LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION REGULAR VIRTUAL MEETING AGENDA
MONDAY, JULY 6, 2020 - 7:00 PM
In accordance with social distancing requirements and Governor Pritzker’s Executive Orders 2020-43 and 2020-44,
and Senate Bill 2135, the Winnetka Landmark Preservation Commission meeting on Monday, July 6, 2020 will be
held virtually. The meeting will be livestreamed via the Cisco WebEx platform. In accordance with Public Act 1010640, at least one representative from the Village will be present at Village Hall, and the virtual meeting will be
simulcast at Village Hall for members of the public who do not wish to view the virtual meeting from another
location. Pursuant to Executive Orders 2020-43 and 2020-44 issued by the Governor, the number of people who
may gather at Village Hall for the meeting is limited due to the mandated social distancing guidelines. Accordingly,
the opportunity to view the virtual meeting at Village Hall is available on a “first come, first-served” basis.
The public has the following two options for virtually observing and participating during this virtual Landmark
Preservation 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: 408-418-9388; when prompted enter the Meeting ID – 126 899 7045
(Please note there is no additional password or attendee ID required.)
2) Livestream (both audio and video feed). Download the Cisco WebEx meetings app to your smart phone,
tablet or computer, and then join Meeting ID – 126 899 7045 Event Password – LPC07062020
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 by 6:00 PM the day of the meeting will be read at the meeting by staff. Written 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 847-716-3587.

510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093
847-501-6000 • www.villageofwinnetka.org

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION REGULAR VIRTUAL MEETING AGENDA
MONDAY, JULY 6, 2020 - 7:00 PM

AGENDA ITEMS
1. Call to Order & Roll Call.
2. Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting.
3. Approval of June 1, 2020 meeting minutes.
4. Case No. 20-11: 200 Fuller Lane: Preliminary Review of the application for demolition of the
single family residence at 200 Fuller Lane.
5. Case No. 20-12: 1580 Tower Road: Preliminary Review of the application for demolition of the
single family residence at 1580 Tower Road.
6. Case No. 20-13: 141 Sheridan Road: Preliminary Review of the application for demolition of the
single family residence at 141 Sheridan Road
7. Other Business.
a. August 3, 2020 Meeting - Quorum check.
8. Public Comment.
9. 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).

510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, Illinois 60093
847-501-6000 • www.villageofwinnetka.org
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LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION
JUNE 1, 2020 MEETING MINUTES
Members Present:

Louise Holland, Chairperson
Chris Enck
Laura Good
Beth Ann Papoutsis
Joseph Stuart
Paul Weaver

Non-Voting Member Present:

Jack Coladarci

Members Absent:

Katie Comstock

Village Staff:

David Schoon, Director of Community Development
Kristen Kazenas, Assistant Village Manager
Brian Norkus, Assistant Director of Community Development
Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner
Christopher Marx, Associate Planner

Call to Order & Roll Call.
Chairperson Holland called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.
Introductory Remarks Regarding Conduct of Virtual Meeting.
Chairperson Holland stated they would begin by going over the rules for the virtual meeting and read
Governor’s Pritzker’s executive order which suspended the provisions of the Open Meetings Act. She
asked for those speaking to identify themselves and no one would be allowed to speak unless first
recognized by her as Chair. Chairperson Holland also stated all votes would be done by roll call and
when referring to documents, to identify them by reference and page number. She then outlined the
agenda and noted public comment is permitted on all agenda items. Chairperson Holland then asked if
there were any questions.
Mr. Marx took roll call of the Commission Members present.
Approval of March 2, 2020 meeting minutes.
Chairperson Holland asked for a motion to adopt the March 2, 2020 meeting minutes. A motion was
made by Mr. Weaver and seconded by Ms. Good. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed.
AYES:
Enck, Good, Holland, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver
NAYS:
None
NON-VOTING: Coladarci
Case No. 20-03-DR: 710 Walden Road: Review of the Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS)
submitted for the single-family residence at 710 Walden Road.
Mr. Marx stated the applicant submitted an HAIS as requested by the Commission which would be
presented by Susan Benjamin and referred to the findings on page 4 as Attachment A. Mr. Norkus
identified Susan Benjamin and Chip Hackley who would speak on behalf of the applicant, as well as the
applicant, Paul St. John. Paul St. John introduced himself as the property owner and Chip Hackley
introduced himself as the architect for the applicant.
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Susan Benjamin began by describing the home’s features and detailing. She identified Russell Walcott as
the architect who partnered with Robert Work. Ms. Benjamin referred to the roofline which she
described as eclectic. She then referred to the garage to the right and bay which were later added. She
referred to the slide showing the view of the home and side view which had been somewhat altered and
second floor roof. Ms. Benjamin also stated the greenhouse conservatory was added later which was
not a contributing part of the design. She then stated the alterations were not necessarily sympathetic.
Ms. Benjamin stated with regard to the home’s interior, she identified the hallway and living room
which had two steps down. She noted the original design called for a mezzanine and balcony staircase
and the mezzanine was never built. Ms. Benjamin referred to the view of the bay window and
symmetrical bookcases flanking it. She also identified the French doors leading to the conservatory and
greenhouse built in 2001. She stated to the right of the front door is the hallway and study/bedroom.
Ms. Benjamin then referred to the kitchen remodel and noted the special detailing related to the main
section of the home. She identified the stair casing leading to the arched opening on the second floor.
Ms. Benjamin stated the floorplans show the bedrooms radiating off the hallway which she described as
simple.
Ms. Benjamin then referred to the surrounding homes consisting of Arts and Crafts homes and
described their relationship to the subject home. She also referred to the Tudor Revival homes and the
rhythm of the street. Ms. Benjamin informed the Commission she included a Sanborn map for the
Commission to see how the rhythm of the street is established which she commented had a particular
historic character. She also commented the home is important to the rhythm and character of the
street. Ms. Benjamin then asked if there were any questions. Chairperson Holland also asked if there
were any questions for Ms. Benjamin or on the HAIS. No questions were asked at this time. Chairperson
Holland asked Chip Hackley for his comments.
Chip Hackley informed the Commission he had issues with the home itself in terms of the additions and
originality. He noted a good portion of the home is not original and referred to the greenhouse added in
the 1980’s Mr. Hackley also referred to the garage added later and the siding which is not original as
well as the additions. He also stated the windows have all been replaced at different stages and have
varying degrees of quality, longevity and material. Mr. Hackley also stated the family room is not original
to the home with the interior and exterior not being consistent. He then stated the kitchen was
remodeled 20-30 years ago. Mr. Hackley also noted the condition of the foundation.
Mr. Hackley stated in addition to the windows, the flooring is inconsistent and not in good condition. He
described the French doors as a challenge in terms of their condition. Mr. Hackley commented while
the front porch photographed nicely, it is in need of repair along with the millwork and some of the
windows are rotted through. He described it as an interesting situation in that the home has been
altered over the years to the point of not retaining its original components or the core and did not
warrant preservation to the degree that other homes in the Village warrant.
Chairperson Holland asked if there were any comments. She stated according to the HAIS, even though
there are problems with the home, it was built in 1923 and its historical importance as noted on page 23
is outshone by its architectural significance. She stated the street presence of the home is unaltered and
changes made to the home by Russell Walcott or Chester Walcott did not detract from its original
design. Chairperson Holland then read that the addition of the 1933 garage and the 1936 bay are
historic, sympathetic and complemented the handsomely detailed entrance and original walled
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treatments. She identified these remarks as coming from the Summary Opinion of the HAIS. Chairperson
Holland again asked if there were any comments.
Mr. Enck asked Ms. Benjamin what is the home’s roofing material. Ms. Benjamin responded it may be
wood or asphalt. Mr. St. John indicated it is cedar and the photograph showed it in various states of
remodel.
Mr. Weaver commented the HAIS was extraordinarily detailed and stated relative to many homes the
Commission sees, this home appears to be in much better shape on the interior than many of the homes
that come before the Commission. Mr. Enck asked Ms. Benjamin with regard to the second floor, if
there is anything else like that in the Village that the architect designed. Ms. Benjamin responded there
is not and commented that is what made it extraordinary.
Ms. Good commented she agreed with Ms. Benjamin in that it is a significant grouping of homes and it is
unfortunate that the grouping would be changed drastically which will change the character of the area.
She also stated the changes made were inconsistent with the style of the home and it is not unusual for
a home this age to have the garage addition and solarium. Ms. Good agreed the home is in good shape.
Mr. Hackley asked the Commission Members if they walked around the home. He then stated he would
challenge the comments relating to the home’s interior. Mr. Hackley then stated the photographs do
not accurately show the extent of the damage and extent of the rework to get the home into a livable
condition. He also stated recovery of the home would be extremely costly to preserve the home. Mr.
Hackley noted the vast majority of his work related to working with older homes and stated these
buildings need to be taken care of which was not the case with this home. He concluded the home is in
horrible condition and referred to the photograph of the siding which is not salvageable.
Chairperson Holland asked Mr. St. John if the home had been on the market and Mr. St. John confirmed
that is correct. He also stated a lot of complaints were made in connection with the property and
referred to the amount of money to fix the sewer line to the street. Mr. St. John agreed with Mr.
Hackley in that the home has not been maintained.
Chairperson Holland asked if there were any other comments. No additional comments were made at
this time from the Commission. Mr. Schoon stated Mr. Norkus would check to see if the public
attendees wanted to comment on this item. Mr. Norkus asked several callers if there was any comment.
The callers stated they had no comment.
Chairperson Holland stated the Commission would now discuss whether they felt the HAIS was
complete and to vote on whether to issue a 60 day delay or issue a demolition permit for the home. She
agreed with the Commission Members in that the HAIS was very complete and noted Russell Walcott is
an architect of note. Chairperson Holland stated the demolition of another one of his homes was
approved at their last meeting. She again asked if there were any comments.
Mr. Schoon stated first, they would have to confirm and accept the petitioner’s waiver regarding the
virtual meeting. Mr. St. John confirmed his acceptance. Mr. Schoon then asked the petitioner if he felt
he was adequately able to present his case and there were no technical difficulties which negatively
impacted his ability to present the case. Mr. St. John confirmed there were no difficulties and thanked
Ms. Benjamin for her contribution.
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Chairperson Holland stated the Commission is to now determine whether the HAIS is complete. The
Commission Members determined the HAIS is complete. A vote was taken as follows:
AYES:
Enck, Good, Holland, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver
NAYS:
None
NON-VOTING: Coladarci
Chairperson Holland then stated in accordance with Section15.52.060, findings have to be entered on
the following issues: (a) whether the HAIS is complete; (b) if the demolition would have a significant
negative architectural or historic impact on either the Village as a whole or on the immediate
neighborhood; and (c) whether demolition should be delayed in order to explore alternatives to total
demolition. She asked the Commission for their comments. Chairperson Holland noted the Historical
Society did not find any historic value to the home or any significant person who lived in the home. She
then questioned whether any other evidence was received by the Commission at the impact
determination meeting. Mr. Enck asked how many Walcott homes are in the Village. Ms. Benjamin
stated they have not gotten a complete survey of the homes in the Village and do not know the amount.
Chairperson Holland then stated in making its determination, the Commission shall consider the
following: (a) the HAIS; (b) the preliminary property history study; (c) comments of the Historical
Society; and (d) any other information, comment or evidence reviewed by the Commission at the impact
determination meeting or the preliminary review meeting. She read the determination of the
Commission shall be supported by findings of fact based on the entire record. Chairperson Holland
stated if the determination of the Commission is that the HAIS filed by the applicant is incomplete or
otherwise insufficient to enable the Commission to make a determination as to the impact of the
proposed demolition, the Commission may direct the applicant to complete, amend or supplement the
report and may continue the impact determination meeting pending the applicant’s finding of the
complete application. She then stated that did not apply since the Commission accepted the HAIS as
complete.
Chairperson Holland then read the following: “A building or structure shall be considered to be
historically or architecturally significant if the LPC determines that it meets one or more of the following
standards: (a) the structure exhibits a high quality of architectural design without regard to the time
built or historic associations.” She asked for the Commission Members’ comments. No comments were
made at this time. Chairperson Holland read the next finding: (b) the structure exhibits a high quality of
architectural design that is not the result of a change or a series of changes in the original structure. No
comments were made at this time. Chairperson Holland read the next finding: (c) the structure
exemplifies an architectural style, construction technique or building type once common in the Village.
She commented the structure is not common. Chairperson Holland then read the next two findings: (d)
the structure exhibits an unusual, distinctive or eccentric design or construction technique that
contributes to the architectural interest of its environs as an accent or counterpart; or (e) that the
property has been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 of the Village Code, has been
included in the most recent Illinois Historic Structure Survey conducted under the auspices of the Illinois
Department of Conservation, or has been listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the Illinois
Register of Historic Places. She asked for the Commission Members’ comments.
Mr. Enck stated the Commission discussed when the request was first presented to them that the report
at the end on page 29 stated demolition of the home would create an open area that would detract
from the expected residential rhythm of the architecture on the street. He stated except for the
condition, the home is very recognizable on the street and if it is replaced by a smaller structure which is
an auxiliary structure to an adjacent home, the appearance of the character of the street would change.
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Mr. Hackley stated they do not have control over design in the Village in terms of material and scale
other than zoning. He then stated if the home did not have landmark status, the home could be
remodeled and made into whatever they want. Mr. Hackley referred to the Historical Society’s comment
that the home did not have historical significance or significant owners. Chairperson Holland read the
last three paragraphs on page 121 of the agenda report relating to Russell Walcott as a significant
architect. Mr. Hackley then stated Russell Walcott is no Edwin Clark, David Adler or Howard Van Doren
Shaw although he was an architect from the same time period. Chairperson Holland stated the Historical
Society is noting that Walcott is an important architect and the home’s demolition would take away
from the architectural rhythm on the street. She then asked if there were any other comments. Mr. Enck
clarified his comment for the record and referred to Section 15.52.060 (e) relating to whether the
proposed demolition would have a significant impact or negative architectural or historical impact on
the Village as a whole or on the immediate neighborhood and his comment related to Ms. Benjamin’s
comment which stated removal of the home would negatively impact the design quality of Walden Road
and the rhythm of the homes along the street.
Mr. Hackley stated in connection with the control of what could happen to the home if it were to stay,
there is no way to mitigate that in the Village and they can alter anything they want. He then stated for
those who care about the community would not go down that path and described the home as a unique
location on the street with significant screening. Mr. Hackley also stated he is unsure of the teeth behind
that statement.
Ms. Good stated because it is possible for that to happen it did not mean it should and that they should
not try to salvage the character of the Village which is the purpose of the Commission. She referred to
page 28 which is Ms. Benjamin’s summary opinion and the fact she did not use the word “significant”
lightly. Ms. Good also stated removing the home would change the neighborhood’s character but this
particular area has never been altered. She stated once one home is taken away, it changes the
character which left the rest of the neighborhood up for grabs which have they seen happen repeatedly
in the Village. Ms. Good stated to see an area of the Village which has been unchanged with a notable
architect would result in another loss to the Village.
Mr. Hackley referred to the streetscape photos and commented a lot of the surrounding homes do not
have significant character and which dated to different time periods. He agreed there are many streets
which have remained unaltered and the work he does contributes to the community. Mr. Hackley then
stated the positions being taken are not consistent with what exists on the street and this home is to the
point of no return, regardless of who purchased the home, it would not have been saved. Mr. St. John
informed the Commission they bid against someone who wanted to tear down the home and the
neighbors to the right are happy to not have a giant home next door. Chairperson Holland stated the
comment did not affect the Commission’s decision in that a lot of neighbors would be happy to not have
a large home next to them.
Mr. Enck asked for clarification since this case is different from where a home is being torn down to
make room for a single family home, beyond the Commission’s review, since the property is being
combined with an adjacent lot for construction, did it go through their review first and then to the ZBA
and Plan Commission. Chairperson Holland confirmed the Plan Commission granted the request for
consolidation in February 2020. Mr. Schoon noted the Plan Commission is a recommending body to the
Village Council and the plat of consolidation would still go to the Village Council for final approval.
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Chairperson Holland asked if the Commission is ready to make a recommendation or a motion to grant
demolition approval of 710 Walden Road. She then asked the Commission if they would like to make a
motion to recommend delaying demolition to explore alternatives to total demolition or if there is any
other information or comment to be received by the Commission. Chairperson Holland again asked for a
motion to grant the demolition of 710 Walden Road.
Ms. Good asked Chairperson Holland if there has been a situation where the Commission discussed
demolitions with the Village Council since they have the final say about consolidation and if there is a
possibility of them having a meeting with the Village Council. Chairperson Holland responded she did
not think so and the Plan Commission has their own code to adhere to and the Commission’s code
related to the HAIS and whether demolition would have significant negative architectural or historic
impact on the Village or on the immediate neighborhood or if demolition should be delayed to explore
alternatives. She then asked for a motion to either approve demolition or delay demolition for 60 days.
Ms. Papoutsis asked if the property was listed as vacant land. Mr. St. John confirmed it was not. Ms.
Papoutsis informed the Commission a similarly significant home was listed as vacant land. Chairperson
Holland then asked Mr. Schoon for guidance.
Mr. Schoon stated the Commission determined the HAIS is complete and they have information on
which to make a decision and the Commission has two choices: (1) to authorize the demolition to
proceed or (2) delay demolition for 60 days. He then stated a Commission Member needed to make one
of those two motions. Ms. Good asked Mr. Schoon if the Commission determined this particular
property’s demolition would have a negative impact on the immediate neighborhood, if that
automatically started the 60 day delay. Mr. Schoon informed the Commission they have to make the
determination whether or not it warranted delaying demolition for 60 days and confirmed a motion
would have to be made on one of the two options. Ms. Good asked for a roll call of the Commission
Members to determine if they felt demolition would have a negative impact on the immediate
neighborhood to guide their vote. Chairperson Holland stated she did not think that would be proper in
this situation. Mr. Schoon stated they could take a straw poll and then vote on whether to issue a delay
but voting on either would have the same result.
Chairperson Holland then asked for a roll call vote on whether the demolition would have a negative
impact on the neighborhood. Mr. Marx took a roll call vote as follows:
AYES:
Enck, Good, Holland, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver
NAYS:
None
NON-VOTING: Coladarci
Chairperson Holland confirmed the Commission Members felt demolition would have a negative impact
on the neighborhood and the Commission determined the HAIS to be complete. She then asked for a
motion to delay demolition for 710 Walden Road. Ms. Good asked how long the home on the market
was and if the price was substantially reduced. Mr. St. John stated he did not know how much the
property was listed for 10 years ago and assumed the price dropped from that time. Ms. Good stated it
has happened before that a home was listed as overpriced. Mr. St. John suggested the Commission
Members tour the home inside to see how bad the condition is. Ms. Good stated in reviewing changes
to the ordinance, that is one of the things the Commission requested was to be able to see the inside of
homes. She also stated for the record that it is one opinion that the home is beyond repair or
salvageable and this is an instance where it would be nice for the Village to be able to bring its own
historic restoration architect for an opinion. Mr. St. John stated if the Commission is asking for
alternatives, he did not know what they would be. Chairperson Holland responded they would be
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required to save the home. Mr. St. John stated that would not happen and he would demolish the home
after 60 days or sell the home.
Chairperson Holland again asked for a motion to delay demolition of 710 Walden Road. Mr. Weaver
moved to approve the demolition of 710 Walden Road. Mr. Enck seconded the motion. He commented
on the tremendous amount of wasted material and referred to changes for the 2040 Plan. Mr. Enck also
commented he did not see how a pool could be accommodated on the existing lot and described the
situation as unfortunate due to the weak ordinance. Ms. Good agreed with Mr. Enck’s comments and
stated given the circumstances and the ordinance, she did not see a reason for issuing a delay. She
stated for the record, demolition would be a loss to the fabric of the community. Mr. Enck asked the
applicant if they considered deconstruction. Mr. Hackley confirmed they planned to use deconstruction.
Ms. Good suggested consideration of surrounding neighbors and for asbestos to be contained. Mr.
Hackley informed the Commission deconstruction is more expensive and is appropriate in this instance.
Ms. Good also seconded the motion.
A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 6 to 0.
AYES:
Enck, Good, Holland, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver
NAYS:
None
NON-VOTING: Coladarci
Mr. Enck asked for the home’s original plans to be left with the Historical Society. Mr. Hackley confirmed
they would. Ms. Good stated for the record, while the Commission is considering recommendations for
the new ordinance, to ask for original plans to be archived to be a requirement.
Case No. 20-06-DR: 248 Linden Street: Review of the Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS)
submitted for the single-family residence at 248 Linden Street.
Mr. Marx introduced the applicant and other individuals present as Scott Kemper, Brian Fryzel and Jean
Guarino. He noted they received public correspondence and stated the HAIS was submitted at the
request of the Commission. Mr. Marx then read the letter from former owner, Michael Miller, into the
record. Chairperson Holland asked if there were any questions from the Commission. No comments
were made at this time.
Jean Guarino informed the Commission she performed a title search to identify former owners. She
stated the home did not have historical significance at the state or local levels and after researching a
variety of sources, she found none of the former owners merited any individual distinction. Ms. Guarino
stated in terms of the architecture, she referred to Attachments A and B of photos of the home’s
exterior and interior. She stated the home was built in 1921 facing the street. Ms. Guarino stated the
home received the rear garage in 1937 and attached two story wing sympathetic in character to the
home’s main block and which is not visible from the public right-of-way. Ms. Guarino then stated the
home has a Colonial Revival style and is clad in brick and exhibited typical hallmarks of the Colonial
Revival style including a symmetrical front façade and symmetrical front door. She referred to the roof
dormers and described the detailing as modest with keystones above the first floor windows. Ms.
Guarino then stated the interior has a standard central hall plan and finishes including a hardwood floor
with carpeted bedrooms on the second floor. She then stated the wall and ceilings are plaster and there
is one fireplace with a marble surround.
Ms. Guarino stated while the home has good exterior integrity, the inside has been unheated for several
months and some of the photos of the rooms show the deteriorated condition. She also stated while
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Colonial Revival homes are exceedingly common in Winnetka, she referred to homes built in the 1920’s
to the 1940’s and commented the home lacked visual distinctive interest compared to other examples
of 1920’s Colonial Revival style homes in the Village.
Ms. Guarino stated the home was built by William Aitken whose name was listed on the 1921 building
permit. She stated Aitken was born in Scotland in 1878 and emigrated to the U.S. in 1903 with his family.
Ms. Guarino informed the Commission in researching Aitkin for the report; she was surprised to find
very little information and identified the sources she researched in terms of his work, etc. She also
stated she performed research in and out of Illinois and the only items she was able to find about his
work were advertisements he placed as a builder on the North Shore from the 1920’s to the 1930’s. Ms.
Guarino stated she also reviewed the architectural survey of Winnetka which covered approximately
60% of the Village and saw his name listed as a builder on two homes, one of which is a local landmark
at 500 Maple Street. She stated she was unable to find any information on his education and it is not
clear where he trained as an architect. Ms. Guarino noted she found a lot of classical ads he designed
and although he may have designed other homes in the Village, the way to determine that would be to
go through the Village building permit files.
Ms. Guarino stated his local significance appeared to lie with the Village of Bannockburn which he
helped establish and he was an important residential builder there. She stated he moved there in the
1920’s and she was unable to find specific examples since specific addresses were not given. Ms.
Guarino stated she researched whether his work was written about in the professional press and could
not find any information. She noted the only description of him was in his obituary which provided some
biographical information. Ms. Guarino concluded she could not find enough information to determine
that Aitken possesses local, statewide or national significance in terms of his work as an architect or
builder.
Ms. Guarino then stated in terms of neighborhood impact, the 200 block of Linden possesses 12 homes,
one of which faced Sunset and one facing Mt. Pleasant. She stated they vary in terms of architectural
style, materials and construction dates with most being built in 1905 or later with five being built in
2005 or later. She then identified the dates of construction of some of the homes. Ms. Guarino stated
most of the homes are similar in terms of scale, massing and setbacks with four having the Colonial
Revival style, one Tudor Revival, two from the 1940’s including a ranch home and a French country style
and two being built post 2005.
Ms. Guarino referred to the Evaluation of Neighborhood Impact section where she stated the home
displays the same scale, material, roofline and setbacks as evidenced by other homes on the street. She
also stated demolition of the home could have an adverse impact on its surroundings if what replaces it
is not sensitive to the issues of scale, massing and setbacks on the lot. She then asked if there were any
questions.
Mr. Coladarci commented the HAIS was excellent. He referred to the interior of the home which
appeared to be in fairly decent shape. Ms. Guarino commented the home’s interior and exterior have
very good integrity but a number of the rooms were in bad shape. She also referred to the garage being
converted to a family room and the first floor had a lot of plaster issues. Mr. Coladarci asked if the
condition would prevent the reuse of the building. Ms. Guarino responded she cannot speak to that and
referred to the home’s interior condition. Chairperson Holland asked if there were any questions.
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Ms. Good stated she was intrigued by the fact the word architect was hardly used and referred to the
Commission’s first meeting where they determined Aitken was a significant architect. She asked Ms.
Guarino if she checked the Art Institute’s records and Ms. Guarino confirmed she did. Ms. Good stated
in a google search, Bannockburn referred to him as an architect. Ms. Guarino identified other sources
she researched and she was surprised by the lack of information as well. She noted his obituary may not
have referred to him as an architect but as a builder. Ms. Guarino noted his son was an architect who
may have been doing more of the design work. She indicated subcontractors may have designed the
homes and informed the Commission she also looked at the information for 500 Maple where he was
referred to as the builder and not the architect.
Mr. Enck asked if the American Institute of Architects maintained a list of licensed architects over the
years. Ms. Guarino responded they have historic directories and identified other sources she
researched. She again referred to his obituary which was very brief with only a short paragraph
mentioned in The Chicago Tribune.
Chairperson Holland asked if there were any other questions from the Commission. No additional
questions were raised at this time. Chairperson Holland asked if there were any comments from the
audience. Mr. Norkus stated Michael Miller is present.
Mr. Miller commented it is an unfortunate situation and described the home as a great place where he
raised his family and the time for the home has come. He referred to people who think homes like this
can be repaired as sorely mistaken. Mr. Miller informed the Commission he has a strong background in
architecture and described his family’s background in architecture as well. He stated the home is not
repairable and the builder who put the home together made serious mistakes which they discovered
over the years. Mr. Miller also stated the home was not built by anyone with significant architectural
standards and was not built to code or is landmarked which the Commission is trying to do now. He then
referred to the comments made relating to the home’s setback and noted the home next door is located
10 feet further and disrupted the look of the street. Mr. Miller stated the new home would be set back
appropriately. He concluded it would be horrific for the Commission to attempt to keep the applicants
from constructing a nice home.
Chairperson Holland clarified the Commission is not attempting to grant landmark status on the home
and are only considering whether the home should be demolished and its history. Mr. Miller informed
the Commission he grew up in an architecturally significant home in Glencoe which was replaced and
reiterated this home is not livable.
Chairperson Holland asked if there were any comments from the Commission. Ms. Papoutsis stated she
appreciated the feedback the Commission received to help them make a decision. Mr. Kemper
reiterated he grew up in the area and chose to live in the Village for all of the things the Commission is
trying to preserve. He stated the new home would fit with the neighborhood and would be of quality
and would be tasteful. Mr. Coladarci stated at the first meeting, his concern related to the applicants’
decision being made to tear down the home without going inside or allow its purchase by another party
which would not be as concerned about the deficiencies as the applicants. He stated he did not doubt
the applicants’ intent for the new home and referred to the HAIS describing the home as having an
iconic look realizing the applicants have the right to do what they want with the Commission trying to
cajole them into doing something different. Mr. Coladarci stated Mr. Miller’s commentary is helpful but
not in deciding and the Commission is to determine the impact on the neighborhood of taking the home
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down and to protect the Village’s character. Mr. Coladarci commented he wished the home could have
been marketed to someone who did not want to tear it down.
Bryan Fryzel, architect with Northworks designed the new home for the Kempers, stated he agreed with
Mr. Coladarci regarding the home being classic and referred to Ms. Guarino’s comment in the HAIS that
the home is not significant historically which is the most important aspect and its lack of originality. He
also referred to the placement of the home on the lot and its additions which altered the home beyond
its original intent. Mr. Fryzel referred to the bad master bathroom renovation, basement flooding issues
and other aspects of the home. He stated they would address how the new home would be placed on
the lot which would be aligned with the neighbors compared to its current siting. Mr. Fryzel referred to
page 24 of the HAIS and the unusable nature of the north side of the home or it being suitable for a
family environment. He stated the new home would make a great addition to Winnetka and the block.
Keith Labuta, architect with Northworks, stated the new home would be sensitive to scale and character
and would be a fully brick home. He stated his company performed renovations on historic homes on
the North Shore and the home would be extremely contextual in terms of the replacement property.
Chairperson Holland asked if there were any comments or questions.
Mr. Enck referred to an HAIS photo of water damage from cracked pipes and asked when that
happened. Mr. Kemper responded he did not know and estimated it to be approximately 6 months ago.
Mr. Enck stated he asked at the previous meeting if the home was being heated and it was confirmed
that it was in addition to maintaining the landscaping. Mr. Kemper stated at some point the heat was
turned off and the landscaping was maintained the entire time. He also informed the Commission they
spoke with the neighbors to the north and south regarding their plans and asked them to inform them
of any concerns regarding the home. Mr. Enck commented it is a huge concern to him when the
Commission has discussed many times before regarding demolitions that homes are not winterized and
damage being caused by the lack of keeping the heat on. He asked Mr. Schoon if it is requirement for
homes to be winterized. Mr. Fryzel stated they are not asking for demolition since the home was
unkempt but due to the fact it is not significant. Mr. Schoon informed the Commission there are
property maintenance issues if it leads to neglect and it is done on a complaint basis. Mr. Kemper stated
the radiator damage may have occurred after the previous owners moved out. Mr. Miller agreed.
Chairperson Holland agreed with Mr. Enck that the Commission sees this situation repeatedly and
referred to an Edwin Clark home where windows were left open and the home was then demolished.
She then stated when the ordinance has changed, they can ask for maintenance to be required.
Chairperson Holland stated the Commission would now do its review.
Ms. Good asked Mr. Marx with regard to the letter from the prior owners for him to re-read the list of
items he stated were wrong with the property. Mr. Miller informed the Commission he did not include
the stairwells which are not code compliant since they are too steep. Mr. Marx stated the problems
noted in the letter included tuckpointing, electrical systems, plumbing, gutters, the roof, central air
conditioning, kitchen remodeling and carpentry. Ms. Good stated all of those issues are typical
maintenance issues for any older home. She then referred to the property not being up to code is typical
with older properties and homes can be grandfathered in that regard. Mr. Miller referred to the
condition of the basement with a cracked foundation which is not easy to repair.
Chairperson Holland referred to the number of homes on the National Register of Historic Places which
contain code violations and agreed with Ms. Good’s comments. She then stated the Commission would
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now review Section 15.52.060 and enter findings. Chairperson Holland asked for a roll call vote on the
first three findings: (a) whether the HAIS is complete, (b) whether the proposed demolition will have a
significant negative architectural or historical impact on either the Village as a whole or on the
immediate neighborhood and (c) whether demolition should be delayed in order to explore alternatives
to total demolition.
Mr. Schoon stated they must first confirm two items with the applicants to acknowledge they have
submitted the written waiver and consent to a virtual meeting and confirm they have encountered no
technical difficulties which negatively impacted their ability to make their presentation. Mr. Kemper
confirmed the consent was submitted and there have been no difficulties.
Mr. Marx took a roll call vote to determine the HAIS is complete. All members found the HAIS complete.
Mr. Enck stated with regard to finding (b), the Commission has previously discussed there are lots of
homes which help determine the character of the community and losing a home like this is a defining
character of the community. He stated in connection with finding (c), there was not a lot of
consideration by the applicants at the previous meeting relating to alternatives and asked if there has
been any further discussion. Mr. Fryzel responded after visiting the site again, considering the home’s
siting and how much would have to be undertaken, it would not be feasible to transform the home into
a home which would fit the family’s needs in the long term.
Mr. Enck asked what the style, square footage and massing of the new home will be. Mr. Fryzel stated
the home would have features which have classical styling. Mr. Labuta added the home would have a
French country character with classic brick detailing and wood detailing. It was stated the front yard
setback would be more in line with the neighbor and the massing on the north side would be one
structure. Mr. Labuta stated the first floor square footage would be 2,500 square feet and the second
floor is 2,200 square feet and compared it to the homes across the street. Mr. Fryzel then stated it
would be a similarly sized building but in a different location.
Chairperson Holland referred to the finding as to whether demolition should be delayed to explore
alternatives. Mr. Enck stated it appeared as though the applicants considered it and commented it is
unfortunate they would be tearing down a 5,000 square foot home with a slate roof which would
jeopardize the architectural character of the community while also having an extremely negative effect
on and be disruptive to the neighborhood. He then stated he did not know what value delaying
demolition would have since the applicants would not consider alternatives. Mr. Enck then stated he
voted yes on the HAIS’ completeness and yes on the negative impact on the community and no in terms
of delaying demolition to pursue alternatives.
Ms. Good agreed the HAIS is complete and that demolition would have a negative impact on the
immediate neighborhood since it is a contributing structure and that there did not seem to be a reason
to delay demolition although she would be disappointed to see the home torn down. Ms. Papoutsis
agreed the HAIS is complete and considering the prior owners’ comments and other comments about
the home, she did not believe demolition would have a negative architectural or historical impact on the
neighborhood or the Village. She stated she appreciated the new home would be thoughtfully designed
by an architect in their community and the new home would be beautiful and a welcome addition to the
community. Ms. Papoutsis also stated she did not believe there should be a delay to explore
alternatives.
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Mr. Stuart agreed the report is good and agreed the demolition would have a negative impact on the
character of the Village. He commented if the applicants wanted a new home, they should have done
their best to find an empty lot. Mr. Stuart also stated he did not believe there should be a demolition
delay. Mr. Weaver agreed the HAIS is complete and given the home’s current condition, it would not
have a negative effect on the neighborhood or the Village. He also stated he did not believe demolition
should be delayed. Mr. Weaver commented it is unfortunate damage was done to the home due to the
lack of winterization and stated the home is a massive structure which would not come down easily and
asked the applicants to recycle materials as best as possible. Ms. Papoutsis also agreed with Mr.
Weaver’s comments.
Mr. Marx confirmed there was unanimous agreement that the HAIS is complete, the vote was split as to
whether demolition would have a negative impact on the neighborhood or the Village and it was
unanimous that demolition should not be delayed.
Chairperson Holland stated before a motion is made, she confirmed the Commission considered the
HAIS, the preliminary property history study, comments from the Historical Society which is that the
home did not possess historical or architectural significance or is a local, state or national landmark and
any other information, comments or evidence received by the Commission at the impact determination
meeting or the preliminary review meeting. She then asked for a motion to grant demolition for 248
Linden. A motion was made by Ms. Papoutsis and seconded by Mr. Weaver. A vote was taken and the
motion unanimously passed.
AYES:
Enck, Good, Holland, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver
NAYS:
None
NON-VOTING: Coladarci
Mr. Enck reiterated his position there is room for improvement in the ordinance.
Other Business.
a. Community Development Report
Mr. Schoon informed the Commission the Village staff has been working with the Board and
Commissions and have held virtual meetings with the ZBA, DRB, Plan Commission and now this
Commission. He stated they do not yet know if the July meeting would be virtual but that it may be
given the governor’s phase plan and things may change. Mr. Schoon stated the Village staff has been
working from home and in the office on permits and dealing with property maintenance and safety
issues in the community.
b. Comprehensive Plan Status Update.
Mr. Schoon stated with regard to the Comprehensive Plan update, they planned to have a community
Open House prior to the stay at home order going into effect which was canceled. Mr. Schoon stated
they are now waiting to determine when they can hold an open house and the Comprehensive Plan is
on hold with the consultants still performing data analysis.
c. July 6, 2020 Meeting - Quorum check.
Mr. Schoon asked the Commission Members if they would have a quorum for the July 6, 2020 meeting
after the holiday. He also asked if they would be available either in person or virtually. The Commission
Members discussed their availability.
PUBLIC COMMENT
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Chairperson Holland asked if there were any comments from the public. Mr. Norkus stated Gary Frank is
in attendance. Mr. Frank stated he had no comment.
Chairperson Holland thanked Village staff with their assistance setting up the virtual meeting. She also
stated she would speak to President Rintz regarding the ordinance.
ADJOURNMENT:
A motion was made and seconded to adjourn the meeting. A vote was taken and the motion
unanimously passed.
AYES:
Enck, Good, Holland, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver
NAYS:
None
NON-VOTING: Coladarci
The meeting adjourned at 9:55 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Antionette Johnson
Recording Secretary

MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION

FROM:

CHRISTOPHER, MARX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER

DATE:

JUNE 29, 2020

SUBJECT:

CASE NO. 20-11-LPC: 200 FULLER LANE - DEMOLITION PERMIT

INTRODUCTION
On July 6, 2020, the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC) is scheduled to hold a virtual public
meeting, in accordance with Illinois Senate Bill 2135 amending the Open Meetings Act, social distancing
requirements, and Governor Pritzker’s Stay-at-Home Executive Order, to consider an application
submitted by Avalon Construction & Design (the “Applicant”), as a representative for Rebecca Ferguson
(the “Owner”), to demolish the existing single-family residence on the property at 200 Fuller Lane (the
“Subject Property”).
A mailed notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet in compliance with Section 15.52 of the
Village Code. As of the date of this memorandum, staff has not received any written comments from
the public regarding this application.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The Subject Property, which is approximately 0.24 acres in size, is located on the west side of Fuller Lane
between Sheridan Road and Winnetka Avenue, and contains a single-family residence with an attached
garage. The property is zoned R-4 Single-Family Residential, and it is surrounded by R-4 Single-Family
Residential to the north, east, and west. The neighboring property to the south is zoned R-5 SingleFamily Residential.
PROPERTY HISTORY
As represented on the attached preliminary property history study (Attachment B), the residence was
built in 1954 with a subsequent building permit for an addition being issued in 1972. The Winnetka
Historical Society (WHS) has indicated that the structure does not have historical or architectural
significance. The WHS’ research and comments are included in this report as Attachment C.
NEIGHBORHOOD CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY
The Director of Community Development may delay the issuance of a demolition permit for up to 60
days if one or more building or demolition permits for primary structures have been approved for
properties, for which work is continuing, on either side of the right-of-way block face and/or alley along
which the property is located, or if the Director determines that a delay is necessary to prevent undue
congestion and noise impacts in the neighborhood. Currently, there are no permits for any new single
family residences on the same block as the Subject Property. The Director has determined that a delay is
not necessary to prevent undue congestion and noise impacts within the neighborhood.
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COMMISSION REVIEW
In accordance with Section 15.52.040 of the Village Code, the Commission is required to determine
whether the building and/or property is of sufficient historic or architectural merit to warrant
conducting a Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS) prior to issuance of the demolition permit.
Upon completing the preliminary historic and architectural review, the LPC shall enter preliminary
findings on the issue of whether the demolition permit application affects a building or property that
has sufficient architectural or historic merit to warrant conducting a full HAIS prior to issuance of the
demolition permit. In making its determination, the LPC shall consider the following:
1.

The preliminary property history study (information on the original building, date of
construction, name of property, architect and owner, current photographs of the property, list
of work on the property for which the Village has issued a permit) (Attachment B);

2.

Comments of the Winnetka Historical Society (Attachments B and C);

3.

Any other information, comment or evidence received by the LPC at the preliminary review
meeting.

If the LPC finds that the HAIS is warranted, it shall so notify the Director of Community Development and
shall order the applicant to conduct such study. If the LPC finds that an HAIS is not warranted, it shall
notify the Director of Community Development that it finds no historic or architectural grounds for
delaying the demolition. The preliminary determination of the LPC shall be supported by findings of fact
based on the record. The findings of fact shall include statements as to whether or not the building or
property has architectural merit, historical significance, both, or neither.
The LPC shall require an HAIS for any demolition permit application that meets any of the following
criteria:
1. The property or structures have been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 of the
Village Code;
2. The property or structures have been included in the most recent Illinois Historic Structure Survey
conducted under the auspices of the Illinois Department of Conservation;
3. The property or structures have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the
Illinois Register of Historic places; and
4. The property or structures have sufficient architectural or historical merit to warrant a full HAIS
prior to issuance of a demolition permit.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:

GIS Aerial Map
Preliminary Property History Study
Historical Society Research
Application Materials
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ATTACHMENT B

MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

WINNETKA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

FROM:

CHRISTOPHER MARX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER

DATE:

APRIL 13, 2020

SUBJECT:

CASE NO. 20-11: 200 FULLER LANE

INTRODUCTION
On May 4, 2020, the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC) will consider a request to demolish the
residence located at 200 Fuller Lane. Please return any available information regarding the architectural
and historical significance of the structure to my attention by the end of the day on Monday, April 27,
2020. Given the circumstances of the shelter-in-place order, a digital reply is preferred. Please send any
replies or questions to my email at cmarx@winnetka.org. I can be reached by phone at (847) 716-3587.
PRELIMINARY PROPERTY HISTORY STUDY/VILLAGE HALL RECORDS
Building Permits
Date
5-24-1954
5-30-1972

Type
Construct single-family residence
Construct addition to single family residence

Owner
Katherine Pitmam
E.B. Hartong

Architect
D.E. Dickey
R.J.Dykier
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200 Fuller Lane – September, 2018
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ATTACHMENT C

WINNETKA HISTORICAL SOCIETY HOUSE RESEARCH WORKSHEET
ADDRESS: 200 FULLER LANE
CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
ORGINAL CONSTRUCTION DATE: 1954
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: FRAME
STYLE: RANCH
OWNERSHIP HISTORY:
OWNER NAME
DATES
OCCUPIED
Katherine Pittman/Mrs.
1954 – 1965/6
Knowles Pittman
James I. [last name
1965/6 - 1970
unintelligible - see
attached]
Elizabeth B. Hartong
1970 - 2020

INFORMATION
ATTACHED
1965 Phone Book

SIGNIFICANCE

North Shore Multiple
Listing Corporation Sheet
North Shore Multiple
Listing Corporation Sheet

SIGNIFICANT EVENTS ON PROPERTY: N/A
ARCHITECTS:
ARCHITECT NAME
D.E. Dickey
R.J. Dykier

DATE AND DESCRIPTION INFORMATION
OF PROJECT
ATTACHED
May 24, 1954 – construct
single-family residence
May 30, 1972 – construct
addition to single-family
residence

RESEARCH SOURCES USED:
WHS house files, local telephone directories, Cook County Accessor, Ancestry.com,
ProQuest Newsstand, current White Pages, Google search
Date of Research: 4/15/2020
Our research does not indicate that 200 Fuller Lane has any historic or architectural
significance. Very little information is available about the property or its past and present
residents.
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ATTACHMENT D
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To: Village of Winnetka - Community Development
510 Green Bay Rd.
Winnetka, IL 60093

4/9/20

Re: Demolition Project and New Construction Project at 200 Fuller Lane, Winnetka, IL 60093
Avalon has been contracted as the general contractor for this project. Please let this letter
serve as a notice of intent and written demolition plan for/at the above address.
The proposed schedule for this project is as follows:
Required Asbestos Abatement by Licensed environmental firm per County and State:
Starting date: 4-22-20. Work will be completed same day.
Demolition: Starting date: On or around 5-11-20. Completion Date: On or around 5-20-20
New Construction: Starting date: 6-1-20. Completion date: 5-31-20

Regards,

John Elias
Avalon
100 East Station St. Suite 135
Barrington, IL 60010
Office: 847-387-4100
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MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION

FROM:

CHRISTOPHER, MARX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER

DATE:

JUNE 29, 2020

SUBJECT:

CASE NO. 20-12-LPC: 1580 TOWER ROAD - DEMOLITION PERMIT

INTRODUCTION
On July 6, 2020, the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC) is scheduled to hold a virtual public
meeting, in accordance with Illinois Senate Bill 2135 amending the Open Meetings Act, social distancing
requirements, and Governor Pritzker’s Stay-at-Home Executive Order, to consider an application
submitted by Country Homes Developers, LLC (the “Applicant”), as a representative for CTLTC PNOP
13104 Trust (the “Owner”), to demolish the existing single-family residence on the property at 1580
Tower Road (the “Subject Property”).
A mailed notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet in compliance with Section 15.52 of the
Village Code. As of the date of this memorandum, staff has not received any written comments from
the public regarding this application.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The Subject Property, which is approximately 0.497 acres in size, is located on the south side of Tower
Road between Heather Lane and Grove Street and contains a single-family residence with an attached
garage. The property is zoned R-2 Single-Family Residential, and it is surrounded by R-2 Single-Family
Residential.
PROPERTY HISTORY
As represented on the attached preliminary property history study (Attachment B), the residence was
built in 1953 with a subsequent building permit for an addition being issued in 1958. The Winnetka
Historical Society (WHS) has indicated that the structure does not have historical or architectural
significance. The WHS’ research and comments are included in this report as Attachment C.
NEIGHBORHOOD CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY
The Director of Community Development may delay the issuance of a demolition permit for up to 60
days if one or more building or demolition permits for primary structures have been approved for
properties, for which work is continuing, on either side of the right-of-way block face and/or alley along
which the property is located, or if the Director determines that a delay is necessary to prevent undue
congestion and noise impacts in the neighborhood. Currently, there are no permits for any new single
family residences on the same block as the Subject Property. The Director has determined that a delay is
not necessary to prevent undue congestion and noise impacts within the neighborhood.
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COMMISSION REVIEW
In accordance with Section 15.52.040 of the Village Code, the Commission is required to determine
whether the building and/or property is of sufficient historic or architectural merit to warrant
conducting a Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS) prior to issuance of the demolition permit.
Upon completing the preliminary historic and architectural review, the LPC shall enter preliminary
findings on the issue of whether the demolition permit application affects a building or property that
has sufficient architectural or historic merit to warrant conducting a full HAIS prior to issuance of the
demolition permit. In making its determination, the LPC shall consider the following:
1.

The preliminary property history study (information on the original building, date of
construction, name of property, architect and owner, current photographs of the property, list
of work on the property for which the Village has issued a permit) (Attachment B);

2.

Comments of the Winnetka Historical Society (Attachments B and C);

3.

Any other information, comment or evidence received by the LPC at the preliminary review
meeting.

If the LPC finds that the HAIS is warranted, it shall so notify the Director of Community Development and
shall order the applicant to conduct such study. If the LPC finds that an HAIS is not warranted, it shall
notify the Director of Community Development that it finds no historic or architectural grounds for
delaying the demolition. The preliminary determination of the LPC shall be supported by findings of fact
based on the record. The findings of fact shall include statements as to whether or not the building or
property has architectural merit, historical significance, both, or neither.
The LPC shall require an HAIS for any demolition permit application that meets any of the following
criteria:
1. The property or structures have been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 of the
Village Code;
2. The property or structures have been included in the most recent Illinois Historic Structure Survey
conducted under the auspices of the Illinois Department of Conservation;
3. The property or structures have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the
Illinois Register of Historic places; and
4. The property or structures have sufficient architectural or historical merit to warrant a full HAIS
prior to issuance of a demolition permit.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:

GIS Aerial Map
Preliminary Property History Study
Historical Society Research
Application Materials
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ATTACHMENT B

MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

WINNETKA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

FROM:

CHRISTOPHER MARX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER

DATE:

JUNE 5, 2020

SUBJECT:

CASE NO. 20-13: 1580 TOWER ROAD

INTRODUCTION
On July 6, 2020, the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC) will consider a request to demolish the
residence located at 1580 Tower Road. Please return any available information regarding the
architectural and historical significance of the structure to my attention by the end of the day on
Monday, June 22, 2020. Given the circumstances of social distancing recommendations, a digital reply is
preferred. Please send any replies or questions to my email at cmarx@winnetka.org. I can be reached by
phone at (847) 716-3587.
PRELIMINARY PROPERTY HISTORY STUDY/VILLAGE HALL RECORDS
Building Permits
Date
11-4-1953

Type
Construct single-family dwelling

Owner
O&O Construction

Architect
James C. Schnur

5-21-1968

Construct addition to single family residence

John Clements

Francis R. Stanton
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ATTACHMENT C

WINNETKA HISTORICAL SOCIETY HOUSE RESEARCH WORKSHEET
ADDRESS: 1580 Tower Road
CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
ORGINAL CONSTRUCTION DATE: 1954
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: Frame/Masonry
STYLE: Ranch
OWNERSHIP HISTORY:
OWNER
DATES
NAME
OCCUPIED
Arthur & Freda
1954 – 1964/8
Nattenberg
John & Mildred
Clements
Caroline S.
Hartmann

1964/8 - 1972

Kerr (possibly
Kathryn Kerr)

1982(?) –
2005(?)

?

2005 - ?

1972 - ? (not in
1977 phone
book)

INFORMATION
ATTACHED
1956 Street Address
Directory; real estate
slip
1967 Phone Book;
real estate slip
1975 Phone Book;
real estate slip;
Winnetka Talk obit

SIGNIFICANCE

Possible descendant of
Hartmanns, one of the
earliest Winnetka families;
Glencoe resident most of her
life

1988 Phone Book;
2001 Phone Book;
Redfin listing
Redfin listing

SIGNIFICANT EVENTS ON PROPERTY: N/A
ARCHITECTS:
ARCHITECT NAME
James C. Schnur
Francis R. Stanton

DATE AND DESCRIPTION
OF PROJECT
11/4/1953; construction of
single family home
5/21/1968; addition to
construction

INFORMATION
ATTACHED
N/A
N/A

RESEARCH SOURCES USED: Phone books, house file, Google search, ancestry,
Proquest, internal shared drive, Cook County Accessor, Winnetka Talk obits
Date of Research: 6/9/2020
Our research does not indicate that 1580 Tower has any historic or architectural
significance. Very little information is available about the property or its past and present
residents.

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 8

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 9

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 10

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 11

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 12

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 13

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 14

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 15

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 16

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 17

ATTACHMENT D

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 18

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 19

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 20

1580 Tower - LPC Packet - Page 21

MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION

FROM:

CHRISTOPHER, MARX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER

DATE:

JUNE 26, 2020

SUBJECT:

CASE NO. 20-13-LPC: 141 SHERIDAN ROAD - DEMOLITION PERMIT

INTRODUCTION
On July 6, 2020, the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC) is scheduled to hold a virtual public
meeting, in accordance with Illinois Senate Bill 2135 amending the Open Meetings Act, social distancing
requirements, and Governor Pritzker’s Stay-at-Home Executive Order, to consider an application
submitted by H. Gary Frank (the “Applicant”), as a representative for Land Trust #8002381727 (the
“Owner”), to demolish the existing single-family residence on the property at 141 Sheridan Road (the
“Subject Property”).
A mailed notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet in compliance with Section 15.52 of the
Village Code. As of the date of this memorandum, staff has not received any written comments from
the public regarding this application.
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The Subject Property, which is approximately 0.95 acres in size, is located on the east side of Sheridan
Road between Winnetka Avenue and Fuller Lane, and contains a single-family residence with an
attached garage. The property is zoned R-2 Single-Family Residential, and it is surrounded by R-2 SingleFamily Residential.
PROPERTY HISTORY
As represented on the attached preliminary property history study (Attachment B), the residence was
built in 1923. A subsequent building permit was issued in 1928 for an addition to the residence along
with some new tile and stucco. The Winnetka Historical Society (WHS) has indicated that the structure
does have some historical and architectural significance. The original architect of the house was E.G.
Oldefest, an accomplished architect of Oldefest & Williams who designed LaSalle Towers, the Cass Hotel,
and the Delaware Apartments in the city of Chicago during the 1920’s. In addition, the house has been
home to several prominent Winnetka residents including Leslie L. Cooke who was the founder of LL
Cooke School of Electricity, former president of the Chicago Engineering Works, and board member of
Hadley School for the Blind. Other former residents include inventor John A. Dawson and prominent
Winnetka radiologist Dr. Robert Cavallino. The WHS’ research and comments are included in this report
as Attachment C.
NEIGHBORHOOD CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY
The Director of Community Development may delay the issuance of a demolition permit for up to 60
days if one or more building or demolition permits for primary structures have been approved for
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properties, for which work is continuing, on either side of the right-of-way block face and/or alley along
which the property is located, or if the Director determines that a delay is necessary to prevent undue
congestion and noise impacts in the neighborhood. Currently, there is one permit for a new single family
residence on the same block as the Subject Property, at 139 Sheridan Road. The construction at 139
Sheridan Road is nearing completion, however, once the LPC has completed its review of the demolition
application for the Subject Property, the Director will determine if a delay is necessary to prevent undue
congestion and noise impacts within the neighborhood.
COMMISSION REVIEW
In accordance with Section 15.52.040 of the Village Code, the Commission is required to determine
whether the building and/or property is of sufficient historic or architectural merit to warrant
conducting a Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS) prior to issuance of the demolition permit.
Upon completing the preliminary historic and architectural review, the LPC shall enter preliminary
findings on the issue of whether the demolition permit application affects a building or property that
has sufficient architectural or historic merit to warrant conducting a full HAIS prior to issuance of the
demolition permit. In making its determination, the LPC shall consider the following:
1.

The preliminary property history study (information on the original building, date of
construction, name of property, architect and owner, current photographs of the property, list
of work on the property for which the Village has issued a permit) (Attachment B);

2.

Comments of the Winnetka Historical Society (Attachments B and C);

3.

Any other information, comment or evidence received by LPC at preliminary review meeting.

If the LPC finds that the HAIS is warranted, it shall so notify the Director of Community Development and
shall order the applicant to conduct such study. If the LPC finds that an HAIS is not warranted, it shall
notify the Director of Community Development that it finds no historic or architectural grounds for
delaying the demolition. The preliminary determination of the LPC shall be supported by findings of fact
based on the record. The findings of fact shall include statements as to whether or not the building or
property has architectural merit, historical significance, both, or neither.
The LPC shall require an HAIS for any demolition permit application that meets any of the following
criteria:
1. The property or structures have been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 of the
Village Code;
2. The property or structures have been included in the most recent Illinois Historic Structure Survey
conducted under the auspices of the Illinois Department of Conservation;
3. The property or structures have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the
Illinois Register of Historic places; and
4. The property or structures have sufficient architectural or historical merit to warrant a full HAIS
prior to issuance of a demolition permit.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:

GIS Aerial Map
Preliminary Property History Study
Historical Society Research
Application Materials
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ATTACHMENT B

MEMORANDUM

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO:

WINNETKA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

FROM:

CHRISTOPHER MARX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER

DATE:

JUNE 5, 2020

SUBJECT:

CASE NO. 20-14: 141 SHERIDAN ROAD

INTRODUCTION
On July 6, 2020, the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC) will consider a request to demolish the
residence located at 141 Sheridan Road. Please return any available information regarding the
architectural and historical significance of the structure to my attention by the end of the day on
Monday, June 22, 2020. Given the circumstances of social distancing recommendations, a digital reply is
preferred. Please send any replies or questions to my email at cmarx@winnetka.org. I can be reached by
phone at (847) 716-3587.
PRELIMINARY PROPERTY HISTORY STUDY/VILLAGE HALL RECORDS
Building Permits
Date
6-28-1923

Type
Build and stucco residence, garage attached

Owner
L.L. Cooke

Architect
E.J. Oldefest

12-4-1928

Tile and build and stucco, add to residence

L.L. Cooke

Todd Hodgdou
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ATTACHMENT C
WINNETKA HISTORICAL SOCIETY HOUSE RESEARCH WORKSHEET
ADDRESS: 141 Sheridan
CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION DATE: 1923
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: Stucco
STYLE: Colonial; Mediterranean
OWNERSHIP HISTORY:
OWNER DATES
NAME
OCCUPIED
Leslie L. and
1922/3 –
Kathleen Bernice approx. 1950
Cooke

INFORMATION
ATTACHED
Winnetka
Architectural Survey;
1926 phone book;
previous WHS
research sheet;
Winnetka Talk
obituary

John A. and
Annie Dawson

Approx.
1950 – 1978

Winnetka
Architectural Survey;
Winnetka Talk
obituary; Chicago
Tribune article

Robert and
Patricia Cavallino

1978 – 2019

Winnetka
Architectural Survey;
materials from house
file; Cook County
Assessor; Chicago
Tribune article

SIGNIFICANCE
Leslie Cookie was the founder of
LL Cooke School of Electricity,
former president of the Chicago
Engineering Works, board member
of Hadley School for the Blind;
son married Consuela Cuneo,
millionaire founder of printing
firm; Leslie was a veteran and
fought at Iwo Jima on the Pacific
front in WWII.
John Dawson was the president of
John A. Dawson and co. (an
investment firm at 1 LaSalle in
Chicago), member of the Midwest
Stock Exchange, president of the
Illinois Sons of the Revolution,
member of Chicago Crime
Commission, member of the
British American Trade
Association, president of the
Chicago Baptist Association, 1968
Winnetka Christmas Seal
chairman, and chairman of the
Board of Trustees at Judson
College in Elgin
Dr. Robert Cavallino was the
chairman of Illinois Masonic’s
Department of Radiology;
radiology specialist in Winnetka

SIGNIFICANT EVENTS ON PROPERTY:
According to an architectural survey performed in the 1980s, a large willow tree on the bluff was used
as a Native American meeting place.
ARCHITECTS:
ARCHITECT NAME

DATE AND DESCRIPTION INFORMATION
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E.J. Oldefest (Likely E.G.
Oldefest, Edward George
Oldefest)

Todd Hodgdou (possibly
Hodgdon?)

OF PROJECT
1923; Build and stucco
residence, garage attached

ATTACHED
Construction News, November
9, 1912; web information on
Edward Oldefest buildings;
National Register building
information; obituary

1928; Tile and build and stucco
added to residence

RESEARCH SOURCES USED:
House files, Cook County Assessor, Chicago Tribune, Winnetka Talk, North Shore phone books,
FindaGrave.com, NPS National Register information database, Google search
Date of Research: June 11, 2020
Our research indicates that 141 Sheridan does have some historical and architectural significance. The
original architect of the house was E.G. Oldefest, an accomplished Cook County architect of Oldefest &
Williams who was also responsible for LaSalle Towers, the Cass Hotel, and the Delaware Apartments in
Chicago in the 1920s (all buildings still standing). In addition, Oldefest was the architect of the Delta Kappa
Epsilon Fraternity House at the University of Illinois-Urbana/Champaign, which was listed on the National
Register of Historic Places in 1990. In addition, the house has been home to several prominent Winnetka
residents, including Leslie L. Cooke, founder of LL Cooke School of Electricity, former president of the
Chicago Engineering Works, and board member of Hadley School for the Blind. Other former residents include
John A. Dawson, known investor, and Dr. Robert Cavallino, prominent Winnetka radiologist.

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 10

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 11

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 12

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 13

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 14

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 15

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 16

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 17

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 18

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 19

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 20

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 21

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 22

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 23

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 24

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 25

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 26

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 27

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 28

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 29

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 30

A NEW INSIDE LOOK
Paul Galloway, CHICAGO TRIBUNE
April 27, 1987

Dr. Harold Friedman peered at the computer screen. ''Well,'' he said,
''this proves conclusively that you have a brain.''
Friedman was engaging in doctor humor as he studied pictures of some of my
most intimate private parts--my cerebrum, my cerebellum, my brain stem and
other things I hadn`t previously had the opportunity to see on a video display
terminal.
I laughed politely. It`s always a good idea to laugh at doctors` jokes.
Friedman was among a number of physicians and technicians who were
standing in a dimly lighted room, staring at a computer-generated crosssection of my brain, viewed from the left profile, which is not my better side.
In the picture`s less-than-vivid shades of gray, it looked a little like a chunk of
eroded limestone.
If I wasn`t impressed, the experts were. They seemed, in fact, as giddy as a
bunch of teenage boys who`d happened across one of Hugh Hefner`s old
photo albums.
While they were discussing how terrific everything had turned out, I noticed
something that didn`t look quite right.
What`s that little dark space in the middle? I asked.
Actually, to me the dark space seemed alarmingly large. Shaped like a
horizontal Lake Michigan, it gave the impression of a black void, an emptiness
that you would expect and hope to be packed with good ol` gray matter, the
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stuff we rely on for finding our house keys, remembering our Social Security
numbers and attempting to write halfway decent newspaper feature stories.
''That`s cerebral spinal fluid,'' Friedman said. He explained that it protected
and lubricated the brain and spinal cord.
It appeared to me that my cranium was awash in this substance, and sure
enough, when I shook my head and listened closely, I could hear a faint
sloshing sound.
Someone pushed a button, and the picture on the screen changed to another
angle, this time looking down from the top of the head.
''That`s a nice shot,'' Friedman said. ''Look, you can see your eyes and the
optic muscles.''
From this perspective my eyeballs resembled a pair of fat Concord grapes,
with several tiny lines--the optic muscles--running from them and converging
a couple of inches farther back.
The portraits of my brain were the product of Magnetic Resonance Imaging
(MRI), one of those modern medical marvels that seem to be invented every
other month.
I had gone to the Illinois Masonic Medical Center, which has one of five MRI
units in Chicago, so I could report on what it`s like to be
''photographed'' by this new technology.
''You can`t get this kind of detail with a CT scan,'' said Friedman, chief of
neuro-radiology at Illinois Masonic, referring to computed axial tomography,
an earlier marvel that`s still going strong.
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Both CT and MRI are advanced diagnostic techniques that enable doctors to
get a look into almost every cranny and nook of the body without having to
slice their way in with sharp instruments and poke around.
A major difference between the two is that CT scanners (sometimes called CAT
scanners) use radiation to get their pictures and MRI units employ
electromagnetism.
Each approach has its pluses and minuses, but MRI`s advantages are
significant. It generally provides clearer, more detailed images; by making
incisions and radiation unnecessary, it avoids the risk of infection or harm
from radiation. Both approaches are absolutely painless.
The MRI process has come into its own within this decade, and in the last
three years, its growth has been dramatic.
Dr. Robert P. Cavallino, chairman of Illinois Masonic`s department of
radiology, said that the number of U.S. hospitals and clinics with MRI units
has gone from about 200 in 1985 to between 350 and 450 this year. ''We think
in five or six years, every 500-bed hospital will have three or four,'' he said.
-Because of its safety and painlessness, I was downright jaunty when I arrived
for my MRI appointment on a recent Thursday morning.
It was also easy to be cavalier because I was neither injured nor ill. For those
who need treatment or surgery, MRI can be a boon, but I was fortunate
enough to be here only for a shake-out demonstration before the official
opening this month.
Illinois Masonic`s MRI facility is a one-story brick building across the street
from the medical center`s main complex at 836 W. Wellington Ave.

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 33

Cavallino told me there were would be a slight delay because ''a famous hockey
player is in there having his knees examined.''
No kidding, I said. And who would that be?
''Daryl Sutter,'' he said.
Ah, yes. The captain of the Black Hawks.
Having Sutter examined this way, Cavallino said, was an example of why MRI
is so valuable. Before MRI, the normal procedure for checking for possible
cartilage and ligament damage to knees or other joints would have been to use
arthroscopy or an arthrogram.
In the first instance, you make an incision, stick a tube in and look around
with an arthroscope, similar to a miniature camera; the other procedure
involves making an incision, injecting a dye and then taking X-rays.
Cavallino again emphasized MRI`s benefits--elimination of the risks from
radiation or infection and a better picture.
I asked how MRI worked. I still don`t quite get it, but here are my notes:
The core is a 7-ton magnet. Costs about $500,000. Capable of exerting 10,000
times or more the gravitational force of the Earth. Contains metal coil made of
niobium-titanium alloy, superconductor of electricity.
Magnet supercooled by inner jacket of liquid helium. Temperature of helium
only slightly above absolute zero (minus 459.69 degrees Fahrenheit). Outer
jacket holds liquid nitrogen (at about minus 260 degrees). Electric current is
sent through magnet. Flows endlessly, without resistance and without loss of
heat or power, thanks to superconductivity and supercoolant.
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Magnet, enveloped by coolant jackets, encircles subject. As electric current
flows, technicians send radio frequency through magnetic field. This causes
hydrogen atoms in body, standing at attention like soldiers, to
''flip'' 90 degrees. That is, to fall over and lie down. Subject is bombarded by
radio frequency several minutes, then it`s turned off. Each hydrogen atom
returns, at its own rate, to original upright position. In the process, each gives
off electrical charge or signal. Computer picks up each signal and assigns a
specific shade, ranging from black to white. Presto, you have your image.
Sounds as though the MRI could make the CT scan obsolete, I said.
Cavallino said this wasn`t so. ''The CT scan is still the tool of choice for most
emergency patients,'' he said. ''It`s much, much faster.'' He also named several
other situations in which a CT scan might be preferable.
The cost of CT equipment is also less, both for a hospital and a patient. ''A CT
unit costs from $400,000 to $900,000,'' Cavallino said. ''An MRI facility costs
about $2.5 million.''
A CT scan for an individual, he said, costs $400 to $600; an MRI session is
$100 to $150 more.
But its quality and safety have made MRI a key element of the radiologist`s
options. ''With its ability to noninvasively view soft tissue structures with
clarity,'' says an article in the April issue of Diagnotic Imaging magazine, ''MRI
is considered by many to be the best at imaging the central nervous system
and spinal cord and in screening prostate, uterine and bladder cancers.''
''It`s become the definitive test for multiple sclerosis,'' Cavallino said. ''None,
in fact, existed until MRI.''
''The CT scan is defeated by bone,'' Friedman said, ''but bone is transparent in
MRI.''
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Magnetic imaging also has reduced the need for milograms, in which dye is
injected in the spinal cord and X-rays taken. In this case, it`s also less costly,
Cavallino said, for a milogram can cost $2,000 to $3,000.
-After completing the examination, Sutter and Dr. Louis Kolb, team physician
for the Black Hawks, entered the waiting room.
Sutter said that the experience had been painless, as advertised, but that he
had felt some anxiety from the close quarters, a tinge of
claustrophobia during the hourlong test.
It was my turn. Dorothy Smith, manager of the MRI facility, asked me to
remove my watch and wallet. Displaying my own marvelous wit, I said her
approach certainly was more direct than most doctors and hospitals use.
Smith, somehow able to suppress her amusement, said she had my best
interests at heart, the electromagnet being powerful enough to ruin a watch
and erase the magnetic coding on credit cards.
She then read a questionnaire to probe for potential hazards. If you have a
pacemaker, for example, you shouldn`t undergo magnetic imaging; surgical
implants and prostheses also are problematical.
Cavallino led me into the room where the MRI unit is housed. The unit is
about 8 feet long and 7 feet in diameter and encased in beige plastic. In the
center is a narrow circular opening about 2 feet in diameter, where I was to go.
Cavallino took a heavy chain, doubled it and moved toward the unit to
demonstrate the force of the magnetic field. As he got within a couple of feet,
the chain jumped straight out, almost parallel to the floor, as if Cavallino were
a magician performing a trick.
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Next, I hopped up on a stretcher-like affair, lying on my back. Technician
Kathy Dumas put a Velcro strap across my forehead to remind me to lie
perfectly still, my arms were strapped lightly to my sides and a cushion was
slipped under my knees for comfort.
Finally, a plastic head coil, which would receive the radio waves, was placed
around my head, without touching it. (There are coils designed for each area
of the body.)
Dumas used a laser to center the coil, had me put some plugs in my ears, then
slid my stretcher into the hole, like a submariner loading a torpedo tube.
Inside, I felt an initial wave of distress. The metal walls were extremely
confining, and someone with claustrophobia would have problems. I found
myself wishing that I`d picked up a mantra sometime in the `70s; any kind of
meditation would be helpful.
I closed my eyes and began to relax and daydream. Dumas warned me about
some noise I`d soon be hearing. In a few seconds, there was the muffled sound
of a hammer striking metal, then, quickly, another. It was a tuning of the radio
waves.
I heard Dumas say a sustained 5-minute pounding would follow, then another.
The earplugs worked, and it wasn`t bad.
In less than half an hour, I was gazing at the images of my brain on the
computer.
-At present, Cavallino said, four Chicago hospitals have in-house MRI units-the University of Illinois Hospital, Northwestern Memorial Hospital, RushPresbyterian-St. Luke`s Medical Center and one shared by Mercy and Michael
Reese hospitals.

141 Sheridan - LPC Packet - Page 37

''The federal government allows the states to decide whether to put
restrictions on expensive, high-tech medical equipment,'' he said. ''For this
reason, the number of MRI units varies widely from city to city. The latest
figures I`ve seen has Boston with three MRI`s and San Francisco with 48.
That`s because California has no limits and Massachusetts does.
''In Illinois,'' Cavallino continued, ''we have an arbitrarily imposed threshold.
If a hospital had as many as 4,500 CT patients the previous year, it`s eligible
to be issued a `certificate of need` for an MRI unit.''
The intent is to hold down medical costs by limiting these big-ticket items, and
MRI is definitely expensive; it costs almost $300 an hour just to keep a unit
''idling,'' without patients. ''But restrictions don`t work in the long run,''
Cavallino said, ''because if you build a better mousetrap, people will beat a
path to your door.''
A problem in imposing limits on such equipment, he said, is malpractice suits.
Cavallino cited a recent article in Diagnostic Imaging magazine, which notes:
''Failure to recommend the appropriate radiologic study to establish a
definitive diagnosis is one of the most common sources of litigation for
imaging physicians. In some patients, failure to recommend an MRI study
may become grounds for malpractice.''
Although Illinois Masonic didn`t have the required number of CT patients to
qualify for an in-house MRI unit, it has been able to install its unit in an
outpatient facility because the state exempts such programs.
''Our hospital recognized that MRI is essential, and we don`t agree with the
state on limiting this equipment,'' Cavallino said. ''Under current state law, the
only way we could use this technique was in a privately owned outpatient unit,
so we`ve set up a limited partnership of some physicians and private investors
with NMR of America, the manufacturer.
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''The hospital is the third part of a triumvirate that owns and leases the
property and equipment. We are also applying for a certificate of need with
two other hospitals so that we can use MRI on hospital patients who need it.
''Right now, if we get someone who, let`s say, has been injured in an auto
accident and is hemorrhaging in the spinal cord, the law requires us to
transport him to Rush-Presbyterian or Northwestern for MRI rather than to
use our out-patient unit.
''The trip to those hospitals would risk aggravating the injury, and we`ll break
the law to give this person the best treatment.''
Many people probably are of two minds on this matter--100 percent for
controlling and reducing the costs of medical care and 100 percent for getting
the best treatment for themselves that`s possible. Sometimes these two
viewpoints collide, resulting in acute contradictory headaches.
But when push comes to shove on the question of what to do about MRI, you
can bet that proponents of magnetic imaging are going to have a lot of pull
with the decision-makers. That`s a joke.
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S. A. R. RE-ELECTS JOHN A. DAWSON AS PRESIDENT
Chicago Daily Tribune (1923-1963); Dec 22, 1949; ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Chicago Tribune
pg. N2
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