
 

 
LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION MEETING 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 4, 2021 - 7:00 PM 
WINNETKA VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 510 GREEN BAY ROAD 

 

AGENDA ITEMS 
 

1. Call to Order. 
 

2. Public Comment. 
 

3. Approval of July 19, 2021, meeting minutes.  
 

4. Approval of August 2, 2021, meeting minutes. 
 

5. Approval of August 4, 2021, special meeting minutes. 
 

6. Case No. 21-26-LPC – 952 Pine Tree Lane:  Review of the demolition permit application 
submitted for the single-family residence at 952 Pine Tree Lane. 

 
7. Winnetka Futures 2040 Plan Discussion. 

 
8. Other Business. 

a. 82 Essex Road Status Update. 
b. November 1, 2021, Meeting – Quorum check. 
c. Comprehensive Plan Community Workshop, Wednesday, October 20, 6 – 8PM 

 
9. Adjournment. 
 
 

 

Note:  Public comment is permitted on all agenda items at the meeting.  If you wish to provide testimony 
or comments prior to the meeting, you may provide them one of two ways: (1) by sending an email to 
planning@winnetka.org; or (2) by sending a letter to Community Development, Village of Winnetka, 510 
Green Bay Rd, Winnetka, IL  60093. 

NOTICE 
 
The Village of Winnetka, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, requests that 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).  Also, in accordance with the CDC guidance, the Village is requiring everyone to wear a face 
covering upon entering any Village facility, including the Village Hall.  If you are unable to safely wear a 
face covering due to a medical condition or disability, please contact the Village ADA Coordinator by 
3:00 p.m. the date of the meeting to request reasonable accommodations.  

mailto:planning@winnetka.org


 

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 1 
JULY 19, 2021 VIRTUAL MEETING MINUTES 2 

 3 
Members Present:                                Jack Coladarci, Chairman 4 

Chris Enck 5 
Laura Good 6 
Joseph Stuart  7 

  8 
Non-Voting Member Present:            Bob Dearborn   9 
 10 
Members Absent:                                 Katie Comstock  11 

Beth Ann Papoutsis     12 
Paul Weaver 13 

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

Christopher Marx, Associate Planner 16 
  17 
Call to Order & Roll Call: 18 
Chairman Coladarci called the meeting to order at 7:20 p.m.  Mr. Marx took roll call of the Commission Members 19 
present.  20 
  21 
Approval of Minutes – June 7, 2021. 22 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there were any comments or corrections to be made to the June 7, 2021 meeting 23 
minutes. Mr. Enck asked if there is any follow-up when the Commission requests additional photos on an 24 
application and Mr. Marx confirmed they did. Mr. Enck then corrected the year for the awards to be 2021 on Page 25 
5, line 12. Chairman Coladarci then asked for a motion to approve the June 7, 2021 meeting minutes, as amended. 26 
A motion was made by Mr. Enck and seconded by Mr. Stuart. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously 27 
passed, 4 to 0:  28 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  29 
NAYS:  None 30 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  31 
 32 
Case No. 21-19-LPC – 747 Walden: Review of the demolition permit application submitted for the single family 33 
residence at 747 Walden Road. 34 
Mr. Marx identified the zoning classification, approximate date of construction of 1914 and noted the property is 35 
listed on the Illinois Historic Structures listing with the Historical Society indicating the property did not have 36 
architectural or historical significance. He then asked if there were any questions. Mr. Marx added no 37 
communication was received.  38 
 39 
Chairman Coladarci asked for the applicants’ presentation. Grace Ha described how the home is sinking into the 40 
foundation as well as plumbing problems and they concluded they would like to build a new home. Mr. Enck asked 41 
if the new home would be a spec home and Mrs. Ha responded they would be building a family home. She added 42 
they discussed their plans with the neighbors. Chairman Coladarci asked about the front porch uniqueness. Mr. 43 
Enck asked if they tried to repair or rehab the home with the applicants responding it would be cost prohibitive. 44 
There was discussion with regard to the uniqueness of the home and older structures in Winnetka. Ms. Good 45 
questioned the new home’s style. Mr. Ha responded the new home would have a farm house style.  46 
 47 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there was any public comment. No comments were made at this time. He then asked 48 
if there were any other questions or a motion. Mr. Enck stated since the Historical Society found the home did not 49 
have architectural or historical significance, there may not be any additional information found as the result of 50 
performing an HAIS. Ms. Good moved to approve the demolition of 747 Walden Road. Mr. Enck seconded the 51 
motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  52 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  53 
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NAYS:  None 1 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  2 
 3 
Case No. 21-20-LPC – 873 Cherry Street: Review of the demolition permit application submitted for the single 4 
family residence at 873 Cherry Street. 5 
Mr. Marx identified the property’s zoning classification, size and date of construction of 1896. He noted the 6 
property is not listed on the Illinois Historic Structures listing and the Historical Society stated the home does not 7 
have historical or architectural significance. He asked if there were any questions. No questions were raised at this 8 
time.  9 
 10 
Chairman Coladarci asked for the applicant’s presentation. Tom DeCoste of Hackley Architects stated he is 11 
representing the property owners who owned the home since 1999. He stated while the home is not in bad shape, 12 
it no longer met his clients’ needs and they would like to build a home to have a first floor bedroom. Mr. DeCoste 13 
noted the applicants are in Virginia and plan to move back to Winnetka. Mr. Stuart asked what style of home 14 
would be built and Mr. DeCoste described the home as being clean and simple and it would be a modest 1.5 to two 15 
story frame structure with a wrap-around porch. Mr. Stuart also questioned the square footage and Mr. DeCoste 16 
responded it would measure 3,500 square feet which is less than the maximum amount allowed. He also stated 17 
there were structural issues to be considered if they were to remodel the existing home and it would not be the 18 
same home if it was modified. Mr. DeCoste added the existing home’s front door faced Birch Street. Mr. Enck 19 
referred to the amount of demolitions in the area and stated he appreciated the new home’s orientation. Mr. 20 
DeCoste informed the Commission the existing garage would remain and would be reframed. 21 
 22 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there was any public comment. No comments were made at this time. He then asked 23 
for a motion for an HAIS or to approve the demolition. Ms. Good commented the home appeared to be in good 24 
condition and is one of the oldest homes in the area although it did not require an HAIS. Mr. Enck moved to 25 
approve the demolition application for 873 Cherry Street. The motion was seconded by Ms. Good. A vote was 26 
taken and the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  27 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  28 
NAYS:  None 29 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  30 
 31 
Case No. 21-21-LPC – 724 Foxdale: Review of the demolition permit application submitted for the single family 32 
residence at 724 Foxdale. 33 
Mr. Marx identified the property’s zoning classification, size and date of construction in 1941. He noted the 34 
property is not listed on the Illinois Historic Structures listing and the Historical Society stated the home does not 35 
have historical or architectural significance. He asked if there were any questions. No questions were raised at this 36 
time 37 
 38 
Dane Bucholz introduced himself as the architect along with Ella Kurylo who is representing the applicant, 724 39 
Foxdale LLC. Mr. Bucholz described the home’s condition as poor. Ms. Kurylo added it has been vacant for several 40 
years. Chairman Coladarci asked if there were any questions. Mr. Enck asked if the home would be a spec home or 41 
if the property was purchased by a developer. Mr. Bucholz responded the owner develops homes and already has 42 
a buyer for the new home. Mr. Mr. Dearborn asked if the home was abandoned and Ms. Kurylo responded the 43 
owners moved out of the home with the property being sold as a lot since there was no value to the home. Mr. 44 
Stuart sked what is the style of the new home and Mr. Bucholz described the features of the new two story home. 45 
Mr. Mr. Enck asked if the home was listed on the MLS and Ms. Kurylo replied that it was marketed as a lot more 46 
than an existing house. Mr. Bucholz added there would be a walkout basement with planters.  47 
 48 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there was any public comment. No comments were made at this time. He then asked 49 
for a motion for an HAIS or to approve the demolition. Mr. Enck moved to approve the demolition request for 724 50 
Foxdale. Mr. Stuart seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  51 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  52 
NAYS:  None 53 
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NON-VOTING: Dearborn  1 
 2 
Case No. 21-22-LPC – 688 Green Bay Road : Review of the demolition permit application submitted for the single 3 
family residence at 688 Green Bay Road. 4 
Mr. Marx identified the property’s zoning classification, size and date of construction of 1910. He noted the 5 
property is not listed on the Illinois Historic Structures listing and that it had minor alterations done over the years. 6 
Mr. Marx stated the Historical Society stated the home does not have historical or architectural significance and 7 
was considered as part of a larger planned development. He asked if there were any questions. Chairman Coladarci 8 
asked what is the status of the planned development and Mr. Schoon responded the Village Council has only 9 
approved the preliminary planned development and is awaiting final engineering plan approval. Mr. Marx and Mr. 10 
Schoon added the new building would be a multi-family development of five condominium units.  11 
 12 
Mr. Schoon Hicks introduced himself as the project manager. Chairman Coladarci questioned the property’s 13 
condition. Mr. Hicks stated there has been one response to comments from neighbors and the home has been 14 
vacant for 4 years.  Chairman Coladarci asked if there were any other questions or public comment. No comments 15 
were made at this time.  He then called the matter in for discussion. 16 
 17 
Mr. Dearborn stated the request was previously brought to the Village Council and there was extensive discussion 18 
with the neighbors.  He commented it is an attractive project which would meet a demand and added the existing 19 
home is very dilapidated. Mr. Schoon noted the Planned Development Commission considered the request twice 20 
and the plan was revised to address their concerns.  21 
 22 
Chairman Coladarci asked the Commission if they felt an HAIS is needed or for a motion to approve the demolition 23 
permit.  Ms. Good moved to approve the demolition request for 688 Green Bay Road. Mr. Enck seconded the 24 
motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  25 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  26 
NAYS:  None 27 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  28 
 29 
Case No. 21-04-LPC – 82 Essex: Review of the Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS)demolition permit 30 
application submitted for the single family residence at 82 Essex Road. 31 
Mr. Marx stated the Commission voted at its previous meeting to require an HAIS noting the comments were 32 
included in the agenda packet. He asked if there were any questions before the applicant’s presentation. Chairman 33 
Coladarci referred to the mention of public comment received as of the memo’s date. Mr. Dearborn asked what 34 
are the Commission’s options. Mr. Marx explained the timing of the application’s submittal prior to the March 16, 35 
2021 ordinance amendment.  36 
 37 
Scott Sanders from Brightleaf Homes stated he is representing the applicant, Kevin and Nisha Desai. Mr. Enck 38 
questioned the plans for the property. Mr. Sanders responded no definite plans are in place and the applicants are 39 
waiting on an outcome from the Commission in terms of the timeline. He informed the Commission they 40 
considered the alternative of making the property available for purchase which did not happen. Mr. Sanders then 41 
stated the property is not in a condition to be rehabbed and described the property’s condition. He confirmed the 42 
owners were willing to receive offers from anyone willing to purchase the property for preservation purposes and 43 
that the property was not listed on the MLS. Chairman Coladarci asked Mr. Sanders why the owners chose such an 44 
important property to purchase. Mr. Sanders responded the owners may not have known about the property’s 45 
significance when they purchased it and are definitely aware of it now. Mr. Enck referred to the international 46 
attention the property has received. Chairman Coladarci referred to the applicants’ absence with regard to 47 
addressing the Commission’s concerns. Mr. Sanders confirmed the owners are aware of the concern relating to the 48 
property and informed the Commission the owners are out of the country. The Commission Members further 49 
discussed the owners’ lack of interest in attending the meetings. Mr. Sanders reiterated the owners are not 50 
interested in pursuing other options. He added the property would be deconstructed to the extent possible.  51 
 52 
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Erica Ruggiero of McGuire Igleski & Associates, Inc. referred to the HAIS report she prepared and asked if there 1 
were any questions. She also referred to the conclusion that the home is architecturally significant. Mr. Enck stated 2 
the report is thorough and asked for Ms. Ruggiero’s opinion with regard to the Walter Burley Griffin design and its 3 
effect on the property’s integrity. Ms. Ruggiero responded while the overall property integrity is intact, the 4 
additions included the removal of the top veranda which she commented is the most significant change as well as 5 
finishes redone on the first floor. She noted the second floor windows were replicated as a key feature of the 6 
space. Ms. Ruggiero noted both the Griffins are notable in their own right and identified specific features of the 7 
home which were changed and that the property’s integrity is well intact. She added Griffin was very forward 8 
thinking in terms of design. Mr. Enck referred to the correspondence received from around the world identifying 9 
the home as one of the most important homes in Winnetka. Chairman Coladarci stated the home should be saved 10 
and marketing efforts should be made to save the home. He asked if there were any questions or public comment. 11 
No additional questions were raised at this time. Chairman Coladarci then called the matter in for discussion.  12 
 13 
Chairman Coladarci first asked the Commission if they felt the HAIS is complete. Mr. Enck agreed the HAIS is very 14 
thorough. Chairman Coladarci then asked for a motion to accept the HAIS as complete. Mr. Enck moved to confirm 15 
the HAIS is complete. Mr. Stuart seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 16 
0:  17 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  18 
NAYS:  None 19 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  20 
 21 
Chairman Coladarci then asked the Commission if the demolition permit should be delayed for 270 days to 22 
September 27, 2021. Ms. Good questioned if they can request emergency additional time from the Village Council 23 
in order to entertain offers. Chairman Coladarci responded the Village Council cannot legally request an additional 24 
time delay. Mr. Dearborn confirmed that is correct. Mr. Schoon informed the Commission they can state they want 25 
to have a conference with the owners to discuss alternatives to demolition. He then explained the process of how 26 
Commission Members can meet and have discussions with the owners outside of the meetings. Mr. Schoon added 27 
there would be no official record of such a conference.  28 
 29 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there were any comments or discussion with regard to the HAIS or a motion to grant 30 
the demolition and impose the 270 day delay and require a meeting with the applicant to discuss alternatives to 31 
demolition. Mr. Schoon referred to page 3 of the agenda report for a Commission Member to frame the motion as 32 
well as to include alternatives to demolition.  Chairman Coladarci asked for a motion to incorporate the findings on 33 
page nos. 26-29 as well as the following: “The Commission also finds that the proposed demolition will have a 34 
significant negative architectural or historical impact on either the Village as a whole or on the immediate 35 
neighborhood due to the architecturally or historically significant aspects of the structure that are identified on 36 
page 26 through 29 of the Historic Architectural Impact Study prepared by McGuire Igleski & Associates, Inc., dated 37 
June 2021. Preservation alternatives as noted on page 3 to the demolition of the structure include: Restoration of 38 
the home to meet modern day standards through alterations and additions that are architecturally and historically 39 
sensitive to the design of the home on the Subject Property, and relisting and remarketing of the Subject Property 40 
to sell to another owner who would restore the home.”  41 
 42 
Mr. Sanders informed the Commission the applicant may be more willing to meet with the Commission if the 43 
demolition delay did not extend beyond the 270 day time period. Mr. Schoon and Chairman Coladarci confirmed 44 
the delay had to be issued prior to holding a conference with the applicant.  45 
 46 
Mr. Schoon referred to page 4 and stated the Commission should note their desire to request a conference with 47 
the applicant and any delay by the applicant would be added to the delay period allowed by the code. The 48 
Commission Members discussed the possibility of scheduling and holding a special meeting in order for all of the 49 
Commission Members to publicly meet with the applicant. Mr. Schoon then restated the motion to include the 50 
Commission’s request to meet with the applicant to discuss alternatives.   51 
  52 
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Mr. Enck moved to impose a demolition delay for 82 Essex. Ms. Good seconded the motion. A vote was taken and 1 
the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  2 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  3 
NAYS:  None 4 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  5 
 6 
Case No. 21-11-LPC – 701 Hibbard: Review of the Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS) for the single 7 
family residence at 701 Hibbard Road.  8 
Mr. Marx stated the Commission requested an HAIS be done on the property at its previous meeting which was 9 
done by Benjamin Historic Certifications. He noted James Malapanes represented the applicant and asked if there 10 
were any questions. No questions were raised at this time.  11 
 12 
Susan Benjamin and Jeanne Sylvester provided a PowerPoint presentation and summary of the HAIS to the 13 
Commission. Susan stated their recommendations included having professional photos be taken of the home. 14 
Susan and Jeanne then went on to describe the property and their findings in detail.  15 
 16 
Mr. Enck asked if the home was empty during a certain period between owners and Jeanne responded the home 17 
was never vacant and commented it is in excellent condition. Mr. Enck then asked if the property was part of a 18 
subdivision from the property to the east and Susan referred to the surrounding homes’ styles. The Commission 19 
Members, Jeanne and Susan discussed the possibility of a subdivision.  20 
 21 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there were any other questions. No additional questions were raised at this time. 22 
Chairman Coladarci then asked for a motion to find the HAIS for 701 Hibbard is complete. Mr. Enck referred to the 23 
fact that the home would be deconstructed and moved to find the HAIS is complete. Ms. Good seconded the 24 
motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  25 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  26 
NAYS:  None 27 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  28 
 29 
Chairman Coladarci asked Mr. Malapanes why the home cannot be saved. James responded that a significant 30 
portion of the home is on a slab and other features which made it difficult to redesign. He noted the previous 31 
owners preferred that the home not be demolished and referred to the difficulty to bring the home up to modern 32 
standards. Mr. Malapanese informed the Commission the new home would be respectful of the garden and 33 
surrounding property and described the new home’s layout, design and approximate size of 10,000-12,000 square 34 
feet. He noted his clients were for the former owners of 740 Ardsley who sold the property which allowed it to be 35 
rehabbed. Mr. Enck asked if they planned to deconstruct the home and Mr. Malapanese confirmed that is correct. 36 
Ms. Good asked if they planned to save as much of the landscaping as possible and Mr. Malapanese stated they 37 
want to keep the prairie view in the back of the property although there have not been specific discussions with 38 
the landscape architect.  39 
 40 
Chairman Coladarci then called the matter in for discussion and asked for a motion to either approve the 41 
demolition request or to delay demolition for 270 days. Susan confirmed additional photos would be taken. Mr. 42 
Enck moved to approve the demolition request for 701 Hibbard Road without delay. Mr. Stuart seconded the 43 
motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  44 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  45 
NAYS:  None 46 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  47 
 48 
2021 Preservation Awards: Update on the status of the Landmark Preservation Commission Preservation Award 49 
nomination submissions. 50 
Ms. Good moved to delay the discussion of the 2021 Preservation Awards until the August 2, 2021 meeting. Mr. 51 
Enck seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  52 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  53 
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NAYS:  None 1 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  2 
 3 
Other Business. 4 

a. August 2, 2021 Meeting – Quorum Check. 5 
The Commission Members discussed their availability.  6 
 7 
Public Comment 8 
No public comment was made at this time. 9 
 10 
Adjournment: 11 
A motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Enck and seconded by Ms. Good. A vote was taken and the motion 12 
unanimously passed, 4 to 0:  13 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Stuart  14 
NAYS:  None 15 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  16 
 17 
The meeting adjourned at 10:17 p.m.  18 
 19 
Respectfully submitted, 20 
 21 
Antionette Johnson 22 
Recording Secretary  23 



 

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 1 
AUGUST 2, 2021 MEETING MINUTES 2 

 3 
Members Present:                                Jack Coladarci, Chairman 4 

Chris Enck 5 
Laura Good 6 
Beth Ann Papoutsis     7 
Joseph Stuart  8 
Paul Weaver 9 

  10 
Non-Voting Member Present:            Bob Dearborn   11 
 12 
Members Absent:                                 Katie Comstock  13 
 14 
Village Staff:     David Schoon, Director of Community Development  15 

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

  18 
Call to Order & Roll Call: 19 
Chairman Coladarci called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.  Mr. Marx took roll call of the Commission Members 20 
present.  21 
 22 
Public Comment 23 
No public comment was made at this time. 24 
  25 
Case No. 21-23-LPC: 848 Tower Road: Review of the demolition permit application submitted for the single 26 
family residence at 848 Tower Road. 27 
Mr. Marx noted one comment was received identified as Attachment E in the packet. He then identified the 28 
property’s location, size, zoning classification and approximate date of construction in 1908 and stated the home 29 
had minor additions done in 1940. Mr. Marx noted the property is not included on the Illinois Historic Structure 30 
survey listing and that the Historical Society stated the property has architectural and historical significance. He 31 
then asked if there were any questions. No questions were raised at this time. 32 
 33 
Elizabeth Landes, 848 Tower Road, stated they distributed a letter to the neighbors outlining their plans. She 34 
explained their reasoning for requesting a demolition and plans to rebuild a home which would be more useful and 35 
allow them to remain in the community. Ms. Landes also stated their decision was not reached lightly. 36 
 37 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there were any questions. Ms. Papoutsis asked what is the style of the new home and 38 
Ms. Landes responded they have not decided on the exterior and described the features of the new home which 39 
would fit with the neighborhood, would last a long time and would be attractive. Mr. Dearborn asked Ms. Landes if 40 
she was surprised by the Historical Society’s findings and Ms. Landes responded she was and noted she was a 41 
former member of the Historical Society. She commented on the architect who has built nice homes but is not 42 
historically notable. Mr. Stuart asked if they considered remodeling the home and Ms. Landes responded even 43 
with an addition, there was so much of the home which had wasted space. Mr. Stuart then described the home as 44 
interesting with a lot of potential. Ms. Landes stated remodeling the home would be an enormous project and they 45 
want to remain in the Village. She added if the home is sold, no one would want to renovate it. Ms. Landes 46 
explained to the Commission how a new home would allow them to accommodate them and their family. Ms. 47 
Good agreed the home is wonderful which has architectural and historic significance and referred to the architect’s 48 
other designs. She asked Ms. Landes to consider looking to buy another property to fit their needs and she did not 49 
agree the property would be demolished if it was sold. Ms. Good then asked Ms. Landes if they explored having an 50 
easement. Ms. Landes responded they have not explored all the legal avenues and have to consider the financial 51 
aspect of them buying another home. She also explained to the Commission how they planned to reuse the 52 
home’s woodwork and deconstruct the home. Ms. Landes then stated they have given the situation a lot of 53 
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thought and if a delay is imposed, they would not change their minds. Ms. Good explained to Ms. Landes how an 1 
easement would preserve the home.  2 
 3 
Mr. Enck referred to the process of deconstructing and rebuilding the home and asked if they considered putting a 4 
master suite on the first floor. Ms. Landes responded that would not solve the other issues they have with the 5 
home to make it usable. Scott Simpson informed the Commission they have done work on the North Shore for 27 6 
years and explained the serious and multiple considerations they have taken. He commented while the home is 7 
beautiful, its life is over and they plan to use the home’s elements and repurpose them in the new home.  8 
 9 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there was any public comment. Nan Greenough, 500 Maple, noted she helped set up 10 
the HAIS and agreed the architect has done good work. She then stated while the home is historic and appealing, 11 
the home is not HAIS worthy. Louise Holland agreed with Ms. Greenough’s comments and referred to the amount 12 
of work the home needs. She commented the applicant is admirable in their plans to reuse materials from the 13 
home and agreed not every home is historic. No additional comments were made at this time.   14 
 15 
Chairman Coladarci called the matter in for discussion. He asked the Commission if they felt an HAIS is necessary 16 
and whether it would reveal any additional information. Ms. Papoutsis asked Susan Benjamin to comment. Ms. 17 
Benjamin responded she is not familiar with the property. Mr. Weaver stated he agreed the home is distressed and 18 
commented the home is familiar to the Village. He stated he would recommend an HAIS be done to document the 19 
home which is consistent with the Commission’s past decisions. Ms. Good agreed the situation is difficult and 20 
commented Ms. Greenough’s and Ms. Holland’s opinions mattered. She then agreed with Mr. Weaver that an HAIS 21 
should be done. Mr. Dearborn stated while the home may not rise to the level that the HAIS originally required, 22 
the report would memorialize the home and would only delay the home’s demolition by the amount of time it 23 
took to prepare the report. 24 
 25 
Chairman Coladarci asked for a motion to recommend an HAIS for 848 Tower Road. A motion was made by Ms. 26 
Good to request an HAIS and referenced the findings on page 2. Mr. Weaver seconded the motion. A vote was 27 
taken and the motion unanimously passed: 28 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver  29 
NAYS:  None 30 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  31 
 32 
Case No. 21-24-LPC: 425 Sunset: Review of the demolition permit application submitted for the single family 33 
residence at 425 Sunset Road. 34 
Mr. Marx identified the property owner and noted no correspondence was received in connection with the 35 
request. He then described the property’s size, location, date of construction in 1923 and subsequent alterations. 36 
Mr. Marx noted the property is not included on the Illinois Historic Structure survey listing and stated the Historical 37 
Society indicated the property has regional significance. He then asked if there were any questions and indicated 38 
the applicant can address occupancy questions.  39 
 40 
Cory Todd of Trend Development Partners introduced himself as the owner and a Winnetka resident. He 41 
confirmed the home is not currently occupied and the former tenant recently moved out. Mr. Todd then stated 42 
the home is dated and described the home’s inadequate features and layout. He stated they planned to construct 43 
a new home which met today’s standards as opposed to spending a lot of time and money to renovate the home 44 
which did not match the market. Chairman Coladarci stated the neighborhood has not had a lot of change. Mr. 45 
Todd stated they considered renovation and new construction at the time the property was purchased. Chairman 46 
Coladarci reiterated the Commission’s position in terms of saving homes and asked if the home had been 47 
marketed. Mr. Todd outlined all of the elements of the home which would need to be renovated such as the 48 
basement, mechanicals, etc. He agreed the home could be modified and the new home would result in a better 49 
and more modern home. Mr. Stuart questioned the new home’s style and Mr. Todd responded it would be a 50 
Colonial home. Mr. Todd informed the Commission he was advised of the home by a real estate agent and 51 
estimated the new home’s size to be 3,200 square feet. Mr. Enck asked if it would be a spec home and Mr. Todd 52 
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confirmed that is correct. He then stated the scope of the work required to renovate the home resulted in the 1 
decision to build a new home. Mr. Todd noted they are currently working on four projects in the Village.  2 
 3 
Ms. Good stated Mr. Todd has been before the Commission a number of times and questioned Mr. Todd as to how 4 
he felt in terms of the Commission’s rules and Mr. Todd responded he supported the work of the Commission and 5 
agreed with saving structures that warrant saving. Mr. Enck referred to the amount of demolition taking place 6 
which affects the neighbor character.  7 
 8 
Chairman Coladarci asked if there were any other questions from the Commission or any public comment. No 9 
additional questions were raised at this time. He called the matter in for discussion and commented the home did 10 
not warrant an HAIS while referring to its regional status. Chairman Coladarci then asked for a motion. Mr. Enck 11 
agreed with Chairman Coladarci’s comments and asked that interior photos be taken. Mr. Todd agreed to provide 12 
photos. Ms. Papoutsis asked if there were any elements of the home worth saving and Mr. Todd confirmed they 13 
would repurpose worthwhile items. He then stated they could donate any items worth salvaging in terms of 14 
deconstruction.  15 
 16 
Chairman Coladarci asked for a motion to allow the demolition permit  for 425 Sunset to proceed without delay 17 
and referred to the findings. Ms. Papoutsis moved to approve the demolition permit for 425 Sunset and Mr. 18 
Weaver seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed: 19 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver  20 
NAYS:  None 21 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  22 
 23 
Ms. Good asked Mr. Todd to consult the Historical Society before purchasing properties in the future.  24 
 25 
Case No. 21-10-LPC: 695 Prospect: Review of the Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS) for the single 26 
family residence at 695 Prospect Avenue. 27 
Mr. Marx stated the Commission determined an HAIS be submitted for 695 Prospect which concluded the home is 28 
architecturally and historically significant with the Historical Society concluding the HAIS is complete as noted on 29 
Attachment B. He then stated Susan Benjamin would present the HAIS and asked if there were any questions.   30 
 31 
Susan Benjamin provided a PowerPoint presentation and summary of the HAIS to the Commission. Mr. Enck asked 32 
if Starr Road and Jeanne Sylvestri noted the street was named for the owner’s son who was killed.  33 
 34 
Ms. Papoutsis questioned four sisters who owned the surrounding homes. Chairman Coladarci asked if there were 35 
any public comment. No comments were made at this time. He then called the matter in for discussion. Ms. 36 
Papoutsis noted the property was listed for a long time and the renovation done to the home. She then stated the 37 
new home would be replaced by a noteworthy Winnetka architect. The Commission Members agreed the HAIS 38 
was well done. Ms. Papoutsis added she did not feel it is necessary to impose a delay.  39 
 40 
Chairman Coladarci asked for a motion to find the HAIS is complete. A motion was made to find the HAIS for 695 41 
Prospect complete. Mr. Enck seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed: 42 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver  43 
NAYS:  None 44 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  45 
 46 
Chairman Coladarci then asked for a motion to approve the demolition permit for 695 Prospect without delay. A 47 
motion was made and seconded to approve the demolition permit for 695 Prospect without delay. A vote was 48 
taken and the motion unanimously passed: 49 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver  50 
NAYS:  None 51 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  52 
 53 
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2021 Preservation Awards: Review of Landmark Preservation Commission Preservation Award nomination 1 
submissions and selection of award recipients. 2 
Mr. Marx asked if there were any questions. He noted they need 16 weeks lead time [for the plaques] with the 3 
goal for presentations to be made before year-end. Ms. Good referred to a home on Oakley. It was noted the 4 
home was in the process of comprehensive rehab and suggested it be a candidate for next year. Ms. Good 5 
questioned the process of adding an additional category where the homeowners changed their minds and the 6 
home saved. The Commission Members discussed options and Mr. Marx agreed he would check into it.  The 7 
Commission Members then commented on the submissions.  8 
 9 
Chairman Coladarci then asked for a motion to approve the homes submitted to receive preservation awards. A 10 
motion was made and seconded to approve preservation awards be distributed to the homes submitted. A vote 11 
was taken and the motion unanimously passed: 12 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver  13 
NAYS:  None 14 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  15 
 16 
Other Business. 17 

a. Wednesday, August 4, 2021 Special Meeting (tentative) - Reminder. 18 
The Commission Members discussed their availability. There was discussion regarding the notice process.   19 
 20 

b. Monday, September 20, 2021, Meeting – Quorum check.  21 
(Note meeting rescheduled due to Labor Day weekend).  22 

The Commission Members discussed their availability.  23 
 24 
Adjournment: 25 
A motion to adjourn was made and seconded. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed: 26 
AYES:  Coladarci, Enck, Good, Papoutsis, Stuart, Weaver  27 
NAYS:  None 28 
NON-VOTING: Dearborn  29 
  30 
The meeting adjourned at 8:53 p.m.  31 
 32 
Respectfully submitted, 33 
 34 
Antionette Johnson 35 
Recording Secretary  36 



 

LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 1 
AUGUST 4, 2021 SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 2 

 3 
Members Present:                                Jack Coladarci, Chairman 4 

Chris Enck 5 
Laura Good 6 
Beth Ann Papoutsis     7 
Joseph Stuart  8 
Paul Weaver  9 

  10 
Non-Voting Member Absent:            Bob Dearborn   11 
 12 
Members Absent:                                 Katie Comstock  13 
 14 
Village Staff:     David Schoon, Director of Community Development  15 

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

  18 
Call to Order & Roll Call: 19 
Chairman Coladarci called the meeting to order at 7:06 p.m.  20 
 21 
Public Comment. 22 
No public comment was made at this time. 23 
 24 
Case No. 21-04-LPC: 82 Essex: Conference with property owners to discuss alternatives to demolition for the 25 
single family residence at 82 Essex Road. 26 
Kevin Desai introduced himself as Mr. Desai of 82 Essex. Chairman Coladarci outlined the purpose of the meeting. 27 
Mr. Desai stated their intention is to demolish the home and replace it with a new home for their family. He noted 28 
they considered opportunities to save the home and consulted with an individual in Pennsylvania regarding 29 
restoring the home. He then referred to the solid concrete construction which made it difficult to move. He agreed 30 
that Walter Burley Griffin is a significant architect and that considerable advice and architectural help would be 31 
needed to help save the home. He stated while they are well aware of the property’s significance, they want to 32 
build a home they would live in for the rest of their lives.  33 
 34 
Chairman Coladarci informed Mr. Desai of the number of times where owners have changed their minds regarding 35 
saving homes and purchased other less significant homes. He then asked Mr. Desai if it is possible to sell this home 36 
and buy another home. Mr. Desai responded while that is a possibility, he referred to the amount of time the 37 
home was on the market and its price. He also stated they would prefer for their children to be able to walk to 38 
school. He informed the Commission they would consider selling the home and referred to the nature of the 39 
market in terms of the possibilities of buying another home and identified homes where they were outbid.  40 
 41 
Mr. Enck asked Mr. Desai what are their goals and Mr. Desai responded their intent is build a French Provincial 42 
home and described its features. Ms. Papoutsis referred to Landmarks Illinois and finding a buyer for the property. 43 
Mr. Desai informed the Commission he would follow up with Scott Sanders. The Commission Members discussed 44 
the correspondence received regarding the property. Mr. Enck explained the Commission’s role to Mr. Desai. Mr. 45 
Desai referred to the contractors’ responses with whom he consulted in connection with saving the home and 46 
reiterated to the Commission the biggest challenge is the foundation. He noted he consulted with three architects 47 
who specialize in restoring homes, new home builders and experienced builders who use green construction 48 
methods. He also stated he was aware of financial incentives available and referred to the costs of building new 49 
versus remodeling. Mr. Stuart asked if restoration was cost prohibitive and Mr. Desai confirmed that is correct and 50 
added it would be expensive either way.   51 
 52 
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Ms. Good questioned Mr. Desai’s desirable lot size and referred to another home for sale on Westmoor. She also 1 
referred to the process of writing letters to property owners asking if their homes would ever be available for sale. 2 
Ms. Good also stated if Mr. Desai was entertaining the notion of selling the property, why did he not relist the 3 
home. Mr. Desai responded he would never have listed the home for sale until they acquired another home and 4 
they are actively looking. He apologized to the Commission for their not being given access to it and he would 5 
permit the Commission Members to visit the home.  6 
 7 
Mr. Enck referred to a situation where the neighbors reached out to neighbors to find buyers who were interested 8 
in saving the home. Mr. Desai reiterated the home is restrained by its size and concrete foundation. Mr. Enck 9 
stated there are ways to remodel the home to meet the need of today’s families. Mr. Desai responded flat roofs 10 
are problematic and he would not want to bring that feature to another home. Mr. Enck referred to options that 11 
can be explored in terms of thinking outside of the box and lot size or GFA variations. Mr. Desai informed the 12 
Commission the new home would not maximize the buildable lot area.  13 
 14 
Ms. Good suggested Mr. Desai look at other areas near schools. Mr. Desai responded he considered a number of 15 
areas. He agreed to work with anyone on the Commission in terms of helping to find another property. He stated 16 
his minimum lot size would be 1.3 acre in size, walking distance to school, 5 bedrooms, two stories with a 17 
basement being optional and a sidewalk in the $1.5 million to $3 million price range. He added he would have to 18 
sell before buying and they considered purchasing in Glencoe and Kenilworth.  19 
 20 
Chairman Coladarci referred to the amount of time needed to sell the property and find Mr. Desai another home. 21 
He also referred to the likelihood of another buyer purchasing the property. Mr. Desai indicated he was not aware 22 
of how the process worked and apologized to the Commission. He stated their preference would be to buy a home 23 
in conjunction with the start of the school year. He stated their hope is to complete construction by August 2022. 24 
Chairman Coladarci asked if the delay would affect their plans and Mr. Desai confirmed that is correct. Chairman 25 
Coladarci then referred to the impression the Commission Members got from Mr. Sanders with regard to Mr. 26 
Desais’ position and the lost opportunity to have communication with Mr. Desai regarding finding them another 27 
property although Mr. Sanders was performing his job.  28 
 29 
Ms. Good referred to the manner in which the home was marketed as a significant home as well as for land. She 30 
asked Mr. Desai if he was willing to do public relations in terms of marketing the home to look for buyers. Mr. 31 
Desai agreed. He stated they are getting permits in order and do not know how long it can be delayed. Ms. Good 32 
asked Mr. Desai to determine a price point. Mr. Desai agreed to consider it. The Commission Members thanked 33 
Mr. Desai for being open to possibilities.  The Commission Members discussed the length of time the Commission 34 
has been in existence and the limitations on their ability to save homes. Chairman Coladarci referred to a home 35 
that was described as unsalable and was purchased by a family who love the home.  36 
 37 
Adjournment: 38 
Chairman Coladarci asked for a motion to adjourn. A motion was made by Mr. Weaver and seconded by Ms. Good. 39 
A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed: 40 
AYES: Coladarci, Enck, Good, Papoutsis , Stuart , Weaver  41 
NAYS:  None  42 
 43 
The meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m.  44 
 45 
Respectfully submitted, 46 
 47 
Antionette Johnson 48 
Recording Secretary  49 



   
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA

TO: LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

FROM: CHRISTOPHER, MARX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 29, 2021 

SUBJECT: 952 PINE TREE LANE - DEMOLITION PERMIT (CASE NO. 21-26-LPC) 

INTRODUCTION 
Meeting Date October 4, 2021 
Commission Action Preliminary historic and architectural review to determine if 

a Historical Architectural Impact Study (HAIS) is necessary or 
if demolition may proceed without delay. 

Property Address 952 Pine Tree Lane (See Attachment A – Aerial Map) 
Property Owner Andrzej Kruszewski 
Application Submitted by Foxwood Development Group 
Mail Notice Sent to Property Owners within 
250 feet 

Completed 

Public Comments as of Date of Memo As of the date of this memo, staff has received no comments 
from the public regarding this application. 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
Size 0.59 acres 
Location West side of Pine Tree Lane between Asbury Avenue and 

Tower Road   
Improvements Single-family residence with attached garage 
Zoning R-2 Single Family Residential
Surrounding Zoning R-2 Single Family Residential

PROPERTY HISTORY See Attachment B, Preliminary Property History 
See Attachment C, Winnetka Historical Society Research 

Constructed 1948 
Additional Construction Activity 1948 – Construct single family dwelling, 1951 – Construct 

addition to single-family dwelling, 1959 – Construct 
swimming pool, 1994 – Remodel bathroom 

Illinois Historic Structure Survey Listing No 
Winnetka Historical Society (WHS) The WHS research indicates that the property does not have 

any historical or architectural significance.  See attached 
report from the WHS provided in Attachment C for details. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY  

Other Permits for New Single-Family Homes on Same 
Block (either side of the right-of-way block face 
and/or along the alley) 

None. 

Director’s 60-Day Delay Due to Construction Activity Delay is not necessary to prevent undue congestion 
and noise impacts in the neighborhood. 

New Construction or Site Restoration Plans 
Submitted 

None 

 
MUNICIPAL CODE AMENDMENTS – DEMOLITION AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

On March 16, 2021, the Village Council adopted Ordinance MC-2-2021 amending the Village Code to 
further encourage the preservation of significant homes. The Commission may now order the issuance 
of a demolition delay of a historic or architecturally significant home for a longer period of time as 
follows: 

1. For a demolition permit submitted prior to March 16, 2021, the demolition delay may be up 
to, but not exceeding 270 days from the date a complete application was submitted. 

2. For a demolition permit submitted after March 16, 2021, the demolition delay may be up to, 
but not exceeding 270 days from the date the Commission determines that an applicant is 
required to submit an HAIS for the home the applicant wishes to demolish. 

This application was submitted and considered complete on September 21, 2021.  Should the LPC 
request an HAIS for the subject property at the October 4th Commission meeting, and after reviewing 
the HAIS at a future meeting the LPC determines the home is significant and a delay should be issued, 
the Commission may at that time issue a demolition delay up to but not exceeding 270 days from 
October 4, 2021.  
 
The adopted amendments also provide a 20% maximum building size bonus to any single-family home 
that the Commission finds to be historic or architecturally significant provided the home is not 
demolished or altered in a manner that destroys the home’s significance. 
 
COMMISSION REVIEW 

The Commission may consider one of the following two motions (1) Historical Architectural Impact 
Study Required or (2) Building and/or Property is Not Historic or Architecturally Significant. 

 
Historical Architectural Impact Study Required 
The Commission finds that based upon (1) the preliminary property history study, (2) the 
Winnetka Historical Society comments, and (3) other information, comments, or evidence 
received by the LPC during its preliminary review that 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.  The Commission reached its 
conclusion based upon the property meeting the following criteria: [The Commission must 
note which of the following criteria is met] 

1. The property or structures have sufficient architectural or historical merit to warrant 
a full HAIS prior to issuance of a demolition permit; 

2. The property or structures have been designated a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15.64 
of the Village Code;  (Subject Property is not a landmark) 

3. The property or structures have been included in the most recent Illinois Historic 
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Structure Survey conducted under the auspices of the Illinois Department of 
Conservation; and  (Subject Property is not on the state survey) 

4. The property or structures have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
or the Illinois Register of Historic places.  (Subject Property is not on National Register) 

 
Building and/or Property Lacks Historic or Architectural Significance  
The Commission has determined that in accordance with Section 15.52.040 of the Village 
Code that the building and/or property is not of sufficient historic or architectural merit to 
warrant a Historical Architectural Impact Study, and the demolition of the structure may 
proceed without delay.  

 
ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A:  GIS Aerial Map 
Attachment B:  Preliminary Property History Study 
Attachment C:  Historical Society Research 
Attachment D:  Application Materials 
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Disclaimer: The GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. are not liable for any use, misuse, modification or disclosure of any map provided under applicable law.  This map is for general information purposes only. Although the

information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may exist and the user should independently confirm for accuracy. The map does not constitute a regulatory determination and is not a base for engineering

design. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine precise location boundaries on the ground.

ATTACHMENT A
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA

TO: WINNETKA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

FROM: CHRISTOPHER MARX, AICP, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 8, 2021 

SUBJECT: CASE NO. 21-26: 952 PINE TREE LANE 

INTRODUCTION 

On October 4, 2021, the Landmark Preservation Commission (LPC) will consider a request to demolish the 
residence and attached garage at 952 Pine Tree 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 
Tuesday, September 21, 2021. If you have any questions, please feel free to send an email to 
cmarx@winnetka.org or call me at (847) 716-3587.      

PRELIMINARY PROPERTY HISTORY STUDY/VILLAGE HALL RECORDS 

Building Permits  

Date Type Owner Architect 

11-26-1948 Construct single family dwelling Irvin A. Blietz Donald F. Gibbs 
4-26-1951 Construct addition to a single 

family dwelling 
Irvin A. Blietz Donald F. Gibbs 

6-17-1959 Construct swimming pool G.L. Hehman National Pool Corp. 
11-7-1994 Remodel bathroom Mr. Hoit Not listed 

ATTACHMENT B
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952 Pine Tree – September 2021 
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PROPERTY RESEARCH  

COVERSHEET 
 

     

Address: 952 Pine Tree  

 

Construction Details: 

Original construction date: 1948  

Construction type: Lannon stone   

Style: Ranch 

 

OWNERSHIP HISTORY:   

OWNER 

NAME 

DATES 

OCCUPIED 

INFORMATION 

ATTACHED 

SIGNIFICANCE 

Irvin A. Blietz 1948 – at least 

1951  

Chicago Tribune articles Owner of the Blietz Company, a 

cooperative housing company in 

Chicago. 

E.A. Holsten 1954 1954 directory  

G. L. Hehman By 1956 – 

1962 

1956 directory, Winnetka 

Talk obituary 

 

Dr. Hiram T. 

and Helen O. 

Langston 

1962 – 1982  Real estate listing, 1963 

directory, Chicago 

Tribune obituary  

Hiram was an accomplished 

doctor and chairman of surgery 

at St. Joseph’s Hospital in 

Chicago.  

William 

Harridge 

c. 1982 – 1987  1987 directory  

Dr. Michael 

Hoit 

1987 – at least 

2010 

Cook County Assessor 

records 

 

Andrzej and 

Janina K. 

Kruszewski 

2012 – 2020   Cook County Assessor 

records, Ancestry.com 

record 

 

   

 

ARCHITECTS:   

ARCHITECT NAME DATE AND 

DESCRIPTION OF 

PROJECT 

INFORMATION 

ATTACHED 

Donald F. Gibbs 1948 – construct single-

family dwelling; 1951 – 

construct addition to single-

family dwelling  

 

 

ATTACHMENT C
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RESEARCH SOURCES USED: Winnetka Talk, Cook County Assessor records, Cook County 

Recorder records, historic phone books, WHS property files, WHS digital files, Ancestry.com, 

Chicago Tribune 

 

Findings: 

 

Our research does not indicate that this property has historical or architectural significance. 

While it has been home to several accomplished Winnetkans, we did not find any information 

that merits additional research. In addition, we were not able to find any information about the 

original architect.1  

 

Date of Research: 9/13/2021 

 

 

Submitted by:  

Meagan McChesney, PhD 

Curator, Winnetka Historical Society 

 

Mary Trieschmann, MS Ed 

Executive Director, Winnetka Historical Society  

                                                 
1 While we were able to locate information on a California-based architect named Don Gibbs, we were not able to 

confirm that it was the same architect who designed this home.  
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1954 directory  

 

 

1956 directory  
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1963 directory  

 

 

1987 directory  
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Winnetka Talk, February 9, 1961 
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2012-2020 Ancestry.com record for 952 Pine Tree Lane  
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Cook County Assessor  
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Cook County Recorder 
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Dr. Hiram T. Langston; led surgery department
Chicago Tribune (1963-1996); May 20, 1992; ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Chicago Tribune
pg. NW_B12
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Father, son homebuilders keep Blietz family tradition alive: <span class="hit">Blietz</span>
Morris, Steven
Chicago Tribune (1963-1996); Feb 24, 1985; ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Chicago Tribune
pg. L1
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Gazebo dedicated to Irvin Blietz
Chicago Tribune (1963-1996); May 17, 1980; ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Chicago Tribune
pg. N16
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ODCUSlgi En•.eJope ID: 801119E92· 7AA74EDA,B2�5C40ll5A.9F!:O 

Property Mainte111anoe Reg ui re me nts 

Vi:11age of Winnetka 
DEMOLRtlON APPIJICATION 

During p rocessing of tne demolition p-emtit, the owner- and contractor must maintain the property in accordanoe 
with tihe Vil I age Pr:operty Maintenance Code to avoid gene rallio111 of nuisances. Aaordingfy, t!h e to II owing minimum 

requirements shall be adhered to: 

I✓ I Grass shall be mowe<l and mai nt:ai111e<l at a [height not to excee<l 8 in,ches.

I ✓I Garbage, yard waste•, misoellan,eous ru'b1bish, mail, and debris shall be removed firom ·1:Jhe property and not
allowed to accumulate. 

I ✓I Buildi:ng(sJ :shall be .secured (doors and windows in working orde;r, closed and lod.ed).

I ✓ I No demolition or removal of bui ding compone;nts may c:omm-em:e 1until the· demolition permit has bece111
iss,ued. Commencement of demolition iprioir to issuanc,e of peirmit will iresult in a Stop Work Oirde,r and 

double peirm it fees for aCI subsequent permits 

I✓ I A,p;proved tre,e fenci(ilg pr;ot!ectioru must be ins.ta lied as dire cte,d by Village Forrester priorr to 

commencement of demolition. lad of tree fencing will result in Stop, Work Order and fines. 

AppliRnt/Ow,ner .Mknowle<lgmentrs 

By e:ioec::ut1ion of tlitis appfication i:n the space provided be,low, the Applicant and Owinerfs) do hereby ce,rtify, 
adknowle,dge, agree and affirm to llhe Village of Winnetka tlhat: 

1. The Village and its re;presenta:tives have the ri,ght, and are her�by granted pem,ission and lioense, to ell'lter
upon the property for [purposes of c.onducting any inspections tihat may l!>e necessary in connection with this
application.

2. I (Wei ha\i'ie carefully read it'hrs applic:ation, the applic:able sectrons of the Wi11netll:a Municipal Code and fully
understand the applicable terms and prrovi:sions.

3. I (\'le) waive any rights to exemption from disclosur,e under the Illinois Frre€dom of [nformation Act of any and
all dooume.nts and inforrmallion submitted in connection witih this application.

4. I/We hereby .-gre,e to demolislh th,e above .structure or portion theireof, in accordance with the information

submitte;d heirewitlh and in strirt compliance witih all provisions of the BtJilding Code and othe,r related 
ordinances a!'ld re,gulations of ·ttie Village o.f \Vinnetkai, and I/We herel!llf conSient to insipectiion of the wori: 

du.ring· demolition and to the 1responsibility of maintaining tne subject sit,e and adjacent public and pri,vate

p roperrtiES in a good, safe and dean condition, including but not limited to the "'Property Maintenanoe
Requirrements0

' list!ed in the previous section. 

5. I (Wet in accardance with tlil.e requirements of the Annual Fee ResolutiO'n and tile Winnetka Village Code agree 
to pay all applicable frling f, 
with tihe prooessing of th·

Signature of AppliRnt: --+­

Print Name & Titl:e: 

Signatures ,of Property Ownerls): 

yment of all reimbursable expense,s associated

9/21/2021 

President. Foxwood 
oevelo

�
men< Group 

g/21/202:l 
Dar 

Print Name & Tiitl'.e: _________________ P\roperty Add'ress: 
W1nnetka. IL

**ilfi more than one applicant or proper ty owner, p'lease c;opy tihis page and have additional applicants/property
owners srgn form. 

Page4 of4 
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Construction Schedule: 952 Pine Tree Ln., Winnetka IL 2022

October November December January February March April May June

Disconnections

Tree Removal

Construction Fencing

Demolition

Excavation

Foundation

Drain Tiles

Waterproofing

Construction Steel

Underground Plumbing

Backfilling

Rough carpentry

Shingle Roof

Window installation

Copper roofs, flashings

Soffit, Fascia inst.

Gutters

Masonry labor, chimney flues

Limestone inst.

Concrete floors bsmt. Garage

Rough Plumbing

Rough Electric

Rough HVAC

Insulation

Drywall

Hardwood Floor inst.

Stair inst.

Door and Trim inst.

Tile inst.

Kitchen and Bath cabinet inst.

Countertops

Electrical Fixture inst.

Plumbing Fixture inst.

Painting

Appliance inst.

Rough Grading/Landscaping

Final Cleanup
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
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MEMORANDUM  
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA  

TO: LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION  

FROM: DAVID SCHOON, DIRECTOR 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 30, 2021  

SUBJECT:  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DISCUSSION 

 
At the October 4, 2020, Landmark Preservation Commission meeting, the comprehensive plan 
consultant team, headed by The Lakota Group, will hold a discussion session with the Commission 
regarding historic preservation in the community.    Since the consultant met with the Commission in 
February 2020, the work on the Comprehensive Plan had been placed on hold from March 20, 2020, to 
September 2021.    Now that we have restarted work on the Comprehensive Plan, the consultant would 
like to touch base with the Commission to learn if the Commission has any new thoughts regarding the 
future of preserving historic and architecturally significant buildings and structures in the community. 
 
Attached is the agenda from the consultant for this part of your meeting.  Also attached are materials 
from the LPC’s previous discussions regarding historic preservation and the Comprehensive Plan.    
 
If you have more questions regarding the comprehensive plan and the process of developing the plan, 
please visit the project website at www.winnetkafutures.org.   
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: Agenda Discussion Outline for October 4 Landmark Preservation Commission Meeting 
Attachment B: Materials from LPC’s Previous Comprehensive Plan Discussion  
 
 
 

 

http://www.winnetkafutures.org/


            

WINNETKA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

AGENDA: Landmarks Preservation Commission Meeting 

DATE:  October 4, 2021 

TIME:  7:00 pm 

LOCATION: Winnetka Village Hall, Council Chambers 

 

ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED:  

1. Introductions  

2. Project Summary and Review  

3. Review of Previous LPC Comprehensive Plan Meetings from February/July 2020 and 
discussion of what has changed.  

4. Review of Previous Policy Questions in light of last 18 months: 

a. What areas of Winnetka have been previously surveyed or should 
be documented in consideration for future landmarks or districts? 

b. Has the Landmark Preservation Commission considered Certified 
Local Government status?  

c. What is the current community sentiment to strengthening the 
Historic Preservation Ordinance in terms of managing landmark 
demolitions and alterations? Has this changed? 

d. What are the current barriers to preservation in Winnetka? Has 
anything changed? 

e. Is there local support to offering special incentives as a benefit of 
local landmark designation? 

f. Are there any new key preservation partners in Winnetka and what 
role do they play in promoting historic preservation in Winnetka?  
What role could they play in the future? 

g. What outreach and educational efforts have taken place to raise 
awareness in the community of preservation’s benefits? 

h. What is your vision for historic preservation in Winnetka? 

5. Policy Discussion for Possible Inclusion into the Comprehensive Plan 

a. Demolition Ordinance  

DSchoon
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b. Renovation/Tear Downs of Architecturally/Historically Significant 
homes.  

c. Identifying/Acknowledging Landmark properties in the Village  

d. Thematic, Historic or Character Districts 

e. Village-wide Historic Preservation Plan 

f. Village-wide Historic Building/Property Survey  

g. Property Tax and other homeowner benefits  

6. Next Steps  



  

 

 
   

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
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MEMORANDUM  
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA  

TO: LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION  

FROM: DAVID SCHOON, DIRECTOR 

DATE: JANUARY 29, 2020  

SUBJECT:  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DISCUSSION 

 
At February 3, 2019, Landmark Preservation Commission, the comprehensive plan consultant team, 
headed by The Lakota Group, will hold a discussion session with the Commission regarding historic 
preservation in the community.  Attached is a sheet of questions that the consultant will guide you 
through at the meeting.  We are providing it to you now so you can start thinking about the questions.   
Staff has shared the Commission’s draft list of recommendations for preserving historic and 
architecturally significant homes with the consultant team. 
 
If you have more questions regarding the comprehensive plan and the process of developing the plan, 
please visit the project website at www.winnetkafutures.org.   
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A:  Landmark Preservation Commission Focus Group Questions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

http://www.winnetkafutures.org/
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WINNETKA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

Landmark Preservation Commission  

Focus Group Discussion 

 

QUESTIONS: 

 

 What do you believe are community member sentiments towards historic preservation in the community? 

 

 What are the current barriers to preservation in Winnetka? 

 

 Who are key preservation partners in Winnetka and what role do they play in promoting historic preservation in Winnetka?  What role could they play 

in the future? 

 

 What outreach and educational efforts have or currently take place to raise awareness in the community of preservation’s benefits? 

 

 Is there local support to offering special incentives as a benefit of local landmark designation? 

 

 What is the current community sentiment to strengthening the Landmark Preservation Ordinance in terms of managing landmark demolitions and 

alterations?  

 

 What is your vision for historic preservation in Winnetka? 

 



LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 1 
FEBRUARY 3, 2020 MEETING MINUTES EXCERPTS 2 

 3 
Members Present:                              Louise Holland, Chairperson 4 

Chris Enck 5 
Laura Good 6 
Beth Ann Papoutsis     7 
Joseph Stewart  8 
Paul Weaver 9 

  10 
Non-Voting Member Present:          Jack Coladarci  11 
 12 
Members Absent:                               Katie Comstock  13 
  14 
Village Staff:                                      David Schoon, Director of Community Development  15 

Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner 16 
Christopher Marx, Associate Planner 17 

  18 
Call to Order: 19 
Chairperson Holland called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.  20 
 21 
Winnetka Futures 2040 Plan Discussion.  22 
Mr. Schoon stated the Village is in the process of updating its Comprehensive Plan and hired The Lakota 23 
Group to assist in that effort. Lakota is looking for ideas regarding historic preservation to incorporate 24 
into the Comprehensive Plan from the Commission .   He then turned it over to The Lakota Group. 25 
 26 
Becky Hurley, Siraj Asfahani, and Doug Kaarre of the The Lakota Group introduced themselves to the 27 
Commission.   28 
 29 
Ms. Hurley stated this would be more of a focus group than a presentation.  She stated they have begun 30 
a three part process with the goal of finalizing the plan in the spring of 2021 which is also the 100 year 31 
anniversary of the Edward Bennett Plan. Ms. Hurley explained the three part process of preparing the 32 
plan: (1) analyzing material and community engagement (focus groups, Jefferson Dinners, interviews, 33 
community open house, etc.),  (2) visioning  goals and objectives; and (3) plan development.   Ms. Hurley 34 
stated they planned to wrap up the process by April 2021.  35 
 36 
Ms. Hurley then stated they would be working hard to reach out to all kinds of voices who were not 37 
invited before. She also stated for all of the Boards, they would not be inviting them to the focus groups 38 
but would come to each Board and Commission to hear their thoughts.  39 
 40 
Mr. Asfahani stated they compiled a set of questions which are more of a conversation starter for 41 
tonight and would like to hear the thoughts of the Commission and touch on different points of 42 
preservation. He stated the first question is to understand how the community perceives historic 43 
preservation and its sentiment toward it. Chairperson Holland responded there is a long history and it 44 
started in 1997 when the landmark preservation ordinance was adopted by the Village Council which 45 
resulted in 6 or 7 years of property rights back and forth.   She then stated in her opinion with regard to 46 
historic preservation, she commented it ebbs and flows and they are at a point where people are 47 
concerned about the loss of the ambiance of the community.  48 
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 1 
Mr. Weaver stated since it started in the 1980’s, the face of Winnetka and streetscape of the 2 
neighborhoods has changed radically. He stated with regard to the caucus 2019 survey results, there 3 
were questions about historic preservation and they are seeing what happened over the last 20 to 30 4 
years. Mr. Weaver reiterated the Village is changing radically and the Commission Members put 5 
together a spreadsheet comparing our historic preservation efforts to other communities. He then 6 
stated the standards make it easier to construct new homes here than in other communities.  7 
 8 
Mr. Enck stated he lives on the west side of the Village and he could see three different teardowns from 9 
his home and described it as a disconcerting change. He then stated there are so many demolitions 10 
happening and developers target smaller bungalow homes which if rehabbed might be desirable for 11 
young families coming in the Village. Mr. Enck stated they also talked about if all of those homes are 12 
gone, it would have a big impact on the community and for families that cannot afford to live here, he 13 
questioned what would happen to the schools and the Village would then become an aging population 14 
for older, more established people. Mr. Enck stated the amount of demolitions seemed rapid and there 15 
have been 4 or 5 demolition applications in one meeting and that is a lot for a Village of 12,000 people. 16 
He stated the Commission discussed one statistic that they have heard and that is since the 1987 17 
ordinance was adopted , 1/4 or 1/3 of the housing stock has been torn down and replaced. Mr. Marx 18 
noted since 2000, there have been almost 700 demolition applications processed and that vast majority 19 
of those permits were issued a new home permit.  20 
 21 
Mr. Coladarci asked Chairperson Holland if the ordinance was passed to counter the move toward 22 
teardowns and Chairperson Holland responded the ordinance was created for positive reasons and in 23 
the mid 1990’s, there was a magazine article written entitled “Torn on Teardowns” with the last line 24 
reading: “If Winnetka does not care about its history, why should anyone else.” She described their 25 
ordinance as very weak and there may have been 700 teardowns prior to 2000. Mr. Coladarci stated it 26 
may have been based on the value of properties and in the 1990’s, property values skyrocketed in the 27 
Village.   28 
 29 
Chairperson Holland stated from the Plan Commission conversations, the Village is missing small homes 30 
and referred to those who want to retire to those types of homes. She described it as fair game by 31 
builders and stated it could be a win-win situation as to how to satisfy everyone and keep the history of 32 
the Village. 33 
 34 
Ms. Hurley stated a question was asked if the purpose of the preservation ordinance was to curb the 35 
high rate of teardowns in the 1990’s. She then stated as they think about the Comprehensive Plan, there 36 
was introductory language which talked about teardowns and the existing plan was responsive to the 37 
high rate of teardowns. Chairperson Holland stated Mr. Enck bought their home from the original family. 38 
Mr. Enck stated the family put easements on the home to protect it which made it more affordable for 39 
them. Chairperson Holland stated that is why they suggested having discounted permit fees for 40 
renovations and they hear it is too expensive to remodel. She also stated in the sheet of information, 41 
they are providing a list of resources which can be made available. Chairperson Holland also stated they 42 
should look at the fee structure and in the early 2000’s, demolition fees went up in the hope of curbing 43 
demolition but that did not work and they are still dealing with that. 44 
 45 
Mr. Asfahani stated the Commission mentioned the ordinance is weak and property owners do not 46 
know who to call. He stated that all of those sound like barriers to preservation and asked the 47 
Commission what they see as other barriers to preservation. Ms. Good responded a lot of it is education 48 
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based and misunderstanding in terms of what it means to landmark a home and what historic districts 1 
do to villages. She stated people think it is scary but research showed it enhanced market value. Ms. 2 
Good stated there are a lot of myths which need busting. She also stated when the issue of property 3 
rights comes up; it is a two sided issue. Ms. Good stated on one hand you move into an area for a 4 
certain ambiance and feeling. She then stated she has lived in the Village for 14 years and moved here 5 
because of the Village aesthetic and in that time span the Village has been stripped of a lot of what she 6 
came here for. Ms. Good described the property rights issue as a double edged sword and they have 7 
seen landmarks on Sheridan Road which have had histories of homes being built next to landmarks only 8 
to have one of the homes destroyed and a large home built which dwarfs the beautiful homes of the 9 
area and questioned what about that person’s property rights. Ms. Good also informed the consultants 10 
they have had several people come to meetings to voice their opinion and ask how they can help keep 11 
the Village from being destroyed. She then stated words and the 60 day delay are all they have and they 12 
can look for something more that other communities have. 13 
 14 
Mr. Coladarci stated a problem is the affordable housing issue and the demographic compression of the 15 
Village into a small, rich young category whose children attend the schools and then leave. He also 16 
referred to the tax hit they take during that time period and then leave as soon as they can and their 17 
concerns only last as long as they are in town.   He described it as a major problem in terms of trying to 18 
move forward the idea of landmark preservation and referred to tonight’s application where the owners 19 
clearly gave no thought to trying to fix the home. Mr. Coladarci then stated people see land they can 20 
afford to buy and build a home here. He also stated he was born in the Village and there are two homes 21 
left on his side of Cherry Street which date before the 1980’s and stated he does not recognize the 22 
street where he grew up. Mr. Coladarci stated for the money involved and property rights, people move 23 
in and pay a lot for a home and want to get a lot of money out of their property when they leave and 24 
any infringement on that right would run up against the same fight from the 1980’s.  25 
Chairperson Holland talked about the state property tax freeze program and three recent landmark 26 
designations.  The program is for 12 years Chairperson Holland stated the last time it was looked at it 27 
was in 2009 and $1.31 was the impact of the program on each existing home in the community. Ms. 28 
Hurley referred to it being similar to the Tudor iconic building. Chairperson Holland stated according to 29 
Edwin Bennett, this is what the entire retail section of town should look like. She also stated on her 30 
block, there is one new home among other very old homes and it has been going on four years with the 31 
new home not being sold.  32 
 33 
Ms. Hurley asked about the residents’ perspectives on preservation and property rights and the 34 
demographic compression and new or multi-decade perspectives and whether any of that is changing. 35 
She also asked if the younger families now are interested in unique pieces of property. Chairperson 36 
Holland responded some are and referred to the home next door to her which was about to be sold. She 37 
then stated a neighbor in the area put it on Facebook to save the home. She then stated a family on 38 
Prospect purchased and restored the home. Chairperson Holland also stated Ms. Comstock spent a lot 39 
and time effort on restoring a home on Prospect.  40 
 41 
Mr. Weaver stated it is hard for the Commission to measure that and in certain neighborhoods a 42 
developer can completely change the character of the neighborhood. He then referred to the smaller 43 
homes on Hoyt Lane where a giant home is being built which he described as the beginning of the end 44 
for that area which would completely change the neighborhood. Mr. Weaver indicated the other homes 45 
may then go down. He also referred to a subdivision of five homes where a big home was built. Mr. 46 
Weaver then stated the neighbors cannot do anything and they are hurt by development.  47 
 48 
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Chairperson Holland stated that is why they look at what other communities do and they need tools 1 
they can use. She noted Lake Forest has a two year long delay and a residential design review 2 
committee. Chairperson Holland stated all they are asking for are mild changes to the ordinance which 3 
would give them more teeth.  4 
 5 
Mr. Coladarci informed the Commission his mother lives on Essex and moved there in 1963 and over the 6 
last 20 to 25 years, there have been no children on that street. He then stated the Graces’ home sat for 7 
a long time and they did inside rehab work. Mr. Coladarci then stated the Johnson home sat forever and 8 
was finally sold and was considered to be a crappy home. He stated it was sold to a young couple from 9 
the city which had children and there was no talk of tearing it down. Mr. Coladarci then stated after 10 
people heard them being so enthusiastic about the Village from that family, he stated there is a market. 11 
He described the situation as stereotypical of why people move to Winnetka. Mr. Coladarci stated it was 12 
not a landmark quality home and that is the counter to a money-driven developer building spec homes. 13 
He indicated people are willing to save old homes and noted his home is over 100 years old. He then 14 
stated you can see the conflict between those who like old homes and those wanting to tear down and 15 
build. 16 
 17 
Mr. Weaver stated there is a different mindset between a builder and those building a dream home and 18 
residents who want do something different versus a developer maxing out the square footage and 19 
building a home with a giant basement with the home being good for 30 years. He stated they have 20 
several developers who are resetting the look of Winnetka. Mr. Enck stated they also hear of people 21 
who lived in their homes 40 or 50 years without updating it and when they pass away, the children 22 
inherit the home and developers come to them with a cash offer and the home not being put on the 23 
market. He then stated those might have been homes a young family or someone with vision could buy 24 
and put work in it.  25 
 26 
Ms. Good stated as it relates to young families being interested, she stated they absolutely are and 27 
called them connoisseur buyers. She then stated it comes back to education and young people know 28 
and love architectural homes. Ms. Good also stated they have seen rare, modern homes torn down and 29 
referred to the home at the corner of Prospect.  She then stated if her client had known about it, they 30 
would have bought it and the homes go fast to developers. Ms. Good stated with regard to the history 31 
and those who recycle, the more you know about art and architecture, the more you want to acquire 32 
those properties she described as trophy homes. She stated it is easier to restore a home which was 33 
untouched for 50 years rather than a home with additions, etc. Ms. Good stated some people are purists 34 
and can see the original kitchen and love old cabinets.  35 
 36 
Mr. Stewart stated they were that buyer 20 years ago and bought their home from the original owner. 37 
He agreed there are people who appreciate that and they spent years restoring their home slowly. Mr. 38 
Stewart stated he has seen the street change completely and there are so many teardowns. He 39 
informed the Commission he moved to Winnetka not only for the schools but for the character of the 40 
Village which is going away. Mr. Stewart also stated people are building gigantic homes on small 41 
footprints and questioned how they can control that. 42 
 43 
Ms. Papoutsis stated zoning is a huge issue and referred to tract mansions built by developers who 44 
approach owners to buy their homes as is and not list them. She then stated that is the exact situation 45 
with the home next door to her and when the home went on the market, people wanted to make an 46 
offer but it never happened. Ms. Papoutsis noted the developer approached the son at that time and 47 
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the neighbors were sick about it. She stated the question is what they can do and agreed the ordinance 1 
had no teeth. 2 
 3 
Mr. Coladarci stated neighbors do not want restrictions and if they are asked to create historic districts, 4 
they do not want that. Ms. Papoutsis stated zoning allowed building lot line to lot line and stated the 5 
home next door to her is right against their driveway. She also stated zoning makes it difficult to live 6 
next to a new home. Ms. Papoutsis then stated they hear a lot of times that millennials want to move 7 
into a home and not want to do anything but they want the amenities of a modern home and deep 8 
basements. She stated they now have flooding and while people think about conveniences, she would 9 
say to appreciate the character and old homes.  10 
 11 
Mr. Asfahani stated as they see other communities, follow-up on education is needed. He then stated 12 
when the Commission is speaking toward education; he asked what are the current efforts the 13 
Commission to taking to educate the community about preservation.  14 
 15 
Chairperson Holland referred to the landmark brochure from months ago which used to be a Xerox 16 
sheet. She also stated they try to celebrate landmarks by having a trolley tour in the spring which is 17 
always sold out noting there were two trolleys last year which showed the landmarks in the community. 18 
Chairperson Holland stated the next step is to host a landmark event with the realtors and noted three 19 
of the suggestions on the list are for the Village to do discount permit fees and increase the time delay 20 
for demolition and to publish and highlight properties. She noted there are now four more landmarks to 21 
be added to the list and they want to create a historic preservation plan and go to the architects in the 22 
community who people can go to for moldings, banisters, etc. with the vision to restore homes.  23 
 24 
Ms. Hurley asked which educational efforts mentioned are done by the Historical Society, the 25 
Commission or the Village. Chairperson Holland responded the Historical Society co-sponsored the 26 
trolley tours. She informed the consultants the Commission goes to the Village when they think it is 27 
necessary and described the list as necessary as well as having proof of what other communities have 28 
done.  29 
 30 
Ms. Papoutsis stated the list of what other communities have done was compiled months ago and the 31 
study was done in the fall. She indicated there could be additional landmarks which are not listed on the 32 
sheet. Mr. Asfahani stated that would be a comprehensive chart which shows how the Village compares 33 
to neighboring communities and asked the Commission what they felt are barriers to the ordinance. 34 
Chairperson Holland responded for a builder, if they increased the time delay to one year for teardown 35 
historic homes. She referred to the caucus who got feedback and people want an effort made to keep 36 
historic homes. Chairperson Holland reiterated there is not much understanding of what a landmarked 37 
home is and that landmarking needs to be explained to people including identifying what districts. She 38 
added there are many ways throughout the Plan to add the beauty of historic preservation and what it 39 
does to the community and stated when the homes are gone, they are gone.  40 
 41 
Ms. Hurley asked what the community would think as opposed to builders being mad. Mr. Coladarci 42 
stated there are plenty of people who are in the situation of a home bought at a price of $37,000 which 43 
is now worth $1 million and a lot of value being retained in the property. He referred to a home that 44 
doubled in value can be used as the owner’s piggy bank or for college. Mr. Coladarci then stated for 45 
builders, they buy low, sell high and walk away with the buyer in five years being left with a crumbling 46 
home.  47 
 48 
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Ms. Hurley asked if there is a rule requiring substantive construction. Mr. Coladarci responded they 1 
cannot do much on preservation on the Commission, but they can make things more difficult for 2 
builders and questioned whether the demolition permits should not have more information on them 3 
such as not putting down the relationship between the applicant and seller. He indicated it is harder to 4 
tell from the paperwork whether a spec home would be built. He suggested increasing the burden on 5 
the application process and to create friction for those going through the process which can be a small 6 
power of the Commission to try to discourage bad behavior. 7 
 8 
Chairperson Holland referred to the Hoyt Lane home where there was consternation about tearing it 9 
down and putting in a modern home with the owner not being here at the LPC meeting. She stated 10 
many times, there is a requirement that the owner be here and referred to the neighbors who were 11 
upset. Chairperson Holland stated the architect came in and that was it. She stated they are a small 12 
community and while that worked, it did not change what was built but the attitude was about what the 13 
teardown did to the home on the lake and to the one lane street. Chairperson Holland suggested on 14 
Preservation Day, they invite builders and realtors who can see and hear the talks given by famous 15 
restoration architects.  16 
 17 
Mr. Kaarre agreed they can require things like contacting the next door neighbors and there are other 18 
ways to add additional notification requirements as the educational aspect. He then asked if a landmark 19 
is only designated if the owner requests it, and Chairperson Holland confirmed that is correct. Mr. 20 
Kaarre then asked what are they hearing from the owners who want to landmark a home, why and their 21 
reasons for doing it, as well as why are they then seeing demolition applications for them later and 22 
asked is it because of the change of ownership. Chairperson Holland stated they have not seen a request 23 
for landmark status followed by a demolition request. She then stated people are not aware and think 24 
landmark status protects a home in perpetuity. Chairperson Holland then referred to one instance 25 
where an owner thought no one could tear down an important structure and the home was torn down. 26 
She then referred to the 1175 Whitebridge homeowner who spent a great deal money restoring the 27 
front façade of the home and used bricks from the same vintage from Milwaukee but it did not save the 28 
home. Chairperson Holland stated it also happened at 735 Sheridan Road and they have to draw a fine 29 
line and the only thing they can do is keep talking. Mr. Weaver stated owners want attached garages, a 30 
mudroom, etc.  31 
 32 
Mr. Kaarre stated the idea behind landmark status is for people who want to preserve their homes but it 33 
does not. He then asked if any demolition coming to the Commission is during a change of ownership, 34 
and the Commission members confirmed that is correct. Chairperson Holland referred to the caucus 35 
questionnaire which incorrectly stated a landmark property is protected forever and noted the only way 36 
to protect a home is with an easement on the deed. She reiterated they have to explain and have a 37 
preservation day for buyers, realtors, etc.  38 
 39 
Mr. Kaarre stated for people interested in preserving homes, he asked if they considered certified 40 
landmarks. Chairperson Holland stated the ordinance did allow them, and they had one they had to 41 
decertify on Pine Tree Lane. Mr. Kaarre then stated the process is in there for the certification of a 42 
landmark but only the owner can request it and they are required to follow the Commission’s 43 
recommendations. He then stated it is almost like an in perpetuity preservation and a future owner can 44 
request decertification.   45 
 46 
Mr. Asfahani stated aside from Mr. Enck’s home, he asked if they see a lot of preservation easements. 47 
Chairperson Holland referred to the Lloyd home on Sheridan Road and the Adler home on Burr. She 48 
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then stated the easement problem is that it had to be held by Landmarks Illinois. Mr. Enck stated his 1 
easements are held by the National Trust. Ms. Good stated there are a lot of Frank Lloyd Wright homes 2 
with an easement and there are stigmas along with it. She reiterated they have to educate buyers that 3 
there are tax benefits for easements and encouragement for those in that situation. Ms. Good then 4 
stated many times, builders tell them the same story that they love the home and want to save it but it 5 
is beyond repair and it is cost prohibitive to fix. Ms. Good stated the Commission realizes it is a 6 
cosmetics issue and they tossed the idea round for builders to come in with an architect and what they 7 
would like to see is an ordinance which would give the Commission the opportunity to say to come back 8 
with the Village’s own restoration architect and verify whether the home is salvageable or not.  9 
 10 
Mr. Enck stated that is why the point was brought up when the HAIS is prepared, if the clock for the 11 
delay ends and it is a wasted opportunity where other communities require a sit down with the owner 12 
and make them talk about how they looked at alternatives. He stated the Commission issuing a delay is 13 
only a ticking clock but the applicant is required to do an HAIS. Chairperson Holland informed the 14 
consultants if the Commission did not approve the HAIS, the demolition permit is not granted.   The 15 
clock starts on the 60-day demolition delay when the HAIS. She stated during that time, no one ever 16 
comes back. Mr. Enck suggested making it harder for developers. Ms. Good stated with an educated 17 
professional representing the Village, they would not just take their word for it. Mr. Coladarci stated the 18 
Commission did have the power to say an application is incomplete and they want to understand the 19 
relationship of what they are trying to do although they cannot ask certain questions.  20 
 21 
Ms. Hurley stated that is a question for the Village to think about. She then referred to traffic impact 22 
studies where an applicant or expert says one thing and a Village expert says something else which may 23 
be an opportunity. Mr. Coladarci stated they want them to tell them what is wrong with the property 24 
and they can come in with the paperwork asking to see the assessment of the furnace example. He 25 
stated rather than saying they are making efforts for repair, the Commission wants to see a summary of 26 
the home’s condition by an inspector and prove they have met the standards. Mr. Coladarci stated the 27 
standards are just words and you can hear the irritation with the builder when the Commission asks 28 
questions.  29 
 30 
Ms. Papoutsis then stated the Hoyt Lane home could have a big glass structure next to the homes which 31 
have been there a long time and commented it would be great if they could get some kind of review 32 
with the ZBA and incorporate them into the historic preservation plan. Chairperson Holland stated with 33 
regard to residential design review, they would run into a problem and added President Rintz was the 34 
chairman of such a previous effort that did not move forward.  35 
 36 
Mr. Kaarre stated for the information requests the Commission is talking about, those require updating 37 
the ordinance to include more requirements for information or guidelines to go with the ordinance. Mr. 38 
Coladarci stated the Commission can determine what information it would like as part of the demolition 39 
application process and demand tha the applicants provide the necessary documentation, such as 40 
condition of the home. Mr. Coladarci added that is why they have to fight the builder and make them 41 
work harder to get what they want. He added the amount of demolitions would slow if they sense 42 
hostility toward what the builder is trying to accomplish. 43 
 44 
Chairperson Holland stated there were six applications where the neighbors were up in arms and they 45 
did not know them. She referred to their suggestion to require a “For Sale” sign put up so the neighbors 46 
know there is an application for demolition, and the Village attorney at that time stated that would not 47 
be legal.  48 
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 1 
Mr. Schoon stated as he listened to the discussion, he asked if there is a difference between an historical 2 
or architecturally significant home and an old home and the Commission Members agreed there is. Ms. 3 
Good identified those old homes are contributing structures and the Commission is most concerned that 4 
a significant home meets a certain amount of criteria. She noted the definition of an historic home is 50 5 
years or older and there are homes that fit that criteria which are not significant but contribute to the 6 
ambiance and the Commission has to pick and choose their battles which she commented is a whole 7 
other discussion as to what do about contributing structures. Mr. Enck stated they are important issues 8 
in different ways.  9 
 10 
Mr. Coladarci referred to higher friction and making it more difficult to demolish a home and if a home is 11 
more than 50 years old or historically or architecturally significant, to make it difficult and to change 12 
attitudes about teardowns in Winnetka. He added while it may not be a great home, if it is fixed, it 13 
would be a small place for those downsizing or a new family.  14 
 15 
Mr. Enck stated in connection with what they saw in neighboring communities, personally he did not 16 
want to be the community where it is easiest for developers to make money and what they are is what 17 
the information on the chart shows which is it is easy for them to do.   18 
 19 
Ms. Papoutsis agreed with Mr. Enck’s comments and referred to the situation at the last meeting where 20 
the applicant stated they bought an historic home and would tear it down even if they are required to 21 
get an HAIS. She stated the applicant said the agent said the property was listed as land. Ms. Papoutsis 22 
then stated it makes sense if it was listed as land and questioned should it be red flagged if it is up for 23 
demolition and the applicant be required to have an HAIS and go through the process with the hope it is 24 
more stringent. She suggested they work better with the real estate community and stated the applicant 25 
did not know it was an architecturally significant home.  26 
 27 
Mr. Kaarre stated the discussion ties back to creating historic districts and the main goal of a 28 
preservation plan is to identify future landmarks and districts and the way to do that is to conduct a 29 
survey of the properties. He referred to whether a greater level of care is needed to identify what those 30 
properties are which can be done through a survey and to tie requirements to those properties. 31 
Chairperson Holland responded they did that in 1987 before the ordinance was drafted and an 32 
architectural historian was hired who drove through the Village and told the Village Council if there were 33 
enough homes to qualify. She stated 300 homes were surveyed and 150 people who found their homes 34 
were identified stated they had no right to identify them and that gave rise to opposition to the effort. 35 
Chairperson Holland agreed a survey is needed and they have to find a way to do it with the permission 36 
of the property owner.  37 
 38 
Mr. Coladarci questioned if any historic preservation ordinance was created in the last 20 years or if it 39 
would be an increased burden on homeowners. Mr. Weaver stated the surrounding suburbs are 40 
adjusting them all the time. Ms. Papoutsis referred to Highland Park and Evanston. Ms. Good stated 41 
Highland Park had a situation where they did not need the owner’s permission for landmark designation 42 
and people were not for that and they took that away from Highland Park and stated there must have 43 
been community backlash.  44 
 45 
Mr. Kaarre stated a designation and survey are two different things and there are a number of 46 
differences because the community has changed since 1987. Ms. Good stated in 2010, the Art Institute 47 
had students do a survey. Chairperson Holland stated along with the Historical Society, they identified 48 
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every home in the Village during the summer and looked at the Historical Society files. She then stated 1 
the effort fell apart and they did almost the whole downtown area in 3 to 4 years and from Hibbard to 2 
the Lake and from Elm to Oak. Chairperson Holland noted Patty Van Cleave managed the project.  3 
 4 
Ms. Good stated what the Commission heard is when there is a demolition and it is for a home built by 5 
an architect where they do not know how many there are by a certain architect since they do not have a 6 
survey. She then stated while the information would be nice to have, a survey would open a can of 7 
worms. Ms. Hurley stated she heard they did not leap into something, but for it to be incremental and 8 
education makes sense and the way to get at it is through a basic survey. She also stated they should 9 
look at the number of homes torn down since they decided not to have a survey since 1987. Mr. Enck 10 
stated a survey would be helpful if having the benefits for people who have an historic home to have 11 
lower permit prices for instance.  Mr. Enck then stated they rely on the Historical Society’s research 12 
which helps and the Commission did not want to be too subjective. He noted there are other 13 
communities which have surveys like Wilmette and Lake Forest.  14 
 15 
Ms. Hurley stated with regard to teardowns, they have to tie into the idea of sustainability and there are 16 
a lot of materials which go to the dump and they have to think about historic preservation through that 17 
lens. Ms. Good stated there are environmental concerns as well. She then referred to giant mansions 18 
being built after tearing down a 1920’s home which has asbestos in the basement. She stated they are 19 
supposed to follow guidelines and they do not know if they do and they can make that an issue. Ms. 20 
Papoutsis cited such a situation near home.  21 
 22 
Mr. Coladarci stated they should require a plan and how it is going to deal with the environmental 23 
aspects of the teardown such as how much of it is reused, does it have value, etc. for the neighbors’ 24 
concerns. He then stated while the Village required that anyway, they should see that before demolition 25 
to protect the neighbors from damage being done to the neighborhood.  26 
Mr. Asfahani thanked the Commission for their comments and asked if the Commission had any final 27 
thoughts or suggestions for them to share them through Mr. Schoon. Ms. Hurley informed the 28 
Commission the website has a comment section and to include their email addresses for updates. She 29 
also asked that they spread the word.  30 
 31 
Ms. Good stated from an educational standpoint, she referred to the trolley tours and preservation 32 
awards and there is only so much more they can do. She referred to the ongoing series of Winnetka and 33 
Northfield libraries monthly discussions relating to restoring and researching old homes and it should be 34 
ongoing with different people contributing. Ms. Good then stated it can be done in conjunction with 35 
other things such as preservation week, architectural week or a month celebration. She also stated 36 
schools have architectural programs and they should expand that. Ms. Good informed the Commission 37 
the Book Stall has books out during that month and suggested writing in the neighborhood papers all 38 
year long. She stated websites can put up information such as prairie homes in Winnetka, etc. and they 39 
never fully explored the possibilities of what can be done for education in the community.  40 
 41 
Ms. Papoutsis commented it would be worthwhile to get local publications to publish information about 42 
the benefits of preserving versus tearing down a home. She stated they can discuss the issues with 43 
landmarking and what the tax situation is as well as the benefit and that people misunderstood the 44 
issue. Ms. Papoutsis stated that is why neighbors do not support landmarking and they think the tax 45 
benefit would be detrimental to the rest of the community.  46 
 47 
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ns. Mr. Enck stated sustainability should factor into historic homes and all aspects of the community. He 1 
then referred to other communities and Milwaukee which have requirements for certain structures and 2 
the need for deconstruction as opposed to demolition which would divert materials from the landfill.  3 
 4 
Mr. Coladarci stated it is mostly a matter of the need for more money from the bank to do that. He also 5 
stated lower permit fees may not make a difference, but the time and effort to get it done may and the 6 
extra cost or savings would not modify the behavior that much. Mr. Coladarci then stated they should 7 
lean toward the process to make it more difficult as opposed to trying to create financial incentives 8 
which are drivers. Mr. Coladarci then stated if an application is not done right according to the 9 
ordinance, the applicant would have to come back with the right requirements and it should be 10 
legitimate for the Commission and would not be overly burdensome on those spending a million on a 11 
project.  12 
 13 



  

 

 
   

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 

 

 Page 1 

MEMORANDUM  
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA  

TO: LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION  

FROM: DAVID SCHOON, DIRECTOR 

DATE: JUNE 25, 2019  

SUBJECT:  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – BRAINSTORMING IDEAS TO INCORPORATE 
INTO THE PLAN 

 
PREPARATION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
The Village will soon begin the process of preparing and adopting a new Comprehensive Plan for the 
Village.   With the assistance of staff and a consultant, the Plan Commission will lead the efforts 
preparing a draft Comprehensive Plan for the Village Council’s consideration and approval.    The Plan 
would establish a vision for the future of the community and provide a roadmap as to how to achieve 
that vision over the next 15 to 20 years.   
 
The success of a comprehensive planning process is dependent on community engagement, thus an 
important part of the process will involve seeking input from residents, property owners, business 
owners, community organizations as well as from other Village boards and commissions and other local 
government bodies. 
 
Staff is currently working with the Plan Commission on the preparation of a request for proposals for 
comprehensive plan consulting services.     The goal would be to select a consultant this fall and to begin 
the process of preparing a plan shortly thereafter.    
 
BRAINSTORMING IDEAS TO INCORPORATE INTO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
In preparing to work with a consultant to draft a comprehensive plan for the Village, the Village 
President has requested that Village board and commission members start to brainstorm ideas that they 
would like to see addressed/incorporated in the Comprehensive Plan.    
 
Over the last several months the Landmark Preservation Commission has been preparing ideas to share 
with the Village Council regarding what actions the Village could take to further encourage the 
preservation of historic and architecturally significant structures in the community.   As the Commission 
continues those discussions, the Commission may also want to think of other Village policies that may 
have an impact on the preservation of historic and architecturally significant structures.  
 
As you think about additional ideas of what the Village may want to include in a comprehensive plan 
from the perspective of preserving historic and architecturally significant structures, it is helpful to 
outline the components of a Comprehensive Plan.   A comprehensive plan is a guiding document that 
the Village government, residents, employers, developers and other stakeholders use to ensure that 
Winnetka evolves in line with our collective vision for the Village.   The plan identifies goals, objectives 
and actions to implement that collective vision. 
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A comprehensive plan would include major elements that may stand-alone, be combined, or become 
incorporated under concepts or themes that run throughout the plan. These elements could include: 

• Land Use – evaluation of existing land use patterns, as well as guidance on future land use, building, 
development, parking, and zoning. 

• Natural Resources – parks and other open space, environmental sustainability and 
sensitivities, and infrastructure. 

• Transportation – roads, public transportation (rail and bus), and bicycle, and pedestrian 
connectivity. 

• Housing and Neighborhoods – housing trends, preservation, and diversity. 
• Urban Design and Community Character – architecture, community identity, place-making, 

and wayfinding. 
• Economic Health & Vitality – commercial development, fiscal health and impacts.  
• Education and Community Institutions – Public and private elementary and secondary schools, 

the Public Library, the Community House, and other local social, educational, and community 
institutions. 

• Public Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure – Public safety, public and private utilities 
(including a Village-owned electric power plant), and wired and wireless communication 
technologies. 

• Community Involvement and Governance – improving ways community members can be 
involved in governance. 

• Subarea Plans – detailed plans regarding land use, circulation, development alternatives, and 
plans for the Village’s three business districts as well as the Green Bay Road Corridor.  

• Plan Implementation – a matrix detailing when and how goals under the various elements will 
be achieved. 

 
Though Landmark Preservation Commission members may have thoughts regarding all of these areas, 
the Commission may be most interested in the areas of “Housing and Neighborhoods” and “Urban 
Design and Community Character”.    
 
Currently the Commission has identified the following ideas to further encourage preservation of 
historic and architecturally significant structures: 

1. Discount permit fees for renovation of historic or architecturally significant homes. 

2. Increase time delay for tearing down historic or architecturally significant homes.  

3. Publish and highlight landmark properties. 

4. Establish thematic districts whereby owners of properties of similar character or significance 
would form an historic district whether the properties are adjacent to each other or located 
throughout the Village. 

5. Create an historic preservation plan. 

6. Educate residents about the opportunity to receive property tax benefits by participating in the 
State administered Property Tax Assessment Freeze Program.  

7. Begin an historic building survey program to document the historic resources within the Village. 
 
At the July 1 LPC meeting, the Commission may wish to brainstorm additional ideas that Commission 
members would like to have incorporated into a new comprehensive plan.  
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LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION 1 
JULY 1, 2019 MEETING MINUTES EXCERPTS 2 

 3 
Members Present:                               Louise Holland, Chairperson 4 

Katie Comstock  5 
Chris Enck 6 
Laura Good 7 
Joseph Stewart  8 

  9 
Non-Voting Member Absent:           Jack Coladarci  10 
 11 
Members Absent:                    Beth Ann Papoutsis     12 
                 Paul Weaver  13 
  14 
Village Staff:                                       David Schoon, Director of Community Development  15 

Ann Klaassen, Senior Planner 16 
Christopher Marx, Associate Planner 17 

Call to Order: 18 
Chairperson Holland called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.  19 
 20 
 21 
Historic Preservation & the Comprehensive Plan - The Landmark Preservation Commission will continue to 22 
discuss its ideas to encourage preservation of historic and architecturally significant buildings and how to 23 
incorporate those ideas into a new Comprehensive Plan.         24 
Chairperson Holland then stated it is time to meet with President Rintz to discuss historic preservation and the 25 
Comprehensive Plan. She noted they met a couple of weeks ago with the matrix and she would provide him with 26 
the Commission’s suggestions to preserve architecturally significant homes. Chairperson Holland informed the 27 
Commission that the caucus questionnaire went out with four questions on historic preservation. She read the first 28 
question: "The Village should move to reduce floor area and/or impermeable amounts for new building and 29 
renovation projects." Chairperson Holland stated out of 1,241 responses, 353 residents or 28.6% agreed and 30 
24.74% disagreed.  31 
 32 
Chairperson Holland read the second question: "Should the Village encourage preservation of historic homes (50 33 
years or older)" with 61.64% who agreed or 785 residents, with “no” representing 25% or 311 against it. She 34 
informed the Commission the issue which arose on the committee was how do you identify an historic home and it 35 
would have to go to the Village Council. Chairperson Holland stated she emailed the committee and stated the 36 
Commission is where the designation of historic homes began and not at the Village Council level. She stated she 37 
informed them not many homes qualify for historic status and the Commission spent the last eight months looking 38 
at how to carefully modify the ordinance so that truly historic homes may be protected.  39 
 40 
Chairperson Holland read the third question: "How strongly do you agree in an effort to preserve historic homes 41 
(50 years or older) and encourage their remodeling over new homes, the Village should lower the fees for permits 42 
required for the rehabilitation of such homes" with strongly agree at 51.5% or 646 residents and those who 43 
somewhat agree was 27.46% or 341 residents. She stated people overwhelmingly felt the cost of permits should 44 
be lowered for these homes. Chairperson Holland read the last question: "The Village should extend the time 45 
permitted for the Village to review historic homes (50 years or older) for a demolition permit from 60 days to 120 46 
days." She stated the committee would not take the year recommendation and stated 27% strongly agreed, 25% 47 
strongly disagreed and 17% somewhat agreed. Chairperson Holland then stated in connection with preservation of 48 
historic homes, 61%, in an effort to restore those homes, the Village should lower the cost of permits, 51% strongly 49 
agreed and 27% somewhat agreed.  50 
 51 
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Ms. Comstock asked what was the response rate and Chairperson Holland confirmed there were more responses 1 
this year than in past years which she described as great and encouraging. She stated she would make those 2 
comments to President Rintz who is also in favor of saving historic homes and who also had ideas.  3 
 4 
Mr. Schoon asked for clarification on the four points Chairperson Holland planned to discuss with President Rintz 5 
including discounted permit fees for the renovation of historic homes. Chairperson Holland identified accelerating 6 
the permit process for renovations for architecturally or significant homes and to increase the time delay to one 7 
year. She stated with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan coming up, they want to get in their ideas as to how to save 8 
the Village. Chairperson Holland suggested they go to the Village website to see the caucus questionnaire 9 
comments. She then referred to the fact many people do not understand what local landmarking does which did 10 
not protect a structure. Chairperson Holland stated the original questions the caucus executive committee sent 11 
around stated people should put their homes on the National Register for Historic Places which would save them. 12 
She informed them that the landmark designation is voluntary and has to be requested by the owner and would 13 
not save the home. She described the process it took to landmark a home which is costly and provided no 14 
protection with the only protection being easements. Chairperson Holland suggested there be a formalized 15 
statement as to what local landmarking a home does. She stated she informed the committee the Commission is 16 
the body which decided whether a home is historic along with help from the Historical Society.  17 
 18 
Ms. Good suggested they look toward the National Trust as a guide and referred to homes over 50 years old and 19 
that many of the homes in the area are historic. She stated the question is whether they are historically significant 20 
and otherwise, it is very confusing. Chairperson Holland stated she would mention all of these items to President 21 
Rintz.  22 
 23 
Mr. Schoon asked Chairperson Holland if her next step would be to meet with President Rintz and Chairperson 24 
Holland confirmed she would email him. She also stated when they requested at the Village Council meeting for 25 
the two homes be landmarked in the fall, to make a big pitch for the Commission's request for changes in the 26 
ordinance. Ms. Klaassen informed the Commission the landmark awards are tentatively scheduled to go to the 27 
Village Council on July 16th. Chairperson Holland stated she would make her speech in July and September.  28 
 29 
 30 
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