PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION VIRTUAL MEETING AGENDA
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 2021 - 7:00 PM
In accordance with social distancing requirements and Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order 2021-01 and Senate
Bill 2135, the Winnetka Planned Development Commission meeting on Wednesday, February 3, 2021 will be
held virtually. The meeting will be livestreamed via the Zoom platform. In accordance, with Public Act 1010640, at least one representative from the Village will be present at the Village Hall Council Chambers, 510
Green Bay Road, Winnetka, IL, 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 Order 202101 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 the following two options for virtually observing and participating during this virtual Planned
Development Commission meeting, including the ability to provide testimony or comments. Persons wishing
to participate are strongly encouraged (but not required) to complete the Sign-In form found at
www.villageofwinnetka.org/meetingsignin.
1) Telephone (audio only). Call: 312-626-6799; when prompted enter the Webinar ID: 9149 547 7969
(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 smart phone,
tablet, or computer, and then join Webinar ID: 9149 547 7969; Webinar Password: PDC020321
If you wish to provide testimony or comments prior to the meeting, you may provide them one of three ways:
1) By sending an email to planning@winnetka.org;
2) By sending a letter to Community Development Department, Village of Winnetka, 510 Green Bay
Road, Winnetka, IL 60093, or
3) By leaving a voice mail message at the phone number 847-716-3524. All voicemail messages will be
transcribed into a written format.
All comments received prior to the posting of the agenda packet will be included in the agenda packet. All
comments received after the agenda packet has been posted and received by 6:00 PM the day of the meeting
will be read at the meeting by staff. Such public comment is limited to 200 words or less and should identify
both (1) the subject of the comment being offered (such as property address or case number of the agenda
item) and (2) the full name of the individual providing the comments. In addition, you may wish to include
your street address, phone number, and the name of the organization or agency you represent, if applicable.
General comments for matters not on the agenda will be read at the end of the meeting under Public Comment.
Comments specific to a particular agenda item will be read during the discussion of that agenda item.
All emails received will be acknowledged either during or after the meeting, depending on when they are
received.
Persons seeking additional information concerning any of the applications, accessing the virtual meetings, or
requesting alternative means to provide testimony or public comment are directed to email inquiries to
planning@winnetka.org or by calling 847-716-3525.

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION VIRTUAL MEETING AGENDA
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 2021 - 7:00 PM
AGENDA ITEMS
1. Call to Order & Roll Call.
2. Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting.
3. Approval of Minutes – October 7, 2020.
4. Approval Minutes – October 19, 2020.
5. Case No. 19-15-PD: 688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden – Preliminary Planned
Development Review: An amended application submitted by Walden Winnetka, LLC seeking
approval of subdivision and zoning relief to allow the construction of a new five-unit multifamily residential building with below grade structured parking. The requested subdivision
and zoning relief would permit (a) a plat of consolidation to combine two lots into one lot of
record; (b) an exception from the maximum permitted building size (GFA); (c) an exception
from the maximum permitted building height; (d) an exception from the required principal
roof form; (e) an exception from the exterior wall articulation requirement along the south
façade; and (f) an exception from the front yard setback requirements to accommodate
surface parking spaces. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.
6. Other Business.
a. March 3, 2021 Meeting - Quorum check.
7. Public Comment.
8. Adjournment
Note: Public comment is permitted on all agenda items.

NOTICE
All agenda materials are available at 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, (Telephone (847) 716-3543; T.D.D. (847) 501-6041).
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WINNETKA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
OCTOBER 7, 2020
Members Present:

Matt Bradley, Chairman
Sarah Balassa
Tina Dalman
Layla Danley
John Golan
Kimberly Handler
Bridget Orsic

Members Absent:

Lynn Hanley
Jay Vanderlaan

Village Staff:

David Schoon, Director of Community Development
Kristin Kazenas, Assistant Village Manager
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner

Village Attorney:

Ben Schuster

Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting.
Chairman Bradley read the Oral Declaration into the record.
Call to Order & Roll Call:
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bradley at 7:14 p.m.
Ben Schuster informed the Planned Development Commission due to technical problems, the members
of the public who are at the Village Hall to participate in the public meeting cannot hear the meeting. He
recommended the hearing be continued to a date certain in order to provide members of the public full
participation rights. Mr. Schuster also stated under the Open Meetings Act, they are required to provide
time for public comment noting any testimony provided regarding The Walden planned development
during that time would not be part of the official hearing.
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to continue the public hearing on The Walden planned development
at 688-94 Green Bay Road to a date certain. Ms. Kazenas allowed Rick Swanson into the meeting. Rick
Swanson asked for a meeting date at the Planned Development Commission’s earliest convenience. Mr.
Schoon confirmed the next regular meeting date is November 4, 2020. The Planned Development
Commission discussed their availability to meet on Monday, October 19, 2020. Mr. Swanson confirmed
that date is fine. Chairman Bradley then asked for a motion to continue the public hearing to October 19,
2020. A motion was made by Ms. Orsic and seconded by Ms. Dalman. A vote was taken and the motion
unanimously passed:
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Orsic
NAYS: None
Public Comment
Mr. Schuster reiterated any public comment relating to the continued agenda item would not be included
in the record. Chairman Bradley asked if there was any public comment. Ms. Kazenas allowed Brandy S.,
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John, John Madden, King Poor, Martin C., Matthew Holmes, New Look Design, Pam Coster, Roger and
Scott Perlson into the meeting. No comments were made at this time. She confirmed there was no other
public comment. Ms. Klaassen noted the one remaining member of the public at Village Hall has no
comment. Chairman Bradley then closed public comment.
Approval of September 2, 2020 meeting minutes.
Chairman Bradley asked for a motion to approve the September 2, 2020 meeting minutes. A motion was
made by Ms. Danley and seconded by Ms. Handler. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed:
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Orsic
NAYS: None
Other Business:
a. November 4, 2020 meeting – Quorum Check.
The Planned Development Commission previously discussed their availability for the November 4, 2020
meeting.
Adjournment:
A motion to adjourn was made by Ms. Orsic and seconded by Ms. Dalman. A vote was taken and the
motion unanimously passed:
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Handler, Orsic
NAYS: None
The meeting was adjourned at 7:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Antionette Johnson
Recording Secretary
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WINNETKA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES
OCTOBER 19, 2020
Members Present:

Matt Bradley, Chairman
Sarah Balassa
Tina Dalman
Layla Danley
John Golan
Kimberly Handler
Lynn Hanley
Bridget Orsic

Members Absent:

Jay Vanderlaan

Village Staff:

David Schoon, Director of Community Development
Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner

Village Attorney:

Ben Schuster

Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting.
Chairman Bradley read the Oral Declaration into the record.
Call to Order & Roll Call:
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bradley at 7:00 p.m. Ms. Klaassen took roll call of the PDC Members
present. Chairman Bradley then went over the rules and procedures in terms of the way the meeting would
proceed.
Continued from the September 2, 2020 and October 7, 2020 meetings – Case No. 19-15-PD: 688-694 Green Bay
Road – The Walden – Preliminary Planned Development Review: An amended application submitted by Walden
Winnetka, LLC seeking approval of subdivision and zoning relief to allow the construction of a new six-unit
multi-family residential building with below grade structured parking. The requested subdivision and zoning
relief would permit: (a) a plat of consolidation to combine two lots into one lot of record; (b) an exception from
the maximum permitted building size (GFA); (c) an exception from the maximum permitted intensity of use of
lot (impermeable lot coverage); (d) an exception from the maximum permitted building height; (e) an exception
from the required principal roof form; and (f) an exception from the exterior wall articulation requirement along
the north façade. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.
Mr. Schoon described the events which took place at the last two meetings including the requests for additional
information with regard to GFA and neighbor comments as well as mentioning the technical difficulties
experienced at the October 7, 2020 meeting. He noted the applicant submitted additional materials included in the
packet, and he identified the relief being requested. Mr. Schoon noted any site over 10,000 square feet must go
through the planned development process even though exceptions are being requested. He then stated one
exception has been impacted by the changes on the fourth story of the building slightly reducing the overall square
footage by 215 square feet and changed the location of some of the fourth story element. Mr. Schoon noted a
variation would still be needed for GFA of 47.5%. He then described the exception for height requested by the
applicant noting impermeable lot coverage has not changed and referred to the roof requirement and building
wall articulation exceptions being requested. Mr. Schoon also referred to the planned development and exception
standards the PDC is to consider. He then identified the potential actions the PDC can consider at this meeting and
asked if there were any questions.
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. No questions were raised at this time. Chairman Bradley
asked for the applicant to be allowed into the meeting and swore in those speaking to this matter.
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Rick Swanson began by going through his PowerPoint presentation which first identified the site information, size,
zoning classifications and surrounding properties. He noted the planned development is not strictly confined to the
B-1 standards for this site. Mr. Swanson referred to illustrations of the proposed building views from the street,
the north and south as well as the building’s materials. He noted significant changes were made to the fourth floor
space and identified the view from the street where the fourth floor is not visible. Mr. Swanson then identified the
roof top garden illustration.
Mr. Swanson stated after hearing the PDC’s discussion and public comment, the decision was made to continue
the matter to the October meeting to reflect on the comments made and respond to the concerns raised which
included building height, GFA, storage vault and drainage concerns among others he identified. He then stated
with regard to drainage, a storage vault would be provided under the driveway which met engineering
requirements ensuring no water flow would affect surrounding properties.
Mr. Swanson described the changes to the project as it evolved in response to the concerns raised which resulted
in a 4 foot height reduction since concept plan review and noting the design elements served an important
aesthetic purpose which the DRB supported. He stated the removal of these design elements would compromise
the architectural character of the façade resulting in a more conventional result. Mr. Swanson added the
statement that the building is 49 feet in height suggested the mass being visible and continuous from all four sides
is not factual. He stated the primary height concern made at the September 2020 meeting seemed to be around
the possible impact of the fourth floor and what could be done to mitigate floor area and perceived building mass
with much of the attention focusing on the fourth floor storage area and how it could be mitigated or relocated.
Mr. Swanson noted in revisiting the plan, they made adjustments which reduced the building mass while
preserving the need for onsite storage.
Mr. Swanson stated in order to address the neighbors’ concerns with regard to property values, he referred to a
value matrix which identified comparable property values noting the homes on Walden were there long before
other structures on Green Bay Road and have not had any loss of value compared to other homes in the
community. He also stated the fact that they are close to downtown is arguably a benefit, adding that the units
would be sold at higher values than other condominiums on Green Bay Road. Mr. Swanson then noted they would
also supply more light and air by way of stricter setbacks and lower height.
Mr. Swanson identified the areas in the floor plan which changed with the yellow areas representing areas which
were removed and not counted as floor area with the red areas being the areas added, which in sum resulted in a
reduction in GFA of 191.8 square feet and the wall exposure to the west. He also noted the reduction in GFA was
the result of the elimination of areas under 7 feet in height, which were previously inadvertently counted toward
GFA and removal of a portion of the shed roof above the stair.
Mr. Swanson then identified a view of the proposed east, south, west and north elevations. He then stated in
connection with the question previously raised relating to the need for railing on the roof garden, it would serve to
prevent people from entering into the planting area noting it would not be visible from the ground view
perspective. Mr. Swanson also stated in connection with the shadow study and light and air impact to adjacent
properties, he identified computer generated models in March, June, September and December of the neighboring
building and proposed building at the allowable height and with the design elements as proposed. He then
identified an illustration of a cross section of the building with the guard rail and landscaping shown. Mr. Swanson
noted the landscape plan has not changed along with a photo of a 6-foot cedar fence to replace the existing chain
link. He added they remain committed to working with the south neighbor with regard to landscaping. Mr.
Swanson then identified a list of projects they have done in response to the question relating to their project
experience. He noted with regard to drainage concerns, their engineers worked with the Village to develop a plan
that would meet all drainage requirements for the site and which would redirect water flow to their site to an
underground storage vault. Mr. Swanson confirmed the Walden homeowner’s association would be responsible
for the system’s maintenance.
Mr. Swanson stated in connection with structural and insurance concerns, he stated they reviewed historic data

October 19, 2020

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

Page 3

and determined the existing homes were built in the early 1900’s and there is no evidence suggesting any landfill
activity. He noted they planned to perform soil borings to further confirm the bearing capacity of the soil as well as
confirmed with their insurance carrier that the surrounding properties can be added as additional insureds. Mr.
Swanson then stated with regard to property values, he stated the neighbors’ position that their properties would
be negatively impacted by the proposed development is not factual or supported by historic market trends. He
referred to the opinion of real estate community professionals who have maintained the benefits this project
would bring to the neighborhood and the community as a whole while the current condition of the site would
continue to adversely impact property values. Mr. Swanson added the proposed development would offer
significantly better construction quality and more modern amenities than nearby properties and stated if the
proposed exceptions would have had an impact on property value, the existing buildings fronting Green Bay Road
would have set that precedent long ago. He noted there are reservations for the units, which exceed a $1.3 million
purchase price.
Mr. Swanson then stated the next exhibit represented a Green Bay Road comparative elevation study of height
and scale showing the proposed and existing buildings. He stated the areas in red represent the portions of the
building which are over the current height requirements and identified the bulk overages of those buildings. Mr.
Swanson identified the area of 4% of the total roof mass and noted the building met the density count. He then
identified an impact matrix of the proposed exceptions with the areas in red representing that which would be
viewed from Green Bay Road. Mr. Swanson noted the balconies would be 5 feet lower than the buildings to the
south in response to the neighbors’ letters which state the balconies would be looming over their properties. He
also noted the fourth floor and proposed roof garden cannot be seen from Green Bay Road or Walden Road with
no social use taking place on the fourth floor’s west side.
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the neighbor’s statement that the proposed exceptions would change the
character by allowing a building that is 49 feet tall looming over the Walden neighborhood, he referred to an
illustration showing two triangular areas in red which are the areas which would loom over the Walden
neighborhood with the remainder of the building located within the ordinance. He then identified the area in
green as the building to the south which is significantly closer to the setback in terms of perspective. Mr. Swanson
confirmed the only 49-foot element is the peak of the design element which would not be seen or have exposure
from Walden or Green Bay Road and whose removal would not benefit anyone and was unanimously approved by
the DRB. He reiterated most of the building is under the height restriction with the design elements representing
the height portions of the building they are striving to keep. Mr. Swanson then asked if there were any questions
for him or Eric Mancke, the engineer.
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. Ms. Orsic asked if there is no overage on density and Mr.
Swanson confirmed that is correct and they are within the number of units allowed. Ms. Orsic asked if they would
be over on FAR. Mr. Swanson responded that is correct. Ms. Orsic then asked with regard to the shadow study and
allowable height, she asked if the shadow study had the allowable FAR they had or if it had the FAR reduced for
the shadow study to allow what would be an allowable FAR. Mr. Swanson confirmed they kept the same FAR and
the only FAR removed related to the fourth floor elements which reduced the amount of square footage. Ms.
Hanley questioned the fourth floor garden area access in terms of maintenance and asked if it represented the
only accessible maintenance area. Mr. Swanson confirmed that is correct. Ms. Dalman questioned the grade on
the west property line between the site and the neighboring properties. She also stated with regard to the
comments relating to how the building would change the neighborhood character, the building would be further
back than other buildings and homes in the neighborhood and others. Ms. Dalman questioned how close other
multi-family structures are to the lot lines. Mr. Swanson responded the building to the south is 11 feet closer to
the property line than the proposed building. He described how the north building encroached into the setback on
their side by approximately 3.5 feet. Mr. Swanson stated in comparing their building to the buildings to the south,
there is more open space separating them from their neighbors than other buildings on Green Bay Road and stated
the building was designed to meet the neighborhood which he described as Green Bay Road. He added it has been
an established neighborhood of buildings significantly larger than the existing buildings. Mr. Swanson then
described how drainage would flow with the development. He noted with regard to the grade differential, the
building was set so as not to make the building appear higher and confirming drainage issues would be addressed.
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Ms. Dalman stated to build a structure which did not require exceptions, it could be built closer to the property
line without articulation and asked what that would look like. Mr. Swanson responded there would be no change
in height but there would be a change in the mass and it would require an entire new building. He stated they
wanted to create a structure that fit with the character and architecture of the area and Green Bay Road realizing
they would need exceptions. Mr. Swanson commented it would be easy to design an ugly, small building as
opposed to a larger, good looking building.
Mr. Golan referred to the fourth floor and asked if such an element is popular now as he has never seen one on a
three-story building and questioned its use by the five other neighbors. Mr. Swanson responded it came about 1520 years with more green roofs which served to creatively cut down on the carbon footprint. He then stated
people who are downsizing want to have an outdoor place of respite which is usually a backyard. Mr. Swanson
added it would be benign from a visual perspective and would be for those living there and he would not
characterize it as trendy. He then stated while a lot of buildings are not built with rooftop gardens, the real estate
community and buyers embrace it. Chairman Bradley noted the fourth floor is also being used for storage together
with the terrace space as opposed to having storage inside the units. Mr. Swanson stated storage was initially
located on each floor and it had to be moved to allow space for a secondary egress staircase. He stated the pitched
area was always there and the terrace came about later. Ms. Danley asked if the two units under contract are by
current Winnetka families who are downsizing. Mr. Swanson confirmed one of them is and it is highly probably the
remaining buyers may come from Winnetka. Chairman Bradley asked if there were any other questions. No
additional questions were raised at this time.
Chairman Bradley stated they would now begin with public comments and outlined the order in which it would
take place. He informed those who spoke at the prior meeting that their comments are included in the record and
asked for any comments to relate to new matters noting comment would be limited to three minutes.
Ms. Klaassen read a letter from Mary Jo and James Bushell, 677 Walden Road, in opposition into the record. She
read an email from Laurin Starck in opposition into the record. Ms. Klaassen read an email from Lynne and David
Weinberg, 687 Blackthorn, in opposition into the record. All are dated October 16, 2020. She then read an email
from Novana Moran received October 17, 2020 in opposition into the record. Ms. Klaassen then read an email
from Dan and Gayle Dunn, 660 Walden Road, received October 18, 2020 in opposition into the record. She read an
email received October 19, 2020 in opposition from into the record which was signed by over 50 Winnetka
households in support of the request. Ms. Klaassen read an email received October 19, 2020 from Richard and Ann
Keneman, 707 Walden, in opposition into the record.
Chairman Bradley asked Mr. Swanson if he would like to respond now or wait until the end. Mr. Swanson
confirmed he would respond at the end of public comment.
Chairman Bradley asked for public comment for those in attendance at the Village Hall and swore in those
speaking to this matter. Mary Jo Bushell, 677 Walden Road, referred to the balconies which would be directly over
their backyard and would be less intrusive if they were not Juliette balconies. She also asked if a brick wall could be
built instead of a fence to diffuse noise and lighting.
Mr. Norkus then allowed Ruud Coster into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Mr. Coster. Mr. Coster
recommended bringing objectivity to the study and have experts review the arguments being discussed including
the shadow study. He stated any development on Green Bay Road between Pine and Tower Road could impact
their property values. Mr. Coster referred to the strategy with regard to the Green Bay Road corridor and
suggested that plan be completed with input from Winnetka residents.
Mr. Norkus allowed John Madden, 680 Green Bay Road, into the meeting. John Madden stated Mr. Swanson
presented a thoughtful plan who presented a number of changes relating to the fourth floor which are welcome.
He stated the building plan changes are mostly cosmetic and asked what could be done to lower the building
height. Mr. Madden stated 9 feet ceilings would be sufficient. He also stated the garage is only partially
underground and if it was lowered 2-3 feet, that would lower the building height although that would be an
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expensive option. He then stated approval of the building should only be allowed if there are major modifications
to it.
Mr. Norkus allowed King Poor into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Mr. Poor. King Poor, 735 Walden,
stated he has previously served the Village as a Trustee and Chair of the ZBA. He stated after his initial concerns
relating to the property, he visited the property and noted there is a major grade differential on Walden which was
previously a stream. Mr. Poor then stated to ask for an exception of 47% together with the grade differential, he
questioned what it would do to the three neighbors’ properties and the neighborhood. He also stated the
development in its current state would unfairly deprive them of light and privacy when there are other alternatives
which is what the planned development ordinance is about. Mr. Poor stated while they want to encourage new
development, these families and their quality of life would be unfairly diminished if there are not major
modifications particularly with regard to FAR. He stated the ordinance was designed to provide a balance and
asked for the request to be denied with leave to come back with a modified plan.
Mr. Norkus allowed Gordon Montgomery into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Mr. Montgomery. Gordon
Montgomery stated he and his wife, Claudia, live at 681 Walden behind the development and submitted a letter.
He stated with regard to the materials presented, there has not been a full appreciation of the impact of the
proposed structure. Mr. Montgomery stated their home is 48 feet from the lot line and his view from the rear of
the home would be blocked. He then stated the scale of the building is significant. Mr. Montgomery stated they
purchased their home with the trust that while development would be allowed, it would be allowed within zoning.
He asked the PDC to visit their property to see how the development would affect their property.
Mr. Norkus allowed Matthew Holmes into the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Mr. Holmes. Matthew Holmes
stated he would be representing numerous interested parties adjacent to the proposed development in order to
help them navigate the planned development process. He noted while his clients do not object to the proposed
use, they are asking for the PDC to protect the value and enjoyment of their properties by asking the applicant to
conform to the height and FAR requirements of the zoning code. Mr. Holmes read from the planned development
standards and referred to the shadow study and the effect on light to the properties, along with balconies which
would affect his clients’ privacy. He stated the height, density and design of the property would negatively impact
the value of the homes to the north and west. Mr. Holmes then stated the exceptions being sought are not
reasonable and identified the percentages of the exceptions being requested. He stated the developer was aware
of the limitations of the site when it was purchased and the neighbors relied on the code when purchasing their
properties to provide them protection and they should require developers to comply with the code. Mr. Holmes
stated the sole reason for the exceptions being requested is to increase the profitability of the project which is not
a basis for providing relief. He stated no testimony has been presented with regard to the effect to the value of
neighboring properties. Mr. Holmes referred to Mr. Swanson’s comparison of the project to 680 Green Bay Road
which was built 40 years ago. He referred to the petition signed by 80 of the neighbors in objection to the
development and to hold the developer to Village standards. Mr. Holmes asked that the PDC recommend denial of
the application since the planned development standards have not be met or in the alternative to ask the
developer to modify the plans to reduce the height and FAR of the project to comply with the Village code
standards. He then asked Chairman Bradley if the interested parties would have an opportunity to cross-examine
the developer. Mr. Schuster confirmed interested parties would have an opportunity to cross-examine the
applicant.
Mr. Schoon confirmed no other individuals have preregistered to speak. Mr. Norkus allowed Brandie Siavelis into
the meeting. Chairman Bradley swore in Ms. Siavelis. Ms. Siavelis stated her family lives on Cedar Street and she is
a real estate broker. She referred to the comments relating to property values declining as a result of the
development. Ms. Siavelis then cited home sales data on Walden Road which showed the increase in values of the
homes sold. She also referred to the two contracts for two units in the development who are empty nesters, one
of which is a Winnetka resident. Ms. Siavelis stated she is in support of the project and there has been a vacuum
for new construction in Winnetka for many years. She referred to the amount of time spent by the developer over
the last 18 months working with the Village to make the project work for everyone. She then stated as residents,
they have watched development in Winnetka struggle and referred to the failed One Winnetka project. Ms.
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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
long term residents in the community. She commented the building would be beautiful and congruent with the
surrounding buildings on Green Bay Road and would represent a way for the Village to increase its tax revenue.
Ms. Siavelis then implored the PDC to not allow paralysis by analysis.
Mr. Norkus stated there are no additional members of the public in the que to comment. Chairman Bradley stated
any additional public comment received later would be incorporated in the record. He then asked Mr. Swanson to
respond to the comments made.
Mr. Swanson responded they have worked with the Village for 1.5 years which included meeting with neighbors.
He stated the property will ultimately be developed and may not be as nice as what they are proposing. Mr.
Swanson stated the project would be a positive addition to the community and found it unfortunate there are
larger buildings backing up to these neighbors’ properties with the perception the proposed building would have a
profound effect on their properties. He then referred to The Mews and its size and proximity to the lot line. Mr.
Swanson then stated they cannot reduce the size of the building and are within the allowed density after its
consideration. He reiterated the process is the planned development process and not the B-1 process. Mr.
Swanson also stated property values and light and air would not be depreciated. He then referred to a prepared
statement which he read into the record. Chairman Bradley informed everyone a decision would not be made at
tonight’s meeting since the PDC is a recommending body to the Village Council.
Chairman Bradley then called the matter in for discussion. Mr. Schuster confirmed cross-examination should take
place before deliberation and explained the process. Mr. Holmes asked Mr. Swanson if he is an attorney, a licensed
real estate appraiser in Illinois, a photometric or acoustical engineer and Mr. Swanson responded he is not. Mr.
Holmes asked Mr. Swanson what professional licensing he had and Mr. Swanson responded he is a licensed
architect in several states. Mr. Holmes asked Mr. Swanson what limitations were reviewed in terms of light, air,
noise, etc. in developing the property. Mr. Swanson responded they would have CCRs as part of the homeowner’s
association which would be required by the Village Council as a condition of final approval. Mr. Holmes asked if
such documentation might have assisted the neighbors in connection with the proposed development of the
property. Mr. Swanson responded they were only required to submit light and photometric drawings prepared by
a licensed engineer and who was not available for cross-examination. Mr. Holmes objected to the photometric
presentation since the engineer who prepared it is not available for cross-examination.
Mr. Norkus stated a member of the public joined the meeting and allowed Amy Corr into the meeting. Amy Corr
stated she approved the project. Mr. Norkus stated that concluded public comment.
Chairman Bradley stated the PDC would now deliberate. Ms. Balassa began by stating it is important to note they
are considering a different set of standards. She also stated in reviewing the location and the inventory of
condominiums for sale in Winnetka, it is extremely limited. Ms. Balassa stated it is relevant to look at how many
such buildings they have and how few have been built in recent times and how stymied they are as a town. She
stated there is a huge need for what the applicant is offering and regardless of what was built, the neighbors’
sense of privacy would be perceived to be a huge difference. Ms. Balassa stated she is in support of the project and
to consider the mission of why they are here and agreed Winnetka is a difficult town to work with. She added the
quality of Mr. Swanson’s work in other towns is good. Ms. Balassa concluded she is in support.
Ms. Dalman stated it is difficult and referred to the neighbors who object which is going to happen in a residential
district abutting a business zone. She referred to page 11 of the materials and conditions and the creation of the
planned development to give more flexibility to allow variations to end up with a better product noting that
buildings which could be built as of right would not adequately serve the community. Ms. Dalman referred to
criteria nos. 3 and 4 and the use would not impede the use or enjoyment of others’ properties while considering it
in the context of The Mews and other adjacent large, multi-family properties already there. She also stated the
applicant provided the shadow and light study and she did not see evidence that what was presented by the
applicant was refuted.
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Ms. Handler commented the design is beautiful, creative and high quality and considering what they are charged
with, part of it is a 50% variance which is too much. She then stated she is not troubled by height since the
architectural elements are adding the height. Ms. Handler then stated with regard to the shadow study, she
referred to the alternative of a flat roof which would not be allowed as opposed to a peaked roof.
Ms. Danley stated she appreciated the work the developer did in working with the Village and neighbors and there
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
the standards and the effect on the neighbors, she referred to the shadow study and the decorative elements
which make the building attractive. Ms. Danley stated the mass of the building felt like a lot and weighing both of
those items together with the standards, it is a hard case for her to make a determination. She stated she is also
struggling whether this is a bridge too far in terms of what the Village needs and what the applicant is asking for.
Ms. Orsic agreed with the comments made with regard to the mass and beauty of the building. She then stated the
Village Council wants the PDC to look at the impact on the neighbors and one of the reasons a request comes to
this Commission is because of the public benefit it provides. Ms. Orsic questioned whether the provision of
housing to be sold for profit is a public benefit and how it contrasted on the impact for the neighbors behind it.
Ms. Orsic then stated with regard to The Mews and other existing buildings, she presumed zoning was changed for
a reason to limit buildings of this size. She then stated while she would like to make exceptions for a better
building as opposed to what could be built as of right, the exceptions are big and they owe the neighbors some
consideration compared to that of the six unit owners of the proposed building.
Ms. Dalman questioned whether the storm water vault would be considered a public benefit to the neighbors.
Chairman Bradley responded that would be done regardless. Ms. Balassa stated that in working with the Village
and the DRB, the proposed building would be much more attractive than the other dense and larger buildings
around it. She also stated with regard to the reason zoning was changed in 1998, the needs of the community and
what people are expecting has dramatically changed as well as feasibility in terms of what can be built. Ms. Balassa
then stated something would be built there regardless which would impact the neighbors’ privacy and there would
be the same concerns of the neighbors whether a conforming building fit in or not.
Mr. Golan agreed with Ms. Orsic’s comments and stated letting the developer have a flat roof increased the mass
of the building. He also stated while no one would see the rooftop garden, it can be seen when driving from the
north as well as by the neighbors to the east. Mr. Golan then stated in connection with One Winnetka, the
variances were justified by the significant amount of public good. He stated for this approval, it would tell
developers that the codes do not matter to approve such a massive structure with very little public benefit.
Ms. Hanley agreed this is a difficult case in that it is different from other buildings and is attractive with gables
which gave it aesthetic qualities. She then stated she agreed with Mr. Golan that there should be limits as to how
far they should go without a huge public benefit to those other than the unit owners. Ms. Hanley also stated the
amount of impermeable lot surface and FAR is hard to swallow and it is possible to shrink the footprint to reduce
those variance amounts.
Chairman Bradley stated with regard to the need/benefit they are struggling with; they need to be forward
thinking and open to new developments. He also stated this project is not perfect and referred to the comments
from the neighbors to the west and north. Chairman Bradley stated the properties to the south do not matter and
were done under a different code and are reflective by the change to the code. He also stated the buildings to the
north were built after the zoning change and met the standards. Chairman Bradley commented it is a beautiful
building and referred to the market research in connection with the size of the units being required. He stated if
the upper floors were smaller, it would reduce the density and eliminate the articulation variance. Chairman
Bradley stated he would not be in favor of the request as presented and there is a way to mitigate the issues
relating to the planned development standard nos. 2 and 3 particularly. He commented the applicant did a
wonderful job on the presentation in comparing the proposal to existing buildings. Chairman Bradley stated they
need to be flexible and work with the applicant to get a project like this through. He also referred to the water
issues in the area in relation to the size and scale of the project and the fact it would not be further affected. He
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also stated these lots would not stay vacant forever.
Ms. Handler stated with regard to the building mass discussion, they were told there was a demand for a certain
size condominium unit and asked if they were closer to the 2,000 square foot size, the building size could be
reduced. She stated looking north is the area they should be looking at in terms of setting a new standard for the
Green Bay Road corridor and she did not agree to approving the request for this private development.
Ms. Balassa referred to the condo building issue which came before them relating to the parking area and garage
which she commented is relevant. She stated it is important to note that they denied the request from the building
to the south looking for zoning variance help. Ms. Balassa then stated while they want smaller buildings with less
density, she questioned whether they would be filling a need and they need to be careful what they wish for.
Ms. Dalman stated she is struggling and could go either way. She stated they are always trying to get the perfect
result and they have a beautiful building and they could create a chilling effect for similar projects while it is a
horrible situation for anyone abutting a commercial zone. Ms. Dalman questioned whether there is a way to
enhance the landscaping to buffer the impact and mitigate the privacy concerns of the neighbors. Chairman
Bradley stated the building could be built by the developer by right and they have not discussed conditions on the
design. Ms. Balassa suggested the use of a Norway spruce for buffering along the west property line and
questioned whether that would satisfy the rest of their concerns. She stated they need to acknowledge the fact
that there is a chilling effect toward developers in the village. Chairman Bradley stated there is also a chilling effect
that the neighbors feel in terms of what is allowed and noted the rules were changed after the surrounding
buildings were built. Ms. Balassa stated tradeoffs can be achieved.
Ms. Danley stated she is also not necessarily on board with the project and also agreed with Ms. Handler. She then
stated she did not care about the buildings built before setting the precedent. Ms. Danley stated she cannot get
beyond the issues in terms of mass and impermeable lot surfaces and providing a public benefit. She then stated
unless something profoundly different is heard, she could not recommend approval of the project. Mr. Golan
stated if they approve something so significantly over all of the code requirements, how can they ever deny
something similar in the future. He reiterated it is too large and the only supporters are the architect, developers
and real estate agents. Mr. Golan also stated criteria nos. 3 and 4 have not been met. Chairman Bradley stated The
Walden neighbors have to realize their view to the west will change at some point. He referred to the need to
maximize the return on the investment is driving the overages. Ms. Dalman stated creating underground parking
and an underground vault are significant as well as the high quality exterior finishes which is why she suggested
mitigating landscaping. Ms. Orsic stated many of them are stating the building is too large to only discuss
landscaping issues although the need for the housing is there. Chairman Bradley agreed there are ways to improve
the project to not have them set a new precedent.
Ms. Hanley stated for the record, this is a planned development and they are not stuck to the zoning standards.
She stated they can rewrite this for this particular development which did not mean they did not have constraints
which need to be used as the foundation. Ms. Hanley again referred to the amounts of the overages without
compensating benefits. She also stated they did not want to approve the building based on its attractive
appearance only. Ms. Dalman agreed with Ms. Hanley’s comments and noted it is a small planned development
site and the struggle related to getting a public benefit for such a small site. Ms. Hanley stated there are ways to
get a compensating benefit such as impact fees for such a large amount of overage.
Chairman Bradley stated based on the discussion and intent of the PDC to accelerate the process of development,
five members are needed to entertain a motion in either direction. He asked Mr. Swanson if he would like to
respond. Mr. Swanson stated after hearing the comments, if he were to do everything everyone wanted him to do,
it would not be attractive but would address their concerns. He stated the comments were productive and
questioned how to give them and the neighbors comfort. Mr. Swanson stated for the comments with regard to the
design elements being offensive, cutting a couple thousand square feet out of the building would not have any
design impact but on their ability to successfully market the project. He stated the impact to Green Bay Road in
terms of the view would not be impacted and agreed the code is difficult to work with. Mr. Swanson then stated
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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
will not be on the balconies loudly every night. He stated the neighbors behind The Mews are not complaining and
they are willing to work with the west neighbors to plant additional landscaping on their properties. Mr. Swanson
stated otherwise, they would have to move on although he would rather act proactively and they need to decide
whether to even do the project at all. He asked the PDC to consider the project after his offer to work with the
neighbors which he has done all along.
Chairman Bradley thanked Mr. Swanson for his suggestion and questioned how they would condition an approval
motion considering Mr. Swanson’s offer to work with the neighbors which would be a public benefit. He noted the
Village Council has the final approval. Mr. Golan questioned whether they could recommend denial to the Village
Council with the conditions they noted. Mr. Schuster stated if the PDC were to recommend against the application,
they could ask the Village staff to forward comments to the Village Council. Chairman Bradley confirmed the
meeting minutes are forwarded to the Village Council. He then stated with regard to the drainage concerns, they
would not be adding to the flooding situation and asked if it is based on the tank size or system. Eric Mancke
responded the current water runoff draining to the west will be intercepted and routed into the underground
storage chamber which eliminated surface runoff. He stated they would realize a benefit over the current
situation. Mr. Mancke stated for any other developer constructing standard detention storing water in an open air
detention, that could elicit ground water seepage where they are proposing a sealed underground chamber vault.
Ms. Orsic suggested they should not troubleshoot details when there is still an FAR issue and suggested for the
PDC to vote and forward the request to the Village Council. Chairman Bradley stated there appeared to be five
votes recommending against approval but they should do so in a way for the Village Council to see their comments
for the applicant to further discuss the issues with the neighbors. He then asked for a motion as noted on page 13
of the Village staff report.
Ms. Hanley moved to recommend denial as noted on page nos. 13 and 14 of the materials. Ms. Danley seconded
the motion. A vote was taken and the motion passed, 6 to 2:
AYES: Bradley, Danley, Golan, Handler, Hanley, Orsic
NAYS: Dalman, Balassa
Mr. Swanson asked if the PDC is encouraging them to move forward with a negative recommendation and if they
were able to mitigate massing by landscaping, would there be support from the PDC. Chairman Bradley confirmed
the vote was a recommendation of denial to the Village Council and the Village Council would read the minutes
before making a decision and he would have the opportunity to present the request to the Village Council. He
noted it is by no means a de facto vote and the Village Council would make its final decision.
Other Business.
a. November 4, 2020 – Quorum check.
Mr. Schoon confirmed there are no matters for the November meeting with no need to discuss meeting
availability.
Public Comment.
Mr. Norkus confirmed there are no other members of the public to comment.
Adjournment.
A motion to adjourn was made by Ms. Orsic and seconded by Ms. Hanley. A vote was taken and the motion
unanimously passed:
AYES: Balassa, Bradley, Dalman, Danley, Golan, Hanley, Handler, Orsic
NAYS: None
The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
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MEMORANDUM
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

FROM:

DAVID SCHOON, DIRECTOR
ANN KLAASSEN, SENIOR PLANNER

DATE:

JANUARY 28, 2021

SUBJECT:

688 & 694 GREEN BAY ROAD–THE WALDEN RESIDENCES (CASE 2019-15-PD)
– AMENDED PRELIMINARY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

INTRODUCTION
On February 3, 2021, the Planned Development Commission is scheduled to hold a virtual public hearing,
in accordance with social distancing requirements, Governor Pritzker’s Executive Orders and Senate Bill
2135, to consider an amended application submitted by Walden 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 is now
presenting an amended application still seeking 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;
f. Any other subdivision or zoning relief necessary for approval of the proposed multi-family
residential building.
Attachment A includes a narrative explaining the changes the Applicant has made to its plans as well as
copies of the plan sheets containing the amended plan.
The public hearing on the amended application was originally scheduled to be held on Thursday, January
14, 2021. A sign had been posted on the Subject Property and a newspaper notice was published in the
Winnetka Talk on December 24, 2020 indicating the time and date of that Planned Development
Commission public hearing. A mailed notice also had been sent to property owners within 250 feet of the
Subject Property. On Friday, January 8, staff learned that the Commission would not have a quorum for
the January 14 meeting. A notice was posted on the Village website and emailed to neighbors in the
immediate area stating the meeting was cancelled and that the item would be considered at the February
3 Commission meeting. In addition, for any members of the public that may not have received word the
meeting was cancelled, the Commission Chair and staff started the virtual Zoom meeting scheduled for
January 14 at 7:00pm so as to inform members of the public of the new meeting date. No members of
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the public appeared in the virtual meeting room. A courtesy notice has also been sent to property owners
within 250 feet of the Subject Property informing them of the February 3 public hearing. In addition, the
public notice sign on the Subject Property has been changed to note the February 3 public hearing date.
Attachment D includes the public correspondence that was received immediately prior to the start of the
October 19, 2020 Planned Development Commission meeting; this correspondence was read into the
record at the meeting; however, it was not forwarded to the PDC given the late hour it was received.
Attachment E includes additional written comments from the public since the October 19 Commission
hearing.
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD – REVIEW OF CURRENT AMENDED PLAN
On January 21, 2021, the Design Review Board reviewed the current amended plan. After receiving
comments from one member of the public, the Board recommended, by a vote of 7-0, 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.
PREVIOUS PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARINGS
The Planned Development Commission (PDC) considered a previous version of the Applicant’s proposed
multi-family building at its following meetings:
1.
2.
3.

September 2, 2020 – https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_09022020-182
October 7, 2020 (Public hearing was continued to October 19 without comment due to technical issues)
October 19, 2020 –https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_10192020-203
A copy of the staff reports as well as excerpts of plan sheets submitted by the Applicant for this meeting are
included in Attachment B.

Minutes for the September meeting can be found in Attachment C; draft minutes for the October 7 and
October 19 meetings are included for approval in the February 3 PDC agenda packet.
At the October 19, 2020 meeting, the Commission reviewed an amended plan that required the following
relief:
1. a plat of consolidation to combine two lots into one lot of record; and
2. a preliminary planned development, including exceptions from the following zoning standards: (a)
maximum permitted building size (GFA); (b) maximum permitted impermeable lot coverage; (c)
maximum permitted building height; (d) required principal roof form; and (e) exterior wall
articulation requirement along the north façade.
After hearing from the Applicant and several members of the public at the October 19 meeting, 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.
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AMENDED PROPOSED PLAN
Since the October 19 Commission meeting, the Applicant has worked on making significant revisions to its
proposed plan for the site. The Applicant has amended the plans as follows:
1. The footprint of the building remains the same; however, the building footprint has been moved
to the south 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 lowerlevel 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.
4. Ten enclosed below grade parking spaces and two surface parking spaces within the front yard
(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.
6. Owner storage spaces are now located in the lower-level garage (2 storage spaces) as well as on
the third floor (3 storage spaces).
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 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 stormwater within
the vault would then drain into a stormwater main under Green Bay Road. As previously noted,
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.
The figures on the following pages compare the current amended plan with the plan presented at the
October 19 Commission meeting.
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Figure 1A – Current Amended Landscaping Plan

Figure 1B – Landscape Plan Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting
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Figure 2A – Current Amended Plan - East Building Elevation

Figure 2B – East Building Elevation Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting
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Figure 3A – Current Amended Plan - West Building Elevation

Figure 3B –West Building Elevation Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting
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Figure 4A – Current Amended Plan – North Building Elevation

Figure 4B –North Building Elevation Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting
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Figure 5A – Current Amended Plan – South Building Elevation

Figure 5B – South Building Elevation Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting
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Figure 6A – Current Amended Plan – Rendering from Green Bay Road

Figure 6B – Rendering from Green Bay Road Presented at October 19 PDC Meeting
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One design element that staff would like to highlight 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 7 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 7 – Driveway Excerpt from Current Preliminary Engineering Plan
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Figure 8 – 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 October 19 version of the proposed development, the dimensions for the current
proposed development, and any current required zoning exceptions.
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TABLE 1
Standard

Maximum Height
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
Minimum Average Lot
Width
Maximum Floor Area
Ratio (80%)
Maximum Building
Coverage (40%)
Maximum Impermeable
Lot Area (60%)
Minimum Front Yard
Setback to Building
Minimum Front Yard
Setback to Parking
Minimum Side Yard
Minimum Rear Yard
(adjacent to SFR)
Exterior Walls
(articulation)

Principal roof form

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

B1 District
Permitted/
Required
35 feet
2 ½ stories

October 19
Proposed
Development
46’-6” feet
4 stories

Current
Proposed
Development
42’-11”
3 stories

6 dwelling units

6 units

5 units

60 feet

100 feet

100 feet

12,000 sf

17,701.5 sf

14,255 sf

6,000 sf

5,595.3 sf

5,595.3

9,000 sf

11,168.7 sf

8,298.8

25 feet

25 feet

25 feet

25 feet

25 feet

9’-11”

12 feet

12 feet

12 feet

30 feet

30 feet

30 feet

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.
The structure
contains a roof
that is
predominately
flat.

Minimum 35
degrees,
Maximum 60
degrees

Flat

Flat

12 spaces,
including
2 guest spaces

14 spaces,
including
2 guest spaces

12 spaces,
including 2
guest spaces

6 spaces

12 spaces

10 spaces

Minimum 5’ from
any non-front lot
line

+5 feet

+10 feet

Required
Exceptions for
Current Proposal
7’-11”,
a 22% increase

2,225 sf,
an 18.8% increase

(Exception no
longer required)

15’-1”
a 60.33% decrease

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.
Included in Attachment A is a copy of the plat of consolidation, which 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. 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.
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 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%).
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 2
October 19
Proposed
Development

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”

Page 13

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
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.
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, EXCEPTIONS STANDARDS, AND COMPENSATING BENEFITS
When considering a planned development, the Commission is to consider the standards for approving a
planned development and the standards for granting exceptions associated with a planned development.
No special use permit for a planned development shall be recommended by the Planned Development
Commission or approved by the Village Council unless it is found that:
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
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7. That the planned development in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of this
and other applicable Village ordinances and codes.
In addition to the general standards for considering a planned development, the following standards shall
be considered in reviewing any request for exceptions to the subdivision or underlying zoning district use,
lot, space, bulk, yard, and parking regulations, as each standard may be applicable:
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.
Section 17.58.120.B talks about public benefits in terms of a compensating benefit, the purpose of which
is to advance the Village’s physical, cultural, environmental and social objectives in accordance with the
Comprehensive Plan and other plans and policies. The Code section provides a non-exclusive list of
potential compensating benefits that may include:
1. The provision of community amenities for public use, such as plazas, malls, formal gardens, places
to congregate, outdoor seating, and pedestrian facilities;
2. The preservation of existing historic features;
3. The dedication and provision of public open space and public recreational amenities, such as
recreational open space, including accessory buildings, jogging trails, playgrounds, and similar
recreational facilities;
4. The adaptive reuse of existing buildings;
5. The provision of public car and/or bike share facilities;
6. The provision of off-street public parking spaces;
7. The provision of affordable housing units;
8. The incorporation of building and site elements that enhance the environment and increase
sustainability; and
9. The provision of uses, spaces, or infrastructure that provide a benefit to the public and which
there is a demonstrated public need.
In support of its request, the Applicant provided a narrative addressing the standards and compensating
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benefits, see Attachment A. The Applicant now proposes as its compensating benefit to provide funds to
the Village in the amount of $18,000 to install an electric car charging station in the business district. The
Village has installed such a charging station in the Post Office parking lot and has budgeted to install a
charging station in the Lincoln Avenue parking. Given the location of the proposed development, one
possible location the Village could use the funds would be in the Village-owned Pine Street parking lot.
Installation of charging stations in the Village have ranged between $15,000 and $20,000.

Subject Property

Pine Street Lot
Potential Charging Station

Lincoln Avenue Lot
Planned Charging Station

Post Office Lot
Existing Charging Station

Figure 9 – Existing, Planned & Potential Locations of Village-Owned Electric Car Charging Stations
The Applicant also states that they intend to provide a charging station on the Subject Property for the
owners at The Walden.
Based upon the written application materials submitted by the Applicant, the information the Applicant
presents during the public hearing, and the comments provided by the public, the Commission will need
to determine if the proposed development conforms with the standards for approving a planned
development and the requested zoning exceptions.
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RECOMMENDATION
At the February 3, 2021 Planned Development Commission meeting, the Commission is scheduled to
consider the Applicant’s proposed planned development and associated exceptions as well as the plat of
consolidation.
After hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Commission may decide to take action on one of
three options:
1) Continue the public hearing to a specific date to provide the Applicant and/or staff additional
time to address questions and comments from the Commission.
2) Consider a motion recommending approval of the planned development and associated
exceptions. (A copy of such motion is provided on the following pages.)
3) Consider a motion recommending denial of the planned development and associated exceptions.
(A copy of such a motion is provided on the following pages.)
Staff and the Applicant will be present at the February 3 meeting to present a summary of the revised
application and to answer any questions.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Applicant’s Narrative and Revised Plan Sheets
Attachment B: October 7, 2020, and October 19, 2020 Staff Reports and Excerpts of Plan Sheets Submitted
by the Applicant.
Attachment C: Minutes of the September 2, 2020 Planned Development Commission meeting
Attachment D: Public Correspondence Received Just Prior to the Start of the October 19 PDC meeting
Attachment E: Public Correspondence Received Since the October 19 PDC meeting
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Recommendation of Approval
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];
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].
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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 conditions
is warranted in order to adopt a recommendation of approval.
1.
2.

]
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Recommendation of Denial
The Planned Development Commission recommends denial 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 not in conformity with the standards set forth in Section
17.58.110 of the Zoning Ordinance, which are set forth below:
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];
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].
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are not in conformity with the standards set forth in Section 17.58.120 of the Zoning
Ordinance, which are set forth below:
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 not meet the standards set forth in Section 16.12.010 of the Subdivision Code.
[Note: If the Planned Development Commission elects to recommend denial, a motion should be
made and seconded to recommend denial. Following such a motion, and prior to voting on the
motion, Commission members may wish to identify those standards which they find the project
to be inconsistent.]
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Attachment A
Current Application Submittal

11418 E Mission Ln
Scottsdale, AZ 85259
(847) 757-3975 mobile
rick@rmswanson.com

December 10, 2020
Mathew Bradley
Chairman of the
Planned Development Commission
510 Green Bay Rd.
Winnetka, IL 60093
Re: 688 & 694 Green Bay Rd.
Chairman Bradley and Members of the Planned Development Commission:
We have had an opportunity to reflect on the October 7 th Planned Development Board meeting
and took your suggestion that we continue to explore ways to creatively address the concerns
raised by our neighbors. While many of the comments were complimentary of the project quality,
the perception of mass and scale remained troubling to those most affected. We took the
message expressed by the community that evening seriously and made a sincere effort to revisit
the overall program with these objectives in mind. Although it is impossible to satisfy everyone,
we do feel many of the proposed changes aggressively speak to these concerns. We are hopeful
the majority of those engaged in this process agree.
In that spirit, we are pleased to offer the following improvements for your consideration:
a)

We have reversed the building and shifted it toward the south 12-0” side yard setback
boundary. The main entrance will now face the existing duplex entrances to the north
and provide more open space between the respective structures. This will also address
the concern of our north neighbors regarding the loss of seasonal sunlight.

b)

We have moved the garage entrance from the west to the east side of the building and
will now have a direct vehicular entrance from Green Bay Rd. The doors will be carriage
style and continue to be dropped partially below grade. Parking will also be placed in
the front of the building, which will require an exception. This reversal will provide a
more appropriate hierarchy of geometry to the south structure and now provide the
ability to plant tall growing deciduous trees that will serve to screen the monotonous
wall mass of the south structure.

c)

The driveway will no longer be necessary along the north or south side of our
proposed building, which significantly reduces the amount of impermeable surface area
to within the allowable by ordinance. This will eliminate the need for this exception.
Lastly, it speaks to the concern raised by the most northerly unit owners to our south
with respect to sound and light potentially generated by pedestrian and vehicular traffic.

d)

The reversal of the garage doors to the east allows the ability to install more landscape
material on the west side including a 5’-0” retaining wall berm with large growth
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coniferous trees to soften the visual impact and provide privacy screening for our
proposed unit owners.
e)

We have removed the 3rd floor west unit and reduced the west parapet height from 35’0” to 25’-6”. The west corner tower elements have also been reduced to a new roof
peak height of 33’-6”. The east façade will remain 3-story but there will no longer be any
4th floor mass. Our proposed density is now 5-dwelling units, which is a reduction from
the allowable density of 6.

f)

The 4th floor storage, lounge and roof garden will be total removed, and the only
access will be for roof related maintenance purposes. This significantly reduces the
gross floor area and appropriate transition from the 3 to the 2-story mass.

g)

The roof garden and storage will be moved to the 3rd floor along with 3-storage units.
2-storage units will be placed in the garage space. The removal of one dwelling unit
allows the removal of 2-parking spaces, which provides additional space in the garage
to mitigate need for more floor area on the 3rd floor.

h)

The removal of the 4th floor space combined with the removal of the west 3rd floor unit
provided an opportunity to revisit the building mass and how that transitioned from a
higher to lower floor composition. We felt the steep gable element became more
pronounced and awkward, which defeated the intent. The solution was to modify the
geometry to an arched pediment and allow a more gradual transition of hierarchy. This
modification also resulted in a reduction from 46’-6” down to 41’-6” with total elimination
of the pitched roof mass from the north to south axis.

i)

The Gross Floor Area will now be reduced to 14,255 sf (18.7% over) from the previous
17,701.5 sf (47.5% over).

j)

The proposed modifications significantly reduce the perceived building mass to those
most impacted by way of lower building height, enhanced landscaping, and preserved
access to seasonal sunlight.

Lastly, we wish to address the question of public benefit to the Village, as described in Section
17.58.120.B of the Zoning Code. After consideration of several options, we felt a contribution of
$18,000.00 for installation of an electric car charging station in the business district would provide
a relevant and environmentally meaningful contribution to the community. We also intend to
provide a charging station for the proposed owners at The Walden as this demand seems to be
growing exponentially each year.
We appreciate this opportunity to present our project once again to the Planned Development
Board and look forward to further discussing this in more detail with you on December 10th. 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 a positive recommendation to
the Village Counsel at that meeting.
Respectfully,

Rick Swanson AIA, NCARB
Managing Member

The Walden - Page A2

The Walden - Page A3

1930 Amberley Court
Lake Forest, Illinois 60045
(847) 457-6770 direct
(847) 757-3975 mobile
rick@rmswanson.com

December 10, 2020
David Schoon
Community Development
Planning Division
Village of Winnetka
510 Green Bay Rd.
Winnetka, IL 60093
Re: 688 Green Bay Rd.
Mr. Schoon,
As a condition of our formal submittal for consideration of our proposed Walden project at 688
Green Bay Rd, we are required to address each of the findings on standards and exceptions
provided in Chapter 17.58 of the Village’s Zoning Code.
We have responded to Standards as follows:
Standards:
1. That the proposed development and the use or combination of uses furthers the goals
and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan; The Village’s Comprehensive Plan is an ever evolving
guide for future development that preserves the physical character of the community. The subject
property is zoned for the proposed use and consistent with the most current Comp Plan
Amendment. In addition, the proposed building is intentionally designed to embrace and respect
the historic character of Winnetka as outlined in the Design Guidelines adopted in 2001
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; The 2-existing
properties have been a source of concern for the Village for many years. This included a
dilapidated residence that had become a hazardous situation for the neighborhood. That structure
was demolished, and the remaining building will be removed as a condition of our approval. The
proposed building will be designed and constructed to current Village code and meet all the
design standards for life safety. We have also designed our stormwater control to significantly
reduce the amount of current runoff from the property, which was one of the primary concerns
expressed by our neighbors when we met several months ago.
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. We
propose a significant improvement to the combined properties by way of appropriate design,
implementation of modern technology and quality materials. The proposed homes will be
marketed for values equal to and in excess of existing properties in the neighborhood, which
historically has been a benefit to adjacent properties. Moreover, the improvement of this property
will control and significantly decrease stormwater run-off to adjacent properties.
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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; All of the properties directly adjacent
to and or in the vicinity of our site are in excellent condition and appear to utilize most, if not all
available property to the extent permitted by zoning code. The proposed project will not
unreasonably impede the ability of other property owners to make necessary modifications or
develop their respective properties as they may see fit.
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; The
development of this property will include the removal of existing structures and one of two
driveway entrances from Green Bay Road. A wider and more safely accessible entrance will be
provided offering better line of sight for those exiting the property. Each unit owner will also be
provided with 2- internal parking spaces and two additional guest parking spaces , which will
include an ADA accessible space in the front of the building. The removal of the one entrance will
provide for an increase of space that will allow two street parking spaces on Green Bay Road.
Lastly, we have worked proactively with staff to establish ingress and egress to the site that is
efficient and will provide adequate access for emergency vehicles.
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; We have confirmed
adequate utilities are available to the site for the proposed use. We will also meet and improve
the parking and entrance access for the proposed development.
7. That the planned development in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations
of this and other applicable Village ordinances and codes. The proposed project will comply with
all current building and life safety codes. Although most of the zoning regulations provided for the
B-1 district have been met, we will be requesting zoning relief for:
I.
Consolidation of the two lots
II.
Building height (maximum feet & stories),
III.
Maximum building size (floor area ratio)
IV.
Exterior wall articulation
V.
Principal roof form
VI.
Proposed parking in the front yard setback
Exceptions
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; The recent removal of one of the
dilapidated structures was a step in the right direction, but the property remains severely
underused given the development of nearby properties over the last 20-years. We
propose a significant improvement to the site by way of quality design, enhanced
landscaping and cohesiveness with the neighborhood. The Comprehensive Plan speaks
to ever evolving economic and cultural conditions that affect the characteristics of the
community. The Design Guidelines assure the charming aesthetic character of the
Village is preserved. The proposed project will provide alternative housing that will allow
existing residents to downsize while not compromising the quality of life. More
importantly, it allows current residents to remain in the community. The architectural
design for the Walden Flats was the result of careful review of the Village’s Design
Guidelines including, touring the downtown business district and surrounding
neighborhoods. It is our hope that the community agrees with our resulting interpretation.
We believe the proposed increase in height and FAR provides appropriate latitude to
design a building that meets all these objectives.
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2. The proposed exception will enable the development to offer environmental and
pedestrian amenities available to all residents of the Village; The proposed project will
offer a single replacement structure on two lots and create a more aesthetically pleasing
and cohesive composition of massing with other structures facing Green Bay Rd. Existing
parkway trees will be protected and new landscape material installed to enhance the
pedestrian experience. The proposed exceptions provide the elements crucial to design
integrity and market relevance.
3. The proposed exception will not cause an adverse impact on neighboring properties that
outweigh the public benefits of the development; The proposed exceptions will not cause
any discernible or adverse impact to the use, value or enjoyment of neighboring
properties. The development of this property as proposed will offer a significant reduction
in storm water runoff to properties downstream and substantially improve property values
by way of a more appropriate replacement structure.
4. The proposed exception will contain a proposed design and use, or combination of uses,
that will complement the character of the surrounding neighborhood; The proposed
exceptions are needed to offer details that are consistent with the architectural character
of the neighborhood and community. The proposed use will be luxury condominiums
averaging 2,300 sf and offer design elements that are historically correct and cohesive
with the neighboring properties, which are established single and multi-family residential.
5. The proposed exception will provide a public benefit to the Village, as described in
Section 17.58.120.B of this Code. The exceptions we propose relate to design elements
that are essential to meeting the consumer demands of this underserved market. Our
buyers are primarily existing residents who wish to stay in the community but struggle to
find housing alternatives that meet their current lifestyle needs. Our proposed design is
the result of significant research of the market specific to Winnetka and the overwhelming
response was upscale single floor living with features and amenities that were consistent
with the style and quality expected in a North Shore community. That included a
minimum of 2,100 sf of living space with 10’-0” ceilings. We have also made significant
modifications to address concerns expressed by our most direct neighbors. Any further
changes could significantly impact quality, market relevance and economic feasibility.
However, we do maintain that the project as proposed, will offer a new structure that will
incorporate sustainable materials, enhancement of the streetscape and meet a verified
public need.
While we have taken the position that the improvement of this site would be a benefit,
that same argument could be made about any newly constructed project. Moreover, it is
difficult to find meaningful options on smaller development projects other than increased
property and sales tax revenue. This leaves only off-site options, which requires more
creative thought. After consideration of several options, we felt a contribution of
$18,000.00 for installation of an electric car charging station in the business district would
provide a relevant and environmentally meaningful contribution to the community. It is our
hope that the Board agrees.
We appreciate this opportunity to address each of these standards and exceptions. We look
forward to discussing this further with the Planned Development Board at the earliest possible
occasion.

Respectfully,

Rick Swanson AIA, NCARB
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QUANTITATIVE SUMMARY
22-Dec-20

The Walden of Winnetka
Proposed 3-story, 5-Unit Residential Building
688 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois

Subject Property Information
Current Zoning
Current Use
Lot Width
Lot Depth
Gross Lot Area
Acreage
Adjacent Property to the South
Adjacent Property to the North
Adjacent Property to the East
Adjacent Property to the West

Existing
B-1
Single-family Residential (vacant)
100'-0"
150'-0"
15,000 sf
0.345-acres
4-story multi-family Condo
2-story multi-family Duplex
Green Bay Road
Single-family Residential

Proposed
B-1 PUD
Multi-family
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C
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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12'-0" SIDE YARD SETBACK

.6
659

.5 X

658

S32° 22' 03"E (100.00')

6

RIM=658.50
INV.=655.5

PROPOSED BUILDING
5190 SQ.F.T
FF=663.6
TF=661.1
GAR. FLOOR=654.0

AC UNIT

GAS METER
CLEANOUT

STORM INLET

STORM MANHOLE
STORM CATCH BASIN
MANHOLE
SANITARY MANHOLE
WATER B BOX
FIRE HYDRANT
WATER VALVE
WATER VALVE VAULT
ELECTRIC PEDESTAL
TELEPHONE PEDESTAL
LIGHT POLE
ELECTRIC TRANSFORMER
DECIDUOUS TREE
CONIFEROUS
BUSH
MATCH EXISTING
PROPERTY LINE
OVERHEAD WIRES
EXISTING SANITARY LINE
EXISTING STORM LINE
EXISTING WATERMAIN
EXISTING CONTOUR
CENTERLINE ROAD
BUILDING SETBACK LINE
EASEMENT LINE
EXISTING TREE LINE
EXISTING BUILDING
EXISTING CONCRETE
EXISTING PAVEMENT

ACCESS MANHOLE
RIM=662.8

.3 X

.4 X

654

12'-0" SIDE YARD SETBACK

.0 X

659

659

663

.6 X

662

.4X
656

.3 X

657

15%
X

.2
657

.6
654

2%
.X
.3 X .2 M.E
7
5
6
657

X

X

.3
657

DEPRESS CURB
WITH ADA RAMP

SAW CUT
EXISTING CURB

X

6" WATER SERVICE
AND VALVE
7.2
X 65

X
60.6

6

9.9'
5X
G 654. G

.2 X

6

654

12" ADS
STORM SEWER

659

25'
X
54.4

12" ADS
STORM SEWER

WATER TO BE ENCASED
IN A CASING PIPE THAT
EXTENDS AT LEAST 10'
BEYOND THE FACILITY,
ON EITHER END.

FENCE

POWERPOLE

6

4.25%

LINK

ELECTRIC METER

PUBLIC SIDEWALK SHALL BE
CONSTRUCTED CONTINUOUSLY
THROUGH DRIVEWAYS, MEETING
VILLAGE STANDARDS

6
X
7
54.

TRENCH DRAIN
INV.=653.0

MANHOLE
RIM=660.5
INV.=652.8

TREE TO BE
REMOVED

6
±X
2
55.

.0
655

RIM=658.50
INV.=655.5

X

X
59.2

.6 X
654

12" ADS
STORM SEWER

CONNECT TO EXISTING
SANITARY SEWER AT
INV. = 649.9±

2%

BOLLARD

.7 X
654 G

X
.8±
655
.6 X 9.8 X
660
65

.1 X

X
54.9
6G

TREE TO BE
REMOVED

G

G

G

X
.0±
655
.0 X
659

.0 X

N57° 39' 57"E (150.00')

12" ADS
STORM SEWER

INV.=649.15

12" ADS
STORM SEWER

INV.=652.2±
(MATCH EXIST.)
CONNECT TO
EXISTING STORM
PER VILLAGE
STANDARDS

MANHOLE
RIM=660.4
INV.=649.15

RIM=658.5
INV.=649.15

6" PVC SDR 26
STORM SEWER

12" ADS
STORM SEWER

FOUR STORY
BRICK RESIDENCE

FF=659.82'

B.S.L.

X
54.3

4'-0" C H A I N

SIGN

674

5'

6

.0
659

STORM/SANITARY CROSSING
TOP SAN. = 650.5±
BOTTOM OF STORM = 652.9±

8.7

5% MAX

14.5' x 80' x 3.75' UNDERGROUND
STORAGE = 0.10 ac-ft

LEGEND

M.E.

30'-0" REAR YARD SETBACK

RETAINING WALL
B/WALL=658.0±
T/WALL=662.0±

654

X
63.6

12" ADS
STORM SEWER

80'

BEARINGS SHOWN HEREON BASED ON
ILLINOIS STATE PLANE COORDINATES,
ZONE EAST, N.A.D. 1983

.6 X
659
X
.5±
655

X 65

5%

.8 X

A
R D A 8% SLOPE
.6 X
A
661
M
P

X

SANITARY
CLEANOUT

659

.5 X

EXISTING

BASIS OF BEARINGS:

5%

25'-0" FRONT YARD SETBACK

ACCESS MANHOLE
RIM=663.0

DETENTION SUMMARY

659

EN
CO TR
UR ANC
TY E
AR
D

14.5'

REQUIRED VOLUME = 0.082 AC.-FT (MWRD MODIFIED RATIONAL METHOD)
PROVIDED VOLUME = 0.10 AC.-FT.
- UNDERGROUND STORAGE = 0.10 AC.-FT.
ALLOWABLE RELEASE RATE = Q = 0.15 x 3.6 IN/HR x 0.34 AC. = 0.18 CFS
HIGH WATER LEVEL = 649.15 + 3.75 = 652.9 (GARAGE FLOOR = 654.0)

.2 X

X 65

N32° 22' 03"W (100.00')

S57° 39' 57"W (150.00')

12" ADS
STORM SEWER

6" SANITARY
SERVICE

PROPOSED
TRANSFORMER
PAD - 6' x 6'

20'

RIM=656.50
INV.=653.5

N

OUTLET CONTROL STRUCTURE
WITH RESTRICTOR (EAST INVERT)
(SEE DETAIL)
RIM=659.25
INV.=649.15, WEST (12")
INV.=652.4 EAST (4")
INV.=653.5, EAST (6")

CLEANOUT
RIM=659.25
INV.=652.3
(SEE DETAIL)

PROPOSED BRICK PAVERS
BENCHMARK:
SITE BENCHMARK NUMBER 401
NORTH FLANGE BOLT AT 694 N. GREEN BAY ROAD.
ELEVATION=659.52' NAVD88

10

0

10

20

30

SCALE : 1"=10'
PREPARED FOR:

REVEST PARTNERS LLC
745 CONSTANCE LANE
DEERFIELD, IL 60015

PREPARED BY:

ESM CIVIL SOLUTIONS, LLC
Civil Engineering - Land Entitlement - Project Feasibility
4320 Winfield Drive - Suite 200 Warrenville Illinois 60555
o: 630-300-0933 c: 630-624-0520
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N
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W
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R
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R

LK

WA
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CU

E
ET

Y
WA

A-1

VE
RI

CK

D

I
BR

N

A-1
A-1

AY

W
IVE
DR

E
CR

B

TE

E

EXISTING
BUILDING

E

A-1

A-1

N
CO

A-1
A-4

A-4

A-4

R

A-1

A-4

A-4
A-4

Y

A-1

A-1

A

A-4

A-1

O
A

A-4

ICK

BR

D

A-2

A
LL

WA

A-2
A-4

PROPOSED
BUILDING

A-3

A-4

A-4
CO
E

ET

R
NC
LK

WA

A-3

L

ICK

L
WA

EXISTING
BUILDING

BR

PHOTOMETRICS
1
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PLAN
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..\..\..\Dropbox (RMSwanson Architects)\RM Swanson Architects Project Files\1809 Winnetka Site\Entitlement\Landscape\Hydrangea.jpg
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OH-Hydrangea
PY-Japanese Spurge
CP-Chanticleer Pear
NS-Norway Spruce
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Tree #5
Tree #4

SB-Serviceberry
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"
-0
12'

Sod
PAVER
BRICK

N
EE
GR

Tree #3

Sod

Tree #6

Sod
Fire
Hydrant

(1)-SB
Sod

(6)-RB

L
AL

LL
WA

RE

(9)-AZ

(2)-SB

Tree #11

RADIANT HEAT SNOW-MELT
MATT UNDER DRIVEWAY

Tree #10

AD

(3)-OH

STONE
BENCH

LL

WA

G
IN
AIN

GENERAL NOTES:

T
RE

Tree #9

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

(12)-RA

Tree #8

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

BX- Boxwood

G

IN
TA

IN

G
IN
AIN

G

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

LL

WA

(6)-AW

LL
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WA

IN
TA

PROPOSED
BUILDING

Sod

WA

G

IN

RE

PY

(9)-AZ

(5)-CB

T
RE

Sod

IN

RE

IN
TA

8"

RE

8'-

1.

Tree #14

Sod

PAVER
BRICK

(11)-AZ

(1)-SB

(12)-CB

ENTRANCE
COURT YARD

PY

Tree #13

T
RE

ADA
RAMP

PAVER
BRICK

Sod

LL

WA

RO
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WA

(1)-SB

G
IN
AIN

G
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(8)-AW

(12)-RA
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TA

PY

RA- Astilbe

LL
WA

G

Sod

G
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R
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W
G
IN PY
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Tree #7

RE

Sod

(24)-BX
RE

(1)-SB

G
IN
IN

TA
RE

Sod

LL

WA

Y
BA

PAVER
BRICK

AW-AW Spirea

AZ-Crimson Azalea

(25)-BX

LL

WA

G
IN
AIN

LL

WA

CROWN OF ROOT BALL SHALL BEAR SAME RELATION
TO FINISHED GRADE AS IT DID TO PREVIOUS GRADE

T
RE

(8)-AW
Sod

(10)-RA

Tree #15

GROUND COVER DETAIL

(12)-SP
PY

G
IN

IN

0"

CA

4'-

DS

G

LL
WA

N

N
LA

TI

0"

IS

5'-

EX

CONIFEROUS TREE DETAIL

TA

RE

(1)-CP

C

PE

Tree #23

AI

OC
BL

H

(12)-SP

(4)-OH

N
N

WA

LI

K

Tree #22

LL

K

Proposed Elev.
662.0

Sod

FE

PY

N
C

(10)-RA

E

(1)-CP
Sod

(17)-AR

(6)-AW
(8)-NS

Proposed Elev.
658.0

(12)-SS
RY E
TO ENC
S
UR SID
FO K RE
IC
BR

5'-0"

DECIDUOUS TREE DETAIL

From West Property Line

RETAINING WALL DETAIL

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

LANDSCAPE PLAN
1"=10'-0"

W. Damon Wilson

Registered Landscape Architect

Resource One
Landscape Architects
7A Hillside Drive Barrington, IL 60010
Phone: 847 942-2727 Wilsonwdw@aol.com

BURLAP SHRUB DETAIL

REPRESENTATIVE PHOTO OF RETAINING WALL

12-22-2020
The Walden - Page A12

Tree #5
Tree #4

12'
"
-0

N
EE
GR

6'-0" CHAIN LINK TREE
PROTECTION FENCE

Tree #3

Tree #6
15'

"

-0

'
10

G

N
NI

I

TA

W

Tree #7

LL

WA

RE

RE

GENERAL NOTES:

L
AL

RE
G
IN
IN
TA
LL
WA

R

G

IN

IN

A
ET

LL

WA

Tree #13

'-0
"

Tree #10

2.
3.
4.

I

IN

TA

NG

PROTECTIVE TREE FENCING WILL BE REQUIRED AT EDGE OF CRITICAL ROOT ZONES FOR ALL TREES TO REMAIN. PROTECTIVE
FENCING MUST BE 6'-0" CHAIN LINK OR SIMILAR MATERIAL DRIVEN POSTS.
GRADE CHANGES WITHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONES OF ANY PROTECTED TREE ARE PROHIBITED
NO STOCKPILING OF ANY MATERIAL FOR ANY PERIOD OF TIME WITHIN TREE PROTECTION ZONES
NO HEAVY MACHINERY MAY OPERATE WITHIN TREE PROTECTION ZONE DURING ANY PHASE OF CONSTRUCTION PROJECT,
INCLUDING AFTER PROTECTIVE TREE FENCING HAS BEEN REMOVED. OPERATING HEAVY MACHINERY WITHIN TREE PROTECTION
ZONE WILL RESULT IN A STOP WORK ORDER.

CALIPER QUANTITY
2"
4
4
3"
6
4"
5"
7
6"
8
*GREATER THAN 6"
PLACE 3'-4' EVENLY
APART IN A
CIRCULAR MANNER.

LL

WA

Tree #14

RO
"F
NT

Tree #8

4 ROOTWELL
PRO-318
TREE TRUNK

IN
TA

RE
G
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LL
WA

PROPOSED
BUILDING

LL
WA

"
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WA

-0

18'

G
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T
RE
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SE

Tree #1

G
IN
IN
TA

RE

RD
YA

E
SID

RE

'-0
25

8"
8'1

0"
2'-

RD
YA

TREE REPLACEMENT IS REQUIRED AND IS BASED ON THE SPECIES AND CONDITION OF TREES TO BE REMOVED. REQUIRED REPLACEMENT SHALL BE
AS FOLLOWS:
a. REMOVAL INCHES: 114"
b. REQUIRED REPLACEMENT DEPOSIT: $7,750.00

AD

20

Tree #11

CK

2.

1.

ENTRANCE
COURT YARD

A
TB
SE

ONE TREE-INCH CALIPER TREE WILL BE PLANTED ON THE VILLAGE PARKWAY. THE REMAINING INCHES (28) MUST BE ACCOUNTED FOR THROUGH
TREE PLANTING ON THE APPLICANT PROPERTY

TREE PRESERVATION NOTES:

6'-0" CHAIN LINK TREE
PROTECTION FENCE

ADA
RAMP

Tree #9

1.

RO

LL
WA
G
IN
IN
TA
L
L
RE
WA
G
"
IN
-0
IN
18'
TA

R
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ET
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"

0
4'-

0"

I
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NG

ROOTWELL
PRO-318

"

11
9'-

"
-0 NG
16' NI

EDGE
RESTRAINT

COMPACTED
GRAVEL BASE

PAVEMENT

SAND
BEDDING

I

LL

WA

TA

UNDISTURBED
SUBSOIL

0"

0"
4'-

PAVEMENT

LL

WA

RE

TOPSOIL

'24

PLAN VIEW

SECTION VIEW

R
0"

'30

Tree #15

R
EA

6'-0" CHAIN LINK TREE
PROTECTION FENCE

MANUFACTURER NOTES:
1. EXISTING TREES REQUIRE THE ROOTWELL TO BE PLACED APPROXIMATELY 2.5' TO 4' FROM THE TRUNK, OR ON LARGE TREES AS
CLOSE AS POSSIBLE. TREE ROOTS ARE NOT AT THE DRIP LINE, BUT ARE MUCH CLOSER TO THE TRUNK WHEN TREES ARE IN
STRESS, IN DECLINE, OR IN COMPACTED SOILS.
2. USE THE QUANTITY GUIDE ABOVE AND EVENLY SPACE THE ROOTWELLS APART. ON LARGER TREES LOCATE THE ROOTWELLS IN A
CIRCULAR MANNER AROUND THE TREE APPROXIMATELY 3-4' APART. PLACE THE CAP’S TOP LIP/FLANGE SO IT IS FLUSH ON THE
GROUND TO ALLOW FOR MOWING CLEARANCE.

Tree #16

R
YA
D

IN
TA
RE

SE
K

WA

AC
TB

G
IN
LL

EXISTING TREE NEXT TO PAVEMENT
NO SCALE

E
X
IS

Tree #17

TI
N
G

Tree #18

0"

4'C

Tree #23

H
A

Tree #19

IN

Tree #22

LI
N

D
AR

K
FE

0
2'-

N

1

ID
"S

EY

BA

T
SE

CK

TREE PROTECTION
FENCE

Tree #20

6'-0" CHAIN LINK TREE
PROTECTION FENCE

TREE TRUNK
6 ROOTWELL
PRO-318

C
E

Tree #21

RE
IN
TA

TOPSOIL

G
IN

TOPSOIL

WA
LL

RY E
TO ENC
S
UR SID
FO K RE
IC
BR

ROOTWELL
PRO-318

UNDISTURBED
SUBSOIL

UNDISTURBED
SUBSOIL
PLAN VIEW

SECTION VIEW

MANUFACTURER NOTES:
1. EXISTING TREES REQUIRE THE ROOTWELL TO BE PLACED APPROXIMATELY 2.5' TO 4' FROM THE TRUNK, OR ON LARGE TREES AS
CLOSE AS POSSIBLE. TREE ROOTS ARE NOT AT THE DRIP LINE, BUT ARE MUCH CLOSER TO THE TRUNK WHEN TREES ARE IN
STRESS, IN DECLINE, OR IN COMPACTED SOILS.
2. USE THE QUANTITY GUIDE ABOVE AND EVENLY SPACE THE ROOTWELLS APART. ON LARGER TREES LOCATE THE ROOTWELLS IN A
CIRCULAR MANNER AROUND THE TREE APPROXIMATELY 3-4' APART. PLACE THE CAP’S TOP LIP/FLANGE SO IT IS FLUSH ON THE
GROUND TO ALLOW FOR MOWING CLEARANCE.

EXISTING TREE PROTECTION
NO SCALE

W. Damon Wilson

Registered Landscape Architect

Resource One
Landscape Architects
7A Hillside Drive Barrington, IL 60010
Phone: 847 942-2727 Wilsonwdw@aol.com

1
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TREE PRESERVATION PLAN
1"=10'-0"
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COPPER FIN1AL

DA VINCI COMPOSITE SLATE ROOF

DECORATIVE COPPER VENT
COMPOSITE FASCIA & TRIM (BLACK)
COPPER GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS

COMPOSITE FASCIA & TRIM
(BLACK) W/ 6" VERTICAL SIDING
(BLACK)

TO 3RD STORY PARAPET

35'-0"

TO TOP OF ARCH

41'-6"

TO 3-STORY TOWER PEAK

42'-11"

BRICK JACK COARSE HEADER

ALUMINUM CLAD SDL CASEMENT
WINDOWS (BLACK FRAMES)

CUT STONE SILL
4" X 4" ALUMINUM POST W/ ALUMINUM
GUARD RAIL

FACE BRICK
1'-0" DECORATIVE ALUMINUM RAIL W/
FINIALS (BLACK)

CUT LIMESTONE SILL
FIELD STONE

31'-6"
FLUSH STEEL EGRESS DOOR (BLACK)

1
4" = 1'-0"
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16'-0" X 8'-0" CARRIAGE STYLE
COMPOSITE VENEER INSULATED
OVERHEAD GARAGE DOOR

BELGARD "Diamond pRO"
RETAINING WALL BLOCKS (tAN)

EAST ELEVATION
..\..\..\Dropbox (RMSwanson Architects)\RM Swanson Architects Project Files\1809 Winnetka Site\Entitlement\Walden Submittal Packet\J. Manufacturer's Cut Sheets\Field Stone Watertable.jpg
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COPPER FIN1AL

CUT STONE CAP
DA VINCI COMPOSITE SLATE ROOF

DECORATIVE COPPER VENT

CUT STONE CAP

DECORATIVE ALUMINUM CLAD GABLE
VENT WITH CUT STONE TRIM

COPPER GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS

COPPER FIN1AL

COMPOSITE FASCIA & TRIM

DA VINCI COMPOSITE SLATE ROOF

14" DIA COMPOSITE TUSCAN COLUMNS

DECORATIVE COPPER VENT

STUCCO (OFF-WHITE)
CUT STONE CAP
STUCCO (OFF-WHITE)
FACE BRICK

ALUMINUM CLAD SDL CASEMENT
WINDOWS (BLACK FRAMES)

BRICK JACK
COARSE HEADER

CUT STONE SILL

4" X 4" ALUMINUM POST W/ ALUMINUM
GUARD RAIL

CUT STONE SILL

COMPOSITE WOOD TRIM (BLACK) W/
VERTICAL SIDING PANEL (BLACK)

FIELD STONE

3'-6" X 9'-0" MAHOGANY ENTRANCE
DOOR W/ WROUGHT IRON PANEL

ADA RAMP W/ 3'-0" DECORATIVE
ALUMINUM GUARD RAIL & POSTS

BRICK PAVER STAIR &
ENTRANCE STOOP

NORTH ELEVATION
1
4" = 1'-0"
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DA VINCI COMPOSITE SLATE ROOF

CUT STONE CAP
COPPER GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS

DA VINCI COMPOSITE SLATE ROOF
COPPER FIN1AL

14" DIA COMPOSITE TUSCAN COLUMNS
DECORATIVE COPPER VENT

40'-8"

TO 2-STORY PARAPET

ALUMINUM CLAD SDL CASEMENT
WINDOWS (BLACK FRAMES)

25'-6"

TO 2-STORY TOWER PEAK

42" DECORATIVE ALUMINUM GUARD
RAIL (BLACK)

33'-6"

TO 3RD STORY PARAPET

35'-0"

TO TOP OF ARCH

CUT STONE CAP

41'-6"

TO 3-STORY TOWER PEAK

42'-11"

CEDAR ARBOR (BLACK)
OVER STUCCO WALL

3 21" CUT STONE SILL
4" X 4" ALUMINUM POST W/ ALUMINUM
GUARD RAIL

2" X 6" COMPOSITE WOOD TRIM W/
VERTICAL SIDING PANEL (BLACK)
FACE BRICK

3 21" CUT STONE SILL

FIELD STONE

WEST ELEVATION
1
4" = 1'-0"
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COPPER FIN1AL
CUT STONE CAP

DECORATIVE ALUMINUM CLAD GABLE
VENT WITH CUT STONE TRIM
DA VINCI COMPOSITE SLATE ROOF

DECORATIVE COPPER VENT
CUT STONE CAP
COPPER GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS

STUCCO (OFF-WHITE)

COMPOSITE FASCIA & TRIM

14" DIA COMPOSITE TUSCAN COLUMNS

COMPOSITE FASCIA & TRIM

CUT STONE CAP

2" X 6" COMPOSITE WOOD TRIM W/
VERTICAL SIDING PANEL (BLACK)

2" X 6" COMPOSITE WOOD TRIM W/
VERTICAL SIDING PANEL (BLACK)

ALUMINUM CLAD SDL CASEMENT
WINDOWS (BLACK FRAMES)

CUT STONE SILL
4" X 4" ALUMINUM POST W/ ALUMINUM
GUARD RAIL
8" X 12" CEDAR BRACKETS

FACE BRICK

FLUSH STEEL SOLID
CORE STL DOOR
36" ALUMINUM GUARD
RAIL (BLACK)

FIELD STONE

CUT STONE CAP

FIELD STONE

SOUTH
1
4" = 1'-0"

ELEVATION
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12'-2"
31'-6"

680 G R E E N B A Y RD

688 G R E E N B A Y RD

Proposed Screening Data
·

·
·
·
·

34'-0"

5'-0"

18'-0"

25'-6"

·

PROPOSED
BUILDING

24'-6"
30'-0"

5'-0"

50'-0"

681 W A L D E N L N
RESIDENCE

SITE VIEW SECTION
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SECOND FLOOR

FIRST FLOOR

35'-0"

10'-0"

3'-6"

2'-8"

GARAGE LEVEL

8'-8"

4'-0"

REFLECTS 5-YEARS
GROWTH AFTER PLANTING

THIRD FLOOR

25'-6"

42" HIGH DECORATIVE
ALUMINUM LOST & FENCE
(MATT BLACK)

10'-0"

ROOF GARDEN

12'-0"

10'-0"

3'-6"

42" HIGH ALUMINUM
LOUVERED EQUIPMENT
SCREENING (MATT BLACK)

5'-0"

CROSS SECTION BUILDING & SITE
3
16" = 1'-0"

WEST TO EAST

SECTION

THRU

E NTRANCE

DRIVEWAY
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35'-0"

10'-0"

2'-8"

10'-0"
8'-8"

SECTION

THRU

LOOKING FROM SOUTH TO NORTH

E NTRANCE

DRIVEWAY
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BLACK ALUMINUM RAILING
1
MIN. 36" H TO TOP RAIL

TAPER CUT DN 1" TREATED 2X12 FLR
JOIST AT 16" O.C. W/ CONT. 2X12 CUT
RIM BOARD

3'-3"

3'-0"

PREFAB. WOOD BALL TOP POST
CAP ON LP TRIM WRAPPED 4X4
11 4" EXTERIOR GRADE POST

METAL DRIP

9"
51 2"

1X4 TRIM ALONG FACE OF SLEEPERS.
ALLOW 1 2" GAP MIN. FOR DRAINAGE
FACE MOUNT RAILING POSTS W/(2)
5/16"x4 1/2" BLACK STEEL LAG BOLTS
W/ SQUARE HEADS

3'-6"

31 2"

41 4" CROWN ON 1x12 LP TRIM BD. W/
1X2 BASE CAP

TYPICAL ROOF/CEILING CONSTRUCTION
(UL P533) (GA RC 2603) 1-HOUR
5/8" TOUGHROCK FIREGUARD "C" SOFFIT
BOARD

CROSS SECTION AT BALCONY
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85'-4"
15'-4"

23'-0"

23'-0"

12'-0"

12'-0"

Unit 101
Storage
0

10 x 10

12'-0"

6'-8"

400AMP

12'-0"

0

3670

102

66'-0"

42'-0"

3670

8'-6"
3'-6"
12'-10"

"

3670

201

301

301

elevator

101

101

18'-0"

12'-6"

6'
-0

GARAGE

16'-4"

ROOM
MECHANICAL

24'-0"

8'-61 4"

66'-0"
17'-0"

6'
-0
"

12'-6"

12'-10"

302

102

UP 16R

201

302

TO SAN.

18'-0"

SAN

TO STORM

0

elevator
mechanical

GARAGE PLAN

WATER LINE

12'-0"

0

10 x 10

RUBBISH
CONTAINER

GAS

Unit 102
Storage

M

12'-0"

SUMP

GAS LINE
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85'-4"
15'-4"

23'-0"

12'-0"

23'-0"

12'-0"

2'-0"

2'-0"

HANDICAP RAMP

6'-8"

2

2680

2480

12 x 10

2480

2880

2880

2880

2880
UP 18R

3'-0"
Grill

Grill

Bedrm 3
0

6

Study
6

DWN 15R

14 x 11

2480

80

0
0

15 x 12

0

0

15 x 12

Great Room

0

0

17 x 15

6

DW

42" Range

DW

42" Range

Dining

0

15 x 10

Pantry

Lobby

2880

Foyer

TERRACE
6

11 x 6

2880

0

3680

2880

0

2680

Powder

w

w

D

D

15 x 13

Laundry

Laundry
6

8 x7

6

8 x7

2

DROP
RECYCLE
TRASH &

2

2680

Powder

Master Bath

walk-in Closet

linen

make-up

2'-0"

UP 18R

UNIT 102
Floor Area: 2,180 sf

Floor Area: 2,180 sf

21'-10"

2'-0"

make-up

2'-0"

12'-0"

0

3'-0"

2680

walk-in Closet

UNIT 101
12'-0"

6

11 x 6

2680

elevator

TERRACE

0

2680

Master Bath
linen

Master Suite
6

2680

3'-0"

2880

21'-10"

17'-8"

4'-10"

F L O O R

12'-0"
4'-10"

85'-4"
95'-0"

F I R S T

12'-0"

6

15 x 13

3680

2880

Master Suite

3080

3080

Pantry

0

2880

15 x 10

6

Dining

0

Foyer
12'-6"

Kitchen

DELIVERY
VAULT

66'-0"

3080

66'-0"
17'-0"

Freez
Ref/

2880

Kitchen

Great Room

Built-in Bookshelves
3080

Freez
Ref/

0

0

28

8
28

Delivery Rm
Mail/Package

Built-in Bookshelves

0

6

11 x 6

MAILBOXES

INTERCOM

17 x 15

TERRACE

0

17'-0"

14 x 11

0

2480

11 x 6

6

0

0

11 x 11

2480

Study

TERRACE

2480

12'-6"

6

3'-0"

Bedrm 3

11 x 11

6

2

12'-6"

12 x 10

Bedrm 2

2

12'-6"

2

Bath 2
2680

12'-0"

Bedrm 2

2480

Bath 2

12'-0"

2480

2480

2480

P L A N
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85'-4"
15'-4"

23'-0"

23'-0"

2'-0"

12'-0"

2'-0"

12'-0"

6'-8"

Grill

14 x 11

DWN 18R

0

Freez
Ref/

Kitchen

15 x 10

0

0

15 x 10

3080

2880

Foyer

0

3680

Master Suite

3680

0

6

15 x 13

2880

15 x 13

Foyer

Lobby

2880

2880

2880

6

2680

3'-0"

Powder

8 x7

w

D

D

2

Laundry
6

8 x7

DROP
RECYCLE
TRASH &

2680

Powder

2680

walk-in Closet

Master Bath

walk-in Closet

DOWN 15R

linen

make-up

2'-0"

UP 16R

2'-0"

make-up

2'-0"

12'-0"

0

2680

elevator

UNIT 202

UNIT 201

Floor Area: 2,180 sf

Floor Area: 2,416 sf

12'-0"

6

11 x 6

2680

Master Bath
linen

TERRACE

2

2680

Laundry

w

0

2880

12'-6"

0

ref
WINE

Master Suite
6

6

Dining

Pantry

3080

6

0

17 x 15

Pantry

TERRACE
11 x 6

Great Room

0

DW

42" Range

Dining
0

0

15 x 12

12'-6"

66'-0"
17'-0"

6

2680

Ref/ Freez

Great Room

3080

3080

0

Built-in Bookshelves

DW

17 x 15

0

66'-0"

Kitchen
15 x 12

0

6

11 x 6

28
8

42" Range
Built-in Bookshelves

TERRACE

0

17'-0"

0

6

12'-6"

0

Study

0

14 x 11

28
8

6

0

2480

11 x 6

6

11 x 11

2480

12'-6"

Study

0

UP 18R

6

11 x 11

3'-0"

Bedrm 3

12'-0"

12'-0"

2880

2880

Bedrm 3
0

2480

80
24

80

Grill

6

2

2880

24

2880

TERRACE

12 x 10

2680

2480

Bedrm 2
2

2680

12 x 10

2

Bath 2

12'-0"

2480

Bath 2

Bedrm 2
2

2480

2480

2480

21'-10"

17'-8"

4'-10"

21'-10"

4'-10"

85'-4"
95'-0"

SECOND

F L O O R

12'-0"
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23'-0"

12'-0"

2'-0"

15'-4"

2480

6'-8"

2480

2680

12'-0"

Bath 2

Bedrm 2
2

12 x 10

2

2480

2880

2880

Storage
Unit 301

3'-0"

Bedrm 3
6

0

11 x 11

3068

11 x 9

8

0

80

Great Room

0

0

17 x 15

3068

DW

42" Range

Dining

4

0

15 x 10

0

3080

Owner's
Roof Garden

Pantry

350 SF

6

17'-0"

3068

Kitchen

66'-0"

3080

Freez
Ref/

Storage
Unit 201
10

6

11 x 6

Built-in Bookshelves

0

9 x8

TERRACE

0

28

4

15 x 12

bbq

14 x 11

DWN 18R

9 x8

6

2480

2480

Storage
Unit 202
10

Study

12'-6"

8

Grill

2880

3680

Fire Pit

Foyer
2880

Master Suite

2880

6

15 x 13

w

12'-6"

Lobby

TERRACE
6

0

11 x 6

0

D

6

8 x7

DROP
RECYCLE
TRASH &

2

2680

Laundry

2680

elevator

Powder

FENCING (BLACK)
ALUMINUM PICKET
42" HIGH DECORATIVE

Master Bath

walk-in Closet

DOWN 15R

linen

UNIT 301

2'-0"

2'-0"

make-up
UP 16R

12'-0"

2680

Floor Area: 2,180 sf

21'-10"

17'-8"

12'-0"

4'-10"

95'-0"

T H I R D

F L O O R

P L A N
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2 rd Floor Roof
Below

A/C UNIT

A/C UNIT

3 rd Floor Roof

bbq

A/C UNIT

Roof Garden
Below

A/C UNIT

A/C UNIT

Fire Pit

RO OF
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N L M
O

E

K
F
C

IMPERMEABLE SURFACE LOT COVERAGE MATRIX
PIECE

DIMENSIONS (FT)

B

18.33 X 19.16

351.2

C

10 X 21.2

212.0

D

33.6 X 20.0

672.0

E

11.1 X 20.40

226.5

F

80.44 X 6.0

482.6

G

5.0 X 12.0

60.0

H

1.5 X 38.6

58.0

I

4.0 X 70.5

282.1

J

15.0 X 5.0

75.0

K

5.2 X 5.65

29.5

L

10.0 X 3.75

37.5

M

4.0 X 12.15

44.0

N

2.0 X 11.0

24.3

O

2 X 5.6

11.2

P

1.0 X 100.0

Q

(1.5 X 14) x 2

42.0

R

4.0 X 10.0

40.0

S

2.75 X 4.21

11.6

T

2 X 5.6

10.5

U

1.0 X 62.0

62.0

(11.5 X 6.0) X 4

TOTAL IMPERMEABLE AREA
TOTAL LOT AREA
TOTAL ALLOWABLE IMP AREA

5,190.0

A

P

S
R
G

B

T
U

R O A D

82.0 X 63.1

B A Y

A

BALCONIES

Q
D

ILC AREA (SF)

H

G R E E N

J

I

100.0

FOUR STORY
BRICK RESIDENCE

276.0
8,298.8 sf
15,000.0 sf
9,000.0 (60%)
702.0 sf under (7.8%)

IMPERMIABLE SURFACE
1
4" = 1'-0"

AREA
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E
2680

2480

2480

2880

2480

Bedrm 2

2480

2680

D

2480

2480

Bedrm 2

2880

2880

2880

Grill

G

UP 18R

Grill

Bedrm 3

PIECE

UP 15R

Study

2480

2480

Study

2480

Boxes
Mail
2480

EXTERIOR
BALCONY

Bedrm 3

28
80

80
28

C Great Room

Freez
Ref/

Utility

Kitchen

3080

3080

B

A

Freez
Ref/

Kitchen
2880

DW

Range

3080

3680

2880

Lobby

3680

2880

D

D

Laundry

Laundry

(32.0 X 62.0) X 2

C

(7.2 X 17.0) X 2

244.8

D

(3.0 X 10.75) X 4

129.0

E

(12.0 X 2.0) X 4

96.0

F

17.75 X 2.0

35.5

G

(11.5 X 6.0) X 6

3,968.0

414.0

1st FLOOR AREA:

5,595.3

2nd FLOOR AREA:

5,457.3

3rd FLOOR AREA:

3,154.4

ROOF FLOOR AREA:

48.0
14,255.0

18.7%
OVER

2,255.0

PREVIOUS BLDG FLOOR AREA:

17,701.5

TOTAL REDUCTION:

(3,446.5)

47.5%
OVER

Powder
2680

walk-in Closet

DOWN 15R

linen

B

846.0

2680

2680

elevator

2680

Master Bath

Master Suite

2880

2680

2680

Powder

w

15.3 X 55.3

TOTAL CURRENT OVERAGE:

Foyer
2880

w

A

GROSS BLDG FLOOR AREA:

2880

Foyer
Master Suite

Great Room

Pantry

2880

GFA AREA (SF)

TOTALS PER FLOOR:

Dining

3080

Dining
Pantry

DIMENSIONS (FT)

(3rd flr & 2nd west not counted)

DW

Range

FIRST, SECOND, THIRD & ROOF
FLOOR GFA-PROPOSED

Master Bath

walk-in Closet
make-up

make-up

linen

UP 16R

F

GROSS FLOOR
1
4" = 1'-0"

A R E A 1ST & 2ND F L O O R S
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E
2480

D

2480

Bath 2
2680

Bedrm 2

2480

2880

2880

Grill

2480

TERRACE

EXTERIOR
BALCONY

Study

2480

3068

G

Bedrm 3

UP 18R

Unit 301
Storage

80

28

3068

Freez
Ref/

PIECE

3068

H

THIRD FLOOR GFA-PROPOSED

Built-in Bookshelves
3080

bbq

A

DWN 18R

Unit 202
Storage

Kitchen
Unit 201
Storage

C

3080

Roof Garden
Owner's

B
Dining

DW

42" Range

Great Room

Pantry

GFA AREA (SF)

A

15.3 X 55.3

846.0

B

32.0 X 62.0

1,984.0

C

7.2 X 17.0

122.4

D

3.0 X 10.75 x 2

64.5

E

(12.0 X 2.0) X 2

48.0

F

17.75 X 2.0

35.5

G
H

2880

Lobby

3680

Fire Pit

DIMENSIONS (FT)

Foyer

(3rd flr not counted)

3.O x 18.0

GROSS 3RD FLOOR AREA:

2880

w

3,154.4

12 6 x 6 0

Master Suite

2880

54.0

TERRACE

D

DROP
RECYCLE
TRASH &

2680

Laundry

2680

elevator

Powder

D

2680

Master Bath

walk-in Closet

DOWN 15R

make-up

F

UP 16R

GRO SS
1
4" = 1'-0"

linen

E

F L O O R A R E A 3RD F L O O R
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2 rd Floor Roof
Below

A/C UNIT

ROOF GFA-PROPOSED

A/C UNIT

3 rd Floor Roof
A/C UNIT

PIECE

DIMENSIONS (FT)

GFA AREA (SF)

A

48.0

NEW TOTALS:

Roof Garden
Below
Fire Pit

A/C UNIT

A

PREVIOUS TOTALS:

48.0
1,191.6

TOTAL REDUCTION

(1,143.6)

A/C UNIT

GROSS FLOOR AREA ROOF
1
4" = 1'-0"
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Attachment B
October 7 & 19, 2020 Staff Reports &
Excerpts of Plan Sheets Submitted by Applicant

MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

FROM:

DAVID SCHOON, DIRECTOR
ANN KLAASSEN, SENIOR PLANNER

DATE:

OCTOBER 15, 2020

SUBJECT:

688 & 694 GREEN BAY ROAD–THE WALDEN RESIDENCES (CASE 2019-15-PD)
– AMENDED PRELIMINARY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

INTRODUCTION
On October 19, 2020, the Planned Development Commission (“PDC”) is scheduled to hold a special
meeting at which it will hold a continued virtual public hearing, in accordance with social distancing
requirements, Governor Pritzker’s Executive Orders and Senate Bill 2135, to consider an amended
application submitted by Walden 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 six‐unit multi‐family residential building with below grade
structured parking on the Subject Property. The Applicant is now presenting an amended application still
seeking 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 intensity of use of lot (impermeable lot
coverage);
c. An exception from the maximum permitted building height;
d. An exception from the required principal roof form;
e. An exception from the exterior wall articulation requirement along the north facade; and
f. Any other subdivision or zoning relief necessary for approval of the proposed multi‐family
residential building.
At the October 7 regular monthly meeting of the PDC, using the Zoom platform, the Commission was
scheduled to hold a continued public hearing on the amended application. Unfortunately, there were
technical difficulties with the audio‐visual equipment in the Council Chambers, which prevented three
members of the public in attendance in the Council Chambers from hearing the virtual meeting. To
provide all parties adequate due process during the public hearing on this request, the Commission did
not hold the public hearing and continued the hearing to a special meeting scheduled for Monday,
October 19, 2020, at 7:00 p.m. in the Village Hall Council Chambers.
Attachment A contains the agenda packet materials for this item for the October 7 meeting. At the
request of the Commission, another hard copy of the agenda packet materials from the October 7
meeting are not being provided to Commission members.
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Also, a complete copy of the September 2 Planned Development Commission agenda packet materials for
this
application
can
be
found
on
the
following
weblink
‐
https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_09022020‐182.
Attachment B contains written public comments received by the Village since October 5, 2020.
RECOMMENDATION
At the October 19, 2020 Planned Development Commission meeting, the Commission is scheduled to
consider the Applicant’s proposed planned development and associated exceptions as well as the plat of
consolidation.
After hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Commission may decide to take action on one of the
following three options:
1) Continue the public hearing to a specific date to provide the Applicant and/or staff additional
time to address questions and comments from the Commission.
2) Consider a motion recommending approval of the planned development and associated
exceptions. (A copy of such motion is provided on the following pages.)
3) Consider a motion recommending denial of the planned development and associated exceptions.
(A copy of such a motion is provided on the following pages.)
Staff and the Applicant will be present at the October 19 meeting to present a summary of the revised
application and to answer any questions.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: October 7, 2020, Agenda Packet Materials for Case No. 2019‐15‐PD: The Walden
Residences Preliminary Planned Development – 688‐694 Green Bay Road
Attachment B: Public Comments Received Since October 5, 2020.
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Recommendation of Approval
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 17,701.5 square feet, whereas a maximum of 12,000 square feet (an 80%
Floor Area Ratio) is permitted, a variation of 5,701.5 square feet (a 47.5% increase) [Section
17.32.010T – Maximum Building Size];
2. Impermeable Lot Coverage of 11,168.7 square feet, whereas a maximum of 9,000 square feet is
permitted, a variation of 2,168 square feet (a 24.1% increase) [Section 17.32.010F – Intensity of
Use of Lot];
3. Building height of 46.5 feet and 4 stories, whereas a maximum of 35 feet and 2 ½ stories is
permitted, a variation of 11.5 feet (a 32.86% increase) [Section 17.32.010C – Height];
4. Exterior Wall Articulation of only two feet for the difference in the plane of walls along the north
building wall, whereas a minimum of four feet is required. [Section 17.32.010M – Exterior Walls];
5. 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]

are in conformity with the standards set forth in Section 17.58.120 of the Zoning Ordinance:
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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 conditions
is warranted in order to adopt a recommendation of approval.
1.
2.

]
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Recommendation of Denial
The Planned Development Commission recommends denial 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 not in conformity with the standards set forth in Section
17.58.110 of the Zoning Ordinance, which are set forth below:
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 17,701.5 square feet, whereas a maximum of 12,000 square feet (an 80%
Floor Area Ratio) is permitted, a variation of 5,701.5 square feet (a 47.5% increase) [Section
17.32.010T – Maximum Building Size];
2. Impermeable Lot Coverage of 11,168.7 square feet, whereas a maximum of 9,000 square feet is
permitted, a variation of 2,168 square feet (a 24.1% increase) [Section 17.32.010F – Intensity of
Use of Lot];
3. Building height of 46.5 feet and 4 stories, whereas a maximum of 35 feet and 2 ½ stories is
permitted, a variation of 11.5 feet (a 32.86% increase) [Section 17.32.010C – Height];
4. Exterior Wall Articulation of only two feet for the difference in the plane of walls along the north
building wall, whereas a minimum of four feet is required. [Section 17.32.010M – Exterior Walls];
5. 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]

are not in conformity with the standards set forth in Section 17.58.120 of the Zoning
Ordinance, which are set forth below:
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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 not meet the standards set forth in Section 16.12.010 of the Subdivision Code.
[Note: If the Planned Development Commission elects to recommend denial, a motion should be
made and seconded to recommend denial. Following such a motion, and prior to voting on the
motion, Commission members may wish to identify those standards which they find the project
to be inconsistent.]
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MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

FROM:

DAVID SCHOON, DIRECTOR
ANN KLAASSEN, SENIOR PLANNER

DATE:

OCTOBER 1, 2020

SUBJECT:

688 & 694 GREEN BAY ROAD–THE WALDEN RESIDENCES (CASE 2019-15-PD)
– AMENDED PRELIMINARY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

INTRODUCTION
On October 7, 2020, the Planned Development Commission is scheduled to hold a continued virtual public
hearing, in accordance with social distancing requirements, Governor Pritzker’s Executive Orders and
Senate Bill 2135, to consider an amended application submitted by Walden 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 six‐unit
multi‐family residential building with below grade structured parking on the Subject Property. The
Applicant is now presenting an amended application still seeking 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 intensity of use of lot (impermeable lot
coverage);
c. An exception from the maximum permitted building height;
d. An exception from the required principal roof form;
e. An exception from the exterior wall articulation requirement along the north facade; and
f. Any other subdivision or zoning relief necessary for approval of the proposed multi‐family
residential building.
Attachment A includes a narrative explaining the changes the Applicant has made to its plans as well as
copies of the plan sheets that have been revised.
As of the date of this memo, staff has not received any additional written comments from the public since
the September 2, 2020 Planned Development Commission hearing.
SEPTEMBER 2, 2020, PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
At its regular meeting on September 2, the Planned Development Commission held a public hearing on the
Applicant’s requested subdivision and zoning relief. A copy of the staff report and Applicant’s application
materials presented at that meeting are attached (Attachment B). A complete copy of the September 2
agenda
packet
materials
can
be
found
on
the
following
weblink
‐
https://www.villageofwinnetka.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_09022020‐182.
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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, potential damage to adjacent properties due to construction, the impact of noise and light on
adjacent properties, impact on nearby property values, and that the project provided no “compensating
benefit”. 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. However, before the Commission continued the item, Commission
asked for further information regarding the following two items.




The average square footage of each living unit is approximately 2,300 square feet and there are six
units. Based upon these figures the building square footage would be only approximately 13,800
square feet. The proposed gross floor area is nearly 18,000 square feet. Where does the extra
square footage come from?
A resident noted that the Subject Property had previously been used as a landfill. The Commission
requested additional information regarding this statement.

AMENDED PROPOSED PLAN
In response to comments and questions at the September 2 Commission meeting, the Applicant has
provided the attached narrative and revised plan sheets (Attachment A). The revisions to the plan sheets
include the following:





Adjustments to the fourth‐floor elements of the building, which will be addressed later in this staff
report;
Addition of a decorative aluminum fence around the roof terrace in response to a question from
Commission members;
Addition of a proposed 6’‐0” fence along the west property line, which the applicant inadvertently
left off its plans;
Inclusion of a cross section detail of the proposed balcony railing and posts.

The following is a summary of the items the Applicant addresses in its resubmittal:


Building Height. The Applicant reiterates its request and rationale for the height variation.



Floor Area. In response to a Commission members question, the Applicant explains that gross
floor area includes all floor areas of the building over 7’ feet in height as measured from the
outside exterior walls, not just the floor area of individual units. Staff concurs that in addition to
the floor area of the units, gross floor area includes the floor area for lobbies, hallways, covered
balconies, stairways, elevator shafts, storage units, and other common areas such as the fourth
floor owners’ lounge.
The Applicant notes that it has reduced the size of the storage units. It has also identified fourth
floor areas in which the height of the floor area is less than 7’ tall, thus the square footage of
those areas has been removed from the gross floor area calculations. Based upon these
adjustments, the gross floor area of the 4th story has been reduced by 214.4 square feet. The
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overall building gross floor area has been reduced from 17,915.9 square feet to 17,701.5 square
feet. The Applicant also notes that the fourth‐floor adjustment shifts the west wall to the east by
6’‐6” to further reduce exposure of this element from the properties to the west.


Drainage Concerns. The Applicant explains that the homeowner’s association (HOA) will be
responsible in perpetuity for the maintenance of the underground stormwater vault. The Village
will require the submittal of HOA documents that will include among other items language to
ensure that the HOA is responsible for the maintenance of the underground stormwater vault and
other stormwater improvements.



Structural Concerns. As previously mentioned, a neighbor stated that the Subject Property had
once been used as a landfill. The Applicant response states that they do not see or expect any
evidence of a landfill on the property. As is routine, they have stated that they will complete soil
testing and take whatever measures are necessary to address possible poor soil conditions.
Village staff has reviewed various Village files, and we have yet to find any documentation that
would indicate that either property had been used as a landfill. Based upon Village records, what
we have been able to learn is that the 688 Green Bay site has had a home since 1909, and the 694
Green Bay site had a home since around 1915 and until its recent demolition. So if either site had
been used as a landfill (or dump), it would have been before those respective dates.
We have asked a couple of long‐term staff members if they are aware of any oral history that
would indicate that the Subject Property had been used as a landfill. They had not heard of such.
The site to the south of the Subject Property, 680 Green Bay Road, had been acquired and
constructed as the Village Public Works Yards in 1926, and had been used as such until the Village
sold the property in 1969.
Staff also reached out to the Winnetka Historical Society, and they were unable to find any
documentation indicating the properties had been used as a landfill. Their information also
confirmed the approximate dates for the construction of homes on the Subject Property.



Landscaping. The Applicant continues to offer to plant landscaping screening on the 680 Green
Bay Road property along the Subject Property’s south property line and to propose that the HOA
perpetually maintain the landscaping. The Applicant also notes that the landscape plan now
shows a 6’‐0” fence along the westerly property line, which had inadvertently been left off the
plans. This is in addition to arbor vitae along this property line.



Property Values. The Applicant provides a response to public comments regarding the proposed
project negatively impacting property values.



Local Projects. In response to a question from a Commission member, the Applicant has
provided the following two projects as examples of local projects which he has completed that
are most comparable to the proposed project.
o
o

Laurel Avenue Condominiums – 151 Laurel Avenue, Lake Forest, IL
Parkside Townhomes – 625 Winchester Road, liberty Village, IL

The proposed development remains fundamentally the same, with the exception of the adjustments
noted above:
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Six condominium flats with 10’ high ceilings, each unit measuring approximately 2,200 to 2,400
square feet.
Twelve enclosed below grade parking spaces and two surface parking spaces, which are accessed
by a driveway that runs along the development’s southerly property line.
A fourth story consisting of owner storage space, a common indoor lounge area, and roof terrace.
Landscaping consisting of deciduous and coniferous trees and shrubs as well as perennials, ground
cover, and grasses, and a fence along the westerly property line.
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 that
development’s driveway that runs along the southerly property line. The stormwater within the
vault would then drain into a stormwater main under Green Bay Road.

Figure 1 – Amended Landscaping Plan
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Figure 2 – Amended Plan ‐ East Building Elevation
SUBDIVISION & ZONING RELIEF
The property is zoned B‐1 Multi‐Family Residential District, 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 proposed development, and any required zoning variations. The only
change to the requested variation since the September 2 Commission meeting is regarding maximum floor
area ratio.

Standard

B1 District Permitted/
Required
35 feet
2 ½ stories
6 dwelling units

Proposed
Development
46.5 feet
4 stories
6 units

60 feet
12,000 sf

100 feet
17,701.5 sf

6,000 sf

5,595.3 sf

9,000 sf

11,168.7 sf

25 feet

25 feet

Minimum Side Yard

12 feet

12 feet

Minimum Rear Yard (adjacent to
SFR)

30 feet

30 feet

Maximum Height
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
Minimum Average Lot Width
Maximum Floor Area Ratio
(80%)
Maximum Building Coverage
(40%)
Maximum Impermeable Lot
Area (60%)
Minimum Front Yard Setback

Amended Required
Variation
11.5 ft,
a 32.86% increase

5,701.5 sf,
a 47.5% increase

2,168,6 sf,
a 24.1% increase
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Standard
Exterior Walls (articulation)

Principal roof form

B1 District Permitted/
Required
Minimum 4‐foot
articulation @ 50 feet
of wall length.
Minimum 35 degrees,
Maximum 60 degrees

Proposed
Development
Provided by all walls
except north wall is
articulated by 2
feet.
Flat

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

14 spaces, including
2 guest spaces

14 spaces, including
2 guest spaces

1 enclosed space per dwelling
unit

6 spaces

12 spaces

Minimum 5’ from any
non‐front lot line
Not permitted within
required front yard

+5 feet

Parking Setbacks

Amended Required
Variation
North wall articulation
is not 4 feet.

The structure contains
a roof that is
predominately flat.

None proposed

NOTES: Cornices, sills, belt course, eaves, gutters, downspouts, and ornamental features limited to 18” encroachment in each required yard.

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.
Included in Attachment B is a copy of the plat of consolidation, which 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. 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.
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 Variation – 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 17,701.5 square feet of
gross floor area, requiring a variation of 5,701.5 square feet (47.5%).
B. Maximum Building Height Variation – 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
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permitted building height is 35 feet and 2 ½ stories. The proposed building height as revised since
the Design Review Board recommendation is now 46.5 feet and four (4) stories. The following
summarizes the heights of various elements of the building as measured from the top of the first
floor:
a. 46.5 feet – to highest point of decorative gable at center of the building.
b. 43.4 feet – to top of flat roof of enclosed storage and lounge area
c. 42.9 feet – to top of each of the corner tower roof elements
d. 35.0 feet – to top of parapet wall between the four corners roof elements.
C. Impermeable Lot Coverage – The proposed impermeable lot coverage (ILC) (building footprint and
paved surfaces) is 11,168.7 square feet, whereas a maximum ILC of 9,000 square feet is allowed.
The proposed ILC exceeds the amount allowed by 2,168.7 square feet, or 24.1%. It should be
noted whatever amount of impermeable lot coverage is provided; the applicant will be required to
provide the stormwater detention to accommodate that impermeable surface per the Village
stormwater management requirements.
D. Principal Roof Form Variation – 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.
E. Façade Articulation Variation ‐ 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
Ordinance requires the separation distance in the plane of the walls be at least four (4) feet. The
north 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.
The proposed development meets all other zoning requirements (e.g. building coverage, yard setbacks,
off‐street parking space requirements, etc.)
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, EXCEPTIONS STANDARDS, AND COMPENSATING BENEFITS
When considering a planned development, the Commission is to consider the standards for approving a
planned development and the standards for granting exceptions associated with a planned development.
No special use permit for a planned development shall be recommended by the Planned Development
Commission or approved by the Village Council unless it is found that:
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;
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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.
In addition to the general standards for considering a planned development, the following standards shall
be considered in reviewing any request for exceptions to the subdivision or underlying zoning district use,
lot, space, bulk, yard, and parking regulations, as each standard may be applicable:
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.
Section 17.58.120.B talks about public benefits in terms of a compensating benefit, the purpose of which
is to advance the Village’s physical, cultural, environmental and social objectives in accordance with the
Comprehensive Plan and other plans and policies. The Code section provides a non‐exclusive list of
potential compensating benefits that may include:
1. The provision of community amenities for public use, such as plazas, malls, formal gardens, places
to congregate, outdoor seating, and pedestrian facilities;
2. The preservation of existing historic features;
3. The dedication and provision of public open space and public recreational amenities, such as
recreational open space, including accessory buildings, jogging trails, playgrounds, and similar
recreational facilities;
4. The adaptive reuse of existing buildings;
5. The provision of public car and/or bike share facilities;
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6. The provision of off‐street public parking spaces;
7. The provision of affordable housing units;
8. The incorporation of building and site elements that enhance the environment and increase
sustainability; and
9. The provision of uses, spaces, or infrastructure that provide a benefit to the public and which
there is a demonstrated public need.
In support of its request, the Applicant provided a narrative addressing the standards and compensating
benefits, see Attachment B. The Applicant has identified the compensating benefits as providing an
architectural design that is consistent with the aesthetic character and providing a much needed housing
type for the community. In addition, the Applicant has provided the following studies and reports to
support its application:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Market Feasibility Report
Village Services Report
Traffic & Parking Evaluation
Building Shadow Study

Copies of these reports can be found in Attachment B.
Based upon the written application materials submitted by the Applicant, the information the Applicant
presents during the public hearing, and the comments provided by the public, the Commission will need
to determine if the proposed development conforms with the standards for approving a planned
development and the requested zoning exceptions.
RECOMMENDATION
At the October 7, 2020 Planned Development Commission meeting, the Commission is scheduled to
consider the Applicant’s proposed planned development and associated exceptions as well as the plat of
consolidation.
After hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Commission may decide to take action on one of
three options:
1) Continue the public hearing to a specific date to provide the Applicant and/or staff additional
time to address questions and comments from the Commission.
2) Consider a motion recommending approval of the planned development and associated
exceptions. (A copy of such motion is provided on the following pages.)
3) Consider a motion recommending denial of the planned development and associated exceptions.
(A copy of such a motion is provided on the following pages.)
Staff and the Applicant will be present at the October 7 meeting to present a summary of the revised
application and to answer any questions.
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ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Applicant’s Narrative and Revised Plan Sheets
Attachment B: September 2, 2020, PDC Review of Preliminary Plan – Staff Report & Applicant’s
Application Materials

Page 10

The Walden - Page B16

Recommendation of Approval
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 17,701.5 square feet, whereas a maximum of 12,000 square feet (an 80%
Floor Area Ratio) is permitted, a variation of 5,701.5 square feet (a 47.5% increase) [Section
17.32.010T – Maximum Building Size];
2. Impermeable Lot Coverage of 11,168.7 square feet, whereas a maximum of 9,000 square feet is
permitted, a variation of 2,168 square feet (a 24.1% increase) [Section 17.32.010F – Intensity of
Use of Lot];
3. Building height of 46.5 feet and 4 stories, whereas a maximum of 35 feet and 2 ½ stories is
permitted, a variation of 11.5 feet (a 32.86% increase) [Section 17.32.010C – Height];
4. Exterior Wall Articulation of only two feet for the difference in the plane of walls along the north
building wall, whereas a minimum of four feet is required. [Section 17.32.010M – Exterior Walls];
5. 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]

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

Page 11

The Walden - Page B17

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 conditions
is warranted in order to adopt a recommendation of approval.
1.
2.

]
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Recommendation of Denial
The Planned Development Commission recommends denial 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 not in conformity with the standards set forth in Section
17.58.110 of the Zoning Ordinance, which are set forth below:
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 17,701.5 square feet, whereas a maximum of 12,000 square feet (an 80%
Floor Area Ratio) is permitted, a variation of 5,701.5 square feet (a 47.5% increase) [Section
17.32.010T – Maximum Building Size];
2. Impermeable Lot Coverage of 11,168.7 square feet, whereas a maximum of 9,000 square feet is
permitted, a variation of 2,168 square feet (a 24.1% increase) [Section 17.32.010F – Intensity of
Use of Lot];
3. Building height of 46.5 feet and 4 stories, whereas a maximum of 35 feet and 2 ½ stories is
permitted, a variation of 11.5 feet (a 32.86% increase) [Section 17.32.010C – Height];
4. Exterior Wall Articulation of only two feet for the difference in the plane of walls along the north
building wall, whereas a minimum of four feet is required. [Section 17.32.010M – Exterior Walls];
5. 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]

are not in conformity with the standards set forth in Section 17.58.120 of the Zoning
Ordinance, which are set forth below:
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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 not meet the standards set forth in Section 16.12.010 of the Subdivision Code.
[Note: If the Planned Development Commission elects to recommend denial, a motion should be
made and seconded to recommend denial. Following such a motion, and prior to voting on the
motion, Commission members may wish to identify those standards which they find the project
to be inconsistent.]
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Attachment A
Applicant Submittal
Includes Revised Plan Sheets

11418 E Mission Ln
Scottsdale, AZ 85259
(847) 757-3975 mobile
rick@rmswanson.com

September 14, 2020
Mathew Bradley
Chairman of the
Planned Development Commission
510 Green Bay Rd.
Winnetka, IL 60093
Re: 688 & 694 Green Bay Rd.
Chairman Bradley and Members of the Planned Development Commission:
Thank you for the opportunity to present our proposed development on September
2nd and listen to questions, comments and concerns raised by the Commission
members and the public. That meeting ran longer than we all would have liked,
exasperated by the need to have it conducted virtually. Notwithstanding, we feel that
the time was well spent, and we made good progress.
The decision to continue the meeting has allowed us sufficient time to digest and
respond to each of the tendered issues after careful consideration by our team. We
listened carefully and took notes to assure that hopefully no issue was overlooked.
The continuation of the meeting scheduled for this October 7th provides us an
opportunity to address each issue with the respect they deserve. We submit for your
consideration the following:
Building HeightIt is important to recognize that the overwhelming mass of the building is within the
maximum allowable height of 35’-0” (measured from the first-floor elevation to the
parapet wall). The principal elements that are being challenged are intended to
provide a more aesthetically pleasing and authentic appearance, a conclusion which
the Design Review Board unanimously agreed. Eliminating these would significantly
reduce the quality of the design.
The PUD encourages petitioners to find creative solutions to meet the current needs
of the community while embracing the character of the existing neighborhood. We
feel we have embraced the intent and spirit of that provision.
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We have consistently explored ways to address the height while maintaining the
design and functionality. Please know that we already reduced the height of the
building by 4’-0” after several months of discussions with Village staff, neighbors and
DRB review process.
A relevant question was raised regarding the method of protecting those using the
rooftop garden from falling off the building. Our response is to install a decorative
aluminum picket style fence. In addition to addressing a life safety issue, this is also
a routine method of screening elements such as rooftop HVAC units. The proposed
railing will be 42” tall and installed at the outside perimeter of the garden areas. This
cannot be seen from the ground and will have no visual impact to the neighboring
properties.
Floor AreaThere was much discussion at the prior meeting about the Gross Floor Area of the
building, that it exceeds the standards set forth for the B-1 zoning classification.
There are several points we wish to make in response. It bears repeating that the
PUD encourages petitioners to find creative solutions to meet the current needs of
the community while embracing the character of the existing neighborhood.
There was some discussion about the calculation and interpretation of Gross Floor
Area as it relates to our average unit sizes; some clarification may be warranted.
The Village calculates floor area by measuring to the outside of the exterior walls
and includes portions of attic area as well. The Gross Floor Area Matrix we provided
in our submittal packet illustrates in detail, all the areas that are considered by
ordinance as “floor area”. This includes balcony space and any space that is more
than 3’-0” above grade. In our circumstance, no garage space was counted, and we
adjusted our design to assure this. The average floor area that we offer as the
“average unit size” is limited to only the occupied space and does not count common
areas such as lobbies, halls, owner lounge, owner storage, elevators and exit
stairways. And, while you cannot occupy an exterior wall, it is still considered floor
area.
We have been asked to consider incorporating the proposed storage areas into the
dwelling unit spaces. Village staff will confirm that we proposed a plan that had the
storage areas located on each floor, but we needed to abandon that design to
comply with egress requirements by the Fire Marshall. We explored putting the
storage units within the garage area, but the design and cost prove to be unfeasible.
The most practical and benign solution is the roof.
Since our last meeting we discovered the recent reduction of the building height
provided the unintended consequence of causing slightly more exposure to the shed
roof covering the storage areas on the west side of the proposed building. To
address this, you’ll see that we revisited the fourth-floor plan and (i) reduced the size
of each of the storage units, and (ii) shifted the west wall to the east by 6’-6” to
further reduce the exposure from any angle to this roof element. This modification
decreased the Gross Floor Area by 214.4 sf and reduced the adjusted floor area
overage from 49% to 47.5%.
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While our Gross Floor Area still exceeds the FAR for the B-1 zoning classification, it
is worth noting that the existing building to our south (680 Green Bay Road),
constructed in 1976, is:
• 166% over the allowable floor area,
• has a density that is 25% over the allowable 22-units,
• is 5’-8” above the allowable height, and
• is only 6’-4” from the shared property line.
We respect that these grandfathered variances cannot change but find it somewhat
disingenuous when the residents of this property chastise our project for requesting
variances that are significantly less intrusive than what they already introduced to the
neighborhood. The “setting of precedent” was established long before our proposed
project was envisioned.
DrainageThe question was raised as to who will be responsible for maintaining the
stormwater storage vault and what guarantees the developer will provide that it will
reduce runoff. First, the homeowner’s association will have responsibility for
perpetual maintenance of the entire property, including stormwater related utilities.
This is no different than any other project in the community. Secondly, we can only
control that water flowing to and from our property. The system we designed is within
compliance of all current stormwater engineering standards and the result of careful
review of all existing conditions both on and off our property. The approved solution
is to control stormwater runoff by diverting flow to an underground vault and
releasing it to the east. Extraordinarily little, if any water will flow to the west, which
has been the primary source of concern.
Structural ConcernsThe question was raised regarding the structural stability of the existing soils and
the possibility our property might be on a landfill. Given the history of this property
and the age of the existing homes, we do not see or expect any evidence of landfill.
However, it is routine to complete soil testing of the property, which we have
initiated. Regardless of what is found, we will take whatever measures are
determined by our structural consultants to be appropriate to mitigate possible poor
conditions. This will also include consideration of methods used to install
underground storage vaults and building foundation.
Some adjacent neighbors have requested that they be listed as additional named
insureds on our general contractor’s insurance policy. The contractor has consulted
with its insurance carrier and the adjacent neighbors will be pleased to know that
they can be added as additional insureds.
LandscapingA comment was made by one of the unit owners at 680 Green Bay Road that
requires clarification. All the existing trees along our south property line will be
removed. They are in poor condition and or considered invasive species. We
offered, at our expense to plant landscape screening in the form of a deciduous, tall
growing tree/hedge such as arbor vitae or cedars on the 680 Green Bay Road
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property and along our south property boundary. We were also straightforward that
we would do so at our expense, including perpetual maintenance by way of our
HOA. This will require the cooperation of our neighbor and would seem a mutually
beneficial arrangement given the proximity of the existing structure. We remain open
to reasonable and productive dialogue in this regard but wish to make it clear that we
never stated at any time that it was anyone’s burden other than ours.
In addition, a comment was made regarding the proposed fence on our westerly
property boundary. It has always been our intent to install a 6’-0” tall cedar fence in
this location. There is an existing chain link fence that is not on our property, which
may prohibit the installation of a second fence, if building code mandates. This will
be in addition to the 5’-0” tall arbor vitae proposed on the east side of this new fence.
This note has been added to the Landscape Plan along with a representative photo
of the proposed fence.
Property ValuesThe comment has been made repeatedly that our proposed project will negatively
impact property values in the neighborhood. Since our property is and has been
zoned for multifamily dwelling units for some time, it would seem reasonable to
conclude that this concern relates to the requested variances.
It should be noted that the proposed units are priced at over $1.3 million and we
have purchase agreements for 2 of the 6-units. We have intentionally postponed
further exposure to the market pending preliminary approvals. However, it does say
something about the product we offer and more importantly the demand within the
Winnetka community. That could not be achieved without offering the high-quality
amenities and design that is expected.
Several of our neighbors have expressed concern that the requested FAR variance
and proposed taller design elements will diminish the value of adjacent properties.
The fact is that it has not and will not negatively impact property values. This is
effectively demonstrated by the fact that 680 Green Bay Road has been there for 44
years, and its more intrusive height, mass, and setbacks didn’t destroy property
values, and it didn’t detour the Walden Lane homeowners from buying in the
neighborhood.
We have been continually advised by real estate professionals throughout the North
Shore that more modern housing stock is needed for those residents who no longer
require larger single-family homes but still want to remain in the community and
prefer single-level living. We are replacing a physically and functionally obsolete
vacant single-family home (and a site where another has already been demolished)
with a product that is in demand. Testimony provided by real estate brokers in the
community suggests property values will be more inclined to go up as a result of our
proposed project, and historic data supports this trend with similar developments in
other communities.
Project ExperienceI was asked to respond to personal experience with projects of this type and
examples that could be visited in the area. While the Executive Biography provided
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in our submittal packet provides a fairly comprehensive summary, the projects that
would seem most relevant for this purpose are as follow:
• Laurel Ave Condominiums- 151 Laurel Ave, Lake Forest, IL
• Parkside Townhomes – 625 Winchester Rd, Libertyville, IL
• Everett Farms – James Court, Lake Forest, IL
• Forest Square - 840 N Waukegan Road, Lake Forest, IL
• Lovell’s Restaurant – 915 N Waukegan Rd, Lake Forest, IL
• Chase Bank- 840 Waukegan Rd, Lake Forest, IL
• Conway Court- 810 N Waukegan Rd, Lake Forest, IL
I can also provide a comprehensive list of references upon request. Our general
contractor will be Newlook Construction LLC who have completed numerous upscale
residential projects in Winnetka, Glencoe, Wilmette, and Kenilworth.
ConclusionI wish to offer some insight that I believe is relevant and important. We were
introduced to this property by the lending group that took possession of the property
through a lengthy foreclosure process. This new owner (the “Seller”) had no idea
what could be done with the site other than what was provided in the zoning code.
We are routinely asked to look at properties in high barrier to entry communities that
require a more aesthetically conscious approach.
The plans the previous developer proposed were, what some would call, the
standard “plug and play” multi-family model. Like so many lenders we work with,
they simply wanted to take the path of least resistance that would get this asset out
of their portfolio. I advised that the easiest solution is to construct a 3-story
apartment of 6, 1,200 sf 2-bedroom units with parking on the first floor as opposed to
below ground. Their preference, at that time was to just sell the land and move on.
I offered to do additional research and meet with local real estate professionals to
determine what housing product the Village needed most. The
unanimous response was high quality boutique dwelling units on a single floor with
enclosed parking. I asked this same collective of professionals to provide a program
summarizing all the elements this buyer would expect and treated them as a typical
client. Like any client/architect relationship, they critiqued the plan and we made
revisions to an eventual result. I met with the Seller and we agreed on terms to allow
sufficient time to work through the Village process.
Like many developers, we take significant risk of time and expense to get to a point
of approval and it is never easy. To reduce that exposure, we take extra time to
understand the community culture and character by meeting with stakeholders and
listening. While it is a sometimes-frustrating process, the result is always better than
if we had not.
We carefully considered and continue to rely upon the PUD language within the
Village’s Zoning Code: 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
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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. The exceptions we are requesting are within the very spirit of this language.
We respectfully request that you consider the following points in your determination:
•
We have continued to make numerous changes to accommodate
concerns raised by our neighbors and Village staff.
•
Removing the design elements that enhance the design may eliminate
the height issue from a technical perspective, but it sacrifices aesthetic
integrity.
•
Further reduction of the floor area to meet the FAR provisions in the B1 Classification is not an option for us. We are responding to a specific
market need in the community and cutting floor area will have a profound
impact on the marketability of these units and the financial feasibility of this
project.
We accept that the final decision with regard to these exceptions will be with the
Village, and we remain hopeful that after careful consideration, The Walden will be
deemed to be an asset to the community.
Lastly, there was a comment or two from neighbors that the decision-making
process was moving forward too quickly, without appropriate consideration and due
process. As you might imagine, we take great exception to that. We’ve been
working on this project for over 18 months. The facts will show that we first
presented our proposed development to the Village Counsel over a year ago on July
16th, 2019. We’ve had numerous discussions and communications with neighbors
since that time and have taken the time and worked diligently to address their
concerns. To nobody’s fault, our project has been delayed by COVID-19 for almost
6 months. The time has come, however, where we must complete the entitlement
process and begin construction.
We appreciate this opportunity to present our project to the Planned Development
Board and look forward to further discussing this in more detail with you on October
7th. It is important to us that we earn your support and recommendation to the
Village Counsel at that meeting.
Respectfully,

Rick Swanson AIA, NCARB
Managing Member
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QUANTITATIVE SUMMARY
The Walden of Winnetka
Proposed 3-story, 6-Unit Residential Building
688 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois

Subject Property Information
Current Zoning
Current Use
Lot Width
Lot Depth
Gross Lot Area
Acreage
Adjacent Proiperty to the South
Adjacent Property to the North
Adjacent Property to the East
Adjacent Property to the West

Existing
B-1
Single-family Residential (vacant)
100'-0"
150'-0"
15,000 sf
0.345-acres
4-story multi-family Condo
2-story multi-family Duplex
Green Bay Road
Single-family Residential

Proposed
B-1 PUD
Multi-family
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C

Proposed Development
Permitted By Zoning
Proposed
Density
6-Units (18-DU per acre)
6-Units
Average Residential Unit Floor Area
Gross Floor Area
12,000 sf (80% of lot area)
17,701.5 sf (47.5%) over
Building Height
35'-0" (above first floor elev.)
Roof Parapet
35'-0"
Minor Roof Forms (corner tower elements)
42'-11" (7'-11" over)
Major Roof Forms ( gable element)
46'-6" (11'-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%)
11,168.7 sf (24% over)
Front Yard Setback
25'-0"
25'-0"
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
13 1/2-spaces
14-space + 4-street spaces
Below Ground (2-per unit)
12-spaces
12-spaces
On-site Guest Parking
1 1/2-spaces
2-spaces (1 is Handicap)
Street Parking (lot frontage)
4-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
Meets the Standard
West Elevation
Meets the Standard
North Elevation
Articulation but not 4'-0"
Landscaping & Existing Trees
Total Existing Trees on Property
16-Trees (152"-gross)
Total Trees to be Removed
12-Trees (114"- gross)
Required Replacement Inches
31"
Total Proposed Replacement Trees
15-Trees (45" gross)
Stormwater Control
Developer to provide a combination of dry detention basin and buried stormwater vault under the
proposed driveway . The result will be minimal sheet flow to the westerly neighbors
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WINNETKA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
EXCERPT OF MEETING MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 2, 2020
Members Present:

Matt Bradley, Chairman
Tina Dalman
Layla Danley
John Golan
Kimberly Handler
Lynn Hanley
Bridget Orsic
Jay Vanderlaan

Members Absent:

Sarah Balassa

Village Staff:

David Schoon, Director of Community Development
Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner

Village Attorney:

Benjamin Schuster
***

Case No. 19-15-PD: 688-694 Green Bay Road – The Walden – Preliminary Planned Development Review: An
application submitted by Walden Winnetka, LLC seeking approval of subdivision and zoning relief to allow the
construction of a new six-unit multi-family residential building with below grade structural parking. The requested
subdivision and zoning relief would permit (a) a plat of consolidation to combine two lots into one lot of record; (b)
an exception from the maximum permitted building size (GFA); (c) an exception from the maximum permitted
intensity of use of lot (impermeable lot coverage); (d) an exception from the maximum permitted building height;
(e) an exception from the required principal roof form; and (f) an exception from the exterior wall articulation
requirement along the north façade. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.
Mr. Schoon first described the planned development process and outlined the new process and review standards.
He stated with regard to the concept plan review stage, the Village Council has a chance to look at a planned
development proposal to provide the applicant an opportunity to hear their thoughts before they submit the
application noting these are individual comments with no votes taken by the Village Council. He added the votes are
not binding and provides the applicant the opportunity to hear the Village Council Members’ concerns regarding the
relief before the process is started. Mr. Schoon stated once the applicant hears those comments, they can decide
whether or not to proceed with the preliminary plan application. He stated the Village Council reviewed the
preliminary plan a year ago and members were generally receptive to the project; however, they wanted the PDC
to pay close attention to the neighborhood impact, particularly for those to the west, as well as the installation of
adequate water and storm water detentions and ensure parking and driveway access were adequately addressed.
He also stated the siting and access to trash should be looked at.
Mr. Schoon stated that at the preliminary review stage, both the PDC and DRB are to review the request and make
recommendations with the Village Council having the final decision on whether to approve the project. He then
stated if the Village Council approved the project, the applicant would have to come back for final plan review before
the Village Council unless they decided they needed feedback from the PDC and DRB. Mr. Schoon stated the DRB
reviewed the project at its July and August 2020 meetings and found the proposed design attractive and consistent
with the Village’s design guidelines although they had concerns with regard to height and the effect on neighboring
buildings which is within the purview of the PDC. He informed the PDC the DRB recommended approval with the
condition that the building height be reduced by 1.7 feet to bring the top of the third story parapet down to the
height requirements of the B-1 district which is 35 feet. Mr. Schoon stated the plans were revised to meet that
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condition.
Mr. Schoon described the location of the site on Green Bay Road between Pine Street and Westmoor. He noted one
parcel is vacant with the other having a single family residence. He referred to several images of surrounding
properties including single family residential and multi-family residential buildings. Mr. Schoon noted the property
is zoned B-1 multi-family residential and the surrounding properties are zoned B-1, B-2, and R-3 along and Green
Bay Road and the railroad tracks or to the east. He then stated the current Comprehensive Plan adopted in 1999
designated the subject property and the properties to the north as appropriate for townhome residential
development and to the south being appropriate for multi-family residential. Mr. Schoon stated the Village is in the
process of preparing an updated Comprehensive Plan with one of the charges being to look at the entire Green Bay
Road corridor and review development potential in the area and whether changes should be made to the plan or
that corridor. He noted the project is on hold due to the limited ability to hold in person meetings.
Mr. Schoon stated the current Comprehensive Plan identifies items for the PDC to consider as they review the project
with the idea to provide low to medium density multi-family townhome or condominium development. He then
stated redevelopment should avoid bulky multi-family development and it should create a visually appealing
Winnetka street as well as to require parking to be below grade or screened if at the surface level. Mr. Schoon noted
the site plan presented to the PDC is similar to that provided to the Village Council with some changes made to
landscaping and the incorporation of an accessible parking space. He also stated the Village Engineer reviewed the
preliminary concept plans and determined the applicant will be able to comply with storm water and drainage
requirements with final details to be provided at the final review stage. Mr. Schoon noted the onsite storm water
management would be provided by a storm sewer system to drain water from the underground storage vault and
would be located underneath the driveway on the south property line and lead to a storm water main on Green Bay
Road. He then stated given Green Bay Road is a state highway, the applicant would need to receive IDOT approval
to drain to that system.
Mr. Schoon stated the elevations and building design are fairly consistent with the design the Village Council
reviewed except for the height which the applicant would address. He stated the development would require a plat
of consolidation to combine the two existing lots. Mr. Schoon stated since the lots would measure over 10,000
square feet, it required planned development approval which allowed the applicant to request exceptions. He stated
the planned development process allows the applicant to present creative ways to address developments on a
property and request exceptions from those requirements.
Mr. Schoon stated in terms of the relief requested, it consisted of maximum floor area with the applicant proposing
approximately 6,000 more square feet than district limit of 12,000 square feet. He noted information is contained in
the materials showing how that area is calculated. Mr. Schoon stated the applicant is requesting an exception for
building height and identified the east elevation. He stated the applicant is proposing a four story structure including
a fourth floor outdoor lounge and storage area. Mr. Schoon noted height is measured from the top of the first floor
to the highest point of the structure which is to the top of a decorative gable element on the fourth floor at 46.5
feet. He then stated the top of the parapet is 35 feet and identified an illustration of a cross section of the building
with regard to the building height. Mr. Schoon stated the applicant is also requesting an impermeable lot coverage
exception where 9,000 square feet is required and 11,168 square feet is being requested with the calculations shown
in the materials. He stated the applicant is also asking for an exception for roof form noting the proposed design is
basically a flat roof with decorative elements. Mr. Schoon then stated with regard to building wall articulation, once
a building wall is longer than 50 feet, relief needed to be provided in terms of articulation with a difference of 4 feet.
He stated while articulation is being provided for the north wall, it would only be 2 feet in depth. Mr. Schoon noted
the DRB felt the roof design was appropriate and the relief provided through other design elements on the north
wall is appropriate.
Mr. Schoon stated the materials include information with regard to other buildings in the area to help the PDC in
terms of scale, perspective and size noting many of the buildings on Green Bay Road are legal nonconforming due
to amendment to zoning regulations overtime. He stated the most recent major amendments were in 1998 and a
summary of the amendments is provided in the materials.
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Mr. Schoon stated as the PDC reviewed the application, there are planned development standards and exception
standards as well as compensatory benefits for the PDC to consider. He stated after the applicant’s presentation and
public comment, they can continue the request to a future meeting to have the applicant answer questions or to
consider a recommendation of approval. Mr. Schoon stated if the PDC wanted to recommend denial of the
application, a draft motion for denial is included in the staff report on page 21. He then asked if there were any
questions.
Chairman Bradley also asked if there were any questions. Mr. Vanderlaan stated the applicant agreed to reduce the
building height to 35 feet and questioned the height of the parapet in the illustration at 45 feet. Mr. Schoon
confirmed the DRB’s recommendation was to reduce the overall height 1.7 feet of the parapet on the third floor,
which was 36.7 feet at the time of the DRB’s review. Ms. Danley asked questions regarding the height of nearby
buildings. Ms. Danley stated it appeared the rooflines of the 680 Green Bay and the proposed building were even
and asked if they are the same height other than the decorative elements. Chairman Bradley stated the applicant
can address those specific height issues.
Ms. Dalman asked Mr. Schoon with regard to the measurement from the first floor if the basement was dug out
further, would the first floor come down and if there was any discussion of that alternative. Mr. Schoon responded
with the grade level and structured parking underneath, once 4 feet or more is exposed, it is counted in GFA. He
stated that can be done, which would increase the GFA figure. Ms. Dalman then asked in terms of the compensatory
benefit, she referred to complaints from the public relating to flooding on Walden. She asked if an oversized vault
would be installed to address neighborhood issues or if it would only handle the storm water generated onsite. Mr.
Schoon stated the applicant and their engineer can respond to that. He noted Walden is lower than the proposed
site and there is a benefit of water being captured onsite and then drained to Green Bay Road. Chairman Bradley
asked if there were any other questions for the Village staff. No additional questions were raised at this time.
Chairman Bradley then asked for the applicant’s presentation and began swearing in those who would be speaking
to this matter. Mr. Norkus allowed Mr. Swanson and Mr. Mancke into the meeting.
Mr. Swanson introduced himself and Mr. Mancke, the civil engineer, to the PDC. He stated the request for 688-694
Green Bay Road for The Walden by Walden Winnetka LLC. Mr. Swanson stated the property is comprised of two
50x150 foot lots totaling 15,000 square feet. He stated the single family residence on one lot was demolished last
year with the home on the other lot to be demolished once construction began. He stated the property is served by
municipal sewer and water with adequate utilities and described the surrounding properties and their zoning
classifications along with the distances from the subject property lines. He noted by their property being zoned as
B-1, they are a planned development and are not strictly confined to B-1 standards and outlined the purpose of
planned development which departed from the strict application of zoning requirements.
Mr. Swanson stated in terms of the project overview, the proposed project is the result of discussions with
experienced real estate professionals on the North Shore and particularly Winnetka. He noted the overwhelming
consensus was the need for high quality residential units that provided living space on one floor with minimum
maintenance which he indicated is consistent with the consumer trend to downsize into a new home in their own
community that offered the same level of quality amenities the buyer is used to and expects. Mr. Swanson described
the inventory as limited or antiquated on the North Shore. He noted their focus was to design a building that met all
those requirements while embracing the architectural charm of the Winnetka community and listening to those
most affected by the development of this infill site. Mr. Swanson stated their design process included: (1) a careful
review of the Village’s design guidelines and how the building relates to existing structures, (2) a relevant design that
was harmonious in composition on all four floors and historically consistent with the architectural style, (3) exterior
materials and colors that are high quality and appropriate for the style and (4) intentionally putting the garage door
on the rear elevation out of view from the street and neighboring properties.
Mr. Swanson informed the PDC they appeared before the Village Council in July 2019 for an informal concept plan
presentation which was favorably received by the Village Council with encouragement to consider the following: (1)
impact on homes to the west, (2) impact of height of the proposed building to adjacent properties, (3) adequate
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storm water control, (4) parking and driveway access and (5) siting of the trash enclosure. He noted they
communicated with the neighbors in August 2019 with 12 neighbors participating in the meeting. Mr. Swanson
described the meeting as productive and sincere with an opportunity to get information about the proposed project
and offer feedback. He then stated much of the comments echoed those made by the Village Council, including: (1)
drainage of storm water and how current issues could be addressed, (2) building height and potential impact on
views and exposure to sunlight, (3) traffic impact and safe access and the proposed driveway and (4) possible damage
to existing foundations as a result of excavation and proposed installation of a storm water vault.
Mr. Swanson stated they felt the concerns were reasonable and worthy of consideration. He informed the PDC the
concerns were reviewed by their consultants and addressed to the best of their ability. Mr. Swanson added there
has been a transparent dialog and they remain committed to working proactively with the Village and the neighbors
to reach acceptable solutions. He stated the continued communications with the neighbors allowed many of the
concerns to be mitigated or eliminated with civil collaboration and frank discussion which included: (1) significant
reduction and control of storm water runoff to the westerly neighbors from their property, (2) reducing the building
height 4 feet since the August meeting with an additional 1.7 foot reduction as a result of the DRB review, (3)
proactively working with adjacent properties to provide landscape screening, (4) designing lighting to avoid light
pollution to adjacent properties and (5) exploring insurance options that provide coverage in connection with
possible damage to neighboring properties as a result of construction which were of particular concern to the south
neighbors. He informed the PDC that since the DRB meeting, they were able to add those neighbors as additional
insured.
Mr. Swanson then identified photos of the existing property, views from the rear yard including trees to be removed
and the fence. He noted the chain link fence would be replaced with a wood fence and Arbor Vitae added to that
side of the property. Mr. Swanson identified the view looking to the south neighbor, as well as streetscape photos
to the south. He noted the driveway would be widened from the current position. Mr. Swanson then identified
photos of views looking north and southwest. He noted one tree would be replaced which was discussed with the
Village Forester.
Mr. Swanson referred to the proposed site plan noting the following as part of the project: (1) removal of the existing
vacant structure, (2) a single access point to Green Bay Road with a paver brick apron, (3) a storm water vault to be
buried under the driveway, (4) two guest parking spaces, (5) underground garage access in the rear of the building,
(6) the building footprint is within all required boundaries and (7) communication with the Fire Marshall and all
access concerns have been addressed. He then introduced Mr. Mancke to address the civil engineering concerns
and to answer any questions.
Mr. Mancke noted he worked with Mr. Swanson on the project for the past year. He confirmed they would be
providing storm water detention for the entire property of 15,000 square feet. Mr. Mancke stated half of the site
currently drained toward the westerly neighbors and as a result of the development, they would pick up that water,
collect and route it into the storm water vault underground. He also stated the water flow rate would be reduced
with a controlled slow release into the existing storm sewer on Green Bay Road. Mr. Mancke also stated the water
currently flowing to the east would also be picked up and redirected to the storm sewer as part of the project. He
noted they worked with the Village Engineer on the preliminary storm water plan and would be able to provide the
construction documents with final plan approval.
Mr. Swanson asked for confirmation that the presentation was clear in terms of audio. Chairman Bradley confirmed
there were no issues.
Mr. Swanson then stated with regard to the design related exceptions, they are asking for relief for maximum GFA
with the total building’s GFA measuring 17,915 square feet while the allowable amount is 12,000 square feet or 49%
over the allowable amount. He noted the building to the south is 166% over the allowable amount and encroached
into the required side yard setback to 6 feet 4 inches. Mr. Swanson stated although that building is grandfathered,
a comment was made that they would be setting a precedent which is not the case. He reiterated their objective
was to develop a design that was relevant to market trends which included as a key program requirement no less
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than 2,000 square foot units. Mr. Swanson stated in addition, the ability to have onsite storage was of vital
importance as downsizing came with baggage. He noted they could develop a building within the allowable FAR but
it would force a significant reduction in quality and design content. Mr. Swanson then stated from a design
perspective, they do not believe the aesthetic character or physical composition of the Green Bay Road corridor is
compromised by this exception.
Mr. Swanson also stated they would be requesting an exception from the maximum permitted building height of 35
feet measured from the first floor to the highest point. He stated the building viewed from most perspectives is
dominated by a parapet with a pitched roof element to frame the composition on each corner and decorative
parapet gables centered on the north and south elevations. Mr. Swanson noted since the meeting with the Village
Council and the neighbors, they reduced the building height 4 feet which involved modifying the floor structure
depth on each floor. He added it is extremely important to maintain 10 foot ceiling heights to meet market
expectations as well as to allow the ability to provide fenestration more proportionate to the historic Tudor style
character. Mr. Swanson added since the DRB review process, the building height was further reduced 1.7 feet and
described the changes made to the measurements of the decorative gable elements, fourth floor lounge and storage
areas, four corner tower roof elements and stone parapet.
Mr. Swanson stated the next exception related to impermeable lot coverage to accommodate the placement of the
proposed garage access at the rear of the structure. He stated it has been their intent to provide the most
aesthetically pleasing result on Green Bay Road. Mr. Swanson then stated they would comply if the driveway was
reduced or limited to the front half of the site and indicated unfortunately, that would cause a significant increase
in impervious surface fronting on Green Bay Road and reduce the amount of landscaping. He stated in addition, they
would have a 16 foot wide overhead door dominating the façade. Mr. Swanson noted for purposes of this discussion,
the allowable amount is 60% of the site area or 9,000 square feet and they are proposing 11,168 square feet which
is an overage of 24%. He noted the proposed building is under the allowable building coverage amount by 404 square
feet.
Mr. Swanson stated the next exception related to a principal roof form variation. He stated the ordinance suggests
that flat roofs are not consistent with the English Tudor vernacular which is the prevalent style in the downtown
business district. He then stated the design guidelines are intended to provide a “framework within which good
design can flourish in context and enhance the existing Village character.” Mr. Swanson noted their primary objective
is assuring good design that is in rhythm with the neighborhood and the community. He then stated they are fronting
on Green Bay Road which is comprised of numerous flat roofed structures including the building to the south. Mr.
Swanson then stated their design process was careful to respect the existing character of the streetscape and not
upstage or deviate from the aesthetics of this entrance to the Village corridor.
Mr. Swanson stated they are also requesting a façade articulation variation to allow one appendage on the north
side of the building to be less than the required 4 feet to avoid encroachment into the side yard setback. He stated
the appendage is sufficient and would not enhance the design by adding another 2 feet. Mr. Swanson then stated in
the unlikely event it is perceived to do so, they are planting more landscaping on the north side to increase the
privacy between the properties. He also stated this appendage is on a wall plane that will not be visible to the public
view.
Mr. Swanson then referred to renderings which were presented to the DRB with the idea to embrace a building
which lent to the Tudor and architectural style of the Village. He then described the brick, roof material, windows
and wrought iron rails. Mr. Swanson then identified a view of the building from the south in comparison to the
building to the south. He noted the fourth floor element cannot be seen since they realized there would be a concern
with a four story building. Mr. Swanson identified another view from the Green Bay Road sidewalk and referred to
the landscaping that would be installed on this perspective. He then identified an aerial rendering comparing it to
the surrounding properties noting it is impossible to screen any building from view from Green Bay Road. Mr.
Swanson also identified an illustration of the building entrance and fourth story lounge area. He then identified the
proposed east elevation and how it related to existing structures noting the height of the neighboring building is
close to the height of their parapet roof. Mr. Swanson added they shifted the parapet wall from the gable face to
the south due to the concern of the north neighbor seeing the appendage from their driveway. He also identified
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the south elevation showing the gable space in the center noting the fourth floor elements would not be seen from
the ground. Mr. Swanson then referred to the west elevation and noted the garage doors would be lowered and
would not be able to be seen. He referred to the north elevation and cross sections of the building and stated they
reduced the depth of the floor heights to get to the 35 foot height.
Mr. Swanson then stated they did a line sight perspective from the west neighbors noting the top of the storage
portion would be visible since they reduced the building height. He then referred to a bird’s eye perspective of what
the north and west neighbors would see to address what the gable roof was doing and how the proposed shed roof
would engage that. Mr. Swanson described how the shed was shifted over 1 foot 2 inches so that the shed roof
would not be visible. He also identified the summer and winter views from the ground view at the proposed
entrance. Mr. Swanson stated for the north property owners, the proposed buildings would be less than 24 feet
apart and the visual aspect of the fourth floor is virtually nonexistent. He added the combination of mass and
proposed trees will serve to screen the perceived mass of the building regardless of perspective angle.
Mr. Swanson referred the PDC to the winter and summer ground views of the north neighbor’s entrance and the
tree which would remain as well as the summer and winter views of the ground floor view from the north neighbor’s
driveway. He then identified the summer and winter views of the ground view of the west neighbor. Mr. Swanson
stated the adjacent Walden neighbors are approximately 70 feet from their west property line and will be
approximately 90 feet from the proposed building. He added the existing trees and plant material were intentionally
filtered or removed from the illustrations to allow a clear view to the proposed building.
Mr. Swanson then identified the ground view from the most impacted neighbors on Walden and referred to the
amount of trees. He also identified winter and summer views from Walden from the street and the winter and
summer views from the rear yard of the neighbor containing Arbor Vitae which hid most of the view of the building.
Mr. Swanson described the materials to be used on the building including the brick sample, stucco, slate, light
fixtures, etc. He stated they also included a shadow study showing how the sun impacted the neighbors. Mr.
Swanson noted the parapet element would be the only element casting a shadow since they are now complying
with the height requirement.
Mr. Swanson stated as a condition of their formal submittal for consideration of the project, they are required to
address the findings on each of the standards and exceptions in Chapter 17.58 of the zoning code. He stated in
response to the standard that the proposed development and use or combination of uses furthers the goals and
objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, the Village’s Comprehensive Plan is an ever-evolving guide for future
development that preserves the character of the community. Mr. Swanson stated the subject property is zoned for
the proposed use and consistent with the most current Comprehensive Plan amendment. He stated in addition, the
proposed building is intentionally designed to embrace and respect the historic character of Winnetka as outlined
in the design guidelines adopted in 2001.
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that the establishment, maintenance and operation of the planned
development will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare or
have a negative environmental impact on the neighbor or Village, the two existing properties have been a source of
concern for the Village for many years. He stated this included a dilapidated residence that had become a hazardous
situation for the neighborhood which was demolished and noted the remaining building would be removed as a
condition of their approval. Mr. Swanson stated the proposed building will be designed and constructed to the
current Village code and meet all the design standards for life safety. He also stated they have designed their storm
water control to significantly reduce the amount of current runoff from the property which was one of the primary
concerns of the neighbors when they met several months ago.
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard 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 the property values in the immediate vicinity, they propose a
significant improvement to the combined properties by way of appropriate design, implementation of modern
technology and quality materials. He also stated the proposed homes will be marketed for values in excess of the
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existing properties in the neighborhood which historically has been a benefit to adjacent properties. Mr. Swanson
then stated improvement of the property will control and significantly decrease water runoff to adjacent properties.
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that the planned development will not unnecessarily 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, all the properties directly adjacent to or in the vicinity of the site are in
excellent condition and appear to utilize most or more than the available property as permitted by current zoning
code.
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard 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 way, the
development of the property will include the removal of existing structures and one of two driveway entrances from
Green Bay Road. He stated a wider and more safely accessible entrance will be provided at the southeast corner of
the property offering better line sight for those exiting the property. Mr. Swanson also stated each unit owner will
be provide with two internal parking spaces and two additional guest parking spaces including an ADA accessible
space in the rear of the building. He stated lastly, they have worked proactively to establish ingress and egress to
the site that is efficient and provide adequate access for emergency vehicles.
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that adequate parking, utilities, access roads and drainage and other
facilities necessary to the operation of the planned development exist or are to be provided, he stated they have
confirmed adequate utilities are available to the site for the proposed use.
Mr. Swanson stated in response to the standard that the planned development in all other respects conforms to the
applicable regulations of this and other applicable village ordinance and codes, the proposed project will comply
with all current building and life safety codes. He stated although most of the zoning regulations provided for the B1 district have been met, they are requesting zoning relief under the planned development process which is meant
to offer creative solutions to sometimes antiquated zoning restrictions with infill parcels such as these. Mr. Swanson
also stated they strongly believe that the proposed improvements will significantly enhance the character of the
neighborhood and set a higher bar for future development of the Green Bay Road corridor.
Chairman Bradley stated the applicant has addressed the standards and exceptions with their responses in the
written application and noted the PDC read the materials and will ask questions. He then asked for the PDC to enter
to question and answer period. Mr. Swanson then confirmed that ended his presentation and asked if there were
any questions.
Chairman Bradley also asked the PDC for their questions. Ms. Orsic stated with regard to the fourth floor deck, she
questioned the entirety of the space toward Green Bay Road and the rear side toward Walden the storage facility.
Mr. Swanson responded they intentionally put the garden on the Green Bay Road side since it would have the least
amount of impact to the neighbors. He added the storage section would be at the back of the building and would
not been seen due to the parapet along with the rooftop units which would have a 3 foot screen surrounding them.
Ms. Danley stated with regard to the rooftop deck, she asked what the capacity would be. Mr. Swanson stated they
anticipate they do not get used as much as you would think and estimated the max would be 12 people assuming
two people living in each unit. He added that element is meant for those living there and is not meant as a party
element. Ms. Handler asked how tall the wall would be for the parapet created for the rooftop deck. Mr. Swanson
responded it would be 16 inches from the deck to the rooftop deck with landscaping intentionally put around the
perimeter to provide protection. He stated they plan to take the same level of precaution as they would with a
swimming pool. Mr. Schuster added there are rooftop codes that would apply and are independent of the zoning
aspect and the applicant would have to comply with all building codes to provide a certain amount of safety fencing.
Ms. Handler then referred to the square foot range of the units and storage units and asked if it would be hard to
get storage in the units as opposed to the rooftop. Mr. Swanson responded they considered every way to get the
storage to work including on the lower level of the garage space as well as digging the basement deeper which would
be prohibitively expensive. Mr. Swanson stated they also considered putting it underground into the front yard
setback which would encroach the setback. He then stated they heard from realtors and brokers the need for
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storage.
Ms. Dalman stated the units would contain three bedrooms and an office and referred to the option of using one
bedroom for storage. She then asked if they had done any similar projects that the PDC could see which would
represent something similar to the project being presented and commented Winnetka has been burned by
developers. Mr. Swanson responded he did a condominium project in downtown Lake Forest as well as a number of
projects including Levels Restaurant, McDonald’s and Chase Bank that replaced it along with others. He also referred
to a number of subdivisions they did in Lake Forest.
Mr. Golan asked Mr. Swanson if the fourth floor would be virtually invisible from the ground level. Mr. Swanson
responded you would not be able to see the fourth floor element from the ground perspective for the most part.
Mr. Golan stated from the west perspective, he referred to the interior community gathering area. Mr. Swanson
confirmed that is correct and described it as a receiving area containing a restroom, kitchen, etc. Mr. Golan asked if
they considered eliminating that element and using that space for storage. Mr. Swanson confirmed they did and the
limited lounge space area was a big feature for the buyers which represented a four season environment and
referred to the elevator drop. Mr. Golan asked who would maintain the storm water vault. Mr. Mancke stated it
would be privately maintained and would be the responsibility of the homeowner’s association.
Chairman Bradley asked if there were any other questions. He then stated the timing loomed large and referred to
the Comprehensive Plan revision which would have taken in a lot of the voices of the residents to the way the
community is developed and ordinance changes. He then referred to parking as an example when Uber is now a
dominant method of transportation and the units not needing two vehicle parking spaces. He stated certain citizens
do want to live on one floor level, and it would be a vertical space developed by The Walden over four floors.
Chairman Bradley asked to what extent is the fourth floor more designed toward the storage issue and asked to
what extent is the garden area and community room the reason and rationale for the fourth floor. Mr. Swanson
stated if he had to speculate as to what the owners would want, he would assume they would want storage first. He
stated while the rooftop garden is a lovely element which they are seeing more of along with green roofs, the area
would be there whether it is used or not. Mr. Swanson then stated with regard to the roof shape and gable element,
the creation of the shed roof addressed the storage issue. He stated since it is only visible to those living there, he
described it as a benign issue.
Chairman Bradley stated while they have discussed the biggest issue of height, there is also an issue of density and
their claim that there is not enough space in the building to accommodate the things residents need which created
the zoning relief. He then referred to the amount of exceptions they are dealing with related to not having enough
storage room and having a 2,100 square foot living space with no room for storage inside of it. Chairman Bradley
then asked Mr. Swanson to address the exceptions of GFA and impermeable coverage amounts. He added he is fine
with the height but density is an issue. Mr. Swanson stated with regard to mass and scale, they met the density
requirements of 6 units which are allowed. He informed the PDC the project evolved significantly over the last year
and they initially considered storage on each floor. Mr. Swanson stated it was then removed since a second staircase
had to be added to the building at the request of the Fire Marshall. He stated they considered the needs of the
market and consumers and were told clients want one floor living which is articulated with a target square footage
of 2,300 square feet. Mr. Swanson stated the reception for this project is robust and they considered how it would
relate to the existing building and since the next door building is taller, that would not be an issue. He confirmed
they intentionally sought to limit massing and he would not want to compromise the number of units since it would
not be marketable. He then stated they are using the planned development process and addressed height and
impermeable surface to the best of their ability while working within the context of the Comprehensive Plan. Mr.
Swanson commented they have done a good job and reiterated he would not want to reduce the size of the units
since they would not be marketable. He added the size and mass of the building would not create an imposing
position on the streetscape.
Chairman Bradley stated with regard to compensatory benefits, he asked what other public benefits that are
important to the project for the PDC to see as an offset to the exceptions being asked other than improving an
otherwise vacant lot. Mr. Swanson stated as a builder and developer, he always comes to the table with an
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aesthetically pleasing project and to set a precedent. He referred to the west side of Lake Forest which was not as
nice as the east side. Mr. Swanson stated once they initiated a development on the west side of town, it initiated a
development by Sunset Foods among other businesses. He also stated they worked with the city to do the planning
of that area and compared it to what it looked like 20-30 years ago. Mr. Swanson then stated they took the same
approach which this project which would set a healthy precedent for the North Shore. He stated they would
definitely improve the streetscape by taking down two existing buildings and are going above and beyond the call of
duty in terms of the level of quality.
Ms. Dalman stated with regard to compensatory benefit, in the application, there was mention of the tax benefit to
be generated from the site of $440,000. She stated they should be mindful that adding to the tax basis is important.
Chairman Bradley then asked for written public comment to be read into the record. Ms. Klaassen read
correspondence from John Madden, Jr., 680 Green Bay Road, into the record in opposition of the project. She then
read emails into the record from Beth and Garrett Nesbitt, Susan Sullivan and Susan Maman in support of the project.
Ms. Klaassen read correspondence from Donna McShea in opposition to the project into the record. She noted seven
emails were received in support of the application from Monica DeFranco, Melissa Howlett, Andrea Blight, Don
Bluhm, Jennifer Segal, Bonnie Tripton and Todd Segall which she read into the record.
Chairman Bradley then asked for public comment from those attending the meeting. Mr. Schoon stated Ruud Coster
would speak who is representing a group of individuals. Mr. Norkus allowed Mr. Coster into the meeting.
Ruud Coster stated he and his wife Pam have been residents of Winnetka for 33 years and have lived at 696 Green
Bay Road since June 2004. He stated he is speaking on behalf of five Walden property owners, townhomes and
residents of 680 Green Bay Road who discussed how the development would affect each of their properties. Mr.
Coster stated they met with the developer last fall and had additional communications with them since that time.
He stated he would first like to talk about Village-wide trends that concern them in relation to the proposed
development. Mr. Coster stated at the June 2019 meeting with the Village Council, the developer was given the
opportunity to present a flavor of what the building might look like subject to Village approval and the neighbors
were not invited to the presentation. He stated it seemed two important macro issues are influencing development
and zoning approvals in Winnetka, the first of which is the failure of One Winnetka. He stated the Village and PDC
Members may feel due to the time it took to get One Winnetka through the process, the image of Winnetka might
be perceived as slow, bureaucratic and unnecessarily costly and there is a need to change that image for developers.
Mr. Coster stated second, it is the perceived reduction in property values and higher real estate taxes and it is logical
for the lender for the position of the two lots that need to be combined and is saddled with land costs that can only
be recouped if the developer becomes the purchaser and has zoning variances approved quickly. He then stated
after viewing the video and hearing comments from the Village, there is clear concern that the Village may feel
inclined to approve the variances for the property quickly despite the design which is well outside of zoning
requirements.
Mr. Coster then stated the zoning exceptions would not be approved without reasonable input of the neighbors and
community as a whole and asked why would they give exceptions away without serious consideration being given
to the detriment of the adjacent neighbors and the affected area as a whole. He stated the plans and regulations
were put in place for a reason and the proposed development would disregard those plans and regulations and
would do a disservice to the work being done on those plans. Mr. Coster stated because of the plans and zoning
regulations and the nature of the community, the property is valuable as it is and the developer wants to take for
himself the benefits resulting from the restrictions on the neighboring properties while not complying the very rules
that made the community so attractive. He then stated the pressures from the One Winnetka approval process and
the interests of the lenders and developers are now put squarely on the shoulders of the neighbors by approving
zoning variations that would adversely affect property value, increase costs and quality of life for these same
neighbors.
Mr. Coster stated when they moved to 696 Green Bay Road in 2004, they realized there was a chance that the two
single family homes south of them would be purchased by a developer and another multi-family building would be
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proposed. He stated they also looked at the zoning requirements and felt they would be adequately protected by
the Village zoning plan. Mr. Coster stated other neighbors in the group made similar assessments and wanted
assurances that the zoning restrictions provided would protect neighboring property owners and the community.
Mr. Coster then stated they raised three important issues at last year’s meeting with the developer which are the
height and size of the building noting height is restricted to 35 feet. He stated the height of the parapet may be 35
feet but the home next door is 35 feet only including the roof. Mr. Coster stated if they are comparing parapet to
parapet, his parapet is 20 feet high. He stated the application seeks a variation for a height of 48-50 feet plus 39% in
excess of zoning requirements. Mr. Coster stated in reviewing the diagrams, the building height would be 55 feet
above the existing grade and 63 feet above the grade at Walden Road as well as the GFA for the building projected
to be approximately 18,000 square feet versus 12,000 square feet allowed for the small combined lots which is a
49% excess.
Mr. Coster stated these variations represent significant exceptions given the visual obstruction created by the
development. He referred to its out of place scale and loss of sunlight to the bordering homes. Mr. Coster also stated
they are concerned with the north wall articulation being reduced from 4 feet to 2 feet resulting in the building
becoming 2 feet closer to his home and further magnifying the effects of the large building. He stated even if the
proposed setback did not need a variance, the setback requirements are set in conjunction with height restrictions
so the proposed variance for the significant increase in height are to come with an increase in setback requirements
which cannot be done here simply reflects that the proposed height for the development is too big.
Mr. Coster stated the next concern related to stormwater displacement given the proposed large footprint with
underground parking and the building being 8 feet higher than Walden Road. He stated many of the adjacent
properties made significant investments to ensure water is drained appropriately. Mr. Coster stated the Village’s
track record with water and frequency of once in a 100 year storms makes them cautious with such a large structure
being built. He then stated they would like to review the water study as well as request an independent study be
done and reviewed ahead of Village approval. Mr. Coster stated if that cannot be provided, they would like to request
documented assurance supported by a proper study from the Village and/or the developer relating to the rain water
the development could handle and the potential rain scenario before water displacement began on neighboring
homes. He then stated without a water displacement study that the people have done to analyze and if the
development cannot meet the ordinance requirements that the proposed development would not adversely
adjacent properties.
Mr. Coster stated the next concern related to construction damage to neighboring properties. He noted the ground
underneath the building used to be a landfill and is less stable. Mr. Coster stated they are concerned about
construction damage occurring by the construction of such a large building next to their properties and want to
ensure that financial arrangements need to be made to cover construction risks in the event any construction is
done on the property.
Mr. Coster then referred to Section 17.60.040 of the Village code which set forth the standards that must be met
before the Village can grant exceptions which the developer has not met. He referred to the first standard relating
to reasonable return and there has been no evidence or analysis supporting the standard and questioned why a
profitable design could not be made within the code’s confines and zoning. Mr. Coster stated the developer would
gain personally from a large four story design and they have not provided any evidence that the property could not
make a reasonable return under the existing restrictions. He stated the property’s location and aggregation of the
two lots and the claim the only way the developer can make a reasonable return is to build something so far outside
of the restrictions is extremely farfetched. Mr. Coster referred to the second standard relating to the plight of the
owner relating to unique circumstances and stated there has been no evidence of this and the combination of the
lots would make it easier to comply with restrictions.
Mr. Coster referred to the third standard that the character of the locality would not be altered and stated it would
be altered significantly and is zoned B-1 with restrictions for a reason. He stated the multi-family housing
development to replace the two single family homes should be expected to comply with B-1 zoning to preserve
neighborhood character. He then stated allowing for a design that exceeds height by 39% and GFA by 49% would
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take the development well outside the intended protection of current B-1 zoning. He then referred to the Wingate
development at 720 Green Bay Road which received a 2 foot height variance and offered an elegant neighborhood
solution. Mr. Coster stated the developer does not need a 13-14 foot variance to make a reasonable return on their
investment. He stated not only would this be a radical exception to zoning and the neighborhood, if granted, it would
set a precedent for the size and scale of future Green Bay Road developments which would completely alter the
neighborhood and community. Mr. Coster noted 680 Green Bay Road to the south is under 39 feet and was approved
when zoning allowances were higher. He stated the Village has since made a conscious decision to reduce
permissible building heights to 35 feet with many of the neighbors buying their homes with this limitation in mind.
Mr. Coster stated if the proposed development is granted, the Village would be compromising enacted standards to
preserve.
Mr. Coster stated the next standard relating to adequate light and air to adjacent properties and stated the light
would be impaired due to the height of the building. He stated lack of sunlight decreased the quality of life as well
as the value of impacted properties. Mr. Coster stated the developer’s shadow study confirmed this concern and if
the building height variation is approved, precedent would be set for similarly zoned height exceptions along Green
Bay Road. He stated the next standard relating to the hazard from fire and the hazard included the potential for
water displacement to adjacent properties and the risk associated with construction infill. He asked that the
developer share this concern and it is shared publicly. Mr. Coster also stated the underground water containment
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
given period of time would overwhelm the proposed system. He asked for an independent study to be performed
to remove any potential bias.
Mr. Coster stated the next standard relating to the taxable value of land not being diminished and stated the
potential effect to adjacent property values is a significant point of concern and they are not aware of any analysis
and the developer can meet this standard. He stated the dominating and overwhelming building would reduce
property values of neighboring properties. Mr. Coster stated the next standard relating to congestion and stated it
is a difficult area of Green Bay Road with heavy traffic and street parking and the building would add to that
congestion. He stated the last standard relating to the public health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the
Village and referred to the amount of traffic, noise and garage doors opening and closing, building lights shining onto
neighboring homes, etc. which would affect the value of neighboring homes and is a major concern of theirs along
with the potential for parties on the roof affecting the homes located behind it.
Mr. Coster thanked the PDC for listening to the neighbors’ concerns and stated they are open to constructive dialog
as to what constitutes an attractive and economically feasible multi-family building on Green Bay Road in accordance
with current zoning. He stated they very much object to the proposed development and do not see any community
compensation or benefits as defined by the Village for a planned development. Mr. Coster stated the developer has
not demonstrated the standards have been met for a variance and the evidence shows the requested variations
should be denied. He confirmed a written copy of his presentation would be provided to the Village to be entered
into the record.
Chairman Bradley asked if there were any other members of the public who would like to comment. Mr. Schoon
stated a preregistered member of the public, John Madden, is in attendance at the virtual meeting. Mr. Norkus asked
Mr. Madden if he would like to add anything to his written comments. Mr. Madden stated he agreed with Mr.
Coster’s presentation. Mr. Schoon stated they would now allow the public at the Village Hall to comment.
Chairman Bradley then swore in those speaking to this matter. He then stated there would be a three minute time
limit to comments on the application. Chairman Bradley noted the time limit was extended to Mr. Coster since he
represented a group of residents.
Mary Ellen Stanfield and Neal Peterson, 680 Green Bay Road, stated they would face the development. She stated
they agreed with Mr. Coster’s and Mr. Madden’s comments and object to the development. Ms. Stanfield stated
they are also concerned with the lack of landscaping between the buildings and stated if the proposed building is
reduced by 49%, that would allow room for landscaping of evergreens between the two buildings. She then
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described the Wingate as an excellent example of designing and landscaping on the north and south sides providing
privacy and stated they hoped more multi-family buildings are built in Winnetka which allow for green spaces. Ms.
Stanfield then stated she did not understand why the main entrance and garage doors could not face Green Bay
Road which has more open space in that direction. She added no matter how many neighbors speak with regard to
the building’s massing, mass meant height, depth and width although the DRB and the PDC are only discussing
height.
Ms. Stanfield stated at the last meeting, Mr. Peterson suggested a model be made to better help people understand
and suggested it be displayed at the Village Hall together with landscaping. She then referred to the Mr. Swanson’s
challenge and offer to show very good tree coverage and stated she would like to take Mr. Swanson up on that offer.
Ms. Stanfield added for each owner to have four parking spaces is excessive as well as many other features of the
building.
Jim Bushel, 677 Walden Road, stated he lived behind the subject site and even though he is 55 feet away, when it
rains, he would get 4-5 inches of rain along the border. He stated he corrected half of the yard when the amount of
water filled his window well and caused damage to the window. Mr. Bushel referred to the developer’s plans to
correct these issues with technology and asked who would be responsible for taking care of the damage if it does
not work.
John Frank, 693 Walden Road, stated he understood why people wanted to live in a building like this and stated they
moved to Winnetka 1.5 years ago from a similar building in order to get some space. He stated they realize the area
behind his property was zoned for multi-family homes and now the rules are potentially changing. He stated the
fourth floor would not feel invisible to them from their backyard. Mr. Frank stated while Mr. Swanson gave a good
presentation, the feedback from everyone other than the brokers showed concern. He added while the building’s
residents would benefit, he and his neighbors would lose and asked the PDC to consider that.
Gordon Montgomery, 681 Walden Road, stated in living directly behind this development, they bought into this
neighborhood with the trust that limitations would be maintained. He stated with regard to this project and the
Comprehensive Plan, he referred to the statement “avoid bulky multi-family units.” Mr. Montgomery stated in doing
a project that is 50% outside of the allowance and 49% above height requirements, it is difficult to understand how
those two factors are being considered which define bulk and mass. He referred to others who have done home
renovations that conform to the Village codes and questioned how consideration can be given to the current design.
Mr. Montgomery referred to the developer explaining why it is necessary for the market and buyers and they need
to understand why the developer’s interests are being outweighed over their own and the effect on real estate
values if the exceptions are granted. He asked for the PDC to visit the properties to the west.
Ms. Klaassen confirmed there is no one else at the Village Hall to speak. Mr. Schoon stated there are people in the
virtual room who want to comment. Mr. Norkus allowed Chris Kendall into the meeting.
Chris Kendall informed the PDC he represents Mr. Coster. He stated for clarification, the tax revenue increase of
$440,000, he referred to the materials and the amount is $140,000 as the tax revenue as shown on page A-52 which
equated to $24,000 per unit. Mr. Kendall also stated there was a lot of discussion on height, sight lines and visuals
and the drawings do not include the fence which affected sight lines of the building which he commented is crucial.
He then stated the average proposed size of the units is 2,350 square feet and questioned if the storage units
measure 50-70 square feet, he suggested the unit size be reduced by that amount which would not make it
insufficient to be marketable and the developer’s claim it would not be marketable is not supported by evidence.
Mr. Kendall stated when you weigh the potential adverse impact on surrounding properties, it greatly outweighed
the benefits to the development and asked the standards be applied and enforced with this development. Mr.
Kendell noted that the standards Mr. Coster referred to were those for variation and not exceptions. He indicated
that he had mistakenly shared the variation standards with Mr. Coster, and they are aware the exceptions standards
are what the Commission will use.
Mr. Norkus allowed the next caller into the meeting. Claudia Montgomery, 681 Walden, stated Mr. Swanson created
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a great plan which could work for the community and agreed with the need for this type of housing in Winnetka.
She stated the only issue which stood in the way is the overall scale of the building. Mrs. Montgomery stated if you
asked brokers who try to sell a home adjacent to a similarly sized property, there is difficulty selling them. She stated
it would affect their property values and as much as they need this type of housing, it came down to the financial
benefit of the builder at the expense of the adjacent neighbors.
Mr. Norkus allowed Brandy Siavelis into the meeting. Brandy Siavelis, 415 Cedar, stated she would first speak from
the perspective of a real estate broker for 20 years who has worked in Winnetka and is familiar with the marketplace.
She referred to the concern of the neighbors who do not want this development in their backyard. Ms. Siavelis stated
the vacant lot and old home could not be expected to remain that way in perpetuity and asked for them to consider
the following issues: (1) it is only six units, (2) it is only four stories, (3) it would be congruent with adjacent properties,
(4) it would be a beautiful building on Green Bay Road and (5) it would keep residents in the community and increase
overall tax revenue. She stated The Walden will add value to the surrounding homes and referred to clients who
purchased homes within a block of the site who thought it was a great idea. Ms. Siavelis then stated new construction
with one level of living with high quality is what buyers demand and the market for these units are primarily empty
nesters who spend half the year in warmer clients. She then stated these buyers do not want dated units or have to
do work in today’s climate.
Ms. Siavelis informed the PDC they have not had new condos built in Winnetka for over 12 years and The Walden
has been a work in progress for over 18 months. She described the debacle of One Winnetka which left a stain on
the community and The Walden represented a chance for the Village to redeem itself on the development front.
Ms. Savelis stated they have antiquated codes and regulations in Winnetka and they cannot get out of their own
way in terms of making progress in the community. She asked for reasonable consideration and they cannot keep
kicking the can down the road. Ms. Siavelis stated buyers have options with more buyers choosing Glencoe, Wilmette
and Northfield which have far less empty storefronts than Winnetka. She also stated increasing the tax revenue for
the Village would be a good thing.
Ms. Siavelis then stated speaking as a community constituent, her family lived in Winnetka since 2012 and have
watched the community wither with Little Ricky’s and Café Roma closing this week. She stated they can no longer
rely on the cache of Winnetka’s name and have to have progress and allow residents to remain in Winnetka. Ms.
Siavelis stated they can begin with allowing the development to take place and commented while change is hard, it
is needed. She asked the PDC to not allow analysis by paralysis to take over the community and for the PDC not be
part of another failed project in Winnetka.
Mr. Norkus informed the PDC there are a number of other attendees who may be affiliated with the applicant and
asked the Applicant if those individuals would like to provide comments. Mr. Swanson stated no; that they were
present to listen.
Chairman Bradley asked the Applicant if he would like to respond to the public comments. Mr. Swanson stated he
had nothing to add at this time except they are committed to what they have prepared and that they do not have a
lot of wiggle room to make changes.
Mr. Norkus stated that there is a caller that had technical difficulties who would like to speak. Given the technical
issues, Chairman Bradley allowed the member to speak. Amy Corr, 1517 Walnut, stated that she supports the
project. She understands change is tough, but the residents along Walden back-up to multi-family zoning. The
Village needs to keep residents who are looking to downsize in town, and this project will do that.
Chairman Bradley asked given the hour of 10:30 p.m., does the Commission wish to start its deliberations or to
continue the public hearing to a future date when their minds are fresh. Member Handler stated she does have a
question that she would like answered at some point. If the units are just slightly over 2,000 square feet and there
are six units, why is the building gross floor area nearly 18,000 square feet. Member Dalman asked for more
information regarding a comment made by a neighbor that a landfill used to be located on the Subject Property.
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Chairman Bradley again asked if the Commission would prefer to conduct its deliberations or to continue the public
hearing to a future date. In response to a question from Chairman Bradley, Mr. Schoon stated the next regularly
scheduled meeting of the Commission is scheduled for October 7; however, the Commission has stated in the past
it would be willing to call special meetings, so if the Commission desired a meeting could be scheduled sooner.
Chairman Bradley stated he assumes the Applicant is aware of the October 7 date and has planned for it. Mr.
Swanson acknowledged that he had.
Member Orsic moved to continue the public hearing on this item to October 7. The motion was seconded by
Member Golan. By a unanimous roll call vote, the motion was adopted.
***
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Attachment D
Public Comment received immediately prior to start of October 19 meeting; this
correspondence was read into the record at the meeting; however, it was not
forwarded to the PDC given the late hour it was received

Ann Klaassen
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Keneman <rkeneman@metcapbank.com>
Monday, October 19, 2020 4:58 PM
Planning
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: 312 640 2350
C:
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Ann Klaassen
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

John Frank <
>
Monday, October 19, 2020 6:02 PM
Planning
The Walden
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,
1
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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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ATTACHMENT E
Public Correspondence Received Since October 19 PDC Meeting
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:
Subject:
Date:

Planning
The Walden
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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