: DAVID SCHOON, DIRECTOR 
ANN KLAASSEN, SENIOR PLANNER 

DATE: MARCH 4, 2021  

SUBJECT:  688 & 694 GREEN BAY ROAD–THE WALDEN RESIDENCES (CASE 2019-15-PD) 
M-06-2021- PRELIMINARY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL 

 
INTRODUCTION 

On March 9, 2021, the Village Council is scheduled to consider introduction of Ordinance M-06-2021, an 
ordinance granting preliminary approval of a Planned Development for The Walden condominium project 
located at 688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden.  (Attachment 1). 
 
The ordinance is in response to an amended application by SR Winnetka LLC (the “Applicant”) as contract 
purchaser of the property located at 688 and 694 Green Bay Road (the “Subject Property”), which is owned 
by CCF Winnetka, LLC (the “Owner”) to allow the construction of a new five-unit multi-family residential 
building with below grade structured parking on the Subject Property.  The Applicant’s amended application 
seeks approval of the following subdivision and zoning relief: 
 

A. A plat of consolidation to combine two lots into one lot of record; 

B. Preliminary planned development plan approval with the following zoning exceptions: 
a. An exception from the maximum permitted building size (floor area ratio/gross floor area); 
b. An exception from the maximum permitted building height; 
c. An exception from the required principal roof form; 
d. An exception from the exterior wall articulation requirement along the south facade; and  
e. An exception from the front yard setback requirements to accommodate surface parking spaces;  

 
Attachment 2 includes a March 1 letter and exhibits from the Applicant as a follow up from the last advisory 
body meeting, which was the February 3 Planned Development Commission meeting.  The letter explains 
that since the submission of the original application, the lead on the project, Rick Swanson, remains the same; 
however, he now has a different partner involved with the project, so the legal entity for the Applicant has 
changed from Walden Winnetka, LLC to SR Winnetka LLC.   
 
Both the Design Review Board and Planned Development Commission have each unanimously recommended 
approval of the amended application.  Prior to providing a summary of the Board and Commission review of 
the project, including the original plan and the current amended plan, the staff report will provide:  
 

• A summary of the new planned development process, 

• A summary of the Village Council’s concept plan review of the project, and  
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• A summary of the proposed amended plan as reviewed by the Design Review Board and the Planned 
Development Commission. 

 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE AND PROCESS 

On April 25, 2019, the Village Council adopted amendments to the Village’s planned development 
regulations.   Given this is the first proposed planned development to be reviewed under the new 
regulations, staff thought it would be helpful to review the purpose and the new process for planned 
developments. 
 
Purpose.  The Planned Development chapter of the Zoning Ordinance states that the purpose and intent of 
the planned development process is:  

to make available a special use procedure that departs from the strict application of the specific 

zoning requirements of the district in which the development is located, in an effort to promote 

progressive development and redevelopment of land in the multi-family and commercial zoning 

districts by encouraging more creative and imaginative design for land developments than is 

possible under the zoning regulations that generally apply in those zoning districts. 

Process.   The new process consists of the following major steps: 
 

 
Figure 1 – Planned Development Review Process 

 
Concept Plan Review.   The concept plan review step is conducted by the Village Council.   The purpose of 
this step is to broadly acquaint the Council with the Applicant’s proposal.  This step also provides the 
Applicant with any preliminary concerns members of the Council may have early in the process when 
adjustments are still possible and prior to the Applicant expending the funds necessary to prepare the 
complete documentation required for a preliminary plan application.    After hearing the comments and 
suggestions from the Village Council, the Applicant decides whether or not to proceed with the project.   If 
they do proceed, the Applicant then must submit a preliminary planned development application with all 
the required documents for review and recommendation by the Planned Development Commission and the 
Design Review Board.   
 
Preliminary Plan Review.   The preliminary plan review includes the following steps: 

 
Figure 2 – Preliminary Plan Review 

The Design Review Board’s role is to provide a recommendation to the Village Council regarding the design 
of buildings, structures, signage, and landscaping that are part of a proposed planned development in the 
context of the requested zoning relief.  The Planned Development Commission’s role is to make 
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recommendations regarding the requested zoning and subdivision relief aspect of the planned 
development. 
 
Final Plan Review.   The final plan review step of the planned development process is to ensure the plan to 
be constructed is consistent with the approved preliminary planned development plan.   Final plan review 
consists of the following steps: 

 
Figure 3 – Final Plan Review 

 
During the final plan review process, the Council may approve the final plan or choose to return the final 
application to the Planned Development Commission and/or the Design Review Board for further 
consideration and recommendations to the Village Council.   
 
VILLLAGE COUNCIL CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW  

On July 16, 2019, the Village Council conducted the concept plan review of the proposed six-unit multi-
family project.   (https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_07162019-2)  
Copies of two images from the concept plan review are below. 
 

 
Figure 4a - Concept Plan - East Building Elevation Presented to Council on July 16, 2019 
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Figure 4b - Concept Plan - Site Plan Presented to Council on July 16, 2019 

 
Based upon the conceptual information provided at the time, the following zoning relief was identified 
during the concept plan review. 
 

Table 1 
Standard B1 District Permitted/ 

Required 
Concept Plan 

(July 16, 2019) 
Required Exceptions 
for Current Proposal 

Maximum Height  35 feet 
2 ½ stories 

50.5 feet(1) 
4 stories 

15.5’  
a 44.3% increase 

Maximum Floor Area 
Ratio (80%) 

12,140 sf 22,957 sf(2) 
10,817 sf,  

an 89.1% increase 

Exterior Walls 
(articulation) 

Minimum 4-foot 
articulation @ 50 feet 

of wall length. 

Appears it may not 
meet standard. 

Maybe necessary, 
requires further 

details 

Principal roof form 
Minimum 35 degrees, 
Maximum 60 degrees 

Flat 
The structure contains 

a roof that is 
predominately flat. 

(1)  First floor to top of decorative cable at center of building is 50.5 feet; First floor to flat roof 

of enclosed storage/lounge on 4th floor is 47.0 feet; Each of the four tower elements is 
45.2 feet; Parapet between the tower elements is 39.3 feet 

(2)  At that time, the basement was included in the GFA because as drawn the first floor was 
more than 2.5 feet above existing grade.]   

 

During the concept plan review, Council members expressed that they were generally open to the proposed 
development and the design of the building, but individual Council members stated that the following issues 
should be carefully considered during the preliminary planned development process:  

a) The impact on the homes immediately to the west of the development;  
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b) The height of the building and its impact on adjacent properties;  

c) Ensure the installation of adequate stormwater control;  

d) Parking and driveway access; and  

e) Access and siting of the trash enclosure. 
 
Council members also asked the Applicant to communicate with the neighbors to hear their concerns 
regarding the proposed development.   
 
AMENDED PROPOSED PLAN 

After the October 19, 2020, Planned Development Commission meeting, at which the Commission voted to 
recommend denial of the proposed original plan, the Applicant worked on making significant revisions to its 
proposed plan for the site.  (Further information regarding that Commission action is provided later in the 
report.)   Early this year, the Applicant presented both bodies with amended plans.  The following 
summarizes the difference between the original plans and the amended plans presented to the advisory 
bodies.   In addition, the following notes some additional changes that the Applicant has made to the plan 
in response to a Planned Development Commission condition placed on its February 3 recommendation of 
approval, which condition is to limit the use of the third-floor roof deck and garden space to only the 
resident of the third-floor unit. 
 

1. The footprint of the building remains the same; however, the building footprint has been moved to 
the south by 10 feet and has been rotated 180 degrees.  The pedestrian access to the building is 
now along the north and vehicular access to the site is by one driveway that runs directly to the 
lower-level garage door at the front of the building along Green Bay Road.    

2. The building has been reduced from a four-story building to a three-story building, and the westerly 
portion of the building, facing the homes on Walden Road, is now only two stories. 

3. The number of units have been reduced from six units to five units.  The condominium units 
continue to have 10’ high ceilings and are approximately 2,200 to 2,400 square feet in floor area. 
[Note: In response to the Commission’s condition, the applicant has enlarged the third-floor unit to 
over 2,800 square feet and relocated storage areas for two of the building’s units to the garage.] 

4. Ten enclosed below grade parking spaces and two surface parking spaces within the front yard are 
now provided, while the previous proposal had 12 indoor parking spaces, and two surface spaces 
at the rear of the building. 

5. A common outdoor roof deck and garden space are located at the third level on the west side of 
the building.   The original design had a roof deck on the fourth level on the east side of the building.  
[Note: In response to the Commission’s condition, the outdoor roof deck is now limited to use by 
the resident of the third-floor unit.] 

6. Owner storage spaces were moved from the fourth level to the lower-level garage (2 storage spaces) 
as well as on the third floor (3 storage spaces).  [Note: In response to the Commission’s condition, 
two of the three storage spaces that had been located on the third floor have been relocated to the 
garage.] 

7. Landscaping consisting of deciduous and coniferous trees and shrubs as well as perennials, ground 
cover, and grasses.  The Applicant proposes landscaping to buffer the development from the nearby 
properties.  Along the western property line, the Applicant has installed a four-foot tall retaining 
wall to create a proposed landscaped berm with Norway Spruce’s planted on top as well as a row 
of arbor vitae that would run along the west side of the retaining wall.    

8. On-site stormwater management would be provided by a stormwater system that drains all surface 
stormwater run-off towards an underground stormwater vault located under the proposed berm 
located along the western side of the proposed building.   The original design had the vault located 
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under the driveway that previously ran along the south property line.  The stormwater within the 
vault would continue to drain into a stormwater main under Green Bay Road.  The Applicant will 
need Illinois Department of Transportation approval to tie its stormwater system into the storm 
sewers within the Green Bay Road right-of-way, which is a State road. 

9. With the amended plan, the Applicant proposed an additional public benefit, which is an $18,000 
contribution towards installation of an electric vehicle charging station in the downtown area.     
 

The figures on the following pages compare the current amended plan with the original plan that had 
previously been presented to the Design Review Board and the October 19 Planned Development 
Commission meetings. 
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Figure 5A – Current Amended Landscape Plan 

 
 

 
 

Figure 5B – Landscape Plan Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting 
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Figure 6A – Current Amended Plan - East Building Elevation 
 
 
 

 
Figure 6B – East Building Elevation Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting 
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Figure 7A – Current Amended Plan - West Building Elevation 

(At time of Final Plan, the elevation will be revised to reflect third floor changes.) 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 7B –West Building Elevation Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting 
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Figure 8A – Current Amended Plan – North Building Elevation 

 
 
 

 
Figure 8B –North Building Elevation Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting 
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Figure 9A – Current Amended Plan – South Building Elevation 
 
 

 
Figure 9B – South Building Elevation Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting 
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Figure 10A – Current Amended Plan – Rendering from Green Bay Road 

 
 
 

 
Figure 10B – Rendering from Green Bay Road Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting 
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Relocation of Driveway and Garage 
One design element that staff would note is the new location of the driveway to the lower-level garage and 
the two required parking spaces for guests, which are being provided as surface spaces within the required 
front yard.  As illustrated in Figure 11 below, this new driveway has a relatively steep slope of 15% for a 
distance of approximately 17 feet.  In order to access the proposed below grade parking and to provide a 
grade that provides compliant access to the required accessible parking space, the Applicant is proposing 
the 15% grade.  The Village Engineer has reviewed the proposed grade and though not ideal, believes the 
driveway slope would work given the low volume of traffic that would use it.  During final engineering, the 
Village Engineer and project engineer will work on any refinements to the design to ensure motorists leaving 
the site will be able to see pedestrians on the sidewalk  
 
 

 
 

Figure 11 – Driveway Excerpt from Current Preliminary Engineering Plan 
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Figure 12 – Driveway Excerpt from Current Preliminary Engineering Plan 

 

SUBDIVISION & ZONING RELIEF 

The property is zoned B-1 Multi-Family Residential, which allows multiple-family dwelling units within a 
structure.  The following table summarizes the requirements of the district for the Subject Property, the 
dimensions for the original proposed development (October 19), the dimensions for the current proposed 
development, and any current required zoning exceptions.   
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TABLE 2 

Standard B1 District 
Permitted/ 
Required 

Original 
Proposed 

Development 
(October 19) 

Current 
Proposed 

Development 

Required 
Exceptions for 

Current Proposal 

Maximum Height  35 feet 
2 ½ stories 

46’-6” feet 
4 stories 

42’-11” 
3 stories 

7’-11”,  
a 22% increase 

Maximum Units Per Acre 
18 units per acre, except 
if lot is over 14,520 sf and 
has average lot width of 
120 ft or more, than 24 
units per acre 

6 dwelling units 6 units 5 units  

Minimum Average Lot 
Width 

60 feet 100 feet 100 feet  

Maximum Floor Area 
Ratio (80%) 

12,000 sf 17,701.5 sf 14,255 sf 
2,225 sf,  

an 18.8% increase 

Maximum Building 
Coverage (40%) 

6,000 sf 5,595.3 sf 5,595.3  

Maximum Impermeable 
Lot Area (60%) 

9,000 sf 11,168.7 sf 8,298.8 
(Exception no 

longer required) 

Minimum Front Yard 
Setback to Building 

25 feet 25 feet 25 feet  

Minimum Front Yard 
Setback to Parking 

25 feet 25 feet 9’-11” 
15’-1”  

a 60.33% decrease 

Minimum Side Yard 12 feet 12 feet 12 feet  

Minimum Rear Yard 
(adjacent to SFR) 

30 feet  30 feet 30 feet  

Exterior Walls 
(articulation) 

Minimum 4-foot 
articulation @ 50 

feet of wall 
length. 

Provided by all 
walls except 
north wall is 

articulated by 2 
feet. 

Provided by all 
walls except 
south wall is 

articulated by 
2 feet. 

South wall 
articulation is not 

4 feet. 

Principal roof form Minimum 35 
degrees, 

Maximum 60 
degrees 

Flat Flat 

The structure 
contains a roof that 

is predominately 
flat. 

Minimum # of Parking 
Spaces   
2 ¼ spaces per dwelling 
unit total, including ¼ for 
guests 
  

12 spaces, 
including  

2 guest spaces 

14 spaces, 
including  

2 guest spaces 

12 spaces, 
including 2 

guest spaces 
 

1 enclosed space per 
dwelling unit 
 

6 spaces 12 spaces 10 spaces  

Other Parking Setbacks Minimum 5’ from 
any non-front lot 

line 
+5 feet +10 feet  

NOTES: Cornices, sills, belt course, eaves, gutters, downspouts, and ornamental features limited to 18” encroachment in each required yard.   
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The following is a summary of the requested subdivision and zoning relief. 
 
Plat of Consolidation.   As previously described, the Subject Property consists of two parcels.   In order to 
construct the proposed project on the site, the two lots must be combined into one lot of record.   The plat 
of consolidation meets the lot requirements of the Zoning Code and the requirements of the Subdivision 
Regulations. 
 
Planned Development.   Given that the Subject Property is over 10,000 square feet in lot area, the proposed 
redevelopment of the site requires planned development approval.  As part of the planned development 
process, the Applicant also has the ability to request approval of exceptions to specific zoning standards.  
The Applicant requests approval of the following zoning exceptions associated with its proposed multi-family 
building on the Subject Property: 

A. Maximum Building Size (FAR) Exception – The consolidated lot area of 15,000 square feet allows a 
maximum gross floor area (GFA) of 12,000 square feet (or what is also called a maximum floor area 
ratio of 0.80).  As proposed, the building consists of approximately 14,255 square feet of gross floor 
area, requiring an exception of 2,255 square feet (18.8%).  [Note: The Applicant’s proposed changes 
to the third floor appear to very slightly reduce the total amount of gross floor area.   This will be 
confirmed at time of final plan approval.] 

B. Maximum Building Height Exception – The Zoning Code measures the height of a building from the 
top of the finished first floor to the highest point of the building.   In the B-1 District, the maximum 
permitted building height is 35 feet and 2 ½ stories.   The proposed building height at its tallest point 
is now 42’-11” and three (3) stories.  The following summarizes the heights of various elements of 
the building as measured from the top of the first floor and compares that to the plan presented at 
the October 19 Commission meeting: 

Table 3 

 Original 
Proposed 

Development 
(October 19) 

Current 
Proposed Plan 

Roof Parapet (3-story) 35’-0” 35’-0” 

Roof Parapet (2-story) Not applicable 25’-6” 

Corner Tower Elements (3-story) 42’-11” 42’-11” 

Corner Tower Element (2-story) Not applicable 33’-6” 

Flat Roof of 4th Story Enclosed Storage & Lounge 43’-5” Not applicable 

Roof Form (Gable Element vs Arch Pediment) 46’-6” 41’-6” 

 

C. Principal Roof Form Exception– The proposed design incorporates pitched roof gables at the four 
corners of the building as well as the center; however, the primary roof design is that of a flat roof.  
The Zoning Ordinance prohibits flat roofs, shed roofs, mansard roofs, butterfly roofs, domed roofs, 
and the like.            

 
D. Façade Articulation Exception - The façade articulation requirement is intended to assure that the 

apparent scale of the building is compatible with the scale of near-by single family development by 
requiring no exterior wall be unarticulated for a distance greater than 50 feet.  The Zoning 
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Ordinance requires the separation distance in the plane of the walls be at least four (4) feet.   The 
south wall of the proposed building does not comply with this requirement as the proposed 
separation distance in the plane of the walls is only two feet.  
 

E. Front Yard Setback Exception.    The B-1 District requires a 25-foot front yard setback and does not 
allow parking spaces to be located within this setback.  The Applicant proposes the two required 
guest parking spaces within the required front yard.  The parking spaces would be located 9’-11” 
from the front property line. 
 

The proposed development meets all other zoning requirements (e.g., building coverage, impermeable lot 
coverage, other required yard setbacks, off-street parking space requirements, etc.)  It should be highlighted 
that the proposed development no longer requires an impermeable lot coverage exception as it did with 
the original plan. 
 
PLANNED DEVELPOMENT COMMISSION AND DESIGN REVIEW BOARD REVIEWS 

Beginning in July 2019, the Design Review Board and the Planned Development Commission began their 
respective reviews of the Applicant’s original design of the project.     The following is a summary of each 
body’s review of the original plan followed by their respective reviews of the current amended plan.   Links 
to the agenda packet for each Board and Commission meeting are provided with the summary of each 
meeting.  In addition to links to these agenda packets, staff has attached to this report two separate 
attachments regarding board and commission minutes: 
 

• Current Amended Plan – DRB Minutes and PDC Minutes (Attachment 3A) 

• Original Plan - DRB Minutes and PDC Minutes (Attachment 4A) 
 
In addition, staff has attached two separate attachments containing public comments received regarding the 
project: 
 

• Current Amended Plan – Public Comments-Received Since October 19 PDC meeting (Attachment 3B) 

• Original Plan – Public Comments–Received Prior to and for October 19 PDC meeting (Attachment 4B) 
 
 
Original Plan – Review and Recommendations of the DRB and PDC 
The following is a summary of the review and recommendations by the Design Review Board and the 
Planned Development regarding the original plans for The Walden Preliminary Planned Development.  
 
July 16, 2020 Design Review Board Meeting  
(https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_07162020-166) 
At the July 16 meeting, after hearing presentations by Village Staff and the Applicant, the Design Review 
Board heard comments from the public.  Five nearby residents addressed the Board, and Village staff read 
written comments and transcribed voicemail messages from members of the public.  Though many 
residents expressed the opinion that the proposed design of the building was attractive, residents expressed 
a variety of concerns regarding the project, including: (a) the project being too tall and too massive, (b) 
additional impermeable surface will have stormwater impacts on adjacent properties, (c) potential impacts 
of construction excavation on neighboring properties, and (d) potential impacts of the proposed driveway 
and garage door activity on adjacent properties (e.g. lighting impacts, need for additional screening, etc.).  
 
After hearing from the public, the Board discussed the proposed building and landscaping designs.  In 
general, Board members found the proposed building to be well thought-through and well-designed.  
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Regarding a couple of the Village’s zoning standards the Applicant has requested relief from, which are more 
related to building design elements (e.g., prohibition of flat roofs and the need to provide specific building 
wall articulation), Board members found that even though the proposed building did not meet the technical 
requirements, the building design was of such a high quality those standards did not seem appropriate in 
this situation.  However, the Board asked for additional information regarding the height of the building, in 
particular the fourth story element, which consists of a community room and storage areas.  The Board 
asked the Applicant to provide the multiple street level views of the fourth story element from Green Bay 
Road, Walden Road, and the property to the north.  Board members also expressed an interest with the 
Applicant eliminating or minimizing the ability to see any of the fourth story building from these views.   
 

August 20, 2020 Design Review Board 
(https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_08202020-179) 
On August 20, the DRB reviewed revised elevations and new perspective drawings submitted by the 
Applicant in response to the Board members concerns regarding the height of the structure, in particular 
the fourth story elements.  After hearing from the Applicant and a handful of neighbors with concerns 
regarding the height and bulk of the building, screening, lighting, and noise, the Design Review Board, by a 
vote of 5-0, recommended approval of the proposed original design subject to the Applicant reducing the 
height of the building by 1.7 feet.   Board members found the proposed design consistent with the Village’s 
design guidelines, though they had concerns about the height of the building and its impact on the 
immediate neighbors, in particular those to the north and west.    The intent of the recommendation was 
to reduce the height of the main bulk of the building (the parapet wall for the first three stories) to the 
maximum building height of the B-1 District, which is 35 feet. 
 
September 2, 2020 Planned Development Commission Meeting 
(https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_09022020-182) 
At the September meeting, staff and the Applicant made presentations regarding the project.  The 
Commission then heard from several neighbors and other community members as well as written 
comments submitted by the public.  The neighbors generally spoke in opposition to the project given 
concerns regarding the height and mass of the building, potential stormwater impacts to adjacent 
properties, and the impact of noise and light on adjacent properties.   Those members of the public that 
spoke in support of the project stated there is a demand for the proposed condominium project and that 
the proposed building is attractive and would be a welcome addition to Winnetka.     Given the late hour, 
the Commission continued consideration of the request to its next regularly scheduled meeting on October 
7.   
 
October 7, 2020 Planned Development Commission Meeting.  The public hearing was continued to October 
19 without comment due to technical issues associated with the conduct of the virtual meeting. 
 
October 19, 2020 Planned Development Commission Meeting 
(https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_10192020-203)  
At the October 19, 2020 meeting, Staff and the Applicant reviewed a slightly amended plan (e.g., addition 
of railing for rooftop deck, addition of 6-foot fence along west property line, adjustment to the fourth story 
floor area, which reduced the GFA by approximately 800 sf).  The Commission than heard from six members 
of the public.  Those opposed to the project continued to express concerns regarding the height and mass 
of the building, potential stormwater impacts to adjacent properties, and the impact of noise and light on 
adjacent properties.  Those in opposition noted that they submitted a petition signed by many neighbors in 
objection to the development.    The one member who spoke in favor stated there is a need for the project, 
it would increase the tax base, and it would be a beautiful addition to the community. 
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After hearing from the Applicant and members of the public, by a vote of 6-2, the PDC recommended denial 
of the request.  Commission members stated that they struggled with whether to recommend approval or 
denial.  Most members stated that they found the proposed development to be an attractive development; 
however, those that voted to recommend denial found that the requested exceptions for maximum building 
size and maximum impermeable lot coverage were too significant.  Those members that were opposed to 
recommending denial stated that the property is zoned multi-family and found that the project would not 
unreasonably impede use and development of adjacent properties.  
 
 
Current Amended Plan – Review and Recommendations by the DRB and PDC 
The following is a summary of the review and recommendations by the Design Review Board and the 
Planned Development regarding current amended plans for The Walden Preliminary Planned Development.  
 
January 21, 2021, Design Review Board meeting 
(https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_01212021-242)  
At the January 21 Design Review Board meeting, Staff and the Applicant presented a summary of the 
amended plan (as previously summarized in this staff report).         
 
One member of the public spoke who raised concerns regarding the building’s height, impact on light, air, 
and privacy concerns for the property owners to the north.  The Board then deliberated among themselves, 
and by a 7-0 vote adopted the following motion. 

 
The Board recommends approval of a certificate of appropriateness for the design of the building, 
hardscape, and landscape for the proposed five-unit multi-family building on the Subject 
Property. 
 
The Board’s recommendation is based on evidence in the record, or a public document, and upon the 
following findings of fact: 
 

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

(2) the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are appropriate to and 
compatible with adopted Village plans for and improvements in the immediate 
neighborhood, and including both urban design and site arrangement considerations;  

(3) the proposed external architectural features and site improvements are consistent with 
applicable Village design guidelines and such standards and criteria as may be adopted by 
the Board; and  

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

 
February 3, 2021, Planned Development Commission meeting 
(https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_02032021-249)  
After hearing presentations by Staff and the Applicant, the Commission heard from eight members of the 
public who continued to express concerns regarding the amended plan in terms of the mass, scale, and 
height of the building, privacy and noise concerns regarding the balconies and rooftop deck, the proximity 
of the proposed building to the existing condominium building to the south at 680 Green Bay Road, and 
potential safety concerns with the new driveway due to the amount of traffic it would generate.  The one 
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member who spoke in favor of the project stated the developer made many changes to the project to 
address neighbors’ concerns.  
 
During their deliberations following the public comments, the Commission members noted the many 
changes the Applicant made to address comments from members of the public and the Commission.  They 
thanked him for his responsiveness.  Commission members also found the Applicant’s proposed public 
benefit, an $18,000 contribution towards installation of an EV charging station in the downtown, an 
appropriate and welcomed public benefit.    Following its deliberations, by a vote of 8-0, the Commission 
adopted the following recommendation.    
 

The Planned Development Commission recommends approval of the preliminary plan for The Walden 
Planned Development to be located at 688-694 Green Bay Road, and it adopts the following findings of 
fact:  

A. The Walden Planned Development is in conformity with the standards set forth in Section 
17.58.110 of the Zoning Ordinance:  

1. That the proposed development and the use or combination of uses furthers the goals and 
objectives of the Comprehensive Plan; 

2. That the establishment, maintenance and operation of the planned development will not 
be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, health, comfort, morals or general 
welfare, or have a negative environmental impact on the neighborhood or Village; 

3. That the planned development will not unreasonably impede the use and enjoyment of 
other property in the immediate vicinity which are permitted by right in the district or 
districts of concern, nor unreasonably diminish or impair property values in the immediate 
vicinity; 

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

5. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress in a 
manner which minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways; 

6. That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary to the 
operation of the planned development exist or are to be provided; and 

7. That the planned development in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations 
of this and other applicable Village ordinances and codes. 
 

B. The following zoning exceptions that are part of The Walden Planned Development: 

1. Gross Floor Area (GFA) of 14,255 square feet, whereas a maximum of 12,000 square feet 
(an 80% Floor Area Ratio) is permitted, a variation of 2,255 square feet (an 18.8% increase) 
[Section 17.32.010T – Maximum Building Size];  

2. Building height of 42’-11” feet and 3 stories, whereas a maximum of 35 feet and 2 ½ stories 
is permitted, a variation of 7’-11” (a 22.8 % increase) [Section 17.32.010C – Height]; 

Agenda Packet P. 23



 Page 21 

3. Exterior Wall Articulation of only two feet for the difference in the plane of walls along the 
south building wall, whereas a minimum of four feet is required. [Section 17.32.010M – 
Exterior Walls];   

4. Principal Roof Form consisting of predominately a flat roof, whereas the roof pitch between 
the eave and ridge lines shall not be less than 35 degrees and not more than 60 degrees 
[Section 17.32.010(O) – Principal Roof Form]; and 

5. Front Yard Setback of 9’-11”to accommodate surface parking spaces, whereas a minimum 
of 25 feet is required, a variation of 15’-1” feet (a 60.33% decrease) [Section 17.32.010H - 
Setback].    

are in conformity with the standards set forth in Section 17.58.120 of the Zoning Ordinance:  

1. The proposed exception will enhance the overall quality of the development, the design 
of the structures, and the site plan to further the goals and objectives of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Design Guidelines; 

2. The proposed exception will enable the development to offer environmental and 
pedestrian amenities available to all residents of the Village; 

3. The proposed exception will not cause an adverse impact on neighboring properties 
that outweigh the public benefits of the development;  

4. The proposed exception will contain a proposed design and use, or combination of uses, 
that will complement the character of the surrounding neighborhood; and  

5. The proposed exception will provide a public benefit to the Village, as described in 
Section 17.58.120.B of this Code. 

C. The requested Plat of Consolidation of the Subject Property to create one lot out of two existing 
lots, does meet the standards set forth in Section 16.12.010 of the Subdivision Code. 

 
D. The Planned Development Commission finds the inclusion of the following additional condition 

is warranted in order to adopt a recommendation of approval. 
 

1. The proposed third floor outdoor roof deck and garden space along the west side of the 
building be only for the exclusive use of the residents of the third-floor unit. 

 
As originally presented by the Applicant, rooftop deck and garden space were to be for the use and 
enjoyment of all residents of the building.    During his presentation, the applicant offered the condition in 
response to neighbors’ written comments regarding potential noise and privacy concerns related to activity 
in this space.   (Note: A couple of Commission members did not think the condition was necessary, but given 
the condition was included in the motion to recommend approval, they voted for the motion.) 
 
AMENDED PLANS CURRENTLY BEFORE THE COUNCIL  

The amended plans currently before the Village Council for consideration are substantially similar to those 
reviewed by the Planned Development Commission and Design Review Board, except the third story has 
been adjusted to address the Commission’s condition that the third-floor roof deck and garden only be 
available to the residents of the third-story unit.   The third-story unit has been enlarged, two of the storage 
units for the building have been relocated from the third-story to the garage level, and the configuration of 
the rooftop deck has been slightly adjusted. 
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Figure 13 – Revised Third Story Floor Plan – Restricting Use of Rooftop Deck to Third Floor Unit 
 
 
WRITTEN PROTEST 
 
As of the date of this staff report, the Village has received one formal written protest regarding the proposed 
preliminary planned development (Attachment 5).   Section 17.58.080 of the Planned Development 
Ordinance states “Any owner of property within 250 feet of the subject property may file a written protest 
objecting to the planned development.”   Other property owners have until 5:00 p.m.  on the date of the 
first meeting of the Village Council at which the preliminary planned development application is on the 
agenda for consideration, which would be 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, March 9. 
 
In the event 20 percent of the owners of property located within 250 feet of the subject property submit a 
written protest, on a form provided by the Village, the preliminary approval of the planned development by 
the Village Council shall require the favorable vote of four Trustees.  At the March 9 meeting, the Village 
Attorney and staff will present an update regarding the submittal of any additional written protests. 
 
SUMMARY 

At the March 9, 2021, Village Council meeting the Council is scheduled to consider introduction of Ordinance 
M-06-2021, an ordinance granting preliminary approval of a Planned Development for The Walden located 
at 688-694 Green Bay Road. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1: Ordinance M-06-2021, An Ordinance Granting Preliminary Approval of a Planned 

Development (688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden) 
Attachment 2: Applicant’s March 1, 2021 Applicant Letter  
Attachment 3A: Current Amended Plan – DRB Minutes and PDC Minutes  
Attachment 3B: Current Amended Plan – Public Comments - Received Since October 19 PDC meeting  
Attachment 4A: Original Plan - DRB Minutes and PDC Minutes  
Attachment 4B: Original Plan – Public Comments – Received Prior to and for October 19 PDC meeting 
Attachment 5: Written Protest  
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ORDINANCE NO. M-06-2021 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING 

PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

(688-694 GREEN BAY ROAD)  

(The Walden) 

WHEREAS, CCF Winnetka LLC (“Property Owner”), an Illinois limited liability 

company, is the record owner of the property commonly known as 688-694 Green Bay Road, 

Winnetka, Illinois, and legally described in Exhibit A attached to and, by this reference, made a 

part of this Ordinance (“Property”); and 

WHEREAS, SR Winnetka, LLC (“Developer”), an Illinois limited liability company, is 

the contract purchaser of the Property; and  

WHEREAS, the Property is comprised of two lots of record; and 

WHEREAS, the Property is located in the B-1 Multifamily Residential District under the 

Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Winnetka Village Code (“Zoning Ordinance”); and  

WHEREAS, the Property contains approximately 15,000 square feet in total lot area and 

is currently vacant and improved with a single-story single-family residence; and 

WHEREAS, because the Property exceeds 10,000 square feet in size, development of 

the Property is required to be reviewed and approved as a planned development in accordance 

with Chapter 17.58 of the Zoning Ordinance (“Planned Development Regulations”); and 

WHEREAS, the Developer proposes to demolish the existing improvements on the 

Property and redevelop the site for multi-family residential use, all as specifically provided 

pursuant to this Ordinance (“Proposed Development”); and 

WHEREAS, on July 16, 2019, the Village Council conducted a concept plan review of 

the Proposed Development pursuant to the Planned Development Regulations; and 

WHEREAS, on December 17, 2019, the Developer filed an application with the Village 

for preliminary planned development plan approval, including a request for preliminary approval 

of a plat of subdivision to combine the two existing lots into a single lot of record (collectively, 

“Application”); and 

WHEREAS, the Application requested certain zoning relief including exceptions from 

and modifications to the (i) maximum permitted building size, (ii) maximum permitted intensity 

of use of the lot, (iii) building height, (iv) principal roof form, and (v) exterior wall articulation 

requirements of the Planned Development Regulations and Zoning Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to proper notice and in accordance with the Village Zoning 

Ordinance, the Winnetka Design Review Board considered the Application at its meetings on 

January 16, 2020 and August 20, 2020; and  
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WHEREAS, on August 20, 2020, the Design Review Board adopted a resolution with 

specific findings and conclusions, specifically that, as a whole, the proposed preliminary planned 

development was consistent with the Village of Winnetka Design Guidelines and by a 

unanimous vote recommended that it be approved by the Village Council; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to proper notice and in accordance with the Village Zoning 

Ordinance, the Winnetka Planned Development Commission held a public hearing on the 

Application and the Proposed Development, which public hearing commenced on September 2, 

2020, and continued on October 7 and October 19, 2020; and 

WHEREAS, on October 19, 2020, the Planned Development Commission voted six to 

two to recommend denial of the Application; and 

WHEREAS, the Developer subsequently filed an amended application seeking approval 

of certain subdivision and zoning relief to allow for the construction of a redesigned, five-unit 

multi-family residential building with below grade structured parking at the Property 

(“Amended Application”), all as more specifically depicted on the “Preliminary Development 

Plan,” as provided in Section 4 of this Ordinance; and  

WHEREAS, pursuant to proper notice and in accordance with the Village Zoning 

Ordinance, the Winnetka Design Review Board considered the Amended Application at its 

meeting on January 21, 2021; and 

WHEREAS, on January 21, 2021, the Design Review Board adopted a resolution with 

specific findings and conclusions, specifically that, as a whole, the proposed preliminary planned 

development was consistent with the Village of Winnetka Design Guidelines and by a 

unanimous vote recommended that it be approved by the Village Council; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to proper notice and in accordance with the Village Zoning 

Ordinance, the Planned Development Commission held a public hearing on the Amended 

Application and the Preliminary Development Plan, which public hearing commenced on 

February 3, 2021; and 

WHEREAS, on February 3, 2021, the Planned Development Commission unanimously 

adopted a resolution with specific findings and conclusions, recommending that the Village 

Council approve the proposed Preliminary Development Plan, modifications, and exceptions, 

subject to certain conditions; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 17.50.080 of the Planned Development Regulations, the 

findings and recommendations of the Planned Development Commission and the Design Review 

Board were submitted to the Village Council, along with the complete records of both bodies, all 

supporting materials, and all correspondence and written comment received at any time related to 

the Application, the Amended Application, and the Proposed Development; and 

WHEREAS, under the Proposed Development as depicted on the Preliminary 

Development Plan, the Amended Application requests exceptions from and modifications to 

Sections 17.32.010.T, 17.32.010.C, 17.32.010.M, 17.32.010.O, 17.32.010.H of the Zoning 

Ordinance to allow (i) an increase in the maximum gross floor area from 12,000 square feet to 

14,255 square feet; (ii) an increase in the maximum building height from 35 feet to 42 feet 
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eleven inches; (iii) a reduction in the required separation distance for exterior wall articulation 

from four feet to two feet; (iv) a principal roof form consisting of a predominantly flat roof 

where a roof pitch less than 35 degrees is otherwise prohibited; and (v) a reduction in the 

required front yard setback from 25 feet to 9 feet eleven inches to accommodate surface parking 

spaces; and  

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

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

the authority, except as limited by Section 6 of Article VII of the Constitution of the State of 

Illinois of 1970, to exercise any power and perform any function pertaining to the government 

and affairs of the Village; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Council introduced this Ordinance at its regular meeting on 

March 9, 2021; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Council has determined that approval of the Proposed 

Development pursuant to this Ordinance is in the best interest of the Village and its residents; 

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

SECTION 1:  RECITALS.  The foregoing recitals are incorporated into, and made a 

part of, this Ordinance as the findings of the Village Council. 

SECTION 2:  ADDITIONAL FINDINGS.  The Village Council further finds as 

follows: 

A. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the Proposed Development 

and Preliminary Development Plan are consistent with the Village of Winnetka Comprehensive 

Plan, Winnetka 2020. 

B. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the Proposed Development 

and Preliminary Development Plan comply or will comply with all applicable Village 

ordinances. 

C. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the Proposed Development 

and Preliminary Development Plan considered both as a whole and in their respective component 

parts are in conformity or will be in conformity with the Village of Winnetka Design Guidelines. 

D. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the Proposed Development 

and Preliminary Development Plan meet the standards for approval of special use permits, as 

established in Chapter 17.56 of the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance.  

E. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the exceptions from and 

modifications to the maximum building size, building height, exterior wall articulation, principal 

roof form, and front yard setback of the Proposed Development, as depicted in the Preliminary 

Development Plan, meet the standards for modification pursuant to Section 17.58.120.  
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F. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Ordinance, the Proposed Development 

and Preliminary Development Plan meet the general purpose and intent of the Planned 

Development Ordinance, as set out in Section 17.58.020 of the Planned Development Ordinance.   

SECTION 3:  PRELIMINARY APPROVAL.  Subject to the terms, conditions, 

restrictions, modifications, and exceptions set forth in Sections 6 through 11 of this Ordinance, 

the Amended Application for preliminary approval of a planned development and preliminary 

plat of subdivision for the Proposed Development on the Property is hereby granted. 

SECTION 4:  APPROVAL OF A PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN.  

Subject to, and contingent upon, the conditions, restrictions, and provisions set forth in Section 6 

through 11 of this Ordinance, the Preliminary Development Plan for the planned development 

for the Property, shall be, and it is hereby, approved, and shall hereafter consist of the following 

documents (collectively, the "Preliminary Development Plan"): 

A. The Preliminary Engineering Plan, consisting of one sheet, prepared by ESM 

Civil Solutions, LLC, with a latest revision date of December 14, 2020, a copy of 

which is attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance as 

Exhibit B; 

B. The Photometrics Plan, consisting of one sheet, prepared by R.M. Swanson 

Architects, dated December 10, 2020, a copy of which is attached to, and by this 

reference made a part of, this Ordinance as Exhibit C; 

C. The Landscape Plan, consisting of one sheet, prepared by prepared by Resource 

One Landscape Architects, dated December 22, 2020, a copy of which is attached 

to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance as Exhibit D; 

D. The Tree Preservation Plan, consisting of one sheet, prepared by Resource One 

Landscape Architects, and R.M. Swanson Architects, dated December 10, 2020, a 

copy of which is attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance 

as Exhibit E; 

E. The Renderings, consisting of three sheets, prepared by R.M. Swanson 

Architects, and not dated, a copy of which is attached to, and by this reference 

made a part of, this Ordinance as Exhibit F; 

F. The Building Elevations and Sections, consisting of 7 sheets, prepared by R.M. 

Swanson Architects, dated December 10, 2020, a copy of which is attached to, 

and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance as Exhibit G; 

G. The Building Floor Plans, consisting of six sheets, prepared by R.M. Swanson 

Architects, with latest revision dates of December 10, 2020, and March 3, 2021, a 

copy of which is attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance 

as Exhibit H; 

H. The Impermeable Surface Area Plan, consisting of one sheet, prepared by R.M. 

Swanson Architects, with latest revision date of December 10, 2020, a copy of 
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which is attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance as 

Exhibit I; 

I. The Gross Floor Area Diagram, consisting of three sheets, prepared by R.M. 

Swanson Architects, with latest revision date of March 3, 2021, a copy of which 

is attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance as Exhibit J; 

J. The Building Material and Finish Cut Sheets, consisting of 33 sheets, a copy of 

which is attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance as 

Exhibit K; 

K. The Quantitative Summary, consisting of one sheet, dated December 22, 2020, 

which is attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance as 

Exhibit L; and 

L. The Preliminary Plat of Subdivision, consisting of one sheet, a copy of which is 

attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance as Exhibit M.  

SECTION 5:  APPROVAL OF EXEMPTIONS AND MODIFICATIONS. Subject 

to, and contingent upon, the conditions, restrictions, and provisions set forth in Sections 6 

through 11 of this Ordinance, the following exceptions and modifications from the provisions of 

the Planned Development Regulations are granted: 

A. Maximum Building Size. An exception from and modification to the maximum 

building size of 12,000 square feet set forth in Subsection 17.32.010.T of the 

Zoning Ordinance to allow for a maximum gross floor area of 14,255 square feet.  

B. Building Height. An exception from and modification to the 35-foot building 

height limitation of Section 17.32.010.C of the Zoning Ordinance to allow for a 

maximum building height, as measured pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance, of 42 

feet eleven inches.  

C. Exterior Wall Articulation. An exception from and modification to the 

standards for exterior wall articulation set forth in Section 17.32.010.M of the 

Zoning Ordinance to allow for a separation in the plane of walls along the south 

building wall of only two feet where a minimum of four feet is required. 

D. Principal Roof Form. An exception from and modification to the standards for 

roof design set forth in Section 17.32.010.O of the Zoning Ordinance to allow a 

predominantly flat roof where a flat roof is otherwise prohibited. 

E. Front Yard Setback. An exception from and modification to the setback 

limitations of Section 17.32.010.H of the Zoning Ordinance to reduce the front 

yard setback from 25 feet to nine feet eleven inches.  

F. Limitation of Approval.  The foregoing exceptions and modifications shall be 

effective only in the event that the Developer obtains approval of a final development plan 

pursuant to the Planned Development Regulations.  In the event that the Developer fails to obtain 

final plan approval as provided in this Ordinance and the Zoning Ordinance, the conditional 
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approval of the foregoing exceptions and modifications shall become null and void.  Nothing in 

this Ordinance shall be construed either as granting preliminary or final approval of any zoning 

variance or as granting any preliminary or final zoning exception, zoning modification or special 

use other than those specifically identified in this Ordinance. 

SECTION 6:  CONDITIONS.  Notwithstanding any use or development right that may 

be applicable or available pursuant to the provisions of the Winnetka Village Code or the Zoning 

Ordinance, or any other rights Developer, individually or collectively, may have, the preliminary 

approvals granted in Sections Three, Four, and Five of this Ordinance shall be, and they are 

hereby, expressly subject to and contingent upon the redevelopment, use, and maintenance of the  

Property in compliance with each and all of the conditions set forth in this Section: 

A. Standard Conditions. 

1. Compliance with Regulations.  The redevelopment, use, operation, and 

maintenance of the Property shall comply with all applicable Village codes and ordinances, as 

the same have been or may be amended from time to time, except to the extent specifically 

provided otherwise in this Ordinance. 

2. Compliance with the Final Development Plan.  The Developer shall work 

diligently and do all work necessary to apply for and produce a Final Development Plan, which 

shall be in substantial conformance with the Preliminary Development Plan and otherwise 

comply with the provisions of Section 17.58.090 of the Zoning Ordinance.  The Final 

Development Plan shall be approved by Ordinance pursuant to Section 17.58.100 of the Zoning 

Ordinance prior to issuance of any demolition or building permits for any development on the 

Property. The redevelopment, use, operation, and maintenance of the Property shall comply with 

the Final Development Plan except for minor changes and site work approved in accordance with 

all applicable Village ordinances and standards. 

B. Single Phase Development.  The construction of the Proposed Development 

shall take place in one continuous phase. 

C. Use of Outdoor Roof Deck and Garden Space. The outdoor roof deck and 

garden space to be located on the third floor at the west side of the proposed 

building shall be for the exclusive use of residents of the third-floor unit.  

D. Electric Vehicle Charging Stations.  

1. The Developer shall provide an electric vehicle charging station within the 

Proposed Development for use by the residents of the proposed building. 

2. Prior to issuance of a building permit by the Village, the Developer shall 

make a payment to the Village in the amount $18,000.00 as a contribution 

toward the installation of an electric vehicle charging station to be located 

in the Village’s business district. 

E. Landscaping.  Developer shall install and maintain all landscape improvements 

and landscaping as depicted on the Landscape Plan, including specifically, without limitation, a 
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retaining wall along the western perimeter of the Property, a landscaped berm with Norway 

Spruces and a row of arbor vitae planted on top of the berm. 

F. Binding Effect; Non-Transferability.  The privileges, obligations, and 

provisions of each and every section and requirement of this Ordinance are for and shall insure 

solely to the benefit of the Developer, and are and shall be binding on the Developer, upon any 

and all of the Developer’s heirs, successors, and assigns, and upon any and all of the respective 

successor legal and or beneficial owners of all or any portion of the Property, except as otherwise 

expressly provided in this Ordinance.  Nothing in this Ordinance shall be deemed to allow the 

Developer to transfer any of the rights or interests granted herein to any other person or entity 

without the prior approval of the Village Council by a duly adopted resolution. 

G. No Third Party Beneficiaries.  Nothing in this Ordinance shall create, or shall be 

construed or interpreted to create, any third party beneficiary rights. 

SECTION 7:  FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH CONDITIONS.  Upon failure or 

refusal of the Developer, or any of its officers, employees, or agents, to comply with any or all of 

the conditions, restrictions, or provisions of this Ordinance or the ordinance approving the Final 

Development Plan (collectively, “Final Approval Documents”), the permits and approvals 

granted in the Final Approval Documents shall, at the sole discretion of the Village Council, by 

ordinance duly adopted, be revoked and become null and void, including this Ordinance and the 

ordinance approving the Final Development Plan.  In the event of revocation, the development 

and use of the Property shall be governed solely by the regulations of the B-1 Multifamily 

Residential District, as the same may, from time to time, be amended.  Further, in the event of a 

revocation of the permits or approvals granted pursuant to the Final Approval Documents, the 

Village Manager and Village Attorney are hereby authorized and directed to bring any zoning or 

other enforcement action that may be appropriate under the circumstances. 

SECTION 8:  PAYMENT OF VILLAGE FEES AND COSTS.  The Developer shall 

pay to the Village, as and when due, all application, review, inspection, and permit fees, all water 

and sewer general and special connection fees, tap-on fees, charges and contributions; all third-

party legal, engineering, and other consulting or administrative fees, costs, and expenses incurred 

or accrued in connection with the development of the Property, the negotiation, preparation, 

consideration, and review of this Ordinance and all exhibits and associated documents; and all 

other fees, expenses, charges and contributions required by applicable Village codes, ordinances, 

resolutions, rules or regulations, including, without limitation, the fees, charges and contributions 

provided in the fee schedules set by Village resolution or established by Village Code.  All 

payments shall be at the rates that are in effect at the time the charge is incurred, and the Village 

reserves its right and discretion to establish or increase rates from time to time. 

SECTION 9:  NON-INTERFERENCE.  All of the Developer’s construction activities 

for the Proposed Development shall be performed so as to minimize, to the greatest extent 

possible, or eliminate interruption of or interference with the use and enjoyment of adjacent 

properties, and any interference with pedestrian and vehicular traffic, including parking. 

Agenda Packet P. 33



 

{00119292.6} -8- 

SECTION 10:  EFFECT OF PRELIMINARY APPROVAL; FINAL PLAN 

APPROVAL. 

A. Final Plan Approval.  Developer shall submit its application for final approval of 

the Proposed Development within 18 months following the Village Council approval of the 

Preliminary Planned Development Plan as required by Chapters 17.56 and 17.58 of the Zoning 

Ordinance.  The Village Council, in the exercise of its discretion, may extend the time for filing 

the application for final approval.  If the Village Council finds that the proposed final plans are in 

substantial conformity with the Preliminary Development Plan and are otherwise in compliance 

with all of the terms, conditions and exceptions of this Ordinance, and if the Developer is in full 

compliance with the terms, conditions and exceptions of this Ordinance, then the Developer shall 

be entitled to receive final approval of the Development from the Village Council.  

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Village Council shall have and retain the discretion to 

incorporate all of the conditions of this Ordinance into the grant of final approval and to impose 

additional conditions for final approval, provided the Village Council finds one or more of the 

following circumstances exist: 

1. the proposed final plan contains material changes from the Preliminary 

Development Plan and such conditions are related to such changes; 

2. such conditions are related to Village staff recommendations arising from 

the review of the documents and information submitted as part of the final 

plan application pursuant to Section 17.58.100.A of the Zoning Ordinance; 

3. such conditions are related to details of the building design or materials 

that were not part of the Preliminary Development Plan; or 

4. such conditions are related to changes in or on the immediate vicinity of 

the Property subsequent to the adoption of this Ordinance and are 

necessary to protect the public health, safety and welfare. 

B. Construction.  The Developer shall commence construction, beyond mere 

fencing and preparation of the worksite, of the Proposed Development within 60 days after the 

issuance by the Village of a building permit for the Proposed Development. 

C. No Work Authorization.  Nothing in this Ordinance shall be construed as 

authorizing the issuance of any permits for the demolition of any of the existing buildings on the 

Property or for the construction of the Proposed Development. 

SECTION 12:  HOME RULE POWERS.  This Ordinance is passed by the Council of 

the Village of Winnetka in the exercise of its home rule powers pursuant to Section 6 of Article 

VII of the Illinois Constitution of 1970. 

SECTION 13:  EFFECTIVE DATE. 

A. This Ordinance shall be effective only upon the occurrence of all of the following 

events:  
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1. passage by the Village Council of the Village of Winnetka in the manner 

required by law; 

2. publication in pamphlet form in the manner required by law; and  

3. the filing by the Developer for recording in the Office of the Cook County 

Clerk, of an Unconditional Agreement and Consent, signed by all owners 

of the Property and the Developer, to accept and abide by each and all of 

the terms, conditions, and limitations set forth in this Ordinance.  The 

Unconditional Agreement and Consent shall be in the form of Exhibit N 

attached to, and by this reference made a part of, this Ordinance. 

B. In the event that the Developer does not file with the Village Clerk a fully 

executed copy of the Unconditional Agreement and Consent required pursuant to Paragraph 

13.A.3 of this Ordinance within 60 days after the date of passage of this Ordinance by the 

Village Council then, at the option of the Village Council by resolution duly adopted, this 

Ordinance shall be of no force or effect and shall be rendered null and void. 

 

PASSED this __ day of ___________, 2021, pursuant to the following roll call vote:  

AYES:    

NAYS:    

ABSENT:    

APPROVED this ___ day of __________, 2021. 

 

 Signed: 

 

   

 Village President 

Countersigned: 

 

  

Village Clerk 

Published by authority of the 

President and Board of Trustees 

of the Village of Winnetka, 

Illinois, this ___ day of _______, 

2021. 

Introduced:  March 9, 2021 

Passed and Approved:  ______________, 2021 
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EXHIBIT A 

 

Legal Description of the Property 

 

THE SOUTH 19 FEET OF LOT 49 AND THE NORTH 31 FEET OF LOT 50 (EXCEPT 
FROM SAID LOTS THE EASTERLY 3 FEET USED FOR STREET PURPOSES) IN THE 
COUNTY CLERK'S DIVISION OF THAT PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF 
SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL 
MERIDIAN, LYING EAST OF RAILROAD IN THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA IN COOK 
COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 
 
Commonly referred to as 694 Green Bay Road (PIN 05-17-412-037-0000) 
 
AND 
 
THE SOUTH 50 FEET OF THE NORTH 81 FEET OF LOT 50 IN COUNTY CLERK'S 
DIVISION OF THAT PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 17, 
TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN 
(EXCEPT FROM SAID PREMISES THE EASTERLY 3 FEET USED FORSTREET 
PURPOSES), IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 
 
Commonly referred to as 688 Green Bay Road (PIN 05-17-412-038-0000) 
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EXHIBIT B 

 

Preliminary Engineering Plans
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EXHIBIT C 

 

Photometrics Plan

Agenda Packet P. 39



A-1

A-4

A-4

A-3

PROPOSED

BUILDING

G
  R

  E
  E

  N
      B

  A
  Y

       R
  O

 A
 D

CONC
RET

E 
DRIV

EW
AY

CONC
RET

E 
DRIV

EW
AY

BRIC
K D

RIV
EW

AY

C
O
N
C
R
E
TE

 W
A
LK

C
O
N
C
R
E
TE

 A
P
R
O
N

C
O
N
C
R
E
TE

 C
UR

B

C
O
N
C
R
E
TE

 W
A
LK

BRIC
K W

ALL

B
R
IC

K
 W

A
LL

A-4

A-4

A-3

A-1

A-1

A-1

A-1

A-1

A-1

A-1

A-1

A-1

A-4

A-4

A-4

A-4

A-4

A-4

A

A-2

A-2

A-4

EXISTING

BUILDING

EXISTING

BUILDING

rick@rmswanson.com
11418 E MISSION LN
SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85259

Mobile: 847 757-3975P H O T O M E T R I C S     P L A N
1

4

" = 1'-0"

12-10-2020

Agenda Packet P. 40

AutoCAD SHX Text
15.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
8.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
9.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
14.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
5.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0



 

{00119292.6}   

EXHIBIT D 

 

Landscape Plan 

 

Agenda Packet P. 41



Tree #3

Tree #4

Tree #7

Tree #6

Tree #13

Tree #14

Tree #15

Tree #5

Tree #11

Tree #10

Tree #9

Tree #8

Tree #22

Tree #23

PROPOSED
BUILDING

F

O

U

R

 

S

T

O

R

Y

B

R

I

C

K

 

R

E

S

I

D

E

N

C

E

G  R  E  E  N      B  A  Y       R  O
  A  D

5

'
-

0

"

 

L

A

N

D

S

C

A

P

E

 

 

B

L

O

C

K

 

 

W

A

L

L

8
'-8

"

12'-0
"

ENTRANCE
COURT YARD

E X I S T I N
 G

    4'-0"   C
 H

 A I N
     L I N

 K     F E N
 C

 E

A D A
R A M P

(6)-RB

(8)-NS

(17)-AR

(1)-CP

(1)-CP

PY

PY

PY

Sod

Sod

Sod

Sod

Sod

Sod

Sod

Sod

Sod

(1)-SB

(1)-SB

(1)-SB

(1)-SB (2)-SB

(3)-OH

(8)-AW

(8)-AW

(12)-CB

(5)-CB

(6)-AW

(6)-AW

(11)-AZ

PY

PAVER
BRICK

PAVER
BRICK

PAVER
BRICK

PAVER
BRICK

STONE
BENCH

(10)-RA

(10)-RA

(12)-SS

(12)-SP

(12)-SP

(4)-OH

Sod

(9)-AZ

(12)-RA

(12)-RA

(25)-BX

(24)-BX

PY

PY

Sod

Sod

Sod

Sod

RADIANT HEAT SNOW-MELT
MATT UNDER DRIVEWAY

(9)-AZ

Fire
Hydrant

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

NOTE: RETAINING WALL TO
STEP DOWN W/ PROPOSED
GRAD TO MATCH EXISTING
GRADE AT LOT BOUNDARY

NOTE: RETAINING WALL TO
STEP DOWN W/ PROPOSED
GRAD TO MATCH EXISTING
GRADE AT LOT BOUNDARY

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

R

E

T

A

I

N

I

N

G

 

W

A

L

L

CROWN OF ROOT BALL SHALL BEAR SAME RELATION

TO FINISHED GRADE AS IT DID TO PREVIOUS GRADE

CONIFEROUS  TREE  DETAIL

DECIDUOUS  TREE  DETAIL

BURLAP  SHRUB  DETAIL

GROUND  COVER  DETAIL

RETAINING WALL  DETAIL

GENERAL NOTES:
1. APPLICANT SHALL WORK PROACTIVELY WITH THE ADJACENT NEIGHBORS TO THE SOUTH TO REPLACE EXISTING LANDSCAPE SCREENING AND

TREES REMOVED ALONG THE SOUTH PROPERTY LINE THAT ARE ON THE APPLICANT'S PROPERTY. THIS MAY INCLUDE PLANTING OF SOME PLANT
MATERIAL ON THE NEIGHBOR PROPERTY WITH THE FULL APPROVAL OF THE NEIGHBORING PROPERTY'S H O A. APPLICANT WILL WORK WITH THE
SOUTH NEIGHBORS H O A TO ESTABLISH A MUTUALLY ACCEPTABLE RESULT TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE ON THE APPLICANT'S PROPERTY

2. SNOW REMOVAL SHALL BE CONTRACTED BY THE H O A WITH A LICENSED AND BONDED SNOW REMOVAL CONTRACTOR. IN ADDITION, A RADIANT
SNOW MELTING SYSTEM WILL BE INSTALLED FROM THE SOUTH ENTRANCE TO THE OVERHEAD GARAGE DOORS AND PARKING AREA
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Registered Landscape Architect
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EXHIBIT J 

 

Gross Floor Area Diagram 

Agenda Packet P. 69



U
P

 1
8
R

UP 16R

DOWN 15R

D

2680

2880

2880

26
8
0

2480
2480

2880 2880

2880

3680

w

2480

26
8
0

Ref/

26
8
0

24
8
0

24
8
0

28
8
0

Range

Freez

Bedrm  2

Bedrm  3

Great Room

Foyer

Master Suite

Study

Dining

Kitchen

walk-in Closet

Laundry

Pantry

elevator

make-up linen

Lobby

3
0

8
0

3
0

8
0

UP 15R

2880

Utility

Grill

Mail
Boxes

DW

D

2680

2880

2880

26
8
0

2480
2480

28802880

2880

3680

w

2480

26
8
0

Ref/

26
8
0

24
8
0

24
8
0

28
8
0

Range

Freez

Bedrm  2

Bedrm  3

Great Room

Foyer

Master Suite

Study

Dining

Kitchen

walk-in ClosetMaster  Bath

Laundry

Pantry

make-uplinen

3
0

8
0

3
0

8
0

Grill

DW

Powder

Master  Bath

Powder

rick@rmswanson.com
11418 E MISSION LN
SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85259

Mobile: 847 757-3975
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A

C
B

E

D

PIECE DIMENSIONS (FT) GFA AREA (SF)

A

B

C

D

E

PREVIOUS BLDG FLOOR AREA:

15.3 X 55.3

F

(32.0 X 62.0) X 2

846.0

3,968.0

129.0

96.0

244.8

FIRST, SECOND, THIRD & ROOF
FLOOR GFA-PROPOSED

F

G

(3.0 X 10.75) X 4

(12.0 X 2.0) X 4

(7.2 X 17.0) X 2

G 414.0(11.5 X 6.0) X 6

EXTERIOR
BALCONY

(3rd flr & 2nd west not counted)

35.517.75 X 2.0

TOTALS PER FLOOR:

17,701.5

3rd FLOOR AREA:

5,595.3
5,457.32nd FLOOR AREA:

1st FLOOR AREA:

ROOF FLOOR AREA: 0
GROSS BLDG FLOOR AREA: 14,219.0

TOTAL REDUCTION: (3,482.5)

18.5%
OVER

47.5%
OVER

1

4

" = 1'-0"

3-3-2021

TOTAL CURRENT OVERAGE: 2,219.0

3,166.4

 
Agenda Packet P. 70

ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg
ftp://image.autodesk.com/drawing/KEYBOARD_PLAN_VIEW.dwg


2680

2880

2880

26
8
0

2480 2480

28
8
0

2480

Ref/

24
8
0

24
8
0

28
8
0

Freez

Bedrm  2
22

12  x 10

Bedrm  3
06

11  x 11

Great Room
60

25  x 15

Master Suite
00

17  x 13

Study
06

14  x 11

Kitchen
08

13  x 14

walk-in
Closet

Laundry
66

8  x 7

make-up linen

3
0

8
0

3
0

8
0

Grill

DW

Master  Bath

Powder

TERRACE
06

11  x 6

TERRACE
06

11  x 6

Bath  2

elevator

Built-in  Bookshelves

UP 16R

DOWN 15R

D
W
N
 18

R

TRASH &

DROP
RECYCLE

2'
-0

"

2'
-0

"

6
'-
8
"

2'
-0

"

3'-0"

bbq

42" HIGH DECORATIVE  

FENCING (BLACK)
ALUMINUM PICKET 

26
8
0

Storage
100 sf

Owner's
Roof Garden
200 SF

2680

42" Range

28
8
0

2680

Fire Pit

D

w

2880

26
8
0

linen

28
8
0

2880

3680

Built-in  Bookshelves

Dining
00

13  x 12

Brkfst
00

13  x 9

Foyer

Pantry

rick@rmswanson.com
11418 E MISSION LN
SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85259

Mobile: 847 757-3975

G R O  S S     F L O O R    A R E A    3RD    F L O O R

A
CB

E

D

PIECE DIMENSIONS (FT) GFA AREA (SF)

A

B

C

D

E

15.3 X 55.3

F

32.0 X 62.0

846.0

1,984.0

64.5

48.0

122.4

THIRD FLOOR GFA-PROPOSED

F

G

3.0 X 10.75 x 2

(12.0 X 2.0) X 2

7.2 X 17.0

G

EXTERIOR
BALCONY

(3rd flr not counted)

35.517.75 X 2.0

GROSS 3RD  FLOOR AREA:

H
I

40.04.O x 10.0

3,166.4

3-3-2021

E

D

1

4

" = 1'-0"

H

2.O x 13.0 26.0

 
Agenda Packet P. 71

AutoCAD SHX Text
ESTCODE



2 rd   Floor   Roof
Below

A/C UNIT

A/C UNIT

A/C UNIT

A/C UNIT

A/C UNIT

3 rd   Floor   Roof

bbq

Owner's
Roof Garden
200 SF

Fire Pit

rick@rmswanson.com
11418 E MISSION LN
SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85259

Mobile: 847 757-3975

G R O S S    F L O O R    A R E A   R O O F
1

4

" = 1'-0"

PIECE DIMENSIONS (FT) GFA AREA (SF)

ROOF GFA-PROPOSED

NEW TOTALS:
1,191.6

A

PREVIOUS TOTALS:
TOTAL REDUCTION

3-3-2021

(1,191.6)

.0

.0

 
Agenda Packet P. 72



 

{00119292.6}  

Exhibit K 

 

Building Material and Finish Cut Sheets 

 

Agenda Packet P. 73



Agenda Packet P. 74



Agenda Packet P. 75



Agenda Packet P. 76



Agenda Packet P. 77



Agenda Packet P. 78



Agenda Packet P. 79



 
Agenda Packet P. 80



Agenda Packet P. 81



Agenda Packet P. 82



Agenda Packet P. 83



Agenda Packet P. 84



Agenda Packet P. 85



Agenda Packet P. 86



Agenda Packet P. 87



Agenda Packet P. 88



Agenda Packet P. 89



Agenda Packet P. 90



Agenda Packet P. 91



Agenda Packet P. 92



Agenda Packet P. 93



Agenda Packet P. 94



Agenda Packet P. 95



Agenda Packet P. 96



Agenda Packet P. 97



Agenda Packet P. 98



Agenda Packet P. 99



Agenda Packet P. 100



Agenda Packet P. 101



Agenda Packet P. 102



Agenda Packet P. 103



Agenda Packet P. 104



Agenda Packet P. 105



Agenda Packet P. 106



 

{00119292.6}  

Exhibit L 

 

Quantitative Summary 
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QUANTITATIVE SUMMARY
The Walden of Winnetka 22-Dec-20

Proposed 3-story, 5-Unit Residential Building

688 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois

Subject Property Information Existing Proposed

Current Zoning B-1 B-1 PUD

Current Use Single-family Residential (vacant) Multi-family

Lot Width 100'-0" N/C

Lot Depth 150'-0" N/C

Gross Lot Area 15,000 sf N/C

Acreage 0.345-acres N/C

Adjacent Property to the South 4-story multi-family Condo N/C

Adjacent Property to the North 2-story multi-family Duplex N/C

Adjacent Property to the East Green Bay Road N/C

Adjacent Property to the West Single-family Residential N/C

Proposed Development Permitted By Zoning Proposed

Density 6-Units (18-DU per acre) 5-Units

Average Residential Unit Floor Area

Gross Floor Area 12,000 sf (80% of lot area) 14,255 sf (18.7%) over

Building Height 35'-0" (above first floor elev.)

Roof Parapet (3-story) 35'-0" 

Roof Parapet (2-story) 25'-6" (9'-6" under)

Minor Roof Forms (corner tower elements) 3-story 42'-11" (7'-11" over)

Minor Roof Forms (corner tower elements) 2-Story 33'-6" (1'-6" under)

Major Roof Forms ( arch pediment) 41'-6" (5'-6" over)

Building Coverage of Lot 6,000 sf (40%) 5,595.3 sf (404.7 sf under)

Impermeable Surface Area 9,000 sf (60%) 8,298.8 sf (7.8% under)

Front Yard Setback (Building) 25'-0" 25'-0"

Front Yard Setback (Parking) 25'-0" 9'-11" (60.33% over)

Rear Yard Setback 30'-0" 30'-0"

Side Yard Setback (south) 12'-0" 22'-0"

Side Yard Setback (north) 12'-0" 12'-0"

Roof Overhangs 18" 8"

Parking 11.25-spaces 12-space +2-street spaces

Below Ground (2-per unit) 10-spaces 10-spaces

On-site Guest Parking 1 1/2-spaces 2-spaces (1 is Handicap)

Street Parking (lot frontage) 2-spaces

Exterior Walls (Difference in plane of walls) Articulation not greater than 50-'0" & wall plane at least 4'-0"

East Elevation Meets the Standard

South Elevation Articulation but not 4'-0"

West Elevation Meets the Standard

North Elevation Meets the Standard

Landscaping & Existing Trees

Total Existing Trees on Property 16-Trees (152"-gross)

Total Trees to be Removed 12-Trees (149"- gross)

Required Replacement Inches 41"

Total Proposed Replacement Trees 37-Trees (111" gross)

Stormwater Control

Developer to provide a buried stormwater vault under the proposed berm

on the west side of the property. We have designed all stormwater to flow

East and away from the westerly neighbors.
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Exhibit M 

 

Preliminary Plat of Subdivision 
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EXHIBIT N 

 

UNCONDITIONAL AGREEMENT AND CONSENT 

 

TO: The Village of Winnetka, Illinois (“Village”): 

WHEREAS, CCF Winnetka LLC (“Property Owner”), an Illinois limited liability company, 
is the record owner of the property commonly known as 688-694 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, 
Illinois (“Property”); and 

 
WHEREAS, SR Winnetka, LLC, an Illinois limited liability company (“Developer“) is the 

record contract purchaser of the Property; and  

WHEREAS, the Property is located in the B-1 Multifamily Residential District under the 
Winnetka Zoning Ordinance (“Zoning Ordinance”); and  

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. M-06-2021, adopted by the Village Council on ______, 2021 
("Ordinance"), grants the Developer approval of its preliminary development plan and certain 
exceptions and modifications from provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to permit Developer to 
construct and develop a multi-family residential building; related on-site parking improvements; 
and related landscape improvements (“Zoning Approvals”); and 

 WHEREAS, Section 13 of the Ordinance provides, among other things, that the 
Ordinance will be of no force or effect unless and until the Developer has filed, within 60 days 
following the passage of the Ordinance, Developer’s and Property Owner’s unconditional 
agreement and consent to accept and abide by each and all of the terms, conditions, and 
limitations set forth in the Ordinance; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Developer and Property Owner hereby agree and covenant as 
follows: 

1. The Developer and Property Owner hereby unconditionally agree to 
accept, consent to, and abide by each and all of the terms, conditions, limitations, restrictions, 
and provisions of the Ordinance. 

2. The Developer and Property Owner acknowledge that public notices and 
hearings have been properly given and held with respect to the adoption of the Ordinance and 
the Zoning Approvals, has considered the possibility of the revocation provided for in the 
Ordinance, and agrees not to challenge any such revocation on the grounds of any procedural 
infirmity or a denial of any procedural right. 

3. The Developer and Property Owner acknowledge and agree that the 
Village is not and will not be, in any way, liable for any damages or injuries that may be 
sustained as a result of the Village’s granting of the Zoning Approvals or its adoption of the 
Ordinance, and that the Village’s approval of the Zoning Approvals does not, and will not, in any 
way, be deemed to insure the Developer and Property Owner against damage or injury of any 
kind and at any time. 

4. The Developer and Property Owner hereby agree to hold harmless and 
indemnify the Village, the Village’s corporate authorities, and all Village elected and appointed 
officials, officers, employees, agents, representatives, and attorneys, from any and all claims 
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that may, at any time, be asserted against any of such parties in connection with the Village’s 
adoption of the Ordinance. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have hereunto set their hands on the date first 
above written.  

ATTEST:      SR WINNETKA, LLC, 
       an Illinois limited liability company 
 

 
By:    By:    
Its:    Its:   
 
 

 

ATTEST:      CCE WINNETKA, LLC 
       an Illinois limited liability company 
 

 
By:    By:    
Its:    Its:   
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 ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

STATE OF ILLINOIS  ) 
)  SS. 

COUNTY OF COOK  ) 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on ____________, 2017, by 
____________________, the ____________________ of SR WINNETKA, LLC, an Illinois 
limited liability company, and by ______________, the _________ of said limited liability 
company. 

  Given under my hand and official seal this ____ day of _________, 2021. 
 
 
 
               
       Notary Public 
 
 
My Commission expires:       
 
SEAL 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS  ) 
)  SS. 

COUNTY OF COOK  ) 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on ____________, 2017, by 
____________________, the ____________________ of CCE WINNETKA, LLC, an Illinois 
limited liability company, and by ______________, the _________ of said limited liability 
company. 

  Given under my hand and official seal this ____ day of _________, 2021. 
 
 
 
               
       Notary Public 
 
 
My Commission expires:       
 
SEAL 
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 11418 E Mission Ln 

                                  Scottsdale, AZ 85259 

                                 (847) 757-3975 mobile 

                                  rick@rmswanson.com 

                                

                      

                                            

March 1, 2021 
 
Chris Rintz 
President of the 
Village Council of Winnetka 
510 Green Bay Rd. 
Winnetka, IL 60093 
 
Re: 688 & 694 Green Bay Rd. 
 
President Rintz and Members of the Village Council: 
 
  I am pleased to report that we have completed the Plan Review process with both 
the Design Review Board and the Planned Development Committees with great 
success. Although we received unanimous approval from the DRB twice, the PDC 
review involved a recommendation of denial on our initial plan before getting the 
unanimous endorsement we ultimately received last month. We feel that this process 
was necessary to allow neighbors sufficient opportunity to be heard, which was a 
key concern of the Village Council. We have always maintained an open-door policy 
with our neighbors and while we did not always agree, there was a sincere effort on 
both sides to address these concerns civilly and reasonably.  
 
  In that regard, we were recently contacted by the neighborhood representative, 
Ruud Costner who asked if we might consider a list of requests from adjacent 
neighbors. Mr. Costner was careful to advise that this was not the position of all 
neighbors but was comfortable representing the majority. His list was reasonable 
and, in some cases, already part of our plan. He has provided that written list to me 
and I will share our response to in a separate attachment.  
 
  Since meeting with the Village Council in August of 2019 for an informal 
introduction of our proposal for the sites, we have made significant alterations to the 
originally proposed design. All of these are explained in more detail within the Staff 
Report but the two key changes were reversal of the building to face the Garage 
entrance on Green Bay road and removal of a unit on the third floor to reduce gross 
floor area and density. Reversing the Garage entrance allowed a significant 
reduction in impervious surface area, which resulted in compliance with this 
ordinance. The removal of the one unit on the west side also allowed the removal of 
the 4th Floor Lounge and shifting of the Roof Deck to the vacated area of the 
removed 6th unit. No use other than rooftop mechanical is proposed for this area. It 
was also our intent to offer the now 3rd floor roof deck as a common amenity for the 
proposed residents. It was later decided that the most practical and least 
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controversial use of this amenity was that it be exclusive to the penthouse unit. One 
of the common concerns raised by our neighbors was the possibility of multiple 
gatherings and the annoyance that could potentially create. By limiting the use of this 
area to one owner, it mitigates the opportunity for potential nuisance to no more than 
other existing properties in the neighborhood. Moreover, the removal of the 6th unit 
provided a reduction in building height on the west side, which was another key 
concern expressed by our most immediate neighbors. 
 
  Lastly, I wish to address the recent change in applicant for this project. When we 
were given recommendation of denial by the Planned Development Committee on 
October 7th of last year, the reaction of my partners was to move on. I made the 
personal decision to explore how this project might still work and remain financially 
feasible. This included revisiting each of the primary concerns expressed by PDC 
members who were also echoing neighbor concerns. Although the result still worked 
for me, it did not for my partners and the Walden Winnetka made the decision to 
terminate their Purchase Agreement with the owners. The owners have since signed 
with my new entity, SR Winnetka LLC, with Swanson Development PC as a majority 
member and Rick Swanson as managing member. It does not change the dynamic 
of responsibility or engagement on my part but was necessary to maintain control of 
the project and see it through. I hope this adequately explains this arrangement and I 
am prepared to discuss it in more detail is requested to do so. 

    We appreciate this opportunity to present our project to the Village Council and 
look forward to further discussing this in more detail with you on March 9th. It is 
important to us that you recognize the sincere effort on our part to listen to the 
community and find mutually acceptable results. We hope to earn your support and 
take action to approve our project at that meeting.  

Respectfully, 

 
Rick Swanson AIA, NCARB 
Managing Member 
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1 

Winnetka Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals 1 
Special Virtual Meeting Minutes - EXCERPTS 2 

January 21, 2021 3 
4 

Members Present: Kirk Albinson, Chairman 5 
Brooke Kelly  6 
Michael Klaskin  7 
Paul Konstant  8 
Brad McLane 9 
Maggie Meiners  10 
Michael Ritter  11 

12 
Members Absent: None 13 

14 
Village Staff: David Schoon, Director of Community Development  15 

Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development 16 
Christopher Marx, Associate Planner 17 

18 
Call to Order: 19 
Chairman Albinson called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 20 

21 
Case No. 19-15-SD: 688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden – Preliminary Planned Development Review: An 22 
amended application for a Certificate of Appropriateness to allow the construction of a new five-unit multi-23 
family building as part of a planned development.  24 
Chairman Albinson stated the request is an amendment of a previously approved application. Mr. Schoon stated 25 
there are significant enough changes to impact the Board’s overall consideration with all aspects being up for the 26 
Board’s review. He stated the Board reviewed the request twice in 2020 with members of the public expressing a 27 
number of concerns. Mr. Schoon stated the Board asked for additional information with regard to the fourth story 28 
element height which the applicant provided in August 2020. He stated additional public comments were made 29 
and the Board recommended approval with the condition for height to be reduced 1.7 feet to the 35 foot 30 
maximum height limit. He stated the request went to the Planned Development Commission where a revised plan 31 
was presented reducing the parapet wall height to 35 feet. Mr. Schoon referred to the additional comments made 32 
by the neighbors and noted the PDC ultimately recommended denial identifying the building size and impermeable 33 
lot exceptions as too significant. He then referred to comments made by those in support of the project. 34 

35 
Mr. Schoon referred to photos of neighboring properties and identified its size, current and previous plans. He 36 
noted the new plans have the same building footprint and rotated the building 180 degrees and moved the 37 
building to the south with pedestrian access from the north and vehicular access off Green Bay Road with a steep 38 
slope driveway into the lower level. Mr. Schoon stated two visitor parking spaces would be provided in the front 39 
yard along with a 4 foot retaining wall to create a berm with Norway spruce as screening. He also stated Arbor 40 
Vitae would be planted at the base of the retaining wall. Mr. Schoon then stated the storm water vault would be 41 
located under the berm and drain to Green Bay Road. He also stated the building would now measure three stories 42 
instead of four and would have five units instead of six with 10 parking spaces on the lower level. Mr. Schoon 43 
stated the previous parking spaces would be replaced with storage units and the condominium units would 44 
measure 2,200-2,400 square feet with 10 foot ceilings. He noted the west elevation would have two stories with a 45 
roof deck and garden space. Mr. Schoon then stated three storage units would be on the third level. He also 46 
referred to the north and south elevations and identified them from Green Bay Road. Mr. Schoon then identified 47 
the variations being requested noting the PDC would review the requested zoning relief at the February 3, 2021 48 
meeting. He informed the Board of their purview and next steps IN the process and asked if there were any 49 
questions. No questions were raised at this time. 50 

51 
Mr. Norkus allowed the applicant into the meeting. Rick Swanson stated he prepared a PowerPoint presentation 52 
for the Board. He began by describing the process they went through in terms of project approval noting the PDC’s 53 
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recommendation to consider the neighbors’ concerns and to refine the project to reduce GFA, height perception 1 
and impervious floor area. Mr. Swanson referred to the project’s proposed design change previously identified by 2 
Mr. Schoon. He also referred to various site photos of the property as well as the previously proposed site plan. 3 
Mr. Swanson then identified the new proposed site plan illustrations along with new east and west elevation 4 
renderings and described how the improvements to the building and neighboring properties related to each of 5 
those elevations. He also described the retaining wall and screening elements. He then identified the previous and 6 
current north elevations and described the elements which changed with the new proposal. Mr. Swanson 7 
identified the previously approved and proposed south elevations noting the revised proposal would allow for 8 
landscaping on that side. He referred to an illustration of buildings on the street to show how the building would 9 
relate to the existing buildings as well as cross section illustrations of the building and artist renderings. Mr. 10 
Swanson noted the same materials would be used as were proposed before and asked if there were any questions.  11 
 12 
Chairman Albinson also asked if there were any questions. He referred to the decorative element removed from 13 
the parapet wall and asked if consideration was given to doing soldier coursing. Mr. Swanson responded they 14 
could entertain that alternative as well as brick staggering noting the element that was removed from the parapet 15 
wall was a costly element. No additional comments were made at this time. 16 
 17 
Mr. Norkus allowed members of the public into the meeting. John Madden had no comment. Ruud Coster stated 18 
his objection to the revised proposal is building height and concern with regard to light and air on his side of the 19 
building together with privacy concerns since the main entrance is on their side. He stated he would reserve 20 
additional zoning comments for the PDC meeting and added the building design is fine. Mr. Frieberger had no 21 
comment. Mr. Norkus noted that concluded public comment.  22 
 23 
Chairman Albinson called the matter in for discussion. Mr. McLane stated he appreciated Mr. Swanson’s ability in 24 
working with the Village and listening to the neighbors’ comments and issues raised. He then stated the building is 25 
purposeful and elegant with the result being an improved product. Mr. Ritter agreed it is an attractive building and 26 
appreciated the significant changes made to address the neighbors’ concerns. Mr. Konstant agreed with the 27 
comments made and noted his only concern related to the steep driveway pitch. Mr. Swanson informed the Board 28 
the two parking spaces met ADA requirements and the driveway pitch while considering pedestrian traffic. 29 
Chairman Albinson commented the proposed massing and height would be a nice transition with the neighboring 30 
buildings and he appreciated the work done. Mr. Swanson informed the Board if the building was built the way the 31 
neighbors want, it would have no effect on light and air with the proposal having a better result. He also stated 32 
they are allowed to build to code and was less in those amounts in several areas noting with regard to the building 33 
shift to the south, the additional 10 feet they picked up resulted in a significant change to the amount of light, air 34 
and access that can be provided.   35 
 36 
Chairman Albinson asked if there were any comments. No additional were made at this time. He then asked for a 37 
motion. Mr. McLane moved to recommend approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the design of the 38 
building, hardscape and landscape for the proposed five unit multi-family building on the subject property with no 39 
other conditions. Mr. Klaskin seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed: 40 
AYES: Albinson, McLane, Kelly, Klaskin, Konstant, Meiners, Ritter  41 
NAYS: None 42 
 43 
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WINNETKA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  1 
VIRTUAL MEETING MINUTES 2 

FEBRUARY 3, 2021 3 
 4 
Members Present:    Matt Bradley, Chairman 5 

Tina Dalman 6 
Layla Danley  7 
John Golan  8 
Kimberly Handler   9 
Lynn Hanley  10 
Bridget Orsic 11 
Jay Vanderlaan  12 

 13 
Members Absent:    None 14 
 15 
Village Staff:  David Schoon, Director of Community Development  16 

 Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community 17 
Development  18 

  Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner  19 
 20 
Village Attorney:    Ben Schuster  21 
 22 
Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting. 23 
Chairman Bradley read the Oral Declaration into the record.  24 
 25 
Call to Order: 26 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bradley at 7:14 p.m. Ms. Klaassen took roll call of the Planned 27 
Development Commission Members present.  28 
 29 
Chairman Bradley outlined the agenda items and explained how the virtual meeting would take place. He 30 
also explained how public participation would take place and outlined the rules of procedure. 31 
 32 
Approval of Minutes – October 7, 2020. 33 
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the October 7, 2020 meeting minutes. Ms. Orsic moved to 34 
approve the October 7, 2020 meeting minutes. The motion was seconded by Ms. Danley. A vote was taken 35 
and the motion unanimously passed:  36 
AYES: Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Hanley, Orsic, Vanderlaan 37 
NAYS: None 38 
 39 
Approval of Minutes – October 19, 2020. 40 
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the October 19, 2020 meeting minutes. Ms. Dalman moved 41 
to approve the October 19, 2020 meeting minutes. The motion was seconded by Ms. Hanley. A vote was 42 
taken and the motion unanimously passed:  43 
AYES: Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Hanley, Orsic, Vanderlaan 44 
NAYS: None 45 
 46 
Case No. 19-15-PD: 688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden – Preliminary Planned Development Review: 47 
An amended application submitted by Walden Winnetka, LLC seeking approval of subdivision and zoning 48 
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relief to allow the construction of a new five-unit multi-family residential building with below grade 1 
structured parking. The requested subdivision and zoning relief would permit: (a) a plat of consolidation 2 
to combine two lots into one lot of record; (b) an exception from the maximum permitted building size 3 
(GFA); (c) an exception from the maximum permitted building height; (d) an exception from the required 4 
principal roof form; (e) an exception from the exterior wall articulation requirement along the south 5 
façade; (f) an exception from the front yard setback requirements to accommodate surface parking spaces. 6 
The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.  7 
Mr. Schoon went over the Commission’s past review of the request and described the meetings held. He 8 
stated public comment was received in support and in opposition of the project and described the concerns 9 
raised. Mr. Schoon stated the Commission recommended denial at the October 2020 meeting and identified 10 
the reasons for the denial. He then identified the project’s location and size.  11 
 12 
Mr. Schoon stated in connection with proposed changes to the project, he noted the building footprint would 13 
be the same and the building was rotated 180 degrees which changed the pedestrian and vehicular access 14 
points. He identified the location of two parking spaces in the front as well as a 4-foot tall retaining wall along 15 
the west property line with landscaping to be used as a buffer. Mr. Schoon then described the storm water 16 
and detention elements and noted the building has been reduced from four to three stories with five units 17 
instead of six with 10 parking spaces on the lower level and storage units. He noted the units would measure 18 
2,200-2,400 square feet with 10 foot high ceilings and stated the west elevation would be a two story element 19 
with a common outdoor roof deck and garden space with storage units on the third story. Mr. Schoon 20 
referred to the north and south building elevations and new renderings from Green Bay Road. He noted the 21 
proposed driveway off Green Bay Road has a 15% slope for a distance of 17 feet which contained parking 22 
spaces at the bottom of the slope which are required to meet ADA requirements. Mr. Schoon informed the 23 
Commission Village Engineering reviewed the proposed grade and any refinements would be addressed at 24 
the time of any final approval.   25 
 26 
Mr. Schoon informed the Commission the DRB reviewed the revised design at their January 21, 2021 meeting 27 
and unanimously recommended approval of the design as presented. He stated although the height has been 28 
reduced, exceptions are still needed for height and GFA noting the impermeable lot coverage exception has 29 
been removed. Mr. Schoon then stated the two variations for exterior wall articulation and principal roof 30 
form are still necessary. He referred to the planned development and exception standards and the proposed 31 
compensatory benefit from the applicant of providing the Village a donation of $18,000 to go toward public 32 
electric vehicle charging stations and identified their potential locations. Mr. Schoon identified the actions 33 
the Commission may take and asked if there were any questions.  34 
 35 
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. Ms. Hanley asked why the 4 foot articulation is 36 
required. Mr. Schoon responded it was an attempt to get at a design element to break up long walls. Ms. 37 
Hanley asked if the DRB considered the roof form. He noted the DRB did not review the request in terms of 38 
it being a zoning exception, but the Board found the proposed design to be appropriate given its location. 39 
Ms. Orsic referred to the charging station and asked if that has been done before where the public benefit is 40 
not at the site’s location. Mr. Schoon confirmed that this is not an uncommon practice for communities, and 41 
that such benefits have been similarly done in other communities. Mr. Vanderlaan asked if the public interest 42 
benefit would be a conflict of interest and Mr. Schuster explained why it would not be. Mr. Golan asked how 43 
far the building would be moved to the south. Mr. Schoon indicated it may be approximately 12 feet and the 44 
applicant can confirm. He noted the building met all of the required setbacks with the two parking spaces in 45 
the front yard being the setback issue. Ms. Dalman questioned the applicant’s outreach efforts or meetings 46 
with residents as well as landscape detailing. Mr. Schoon stated the applicant can respond.  47 
 48 
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Mr. Norkus allowed the applicant into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in those speaking to this matter. 1 
Rick Swanson introduced himself as President of R. Swanson Architects and President of Swanson 2 
Development P.C. He then went over the timeline of the project’s presentation before the Planned 3 
Development Commission and DRB. Mr. Swanson then began experiencing technical difficulties.  4 
 5 
A motion was made by Ms. Hanley to recess for 10 minutes until the applicant resolved his technical issues. 6 
Ms. Dalman seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed:  7 
AYES: Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Hanley, Orsic, Vanderlaan 8 
NAYS: None 9 
 10 
Chairman Bradley reconvened the meeting at 8:10 pm.  11 
 12 
Mr. Swanson continued by stating the Planned Development Commission had previously recommended 13 
denial of the project and noted the denial was not based on the proposed project or intended use of the 14 
property. He then identified the recommendations made to refine the project. Mr. Swanson stated the 15 
project was revised and presented to the DRB on January 21, 2021 where unanimous approval was 16 
recommended. He also identified the concerns previously raised which were considered in the project’s 17 
revision including unit density reduction, removal of the fourth floor space, reducing the height of the west 18 
side of the building to two stories, relocating the primary entry to face north, shifting the building to the 19 
south and confirming the quality of the materials would remain the same. Mr. Swanson confirmed the 20 
building shifted 10 feet so that the building is 22 feet from the north lot line. He then identified the new 21 
garage entrance which would be screened by retaining walls and landscaping material and removed the two 22 
rear parking spaces which resulted in a reduction in impermeable surface eliminating the need for that 23 
exception. Mr. Swanson referred to existing site photos, the surrounding properties and the new proposed 24 
site plan. He then identified the significant amount of landscaping materials they would be able to add to the 25 
property as well as the paver brick sidewalk noting a gradient heat system would be installed under the 26 
driveway.  27 
 28 
Mr. Swanson then referred the Commission to the revised third floor plan which would contain the rooftop 29 
garden area and partial storage area for that unit owner. He then referred to the previously approved east 30 
elevation and new east elevation improvements containing the same materials noting the two towers in the 31 
front would remain at the same proposed height and would be 8 feet over the allowable amount. Mr. 32 
Swanson also referred to the previously approved west elevation and proposed new west elevation noting 33 
the elevation was reduced to two stories with a parapet wall reduction to 25 feet 6 inches. He identified the 34 
previously approved north elevation and new proposed north elevation with the same change in massing as 35 
the south elevation together with the removal of the driveway. Mr. Swanson stated they softened the peaked 36 
roof element with an arched parapet element. He then stated shifting the building to the south would allow 37 
more sunlight to the north property than if they were to build a pitched roof element at the allowed setback 38 
line to address the neighbors’ concerns. He identified the previously proposed and new south elevations 39 
noting the only area not articulated related to this elevation and identified the elements changed including 40 
existing trees, driveway, fourth story removal and roof design change.  41 
 42 
Mr. Swanson then identified the proposed building’s relationship to the existing structures and landscaping 43 
plans on Green Bay Road and vault system plans. He referred to the building’s section illustration and rooftop 44 
element for the third floor. Mr. Swanson also identified the ADA slope requirements and then referred to the 45 
artist’s rendering of the building and landscaping from different street views as well as the proposed 46 
materials which would remain the same. He then asked if there were any questions.  47 
 48 
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Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. Mr. Vanderlaan referred to emails from the 1 
neighbors relating to privacy concerns in connection with the rooftop deck and asked Mr. Swanson to address 2 
how the new plans would address those concerns. Mr. Swanson responded the Walden neighbors all have 3 
backyards and the reduction to two stories and berm addition adding the balcony owners would not present 4 
an issue. He also stated you would not be able to see into the backyards from the rooftop deck location. Mr. 5 
Swanson also stated moving the garage to the front helped resolve any privacy and noise issues.  6 
 7 
Chairman Bradley questioned the balconies’ size dimensions on the side facing Walden. Mr. Swanson 8 
responded they would measure 6x12 feet. Chairman Bradley referred to the third floor unit owner’s rooftop 9 
space being an exclusive private space as opposed to a communal space. Mr. Swanson responded they have 10 
been in communication with Ruud Coster and discussed the issue with their brokers and decided to make it 11 
exclusive to the penthouse unit. Mr. Golan asked if there would be a trench drain at the bottom of the 12 
driveway and Mr. Swanson confirmed that is correct. No additional questions were raised at this time.  13 
 14 
Chairman Bradley then asked for public comment. Ms. Klaassen confirmed the following letters to be read 15 
into the record were not included in the agenda packet. She read communications from Liz and Max 16 
Winemiller, 797 Walden, King and Hope Poor, 735 Walden, Mary Jo and Jim Buschell, 677 Walden and Nancy 17 
Carley, 670 Walden, in opposition to the project.  18 
 19 
Chairman Bradley noted there would be a three minute limit on public comments.  Mary Ellen Stanfield stated 20 
she would speak on behalf of her and Neal Peterson, 680 Green Bay Road. She referred to the building being 21 
18 feet away from their building as being too close, she also questioned the proposed landscaping along the 22 
south property line.  Ms. Stanfield also voiced concern regarding the size of windows on the south building 23 
wall and lights, concluding they are in opposition to the project. Chairman Bradley then swore in those 24 
speaking to this matter. Mary Jo Buschell, 670 Walden, stated while she appreciated the changes made, she 25 
strongly objected to the balconies and asked if the balconies could be changed to Juliette balconies which 26 
would be less obtrusive. Neal Peterson, 680 Green Bay Road, questioned the rationale for moving the building 27 
10 feet closer to their building to the south. Ms. Klaassen confirmed there are no other members of the public 28 
at the Village Hall to comment.  29 
 30 
Mr. Norkus then allowed members of the public into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in those speaking 31 
to this matter. Ruud Coster, 696 Green Bay Road, stated he submitted numerous objections to the 32 
development relating to mass, scale and height. He referred to the revised plans which do not represent the 33 
proper tradeoff to the neighbors. Mr. Coster stated while they appreciated the changes, there would still be 34 
a negative effect on their property in terms of height, mass, light and air. He also stated their privacy concerns 35 
have increased due to the building’s orientation change. Mr. Coster referred to the developer’s initial 36 
comments that the building size could not be reduced and still be financially feasible and the number of units 37 
has now been decreased. He also stated the developer would have more benefit from the project with the 38 
Village receiving a minimal public benefit.  39 
 40 
King Poor, 735 Walden, referred to the public benefit defined in the ordinance and stated it should be 41 
connected to the project to justify the exceptions. Mr. Poor then stated while he appreciated the changes 42 
made, the balance weighed against approval of the exceptions including privacy concerns, loss of light and 43 
the de minimus public benefit. He suggested progress can still be made to mitigate the privacy concerns.  44 
 45 
Brandie Siavelis, 415 Cedar, stated one of the biggest complaints made related to privacy and the developer 46 
made significant changes to address those and other concerns. She stated the balconies would not be used 47 
year-round due to the weather and would be primarily occupied by empty nesters who would help increase 48 
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tax revenues. Ms. Siavelis referred to the private third floor patio which would be used by one owner as 1 
opposed to six and there are many buyers who want luxury, maintenance free living. She stated this project 2 
has been in the works for two years and the developer made numerous concessions to appease the neighbors 3 
noting that neighboring properties can be developed. 4 
 5 
Gordon Montgomery, 681 Walden, stated he appreciated the design changes but the conclusion did not meet 6 
the reasons for which the Commission recommended denial the last time since there are still height, mass, 7 
light and air issues. He also stated after the project revision, there would be more of an issue in terms of light 8 
and noise. Mr. Montgomery stated the changes in totality do very little to move against the previous 9 
fundamental issues.  10 
 11 
Laurin Starck, 698 Green Bay Road, stated although modifications have been made to the building to address 12 
noise and privacy issues, she referred to safety and traffic being brought to Green Bay Road during 13 
construction. She also referred to the quality of homes and lifestyle expected by those living in Winnetka and 14 
asked for the Commission to take all of that into consideration.  15 
 16 
Mr. Swanson responded with regard to the landscaping question, he identified the materials to be planted 17 
along the length of the property. He also noted with regard to the comment that the building is at 18 feet 18 
away, the proposed building is located at 12 feet from the south property line, adding the building to the 19 
south is located at 6 feet from the property line. Mr. Swanson also stated with regard to window size, smaller 20 
windows can be installed with the lights on motion sensors. He then stated the balconies would be bay 21 
shaped and would contain a limited amount of furniture with limited use. Mr. Swanson added they would 22 
not be visible once the trees grow and he is willing to listen to comments relating to the balconies. He then 23 
stated with regard to shifting the building to the south, the building to the south is a massive structure and 24 
it made sense for the proposed building to relate to it as a transitional building and it would also contain 22 25 
feet for landscaping material to the north and he is open to discussion. Mr. Swanson also stated with regard 26 
to the public benefit, they would be constructing an attractive building that would provide a public benefit 27 
serving the residents’ needs and described it as a meaningful contribution. He concluded by stating they went 28 
way beyond the call of duty in terms of addressing the concerns raised and added it is not possible to make 29 
everyone happy. He then asked if there were any questions from the Commission.  30 
 31 
Chairman Bradley then swore in Mary Ellen Stanfield. Ms. Stanfield questioned whether the landscaping 32 
would be legally bound to hold to what is presented. Mr. Schuster described the process and conditions in 33 
the planned development ordinance in that an approval is conditioned upon compliance with the approved 34 
plans. He also stated the applicant would be required to keep the landscaping in accordance with those plans. 35 
Mr. Schuster then stated with regard to public benefit, he explained the background behind the 36 
compensating benefit for planned development noting it is not necessarily required to be on the property 37 
itself and is based on the exceptions being requested.  In response to a question of Ms. Dalman, Mr. Schoon 38 
confirmed that the landscaping would be required to be maintained.  39 
 40 
Chairman Bradley closed public comment and called the matter in for discussion. Mr. Golan commented the 41 
applicant has done a remarkable job of addressing most of his initial concerns with the plans. He also stated 42 
eliminating the sixth unit and lowering the west half of the building is more palatable to the west neighbor. 43 
Mr. Golan also stated with regard to balconies, minimal time is spent on them and privacy would not be a 44 
significant issue. He also stated moving the property 10 feet to the south is a great idea and he would vote in 45 
favor of the request. Ms. Danley agreed with Mr. Golan’s comments and stated the elimination of 46 
impermeable lot surface is significant. She also stated the developer agreeing to work with the neighbors 47 
further on landscaping is significant and the private third floor unit made the development more palatable. 48 
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Ms. Danley stated the building height reduction is an improvement and she is surprised the neighbors are 1 
still against it noting she would be inclined to vote in favor of the development. Ms. Hanley agreed with the 2 
comments made and stated while she appreciated the neighbors’ concerns in terms of privacy, the Village is 3 
dense and everyone deals with privacy issues. She does with her single-family home and her adjacent 4 
neighbors.   She also stated there would be a multi-family building in that space due to its zoning and did not 5 
think the exceptions would unreasonably impede on the neighbors’ quiet enjoyment. Ms. Hanley concluded 6 
she would vote in favor of the request and commented the charging station is an excellent compensation.  7 
 8 
Ms. Handler agreed with the comments made and referred to her initial concern with regard to the charging 9 
station. She stated after the discussion, she realized it worked. She also stated the Green Bay Road corridor 10 
is a mixture of residential, businesses, empty lots, etc. and the building would provide a benefit to the 11 
community and concluded she would vote in favor of the request. Ms. Orsic commented the section 12 
illustration demonstrated the nice transition between the buildings and agreed the Village is dense and 13 
landscaping provides a buffer. She then stated the proposed landscaping would make a huge difference to 14 
the neighboring properties and a building would be built on this site eventually. Ms. Orsic stated the 15 
developer worked hard on making changes to the project and she is leaning in favor of approval. Ms. Dalman 16 
stated she supported the project for several reasons and the property contained challenges relating to slope, 17 
etc. and the developer made changes which affected his profitability. She stated it is difficult to address 18 
everyone’s concerns and the developer has done a good job doing that. She then stated with regard to 19 
balconies, the DRB unanimously approved the design and the balconies provided architectural articulation. 20 
Ms. Dalman stated the Village made the decision to have a planned development process with a request not 21 
being strictly held to the zoning standards to address and meet the Village’s goals. She agreed with the offsite 22 
public benefit given the site size and noted for the record they would be addressing an existing storm water 23 
drainage issue in the neighborhood by putting in a vault benefitting the Walden neighbors. Ms. Dalman 24 
concluded she would be in favor of the request.  25 
 26 
Chairman Bradley stated he initially was against the project for the reasons stated with the revised 27 
application resulting in a much more scaled back project which ended with a better result with significant 28 
reductions which mitigated the issues raised. He noted with regard to the planned development process, the 29 
overages and exceptions are allowed to be requested by right which are weighed against the planned 30 
development standards and determine whether such projects should proceed. Chairman Bradley noted the 31 
impermeable lot coverage was eliminated and moving the entrance to the other side addressed a number of 32 
noise and safety concerns. He referred to the front yard exception related to getting vehicles in and out of 33 
the driveway from Green Bay Road. Chairman Bradley asked for a condition on the motion to state that the 34 
third-floor outdoor space be set off as an exclusive right for the third-floor unit owner. He then stated if the 35 
building height was 35 feet and for the west neighbors, there could still be balconies by right. Chairman 36 
Bradley then stated with regard to the 18% GFA overage, there was a dramatic reduction from 50% from the 37 
previous proposal. He noted the height issues and the way in which the parapet is measured, those are 38 
aesthetic portions which would not affect light and air and moving them to the south ensured more visibility 39 
for the north neighbors. Chairman Bradley stated the articulation issue is limited to the south wall and did 40 
not create the same concern as it would have for the north neighbors.  41 
 42 
Chairman Bradley then encouraged the developer to work with the Walden neighbors with regard to 43 
landscape materials and address the window concerns. He stated the standard that the use would not 44 
immediately impede the neighbors’ use and enjoyment has been addressed by the project revisions. He 45 
added for the record the project met the standards and planned development exception standards with the 46 
public benefit being difficult to include on the site and he commended the developer for the proposed 47 
compensating benefit. Chairman Bradley concluded he is in favor of the request with the condition he 48 
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previously stated and also asked for a condition that the second floor balconies be removed. 1 
2 

Ms. Orsic states she did not agree with that suggestion to remove the second-floor balconies, which did not 3 
present a big privacy concern. Mr. Golan asked if the landscaping would be maintained and added the 4 
charging station would most likely be used by visitors to the Village and how it would be maintained. Mr. 5 
Schoon confirmed a third party would provide the service and users would be charged for the electricity 6 
noting the Village had to pay for its installation. Ms. Handler agreed the balconies should not be removed 7 
and are important architecturally which would be seldomly used. She also stated the third floor deck did not 8 
require a condition for its use only by the third floor owner. Ms. Handler also stated they cannot instruct the 9 
third floor owner on how to use their deck. Mr. Vanderlaan agreed with the comments made and stated the 10 
Village is sorely lacking housing options for older residents. He stated this project would fill that need and 11 
would be a great benefit for that population. 12 

13 
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion recommending approval with the condition that the third floor patio 14 
be privately used by that unit owner only. Ms. Danley moved to recommend approval of the preliminary plan 15 
for The Walden Planned Development to be located at 688-694 Green Bay Road and to adopt the findings of 16 
fact as indicated on page nos. 18 and 19 of the agenda packet with an additional condition that the third floor 17 
deck space be committed to the third floor unit owner’s use. Ms. Orsic seconded the motion. A vote was 18 
taken and the motion unanimously passed: 19 
AYES: Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Hanley, Orsic, Vanderlaan 20 
NAYS: None 21 

22 
Other Business. 23 

a. March 3, 2021 – Quorum check.24 
Mr. Schoon confirmed there are no items on the agenda for the March 3, 2021 meeting. 25 

26 
Public Comment. 27 
Mr. Norkus asked the remaining members of the public for comment. No additional comments were made 28 
at this time. 29 

30 
Adjournment. 31 
A motion to adjourn was made by Ms. Hanley and seconded by Ms. Orsic. A vote was taken and the motion 32 
unanimously passed: 33 
AYES: Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Hanley, Orsic, Vanderlaan 34 
NAYS: None 35 

36 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:26 p.m. 37 

38 
Respectfully submitted, 39 

40 
Antionette Johnson 41 
Recording Secretary 42 
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January 8, 2021 

Re: The Walden: excessive proposed variances for development at 688/694 Green Bay Road 

To the Planning Development Committee of Winnetka 

I am writing to you again and appreciate your listening again as there has been another revision 
submitted to the village for the above proposed condo development. Speaking for our family 
and those in the immediate neighborhood, we were most appreciative of your strong 6-2 ruling 
against the last submission.  While some minor changes have been made to the new proposal, 
it has failed to move on the vast majority of concerns you had about compliance standards that 
led to your October decision.   We are again very much looking to your support for a similar 
consideration in the protection of our rights against concessions to current Winnetka zoning. 

In this latest submission, the building moves a few feet from north to south, it does a 180 so 
that the parking entrance is now on Green Bay and it removes one living unit in the back on the 
west side.  It also moves the proposed rooftop social space from the east side to the west side 
where it now abuts with the residential neighborhood.  So when the overall changes are 
considered from an impact standpoint, while the unit reduction lowers the overall scale of the 
building by 1/6 or about 16% (still well in excess of standards), what we on Walden gain with a 
slightly lower wall size on the west, we lose with the shift of the proposed roof top social space 
now being on our side and the presence of additional light, noise, and loss of privacy that it 
introduces. 

Outside of this tradeoff of western wall height with the introduction of the rooftop social space, 
the proposal still remains virtually unchanged and/or well in excess of the same standards the 
PDC considered and voted against in October, especially: 

• Building size (down 1/6th and still well outside of allowance)
• Building height (eastern wall remains unchanged and still blocks light and air flow)
• Roof form (block versus gabled)

Taken in consideration with the introduced challenges to our privacy, light and property values, 
this development still presents a significant hardship and loss of quality of living for our 
property and those nearby on Walden and other sides of the development. Moreover, there 
are no offsetting benefits for the public good and, should such excessive challenges to existing 
standards be allowed, a troubling precedent would be established for future developments on 
Green Bay Road. 

As before, we very much appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and your service to the 
village and its residents. 

Thanks for listening. 

Gordon & Claudia Montgomery 
681 Walden Road, Winnetka 
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From:
To: Planning
Subject: The Walden
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2021 6:40:48 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To the Planning Development Committee of Winnetka:

Thank you for providing the updated information submitted by the developers of the proposed Walden
condominium development.  While I think moving the entrance to the Green Bay Road side is now more consistent
with the surrounding condominium buildings, the result of the change appears to have created several new issues for
the neighboring residents.

1) The rotation of the building to modify the entry has now moved the rooftop social space to where it now faces
to the west.  This can only result in a significant potential for unabated noise 24/7 for the homeowners along Walden
whose back yards face east.

2) While the FAR excess has been reduced from the previous design, it is still is almost 20% greater than
permitted by existing zoning.

3) Finally, there were comments related to the need for modern single floor housing in Winnetka as well as other
areas of the NorthShore.  I agree with that viewpoint.  I do not see how moving the south wall 10 feet closer to the
adjacent building (with its “massive" wall effect) would make those units more attractive to buyers as opposed to the
north facing units which would now have increased light exposure.  That may be OK in dense housing areas like
downtown Chicago, but it could have an adverse impact on the expectation of potential buyers who want to live in
Winnetka.

In summary, the developers of the Walden have shown a willingness to modify their design to meet the concerns of
surrounding property owners, but it appears that in doing so, some concerns remain and new ones have appeared.

Sincerely,

Fred & Julie Tye (The Winngate)
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January 26, 2021 

To:   Winnetka Planning Development Committee 

From:   Christopher and Alice Spahr 
717 Walden Road 

Re: Requested Variances at 694-699 Green Bay Road (“The Walden”) 

We write this letter as longtime residents of Winnetka who appreciate the efforts of the PDC 
and others to restore Winnetka’s business districts to economic viability through the 
streetscape beautification projects and an emphasis on adaptive, historically sensitive property 
redevelopment.  Our village benefits from a diverse range of building vintages and uses.  
Despite some past mistakes, it is apparent that balance between economic incentives and 
aesthetic concerns continues to be guiding principal of the PDC, and for that, we are 
appreciative. 

It is, however, our view the proposed project at 694-699 Green Bay Road continues to tip the 
scales in favor of profit at the expense of the residents who live on the street whose name has 
been re-concepted into the project’s marketing brand, The Walden.  We strongly agree with 
others who have voiced concerns about the requested FAR variance - it is in our view the 
guiding force behind most of the related issues that the revised proposal attempts to mask.  
There’s just a little too little land to develop this project as proposed, and we continue to 
scratch our heads at why we can’t ask the developer to follow village principles as we do.  
We’re now 16% off.  Can’t the economics still work with one or two less condo units? 

Also troubling to us is the concept of a rooftop social deck overlooking a single family district.  
From a business perspective, the developer is clever to replace the western third floor units 
with a currently fashionable feature of urban developments, a skydeck, for now he offers 
something that the residents of Walden road cannot, a towering outside view over our rooftops 
and into our backyards.  The revised proposal - full of supporting visual perspectives - was 
perhaps intentionally errant in excluding the treetop views from The Walden’s $kydeck.  Can 
we expect the same from The Walden’s marketing materials? 

The landscaping barrier seems to be a good compromise.  However, we worry that the 
proposed spruce and arbor vitae growth carefully depicted in the perspectives may not be 
sustainable without ongoing tree maintenance, fertilization and occasional replacement.  How 
do we ensure that this occurs?  Over 20 years ago, we planted a similar barrier on the eastern 
border of our property.  It has not grown over the decades, and through all of the storms, 
without continual upkeep and expense.  The revised plan also appears to create a new swale on 
the western border of The Walden. This may negatively impact tree health in storms, just as the 
natural swale on our eastern border has created some challenges for our trees in heavy, windy 
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rains.  We’ve had to replace some of the spruces over the years.   Will the developer of The 
Walden be similarly conscientious? 

We do feel strongly about this matter and would look forward to discussing with anyone if you 
believe our perspectives would be helpful.  As residents who appreciate the bucolic, low density 
nature of this historic Winnetka street, we can understand why the developer wants to market 
the Walden name, but we believe that the project’s currently proposed height, massing and 
skydeck will do irreparable harm to our neighborhood. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Chris and Alice Spahr 
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neighboring homeowners that they should be denied. 

Thank you for your consideration and your service to our village. 

Sincerely, 

Liz & Max Winemiller

797 Walden Rd. 

Winnetka, IL. 60093

Agenda Packet P. 141



1 

February 2, 2021 

Re: Proposed Development for 688/694 Green Bay Road  

Dear Members of the Planned Development Commission, 

We appreciate the most recent modifications to the plan. But essentially the same 
problems that caused the PDC to deny the plan at its October 19 meeting persist. 
Three basic problems remain.  

1. The loss of the neighbors’ privacy is as real as ever.

Whatever may have been gained by removing one unit on the third floor has been 
more than offset by shifting the social deck from the Green Bay to the Walden side. 
Such a move would generate more noise and overall loss of privacy for the Walden 
neighbors.  

What is more, the revised plan cannot change the topography. This project would be 
built on a ridge overlooking Walden Road -- which means that the exceptions for a 
flat roof, height, and an FAR that still exceeds the limit by some 18% makes the loss 
of light and privacy all the more pronounced.  

2. Sacrificing the neighbors’ privacy for the demands of the luxury market
is not a precedent that should set here.

The primary argument for the requested exceptions continues to be what the 
developer contends are the demands of the luxury market. Yet allowing the 
demands of such a market to justify exceptions that would deprive the neighbors of 
significant light and privacy is not provided for by the ordinance and not a 
precedent that the PDC should set here.  

3. Recognizing a payment to the village unrelated to the project as a
public benefit is also not a precedent that should established here.

The developer argues that a smaller development may have more difficulty 
satisfying the public-benefit factor. But the ordinance does not suggest that it 
eliminates or dilutes the public-benefit factor for smaller projects.  

Further, any public benefit should relate directly to the project. Here, however, the 
developer has now offered an $18,000 payment to buy a charging station elsewhere 
in the village. The PDC should not set a precedent of recognizing such a payment to 
the village unrelated to the project -- even for a laudable general goal such a 
providing a charging station -- as satisfying the public-benefit factor.  
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Approving exceptions requires a careful balancing. Here, the neighbors’ loss of 
significant light and privacy should weigh heavily in that balancing. But the 
demands of the luxury market and paying for a charging station do not. Even with 
the revised plan, the balance still weighs strongly against approving the exceptions. 

Sincerely, 

King and Hope Poor 
735 Walden Road 
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From:
To: Planning
Subject: The Walden proposal for variances @688/694 Green Bay Rd.
Date: Tuesday, February 2, 2021 11:29:16 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Planning Committee of Winnetka,

I have reviewed the proposal and the recent changes and I’ve read several of the neighbor's letters.  I would have to
concur that the changes have not met nor resolved
the concerns of the residents of the neighboring homes.  I don’t need to reiterate what has already been stated but I
understand why my neighbors feel they will be negatively
Impacted by the proposed structure in its present form and layout.  The requested
changes should be taken seriously and addressed if this project is to move forward.

Please vote appropriately and protect the Walden Road residents.  I have been a resident of this village for 50 years
and I’ve seen many changes take place, some good,
some not so good.  Please help make this a change for the good.  Thank you in advance for your time on this matter.

Sincerely,
Nancy Carley
670 Walden Road

Sent from my iPad
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Minutes adopted 08.20.2020 

1 

Winnetka Design Review Board/Sign Board of Appeals – Minutes Excerpts1 
July 16, 2020 2 

3 
Members Present: Kirk Albinson, Chairman 4 

Brooke Kelly  5 
Michael Klaskin  6 
Brad McLane 7 
Maggie Meiners  8 
Michael Ritter  9 

10 
Members Absent: Paul Konstant 11 

12 
Village Staff: David Schoon, Director of Community Development  13 

Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community 14 
Development  15 
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner 16 
Christopher Marx, Associate Planner 17 

18 
19 

Case No. 19-15-PD: 688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden – Preliminary Planned Development 20 
Review: Certificate of Appropriateness to allow the construction of a new six-unit multi-family 21 
building as part of a planned development. 22 
Mr. Schoon informed the Board there were 7-8 members of the public and 6 members of the applicant’s 23 
team present. He reminded the Board and the public of the new planned development process 24 
established by the Village which consists of a concept plan review by the Village Council followed by a 25 
preliminary plan review phase and then a final plan review phase. Mr. Schoon noted the Village Council 26 
held their concept plan review to provide the applicant the opportunity to hear initial thoughts from the 27 
Village Council regarding the proposal which provided individual member comments which are not 28 
binding. He stated the Village Council was generally favorably inclined to the proposed project but asked 29 
that the advisory bodies keep in mind the homes immediately to the west, the impact of the proposed 30 
building height, installation of adequate storm water management, parking and driveway access and the 31 
siting of trash. He stated the applicant then submitted the preliminary application which was reviewed 32 
by Village staff for compliance with zoning requirements, tree preservation regulations and engineering 33 
requirements including storm water requirements and concluded at this stage the application can move 34 
forward. Mr. Schoon noted the Board is the first review body and is asked to make a recommendation 35 
on the project in terms of the building design and landscaping. He stated the Planned Development 36 
Commission would review the request as far as any zoning relief being requested followed by going to 37 
the Village Council for approval. 38 

39 
Mr. Schoon stated in the final plan stage, as long as the project comes back as consistent with what was 40 
presented at the preliminary plan stage, it would only need to be reviewed by Village staff and approved 41 
by the Village Council. He stated if the Village Council determined the final plan is not consistent with 42 
the preliminary plan, they could refer it back to the Board and/or the Planned Development 43 
Commission.  44 

45 
Mr. Schoon then reviewed the location of the property and its zoning.  He noted the zoning of the 46 
property, B-1 multi-family, allows the number of units proposed by the applicant but would require 47 
zoning relief in terms of building size and height. He also stated the property has B-1 multi-family to the 48 
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Design Review Board         July 16, 2020 
Page 2 

north and B-2 multi-family to the south with R-2 single family residential to the west and railroad tracks 1 
across the street. Mr. Schoon then referred to photos of the subject property as well as photos of the 2 
surrounding properties. He noted there is a multi-family building to the south and another multi-family 3 
building south of that which is The Mews. Mr. Schoon also stated there are two single family residences 4 
to the west.  5 

6 
Mr. Schoon then stated the proposed plan is similar to what was presented to the Village Council at the 7 
concept plan review stage and identified the proposed landscape plan. He stated the first level is 8 
proposed to be parking in the structure on the lowest level with three levels of condo units and on the 9 
top level a community room, storage, and an outdoor area. Mr. Schoon stated the property has been 10 
reviewed by the Engineering Department for compliance with storm water requirements and as 11 
designed, the onsite storm water management would be provided by a storm water system with all of 12 
the surface storm water going toward an underground storm water vault located under the driveway. 13 
He stated it would then drain into a storm water main on Green Bay Road and the applicant would still 14 
need approval from the IDOT since Green Bay Road is a state highway.  15 

16 
Mr. Schoon stated in terms of the building design, it is fairly similar to what was presented at the 17 
concept plan stage which the applicant can speak to. He then stated as indicated in the Village staff 18 
report, the project needs zoning relief and planned development approval as well as exceptions to 19 
requirements dealing with GFA, maximum building height, impermeable lot coverage, façade 20 
articulation of the north wall as well as the principal roof form since they do not allow predominately 21 
flat roofs in the multi-family district. Mr. Schoon stated since those items would impact the design, they 22 
wanted to make sure the Board was aware they are being requested.  23 

24 
Mr. Schoon stated the Board was provided with the factors to consider in reviewing these kinds of 25 
projects which are that the Board is to look at the external architectural features and site improvements 26 
and consider how appropriate and compatible they are in terms of the neighborhood and how it would 27 
affect the immediate neighborhood including both urban design and site arrangement considerations. 28 
He stated if they are consistent and applicable with the design guidelines and such standards and 29 
criteria as adopted by the Board, the Village staff included excerpts from the design guidelines which 30 
were predominately designed for more commercial areas and the Board can use them as a guide as they 31 
consider the project. He then stated the Board is also to consider the probable effect of the proposed 32 
external architectural features on the integrity of the immediate area.  33 

34 
Mr. Schoon stated in terms of the next steps at the end of the meeting, the Board can then either 35 
continue the meeting and discussion if they need additional information or questions to be answered or 36 
adopt a motion recommending approval or recommending denial which are included on page 10 of the 37 
agenda report. He then asked if there were any questions which would be followed by the applicant’s 38 
presentation.   39 
Chairman Albinson stated regarding the new planned development review process, it is important for 40 
the Board to be as clear as they can in connection with their recommendation. He also stated they do 41 
not want the Village Council or the Planned Development Commission to have to interpret the Board’s 42 
comments without there being specific information from the applicant to back up what the Board’s 43 
recommendations are.  44 

45 
Mr. Schoon then allowed the applicant, Rick Swanson, and Eric Mancke, into the virtual meeting. 46 

47 

Agenda Packet P. 151



Design Review Board         July 16, 2020 
Page 3 

Rick Swanson stated one of the key comments and concerns raised by the neighbors when they met 1 
with them was drainage issues although it is not within this Board’s purview. He stated with regard to 2 
the project overview, the proposed project is the result of discussions with experienced real estate 3 
professionals all over the North Shore and particularly Winnetka. Mr. Swanson stated the overwhelming 4 
consensus was the need for smaller, high quality residential dwelling units that provided living space on 5 
one floor. He stated the consumer trend is to downsize into a new home that offers the same level of 6 
quality and amenities the buyer is used to and expects. Mr. Swanson stated their focus was on designing 7 
a building that met all of those requirements while embracing the architectural charm of the Winnetka 8 
community and listening to those most directly affected by the development of this infill site. He 9 
informed the Board they appeared before the Village Council last year for an informal concept plan 10 
review and the project was graciously received with encouragement from Village Council members to 11 
consider the following as they continued their process: (a) impact on homes to the west; (b) impact of 12 
height of the proposed building to adjacent properties; (c) adequate storm water control; (d) parking 13 
and driveway access; and (e) siting of trash enclosure. He stated they were also encouraged to meet 14 
with the neighbors and listen to their concerns which they did last year.  15 

16 
Mr. Swanson noted approximately 12 neighbors participated in that meeting to review the proposed 17 
project and offered comment. He stated the discussion was respectful, sincere, and productive with an 18 
opportunity to get information about the proposed project and offer feedback. Mr. Swanson then stated 19 
much of the comments echoed those of the Village Council members and included: (a) drainage of 20 
storm water and how current issues could be addressed; (b) the height of the building and potential 21 
impact on existing views and exposure to sunlight; (c) traffic impact and safe access to and from the 22 
proposed driveway; and (d) possible damage to existing foundations as a result of excavation and 23 
proposed storm water vaults. Mr. Swanson stated they did not believe these concerns were 24 
unreasonable and they deserved careful consideration. He then stated each of these issues has been 25 
reviewed by their consultants and addressed to the best of their ability. Mr. Swanson stated this is not 26 
to suggest there might be other questions raised in the process and they feel there has been a 27 
transparent dialog and they remain committed to proactively working with the Village and the neighbors 28 
toward acceptable solutions.  29 

30 
Mr. Swanson then stated their design process included: (a) careful review of the Village’s Design 31 
Guidelines and how the proposed building relates to existing structures; (b) a relevant design that was 32 
harmonious in composition on all four elevations and historically consistent with the architectural style; 33 
(c) exterior materials and colors that are of high quality and appropriate for the style; and (d)34 
intentionally putting the garage door on the rear elevation and out of view from the street or35 
neighboring properties. He noted they planned to locate the trash enclosure inside the building.36 

37 
Mr. Swanson then referred the Board to photos of the existing homes to the right and left of the site. He 38 
also identified a view to the west and stated they would work with the neighbor to include additional 39 
fencing and screening on that side. Mr. Swanson identified a view looking to the north and a view of the 40 
building to the south. He also identified street views and a photo of the existing driveway which is the 41 
same location of the driveway on their site. Mr. Swanson then identified several street views from the 42 
site.  43 

44 
Mr. Swanson also identified the proposed site plan and landscape plan showing the project. He stated 45 
the plan included the removal of the existing vacant structure and there would be a single access point 46 
to Green Bay Road with a paver brick apron. Mr. Swanson noted the storm water vault would be buried 47 
under the proposed driveway. He also stated there would be two guest parking spaces in the back with 48 
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garage access in the rear of the building. Mr. Swanson then stated there would be enhancement of 1 
landscaping on the north, south and west property line boundaries and the building footprint would be 2 
all within the required setbacks. He stated they communicated with the Fire Marshall and have 3 
addressed all of the access concerns. Mr. Swanson referred the Board to the site development plan for 4 
the property which showed the same information. He reiterated the project would meet all drainage 5 
requirements.  6 

7 
Mr. Swanson then stated they are asking for design related exceptions and would be requesting relief on 8 
the maximum GFA allowed. He noted the total GFA for the proposed building is 17,915 square feet and 9 
the allowable amount is 12,000 square feet. Mr. Swanson stated their objective was to develop a design 10 
that was relevant to market trends which included as a key program requirement, no less than 2,000 11 
square foot units. He stated in addition, the ability to have onsite storage was of vital importance as 12 
downsizing came with baggage. Mr. Swanson stated while they could develop a building within the 13 
allowable FAR, it would force a significant reduction in quality and design content. He stated from a 14 
design perspective, they do not believe the aesthetic character or physical composition of the Green Bay 15 
Road corridor is compromised by these exceptions.  16 

17 
Mr. Swanson stated they would also be requesting relief from the maximum permitted building height 18 
of 35 feet measured from the first floor to the highest point of the roof. He stated the building as viewed 19 
from most perspectives is dominated by a parapet with a pitched roof element to frame the 20 
composition on each corner and decorative parapet gables centered on the north and south elevations. 21 
Mr. Swanson noted the height of each of these elements is as follows: (a) decorative parapet gables 22 
with a height of 48.6 feet at the highest point; (b) fourth story lounge and storage roof at 44.95 feet; (c) 23 
four corner tower elements at 44.2 feet; and (d) stone parapet at 36.7 feet. He informed the Board since 24 
meeting with the neighbors and the Village Council, they reduced the height by 4 feet. Mr. Swanson 25 
stated this involved modifying floor structure depth on each floor. He stated it is also extremely 26 
important that they maintain 10 foot ceiling heights to meet market expectations. Mr. Swanson stated 27 
this ceiling height also allows the ability to provide fenestration that is more proportionate to the 28 
historic character of the Tudor style.  29 

30 
Mr. Swanson then stated they are requesting an impermeable lot coverage variation to accommodate 31 
the placement of the proposed garage access to the rear of the structure. He stated it has always been 32 
their intent to provide the most aesthetically pleasing result on Green Bay Road. Mr. Swanson stated 33 
that included the placement of necessary but more attractive utilitarian elements like garage doors. He 34 
stated they would comply if the driveway was reduced or limited to just the front half of the site. Mr. 35 
Swanson stated unfortunately, that would create a significant increase in impervious surface area on 36 
Green Bay Road and thereby reducing the amount of landscaping. He stated in addition, they would 37 
have a 16 foot wide overhead door dominating the façade.  38 

39 
Mr. Swanson informed the Board they are also asking for a principal roof form variation and are 40 
requesting relief on the language within the ordinance that prohibits certain roof forms including flat 41 
roofs. He stated the ordinance language suggests that flat roofs are inconsistent with the English Tudor 42 
vernacular, which is the prevalent style in the historic downtown business district. Mr. Swanson stated 43 
the Design Guidelines for the Village are meant to provide: “a framework within which good design can 44 
flourish in context and enhance the existing Village character.” Mr. Swanson stated the primary 45 
objective is ensuring good design that is in rhythm with the neighborhood and the community. He also 46 
stated they are fronting on Green Bay Road which is comprised of numerous flat roofed structures 47 
including the building to the south. Mr. Swanson stated their design process was careful to respect the 48 
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existing character of the streetscape and not upstage or deviate from the aesthetic of this entrance 1 
corridor to Winnetka.  2 

3 
Mr. Swanson then stated they are requesting a façade articulation variation to allow one appendage on 4 
the north side of the proposed structure to be less than the required 4 feet to avoid encroachment into 5 
the side yard setback. He stated the appendage is benign and will not enhance the design by adding 6 
another 2 feet. Mr. Swanson then stated in the unlikely event it is perceived to do so, they are already 7 
planning more landscaping on the north side of the property as a means to increase privacy between 8 
properties. He stated furthermore, this appendage is on a wall plane that will for the most part not be 9 
visible to public view.  10 

11 
Mr. Swanson referred the Board to artist perspective renderings of the view from Green Bay Road. He 12 
noted they are proposing balconies, casement divided light windows and the use of reddish brick. Mr. 13 
Swanson also identified the roof tile elements they planned to use. Mr. Swanson then identified an 14 
aerial view of the how the building would relate to adjacent structures and which showed the fourth 15 
story element including the storage area and stair wells as well as a rooftop garden. He then identified 16 
the street view of the building entrance on the south. Mr. Swanson stated the brick color selection was 17 
done after consideration of that used in the downtown area. He then referred to an illustration of the 18 
rooftop garden. He also identified the first floor east elevation showing its relation to the building to the 19 
south. Mr. Swanson noted the fourth floor areas would not be visible from the street. He also identified 20 
the south elevation for the Board and noted the fourth story element would not be visible.  21 

22 
Mr. Swanson stated with regard to the south elevation, he read the letters they received and referred to 23 
the garage door equipment not being noisy. He also stated in terms of lighting, they are required to 24 
provide a photometric plan and noted they plan to use fixtures which shine down. Mr. Swanson then 25 
referred to the north elevation which would be screened and planted by trees. He added they planned 26 
to work with the property owners to the north. Mr. Swanson then identified a cross section of the 27 
building by floor and noted the drop in the height of the building by 4 feet. He also referred the Board to 28 
a line of sight study for the property. Mr. Swanson also stated they planned to work with the west 29 
neighbor on the fencing on that side of the property.  30 

31 
Mr. Swanson then identified the proposed exterior materials including the brick, lighting fixtures, stone, 32 
slate roof, etc. He noted they left samples at the Village Hall for the Board’s review. Mr. Swanson then 33 
referred to illustrations of the shadow study done at different times during the day in March and an 34 
animation. He then asked if there were any questions.  35 

36 
Chairman Albinson stated before the public is allowed to comment, he referred to the PowerPoint slide 37 
which outlined the Board’s responsibilities. He referred to the variances being requested in connection 38 
with the application and although they may be related to its design, he reminded the Board they are not 39 
a technical body in that it is not their responsibility. Chairman Albinson then stated although specific 40 
drainage concerns are not within the Board’s purview, it might be relevant to specific aesthetic features 41 
within the site. He informed the public the Board’s purview is limited to the external and design 42 
elements of the building and to make sure they are being consistent with the Village’s Design 43 
Guidelines. Chairman Albinson then asked that the applicant and Board Members not respond to 44 
specific public comments and to wait until the public comment portion of the meeting is over. He also 45 
asked that comments be limited to three minutes.  46 

47 
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Mr. Norkus asked Rudd Coster for his comments. Mr. Coster introduced himself and his wife to the 1 
Board and stated they have lived in Winnetka for 36 years and at 696 Green Bay Road since June 2004. 2 
He stated a group of neighbors next to the proposed development are concerned how the development 3 
would affect their properties. Mr. Coster stated on behalf of the group, he would like to address the 4 
zoning exception, the height and articulation on the north side. He stated another group member would 5 
address drainage and construction damage issues.  6 
 7 
Mr. Coster stated during the August Village Council meeting with the developer, the developer was 8 
given the opportunity to present a flavor of what the neighboring property might look like subject to 9 
Village approval. He stated the neighbors were not invited to that presentation but saw a video of the 10 
meeting afterwards. Mr. Coster then stated the two important issues are influencing developments and 11 
zoning approvals in Winnetka, the first of which is the One Winnetka project. He stated since the Village 12 
Council and others felt the amount of time it took to get One Winnetka through the process, which was 13 
slow, bureaucratic, and costly, they had to change the image with developers. Mr. Coster stated the 14 
second issue related to property values and high real estate taxes. He stated they assume the developer 15 
is trying to recoup losses through zoning variations and would appreciate a quick approval of zoning 16 
exceptions. Mr. Coster stated a possible consequence of those two issues is the Village might feel 17 
inclined to approve the plans for 688 and 694 Green Bay Road quickly. He asked that the plans not be 18 
approved too quickly and without reasonable input from the neighbors and the community. Mr. Coster 19 
then stated the pressures from the One Winnetka approval process and financial interests of the lenders 20 
in the Village are now put squarely on the shoulders of the neighbors and may result in declining 21 
property values and extra costs to the neighbors.  22 
 23 
Mr. Coster then stated they generally like the design and the architecture of the proposed building and 24 
they raised three issues relating to the development at last year’s meeting. He stated in the latest 25 
documentation, they did not see resolutions to those issues, the first of which relate to building height. 26 
He then stated in reviewing the building’s diagram and elevation, the height would be 55 feet above the 27 
existing grade at Walden Road and is unacceptable to them since it would obstruct their view and loss of 28 
sunlight for most hours of the day. Mr. Coster stated the loss of sunlight would decrease the quality of 29 
life and value of the impacted properties. He then stated if the Village approved the building height 30 
variance, the subject property would set a precedent for future height and other exemptions for 31 
similarly zoned lots along Green Bay Road. Mr. Norkus noted Mr. Coster has been speaking for five 32 
minutes.  33 
 34 
Mr. Norkus asked Monica Carroll for any comment. Ms. Carroll stated she had no comment. Mr. Norkus 35 
asked John Madden, Jr. for his comment. Mr. Madden stated he represents the 680 Green Bay Road 36 
Condo Association and their president emailed the association’s comments. He stated he appreciated 37 
the effort made to make the building attractive. Mr. Madden stated the bottom line is that it is too 38 
massive and too high at 55 feet. He also stated they are concerned because of the considerable 39 
excavation; they want to confirm their association is named as an additional insured against any 40 
potential contractor work on the project.  41 
 42 
Mr. Norkus asked Caller No. 2 for any comment. Claudia Montgomery stated she lives directly to the 43 
west of the property and submitted written comments to the Board. She commented Mr. Coster did an 44 
outstanding job representing the neighbors adjacent to the property and her biggest issue is that the 45 
structure would be so large and referred to its effect on the aesthetics of the surrounding homes. Ms. 46 
Montgomery stated the building would loom over her backyard and given the size of the lot; the overall 47 
massiveness would create additional storm water issues although the project would contain storm 48 
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water mitigation. She stated they have seen other buildings where storm water remediation is not 1 
effective. Ms. Montgomery also stated other neighbors who are located lower in grade in terms of 2 
proximity invested in significant drainage prevention systems and they are concerned this massive 3 
structure would result in water issues. She then stated why should 25 year residents sacrifice their 4 
property values so their neighbors can have 10 foot ceilings and the developer can realize a profit at 5 
their expense.  6 
 7 
Mr. Norkus asked Caller No. 3 for comment. Mary Elizabeth Stanfield, 680 Green Bay Road, stated her 8 
minor comments she wanted to make meant nothing and she could hear very little of any of the 9 
developer’s presentation. She asked why they are making such an important decision during the 10 
pandemic and questioned how the developer planned to work with the neighbors when they are not 11 
allowed to meet publicly. Ms. Stanfield stated she needed to see the presentation and hear the 12 
designer. She referred to the image of a turquoise building she received from the Village. Ms. Stanfield 13 
then stated important decisions such as these cannot be made via virtual meetings and commented she 14 
is appalled by the presentation although she was able to hear the Board and everyone else’s comments 15 
which she agreed with.  16 
 17 
Mr. Norkus asked Caller No. 4 for comment. John Frank, 693 Walden, stated he agreed with the 18 
comments made. He stated they have had to make improvements to their property with regard to water 19 
due to their low location. Mr. Frank then questioned whether they would have to make additional 20 
investments to mitigate water with the large building going in. He also stated the aesthetic appeal of the 21 
tall building is why they moved from the city to Winnetka and are questioning the justification for relief 22 
from height since the property is already located on higher ground and would be taller from their 23 
vantage point. Mr. Frank concluded he is concerned with water issues and the aesthetic effect it would 24 
have on their property.  25 
 26 
Mr. Norkus asked Caller No. 7 for comment. Gordon Montgomery stated he had no comment. Mr. 27 
Norkus asked Caller No. 8 for comment. No comments were made at this time. Mr. Norkus noted that 28 
concluded public comment.  29 
 30 
Mr. Schoon asked if the invited individuals from the applicant team had any comment. Mr. Swanson 31 
stated those attendees had no comment but he would like to address the comments relating to water. 32 
Chairman Albinson informed Mr. Swanson his presentation was difficult to hear. Mr. Schoon stated they 33 
first need to read the public comments into the record and Mr. Swanson can then respond to water 34 
comments.  35 
 36 
Ms. Klaassen read a transcribed voicemail received July 9, 2020 from Mary Elizabeth Stanfield, 680 37 
Green Bay Road, into the record. She read an email received on July 13, 2020 from Mary Minogue, 38 
President of the 680 Green Bay Road Condominium Association, into the record. Ms. Klaassen then read 39 
an email received on July 15, 2020 from Jeffrey Liss into the record. She then read a transcribed 40 
voicemail message received on July 16, 2020 from James Bushell, 677 Walden Road, into the record. Ms. 41 
Klaassen then read a letter to the Board from Gordon and Claudia Montgomery into the record. She 42 
informed the Board that concluded the additional public comment. 43 
 44 
Chairman Albinson confirmed it was difficult to hear the applicant’s presentation and asked that 45 
minutes of the meeting be made available to the public.   He stated the Board would have to review the 46 
minutes first. Mr. Schoon added if any Board members felt there was an issue hearing any part of the 47 
applicant’s presentation, to ask questions about that part of the presentation.  48 
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 1 
Chairman Albinson offered Mr. Swanson the opportunity to respond to the comments made. Mr. 2 
Swanson stated it would be more productive to address the issues raised directly and referred to the 3 
comment made that the building is higher than it actually is. He confirmed the building height was 4 
reduced by 4 feet and is a different building than was presented a year ago. Mr. Swanson also stated 5 
they have gone through a tremendous amount of work and effort with Village staff and the neighbors to 6 
address each of the comments. He stated it would be the final decision of the Village as to whether they 7 
want this project or not. Mr. Swanson then stated they would not compromise the quality of the 8 
building by reducing the room heights. He also stated the parapet is lower than the building to the 9 
south. Mr. Swanson referred to the tall commercial buildings on Green Bay Road and they incorporated 10 
methods to reduce the impact. He then stated a comment was made with regard to damage caused by 11 
construction. Mr. Swanson confirmed they are responsible for it regardless and would go over it with 12 
their insurance carrier and if they can add additional insureds when it is justified, they would consider 13 
that. He then referred to the comment made in connection with the lighting and stated they performed 14 
a photometrics plan and the lighting selected would not have an effect on the adjacent properties. Mr. 15 
Swanson also stated the garage doors would be on the south side of the building and out of site to those 16 
adjacent to the property. He informed the Board they are not the owners of the property and are not 17 
approved unless they get this done. Mr. Swanson then stated there are lots of less desirable things that 18 
can be done with the property in accordance with the ordinance and they are not asking the Board for a 19 
height variance but to approve the design in that it meets the aesthetic and quality of the community 20 
and the Village’s Design Guidelines. He stated there would be plenty of opportunity for people to raise 21 
the issues of height and water and for them to work through the process. He added that for those 22 
speaking at tonight’s meeting, for them to give him a call to discuss the issues.  23 
 24 
Chairman Albinson asked the Board for any questions. Mr. McLane stated with regard to the landscape 25 
plan, he referred to plans for fencing and Arbor Vitae to the west and tree scape to the north and a 26 
small strip to the south. He asked if there was any opportunity for natural screening to the south. Mr. 27 
Swanson responded there is a 3-foot space there which could support Arbor Vitae. He noted there is an 28 
existing chain link fence and they could install decorative fencing as additional screening. Mr. Swanson 29 
stated they could work with that property owner to screen that side of the property.  30 
 31 
Ms. Meiners asked with regard to the design aesthetic and building entrance on the south as opposed to 32 
the front, some of the neighbors’ issues relating to the garage could be significantly decreased if the 33 
entrance was on Green Bay Road. Mr. Swanson responded it provided a more seamless approach to 34 
parking at the back of the building as opposed to on the street. He then stated the building’s guests 35 
would park on the street. Mr. Swanson stated they initially designed the building differently and it 36 
worked much better with the entrance on the side which allowed them to push the building further 37 
from the lot line on that side.  38 
 39 
Chairman Albinson asked if there were any other questions. No additional questions were raised at this 40 
time. He stated the Board would now discuss the matter. Mr. Klaskin stated with regard to the design, 41 
the plan is close to what was originally planned for Elm Street which was well received and the project 42 
failed for financial reasons. He also stated The Mews has garage access on the back which would make 43 
this building consistent with The Mews.  44 
 45 
Chairman Albinson stated aesthetically in terms of the design and materials, that was not an issue at all 46 
and he commented the design was well thought through and well designed. He stated it would fit in 47 
overall with the architecture and aesthetic they would expect in the community. Chairman Albinson 48 

Agenda Packet P. 157



Design Review Board                 July 16, 2020 
Page 9 

 

 

then stated his primary concern related to the scale and how its fits in the context of the neighboring 1 
property. He noted while they are not approving variances, in connection with how the building would 2 
relate to those to the north and south, he also referred to the west properties on Walden. Chairman 3 
Albinson then stated while he understood the plan to support the aesthetic and the goal to achieve the 4 
goal in terms of marketability of the development, he stated on the fourth floor, any visible portion of 5 
that from the street, he is concerned with the massing element overshadowing the context from the 6 
street to the north. He stated his comment would be to ask the applicant to reconsider the fourth floor 7 
design and perform additional elevation or perspective studies so that the fourth floor is not visible from 8 
any vantage point.  9 
 10 
Mr. Ritter agreed the building is well designed and attractive and stated the parapet wall height is the 11 
same as the building to the south. He stated if there is some way to minimize the effect of the fourth 12 
floor mass, the height of the building is not offensive or out of character given the height of the building 13 
to the south as well as The Mews. Mr. Ritter also stated while he understood the neighbors’ concerns, it 14 
is not within the Board’s purview to consider drainage matters.  15 
 16 
Chairman Albinson stated in the Village staff’s memo, there are a couple of things that are design 17 
related and if there is a wall greater than 50 feet in length, it would require articulation or a setback of 4 18 
feet or greater, he commented he did not see a lot of relevance in that guideline. He also stated with 19 
regard to the guidelines addressing flat and shed roofs versus pitched roofs, he commented that 20 
guideline would be irrelevant in today’s era.  21 
 22 
Mr. McLane stated with regard to the future for commercial buildings in Winnetka, there is going to be a 23 
push for more height. He commented the design is attractive and flowed well in addition to how the 24 
gabled structures disguised what is going on behind it. Mr. McLane stated they do not want a squashed, 25 
deformed multi-family building which has happened in other communities. He then stated with regard 26 
to impermeable lot coverage, although not within the Board’s purview, there are a lot of older buildings 27 
on Green Bay Road which had the aesthetic of parking lot, garage, and something else in front of it 28 
which he commented is unattractive. Mr. McLane stated they do not want that again and the proposal 29 
would contribute to the elegant streetscape and there are ways to mitigate storm water management. 30 
He concluded he liked the elegance of the height, the impermeable lot coverage and effect of moving 31 
everything down behind the building and referred to Chairman Albinson’s and Mr. Ritter’s comments 32 
relating to the self-storage unit on top of the building which they should address so that it does not have 33 
a warehouse quality appearance.  34 
 35 
Chairman Albinson asked Mr. Schoon to provide the illustration of the aerial view showing the 36 
surrounding properties. He then stated with regard to the parapet wall in comparison to that to the 37 
south, he asked the developer to reconsider the north side of the fourth floor design. Chairman Albinson 38 
also stated it would be helpful to have multiple street level views to see if the fourth floor views are 39 
visible from Walden and Green Bay Road.  40 
 41 
Ms. Kelly stated she agreed with the Board Members’ comments and her major concern is the height 42 
and part of the fourth floor issue from the south and north sides which she suggested be set back. She 43 
then stated with regard to 10 foot ceiling heights, the rooms in the building are not large and suggested 44 
the ceiling height be 9 feet instead since the rooms appear to be 12x15 feet. She commented everything 45 
else looked nice.  46 
 47 
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Chairman Albinson stated he appreciated the application and although they want to support it, they do 1 
not want to sacrifice anything that the Board Members treat as important or critical to maintain in the 2 
Village. He encouraged the applicant to reconsider the suggestions raised and come back to the Board 3 
with potential modifications to the design and for the Board to take action at the next meeting. He 4 
asked the Board Members for their comments.  5 
 6 
Mr. Klaskin noted the two buildings to the south also have flat roofs. He then stated with regard to the 7 
roof treatment, he liked the deck feature on the fourth floor and the representations would be a 8 
positive attribute and the amount of use would be negligible in the long term. Mr. Klaskin stated this 9 
would not represent any more of a nuisance compared to a single family home being built there with a 10 
family entertaining in the backyard. He commented he liked the look shown from the renderings and for 11 
the Board to be aware of the fact the two buildings immediately to the south have just as big and flat 12 
roofs before the Board made a decision in terms of the proposed roof line.  13 
 14 
Chairman Albinson stated he had no concern about the flat roof and the Design Guidelines may be out 15 
of place in dictating different roof lines. He agreed with Mr. Klaskin’s comments and his only issue 16 
preventing him from making a recommendation to approve the application is understanding the 17 
vantage points and what can be seen in terms of the fourth floor element which is the north side of it as 18 
well as the views from Walden and Green Bay Road of the fourth floor. Mr. McLane referred to the 19 
elevator shaft and stairs on the north side of the fourth floor and asked for the developer to consider 20 
how they can be pulled back and otherwise, the Board would be in agreement to move forward.  21 
 22 
Chairman Albinson asked if there were any comments. He suggested a straw poll be taken to ask the 23 
applicant to provide different perspective views in terms of massing on Green Bay Road and the 24 
southeast view of the fourth floor forms as well as from Walden. Mr. Swanson stated they are able to do 25 
modeling to show how the sun affected the building to the north. He stated in doing a study of the views 26 
the Board is asking for, it is a matter of perception versus reality. Mr. Swanson stated they can provide 27 
vantage points for those neighbors who spoke tonight. Mr. Swanson then stated with regard to the 28 
stairway, there is a way to mitigate and work the stair element more against the gable and come up with 29 
a solution to present at the next meeting. He stated they will make the effort and they will reconsider 30 
some areas.  31 
 32 
Chairman Albinson stated a lack of commentary from the Board is a positive and they are not asking 33 
them to make drastic changes but the issue is context and how it fits in with its environment. He agreed 34 
the need to consider what the market is demanding but they have to consider Green Bay Road and his 35 
concern is setting precedent and the attempt to maintain the scale and context along Green Bay Road. 36 
Chairman Albinson then stated as aging buildings on Green Bay Road are replaced, there is a great 37 
opportunity to create a nice multi-family residential district. He then asked Mr. Schoon if there was any 38 
specific action the Board would need to take to defer the matter to the next meeting. Mr. Schoon 39 
responded a motion is needed to continue the matter to the next meeting date of August 20, 2020 and 40 
asked the applicant if he would be available. Mr. Swanson confirmed he would be available and asked if 41 
the next meeting would be virtual. Mr. Schoon assumed the next meeting would be a virtual meeting.  42 
 43 
Mr. McLane moved to continue the matter to the August 20, 2020 meeting. Mr. Klaskin seconded the 44 
motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed. 45 
AYES: Albinson, Kelly, Klaskin, McLane, Meiners, Ritter  46 
NAYS: None  47 
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 3 
Members Present:     Kirk Albinson, Chairman 4 

Brooke Kelly  5 
Michael Klaskin  6 
Brad McLane 7 
Maggie Meiners  8 
 9 

Members Absent:     Paul Konstant  10 
      Michael Ritter  11 
 12 
Village Staff:      David Schoon, Director of Community Development  13 

Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community 14 
Development  15 
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner 16 
 17 

Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting.  18 
Chairman Albinson stated pursuant to recently adopted amendments to the Illinois Open Meetings Act 19 
including Public Act 101-0640, public bodies in certain circumstances may hold public meetings without 20 
a quorum physically present in any one location. He then stated on March 17, 2020, President Rintz 21 
issued a Declaration of Emergency pursuant to the authority granted by the Village code, the Illinois 22 
Municipal Code, and the Illinois Emergency Management Agency Act to address the health threat posed 23 
by the Covid-19 pandemic. Chairman Albinson stated on May 29, 2020, Governor Pritzker issued a 24 
disaster proclamation that declared in-person attendance at public meetings of more than 10 people at 25 
their regular public meeting location infeasible in accordance with the Open Meetings Act as mandated 26 
by Public 101-0640. He stated on June 16, 2020, President Rintz executed a written determination that 27 
given the ongoing association with the Covid-19 pandemic, in-person meetings of the Village and Village 28 
Council are approved at this time until further notice. Chairman Albinson stated in accordance with the 29 
Governor’s disaster proclamation, the Village President’s Declaration of Emergency and determination 30 
regarding meetings of the Village Council, he as Chair of the Design Review Board, hereby determine 31 
that in-person meetings of the Design Review Board are not practical or prudent at this time and until 32 
further notice.  33 
 34 
Continued from the July 16, 2020 meeting – Case No. 19-15-PD: 688-694 Green Bay Road – The 35 
Walden – Preliminary Planned Development Review: Certificate of Appropriateness to allow the 36 
construction of a new six-unit multi-family building as part of a planned development. 37 
Mr. Schoon stated at the last meeting, the Board reviewed the site plan/landscape plan and he 38 
confirmed there were no changes to that plan since the last meeting. He noted the applicant submitted 39 
a response to the Board’s comments from the July 2020 meeting relating to the building height and 40 
fourth story elements. Mr. Schoon stated the applicant has provided revised east and west elevations 41 
and perspective drawings of the building as well as other perspectives from different views. He 42 
reminded the Board and the public the Planned Development Commission would review the request in 43 
terms of zoning and subdivision relief.   He stated if the Board took action on the request at tonight’s 44 
meeting, the soonest it would be presented to the Planned Development Commission would be 45 
September 2, 2020. Mr. Schoon stated if no Board action is taken, it would be presented to the Planned 46 
Development Commission at some later date.  47 
 48 
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Mr. Schoon stated the Board is to review the external architectural features and design elements and 1 
determine if the request meets the Board’s guidelines. He then stated the Board can either continue the 2 
request to a future meeting for further review or discussion or adopt a motion recommending approval 3 
or denial with draft motions included on page 3 in the packet of information.  4 
 5 
Chairman Albinson asked the applicant to focus the presentation on changes since the last meeting. Mr. 6 
Schoon stated due to the audio issue from the last meeting, there may be a summary of the project for 7 
those who had difficulty hearing it.  8 
 9 
Rick Swanson stated in summary, the proposal is for a four story building with six units measuring 10 
approximately 2,250 square feet each as well as a below ground parking garage which would be entered 11 
from the west side of the building. He stated the garage would have two spaces for each unit holder 12 
along with two parking spaces in the rear as well as access to street parking. Mr. Swanson noted the 13 
driveway would enter off of Green Bay Road in the location of the existing driveway. He stated the 14 
building embraces the spirit of the Design Guidelines. He noted the units would have 10 foot ceilings and 15 
a portion of the garage would be raised from the ground similar to other buildings in the Village. Mr. 16 
Swanson stated they planned to use reddish brown brick inspired from downtown buildings along with 17 
black window frames and limestone.  18 
 19 
Mr. Swanson referred to the PowerPoint presentation and stated on July 16, 2020, they appeared 20 
before the Board to present the proposed Walden project and address questions and concerns from the 21 
Board and the public. He stated their focus was on designing a building that embraced the architectural 22 
charm of the Winnetka community and offered amenities that met the expectations and needs of 23 
current home buyers. Mr. Swanson stated while comments regarding the quality and design of the 24 
building were mostly positive, the most common concern was that the building was perceived to be too 25 
tall. He then stated if they were to remove all the pitched roof design elements and simply do a flat roof 26 
structure, the three story element of the building would be about 1 foot 7 inches over the maximum 27 
permitted height of 35 feet from the first floor elevation. Mr. Swanson informed the Board they may be 28 
able to further reduce it by 6 inches from the parapet. He also stated he met with a representative of 29 
the neighbors who asked if the building height could be further reduced and he responded they would 30 
revisit the issue resulting in a 6 inch reduction from the parapet height. Mr. Swanson stated that 31 
alternative would result in the three-story element of the building being 1 foot 1 inch over the maximum 32 
allowable height. He then stated the consensus was that would only diminish the building’s aesthetic 33 
quality and not serve any purpose but they would reduce the height if needed.  34 
Mr. Swanson then stated the primary issue as it related to the Board’s purview is the visual impact of 35 
the fourth floor, the parapet and how the steep pitched gable parapet combined with the wall parapet 36 
served to screen the shed appendage from adjacent neighbors. He stated the Board asked if they could 37 
revisit the exterior design and study key viewpoints to determine the reality of this concern as opposed 38 
to the perception. Mr. Swanson stated they have modeled view perspectives from the adjacent north 39 
and west neighbors with both summer and winter conditions. He also stated while it is impossible to 40 
totally screen a new structure from existing, they feel their building is no more or less visible than any 41 
other building on Green Bay Road.  42 
 43 
Mr. Swanson then referred to photos of views from different neighbors. Mr. Swanson referred to a 44 
photo of the view of the property to the north and the building almost directly on their property line. He 45 
stated the trees on their side of the fence would be removed. Mr. Swanson noted the height of the 46 
parapet on the neighboring building is slightly higher than their building and if they were to reduce the 47 
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building height by 6 inches, the building would be only 1 foot higher than the neighboring building. Mr. 1 
Swanson then referred to photos of the streetscape.  2 
 3 
Mr. Swanson also referred the Board to the proposed east elevation which showed the fourth floor 4 
elements which cannot be seen from the street or a number of perspectives. He then identified the shed 5 
roof area as the clouded area on the upper right side and stated they were able to shift it another 1 foot 6 
2 inches towards the south which made a big impact visually. Mr. Swanson stated they have a modeling 7 
which showed that detail. He also stated you can see the flat parapet element which is right above the 8 
bay and two windows on each side and which is the area that can be reduced 6 inches.  9 
 10 
Mr. Swanson identified another rendering of the same elevation showing what it would look like from 11 
the rear and that the element would be difficult to see from that perspective. He then pointed out for 12 
the area between the driveway and stairway and their building, they planned to plant a number of trees 13 
there. Mr. Swanson stated the elevation intentionally was shown without the trees in order to get a 14 
better understanding of the impact of this perspective.  15 
 16 
Mr. Swanson then referred the Board to an aerial view of the fourth floor plan and stated the dashed 17 
line represented the wall that was shifted. He then identified a cross section of the building and the 18 
parapet which extended 18 inches which is needed for drainage purposes. Mr. Swanson indicated it can 19 
be lowered since it did not relate to visual impact. He stated the illustration also showed the steeped 20 
pitched roof in the middle which ran from one gable to the other. Mr. Swanson stated the flat roof 21 
element is purposely made to look like a shed coming from that roof.  22 
 23 
Mr. Swanson identified the perspective of a bird’s eye view of the roof and the shaded area referred to 24 
the steep pitched roof which would extend from one end of the parapet to the other north to the south 25 
with the shed projecting from that.  Mr. Swanson identified a view from the south entrance and the 26 
existing wall. He noted a couple of trees would need to be removed for construction and they planned 27 
to work with the adjacent neighbor on planting. Mr. Swanson noted you cannot see the parapet from 28 
this view and then identified the winter view of the building. He reiterated they intentionally left trees 29 
out of the rendering in order to be able to better see the building.  30 
 31 
Mr. Swanson stated for the north property owners, the proposed building will be less than 24 feet apart 32 
and therefore, the visual aspect of the fourth floor is virtually non-existent. He stated in addition, the 33 
combination of existing and proposed trees will serve to screen the perceived mass of the building 34 
regardless of the perspective angle. He then identified the ground view at the north entrance in the 35 
winter and summer. Mr. Swanson also identified the view from the most easterly unit. He noted that 36 
while the gable element and shed portion are visible, their visibility is very small. Mr. Swanson also 37 
identified the views from the east and west neighbors’ view and how the parapet showed to screen the 38 
fourth-floor elements.  39 
 40 
Mr. Swanson stated the adjacent Walden neighbors are approximately 70 feet from their west property 41 
line and will be approximately 90 feet from the proposed building. He stated in addition, the existing 42 
trees and plant material are intentionally filtered or removed to allow a clear view to the proposed 43 
building in the renderings. He then identified the ground view of the Walden neighbors to the west. Mr. 44 
Swanson stated even with the trees included in the rendering, you do not see much from this 45 
perspective. He stated in the next slide of the winter view, it would still be screened with trees. Mr. 46 
Swanson identified a wide angle perspective from the patio of the neighbor to the right. He stated they 47 
were concerned that the perspective they previously provided was not accurate and they double 48 
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checked the perspectives to ensure the information provided was accurate. He also identified the winter 1 
view from the same perspective. Mr. Swanson stated with regard to the elements which are over the 2 
maximum height, he did not characterize them as being intrusive.  3 
 4 
Mr. Swanson informed the Board they did a perspective for the neighbors at 681 Walden noting they 5 
removed the existing trees from the illustration and included their proposed planting material in order 6 
to understand the neighbors’ concerns. He stated the illustration is exactly the size, scale, and mass of 7 
the building they are proposing which is also true of the adjacent building. Mr. Swanson suggested that 8 
building be used as a reference point for the proposed building. He stated the illustration provided the 9 
view standing further into the neighbors’ yard and confirmed there are a lot of trees back there. He also 10 
stated the buildings to the south are as tall as the proposed building noting they are located at the 11 
proper setbacks. Mr. Swanson stated the building to the right is at 5.5 feet from their property line and 12 
they would be at 24 feet in order for the driveway to work. He then stated in fairness to the north 13 
property owners, they would be at 12 feet from the side yard and due to the undulation of the façade, 14 
there would be some breaking points that are right on the line with others being further back. Mr. 15 
Swanson noted the building to the north was built when the ordinance was different and one portion of 16 
the building is located at 8 feet 4 inches from their lot line and was not built to today’s standards.  17 
 18 
Mr. Swanson then stated he would not go through the site plan and nothing has changed in that regard. 19 
He informed the Board there were discussions with a property owner to the south whose biggest 20 
concern is that she would be looking at the building. Mr. Swanson confirmed they would work together 21 
to solve some of the issues which included planting Arbor Vitae on that side. He then stated the building 22 
materials have not changed but may include paver bricks at the entrance. Mr. Swanson stated they 23 
would include small trees and plant material on the rooftop garden which would not be visible from the 24 
street. He stated he wanted to make it clear that they are on the east side of the building since they 25 
knew there would be sensitivities from the neighbors in terms of noise which he did not believe would 26 
be an issue.  27 
 28 
Mr. Swanson then referred to an aerial view of the building which showed the changes they made. He 29 
then identified an illustration of the building entrance and referenced the neighbors’ concern with 30 
lighting and stated they selected lamps which shine the light down along with soft voltage bollard and 31 
stair lighting. Mr. Swanson identified the building’s materials of slate, stucco, black window frames, 32 
limestone, and brick commonly used with English Tudor style. He added the windows would be 33 
simulated divided light. Mr. Swanson then asked if there were any questions.  34 
 35 
Chairman Albinson asked if there were any clarifying questions for the applicant. Ms. Meiners thanked 36 
the applicant for addressing the neighbors’ concerns and asked for clarification on the building’s total 37 
height. Mr. Swanson responded the flat parapet element is currently 36 feet 7 inches above the first 38 
floor elevation. [Staff Note:   It should be noted that during the discussion this dimension was referred 39 
to as 36 feet 7 inches, when in actuality it was 36.7’.  The discussion talks about reducing the height by 40 
1’-7”, when it actually should have been 1.7’.].  He stated it would be reduced to 36 feet 1 inch by 41 
reducing the parapet height.  Mr. Swanson stated with regard to the peak elements, the highest point is 42 
712.2 feet or 48 feet 6 inches which relate to the pitched gable elements which would put them 13 feet 43 
6 inch above the maximum height for that element. He then stated the hip roof elements are at 707 feet 44 
or 40 feet 6 inches which put them 5 feet 6 inches above the maximum height to the peak of those 45 
elements. Mr. Swanson stated the main element which is the wall parapet is one foot above the 46 
maximum which is one foot below the height of the building to the south. Ms. Meiners asked what is 47 
36.5 feet above the first floor and asked what the height of the building from the ground to the sky is. 48 
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Mr. Swanson stated the flat wall element highlighted earlier is 36 feet above the first floor which is 1-1 
foot higher than the maximum.  2 
 3 
Mr. McLane stated he was disturbed by the height and warehouse element on the roof and that his 4 
request was to explore that, such as digging the garage deeper and putting those elements in the 5 
garage. Mr. Swanson confirmed the Village staff brought that issue to their attention and confirmed it 6 
was explored.  He then stated with regard to the unintended consequences of going deeper is that you 7 
create more issues from a structural and drainage perspective which would be cost prohibitive. Mr. 8 
Swanson stated they also considered adding more space to the front of the foundation but that would 9 
encroach into the front yard setback. He also stated sewers and underground utilities made building 10 
that element underground in the front yard problematic.  11 
 12 
Ms. Kelly asked Mr. Swanson if they explored taking 6 inches out of the ceiling height from each floor 13 
which would make the three-story building compliant. Mr. Swanson responded there are clients who 14 
want 10 foot ceilings which is what the market wants. Ms. Kelly stated the rooms other than the living 15 
and dining rooms are small. She then stated for rooms this size, the ceiling height becomes 16 
disproportionate to the room size and suggested reducing the height to 9 feet 8 inches as a 17 
compromise. Mr. Swanson stated as an architect, he referred to the transoms above the windows being 18 
historically and proportionately correct. He stated for any historically correct building, they look nice 19 
due to the little details that are followed. Mr. Swanson stated while it could be done, it would result in 20 
sacrificing the architectural elements of the building. He then stated for his clients who are adamant 21 
about 10 foot ceilings, he could look into it but cannot make that guarantee tonight. Ms. Kelly stated she 22 
appreciated the building and commented the architecture is great and agreed with Mr. Swanson’s 23 
comments relating to the outside proportion.  24 
 25 
Chairman Albinson asked if there were any other questions from the Board. No additional questions 26 
were raised at this time. He then asked for Village staff to read the public comments submitted to the 27 
Village into the record. Chairman Albinson then asked for those making public comments to limit their 28 
comments to 3 minutes. Ms. Klaassen read a letter from John Madden, Jr. 680 Green Bay Road, into the 29 
record. She then read an email which summarized previous emails from Gordon and Claudia 30 
Montgomery into the record.  31 
 32 
Chairman Albinson asked if there were any comments from the public. Mr. Norkus asked Caller No. 3 if 33 
there were any comments. Gordon Montgomery stated his email expressed his concerns and asked the 34 
Board to take them into consideration. He stated the project would significantly affect their views and 35 
hoped the Board would be able to visit his property to see the impact for themselves to see the 36 
difference compared to what was shown in the renderings. Mr. Norkus asked Caller No. 4 if there were 37 
any comments. No comments were made at this time. Mr. Norkus asked Claudia Montgomery for her 38 
comments. She stated she had no comments at this time. Mr. Norkus asked John Madden, Jr. if he had 39 
any comments. John Madden thanked the developer for his presentation. He stated his 40 
recommendation is that the Board not approve the request as designed and if changes can be made, for 41 
the request to be tabled to another meeting. Mr. Norkus asked Rudd Coster for his comments. Mr. 42 
Coster stated he made comments at the previous meeting and added with regard to articulation, at the 43 
previous meeting, it was stated there was no practical purpose to articulate and reduce it 2 feet from 44 
the required 4 feet. He stated as it related to his property line, he is concerned and asked for 45 
confirmation that the amount of space between the building and his property line did not diminish by 2 46 
feet. Mr. Coster stated in connection with height, it is the main issue for the neighbors and he did not 47 
see the quid pro quo for allowing the building to be taller since the purpose is non-functional and is 48 
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there for aesthetic reasons. He then referred to issues relating to lights and noise level. Mr. Norkus 1 
asked caller Scott for his comment. No comments were made at this time. Mr. Norkus stated the 2 
remainder of the attendees are part of the applicant’s team and concluded there were no other queued 3 
members of the public wanting to comment.  4 
 5 
Ms. Klaassen allowed the following members of the public to come to the podium in Village Hall to 6 
comment.  7 
 8 
Mary Ellen Stanfield, 680 Green Bay Road, introduced herself and Neil Peterson and stated they are very 9 
impacted by the building. She stated they strongly oppose exceeding by 49% the maximum building size 10 
since the south driveway would be 5-6 feet from their bedroom and office sliding glass windows with no 11 
landscaping. Ms. Stanfield stated she was confused by the landscaping presentation which did not show 12 
any landscaping and she was told by Mr. Swanson that if they wanted trees to shield them, they would 13 
have to plant them themselves which they cannot do. She also stated the north side is not a 14 
thoroughfare and there is landscaping on that side. Ms. Stanfield stated their side would get the 15 
driveway, no landscaping, and the main entrance. She stated her biggest point is for such a vast amount 16 
of space on the east side of the proposed condo across Green Bay Road, tracks and backyards, why put 17 
the garage doors on the west side and the main entrance on the south side which would disrupt their 18 
lives. Ms. Stanfield questioned why so many trees would be removed with the addition of so little 19 
landscaping. She then referred to the previous comment made that Green Bay Road would have a lot of 20 
beautiful buildings, she stated there is more to having solid brick all along Green Bay Road and referred 21 
to the charm of having smaller, brick structures, the low level professional buildings, etc. Ms. Stanfield 22 
stated while this building would not be like One Winnetka, they do not need to have these massive 23 
expensive buildings and they are not necessary. She then stated the building should be reduced to 24 
comply with current zoning standards and for people to have reasonable privacy from sunlight and for 25 
nature. Ms. Klaassen confirmed there is no one else in Village Hall who would like to comment.  26 
 27 
Chairman Albinson asked if that concluded the public comment period. Mr. Norkus informed the Board 28 
there was one additional caller who would like to comment. He then asked Caller No. 5 for any 29 
comment. No comments were made at this time. Mr. Norkus confirmed that concluded all of the people 30 
who came to the meeting in the queue.  31 
 32 
Chairman Albinson asked the applicant to respond to the comments made following by clarifying 33 
questions from the Board and deliberation.  34 
 35 
Mr. Swanson stated he appreciated the comments and there appeared to be some level of compromise. 36 
He stated he would speak further with Mr. Montgomery. Mr. Swanson then stated with regard to the 37 
comment made from the south neighbor if there is any building which is imposing, it is that building. He 38 
also stated he did not see there being a noise issue and agreed while landscaping is an issue, they would 39 
need access to the neighbor’s property to plant landscaping. Mr. Swanson confirmed he did not suggest 40 
the neighbors would have to pay for landscaping and stated he would work with them. He then stated 41 
those issues are not within the Board’s purview and they have satisfied all of the considerations 42 
required by the Board. Mr. Swanson asked the Board to take action at this meeting and stated they have 43 
been cooperative with the Village and the neighbors and would continue to do so.  44 
 45 
Chairman Albinson asked if there were any additional clarifying questions from the Board. No comments 46 
were made at this time. Neil Peterson, 680 Green Bay Road, asked if further consideration could be 47 
given to volume of the building and that the photos do not convey what the volume would be.  He 48 
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suggested a model be created to represent the proposed building compared to the neighboring 1 
buildings. Mr. Norkus then stated a member of the applicant’s team asked if they would be permitted to 2 
speak although Mr. Swanson stated members of his team had not planned to speak. He stated Brandie 3 
Malay Siavelis would like to speak. Mr. Swanson stated Ms. Malay Siavelis may like to speak from a 4 
professional perspective as a realtor and confirmed no one else on the team would be speaking.  5 
 6 
Brandie Malay Siavelis informed the Board she has been a real estate broker for almost 20 years and 7 
described The Walden as a boutique building which would be a welcome piece of architecture to 8 
Winnetka. She also described it as one of the most in demand types of empty nester types of living. Ms. 9 
Malay Siavelis stated most of those who want the building want to remain in the Village to be close to 10 
their families and friends and finding one level living is hard to come by. She informed the Board when 11 
single family homes with first floor master bedrooms become available, they go quickly and for top 12 
dollar. Ms. Malay Siavelis then stated while there are condos in Winnetka that offer one level living, they 13 
are dated, need work and have much more than six units. She noted there has not been new 14 
construction in Winnetka for over 12 years. Ms. Malay Siavelis stated they are all familiar with the One 15 
Winnetka project which turned into a debacle and there would be tremendous support for The Walden 16 
considering: (i) there would only be six units, (ii) it is only four stories, (iii) it is congruent with adjacent 17 
properties; (iv) it is a beautiful building on Green Bay Road and (v) it would keep much needed tax 18 
dollars in the community. She then referred to buyer’s options of Glencoe and Wilmette with bustling 19 
downtown areas with full storefronts which are attracting buyers as well as Northfield. Ms. Malay 20 
Siavelis stated they cannot rely on Winnetka’s reputation to pull families in and keep those who are 21 
already here since there is too much competition. She described the zoning classifications as antiquated 22 
which need to be amended. Ms. Malay Siavelis stated while she shared the concern with the immediate 23 
neighbors, this is not the majority opinion in the community and stated the request would be for the 24 
greater good of the community.  25 
 26 
Ms. Malay Siavelis informed the Board she has lived in Winnetka since 2012 and watched businesses 27 
wither away and leave. She referred to the One Winnetka project which would have been blocks away 28 
from her and stated they cannot get out of their own way when it comes to progress and Winnetka 29 
being a vibrant community. Ms. Malay Siavelis agreed change is hard and commented Winnetka 30 
desperately needed to fill in the holes that need to be satisfied. She stated they need to fill empty 31 
storefronts and provide housing for those who need it which included no maintenance, one level living 32 
in a beautiful setting because turnkey, small boutique settings that are brand new are nonexistent.  33 
 34 
Ms. Malay Siavelis then stated with regard to public comment, Hlavacek Florist is not going anywhere as 35 
well as the charm of Winnetka is not going anywhere. She then stated as a real estate broker, she 36 
referred to the amount of trees in Winnetka and stated the project would not negatively affect home 37 
values. Ms. Malay Siavelis asked the Board to allow the project to go forward and not allow paralysis by 38 
analysis to take over another opportunity for the community to move forward. She stated a majority of 39 
the residents want to see progress and asked the Board to not delay the project further.  40 
 41 
Mr. Norkus stated that concluded public comment.  42 
 43 
Chairman Albinson asked Mr. Swanson to respond to the comments made. Mr. Swanson stated with 44 
regard to the request for models, it can be explored and he did not think it is relevant to this Board’s 45 
decision relating to the architectural style. He also stated the models would not be cheap to create and 46 
would be good a discussion point with the Planned Development Commission if this Board felt it would 47 
be a condition of final approval considering they get preliminary approval. Mr. Swanson stated they do 48 
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not want to wait another month to get approval and have answered questions specific to the Board’s 1 
purview. He stated he appreciated Ms. Malay Siavelis’ comments and him being given an opportunity to 2 
respond.  3 
 4 
Chairman Albinson stated the Board would now deliberate if there were no further comments. Mr. 5 
Norkus confirmed there were no further public comments.  6 
 7 
Mr. McLane stated design-wise, they are checking boxes and with regard to their purview, it is well 8 
thought out design although he struggled with the height. He stated he viewed the property from the 9 
Montgomery’s perspective and it would be difficult to have six balconies stare down at your property. 10 
Mr. McLane then stated there is an aesthetic aspect related to the height which would be up to the 11 
Planned Development Commission to figure out in connection with the variances. He stated from the 12 
design elements he saw, one of the reasons he serves on this Board is to keep things moving forward.  13 
 14 
Ms. Kelly agreed everything looked great and it is an issue of height which can be resolved by removing 15 
inches from each floor which would not be that big of a concern in a 2,400 square foot space. She stated 16 
she understood the exterior architectural considerations and the need for it to be in proportion, but it 17 
can be made to work and can be easily solved.  18 
 19 
Ms. Meiners agreed with Mr. McLane’s and Ms. Kelly’s comments and understood the need for this type 20 
of development in Winnetka. She stated the height is an issue and is easily solvable. Ms. Meiners also 21 
stated she would not want to delay the project and is willing to meet in a week or two to move things 22 
forward. She then stated she would like to see the ceiling height addressed and see how it would affect 23 
the outside aesthetic and bring down the building height. Ms. Meiners stated she also stood in the 24 
Montgomery’s backyard and it is the idea of these extra two cents looming over their backyard.  25 
 26 
Mr. Klaskin stated while it would be great to lower the building to make it less imposing, he commented 27 
the developer did an outstanding job and outlined a cogent argument as to why the development 28 
should go forward. He stated from an aesthetic standpoint, it is more or less what the community wants 29 
in terms of style, quality of materials, etc. Mr. Klaskin then stated he had a few misgivings in connection 30 
with height in the paperwork submitted and scale-wise, initially people would be shocked since there is 31 
not much there now but it would blend in with the community nicely. He then stated if an accord can be 32 
reached with the developer in connection with height, that would be fine but otherwise, the request 33 
had his full support and reiterated the developer did an outstanding job and the Board should take 34 
action allowing the request to proceed so that the project is not delayed like many other projects.  35 
 36 
Chairman Albinson stated he appreciated the public’s comments and encouraged everyone to keep their 37 
comments public. He agreed with the comments made and stated he is concerned with regard to the 38 
scale of the property and if the developer is able to reduce the height a couple of inches on each floor, it 39 
would reduce scale and massing. Chairman Albinson stated that would allow them to keep the scale and 40 
quality of the design as well as allow the program to move forward. He then stated he had been 41 
concerned with the fourth-floor element being visible from the north and the changes helped a lot. 42 
Chairman Albinson then stated the Board’s purview is aesthetic and design integrity and its fit within the 43 
environment but if they consider it from a technical perspective and remove the fourth floor element 44 
which is not visible from the neighboring properties and corner roof elements on each corner, the 45 
building is close to compliant with zoning requirements. He stated they also need to consider it is a 46 
planned development application which allowed it to have variations outside of the base zoning 47 
requirements which is why this is part of the planned development process and not the regular design 48 
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review process. Chairman Albinson stated while he understood the residents’ concerns as to what the 1 
building would do to their views or neighborhood character, the building would not have a negative 2 
impact and would be positive and would fit in down the road. He then stated he would make a 3 
recommendation for approval with the condition that the applicant reduce the height by approximately 4 
18 inches but first asked Mr. Swanson if that can be addressed in the design.  5 
 6 
Mr. Swanson stated they were 1 foot 7 inches over and they reduced it to 1 foot 1 inch and they would 7 
be able to take that out of the building. [Staff Note:  Again the measurement of 1.7 feet was read as 1 8 
foot 7 inches].  He referred to the top of the parapet being no greater than 35 feet. Chairman Albinson 9 
read through the recommendations on page 3 of the agenda report while asking for a motion. He noted 10 
the condition would be for the height of the three-story element of the building to be reduced to 35 feet 11 
above the first-floor elevation. Chairman Albinson asked if there were any other comments or questions. 12 
Ms. Meiners asked for clarification as to 35 feet above the first floor elevation. Chairman Albinson 13 
explained that by the Zoning Code the building height is measured from the first floor elevation as 14 
opposed to the ground floor elevation which is unique to Winnetka as opposed to other communities. 15 
Mr. Swanson asked if the height could be reduced from its current height from the first floor as opposed 16 
to from the water table.   Mr. Swanson stated they are being asked to reduce the height 18 inches from 17 
the first floor and suggested they reduce the three-story element of the building from its current height 18 
by 1 foot 7 inches which left them more room to work out proportions and massing.   19 
 20 
Chairman Albinson commented that is a great solution and the Board’s purview is for scale and context 21 
and the goal of inserting the recommendation into the approval is to address the community’s and 22 
Board’s concerns. He then asked for a recommendation and to read from page 3 of the agenda materials 23 
with the condition that the overall building height would be reduced 18 inches from what is currently 24 
being proposed in tonight’s application packet.  25 
 26 
Ms. Kelly moved to recommend approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the design of the 27 
building, hardscape and landscape for the proposed six unit multi-family building at The Walden at 688-28 
694 Green Bay Road with the following condition: (i) to reduce the building height by 1 foot 7 inches.  29 
Mr. Schoon asked for the motion to be made as outlined on page 3 subject to the condition of reducing 30 
the building height by 1 foot 7 inches.   Ms. Kelly added the Board’s recommendation is based on 31 
evidence in the record and public documents and standards on page 3. Mr. Klaskin seconded the 32 
motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed.  33 
AYES: Albinson, Kelly, Klaskin, McLane, Meiners  34 
NAYS:  None  35 
 36 
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WINNETKA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 1 
MEETING MINUTES 2 
SEPTEMBER 2, 2020 3 

 4 
Members Present:    Matt Bradley, Chairman 5 

Tina Dalman 6 
Layla Danley  7 
John Golan  8 
Kimberly Handler   9 
Lynn Hanley 10 
Bridget Orsic 11 
Jay Vanderlaan  12 

 13 
Members Absent:    Sarah Balassa  14 
     15 
Village Staff:  David Schoon, Director of Community Development  16 
  Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development  17 
  Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner  18 
 19 
Village Attorney:     Benjamin Schuster  20 
 21 
Call to Order & Roll Call: 22 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bradley at 7:03 p.m.  Ms. Klaassen took roll call of the PDC Members 23 
present.  24 
 25 
Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting  26 
Chairman Bradley read the introductory remarks and the oral declaration regarding the conduct of the meeting 27 
into the record. He also outlined the manner in which the public would participate in the meeting. Chairman 28 
Bradley then outlined the guidelines as to how the meeting would proceed according to the agenda. Mr. Schoon 29 
added the public can participate by viewing the meeting in the Village Hall noting there are members of the public 30 
at the Village Hall.  31 
 32 
Approval of October 3, 2019 meeting minutes.  33 
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the October 3, 2019 meeting minutes. A motion was made by Ms. 34 
Hanley and seconded by Mr. Vanderlaan. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed.  35 
AYES:  Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Hanley, Orsic, Vanderlaan  36 
NAYS:   None 37 
ABSTAIN: Ms. Handler  38 
 39 
Case No. 19-15-PD: 688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden – Preliminary Planned Development Review: An 40 
application submitted by Walden Winnetka, LLC seeking approval of subdivision and zoning relief to allow the 41 
construction of a new six-unit multi-family residential building with below grade structural parking. The requested 42 
subdivision and zoning relief would permit (a) a plat of consolidation to combine two lots into one lot of record; (b) 43 
an exception from the maximum permitted building size (GFA); (c) an exception from the maximum permitted 44 
intensity of use of lot (impermeable lot coverage); (d) an exception from the maximum permitted building height; 45 
(e) an exception from the required principal roof form; and (f) an exception from the exterior wall articulation 46 
requirement along the north façade. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.  47 
 48 
Mr. Schoon first described the planned development process and outlined the new process and review standards. 49 
He stated with regard to the concept plan review stage, the Village Council has a chance to look at a planned 50 
development proposal to provide the applicant an opportunity to hear their thoughts before they submit the 51 
application noting these are individual comments with no votes taken by the Village Council. He added the votes 52 
are not binding and provides the applicant the opportunity to hear the Village Council Members’ concerns 53 
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regarding the relief before the process is started. Mr. Schoon stated once the applicant hears those comments, 1
they can decide whether or not to proceed with the preliminary plan application. He stated the Village Council 2
reviewed the preliminary plan a year ago and members were generally receptive to the project; however, they 3
wanted the PDC to pay close attention to the neighborhood impact, particularly for those to the west, as well as 4
the installation of adequate water and storm water detentions and ensure parking and driveway access were 5
adequately addressed. He also stated the siting and access to trash should be looked at.  6

7 
Mr. Schoon stated that at the preliminary review stage, both the PDC and DRB are to review the request and make 8
recommendations with the Village Council having the final decision on whether to approve the project. He then 9
stated if the Village Council approved the project, the applicant would have to come back for final plan review 10 
before the Village Council unless they decided they needed feedback from the PDC and DRB. Mr. Schoon stated 11 
the DRB reviewed the project at its July and August 2020 meetings and found the proposed design attractive and 12 
consistent with the Village’s design guidelines although they had concerns with regard to height and the effect on 13 
neighboring buildings which is within the purview of the PDC. He informed the PDC the DRB recommended 14 
approval with the condition that the building height be reduced by 1.7 feet to bring the top of the third story 15 
parapet down to the height requirements of the B-1 district which is 35 feet. Mr. Schoon stated the plans were 16 
revised to meet that condition.  17 

18 
Mr. Schoon described the location of the site on Green Bay Road between Pine Street and Westmoor. He noted 19 
one parcel is vacant with the other having a single family residence. He referred to several images of surrounding 20 
properties including single family residential and multi-family residential buildings. Mr. Schoon noted the property 21 
is zoned B-1 multi-family residential and the surrounding properties are zoned B-1, B-2, and R-3 along and Green 22 
Bay Road and the railroad tracks or to the east. He then stated the current Comprehensive Plan adopted in 1999 23 
designated the subject property and the properties to the north as appropriate for townhome residential 24 
development and to the south being appropriate for multi-family residential. Mr. Schoon stated the Village is in 25 
the process of preparing an updated Comprehensive Plan with one of the charges being to look at the entire Green 26 
Bay Road corridor and review development potential in the area and whether changes should be made to the plan 27 
or that corridor. He noted the project is on hold due to the limited ability to hold in person meetings.  28 

29 
Mr. Schoon stated the current Comprehensive Plan identifies items for the PDC to consider as they review the 30 
project with the idea to provide low to medium density multi-family townhome or condominium development. He 31 
then stated redevelopment should avoid bulky multi-family development and it should create a visually appealing 32 
Winnetka street as well as to require parking to be below grade or screened if at the surface level. Mr. Schoon 33 
noted the site plan presented to the PDC is similar to that provided to the Village Council with some changes made 34 
to landscaping and the incorporation of an accessible parking space. He also stated the Village Engineer reviewed 35 
the preliminary concept plans and determined the applicant will be able to comply with storm water and drainage 36 
requirements with final details to be provided at the final review stage. Mr. Schoon noted the onsite storm water 37 
management would be provided by a storm sewer system to drain water from the underground storage vault and 38 
would be located underneath the driveway on the south property line and lead to a storm water main on Green 39 
Bay Road. He then stated given Green Bay Road is a state highway, the applicant would need to receive IDOT 40 
approval to drain to that system.  41 

42 
Mr. Schoon stated the elevations and building design are fairly consistent with the design the Village Council 43 
reviewed except for the height which the applicant would address. He stated the development would require a 44 
plat of consolidation to combine the two existing lots. Mr. Schoon stated since the lots would measure over 10,000 45 
square feet, it required planned development approval which allowed the applicant to request exceptions. He 46 
stated the planned development process allows the applicant to present creative ways to address developments 47 
on a property and request exceptions from those requirements.  48 

49 
Mr. Schoon stated in terms of the relief requested, it consisted of maximum floor area with the applicant 50 
proposing approximately 6,000 more square feet than district limit of 12,000 square feet. He noted information is 51 
contained in the materials showing how that area is calculated. Mr. Schoon stated the applicant is requesting an 52 
exception for building height and identified the east elevation. He stated the applicant is proposing a four story 53 
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structure including a fourth floor outdoor lounge and storage area. Mr. Schoon noted height is measured from the 1 
top of the first floor to the highest point of the structure which is to the top of a decorative gable element on the 2 
fourth floor at 46.5 feet. He then stated the top of the parapet is 35 feet and identified an illustration of a cross 3 
section of the building with regard to the building height. Mr. Schoon stated the applicant is also requesting an 4 
impermeable lot coverage exception where 9,000 square feet is required and 11,168 square feet is being 5 
requested with the calculations shown in the materials. He stated the applicant is also asking for an exception for 6 
roof form noting the proposed design is basically a flat roof with decorative elements. Mr. Schoon then stated with 7 
regard to building wall articulation, once a building wall is longer than 50 feet, relief needed to be provided in 8 
terms of articulation with a difference of 4 feet. He stated while articulation is being provided for the north wall, it 9 
would only be 2 feet in depth. Mr. Schoon noted the DRB felt the roof design was appropriate and the relief 10 
provided through other design elements on the north wall is appropriate.  11 
 12 
Mr. Schoon stated the materials include information with regard to other buildings in the area to help the PDC in 13 
terms of scale, perspective and size noting many of the buildings on Green Bay Road are legal nonconforming due 14 
to amendment to zoning regulations overtime. He stated the most recent major amendments were in 1998 and a 15 
summary of the amendments is provided in the materials.  16 
 17 
Mr. Schoon stated as the PDC reviewed the application, there are planned development standards and exception 18 
standards as well as compensatory benefits for the PDC to consider. He stated after the applicant’s presentation 19 
and public comment, they can continue the request to a future meeting to have the applicant answer questions or 20 
to consider a recommendation of approval. Mr. Schoon stated if the PDC wanted to recommend denial of the 21 
application, a draft motion for denial is included in the staff report on page 21. He then asked if there were any 22 
questions.  23 
 24 
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. Mr. Vanderlaan stated the applicant agreed to reduce 25 
the building height to 35 feet and questioned the height of the parapet in the illustration at 45 feet. Mr. Schoon 26 
confirmed the DRB’s recommendation was to reduce the overall height 1.7 feet of the parapet on the third floor, 27 
which was 36.7 feet at the time of the DRB’s review.  Ms. Danley asked questions regarding the height of nearby 28 
buildings. Ms. Danley stated it appeared the rooflines of the 680 Green Bay and the proposed building were even 29 
and asked if they are the same height other than the decorative elements. Chairman Bradley stated the applicant 30 
can address those specific height issues.  31 
 32 
Ms. Dalman asked Mr. Schoon with regard to the measurement from the first floor if the basement was dug out 33 
further, would the first floor come down and if there was any discussion of that alternative. Mr. Schoon responded 34 
with the grade level and structured parking underneath, once 4 feet or more is exposed, it is counted in GFA. He 35 
stated that can be done, which would increase the GFA figure. Ms. Dalman then asked in terms of the 36 
compensatory benefit, she referred to complaints from the public relating to flooding on Walden. She asked if an 37 
oversized vault would be installed to address neighborhood issues or if it would only handle the storm water 38 
generated onsite. Mr. Schoon stated the applicant and their engineer can respond to that. He noted Walden is 39 
lower than the proposed site and there is a benefit of water being captured onsite and then drained to Green Bay 40 
Road. Chairman Bradley asked if there were any other questions for the Village staff. No additional questions were 41 
raised at this time.  42 
 43 
Chairman Bradley then asked for the applicant’s presentation and began swearing in those who would be speaking 44 
to this matter. Mr. Norkus allowed Mr. Swanson and Mr. Mancke into the meeting.  45 
 46 
Mr. Swanson introduced himself and Mr. Mancke, the civil engineer, to the PDC. He stated the request for 688-694 47 
Green Bay Road for The Walden by Walden Winnetka LLC. Mr. Swanson stated the property is comprised of two 48 
50x150 foot lots totaling 15,000 square feet. He stated the single family residence on one lot was demolished last 49 
year with the home on the other lot to be demolished once construction began. He stated the property is served 50 
by municipal sewer and water with adequate utilities and described the surrounding properties and their zoning 51 
classifications along with the distances from the subject property lines. He noted by their property being zoned as 52 
B-1, they are a planned development and are not strictly confined to B-1 standards and outlined the purpose of 53 
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planned development which departed from the strict application of zoning requirements.  1 
 2 
Mr. Swanson stated in terms of the project overview, the proposed project is the result of discussions with 3 
experienced real estate professionals on the North Shore and particularly Winnetka. He noted the overwhelming 4 
consensus was the need for high quality residential units that provided living space on one floor with minimum 5 
maintenance which he indicated is consistent with the consumer trend to downsize into a new home in their own 6 
community that offered the same level of quality amenities the buyer is used to and expects. Mr. Swanson 7 
described the inventory as limited or antiquated on the North Shore. He noted their focus was to design a building 8 
that met all those requirements while embracing the architectural charm of the Winnetka community and listening 9 
to those most affected by the development of this infill site. Mr. Swanson stated their design process included: (1) 10 
a careful review of the Village’s design guidelines and how the building relates to existing structures, (2) a relevant 11 
design that was harmonious in composition on all four floors and historically consistent with the architectural 12 
style, (3) exterior materials and colors that are high quality and appropriate for the style and (4) intentionally 13 
putting the garage door on the rear elevation out of view from the street and neighboring properties.  14 
 15 
Mr. Swanson informed the PDC they appeared before the Village Council in July 2019 for an informal concept plan 16 
presentation which was favorably received by the Village Council with encouragement to consider the following: 17 
(1) impact on homes to the west, (2) impact of height of the proposed building to adjacent properties, (3) 18 
adequate storm water control, (4) parking and driveway access and (5) siting of the trash enclosure. He noted they 19 
communicated with the neighbors in August 2019 with 12 neighbors participating in the meeting. Mr. Swanson 20 
described the meeting as productive and sincere with an opportunity to get information about the proposed 21 
project and offer feedback. He then stated much of the comments echoed those made by the Village Council, 22 
including: (1) drainage of storm water and how current issues could be addressed, (2) building height and potential 23 
impact on views and exposure to sunlight, (3) traffic impact and safe access and the proposed driveway and (4) 24 
possible damage to existing foundations as a result of excavation and proposed installation of a storm water vault.  25 
 26 
Mr. Swanson stated they felt the concerns were reasonable and worthy of consideration. He informed the PDC the 27 
concerns were reviewed by their consultants and addressed to the best of their ability. Mr. Swanson added there 28 
has been a transparent dialog and they remain committed to working proactively with the Village and the 29 
neighbors to reach acceptable solutions. He stated the continued communications with the neighbors allowed 30 
many of the concerns to be mitigated or eliminated with civil collaboration and frank discussion which included: (1) 31 
significant reduction and control of storm water runoff to the westerly neighbors from their property, (2) reducing 32 
the building height 4 feet since the August meeting with an additional 1.7 foot reduction as a result of the DRB 33 
review, (3) proactively working with adjacent properties to provide landscape screening, (4) designing lighting to 34 
avoid light pollution to adjacent properties and (5) exploring insurance options that provide coverage in 35 
connection with possible damage to neighboring properties as a result of construction which were of particular 36 
concern to the south neighbors. He informed the PDC that since the DRB meeting, they were able to add those 37 
neighbors as additional insured.  38 
 39 
Mr. Swanson then identified photos of the existing property, views from the rear yard including trees to be 40 
removed and the fence. He noted the chain link fence would be replaced with a wood fence and Arbor Vitae added 41 
to that side of the property. Mr. Swanson identified the view looking to the south neighbor, as well as streetscape 42 
photos to the south. He noted the driveway would be widened from the current position. Mr. Swanson then 43 
identified photos of views looking north and southwest. He noted one tree would be replaced which was discussed 44 
with the Village Forester.  45 
 46 
Mr. Swanson referred to the proposed site plan noting the following as part of the project: (1) removal of the 47 
existing vacant structure, (2) a single access point to Green Bay Road with a paver brick apron, (3) a storm water 48 
vault to be buried under the driveway, (4) two guest parking spaces, (5) underground garage access in the rear of 49 
the building, (6) the building footprint is within all required boundaries and (7) communication with the Fire 50 
Marshall and all access concerns have been addressed. He then introduced Mr. Mancke to address the civil 51 
engineering concerns and to answer any questions.  52 
 53 
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Mr. Mancke noted he worked with Mr. Swanson on the project for the past year. He confirmed they would be 1 
providing storm water detention for the entire property of 15,000 square feet. Mr. Mancke stated half of the site 2 
currently drained toward the westerly neighbors and as a result of the development, they would pick up that 3 
water, collect and route it into the storm water vault underground. He also stated the water flow rate would be 4 
reduced with a controlled slow release into the existing storm sewer on Green Bay Road. Mr. Mancke also stated 5 
the water currently flowing to the east would also be picked up and redirected to the storm sewer as part of the 6 
project. He noted they worked with the Village Engineer on the preliminary storm water plan and would be able to 7 
provide the construction documents with final plan approval.  8 
 9 
Mr. Swanson asked for confirmation that the presentation was clear in terms of audio. Chairman Bradley 10 
confirmed there were no issues.  11 
 12 
Mr. Swanson then stated with regard to the design related exceptions, they are asking for relief for maximum GFA 13 
with the total building’s GFA measuring 17,915 square feet while the allowable amount is 12,000 square feet or 14 
49% over the allowable amount. He noted the building to the south is 166% over the allowable amount and 15 
encroached into the required side yard setback to 6 feet 4 inches. Mr. Swanson stated although that building is 16 
grandfathered, a comment was made that they would be setting a precedent which is not the case. He reiterated 17 
their objective was to develop a design that was relevant to market trends which included as a key program 18 
requirement no less than 2,000 square foot units. Mr. Swanson stated in addition, the ability to have onsite 19 
storage was of vital importance as downsizing came with baggage. He noted they could develop a building within 20 
the allowable FAR but it would force a significant reduction in quality and design content. Mr. Swanson then stated 21 
from a design perspective, they do not believe the aesthetic character or physical composition of the Green Bay 22 
Road corridor is compromised by this exception.  23 
 24 
Mr. Swanson also stated they would be requesting an exception from the maximum permitted building height of 25 
35 feet measured from the first floor to the highest point. He stated the building viewed from most perspectives is 26 
dominated by a parapet with a pitched roof element to frame the composition on each corner and decorative 27 
parapet gables centered on the north and south elevations. Mr. Swanson noted since the meeting with the Village 28 
Council and the neighbors, they reduced the building height 4 feet which involved modifying the floor structure 29 
depth on each floor. He added it is extremely important to maintain 10 foot ceiling heights to meet market 30 
expectations as well as to allow the ability to provide fenestration more proportionate to the historic Tudor style 31 
character. Mr. Swanson added since the DRB review process, the building height was further reduced 1.7 feet and 32 
described the changes made to the measurements of the decorative gable elements, fourth floor lounge and 33 
storage areas, four corner tower roof elements and stone parapet.  34 
 35 
Mr. Swanson stated the next exception related to impermeable lot coverage to accommodate the placement of 36 
the proposed garage access at the rear of the structure. He stated it has been their intent to provide the most 37 
aesthetically pleasing result on Green Bay Road. Mr. Swanson then stated they would comply if the driveway was 38 
reduced or limited to the front half of the site and indicated unfortunately, that would cause a significant increase 39 
in impervious surface fronting on Green Bay Road and reduce the amount of landscaping. He stated in addition, 40 
they would have a 16 foot wide overhead door dominating the façade. Mr. Swanson noted for purposes of this 41 
discussion, the allowable amount is 60% of the site area or 9,000 square feet and they are proposing 11,168 42 
square feet which is an overage of 24%. He noted the proposed building is under the allowable building coverage 43 
amount by 404 square feet.  44 
 45 
Mr. Swanson stated the next exception related to a principal roof form variation. He stated the ordinance suggests 46 
that flat roofs are not consistent with the English Tudor vernacular which is the prevalent style in the downtown 47 
business  district. He then stated the design guidelines are intended to provide a “framework within which good 48 
design can flourish in context and enhance the existing Village character.” Mr. Swanson noted their primary 49 
objective is assuring good design that is in rhythm with the neighborhood and the community. He then stated they 50 
are fronting on Green Bay Road which is comprised of numerous flat roofed structures including the building to the 51 
south. Mr. Swanson then stated their design process was careful to respect the existing character of the 52 
streetscape and not upstage or deviate from the aesthetics of this entrance to the Village corridor.  53 
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Mr. Swanson stated they are also requesting a façade articulation variation to allow one appendage on the north 1 
side of the building to be less than the required 4 feet to avoid encroachment into the side yard setback. He stated 2 
the appendage is sufficient and would not enhance the design by adding another 2 feet. Mr. Swanson then stated 3 
in the unlikely event it is perceived to do so, they are planting more landscaping on the north side to increase the 4 
privacy between the properties. He also stated this appendage is on a wall plane that will not be visible to the 5 
public view.  6 
 7 
Mr. Swanson then referred to renderings which were presented to the DRB with the idea to embrace a building 8 
which lent to the Tudor and architectural style of the Village. He then described the brick, roof material, windows 9 
and wrought iron rails. Mr. Swanson then identified a view of the building from the south in comparison to the 10 
building to the south. He noted the fourth floor element cannot be seen since they realized there would be a 11 
concern with a four story building. Mr. Swanson identified another view from the Green Bay Road sidewalk and 12 
referred to the landscaping that would be installed on this perspective. He then identified an aerial rendering 13 
comparing it to the surrounding properties noting it is impossible to screen any building from view from Green Bay 14 
Road. Mr. Swanson also identified an illustration of the building entrance and fourth story lounge area. He then 15 
identified the proposed east elevation and how it related to existing structures noting the height of the 16 
neighboring building is close to the height of their parapet roof. Mr. Swanson added they shifted the parapet wall 17 
from the gable face to the south due to the concern of the north neighbor seeing the appendage from their 18 
driveway. He also identified the south elevation showing the gable space in the center noting the fourth floor 19 
elements would not be seen from the ground. Mr. Swanson then referred to the west elevation and noted the 20 
garage doors would be lowered and would not be able to be seen. He referred to the north elevation and cross 21 
sections of the building and stated they reduced the depth of the floor heights to get to the 35 foot height.  22 
 23 
Mr. Swanson then stated they did a line sight perspective from the west neighbors noting the top of the storage 24 
portion would be visible since they reduced the building height. He then referred to a bird’s eye perspective of 25 
what the north and west neighbors would see to address what the gable roof was doing and how the proposed 26 
shed roof would engage that. Mr. Swanson described how the shed was shifted over 1 foot 2 inches so that the 27 
shed roof would not be visible. He also identified the summer and winter views from the ground view at the 28 
proposed entrance. Mr. Swanson stated for the north property owners, the proposed buildings would be less than 29 
24 feet apart and the visual aspect of the fourth floor is virtually nonexistent. He added the combination of mass 30 
and proposed trees will serve to screen the perceived mass of the building regardless of perspective angle.  31 
 32 
Mr. Swanson referred the PDC to the winter and summer ground views of the north neighbor’s entrance and the 33 
tree which would remain as well as the summer and winter views of the ground floor view from the north 34 
neighbor’s driveway. He then identified the summer and winter views of the ground view of the west neighbor. 35 
Mr. Swanson stated the adjacent Walden neighbors are approximately 70 feet from their west property line and 36 
will be approximately 90 feet from the proposed building. He added the existing trees and plant material were 37 
intentionally filtered or removed from the illustrations to allow a clear view to the proposed building.   38 
 39 
Mr. Swanson then identified the ground view from the most impacted neighbors on Walden and referred to the 40 
amount of trees. He also identified winter and summer views from Walden from the street and the winter and 41 
summer views from the rear yard of the neighbor containing Arbor Vitae which hid most of the view of the 42 
building. Mr. Swanson described the materials to be used on the building including the brick sample, stucco, slate, 43 
light fixtures, etc. He stated they also included a shadow study showing how the sun impacted the neighbors. Mr. 44 
Swanson noted the parapet element would be the only element casting a shadow since they are now complying 45 
with the height requirement.  46 
 47 
Mr. Swanson stated as a condition of their formal submittal for consideration of the project, they are required to 48 
address the findings on each of the standards and exceptions in Chapter 17.58 of the zoning code. He stated in 49 
response to the standard that the proposed development and use or combination of uses furthers the goals and 50 
objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, the Village’s Comprehensive Plan is an ever-evolving guide for future 51 
development that preserves the character of the community. Mr. Swanson stated the subject property is zoned for 52 
the proposed use and consistent with the most current Comprehensive Plan amendment. He stated in addition, 53 
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the proposed building is intentionally designed to embrace and respect the historic character of Winnetka as 1 
outlined in the design guidelines adopted in 2001.  2 
 3 
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that the establishment, maintenance and operation of the 4 
planned development will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general 5 
welfare or have a negative environmental impact on the neighbor or Village, the two existing properties have been 6 
a source of concern for the Village for many years. He stated this included a dilapidated residence that had 7 
become a hazardous situation for the neighborhood which was demolished and noted the remaining building 8 
would be removed as a condition of their approval. Mr. Swanson stated the proposed building will be designed and 9 
constructed to the current Village code and meet all the design standards for life safety. He also stated they have 10 
designed their storm water control to significantly reduce the amount of current runoff from the property which 11 
was one of the primary concerns of the neighbors when they met several months ago.  12 
 13 
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that the planned development will not unreasonably impede the 14 
use and enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity which are permitted by right in the district or 15 
districts of concern nor unreasonably diminish or impair the property values in the immediate vicinity, they 16 
propose a significant improvement to the combined properties by way of appropriate design, implementation of 17 
modern technology and quality materials. He also stated the proposed homes will be marketed for values in excess 18 
of the existing properties in the neighborhood which historically has been a benefit to adjacent properties. Mr. 19 
Swanson then stated improvement of the property will control and significantly decrease water runoff to adjacent 20 
properties.  21 
 22 
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that the planned development will not unnecessarily impede the 23 
normal and orderly development or improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted 24 
by right in the district or districts of concern, all the properties directly adjacent to or in the vicinity of the site are 25 
in excellent condition and appear to utilize most or more than the available property as permitted by current 26 
zoning code.  27 
 28 
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide 29 
ingress and egress in a manner which minimizes pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public way, the 30 
development of the property will include the removal of existing structures and one of two driveway entrances 31 
from Green Bay Road. He stated a wider and more safely accessible entrance will be provided at the southeast 32 
corner of the property offering better line sight for those exiting the property. Mr. Swanson also stated each unit 33 
owner will be provide with two internal parking spaces and two additional guest parking spaces including an ADA 34 
accessible space in the rear of the building. He stated lastly, they have worked proactively to establish ingress and  35 
egress to the site that is efficient and provide adequate access for emergency vehicles.   36 
 37 
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that adequate parking, utilities, access roads and drainage and 38 
other facilities necessary to the operation of the planned development exist or are to be provided, he stated they 39 
have confirmed adequate utilities are available to the site for the proposed use.  40 
 41 
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that the planned development in all other respects conforms to 42 
the applicable regulations of this and other applicable village ordinance and codes, the proposed project will 43 
comply with all current building and life safety codes. He stated although most of the zoning regulations provided 44 
for the B-1 district have been met, they are requesting zoning relief under the planned development process which 45 
is meant to offer creative solutions to sometimes antiquated zoning restrictions with infill parcels such as these. 46 
Mr. Swanson also stated they strongly believe that the proposed improvements will significantly enhance the 47 
character of the neighborhood and set a higher bar for future development of the Green Bay Road corridor.  48 
 49 
Chairman Bradley stated the applicant has addressed the standards and exceptions with their responses in the 50 
written application and noted the PDC read the materials and will ask questions. He then asked for the PDC to 51 
enter to question and answer period. Mr. Swanson then confirmed that ended his presentation and asked if there 52 
were any questions.  53 
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Chairman Bradley also asked the PDC for their questions. Ms. Orsic stated with regard to the fourth floor deck, she 1 
questioned the entirety of the space toward Green Bay Road and the rear side toward Walden the storage facility. 2 
Mr. Swanson responded they intentionally put the garden on the Green Bay Road side since it would have the least 3 
amount of impact to the neighbors. He added the storage section would be at the back of the building and would 4 
not been seen due to the parapet along with the rooftop units which would have a 3 foot screen surrounding 5 
them. Ms. Danley stated with regard to the rooftop deck, she asked what the capacity would be. Mr. Swanson 6 
stated they anticipate they do not get used as much as you would think and estimated the max would be 12 7 
people assuming two people living in each unit. He added that element is meant for those living there and is not 8 
meant as a party element. Ms. Handler asked how tall the wall would be for the parapet created for the rooftop 9 
deck. Mr. Swanson responded it would be 16 inches from the deck to the rooftop deck with landscaping 10 
intentionally put around the perimeter to provide protection. He stated they plan to take the same level of 11 
precaution as they would with a swimming pool. Mr. Schuster added there are rooftop codes that would apply and 12 
are independent of the zoning aspect and the applicant would have to comply with all building codes to provide a 13 
certain amount of safety fencing. Ms. Handler then referred to the square foot range of the units and storage units 14 
and asked if it would be hard to get storage in the units as opposed to the rooftop. Mr. Swanson responded they 15 
considered every way to get the storage to work including on the lower level of the garage space as well as digging 16 
the basement deeper which would be prohibitively expensive. Mr. Swanson stated they also considered putting it 17 
underground into the front yard setback which would encroach the setback. He then stated they heard from 18 
realtors and brokers the need for storage.  19 
 20 
Ms. Dalman stated the units would contain three bedrooms and an office and referred to the option of using one 21 
bedroom for storage. She then asked if they had done any similar projects that the PDC could see which would 22 
represent something similar to the project being presented and commented Winnetka has been burned by 23 
developers. Mr. Swanson responded he did a condominium project in downtown Lake Forest as well as a number 24 
of projects including Levels Restaurant, McDonald’s and Chase Bank that replaced it along with others. He also 25 
referred to a number of subdivisions they did in Lake Forest.  26 
 27 
Mr. Golan asked Mr. Swanson if the fourth floor would be virtually invisible from the ground level. Mr. Swanson 28 
responded you would not be able to see the fourth floor element from the ground perspective for the most part. 29 
Mr. Golan stated from the west perspective, he referred to the interior community gathering area. Mr. Swanson 30 
confirmed that is correct and described it as a receiving area containing a restroom, kitchen, etc. Mr. Golan asked 31 
if they considered eliminating that element and using that space for storage. Mr. Swanson confirmed they did and 32 
the limited lounge space area was a big feature for the buyers which represented a four season environment and 33 
referred to the elevator drop. Mr. Golan asked who would maintain the storm water vault. Mr. Mancke stated it 34 
would be privately maintained and would be the responsibility of the homeowner’s association.  35 
 36 
Chairman Bradley asked if there were any other questions. He then stated the timing loomed large and referred to 37 
the Comprehensive Plan revision which would have taken in a lot of the voices of the residents to the way the 38 
community is developed and ordinance changes. He then referred to parking as an example when Uber is now a 39 
dominant method of transportation and the units not needing two vehicle parking spaces. He stated certain 40 
citizens do want to live on one floor level, and it would be a vertical space developed by The Walden over four 41 
floors. Chairman Bradley asked to what extent is the fourth floor more designed toward the storage issue and 42 
asked to what extent is the garden area and community room the reason and rationale for the fourth floor. Mr. 43 
Swanson stated if he had to speculate as to what the owners would want, he would assume they would want 44 
storage first. He stated while the rooftop garden is a lovely element which they are seeing more of along with 45 
green roofs, the area would be there whether it is used or not. Mr. Swanson then stated with regard to the roof 46 
shape and gable element, the creation of the shed roof addressed the storage issue. He stated since it is only 47 
visible to those living there, he described it as a benign issue.  48 
 49 
Chairman Bradley stated while they have discussed the biggest issue of height, there is also an issue of density and 50 
their claim that there is not enough space in the building to accommodate the things residents need which created 51 
the zoning relief. He then referred to the amount of exceptions they are dealing with related to not having enough 52 
storage room and having a 2,100 square foot living space with no room for storage inside of it. Chairman Bradley 53 
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then asked Mr. Swanson to address the exceptions of GFA and impermeable coverage amounts. He added he is 1 
fine with the height but density is an issue. Mr. Swanson stated with regard to mass and scale, they met the 2 
density requirements of 6 units which are allowed. He informed the PDC the project evolved significantly over the 3 
last year and they initially considered storage on each floor. Mr. Swanson stated it was then removed since a 4 
second staircase had to be added to the building at the request of the Fire Marshall. He stated they considered the 5 
needs of the market and consumers and were told clients want one floor living which is articulated with a target 6 
square footage of 2,300 square feet. Mr. Swanson stated the reception for this project is robust and they 7 
considered how it would relate to the existing building and since the next door building is taller, that would not be 8 
an issue. He confirmed they intentionally sought to limit massing and he would not want to compromise the 9 
number of units since it would not be marketable. He then stated they are using the planned development process 10 
and addressed height and impermeable surface to the best of their ability while working within the context of the 11 
Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Swanson commented they have done a good job and reiterated he would not want to 12 
reduce the size of the units since they would not be marketable. He added the size and mass of the building would 13 
not create an imposing position on the streetscape.  14 
 15 
Chairman Bradley stated with regard to compensatory benefits, he asked what other public benefits that are 16 
important to the project for the PDC to see as an offset to the exceptions being asked other than improving an 17 
otherwise vacant lot. Mr. Swanson stated as a builder and developer, he always comes to the table with an 18 
aesthetically pleasing project and to set a precedent. He referred to the west side of Lake Forest which was not as 19 
nice as the east side. Mr. Swanson stated once they initiated a development on the west side of town, it initiated a 20 
development by Sunset Foods among other businesses. He also stated they worked with the city to do the 21 
planning of that area and compared it to what it looked like 20-30 years ago. Mr. Swanson then stated they took 22 
the same approach which this project which would set a healthy precedent for the North Shore. He stated they 23 
would definitely improve the streetscape by taking down two existing buildings and are going above and beyond 24 
the call of duty in terms of the level of quality.  25 
 26 
Ms. Dalman stated with regard to compensatory benefit, in the application, there was mention of the tax benefit 27 
to be generated from the site of $440,000. She stated they should be mindful that adding to the tax basis is 28 
important.  29 
 30 
Chairman Bradley then asked for written public comment to be read into the record. Ms. Klaassen read 31 
correspondence from John Madden, Jr., 680 Green Bay Road, into the record in opposition of the project. She then 32 
read emails into the record from Beth and Garrett Nesbitt, Susan Sullivan and Susan Maman in support of the 33 
project. Ms. Klaassen read correspondence from Donna McShea in opposition to the project into the record. She 34 
noted seven emails were received in support of the application from Monica DeFranco, Melissa Howlett, Andrea 35 
Blight, Don Bluhm, Jennifer Segal, Bonnie Tripton and Todd Segall which she read into the record.  36 
 37 
Chairman Bradley then asked for public comment from those attending the meeting. Mr. Schoon stated Ruud 38 
Coster  would speak who is representing a group of individuals. Mr. Norkus allowed Mr. Coster into the meeting.  39 
 40 
Ruud Coster  stated he and his wife Pam have been residents of Winnetka for 33 years and have lived at 696 Green 41 
Bay Road since June 2004. He stated he is speaking on behalf of five Walden property owners, townhomes and 42 
residents of 680 Green Bay Road who discussed how the development would affect each of their properties. Mr. 43 
Coster stated they met with the developer last fall and had additional communications with them since that time. 44 
He stated he would first like to talk about Village-wide trends that concern them in relation to the proposed 45 
development. Mr. Coster stated at the June 2019 meeting with the Village Council, the developer was given the 46 
opportunity to present a flavor of what the building might look like subject to Village approval and the neighbors 47 
were not invited to the presentation. He stated it seemed two important macro issues are influencing 48 
development and zoning approvals in Winnetka, the first of which is the failure of One Winnetka. He stated the 49 
Village and PDC Members may feel due to the time it took to get One Winnetka through the process, the image of 50 
Winnetka might be perceived as slow, bureaucratic and unnecessarily costly and there is a need to change that 51 
image for developers. Mr. Coster stated second, it is the perceived reduction in property values and higher real 52 
estate taxes and it is logical for the lender for the position of the two lots that need to be combined and is saddled 53 
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with land costs that can only be recouped if the developer becomes the purchaser and has zoning variances 1 
approved quickly. He then stated after viewing the video and hearing comments from the Village, there is clear 2 
concern that the Village may feel inclined to approve the variances for the property quickly despite the design 3 
which is well outside of zoning requirements.  4 
 5 
Mr. Coster then stated the zoning exceptions would not be approved without reasonable input of the neighbors 6 
and community as a whole and asked why would they give exceptions away without serious consideration being 7 
given to the detriment of the adjacent neighbors and the affected area as a whole. He stated the plans and 8 
regulations were put in place for a reason and the proposed development would disregard those plans and 9 
regulations and would do a disservice to the work being done on those plans. Mr. Coster stated because of the 10 
plans and zoning regulations and the nature of the community, the property is valuable as it is and the developer 11 
wants to take for himself the benefits resulting from the restrictions on the neighboring properties while not 12 
complying the very rules that made the community so attractive. He then stated the pressures from the One 13 
Winnetka approval process and the interests of the lenders and developers are now put squarely on the shoulders 14 
of the neighbors by approving zoning variations that would adversely affect property value, increase costs and 15 
quality of life for these same neighbors.  16 
 17 
Mr. Coster stated when they moved to 696 Green Bay Road in 2004, they realized there was a chance that the two 18 
single family homes south of them would be purchased by a developer and another multi-family building would be 19 
proposed. He stated they also looked at the zoning requirements and felt they would be adequately protected by 20 
the Village zoning plan. Mr. Coster stated other neighbors in the group made similar assessments and wanted 21 
assurances that the zoning restrictions provided would protect neighboring property owners and the community. 22 
Mr. Coster then stated they raised three important issues at last year’s meeting with the developer which are the 23 
height and size of the building noting height is restricted to 35 feet. He stated the height of the parapet may be 35 24 
feet but the home next door is 35 feet only including the roof. Mr. Coster stated if they are comparing parapet to 25 
parapet, his parapet is 20 feet high. He stated the application seeks a variation for a height of 48-50 feet plus 39% 26 
in excess of zoning requirements. Mr. Coster stated in reviewing the diagrams, the building height would be 55 27 
feet above the existing grade and 63 feet above the grade at Walden Road as well as the GFA for the building 28 
projected to be approximately 18,000 square feet versus 12,000 square feet allowed for the small combined lots 29 
which is a 49% excess.  30 
 31 
Mr. Coster stated these variations represent significant exceptions given the visual obstruction created by the 32 
development. He referred to its out of place scale and loss of sunlight to the bordering homes. Mr. Coster also 33 
stated they are concerned with the north wall articulation being reduced from 4 feet to 2 feet resulting in the 34 
building becoming 2 feet closer to his home and further magnifying the effects of the large building. He stated 35 
even if the proposed setback did not need a variance, the setback requirements are set in conjunction with height 36 
restrictions so the proposed variance for the significant increase in height are to come with an increase in setback 37 
requirements which cannot be done here simply reflects that the proposed height for the development is too big.  38 
 39 
Mr. Coster stated the next concern related to stormwater displacement given the proposed large footprint with 40 
underground parking and the building being 8 feet higher than Walden Road. He stated many of the adjacent 41 
properties made significant investments to ensure water is drained appropriately. Mr. Coster stated the Village’s 42 
track record with water and frequency of once in a 100 year storms makes them cautious with such a large 43 
structure being built. He then stated they would like to review the water study as well as request an independent 44 
study be done and reviewed ahead of Village approval. Mr. Coster stated if that cannot be provided, they would 45 
like to request documented assurance supported by a proper study from the Village and/or the developer relating 46 
to the rain water the development could handle and the potential rain scenario before water displacement began 47 
on neighboring homes. He then stated without a water displacement study that the people have done to analyze 48 
and if the development cannot meet the ordinance requirements that the proposed development would not 49 
adversely adjacent properties.  50 
 51 
Mr. Coster stated the next concern related to construction damage to neighboring properties. He noted the 52 
ground underneath the building used to be a landfill and is less stable. Mr. Coster stated they are concerned about 53 
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construction damage occurring by the construction of such a large building next to their properties and want to 1 
ensure that financial arrangements need to be made to cover construction risks in the event any construction is 2 
done on the property.  3 
 4 
Mr. Coster then referred to Section 17.60.040 of the Village code which set forth the standards that must be met 5 
before the Village can grant exceptions which the developer has not met. He referred to the first standard relating 6 
to reasonable return and there has been no evidence or analysis supporting the standard and questioned why a 7 
profitable design could not be made within the code’s confines and zoning. Mr. Coster stated the developer would 8 
gain personally from a large four story design and they have not provided any evidence that the property could not 9 
make a reasonable return under the existing restrictions. He stated the property’s location and aggregation of the 10 
two lots and the claim the only way the developer can make a reasonable return is to build something so far 11 
outside of the restrictions is extremely farfetched. Mr. Coster referred to the second standard relating to the plight 12 
of the owner relating to unique circumstances and stated there has been no evidence of this and the combination 13 
of the lots would make it easier to comply with restrictions.  14 
 15 
Mr. Coster referred to the third standard that the character of the locality would not be altered and stated it would 16 
be altered significantly and is zoned B-1 with restrictions for a reason. He stated the multi-family housing 17 
development to replace the two single family homes should be expected to comply with B-1 zoning to preserve 18 
neighborhood character. He then stated allowing for a design that exceeds height by 39% and GFA by 49% would 19 
take the development well outside the intended protection of current B-1 zoning. He then referred to the Wingate 20 
development at 720 Green Bay Road which received a 2 foot height variance and offered an elegant neighborhood 21 
solution. Mr. Coster stated the developer does not need a 13-14 foot variance to make a reasonable return on 22 
their investment. He stated not only would this be a radical exception to zoning and the neighborhood, if granted, 23 
it would set a precedent for the size and scale of future Green Bay Road developments which would completely 24 
alter the neighborhood and community. Mr. Coster noted 680 Green Bay Road to the south is under 39 feet and 25 
was approved when zoning allowances were higher. He stated the Village has since made a conscious decision to 26 
reduce permissible building heights to 35 feet with many of the neighbors buying their homes with this limitation 27 
in mind. Mr. Coster stated if the proposed development is granted, the Village would be compromising enacted 28 
standards to preserve.  29 
 30 
Mr. Coster stated the next standard relating to adequate light and air to adjacent properties and stated the light 31 
would be impaired due to the height of the building. He stated lack of sunlight decreased the quality of life as well 32 
as the value of impacted properties. Mr. Coster stated the developer’s shadow study confirmed this concern and if 33 
the building height variation is approved, precedent would be set for similarly zoned height exceptions along 34 
Green Bay Road. He stated the next standard relating to the hazard from fire and the hazard included the potential 35 
for water displacement to adjacent properties and the risk associated with construction infill. He asked that the 36 
developer share this concern and it is shared publicly. Mr. Coster also stated the underground water containment 37 
system has a limit as to how much water it can hold and they have not seen a report as to how much rain over a 38 
given period of time would overwhelm the proposed system. He asked for an independent study to be performed 39 
to remove any potential bias.  40 
 41 
Mr. Coster stated the next standard relating to the taxable value of land not being diminished and stated the 42 
potential effect to adjacent property values is a significant point of concern and they are not aware of any analysis 43 
and the developer can meet this standard. He stated the dominating and overwhelming building would reduce 44 
property values of neighboring properties. Mr. Coster stated the next standard relating to congestion and stated it 45 
is a difficult area of Green Bay Road with heavy traffic and street parking and the building would add to that 46 
congestion. He stated the last standard relating to the public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the 47 
Village and referred to the amount of traffic, noise and garage doors opening and closing, building lights shining 48 
onto neighboring homes, etc. which would affect the value of neighboring homes and is a major concern of theirs 49 
along with the potential for parties on the roof affecting the homes located behind it.  50 
 51 
Mr. Coster thanked the PDC for listening to the neighbors’ concerns and stated they are open to constructive 52 
dialog as to what constitutes an attractive and economically feasible multi-family building on Green Bay Road in 53 
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accordance with current zoning. He stated they very much object to the proposed development and do not see 1 
any community compensation or benefits as defined by the Village for a planned development. Mr. Coster stated 2 
the developer has not demonstrated the standards have been met for a variance and the evidence shows the 3 
requested variations should be denied. He confirmed a written copy of his presentation would be provided to the 4 
Village to be entered into the record.  5 
 6 
Chairman Bradley asked if there were any other members of the public who would like to comment. Mr. Schoon 7 
stated a preregistered member of the public, John Madden, is in attendance at the virtual meeting. Mr. Norkus 8 
asked Mr. Madden if he would like to add anything to his written comments.  Mr. Madden stated he agreed with 9 
Mr. Coster’s presentation. Mr. Schoon stated they would now allow the public at the Village Hall to comment.  10 
 11 
Chairman Bradley then swore in those speaking to this matter. He then stated there would be a three minute time 12 
limit to comments on the application. Chairman Bradley noted the time limit was extended to Mr. Coster since he 13 
represented a group of residents.  14 
 15 
Mary Ellen Stanfield and Neal Peterson, 680 Green Bay Road, stated they would face the development. She stated 16 
they agreed with Mr. Coster’s and Mr. Madden’s comments and object to the development. Ms. Stanfield stated 17 
they are also concerned with the lack of landscaping between the buildings and stated if the proposed building is 18 
reduced by 49%, that would allow room for landscaping of evergreens between the two buildings. She then 19 
described the Wingate as an excellent example of designing and landscaping on the north and south sides 20 
providing privacy and stated they hoped more multi-family buildings are built in Winnetka which allow for green 21 
spaces. Ms. Stanfield then stated she did not understand why the main entrance and garage doors could not face 22 
Green Bay Road which has more open space in that direction. She added no matter how many neighbors speak 23 
with regard to the building’s massing, mass meant height, depth and width although the DRB and the PDC are only 24 
discussing height.  25 
 26 
Ms. Stanfield stated at the last meeting, Mr. Peterson suggested a model be made to better help people 27 
understand and suggested it be displayed at the Village Hall together with landscaping. She then referred to the 28 
Mr. Swanson’s challenge and offer to show very good tree coverage and stated she would like to take Mr. Swanson 29 
up on that offer. Ms. Stanfield added for each owner to have four parking spaces is excessive as well as many other 30 
features of the building.  31 
 32 
Jim Bushel, 677 Walden Road, stated he lived behind the subject site and even though he is 55 feet away, when it 33 
rains, he would get 4-5 inches of rain along the border. He stated he corrected half of the yard when the amount of 34 
water filled his window well and caused damage to the window. Mr. Bushel referred to the developer’s plans to 35 
correct these issues with technology and asked who would be responsible for taking care of the damage if it does 36 
not work.  37 
 38 
John Frank, 693 Walden Road, stated he understood why people wanted to live in a building like this and stated 39 
they moved to Winnetka 1.5 years ago from a similar building in order to get some space. He stated they realize 40 
the area behind his property was zoned for multi-family homes and now the rules are potentially changing. He 41 
stated the fourth floor would not feel invisible to them from their backyard. Mr. Frank stated while Mr. Swanson 42 
gave a good presentation, the feedback from everyone other than the brokers showed concern. He added while 43 
the building’s residents would benefit, he and his neighbors would lose and asked the PDC to consider that.  44 
 45 
Gordon Montgomery, 681 Walden Road, stated in living directly behind this development, they bought into this 46 
neighborhood with the trust that limitations would be maintained. He stated with regard to this project and the 47 
Comprehensive Plan, he referred to the statement “avoid bulky multi-family units.” Mr. Montgomery stated in 48 
doing a project that is 50% outside of the allowance and 49% above height requirements, it is difficult to 49 
understand how those two factors are being considered which define bulk and mass. He referred to others who 50 
have done home renovations that conform to the Village codes and questioned how consideration can be given to 51 
the current design. Mr. Montgomery referred to the developer explaining why it is necessary for the market and 52 
buyers and they need to understand why the developer’s interests are being outweighed over their own and the 53 
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effect on real estate values if the exceptions are granted. He asked for the PDC to visit the properties to the west.  1 
 2 
Ms. Klaassen confirmed there is no one else at the Village Hall to speak. Mr. Schoon stated there are people in the 3 
virtual room who want to comment. Mr. Norkus allowed Chris Kendall into the meeting.  4 
 5 
Chris Kendall informed the PDC he represents Mr. Coster. He stated for clarification, the tax revenue increase of 6 
$440,000, he referred to the materials and the amount is $140,000 as the tax revenue as shown on page A-52 7 
which equated to $24,000 per unit. Mr. Kendall also stated there was a lot of discussion on height, sight lines and 8 
visuals and the drawings do not include the fence which affected sight lines of the building which he commented is 9 
crucial. He then stated the average proposed size of the units is 2,350 square feet and questioned if the storage 10 
units measure 50-70 square feet, he suggested the unit size be reduced by that amount which would not make it 11 
insufficient to be marketable and the developer’s claim it would not be marketable is not supported by evidence. 12 
Mr. Kendall stated when you weigh the potential adverse impact on surrounding properties, it greatly outweighed 13 
the benefits to the development and asked the standards be applied and enforced with this development.   Mr. 14 
Kendell noted that the standards Mr. Coster referred to were those for variation and not exceptions.  He indicated 15 
that he had mistakenly shared the variation standards with Mr. Coster, and they are aware the exceptions 16 
standards are what the Commission will use. 17 
 18 
Mr. Norkus allowed the next caller into the meeting. Claudia Montgomery, 681 Walden, stated Mr. Swanson 19 
created a great plan which could work for the community and agreed with the need for this type of housing in 20 
Winnetka. She stated the only issue which stood in the way is the overall scale of the building. Mrs. Montgomery 21 
stated if you asked brokers who try to sell a home adjacent to a similarly sized property, there is difficulty selling 22 
them. She stated it would affect their property values and as much as they need this type of housing, it came down 23 
to the financial benefit of the builder at the expense of the adjacent neighbors.  24 
 25 
Mr. Norkus allowed Brandy Siavelis into the meeting. Brandy Siavelis, 415 Cedar, stated she would first speak from 26 
the perspective of a real estate broker for 20 years who has worked in Winnetka and is familiar with the 27 
marketplace. She referred to the concern of the neighbors who do not want this development in their backyard. 28 
Ms. Siavelis stated the vacant lot and old home could not be expected to remain that way in perpetuity and asked 29 
for them to consider the following issues: (1) it is only six units, (2) it is only four stories, (3) it would be congruent 30 
with adjacent properties, (4) it would be a beautiful building on Green Bay Road and (5) it would keep residents in 31 
the community and increase overall tax revenue. She stated The Walden will add value to the surrounding homes 32 
and referred to clients who purchased homes within a block of the site who thought it was a great idea. Ms. 33 
Siavelis then stated new construction with one level of living with high quality is what buyers demand and the 34 
market for these units are primarily empty nesters who spend half the year in warmer clients. She then stated 35 
these buyers do not want dated units or have to do work in today’s climate.  36 
 37 
Ms. Siavelis informed the PDC they have not had new condos built in Winnetka for over 12 years and The Walden 38 
has been a work in progress for over 18 months. She described the debacle of One Winnetka which left a stain on 39 
the community and The Walden represented a chance for the Village to redeem itself on the development front. 40 
Ms. Savelis stated they have antiquated codes and regulations in Winnetka and they cannot get out of their own 41 
way in terms of making progress in the community. She asked for reasonable consideration and they cannot keep 42 
kicking the can down the road. Ms. Siavelis stated buyers have options with more buyers choosing Glencoe, 43 
Wilmette and Northfield which have far less empty storefronts than Winnetka. She also stated increasing the tax 44 
revenue for the Village would be a good thing.  45 
 46 
Ms. Siavelis then stated speaking as a community constituent, her family lived in Winnetka since 2012 and have 47 
watched the community wither with Little Ricky’s and Café Roma closing this week. She stated they can no longer 48 
rely on the cache of Winnetka’s name and have to have progress and allow residents to remain in Winnetka. Ms. 49 
Siavelis stated they can begin with allowing the development to take place and commented while change is hard, it 50 
is needed. She asked the PDC to not allow analysis by paralysis to take over the community and for the PDC not be 51 
part of another failed project in Winnetka.  52 
 53 
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Mr. Norkus informed the PDC there are a number of other attendees who may be affiliated with the applicant and 1
asked the Applicant if those individuals would like to provide comments.   Mr. Swanson stated no; that they were 2
present to listen. 3

4 
Chairman Bradley asked the Applicant if he would like to respond to the public comments.   Mr. Swanson stated he 5
had nothing to add at this time except they are committed to what they have prepared and that they do not have 6
a lot of wiggle room to make changes.  7

8 
Mr. Norkus stated that there is a caller that had technical difficulties who would like to speak.   Given the technical 9
issues, Chairman Bradley allowed the member to speak.    Amy Corr, 1517 Walnut, stated that she supports the 10 
project.  She understands change is tough, but the residents along Walden back-up to multi-family zoning.   The 11 
Village needs to keep residents who are looking to downsize in town, and this project will do that.   12 

13 
Chairman Bradley asked given the hour of 10:30 p.m., does the Commission wish to start its deliberations or to 14 
continue the public hearing to a future date when their minds are fresh.    Member Handler stated she does have a 15 
question that she would like answered at some point.   If the units are just slightly over 2,000 square feet and there 16 
are six units, why is the building gross floor area nearly 18,000 square feet.   Member Dalman asked for more 17 
information regarding a comment made by a neighbor that a landfill used to be located on the Subject Property. 18 

19 
Chairman Bradley again asked if the Commission would prefer to conduct its deliberations or to continue the 20 
public hearing to a future date.   In response to a question from Chairman Bradley, Mr. Schoon stated the next 21 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Commission is scheduled for October 7; however, the Commission has stated in 22 
the past it would be willing to call special meetings, so if the Commission desired a meeting could be scheduled 23 
sooner.   Chairman Bradley stated he assumes the Applicant is aware of the October 7 date and has planned for it.   24 
Mr. Swanson acknowledged that he had.   25 

26 
Member Orsic moved to continue the public hearing on this item to October 7.  The motion was seconded by 27 
Member Golan. By a unanimous roll call vote, the motion was adopted. 28 

29 
Other Business: 30 

a. October 7, 2020 Quorum Check.31 
The PDC Members discussed their availability and there would be a quorum. 32 

33 
Member Danley moved to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded by Orsic.   By a unanimous roll call vote, the 34 
meeting was adjourned at 10:42 p.m. 35 

36 
Respectfully submitted, 37 

38 
Antionette Johnson  39 
Recording Secretary 40 
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WINNETKA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 1 
MEETING MINUTES 2 
OCTOBER 7, 2020 3 

4 
Members Present: Matt Bradley, Chairman 5 

Sarah Balassa  6 
Tina Dalman 7 
Layla Danley  8 
John Golan  9 
Kimberly Handler   10 
Bridget Orsic 11 

12 
Members Absent: Lynn Hanley  13 

Jay Vanderlaan 14 
15 

Village Staff: David Schoon, Director of Community Development 16 
Kristin Kazenas, Assistant Village Manager 17 
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner  18 

19 
Village Attorney: Ben Schuster 20 

21 
Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting. 22 
Chairman Bradley read the Oral Declaration into the record. 23 

24 
Call to Order & Roll Call: 25 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bradley at 7:14 p.m.  26 

27 
Ben Schuster informed the Planned Development Commission due to technical problems, the members 28 
of the public who are at the Village Hall to participate in the public meeting cannot hear the meeting. He 29 
recommended the hearing be continued to a date certain in order to provide members of the public full 30 
participation rights. Mr. Schuster also stated under the Open Meetings Act, they are required to provide 31 
time for public comment noting any testimony provided regarding The Walden planned development 32 
during that time would not be part of the official hearing. 33 

34 
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to continue the public hearing on The Walden planned development 35 
at 688-94 Green Bay Road to a date certain. Ms. Kazenas allowed Rick Swanson into the meeting. Rick 36 
Swanson asked for a meeting date at the Planned Development Commission’s earliest convenience. Mr. 37 
Schoon confirmed the next regular meeting date is November 4, 2020. The Planned Development 38 
Commission discussed their availability to meet on Monday, October 19, 2020. Mr. Swanson confirmed 39 
that date is fine. Chairman Bradley then asked for a motion to continue the public hearing to October 19, 40 
2020. A motion was made by Ms. Orsic and seconded by Ms. Dalman. A vote was taken and the motion 41 
unanimously passed: 42 
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Orsic 43 
NAYS:  None 44 

45 
Public Comment 46 
Mr. Schuster reiterated any public comment relating to the continued agenda item would not be included 47 
in the record. Chairman Bradley asked if there was any public comment.  Ms. Kazenas allowed Brandy S., 48 
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John, John Madden, King Poor, Martin C., Matthew Holmes, New Look Design, Pam Coster, Roger and 1 
Scott Perlson into the meeting. No comments were made at this time. She confirmed there was no other 2 
public comment. Ms. Klaassen noted the one remaining member of the public at Village Hall has no 3 
comment. Chairman Bradley then closed public comment.  4 
 5 
Approval of September 2, 2020 meeting minutes. 6 
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the September 2, 2020 meeting minutes. A motion was 7 
made by Ms. Danley and seconded by Ms. Handler. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed:  8 
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Orsic 9 
NAYS:  None 10 
 11 
Other Business: 12 

a. November 4, 2020 meeting – Quorum Check. 13 
The Planned Development Commission previously discussed their availability for the November 4, 2020 14 
meeting.  15 
 16 
Adjournment: 17 
A motion to adjourn was made by Ms. Orsic and seconded by Ms. Dalman. A vote was taken and the 18 
motion unanimously passed:  19 
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Orsic 20 
NAYS:  None 21 
 22 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:40 p.m. 23 
 24 
Respectfully submitted, 25 
 26 
Antionette Johnson  27 
Recording Secretary 28 
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WINNETKA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION   1 

SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 2 
OCTOBER 19, 2020 3 

 4 
Members Present:    Matt Bradley, Chairman 5 

Sarah Balassa  6 
Tina Dalman 7 
Layla Danley  8 
John Golan  9 
Kimberly Handler    10 
Lynn Hanley  11 
Bridget Orsic 12 

 13 
Members Absent:    Jay Vanderlaan   14 
 15 
Village Staff:  David Schoon, Director of Community Development  16 
  Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development  17 
  Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner  18 
 19 
Village Attorney:     Ben Schuster  20 
 21 
Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting. 22 
Chairman Bradley read the Oral Declaration into the record.  23 
 24 
Call to Order & Roll Call: 25 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bradley at 7:00 p.m. Ms. Klaassen took roll call of the PDC Members 26 
present. Chairman Bradley then went over the rules and procedures in terms of the way the meeting would 27 
proceed.  28 
 29 
Continued from the September 2, 2020 and October 7, 2020 meetings – Case No. 19-15-PD: 688-694 Green Bay 30 
Road – The Walden – Preliminary Planned Development Review: An amended application submitted by Walden 31 
Winnetka, LLC seeking approval of subdivision and zoning relief to allow the construction of a new six-unit 32 
multi-family residential building with below grade structured parking. The requested subdivision and zoning 33 
relief would permit: (a) a plat of consolidation to combine two lots into one lot of record; (b) an exception from 34 
the maximum permitted building size (GFA); (c) an exception from the maximum permitted intensity of use of 35 
lot (impermeable lot coverage); (d) an exception from the maximum permitted building height; (e) an exception 36 
from the required principal roof form; and (f) an exception from the exterior wall articulation requirement along 37 
the north façade. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.  38 
Mr. Schoon described the events which took place at the last two meetings including the requests for additional 39 
information with regard to GFA and neighbor comments as well as mentioning the technical difficulties 40 
experienced at the October 7, 2020 meeting. He noted the applicant submitted additional materials included in the 41 
packet, and he identified the relief being requested. Mr. Schoon noted any site over 10,000 square feet must go 42 
through the planned development process even though exceptions are being requested. He then stated one 43 
exception has been impacted by the changes on the fourth story of the building slightly reducing the overall square 44 
footage by 215 square feet and changed the location of some of the fourth story element. Mr. Schoon noted a 45 
variation would still be needed for GFA of 47.5%. He then described the exception for height requested by the 46 
applicant noting impermeable lot coverage has not changed and referred to the roof requirement and building 47 
wall articulation exceptions being requested. Mr. Schoon also referred to the planned development and exception 48 
standards the PDC is to consider. He then identified the potential actions the PDC can consider at this meeting and 49 
asked if there were any questions.  50 
 51 
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. No questions were raised at this time. Chairman Bradley 52 
asked for the applicant to be allowed into the meeting and swore in those speaking to this matter.  53 
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Rick Swanson began by going through his PowerPoint presentation which first identified the site information, size, 1 
zoning classifications and surrounding properties. He noted the planned development is not strictly confined to the 2 
B-1 standards for this site. Mr. Swanson referred to illustrations of the proposed building views from the street, 3 
the north and south as well as the building’s materials. He noted significant changes were made to the fourth floor 4 
space and identified the view from the street where the fourth floor is not visible. Mr. Swanson then identified the 5 
roof top garden illustration.  6 
 7 
Mr. Swanson stated after hearing the PDC’s discussion and public comment, the decision was made to continue 8 
the matter to the October meeting to reflect on the comments made and respond to the concerns raised which 9 
included building height, GFA, storage vault and drainage concerns among others he identified. He then stated 10 
with regard to drainage, a storage vault would be provided under the driveway which met engineering 11 
requirements ensuring no water flow would affect surrounding properties.  12 
 13 
Mr. Swanson described the changes to the project as it evolved in response to the concerns raised which resulted 14 
in a 4 foot height reduction since concept plan review and noting the design elements served an important 15 
aesthetic purpose which the DRB supported. He stated the removal of these design elements would compromise 16 
the architectural character of the façade resulting in a more conventional result. Mr. Swanson added the 17 
statement that the building is 49 feet in height suggested the mass being visible and continuous from all four sides 18 
is not factual. He stated the primary height concern made at the September 2020 meeting seemed to be around 19 
the possible impact of the fourth floor and what could be done to mitigate floor area and perceived building mass 20 
with much of the attention focusing on the fourth floor storage area and how it could be mitigated or relocated. 21 
Mr. Swanson noted in revisiting the plan, they made adjustments which reduced the building mass while 22 
preserving the need for onsite storage.  23 
 24 
Mr. Swanson stated in order to address the neighbors’ concerns with regard to property values, he referred to a 25 
value matrix which identified comparable property values noting the homes on Walden were there long before 26 
other structures on Green Bay Road and have not had any loss of value compared to other homes in the 27 
community. He also stated the fact that they are close to downtown is arguably a benefit, adding that the units 28 
would be sold at higher values than other condominiums on Green Bay Road. Mr. Swanson then noted they would 29 
also supply more light and air by way of stricter setbacks and lower height.  30 
 31 
Mr. Swanson identified the areas in the floor plan which changed with the yellow areas representing areas which 32 
were removed and not counted as floor area with the red areas being the areas added, which in sum resulted in a 33 
reduction in GFA of 191.8 square feet and the wall exposure to the west. He also noted the reduction in GFA was 34 
the result of the elimination of areas under 7 feet in height, which were previously inadvertently counted toward 35 
GFA and removal of a portion of the shed roof above the stair.  36 
 37 
Mr. Swanson then identified a view of the proposed east, south, west and north elevations. He then stated in 38 
connection with the question previously raised relating to the need for railing on the roof garden, it would serve to 39 
prevent people from entering into the planting area noting it would not be visible from the ground view 40 
perspective. Mr. Swanson also stated in connection with the shadow study and light and air impact to adjacent 41 
properties, he identified computer generated models in March, June, September and December of the neighboring 42 
building and proposed building at the allowable height and with the design elements as proposed. He then 43 
identified an illustration of a cross section of the building with the guard rail and landscaping shown. Mr. Swanson 44 
noted the landscape plan has not changed along with a photo of a 6-foot cedar fence to replace the existing chain 45 
link. He added they remain committed to working with the south neighbor with regard to landscaping. Mr. 46 
Swanson then identified a list of projects they have done in response to the question relating to their project 47 
experience. He noted with regard to drainage concerns, their engineers worked with the Village to develop a plan 48 
that would meet all drainage requirements for the site and which would redirect water flow to their site to an 49 
underground storage vault. Mr. Swanson confirmed the Walden homeowner’s association would be responsible 50 
for the system’s maintenance.  51 
 52 
Mr. Swanson stated in connection with structural and insurance concerns, he stated they reviewed historic data 53 
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and determined the existing homes were built in the early 1900’s and there is no evidence suggesting any landfill 1 
activity. He noted they planned to perform soil borings to further confirm the bearing capacity of the soil as well as 2 
confirmed with their insurance carrier that the surrounding properties can be added as additional insureds. Mr. 3 
Swanson then stated with regard to property values, he stated the neighbors’ position that their properties would 4 
be negatively impacted by the proposed development is not factual or supported by historic market trends. He 5 
referred to the opinion of real estate community professionals who have maintained the benefits this project 6 
would bring to the neighborhood and the community as a whole while the current condition of the site would 7 
continue to adversely impact property values. Mr. Swanson added the proposed development would offer 8 
significantly better construction quality and more modern amenities than nearby properties and stated if the 9 
proposed exceptions would have had an impact on property value, the existing buildings fronting Green Bay Road 10 
would have set that precedent long ago. He noted there are reservations for the units, which exceed a $1.3 million 11 
purchase price.  12 
 13 
Mr. Swanson then stated the next exhibit represented a Green Bay Road comparative elevation study of height 14 
and scale showing the proposed and existing buildings. He stated the areas in red represent the portions of the 15 
building which are over the current height requirements and identified the bulk overages of those buildings. Mr. 16 
Swanson identified the area of 4% of the total roof mass and noted the building met the density count. He then 17 
identified an impact matrix of the proposed exceptions with the areas in red representing that which would be 18 
viewed from Green Bay Road. Mr. Swanson noted the balconies would be 5 feet lower than the buildings to the 19 
south in response to the neighbors’ letters which state the balconies would be looming over their properties. He 20 
also noted the fourth floor and proposed roof garden cannot be seen from Green Bay Road or Walden Road with 21 
no social use taking place on the fourth floor’s west side.   22 
 23 
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the neighbor’s statement that the proposed exceptions would change the 24 
character by allowing a building that is 49 feet tall looming over the Walden neighborhood, he referred to an 25 
illustration showing two triangular areas in red which are the areas which would loom over the Walden 26 
neighborhood with the remainder of the building located within the ordinance. He then identified the area in 27 
green as the building to the south which is significantly closer to the setback in terms of perspective. Mr. Swanson 28 
confirmed the only 49-foot element is the peak of the design element which would not be seen or have exposure 29 
from Walden or Green Bay Road and whose removal would not benefit anyone and was unanimously approved by 30 
the DRB. He reiterated most of the building is under the height restriction with the design elements representing 31 
the height portions of the building they are striving to keep. Mr. Swanson then asked if there were any questions 32 
for him or Eric Mancke, the engineer.  33 
 34 
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. Ms. Orsic asked if there is no overage on density and Mr. 35 
Swanson confirmed that is correct and they are within the number of units allowed. Ms. Orsic asked if they would 36 
be over on FAR. Mr. Swanson responded that is correct. Ms. Orsic then asked with regard to the shadow study and 37 
allowable height, she asked if the shadow study had the allowable FAR they had or if it had the FAR reduced for 38 
the shadow study to allow what would be an allowable FAR. Mr. Swanson confirmed they kept the same FAR and 39 
the only FAR removed related to the fourth floor elements which reduced the amount of square footage. Ms. 40 
Hanley questioned the fourth floor garden area access in terms of maintenance and asked if it represented the 41 
only accessible maintenance area. Mr. Swanson confirmed that is correct. Ms. Dalman questioned the grade on 42 
the west property line between the site and the neighboring properties. She also stated with regard to the 43 
comments relating to how the building would change the neighborhood character, the building would be further 44 
back than other buildings and homes in the neighborhood and others. Ms. Dalman questioned how close other 45 
multi-family structures are to the lot lines. Mr. Swanson responded the building to the south is 11 feet closer to 46 
the property line than the proposed building. He described how the north building encroached into the setback on 47 
their side by approximately 3.5 feet. Mr. Swanson stated in comparing their building to the buildings to the south, 48 
there is more open space separating them from their neighbors than other buildings on Green Bay Road and stated 49 
the building was designed to meet the neighborhood which he described as Green Bay Road. He added it has been 50 
an established neighborhood of buildings significantly larger than the existing buildings. Mr. Swanson then 51 
described how drainage would flow with the development. He noted with regard to the grade differential, the 52 
building was set so as not to make the building appear higher and confirming drainage issues would be addressed.  53 
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Ms. Dalman stated to build a structure which did not require exceptions, it could be built closer to the property 1
line without articulation and asked what that would look like. Mr. Swanson responded there would be no change 2
in height but there would be a change in the mass and it would require an entire new building. He stated they 3
wanted to create a structure that fit with the character and architecture of the area and Green Bay Road realizing 4
they would need exceptions. Mr. Swanson commented it would be easy to design an ugly, small building as 5
opposed to a larger, good looking building.  6

7 
Mr. Golan referred to the fourth floor and asked if such an element is popular now as he has never seen one on a 8
three-story building and questioned its use by the five other neighbors. Mr. Swanson responded it came about 15-9
20 years with more green roofs which served to creatively cut down on the carbon footprint. He then stated 10 
people who are downsizing want to have an outdoor place of respite which is usually a backyard. Mr. Swanson 11 
added it would be benign from a visual perspective and would be for those living there and he would not 12 
characterize it as trendy. He then stated while a lot of buildings are not built with rooftop gardens, the real estate 13 
community and buyers embrace it. Chairman Bradley noted the fourth floor is also being used for storage together 14 
with the terrace space as opposed to having storage inside the units. Mr. Swanson stated storage was initially 15 
located on each floor and it had to be moved to allow space for a secondary egress staircase. He stated the pitched 16 
area was always there and the terrace came about later. Ms. Danley asked if the two units under contract are by 17 
current Winnetka families who are downsizing. Mr. Swanson confirmed one of them is and it is highly probably the 18 
remaining buyers may come from Winnetka. Chairman Bradley asked if there were any other questions. No 19 
additional questions were raised at this time.  20 

21 
Chairman Bradley stated they would now begin with public comments and outlined the order in which it would 22 
take place. He informed those who spoke at the prior meeting that their comments are included in the record and 23 
asked for any comments to relate to new matters noting comment would be limited to three minutes.  24 

25 
Ms. Klaassen read a letter from Mary Jo and James Bushell, 677 Walden Road, in opposition into the record. She 26 
read an email from Laurin Starck in opposition into the record. Ms. Klaassen read an email from Lynne and David 27 
Weinberg, 687 Blackthorn, in opposition into the record. All are dated October 16, 2020. She then read an email 28 
from Novana Moran received October 17, 2020 in opposition into the record. Ms. Klaassen then read an email 29 
from Dan and Gayle Dunn, 660 Walden Road, received October 18, 2020 in opposition into the record. She read an 30 
email received October 19, 2020 in opposition from into the record which was signed by over 50 Winnetka 31 
households in support of the request. Ms. Klaassen read an email received October 19, 2020 from Richard and Ann 32 
Keneman, 707 Walden, in opposition into the record.  33 

34 
Chairman Bradley asked Mr. Swanson if he would like to respond now or wait until the end. Mr. Swanson 35 
confirmed he would respond at the end of public comment.  36 

37 
Chairman Bradley asked for public comment for those in attendance at the Village Hall and swore in those 38 
speaking to this matter. Mary Jo Bushell, 677 Walden Road, referred to the balconies which would be directly over 39 
their backyard and would be less intrusive if they were not Juliette balconies. She also asked if a brick wall could be 40 
built instead of a fence to diffuse noise and lighting.  41 

42 
Mr. Norkus then allowed Ruud Coster into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Mr. Coster. Mr. Coster 43 
recommended bringing objectivity to the study and have experts review the arguments being discussed including 44 
the shadow study. He stated any development on Green Bay Road between Pine and Tower Road could impact 45 
their property values. Mr. Coster referred to the strategy with regard to the Green Bay Road corridor and 46 
suggested that plan be completed with input from Winnetka residents.  47 

48 
Mr. Norkus allowed John Madden, 680 Green Bay Road, into the meeting. John Madden stated Mr. Swanson 49 
presented a thoughtful plan who presented a number of changes relating to the fourth floor which are welcome. 50 
He stated the building plan changes are mostly cosmetic and asked what could be done to lower the building 51 
height. Mr. Madden stated 9 feet ceilings would be sufficient. He also stated the garage is only partially 52 
underground and if it was lowered 2-3 feet, that would lower the building height although that would be an 53 
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expensive option. He then stated approval of the building should only be allowed if there are major modifications 1
to it.  2

3 
Mr. Norkus allowed King Poor into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Mr. Poor. King Poor, 735 Walden, 4
stated he has previously served the Village as a Trustee and Chair of the ZBA. He stated after his initial concerns 5
relating to the property, he visited the property and noted there is a major grade differential on Walden which was 6
previously a stream. Mr. Poor then stated to ask for an exception of 47% together with the grade differential, he 7
questioned what it would do to the three neighbors’ properties and the neighborhood. He also stated the 8
development in its current state would unfairly deprive them of light and privacy when there are other alternatives 9
which is what the planned development ordinance is about. Mr. Poor stated while they want to encourage new 10 
development, these families and their quality of life would be unfairly diminished if there are not major 11 
modifications particularly with regard to FAR. He stated the ordinance was designed to provide a balance and 12 
asked for the request to be denied with leave to come back with a modified plan.  13 

14 
Mr. Norkus allowed Gordon Montgomery into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Mr. Montgomery. Gordon 15 
Montgomery stated he and his wife, Claudia, live at 681 Walden behind the development and submitted a letter. 16 
He stated with regard to the materials presented, there has not been a full appreciation of the impact of the 17 
proposed structure. Mr. Montgomery stated their home is 48 feet from the lot line and his view from the rear of 18 
the home would be blocked. He then stated the scale of the building is significant. Mr. Montgomery stated they 19 
purchased their home with the trust that while development would be allowed, it would be allowed within zoning. 20 
He asked the PDC to visit their property to see how the development would affect their property.  21 

22 
Mr. Norkus allowed Matthew Holmes into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Mr. Holmes. Matthew Holmes 23 
stated he would be representing numerous interested parties adjacent to the proposed development in order to 24 
help them navigate the planned development process. He noted while his clients do not object to the proposed 25 
use, they are asking for the PDC to protect the value and enjoyment of their properties by asking the applicant to 26 
conform to the height and FAR requirements of the zoning code. Mr. Holmes read from the planned development 27 
standards and referred to the shadow study and the effect on light to the properties, along with balconies which 28 
would affect his clients’ privacy. He stated the height, density and design of the property would negatively impact 29 
the value of the homes to the north and west. Mr. Holmes then stated the exceptions being sought are not 30 
reasonable and identified the percentages of the exceptions being requested. He stated the developer was aware 31 
of the limitations of the site when it was purchased and the neighbors relied on the code when purchasing their 32 
properties to provide them protection and they should require developers to comply with the code. Mr. Holmes 33 
stated the sole reason for the exceptions being requested is to increase the profitability of the project which is not 34 
a basis for providing relief. He stated no testimony has been presented with regard to the effect to the value of 35 
neighboring properties. Mr. Holmes referred to Mr. Swanson’s comparison of the project to 680 Green Bay Road 36 
which was built 40 years ago. He referred to the petition signed by 80 of the neighbors in objection to the 37 
development and to hold the developer to Village standards. Mr. Holmes asked that the PDC recommend denial of 38 
the application since the planned development standards have not be met or in the alternative to ask the 39 
developer to modify the plans to reduce the height and FAR of the project to comply with the Village code 40 
standards. He then asked Chairman Bradley if the interested parties would have an opportunity to cross-examine 41 
the developer. Mr. Schuster confirmed interested parties would have an opportunity to cross-examine the 42 
applicant.  43 

44 
Mr. Schoon confirmed no other individuals have preregistered to speak. Mr. Norkus allowed Brandie Siavelis into 45 
the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Ms. Siavelis. Ms. Siavelis stated her family lives on Cedar Street and she is 46 
a real estate broker. She referred to the comments relating to property values declining as a result of the 47 
development. Ms. Siavelis then cited home sales data on Walden Road which showed the increase in values of the 48 
homes sold. She also referred to the two contracts for two units in the development who are empty nesters, one 49 
of which is a Winnetka resident. Ms. Siavelis stated she is in support of the project and there has been a vacuum 50 
for new construction in Winnetka for many years. She referred to the amount of time spent by the developer over 51 
the last 18 months working with the Village to make the project work for everyone. She then stated as residents, 52 
they have watched development in Winnetka struggle and referred to the failed One Winnetka project. Ms. 53 
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Siavelis then stated Winnetka cannot get out of its own way when it comes to development and the goal is to keep 1
long term residents in the community. She commented the building would be beautiful and congruent with the 2
surrounding buildings on Green Bay Road and would represent a way for the Village to increase its tax revenue. 3
Ms. Siavelis then implored the PDC to not allow paralysis by analysis.  4

5 
Mr. Norkus stated there are no additional members of the public in the que to comment. Chairman Bradley stated 6
any additional public comment received later would be incorporated in the record. He then asked Mr. Swanson to 7
respond to the comments made.  8

9 
Mr. Swanson responded they have worked with the Village for 1.5 years which included meeting with neighbors. 10 
He stated the property will ultimately be developed and may not be as nice as what they are proposing. Mr. 11 
Swanson stated the project would be a positive addition to the community and found it unfortunate there are 12 
larger buildings backing up to these neighbors’ properties with the perception the proposed building would have a 13 
profound effect on their properties. He then referred to The Mews and its size and proximity to the lot line. Mr. 14 
Swanson then stated they cannot reduce the size of the building and are within the allowed density after its 15 
consideration. He reiterated the process is the planned development process and not the B-1 process. Mr. 16 
Swanson also stated property values and light and air would not be depreciated. He then referred to a prepared 17 
statement which he read into the record. Chairman Bradley informed everyone a decision would not be made at 18 
tonight’s meeting since the PDC is a recommending body to the Village Council.  19 

20 
Chairman Bradley then called the matter in for discussion. Mr. Schuster confirmed cross-examination should take 21 
place before deliberation and explained the process. Mr. Holmes asked Mr. Swanson if he is an attorney, a licensed 22 
real estate appraiser in Illinois, a photometric or acoustical engineer and Mr. Swanson responded he is not. Mr. 23 
Holmes asked Mr. Swanson what professional licensing he had and Mr. Swanson responded he is a licensed 24 
architect in several states. Mr. Holmes asked Mr. Swanson what limitations were reviewed in terms of light, air, 25 
noise, etc. in developing the property. Mr. Swanson responded they would have CCRs as part of the homeowner’s 26 
association which would be required by the Village Council as a condition of final approval. Mr. Holmes asked if 27 
such documentation might have assisted the neighbors in connection with the proposed development of the 28 
property. Mr. Swanson responded they were only required to submit light and photometric drawings prepared by 29 
a licensed engineer and who was not available for cross-examination. Mr. Holmes objected to the photometric 30 
presentation since the engineer who prepared it is not available for cross-examination.  31 

32 
Mr. Norkus stated a member of the public joined the meeting and allowed Amy Corr into the meeting. Amy Corr 33 
stated she approved the project. Mr. Norkus stated that concluded public comment.  34 

35 
Chairman Bradley stated the PDC would now deliberate. Ms. Balassa began by stating it is important to note they 36 
are considering a different set of standards. She also stated in reviewing the location and the inventory of 37 
condominiums for sale in Winnetka, it is extremely limited. Ms. Balassa stated it is relevant to look at how many 38 
such buildings they have and how few have been built in recent times and how stymied they are as a town. She 39 
stated there is a huge need for what the applicant is offering and regardless of what was built, the neighbors’ 40 
sense of privacy would be perceived to be a huge difference. Ms. Balassa stated she is in support of the project and 41 
to consider the mission of why they are here and agreed Winnetka is a difficult town to work with. She added the 42 
quality of Mr. Swanson’s work in other towns is good. Ms. Balassa concluded she is in support.  43 

44 
Ms. Dalman stated it is difficult and referred to the neighbors who object which is going to happen in a residential 45 
district abutting a business zone. She referred to page 11 of the materials and conditions and the creation of the 46 
planned development to give more flexibility to allow variations to end up with a better product noting that 47 
buildings which could be built as of right would not adequately serve the community. Ms. Dalman referred to 48 
criteria nos. 3 and 4 and the use would not impede the use or enjoyment of others’ properties while considering it 49 
in the context of The Mews and other adjacent large, multi-family properties already there. She also stated the 50 
applicant provided the shadow and light study and she did not see evidence that what was presented by the 51 
applicant was refuted.  52 

53 
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Ms. Handler  commented the design is beautiful, creative and high quality and considering what they are charged 1
with, part of it is a 50% variance which is too much. She then stated she is not troubled by height since the 2
architectural elements are adding the height. Ms. Handler then stated with regard to the shadow study, she 3
referred to the alternative of a flat roof which would not be allowed as opposed to a peaked roof.  4

5 
Ms. Danley stated she appreciated the work the developer did in working with the Village and neighbors and there 6
is a need for this kind of housing in the Village and for the vacant lot to be used. She then stated in connection with 7
the standards and the effect on the neighbors, she referred to the shadow study and the decorative elements 8
which make the building attractive. Ms. Danley stated the mass of the building felt like a lot and weighing both of 9
those items together with the standards, it is a hard case for her to make a determination. She stated she is also 10 
struggling whether this is a bridge too far in terms of what the Village needs and what the applicant is asking for.  11 

12 
Ms. Orsic agreed with the comments made with regard to the mass and beauty of the building. She then stated the 13 
Village Council wants the PDC to look at the impact on the neighbors and one of the reasons a request comes to 14 
this Commission is because of the public benefit it provides. Ms. Orsic questioned whether the provision of  15 
housing to be sold for profit is a public benefit and how it contrasted on the impact for the neighbors behind it. 16 
Ms. Orsic then stated with regard to The Mews and other existing buildings, she presumed zoning was changed for 17 
a reason to limit buildings of this size. She then stated while she would like to make exceptions for a better 18 
building as opposed to what could be built as of right, the exceptions are big and they owe the neighbors some 19 
consideration compared to that of the six unit owners of the proposed building.  20 

21 
Ms. Dalman questioned whether the storm water vault would be considered a public benefit to the neighbors. 22 
Chairman Bradley responded that would be done regardless. Ms. Balassa stated that in working with the Village 23 
and the DRB, the proposed building would be much more attractive than the other dense and larger buildings 24 
around it. She also stated with regard to the reason zoning was changed in 1998, the needs of the community and 25 
what people are expecting has dramatically changed as well as feasibility in terms of what can be built. Ms. Balassa 26 
then stated something would be built there regardless which would impact the neighbors’ privacy and there would 27 
be the same concerns of the neighbors whether a conforming building fit in or not.  28 

29 
Mr. Golan agreed with Ms. Orsic’s comments and stated letting the developer have a flat roof increased the mass 30 
of the building. He also stated while no one would see the rooftop garden, it can be seen when driving from the 31 
north as well as by the neighbors to the east. Mr. Golan then stated in connection with One Winnetka, the 32 
variances were justified by the significant amount of public good. He stated for this approval, it would tell 33 
developers that the codes do not matter to approve such a massive structure with very little public benefit.  34 

35 
Ms. Hanley agreed this is a difficult case in that it is different from other buildings and is attractive with gables 36 
which gave it aesthetic qualities. She then stated she agreed with Mr. Golan that there should be limits as to how 37 
far they should go without a huge public benefit to those other than the unit owners. Ms. Hanley also stated the 38 
amount of impermeable lot surface and FAR is hard to swallow and it is possible to shrink the footprint to reduce 39 
those variance amounts.   40 

41 
Chairman Bradley stated with regard to the need/benefit they are struggling with; they need to be forward 42 
thinking and open to new developments. He also stated this project is not perfect and referred to the comments 43 
from the neighbors to the west and north. Chairman Bradley stated the properties to the south do not matter and 44 
were done under a different code and are reflective by the change to the code. He also stated the buildings to the 45 
north were built after the zoning change and met the standards. Chairman Bradley commented it is a beautiful 46 
building and referred to the market research in connection with the size of the units being required. He stated if 47 
the upper floors were smaller, it would reduce the density and eliminate the articulation variance. Chairman 48 
Bradley stated he would not be in favor of the request as presented and there is a way to mitigate the issues 49 
relating to the planned development standard nos. 2 and 3 particularly. He commented the applicant did a 50 
wonderful job on the presentation in comparing the proposal to existing buildings. Chairman Bradley stated they 51 
need to be flexible and work with the applicant to get a project like this through. He also referred to the water 52 
issues in the area in relation to the size and scale of the project and the fact it would not be further affected. He 53 
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also stated these lots would not stay vacant forever. 1
2 

Ms. Handler stated with regard to the building mass discussion, they were told there was a demand for a certain 3
size condominium unit and asked if they were closer to the 2,000 square foot size, the building size could be 4
reduced. She stated looking north is the area they should be looking at in terms of setting a new standard for the 5
Green Bay Road corridor and she did not agree to approving the request for this private development.  6

7 
Ms. Balassa referred to the condo building issue which came before them relating to the parking area and garage 8
which she commented is relevant. She stated it is important to note that they denied the request from the building 9
to the south looking for zoning variance help. Ms. Balassa then stated while they want smaller buildings with less 10 
density, she questioned whether they would be filling a need and they need to be careful what they wish for.  11 

12 
Ms. Dalman stated she is struggling and could go either way. She stated they are always trying to get the perfect 13 
result and they have a beautiful building and they could create a chilling effect for similar projects while it is a 14 
horrible situation for anyone abutting a commercial zone. Ms. Dalman questioned whether there is a way to 15 
enhance the landscaping to buffer the impact and mitigate the privacy concerns of the neighbors. Chairman 16 
Bradley stated the building could be built by the developer by right and they have not discussed conditions on the 17 
design. Ms. Balassa suggested the use of a Norway spruce for buffering along the west property line and 18 
questioned whether that would satisfy the rest of their concerns. She stated they need to acknowledge the fact 19 
that there is a chilling effect toward developers in the village. Chairman Bradley stated there is also a chilling effect 20 
that the neighbors feel in terms of what is allowed and noted the rules were changed after the surrounding 21 
buildings were built. Ms. Balassa stated tradeoffs can be achieved.  22 

23 
Ms. Danley stated she is also not necessarily on board with the project and also agreed with Ms. Handler. She then 24 
stated she did not care about the buildings built before setting the precedent. Ms. Danley stated she cannot get 25 
beyond the issues in terms of mass and impermeable lot surfaces and providing a public benefit. She then stated 26 
unless something profoundly different is heard, she could not recommend approval of the project. Mr. Golan 27 
stated if they approve something so significantly over all of the code requirements, how can they ever deny 28 
something similar in the future. He reiterated it is too large and the only supporters are the architect, developers 29 
and real estate agents. Mr. Golan also stated criteria nos. 3 and 4 have not been met. Chairman Bradley stated The 30 
Walden neighbors have to realize their view to the west will change at some point. He referred to the need to 31 
maximize the return on the investment is driving the overages. Ms. Dalman stated creating underground parking 32 
and an underground vault are significant as well as the high quality exterior finishes which is why she suggested 33 
mitigating landscaping. Ms. Orsic stated many of them are stating the building is too large to only discuss 34 
landscaping issues although the need for the housing is there. Chairman Bradley agreed there are ways to improve 35 
the project to not have them set a new precedent.   36 

37 
Ms. Hanley stated for the record, this is a planned development and they are not stuck to the zoning standards. 38 
She stated they can rewrite this for this particular development which did not mean they did not have constraints 39 
which need to be used as the foundation. Ms. Hanley again referred to the amounts of the overages without 40 
compensating benefits. She also stated they did not want to approve the building based on its attractive 41 
appearance only. Ms. Dalman agreed with Ms. Hanley’s comments and noted it is a small planned development 42 
site and the struggle related to getting a public benefit for such a small site. Ms. Hanley stated there are ways to 43 
get a compensating benefit such as impact fees for such a large amount of overage.  44 

45 
Chairman Bradley stated based on the discussion and intent of the PDC to accelerate the process of development, 46 
five members are needed to entertain a motion in either direction. He asked Mr. Swanson if he would like to 47 
respond. Mr. Swanson stated after hearing the comments, if he were to do everything everyone wanted him to do, 48 
it would not be attractive but would address their concerns. He stated the comments were productive and 49 
questioned how to give them and the neighbors comfort. Mr. Swanson stated for the comments with regard to the 50 
design elements being offensive, cutting a couple thousand square feet out of the building would not have any 51 
design impact but on their ability to successfully market the project. He stated the impact to Green Bay Road in 52 
terms of the view would not be impacted and agreed the code is difficult to work with. Mr. Swanson then stated 53 
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with regard to the suggestion of a brick wall, the garage doors would not generate a lot of noise and the neighbors 1
will not be on the balconies loudly every night. He stated the neighbors behind The Mews are not complaining and 2
they are willing to work with the west neighbors to plant additional landscaping on their properties. Mr. Swanson 3
stated otherwise, they would have to move on although he would rather act proactively and they need to decide 4
whether to even do the project at all. He asked the PDC to consider the project after his offer to work with the 5
neighbors which he has done all along.  6

7 
Chairman Bradley thanked Mr. Swanson for his suggestion and questioned how they would condition an approval 8
motion considering Mr. Swanson’s offer to work with the neighbors which would be a public benefit. He noted the 9
Village Council has the final approval. Mr. Golan questioned whether they could recommend denial to the Village 10 
Council with the conditions they noted. Mr. Schuster stated if the PDC were to recommend against the application, 11 
they could ask the Village staff to forward comments to the Village Council. Chairman Bradley confirmed the 12 
meeting minutes are forwarded to the Village Council. He then stated with regard to the drainage concerns, they 13 
would not be adding to the flooding situation and asked if it is based on the tank size or system. Eric Mancke 14 
responded the current water runoff draining to the west will be intercepted and routed into the underground 15 
storage chamber which eliminated surface runoff. He stated they would realize a benefit over the current 16 
situation. Mr. Mancke stated for any other developer constructing standard detention storing water in an open air 17 
detention, that could elicit ground water seepage where they are proposing a sealed underground chamber vault.  18 

19 
Ms. Orsic suggested they should not troubleshoot details when there is still an FAR issue and suggested for the 20 
PDC to vote and forward the request to the Village Council. Chairman Bradley stated there appeared to be five 21 
votes recommending against approval but they should do so in a way for the Village Council to see their comments 22 
for the applicant to further discuss the issues with the neighbors. He then asked for a motion as noted on page 13 23 
of the Village staff report.  24 

25 
Ms. Hanley moved to recommend denial as noted on page nos. 13 and 14 of the materials. Ms. Danley seconded 26 
the motion. A vote was taken and the motion passed, 6 to 2: 27 
AYES: Bradley, Danley, Golan, Handler, Hanley, Orsic  28 
NAYS: Dalman, Balassa  29 

30 
Mr. Swanson asked if the PDC is encouraging them to move forward with a negative recommendation and if they 31 
were able to mitigate massing by landscaping, would there be support from the PDC. Chairman Bradley confirmed 32 
the vote was a recommendation of denial to the Village Council and the Village Council would read the minutes 33 
before making a decision and he would have the opportunity to present the request to the Village Council. He 34 
noted it is by no means a de facto vote and the Village Council would make its final decision.  35 

36 
Other Business. 37 

a. November 4, 2020 – Quorum check.38 
Mr. Schoon confirmed there are no matters for the November meeting with no need to discuss meeting 39 
availability.  40 

41 
Public Comment. 42 
Mr. Norkus confirmed there are no other members of the public to comment. 43 

44 
Adjournment. 45 
A motion to adjourn was made by Ms. Orsic and seconded by Ms. Hanley. A vote was taken and the motion 46 
unanimously passed: 47 
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Hanley, Handler, Orsic  48 
NAYS: None   49 

50 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 p.m. 51 

52 
Respectfully submitted, 53 
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Antionette Johnson  1
Recording Secretary 2
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Ruud Coster 
o/b/o Neighbors of 688/694 Green Bay Road 

Members of the Winnetka Design Review Board 
Winnetka Village Hall  
510 Green Bay Rd.  
Winnetka, IL 60093  

January 12, 2020 

Re: Proposed Development at 688/694 Green Bay Rd. 

Dear Members of the Winnetka Design Review Board: 

In August 2019, we, the neighbors adjacent to the proposed development at 688/694 Green Bay 
Road, wrote to the Village Council (letter attached) expressing our concerns related to the 
proposed development at 688/694 Green Bay Road. Later that month, we organized a meeting 
with Rick Swanson, the developer, to better understand the proposed plans and to share our 
primary concerns, including: a) water displacement, b) building height and c) construction 
damage to nearby properties.  

We recently received updated plans from Mr. Swanson to combine the two lots. Overall, we like 
the design and architecture of the building; however, our concerns have not been alleviated.  

a) Water displacement: Water displacement to neighboring homes was not sufficiently
addressed in the most recent application. The homes located to the west on Walden Road,
given their lower elevation, will be the main recipients of any and all water displacement. Many
neighbors have spent considerable time, resources and dollars to address water issues. The
introduction of such a large structure with the prescribed below-grade depth will most certainly
cause additional water displacement to the nearby homes.

b) Building height: The zoning rules for the two lots currently allows for a building height up to
35 feet. The application seeks a height variance of 50 feet 6 inches. We would point out that in
reviewing the elevation diagrams, the building height would be 55 feet above the existing grade
and 63 feet above the grade of Walden Road. This is unacceptable given the visual obstruction
of the development and the resulting loss of sunlight most hours of the day to the bordering
homes. A lack of sunlight decreases not only the quality of life but also the value of the impacted
properties. The developer’s shadow study confirms this concern. Further, we believe if the
Village approves the building height variance for 688/694 Green Bay Road, precedent is set for
future height exemptions for similarly zoned lots along Green Bay Road.

c) Construction damage to nearby properties: The buildings along Green Bay Road sit on
top of an old landfill. Given the absence of normal soil conditions, construction damage to the
neighboring properties is highly possible. We would ask that insurance be taken out (with
neighbors as beneficiaries) to compensate neighbors in the event of physical damage. This
issue was not mentioned in the latest application.
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We understand that the Village Community Development department has asked Mr. Swanson 
for additional information before the application is considered complete. We look forward to 
further discussions concerning the aforementioned items during the open meetings with the 
Design Review Board and hope for due consideration as mentioned here and in our letter to the 
Village Council dated August 2019. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Neighbors of 688/694 Green Bay Road 

Ruud and Pam Coster  696 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, IL 
Sharon Cikanek and Michelle Ruane  698 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, IL 
John and Lynne Frank  693 Walden Road, Winnetka, IL 
Gordon and Claudia Montgomery   681 Walden Road, Winnetka, IL 
Jim and Mary Jo Bushell  677 Walden Road, Winnetka, IL 
Chris O’Donnell (Board Member and Resident) 680 Green Bay Road Building, Winnetka, IL 
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David Schoon

From: Ruud Coster >
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 8:48 PM
To: Chris Rintz; John Swierk; Andrew Cripe; Penfield Lanphier; Robert Dearborn; Jack 

Coladarci; Anne Wedner
Cc: David Schoon; Brian Norkus
Subject: External: Development 694 and 688 Green Bay Road
Attachments: Final Memo to Council of Winnetka Aug 2019.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. .  
Please find attached a letter from the neighbors near the proposed development on Green Bay Road addressed 
to all Village Council Members.  
 
 
With kind regards/met vriendelijke groeten  
 
Ruud Coster 
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Ruud Coster 
696 Green Bay Road 
Winnetka, IL 60093 

 
Winnetka Village Council 
Winnetka Village Hall 
510 Green Bay Rd. 
Winnetka, IL 60093 
 
August 12, 2019  Re: Proposed Development at 694/688 Green Bay Rd. 
 
Dear Village Council: 

I have been a resident of Winnetka since 1987, first on Ridge Avenue and then, in 

2004, we downsized to a townhome at 696 Green Bay Road.  Our home and those 

of our neighbors came up in the Village Council meeting in July because of the 

potential development of the parcels on 694 and 688 Green Bay. 

We had a meeting of the neighbors on Green Bay and Walden Rd. on August 7.  

None of us were aware of this proposed development or that it was going to be 

on the agenda of the Council in July. During the Council meeting, which we 

listened to afterwards, you asked for feedback from the room and none came 

because none of the neighbors were there.  We only heard from the developer 

and the community development department about the meeting after the fact.  

From the video of that Council meeting it seems obvious that two important 

issues are now influencing developments and zoning approvals in Winnetka: 

First is the Winnetka One project. The Council and perhaps others feel that, 

because of the time it took to get Winnetka One through the process, the image 

of Winnetka is slow, bureaucratic and costly and we have to change that image 

with developers. 

Second is the reduction in property values and the higher real estate taxes.  The 

lender who took possession is saddled with land costs that can only be recouped 

if the developer (the contract purchaser) has his zoning variations (primarily 

height of building and density) approved and approved quickly. 
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On behalf of the neighbors, I am writing to say that we want to be sure of two 

things: 

- That zoning variations are not approved too quickly and without reasonable 

input from the neighbors.  Why would we give variances away, unless there 

is a benefit for Winnetka as a whole without detriment to the neighbors? 

    

- That the pressures from the cumbersome Winnetka One approval process 

and the financial interests of the lenders/developers are not put squarely 

on the shoulders of the neighbors by approving zoning variations that may 

result in declining property values and extra costs for the neighbors.  At the 

neighbors’ meeting, the density of the project causing possible water 

problems was a primary topic.    

The neighbors have some concerns.   We look forward to being invited into the 

process of considering zoning exemptions. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Ruud Coster 
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David Schoon

From: Ruud Coster < >
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 12:48 PM
To: Chris Rintz; John Swierk; Andrew Cripe; Penfield Lanphier; Robert Dearborn; Jack 

Coladarci; Anne Wedner
Cc: Brian Norkus; David Schoon; Rick Swanson
Subject: External: Development 694/688 Green Bay Road
Attachments: Memo to Council of Winnetka Sept 4 2019.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

As a follow up to our earlier email about the development of 694/688 Green Bay Road, please find attached a 
letter about the issues with the development that were discussed in a recent meeting with the developer. 
 
 
--  
With kind regards/met vriendelijke groeten  
 
Ruud Coster 
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Ruud Coster 
 

Winnetka, IL 60093 
 

Winnetka Village Council 
Winnetka Village Hall 
510 Green Bay Rd. 
Winnetka, IL 60093 
 
September 4, 2019 Re: Proposed Development at 694/688 Green Bay Rd. 
 
Dear Village Council: 

Further to our letter to you dated August 12, 2019, there was a meeting on 

August 21, 2019 with potential developer Rick Swanson and a representative 

group of eleven neighbors from Walden and Green Bay Road 

The group complimented Rick on the tasteful design of the proposed 

development. 

There were also questions raised regarding the following: 

- By far the biggest issue discussed was water. The potential effects of the 

high density (requested FAR% exemption) of the building on the flow of 

water during rainstorms is important. Already today, Walden Road homes 

have a difficult time dealing with rain and residents have spent heavily to 

control water on their properties.  A new building (located on higher 

ground) with high density might require extra provisions and guarantees 

that water will not flood Walden properties. 

- Questions were raised about the height of the building (proposed at 50.5’ 

above garage level or 52.5’ above ground level versus a zoning requirement 

of 35.5’) and the effect it will have on 1) the views from neighbor homes 

(especially from the homes immediately to the north and west of the 

property) 2) the diminished light (could a study be done measuring 

impact?) and 3) the potential reduction in value related to 1 and 2 above. 

We understand that the developer wants to maximize value and profits, 

but does that value have to come from diminished values of the homes of 

neighbors? Another observation was made that the height of the building 
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was exceptional relative to the surrounding tall buildings such as 680 Green 

Bay and the Wingate building to the north. 

- Traffic in and out of the new development might be an issue.  Getting in 

and out of driveways on that stretch of Green Bay is already an issue and an 

additional 14 – 15 cars might make that even more difficult. 

- Damage from construction is another concern.   As the proposed garage 

and extra draining reservoir will require very deep excavation, neighbors 

(especially those to the south and north) would want to be insured for 

possible damage to their foundations.  The treasurer of the 680 building 

board told us at the gathering that 680 was built on landfill and asked if soil 

samples would be taken.   This was discussed with Rick Swanson.  

 

We realize that the designs that were discussed were only preliminary and that 

final plans are to be presented in the coming months. We trust that the neighbor 

group will be invited to upcoming sessions to discuss plans for the 694/688 

development and that the impact on our homes and values will be respected. 

On behalf of the neighbors, thank you. 

 

Ruud Coster 
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DRB Item (688-694 Green Bay Road) 

Mary Stanfield voicemail received July 9, 2020 9:38PM 

“Hi.  This is Mary Elizabeth Stanfield.  I live at 680 Green Bay Road.  This is regarding the public 
hearing on 688 and 694 Green Bay Road. I live on the second floor of the building to the south and my 
big concerns are, well it appears to me, it’s hard to tell from this small plan that I got in the mail.  It 
appears that maybe the entrance to the garage is on the south side.  It may be on the west side, but let’s 
pretend that it’s on the south side of the building which is right next to our building which is 680 Green 
Bay Road, there are only two windows on the north side, which are ours, a bedroom and an office.   So, 
my big concerns are that they would put lights along that driveway and that the lights are, I would really, 
really would like the lights to be a very low-level lumen and not the icy blue LED.  It could be an LED, 
but a warm LED and I have seen places around in Winnetka where people have porch lights that must just 
blind their neighbors. And that would be a deep disappointment for that to be  always part of my view out 
the window, especially in the middle of the night.  I, also, would like some cedar trees, if in fact that is to 
be the entrance, the way they get into the garage, there needs to be a very, very thick cedar barrier for 
visual privacy, but maybe the thickness would, also, help to buffer the sound of the cars , the slamming of 
the doors of the car, and the slamming of the garage door.  And, a lot of other people that live near us and 
the people to the north are concerned about the water displacement.  Probably other people are addressing 
those issues; but, I am concerned about the south lights and some cedar trees. So, thank you for listening 
and considering my requests.  Bye. 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Mary Minogue < >
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2020 4:23 PM
To: Planning
Subject: 688-694 GBR condo proposal - response 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
  
This regards the Village of Winnetka Notice (received on 7 Jul 20) of a Design Review Board Virtual Hearing focused on 
the proposed 6‐unit condo at 688‐694 GBR.  This is submitted by the 680 Green Bay Condo Assoc. Our points of focus: 

       680 GBCA seeks to be “named insured” on General, Excavation and Concrete contracts, which developer is aware 
of. Focus is on protecting foundation integrity of 680 building due to proposed below grade parking. 

       Village Height Restrictions (680 at 38.8’ vs proposed 688 height of 50’) 

       Drainage and run-off from 688-694 properties to Walden Road properties. 

       Safety to be emphasized in view of increased traffic on GBR, limited parking and constant vehicles being parked on 
GBR that reduces two lane traffic down to one lane. Traffic Line- of-sight is blocked by parked vehicles.  

       Per code; lot size 15,000 sq. ft; gross floor allowance 12,000 - requested for 17,915 - 49.3% variance; building 
height 35 feet - request 48.6 feet for 38.8% variance; impermeable lot coverage 9,000 sq ft request for 11,168 ft 
24.1% variance 

Thanks for your cooperation.  

Mary Minogue 
President 
680 Green Bay Condo Assoc.  
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DRB Case No. 19-15-PD:  688-694 Green Bay Road 

James Bushell voicemail received July 16, 2020 1:39pm 

My name is Bushell, B-u-s-h-e-l-l, I’m at 677 Walden Road, right behind the house on Green Bay Road 
which is in question to be torn down to have The Walden built on that site.  My situation is that we moved 
here in 1980 at which time we had a regular waterfall coming from the lot behind us until we had our yard 
adjusted to eliminate it from coming all the way up to my house.  Right now on any medium or strong rain 
we get a loss of about half of our yard because it’s under water.  I have a small whole that was dug in the 
back there which fills up all the time and I usually take 2 to 3 gallons of water out of it every time it rains.  
This has to be addressed some how, it has gotten worse since no one has been living there, and even 
when someone was living there it still occurred.  The case number is 19-15-PD and then also the other 
number I have is 1269994565.  Name is Bushell, B-u-s-h-e-l-l.  Calling regarding the water problem I have 
with the lot that is behind my house.  Thank you. 
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To the Village of Winnetka Design Review Board, 
 
Thank you for your service to the village in this capacity.  
 
We are writing to express our concern over the proposed development at 688 & 694 Green Bay Road. 
While we are certainly supportive of the development of this property, we are strongly opposed to the 
requested zoning relief on the proposed height, which represents 49% variance from the Village code, 
and the impermeable surface to ground ratio, which represents a 24% variance.  
 
Height 
We are very concerned that the height of this imposing structure will significantly reduce our property 
enjoyment and property value given its adjacency to our lot. The proposed structure sits directly behind 
us (and our neighbors to the south). Our lot is not deep—and the distance from our structure to the 
property line is only 50 feet. A 48 foot structure with 6 rear balconies would loom over our backyard and 
patio in an imposing way, eliminating all privacy (to say nothing about the increase flood of lighting from 
the balconies and parking areas). While we have already invested heavily in landscaping to create a 
visual barrier to the existing property, no landscaping would be able to screen the views and balcony 
activities of the tenants at a height of 48 feet.  They would literally be looking straight down into our 
now private backyard. 
 
In speaking with the developer, he indicated that the height was necessary to ensure 11-foot ceilings in 
the units— a feature that is “important to today’s buyer.” Our question is this: Why should 20+ year 
residents of Winnetka take on a clear reduction in our property value so a developer can make more 
money? What is important to “today’s Winnetka taxpayer?” Our village has guidelines for a reason. Why 
do we continue to make exceptions at the expense and detriment of current property owners?  
 
A height exception was made for Wingate, a property further north. However, we ask you to consider 
the differences in lot sizes and setback of the homes adjacent to that development versus the newly 
proposed building. The line of sight analysis clearly demonstrates the issue. We urge you to deny the 
height variance request for this reason. 
 
Water 
The proposed structure is naturally at a higher elevation than our property. We have struggled to 
manage storm water runoff for the last 18 years and have invested a significant amount of money 
installing complex drainage structures to manage the flow of water from 694 GBR.  
 
The developer is requesting to exceed the impermeable lot coverage by 24%. However, we won’t know 
if the proposed storm water management “vault” accommodates storm water sufficiently until building 
is complete and we’ve experienced the rainfall that has become typical for our area. The village 
infrastructure and storm water system is overburdened now. We would like assurances (financial) that if 
storm water becomes an issue, we as property owners will have recourse, if this variance is granted. 
 
We have a number of neighbors who share our concerns, but wanted to speak directly to what we see 
as significant, adverse impacts to our property value and livability specifically. Mr. Swanson’s recent 
letter to the village cites the benefits of the development as having the potential to “significantly impact 
property values in the neighborhood”—and we are hopeful that our village leaders will consider adverse 
impact to adjacent neighbors. 
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Thanks, 
 
Gordon & Claudia Montgomery 
681 Walden Road, Winnetka 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Ruud Coster < >
Sent: Saturday, August 1, 2020 9:13 PM
To: Ann Klaassen
Cc: Brian Norkus
Subject: Upcoming meeting august 20 about development 688/694 Green Bay Road

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Hi Ann.......  
 
I am not sure if we are allowed to speak during the meeting, but just in case we cannot, here are a couple of 
observations from the last meeting: 
‐   Mr Swanson presented the buildings to the North of the development as Condominiums. They are not!. They are 
Townhomes joined by our garages and without a homeowners association. Each residence owns the land under the 
buildings and their respective patios. Just for the record! 
‐   The chairman of the meeting mentioned that there was no real design consequence to the changing of the required 
minimum articulation on the north side of the building from the minimum of 4 feet to 2 feet. I would agree with the 
design aspects of less articulation of the north wall, however in practice 2 feet less articulation means that the whole of 
the building moves 2 feet further to the north, creating a negative influence on the light and living enjoyment of our 696 
and 698 Green Bay buildings. It also will make the building look even larger than already designed to be at the moment.
 
Please add these comments to the files for the Design and the Review and the Planned Development Commissions. 
 
 
Ruud Coster 

 
 
 
‐‐  
With kind regards/met vriendelijke groeten  
 
Ruud 
 
847‐942‐9400 
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                                                     688-694 Green Bay Rd 
 

My name is John Madden, Jr.  I am a resident of 680 Green Bay Rd which is 
a 27 unit, 4 story condo association immediately to the South of the proposed 
688-694 development.  Our building was constructed in 1976 and is less than 
39 ft in height from ground to roof. 
 

I want to thank the DRB for listening to my comments.  I also want to 
commend Rick Swanson, the developer, of the proposed structure.  I think 
what he has proposed is attractive and designed with high quality materials.  I 
also think from what I have learned about this project that he has tried to be 
forthcoming in his dealings with the neighbors to 688-694. 
 

Having just said all of this there is an inconvenient truth about this project.  
What has been proposed is simply too massive for the two relatively small 
pieces of property for the proposed structure.  It is too big, too tall and too 
dense for this small parcel of land. 
 

688-694 is currently zoned as B-1.  My understanding is that this category is 
designed to accommodate less dense multi family dwellings such as town 
homes.  If approved, the Village would have to grant significant variances in 
almost every category of the code to accommodate the proposed structure.  
Even if the two lots were changed to a B-2 zoning, the Village would have to 
grant significant variances as to height and other criteria.  It seems to me that 
this makes a mockery of the whole zoning concept ---- why have these 
zoning classifications if we don’t follow them. 
 

Lastly, if 688-694 is approved, what happens when another parcel of property 
becomes available between Pine and Tower Rd.  How many fifty foot tall 
buildings does Winnetka want on Green Bay Rd.  Approve one, and you will 
get many more. 
 

The DRB should not approve this project as currently conceived. 
 

Thank you ! 
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David Schoon

From: Gordon Montgomery < >
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2020 4:34 PM
To: David Schoon
Cc: Ann Klaassen; Claudia Montgomery
Subject: Re: 8-20-20 Design Review Board Agenda Packet - The Walden - 688-694 Green Bay 

Road

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Thanks for the quick response and update, David.  Appreciated. 
 
We’ll look for the additional rendering in a few days then.  As for talking with Rick Swanson, I’m happy to do so, 
however, it may be more pragmatic after we’re taken through the updates he’s been working on for the 8/20 meeting. 
 
An additional question for you (the Village).  The presence of this proposed design is not insignificant and even with 
drawings it is hard to fully appreciate the impact it would have on adjacent properties.  As a part of the Village’s 
considerations, I would be very interested in getting the DRB and/or Planning committees over to our properties on 
Walden (just to the west of the proposed structure) so those people can see first-hand how this design will sit in the 
current space relative to the adjacent buildings (north and south), the sky and our properties on Walden in particular.  If 
the Village’s people are only consulting renderings provided by the architect and have not personally visited the site 
being discussed on all sides, they will not get a complete and informed sense of impact.  How can this be arranged? 
 
Again, many thanks. 
 
Gordon 
 

From: David Schoon <DSchoon@winnetka.org> 
Date: Monday, August 17, 2020 at 4:21 PM 
To: Gordon Montgomery < > 
Cc: Ann Klaassen <AKlaassen@winnetka.org>, Claudia Montgomery <c > 
Subject: RE: 8-20-20 Design Review Board Agenda Packet - The Walden - 688-694 Green Bay Road 
 
Good Afternoon Gordon –  
  
I just spoke with Rick Swanson.   He will be working on a perspective view from your back yard.   It will take a day or two 
to prepare.   Once he has it, he will share it with me, and I will share it with you and the Design Review Board members.   
  
He also stated he would be willing to talk with you regarding this, if you wish.   You may call him at (847) 757-3975. 
  
David Schoon, Director 
Village of Winnetka Community Development  
847-716-3526 
  

From: Gordon Montgomery < >  
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2020 12:29 PM 
To: David Schoon <DSchoon@winnetka.org> 
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Cc: Ann Klaassen <AKlaassen@winnetka.org>; Claudia Montgomery < > 
Subject: Re: 8-20-20 Design Review Board Agenda Packet - The Walden - 688-694 Green Bay Road 
  
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 
  
David 
  
Thank you for sharing this advance document.  It is helpful perspective to have ahead of the 8/20 meeting.   
  
I’m writing with a question.  We live at 681 Walden, the northern most house of two that will be directly west of the 
proposed project.  In the packet there are renderings from Walden Road as the Design Committee had 
recommended.  There is one from our neighbor’s backyard view, however, there is not one from our backyard view.  In 
the packet there is a duplication of images with the latter pages having different captions (p. 48-49) and suggesting a 
view from between the properties, but it is not representing that view – it is the same set of images from our neighbor’s 
back yard (p. 46-47).  The view from between the properties and the view from our back yard are missing.  Maybe you 
have these and they were left out by accident with this duplication?  If not, we’d very much like to see these renderings 
as they are key to our understanding (and the understanding of the various councils and boards assessing the project) on 
the height and visual impact we are to be anticipating as the direct western neighbor of this proposed development. 
  
We appreciate your assistance in this matter.   
  
Gordon Montgomery 
681 Walden Road 
Winnetka, IL 60093 

 
 

 
  
  
  
  

From: David Schoon <DSchoon@winnetka.org> 
Date: Friday, August 14, 2020 at 4:33 PM 
To: David Schoon <DSchoon@winnetka.org> 
Cc: Ann Klaassen <AKlaassen@winnetka.org> 
Subject: 8-20-20 Design Review Board Agenda Packet - The Walden - 688-694 Green Bay Road 
  
Good Afternoon  
  
Given your interest in the proposed The Walden condominium project, we are forwarding a link to the agenda packet for 
the August 20 Design Review Board meeting  
  
https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/ 08202020-179  
  
The file is rather large, so it may take some time to open.   And once it opens and you scroll through the document, it 
may take a few seconds for the contents of the page to appear. 
  
Please share this email link with others that you know are interested in the project. 
  
If you have any questions, please let me know. 

Agenda Packet P. 212



3

  
Have a good weekend. 
  
  
David Schoon, Director  
Village of Winnetka – Community Development 
dschoon@winnetka.org 
847-716-3526   
www.villageofwinnetka.org 
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David Schoon

From: Kirk Albinson < >
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2020 7:16 PM
To: David Schoon; Ann Klaassen; Christopher Marx; Brian Norkus
Subject: Fwd: Seeking your perspective...

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Gordon Montgomery < > 
Date: August 19, 2020 at 6:52:25 PM CDT 
To: " > 
Subject: Seeking your perspective... 

  
Kirk 
  
While I don’t believe we have met, I am reaching out to you as a Winnetka resident considering the condo project on 
Green Bay Road.  It had been suggested that I contact you as the head of the DRB. 
  
We live in on Walden Road in one of the two properties directly west of the proposed development.  While I am fine 
with development in Winnetka, including on this adjacent lot, I am concerned that the process to date has not fully 
appreciated (and therefore considered) the impact of the proposed design with variance requirements that are +39% 
above the height zoning and +49% above the Gross Floor Area zoning.  While new renderings were requested from the 
developer for the 8/20 meeting, he did not provide them from my property (back yard) until I requested them on 
Monday, and what arrived today shows a perspective that very much underplays the visual impact that would be 
evident from our back of home/back yard. 
  
I am writing to see if we might have a conversation so I can seek your guidance on the matter and how to effectively 
represent these visual concerns.  Ideally, I would also greatly appreciate the opportunity for you to visit my yard so you 
can see first-hand how this proposed structure would look relative to the house immediately to the north on Green Bay 
and the visual space that presently exists behind our home.  I have no issue with the design aesthetics of the proposal; 
my concerns are solely with its relative scale and how that will fit into our neighborhood and up against our property. 
  
Thanks for listening and I look forward to hearing from you. 
  
Gordon 
  
PS  I am working from home so you can stop by any time 
--  
  
Gordon Montgomery 
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David Schoon

From: Gordon Montgomery < >
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 11:33 AM
To: David Schoon
Subject: Request for a site visit (specific to Green Bay Rd condo proposal)

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
David 
 
I appreciate your guidance on the phone this morning about process for engaging the DRB and subsequently the 
PDC.  Following on your suggestion, if you would please share this invitation with these board and committee 
representatives, I’d greatly appreciate it. 
 
 
To Members of the Design Review Board and Planning Development Committee 
 
We live in at 681 Walden Road in the northernmost of the two properties directly west of the proposed 
development.  While I am fine with development in Winnetka, including on this adjacent lot to our east, I am concerned 
that the process to date has not fully appreciated (and therefore considered) the impact of the proposed design with 
variance requirements that are +39% above the height zoning and +49% above the Gross Floor Area zoning.   
 
At the last DRB meeting on 8/20, the board requested renderings from the developer that would show the views of the 
proposed project from Walden Road and our properties. While this request had been made, he did not provide them 
from my property (back yard) until I requested them on Monday (8/17), and what arrived yesterday (8/19) shows a 
singular image perspective that very much underplays the visual impact that would be evident from our back of 
home/back yard. 
  
I am writing to see seek your guidance on the matter and how to effectively represent these visual concerns.  Ideally, I 
would also hope that these review bodies take the opportunity to visit my yard in person so you can see first-hand how 
this proposed structure would look relative to the house immediately to the north on Green Bay (which is within current 
zoning height) and the visual space that presently exists behind our home.  Our home is approximately 48’ from the 
eastern property line, so If one stands in our driveway or on our back patio and looks up at the future-state skyline views 
(at zone levels and at the proposed levels), the impact between the two is significant and dramatic.   I have no issue with 
the design aesthetics of the proposal; my concerns are solely with its relative scale and how that will fit into our 
neighborhood and up against our property. My hope is that representatives can at least visit to see these perspectives 
for themselves ahead of making a final recommendation. 
  
Thanks for listening and I look forward to hearing from you. Please know that I am working from home so 
representatives can stop by any time.   
  
With appreciation, 
 
Gordon & Claudia Montgomery 
  
--  
 
Gordon Montgomery 
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681 Walden Road 
Winnetka, IL 60093 
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Ann Klaassen

From:
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2020 3:37 PM
To: Planning
Cc:
Subject: Sept. 2, 2020 Meeting   -  Case No. 19-15-PD

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
To: Winnetka Planned Development Commission  
 
From M. Judith Hamilton-Godfrey 
         680 Green Bay Road 
         Winnetka, IL 
 
Re: Case No. 19 - 15 - PD 
 
688 - 694 Green Bay Road  -  The Walden Multi-Family Residential Building 
 
My concern with the design of the above referenced building is that the placement of 
the entrance on the side of the building will result in exhaust fumes being trapped  
between 688 - 694 Green Bay Road and 680 Green Bay Road which will be  
separated from one another by a narrow driveway. There will be vehicles 
dropping off and picking up residents and guests as well as delivery and service 
vans and trucks bringing items to the side entrance. The fumes from those vehicles 
will affect the air quality for the residents on BOTH sides of the driveway. There  
will be very little street parking in front of 688 - 694 Green Bay Road so it is likely 
that the side entrance will be used frequently.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  
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                                                       688-694 Green Bay Rd 

 

My name is John Madden Jr.  I am a resident of 680 Green Bay Rd which is a 

27 unit condo association, a four story building immediately to the South of 

the proposed 688-694 development.  Our building was constructed in 1976 

and is slightly less than 39 ft from ground to roof.  I have previously 

commented that I opposed the proposed project because it is too massive, too 

tall and too large for the two small properties involved.  I am still of thus 

opinion. 

 

Perhaps we should ask the question as to how we got to the point that the 

proposed building with a height of at least 55 feet or more is being seriously  

considered by this Commission: 

- first, the developer’s design  of the underground parking garage was 

conceived so the first floor of the building is at least 3 feet above the existing 

ground level. Please note that the first floor is the beginning of any 

measurement of height per the Village code.  Could this be lower? 

- second, the developer’s design includes 10 foot ceilings for each of the 

three floors of apartments.  Would not 9 ft ceilings be more reasonable? 

- third, the developer has designed the fourth floor to contain a lounge area, 

resident’s lockers and other storage.  Could these be made less visible? 

- fourth, the developer has added gables and other appendages which while 

attractive add to the height of the structure. 

The result is a very tall building on a small parcel of property. 

 

There is broad agreement that Winnetka needs multi family construction so 

as to make our business districts more vital.  We have many vacant, unused 

properties in the Elm Street District.  In the Hubbard Woods District, the old 

Boris Restaurant with a vacant lot adjoining has been idle for more than five 

years.  So the question needs to be asked ---- why should  a 55 foot building 

be crammed into an area that should be for structures such as town homes or 

similar multi-family housing. 

 

The Commission should not approve 688-694 without major changes to its 

design.  I thank you for the opportunity to share these opinions. 
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David Schoon

From: Melissa Howlett < >
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 7:20 PM
To: David Schoon
Cc: Ann Klaassen
Subject: In Support of The Walden 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Mr. Schoon – 
  
My name is Melissa Howlett. I am a current resident of Winnetka. My son is a student at Faith Hope and 
Charity school.  
  
I am writing in regards to the proposed development project at 688-694 Green Bay Road. 
  
I wanted to express support for this project.  The proposed building, the Walden, will be a beautiful addition to 
the landscape of Green Bay Road – replacing the current home and vacant lot that currently exist on the 
site.  In addition, this project will provide an option for current Winnetka homeowners who would like to stay 
in the community, but are looking to downsize into something smaller.  The Walden provides spacious units 
on a single level, in a building with a maintenance-free lifestyle. 
  
I think that the Walden is well conceived and will be an asset to the community. 
 
Please circulate this memo to all members of the Village Counsel, and to the Chair of the Planned 
Development Commission prior to the respective meetings. 
  
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
Melissa Howlett 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 
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David Schoon

From: Susan Sullivan < >
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 8:03 PM
To: David Schoon
Cc: Ann Klaassen
Subject: A Positive Nod for The Walden

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Mr. Schoon, 
  
I am writing regarding the proposed development project at 688-694 Green Bay Road. As a current resident of 
Winnetka and a licensed real estate broker specializing in New Trier, I want to express my support for this 
project. The proposed building, The Walden, will be a beautiful addition to the landscape of Green Bay Road – 
replacing the current home and vacant lot that currently exist on the site. The project will provide a great 
option for current Winnetka homeowners who would like to stay in the community and are looking to 
downsize into something smaller. The Walden will offer spacious units on a single level, in a building with a 
maintenance-free lifestyle. As a realtor, I know many individuals in our community who would love the 
opportunity to move into this type of housing in our village. 
   
I ask that prior to the respective meetings, that you kindly circulate this memo to all members of the Village 
Counsel, and to the Chair of the Planned Development Commission. Stay safe and be well! And thank you so 
much for your time and consideration. 
 
Warmest regards, 
 
 
Susan Sullivan 

, Winnetka 
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Ann Klaassen

From: David Schoon
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 12:23 PM
To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: FW: Support of the Walden

 
 

David Schoon, Director 
Village of Winnetka Community Development  
847‐716‐3526 
 

From: Dawn Blume  >  
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 12:22 PM 
To: David Schoon <DSchoon@winnetka.org> 
Subject: Support of the Walden 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Hi Mr. Schoon: 
 
  
My name is Dawn Blume.  My husband and I, along with our three children are current residents of Winnetka. 
  
I am writing in regards to the proposed development project at 688‐694 Green Bay Road. 
  
We wanted to express our support for this project.  The proposed building, the Walden, will be a beautiful 
addition to the landscape of Green Bay Road – replacing the current home and vacant lot that currently exist 
on the site.  In addition, this project will provide an option for current Winnetka homeowners who would like 
to stay in the community, but are looking to downsize into something smaller.  The Walden provides spacious 
units on a single level, in a building with a maintenance‐free lifestyle. 
  
We think that the Walden is well conceived and will be an asset to the community. 
  
We ask that prior to the respective meetings, you circulate our support to all members of the Village Counsel, 
and to the Chair of the Planned Development Commission. 
  
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
 
Dawn Blume 
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David Schoon

From: Susan Maman <susanmaman@atproperties.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 1:38 AM
To: David Schoon
Cc: Ann Klaassen
Subject: re: The Walden

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Dave, 
I am writing to you in support of the Walden development. Not only is it a great asset to 
Winnetka to have new condos/townhomes, but from a broker’s standpoint, there is such a 
demand for new construction of this nature. 
I trust that this development will be able to proceed as designed. As a broker in Winnetka and 
as a resident of a condo in Winnetka, I know the importance of the community to make 
progress. It’s hard for some people to support change, but it truly is in everybody’s interest to 
do so. 
 
Kind regards, 
Susan 
 
 

          
 
Awarded Crain’s 2019 Notable Residential Real Estate Brokers! 
2019 Who’s Who in Chicagoland Residential Real Estate 
Named Top 100 Real Estate Brokers by Chicago Magazine 2019 
Top 10 Brokers in the New Trier School District  
Top 1% Realtor Chicagoland 
#1 Broker in Glencoe 2019 
 
 
FOR THE MAMAN MARKET WATCH CLICK HERE  
 
 
 
Susan Maman | Broker 
@properties  
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Ann Klaassen

From:
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 11:35 AM
To: David Schoon
Cc: Ann Klaassen
Subject: The Walden

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Schoon, 
  
My name is Jennifer Segall.  My husband and I, along with our three children are current residents of 
Winnetka.  
  
I am writing in regards to the proposed development project at 688‐694 Green Bay Road. 
  
We wanted to express our support for this project.  The proposed building, the Walden, will be a beautiful 
addition to the landscape of Green Bay Road – replacing the current home and vacant lot that currently exist 
on the site.  In addition, this project will provide an option for current Winnetka homeowners who would like 
to stay in the community, but are looking to downsize into something smaller.  The Walden provides spacious 
units on a single level, in a building with a maintenance‐free lifestyle. 
  
We think that the Walden is well conceived and will be an asset to the community. 
  
We ask that prior to the respective meetings, you circulate this memo to all members of the Village Counsel, 
and to the Chair of the Planned Development Commission. 
  
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
Jennifer Segall 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Todd Segall >
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 2:14 PM
To: David Schoon
Cc: Ann Klaassen
Subject: The Walden

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Mr. Schoon,  

My name is Todd Segall.  My wife and I, along with our two children are current residents of Winnetka.  
  
I am writing in regards to the proposed development project at 688‐694 Green Bay Road. 
  
We wanted to express our support for this project.  The proposed building, the Walden, will be a beautiful 
addition to the landscape of Green Bay Road – replacing the current home and vacant lot that currently exist 
on the site.  In addition, this project will provide an option for current Winnetka homeowners who would like 
to stay in the community, but are looking to downsize into something smaller.  The Walden provides spacious 
units on a single level, in a building with a maintenance‐free lifestyle. 
  
We think that the Walden is well conceived and will be an asset to the community. 
  
We ask that prior to the respective meetings, you circulate this memo to all members of the Village Counsel, 
and to the Chair of the Planned Development Commission. 
  
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
 

Best, 
Todd Segall 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Donna McShea < >
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 3:20 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Concern: "The Walden"

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

 
Dear Village Members, 
 
As pertains to the proposed Development of "The Walden", which backs to one of Winnetka's quietest 
streets, I am concerned that the Village would prioritize the finances of the Developer (a non-resident) 
over those of longtime community members. Residents who will be affected by the proposed 
development have been made to comply strictly with Village setbacks and hardscape restrictions. 
They have paid taxes, supported the Village, and tied their investments in their homes to strictly 
enforced Village limitations. 
 
The new Development, with its balconies overlooking these small backyards, will significantly change 
the light on affected properties, blocking morning sun and creating six households full of concentrated 
outdoor lighting at night. Noise and density will increase dramatically. Let's not forget that the excess 
of property for sale in Winnetka for many years has depressed our real estate market more than that 
of other north shore suburbs.  Creation of more housing units does not need to be a priority.  
 
The Village serves and protects those who have made a contractual investment in the Community via 
the purchase of property. For the Village to knowingly make a whimisical (unnecessary) choice for the 
benefit of outside interests, without compensation to existing residents feels very wrong in its willful 
shift of value from current residents to profit-seeking businesses. 
 
Development can occur within the bounds of existing regulations - regulations that current residents 
committed to in their real estate choices. "The Walden" can be fewer units, or smaller units. Everyone 
understands the rules - let's play by them. 
 
Thank you for your time and commitment, 
Donna McShea 
800 Lloyd Place 
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Presentation for Planned Development Commission September 2 

 

Dear members of the Winnetka Planned Development Commission: 

I am Ruud Coster and, with my wife, Pam, I have been a resident of Winnetka for the 
last 33 years and have lived at 696 Green Bay Road since selling our home on Ridge 
Avenue in June of 2004. I am speaking on behalf of five households and various 
residents of the 680 building, all of whom live adjacent to the proposed development.   

This group of neighbors of the proposed 694 and 688 (694/688) property development 
have discussed how it would affect each of our properties and homes.  We also met 
with the developer, Rick Swanson, last fall and have had some additional 
communication with him since that time.   

Before talking about the specifics of the development, I wanted to talk about some 
village-wide trends that concern us in relation to the development we are meeting about: 

During an August 2019 meeting of the Village Council the developer was given the 
opportunity to present a “flavor” of what 694/688 might look like, subject to village 
approval. For some reason, the neighbors were not invited to that presentation, but we 
were able to watch a video of the meeting afterwards and it seems obvious that two 
important macro issues are now influencing developments and zoning approvals in 
Winnetka: the first issue is the result of the failure of the Winnetka One project. The 
Council and perhaps others (maybe members of this committee) feel that, because of 
the time it took to get Winnetka One through the process, the image of Winnetka might 
be perceived as slow, bureaucratic and costly and we have to change that image with 
developers.  

Second is the perceived reduction in property values and higher real estate taxes.  It’s 
logical that the lender who took possession of the two lots that need to be unified is 
saddled with land costs that can only be recouped if the developer (the contract 
purchaser) has his zoning variances approved and approved quickly. After viewing the 
video and hearing comments from the village, a clear concern is that the village might 
feel inclined to approve the plans for 694/688 quickly despite a proposed design that is 
well outside of village zoning limitations.   

The neighbors do not believe that the variances can or should be granted because the 
standards for granting a variance have not been met: 

1. That zoning variations are not approved without reasonable input from the 
neighbors and the community as a whole.  Why would we (the Winnetka 
community) give variances away without serious consideration being given to the 
detriment to the adjacent neighbors and the affected area as a whole?  

We assume that the strategic plan and zoning regulations for Winnetka were put 
in place for a reason - This proposed development would disregard those plans 

Agenda Packet P. 233



and regulations and would do a disservice to the work that has been done on 
those plans. Ironically, it is because of the strategic plan and because of the 
zoning regulations and because of the nature of the community that the property 
is as valuable as it is.  Now, this developer wants to take for itself the benefits 
resulting from the restrictions on the neighboring properties while not complying 
with the very rules that make the community so attractive.   

2. That the pressures from the Winnetka One approval process and the financial 
interests of the lenders/developers are not put squarely on the shoulders of the 
neighbors by approving zoning variations that will adversely impact property 
values, increase costs and quality of life for these same neighbors.   

When my wife and I moved into 696 Green Bay Road in 2004 , we realized that 
someday in the future there was a chance that the two single family home properties 
south of us would be purchased by a developer and that another multi-home unit 
building would be proposed. However, we also looked at the zoning requirements and 
felt that we would be adequately protected by the Village zoning plan.  The other 
neighbors in our group made similar assessments regarding the assurances  
the zoning restrictions provide to protect neighboring property owners and the 
community  

During a meeting last year with the developer we raised three important issues related 
to the development, which still exist. 

1. The Height and Size of the Building                                                           
The B1 zoning rules for the two lots currently allow for a building height not to 
exceed 35 feet. The application seeks a height variance to 48-49 feet (or +39% 
in excess of zoning requirements). We would point out that in reviewing the 
elevation diagrams, the building height would be 55 feet above the existing grade 
and 63 feet above the grade of Walden Road. Additionally, the Gross Floor Area 
for the building is projected to be 17,915 square feet versus the 12,000 square 
feet allowed for these small combined lots (a +49% excess of zoning 
requirements). These would not be minor variations.  Rather, they’re very 
significant. Exceptions of this magnitude are unacceptable given the visual 
obstruction created by the development, its out-of-place scale with the 
neighborhood and the resulting loss of sunlight most hours of the day to the 
bordering homes. We are also concerned that the articulation of the north wall is 
reduced from 4 to 2 feet, resulting in the building becoming 2 feet closer to the 
north neighbors, and further magnifying the negative effects of such a large 
building.  Even if the proposed setback would not need a variance, the setback 
requirements are set in conjunction with height restrictions.  So, the proposed 
variance for the very significant increase in height ought, in any instance, to 
come with an increase in the setback requirements.  The fact that that cannot be 
done here simply reflects that the proposed height and bulk of this proposed 
development is much too big. 
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2. Water Displacement                                                                                      
We have great concern as it relates to water displacement given the combination 
of the proposal’s large footprint with underground parking and the fact that 
688/694 Green Bay is 8 feet higher than Walden Road. Many of the adjacent 
properties have made significant investments to ensure that water is drained 
appropriately. The Village’s track record with water issues and the increased 
frequency of “once in a 100 year storms” makes us cautious about such a large 
structure being built. At this point, we have seen no water study and at the very 
least would request an opportunity to review such an important document. 
Additionally, we think it would be prudent to request an independent study of 
water drainage to be reviewed ahead of Village approval. If that cannot be 
provided, we would be interested in learning about what documented assurances 
supported by a proper study we can expect from the Village and/or developer 
that confirms the extent of rainwater the proposed development could handle 
under potential rain scenarios before there is water displacement  onto 
neighboring homes. Without a water displacement study (and one that the 
people and Village have time to analyze) the developer cannot meet the 
Ordinance requirement that they prove that their proposed development will not 
adversely impact adjacent properties. 

  
3. Construction Damage to Nearby Properties                                                  
We understand that the ground underneath 688/694 Green Bay used to be a 
landfill and therefore less stable. We are concerned about construction damage 
that may be caused by construction of such a large building next to our 
properties, and feel that insurance and financial arrangements would need to be 
made to cover construction risks in the event that there is any construction done 
on the property. 

 

Section 17.60.040 of the Village Code sets forth the standards that must be met  before 
the Village can grant a variance.  .  The developer has not met those standards.  

1. That the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if      
permitted to be used only under the conditions allowed by the regulations 
in that district.  We have not seen any evidence or analysis that supports why 
the developer’s profitability for the project relies on the requested variances. Or 
conversely, why a still profitable design could not be made within the confines of 
current Village zoning. We understand that the developer stands to gain 
personally from a larger, 4 story design, however, that is not the standard.  The 
developer has not provided any evidence that the property owner cannot make a 
reasonable return on investment under the existing restrictions.  Given this 
property and this location, and especially with the aggregation of the two lots, the 
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notion that the only way the property owner or the developer can make a 
reasonable return is if they build something this far beyond the restrictions seems 
extremely farfetched.  
     
2. That the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. We have 

seen no evidence of this.  If anything, if you allow the two lots to be joined into 
one, that should make it more easy to profitably build while still complying 
with the Zoning restrictions. 
 

3. That the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the 
locality.  The character of this locality WILL be altered.  Dramatically.  It is 
zoned B-1, with those associated restrictions, for a reason.  If a multi-unit 
housing development is to replace the two single family homes that had been 
on these two lots, then we would expect it to comply with the B1 zoning put in 
place to preserve the character of the neighborhood.  Allowing for a design 
that exceeds on height by +39% and on gross floor area by +49% takes this 
development well outside of the intended protection of current B1 zoning.  
Instead of getting a building or buildings that fit in with the height and relative 
mass of neighboring residences, this edifice will instead stand in stark 
contrast to the neighbors on all sides as a canyon wall.  
  
Wingate, the tudor style development at 720 Green Bay, received a 2’ height 
variance and offers an elegant neighborhood solution.  The developer here 
Why does not need a 13’-14’ variance in order to make a reasonable return 
on their investment.  Not only would this be a radical exception to current 
zoning for this neighborhood, but if granted, it would set a precedent for the 
size and scale of future developments along Green Bay Rd that would 
completely alter the nature of the community.   

The 680 building to the south stands at just under 40’; however, this building 
was approved at an earlier point in village history when zoning allowances 
were higher.  The village has since made a conscious, strategic decision to 
reduce permissible building heights in B1 zones to 35’.  Many of us in the 
neighborhood bought our own homes with this limitation on potential 
development in mind as a protection.  If the proposed development were to 
be granted the zoning variances it is requesting, then the village will be 
compromising the very standards it enacted to preserve the Winnetka 
character of the location.  

4. That an adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property will not 
be impaired. An adequate supply of light to the adjacent properties WILL be 
impaired by the height of the building.  A lack of sunlight decreases not only 
the quality of life but also the value of the impacted properties. The 
developer’s shadow study confirms this concern. Further, we believe if the 
Village approves the building height variance for 688/694 Green Bay Road, 
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precedent is set for future height exemptions for similarly zoned lots along 
Green Bay Road.  

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

increased.  We know that the hazards include at least the potential for water 
displacement onto the adjacent properties and the risk associated with 
construction on landfill .  For the potential water issues, we would ask that 
developer’s study on this concern is shared publicly and reviewed. The 
proposed underground water containment certainly has a limit as to how 
much water it can hold.  And yet, we have not seen any report as to how 
much rain over a given period of time would overwhelm the proposed system.  
This requires analysis beyond merely what happens with a significant one-
day rain event.  For instance, if the holding tank takes days to empty out, and 
we have a week with numerous days of rain, how much water will be flowing 
off the property?  We don’t know this.  We should, particularly given that one 
of the main reasons for restrictions on impervious surfaces is to address 
water runoff.  As noted above, we would also suggest that an independent 
study be completed to remove any potential bias. 
 

6. That the taxable value of land and buildings throughout the Village will 
not diminish. The potential detriment to adjacent property values is a 
significant point of concern and we are not aware of any analysis being done 
that demonstrates that the developer has met, or can meet, this standard.  
Rather, the prospect of such a dominating and overwhelming building will 
reduce property values of the nearby properties compared to a development 
of the property that meets the zoning requirements.    
 

7. That the congestion in the public street will not increase. This is a difficult 
area of Green Bay Rd. with heavy traffic and street parking.  It is already 
difficult to pull out of your driveway, especially when parked cars hinder your 
view of oncoming traffic. This building will add to that congestion.  

                                
8. That the public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the 

inhabitants of the village will not be otherwise impaired.  We can point 
here to the overload of cars and their movements, the noise of the cars and 
the garage doors opening/closing, the lights on the building during the night 
shining into the units of the 680 building and the houses on Walden. The 
negative effect on housing values would also be a major concern of the 
neighbors.  

 
I thank the Planning and Zoning Board for listening to the neighbors’ concerns. We are 
open to a constructive dialogue about what constitutes an attractive and still 
economically feasible new multi-family building on Green Bay Road that  could be in 
accordance with current zoning and therefore an appropriate size for this neighborhood, 
but we very much object to this proposed development.  The developer has not 
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demonstrated that it meets the standards to allow for a variance, and the evidence we 
have seen requires that the requested variances be denied. 

I will provide a written copy of this presentation by our group of neighbors to the Village 
and ask that it be added to the record of this meeting.  Thank you. 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Terri Heath < >
Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 4:40 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Opposing "The Walden" Proposed Variances

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Village of Winnetka: 
 
I am Terri Heath and live at   Walden Road.  I would like to oppose the variances that the builder is 
requesting for a new six‐unit multi‐family development, referred to as “The Walden,” on the proposed 
construction at adjacent lots located at 688 and 694 Green Bay Road.  I acknowledge the need for such 
housing and do not object to having a multi‐unit building there.  What I do object to is the size of the variance 
that is being requested.  We have zoning for a reason, and the building should stay within those restrictions.  If 
it were a small zoning variance (e.g., 10%), I would not object, but not such a large one.  Having a massive 
building on a small lot does not fit with Winnetka’s character and has a direct impact on our neighborhood’s 
property values.  Many of our neighbors, including ourselves, have lived in Winnetka for over 25 years.  Why 
should the builder profit at the expense of long‐time Winnetka residents?  With such a tall, massive building 
containing a fourth floor outer deck, our neighborhood’s privacy and noise level will be compromised. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of declining the requested zoning variance. 
 
Best regards, 
Terri Heath 
 
Sergesketter & Associates Inc. 
841 Spruce Street, Suite 205 
Winnetka, IL  60093 
 
www.sergesketter.com 
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To the Honorable members of the Planned Development Commission Winnetka: 

 

I am following up (on behalf of the group of neighbors) on the presentation we made at 
the September 2 Planned Development Commission meeting. 

There were a number of concerns raised by adjacent property owners, residents and 
neighbors of the proposed Walden Winnetka, LLC project. 

The height and density of the proposed building will result in major loss of sunlight, a 
significant violation of privacy and an increase in external lighting and noise during 
evening hours, especially during evening hours, causing a severe negative impact on 
the ability of adjacent property owners to enjoy their homes.   
 
Likewise it would cause a substantial loss of real estate value for affected properties. 
The proposed project will cause a substantial adverse impact on neighboring properties 
that outweigh the public benefits of the development.    
 
Our concerns and suggestions include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. A shadow study was done by the developer, however this study was done 
from certain angles and viewpoints of the neighbors properties by a 
“friendly” party.   Even so, the shadows falling on the properties to the 
North and West are significant, especially in the winter season.  We would 
recommend that the Commission request the developer produce a light 
study that shows the light/shadow variance between the impact on the 
sun/light of a building that complies with zoning height and density 
requirements (which is roughly 2.5 stories) and the current noncompliant 
proposed development. 

b. We have heard real estate agents aligned with the developer attest to the 
need in Winnetka for multi-family buildings in Winnetka (without regards to 
zoning or compliance with a strategic plan). However, no evidence has 
been presented about how the proposed project would diminish or impair 
property values in the immediate vicinity. Again, instead of leaving this to 
speculation, we recommend that the Commission request the developer to 
pay for an independent value impact study by a licensed real estate 
appraiser.   

c. If the zoning exceptions for the proposed development are granted, the 
logical consequence is that similar exceptions would be granted for the 
remaining properties on Walden and Green Bay as the issues of 
height/light/drainage etc. will be similar. We recommend that a study gets 
done by an independent appraiser to measure the impact on real estate 
values of those taller buildings on all residences on Walden between Pine 
and Tower. 

d. The balconies facing the backyards of the properties to the West of the 
project will result in a significant loss of privacy for those residents and 
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have a negative impact on their ability to enjoy their homes. We have seen 
no condo covenants and restrictions for future occupants of the proposed 
structure that limit night time use, light, noise, debris or other activities.  
While zoning doesn’t presently preclude the construction of balconies, the 
placement and height of these balconies will have an highly adverse affect 
on the neighbors to the west and their ability to enjoy the outside use of 
their homes.  We hope that these concerns can be weighed by the 
commission.  

e. During the Planned Development Commission meeting on September 2 it 
was suggested that a new strategy for development of the Green Bay 
Corridor is under consideration. If changes to the Village development 
strategy or Comprehensive Plan are being contemplated, we recommend 
that such modifications be completed prior to approval of this project.  This 
would allow everyone to understand why the proposed zoning exceptions 
for the 688/694 development fit into the Village’s long term plans. If 
changes to the Village’s Zoning Code or Comprehensive Plan are not 
being contemplated, the adjacent property owners respectfully request 
that the Plan Commission require compliance with the Zoning Code and 
protect the continued enjoyment of the properties of adjacent residents.   

For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully request that you recommend denial of the 
proposed Walden Winnetka, LLC project or require modifications of the project to 
reduce its height and density to the levels required by the Village Zoning Code.   

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.   
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Ann Klaassen

From: King Poor < >
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2020 3:53 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Opposition to Proposed Zoning Exceptions for The Walden

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Members of the Planned Development Commission,  
 
We are one of some 40 households who have signed a petition opposing the proposed exceptions to the zoning 
ordinance for The Walden. We have lived at our house at 735 Walden (a few doors north of the Franks, 
Montgomerys, and Bushells) for over 30 years and have raised our four children here.  
 
I have also served on the Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals for five years -- and the last three of those years as its 
chairman. In addition, I have served four years as a Village Trustee. In my nine years of serving the village,  I have 
heard well over 150 zoning cases.  
 
Winnetka's zoning ordinance goes back almost 100 years. Early on, our village had the vision and public spirit to 
adopt such an ordinance. The core value underlying our ordinance is this: that the freedom of property owners to 
use their property as they please must be balanced against the freedom of their neighbors not to have their light, 
air, privacy, and the value of their property seriously compromised.   
 
I have reviewed the proposed exceptions for this case. And on paper, I found their magnitude to be far out of line 
for such a project so close to our neighbors. But it was not until I walked down the block and stood in the 
Montgomery's backyard that I could then fully appreciate just how massive and unfair these exceptions would be 
to them and the families on either side.  
 
Specifically, these proposed exceptions should be denied for these reasons:   
 
1.    A 46-foot structure towering over the neighbors' yards would result in a major loss of sunlight and air 
circulation.  
 
2.    Balconies overhanging so close to their backyards would mean more noise and a significant loss of privacy.  
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3.    Such substantial losses of air, light, and privacy will likely harm their property values.  
 
Taken as a whole, the proposed exceptions would deprive the neighbors of some of the most basic uses and 
enjoyments of their property. Such exceptions are so contrary to the basic purpose of our zoning ordinance of 
protecting neighboring homeowners that they should be denied.  
 
Finally, no one is challenging the developer's right to construct multi-family residences here. That is what the 
ordinance allows. But our  ordinance was never intended to permit exceptions such as these. They are simply too 
much, too close, and fundamentally unfair to the neighbors.  
 
Thank you for your consideration and your service to our village.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
King and Hope Poor 
735 Walden Rd.  
Winnetka 
 

  
 

 
 

m  

 

ReplyReply allForward 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Fred Belmont <f >
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 5:40 PM
To: Planning
Subject: “The Walden” Proposed construction at 688 and 694 Green Bay Road

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
 
As residents of Walden Road between Westmoor Road and Pine Street, we strongly oppose the variances ‐ height and 
square footage ‐ to the proposed project at 688/694 Green Bay. The proposed height will exceed the height of many 
trees on our street. Many of these trees would no longer be visible during our walks on Green Bay. Further, the size of 
the units and their associated prices will likely exclude younger first time buyers. 
The project screams of “Bigger and More.” This is not the Winnetka we moved into decades ago. 
While we applaud the owner’s desire to maximize profits, we do not want these profits to be at the expense of the 
community. 
Please contact us if you need additional input to our opposition. 
Fredrick and Anne Belmont 
631 Walden Road 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Tim Cawley < >
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 12:47 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Carol
Subject: Stop The Walden

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Members of the Planning Commission  
 
Please do not allow the zoning changes on Green Bay Road between Pine and Tower!  The negative impact to our 
neighbors on Walden would be severe and unfair. 
 
We lived at 681 Walden Road from 1990 to 2002, but then moved to our current home on Blackthorn.  One of the 
reasons we moved was that the current ordinance allows development on Green Bay that concerned us, although we 
accepted that it was within the law.  The idea that you would allow even larger developments along that corridor is 
completely inconsistent with the way our Village should be treating long‐time residents like the Montgomerys (currently 
at 681) and Bushells (next door at #677).   
 
There are other places for large residential developments in the Village, like the One Winnetka location and post office 
property.  Those won't tower over single family homes and yards like the Green Bay Road proposal.  We urge you to 
stop it. 
 
Tim and Carol Cawley 
700 Blackthorn Road 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Chris Spahr <cspahr@ahrgrowthpartners.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 5:11 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Alice
Subject: The Walden

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Hello.  I hope you are well. 
 
My family and I have lived at 717 Walden Road for over 20 years.  Our house is located several north of the proposed 
development for The Walden.  When I purchased our property, I researched Winnetka’s ordinance regarding height and 
site density, as our property backs up to what could in the future could also become a multifamily development.  At the 
time, I took solace in the fact that the ordinance appeared to have reasonable limits to prevent a dense, hovering property 
behind ours and that of our neighbors.  The variances requested for The Walden, if approved, would be exactly the kind of 
exceptions I would have never felt possible in this community today. 
 
While I agree that Winnetka should have more multifamily development, it would appear that the exceptions requested 
would merely drive developer returns by jamming more units into a small site, at the expense of privacy, light and 
sightlines for the adjacent single family residents on Walden Road.  The project’s massing and proposed height would not 
only damage views from our street and backyards, but would also have a negative impact upon the value of our homes. 
This would be completely inequitable in my view, and set a dangerous precedent going forward. 
 
People chose to buy houses on Walden Road, in part for the bucolic and historical feel of this classic Winnetka street.  
The value of the properties along the southern portion of our street - which back up to the Mews - were negatively 
impacted by the massing of that towering development, and the same will happen if the variances for the Walden are 
approved.  We and our neighbors have collectively invested millions of dollars to live here, and I would hope that the city 
would do its best to help us preserve not only the historic nature of our street, but also the value of these investments. 
 
I would look forward to discussing this with you at your convenience.  Thank you. 
 
CHRISTOPHER SPAHR 
AHR G R O W T H  P A R T N E R S 
312 656 8217 | cspahr@ahrgrowthpartners.com 
  
220 NORTH GREEN STREET 
CHICAGO, IL  60607 
www.ahrgrowthpartners.com 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Mark Stephan < >
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 1:27 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Green Bay project between Pine and Westmor

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
 
Neighbors, 
 I am truly grateful for the time that you all individually commit to our village. 
  As a long time resident of Walden road (27years) I am deeply concerned about the condo project proposed on  
Greenbay road. 
  I understand the challenges a developer faces to bring a profitable project to market but the scope and potential 
changes to to zoning code do nothing but negatively affect every single existing neighbor, who will lose privacy, sunlight, 
air quality and suffer a potential devaluation of their homes. 
   For what????  One builder benefits.  This is a clear example of reason why we have specific zoning codes, I understand 
the desire and the need to make exceptions (One Winnetka) but this is not that time. 
 
Respectfully, 
Mark Stephan 
680 Walden 
 
Mark Stephan 

 
Stephanchallenge.com 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Allan Tomlinson < >
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 10:47 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Sally Tomlinson
Subject: Comments of zoning exceptions for The Walden

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
To members of the Planned Development Commission: 
 
As residents of Walden Rd, and neighbors of the Montgomery's, we strongly oppose granting the requested variances on 
the building height or size of the proposed development of The Walden from the existing regulations.  Our house backs up 
to the Winnetka Mews which was built with different ordinances in place.  However, it towers over our backyard with 
balconies overlooking our space and reduces our privacy.  We bought our house knowing this issue but the ordinance 
was obviously changed for a reason and providing exceptions completely undercuts the original intent and logic.  The 
Montgomery's have been in their house for almost 20 years and it would be unfair to detract from their privacy, enjoyment 
and property value for the benefit of a developers profit. 
 
Sincerely, 
Allan and Sally Tomlinson 
653 Walden 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Max Winemiller >
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 8:35 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed Building Green Bay Road from Pine to Tower

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Dear Members of the Planned Development Commission,  

  

We are one of some 40 households who have signed a petition opposing the proposed exceptions 
to the zoning ordinance for Walden. We have lived at our house at 797 Walden for about 1 year 
and are raising our 3 children here.  We chose to move to Winnetka for the beautiful historic 
homes, wonderfully large mature trees, open air without high rises, and children friendly 
atmosphere created by single-family friendly homes. 

  

We have been informed that Winnetka's zoning ordinance goes back many years and we are 
thankful, that it protects home & property owners, and the spirit of Winnetka.  Many like us, 
have made significant investments to move here, as opposed to more affordable areas, for the 
reasons I stated above, yet also because we all moved here assuming that the Village would 
uphold the vision of this area, and not bring in large apartments, low income housing, or even 
high income non-single family home housing to appease builders and developers, out to turn 
another historic family oriented area into a revenue generator, that ultimately completely 
changes the charm of the area, for those already living here. 

 

The proposed exception to build on Green Bay Road from Pine to Tower is far out of line of the 
village & property owners vision, and can not be realistically considered, as it stands to ruin 
much of the charm of this area, and will ruin the visibility, sunlight, and also create a loss of 
privacy of Walden Road.   When we first were thinking of moving here, we talked about Walden 
Road, and people would say, "Oh, We love Walden Road!, It's the best road in Winnetka, with all 
the winding, and trees".  We quickly found out what they were talking about, and agree 
100%.  Those types of experiences will cease to exist, if you allow builders to ruin the road's 
appeal by building a structure on Green Bay.   

  

The proposed exceptions would deprive us and our neighbors of some of the most basic uses and 
enjoyments of their property. Such exceptions are so contrary to the basic purpose of Winnetka's 
zoning ordinance of protecting neighboring homeowners that they should be denied.  

  

Thank you for your consideration and your service to our village.   

Agenda Packet P. 249



2

  

Sincerely,  

  

Liz & Max Winemiller 

797 Walden Rd.  

Winnetka 
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Ann Klaassen

From: John Madden, Jr. >
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 11:35 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed Development at 688-694 GB Rd

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
I am a resident of 680 Green Bay Rd since 2013.  
 
While ther are a number of very attractive features of the proposed development, it is simply to large, too tall and too 
massive for the two small lots included in the design. 
 
The developer has made only minor adjustments to his proposal ‐‐‐  none of major consequence.   
 
Please do not allow this proposal to proceed without major modifications. 
 
John Madden Jr 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Gordon Montgomery < >
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 11:37 AM
To: Planning
Cc: claudia.r.montgomery@gmail.com
Subject: The Walden: proposed variances for development at 688/694 Green Bay Road

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Members of the Planned Development Committee 
  
Almost 18 years ago, my wife and I bought our home at 681 Walden Road. It is one of the houses that borders 
the proposed development to the west and we will be one of houses most directly affected by the proposed 
exceptions to our zoning ordinance. When we bought the property, we did so knowing that the older home to 
our east might someday come down. But we also did so with the implicit trust and understanding that Village 
zoning law would keep any future structure within reasonable scale.  
  
I could tell you all the ways that the proposed exceptions would deprive our family of light, air, and would 
loom over us with noise and a loss of privacy. But until you actually stand in our backyard, I don't believe that 
you can fully appreciate what we and our neighbors stand to lose. So, I ask you, before you make any decision 
that can affect our home and our neighborhood so seriously, that you please visit our property for 
yourselves. Here is my mobile #: 312.296.3744. I'm glad to arrange a visit at any of your individual 
conveniences.   
  
One example of the need to visit in person has to do with topography. What you see on paper (or your screen) 
does not depict that the property to the east of us is located on a ridge. And that's very important here. 
Because that ridge means that Walden Road, as our neighbors would tell you, was once a stream.  That's why 
Walden (and its continuance on Provident) form one of the few winding streets in our village. As a result, we 
and our neighbors all live along that long‐ago stream bed under that long‐ago ridge. 
  
Living under that ridge means the proposed 48‐foot exception (already 13 feet above that the law allows) is in 
reality far more than that for us. What's more, not only will we lose all of our morning sun, but we will 
have six balconies designed for outdoor use and entertaining literally looking down into our now private 
backyard patio.  All sense of private dwelling space for our home will be lost. 
  
We’re not looking to halt reasonable development that complies with existing standards.  That said, we’re also 
looking for the Village to protect our interests as residents and tax payers by upholding the zoning 
requirements that we trusted in buying and investing in our Walden home. 
  
With appreciation for your service, 
  
 
Gordon & Claudia Montgomery 
681 Walden Road 
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Ann Klaassen

From: laurin starck >
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 1:23 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Laurin E Starck
Subject: 688-694 Green Bay

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
 
To the Planned Development Board of Winnetka, 
 
I recently purchased my family’s new home at   Green Bay, which is directly adjacent to the North of the planned 
condominium development at 688‐694 Green Bay. It has come to my attention that the developer plans to build a 
structure taller and larger than normal zoning requirement, and that the village is considering allowing this because of 
the Green Bay Corridor village development plans. 
 
I want to express that I am very concerned that the village would allow construction of this magnitude that stretches 
significantly beyond current zoning laws. I was not made aware that this was even a possibility when I closed on our 
home, and I am shocked that nobody from the village bothered to tell me, my attorney, or my realtor of the proposed 
GIGANTIC building and construction project pending ten feet from my front door. I am a single mother with a 3 year old 
daughter and a small dog. 
 
The safety issues are the most concerning ‐ given that children and dogs are prone to curiosity, and the obvious dangers 
of increased traffic on Green Bay road, loud construction noise, the presence of construction trucks, construction 
workers,  toxic chemicals, construction materials, cranes, etc. There are likely a multitude of additional risks and dangers 
I am not even thinking of now. 
 
Additionally, I work form home due to the coronavirus quarantine, and I cannot imagine trying to concentrate with a 
lengthy construction project next door for at least a year/two years in the future. 
 
I would implore you to reconsider any development plans that are outside of the current legal zoning rights for the 
property. The village is responsible to help keep our community safe, especially our children and dependents. Building 
large condominiums to accommodate new retirees who are downsizing is not at all forward thinking or considerate of 
the young families who are starting their family lives in this adorable, quant, peaceful village. 
 
Best, Laurin Starck 

 
 
Owner:  Green Bay Road, Winnetka, IL 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Lynne Weinberg < >
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2020 10:10 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposal for The Walden, 688 and 694 Green Bay Road

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

To the Planned Development Commission: 

We live at  Blackthorn Rd., Winnetka, the last house on the east side of 

Blackthorn.  Our driveway can be accessed from Blackthorn or Walden, and our yard and 

terrace border Walden. We consider ourselves residents of both streets.  We are concerned 

about the proposed plan for The Walden, which because of its size and its height will impinge 

on the privacy of the residents of Walden Road. One of the best aspects of Walden Road is the 

privacy it affords the residents while still being close to the center of the village.  Preserving 

that privacy is important and critical to all of us. Thank you for consideration. 

Lynne and David Weinberg 

 Blackthorn Road, Winnetka 

 
 
‐‐  
Lynne M. Weinberg  
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Ann Klaassen

From: navonna MORAN 
Sent: Saturday, October 17, 2020 7:48 AM
To: Planning
Subject: 688 694 Green Bay rd

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

List of comments for Green Bay rd  
        Please consider:   
             Reduce the height of building, the proposed height is too tall in relation  
               To other buildings in the block.   Thank you, Navonna Moran  
                                                                                       680 Green Bay Rd  

Agenda Packet P. 259



1

Ann Klaassen

From: Gayle Dunn < >
Sent: Sunday, October 18, 2020 1:06 PM
To: Planning
Cc:
Subject: Proposed New Construction - The Walden on Green Bay Road Winnetka

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Members of the Planned Development Commission,  
 
As a Walden Road family, we are writing to you about our concerns over the zoning ordinance variance being 
proposed for The Walden development. 
 
We have reviewed the exceptions being asked for and feel that a 46 foot (4 story) structure is inappropriate 
and too much to ask. This huge building will negatively impact its neighbors in many ways - reducing sunlight 
and air circulation, creating a feeling over overcrowdedness and most importantly a loss of personal privacy. It 
will also negatively impact the values of the adjoining property, many residents who have made considerable 
investments in their homes over the past several years. 
 
When considering this case, I would ask you to put yourselves in the shoes of the Montgomery's, Frank’s and 
Buschell’s. If you do, I believe you’ll conclude that their lives in Winnetka will be severely diminished by this 
looming development. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
Dan and Gayle Dunn 

 Walden Road 
Wilmette, IL 60093 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Brandie Malay Siavelis <brandie@atproperties.com>
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2020 1:13 PM
To: David Schoon
Cc: Ann Klaassen
Subject: Letter

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Members of The Board of The Village of Winnetka’s Planned Development Commission, 
 
 
We would like to acknowledge the work of the Board and The Members of Staff for The Village of Winnetka on this 
project thus far. We appreciate all the time, effort and energy put into the consideration by the board. 
 
 
We write to you to request your final approval of The Walden, a proposed new construction condominium building, 
located at 688 Green Bay Road in Winnetka. The Walden will feature a six-unit, luxury condominium building with 
flexible floor plans offering two-bedroom plus a den as well as three bedroom units. All units include two indoor parking 
spaces as well as exterior guest parking behind the building. The prices of the units range from $1,350,000 and up. 
 
 
Executing a new project or a change in the landscape of a neighborhood can be concerning to residents. The building was 
designed by notable architect Rick Swanson of Lake Forest. Mr. Swanson has over thirty 30 years experience as an 
award-winning architect, builder, and developer of numerous successful residential and commercial projects throughout 
the country. His considerable background in architectural design has been instrumental in establishing an aesthetic-
conscience for each project while respecting the cultural and environmental aspects of the region. Rick’s architectural 
training combined with his extensive experience in all facets of real estate development has proven invaluable to 
achieving the primary objective of budget balance with visual style. He prides himself on designing buildings that are not 
only attractive but blend old world charm with new world amenities which fit nicely within traditional landscapes of 
villages like Winnetka.  
 
 
The building has been incredibly well received by local real estate brokers and their clients before hitting the public 
market. Longstanding Winnetka residents desire the ability to stay close to the homes they have lived in for many years, 
but with modern day conveniences of new construction, flexible floor plans and the ability to own a maintenance-free 
unit. There has not been a new construction condominium building built in Winnetka for over 12 years. Local residents 
are especially interested in not needing to leave Winnetka to downsize. They continue to shop, dine and live in the town. 
It is also an opportunity for Winnetka to increase their tax revenue.  
 
 
Again, we kindly ask that you support the approval of the project. Rick Swanson and his team have been diligent about 
following the rules of the Village, being conscientious of neighbors and listening to the concerns of the public. There will 
be complete respect, cooperation and transparency provided during all the steps of this project to the neighbors directly 
affected by construction.  
 
 
Please do not allow another opportunity for development to go by the wayside in our community.  
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Respectfully, 
 
 
Brandie & Peter Siavelis 
Cedar Street  
Winnetka 

 
 
 
Elizabeth & Jim Stucker 
Prospect Avenue 
Winnetka 

 
 
 
Michael & Kelly Golden 
Sheridan Road 
Winnetka 
Mikegolden@atproperties.com 
 
 
Mark & Stacey Lyman 
Chestnut Street  
WINNETKA  

 
 
 
Jennifer & Tom Eilers 
Fuller Lane 
Winnetka 

 
 
 
Mike and Lori Nielsen 
Oak St 
Winnetka 
Mike@properrate.com  
 
 
Paula Horn  
Mary Street  
Winnetka 

 
 
 
Beth and Garett Nesbitt 
Cedar Street 
WINNETKA  

 
 
 
Natasha and Mark Patla 
Locust Street 
Winnetka 
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Leslie Maguire 
Sunset Road 
WINNETKA  

 
 
 
Carin & Coley Frucci 
Winnetka Ave 
WINNETKA  
carinfrucci@atproperties.com 
 
 
Susan Davis 
Scott Ave. 
Winnetka 
Susandavis@atproperties.com 
 
 
Colleen Daugherty 
Foxdale Ave 
Winnetka, IL 60093 
 
 
Brian & Lisa Weis 
Orchard Lane 
WINNETKA  

 
 
 
Cha McDaniel 
Myrtle Street 
Winnetka 
chamcdaniel@atproperties.com  
 
 
Glo Rolighed 

 Indian Hill Road 
Winnetka 
Glo@atproperties.com 
 
 
Kate & Matt Huff 
Lincoln Avenue 
Winnetka 
Katehuff@atproperties.com 
 
 
Susan and Dan Sullivan 
Sunset Road 
Winnetka 
susansullivan@atproperties.com 

Agenda Packet P. 263



4

 
 
Stacey and Jeff Melgard 
Spruce Street 
Winnetka 
smelgard@atproperties.com 
 
 
Annie and Michael Flanagan 
Hackberry Lane 
Winnetka 
annieflanagan@atproperties.com 
 
 
Kathryn and John Mangel 
Warwick Road 
WINNETKA 

 
 
 
Ginny Grinstead 
Westmoor Road 
Winnetka 

 
 
 
Jason Baine 

 thorntree lane 
Winnetka, I'll 

 
 
 
Christina Fawcett 
Ash Street 
Winnetka, Il 

 
 
 
Julie Mangan 

 Vernon Ave 
winnetka . Il 60093 

 
 
 
The Radnay Family  
Sunset Road  
Winnetka 

 
 
 
Brooke and Dan Wanzenberg 

 Cherry street 
Winnetka, IL 
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Sonia Madden 

 Arbor Vitae Road 
WINNETKA, IL 

 
 
 
Daniel & Ann Nolan 

 Old Green Bay Rd 
Winnetka, IL 

 
 
 
Molly & Chris Randle 

 Hackberry Lane 
Winnetka, IL 

 
 
 
 
Laury and Paul Kissane 

 Gage Street 
Winnetka, IL 

 
 
 
 
Katie and Rick Hielscher 

 Dinsmore Road  
Winnetka, IL  

  
 
 
Courtney and Craig Finlayson 

 Cedar Street 
Winnetka, IL 

 
 
 
Mark and Dina Spoerl 

 Maple Street 
Winnetka, IL 

 
 
 
Bonnie and Ryan Tripton 

 Asbury Ave 
Winnetka, IL  

 
 
 
William and Grace Flatt 

 Poplar St 
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Ann Klaassen

From: Richard Keneman <rkeneman@metcapbank.com>
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2020 4:58 PM
To: Planning
Subject: The Walden- 688-694 Green Bay Road, Case 2019-15-PD

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
 
Our personal residence is located at 707 Walden Road. I have lived at this location for 30 years and this is my first 
correspondence with the Planning Development Commission.  I am always in favor of new development that will 
enhance the Winnetka Community, both esthetically and financially.  However, my support for The Walden (on Green 
Bay) would require reasonable conformance to existing zoning  mandates to include maximum permitted building size 
(FAR) maximum building height, and required principal roof form. This proposal requests significant zoning variances as 
to floor area ratio and building height in the 40+% range, plus a rooftop entertainment area that will clearly become an 
issue for occupants of surrounding residences. 
I therefore oppose these variances and request a developer re‐submission that falls generally within the existing zoning 
code, understanding that required conformance  is potentially economically unacceptable to the developer. 
 
Richard and Ayn Keneman 
707 Walden 
 
O:  
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Ann Klaassen

From: John Frank < >
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2020 6:02 PM
To: Planning
Subject: The Walden
Attachments: Petition to oppose zoning relief for 688_694 Green Bay Road - Google Forms 10.19.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
To whom it may concern, 
 
We wanted to share a petition of local residents who oppose building The Walden as is. 
 
After speaking with our neighbors, in the past weeks over 50 households representing at least 80 people oppose the 
variances as currently proposed.  
 
Below you can find the addresses who opposeThe Walden and attached is each petition. 
 
++++++++++++ 
 
 
By signing this petition, I do not support the requested zoning standard exceptions currently proposed by "The 
Walden" development, located at 688/694 Green Bay Road. I strongly urge the Planned Developed Commission to 
reconsider the requested variances, notably: 
 
-Maximum Building Size Variation (seeking 49.3% variance): The proposed building consists of approximately 
17,915.9 square feet of gross floor area (GFA), requiring a variation of 5,915.9 square feet (49.3%). In our opinion, 
the proposed development is grossly oversized for this combined smaller lot.  
 
-Maximum Building Height Variation (seeking 32.9% variance on height, 60.0% on # of stories): The maximum 
building height for the Zoning Districts is 35 feet and 2 ½ stories. The proposed building height is currently 46.5 feet 
and 4 stories, requiring a variation of 11.5 feet over (32.9%) and 1.5 stories over (60.0%). 
 
-Impermeable Lot Coverage (seeking 24.1% variance): The proposed impermeable lot coverage (building footprint 
and paved surfaces) is 11,168.7 square feet, exceeding the amount allowed by 2,168.7 square feet ( 24.1%). While 
the Developer will be required to provide storm water detention, we have not yet seen a water study. We, like many 
of you, have spent considerable time, resources and dollars to address water issues and want to ensure that the 
introduction of such a large structure with the proposed below-grade parking will not cause additional water 
displacement to our properties. 
 
630 Walden Road 
631 Walden Road; 
635 Blackthorn Road 
643 Walden Road 
650 Walden Rd.   
653 Walden Road 
660 Walden Rd 
661 Blackthorn Road,  IL 
60093 
663 Walden Road 
669 Walden Road, 
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670 Blackthorn Rd 
670 Walden Rd. 
677 Walden Road 
680 Green Bay Rd, #102 
680 Green Bay Rd, #103 
680 Green Bay Rd, #104 
680 Green Bay Rd, #105 
680 Green Bay Rd, #106 
680 Green Bay Rd, #109 
680 Green Bay Rd, #202 
680 Green Bay Rd, #204 
680 Green Bay Rd, #206 
680 Green Bay Rd, #208 
680 Green Bay Rd, #209 
680 Green Bay Rd, #303 
680 Green Bay Rd, #305 
680 Green Bay Rd, #307 
680 Walden rd  
681 Walden Rd 
687 Blackthorn Road, 
693 Walden Road 
696 Green Bay Rd, 
698 Green Bay Road , 
703 Walden Rd,  
717 Walden Road 
720 Green Bay Rd 
720 Green Bay Rd, 
720 Green Bay Road 
720 Green Bay Road 
730 Walden Road 
735 Walden Rd 
777 Walden Road 
785 Walden Road 
788 Walden rd 
791 Walden Rd 
792 Walden Road 
797 Walden Road 
800 Walden Rd 
801 Walden Road 
865 Pine St.  
975 Pine Street 
992 Vine Street 
999 Lake Street 
999 Westmoor Road 
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