Village of Winnetka

Plan Commission Regular Meeting

February 25, 2026 at 7:00 PM
Winnetka Village Hall Council Chambers
510 Green Bay Road

AGENDA

Call to Order & Roll Call
Approval of Minutes

a.

January 28, 2026, Regular Meeting Minutes

Public Comments
Community Development Report
Recommendations

a.

Case No. 25-28-SU: 225 Sheridan Road - Centennial Beach: Consideration of
approval of written findings and recommendation of the Plan Commission on the
Special Use Permit application to allow installation of fencing on the existing
beach at 225 Sheridan Road.

New Applications

a.

Case No. 25-16-SD: 936 Sunset Road: An amended application seeking
approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to allow a two-lot subdivision of 936
Sunset Road, which requires (i) variations to allow: (a) proposed Lot 1 to provide
less than the minimum required lot depth; (b) a side lot line abutting a rear lot
line; (c) a side lot line that is not perpendicular to the street line; and (ii) a finding
of "No Material Increased Adverse Impact" for existing improvements on
proposed Lot 1 (936 Sunset Road) which (a) observe less than the minimum
required front yard setback from Sunset Road; (b) observe less than the
minimum required corner yard setback from Higginson Lane; and (c) exceeds
the maximum permitted width for a front-facing garage door. The Village Council
has final jurisdiction on this request.

Case No. 25-24-SU: Winnetka Congregational Church - 725 Pine Street: An
application seeking approval of a Special Use Permit to allow a childcare center
to operate in the existing church. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on
this request.

Case No. 26-05-SU: 730 EIm Street, Suite 120 - DUET Audiology Clinic: An
application seeking approval of a Special Use Permit submitted by DUET
audiology clinic, as the prospective lessee of the commercial space located at
730 EIm Street, Suite 120, to allow a medical office in the C-2 General Retail
Commercial Overlay District. The property is currently owned by MDG WInnetka
One, LP. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.

New Business

a.

March 25, 2026, Regular Meeting - Quorum Check
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8. Adjournment

NOTICE

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
by sending a letter to Community Development, Village of Winnetka, 510 Green Bay Road, Winnetka, IL 60093. All
agenda materials are available at www.villageofwinnetka.org/agendacenter.

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, lllinois 60093, (Telephone (847) 716-3543; T.D.D. (847) 501-6041).
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OoONOUTPA WN —

WINNETKA PLAN COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
JANUARY 28, 2026

Members Present: Layla Danley, Chairperson
Jonathan Alt
Christopher Blum
Matthew Bradley
Mamie Case
Chris Enck
King Poor
Kate Van Vlack

Members Absent: Cyrus Subawalla
Non-Voting Members Present: Bridget Orsi€
Village Staff: ScottyMangum, Community Development Director

Ann Klaassen; Assistanti\Director of Community
Development
Christopher Marx, Associate Planner

Village Attorney: Peter.Friedman
Courtney Trefil

Call to Order & Roll Call:
The meeting was called toforder by Chairperson Danley at 7:05/p.m. Ms. Klaassen took roll call of the
Commission Members pfesent.

Approval of December 17, 2025, Regular.Meeting Minutes:

Chairperson Danley.asked for aimotion toapproveithe December 17, 2025, meeting minutes. A motion to
approve thedDecember 17,2025, regular meeting minutes was made by Mr. Bradley and seconded by Mr.
Poor. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 8 to O:

AYES:; Alt, Blum, Bradley, Case, Danley, Enck, Poor, Van Vlack

NAYS: None

NON-VOTING: Orsic

Public Comment:
No comments were made atithis time.

Community Development Report:
Mr. Mangum stated there has been no action on any items to present to the Commission.

New Applications:

a. Case No. 25-28-SU: 225 Sheridan Road - Centennial Beach: An application seeking approval of a
Special Use Permit to allow installation of fencing on the existing beach. The Village Council has final
jurisdiction on this request.

Peter Friedman outlined the public hearing requirements and procedures to be followed in connection
with the Centennial Beach agenda item.
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Ms. Klaassen summarized the Park District’s proposal to install two chain link fences to provide an
enclosed area for off leashed dogs for review by the Commission with the applicant seeking a
recommendation of approval for a special use permit. She identified the Commission’s role in the review
and summarized the administrative and public review processes and referred to a table for the
Commission’s review. Ms. Klaassen noted the proposed fences’ appearance is not within the
Commission’s purview and would be reviewed by the Design Review Board (“DRB”).

Ms. Klaassen stated since the property is located on Lake Michigan, it would be subject to lakefront
construction and steep slope regulations and noted the proposed fencing is not located within the steep
slope zone. She then summarized the lakefront construction regulationsfand,the review and permit
approval procedures as well as the public trust doctrine. Ms. Klaassen then identified the property’s
location and zoning classification which is located in the lakefront presérvation overlay district. She stated
public parks and recreational facilities are allowed as a special usedin the R-2 district and summarized the
appropriate Comprehensive Plan and land use designations.

Ms. Klaassen referred to beach images in an illustration and identified the existing improvements with the
applicant to provide additional detail relating to the propoesed two tows of chain link fencing which she
described in detail to the Commission as well as the existing dog/beach use and its access. She also
summarized the Zoning Ordinance amendment relating to the refinement of the front lot line along the
lake. Ms. Klaassen noted that at 4 feet in height the proposed fencesicomply with the maximum permitted
height of 6.5 feet. She then informed the Commission the ZBA is'scheduled to consider the special use
permit at its February 9, 2026, meeting and the, DRB is scheduled) tosconsider a Certificate of
Appropriateness for the design of the proposed fencing on, February 19, 2026, with the Village Council
having final jurisdiction.

Ms. Klaassen stated the Commissionis to consider'the six special use standards included on page 19 of
the agenda packet and following' the applicant’s' presentation, public comment and Commission
discussion, the Commiission'may decide to: (i) act on the application with a recommendation, (ii) direct
Village staff and the Village ‘Attorney/tosprepare a draft'recommendation with or without conditions and
written findings.and.determinations for consideration at a subsequent meeting, (iii) direct the applicant
or Village staff'to provide,new or-additional information in connection with the application or (iv) take
such otheraction as may-be permitted by law. She then asked if there were any questions.

Chairperson Danley also asked if there were any questions. Ms. Van Vlack asked if dogs have ever been
allowed off leash,on the property before there was a fence. Ms. Klaassen responded there has not been
a special use permitiapproved for that and there are leash laws. She then stated she could not answer as
to whether Cook County considered it a dog park or a dog friendly area. Mr. Blum referred to recreation
as a permitted use and asked'if the request had to be approved or meet those qualifications. Ms. Klaassen
confirmed the request for the proposed improvements had to meet the six special use standards. No
additional questions wefte raised at this time.

Chairperson Danley swore in those speaking to this matter. Hal Francke of Meltzer Purtill and Stelle
introduced himself as the Park District’s attorney and provided an overview of their presentation to the
Commission. He noted they attempted to address in their presentation the public comment already
received with the expectation of more public comment to be made. Mr. Francke then described the dog
beach as a community amenity and that the request would allow the Park District to continue to operate
the dog beach in accordance with law and the legal regulations as well as allow users of the dog beach in
compliance with the law. He stated the proposed fencing would further public safety and maintain
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shoreline access and connectivity along the lakefront and would not require any zoning variation requests.

Mr. Francke then provided an overview of the Winnetka leash law as well as a detailed summary of the
Cook County regulations. He also referred to Illinois state law and language in the lllinois Animal Control
Act. Mr. Francke stated Costa Kutulas, Director of Parks and Maintenance for the Park District, would now
provide the Commission with a history of the Centennial dog beach.

Costa Kutulas stated he would provide a history of the dog beach which was established in 1995. He noted
the Park District installed temporary chain link fencing from 2009-2015 similar in design to the proposal
which did not require permits. Mr. Kutulas stated the Winnetka Master Plan‘for, the lakefront was then
undertaken from 2014-2016 with the decision to remove the deteriorating fence. He outlined the creation
of the dog beach committee to review other beach locations to relocate thexCentennial dog beach and its
findings. Mr. Kutulas stated in 2023, their staff was directed by the Executive Director to install the
temporary fencing which was pulled due to improper permittingsHe noted the Park,District board adopted
the ordinance requiring leashes at the beach. Submittals to the IDNR and the Army Corp of Engineers
(“ACOE”") for the permit request were made in April 2025. Mr. Kutulas stated following the fence and
debris cleanup, he referred to approvals received from the IDNR and other agencies forgtheir permit
process with the ACOE and Cook County approvals to follow shortly.

Mr. Kutulas then described the project overview which included, delineation between a temporary
Centennial dog beach versus Centennial dog beach fencing. He also described the proposed fencing in
detail which would have a 4 foot height and extend approximately 15 feetinto the lake. Mr. Kutulas then
referred to illustrations of the prior fencing from 2010 asywell as illustrations of the proposed fencing
which he described in detail. Mr. Kutulas then outlined the existing parking conditions with no change in
use being proposed and described the dog season timeline and timeline of average use. He also described
neighboring dog beaches ahd their uses in detail. He then summarized the project’s regulatory review
process as well as theirs@sponses to the first round ofireview comments. Mr. Kutulas stated Mr. Francke
would now address the public trust doctrine and additionalfiner project points.

Mr. Francke stated.in response to the public concerns raised, he referred to the public trust doctrine
summary and provided additional‘information in that regard. He noted it stated that the state cannot sell
submergéd land to a private party, butitean permit its improvement with structures such as wharfs, docks
and piérs that improve the use of the lake forpublic purposes without impairment of the public’s interests.
He stated‘based on its provisions, the IDNR issued the permit previously referenced and reviewed the
Park District’s application and|concluded that allowing the proposed fencing would not obstruct or
interfere with navigation, is an acceptable encroachment per the Park District code, it would not impair
the rights, interests onuses ofthe public and is not likely to cause bank or shoreline instability or other
littoral properties. Mr.Franeke further described additional provisions from the doctrine and summarized
in detail the applicant’s response that the special use standards have been satisfied. He asked for the
Commission to recommeénd approval of the fencing and for the entire application to be concluded quickly
so that the fencing can be installed. Mr. Francke then asked if there were any questions.

Chairperson Danley asked the Commission Members if they had any questions. Ms. Van Vlack asked if
there is any record of unintended interactions between dogs and humans in the event additional security
measures are needed. Mr. Francke responded there have been no concerns at the Park District level
although there may have been testimony in the public comments received. Ms. Van Vlack asked what the
depth of the water is where the 15 feet of fence is in the water. Mr. Kutulas stated there have been no
documented records of interactions with dogs or citations although there were concerns which led to the

Page 5 of 547



OoONOUTPA WN —

January 28, 2026 Page 4

fence being installed in 2009 at Elder Lane Park, which has been closed for the last five years. He added
the water depth at the end of the 15 feet would range from 1 to 1.5 feet.

Ms. Van Vlack noted dog park regulations require four enclosed walls and water is not a barrier. She stated
to call the area a dog park would not then be accurate in terms of Cook County regulations. Mr. Francke
stated the word “enclosed” is used in the Cook County regulations but is not defined and the question
related to the lake being considered as part of the enclosure. He then identified several similar examples
of other dog beaches having the fourth side barrier being the lake. Ms. Van Vlack questioned whether it
would need to be redefined as a dog friendly park. Mr. Francke stated the term “dog friendly park” is not
clearly defined and having the fence extend across the length of the shoreliné to'serve as the fourth barrier
is not desirable. Ms. Van Vlack stated they have to determine which rules‘need to be defined and applied.

Trustee Orsic referred to the 2010 photo and fence and asked if the‘'new fence would be in the same exact
location. Mr. Kutulas explained that the fence in the photo is, approximately 20-30 feet south of the
proposed fence location. He noted to enlarge it and keep it more close to whatiit is or what it was
originally to go further to the north. Mr. Kutulas stated by design that it is very similar. He noted it would
be smaller than the previous dog park by approximately 40,feet.

Mr. Blum asked if the proposal is for a dog park or for a dog friéndly area. Mr. Francke explained the
differences in the language between the Cook County ordinance fona dog park and the Village ordinance
which did not distinguish between the two terms of off leash dogs.ora dog friendly area. He confirmed
the Park District wanted to be in compliance with thelaw. Mr. Blum then referred to the second and fifth
standards and whether the lake is considered as“a seecond property. Mr. Francke responded the
application of special uses standards for adjoining propertieshare those that are used, occupied and
enjoyed by neighbors. He confitmed there is fencing.if the Lake Bluff example which is not a chain link
fence with the remaining examples to,have at least one chain linképortion. Mr. Kutulas explained how the
dog beach operated seasonally. He also summarized\in detail the survey response for the dog beach
location.

Ms. Case asked if ether municipalities have gatesiniterms of traversing the beach. Mr. Kutulas referred to
Lake Bluff and identifiedya gate ‘on the southbound side and described security procedures in other
locationsé Mr. Bradley asked'when the €Cook County regulation was passed. Mr. Kutulas responded the
Park District was made aware in 2021 or 2022 that they were out of compliance with the county. Mr.
Bradley asked,why the Park District put their ordinance into effect to disregard it, and for over 30 years
there has been negligence by multiple entities in terms of being aware of Cook County regulations that
required dog beaches to operate. Mr. Kutulas explained how they sought to become compliant in 2009
when the fence was put in place to have a north safety boundary and to ensure they are following the
proper permitting and precedures. Mr. Francke added the dog beach had already been operating after
the ordinance went into effect in 2010 and could be perceived as being grandfathered in. Mr. Bradley
asked why two gates aré needed. Mr. Kutulas explained the reasoning for the off-leashing and on-leashing
area in a secured area. He also explained the rationale for the distance of the 15 feet of fencing into the
water and the rationale for having 240 linear feet of shoreline as opposed to the 170 feet decided on the
Park District Master Plan. He then explained how the request complied with the first two standards
although residents are required to pass through two gates to gain access to the beach through the dog
beach with compliance including the installation of signage. He referred to the number of obstructions
which prevent people from walking along the shoreline. Mr. Francke also stated the Commission has the
ability to recommend conditions relating to this concern.

Page 6 of 547



OoONOUTPA WN —

January 28, 2026 Page 5

Mr. Poor referred to other chain link fences at other dog beaches and to a letter submitted which stated
that none of them protrude 15 feet into the water. Mr. Francke confirmed they all have fencing at some
level and the Gillson Beach photo was taken at a time of year when the fence was not in the water. No
additional questions were raised at this time.

Chairperson Danley asked for public comment and for the comments to focus on issues which have not
been raised. She then swore in those speaking to this matter.

John Root referred to Section 6.8.20 of the Village ordinance prohibiting dogs from running at large. He
stated an exception to the ordinance would be approved to have this fence'and referred to a photo of
Gillson Beach which showed a fence at the water line. Mr. Root also referred to photos of other beaches
where the fences do not extend into the lake.

Joanna Karatzas from Winnetka described the plans for the offdeash,dog beach as vague and misleading
and she read her statement into the record. She asked for thespeeial use permitto be denied.

Laurie Peterson read Mary Garrison’s letter into the record,who asked for the special use permit request
to be denied.

Mark Hecht from Winnetka described the proposed plan as an ill-conceived use of Village and Park District
property with there being better ways to handle,the issue. He suggested entirely prohibiting dogs from all
lakefront property during regular swimming hours and allow everyone toifreely use the entire lakefront.
Mr. Hecht also suggested the use of stone jetties with theisuggestion that these alternatives be used for
a couple of years to determine if they are effective.

Jude Overly, a 33 year Fuller Lane resident, stated she has never&een any aggressive behaviors over her
years of using the beach@nd there isno\need to have aifence to protect dogs and residents. She described
incidents of dogs having'issues with fences. Ms. Overly referred to one particular non-Winnetka resident
who hoped for the fence and asked for the application to'be denied and for the dog beach to be left open
for all residents_and.their dogs.

Susie Schreiber, past Park District commissioner and a past member of this Commission, read a statement
into the record which referred to the numeérous amount of accidents and deaths in lllinois beach state
parks and-along the shorelines aswell as the lack of lllinois shoreline safety regulations. She concluded by
asking for the terminology of shoals not to be used in reference to Centennial beach.

Irene Smith, a 40 year\Winnetka resident, referred the Commission to a photo of Centennial Beach and
described the Park District’siconvoluted proposal to have a fence in the lake. She stated creating a cage
for the limited number of Winnetka pass holders did not make sense. Ms. Smith stated the waters are
navigable and did not céntain shoals and asked for the special use permit be denied.

Angie Dahl, a 40 year Winnetka resident, stated she has served as a Park District President and on several
Village advisory boards. She described the unsafe and impassable condition of the beach which has
occurred over the years. Ms. Dahl stated when the public went to the IDNR to ask for clarification with
regard to several lakefront matters, the response was that the Village could have denied all of the
approvals since the Village has final jurisdiction over the lakefront. She then referred to the amount of
complaints with regard to the proposal and asked the Commission to deny the request.
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Alexandra Nichols, 900 Mt. Pleasant, stated there are serious safety concerns with fences at the dog beach
and there has been a violation of the doctrine of public use. She then read her statement into the record
and asked for the special use permit be denied.

Peggy Martay, a 50 year Winnetka resident, read her statement into the record and asked for the special
use permit to be denied.

Steve Juliusson, a 20 year Winnetka resident, read his statement into the record and asked for the special
use permit to be denied.

Susan Curry, 375 Hawthorn, stated the dog beach and park are important to the community and the
described discussions relating to moving some of those facilities totherparts of the area as off. She
described the dog beach as a family beach and stated they can all come together find a way for everyone
to enjoy the beach. Ms. Curry also stated she had not heard of any issues regarding,safety or security with
there being diversity across the waterfront and concluded néthingwneeded to be changed.

Katie Stevens referred to the restrictive covenant sighedybetween'\Orchard 2020 and thegPark District
which did not include a fence permit at that time and would freeze Centennial Beach’s use for 50 years.
She stated the fencing may become permanent and may end upfon private land with a land swap. Ms.
Stevens also referred to access limitations with fencing becoming a huisance and referred to specific code
requirements.

David Stevens, Winnetka resident, referred to'the referenced water depth which would be well over 3
feet and would present a restriction in terms of those who wantito use the beach.

Ted Wynnychenko asked forthe special use permit to not be approved and referred to the half-truths
being presented at thisimeeting. Healso referred to fences and restrictions at other beaches, the lack of
shoals, etc. Mr. Wynnychenko questioned the Park District’s right to put a fence across the high water
mark area and referred to thebindingrexchange agreement in place with regard to the overlay district
requirements which.would result in private land'ownership.

Melissa Meizel, a 30 year Winnetka resident, referred to the 460 linear foot proposal and contemplated
use by dog owners which she described as’an excessive allocation of resources. She also referred to
whether it would be a dog beach, dog park and that “temporary” would result in “until further notice.”
Ms. Meizel stated there has been no investigation in connection with fences at other beaches other than
the one which supported the applicant’s position. She concluded they are being treated with ambiguity,
obfuscation, distortion; etc. and asked for the special use permit to be denied. No additional comments
were made at this time.

Chairperson Danley closed public comment and asked the applicant if they would like to respond at this
time.

Mr. Francke clarified the reason as to why Mr. Kutulas explained the term “temporary fencing” in some
places and not others. He also stated with regard to the plan being presented in bits and pieces, the Park
District is working on plans for Elder and Centennial Beaches following the Commission’s consideration of
the prior plan in 2025 which is what was intended by the term “temporary.” Mr. Francke also referred to
the written comment relating to guidelines with regard to temporary approval which the Park District
would not be opposed to. He stated with regard to the dog beach size, if these concerns are shared and
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recognizing the shared beach and making it a condition that the Park District explore alternatives including
a design which did not require pass through. Mr. Francke stated there are alternatives to address a
number of responses made.

Chairperson Danley called the matter in for discussion and summarized the issue presented to the
Commission as to whether the fencing met the standards. Mr. Alt stated he would not be in favor for a
number of reasons and referred to the waste of time and money the Park District continued to bring to
the Commission and others. He stated while the presentation was strong, he asked the applicant to put
together a plan that is safe and would work for the community. Ms. Van Vlack stated the Commission
should not decide what the dog beach should be called and although delineation'would have been helpful,
she identified the tasks the Commission is to consider. She stated based @n the presentation, it is not clear
that the proposal met that documented necessity and she also had“anyissue of approving an item
categorized as temporary. Ms. Van Vlack concluded she would notivote in favor, of the request.

Mr. Enck agreed with the comments made and stated genefally, if.a fence is needed for use separation
but it is only three sided, it did not meet that requirementiand no one wants a four sided,fence. He stated
extending the fence an arbitrary distance into the lake'didhnot solveithe issue. Ms. Case agreed with the
comments made and stated standards (a) and (b) have not been met. She stated she is)concerned with
regard to safety in terms of the fence in the water and having tefgo through four air locks to get to the
beach. Ms. Case stated the Commission is being asked to approve something in a vacuum when they do
not know what the rest of the proposal would be. Mr. Blum agreed with the comments made and
indicated the ZBA may address the issue of increasediparking. He then referred to the restrictive covenant
issue and asked that they find a path forward to get the beaches open. Mr. Blum concluded most of the
standards have not been met and asked the Village Attorney,to draft language which outlined the
Commission’s opposition.

Mr. Poor stated he came to the similar conclusion as the rest of the Commission Members and described
his use of the dog beach."He'stated a 15-foot fence in the lake would present security issues for dogs who
love the water. Mr. Poor stated, the dog;beach existed jprior to 2010 and worked well. He described the
risks and safety_issues a 15-foot fence presentedrand the request did not satisfy the first two standards
and he would vote against the request. Mr. Bradley stated there may be a call for everyone to work
towardsa temporary condition and viable path which would bide some time in connection with the issues
between the prior plan and future plans for Centennial and Elder Beaches. He stated a strict standard
interpretation,of the standards would puta zero sum solution on the table. Mr. Bradley stated the beaches
cannot be leftalone and littoral\drift among other issues needed to be addressed. He concluded by stating
a short term solution needed to be reached while a longer term plan can be achieved. The Commission
Members agreed a‘solution is needed.

Trustee Orsic informed the Commission dog beach pass owners came to a Village Council meeting and
stated they are not in favor of fences or wedded to this location. She stated while there has not been a
fence there for a period of time, she referred to the dangers of having children and dogs play in the water
with a submerged fence. Trustee Orsic referred to the wood slat temporary fence at Highland Park and
agreed a solution needed to be reached for Elder Beach to be opened. Chairperson Danley agreed with
Mr. Bradley’s comments and reiterated her statement at the time the entire plan was presented to the
Commission is that in making a decision, they all want the beaches to be open. She stated she is concerned
with the first two standards and referred to the safety concerns raised with regard to children and dogs.
Chairperson Danley stated having a fence in the water would not serve to address the safety concerns.
She also referred to the difficulty if they were to impose conditions which would be numerous as well as

Page 9 of 547



OoONOUTPA WN —

January 28, 2026 Page 8

the interaction between those beach goers and dog owners with a solution being made that took that
into account with the posted sign being insufficient. Chairperson Danley concluded she is not in favor of
the request.

Mr. Francke asked if the Park District could present a plan that eliminated the fencing in the water and
provided for a by-pass for public access around the dog beach at a future Plan Commission meeting. The
Commission was not receptive to an amended plan being presented to them after all the public comments
related to the submitted plan. Chairperson Danley suggested the applicant can present those options to
the ZBA. She then asked for a motion.

Mr. Blum moved to recommend denial of the special use request permitand to direct the Village Attorney
and Village staff to prepare written findings and determinations4consistent with the Commission’s
comments and the record from this public hearing for proposed consideration,at the Commission’s next
meeting. Ms. Case seconded the motion. A vote was taken andsdhe motion unanimously passed, 7 to O:
AYES: Alt, Blum, Case, Danley, Enck, Poor, Van Vlack

NAYS: None

NON-VOTING: Bradley, Orsic

b. Case No. 26-02-SU: 736 Elm Street - Solidcore: An application seeking approval of a Special Use

Permit submitted by Solidcore, as the prospective lessee of the commercial space located at 736 EIm
Street to allow a personal fitness facility in the C-2 General Retail Commercial Overlay District. The
property is currently owned by MDG Winnetka OnejLP. The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this
request.
Mr. Marx summarized the special use permit requested and identified the property’s location in the One
Winnetka development and _zoning classification, with the proposed space to be occupied in the
Commercial Overlay District.'He'then,identified the Overlay District boundaries as well as the proposed
use in an illustration fof the Commission. Mr. Marx :summarized the business operations, number of
employees and hours of‘operation which would be appointment-only classes. He also summarized the
proposed parking plan and use occupaney,in detail. Mr. Marx summarized the One Winnetka final planned
development approval, the partial@pproval of special use findings for medical and financial service uses
and noted cultural'recreational and entertainment uses, which includes personal fitness facilities, did not
receive partial approval in the,One Winnetka planned development with all 12 special use standard being
applicable'that are providedionpages 101 and 102 of the agenda packet.

Mr. Marx statedfollowing the applicant’s presentation, public comment and Commission discussion, the
Commission may. decide to either continue the application to a date certain to allow time to address any
questions or comments or consider a motion recommending approval or denial of the special use permit
with draft language includedion pages 101-102. He then asked if there were any questions.

Chairperson Danley referred to the Commission's prior discussion regarding the allowance for special use
permits and asked what information is there available on other building tenants other than the Ballyhoo
restaurant. Mr. Mangum referred to the Charles Schwab and the Winnetka Aesthetic Studio approved
special uses as well as the Arkadia restaurant which would be a permitted use in the development. He
noted there is one additional special use application which was submitted for a medical-related use as
well as another restaurant concept which would be a permitted use. Chairperson Danley asked if there
were any questions.

Ms. Van Vlack asked if any of the remaining space available would be a restaurant or special use. Mr.
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Mangum confirmed all of the spaces have been leased. He stated they do not have all of the information
available yet for the upcoming special use request. Ms. Klaassen confirmed there are limits for medical
and financial special uses. Ms. Van Vlack asked how many potential retail spaces remain on Elm Street.
Mr. Mangum stated there are no retail spaces remaining. No additional questions were raised at this time.

Chairperson Danley asked for the applicant’s presentation. She swore in those speaking to this matter.
Melanie Nifong, Solidcore Senior Director of Operations and Sean Jackson of DxU Architects introduced
themselves to the Commission. Chairperson Danley referred to the proposed hours of operation and the
applicant’s other locations around the country. She asked if there has been discussion whether the
proposed schedule would generate the same amount of people as in theif other locations. Ms. Nifong
stated other suburban locations have a fully robust schedule which she described for the Commission.
She noted their closest location to the Village is in Buffalo Grove which'has over 600 members. Ms. Nifong
also described the demographic. Mr. Bradley stated he is concerned with regard to the evening hours and
whether the space would compete with other uses such as a restaurant. Mr. Jackson identified the existing
parking on Lincoln and Elm as well as the dedicated spaces_ifithe @ne Winnetka development. He noted
their patrons would not all drive to the location whichdnclude those using the train.sMr. Jackson also
stated a parking analysis was previously done for the eftire,One Winnetka development. MrgBradley also
guestioned the noise component. Mr. Jackson responded it would beinthe 40-50 decibel'range, and they
have a consultant which provided recommendations for theihdocations which include the fact that
residents are located above the location. Ms. Nifong estimated 50% of their locations are in mixed use
buildings.

Chairperson Danley asked the applicant if they consideredyany other properties. Mr. Jackson responded
the applicant’s real estate team reviewed other properties inthearea. Ms. Nifong stated they had to close
their Vernon Hills location during,Covid. Chairperson Danley asked if there were any questions.

Ms. Van Vlack questionéd the in-person staff makeup which Ms. Nifong described for the Commission.
Mr. Jackson confirmed therewould be times no musicis being played during in the 10 minute gap between
classes and stated they were advised bysan acoustical engineer in terms of sound. Ms. Nifong described
the coaching staff.and noted the door would be'lockéd. Mr. Blum stated he is concerned with regard to
double counting parking spaces in terms of overlap. Ms. Nifong added no shower amenities would be
provideds

Mr. Poor stated while he appreciated the'acoustical mitigation efforts, he referred to the residential units
above and askedif they would 'be able to hear music. Mr. Jackson explained the way in which the space
would be defined. He informed the Commission the acoustical report can be provided to the Commission.
Ms. Nifong noted sound testing is done prior to opening their locations. Ms. Van Vlack asked what would
be done to keep with'theybuilding’s aesthetic in terms of signage. Mr. Marx explained that the applicant
was asked to provide a general context for the proposed signage for consideration by the DRB and referred
to the elevation renderings. He also noted backlit lighting was originally proposed for the sign but it was
changed to external illumination. No additional questions were raised at this time.

Chairperson Danley stated there is no one in the audience to comment and called the matter in for
discussion.

Ms. Case stated this is not the right venue for this use and referred to the amount of issues relating to

parking. She stated the Commission was under the impression that the developer would seek retail or
restaurant uses as opposed to another special use. Ms. Case identified several special use businesses in
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the area and stated given the parking use by the applicant, parking would be full constantly. She concluded
this space would not be a good fit for this use. Mr. Blum agreed with Ms. Case’s comments and stated if
the Overlay District is worth having, the requirements should be enforced. He stated there should be some
semblance of retail in the front and he would not be in favor of the request.

Mr. Poor stated he appreciated the applicant’s presentation and agreed with the comments made. He
stated he would not be in favor of the request. Trustee Orsic stated while there is a demographic which
would like the use, she suggested the applicant look for another location. She questioned why the
developer did not come to the meeting to further explain the request. Mr. Alt.stated while they want the
business in the community and there is a demand for it, he referred to the'One Winnetka project being
an idea for a decade and there has not been a demand for a retailer in this space. He questioned whether
this business would be a more modern use for the space and statéd this type of business would be
attractive to the area and would draw a diverse demographic. The @@mmission Members discussed similar
cases which were denied and the Commission Members summarized their positions.

Mr. Enck stated his initial concern related to parking and'referred to other special‘uses, which generate
foot traffic for other businesses. He commented it would be,nice if the,use was in an area which supported
other businesses. Mr. Bradley stated his initial thought was to,recommend approval and agreed with Mr.
Alt’s comments relating to hanging on to retail uses at the costof dénying other businesses. He questioned
why they would deny a use that would be preferred by the youngengeneration and good for the Village.
Mr. Bradley also stated he is concerned with'the,door being locked andcommented the number of people
in and out of the use would be beneficial. He'agreedyparking is an issue and commented they should not
recommend denial of a cool and upcoming use:

Chairperson Danley commented.while the proposed use may be a great idea and a good business draw
for the Village, she would feel'better if it was in a different location. She also stated she is concerned with
regard to standard nos.5 and 7 and referred to the post office site development and the draw on parking.
Chairperson Danley stated there would not be a pedestrian draw with only special uses in the area and
described the process as unfainto the applicant. She stated if they were to accept the premise that this
would only be_agspecial use building, they wouldrkill any type of pedestrian nature for the area.
ChairpersondDanley concluded it came down to the space they are evaluating and whether the use met
the standards and in this‘instance, it did hot and she would not be in favor of the request. The Commission
Members discussed whether the application’would have been approved at a different point in time.

Chairperson Danley took a straw poll of the Commission Members and asked for a motion. A motion was
made by Mr. Poor to recommend denial of the special use request. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Blum. A vote was taken and the motion passed, 5 to 3:

AYES: Blum, Bradley, Case, Danley, Poor

NAYS: Alt. Enck, Van Vlack

NON-VOTING: Orsic

New Business.
a. February 25, 2026, Meeting — Quorum Check.
The Commission Members discussed their availability.

Adjournment:
Chairperson Danley asked for a motion to adjourn. A motion to adjourn was made and the motion was

seconded. A vote was taken and the motion unanimously passed, 8 to 0:
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AYES: Alt, Blum, Bradley, Case, Danley, Enck, Poor, Van Vlack
NAYS: None

NON-VOTING: Orsic

The meeting was adjourned at 11:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Antionette Johnson
Recording Secretary
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%/&’CH lh,\;b@ COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO: PLAN COMMISSION
FROM: SCOTT MANGUM, DIRECTOR
ANN KLAASSEN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
DATE: FEBRUARY 19, 2026

SUBJECT: CENTENNITAL BEACH FENCE - 225 SHERIDAN ROAD
SPECIAL USE PERMIT (CASE NO. 25-28-SU)

INTRODUCTION

On February 25, 2026, the Plan Commission (“PC”) is scheduled to consider the attached findings and
recommendation of the PC in response to an application submitted by the Winnetka Park District (the
“Applicant”), as the owner of the property located at 225 Sheridan Road (the “Subject Property”) and
considered by the Plan Commission on January 28, 2026 (Attachment A2). The Applicant is proposing
installation of fencing on the existing beach located on the Subject Property and requests approval of the
following relief:

1. Approval of a Special Use Permit to allow installation of fencing on the existing beach on the
Subject Property, which is located in the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District and the
Lakefront Preservation Overlay District.

As of the date of this memo, staff has received several written comments from the public regarding this
request. Written comments that were not included in the January 28 PC agenda packet but were
distributed to the PC in time for that meeting, as well as written comments received since the January 28
meeting are included in Attachment C2.

JANUARY 28, 2026, PLAN COMMISSION MEETING

OnJanuary 28, 2026, the PC held a public hearing on the Applicant’s zoning relief application for proposed
improvements to the existing beach located on the Subject Property. The staff report for the January 28
meeting can be found in Attachment B2.

After a presentation by staff and a presentation by the Applicant, the PC heard from 16 members of the
public. 15 of the speakers spoke in opposition to the proposed plan. The PC then discussed the request.
Members expressed concerns regarding, among other things, safety of the fencing in the water and
people having to walk through an area designated for dogs to be off-leash in order to traverse the beach.
Hence, the Commission found that the proposed use does not meet the standards for granting a special
use permit. After all public comment and after hearing the comments of the PC, the Applicant
immediately prior to the vote asked if it could present a plan that eliminated the fencing in the water and
provided for a by-pass for public access around the dog beach at a future PC meeting. The PC was not
receptive to an amended plan being presented to them after all of the public comments related to the
submitted plan. Therefore, by a vote of 7-0, the PC directed the Village Attorney to prepare a draft
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recommendation of denial with written findings and determinations based on the PC’s discussion for
consideration at the next Plan Commission meeting on February 25, 2026. A copy of the draft January 28
meeting minutes is included in the February 25 agenda packet for the PC’s consideration.

CONSIDERATION BY OTHER ADVISORY BOARDS

The proposed fence also requires review by the Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) (Special Use) and the
Design Review Board (“DRB"”) (Certificate of Appropriateness). Given the Park District Board authorized
an amended plan at its February 5, 2026, meeting, and the amended plan had not been submitted to the
Village for review prior to the February 9, 2026, ZBA meeting, when the ZBA was scheduled to consider
the request, by a vote of 7-0, the ZBA continued the item to the March 9 ZBA meeting. The DRB is
tentatively scheduled to consider the Certificate of Appropriateness for the design of the proposed
fencing on March 26, 2026.

PLAN COMMISSION FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION

As noted in the January staff report, the PC is charged with evaluating Special Uses for consistency with
the six standards for granting specials use permits. Attachment A2 contains the findings and
recommendation with regard to the Applicant’s special use permit application that were prepared at the
PC’s direction during the January 28 meeting. At the February 25, 2026, meeting, the PC is scheduled to
consider the findings and recommendation and take a final vote on the request.

If the PC is prepared to make a final decision regarding the Special Use Permit request, a member must
make a motion approving the written findings and recommendation to deny the Special Use as requested
by the Applicant in its application to allow installation of fencing on the existing beach on the Subject
Property.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A2: Findings and Recommendation of PC on Special Use Permit application for Case No. 25-
28-SU Centennial Beach 225 Sheridan Road

Attachment B2: January 28, 2026, PC Meeting Staff Report

Attachment C2: Public Correspondence Received Since Posting of January 28, 2026, PC Agenda Packet
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ATTACHMENT A2
Winnetka Plan Commission
Findings and Recommendation — Case No. 25-28-SU
Special Use
Centennial Beach 225 Sheridan Road
1of4

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION FOR THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
PLAN COMMISSION
CASE NO. 25-28-SU
SPECIAL USE

APPLICATION BACKGROUND

1.

The Winnetka Park District (“Applicant”) is the owner of property commonly known as
Centennial Beach, located at 225 Sheridan Road (“Subject Property”).

The Applicant filed an initial application on October 21, 2025 (“Application”), seeking
approval of a special use permit (“Special Use”) to install two chain link fences (“Proposed
Fencing”) to provide an enclosed area on the Subject Property for an off-leash dog beach.

The Subject Property is located in the Village’s R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District
and the Lakefront Preservation Overlay District pursuant to the Winnetka Zoning Ordinance,
as amended (“Zoning Ordinance”).

The Subject Property consists of approximately 5.3 acres and is located on the east side of
Sheridan Road generally between Fuller Lane and Elder Lane.

Pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance, the Subject Property has two front yards (i) the street
frontage along Sheridan Road to the west; and (ii) lake frontage along Lake Michigan to the
east.

REQUESTED SPECIAL USE

The Applicant requests a Special Use for the construction and use of the Proposed Fencing. The
Zoning Ordinance generally allows park and recreational uses in any zoning district within the
Village but only by special use permit. Therefore, any new park and recreational facilities or major
changes proposed to existing park and recreational facilities, such as the Proposed Fencing,
requires approval of a special use.

PUBLIC HEARING

1. A public hearing was properly noticed in the Winnetka Talk on January 8, 2026, mail
notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property, and a sign
was posted on the Subject Property indicating the time and date of the public hearing.

2. The Winnetka Plan Commission held the public hearing on January 28, 2026.

3. During the public hearing, the Applicant presented testimony and exhibits for the
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Winnetka Plan Commission

Findings and Recommendation — Case No. 25-28-SU
Special Use

Centennial Beach 225 Sheridan Road

20f4

Application. The Applicant and its team discussed the proposed architectural design
and materials and operational features of the Proposed Fencing for the off-leash dog
beach. The Applicant testified that in its opinion, the project maintains public access,
improves safety and maintains shoreline connectivity.

4. Some members of the public and the Plan Commission raised concerns about, among
other things, the possible hazards that are created by the Proposed Fencing, the need
for the Proposed Fencing, the size of the Proposed Fencing, the location of the Proposed
Fencing, as well as the size of the proposed off-leash dog beach and the impact of the
Proposed Fencing on neighboring public property.

5. Members of the Plan Commission further expressed concerns regarding the safety of
the Proposed Fencing for both individuals and dogs, and the size of the Proposed
Fencing. They also questioned the location of the Proposed Fencing, as the design plans
would have the Proposed Fencing along the full depth of the beach and thus require
members of the public to enter the off-leash dog beach in order to fully traverse the
beach from north to south or south to north, which would block access to the beach and
create significant safety issues.

6. Additionally, members of the Plan Commission noted that the Proposed Fencing for
the off-leash dog beach was piecemeal because the Application was only for a small
portion of the Village’s beachfront and that approving the Proposed Fencing for the
off-leash dog beach without an application for the full lakefront project as a whole was
not reasonable. Further, members explained that based on the Applicant’s presentation,
they did not believe the Proposed Fencing was necessary or used the least intrusive
means to accomplish the Applicant’s plans.

FINDINGS REGARDING STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE

Section 17.56.010 of the Zoning Ordinance provides certain special types of uses, which because
of their specific characteristics in relationship to uses permitted by right in a particular district, or
the services which they provide, cannot be properly permitted by right in a particular district
without consideration, in each case, of the impact of such uses upon neighboring land, or of the
public need for such uses at a particular location. A special use is a type of property use permitted
within a zoning district so long as the use meets certain criteria or conditions. The purpose of
special uses is to provide for those uses that are either necessary or generally appropriate for a
community but that may require special regulation because of unique or unusual impacts
associated with them. Pursuant to Section 17.56.120, a special use permit will not be granted unless
it satisfies, in the Village Council’s legislative discretion, the following six standards:

1. That the establishment, maintenance and operation of the special use will not be
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Winnetka Plan Commission

Findings and Recommendation — Case No. 25-28-SU
Special Use

Centennial Beach 225 Sheridan Road

3of4

detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general

welfare;

2. That the special use will not be substantially injurious to the use and enjoyment of other
property in the immediate vicinity which are permitted by right in the district or
districts of concern, nor substantially diminish or impair property values in the
immediate vicinity;

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

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

5. That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities necessary

to the operation of the special use exist or are to be provided,; and

6. That the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of this
and other Village ordinances and codes.

The Plan Commission finds that, notwithstanding the Applicant’s representations, regarding
compliance with the standards for special uses under the Zoning Ordinance, that the Proposed
Fencing does not satisfy the required standards under Section 17.56.120 of the Zoning Ordinance.

RECOMMENDATION

The Plan Commission recommends to the President and Trustees denial of the Special Use as
requested in the Application for the Proposed Fencing.

This report is adopted bya  to  vote of the Plan Commission, this 25th day of February, 2026.
AYES:

NAYS:
ABSENT:

Respectfully Submitted,

PLAN COMMISSION
OF THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
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Je 9E VILLAGEOF WINNETKA
Yy, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO: PLAN COMMISSION
FROM: SCOTT MANGUM, DIRECTOR
ANN KLAASSEN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
DATE: JANUARY 22, 2026

SUBJECT: CENTENNIAL BEACH FENCE - 225 SHERIDAN ROAD
SPECIAL USE PERMIT (CASE NO. 25-28-SU)

INTRODUCTION

On January 28, 2026, the Plan Commission is scheduled to commence a public hearing on an application
submitted by the Winnetka Park District (the “Applicant”), as the owner of the property located at 225
Sheridan Road (the “Subject Property”). The Applicant is proposing installation of fencing on the existing
beach located on the Subject Property and requests approval of the following relief:

1. Approval of a Special Use Permit to allow installation of fencing on the existing beach on the
Subject Property, which is located in the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District and the
Lakefront Preservation Overlay District.

A mail notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property in compliance with the
Zoning Ordinance, informing them of the public hearing being held by the Plan Commission. The hearing
was also properly noticed in the Winnetka Talk on January 8, 2026. Additionally, a public notice sign was
posted on the Subject Property informing the public of the Plan Commission meeting. As of the date of
this memo, staff has received five written comments from the public regarding this application which are
included in Attachment B.

The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this application, as the Council has sole authority to grant a
Special Use Permit.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The Subject Property, which is approximately 5.3 acres (230,911.56 square feet) in size, is located on the
east side of Sheridan Road generally between Fuller Lane and Elder Lane and contains Centennial Beach
and Park (see Figure 1). Under the Village Zoning Ordinance, the Subject Property has two front yards: (i)
the street frontage along Sheridan Road to the west; and (ii) lake frontage along Lake Michigan to the
east.

The Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property as appropriate for “Open Space” land uses,
which includes public parks & recreation facilities, pocket parks/plazas, and Cook County Forest Preserve
Land (see Figure 2). The Comprehensive Plan also includes the following related goals:
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Goal 1.7: The Village will continue to ensure that open space uses, such as Park District parks,
beaches, and facilities, are compatible with the residential neighborhoods in which they are
located.

Initiative 1.7.1: Study and consider establishing a specific zoning district for open space
uses, or specific zoning standards for such uses within existing residential districts. This
would allow more appropriate zoning standards for these uses.

Goal 6.1: The Village will continue to promote and encourage partnerships with other units of
government and agencies to conserve, restore, and enhance natural features and ecosystems, to
ensure accessibility to natural areas, parks, and other open or public spaces, and to support
recreational facilities and programs that support the health of residents of all ages and abilities.

Initiative 6.1.1. Continue to collaborate with the Park District, local school districts, Forest
Preserves of Cook County, and others to create opportunities that enhance accessibility
to the open spaces of Winnetka. (refer to initiative 8.3.5)

Initiative 6.1.2. Continue to collaborate with the Park District, School District, Library
District, Community House of Winnetka, and other community institutions to offer
programs that maintain active and thriving Village recreation programs, offering a
variety of sports, exercise, arts and crafts, cultural, life skills, educational, social, and
leisure programs for residents of all ages and abilities.

Goal 6.4: The Village will support health and wellness through innovative and diversified
recreational, learning, and cultural opportunities in its public parks, plazas, trails, and open
spaces.

Initiative 6.4.4. Support the efforts of the Park District and other community
organizations to expand and/or modify Winnetka’s recreational programming to fill gaps
in services.

Goal 6.5: The Village will support policies that preserve and protect the unique natural resources
of and the recreational opportunities provided by the Lake Michigan shoreline and bluffs.

Initiative 6.5.1. Continue to study and consider establishing development regulations
addressing construction of shoreline stabilization projects and specific recreational
projects in and adjacent to Lake Michigan and its shoreline that will not cause
environmental damage to or interfere with the greater recreational opportunities
provided by the Lake and adjacent areas. [Ordinance MC-05-2023 was adopted by the
Village Council on March 21, 2023, which created a new chapter of Village Code —
Chapter 15.78 Lakefront Construction.]

Initiative 6.5.2. Study and consider establishing development regulations that requires
construction on and adjacent to the bluffs along the Lake Michigan shoreline that
protects, restores, and manages the stability of the bluffs and natural shoreline and that
are contextually sensitive to the natural features of the bluffs. [Ordinance MC-01-2024
was adopted by the Village Council on February 6, 2024, amending the Zoning Ordinance
concerning establishing bluff regulations for development in the steep slope area along
Lake Michigan.]
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The Subject Property is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential and is in the Lakefront Preservation Overlay
District, and it is bordered by R-2 Single Family Residential to the north and south, and R-4 Single Family
Residential to the west (see Figure 3).

In addition to single-family residential uses, the R-2 District allows a limited range of additional uses by
Special Use Permit. Allowed Special Uses in the R-2 District include (a) church or temple; (b) public
school, elementary and high, or private school having a curriculum equivalent to a public elementary
school, public high school or public institution of higher learning; and (c) library. In addition, the Zoning
Ordinance allows park and recreational uses in any zoning district within the Village by special use permit
approval.

The Applicant’s current use of the Subject Property as a park and recreational facility is generally

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan land use designation and the R-2 zoning district. The Applicant
recently used the Subject Property as an off-leash dog area as well.

SATK(ERMIICTHIIGTAIN

Subject
Property
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PROPERTY HISTORY AND PREVIOUS ZONING APPLICATIONS

Based upon documents provided by the Applicant, it appears that the Applicant has owned the Subject
Property since 1969. There are six (6) previous zoning cases on file for the Subject Property, five of which
occurred prior to the Applicant acquiring the Subject Property:

1.

In 1923, ZBA Case No. 43 was approved to allow an addition to a nonconforming use for the North
Shore Health Resort;

In 1945, ZBA Case No. 702 was approved to allow the alteration of a nonconforming use and
building for the North Shore Health Resort;

In 1949, ZBA Case No. 751 was not approved to allow a building addition to the North Shore
Health Resort;

In 1951, ZBA Case No. 776 was not approved to allow enclosure of the front entrance of the North
Shore Health Resort;

In 1964, ZBA Case No. 935 was approved to allow the extension of a nonconforming use (North
Shore Health Resort) with the construction of an accessory building; and

In December 2024, Case No. 24-08-SU received a recommendation of approval from the Zoning
Board of Appeals for zoning variations and exceptions from the steep slope regulations, subject
to approval by the Village Council of a special use permit, for which the ZBA recommended denial
of, to allow improvements to the existing park and beach on the Subject Property. In May 2025,
the Plan Commission (PC) recommended denial of the special use permit and steep slope
exceptions. The application has been on hold at the Applicant’s request, since the PC made its
recommendation. The application still requires review by the Design Review Board before being
considered by the Village Council. It is the Village’s understanding that the Applicant is revising
its previous plans and upon a revised submittal it is anticipated that the application will be
considered first by the advisory bodies before it is considered by the Village Council.

Figures 4 and 5 on the following page are current photos of the Subject Property. Figures 6 through 9
were taken in the summer of 2024.
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Figure 4 — Subject Property — looking No}th.at (-:entennial_ Béach (January 2026) 7

Figure 5 — Subject Property — Looking South at xisting Steel Groin on Centennial Beach & Stone Groin
at 205 Sheridan Road Property (January 2026)
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ntennial Beach (Summer 2034)

Figure 7 — Subject Property — Looking South at Centennial Beach (Summer 2024)
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Figure 8- Sdbject Property — Looking North from Centennial Beach (Summer 2024)

LAKEFRONT CONSTRUCTION AND STEEP SLOPE ORDINANCES

Given the Subject Property is located along Lake Michigan it is subject to the lakefront construction
ordinance, Chapter 15.78 of the Village Code, and the steep slope regulations, Chapter 17.82 of the Village
Code. However, it is important to note that the proposed fence is not located within the steep slope zone;
it is located lakeward of the toe of the bluff.

The requirements of both chapters are administratively reviewed and approved by staff (in this case after
zoning approval). However, an applicant may appeal the decision of staff regarding the application of the
lakefront construction ordinance to the Village Council or may request exceptions from the steep slope
requirements.

The lakefront construction regulations govern construction along, adjacent to, and within Lake Michigan.
A permit pursuant to the lakefront construction ordinance is required for any construction activity within
Lake Michigan regulated areas that requires a permit from any of the following governmental agencies
(“Permitting Agencies”): the United States Army Corp of Engineers, the lllinois Department of Natural
Resources, the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago, or the lllinois Environmental
Protection Agency (collectively, "Covered Construction"). Typical construction activity relates to beach
preservation, which consists of steel or stone groins, revetments/bulkheads/seawalls, or other means of
lakefront stabilization and preservation. The Village’s formal review and approval of such a permit occurs
after the applicable zoning approvals and the regulatory agencies review and approve their respective
permits. The Village’s review and approval is conducted administratively by the Village Director of
Engineering in consultation with the applicant and the Village’s coastal engineering consultant. This
review is based upon a set of criteria identified in the regulations.
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Figure 9 - Existing Sea Wall on Subject Property (Summer 2024)

The technical review and approval of proposed plans set forth in the lakefront construction regulations
and the steep slope regulations occurs during the building permit process, which occurs after the zoning
entitlement process (e.g. special use, variations, etc.). That said, during Village staff’s review of a zoning
entitlement application, Village staff and consultants will conduct a preliminary review of the project for
code requirements to determine if the development should be able to, in general terms, comply with
administrative code requirements. Detailed construction plans are not required at this time, but the
applicant is required to provide sufficient information so staff can determine whether the proposed site
layout can be achieved and still comply with other Village regulations as noted above. If after the Village
Council approves a special use permit and during the building permit process an applicant changes the
design of the project to such an extent that it would be considered a major change, the applicant would
be required to go through the full special use permit process again before staff issues a building permit.
Regarding the Centennial Beach zoning relief application, the Applicant has submitted plans for the
proposed fence that have been reviewed by the Village Director of Engineering and Village’s coastal
engineer. The Engineering Department has provided comments to the Applicant. The Village Director of
Engineering has determined that the responses provided by the Applicant address the review comments.
The Applicant is aware that all of the approved permits from the Permitting Agencies will need to be
provided, and a special use permit granted before the Engineering Department can issue final approval.

Each advisory board and commission will review the application based upon the applicable standards for
that advisory body. Their review is based upon these broad standards and not based upon a review of
the technical code requirements for such items as the Village’s stormwater requirements, building code
requirements, lakefront construction approval criteria, or steep slope regulation development standards.
Those technical items are reviewed in detail administratively by qualified engineering staff during the
building permit process.

PUBLIC TRUST DOCTRINE

Given the proposed improvements are located along the lakefront, it is important to review the nature
and extent of the “public trust doctrine”. Generally, the “public trust doctrine” is a concept based upon
an 1892 United States Supreme Court decision that held that lands under the navigable waters of Lake
Michigan are held by the state in trust for the people of the state. This doctrine has since been codified
by Illinois statue. lllinois courts have held that the boundary between private land and land owned by the
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state in public trust is “the line where the water usually [stands] when unaffected by storms or other
disturbing causes.” This line is variously referred to as the “water’s edge,” “still water shoreline,” “calm
waterline,” “unaffected waterline,” or the “normal waterline.” Accordingly, in lllinois the boundary
between private land and public land is the point at which the water normally stands (the "Normal
Waterline").

n u

A rule of thumb that generally applies in lllinois and other jurisdictions that rely on the Normal Waterline
for the public-private property demarcation is that if your feet are wet, you are on public property, and if
your feet are dry then you are on private property. Based on these principles, the demarcation line in
Illinois between public and private land is the same demarcation line that identifies where land held in
trust begins and ends — both lines are the Normal Waterline.

The lllinois Supreme Court has held that the public trust doctrine for Lake Michigan extends “to
recreational uses, including bathing, swimming and other shore activities.”

The Normal Waterline may change over time as a result of various processes, including accretion, reliction,
and erosion. Gradual changes to the Normal Waterline over time resulting in either increases or decreases
in the amount of dry land are an “inherent and essential attribute of the original property,” and the
property line changes with the Normal Waterline. However, if the addition or loss of property is sudden
(i.e., caused by a violent storm), then the property line does not change The test of what change is gradual,
as opposed to sudden, is “that though the witnesses may see from time to time that progress has been
made, they could not perceive it while the process was going on”. Although a riparian owner may protect
his property from erosion, he has no right to affect an increase of his own land, the result of which is a
corresponding loss of land owned by the state in trust for the public.

Under these principles, the owner of real estate fronting on Lake Michigan generally owns the property
to the Normal Waterline, and the land east of the Normal Waterline is owned by the state in trust for the
public.

PROPOSED PLAN

The Applicant is proposing installation of two rows of chain-link fencing, measuring 4 feet in height, set
back 20 feet from both the north and south boundaries of Centennial Beach. The proposed fencing would
be located at the base of the existing steel sheet pile wall and extend perpendicularly eastward across the
beach into the lake. As described by the Applicant in the attached project narrative included in
Attachment A, the purpose of the fencing is to provide an enclosure to allow off-leash dogs on the beach.

The existing beach has been utilized as a dog beach since 1995, according to the Applicant. Patrons are
required to have a key fob to access the existing beach from the top of the bluff above. The proposed
fencing would enclose the beach area for dogs to be off-leash. Both the north and south fence would
have access gates to allow the public to traverse the beach. The Applicant indicates in its narrative that
they are planning for the access gates to remain unlocked, with the current key fob controlled access gate
to remain at the top of bluff.

North Fence. The north fence would extend a total of 91 feet from the existing steel sheet pile wall at the
base of the bluff east towards the water (Figure 11). Approximately 40 feet of the fence would extend
from the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) (581.5) into the lake. There would be a double access gate
10 feet in width to allow unleashing and leashing of dogs. The depth of the leashing and unleashing area
would be 6 feet. The proposed access gate would be 24 feet east of the existing steel sheet pile wall, and
approximately 17 feet west of the OHWM.
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South Fence. The south fence would extend approximately 78 feet from the existing steel sheet pile wall
east towards the water (Figure 12). Approximately 36 feet of the fence would extend from the OHWM
into the lake. The double access gate would be located 16 feet east of the steel sheet pile and be 3’-3” in
width. Similar to the north access, the depth of the leashing and unleashing area would be 6 feet.

In response to staff review comments, including the Village’s coastal engineering consultant, the lakeward
sections of fencing (east four or five sections) would be removable, so that these sections can be removed
during late fall and winter and reinstalled in the spring.

The proposed site plan and up-close excerpts of both the north and south fences, as well as elevations of

the proposed fencing and gates are provided on the following pages. The complete set of plansis provided
in the application materials, which are included in Attachment A.

OHWM

, " —WATER LEVEL PER 1021/24 SURVEY
. {sm« 5755 (NORMAL WATER LINE)

p———

(Front Lot Line)

e ‘SOUTH FENCE 48" TALL WITH

1

= TWO 10-0" DoUBLE N
‘SEE ELEVATION, DETAIL 1. SHE!

B TWO 33" SINGLE GATES—————
SEE ELEVATION, DETAIL 2. SHEETAS -

WATER LEVEL FER 1021124 SURVEY -

| SRR )
R ———

- 3
B —— *:;74-- 42088718, -7 713520
z -
n E i
;

Proposed
Existing Stairs to Beach South Fence
(key fob access) and Gate

Proposed [ &8  Existing Steel
North Fence Sheet Pile Wall
and Gate

Figure 10 —Site Fencing Plan (Sheet L2.0)

Page 29 of 547



Property Line Between
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As proposed, to walk along the beach from the north end to the south end of the Subject Property, or vice
versa, a member of the public would need to use the proposed access gates and walk through the dog
beach. As noted earlier, both rows of fencing would be off-set from the north and south property lines
by 20 feet, allowing for a pathway to access the stairs that go over the 205 Sheridan Road stone groin.

33
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Figure 13 — Proposed North Access Gate Figure 14 — Proposed South Access Gate

§-5" 20 togate

Single gate latch
for public access

Mormal Water Line

Figure 16 — Elevation of South Fence

Fence and wall height within required setbacks. With the adoption of the steep slope regulations, the
Village also amended the Zoning Ordinance to redefine the front line along the lake as well as the front
yard setback along the lake. The front lot line is now the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) and is defined
as the line on the shore of Lake Michigan consistent with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ administrative
benchmark, which is currently set at 581.5’. The front yard setback along the lake is now defined as the
toe of the bluff or 50 feet from the OHWM, whichever results in the line farthest from the OHWM.

The Zoning Ordinance allows fences, walls, or a combination of a fence and wall within a required yard
that is no taller than 6.5 feet from natural grade. While the proposed fence is located within the required
front yard, at a height of 4 feet, it complies with the maximum permitted height. Therefore, the proposed
fence complies with the zoning regulations.
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CONSIDERATION BY OTHER ADVISORY BOARDS/COMMISSIONS

The proposed fence also requires review by the Zoning Board of Appeals (Special Use) and the Design
Review Board (Certificate of Appropriateness). Their respective reviews will occur after the Plan
Commission’s review is complete.

FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION

The Plan Commission is charged with evaluating Special Uses for consistency with the six standards for
granting specials use permits. In the attached application materials submitted by the Applicant, the
Applicant has provided a statement of justification regarding how the requested Special Use Permit meets
the standards for granting the requested Special Use Permit.

After hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Commission will have the following options:

1)

2)

Continue the public hearing to a specific date to provide the Applicant and/or staff with
additional time to address questions and comments from the Commission.

Consider a motion recommending approval or denial of the Special Use. If the Plan Commission
is prepared to make a recommendation to the Village Council regarding the requested relief, a
Commissioner should make a motion recommending approval or recommending denial based
upon the following standards and direct staff and the Village Attorney to prepare written findings
and determinations for the Plan Commission’s consideration and final vote at a subsequent

meeting:

1. The proposed improvement is consistent [is not consistent] with the Standards for the
granting of Special Use Permits, as follows:

a.

That the establishment, maintenance and operation of the special use and
associated exceptions will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health,
safety, comfort, morals or general welfare;

That the special use and the associated exceptions will not be substantially
injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity
which are permitted by right in the district or districts of concern, nor substantially
diminish or impair property values in the immediate vicinity;

That the establishment of the special use and associated exceptions will not
impede the normal and orderly development or improvement of other property in
the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the district or districts of
concern;

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

That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage and other facilities
necessary to the operation of the special use exist or are to be provided; and

That the special use and associated exceptions in all other respects conforms to
the applicable regulations of this and other Village ordinances and codes.
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As noted above, any motion on a decision by the Plan Commission should direct the Village Attorney to
prepare written findings and determinations for the Plan Commission to consider and vote on at a
subsequent meeting.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Application Materials
Attachment B: Public Correspondence
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ATTACHMENT A

Costa Kutulas

Director of Parks and Maintenance
Winnetka Park District

1380 Willow Road

Winnetka lllinois 60093

October 21, 2025

Scott Mangum

Director of Community Development
Village of Winnetka

501 Green Bay Road

Winnetka Illinois 60093

Dear Scott,

| am submitting this letter in support of our application for a Special Use Permit to install temporary
fencing at Centennial Beach, which is located at 225 Sheridan Road.

As previously discussed, and as noted in our fencing permit application submitted in May, the Winnetka
Park District seeks to install temporary fencing to allow for the continued use of the Centennial
Off-Leash Dog Beach, which has been in operation since 1995. The proposed temporary fencing consists
of two rows of chain-link fencing along the northern and southern boundaries of the dog beach.

As you are aware, the Park District has submitted a formal Special Use Permit application

(Case No. 24-08-50: 225 Sheridan Road — Centennial Park and Beach), which includes plans for a future
permanent design. While planning for that long-term solution continues, we are requesting a separate
Special Use Permit for the temporary fencing to allow the off-leash dog beach to reopen to the

community.

The Park District has submitted plans to the lllinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA), and the Cook
County Department of Animal and Rabies Control (CCDARC). We are currently awaiting responses from
three of these four agencies. Enclosed is the IEPA’s letter confirming that our proposed plan will have no
adverse impact on the site. The public comment periods for the IDNR and USACE permits have
concluded, and we are awaiting their final determinations. Discussions with CCDARC are ongoing, and

we anticipate confirmation of their review soon.

540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka, IL 60093 (847) 501-2040
www.winpark.org Fax: (847) 501-5779
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The proposed enclosed area will provide a safer, more controlled off-leash environment for dog owners
while ensuring continued shoreline access for non-dog beach users, as required by state and federal

agencies.
Enclosed with this letter are the following materials:

e Completed Special Use Permit Application — Centennial Park and Beach, 225 Sheridan Road

e Project narrative, including evidence that the proposed temporary fencing conforms to the six
special use standards

Copy of the deed showing ownership/Photos of the Property Site

Current plat of survey

Proposed temporary fencing/site plan

Certificate of Appropriateness application

e Copy of the Response Letter from the IEPA

Both Shannon Nazzal and | are available to meet or answer any questions you or your staff may have. If
a site visit would be helpful, please let us know, and we will be happy to arrange it.

We appreciate your time and consideration of this request and look forward to your review.

Sincerely,

Costa Kutulas
Director of Parks and Maintenance
Winnetka Park District

CC: Shannon Nazzal, Executive Director of the Winnetka Park District

540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka, IL 60093 (847) 501-2040
www.winpark.org Fax: (847) 501-5779
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Village of Winnetka
SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA, ILLINOIS
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

Case No.
Property Information '
site Address: 2295 Sheridan Road, Winnetka lllinois 60093
Applicant Information Owner Information
name: VViNnetka Park District name: YVinnetka Park District
primary Contact: 2OS1a Kutulas primary Contact: SN@NNON Nazzal
address: 240 Hibbard Road address: 040 Hibbard Road
iy, state, zp: VVINNEtka, IL 60093 City, State, z1p; VVinnetka, IL 60093
Phone No. 84 7-501-2052 phone No. 04 7-501-2074
emaii: CKUtUlRS@Winpark.org .. shazzal@winpark.org
Architect Information Attorney Information
name: 1 NE€ Lakota Group Name: Meltzer, Purtill & Stelle LLC
Primary a2 COLL FrEres primary Contact: Harold W. Francke
Address: 1+ E- Wacker Dr. Suite 2700 Address: 1490 American Lane, 19th Floor
city, state, zie- 2NiCAGO, IL 60601 City, State, zip: SChauUmburg, IL 60173
Phone No. 3 12-467-5445 ohone No, 347-330-6068

Email: STreres@thelakotagroup.com hfrancke@mpslaw.com

Email:

10/21/2025
10/21/2025

Applicant Signature: Date:

Property Owner Signa Date:

Printed Name of Owner: Shannon al

Page 3 of 4
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Application for Special Use Permit — Installation of Temporary Fencing at Centennial Beach

Project Narrative

The Winnetka Park District is requesting a Special Use Permit to install two rows of temporary fencing
with access gates at Centennial Beach, which is located at 225 Sheridan Road. The proposed fencing will
enhance the safety, compliance, and long-term sustainability of this popular recreational amenity, which
has served Village residents and their pets for three decades.

The Centennial Dog Beach has operated since 1995 as an off-leash dog beach along the Lake Michigan
shoreline. Due to Cook County Animal and Rabies Control requirements and feedback from the
community, the Park District now seeks to formally enclose the dog area with durable, visually
unobtrusive fencing that encourages dogs remain safely within the permitted zone while maintaining
access for users and preserving the natural character of the lakefront. The proposed fencing will include
double entry gates on both the north side and south side fence runs which are set 20" within the Park
District’s property lines. This design will allow continuous access for beach goers to traverse the beach
with minimal impact to the beach user. The only impact would be the need for the beach user to walk
through an access gate which is planned to remain unlocked for the duration of the year. As thisis a
public beach the beach goers have that ability to walk anywhere along Centennial Beach. The existing
fencing at the top of the bluff is to remain with the current key fob controlled access gate.

The proposed new enclosed space will provide a safer, controlled dog beach area to allow for Centennial
Beach users to enjoy the property with their four legged friends without needing a leash. As outlined in
the drawings, our plan includes the installation of 48” high chain-link fencing running perpendicular to
the shoreline. Double-entry gates are incorporated into both the north and south fence lines to satisfy
leashing and unleashing requirements. This design also ensures shoreline access for non-dog beach
users, as required by state and federal agencies.

The project includes:

o Installation of approximately 4-foot-high, chain-link fencing, set in from the Park District’s
property boundaries by 20’ at both the north and south ends of the designated dog beach area;

e Gated access points that will make it possible for beach goers to walk the shoreline unimpeded;

e Double-gate systems at the beach level to prevent pets from escaping;

540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka, IL 60093 (847) 501-2040
www.winpark.org Fax: (847) 501-5779

Page 37 of 547



e Signage and rule boards consistent with the Park District’s dog-use policies, and Cook County
Department of Animal & Rabies Control regulations; and

e Minor site work to install fence posts without altering existing drainage, topography, or
lakefront views (note: posts are anticipated to be installed into the clay without the need for

concrete footings)

The fence is designed to comply with the requirements of all regulatory agencies and will not encroach
upon private property, utilities, or environmentally sensitive areas. The Park District has submitted
permit applications to the lllinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR}, United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE),lllinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA), and Village of Winnetka, and it has
requested a review of the proposed design by the Cook County Department of Animal & Rabies Control
(CCDARC), to ensure the design meets the requirements of all regulatory agencies.

To date, we have heard back from the IEPA and they have submitted a response that the proposed
project will not have an adverse effect on water quality. We are currently awaiting determinations from
both the IDNR and USACE, who have completed their public comment phase of the application. The Park
District has also had many conversations with the CCDARC regarding its review of our plan. We are still

awaiting formal responses from all four agencies.

This project represents a low-impact safety enhancement to an established community facility,
maintaining the cherished dog beach experience while meeting current public safety and regulatory

standards.
Purpose and Intent
The purpose of the proposed fencing is to:

e Comply with Cook County Department of Animal & Rabies Control requirements for enclosed
off-leash dog areas;

e Protect public safety by preventing dogs from leaving the designated area;

e Enhance user comfort and enjoyment by defining clear boundaries for off-leash recreation;

e Preserve Winnetka's lakefront resources through responsible management of park use; and

e Support the Park District’s mission to provide safe and high-quality recreational opportunities

for all residents.

540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka, IL 60093 (847) 501-2040
www.winpark.org Fax: (847) 501-5779
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The project aligns with the Village of Winnetka’s Comprehensive Plan goals of maintaining and
enhancing public open space, promoting environmental stewardship, and encouraging improvements
that strengthen community amenities while protecting neighborhood character.

Special Use Permit Standards

In accordance with Section 17.56.010 of the Village of Winnetka Zoning Ordinance, the following
responses confirm that the proposed special use meets each of the required standards for approval:

1. “That the establishment, maintenance, and operation of the special use will not be detrimental to or
endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare;”

The installation of fencing around the Centennial Dog Beach will enhance public safety and welfare by
preventing dogs from straying outside the designated off-leash area. This measure supports compliance
with Cook County animal control ordinances, reduces the potential for conflicts among park users, and
improves supervision of dogs in a controlled, defined environment.

The fencing will be designed and maintained to ensure safety for all users. Signage will clearly
communicate dog beach rules, hours, and requirements. These measures will promote responsible use

of the dog beach and enhance the comfort and welfare of all visitors.

2. “That the special use will not be substantially injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in
the immediate vicinity which are permitted by right in the district or districts of concern, nor substantially
diminish or impair property values in the immediate vicinity;”

The proposed fencing will not be detrimental to adjacent properties or diminish property values. The
improvement is modest in scale and limited to Park District land already dedicated to recreational use.

The open chain-link fence design minimizes visual impact, maintaining transparency and preserving lake
views. The fencing will not generate noise, traffic, or visual clutter. By addressing prior concerns about
dogs exiting the beach or entering non-dog areas, the project is expected to improve neighborhood
satisfaction and the enjoyment of nearby public and private properties.

540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka, IL 60093 (847) 501-2040
www.winpark.org Fax: (847) 501-5779
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3. “That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development or
improvement of other property in the immediate vicinity for uses permitted by right in the district or
districts of concern;”

The fencing will not impede normal or orderly development of surrounding properties. The project is an
enhancement to an existing, long-standing community amenity and does not alter land use patterns or

development potential in the area.

All work will occur within the established beach and park footprint. The fence design will respect existing
utilities, shoreline stabilization efforts, and access routes, ensuring that future improvements or
maintenance activities along the lakefront can continue unimpeded.

4. “That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress in @ manner which
minimize pedestrian and vehicular traffic congestion in the public ways;”

Adequate ingress and egress already exist to serve Centennial Beach and the dog beach area. The
proposed fencing will utilize existing pedestrian paths and beach access points, with no changes to

vehicular circulation or parking.

Entry gates will be strategically located to provide safe, efficient user movement and will include double-
gate systems where appropriate to prevent dogs from escaping. The proposed improvements will not
cause pedestrian or vehicular congestion in public ways.

5. “That adequate parking, utilities, access roads, drainage, and other facilities necessary to the
operation of the special use exists or are to be provided;”

The site already includes adequate parking, utilities, access roads, and drainage to support its operation.
The fencing installation requires no new utilities or structural facilities.

The permeable design will not alter natural drainage or stormwater flow, and no impervious surfaces
will be added. All work will comply with applicable stormwater and bluff stability standards.
Coordination with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources, lllinois Environmental Protection
Agency and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will ensure that shoreline and environmental considerations

are fully addressed.

540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka, IL 60093 (847) 501-2040
www.winpark.org Fax: (847) 501-5779

Page 40 of 547



6. “That the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of this and other
village ordinances and codes.”

The proposed fencing will conform in all respects to all applicable Village of Winnetka ordinances, codes,
and regulations regarding fence height, installation material, and setback requirements.

All required building and zoning permits will be obtained prior to installation (building permit for this
work was already submitted to the Village earlier this year).

The Park District has coordinated with Village staff and outside regulatory agencies to ensure
compliance with the Village’s Lakefront and Bluff Ordinance, and to minimize environmental or visual
impacts. The project will be executed in accordance with all construction, safety, and accessibility

standards.

Conclusion

The Centennial Beach Dog Beach Fencing Project meets all six standards for Special Use approval under
the Village of Winnetka Zoning Ordinance. It represents a thoughtful, low-impact improvement that will
enhance public safety, maintain the integrity of the lakefront, and support the continued enjoyment of
one of Winnetka’s most beloved recreational amenities.

By granting the requested special use permit, with such conditions as the Village may deem necessary,
the Village will be making it possible for the Park District to operate the dog beach and allow park users
to use the dog beach without being deemed to be in violation of Section 6.08.020 of the Village Code,
which requires dog owners to keep their dogs under control at all times by means of a leash, cord, chain
or like device and prevent their dogs from running at large on property they don’t own, including public

property.

540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka, IL 60093 (847) 501-2040
www.winpark.org Fax: (847) 501-5779
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Dog Beach Access Stairs Beach Level (Looking South)
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Dog Beach (Looking North)
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North Seawall (Looking Northwest)
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Dog Beach (Looking South)

| ST N

- i -
¥ " 2

Bog Beach (Looking South)
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Dog Beach Seawall (Looking West)
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Mid-level Bluff Paver and Bench Area (Looking Southwest)
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Mid-level Bluff Sidewalk (Looking South)
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Upper Bench Southeast Section of Upper Parkland
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Upper Park Sidewalk Southwest Corner of the Park (Looking East)
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Upper Park Sidewalk South End (Looking East)
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Upper Park (Looking East)
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Upper Park Center East Side (Looking East)
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Upper Park Center Overlooking Dog Entry Gate (Looking East)

Upper Park Sidewalk (Looking North)
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Upper Park Area (Looking Southwest)

Upper Park Area (Looking Northeast)
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Sheridan Road Sidewalk South side of Park (Looking North)
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CENTENNIAL PARK

FENCE POST:
1.0' SE'ly

LOT 6 IN RESUBDIVISION OF BLOCKS 1,2,3 AND THE VACATED STREET KNOWN AS BELLEVIEW
PLACE, LYING BETWEEN BLOCKS 1 AND 2 ON THE EAST AND BLOCKS 3 AND 4 ON THE WEST
IN LAKE SHORE SUBDIVISION IN THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA, IN THE FRACTIONAL SECTION 21,
TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN. ALSO BLOCK 1 IN
PHILLIPS PARTITION SUBDIVISION IN THE FRACTIONAL SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21,
TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, AS PER PLAT
ATTACHED TO THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONERS IN PARTITION APPOINTED BY DECREE OF
THE SURPERIOR COURT OF COOK COUNTY, DATED APRIL 24, 1901.
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF LAKE 58

I, Vydas Z. Rekasius, an lllinois Professional Land Surveyor, do hereby certify
that | have surveyed the property described above and that the plat shown
hereon is a correct representation of said survey.

DATED THIS 21st DAY OF MAY, A.D. 2024,

BY: i s /‘%"“‘—

lllinois Professional Land Surveyor No. 3210
Date : 11/30/2024
DESIGN FIRM NO. 184-004538 RENEWAL DATE: 4/30/2025

License Renewal

NOTE:

Please check Legal Description with Deed and report any discrepancy Immediotely.

i Compare all points before building by some and report any discrepancies at once.
3. Building lines, if any, shown hereon are building lines shown on the recorded
subdivision plat or caolled out in the title report.
4, Consult local authorities for building lines established by local ordinances.
This professional service conforms to the current lllinois minimum standards

for o boundary survey.

TERRA TECHNOLOGY
LAND SURVEYING, INC.

24198 ROSE AVE. LAKE ZURICH, ILLINOIS 60047
PHONE: (847) 540-8606 E—MAIL: TTLS.1@SBCGLOBAL.NET

JOB NO. : 20-0078 SURVEY DATE : 7/18/2023
DWG FILE: JUNE2023/BOUNDARY2024/BOUNDARY—CENT.DWG
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ATTACHMENT B

From:

To: "Snow, Renee"; Altman, Steve; Hall, Soren G CIV USARMY CELRC (US); Robert Dearborn

Cc: Ann Klaassen; Otto, Eric L.; Sophia R CIV Morgan

Subject: Please include this message and attached documents in SUP request for Centennial Park fencing and in IDNR
permit files LM2023004 and C20250015

Date: Wednesday, December 17, 2025 6:36:52 PM

Attachments: Orchard 2020 behind the scenes instructions for Centennial Park Fence.pdf

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

Dear Ms. Snow and President Dearborn:

Please consider the attached e-mail correspondence between a team of consultants and lawyers
employed by Justin Ishbia or his proxies, and Commissioners and executives of the Winnetka
Park District regarding Winnetka's Centennial Beach development. I ask the attached
communication be included in your IDNR permit application files (LM2023004 and
C20250015) and in the Village's file for the Winnetka Park District's current request for a
Special Use Permit (SUP) to develop Centennial Park and beach.

You already have in the public record copies of the Ishbia Family Foundation/Winnetka Park
District January 2024 restrictive covenant involving a $3 million donation. The restrictive
covenant agreement allows the Ishbia Foundation control over every detail of the proposed
Centennial Fence design and gives the Foundation control over the proposed fenced area at
Centennial Beach for half a century. Many see this agreement as a way for the Ishbia family
to pay others to do something the IDNR forbids --- privatize a public beach built using an
IDNR shore protection permit. Ms. Snow has received an enforcement request asking the
IDNR to prevent the WPD from building a fence funded by Ishbia that would prohibit access
to the new 205 beach. The attached below demonstrates direct and early involvement by
Ishbia's team and their efforts to use the Park Board to gain a private beach.

The attached communication pre-dates the 2024 donor agreement, but has the same flavor.
The e-mail exchange is dated March 25, 2022. Warren James, a prominent Winnetka citizen
and in 2022 an elected Commissioner of the Winnetka Park District, has received a long
message from Tricia Charbonneau, a PR consultant and project manager for Seiler
Consulting, the firm employed by Ishbia interests to guide the Winnetka Park Board toward a
grand Centennial Beach development design that would effectively cut off public access
across the beach below Centennial and the beach below 205 Sheridan. At the time there was
one flat continuous beach interrupted only by a few small iron groins. A large new public
beach was recently completed below 205 Sheridan using IDNR permit #LM2023. The Justin
Ishbia residence continues under construction on the upland.

Mr. James promises to respond fully to Ms. Chabonneau. You will not find his response in
Park District records. I'm told, but can't confirm, the e-mail conversation shifted to a private
messaging platform.

Mr. Jame's e-mail is copied to John Peterson, former elected Commissioner and then the
Executive Director of the Winnetka Park District. (Mr. Peterson continues to be Arbiter of the
Ishbia Foundation Centennial Beach restrictive covenant agreement); WPD legal Counsel
Steven Adams of Ancel Glink; Ishbia attorneys David Williams and Andrew Aron, both
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principals of Williams, Bax and Saltzman; and Charbonneau's boss Gregg Seiler.

In her e-mail Ms. Charbonneau critiques the performance of tax payer- funded consultants as
they presented the Centennial Beach development plan to the public and elected
Commissioners for the the first time during a March 24, 2022 Park Board special meeting.
(Which I attended).

Ms. Charbonneau chides Jon Shabica for speaking about public access over and around
lakeward structures. ("no reason to write or publicly discuss unless specifically asked" she
says). During subsequent open houses re Centennial Beach Jon's slide re the IDNR's public
access requirements isn't included.

Ms. Charbonneau continues "Nor is there any reason for him ever to mention again the idea of
permitting the Centennial project without the fence." (emphasis added). Here you see a team
of lawyers and consultants in the employ of the neighboring private owner and IDNR fill
permittee directing an elected Commissioner and the WPD's senior paid staff to steer their
own consultants away from any word or drawing that might inform the public or keep the 205
neighbor from getting a private beach. No one in this conversation is protecting the public
interest.

Scott Freres, the WPD's landscape architect, is criticized for not using language "consistent”
with their goals, and for unfolding design views that actually show everyone how massive a
proposed stone pier will be. And then the Ishbia consultant objects other slides
communicating the height of the project to the public.

Skip down to item 5. of the e-mail, where Ms. Charbonneau plans another meeting for the
Park District attorneys, staff and Mr. James to strategize how to "get ahead of the public" on
the beach development push.

If there was ever any doubt the WPD has lost control of the Centennial Development plans,
the proof is here, where we see it early in the process. And it continues, as Ishbia's team
pummels a minor Cook County veterinary office with dog beach complaints and WPD staff
nfind reasons (rabies control?) to justify a fence that doesn't belong on a beach. Its sad, but |
don't think the Village or the IDNR can or should regard the Centennial Fence applications as
products of an independent and public-facing Park District.

I hope the attached and above is useful to State and Federal Beach regulators and the Village
staff tasked with reviewing the SUP application. In a separate e-mail I will send a photo of the
entire beach area under discussion. Please let me know if you are not able to open this
attachment.

Best regards,

Laurie Morse
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Sent: 3/25/2022 12:00:00 AM

From: Warren James <WJames@winpark.org

To: "Tricia Charbonneau" "Costa Kutulas"

Cc: "John Peterson" "Steven Adams" williams@wbs-law.com "Andrew Arons" "Gregg
Seiler"

Becce:

Importance: Normal

Subject: Re: Orchard - notes on last night's presentation

Thanks for the feedback Tricia. Very helpful. Will respond more fully before Tuesday.

Warren James
Commissioner

P: (847) 501-2040
E: wjames@winpark.org

Winnetka Park District | winpark.org

From: Tricia Charbonneau <tc@seilerconsulting.com>

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2022 1:26:42 PM

To: Costa Kutulas

Cc: Warren James; John Peterson; Steven Adams; williams@wbs-law.com; Andrew Arons; Gregg Seiler
Subject: Orchard - notes on last night's presentation

Team,

Thank you again for the prep and presentation last night. Below please find some feedback, being shared to supplement the content and strategies for
the future open houses and successful public comment period.

1. Shabica
a. Take out the language in his slides that note the IDNR and Corps guidance about access up and over lakeward structures. No reason to
write this or publicly discuss the grey area unless asked.
b. Noristhere any reason for him to ever mention again the idea of permitting the project without the fence. It’s not helpful to anyone
except the opposition.
c. Please coach Jon on what topics to address in future forums. It would likely be best if answers only questions directed to him.

2. Scott Freres
a. His opening comments about “this conversation happening in communities all up and down the lake” and “looking for creative solutions,
new ideas, greater community benefit” and “focus on access - for more residents, for seniors, more with alternative abilities” is fantastic.
b. However, as discussed with Warren, he was not in top form last night. For the future, please make sure he is more versed in the technical
details of the project and nomenclature (use ‘planting pocket’ and other terms correctly).
c. Graphics

i. Change all language about “louvered air screens” to “louvers”. All presentations need to speak the same language.

ii. The new elevation diagrams shown - the unfolded breakwater views - were not helpful in my opinion. First, they did not show the
water line (they just showed the beach/lakebed) and this made the breakwater look super tall when further out in the lake.
Furthermore, the louvers look 100% monolithicin this view and don’t help the cause. Oblique views that show the water line
through and the horizon are much more effective. Is this new drawing conveying something essential?

iii. One graphicshowed a dimension string of 169'-9” as the length of the louvers (I think). This dimension relates to nothing else we
show - does that drawing and dimension have a specific purpose?

3. When Colleen asked last night if the planting pockets (and she implied fences) had been installed anywhere else, | was dying for someone to
mention Lee Street Beach - and that it’s similar to what’s proposed here, but this project will be so much better (this kind of came up). Lee Street
doesn’t have planting pocket but is one of many precedents for fence on a breakwater structure. And we keep saying that other municipalities
have this, but | don’t think this has actually been shown much to the public. Slides that show a photo of Lee Street on the left, and they this
project on the right - will demonstrate how much better this project is. And roll through all the cities - show the beat up Kenilworth stuff, yucky
Lake Bluff, etc. to pound it home. Armed with the right script, this could be a good thing for Jon to speak to.

4. 1 was thinking more about the questions that Colleen Root raised last night and how to get in front of those and expose them rather than feel like
they need to be defended against. Would it make sense to build a portion of the presentation to somehow say no plan is perfect, and thousands
of hours of work have gone into building the best and current plan possible, and the Board won’t let “perfect the enemy of good”.

a. Therefore, the PD has thoughtfully addressed some of the parts that aren’t perfect and here’s how:
i. Make a slide that shows the pros versus cons in a side by side table; and then present that data.
b. Write a one page “Frequently Asked Questions” document to answer some of these questions (I’'m offering sample answers for a couple of
them).
i. Isbeach and lake access being improved or reduced by this project?
ii. What new orimproved amenities are made possible by this project?
iii. Why isn’t there access up and over the breakwaters?
iv. Why are the louvers needed and why are they so tall?
v. Why isthere a planting pocket in the project?
vi. Do structures or barriers like this exist anywhel:r’%else cg\ t?eSn th shore? Yes, other municipalities in the north shore have barriers
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installed at the edges of their lakefront parts for a variety of reasons. Examples can be found in Glencoe, Kenilworth, multiple
places in Evanston, Lake Bluff.

vii. Is the ability to look up and down the shoreline being lost? Some shoreline views will be lost simply by the installation of the
breakwater itself and the dimensions it must be to perform correctly. So yes, some shoreline views will be lost, mostly those closest
to the toe of the bluff. To minimize this, the proposed project offers two strategies. First, the height of the stone breakwater is
being lowered, and that material replaced with angled louvers. When past the planting pocket, most users will be able to see over
the top of the stone and through the louvers. The louvers are angled so users can look through them to the shoreline and the lake
horizon. Second, the proposed project will provide brand new shoreline vistas for thousands of users (including seniors and
persons with disabilities) at the new middle pier, which is situated in the center of the new park and located 300’ into the lake. This
vantage point exists in no other north shore community and is only made possible by the consolidation of Elder and Centennial.

5. Inthe continued push to reach more groups to get their support now and before public opinion - we’d like to discuss the strategy for this next
Tuesday. What groups does WPD have access to and what’s the strategy to contact them to garner support? The time before publiccomment is
likely to go by quickly, people will be out of town, etc. so getting going now with after school groups, kid’s groups, special ed groups, senior
citizen groups, etc. is critical.

Best regards,
Tricia

TRICIA CHARBONNEAU
PROJECT EXECUTIVE
C312.438.0005

0312.836.0540
tc@seilerconsulting.com

SEILER CONSULTING, LTD.
116 W lllinois Street
Suite 4W -N

Chicago, IL60654

seilerconsulting.com

This e-mail is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail or the information herein by anyone other than the
intended recipient, is prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error please immediately notify us by calling (312) 836-0540. Seiler Consulting, Ltd. accepts no responsibility for any loss or damage from the use of this message and/or any attachments, including damage from viruses.
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From:

To: Ann Klaassen; Scott Mangum; Kristin Kazenas; Christopher Marx
Cc:

Subject: WPD October 2025 SUP Application

Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 1:42:47 PM

Attachments: 02C2CD02-CAC7-4D80-88B4-3E5425875182.png

EF61C7C1-28CE-4A92-85F5-6669FC016A48.png
IDNR MemolLM2025011.pdf
OneDogBeachMustBeADAEvanston.pdf
60"MinimumWidthBAR.pdf

BernahlGroinMap1623.pdf
IDNRMemoPage1ExhibitA.pdf

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

Hello:

Would you please include this email dated 1/20/26 in the packet for Plan’s 1/28/26 meeting and also send it to the
Trustees?

This is my only comment and submission for Plan and the Trustees,

Thank you.

Kristine Schriesheim

Winnetka taxpayer

To: Village Trustees And Plan Commission
From: Kristine Schriesheim
Re: Comments Dated January 20, 2026 on WPD October 2025 SUP Application for Lake Michigan Fencing

TOPIC ONE: WPD’s 8/27/25 NON-PUBLIC MEETING WITH IDNR AND USACE

I respectfully request that the Trustees and Plan Commission members listen to this meeting recording. It is
illuminating in terms of understanding WPD’s true fencing purpose and ultimate goal—executing WPD’s 2020
Exchange Agreement with Orchard 2020 Trust.

Background: 2025 WPD MEMO REPORTING FENCING REQUEST
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Cc: Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>; Christina Codo <CCodo@winpark.org>
Subject: Re: Elder/Centennial IGA Negotiations

All

]

From staff's perspective a few things.

1. Army Corp permitting will be the regional permit. A shorter process, but still a process. We are
preparing that now, but ultimately need the OK from the Village on the pier removal in order to
proceed.

2. Beach house opening shouldn't be an issue. No permitting required.

3. Operational costs: Staff is preparing costs for security, lifeguards, attendants, equipment and supplies to
operate Elder Lane as an open beach this year. We hope to bring those costs to the Board in March for a
budget adjustment. This will also include a cost to have assistance in monitoring the on-leash
requirement of Ordinance #596 and Cook County's law. I will be recommending a security firm as it
will be a tough to enforce position that needs a uniform of sorts. Our staff in a t-shirt will be ignored.
Cook County has informed that thy may send out wardens to enforce as well.

4. The other option that representatives of Mr. Ishbia have requested to both our legal counsel and to Cook
County Animal Control, are fencing in of the dog beach. However, this requires further permitting and
design work (including IDNR approvals), Board approval of a design change on the north side of
Centennial / dog beach, would not be done by this summer, and would have to adhere to Cook County's
ordinance. This is not feasible in a 2-3 month time frame. I believe it would also not be popular with the
community.

5. We will put in a call to PDRMA regarding adding signage referencing submerged hazards and not to
enter the water.

Shannon Q. Nazzal, CPRE (she / her)
Executive Director Y,
Office: +1 847 401 2074

TOPIC TWO: WPD’S OCTOBER 2025 SUP APPLICATION MISREPRESENTS ITS DESIGNS,
MISREPRESENTS DOG BEACH LEASH REQUIREMENT, VIOLATES THE VILLAGE CODE, FAILS TO
MEET 2040 FUTURES PLAN GUIDELINES, VIOLATES VILLAGE DESIGN STANDARDS, CONFUSES THE
PROJECT AREA, VIOLATES ADA, VIOLATES PUBLIC TRUST DOCTRINE

Background: WPD October 2025 SUP application to Village
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[ winpark.org — Private

Application for Special Use Permit — Installation of Temporary Fencing at Centennial Beach

Project Narrative

The Winnetka Park District is requesting a Special Use Permit to install two rows of temporary fencing
with access gates at Centennial Beach, which is located at 225 Sheridan Road. The proposed fencing will
enhance the safety, compliance, and long-term sustainability of this popular recreational amenity, which
has served Village residents and their pets for three decades.

The Centennial Dog Beach has operated since 1995 as an off-leash dog beach along the Lake Michigan
shoreline. Due to Cook County Animal and Rabies Control requirements and feedback from the
community, the Park District now seeks to formally enclose the dog area with durable, visually
unobtrusive fencing that encourages dogs remain safely within the permitted zone while maintaining
access for users and preserving the natural character of the lakefront. The proposed fencing will include
double entry gates on both the north side and south side fence runs which are set 20" within the Park
District’s property lines. This design will allow continuous access for beach goers to traverse the beach
with minimal impact to the beach user. The only impact would be the need for the beach user to walk
through an access gate which is planned to remain unlocked for the duration of the year. As thisis a
public beach the beach goers have that ability to walk anywhere along Centennial Beach. The existing
fencing at the top of the bluff is to remain with the current key fob controlled access gate.

The proposed new enclosed space will provide a safer, controlled dog beach area to allow for Centennial
Beach users to enjoy the property with their four legged friends without needing a leash. As outlined in
the drawings, our plan includes the installation of 48” high chain-link fencing running perpendicular to
the shoreline. Double-entry gates are incorporated into both the north and south fence lines to satisfy
leashing and unleashing requirements. This design also ensures shoreline access for non-dog beach
users, as required by state and federal agencies.

The project includes:

e Installation of approximately 4-foot-high, chain-link fencing, set in from the Park District's
property boundaries by 20’ at both the north and south ends of the designated dog beach area;

e Gated access points that will make it possible for beach goers to walk the shoreline unimpeded;

s Double-gate systems at the beach level to prevent pets from escaping;

540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka, IL 60093 (847) 501-2040
www.winpark.org Fax: (847) 501-5779

WPD’S OCTOBER 2025 SUP APPLICATION IS INCONSISTENT, MISLEADING AND UNRELIABLE

Background: WPD’s permit applications and IDNR’s December 11, 2025 memorandum (attached) set forth WPD’s
claims: (1) that Centennial is an off-leash dog beach (it is an on-leash dog beach); (2) that its fencing would extend
15’ lakeward from the toe of Centennial’s bluffs—in fact, it would extend 106’ lakeward on the park’s northern end
and 93°3” lakeward on the park’s southern end, understating the fencing’s length by over 80%; (3) that its fencing
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has two sets of double gates, which it does not; and (4) that WPD-owned Centennial Park’s southern lot line falls on,
rather than south of, its southernmost steel groin.

Background: Centennial dog beach is an on-leash area
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VILLAGE CODE VIOLATION: WPD’S Centennial fencing would unlawfully extend far beyond Village front lot
line/OHWM limits and into Lake Michigan, unlawfully blocking a “public street.” Fencing that ends at Centennial’s
front lot line/OHWM would extend 34’ on the northern end, and 16’ on the southern end.

DELIBERATE PERMIT MISREPRESENTATION: WPD’S fence permit misrepresents that the plans include
double gates at Centennial’s southern end leading to 205 Sheridan.

Background: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers required WPD to provide detailed project rendering with proposed
fencing’s length and location relative to the bluffs and OHWM. Note also there are no double gates depicted on the
project’s southern end.

e
Winneths Park
District

Temporary
Dog Beach
Fencing

223 Shwriden W

205 SHERIDAN RD

e Giate ot Dog Beach - Elevation —(3)-Bals Acves Gate 4 Do feach - Flevsion

WPD’S CHAIN LINK FENCING IS INCONSISTENT WITH 2040 FUTURES PLAN, VIOLATES VOW DESIGN
GUIDELINES’ PROHIBITION AGAINST CHAIN LINK FENCING, AND DENIGRATES SHERIDAN ROAD
NEIGHBORHOOD’S GRACIOUS CHARACTER

Background: Village Design Guidelines
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Background: WPD Centennial SUP Testimony to Plan in 2025
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FENCE CHARACTER IMAGES

BLACK VINYL COATED CHAINLINK FENCE

Background: VOW Design Guidelines were enforced when WPD applied for Elder Park SUP, prohibiting the use of
chain-link fencing.

WPD PERMIT SUBMISSIONS CONTAIN INEXPLICABLY CONFLICTING PROJECT AREAS

Background:

In connection with its Public Trust Doctrine presentation, WPD’s 2024 Centennial SUP testimony to the Village
said that the park’s southern lot line falls south of the steel groin closest to 205 Sheridan. Despite this, IDNR’s
December 11, 2025 permit review memorandum seems to state that Centennial’s southern lot line/205 Sheridan’s
northern lot line is the steel groin. This is at odds with WPD’s 2024-2025 sworn testimony that fencing on the same
steel groin would not violate the Public Trust Doctrine given WPD’s ownership of sandy beach south of that groin.
It also conflicts with Village Engineer Bernahl’s map of groin locations in Winnetka.

Background: See IDNR Memorandum Page One and Village Engineer Bernahl’s groin map attached as pdfs at
bottom.

TOPIC THREE: FURTHER UNLAWFULNESS

1. IL Rivers and Streams Act Section 3704, which is the sole source of IDNR’s permit authority here, does not allow
permit issuance for a non-shoreline structure such as a local dog fence.

From IDNR’s January 2023 presentation to the Village Council:
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2. IL Park District Code Section 1205/11-2 does not grant IDNR shoreline permit issuance authority, nor does it
grant park districts the authority to claim state land under false pretenses—namely, WPD’s specious claim that
Centennial’s shoreline is shoal-ridden and “nonnavigable,” which it is not.

From IDNR’s December 11, 2025 permit review memorandum:

It is important to acknowledge Section 1205/11-2 Reclamation, of the Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2], which
states that park districts that border upon any navigable body of water, the title to the bed or submerged land of which
is vested in the State of lllinois, said district may take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of
such submerged land bordering thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation and
shall have the power to establish, construct and maintain parks and boulevards over and upon the same, and all right,
title and interest of the State of lllinois in and to the bed or submerged land of such body of water so taken possession
of, enclosed, filled in and reclaimed is hereby granted and ceded to such park district and the title thereto shall vest in
such park district to be held for the use and benefit of the public as a part of said park district for park and boulevard
purposes exclusively, and said district shall have power for the purpose of reclaiming such submerged land and
protecting the same thereafter, to construct all necessary break-waters, or protection for the building and maintenance
of such parks and boulevards, and the enclosing or reclamation of such submerged lands.

Lake Michigan is now and for centuries has been a “navigable” body of water. IDNR’s website links to a GIS
waterways map and the Code of Federal Regulations, both designating Lake Michigan as a navigable body of public
water. Locally, WPD’s 2030 Waterfront Plan designated Winnetka’s anticipated continuous, 1000’ beach as both a
BOATING BEACH and a swimming beach. The beach is navigable, and would not lose its status as a place of
historic, commercial navigation simply because WPD wants to put up a local dog fence to impede the public’s right
to traverse the shoreline.

3. 510 ILCS 5, IL Animal Control Act, ONLY provides the local Animal Control Administrator and Deputy
Administrator with statutory authority pursuant to which the Cook County Code regulates dog friendly areas and dog
parks. It does not allow non-Administrators to order the creation of fenced in dog parks without complying with the
Cook County Code’s requirement that land-based dog parks be completely enclosed with a contiguous fence. Actions
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to the contrary would constitute misdemeanor violations of the law. SEE 510 ILCS 5/26 and the Cook County Code.

4. Under 510 ILCS 5, CCDARC has enacted animal control-related fencing authority that is jurisdictionally limited
to the land. Accordingly, CCDARC informed WPD of its lack of interest in acting outside of its established
regulatory framework, stating it will not evaluate WPD’s fencing scheme until after IDNR and USACE make their
decisions. Building a dog beach fence that extends beyond the land, past the OHWM, onto submerged lands and/or
into the public waters, exceeds the scope of CCDARC’s regulatory framework.

© Requires full review since Iast updatem 2008.

o Aim to consolidate changes for public accessibility.

© Updated language in discussion due to e-scooters / e-bikes and Village Ordinances. Adopted by the
Board 10/23/25.

o Working on updates to Permitting / First Amendment Activities areas to ensure current.

4. Capital Projects
o Elder/Centennial Beach Projects:
= Centennial: Special Use Permit ongoing
» ZBA recommended denial of Special Use Permit, recommended approval of variances
& exceptions
* Plan Commission recommended denial of Special Use Permit and exceptions
(5/28/2025)
Board directed staff on 6/26 to pause zoning process to make amendments.
2 change orders approved. Need to solicit for Engineer firm in a RFQ.
* RFQ out on 9/11. Closes 9/26. Board reviewed 10/23. Tabled to 11/20.
= Elder Lane: Submitted SUP permitting 09/2024 - still pending Village review.
* Board directed staff on 6/26 to pause zoning process to make amendments.
» Staff meeting with Village to discuss stormwater options. Continuing monthly
meetings.
= Centennial dog beach temporary fence permitting in progress.
* Received public comment back from IDNR. Staff working through providing responses
to each. Responses mailed out and completed 9/25
* Army Corps public comment started 07/18/2025. Comments closed 08/18/25.
Received Army Corps comments back. Responses mailed out and completed
e Received positive final determination from IEPA on 08/08/2025 that allows moving
forward.
» 8/28 Board decided to apply for Special Use Permit for the temporary fence-and-te-look
to-temperaryfencingtayort—This has been submitted to the Village forcevie illag
e, has responded with commest
* Cook County has informed us that they want to wait to evaluate until Army Corps and
IDNR weigh in.

expect-completion-3/19- Other than a required integrity study on the pier, the \hl!age work is
completed. Fencing removed other than on the pier itself.
o Golf Course Cart Barn Upgrades:
= Phase 1 completed. &
» Phase 2 fire suppression quote approved by Board. Agreement signed to begin the work.
o Outdoor Tennis Court Repair / Replacement /

5. 510 ILCS 5, 5/9-The IL Animal Control Act was amended by P.A. 102-329, effective 1-1-22, to provide that: “A
dog that is in a dog-friendly area or a dog park is NOT CONSIDERED TO BE RUNNING AT LARGE IF THE
DOG IS MONITORED OR SUPERVISED BY A PERSON.” CCDARC, which solely and exclusively possesses
Animal Control Act authority under 510 ILCS 5, wrote to WPD Executive Director Nazzal in 2024 categorizing
Centennial beach as a “dog friendly area.” CCDARC has not mandated fencing barriers at dog friendly areas to
broadly contain dogs that would otherwise be “running at large,” and lacks waiver authority over its four-sided
fencing rules for dog parks.

6. 510 ILCS 5/9 provides that a dog may train for hunting in a dog friendly area, which is an area of land that

the Cook County Code does not require to be fenced. The Cook County Code simply requires proof of proper
vaccination and health records to enter a dog friendly area. A person can bring a dog to Centennial beach to engage
in training for hunting by swimming, fetching sticks, balls, decoys and the like. By matter of right, 510 ILCS 5/9
allows canines using dog friendly areas to train in proximity to Lake Michigan’s waters, as well as without
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restriction on the lakebed or in the lake.

7. There is no state law that grants jurisdictional authority to any governmental body that would build fencing to
restrict dogs from swimming or otherwise using public waters and the lakebed via access from the water—for
example, from a boat, jet ski, paddleboard or otherwise. I believe WPD’s fencing project represents a potential effort
to unlawfully limit this access.

8. ILLINOIS ACCESSIBILITY CODE VIOLATION: The Illinois Accessibility Code (“IAC”) requires public
improvement projects to be accessible unless an exception is met. Violating ADA requirements is considered a civil
rights violation, subject to enforcement by the Illinois Attorney General’s Office as well as by other government
bodies. Interpreting the IAC requires “erring” on the side of more accessibility because: 1-Winnetka, the Winnetka
Park District, Cook County, and the State of Illinois are or should be fully committed to being welcoming and
inclusive communities with access to public facilities; and 2-the penalties for failing to comply with the IAC are
severe and impact all parties, including the permitting authority.

Because the construction project at issue involves a public accommodation—Winnetka’s only dog beach—yet makes
no effort to add ADA accessibility to the designs, it violates the Illinois Accessibility Code and the 2040 Futures
Plan. It is obvious that WPD’s single 39” beach gates at either end of a confined 6’ southern passageway are too
narrow for an ADA-compliant turning radius. There are neither lights nor flashing signals for low vision persons, let
alone for safety. A potential WPD appeal in opposition to complying with IAC must be made to the Illinois Capital
Development Board.

Background: WPD’S 2024 Centennial breakwater SUP “Project Elements” would similarly unlawfully prevent ADA
access to the dog beach—for half a century. From Village staff questions about WPD’s 2024 Centennial SUP
application—

20. Is there a way for someone to walk along the lake from the north edge of the beach to the
south edge of the beach, or vice versa, without using stairs?

Response: No. Ramps are only provided to the swimming beach area to the north, but
a public access staircase is provided on the south of the boardwalk to accommodate
the public traversing the beach. As someone walks off of WPD property south, they
would need to use stairs installed per the approved State and Federal permits for
residents south of Centennial Park.
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9. WPD’s 2025 memorandum at the top of this email documents that Centennial’s southern neighbor requested dog

Page 23 of 30

boardwalk covers the beach and bIo-.k:. sight lines along the beach, d‘.;,radmg5 the environment of

the lakeshore. Furthermore, the Special Use Permit Standards require that the special use
conforms to all other Village ordinances and the boardwalk violates Section 15.78.080 (D)’s
requirement that only designs that are minimally necessary to achieve their intended proper
purpose are permissible on the Lakefront.

The elevated boardwalk (Figure 20) is 330" in length and is 12" wide and will cover 3,960 square

feet of Centennial beach.
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beach fencing for which WPD now seeks a Special Use Permit. Private efforts to support “public” fencing that would

restrict the public’s right to traverse the shoreline violates Illinois law. Building an unlawful dog fence as discussed
in paragraphs 1-8, above, would violate the Public Trust Doctrine (“PTD”) by effectively privatizing the lakebed to
the benefit of an adjacent property owner. See Lake Michigan Federation v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 742 F.
Support 441 (N.D. I11. 1990), stating that (1) courts should be critical of attempts by the state to surrender valuable
public resources to a private entity; (2) the public trust is violated when the primary purpose of a legislative grant is
to benefit a private interest; and (3) any attempt by the state to relinquish power over a public resource should be
invalidated under the doctrine. Furthermore, state/local units of government cannot permit violations of the public
trust in advancement of WPD’s efforts. If and when WPD receives permits to build its grand breakwater scheme
using public and private funds, that same neighbor will have a half-century long interest in major ‘“Project Elements,
including fixtures on the beach and lakebed. The Environmental Law and Policy Center has stated that using the

i)

Lake Michigan lakebed and/or waters for construction of an offshore project by a private entity directly or indirectly,
would likely violate the applicable public trust and the State of Illinois’s legal responsibilities.

OTHER: Building unlawful fencing to keep out anyone who cannot pay $100s of dollars on veterinary fees and
exams, and/or purchasing an expensive dog beach fob from WPD during limited office hours Monday through
Friday, is wrong. Despite requests to WPD for public access codes to allow beachwalkers to use Centennial beach,

which the Park District of Highland Park and other park districts allow, WPD is attempting to make Centennial Park
as inaccessible as possible, harming the public to maximum effect, and violating our rights.

Please vote to deny recommending WPD’s October 2025 SUP application.

Sincerely,
Kristine Schriesheim
Winnetka Taxpayer
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JB Fritzker, Governor » Natalie Phelps Finnie, Director
One Natural Resources Way * Springfield, lllinois 62702-1271

www.dnr.illinois.gov

Office of Water Resources, Michael A. Bilandic Building, 160 N. LaSalle St., S-703, Chicago, IL 60601
Memorandum

Date: December 11, 2025

To: Steve Altman
From: Eric Otto
RE: IDNR/OWR application-for-permit C20250015 by the Winnetka Park District for the construction of fencing, in

Lake Michigan, at 225 Sheridan Road, Winnetka, IL 60093

Authority

The application for permit (application) was reviewed using the lllinois Department of Natural Resources, Office of
Water Resources (Department) Part 3704 rules “REGULATION OF PUBLIC WATERS” which implement and are authorized
by the Rivers, Lakes and Streams Act [615 ILCS 5]. The application was also reviewed using the Park District Code [70 ILCS
1205/11-2] (Exhibit PDC).

Existing Conditions (Exhibit A)

The applicant has three contiguous littoral lots, north to south, 260, 250, and 246 Sheridan Road, which form Centennial
Park, on Lake Michigan. The beach is used as an off-leash dog swimming beach. The property is located immediately
south of 261 Sheridan Road and immediately north of 205 Sheridan Road. Existing structures consist of:

1. Ashore-parallel steel sheetpile seawall at the toe of the bluff
2. Ashore-perpendicular steel sheetpile groin at the approximate center of the site

3. Ashore-perpendicular steel sheetpile groin at the south property line

Proposed Project (Exhibit B)

The applicant proposes to install two shore-perpendicular rows of fencing (North and South), beginning at the existing
steel sheetpile seawall, and extending 15 ft. into Lake Michigan. Both fences will consist of 4 ft. high chain link fence
without concrete footings. The fence posts will be directly driven into clay substrate to the point of refusal. The North
fence will be 91 ft. long and will be located 20 ft. south of the north property line. The South fence will be 78.25 ft. long
and will be located 20 ft. north of the south property line. Gates will be installed in both rows of fencing to allow public
access along the shoreline.

Department Application Review History

An application-for-permit was received on April 25, 2025. A permit application review fee of $3,360 was received on
May 20, 2025. The Department issued a 30-day public notice on May 12, 2025. The public notice expired on June 13,
2025. Comments from 34 individuals were received in response to the notice. These comments were forwarded to the
applicant for response on June 16, 2025. The applicant’s responses were received on September 30, 2025. IDNR/DEE’s
sign off was received on April 29, 2025. The IEPA’s Final Determination Letter was received on August 8, 2025. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers is currently reviewing the proposed project for authorization by an Individual Permit.
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Recommendation

Department staff reviewed the proposed project and concluded that the applicant has shown that the proposed work:

will not obstruct or interfere with navigation.

is an acceptable encroachment per the Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2].
will not impair any rights, interests or uses of the public.

is not likely to cause bank or shoreline instability on other littoral properties.

Based on a detailed review of the application, comments received in response to the Public Notice, and the applicant’s
response to the Public Notice comments, the project is permissible under the Department’s Part 3704 rules and issuance
of a Department permit is recommended. Approvals have been received from the lllinois Environmental Protection
Agency (IEPA) and the lllinois Department of Natural Resources, Division of Ecosystems and Environment (DEE).
Department Permit No. LM2025011 is attached for your approval and signature upon concurrence with this
recommendation.

It is important to acknowledge Section 1205/11-2 Reclamation, of the Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2], which
states that park districts that border upon any navigable body of water, the title to the bed or submerged land of which
is vested in the State of lllinois, said district may take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of
such submerged land bordering thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation and
shall have the power to establish, construct and maintain parks and boulevards over and upon the same, and all right,
title and interest of the State of Illinois in and to the bed or submerged land of such body of water so taken possession
of, enclosed, filled in and reclaimed is hereby granted and ceded to such park district and the title thereto shall vest in
such park district to be held for the use and benefit of the public as a part of said park district for park and boulevard
purposes exclusively, and said district shall have power for the purpose of reclaiming such submerged land and
protecting the same thereafter, to construct all necessary break-waters, or protection for the building and maintenance
of such parks and boulevards, and the enclosing or reclamation of such submerged lands.

Department Review

Section 3704.55 Permit Application Fee requires the Department to charge permit application review fees. It was
determined that the review of this application fell under 3704.55 a) 1) C) and required a $3,360 review fee. The
applicant submitted a check for that amount.

The application has been reviewed for compliance with the requirements of Section 3704.70, Land Conversion and Fill
Material Placement. Subsection a) prohibits the conversion of public waters to private land by filling. The applicant does
not propose to convert public waters to private land by filling. Subsection b, allows for the placement of fill, in public
waters, for the listed purposes. The applicant does not propose the placement of fill material.

The project has been evaluated using Section 3704.80 a) for its potential to result in:

1. An obstruction to, or interference with, the navigability of any public body of water. The term navigability as
used in the Department’s Part 3704 Rules refers to commercial navigation. The proposed fencing will be
constructed close to shore in relatively shallow water and will not extend lakeward of the existing groin located
along the southern property line of Centennial Park (i.e., the northern property line of 205 Sheridan Road) or the
existing groin located along the southern property line of Elder Lane Park (i.e., the northern property line of 261
Sheridan Road), and as such should not interfere with commercial navigation. This, along with the fact that the
proposed fencing will be easily visible to all small watercraft and swimmers, addresses concerns that the
proposed project will be a hazard to recreational users of Lake Michigan.

2. An encroachment on any public body of water. The fencing is an encroachment into Lake Michigan. However,
the Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering upon any navigable water, the title to
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the bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of lllinois, and allows said districts the right to take
possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of such submerged land bordering thereon, over
which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation. Therefore, it is an acceptable encroachment.

3. Animpairment of any rights, interests, or uses of the public in any public body of water or in the natural
resources thereof. The proposed fencing will be constructed within the shadow of the existing steel groins to
the north and south. Therefore, the public’s ability to use the waters of Lake Michigan for recreation will not be
diminished. The proposed fencing will include gates to allow continued public access along the shoreline.
Therefore, the public’s ability to use the shoreline for recreation will not be diminished.

4. Bank or shoreline instability on other properties. The proposed fencing will be permeable, and as such will not
trap sand from the littoral drift. Therefore, the proposed fencing is unlikely to cause bank or shoreline instability
on other properties.

The fencing is an encroachment into Lake Michigan. However, the Park District Code provides broad rights and powers
related to, title to, and interest in, the bed or submerged land of Lake Michigan that was vested in the State. Therefore,

the applicant is not required to submit the supplemental information stated in Section 3704.80 b).

Public Notice Comments

The Department issued a 30-day public notice on May 12, 2025, with an expiration date of June 13, 2025. The public
notice was mailed via U.S. Mail and posted on the Department’s website with the complete application-for-permit
package.

The Department received comments in response to the public notice, from 34 individuals (Exhibit C). The applicant was
given the opportunity to response, in writing, to the commentors (Exhibit D).

The comments from the 30 commentors, listed below, were almost identical, with only minor variations, and had no
references or relation to the Part 3704 rules. Those comments are not summarized in this memo but are included in the
Exhibits.

Raheela Gill Anwar

Steve Juliusson

Vicki Apatoff

Lina Lubbat

Jeff Axelrod

Kim Marsh

Anne M. Coladarci

Mark D. Mitchell

Debbie Creigh

Patricia Mitchell

Charles H Dowding

Sherry Molitor

Jennifer Duboc David Mulligan

Neva Egan Kim Mulligan

Dian Eller Alexandra C. Nichols

Lisa Fogt J. A. Offerle

Mary Garrison Irene Smith

Gina Gooden Katie Stevens

Nina D. Gray Linda Welch

Dr. Garry and Michele Grygotis Constance & Kenneth Yonan
Stephanie Heraty Nancy Yurek
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The comments from the four commentors, listed below, contained references or relation to the Part 3704 rules. Those
comments, and the applicant’s and Department staff responses are summarized below.

Laurie Morse (PH) Robert A. Schriesheim (PH)

Kristine Schriesheim Ted Wynnychenko (PH)
PH: Comments that included a request for a public hearing.

Laurie Morse (comments dated 06/10/25, 06/13/25)
1. Remove the word “temporary” from all correspondence. The IDNR does not impose “temporary” conditions on
its permits. We must take care the WPD does not succeed in misleading the public with this language.
a. Applicant response: The Park District confirms the permit request language referring to “temporary”
reflects the intended nature of the installation as low-impact and adjustable, although we recognize the
IDNR’s terminology and will comply accordingly.
b. Department staff response: Staff are reviewing an application for fencing. If and when an IDNR/OWR

permit is issued there will be no special conditions concerning the duration of time the fencing will be in
place.

2. The application isn’t signed.

a. Applicant response: We are working closely with the IDNR to address any application deficiencies,
including signatures and authorizations.

b. Department staff response: Signatures are redacted from the public notice that is posted to the
Department web site.

3. There is no name or signature on the application’s “STATEMENT OF AUTHORIZATION” page 1.

a. Applicant response: We are working closely with the IDNR to address any application deficiencies,
including signatures and authorizations.

b. Department staff response: Signatures are redacted from the public notice that is posted to the
Department web site.

4. The application’s (page 2, section 9) need statement lacks veracity. The applicant says the fences are needed to
allow Centennial Beach to continue operating as an off-leash dog area. Centennial Beach is a leashed dog area
and has been for years.

a. Applicant response: It is currently designated as a leashed dog area, consistent with Park Board policy.
The fence proposal is intended to allow the Park District to change this use to an off-leashed dog beach
area and will provide additional safety and operational clarity in compliance with evolving
recommendations.

b. Department staff response: The comment has no reference or relation to the Part 3704 rules.

5. The application is frivolous. This applicant doesn’t need fences and gates to maintain the status quo.

a. Applicant response: It is currently designated as a leashed dog area, consistent with Park Board policy.
The fence proposal is intended to allow the Park District to change this use to a off-leashed dog beach
area and will provide additional safety and operational clarity in compliance with evolving
recommendations.

b. Department staff response: The Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering
upon any navigable water, the title to the bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of
Illinois, and allows said districts the right to take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any
portion of such submerged land bordering thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water
not fit for navigation.

6. Veracity and the consequences of errors and omissions. The errors and omissions in this application are grave.

a. Applicant response: We are working closely with the IDNR to address any application deficiencies,
including signatures and authorizations.

b. Department staff response: Staff find no errors or omissions in the application materials.

7. ltis the IDNR’s responsibility to identify, among other things, the responsible parties for and beneficiaries of the
structures built using State permits. This application fails to mention, and the Public isn’t told, that getting an
IDNR permit to install rows of shore-perpendicular chain link fences across Centennial beach and into the water
on the boundary of the donor’s beach at 205 Sheridan Road is a triggering factor for a donor agreement
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10.

11.

12.

between the Winnetka Park District and the Ishbia Family Foundation. The controlling partes of the Foundation
are in the public record as demanding privacy along this boundary, despite having agreed to the terms and
conditions of their own IDNR permit for shore protection that forbids privatization of the new artificial beach
below 205 Sheridan Road. It is easy for anyone to conclude the real purpose of WPD’s application for Centennial
fences is to privatize the donor’s beachfront, while keeping the donor at arm’s length from the process.

a. Applicant response: Please note the Park District retains full management responsibility for Centennial
Beach. We are committed to ensuring public access remains open and unimpeded, and any funding
partnership supports these goals without transferring control or privatizing public lands.

b. Department staff response: The Winnetka Park District is the property owner and applicant. Any
relationship or agreement between the Park District and another entity is outside the authority of the
IDNR/OWR.

Public Benefit. Since the WPD currently operates a leashed dog area on Centennial Beach and no regulatory
authority has asked them to stop, there is no public benefit to the project proposed in this application.

a. Applicant response: It is currently designated as a leashed dog area, consistent with Park Board policy.
The fence proposal is intended to allow the Park District to change this use to a off-leashed dog beach
area and will provide additional safety and operational clarity in compliance with evolving
recommendations.

b. Department staff response: The Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering
upon any navigable water, the title to the bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of
Illinois, and allows said districts the right to take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any
portion of such submerged land bordering thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water
not fit for navigation.

Minimum Size. We don’t have to spend much time asking ourselves if this proposal meets Section 17 of the
Illinois Administrative code 3704.90 C requiring a design with minimal impairment to public rights while
achieving its purpose.

a. Department staff response: The fencing is an encroachment into Lake Michigan. However, the Park
District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering upon any navigable water, the title to the
bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of lllinois, and allows said districts the right to
take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of such submerged land bordering
thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation.

Controlling Parties. Can the applicant please supply the IDNR and the Public with all correspondence, including
but not limited to meeting (in person, telephonic, electronic remote) notes, phone call notes; e-mails, records,
and other communications between representatives of the Winnetka Park District (Staff, elected officials,
appointed committee members, etc.) and the Ishbia Family Foundation, Orchard 2020, Justin Ishbia and all
representatives of these entities that address or involve the design, planning, positioning, size and boundary
selection for the proposed project?

a. Applicant response: Please note the Park District retains full management responsibility for Centennial
Beach. We are committed to ensuring public access remains open and unimpeded, and any funding
partnership supports these goals without transferring control or privatizing public lands.

b. Department staff response: The Winnetka Park District is the property owner and applicant. Any
relationship or agreement between the Park District and another entity is outside the authority of the
IDNR/OWR.

Similar Structures. IDNR requires proposed development along a Lake Michigan beach be similar or “like” other
nearby structures.

a. Department staff response: The Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering
upon any navigable water, the title to the bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of
Illinois, and allows said districts the right to take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any
portion of such submerged land bordering thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water
not fit for navigation.

Safety. The applicant, in their April 25, 2025, cover letter says “The proposed fencing installation is intended to
enhance safety...for beach users.” The Department’s Part 3704 rules do not permit fences on beaches or barriers
atop fill on the lllinois shore based on safety, for dogs or for humans.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

a. Department staff response: There is nothing in the Part 3704 rules that explicitly prohibits fencing. The
Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering upon any navigable water, the title
to the bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of Illinois, and allows said districts the right
to take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of such submerged land bordering
thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation.

Harm. The fences as proposed extend into deep water, 15 feet under current conditions, and much further
under high-water conditions. The fence posts, once under water, pose fatal danger to people who swim or
paddle along the shoreline. Water pollution is also an issue. Please ask the applicant to explain why they haven’t
considered Federal ADA beach access requirements when planning and submitting this design. These fences will
collect trash, ice in winter, and limit the public’s ability to escape through or beyond the enclosed area should
there be lightning, storms, or other danger or accident.

a. Applicant response: Please note the Park District retains full management responsibility for Centennial
Beach. We are committed to ensuring public access remains open and unimpeded, and any funding
partnership supports these goals without transferring control or privatizing public lands.

b. Department staff response: The fencing is proposed to be installed in shallow, nearshore water, and the
fact that the proposed fencing will be easily visible to all small watercraft and swimmers, addresses
concerns that the proposed project will be a hazard to recreational users of Lake Michigan. There is
nothing in the Part 3704 rules related to water pollution or ADA requirements. The fencing may catch
debris and ice, the removal of which is considered operation and maintenance, and is outside the
authority of the IDNR/OWR. The proposed fencing will include gates to allow continued public access
along the shoreline.

What other options has the applicant considered?

a. Department staff response: There is nothing in the Part 3704 rules that requires an alternatives analysis.
Exclusivity. The IDNR should consider the applicant’s restrictive beach access policies when thinking of awarding
WPD extra privileges.

a. Applicant response: We are committed to ensuring public access remains open and unimpeded, and any

funding partnership supports these goals without transferring control or privatizing public lands.

b. Department staff response: The proposed fencing will include gates with latches (not locks) to allow
continued public access along the shoreline.

Politics and local authorities. Your rules and the terms and conditions of your Lake Michigan permits require an
applicant to obtain approvals from local authorities before starting work on a Lake Michigan project.

a. Applicant response: We continue to collaborate with all stakeholders and regulatory agencies to ensure
the project preserves the natural beauty and public use of this cherished community resource.

b. Department staff response: Condition #4 of IDNR/OWR permits states that “this permit does not relieve
the permittee of the responsibility to obtain other federal, state or local authorizations required for the
construction of the permitted activity; and if the permittee is required by law to obtain approvals from
any federal or other state agency to do the work, this permit is not effective until the federal and state
approvals are obtained”.

Kristine Schriesheim (comments dated 06/09/25, 06/10/25, 06/12/25; only comments that contained references or
relations to the Part 3704 rules are summarized below)

1.

WPD’s unsigned Joint Permit Application misrepresents to IDNR that the fence will have double entry gates on
Centennial’s northern and southern ends. It will not. WPD’s attached schematics show that the northern end
will have a set of 10-foot double entry gates. The southern end will have a stacked set of single 39 inch entry
gates —not double entry gates. There is no valid justification for making the public maneuver through two
narrow gates stacked one in front of the other, on a public beach. Also, it is important to note that 39 inches is
barely wider than a yardstick.

a. Department staff response: Signatures are redacted from the public notice that is posted to the
Department web site. The proposed fencing will include gates to allow continued public access along the
shoreline. The number and orientation of the gates is outside the authority of the IDNR/OWR.

After stating the obvious—that the fencing will serve as a barrier for dogs—WPD’s Joint Permit Application
misrepresents that its fencing designs will not create barriers for people. Because the fencing will extend 15 feet
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into the lake, even with gates it will obviously create barriers that prevent people from navigating along the
actual shoreline—for no valid reason, as | laid out in detail yesterday. Furthermore, both WPD and IDNR are
aware that in times of high water the gates may be underwater. Fencing that runs from steel sheet piling at the
toe of the bluffs all the way out into the lake will block people from traversing the public shoreline. Also,
swimmers will be hard-pressed to see chain-link fencing in Lake Michigan’s waters, even with goggles or masks
on. | predict there will be numerous instances of people cracking their heads and/or cutting themselves on
unnecessary lake-based fencing that is hard to see. If and when that happens, WPD’s fencing going from the toe
of the bluffs all the way into Lake Michigan, will impede rescues, whether or not the fencing is submerged. Lake-
based fencing may also incite people to climb up and jump from 15 feet out into the water onto whatever rocks
or other items may exist at that depth. The fencing will also trap debris and make the overall lakefront area look
even worse than it does now—see recent photo.

a. Department staff response: The term navigation in the Department’s 3704 Rules refers to commercial
navigation. The fencing is proposed to be installed in shallow, nearshore water, and the fact that the
proposed fencing will be easily visible to all small watercraft and swimmers, addresses concerns that the
proposed project will be a hazard to recreational users of Lake Michigan. The fencing may catch debris
and ice, the removal of which is considered operation and maintenance, and is outside the authority of
the IDNR/OWR. The Park District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering upon any
navigable water, the title to the bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of lllinois, and
allows said districts the right to take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of
such submerged land bordering thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for
navigation.

IDNR’s Public Comment Notice presents an unsigned application. Why is the permit application unsigned?

a. Department staff response: Signatures are redacted from the public notice that is posted to the
Department web site.

WPD'’s proposed narrow, 39” stacked set of single gates framing a 6-foot-long corridor, would unlawfully create
an impassable barrier to challenged individuals’ ability to traverse the beach. As you and the other government
officials on this email can see, 39 inches is too narrow to meet beach access standards, even for temporary
structures.

a. Department staff response: There is nothing in the Part 3704 rules related to ADA requirements.

Robert A. Schriesheim (comments dated 06/13/25)

1.

Generally, | am concerned that the installation of the proposed fencing at Centennial Dog Beach, in Lake
Michigan at 225 Sheridan Road, Winnetka, lllinois 60093, would encroach upon a public body of water and
impair the rights, interests, and uses of the public in using a public body of water and the natural resources
thereof. See Department’s Part 3704 Rules, Section 3704.10. Specifically, the proposed fence would have the
effect of limiting public access to Lake Michigan and its historically submerged lakebed, which is held in trust for
the public. This encroachment and impairment would be in violation of the Department’s Part 3704 Rules. As
such, the permit application should be denied. See Sections 3704.80(a), 3704.90.

a. Applicant response: The proposed temporary fencing is intended to support safe and responsible
operation of Centennial Dog Beach and is not designed to restrict public access to Lake Michigan.

b. Department staff response: The fencing is an encroachment into Lake Michigan. However, the Park
District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering upon any navigable water, the title to the
bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of Illinois, and allows said districts the right to
take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of such submerged land bordering
thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation. The proposed fencing
will include gates to allow continued public access along the shoreline.

The proposed fence has been inconsistently described in various materials made public by the permit applicant.
For example, the Public Notice issued by the Department describes the southerly fence line as including gates
and being “located 20 ft. north of the south property line.” However, in materials submitted for consideration by
zoning authorities at the municipal level, the fence does not appear to include gates and abuts (and crosses) the
southern property line. This latter configuration certainly impairs the rights, interests, and uses of the publicin
using Lake Michigan and its historic lakebed.
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3.

a. Applicant response: We acknowledge that previous plan submissions may contain slight differences.
However, the IDNR application reflects the most current design intent. The southern fence line will
remain on park property, and gates on both ends are being designed to allow public access and
operational flexibility.

b. Department staff response: The submitted application materials include gates to allow continued public
access along the shoreline, and does not include work on adjacent properties.

The permit application is ambiguous regarding the type of gate latch to be used for the access gates in the north
and south fence. See Detail 1 and Detail 2, Sheet L2.0. The Project Description notes that certain aspects of the
Centennial Dog Beach are subject to a “fob-controlled gate”, which inherently limits access to public land. Given
the permit applicant’s history in controlling access to this space, it is unclear whether the proposed gates will be
lockable or locked, thereby inhibiting the public’s ability to access, use, and enjoy public land.

a. Applicant response: The project will not enclose or privatize public land, and any gates or latches will
remain unlocked for public access. The current electric fob gate at the top of the bluff is existing and
helps manage usage to ensure safe use of the dog beach.

b. Department staff response: The submitted application materials describe the proposed gates as
including latches for public access and make no mention of locks. The existing steel seawall at the base
of the bluff will define the western boundary, with beach access maintained through the current
stairway and fob-controlled gate.

No explanation is provided by the permit applicant as to why the north fence line has a double gate (at 10’ wide)
and the south fence has a single gate (approximately 3’ wide). See Detail 1 and Detail 2, Sheet L2.0. The public
should be able to equally access and traverse public land from the north and south.

a. Applicant response: The differing gate sizes (north: 10', south: 3') reflect maintenance needs and site
constraints, not an intent to limit access from one side.

b. Department staff response: The number and orientation of the gates is outside the authority of the
IDNR/OWR.

Ted Wynnychenko (comments dated 06/02/25)

1.

2.

| believe it is important to note that, while the WPD describes the fencing as “temporary,” there is no provision
within Part 3704 Rules for “temporary” structures. As such, and, apparently, as the Department has already
noted, the permit application is for a “permanent” structure across the beach/lakeshore below the bluff and
within the waters of the Lake.

a. Applicant response: Regarding the characterization of the fencing as “temporary,” we understand the
IDNR reviews all structures within its permitting jurisdiction based on their location, intended use, and
potential environmental impact, regardless of duration. The fencing described in our proposal is not
intended to be permanent infrastructure, but rather a management tool to clearly delineate the off-
leash dog area, minimize conflicts, and support the safe, continued operation of the dog beach in a
responsible manner.

b. Department staff response: Staff are reviewing an application for fencing. If and when an IDNR/OWR
permit is issued there will be no special conditions concerning the duration of time the fencing will be in
place.

| believe it is importation to correct the WPD’s misstatement of fact. In its application, the WPD states that the
purpose of the fencing is “to be compliant with Illinois Cook County Animal Control Ordinance.” The proposed
fencing will not make the proposed site for an “off-leash” dog park/area “compliant” with any County
Ordinance. It appears the WPD is referring to Cook County Animal and Rabies Control Ordinance, Part Il,
Regulation VIII, which considers “Dog Parks and Areas,” as the WPD’s stated purpose for this area of public trust
land along the shore, and into the waters, of the Lake is for its use as an “Off-Leash Dog Park.” Furthermore, it
appears that the WPD is asserting that “two shore perpendicular rows of fencing ... being[ing] at the existing
sheetpile seawall and extend[ing] 15 ft. into Lake Michigan” will be compliant the County’s Ordinance. This is not
true. Regulation VIII requires that any off-leash “Dog Park must be completely enclosed by a contiguous fence.”
[Emphasis added.] As such the proposed 3 sided “fencing,” where one side is the sheetpile seawall, for this area
does not meet requirements of the County’s Ordinance, and the WPD’s assertion that it does is misleading and
deceptive. As it is not entirely relevant to this application, | will conclude by simply stating that the Cook County
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Department of Animal Control has not, at any time, explicitly endorsed that any incompletely, or non-
contiguously, enclosed area would meet the requirements of Regulation VIII, and that the Department of Animal
Control has no procedures, processes, or authority which allows it to issue any waivers or other exemptions to
Regulation VIII. As such, the stated purpose of the permit application will not be accomplished by the requested
fencing.

a. Applicant response: With respect to regulatory requirements, the Park District has remained in regular
communication with Cook County Animal and Rabies Control (CCARC). According to their current
ordinance, all dog parks (or dog friendly areas) must be fully enclosed and include a gated entry system.
The Park District has submitted the plans for the temporary fencing at Centennial Dog Beach to CCARC
and is currently awaiting their review and confirmation that the proposed design meets all applicable
requirements.

b. Department staff response: The comment has no reference or relation to the Part 3704 rules. The Park
District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering upon any navigable water, the title to the
bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of Illinois, and allows said districts the right to
take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of such submerged land bordering
thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation.

3. The permit application does not provide any benefit to the general public, represents a direct encroachment on
the Lake, is an obstruction to navigation along the Lake’s shore, and impairs the rights of the public.

a. Applicant response: Importantly, the fencing will not restrict public access to the beach or the lake. As
clearly stated in our application, double entry gates are planned at both the north and south ends of the
designated dog beach area to allow for continuous shoreline passage. This configuration aims to balance
secure, off-leash use by dogs with the broader community's ability to traverse the shoreline. The design
does not create a privatized or exclusive zone, but rather continues the decades-long management of
this space as a designated dog-friendly area.

b. Department staff response: While the fencing is an encroachment into Lake Michigan, the Park District
Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering upon any navigable water, the title to the bed or
submerged land of which is vested in the State of lllinois, and allows said districts the right to take
possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of such submerged land bordering
thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation. IDNR/OWR’s concern
is for commercial navigation; the fencing is proposed to be installed in shallow, nearshore water. The
proposed fencing will include gates to allow continued public access along the shoreline.

4. As this application appears to be a “first of its kind,” where a municipal entity is requesting the right to seize
control of public trust land for the benefit of a select few at the expense, and to the detriment, of the people of
the State, | am concerned that there may be further attempts to “privatize” the Lake’s shore with the
installation of fencing expressly designed to bar or limit public entry to public land for the benefit of private
parties.

a. Applicant response: The Winnetka Park District is not acting on behalf of a small group of private
individuals. This proposal stems from ongoing operational evaluations and a desire to responsibly
manage high-use recreational areas that involve dogs, which inherently carry added safety and
compliance considerations. The proposed approach reflects feedback received from residents, staff
assessments, and a continued commitment to provide access while minimizing risks. Finally, we
recognize the importance of preserving access to public lands and waters. We will continue to work
closely with regulatory agencies, including IDNR, to ensure that any activities undertaken are legal,
appropriate, and aligned with the values of this community.

b. Department staff response: The Winnetka Park District is the property owner and applicant. The Park
District Code [70 ILCS 1205/11-2] gives park districts bordering upon any navigable water, the title to the
bed or submerged land of which is vested in the State of lllinois, and allows said districts the right to
take possession of, enclose, fill in, reclaim and protect any portion of such submerged land bordering
thereon, over which there shall be shoal and shallow water not fit for navigation. The proposed fencing
will include gates to allow continued public access along the shoreline.

Page 84 of 547



Public Hearing

Of the 34 individuals, agencies, and local governments that responded to the public notice, issued for this project, three
requested a public hearing. At this time, it is the opinion of Department staff that no additional relevant information can
be obtained by holding a public hearing and therefore, do not recommend a public hearing be held.

As a result of comments received in response to the public notice, issued for this project, no changes were made to the
project as originally proposed.
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Letter to the Editor: The Dog
Beach and lakefront accessibili-

ty

July 22nd, 2024

Editor s note: This is the City of Evanston s response to resident John Kennedy s recent

letter that brought up concerns about accessibility at city beaches.

While there are definitely additional steps that the city can take to increase accessibility on
the lakefront, there are many steps that the city has already taken to make the lakefront
accessible for individuals with disabilities. Please know that it is difficult to compare the
other beaches and their accessibility to the Dog Beach. As the city only has one dog beach,
the ADA requires that it must be accessible.

Please take a look at what the city has currently done to increase accessibility on all of its

beaches:

e In 2022, the city developed the ADA Transition Plan to remove barriers to city services
and make it easier for community members with disabilities to participate. The plan
places ADA access at the forefront of city planning, construction and policies.

e In early 2023, the city installed Mobi Mats at each of the city’s six beaches, providing a

path to closer proximity to the water for those in wheelchairs.
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e Later, during the 2023 beach season, the city purchased accessible beach wheelchairs to
increase accessibility even further.

e This beach season, the city implemented “No Throw Zones” at Lee and Clark Street
beaches so community members with disabilities and families with young children will
feel more comfortable in a less active space.

o In 2024, lakefront signage was updated with contrasting colors between the background
and fonts. Additionally, color-coded flags with written words were printed on them to
assist community members with low vision and individuals with color vision

deficiencies.

The city’s most accessible beach 1s Clark Street because it has accessible parking, restrooms
and beach wheelchairs. It also has a no-throw zone and color-coded flags with written words

to assist community members with low vision and color deficiencies.

Cynthia Vargas, communications and engagement manager for the City of Evanston

Paula McKendry

July 24th, 2024 at 10:34 AM

I question the need for a handicapped accessible dog beach. Service dogs do not run freely. How would a wheel
chair user clean up after their pet or intervene in the case that their dog needed to be handled (not all dogs are
perfectly behaved) ?

A few years ago there was no dog beach due to lake levels. By the time a special gate and pathway is designed,
funded. and implemented, the beach could be washed away.

There are other parks and amenities in our community that could be made accessible and would serve a greater
number of people.
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WT' Group

Engineering * Design ¢ Consulting

August 24, 2023

Steve Wilson
Executive Director
Wilmette Park District
1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

Review for Langdon Park Beach
Dear Steve:

Thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback for the two new SmithGroup options for
access to Langdon Park Beach. The first is an at grade option that is a hybrid of plans Il and
IV that were shared in the August board meeting, using the name Concept ORA 2. The
second is a newer boardwalk option than what was presented at the August board meeting,
using the name Concept ORA 3. Tanya Scheibe reviewed these plans. Tanya, one of our
Project Managers, has a degree in architecture and is a Registered Accessibility Specialist. |
also reviewed her work. The following are our remarks.

Connection of Permeable Pavers to New Path

Limited information is shown on these options regarding the pavers. Although this portion of
the paver surface may be part of the outdoor recreation access route, we recommend the
paver section comply with the requirements of a typical accessible route as the existing
portions of this surface type are a typical accessible route. As a reminder, the requirements
of a typical accessible route are:

minimum width of 36” wide;

gaps no greater than .5

changes in level no greater than .5
running slope maximum 5%; and
cross slope maximum 2.08%.

VVYVYYYVY

This surface can follow all requirements for the outdoor recreation access route instead and
have higher slopes with resting intervals as required for this path type.

At Grade Outdoor Recreation Access Route Design (Concept ORA 2)

In the design shown, the portions of the path that will begin beyond the permeable paver
path extension will meet requirements for running slopes of an outdoor recreation access
route as well as the requirements for resting intervals necessary. As a reminder, with a
typical running slope of 9.8% specified for each section, resting intervals are needed every
30’ and these resting intervals must be a minimum of 60” wide and 60” long with slopes not
greater than 2.08% for a paved surface. This is met in the design presented.

2675 Pratum Avenue 224.293.6333 Engineering with Precision, Pace & Passion.
Hoffman Estates, IL 60192 wtengineering.com

Page 88 of 547



Steve Wilson
Langdon Park Beach
August 24, 2023 Page 2

Handrails are not required on an outdoor recreation access route and are not included in this
current design, but may be desirable with these steeper slopes. Should handrails be
provided at the final stage, they must meet all requirements for handrails typical of ramps.
This includes:

» a mounting height of 34” to 38” to the top of the gripping surface;
> adiameter of 1.25" to 27;

» have extensions at the top and bottom of each run, and

» continue to a floor, post, or wall at the ends.

Boardwalk Outdoor Recreation Access Route Design (Concept ORA 3)

The same requirements mentioned above apply to this boardwalk design as well. This design
uses two different surface types. It is important to ensure that the transitions between surface
types have a maximum of .5” change in elevation. As shown in the plans, the running slopes
of the outdoor recreation access route and the boardwalk will meet requirements and will
include the necessary resting intervals.

As noted earlier, handrails are not required on an outdoor recreation access route. Should
handrails be provided, they must meet all requirements for handrails typical of ramps as
described earlier.

Beach Access Route Requirements (applies to all plans)

When work is underway at an lllinois beach, beach access routes must be part of the project.
A beach access route (BAR) must meet certain requirements for access and connect to an
appropriate water level based on the type of beach. Authorities consider Lake Michigan and
the other Great Lakes non-tidal lakes. Therefore, the Park District must provide access to
the normal recreation water level. This is not defined within the 2018 Illinois Accessibility
Code nor does there appear to be a definition for normal recreation water level in other texts.
We believe that the long-term average data provided by the Army Corps of Engineers may
be the best benchmark here. We are not experts in the determination of normal recreation
water level in this environment and encourage the Park District to identify this water level or a
means of determining it should that level fluctuate over the years.

A BAR can be a permanent surface like the path that is being added or can be removable,
being rolled out or set up during hours the beach is open and stored when the beach is
closed. Regardless of surface type, the beach access route must be a minimum of 60” wide,
have changes in level or obstacles maximum .5”, have gaps maximum .5”, and must be free
of protruding objects. If the beach access route is a permanent surface, it must also meet
requirements for slopes and resting intervals. The cross slope of a beach access route must
not exceed 2.08%. The running slope can be:

» Up to 5% for any length of the beach access route without requiring resting intervals;

» Between 5% and 8.33% for a maximum length of 50’ with resting intervals at each
end of the segment; and

> Between 8.33% and 10% for a maximum length of 30’ with resting intervals at each
end of the segment.

These running slopes match the requirements of an Outdoor Recreation Access Route and

are not as generous as the allowances for trails which can reach 12.5% for a maximum of
10'.
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Steve Wilson
Langdon Park Beach
August 24, 2023 Page 3

It is important that if a removable surface is used for this purpose, it is adjusted to meet the
normal recreation water level should that level fluctuate. We emphasize here that this
surfacing should be out at all hours and on all days the beach is open to the public for water
access. If there are times of the year when the District prohibits access to or use of the water
at this location, it is not expected that a removable surface would be deployed.

Any type of surface that is used for the BAR must be maintained. It should be swept clear of

debris or sand accumulation daily regardless of surface type. The District must also maintain
a removable surface for compliance with gaps and obstacles on a regular basis, and adjust if
necessary if the removable surface is not stored away each evening.

Conclusion

That concludes our remarks. If there are questions, or you would like us to review additional

plans as they become available, please contact us.

Sincerely,

John N. McGovern, J.D.
Partner, Principal-in-Charge
The WT Group, LLC Accessibility Practice

TRS/UNM/WILMETTE PARK DISTRICT LANGDON BEACH PLAN REVIEW 202302
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JB Pritzker, Governor * Natalie Phelps Finnie, Director
One Natural Resources Way ® Springfield, lllinois 62702-1271

www.dnr.illinois.gov

Office of Water Resources, Michael A. Bilandic Building, 160 N. LaSalle St., S-703, Chicago, IL 60601
Memorandum

Date: December 11, 2025

To: Steve Altman
From: Eric Otto
RE: IDNR/OWR application-for-permit C20250015 by the Winnetka Park District for the construction of fencing, in

Lake Michigan, at 225 Sheridan Road, Winnetka, IL 60093

Authority

The application for permit (application) was reviewed using the lllinois Department of Natural Resources, Office of
Water Resources (Department) Part 3704 rules “REGULATION OF PUBLIC WATERS” which implement and are authorized
by the Rivers, Lakes and Streams Act [615 ILCS 5]. The application was also reviewed using the Park District Code [70 ILCS
1205/11-2] (Exhibit PDC).

Existing Conditions (Exhibit A)

The applicant has three contiguous littoral lots, north to south, 260, 250, and 246 Sheridan Road, which form Centennial
Park, on Lake Michigan. The beach is used as an off-leash dog swimming beach. The property is located immediately
south of 261 Sheridan Road and immediately north of 205 Sheridan Road. Existing structures consist of:

1. Ashore-parallel steel sheetpile seawall at the toe of the bluff
2. Ashore-perpendicular steel sheetpile groin at the approximate center of the site

3. Ashore-perpendicular steel sheetpile groin at the south property line

Proposed Project (Exhibit B)

The applicant proposes to install two shore-perpendicular rows of fencing (North and South), beginning at the existing
steel sheetpile seawall, and extending 15 ft. into Lake Michigan. Both fences will consist of 4 ft. high chain link fence
without concrete footings. The fence posts will be directly driven into clay substrate to the point of refusal. The North
fence will be 91 ft. long and will be located 20 ft. south of the north property line. The South fence will be 78.25 ft. long
and will be located 20 ft. north of the south property line. Gates will be installed in both rows of fencing to allow public
access along the shoreline.

Department Application Review History

An application-for-permit was received on April 25, 2025. A permit application review fee of $3,360 was received on
May 20, 2025. The Department issued a 30-day public notice on May 12, 2025. The public notice expired on June 13,
2025. Comments from 34 individuals were received in response to the notice. These comments were forwarded to the
applicant for response on June 16, 2025. The applicant’s responses were received on September 30, 2025. IDNR/DEE’s
sign off was received on April 29, 2025. The IEPA’s Final Determination Letter was received on August 8, 2025. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers is currently reviewing the proposed project for authorization by an Individual Permit.
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From:

To: Scott Mangum; Ann Klaassen
Subject: Support for Centennial Beach fence and public safety issues
Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 8:29:38 PM

Attachments: Army Corp Letter 8.25 signed.pdf

Talking points-temp fencing 8.2025.docx

Some people who received this message don't often get email from _ Learn

why this is important

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

Dear Mr. Mangum and Ms. Klaassen,

| am writing this email in support of the Winnetka Park District's application to install fencing at the
Centennial Park dog beach. My husband and | reside at 301 Sheridan Rd in Winnetka, adjacent to
Elder Lane Park and part of the contiguous stretch of beach that includes Centennial Beach.

| have included the following communications regarding public safety issues we have encountered in
our neighborhood relating to unleashed dogs, which explain my reasons for supporting the Park
District's application:
1. August 2025 email to the Presidents of the Winnetka Village Council and Winnetka Park
District (set forth below), which includes as an attachment a copy of my letter to the Army
Corps of Engineers in support of the Park District's application for fencing.
2. Transcript of my remarks during the public comment portion of an August 2025 Village
Council meeting.
| will be out of town for the upcoming Plan Commission and ZBA hearings, and request that this
email and attachments be included in the agenda packets for both the January 28 Plan Commission
public hearing and the February 9 ZBA public hearing.

For the safety of our children and neighboring residents, | urge the various Village entities to provide
all requisite approvals to install the requested fencing as soon as possible.

Thank you. Fran Edwardson

From: Fran Edwarcson -

Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 2:50 PM

To: rdearborn@winnetka.org <rdearborn@winnetka.org>; egibson@winpark.org
<egibson@winpark.org>

c-

Subject: Temporary dog fence and public safety issues

Dear Presidents Dearborn and Gibson,
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| am attaching a copy of a letter to the Army Corps of Engineers that | also mailed to each of you
today. I'm sending it to you by email as well because of my significant public safety concerns
involving an unfenced dog beach reopening at Centennial Park when repairs are complete. By way
of this email, my husband and | are asking three things:

1. Act together to clear the hurdles to the temporary fencing for the dog beach, and get it
erected, as soon as possible.

2. Do not reopen the dog beach until the fencing is up.

3. Direct our police department to enforce the Village's and the Park District's leash laws,
especially in our local parks.

As you will see in the letter, in early July we had two instances of dogs in our backyard coming off
the unfenced dog beach. In one case, it was a pair of them traveling together. These dogs have no
business roaming free in our community, and | am deeply disappointed that the Village, the Park
District, and local law enforcement all continue to look the other way on unleashed dogs on the
beach and in Centennial and Elder Lane parks. This situation is of particular concern regarding Elder
Lane Park, which prohibits dogs altogether, on or off leash. This park teems with children daily,
ranging from the toddlers at the tot lot, to the primary school children with their flag football and
soccer practices, to the teens with the parking for New Trier, and to all kinds of families who
regularly picnic in the park.

| do not understand the failure of our local government to enforce our leash laws in these two parks
and their beaches. Asyou will see in the letter, my own experience with a vicious dog attack in
Elder Lane Park has shaped my views on this. | apologize for the graphic nature of the attached
photos, but | think they illustrate well just what a dog is capable of doing in a very short period of
time. The four photos were taken by the vet after Toby's attack. The largest wound was five inches
long and an inch wide, the other very deep wound was approximately an inch deep into his tissue.
Can you imagine if the Elder Lane victim had been a child in the park instead?

My husband and | are happy to discuss this further. Besides contacting us by email, you can reach

us on our landline, ||| Thank you.

Fran and John Edwardson
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August 8, 2025

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Chicago District
ATTN: Sophia Morgan

231 S. LaSalle Street, Suite 1500

Chicago, IL 60604

RE: Public Comment on Permit Application No. LRC-2023-082
Dear Ms. Morgan,

As a long-time resident of the Village of Winnetka, I write to express my strong support for the
Winnetka Park District’s permit application to install a temporary dog fence at Centennial Park
Dog Beach in Winnetka.

This summer, 1 have watched on a daily basis numerous unleashed dogs run up and down
Centennial and Elder Beaches and the private property at 261 Sheridan Road. Frequently, because
they are off leash, they enter onto parts of the beach that are not supposed to be part of the dog
beach.

A few weeks ago, two large dogs from the dog beach crossed all three of these properties, came
up the stairs from the beach at our home at 301 Sheridan Rd (immediately North of Elder Lane
Beach) and began to explore our (street-level) backyard while I was in the backyard. My husband
had a similar experience around the same time frame, when one dog had come up the stairs and
the owner drove into our driveway looking for it. These incidents are deeply disturbing, though
more than anything we are grateful that none of our grandchildren were playing in our yard or on
the beach in either incident. At the same time, it was fortuitous for the Park District and the Village
that the dogs went up to our yard rather than to Elder Lane Park, where the entry point from the
beach is immediately adjacent to a tot lot. The morning of the two dog-incursion there were
numerous toddlers playing in the tot lot who could have been endangered by the dogs.

The Park District’s efforts to re-install a dog fence are long overdue. I understand that the Park
District, the Village of Winnetka, and Cook County Animal Control each have ordinances that
require the leashing of dogs in unfenced areas. I have personally observed, however, that those
ordinances are not being enforced along this stretch of beach and parkland by the local police or
any other governmental entity. Prior to the recent construction closures, dogs continued to roam
this entire beachfront unleashed. If the beach remains unfenced, a serious injury to a neighbor,
child, or another dog is inevitable. The absence of enforcement and fencing is, in my opinion,
reckless and unconscionable by our local officials.

The risk of injury, property damage, and disease is why the Cook County Department of Animal
and Rabies Control requires that a dog park be “completely enclosed by a contiguous fence with
each entrance designed in such a manner as to secure against accidental opening.” This is an
important public safety issue.
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Unfortunately, five years ago I personally experienced an attack in Winnetka by an uncontrolled
dog and know the injuries that can be inflicted. While walking my dog, Toby, on a leash, Toby
was tackled and dragged into Elder Lane Park by a large, unleashed, uncollared dog. The dog
pinned Toby down, and proceeded to eat Toby alive until the owner was able to pull the dog off
Toby. It was a horrifying experience. If we are to have a dog beach, for the safety and benefit of
all beachgoers and park visitors, it should be enclosed. An enclosure will create a safe and
enjoyable environment for dogs and their owners, as well as for the children and everyone else in

these parks at the same time, and mitigate the risks of unnecessary encounters between dogs and
human beings.

I ask that you endorse the Park District’s efforts to install a fence by approving their permit
application as soon as possible. I also ask that you allow or require them to keep the current
construction fencing in place if the Centennial dog beach is to be reopened before the temporary,
permitted fence has been erected.

Sincerely,

Francesca Edwardson, Winnetka resident
cc: Winnetka Park District

Winnetka Village Council
Cook County Department of Animal and Rabies Control
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TALKING POINTS—FENCING FOR DOG BEACH

My name is Fran Edwardson, and | live at 301 Sheridan Rd, next to Elder Lane Park.

Since the dog beach at Centennial reopened with a supposed “leash” requirement,
lower lake levels, and no fencing, we have had multiple dogs coming into our yard
from the dog beach.

They are traveling nearly a quarter mile from Centennial: across the 261 Sheridan
and Elder Lane beaches, then onto our property, up our stairs, and into our yard.
They have neither leashes nor owners with them. I’'m grateful that our
grandchildren weren’t outside as this could have put them in harm’s way.

Worse yet, the dogs could have easily come up at Elder Lane Park next to the tot
lot, or at an adjacent home where young children live and play in their yard often.
Elder Lane Park is used by lots of kids, including the toddlers at the playground, Jr
Trevians at sports practices, and the teenagers who park there to attend New Trier.
Elder Lane is a “people park” and all dogs, whether on or off leash, are specifically
prohibited in it by Park District ordinance.

| have firsthand experience with an attacking dog, and know the serious injuries
they can cause. In 2020, while | was walking my leashed dog Toby, he was tackled
and dragged into Elder Lane Park by a very large, unleashed, uncollared German
shepherd. He pinned Toby down, and began to eat my dog alive until the owner
was able to pull the attacking dog off. It was horrifying. But, it could have been
worse. What if the dog had attacked me instead? Or worse yet, a child playing in
the park?

While we love our dogs, they can be dangerous animals. That’s why we have laws
that regulate them. Whether on the beach, in the parks, or on our streets, dogs
should not be roaming unleashed in Winnetka. It presents an important public
safety risk, which should be given the highest priority.

Not just the law, but common sense, dictates that a dog beach must be fenced. This
is not the Park District’s problem alone. The Village’s own leash laws specifically
declare that unleashed dogs off the owner’s property are a “public nuisance.” Our
zoning ordinances put this squarely in front of the Village, too. The plastic
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TALKING POINTS—FENCING FOR DOG BEACH

construction fencing that’s up at Elder Lane beach right now isn’t going keep dogs
from roaming for long.

Two recent surveys done by the Park District and the Caucus indicate that the full
reopening of Elder Lane beach is one of our community’s highest priorities. Our
beaches should be safe for all beach goers and park visitors. Resilient fencing can
create a safe and enjoyable environment for everyone, and mitigate the risks of
unintended encounters between dogs and human beings.

The Army Corps’ and IDNR'’s review of the Park District’s temporary dog beach fence
application is nearly complete. | urge the Village to cooperate with its fellow
government agencies and grant all necessary approvals for the temporary dog fence
as quickly as you possibly can.

Thank you.
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To: Village of Winnetka Plan Commission

From: Kimberley Marsh, 360 Forest Street, Winnetka, IL

Re: Winnetka Park District Centennial Fence SUP Application Violates Design Standards,
Contflicts with the 2040 Futures Plan & Misrepresents Facts and the Law

Date: January 21, 2026

Please vote against recommending the Winnetka Park District’s (“WPD”) Village Code-

violating, SUP standard breaching, unlawful and 2040 Futures Plan-indifferent permanent

fencing permit application.

1.

Design Standards prohibit chain-link fencing. WPD’s proposed black
chain-link animal cage on the shores of Lake Michigan would violate this
prohibition. It cannot be recommended to the Village Council.

VOW 2040 Futures Plan promotes open space and the preservation of
Winnetka’s graceful character, neighborhood design standards, and the
environment. WPD’s SUP application clearly violates all of these tenets.
There is no standalone black chain link fencing along any neighboring
Centennial Park property owner’s lakefront front lot line, nor along any
Sheridan Road front lawn. There is no standalone chain link fencing in
the neighborhood that extends into Lake Michigan. WPD’s SUP permit
application cannot be recommended to the Village Council.

When the Village approved WPD’s 2001 Elder Lane and Beach SUP
application, it required WPD to install Code-compliant non-chain link
fencing. Despite this, WPD seeks to install Code non-compliant, design
standard violating, 2040 Futures Plan -inconsistent chain link fencing on
Centennial beach.

WPD’s proposed black chain link animal cage is not minimally necessary
nor consistent with Code Section 15.78.010. WPD’s fencing is designed to
stretch106” from the toe of the bluffs into Lake Michigan on the north, and
93’3” into Lake Michigan to the south. The fencing extends 72 feet beyond
the OHWM--WPD'’s front lot line — on the north, and 773" beyond WPD'’s
front lot line to the south. Fencing that extends beyond a property owner’s
front lot line is prohibited.

The Village Code prohibits nuisances, which it defines as fencing or other
barriers that would extend into the public way, including Lake Michigan
and its submerged lands.
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6. Village Code Section 15.78.080 prohibits the creation of nuisances, such as
fencing that would create Public Safety Hazards, including by impairing
police and other first responder access to Centennial beach/Lake
Michigan. WPD’s animal cage would have 10” double gates on the
northern side of Centennial. On Centennial’s southern end, WPD designed
two barely passable, stacked, single gates that form a 6’ long, 39” wide
corridor in the lake east of the OHWM. WPD’s unsafe designs would
unreasonably obstruct and interfere with ingress/egress to the adjacent
public beach south of its animal cage. The cage would force first
responders and other rescuers either into the lake through a yardstick wide
corridor to try to reach emergency situations on the 20" area south of the
fencing and north of 205 Sheridan’s northern breakwater, or 77'3” past the
OHWM into Lake Michigan to attempt to render aid to
persons/dogs/boats/paddlers.

7. The 2040 Futures Plan contemplates ADA access. For local governmental
bodies such as WPD, compliance is mandatory. Despite this, WPD
designed an ADA non-compliant beach corridor that is too narrow for a
wheelchair to use, with an insufficient turning radius that would trap
people and dogs inside the chain link fencing, possibly in the waters of
Lake Michigan. This dangerous and unlawful design violates the Village
Code as well as the 2040 Futures Plan and cannot be recommended for
approval.

8. WPD misrepresents the permanent nature of its black chain-link fenced in
animal cage extending along and well past its front lot line on the shores
of Lake Michigan. The fencing would be permanent, with no time
constraints or removal requirement.

9. WPD claims its ADA-violating, public nuisance creating, Design Code
abrogating, 39” wide, 6" corridor will never be used for maintenance south
of the black chain-link fencing. This is out of line with the realities of
known debris that washes up from Lake Michigan, as well as boats that
may crash into 205 Sheridan’s armored stone breakwaters, possibly
stranding boaters/boats on a narrow 20" strip of inaccessible public beach,
or beyond. A 34" long boat was stranded after encountering heavy waves

2
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at Lloyd in October 2025. WPD also recently described finding a large
section of wide rubber pipe washed up onto the Elder-Centennial beach,
which required removal efforts by both the Village and WPD. That belies
WPD's false statement that no maintenance will ever be required south of
its unlawful black chain-link lakefront animal cage.

10. Cook County Animal Control (“CCAC”) has refused to evaluate WPD’s
animal cage until after IDNR and USACE make their determinations,
despite repeated entreaties not only from WPD, but also via email and
phone calls from Orchard 2020 Trust’s attorneys. In 2024, CCAC
Administrator Dr. Diakhate informed Shannon Nazzal that Centennial
beach is a “dog friendly area.” Cook County does not require four-sided or
any other specific fencing for Lake Michigan dog friendly areas, WPD can
produce no documentation supporting its specious claims.

11. The Village Code prohibits dog owners from allowing their pets to “run at
large.” The IL Animal Control Act, 510 ILCS 5, 5/9, provides that: “A dog
that is in a dog-friendly area or a dog park is NOT CONSIDERED TO BE
RUNNING AT LARGE IF THE DOG IS MONITORED OR SUPERVISED
BY A PERSON.” There is no lawful justification for WPD’s attempted
usurpation of CCAC'’s sole and exclusive Animal Control Act authority.
WPD is deliberately mis-defining what constitutes “running at large” to
force the Village of Winnetka to violate the 2040 Futures Plan, its Design
Standards, the Lakefront Preservation Ordinance, and the Village Code’s
nuisance provisions.

12. CCAC regulations require fully enclosed four-sided fencing for “dog
parks” on land. Even if the IL Animal Control Act were amended to
exclude dog friendly areas from its definition of places where canines are
NOT “running at large,” WPD’s two-sided fencing would be out of
compliance with the rules. As WPD knows, CCAC’s Administrator lacks
waiver authority for the four-sided fencing requirement.

Please vote to deny recommending WPD’s grant of a SUP for its unlawful, specious and
misleading fencing permit application.

3

Page 106 of 547



Friends -

What a surprise to receive an email from Eric Otto on Christmas Eve saying that the IDNR had
issued Permit LM2025011 allowing the Winnetka Park District to put fencing into Lake
Michigan around Centennial Park!

This is a terrible idea for so many reasons. First of all, this fence defies Illinois law (615 ILCS
5/27). This is a beach for public use.

I understand that the Park District application described the fencing as going into the lake 15
feet. Take a look at the WPD's own drawings. They want to have a fence which would go 106
feet lakeward from the seawall to the north, and 93 feet 3 inches lakeward from the seawall to
the south.

Think of the hazards these fences will present to swimmers, boaters, and even dogs!
Mr. Otto mentions that the area where the Park District wants to put its fences is made up of
shoals and water not fit for navigation. That's simply not true. According to USACE, all of Lake

Michigan's waters are navigable.

Finally, this really is moot since a public notice was not posted to inform the Winnetka residents
about the Park District's plans and application.

I believe Laurie Morse's comments, which you have, sum up our problems here:

Mr. Otto's permit of multiple fences on Centennial Beach is a precedent-setting decision
with consequences leadership at the Corps and the IDNR

have not considered, and which are far-reaching. The IDNR failed to hold a public hearing
that included all managers of waterside state and county

recreational areas in Illinois prior to making this permit decision.
Please reconsider your decision and rescind Permit LM2025011.
Please keep me updated. Thank you.
Irene Smith

1087 Elm Street
Winnetka, IL 60093
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ATTACHMENT C2

From:

To: Kristin Kazenas; ContactCouncil; Planning

Cc: Shannon Nazzal;“; Christina Codo; scorley@winpark.org; dseaman@winpark.org; cyrapp@winpark.org;
jtyson@winpark.org; Kutulas Costa

Subject: Winnetka Dog Beach Fencing

Date: Friday, January 23, 2026 10:52:57 AM

Attachments: Exhibit 2 - Dog Park and Beach - History and Consideration of Alternatives.pdf

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

Good morning Village of Winnetka Board of Trustees, Staff and Plan Commissioners,

As you prepare for the upcoming Plan Commission Hearing regarding the dog beach, | thought if
would be helpful to list some salient facts regarding the Winnetka Dog Beach and attach the
exhibit that was included in the prior plan commission submittal regarding the history of the
Winnetka Dog Beach.

® The dog beach at Winnetka's Centennial Park opened in 1995.

® The Village of Winnetka adopted leash laws in 2007, requiring dogs to be on leash in
public spaces

® Cook County Animal Control Ordinance has detailed requirements for operating off-
leash dog parks including fences and controlled access.

® A chain link fence was in place at the near the north end of Centennial beach extending
into the water for the better part of a decade before it was obliterated by wave action
accompanying rising water levels peaking in 2020.

® The Winnetka Park District developed thoughtful plans that meet the various
requirements to keep the dog beach in compliance with governing regulations and be
consistent with the public trust doctrine.

® The Park District studied all other locations and determined Centennial is best suited for
the purpose of the dog beach (see attached document included in prior public
submittals to the Village of Winnetka).

® (Centennial Beach, with 520 feet of shoreline represents more than 21% of the publicly
accessible shoreline in Winnetka.

® The number of Winnetka households with dog beach passes averages less than 7% of
the households.

® The Park District voted UNANIMOUSLY in October of 2022, to keep the dog beach at
Centennial but reduce the size to not less than 170 and not more than 270 feet of
shoreline and to provide public access to the balance of Centennial Park.

® ANY other proposed dog beach in Winnetka would require the granting of a special use
permit before it could be used as an off-leash dog park and it would have to meet the
same requirements.
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The Village of Winnetka requires a Special Use Permit for ALL: Parks, Schools, Churches
and other Institutional uses because it does not have a land use category in its zoning
ordinance for such uses.

® But for the lack of proper zoning classification this request would be a simple
administrative process requiring a building permit.

® Despite the fact that the dog beach has been in the same location for the past 30 years,
the Village of Winnetka is insisting upon a new special use permit for a temporary fence
to allow dogs to run off leash at Centennial Beach.

® The Winnetka Park District is obligated to follow the ordinances enacted by the Village of
Winnetka, County of Cook and State of Illinois; its not an option.

The Village should explain to its constituents who made the decision to require a special use
permit and why it is required for a statutorily required fence. It's been more than 3 years since
the Park District agreed to modify the lakefront master plan to keep the dog beach at
Centennial and people are still arguing over a simple plan to meet the basic code requirements
for an off-leash dog park.

Politics involves compromise. Operating a dog beach requires compliance with
governing regulations. The proposed interim fencing solution properly secures the dog beach
while affording the public access to the balance of Centennial Park and Beach. The plan

should be approved without further delay.

Warren James
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

Centennial Park was established in 1969 with the acquisition of the former North Shore Health Resort
Property. Park features are largely the same today as when it was first developed, with the notable
exceptions of the bluff and shoreline repairs in 1987 and the formation of the Centennial Park off-
leash “Dog Beach” in 1995.
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Above: Drone image dated 2020-09-29 Below: Drone image dated 2020-08-26
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

Publicly owned shoreline in Winnetka is detailed below:

Publicly Owned Lakefront Property — Village of Winnetka & Winnetka Park District

Beach

Shore Beach Access | WPD WPD Managed

frontag | Shore Access | Allowed | Managed | with Beach

e frontage Allowed | (% of Beach Access

Description | (feet) (% of total) | (feet) total) (feet) Allowed (%)
Sheridan Rd — Ravines 100 3.3% 100 3.9% 0 0.0%
Tower Rd Beach (WPD) 200 6.6% 200 7.9% 200 8.3%
Tower Rd Beach (VofW) 320 10.6% 320 12.6% 320 13.3%
Tower Rd Power Plant 215 7.1% 0 28.3% 0 0.0%
Lloyd Beach 720 23.8% 720 9.2% 720 29.9%
Maple Beach 235 7.8% 235 0.0% 235 9.8%
Spruce Street ROW 66 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Elm Street ROW 66 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Oak Street ROW 66 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Cherry Street ROW 40 1.3% 40 1.6% 0 0.0%
Willow Road ROW 66 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Elder Lane Beach 410 13.6% 410 16.1% 410 17.0%
Centennial Beach 520 17.2% 520 20.4% 520 21.6%
TOTALS: 3024 100.0% 2545 | 100.0% 2405 100.0%

Note: Centennial Beach represents 21.6% of the total usable beachfront managed by the WPD.

Winnetka Park District - Dog Beach Pass Holders - Summary Report: 2010-2022

Year Resident Non-Resident
2010 351 75
2011 311 73
2012 320 89
2013 275 71
2014 285 65
2015 267 63
2016 315 70
2017 333 80
2018 371 94
2019 356 105
2020 245 56
2021 300 86
2022 232 54
AVERAGE: 305 75

Approx. 4500 Households within the WPD (includes parts of Northfield, Glencoe, Kenilworth)

The 13 year average of 305 resident dog beach passes represents only 6.8% of WPD households.

Prepared by Park District Commissioner, Warren James, last updated February 2025

Page 111 of 547



Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach

History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

DOG BEACH TIMELINE

1995 - Dog Beach Created at Centennial Park by Winnetka Park District

2007 - Village of Winnetka adopts leash ordinance

2015 - Lakefront Advisory Committee recommends relocating dog park in the event Elder and
Centennial are unified, recognizing that Elder and Centennial combined with 261 Sheridan
would result in a 1000-foot public beach.

April 2016 - Lakefront Master Plan Adopted

May 2016 — Community needs assessment survey identified dog park as top 5 priority

Dec 2018 - Residents approach WPD Board to advocate for an off-leash (land based) dog
park

Jan 2019 - Board directs staff to prioritize dry land dog park assessment

Mar 2019 - Staff evaluated 33 sites and identifies 4 as meeting minimum requirements
Jun 2019 - WPD host meeting to present findings from community engagement

Aug 2019 - WPD Board reviews information regarding dog park locations

o During the board meeting, the need to find a suitable alternative location for a dog
park was highlighted, noting that the Lakefront Master Plan called for relocating the
dog park away from Centennial Beach in the event the parks were unified.

o WPD identifies West Elm Park and Crow Island Woods best suited locations for off-
leash dog park.

o West Elm area residents mobilize to oppose dog park at portion of West Elm Park

o Euclid Avenue residents mobilize to oppose dog park at portion of Crow Island Woods

o WPD Board drops proposal for dog beach at West Elm or Crow Island due to
community opposition and focuses on off leash park on portion of the Village
municipal yard south of Willow Road.

March 2020 - Covid Outbreak

o WPD meetings to go to zoom only

o Caucus participation plummets to low 20’s total participation

o Randy Whitchurch and Bill Murphy - both residents of Fuller Lane volunteer to serve
on Winnetka Caucus Council Park District commissioner selection committee

August 19, 2020 - Caucus zoom interviews of candidates for WPD Commissioner; conducted
by Randy Whitchurch and Bill Murphy; seven candidates for one open seat; Eric Lussen and
Warren James, both incumbents interviewed for second term.

October 10, 2020 - Winnetka Park District enters into Exchange Agreement to acquire 261
Sheridan.

November 11, 2020, Caucus Town Hall, presentation of Candidates via zoom:

o Candidate Colleen Root was recommended by the Winnetka Caucus Council as
nominee for park board commissioner.

o Candidate Root introduces herself as an attorney from Houston, TX, who moved to
Winnetka in 2018, is familiar with the Army Corps of Engineers by virtue of the fact her
home was flooded and destroyed by a hurricane, stated one of the reasons she moved
to Winnetka was for its dog beach.

March 10, 2021, Caucus Spring Town Hall — question regarding dog beach/parks directed to
candidate Colleen Root in lieu of board President Mickey Archambault.

Prepared by Park District Commissioner, Warren James, last updated February 2025
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

e May 27,2021, Commissioner Root sworn in as newly elected Commissioner

e Jun 24,2021, first Regular Board meeting with new board members, including Commissioner
Root (in attendance.)

e Aug 26,2021, WPD Board meeting: 50+ attendees demanding reinstatement of dog beach in
lakefront master plan - led by Commissioner Colleen Root & Randy Whitchurch

e WPD Board responded to community input and established Dog Beach Committee which
included volunteer time/board liaison from Village President Chris Rintz.

o Village of Winnetka reiterated its offer to allocate land for off leash dog park at Village
Municipal Yard, for which specific plans were prepared by WPD. However, the Village noted
that off leash park on municipal yard would not be able to be constructed until after the
completion of the stormwater project in SW Winnetka.

e Village of Winnetka offered to establish dog beach on a portion of Tower Road Beach owned
by the Village of Winnetka immediately adjacent and north of Tower Road pier.

o As detailed above, the total usable publicly owned shoreline at Tower Road Beach is
approximately 520 feet. Comprised of 320 feet owned by the Village of Winnetka, leased to
the WPD and the 200-foot-wide lot owned by the WPD.
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Cook County Viewer — GIS Image — Winnetka Park District owned propery
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

e Spring 2022 - Dog Beach Committee developed specific plans for dog beach at Tower Road.

e Spring 2022 - Dog Beach Committee worked with staff and consultants to prepare plans for
dog beach on the southern portion of Tower Road Beach, including a fence surrounding the
dog beach extending to the waterline.
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e WPD Board of Directors reviewed proposed plan for Tower prepared by Dog Beach
Committee. The WPD Board made the following observations:

o With 520’ total available shoreline, proposed dog park at 258’ wide as depicted on the
proposed plan would result in swimming beach of only 262 feet.

o The exposure to waves from the North-northeast would require more substantial
barrier than a temporary chain link fence to properly separate dog beach users from
swimmers — likely sheet pile groin and stone breakwater that would add significant
expense to the project.

o Wave action and riptide adjacent to Tower Road pier presents hazard to dogs.
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

e Randy Whitchurch public comment to WPD Board during Tower Road location consideration:
Mr. Whitchurch objected to relocation of dog beach to Tower Road citing steep slope of
access drive and parking limitations.

o Note: given that most dog beach users arrive on foot, moving the dog beach to Tower
would result in potential conflicts between dogs, automobiles, pedestrians and
cyclists on the steeply sloping access drive at Tower Road Beach, 15’-6” wide.

e June9, 2022, WPD Board votes 3-2 with (Commissioners Codo and Lussen absent) to
withdraw permit applications for Elder and Centennial beaches from the IDNR & ACOE.

e July 8, 2022, Orchard 2020 (Ishbia) acquires 195 Sheridan Road and informs WPD of their
intent to move house plans south of Centennial Park, excluding Exchange parcel.

e October 24, 2022; Winnetka homeowner Robert Schriesheim files lawsuit against Winnetka
Park District, challenging the Property Exchange Agreement

o Note: Shriesheim v. Winnetka Park District was settled on January 16, 2025. The
Settlement Agreement contains the following provisions: “the Parties have agreed to
the terms herein for the sole purpose of settlement, and nothing herein may be taken
as or construed to be an admission or concession of any violation of law, rule, or
regulation, or of any other matter of fact or law, or of any liability or wrongdoing or lack
thereof” AND “The WPD agrees not to transfer title to the beach property at
Centennial Park which lies east (or lakeward) of the current steel sheet piling at the
toe of the bluff to any non-governmental entity.”

o The Settlement Agreement assures that the southern end of Centennial Beach will
remain part of the WPD owned shoreline and the proposed dog beach will not be
altered.

e October 27,2022, WPD Board UNANIMOUSLY approves a motion to maintain dog beach at
south end of Centennial Park (present location) with several conditions as detailed below.

Prepared by Park District Commissioner, Warren James, last updated February 2025
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

e Excerpts from Board Meeting Minutes of October 27,2022, read as follows:

Commissioner Lussen made a motion to amend the Waterfront 2030 Lakefront Master Plan to
Include a Dog Beach at the south end of Centennial Beach subject to the following conditions:

a. Shore frontage allocated to dog beach use shall not be less than 170 feet and not be greater
than 270 feet;

b. The dog beach area mustinclude a secure boundary to prevent dogs from straying beyond the
borders of the dog beach while off leash;

c. The electric gate system be relocated to the beach or boardwalk level to afford public access
to the remainder of Centennial Beach; and

d. Dog beach boundaries shall accommodate public passage along the lakefront in keeping with
the IDNR guidelines.

Commissioner Archambault seconded the motion.

Commissioner Lussen acknowledged a Cook County law which requires a fenced in dog beach.
Commissioner Root commented it appears the Park District is tying design to the desires of Orchard
2020. Commissioner Lussen commented the dog beach provides an important element to our
community. Commission Codo stated keeping the dog beach at the south end is a neutral location.
The IDNR phrasing in the motion allows the Park District to control what happens on its property and
the IDNR to control what happens on adjacent property. Following discussion, item “d” of the motion
was amended as follows: “Dog beach boundaries shall accommodate public passage along the
lakefront”.

e Aroll call vote was taken.

e Ayes: Archambault, Codo, James, Lussen, Rapp, Root, Seaman
e Nays: None

e Motion carried as amended

ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The Illinois Department of Natural Resources, Office of Water Resources, published Guidelines for
the submittal of applications for lllinois Department of Natural Resources, Office of Water Resources
Permits for Shore Protection Projects in Lake Michigan in November 2015.

The Guidelines contain the following provisions:

“Where possible, notably in areas where existing access along the lakeshore is available, the project
should provide some type of reasonable access over or around it on the landward side.”

The WPD proposed plans for the Centennial dog beach comply with the IDNR guidelines by providing
a bypass around the dog beach on the landward side of the proposed dog beach.
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

The Foreword to the Cook County Animal Control Act reads in part as follows:

The Cook County Animal and Rabies Control Ordinance was developed and passed to establish
guidelines in the development of harmonious relationships between animals and man. This
Ordinance is the law in all municipalities within Cook County. Any municipality regardless of its
population may pass an ordinance effective within its jurisdiction more strict than the County
Ordinance.

No person including a municipal corporation, forest preserve district or park district shall designhate
within the County an outdoor area, even if fenced, as an area where dogs may run off leash unless
such person, municipal corporation forest preserve district or park district complies with such
regulation as may be issued by the Administrator of the operation of outdoor off leash areas.

Computer Generated scaled image of proposed Dog Beach with perimeter fence and bypass along
landward side as required by Cook County and IDNR.
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ELDER + CENTENNIAL
VIEW 4 | CONCEPTUAL ILLUSTRATION

The shoreline frontage dedicated to the proposed dog beach is approximately 240 feet, slightly less
than 10% of the WPD managed shoreline in Winnetka, which is a more appropriate allocation of
shoreline than the entire Centennial beach which is 520 feet of shoreline, representing 21.6% of the
total usable shoreline managed by the WPD.

The proposed pier provides robust protection from waves coming from the northeast and proper
separation between the dog beach and the swimming beach to the north.
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

In January 2023, at the Elder-Centennial Open House, the WPD presented the following images to
demonstrate the relative size of the combined Elder-Centennial to the existing Lloyd Beach.
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The picture above demonstrates that the entire 730 feet of Lloyd Beach and Stepan Boat launch
easily fits within the 1000-foot combined Elder-Centennial Beach with 270 feet remaining at the

south end.
Boat Ramp & Breakwater Systems [ Lloyd Beach vs. Elder & Centennial

ELDER & CENTENNIAL BEACH

This image above, also from January 2023, depicts the plan view of Lloyd (in gray) with the
contemplated headland beach system and adjacent dog beach planned for Centennial and Elder (in
orange). Note that the Lloyd breakwaters project the same distance into the lake as the proposed
improvements at Centennial and Elder, while the Stepan boat launch extends further into the lake.
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives

For comparison purposes, the WPD notes the following attributes of the Gillson Park Dog Beach in
Wilmette.

Gillson Park - Dog Beach

+/- 225 feet of shore frontage

Google Ea;th

ef2f | 1)

e The shoreline dedicated to the dog beach is approximately 225 feet.

e The dogbeach is oriented in an easterly direction and it is protected by a 475-foot long stone
breakwater to the north.

e Achainlink fence as seen near the middle of the beach area which defines the northerly edge
of the dog beach is protected from waves from the northeast by the stone breakwater.

The following page provides and update on the proposed bypass of the dog beach and access to the
steps up and over the stone breakwater at 205 Sheridan.
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Winnetka Park District - Centennial Park Dog Beach
History and Consideration of Off Leash Dog Park & Dog Beach Alternatives
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The steel groin (jetty) is located near the south property line of Centennial Dog Beach. The temporary
construction fence is located along the northerly property line of 205 Sheridan. The convergence of the fence
and steel jetty is the approximate location of where the extended property line of 205 Sheridan intersects the
pre-existing steel groin. As of Oct-24, the sand on both sides of the steel extended afforded easy passage over
the steel groin. As of Feb-25, the vertical drop on the north side has increased due to the loss of sand.
Accumulated sand between the steel groin and the newly constructed stone groin provides dry passage to the

steps leading over the stone groin at 205 Sheridan. Proposed dog beach fence to be secured to existing steel
groin.

Note: Sand trapped between stone & steel provides 6-foot wide pathway to the steps over the stone groin

Accreted sand between steel & stone groin, Feb-9-2025 Steps over stone groin at 205 Sheridan, Feb-9-2025
There are three options to ensure safe, legal passage for pedestrians desiring to transit the shoreline:

1) Secure legal determination that accumulated sand between steel and stone groin is public land.

2) Secure easement agreement to ensure legal passage to reach steps up and over stone groin.

3) Relocate steel sheet pile to provide pedestrian pathway on the north side of the extended property line
between Centennial Dog Beach and 205 Sheridan.
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From: —
To: Ann Klaassen

Subject: Beach Fence
Date: Saturday, January 24, 2026 3:51:55 PM

You don't often get email from _ Learn why this is important

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

To: Village of Winnetka Plan
From: Linda Welch

890 Willow Rd

Date: 1/24/26

Re: Winnetka Park District Centennial Fence Special Use Permit (SUP) Application Violates
Design Standards, Conflicts with the 2040 Futures Plan & Misrepresents Facts and the Law

Please vote against recommending the Winnetka Park District’s (“WPD”) Village Code-
violating, SUP standard breaching, unlawful and 2040 Futures Plan-indifferent permanent
fencing permit application.

1.  Design Standards prohibit chain-link fencing. WPD’s proposed black chain-link animal
cage on the shores of Lake Michigan would violate this prohibition. It cannot be
recommended to the Village Council.

2.  The Village of Winnetka 2040 Futures Plan promotes open space and the preservation of
Winnetka’s graceful character, neighborhood design standards, and the environment. WPD’s
SUP application clearly violates all these tenets. There is no standalone black chain link
fencing along any neighboring Centennial Park property owner’s lakefront front lot line, nor
along any Sheridan Road front lawn. There is no standalone chain link fencing in the
neighborhood that extends mnto Lake Michigan. WPD’s SUP permit application cannot be
recommended to the Village Council.

3. When the Village approved WPD’s 2001 Elder Lane and Beach SUP application, it
required WPD to install Code-compliant non-chain link fencing. Despite this, WPD seeks to
nstall Code non-compliant, design standard violating, 2040 Futures Plan-inconsistent chain
link fencing on Centennial beach.

4.  'WPD’s proposed black chain link animal cage 1s not minimally necessary nor consistent
with Code Section 15.78.010. WPD’s fencing is designed to stretch 106’ from the toe of the
bluffs into Lake Michigan on the north, and 933" into Lake Michigan to the south. The
fencing extends 72 feet beyond the ordinary high-water mark (OHWM)--WPD’s front lot line
—on the north, and 77°3” beyond WPD’s front lot line to the south. Fencing that extends
beyond a property owner’s front lot line is prohibited.

5. The Village Code prohibits nuisances, which it defines as fencing or other barriers that
would extend into the public way, including Lake Michigan and its submerged lands.
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6. Village Code Section 15.78.080 prohibits the creation of nuisances, such as fencing that
would create Public Safety Hazards, including by impairing police and other first responder
access to Centennial beach/Lake Michigan. WPD’s animal cage would have 10” double gates
on the northern side of Centennial. On Centennial’s southern end, WPD designed two barely
passable, stacked, single gates that form a 6’ long, 39” wide corridor in the lake east of the
OHWM. WPD’s unsafe designs would unreasonably obstruct and interfere with ingress/egress
to the adjacent public beach south of its animal cage. The cage would force first responders
and other rescuers either into the lake through a yardstick wide corridor to try to reach
emergency situations on the 20’ area south of the fencing and north of 205 Sheridan’s northern
breakwater, or 77°3” past the OHWM into Lake Michigan to attempt to render aid to
persons/dogs/boats/paddlers.

7. The 2040 Futures Plan contemplates ADA access. For local governmental bodies such as
WPD, compliance is mandatory. Despite this, WPD designed an ADA non-compliant beach
corridor that is too narrow for a wheelchair to use, with an insufficient turning radius that
would trap people and dogs inside the chain link fencing, possibly in the waters of Lake
Michigan. This dangerous and unlawful design violates the Village Code as well as the 2040
Futures Plan and cannot be recommended for approval.
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To: Ann Klaassen

Subject: Fwd: I opposse chain link fence at Centennial Beach
Date: Sunday, January 25, 2026 11:20:36 AM

You don't often get email from _ Learn why this is important

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

Just to make sure my note below gets to the right folks...
Thanks!

Best, Mack

Instagram
Facebook

Enjoy hearing new music?

Please check out my new singles. Share 'em, if you like 'em!
"We Need More Santas"

"One Step Ahead of the Law"

"No Words"

"You're My Everything (Alexa!)"”

"Second Chances"

® Second place Grand Prize Winner, 2024 Dallas Songwriters Association Contest;
®  Qutstanding Achievement in Songwriting, 2024 Great American Song Contest;

®  Nashville Songwriters Association Bob Kingsley 2024 "Top 10"

Spotify/AppleMusic: MackSongs: First Cuts

https://soundcloud.com/macksongs

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Mack Reynolds >
Date: Sun, Jan 25, 2026 at 9:18 AM

Subject: I opposse chain link fence at Centennial Beach

To: <contactmanager@winnetka.org>

All,

I understand that the WPD has applied for a Special Use Permit to install chain link fencing
mnto Lake Michigan. As a 35+ year resident of Winnetka (though I moved to Fox Meadow in
2021) and a frequent visitor to our lovely beaches, I think that fence would be a hazard to all.
Besides being an eyesore, it would prevent -- or greatly impede -- my walks along the water
line at Centennial.
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Please deny the Park District's application for an SUP.
Thanks for considering!

Best, Mack

Instagram
Facebook

Enjoy hearing new music?

Please check out my new singles. Share 'em, if you like 'em!
"We Need More Santas"

"One Step Ahead of the Law"

"No Words"

"You're My Everything (Alexa!)"

"Second Chances"

® Second place Grand Prize Winner, 2024 Dallas Songwriters Association Contest;
®  Qutstanding Achievement in Songwriting, 2024 Great American Song Contest;

®  Nashville Songwriters Association Bob Kingsley 2024 "Top 10"

Spotify/AppleMusic: MackSongs: First Cuts
https://soundcloud.com/macksongs
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To: Ann Klaassen

Subject: Letter re: Fencing
Date: Monday, January 26, 2026 2:46:05 PM

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

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

To the Village Planning Commission,

Here we are again... talking about fences on beaches. Where else do we see fences on beaches? Not only is it
unnecessary and unnatural. It is a safety issue for sightline, EMS worker, mothers who are watching their children
at the Beach. Please do NOT vote for fencing on the beach.

Please vote against recommending the Winnetka Park District's (“WPD") Village Code-violating, SUP standard
breaching, unlawful and 2040 Futures Plan-indifferent permanent fencing permit application.

1. VOW Design Standards prohibit chain-link fencing. WPD’s proposed black chain-link animal cage on the
shores of Lake Michigan would violate this prohibition. It cannot be recommended to the Village Council.

2. VOW 2040 Futures Plan promotes open space and the preservation of Winnetka’s graceful character,
neighborhood design standards, and the environment. WPD’s SUP application clearly violates all of these
tenets. There is no standalone black chain link fencing along any neighboring Centennial Park property
owner’s lakefront front lot line, nor along any Sheridan Road front lawn. There is no standalone chain link
fencing in the neighborhood that extends into Lake Michigan. WPD’s SUP permit application cannot be
recommended to the Village Council.

3. When the Village approved WPD’s 2001 Elder Lane and Beach SUP application, it required WPD to install
Code-compliant non-chain link fencing. Despite this, WPD seeks to install Code non-compliant, design
standard violating, 2040 Futures Plan -inconsistent chain link fencing on Centennial beach.

4. WPD's proposed black chain link animal cage is not minimally necessary nor consistent with Code Section
15.78.010. WPD’s fencing is designed to stretch106’ from the toe of the bluffs into Lake Michigan on the
north, and 93'3” into Lake Michigan to the south. The fencing extends 72 feet beyond the OHWM--WPD’s
front lot line—on the north, and 77°3” beyond WPD'’s front Iot line to the south. Fencing that extends
beyond a property owner’s front lot line is prohibited.

5. The Village Code prohibits nuisances, which it defines as fencing or other barriers that would extend into
the public way, including Lake Michigan and its submerged lands.

6. Village Code Section 15.78.080 prohibits the creation of nuisances, such as fencing that would create
Public Safety Hazards, including by impairing police and other first responder access to Centennial
beach/Lake Michigan. WPD'’s animal cage would have 10" double gates on the northern side of
Centennial. On Centennial’s southern end, WPD designed two barely passable, stacked, single gates that
form a 6’ long, 39" wide corridor in the lake east of the OHWM. WPD's unsafe designs would
unreasonably obstruct and interfere with ingress/egress to the adjacent public beach south of its animal
cage. The cage would force first responders and other rescuers either into the lake through a yardstick
wide corridor to try to reach emergency situations on the 20" area south of the fencing and north of 205
Sheridan’s northern breakwater, or 77°3" past the OHWM into Lake Michigan to attempt to render aid to
persons/dogs/boats/paddlers.

7. The 2040 Futures Plan contemplates ADA access. For local governmental bodies such as WPD,
compliance is mandatory. Despite this, WPD designed an ADA non-compliant beach corridor that is too
narrow for a wheelchair to use, with an insufficient turning radius that would trap people and dogs inside

Page 125 of 547



the chain link fencing, possibly in the waters of Lake Michigan. This dangerous and unlawful design
violates the Village Code as well as the 2040 Futures Plan, and cannot be recommended for approval.

8. WPD misrepresents the permanent nature of its black chain-link fenced in animal cage extending along
and well past its front lot line on the shores of Lake Michigan. The fencing would be permanent, with no
time constraints or removal requirement.

9. WPD claims its ADA-violating, public nuisance creating, Design Code abrogating, 39” wide, 6’ corridor will
never be used for maintenance south of the black chain-link fencing. This is out of line with the realities of
known debris that washes up from Lake Michigan, as well as boats that may crash into 205 Sheridan’s
armored stone breakwaters, possibly stranding boaters/boats on a narrow 20’ strip of inaccessible public
beach, or beyond. A 34’ long boat was stranded after encountering heavy waves at Lloyd in October 2025.
WPD also recently described finding a large section of wide rubber pipe washed up onto the Elder-
Centennial beach, which required removal efforts by both the Village and WPD. That belies WPD’s false
statement that no maintenance will ever be required south of its unlawful black chain-link lakefront animal
cage.

10. Cook County Animal Control (“CCAC”) has refused to evaluate WPD’s animal cage until after IDNR and
USACE make their determinations, despite repeated entreaties not only from WPD, but also via email and
phone calls from Orchard 2020 Trust's attorneys. In 2024, CCAC Administrator Dr. Diakhate informed
Shannon Nazzal that Centennial beach is a “dog friendly area.” Cook County does not require four-sided or
any other specific fencing for Lake Michigan dog friendly areas, WPD can produce no documentation
supporting its specious claims.

11. The Village Code prohibits dog owners from allowing their pets to “run at large.” The IL Animal Control Act,
510 ILCS 5, 5/9, provides that: “A dog that is in a dog-friendly area or a dog park is NOT CONSIDERED
TO BE RUNNING AT LARGE IF THE DOG IS MONITORED OR SUPERVISED BY A PERSON.” There is
no lawful justification for WPD’s attempted usurpation of CCAC’s sole and exclusive Animal Control Act
authority. WPD is deliberately misdefining what constitutes “running at large” in an effort to force the
Village of Winnetka to violate the 2040 Futures Plan, its Design Standards, the Lakefront Preservation
Ordinance, and the Village Code’s nuisance provisions.

12. CCAC regulations require fully enclosed four-sided fencing for “dog parks” on land. Even if the IL Animal
Control Act were amended to exclude dog friendly areas from its definition of places where canines are
NOT “running at large,” WPD'’s two-sided fencing would be out of compliance with the rules. As WPD
knows, CCAC’s Administrator lacks waiver authority for the four-sided fencing requirement.

Please vote to deny recommending WPD'’s grant of a SUP for its unlawful, specious and misleading fencing permit

application.

Stephanie Heraty
195 Fuller Lane
Winnetka IL
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From:

To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: Comments for Plan Commission Meeting January 28, 2026
Date: Monday, January 26, 2026 3:41:05 PM

[You don't often get email from_. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/I.earnAboutSenderldentification ]

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

January 26, 2026

Re: Special Use Permit for Dog Fence
Plan Commissioners:

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

The plans for the off-leash dog beach, as drawn on April 2025 and submitted as part of tonight’s agenda packet
(January 28, 2026 meeting,) are vague and therefore misleading. The drawings fail to inform the plan committee and
the public of the breakwater now existing at the north boundary of 205 Sheridan Rd. or the south boundary of
Centennial Park. Had the breakwater been included, the benign looking gap between the thin line representing the
fence and the property line of 205 Sheridan Rd. would seem entirely redundant and hazardous. The proposed fence
is 93 ft. 3in. long from the toe of the bluff to its eastern terminus in Lake Michigan. It runs into the lake at a distance
of 16-19ft. from the ordinary water line, but that stretch would increase to 40 plus ft. should the lake rise to the high
water mark of 581.5 ft. At best the proposed 20 ft. gap will be an unsightly debris collector and at worst it would be
a trap endangering the lives of people and dogs that might get stuck and battered between jagged rocks and an
ungiving fence. Yes, the lake can get choppy and wavy.

The need to provide a fence when there is already a pile of rocks at that property line is questionable. Dogs aren’t
going to pick their way over rocks in favor of running and playing on the beach.

Drawings are a powerful tool of communication. They should be comprehensive and describe adjacency. In this case
they fail to do so. Therefore, please deny this Special Use Permit.

Joanna Karatzas
Winnetka Resident

Sent from my iPhone
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From:

To: Planning
Subject: Urging denial of SUP for chain link fencing in Lake Michigan
Date: Monday, January 26, 2026 4:31:42 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email fro_. Learn why this is

important at https://aka.ms/L.earnAboutSenderldentification ]

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

To the members of the Winnetka Planning Commission:

We are respectfully urging the Commission to deny the requested special use permit to place chain link fencing into
Lake Michigan for a dog beach at Centennial Park. Such a fence has not been necessary previously, is an obvious
eyesore on a natural beach scape thereby impairing use and enjoyment and creates risks to swimmers, boaters, and
dogs being caught in the fencing. Further, such fencing has the potential to obstruct public use of the shoreline as
protected under IL law.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please vote to deny the special use permit request for the chain link
fencing into Lake Michigan at Centennial Park.

Sincerely,

Kim and David Mulligan
Pelham Road
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John William Root
326 Woodland Avenue
Winnetka, IL 60093

Telephone:
Email:

Sent by electronic mail: smangum@winnetka.org

Mr. Scott Mangum January 26, 2026
Village of Winnetka

Director of Community Development

510 Green Bay Road

Winnetka, IL 60093

Re: Case No. 25-28-SU
225 Sheridan Road — Centennial Park & Beach
Comments for 10/14/24 Hearing

Dear Mr. Mangum:

I have reviewed the Winnetka Park District’s (Park’s) Special Use Permit Application (SUP) for
Centennial Park, dated October 10, 2025. My following comments summarize my concerns
about the proposed WPD Centennial dog fence and how that design conflicts with Village
ordinances, particularly the Village zoning ordinances. I would appreciate your assistance in
sharing my comments as part of the official packet to be delivered to the members of the Village
of Winnetka Plan Commission.

Design Concerns

I have reviewed the SUP, and I believe that WPD’s design violates provisions in the Lakefront
Construction ordinances and violates Village dog ordinances. WPD has offered inadequate
reasons or justification for exceptions from these regulations.

Village Dog Ordinances

The Park’s SUP seeks to establish an off-leash dog beach where dogs run at large in the same
space with the general public. Village Ordinance Section 6.08.020 “Responsibilities
of dog owners” states the following:

A. Tt shall be the responsibility of the owner of any dog in the Village to keep
such dog or to cause such dog to be kept under control at all times and to prevent
such dog from doing any of the following prohibited acts, each of which is declared to be
a public nuisance:
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 2 of 11

1. Running at Large. "Running at large" means being unconfined on or in property
not owned or lawfully possessed by the owner of the dog, including public property,
without being under immediate control by the owner of the dog or a responsible member
of his or her family or by a responsible agent of the family, by means of a leash, cord,
chain or like device.

This ordinance is unambiguous and the Park’s SUP for an off-leash dog park clearly violates the
ordinance. Section 6.08.020 is designed to protect the public from loose dogs and is designed to
keep the public safe during interactions with dogs. Members of the public who dislike or fear
dogs should not have share a public beach with loose dogs in an off-leash dog beach. The
public should not be forced into a dog pen to cross a public beach. By violating Section
6.08.020 A. 1. The Park also violates Section 17.56.010:

1. “That the establishment, maintenance, and operation of the special use will not be
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general

welfare;”

6. “That the special use in all other respects conforms to the applicable regulations of
this and other village ordinances and codes.”

Fencing on Lake Michigan Dog Beaches

The proposed design of the Park’s Centennial dog fence violates Lakefront Construction
ordinance:

Section 15.78.080(D). Project Scope. The covered construction and any related
structures include only what is minimally necessary to achieve the intended and proper
purpose of the project and to be consistent with the purposes set forth in
Section 15.78.010 of this chapter.

The WPD proposed fences extend further into the lake than is necessary to keep dogs confined to

the dog beach. The Park’s current design would extend the northern and southern fences 15’
into the lake at current lake levels (see figures 1 & 2) (highlighting for emphasis).
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 3 of 11

Proposed Northern Dog Fence
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026

Page 4 of 11
Proposed Southern Dog Fence
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Figure 2: Proposed Southern Dog Fence

However, lake levels vary and the lake reached the Ordinary High Water Mark in late 2019. In
2019 the Park’s northern fence would have extended 31’ (figure 1) into the lake and 45°of the
southern fence (figure 2) would have extended into the lake. Neither fence needs to be extended
into the lake. Dogs are accompanied by their owners and owners keep their dogs confined to the
dog beach. If the fence stops at the water’s edge and a dog goes around the fence, then the
owner would be able to quickly follow the dog and return the dog to the enclosed area. Fences
that run from the toe of the bluff to the water line are sufficient to demark the dog beach. The
fact that no other lake Michigan dog beach operator has seen the need to extend a standalone
chain link fence into the lake shows that such extensions are not needed.

Lake Michigan Dog Beaches

There are six dog beaches other than Centennial on Lake Michigan in Illinois: Sunrise Dog
Beach in Lake Bluff, Moraine Dog Beach in Highland Park, Gillson Dog Beach in Wilmette,
Evanston Dog Beach in Evanston, Montrose Dog Beach in Chicago, and Belmont Dog Beach in
Chicago. Please note that four of these dog beaches are located in Cook County. None of these
beaches have a free-standing chain-link fence that extends into the lake.
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 5 of 11

Sunset Dog Beach & Adjacent Swimming Beach

Sunset Dog Beach is bounded on the north by private property and on the south by a public
swimming beach (figure 3).

Sunset Dog Beach Lake Bluff

7
£

;;_ / TP a) ARG A
a8 Looking North at Rocky Beach .
"% Where Dog Beach Ends & M) Google
! - N s, Maxar Technologies, Map data ©2024 Google

Figure 3: Sunset dog beach Lake Bluff

There is a 4’ high split rail fence covered in wire mesh on the southern boundary of the dog
beach that separates the dog beach form the people swimming beach and a rocky shore to the
north keeps the dogs confined to the beach. The split rail fence is located behind a metal groin
and is not located in the water.
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 6 of 11

Gillson Dog Beach & Adjacent Swimming Beach

Gillson Dog Beach is bounded on the north by Gillson Swimming Beach and bounded to the
south by Wilmette Harbor. (figure 4).

Gillson Dog Beach Wilmette

= Looking South at Wilmette
* Harbor where Dog Beach Ends

rth at Chain Link g‘&—m
Where Dog Beach Ends

e

Figure 4: Gillson dog beach Wilmette

The chain link fence 4’-5” high on the northern boundary separates the dog beach from the
people swimming beach. You can see that the northern chain link fence stops at the water’s edge.
In fact, the chain link fence is made of panels that are removed from the park upon the
conclusion of the Summer swimming season. The Wilmette Harbor to the south also keeps the
dogs confined to the dog beach. A plastic safety barrier fence keeps dogs off the rubble stone
lining the harbor.
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 7 of 11

Evanston Dog Beach & Adjacent Swimming Beach

Evanston Dog Beach is bounded on the north by Clark Street Swimming Beach and bounded to
the south by Church Street Power Boat Ramp (figure 5).

Looking North at Fence on Top Of Groin Separating
Dog Beach from Clark Street Beach

L e - Sar

Figure 5: Evanston dog beach Evanston

There is a 4’ high chain link fence welded to a preexisting 4’ high steel groin on the northern
boundary separating human swimmers from dogs and the Church Street Power Boat Ramp to the
south keeps the dogs confined to the dog beach. The chain link fence serves a primary purpose of
fall prevention for beach goers on Clark Street beach and also separates dogs from swimmers.
However, the chain link fence is not directly installed in the lake.
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 8 of 11

Montrose Dog Beach & Adjacent Swimming Beach

Montrose Dog Beach is bounded on the north by a concrete revetment and bounded to the south
by a chain link fence that separates it from Montrose Swimming Beach (figure 6).

Montrose Dog Beach Chicago

Q_ Search this area

Montrost: Dog Beach
Off-leash, fenced-in
area with parking

Looking South at Fence Separating
Dog and People Beach

Cricket Hill

Looking North: Beach Pinches Out
- Where Dog Beach Ends

e

i o

Figure 6: Montrose dog beach Chicago

The chain link fence is 4’ to 5° high on the southern boundary. The fence separates swimmers
from dogs and terminates at the water’s edge. The revetment to the north keeps the dogs
confined to the dog beach.
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 9 of 11

Belmont Dog Beach

Belmont Dog Beach, located in Belmont Harbor in Chicago, does not border a public swim
beach or private property. The western boundary of the dog park is an iron fence 4’ high
separating a public sidewalk from the dog beach and the remaining three sides of the beach are
bordered by the harbor (figure 7).

Belmont Harbor Dog Beach Chicago

i sm— (% -5,
Looking South at Fence Confining
Dogs and Sand Spit

Belmont;
Harbor

Dog|Beach

Looking West at Gate Exit )'
From Dog Beach
p T R

Figure 7: Belmont dog beach Chicago
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 10 of 11

Moraine Dog Beach

Moraine Dog Beach is located in Highland Park. A ravine confines the dogs to the north and a 4’
high wooden slat snow fence confines the dogs to the south. The snow fence is attached to posts
driven into the beach adjacent to a steel groin. The snow fence does not extend into the water.

Moraine Dog Beach Highland Park

Looking South at Fence Separating
Dog Beach from Private Property

South Boundary
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Looking North at Ravine & Groin
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e

Figure 8: Moraine dog beach Highland Park

This review of the North Shore Lake Michigan dog beaches in Illinois shows that fencing is the
most popular method used to separate, confine, and “delineate” dog beaches from human
beaches. Municipalities also use natural boundaries such as ravines and rocky shorelines to
confine the dogs and separate them from people. Artificial structures such as stone lined harbors,
steel groins, and boat launches also serve a secondary purpose of confining dogs and separating
them from humans on the beaches. This survey also shows that no municipality has installed a
standalone fence into the lake and that installed standalone fences terminate at the water’s edge.
One can conclude that fences terminating along the water’s edge are adequate for separating
dogs from humans
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
January 25, 2026
Page 11 of 11

“Temporary Dog Fence”

The Park’s SUP calls for a “temporary” dog fence while not specifying a date certain for when
the fence would be removed or replaced. A fence that can remain indefinitely is not temporary.
Village Counsel should require the Park to remove the fence should Centennial Park cease to be
operated as an off-leash dog park by the Park or for that portion of the dog beach that is
subsequently transferred to a private entity. These limitation requirements should be a condition
of issuance of the permit.

Conclusion
For all the reasons enumerated above, I respectfully request that Plan Commission recommend
against the granting of Park’s SUP. Thank you and member of the Village of Winnetka Plan
Commission for your consideration of these comments.

cc: Members of the Village of Winnetka Plan Commission

Ms. Kristin Kazenas, Village Manager
By Email: KKazenas@winnetka.org

Ms. Ann Klaassen
Assistant Director
By Email: AKlaassen@winnetka.org
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To: Ann Klaassen

Subject: Winnetka Park District Centennial Fence SUP Application Violates Design Standards, Conflicts with the 2040
Futures Plan, Misrepresents Facts and the Law
Date: Monday, January 26, 2026 4:58:41 PM

You don't often get email from _ Learn why this is important

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

To Village of Winnetka Plan Commission
From: Stephanie Tokarczyk, 303 Sheridan Road, Winnetka

Re: Winnetka Park District Centennial Fence SUP Application Violates Design Standards,
Conflicts with the 2040 Futures Plan, Misrepresents Facts and the Law

Date: January 26, 2026

Please vote against recommending the Winnetka Park District’s (“WPD”) Village
Code-violating, SUP standard breaching, unlawful and 2040 Futures Plan-
indifferent permanent fencing permit application.

1.2.3.4.5.6. VOW Design Standards prohibit chain-link fencing. WPD’s proposed black
chain-link animal cage on the shores of Lake Michigan would violate this prohibition.
It cannot be recommended to the Village Council.

VOW 2040 Futures Plan promotes open space and the preservation of Winnetka’s graceful
character, neighborhood design standards, and the environment. WPD’s SUP
application clearly violates all of these tenets. There is no standalone black chain link
fencing along any neighboring Centennial Park property owner’s lakefront front lot
line, nor along any Sheridan Road front lawn.

There 1s no standalone chain link fencing in the neighborhood that extends into Lake
Michigan. WPD’s SUP permit application cannot be recommended to the Village
Council.

When the Village approved WPD’s 2001 Elder Lane and Beach SUP application, it required
WPD to install Code-compliant non-chain link fencing. Despite this, WPD seeks to
install Code non-compliant, design standard violating, 2040 Futures Plan -
inconsistent chain link fencing on Centennial beach.

WPD’s proposed black chain link animal cage is not minimally necessary nor consistent with
Code Section 15.78.010. WPD’s fencing is designed to stretch 106’ from the toe of
the bluffs into Lake Michigan on the north, and 93’3” into Lake Michigan to the south.
The fencing extends 72 feet beyond the OHWM--WPD’s front lot line—on the north,
and 77°'3” beyond WPD'’s front lot line to the south. Fencing that extends beyond a
property owner’s front lot line is prohibited.
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The Village Code prohibits nuisances, which it defines as fencing or other barriers that
would extend into the public way, including Lake Michigan and its submerged lands.

Village Code Section 15.78.080 prohibits the creation of nuisances, such as fencing that
would create Public Safety Hazards, including by impairing police7. 8. 9. and other
first responder access to Centennial beach/Lake Michigan. WPD’s animal cage would
have 10” double gates on the northern side of Centennial. On Centennial’s southern
end, WPD designed two barely passable, stacked, single gates that form a 6’ long,
39” wide corridor in the lake east of the OHWM. WPD’s unsafe designs would
unreasonably obstruct and interfere with ingress/egress to the adjacent public beach
south of its animal cage. The cage would force first responders and other rescuers
either into the lake through a yardstick wide corridor to try to reach emergency
situations on the 20’ area south of the fencing and north of 205 Sheridan’s northern
breakwater, or 77°3” past the OHWM into Lake Michigan to attempt to render aid to
persons/dogs/boats/paddlers.

The 2040 Futures Plan contemplates ADA access. For local governmental bodies such as
WPD, compliance is mandatory. Despite this, WPD designed an ADA non-compliant
beach corridor that is too narrow for a wheelchair to use, with an insufficient turning
radius that would trap people and dogs inside the chain link fencing, possibly in the
waters of Lake Michigan. This dangerous and unlawful design violates the Village
Code as well as the 2040 Futures Plan, and cannot be recommended for approval.

WPD misrepresents the permanent nature of its black chain-link fenced in animal cage
extending along and well past its front lot line on the shores of Lake Michigan. The
fencing would be permanent, with no time constraints or removal requirement.

WPD claims its ADA-violating, public nuisance creating, Design Code abrogating, 39” wide,
6’ corridor will never be used for maintenance south of the black chain-link fencing.
This is out of line with the realities of known debris that washes up from Lake
Michigan, as well as boats that may crash into 205 Sheridan’s armored stone
breakwaters, possibly stranding boaters/boats on a narrow 20’ strip of inaccessible
public beach, or beyond. A 34’ long boat was stranded after encountering heavy
waves at Lloyd in October 2025. WPD also recently described finding a large section
of wide rubber pipe washed up onto the Elder-Centennial beach, which required
removal efforts by both the Village and WPD.

That belies WPD’s false statement that no maintenance will ever be required south of its
unlawful black chain-link lakefront animal cage.

10.Cook County Animal Control (“CCAC”) has refused to evaluate WPD’s animal cage until
after IDNR and USACE make their determinations, despite repeated entreaties not
only from WPD, but also via email and phone calls from Orchard 2020 Trust’s
attorneys. In 2024, CCAC Administrator Dr. Diakhate informed Shannon Nazzal that
Centennial beach is a “dog friendly area.” Cook County does not require four-sided or
any other specific fencing for Lake Michigan dogfriendly areas, WPD can produce no
documentation supporting its specious claims.
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11. The Village Code prohibits dog owners from allowing their pets to “run at large.” The IL
Animal Control Act, 510 ILCS 5, 5/9, provides that: “A dog that is in a dog-friendly
area or a dog park is NOT CONSIDERED TO BE RUNNING AT LARGE IF THE DOG
IS MONITORED OR SUPERVISED BY A PERSON.” There is no lawful justification
for WPD’s attempted usurpation of CCAC’s sole and exclusive Animal Control Act
authority. WPD is deliberately misdefining what constitutes “running at large” in an
effort to force the Village of Winnetka to violate the 2040 Futures Plan, its Design
Standards, the Lakefront Preservation Ordinance, and the Village Code’s nuisance
provisions.

12.CCAC regulations require fully enclosed four-sided fencing for “dog parks” on land. Even
if the IL Animal Control Act were amended to exclude dog friendly areas from its
definition of places where canines are NOT “running at large,” WPD’s two-sided
fencing would be out of compliance with the rules. As WPD knows, CCAC'’s
Administrator lacks waiver authority for the four-sided fencing requirement.

Please vote to deny recommending WPD’s grant of a SUP for its unlawful, specious and
misleading fencing permit application.
Best regards,

Stephanie Tokarczyk
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From:
To: Ann Klaassen
Cc:
Subject: 1/28/26 Plan Commission meeting, WPD Centennial Fence SUP
Date: Monday, January 26, 2026 5:24:08 PM

Attachments: January2026CookCountyFOIAExcerpt.pdf

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

Hello Ann:
Would you please share this email dated 1/26/26 with the Plan Commission?

The attached pdf consists of communications related to WPD’s ongoing efforts to leverage
Cook County’s Animal Control Ordinance/Regulations to the advantage of certain interests.
Cook County expresses disinterest in a matter outside of its jurisdiction: Lake Michigan-
based, non-contiguous dog beach fencing extending across public lands and waters.

As background, beginning in 2022-2023 (post-withdrawal of controversial lakefront joint
permit designs featuring louvered steel walls) WPD began to claim Centennial dog beach was
an unlawfully unfenced “dog park™ that required four-sided contiguous fencing

... despite its status as an on-leash Lake Michigan beach area for which Cook County requires
no fencing at all.

During the Plan Commission’s and ZBA’s 2024-2025 permit reviews, WPD shifted to calling
Centennial dog beach a “dog friendly area” (“DFA”) requiring fencing despite the fact that the
Cook County Code does not proscribe this for Lake Michigan DFAs. CCAC’s lack of interest
in WPD’s scheme consisted of telling Ms. Nazzal that Centennial is a “DFA”—not subject to
CCAC’s four-sided “dog park”™ fencing rules.

Subsequent WPD permit applications and narratives in 2025 continue to misrepresent

that Cook County requires “dog park”™ fencing at Centennial. All of this conflicts with WPD’s
response to the Village in its final 8-4-25 Centennial Breakwater SUP (excerpt below) in
which WPD acknowledges the Cook County Code fails to require fencing for dog beaches,
spuriously suggesting that at some point in the future it might.*

Page 143 of 547



" winpark.org — Private

security, etc.) be on site? How does one get into and out of the dog park? The beach
to the north of the pier?

WPD Response: Included.

e. Will there be a set of rules for use of any other of the four areas? Is so, please
provide what those are? (You provided a weblink. Given most advisory body
members and Council read a printed packet, you will also want to include a printed

copy of the content from this web page.)

WPD Response: Included. o\

e —

f. Regarding the dog beach, are there any other applicable State, County, etc.
regulations which the dog beach must comply (e.g. fencing requirements, leash
requirements, etc.)? If so, what are they, and please provide a narrative regarding how
the proposed dog beach complies? (Have you been able to gain clarification
regarding the Cook County ordinance regarding dog parks and fencing
requirements?)

WPD Response: twas suggested that the Winnetka Park District su mit for a waiver
at this time until the address this matter at a future date for all dog parks that a ut

ake ichigan. Please note that we are looking to operate our dog beach similarly
to our neighboring communities, which currently operate a secure off-leash dog
beach on Lake Michigan that are fenced and gated on three sides of their beaches.

e — —

g. For what parks and recreation activities will the tableland be used? Passive
recreational activities or active recreational activities? Please describe.

WPD Response: Included.

h. Please provide any other details regarding the operational aspects for the four
proposed areas of Centennial Beach and Park.

WPD Response: Included.

i. Wil the proposed improvements and use of the park and beach increase the usage of
the park and beach from its current activity level? If so, how will the existing on-site

Please do not recommend WPD’s untruthful, misleading fencing SUP for approval. Cook
County’s Animal Control Ordinance does not require it. Veracity should be required for WPD,
as it is for the Village’s homeowners, business owners, and our other units of local
government.

Thank you.

Kris Schriesheim
Winnetka taxpayer

*ATTACHMENT: WPD’s Final 8-4-25 SUP application to the Village. Village staff’s
question is: “Regarding the dog beach, are there any other applicable State, County, etc.
regulations which the dog beach must comply (e.g. fencing requirements, leash requirements,
etc.)? ... WPD’s answer stating that there are not is as follows: “It was suggested that the
Winnetka Park District submit for a waiver at this time until they address this matter at a
future date for all dog parks that abut Lake Michigan. []”

As a reminder, CCAC ordinance/regulations do not provide the Administrator with waiver
authority.
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From: Megan Carolan (Animal Control

To: Allison Davidson (Bureau of Administration

Cc: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control); Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control)
Subject: Fw: Dog Beach Signage

Date: Monday, December 1, 2025 3:40:06 PM

Attachments: Outlook-gaznkaxm.png
Qutlook-bahvbo3g.png
Outlook-tsvalghg.ipg
Qutlook-gs4ic4va.png
Outlook-g2bnkcpl.png
Outlook-fhhdpblt.png
Outlook-uxgpanhv.png
Qutlook-zzlkmitd.png
Outlook-m52qaaisi.ipg
Qutlook-tsOcihgr.png

Hi Allison do you have any guidance on responding to these questions from Winnetka Park
District?

Megan Carolan, DVM
Deputy Administrator

(-]

Cook County Animal & Rabies Control
M: (773) 520-5753

Sign up for our newsletter to receive email updates.

Follow Cook County Government on Facebook | X | Instagram
Follow Toni Preckwinkle on Facebook | X | Instagram

From: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>

Sent: Monday, December 1, 2025 10:37 AM

To: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>; Mamadou Diakhate
(Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>; Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control)
<Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Simon, Adam <ASimon@ancelglink.com>; Harold W. Francke <hfrancke@mpslaw.com>; Costa
Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>

Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

External Message Disclaimer

This message originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.

Megan,
Thank you for your response. As we continue to coordinate with IDNR and USACE, it is

important for the District to clearly understand Cook County’s role and obligations in this
matter. | have copied our legal counsel on this matter as you referred to legalities that you are
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looking in to.

Because Cook County does not issue a permit for this type of temporary set up and instead
relies on the applicable provisions of the Cook County Animal and Rabies Control Ordinance
and Regulation VIII. Dog Parks and Areas, we respectfully request clarification regarding the
scope and substance of the County’s review. Specifically, it would be helpful to understand:

1. What statutory or administrative authority governs Cook County’s evaluation in
circumstances such as this;

2. What criteria or standards you intends to apply once the other agencies have issued their
determinations;

3. What documentation or findings Cook County requires in order to complete its review;
and

4. Any prior instances, case examples, or determinations in which Cook County has
applied this type of review process to an off-leash area, dog beach, or comparable
recreational facility.

As you can appreciate, we must provide our Board with a clear and accurate explanation of
each agency’s jurisdictional role, review process, and the basis for any deferral. Receiving the
above information will ensure that we are fully aligned with the County’s expectations and able
to plan appropriately as the external reviews proceed.

We will continue to keep Cook County informed as we receive updates from IDNR and USACE.
Thank you in advance for your assistance in providing these clarifications.

Shannon Q. Nazzal, CPRE (she / her)
Executive Director
Office: +1.847.501.2074

Email: snazzal@winpark.org
Winnetka Park District | winpark.org

[
=

From: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 10, 2025 9:17 AM

To: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>; Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>; Mamadou
Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>
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Cc: Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>
Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

Shannon,

While our ordinance does not speak directly to this unique situation, we do feel it is important to
allow the other relevant agencies to make their determinations before moving forward. Inthe
meantime, our bureau is still reviewing the legalities.

Thanks,

Megan Carolan, DVM
Deputy Administrator

Cook County Animal & Rabies Control
M: (773) 520-5753

Sign up for our newsletter to receive email updates.

Follow Cook County Government on Eacebook | X | Instagram

Follow Toni Preckwinkle on Facebook | X | Instagram

From: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 6, 2025 10:09 AM

To: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>; Costa Kutulas
<CKutulas@winpark.org>; Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)
<Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal @cookcountyil.gov>

Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

External Message Disclaimer

This message originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.

Hi Megan,
Can you point to Cook County regulations, ordinances, resolutions, etc that shows where this
is the practice for review? I’m curious as this is this first time this information has been relayed

to us. We will need to provide our Board an update. Thank you.

Shannon Nazzal
Executive Director
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Get Outlook foriOS

From: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>
Sent: Thursday, November 6, 2025 9:54 AM

To: Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>; Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)
<Mamadou.Diakhate @cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>; Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control)
<Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>

Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage
Good morning Costa,

Thank you for reaching out. Please be advised that Cook County will complete its
evaluation once determinations have been made by DNR and the Army Corps of
Engineers. We trust that you will keep us informed on the permitting progress, and
we remain available should you have any questions or need clarification in the
meantime.

Thank you,

Megan Carolan, DVM

Deputy Administrator

Cook County Animal and Rabies Control

Get Outlook foriOS

From: Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>

Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2025 11:03:49 AM

To: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>; Shannon Nazzal
<shazzal@winpark.org>; Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>;

Megan Rola-Podczaski (Animal Control) <Megan.Rola-Podczaski@cookcountyil.gov>
Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

External Message Disclaimer

This message originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.
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Good Morning Mamadou,

| hope that you're doing well and enjoy the cooler weather. | wanted to check in regarding the
status of CCDARC'’s final determination. We are in the process of advancing the project’s
design and permitting, and confirmation of compliance with the Cook County Department of
Animal and Rabies Control requirements is an important step in that process.

When you have a moment, could you please provide an update on the review or let us know if
any additional information is needed to complete your determination?

Thank you again for your time and assistance, we appreciate your help in keeping this moving
forward.

Regards,

Costa Kutulas
Director of Parks and Maintenance

P: (847) 501-2052
E: ckutulas@winpark.org

Winnetka Park District | winpark.org

From: Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>

Sent: Friday, October 17, 2025 11:42 AM

To: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>; Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)
<Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>; Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control)
<Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>; Megan Rola-Podczaski (Animal Control) <Megan.Rola-

Podczaski@cookcountyil.gov>
Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

Good Morning Megan, (and CCDARC Team),

| wanted to follow up on our last Teams meeting from a few weeks ago. As | recall, it was my
understanding that your team had all the materials needed to make a final determination
regarding our request on whether our proposed Centennial Beach Fencing Plan meets the
Cook County Department of Animal and Rabies Control regulations.

We’re continuing to move forward with project permitting and would greatly appreciate
confirmation that our proposed plan satisfies the CCDARC requirements.

| also left a voicemail for you and Mark R., but | wanted to reach out via email as well to close
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the loop. If someone from your team could please provide an update or an anticipated timeline
for the final determination, I’d greatly appreciate it.

Thank you for your time and effort on this matter. | look forward to hearing back from a member
of your team soon.

Regards,

Costa Kutulas

Director of Parks and Maintenance

P: (847) 501-2052
E: ckutulas@winpark.org

Winnetka Park District | winpark.org

From: Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>

Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 12:29 PM

To: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Shannon Nazzal <snhazzal@winpark.org>; Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)
<Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>; Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control)
<Mark.Rosenthal @cookcountyil.gov>; Megan Rola-Podczaski (Animal Control) <Megan.Rola-

Podczaski@cookcountyil.gov>
Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

Megan,

| have some availability this afternoon between 1:00-2:00 PM. | realize that’s short notice, but
let me know if that works for you. Otherwise, we can find a time later this week that’s more
convenient.

Thanks,

Costa Kutulas

Director of Parks and Maintenance

P: (847) 501-2052
E: ckutulas@winpark.org

Winnetka Park District | winpark.org

From: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2025 4:08 PM

To: Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>

Cc: Shannon Nazzal <snhazzal@winpark.org>; Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)
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This message originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.

Good Afternoon Megan,

Thank you again for taking the time to speak with me this afternoon regarding the items noted in
your earlier email exchange with Shannon.

As we discussed, | appreciate your confirmation that no formal application has been submitted
to CCDAC from the WPD regarding the Centennial Beach Dog Park. Rather, your comments
were based on your review of the Park District’s sighage and the Dog Beach Users submission
to CCDAC, inresponse to the District’s request to ensure our proposed Temporary Dog
Fencing Plan meets CCDAC requirements.

Regarding the signhage statement, “Check with your veterinarian before bringing a puppy
under the age of four months to the park”, you noted that, in your opinion, the four-month
reference could be reconsidered due to variations in vaccination schedules across breeders
and veterinary offices. This is a point the Park District may want to consider in future planning.
We'll keep that in mind as we move forward with your future planning for dog run sites.

| believe this summarizes our conversation accurately, but please feel free to follow up if I've
misunderstood or misstated anything.

Thank you again for your time, and | hope you enjoy the rest of your evening.

Best regards,

Costa Kutulas
Director of Parks and Maintenance

P: (847) 501-2052
E: ckutulas@winpark.org

Winnetka Park District | winpark.org

From: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2025 10:19 AM

To: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>; Mark Rosenthal
(Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>; Megan Rola-Podczaski (Animal Control)

<Megan.Rola-Podczaski@cookcountyil.gov>; Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>
Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

Ms. Carolan,
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Thank you for the email. Is the requirement from Cook County to remove that line on proposed
signage? I'm also curious about it being considered an application review as we didn't submit
an application per say, but a request for review. Is it now considered an application for
approval or permit?

Thank you for any clarification you can offer.

Shannon Q. Nazzal, CPRE (she / her)
Executive Director
Office: +1.847.501.2074

Email: snhazzal@winpark.org
Winnetka Park District | winpark.org

(-]
=

From: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2025 9:59 AM
To: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>

Cc: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>; Mark
Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>; Megan Rola-Podczaski

(Animal Control) <Megan.Rola-Podczaski@cookcountyil.gov>
Subject: Dog Beach Signage

Good morning Shannon,

Our department is reviewing the Centennial Dog Beach application, and we wanted to check in
regarding one point on the suggested signage-

"Check with your veterinarian before bringing a puppy under the age of four months to the
park."

Puppies are generally not considered fully vaccinated until they reach four months of age.

Verifying the pet's vaccination status via the application process would probably be more
suitable than this statement.
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Please send an updated version of the new signage, and once received, our department can
proceed with the application review and make a decision.

Thank you,

Megan Carolan, DVM

) Deputy Administrator

Cook County Animal & Rabies Control
M: (773) 520-5753

Sign up for our newsletter to receive email updates.

Follow Cook County Government on Facebook | X | Instagram
Follow Toni Preckwinkle on Facebook | X | Instagram
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From: Megan Carolan (Animal Control

To: Allison Davidson (Bureau of Administration

Cc: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control); Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control)
Subject: Fw: Dog Beach Signage

Date: Thursday, November 6, 2025 10:58:21 AM

Attachments: Outlook-gaznkaxm.png
Qutlook-bahvbo3g.png
Outlook-tsvalghg.ipg
Qutlook-gs4ic4va.png
Outlook-g2bnkcpl.png
Outlook-fhhdpblt.png
Outlook-It11ligu.png

Hi Alison would you have a few minutes to discuss tomorrow?

Thanks,

Megan Carolan, DVM
Deputy Administrator

(<]

Cook County Animal & Rabies Control
M: (773) 520-5753

Sign up for our newsletter to receive email updates.

Follow Cook County Government on Eacebook | X | Instagram

Follow Toni Preckwinkle on Facebook | X | Instagram

From: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 6, 2025 10:09 AM

To: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>; Costa Kutulas
<CKutulas@winpark.org>; Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)
<Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>

Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

External Message Disclaimer

This message originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.

Hi Megan,
Can you point to Cook County regulations, ordinances, resolutions, etc that shows where this
is the practice for review? I’m curious as this is this first time this information has been relayed

to us. We will need to provide our Board an update. Thank you.

Shannon Nazzal
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Executive Director

Get Outlook foriOS

From: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>
Sent: Thursday, November 6, 2025 9:54 AM

To: Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>; Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)
<Mamadou.Diakhate @cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>; Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control)
<Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>

Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

Good morning Costa,

Thank you for reaching out. Please be advised that Cook County will complete its
evaluation once determinations have been made by DNR and the Army Corps of
Engineers. We trust that you will keep us informed on the permitting progress, and
we remain available should you have any questions or need clarification in the
meantime.

Thank you,
Megan Carolan, DVM
Deputy Administrator

Cook County Animal and Rabies Control

Get Outlook foriOS

From: Costa Kutulas <CKutulas@winpark.org>

Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2025 11:03:49 AM

To: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Megan Carolan (Animal Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>; Shannon Nazzal
<shazzal@winpark.org>; Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>;
Megan Rola-Podczaski (Animal Control) <Megan.Rola-Podczaski@cookcountyil.gov>

Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

External Message Disclaimer
This message originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
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From: Todd Moore (Bureau of Administration)

To: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control); Allison Davidson (Bureau of Administration)
Cc: Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control); Megan Carolan (Animal Control)

Subject: RE: Winnetka Park Dristrict Dog Beach

Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2025 10:34:33 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Thanks Mamadou, Allison is out this week. In the meantime, could you forward the attachment
Mr. Wynnychenko sent in on 15 Sept?

Thanks,

Todd

Todd Moore

Deputy Chief Administrative Officer
Bureau of Administration
0:(312)603-4905

1S

From: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 10, 2025 9:23 AM

To: Allison Davidson (Bureau of Administration) <Allison.Davidson@cookcountyil.gov>

Cc: Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>; Megan Carolan (Animal
Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>; Todd Moore (Bureau of Administration)
<Todd.Moore@cookcountyil.gov>

Subject: Fw: Winnetka Park Dristrict Dog Beach

Hi Allison,
Any advise you could share with us on how to properly respond to this email?

Mamadou Diakhate, D.V.M.
Administrator

Cook County Animal and Rabies Control
P: 708-974-6147 / M: 773-965-5852

mamadou.diakhate@ cookcountyil.gov

www.cookcountyil.gov

From: Ted Wynnychenko |G-

Sent: Sunday, November 9, 2025 5:50 PM
To: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>
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Cc: Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>; Megan Carolan (Animal
Control) <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>
Subject: RE: Winnetka Park Dristrict Dog Beach

External Message Disclaimer

This message originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and caution when
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.

Dr. Diakhate:

| was wondering if there was any updated information about the Winnetka Park District's attempts to
authorize a off-leash dog park that lacks the "contiguous" fencing required by regulations.

| am attaching a letter from the Park District to the Village of Winnetka, it which the District asserts
that they "anticipate confirmation of [CCARC] review soon." (page 1, paragraph 5)

While | am uncertain what to make of this statement, | would like to ask, once again, what the
published process and/or rules are for your department to grant variations or waivers of the
regulations, and how public participation/comment in such a waiver is allowed.

As | previously stated, | can find no regulations or guidance, or, in fact, any authority, that would allow
any variation to the fencing requirement in the regulation.

Thank you for your assistance.
Ted Wynnychenko

> From: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)

> [mailto:Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov]
> Sent: Monday, September 22, 2025 1:00 PM

> To:
> Cc: Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control); Megan Carolan (Animal Control)
> Subject: Re: Winnetka Park Dristrict Dog Beach

>

> Dear Mr. Wynnychenko,

>

> | am in receipt of your email, and | am grateful that you reach out to my
> department for information.

>

> The Winnetka Park District has submitted plans for a dog park and Cook County
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> Animal & Rabies Control is still evaluating it.
>

> Should more information become available, | would be happy to share them.
>

> Sincerely,

>

>

> Mamadou Diakhate, D.V.M.

> Administrator

> Cook County Animal and Rabies Control
> P:708-974-6147 / M: 773-965-5852

> mamadou.diakhate@cookcountyil.gov

>
> www.cookcountyil.gov <http://www.cookcountyil.gov/>
>
>

> From: Ted Wynnychenko_>

> Sent: Saturday, September 20, 2025 8:01 AM

> To: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>
> Cc: Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@cookcountyil.gov>; Natalia
> Derevyanny (Bureau of Administration) <Natalia.Derevyanny@cookcountyil.gov>
> Subject: RE: Winnetka Park Dristrict Dog Beach

>

>

> External Message Disclaimer

>

> This message originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment

> and caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this

> email.

>

> Dr. Diakhate:

>

> | would appreciate an acknowledgement that my prior email message was
>received, and, if possible, any information on how your Department will

> consider variations from published regulations and your Department's

> authority to effect such variations on a case-by-case basis.

>

> Thank you

> Ted Wynnychenko

> > From: Ted WynnychenkJ

> > Sent: Monday, September 15, 2025 6:34 PM
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>>To: 'Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)'

> > Subject: Winnetka Park Dristrict Dog Beach

> >

> > Dr. Diakhate:

>>

> > | previously contacted your office to ask whether an incompletely fenced

> > area could be considered an off-leash dog park by your Department.

> >

>> | have attached a copy of my letter and your response from

> > October-November 2024.

> >

>>| have now been led to believe that your Departmentis "considering" a

> > request from the Winnetka Park District to approve an incompletely fenced
> > area as acceptable, under your published regulations, as an off-leash dog
> > park.\

> >

> > |f my belief is incorrect, | am sorry for troubling you.

>>

> > However, if your Department is considering "approving" any incompletely
> > fenced area as allowable under Regulation VIII, despite the clear and

> > unambiguous language of the regulation which demands that an off-leash dog
>> park be "completely enclosed by ... a fence," then | request that you

> > provide answers to the questions | posed in 2024, as | am not aware of any
> > published process for the granting of any "waiver" to the requirements of

> > Regulation VIII.

>>

> > Furthermore, | would appreciate being advised on how the public will be

> > permitted to comment on any requests for waivers that may be submitted to
>>your Department.

> >

> > Thank you for your assistance.

> >

>>Ted Wynnychenko
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From: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)

To: Scott Britton (Board of Commissioners)

Cc: Allison Davidson (Bureau of Administration); Alexis Jenkins (Bureau of Administration); Zahra Ali (Bureau of
Administration)

Subject: Re: Centennial Dog Beach Follow Up

Date: Thursday, November 6, 2025 10:53:16 AM

Attachments: Outlook-Cook Color.png

Outlook-4vgbdcah.png
Outlook-ngp314wa.png
Outlook-3rlfgp2b.png
Outlook-n3wxlgse.png

Dear Commissioner Britton,
Thank you for reaching out to ARC, your continuous support is dearly appreciated.

Animal and Rabies Control has decided not to issue any decision until Illinois Department of Natural
Resources and Army Corps of Engineers have given approval, as they will be looking at whether the
plans provide sufficient access to the water under the law.

Assuming they approve, the plan appears to meet the requirements of our regulations, but BOA is still
reviewing the legalities.

Should you have further questions, feel free to reach out to our BOA Senior Legal Counsel Allison
Davidson here copied.

Sincerely,

Mamadou Diakhate, D.V.M.
Administrator

Cook County Animal and Rabies Control
P: 708-974-6147 / M: 773-965-5852
mamadou.diakhate@cookcountyil.gov

www.cookcountyil.gov

From: Scott Britton (Board of Commissioners) <Scott.Britton@cookcountyil.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 5, 2025 10:41 AM

To: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control) <Mamadou.Diakhate@cookcountyil.gov>
Subject: Centennial Dog Beach Follow Up

Dear Administrator Diakhate,

Thank you for your thoughtful compliance review of Winnetka Park District’s plan for a
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special use permit for an off-leash dog beach at Centennial Park.

I understand that a review by the Cook County Animal and Rabies Control (CCARC) has
been completed and is now under review by the Bureau of Administration. Would it be
possible to view the preliminary findings?

With gratitude,
Commissioner Britton

Scott Britton

Commissioner | 14th District

(0): (312) 603-4932 | (F): (312)603-3686
www.CommissionerScottBritton.com
Sign up for my newsletter!

8 ]
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Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control)

L

From: Megan Carolan (Animal Control)

Sent: Tuesday, January 6, 2026 8:47 AM

To: Allison Davidson (Bureau of Administration)

Cc: Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control); Mark Rosenthal (Animal Control); Ebonie Taylor
{Animal Control)

Subject: Fw: Dog Beach Signage

Attachments: LM2025011.pdf

Hi Allison, an update from Winnetka FYI

COOK COUNTY Megan Carolan, DVM
BUREAU OF Deputy Administrator

ADMINISTRATION Cook County Animal & Rabies Control
M: (773) 520-5753

From: Costa
Kutulas

Sign up for our newsletter to receive email updates.

Follow Cook County Government on Facebook | X | Instagram

Follow Toni Preckwinkle on Facebook | X | Instagram
<CKutulas@winpark.org>
Sent: Monday, January 5, 2026 4:23 PM
To: Megan Carolan (Animal Control} <Megan.Carolan@cookcountyil.gov>; Mamadou Diakhate (Animal Control)
<Mamadou.Diakhate @cookcountyil.gov>; Mark Rosenthal {Animal Control) <Mark.Rosenthal@ cookcountyil.gov>
Cc: Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>
Subject: Re: Dog Beach Signage

O - e e S S S e 8 e e o ]

: ~ External Message Dlsclalmer
' ThlS message orlglnated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and cautlon when opemng
e attachments _clicking llnks, orrespondingto thisemail. =~ -~ oo

Good Afternoon All,

| hope everyone had a relaxing holiday break and was able to enjoy time with famlly and friends as we
welcomed the new year.

 wanted to share some positive news received from the llinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR).
On December 24, Shannon and | received confirmation from Eric Otto at the IDNR that our permit
application for the dog fencing project has been approved for construction (see attached).

We are still awaiting a determination from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), which we
anticipate by the end of the month. In the meantime, we wanted to share this update and keep you
informed as you continue reviewing our request to ensure the project aligns with your respective
regulations and processes.
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To Village of Winnetka Plan Commission

From: The Cacciatore Family @ 140 Sheridan Rd

Re: Winnetka Park District Centennial Fence SUP Application Violates Design
Standards, Conflicts with the 2040 Futures Plan, Misrepresents Facts and the Law

Date: January 26, 2026

Please vote against recommending the Winnetka Park District’s (“WPD”) Village Code-
violating, SUP standard breaching, unlawful and 2040 Futures Plan-indifferent
permanent fencing permit application.

1.

VOW Design Standards prohibit chain-link fencing. WPD’s proposed black chain-
link animal cage on the shores of Lake Michigan would violate this prohibition. It
cannot be recommended to the Village Council.

VOW 2040 Futures Plan promotes open space and the preservation of
Winnetka’s graceful character, neighborhood design standards, and the
environment. WPD’s SUP application clearly violates all of these tenets. There is
no standalone black chain link fencing along any neighboring Centennial Park
property owner’s lakefront front lot line, nor along any Sheridan Road front lawn.
There is no standalone chain link fencing in the neighborhood that extends into
Lake Michigan. WPD’s SUP permit application cannot be recommended to the
Village Council.

When the Village approved WPD’s 2001 Elder Lane and Beach SUP application,
it required WPD to install Code-compliant non-chain link fencing. Despite this,
WPD seeks to install Code non-compliant, design standard violating, 2040
Futures Plan -inconsistent chain link fencing on Centennial beach.

WPD’s proposed black chain link animal cage is not minimally necessary nor
consistent with Code Section 15.78.010. WPD’s fencing is designed to
stretch106’ from the toe of the bluffs into Lake Michigan on the north, and 93°3”
into Lake Michigan to the south. The fencing extends 72 feet beyond the
OHWM--WPD'’s front lot line—on the north, and 77°3” beyond WPD’s front lot line
to the south. Fencing that extends beyond a property owner’s front lot line is
prohibited.

The Village Code prohibits nuisances, which it defines as fencing or other
barriers that would extend into the public way, including Lake Michigan and its
submerged lands.

Village Code Section 15.78.080 prohibits the creation of nuisances, such as
fencing that would create Public Safety Hazards, including by impairing police
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and other first responder access to Centennial beach/Lake Michigan. WPD’s
animal cage would have 10” double gates on the northern side of Centennial. On
Centennial’s southern end, WPD designed two barely passable, stacked, single
gates that form a 6’ long, 39” wide corridor in the lake east of the OHWM. WPD’s
unsafe designs would unreasonably obstruct and interfere with ingress/egress to
the adjacent public beach south of its animal cage. The cage would force first
responders and other rescuers either into the lake through a yardstick wide
corridor to try to reach emergency situations on the 20’ area south of the fencing
and north of 205 Sheridan’s northern breakwater, or 77°3” past the OHWM into
Lake Michigan to attempt to render aid to persons/dogs/boats/paddlers.

7. The 2040 Futures Plan contemplates ADA access. For local governmental bodies
such as WPD, compliance is mandatory. Despite this, WPD designed an ADA
non-compliant beach corridor that is too narrow for a wheelchair to use, with an
insufficient turning radius that would trap people and dogs inside the chain link
fencing, possibly in the waters of Lake Michigan. This dangerous and unlawful
design violates the Village Code as well as the 2040 Futures Plan, and cannot be
recommended for approval.

8. WPD misrepresents the permanent nature of its black chain-link fenced in animal
cage extending along and well past its front lot line on the shores of Lake
Michigan. The fencing would be permanent, with no time constraints or removal
requirement.

9. WPD claims its ADA-violating, public nuisance creating, Design Code abrogating,
39” wide, 6’ corridor will never be used for maintenance south of the black chain-
link fencing. This is out of line with the realities of known debris that washes up
from Lake Michigan, as well as boats that may crash into 205 Sheridan’s
armored stone breakwaters, possibly stranding boaters/boats on a narrow 20’
strip of inaccessible public beach, or beyond. A 34’ long boat was stranded after
encountering heavy waves at Lloyd in October 2025. WPD also recently
described finding a large section of wide rubber pipe washed up onto the Elder-
Centennial beach, which required removal efforts by both the Village and WPD.
That belies WPD'’s false statement that no maintenance will ever be required
south of its unlawful black chain-link lakefront animal cage.

10.Cook County Animal Control (“CCAC”) has refused to evaluate WPD’s animal
cage until after IDNR and USACE make their determinations, despite repeated
entreaties not only from WPD, but also via email and phone calls from Orchard
2020 Trust’s attorneys. In 2024, CCAC Administrator Dr. Diakhate informed
Shannon Nazzal that Centennial beach is a “dog friendly area.” Cook County
does not require four-sided or any other specific fencing for Lake Michigan dog
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friendly areas, WPD can produce no documentation supporting its specious
claims.

11. The Village Code prohibits dog owners from allowing their pets to “run at large.”
The IL Animal Control Act, 510 ILCS 5, 5/9, provides that: “A dog that is in a dog-
friendly area or a dog park is NOT CONSIDERED TO BE RUNNING AT LARGE
IF THE DOG IS MONITORED OR SUPERVISED BY A PERSON.” There is no
lawful justification for WPD'’s attempted usurpation of CCAC’s sole and exclusive
Animal Control Act authority. WPD is deliberately misdefining what constitutes
“running at large” in an effort to force the Village of Winnetka to violate the 2040
Futures Plan, its Design Standards, the Lakefront Preservation Ordinance, and
the Village Code’s nuisance provisions.

12. CCAC regulations require fully enclosed four-sided fencing for “dog parks” on
land. Even if the IL Animal Control Act were amended to exclude dog friendly
areas from its definition of places where canines are NOT “running at large,”
WPD’s two-sided fencing would be out of compliance with the rules. As WPD
knows, CCAC’s Administrator lacks waiver authority for the four-sided fencing
requirement.

Please vote to deny recommending WPD’s grant of a SUP for its unlawful, specious and
misleading fencing permit application.
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Centennial Beach Temporary Dog Beach Fence January 28, 2026
To: Members of the Village of Winnetka Plan Commission

The Winnetka Park District (WPD) is requesting a special use permit (SUP) for a chain link fence
on the Centennial Park Beach. Currently, the purpose of this Beach is mainly a dog beach. The
WPD is planning major restrictions for this Beach. The Beach belongs to all the people for the
enjoyment of each and everyone who desire to walk, run, or just spend time gazing at the
beauty of the Centennial Beach. The WPD is absolutely ignoring the people’s rights, which is
not a smart action for a Park District. Winnetka Park District’s duty is to listen to all citizens
and not a select group with special requests.

The WPD is requesting a permit for a fence which will flat outright stop this Beach being in
compliance with what it is meant to be - by law - in the State of lllinois, a Beach for public use.
The WPD is not obeying an existing law in the State of lllinois. A fence, temporary or
permanent, is defying the law. (615 ILCS 5/27).

The proposed fence is a safety hazard, as it extends into Lake Michigan near extremely large
boulders in the water. The proposed fence, next to the huge boulders that exist in the waters,
is an accident waiting to happen when the water is wavy or when a person, dog or boater is in
distress. Fencing extending into the water is hinderance to safety. Safety must be a top priority
for our Village.

The WPD request for a SUP clearly defies (615 ILCS 5/27). The Beach is for the public. This
Beach is not to be blocked from the public. The Beaches are for all citizens and not for one
citizen or entity.

The biggest violation for the Winnetka Park District, aside from the public’s rights by law,
to enjoy all beaches, is the creation of an unnecessary safety hazard. This proposal
defies the safety standards that the elected officials on the Winnetka Park Board are
ignoring. This proposal is NOT safe for the public, for a paddle boarder, for the boaters,
or anyone enjoying Lake Michigan. The fence is definitely unsightly, creates an
unnecessary hazard, and without a doubt goes against the high standards and
principles that have always been a top priority for the elected commissioners and the
staff at the Winnetka Park District.

Please review this SUP knowing there are many stumbling blocks ahead. People’s
rights to walk this Beach are violated, and the proposed fencing is a major safety issue.
Any design for a proposed fence on Centennial Beach is a safety hazard, is costly, is
unsightly and is a violation of the rights of our citizens.

| request that the Plan Commission of the Village of Winnetka, deny

the requested special use permit (SUP) for any type of fence on the Beach and waters
at Centennial Park.

Thank you for your dedication to our Village,

Past President of the wprb Board of Commissioners
Past Member, Plan Commission
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To: Ann Klaassen

Subject: Proposed Fence at Elder/Centennial Beaches
Date: Monday, January 26, 2026 9:35:38 PM

You don't often get email from _ Learn why this is important

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

To Village of Winnetka Plan Commission
From:

Re: Winnetka Park District Centennial Fence SUP Application Violates Design Standards,
Conflicts with the 2040 Futures Plan, Misrepresents Facts and the Law

Date: January 26, 2026

Please vote against recommending the Winnetka Park District’s (“WPD”) Village Code-
violating, SUP standard breaching, unlawful and 2040 Futures Plan-indifferent permanent
fencing permit application.

1. VOW Design Standards prohibit chain-link fencing. WPD’s proposed black chain-link
animal cage on the shores of Lake Michigan would violate this prohibition. It cannot be
recommended to the Village Council.

2. VOW 2040 Futures Plan promotes open space and the preservation of Winnetka’s
graceful character, neighborhood design standards, and the environment. WPD’s SUP
application clearly violates all of these tenets. There 1s no standalone black chain link
fencing along any neighboring Centennial Park property owner’s lakefront front lot line,
nor along any Sheridan Road front lawn. There is no standalone chain link fencing in
the neighborhood that extends into Lake Michigan. WPD’s SUP permit application
cannot be recommended to the Village Council.

3. When the Village approved WPD’s 2001 Elder Lane and Beach SUP application, it
required WPD to install Code-compliant non-chain link fencing. Despite this, WPD
seeks to install Code non-compliant, design standard violating, 2040 Futures Plan -
inconsistent chain link fencing on Centennial beach.

4. WPD’s proposed black chain link animal cage is not minimally necessary nor consistent
with Code Section 15.78.010. WPD’s fencing is designed to stretch106” from the toe of
the bluffs into Lake Michigan on the north, and 93°3” into Lake Michigan to the south.
The fencing extends 72 feet beyond the OHWM--WPD’s front lot line—on the north,
and 77°3” beyond WPD’s front lot line to the south. Fencing that extends beyond a
property owner’s front lot line is prohibited.

5. The Village Code prohibits nuisances, which it defines as fencing or other barriers that
would extend into the public way, including Lake Michigan and its submerged lands.

6. Village Code Section 15.78.080 prohibits the creation of nuisances, such as fencing that
would create Public Safety Hazards, including by impairing police and other first
responder access to Centennial beach/Lake Michigan. WPD’s animal cage would have
10” double gates on the northern side of Centennial. On Centennial’s southern end,
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10.

11.

12.

WPD designed two barely passable, stacked, single gates that form a 6’ long, 39 wide
corridor in the lake east of the OHWM. WPD’s unsafe designs would unreasonably
obstruct and interfere with ingress/egress to the adjacent public beach south of its
animal cage. The cage would force first responders and other rescuers either into the
lake through a yardstick wide corridor to try to reach emergency situations on the 20’
area south of the fencing and north of 205 Sheridan’s northern breakwater, or 77°3” past
the OHWM into Lake Michigan to attempt to render aid to persons/dogs/boats/paddlers.

The 2040 Futures Plan contemplates ADA access. For local governmental bodies such
as WPD, compliance is mandatory. Despite this, WPD designed an ADA non-compliant
beach corridor that is too narrow for a wheelchair to use, with an insufficient turning
radius that would trap people and dogs inside the chain link fencing, possibly in the
waters of Lake Michigan. This dangerous and unlawful design violates the Village Code
as well as the 2040 Futures Plan, and cannot be recommended for approval.

. WPD misrepresents the permanent nature of its black chain-link fenced in animal cage

extending along and well past its front lot line on the shores of Lake Michigan. The
fencing would be permanent, with no time constraints or removal requirement.

. WPD claims its ADA-violating, public nuisance creating, Design Code abrogating, 39”

wide, 6 corridor will never be used for maintenance south of the black chain-link
fencing. This is out of line with the realities of known debris that washes up from Lake
Michigan, as well as boats that may crash into 205 Sheridan’s armored stone
breakwaters, possibly stranding boaters/boats on a narrow 20’ strip of inaccessible
public beach, or beyond. A 34’ long boat was stranded after encountering heavy waves
at Lloyd in October 2025. WPD also recently described finding a large section of wide
rubber pipe washed up onto the Elder-Centennial beach, which required removal efforts
by both the Village and WPD. That belies WPD’s false statement that no maintenance
will ever be required south of its unlawful black chain-link lakefront animal cage.

Cook County Animal Control (“CCAC”) has refused to evaluate WPD’s animal cage
until after IDNR and USACE make their determinations, despite repeated entreaties not
only from WPD, but also via email and phone calls from Orchard 2020 Trust’s
attorneys. In 2024, CCAC Administrator Dr. Diakhate informed Shannon Nazzal that
Centennial beach is a “dog friendly area.” Cook County does not require four-sided or
any other specific fencing for Lake Michigan dog friendly areas, WPD can produce no
documentation supporting its specious claims.

The Village Code prohibits dog owners from allowing their pets to “run at large.” The
IL Animal Control Act, 510 ILCS 5, 5/9, provides that: “A dog that is in a dog-friendly
area or a dog park is NOT CONSIDERED TO BE RUNNING AT LARGE IF THE
DOG IS MONITORED OR SUPERVISED BY A PERSON.” There is no lawful
justification for WPD’s attempted usurpation of CCAC’s sole and exclusive Animal
Control Act authority. WPD is deliberately misdefining what constitutes “running at
large” in an effort to force the Village of Winnetka to violate the 2040 Futures Plan, its
Design Standards, the Lakefront Preservation Ordinance, and the Village Code’s
nuisance provisions.

CCAC regulations require fully enclosed four-sided fencing for “dog parks” on land.
Even if the IL Animal Control Act were amended to exclude dog friendly areas from its
definition of places where canines are NOT “running at large,” WPD’s two-sided
fencing would be out of compliance with the rules. As WPD knows, CCAC’s
Administrator lacks waiver authority for the four-sided fencing requirement.
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Please vote to deny recommending WPD’s grant of a SUP for its unlawful, specious and
misleading fencing permit application.

Thank you,
Laura Sorensen
173 Fuller Lane
Winnetka
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From:

To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: Fencing dog beach
Date: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 7:00:15 AM

[You don't often get email from_. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/L.earnAboutSenderldentification ]

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

Dear Ann,

I’m currently not able to attend the meeting Thursday and would like my letter read at this weeks meeting.

I’ve been a Winnetka resident for most of my life, and have spent a portion of that time living on Sheridan enjoying
the privilege of seeing the majestic Lake Michigan during all 4 seasons .

Our family uses the beaches often,

including Centennial and find this proposal for a chain link fence to be unnecessary , dangerous, improper use of
funds and catering to one wealthy individual who has never lived in Winnetka .

The park district should represent the village,

not one individual and what a shame to ruin the view and potentially cause harm in our most important resource .
Lake Michigan cannot be tamed by an ugly chain link fence.

Please listen.

Thank you,
Iretta Brennan

Sent from my iPhone
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ECEIVE
AN 27 2028

Dear Winnetka Plan Commission,

The WPD is once again asking the Village of Winnetka to review the Elder Centennial be%hﬁhiﬁ;_ﬁd_
pieces, in spite of the fact that both the Plan Commission and the Zoning Board stated very clearly that it was
nearly impossible to approve any special use permit without seeing the entire plan at once.

Just as an architect would not be allowed to show only a small portion of house plans when seeking approval
for a permit, this situation is no different. One has to ask: why is the WPD ignoring the prior recommendations
of both boards if it is truly interested in getting the Elder and Centennial beach plan approved?

The beaches have been unavailable to the public for over 5 years. Years of caucus surveys, countless letters
and hundreds of comments at public meetings have continually shown the community is unhappy with the
course the WPD is pushing. The board has previously heard all of the terrible stories about water safety and
the dangers of any structures, but particularly fences, along the waterfront. Why is the WPD spending the
valuable time of our governing bodies and concerned taxpayers to concentrate on a large, unsightly, unsafe
and unwanted cage made out of chain link for what the WPD itself has called the most beautiful beach in

Winnetka?

We know it is not for the dog owners. Only a little over 100 Winnetka residents out of more than13,000 are
dog pass holders. Prior to the disastrous attempt to give away public land to a private homeowner, the WPD
was trying to close the dog beach. They led a public campaign to say the prime jewel of the beachfront should
not be used just for dogs and spent precious taxpayer dollars to develop an approved plan to move the dog
beach to a different location.

However, once the behind the scenes "land giveaway" started, all of a sudden the dog beach "needed" to be
back on Centennial. It is not hard to understand that only one person benefits from a fenced in dog beach
directly north of their property. The neighbor to the south of Centennial, with apparent support of several WPD
board and staff members, has been trying to put up a fence in that same location since the ill-fated louvered
wall introduced in 2020. Contrary to its mission statement of protecting assets, natural resources, and open
space to benefit present and future generations, the WPD appears to have been working feverishly with the
same owner to develop a way to create an ugly offensive cage on a coveted public beach owned by the

taxpayers.

Thank goodness there are other governing bodies in our community who understand the real motivation
behind this request and will work to protect the most important natural resource in Winnetka. Your job is to
prevent the destruction of a pristine beach and not cede it over to a private landowner who already has the
largest beach in Winnetka. The fence is just the beginning. If you approve this chain link special use permit,
which is better suited for a garbage dump location or factory setting, it will open the flood gates to more of the

same.

On the last review of the Elder Centennial plan, some of the most consistent comments from your board was
your concern for the lack of safety found in much of the plan. The fence was mentioned many times as a non-
starter. The fact that the WPD has come back with a request for a special use permit just for this feature alone
shows a true lack of respect for our community, our beaches, our governing bodies and the WPD's own
mission statement. There are no conditions that would ever make this steel cage on the beach appropriate.

Please deny this request.
Respectfully submitted,

Peggy Martay
583 Sunset Road
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January 27, 2026
To the Winnetka Village Planning Commission,

| strongly disapprove of the Winnetka Park District’s application to
install two chain link fences into Lake Michigan at Centennial
Park. The fences present a great danger to swimmers, boaters,
and dogs. Such an installation completely ignores the Doctrine of
Public Trust.

This is nothing more than a backdoor attempt on spurious
grounds for de facto approval of the Winnetka Park District’s
Master Plan!

Therefore, please deny the Park District’s request for a Special
Use Permit!

Most sincerely,
Carol Rasmus
175 Sheridan Road
Winnetka, IL 60093
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To: nn Klaassen; Scott Mangum

Subject: Dog Beach Fence Supporters - March 20, 2025 WPD Meeting Speak-Citizens and Commissioners
Date: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 6:23:02 PM

Attachments: Handout 42425 Root Shares Confidential Draft Board Materials..pdf

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

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

Please include this message in PUBLIC COMMENT regarding 1/28/26 Plan Commission
Hearing regarding Centennial Dog Beach Fence Permit.

I am writing with meeting links wherein broad support for a Temporary Dog Beach Fence
was discussed by both residents in Public Comment and Winnetka Park District
Commissioners in a consensus recommendation to pursue and support permitting.

The March 2025 Regular Meeting of the WPD is linked below.

March 20, 2025 Meeting Time Minute 37 through hour 1:08.

Dog Beach Temporary Fence Discussion-Public Comment Offering Help with Village
Permitting and Commissioners reach Consensus (Root at 1:02 in favor)
https://www.youtube.com/live/WHihBQ 77CY?s1=9a61S7zbYBR&8mtuF

I add the following link and attachment only because there appears to have been a change of
heart by one Commissioner. Page 3 of this handout is the 3/16/25 email from
Commissioner Root carrying the confidential draft information that contains this quote on
line 16:

"3. Install Fencing to contain dogs (cost $6,000, materials already in-house) - if we want to
keep the beach open probably the most practical choice and we can argue about the
appropriate final dog beach location and whether fencing is required and how installed at a
later date."

April 24, 2025 Meeting at Time 2:33-Discussion of Confidential Information
https://www.youtube.com/live/MvADWnvDe-8?si=UYRIqYMILsk4 UBfq

Thank you,
Eric Lussen

Eric Lussen
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WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT - REGULAR BOARD MEETING — APRIL 24. 202% l/—/ ZL// 2
Discussion of the Ethics of Campaigning as an Elected Official

THE DOG BEACH IS5
CLOSING

UNLESS YOU TAKE
ACTION

Winnetka Park Board Meeting Thursday, March 20t
Public Comment opportunity at 6:00 p.m.
540 Hibbard Road, Winnetka

HELP PREVENT ANOTHER

VALUABLE PARK ASSET
FROM PRIVATE INTEREST

INFLUENCE/TAKEOVER!

FAILURE TO NOTIFY PASSHOLDERS OF THIS
UNJUSTIFIED PLAN IS YOUR FIRST CLUE THAT
LEADERSHIP OF THE CURRENT BOARD IS NOT

RESPONSIVE OR TRANSPARENT
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WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT - REGULAR BOARD MEETING - APRIL 24, 2025
Discussion of the Ethics of Campaigning as an Elected Official —
Copies of the placard shown above were posted at three locations within Centennial Park
in advance of the April 1, 2025, municipal election. The placard references false and
misleading information, obviously inciting a call to action.
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WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT - REGULAR BOARD MEETING - APRIL 24, 2025
Discussion of the Ethics of Campaigning as an Elected Official

On March 186, 2025, Commissioner Colleen Root sent the following email to constituents:

From: Colleen Root « [N com>
Date: March 16, 2025 at 4:10:31 PM CDT
To: Root < N com>

Cc: Mary Garrison <
[ S R A g e

Subject: Urgent: Contonnial Dog Beach’s Future - Your Voice Matters - Winnetka Park District Board
Meeting - Thursday March 20th @ 6 pm

3>, Steve Juliusson < IEEEEEEE——— >, Kay Whilchurch

Dear Dog Beach Supporters, s
You're receiving this emall thanks to Kay Whitchurch, wha believes this is her father’s Dog Beach contact list—
thank vou, Kay! )

Centennial Dog Beach is once again in jeopardy - AND up for review and vote at the Winnetka Park
District Board meoting this Thursday, March 20, at 6 PM. With the Board's new once-a-month meeting
schedule, and, with only public comment received one-time at the beginning of the meeting, if you wish fo
speak, you must be in a seat In the room by 6 PM.

What’s at Stake?

Last week, the Village and Park Districl agreed in principle to repair Elder Beach and open it for the 2025
season—a win for Open Beaches, Open Land, Open Government (https:/fvayw.onencurparks oraf) for which
our camipaign will take some credit. However, Park Stalf now insists that dog containment at Centenniai Dog
Beach must be addressed. The Board will consider three options on Thursday evening:

1.Close Centennial Dog Beach permanently. - cail me a eynic. but

| fear the Board majority may prefer this conclusion.

2. Enforce an on-leash rule with security onsite and issuing citations.

3. Install fencing to contain dogs (cost: ~5$6,000, materials already in-house) - if we want o keep the
beach open probably the most practical choice and we can argue about the appropriate final dog beach
location and whether fencing is required and how installed at a later date.

The Board Packel detailing these options will be avaitable by 6 PM on Tuesday, March 18. if you care about
keeping a dog beach in Winnetka, | urge you to review the
packet htips:/iwinpark.diligent. community/portal/ and show up Thursday night to make your voice heard.

Election & The Future of Our Parks

1 2am the Caucus endorsed incumbent running for re-election alongside Mary Garrison and Steve Juliusson..
We're committed to transparency, a community-directed District, fiscal responsibility and preserving
public access to our parks. Our focus is what you the community want. We have no business entanglements

- no conflicts of interest. If you share our vision, | hope you'll vote for us—#93, 85, and 97 on the ballot. TO
change the direction and majority of this Board we need victory
for all three of us.

© Early Voting starts Tomorrow, March 17 at Centennial Park, Wilmette £

&4 Election Day is April 1

if you have any questions about any of the subjects of this email, feel free to reach cut. | hope to see you at
Thursday's meeting—in my oplnion, Centennial Dog Beach's future will depend upon your presence and your
comments. | also would be honored to have your vole this election.

Best,
Colleen Root
Current Commissioner & Candidate for Winnelka Park Commissioner

¢’ ocpenourparks.org
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: / WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT - REGULAR BOARD MEETING - APRIL 24, 2025
Discussion of the Ethics of Campaigning as an Elected Official

The question of “how and why” Commissioner Root would come up with such a false and
misleading narrative is answered by understanding the board meeting agenda preparation

process.
WPD Staff prepares a DRAFT copy of the Board Agenda for review by the Commissioners in
advance of each board meeting. On Friday, March 14, 2025, WPD Staff sent out the non-
public, draft agenda which included a memorandum regarding Centennial Dog Beach. The
memo prepared by staff included three optiorfs to address the matter of the dog beach not
being in compliance with Cook County Animal Control Regulations.

1. Install a temporary fence
2. Enforce the current “on leash” requirement
3. Close the dog beach and convert it to a swimming beach

Option three (closing the dog beach) is contrary to at least three separate resolutions of the
Winnetka Park District Board of Commissioners, Oct-2022, May-2023, Oct-2023, and the
PERMIT PLANS pending before the Village of Winnetka. While a theoretical possibility, the
notion that the Board would vote to close the dog beach is highly unlikely. Given the Board
of Commissioners’ demonstrated commitment to maintaining the dog beach at Centennial
Park, two commissioners individually objected to the memorandum as initially drafted
(after hearing complaints from concerned constituents who had received a copy of the
referenced email from Commissioner Root) and requested an amendment to remove
“option 3” (closing the dog beach) prior to releasing the final draft of the dog beach

memorandum.

The final board agenda packet was published on Tuesday, March 18, 2025, more than 48
hours in advance of the regular board meeting held on Thursday, March 20, 2025. The
discussion of the Centennial Dog beach was moved to top of the agenda due to the false,
misleading and incendiary email issued by Commissioner Root, which led to a spike in
attendance from members of the public fearing that the Centennial Dog Beach mightin

fact be at risk of closure.

Copies of the initial and final drafts of the memorandum follow.

Additional topics for discussion and “fact-checking”:

1. Winnetka Park District Bond Rating
2. False and misleading narratives promoted in “Why We are Running”
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NNDE;KA PI:\RK DISTRICT - REGULAR BOARD MEETING - APRIL 24, 2025
cussion of the Ethics of Campaigning as an Elected Official

PRELIM A
prior to ﬁlr';,a?gg DD%A;T NON-PUBLIC - Distributed to Commissioners for review on Friday, March 14, 2025,
g board packet for release to the general public on Tuesday, March 18, 2025

WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT
PARKS AND MAINTENANCE DEPARTMENT
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Park Commissioners )
VIA:  Shannon Q. Nazzal, Executive Director
FROM: Costa Kutulas, Director of Parks and Maiftenance
DATE: March 20, 2025
SUBJECT: Centennial Dog Beach Review

Background:
Centennial Dog Beach operated as an off-leash dog beach since its inception in 1895. During that time, the

Park District managed the facility with a secured single gate at the westem entrance at the top of the bluff.
The community self-managed the boundaries of the beach on the north and south edges. In 2010, the Park
District installed a single row of four-foot fencing along the northern edge of the beach to prevent dogs from
wandering beyond the designated area and onto the public swimming beach at Elder Lane, located just north
of Centennial Park. This fence remained in place for many years, serving as a barrier fo Elder Lane's
swimming beach. Over the years, due to damage from the lake environment, the fencing was removed. At
that time, no directive was given to reinstall the fence, as the Park District was in the early stages of
implementing the Winnetka Waterfront 2030 Master Plan. It was assumed that the off-leash dog beach would

not be part of the future design.
in the winter of 2023, the Park Disfrict installed temporary fencing. Two single rows of four-foot fencing were
placed along the northern and southern property lines, each with a double gate entry. However, this effort

was halted due to the lack of permitting approval. As a result, the fencing was removed, and the project was
tabled. Following this, the Park Board voted to convert Centennial Beach from an off-leash to an on-leash

dog beach (Ordinance 596), and it has operated in this way since that time.

Discussiotn:
Despite the change, some communify members continue to use the beach as an off-leash area. Based on

recent complaints and communications with the Cook County Department of Animal Control, staff have been

advised fo review the operation of the On-Leash Dog Beach. If users continue to violate, Cook County may
begin issuing citations to those in violation. In light of this, staff have evaluated several options (Appendix A)

to address the concems to include:
1. Install fencing to comply with the current Cook County Animal Control Ordinance.
2. Code enforcement to continue operating the facility as it currently exists and enforcement of the leash

ordinance. : '
3. Remove the dog beach entirely and convert it into a public beach.

Fiscal Impact:
The estimated cost for each option is noted in the Appendix A. Depending on which option is selected, the
corresponding cost is requested to be added to the budget to fulfill the approved board action.

Conclusion/Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Park Board provide direction on the preferred option for a temporary solution fo
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My name is Angie Dahl. | have been a resident of Winnetka for over 40 years. During
that time | served as President of the Winnetka Park District as well as a member of
several Village advisory boards.

Historically, the Winnetka shoreline was beautiful and accessible—you could walk,
swim, kayak, and paddleboard unimpeded from Glencoe to Kenilworth. The water and
sand levels fluctuated naturally, as they should.

However, in the past 25 years, that same stretch has become dangerous and in some
places impassable. Massive rock walls have been erected which hinder safe passage,
exacerbate bluff destruction, and cause unchecked ecosystem damage. These
changes were made under IDNR and Army Corps oversight, or the lack thereof. | do
not hesitate to say that saying that something has been approved by the IDNR is not a
positive.

Until quite recently the Village of Winnetka mistakenly believed that it had no control or
standing to protect the beaches and the bluffs. However, when the public recently
went to the IDNR to express concerns and request clarification on several lakefront
matters, the response from Jim Casey was that the Village of Winnetka could have
denied all of it as they have final jurisdiction over the lakefront. It was shocking to learn
that all of the other north shore communities had been exercising this control for years
making Winnetka a magnet for over-building along the beach and lack of adherence to
the public trust doctrine.

Although there are countless pictures to show what has happened to the formerly
pristine beaches along the Winnetka shoreline, | share with you two pictures directly
related to the special use permit you are considering now: a huge chain link fence in
front of an already massive stone structure which totally obstructs the previously
priceless view of the shoreline all the way to Evanston and creates a significant safety
hazard.

You continue to hear from the large amount of letters sent to you and through the
turnout of residents protesting the Elder Centennial plan. One of the biggest
complaints from them, your own board and the Zoning board, was about the fence and
disregard for the safety of the public. Now the WPD is asking you to ignore all of that
and approve the fence without seeing the rest of what they plan to do to our beaches.

What do Winnetka residents want? Residents want access to their lakefront and the
ability to walk along it's beautiful shores. Residents of Winnetka want their voices to be
heard as they continuously and strongly object to the desecration of the lakefront ~ a
design and changes, including this fencing which only became an issue due to recent
interactions between former Winnetka Park District board members and officials and a
singular property owner. Winnetka deserves so much better than this and it is
imperative the Plan Commission deny this request.
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From:

To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: January 26, 2026
Date: Wednesday, January 28, 2026 9:00:34 PM

[You don't often get email from_. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/I.earnAboutSenderldentification ]

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

January 28, 2026

Re: Special Use Permit for Dog Fence
Plan Commissioners:

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

The plans for the off-leash dog beach, submitted as part of tonight’s agenda packet are vague and therefore
misleading. The drawings fail to inform the plan committee and the public of the breakwater now existing at the
north boundary of 205 Sheridan (South Centennial boundary) or highlight the existing sheet pile. Furthermore the
fence elevations are not presented in the context. Had the sheet pile and the breakwater been boldly drawn, the
benign looking gap between the thin line representing the fence and the property line of 205 Sheridan Rd. would
seem entirely hazardous and redundant. The proposed fence is 93 ft. 3in. long from the toe of the bluff to its eastern
terminus in Lake Michigan. It runs into the lake at a distance of about 15 ft. from the ordinary water line, but that
stretch would increase to 40 plus ft. should the lake rise to the high water mark. At best, the proposed 20 ft. gap will
be an unsightly debris collector and at worst it would be a trap endangering the lives of people and dogs that might
get stuck and battered between jagged rocks, a corroded sheet pile and an ungiving fence. Yes, the lake can get
choppy and wavy.

The need to provide a fence when there is already a pile of rocks at that property line is questionable. Dogs aren’t
likely to pick their way over rocks in favor of running and playing on the beach.

Drawings are a powerful tool of communication. They should be comprehensive and describe adjacency. In this case
they fail to do so. Therefore, please deny this Special Use Permit.

Joanna Karatzas
Winnetka Resident

Sent from my iPhone
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To: Planning

Subject: In support of dog beach fence
Date: Thursday, January 29, 2026 10:48:12 AM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from _ Learn why this is
important

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

Hi. This is Christine Casper. I live at 226 Sheridan Road. I can’t make it to the public hearing
due to travel, but as avid and grateful users of the dog beach, my family would like to record
our support for the fence plan (Case no. 25-28- SU). We would be glad for the beach to be in
compliance with Cook County animal control regulations so we can enjoy off-leash beach fun
and exercise with no hassle.
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From:

To: Ann Klaassen

Cc:

Subject: SUP Condition One: Protecting the Public's General Welfare
Date: Monday, February 2, 2026 9:48:14 AM

Attachments: 84873FB4-55E3-4619-B884-F87243E1E88A.png

5D0B060A-04EE-493E-994C-7ACE4EQ0C34A5.png
FF65C27-B208-4173-9487-781E85A6832A.pn
01F18412-4280-40C5-B55E-0209643B9AEC.png
BEEB76DD-1FC7-4F2D-8ECE-D5B846ECEBOA.png
7F94034E-27D5-4836-8CB3-A4E6B1D16190.png

261 Sheridan Property Exchange - Path Forwar copy.pdf
AnonymousDonorHemmingsRomanoff.pdf

Final Signed Donation Agreement.pdf

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

Hello Ann:
Would you please share this email with ZBA for its 2/9/26 meeting? Thank you.

To: Village of Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals

Winnetka Park District’s (“WPD”) Centennial fencing application does not meet the Village’s conditions for
granting a Special Use Permit (“SUP”) because it violates Village Zoning Code Section 17.56.010 Condition One:
that the special use not be detrimental to or endanger the public’s general welfare. Embarking on a massive project
with no cost caps or inflation factors, including a dog beach fencing project initiated for spurious reasons, would be
detrimental to the public's general welfare. Unusually generous indemnification provisions, egregiously one-sided
terms, and a framework more closely resembling a privately-oriented control agreement than a donation would
endanger the public's general welfare for over fifty years. While benefitting the park’s neighbor, Centennial Park’s
diminution would permanently harm the public. It is contrary to the public’s general welfare and against the public
interest to benefit a private landowner at Winnetka residents’ expense.

CENTENNIAL PROJECT’S PRIVATE ORIENTATION AND FINANCIAL BURDEN IS DETRIMENTAL TO
THE PUBLIC’S GENERAL WELFARE

WPD’s 2020 Exchange Agreement and 2024 Donation Agreement with Restrictive Covenant (the “Agreements”)
impose significant burdens upon 12,400 Winnetkans. WPD’s fencing SUP is part of the scheme. This violates
Village Code Section 17.56.010 SUP Condition One, which states that a SUP may not operate to the public’s
detriment.

1. WPD’s 8/27/25 Zoom meeting with IDNR and USACE was primarily focused on advancing its swap agreement
and breakwater projects. WPD’s discussion of this dog beach fencing can only be understood as a next-step in
achieving WPD’s property exchange, as well as launching WPD’s $15,588,815 Elder-Centennial plan—the cost
estimates for which contain neither an inflation factor nor caps. It is against the public interest to recommend
granting a SUP for this plan.

https://winparkdistrict-
my.sharepoint.com/:u:/g/personal/snazzal winpark org/Ea fE4tEGESDkrL.6Voe0ikABGWtkOKu6xS2juSVEuUSZJOA
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Fund 37: Capital Projects Fund
L ]
Fund Overview

§ Variance 2025 % Variance 2025

2025 Year End 2026 Proposed Budget to 2026 Budget to 2026
2024 Actual 2025 Budget Estimate Budget Budget Budget
Beginning Reserves $ 6319972 3 5710365 $ 5,710,365 $ 3,745,843 $ (1964522) -34.4%
Interest Income + Donations 3 2137625 $ 3,000,000 5 16,404 3 3,000,000 $ = 0.0%
Operating Expenses $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - 0.0%
NOI (before capitals) % 237625 3 3,000,000 5 26,404 3 3,000,000 $ - 0.0%
Capital Expenses $ B47.232 $ 17636354 $ 1,990,926 $ 16038815 $  (1,597,539) -9.1%
Transfers (In) / Out $ - $  (1,000,000) $ - $ - $ 1,000,000 -100.0%
Total Expenses $ 847,232 $ 16,636,354 $ 1990926 $ 16038815 $ (597.539) -3.6%
Net Fund Income $ (609607) $ (13636354) § (1964522) $ (13038815) § 597,539 -4.4%
Ending Reserves $ 5710365 & (7925989 § 3,745,843 $  (9.29297)) § (1366983 17.2%
25% Restricted 3 - 3 : $ ~ $
* 15,588,815 of the 2026 Capital Budget is designated for Elder and Centennial projects, to be spent 2026-2028. Budget based on 2026 construction costs,

31

2. ZBA Commissioners should know that in 2020 WPD issued $9 million in G.O. Bonds to finance its lakefront
projects—after which the Exchange Agreement fell apart. WPD has not drawn down the 2020 G.O. bonds’
remaining balance and had to make a $258,653.02 bond arbitrage rebate payment to the U.S. Treasury in 2025.
According to Commissioner David Seaman, WPD cannot issue more debt without going to referendum, which WPD
refuses to do because the public will not approve it.

Expense Approval Report Payment Dates: 08/22/2025 - 09/18/2025
Vendor Name Payable Number Post Date Item Description Account Number Amount
ULINE, INC 196446103 08/28/2025 TREE PROTECTION BURLAP  01-0400-0000-52545 152.90
Vendor ULINE, INC Total: 243.07

Vendor: UNITED STATES TREASURY
UNITED STATES TREASURY INVD015756 09/11/2025 2020 Bond arbitrage rebate 37-3700-0000-60122 258,653.02
Vendor LINITFD STATFS TRFASLIRY Tatal: 28R A53.07

The lack of public support dates back to 2014-2015. WPD’s 2030 Lakefront Master Plan is speciously based on a
statistically invalid survey that tallied only 37 votes in support of acquiring 261 Sheridan. This raises further
suspicions about WPD’s fencing SUP and what is behind its effort to build barriers across public lands and waters.
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3. Over the past several years WPD has been levying taxes at the maximum rate, plus a surtax related to separately
issued 2014 debt. Unlike other park districts, WPD has declined to adjust the tax rate downward when Cook
County’s Equalized Assessed Values skyrocket. WPD has run up at least $2.3 million in fees related to the Elder-
Centennial project. Its repulsion of an anonymous donor’s $3 million minimum donation offer in 2023-2024—based
on an exaggerated fear of litigation, which WPD elevated above the public’s interest in saving Centennial Park—
brings out-of-pocket and economic costs up to nearly $6 million. WPD’s lack of desire to contain the project’s costs
and to protect Centennial Park will continue until WPD’s plans are voted down—at ZBA, at the Design Review
Board, and ultimately at the Village Council.
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|Elder + Centennial Legal Work | $337.50 [12/1/25 - 12/31/25 |Project Work |

L] L/ J X HEe
l1/9/2025  |Ancel Glink

1of1

Workshop, marketing
582,230.55 Breakwater Project
00|  Park_
Fundraising
$31,654.25 FOIA and Litigation
$121,074.80 2025 Combined Total

| Workshop, marketing

.85 _Property Exchal
5275,310.57 Breakwater Project
,139.89) Park_
$393.68 Fundraising
FOIA and Litigation
$558,121.32 Total 2019-2022 (June)
$16,237.75 Workshop, marketing
 $86,892.02 _Property Exchange
$1,549,045.21 Breakwater Project
$7,841.74 og Park
Fundraising
5148,539.67 FOIA and Litigation
$1,811,916.39 Total 2022 (July) - Current
$16,237.75 Workshop, marketing
$313,769.87  Pronarty Edchange. .
$1,824,355.78 Breakwater Project
1,981.63 Park.
$393.68 Fundraising
$148,539.67 FOIA and Litigation
$2,370,037.71 Grand Total

4. Donation Agreement Paragraph 4 contemplates payment of the $3 million in two parts: $1 million when a notice
to proceed to construction is issued, and $2 million within 30 days of the project’s completion. Despite this, WPD
included the entire conditional $3 million payment as revenue in its 2024, 2025 and 2026 budgets. At best, it should
have been included as a footnote.
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12:36PM  Thu Mar 6

2025 Budget Presentation

Operating and Capital Revenues

:

Taxes § 7,590,048 $ 6572381
Interest Income $ 850 $ 655000
User Fees $ 4832906 $ 5498416
Recreation Program Fees $ 1303102 $ 1,190,500
Capital Revenues (Donations) 5 - 3
Miscellaneous Income $ 513726 $ 466883
Pro Shop 5 B4.433 3 93,535
Total Operating Revenues 4 15149236 % 14476715

Reasons for Variance(s):

Illinois Office of the Comptroller-WPD Delinquency Rep

Taxes: Inflation tied to consumer price index increase of 3.4%

& winpark.diligent.community — Private

FT70% -

Budget

6763447 $ 191,066 3%
400,000 $ (255,000} -39%
7222511 § 1724095 31%
1,168,259 $ (22,241 -2%
3,000,000 § 3,000,000 N/A
726,857 H 259,974 56%
165,260 $ 71,725 77%

$ 19446334 § 4969619 4%

User fees and Pro Shop: 2025 revenue higher due to full year of golf course operation

Rec Program fees: D36 construction causing cautious approach to camp and special event revenues
Miscellaneous Income: Includes food and beverage service at golf course

2:56PM Wed Sep 25

ort

= 85% m.

& office.illinoiscomptroller.gov — Private

Delinguency Report created from the Illinois Office of the Comptroller's Local Government Warehouse - 33 of 132

2022 Village Center RPA
2022 Willow Springs TIF 2
2023 Annual Report

2023 Village Center RPA
2023 Willow Springs TIF 2

Code Unit Name

04/30/2022 N 06/15/2023 N
04/30/2022 N N
12/31/2023 Y 08/27/2024 N
04/30/2023 N N
04/30/2023 N N

016/840/12 Winnetka Park District

EY _ Instrument

Final
Due

EYEnd  ExtDate

Uploaded
Awaiting

2023 Annual Report

12/31/2023 Y 08/27/2024 N

Cumberland County

Code Unit Name
018/040/01 Neoga Township

EY Instrument

Final
Due
FYEnd Ext Date

Uploaded
Awaiting

2023 Annual Report

12/31/2023 Y 08/27/2024 N

5. The Agreements contemplate issuing charitable deduction letters. The Exchange Agreement relies
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upon coordinated appraisals that are outdated. The target value of the Exchange Agreement’s charitable deduction
letter is the figure that carried over into 2024’s Donation Agreement and Restrictive Covenant. In either case, WPD’s
issuance of a charitable deduction letter for $3 million would almost certainly be regarded by tax authorities as a
“quid pro quo.” The offsetting value of getting adjacent parkland that would increase 205 Sheridan’s value while
keeping the public further at bay, and/or the value of a fifty year restrictive covenant over “Project Elements”
spanning North-South and East-West across a neighboring 5.3 acre public park and lakebed, could exceed $3
million. These values have not been appraised, which is detrimental to the public’s general welfare.

Exchange Agreement

B. The approximate fair market value of 261 Sheridan is $6,200,000 based on Orchard’s
arm’s length purchase agreement for 261 Sheridan and related appraisals. The Parties
have commissioned two appraisals of 261 Sheridan to be completed prior to
Closing, defined below. The Perties acknowledge and agree that said appraisals will be
attached 1o and incorporated into this Agreement as Exhibit 3.

2]

Mo camnest money for the i plated by this A shall be required.
D. At the Exchange Closing, Park District agrees to accept a charitable contribution from
Orchard in an amount equal o the fair market value of 261 Sheridan less the fair market
value of the Centennial Parcel. Orchard shall be solely responsible 1o undertake all

actions and to pay all costs iated with establishing and d ing any such
charitable contribution. Park District makes no repeesentation, covenant, or warranty that
the ibution will itute a chari donation or will be deductible for federal,

state or local taxation purposes for Orchard or any other person, entity, or organization,
or that any amount claimed as a charitable contribution qualifies as such or as a
deductible expense. Park District will provide Orchard with a letter acknowledging a
m;:xu donation in the amount as determined by the appraisal process described in this
U on.

Sectiond.  Conditions Precedent.

No conveyance specified herein shall occur unless and until the following conditions have been
satisfied or waived by the Party benefitting from such contingency:

A. Each Party securing such govenmental approvals as such Party may reasonably deem
necessary to comply with zoning, intended use, comsolidation and subdivision
requirements applicable to divide and combine their respective properties with other land
and to build thereon for park or residential purposes (as the case may be) and any other
third-party spprovals that may be bly required (“Government Approvals™).
Governmental Approvals shall be granted in such a manner that they shall not become
effective unless and until the Party secking the Government Approval takes title to the
Parcel to which said Approval applies. Each Party shall diligently process such
applications and petitions as may be required for the Governmental Approvals
commencing afier the Effective Date, and the Parties agree to reasonably work together
to submit joint applications for G Approvals. For avoidance of doubt, in the
event the Village of Winnetka puts in place any conditions impacting the Centennial
Parcel that are unacceptable to Orchard in its sole discretion, Orchard will have the right
to terminate this Agreement.

B. As required by the Park Code, the Park District has completed the foll
which were a conditi

P 10 an exchange of real estate with Orchard:
1 DetmmI ination of the recreational suitability of 261 Sheridan and the Centennial
Parcel,

WPD seems to discuss coordinating appraisal values to arrive at the desired charitable deduction.

“The Appraisal Problem”
261 Sheridan was acquired in an off-the-market transaction
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7:46PM Sat Jan 10 F52% @

Identification of the Appraisal Problem

Subject Description

The subject is a residential property situated between Elder Lane Park and Centennial Park along the
lakefront of Winnetka. It has approximately 70 feet of frontage along Sheridan Road and Lake
Michigan. According to a site plan by B.H. Suhr dated 10/14/2020, the site has a plateau area of
24,586 SF, with 3,443 SF from the top/bluff to waters edge including beach, for a total lot area of
28,029 SF. The site is improved with a 5,410 5F, contemporary single family residence built in 2009
which reportedly has 12 rooms, three bedrooms and 4.3 baths. The site is zoned R-2.

A legal description of the site follows:

Lot 1 in Ewers Consolidati ded as Di No. 85195143 of Lot 5 (except the
Northwesterly 30 Feet thereof), (said Lot being bounded on the West by Sheridan Road and on the
Bast by Lake Michigan) in Subdivision of Blocks 1, 2, 3, 4 and vacated strects known as Belleview
Place, lying between Blocks 1 and 2 on the East and Blocks 3 and 4 on the West in Lake Shore
Subdivision of Lot 1 in Nicholas Simon and Other's Subdivision of Part of the Southeast Fractional
/qofSocdmzlmﬂofdxFMmﬂSouhwm%o{Sutmu,Tmshpﬂhoﬂb,wl]E.m
of the Third Principal Meridian, in Cook County, Illinois.

Property ldentification

Property Name 261 Sheridan Road
Address 261 Sheridan Road
Winnetka, lllinois 50093
Tax 1D 05-21-412-018
Qwmer of Record The Orchard 2020 Revocable Trust
Sale History

The subject property was purchased on October 9, 2020 for $6,200,000. This was an off-market
transaction and the property had not been listed for sale at the time of purchase. The grantee/buyer
was Orchard Trust and the grantor/seller was Richard Claude Trust. The sale was recorded November
10, 2020, Doc # 2031539132 (Warranty Deed).

Pending Transactions

The owners of the 203-205 Sheridan Road property entered into an Exchange Agreement with the
Winnetka Park District to acquire the southern 70 feet of Centennial Park in exchange for 261
Sheridan Road, which they also had purchased. The plan was to consolidate the southern portion of

Appraisals appear to be coordinated
Appraisals-URGENT.pdf @ Z Q I &

g 3 AR A A S B A N A Y S R
My notes indicate that you were going to obtain:

1. Updated appraisal from Ricard’s appraiser for 261 Sheridan: You are going to talk to Rick Shopiro about getting Claude Ricard’s appraiser to

provide us with a new appraisal for 261 Sheridan Road by no |later than 9-28. We anticipate that this appraisal will come in at $6.2 million again.
This appraisal should be certified to both Orchard and the Park District, so Orchard can use it for tax purposes. Ricard’s appraiser was William
Stulgin of Argianas & Associates. | have attached a copy of his prior appraisal so you have his contact information. In my opinion it would not be
inappropriate to contact William Stulgin directly and engage him. (You could also engage Stulgin for the Centennial piece, or you could use Marous
and a second firm as described in par 2.Give the short turnaround time, it might be better to spread the work around).

e er firm): You indicated that Orchard had an appraisal firm. You
currectl\r ad\ﬂsed hiITI that his firm would have a l:onfllct of |nterest and should not be used to provide an appraisal on either parcel. Orchard
offered to have his firm provide a referral. You were going to retain that firm for one appraisal of 261 Sheridan and one appraisal of the
Centennial Parcel. | suggested that you get quotes from other appraisal firms to make sure selection was “arms length,” before proceeding with
Orchard’s referral. | have attached a list of other firms from which you can get quotes for the two needed appraisals. The quotes you obtain
should include a delivery date no later than 9-28.

a. One appraisal for 261 Sheridan
b. One appraisal for Centennial Parcel

3. Marous Appraisal for Centennial Parcel: Confirm Marous will deliver on appraisal for Centennial Parcel no later than 9-28.

Call me if you want help on any of this.
Thanks,

Steven B. Adams

Attorney

Robbins Schwartz

55 W. Monroe 5t., Suite 800
Chicago, lllinois 60603-5144

p: 312.332.7760

¢ 630.890.9700

f: 312.332.7768
sadams@robbins-schwartz.com

Broader Issue of Concern: WPD suggests moving conversations to phone calls and WhatsApp
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John Peterson
Execut ve D rector

W nnetka Park D str ct
+1.847.501.2074
jpeterson@w npark.org

Sent from my Ver zon, Samsung Ga axy smartphone

-------- Original message --------

From: 8477700829@vzwpix.com
Date: 6/25/22 10:03 AM (GMT-06:00)
To: John Peterson

Subject:

Either Costa or | will send you all remaining items - - four-page application, narrative, exhibits - - for your final review
and approval and seek your instructions to send the materials to the agencies.

Thanks.

Thank you

Good morning, Mister James! With the responses and related documents now submitted to the regulatory agencies,
can | please work with you today or tomorrow to identify the exact documents you'd like posted on the WPD website
as part of our resolution? Anxious to post the documents at the most appropriate time. Thanks.

Yes indeed.

Hate to bother you. Open to chat? United States Army Corps of Engineers called Krchard 2020. Positive news.

Try calling me or let's use whatsapp.

Am standing by for formal notice in writing to notify others. Got to see to believe.

From Orchard 2020 = "l spoke to army corp yesterday and got good news let me know if you have a minute to
catch up”

Agree... no news until we see it in writing.. news must come from agencies
Yes.

Tricia Charbonneau telephone with an update regarding the UnitedStates Army Corps of Engineers. Essentially, she
echoed Orchard 2020's communication Saturday. Still nothing in writing from the USACOE.

Tricia wants to ensure the WPD begins focusing efforts on a one-page FAQ document, slides and related content for
the open house sessions, communications to the promoters of the design from 6-8 months ago (asking them to once
again communicate their support for the project), a marketing table at the A.C. Nielsen Tennis Center to secure
signatures regarding the project, and a form letter that expresses support for the design = to be signed by Orchard
2020's Winnetka friends and their community networks. She also suggested we keep an eye out for social media
communications in favor of and opposed to the project.

Happy to discuss whenever it's best for you.

Next Zoom session has been moved to April 27 = FYI.

Please reread your message to me and Imk what's wrong with the message
6. WPD’s civil design engineer estimated the useful life of WPD’s proposed Centennial breakwater at 20 years, see
winpark.org. USACE estimates the typical armored stone breakwater’s useful life at 25 years. The Donation
Agreement and Restrictive Covenant impose maintenance obligations upon taxpayers for 50 years—including
Centennial’s armored stone breakwater, which will be subject to shoreline conditions and Lake Michigan storms for
twice as long as its useful life. WPD’s open-ended maintenance obligations beyond the Project Elements’ useful

lives impose unreasonable burdens that benefit a private landowner. They are detrimental to the public’s general
welfare.

7. WPD-IFF’s Donation Agreement with Restrictive Covenant fails to define an essential term: Force Majeure:
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Final Signed Donation Agreement.pdf @ f

12.  Termination of Obligations. The Parties agree once this Agreement has been
executed by IFF and WPD, and once the Project is completed consistent with the plans in
Exhibit A, and once all donations due under this Agreement have been funded by IFF, IFF
shall not be able to require any refund of donated funds except as otherwise set forth in this
Agreement. The WPD may choose to terminate the Project at any time at its sole discretion
and refund IFF, as the case may be, the monies paid to WPD in their entirety before the
completion of the Project. In the event the Project is terminated, IFF’s continued obligation
to make any contributions shall automatically terminate. If all or a portion of the Project is
destroyed beyond repair due to a force majeure event, or any other circumstance, then the
WPD will, as soon as possible, restore any of the Project Elements effected to their
respective prior conditions and locations and compliant with all laws prior to the event.
This force majeure clause will not apply to the stone breakwater system at the Centennial
Park beachfront.

WPD’s 2025 agreement with the Damico Family Foundation defines Force Majeure Events for a playfield

scoreboard.
6:30PM Sat.Jan 31 FT58% @
¢{  DamicoFamilyFoundationDA.pdf @ g Q IIn

of the State ot lllinols, and the exclusive venue tor purposes of entorcing this Agreement shall be the Circuit
Court of Cook County, lllinois.

e, Severability. The Parties agree that if any provision of this Agreement is held invalid for any
reason whatsoever, the remaining provisions shall not be affected thereby if such remainder would then
continue to conform to the purposes of this Agreement and the terms and requirements of applicable

law.

1 Force Majeure. Neither Party shall be liable for any failure or delay in the performance of its
obligations under this Agreement (other than payment obligations) if such failure or delay is caused by or
results from acts beyond the reasonable control of such Party, including but not limited to acts of God,
severe weather, flooding, fire, natural disasters, pandemics, government orders or restrictions, labor
disputes, war, terrorism, or other unforeseen events or circumstances (“Force Majeure Events”). In the
event of a Force Majeure Event, the affected Party shall promptly notify the other Party in writing of the
nature and expected duration of the delay. The time for performance of the affected obligations shall be
extended for a period equal to the duration of the Force Majeure Event, unless otherwise agreed upon
in writing by the Parties. Furthermore, following the installation of the scoreboard, the Park District shall
not be held responsible for the repair or replacement of the equipment in the event it is damaged,
destroyed, or rendered inoperable due to a Force Majeure Event. Any such costs shall not be the
obligation of the Park District unless otherwise agreed to in writing.

g. Authority. Each Party represents and warrants that it has the full corporate power and legal
authority to enter into this Agreement, the ability, capacity and means to carry out the obligations herein
and the power and authority to execute this Agreement,

h. Binding Effect. This Agreement shall be binding upon the successors of each respective Party
and/or its governing board.

¥ Headings. Headings are for convenience only and are not a part of this Agreement and shall not
be used in construing it.

WPD’s Stormwater IGA with the Village also defines force majeure:

Page 191 of 547



WPD’s 2024 agreement with IFF leaves an entire universe of taxpayer-borne expenses wide open, imposing
maintenance, repair and replacement costs related to Project Elements, including the stone breakwater if it is
damaged other than by some undefined Force Majeure Event. The omission benefits IFF. It is detrimental to the
public’s general welfare.

8. The Donation Agreement with Restrictive Covenant has other objectionable language as well, such as unusually
broad taxpayer indemnifications to the benefit of a private landowner for half a century. Nonspecific tax
indemnification language does not exclude increased property taxes. Inadequate non-reciprocal insurance coverage
language also exists.

Indemnification Concerns
(a) IFF Has Approval Authority Over WPD Counsel
(b) Conditions Do Not Have An Expiration Date

WPD shall be responsible for the payment of all taxes, if and as applicable,
associated with the Project initiative and the Donation by IFF hereunder, and shall
indemnify and hold IFF and its affiliates harmless therefrom. WPD shall also be
responsible for ensuring all work is in full compliance with all legal standards. So long as
WPD is the owner of the property on which the respective Project Element is located, WPD
shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless IFF and his/her respective employees, agents
and representatives from and against any and all claims of any nature arising from or
related to the Project initiative or use of the Project (including but not limited to any
personal injury, property damage, activity, work or things done, or permitted by WPD or
its agents) or arising from or related to any negligence of WPD or any of WPD's agents;
and in case any action or proceeding be brought against IFF by reason of any such claim,
WPD shall defend the same at WPD's expense by counsel reasonably satisfactory to IFF,
which approval will not be unreasonably conditions, denied or delayed. WPD, as a material
part of the consideration to IFF, hereby assumes all risk of damage to property or injury to
persons in, on or about the Project arising from any cause attributable to WPD and WPD
hereby waives all claims in respect thereof against IFF.

This Section 11 shall survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement and the
expiration or termination of any obligation owing to any Party under this agreement.

WPD Appraisal Process Activity Could Result in Tax Liability.
Potential State or Local Tax Liability is Not Carved Out from Indemnification and Hold Harmless Language.
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13.  Acknowledgement of Donation. WPD shall complete and sign a charitable
contribution receipt acknowledgement as required under the tax law in form and substance
satisfactory to IFF. WPD does not warrant any tax consequence as a result of the Donation
and this Agreement shall not be subject to termination as a result of any particular tax
consequence. WPD shall not indemnify, defend or hold harmless IFF from any orders,
decisions or rulings made by the IRS related to the Donation except to the extent caused
solely by reason of the WPD’s acts or omissions. - )

9. The Restrictive Covenant contains a $3 million liquidated damages clause— a huge potential liability. It explicitly
permits IFF to file a specific performance claim and to receive WPD’s general ledger of project expenses.
Additionally, WPD agrees to retain its project-related records for at least seven years. These terms are more
characteristic of a control agreement than a donation.

The Restrictive Covenant gives the payor rights to have an arbiter—former WPD Executive Director John Peterson,
who was intimately involved in the Agreements—determine if the five defined Project Elements satisfy IFF’s
expectations for half a century. This time period is measured not from the date of the agreement, but after
Centennial's "grand opening." If IFF raises questions about the Project Elements’ conformance to agreed upon
designs, current and future taxpayers would have to pay half of the costs for employing “design experts” over the
course of 50 years. This burden is unreasonable. It ties future boards’ hands and prevents community members’ input
into flexible, alternative designs and future uses of Centennial Park—again, a matter of significant public interest
because it is more consistent with a control agreement that benefits private interests than a donation.

10. Beginning in 2025 WPD began to discuss financial pressures publicly, ascribing them to increased salaries
relative to its revenue streams. It had already proposed adjustments to and increases in fees and program costs. WPD
also moved money between various funds. Because that was not enough to address WPD’s financial challenges, in
January 2026 WPD voted 5-2 to begin advertising more of its parks as rental space-athletic facilities. This changes
WPD’s existing Policy Manual, which had listed only the four rentable categories that we are familiar with:
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winpark.org — Private

17.03 OUTDOOR ATHLETIC FIELDS AVAILABLE FOR RENT

The Winnetka Park District has available to the public outdoor athletic fields to rent for
personal use. Fees to rent each athletic field are approved by the Park Board of
Commissioners on an annual basis. The most recently approved fees will be outlined in the
Winnetka Park District Athletic Field Rental Application, starting on January 2" of each year.

Fields
Baseball/Softball (Skokie Playfields)
Natural Turf Football/Soccer/Lacrosse (Skokie Playfields, Nick Corwin Park,
and Little Duke)
Artificial Turf (Skokie Playfields)
Outdoor Turf Lights(Skokie Playfield Artificial Turf Fields, Baseball Field 5
and Pony)

Say goodbye to our tranquil neighborhood parks.

WPD’s next step may be selling off more public parkland, which WPD has already done under guise of labeling
certain parks “underperforming assets.” WPD forced the Winnetka-Northfield Library District’s purchase of Library
Park to pay for its Elder-Centennial plans. WPD threatened to sell this so-called “underperforming asset” to a real
estate developer, mentioning its zoning influence with the Village. Winnetka Caucus Council survey results confirm
that the public broadly opposes getting rid of parkland. All of this violates SUP Condition One’s prohibition against
issuing a permit to the detriment of the public’s general welfare. Excerpts from WNPLD's forced purchase
presentation are attached at bottom.

CONCLUSION: WPD’s Centennial fencing project is an overall disaster in the making. This is a matter of great
public interest. Please protect our welfare and decline to recommend WPD’s permit application for approval.
Thank you.

Kristine Schriesheim
Winnetka taxpayer
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Sent: 5/24/2021 12:00:00 AM

From: David Seaman <DSeaman@winpark.org
To: "John Peterson"

Cc:

Becce:

Importance: Normal
Subject: 261 Sheridan Property Exchange - Path Forward

John,

As discussed. I'll be sending this each Commissioner later today. I would like to enter into record/discuss at next Board meeting.
Thank you,

David

Director Peterson, Board President Archambault and fellow Commissioners,

I respectfully request the Board reconsider the decision to pursue litigation after the 10-day notice of default has expired with Orchard 2020 in order to force
performance of terms in the Property Exchange. My request for reconsideration is based upon the following:

1. Considerable Litigation ""Unknown Knowns'"
a. Unknown knowns = things you think you know but later you determine you didn’t know. There are many unknown knowns in litigation.
b. It is unclear what legal and non-legal consequences WPD Staff and Board are underwriting by pursuing litigation against Orchard 2020.
c. A“good” or “strong” case does not equate to an “easy” , “inexpensive” , or “right” case.
d. It will be very difficult to turn back after initiating litigation, this is the inertia of litigation.

2. Legal Services Expense

a. In 2016 WPD spent approximately 25k for legal services, in 2020 nearly 100k, and in March of 2021 alone (billed in April) $21k in legal services.
April/May?

b. It is logical to conclude that litigation will be an expensive endeavor. 250k? 500k?
¢. Orchard 2020 is an extremely well-resourced entity which could lead to a very long litigation timeline. Think potentially years not months.
d. WPD needs every dollar for capitals over the next several years.
3. Future Relationship with Orchard 2020
a. If we move forward with litigation, WPD will permanently impair any chance of a respectful and functional relationship with Orchard 2020.

b. Regardless of “win” or “lose”, Orchard 2020 could prove to be an extremely challenging neighbor and will present roadblocks on the development or use
of 261 Sheridan and Elder/Centennial Beach.

4. Significant Business to Manage
a. As we all know, WPD has 5 beaches, 27 parks/properties (own or maintain), tennis facility, hockey rink, golf facility, and paddle facility. It’s a lot!
b. WPD needs all resources focused on managing these assets.
5. Existing Financial Challenges
a. WPD has $7.5mm in Elder/Centennial Beach budgeted improvements, but only $5mm remaining proceeds from the most recent debt financing.
b. WPD has nearly $5.3mm of budgeted operating capitals in the next three years, not major but operating. This is an unusually large amount.

c. There will also be considerable losses due to golf course closure in 2022 and 2023. The Golf Fund is budgeted to lose $1mm in 2022. Will 2023 be any
better?

d. WPD has very limited forecasted unrestricted reserves, approximately $2.5mm.

e. WPD has no current ability to service additional non-referendum debt.

f. It is fair to assume there will be no contribution as previously budgeted to help defer the costs of the south breakwater.
6. Moving Forward

a. Initiating litigation will only slow down the improvements to %c;ieggefggng% %ejsh, we can move forward more expeditiously without litigation.



b. There could be another devastating weather event that may cause additional damage to Elder/Centennial Beach. To delay improvements = increasing our
financial exposure.

¢. WPD has flourished without owning 261 Sheridan. WPD has great assets, fantastic programming and a wonderful reputation within the community.
d. Importantly, Director Peterson should maintain informal contact with Orchard 2020 as needed.
It has been said, “possession is 9/10 of the law”. Orchard 2020 owns 261 Sheridan, unfortunately WPD does not. Yes, we have the right to pursue litigation to
attempt to enforce performance of the Property Exchange. However, litigation comes with risks, uncertainties, and costs, both financial and non-financial, that I
believe outweigh our right to pursue litigation with Orchard 2020.
Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

David Seaman
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John Peterson

Subject: FW: Confidential circulation to Board only-Following up [LP-
ACTIVE.38463.38463-86858.FID1345222]

From: Robert A. Romanoff <_>

Sent: Friday, January 12, 2024 3:14 PM

To: Robert A. Romanoff <_>; James Hemmings <jhemmings@winpark.org>
Cc: Christina Codo <CCodo@winpark.org>; Shannon Nazzal <snazzal@winpark.org>; Simon, Adam
<ASimon@ancelglink.com>

Subject: RE: Following up [LP-ACTIVE.38463.38463-86858.FID1345222]

James —

Thanks for your message from earlier this week. | have copied your questions, with our client’s
response to the questions. Prior to responding to your individual questions, | wanted to share
that the donors’ only criteria are that WPD must “refund” the donation (in a manner described
below) if WPD transfers any portion of the Centennial or Elder Lane park property to a private
party or enters into an agreement, easement or similar restriction with a private party that
restricts the design, modification or operation of the park. The goal is to provide funds to support
the parks free and clear of such private restrictions.

« One of the conditions you expressed on behalf of your client is that funds should not be
used toward a project that would inure to the benefit of an individual. There are many
public projects that have a primary public purpose that also have an incidental private
benefit. Would the WPD be forbidden from using the donation in a way that results in any
incidental private benefit? No. How would you propose such a condition be worded in a
donation agreement?

Answer - TBD, based on points above.

« One of the concerns you mentioned the donor articulating is the existence of plans to build
a fence that the donor believes will provide a benefit to an individual, in this case the
neighboring property owner to the south. This feature is set out in the current permit
drawings that were developed by the WPD independent of any land swap or donation
agreement. Are there concerns that the donor has with the current permit drawings, a
change to which would be required as a condition of the donation?

Answer - The donors do not seek to impose their own design requirements on WPD. The donors
do not love the fencing design, but as long as WPD is not building the fence because it is bound by
an agreement to a private party to build or maintain the fence in a certain way, there is no impact
on the donation.
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« One of the conditions of the proposed donation is that the WPD cancel the land swap
agreement relating to 261 Sheridan Avenue. Would your client be willing to indemnify,
defend and hold the WPD harmless from any litigation or other legal proceedings resulting
from the cancellation of that agreement?

Answer - The funds are unrestricted and could be used for any purpose, including responding to
any lawsuit. If there is a need for more money, please advise how much and the donors will
consider.

o You expressed that the desire of the donor is to maintain Elder and Centennial as free and
clear for the public. Can you please confirm that free and clear is in reference to the
existence of easements, encumbrances, etc., rather than placing a restriction on the WPD
should it elect to charge for access to those parks (for example, through the requirement of
a beach pass)? Assuming that free and clear is limited to the non-existence of easements,
encumbrances, etc., can you also please confirm that the desire to ensure free and clear
applies only to Elder and Centennial parks, and not other WPD property? How would you
propose a condition to this end be written for purposes of a donation agreement?

Answer — The restrictions are limited to Elder and Centennial and are not intended to limit the
WPD from imposing beach pass requirements.

« Are there other conditions to the proposed donation beyond those identified in the
qguestions above? If so, what are they?

Answer - Not that we can think of at this time.
« The donation is characterized as unrestricted as to the use of the funds. Can you confirm
that WPD may use these funds for any purpose, and not just for any purpose associated
with either Elder or Centennial parks?

Answer — Yes

« You have mentioned that you can provide references to the creditworthiness of the
donor. Can you please provide those references?

Answer - Yes, if we have an understanding in principle, we will provide a letter from bank holding
funds.

o What remedy would the donor have if the donor believes the Park District has violated the
conditions of the donation?

2
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Answer - Refund of donation (by transferring the donation to another 501(c)(3) organization to
be identified in agreement).

« What is your client’s timeframe for negotiating this donation agreement to completion?

Answer - 45 days seems reasonable once we reach an understanding.

Please let me know if you have any additional questions.

Best regards,

Rob
Robert A. Romanoff Levenfeld Pearlstein, LLC
(he/him/his) 120 S Riverside Plaza

Past Managing Partner Suite 1800
i Chicago, IL 60606 USA
Iplegal.com

Are you prepared for the Corporate Transparency Act that goes into effect January 1, 2024?
Click here to learn more.

Sign up for LP’s weekly newsletter, LP3
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RESTRICTED DONATION AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE WINNETKA PARK
DISTRICT AND ISHBIA FAMILY FOUNDATION, INC. FOR THE
CENTENNIAL PARK IMPROVEMENT PLAN

THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is entered into as of the / 4 . day of
'1 );’f-'fﬁddﬁ“ 7" 2024, by and between the Winnetka Park District (“WPD”), an Illinois
- _Mmunicipal gorporation and Ishbia Family Foundation, Inc. (“IFF”) (each a “Party” and
~ collectively the “Parties”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the purpose of this restricted Donation is to create access for citizens
of all abilities to Winnetka’s Centennial Beach and to improve and re-establish a long-term
dog beach at the southernmost portion of Centennial Park’s beachfront;

WHEREAS, the WPD owns, operates, controls and maintains properties covering
nearly five square miles, consisting of twenty-six parks, five beaches, a boat launch, two
golf courses, a tennis center, an ice arena, platform tennis courts, and athletic fields;

WHEREAS, the WPD provides a full range of year-round recreation programs,
including athletics, fitness programs, education programs, summer camps, and special
events;

WHEREAS, specific among these properties the WPD owns and operates is
Centennial Park and Beach located at 225 Sheridan Rd, Winnetka, IT. 60093 (“Centennial

Park”),

WHEREAS, the WPD is a municipal corporation and a unit of local government
organized, established and existing under the laws of the State of Illinois, 70 ILCS 1505

et. seq.;

WHEREAS, in conjunction with Winnetka residents and lakefront experts, the
WPD developed and adopted the Winnetka Waterfront 2030 plan in 2016. This plan was
and continues to serve as a conceptual guide for future projects that preserve and enhance
WPD’s five beaches;

WHEREAS, pursuant to, in keeping with and consistent with its core mission, the
WPD desires to renovate Centennial Park to provide high quality recreational
opportunities, and will do so per the Centennial Park renovation plan approved by the WPD
Board on October 19, 2023, as depicted on Exhibit A and referred to herein as either
“Exhibit A” or the “Plan”, and fully incorporated into this Agreement;

WHEREAS, at the May 25, 2023, WPD Board Meeting, the WPD Board passed
Resolution 23-5-25, which included Findings of Fact Concerning Elder Lane + Centennial
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Park Beaches and Authorization and Direction for Preparation of Permit Plans and
Specifications for Elder + Centennial Lakefront Improvements and Permit Applications to
Permitting Authorities;

WHEREAS, between May 25, 2023 and October 19, 2023, the WPD refined its
plans for the Elder + Centennial Lakefront Improvements, and this Plan is embodied in

Exhibit A;

WHEREAS, because of age, deterioration and weather-related damage to local
improvements and infrastructure, the beaches at Elder Lane and Centennial Parks have not
been fully open and available for residents and their families to enjoy since 2020;

WHEREAS, residents of the Winnetka community have repeatedly voiced their
desire for the Park District to accelerate the execution of the Elder and Centennial
improvement plans so they and their families can enjoy the lakefront;

WHEREAS, IFF has had the opportunity to review the Plan;

WHEREAS, the WPD'’s current budgeting would only allow for the execution of a
portion of the approved Plan in Exhibit A and capital restraints would hinder the
completion of all the WPD approved Plan in Exhibit A;

WHEREAS, executing the entire Plan concurrently would save taxpayer dollars in
a meaningful way and expedite the completion of the Plan in Exhibit A;

WHEREAS, IFF wishes to make a restricted donation to the WPD for the express
and sole purpose of helping to fund the following WPD Board approved beach
improvements in the Plan, as set forth in Exhibit A: (1) the ADA-accessible pathway from
the Centennial parking lot to the beach (the “ADA Pathway™); (2) the off-leash dog park
on the southernmost portion Centennial Beach, compliant with all laws and regulations (the
“Dog Beach”); (3) with the fences extending into Lake Michigan a distance of 112 feet, as
measured from the toe of the bluff as depicted in Exhibit A (the “Dog Beach Perimeter
Safety Fence”); (4) a pedestrian bypass around the dog beach to permit transit north and
south (the “Bypass™); and (5) the stone breakwater system at the Centennial Park
beachfront located approximately 200 feet north of the Centennial Park’s southern-most
property line (collectively, the “Project” and the five elements described above are
collectively the “Project Elements™);

WHEREAS, creating an environment where people of all abilities can enjoy the
lakefront has been a long-time priority for the WPD and the Winnetka community, which
the IFF is pleased to support;

WHEREAS, improving and re-establishing a Dog Beach, Dog Beach Perimeter
Safety Fence and Bypass has been a long-time priority for the WPD and the Winnetka
community, which the IFF is pleased to support; .

WHEREAS, the IFF agrees to donate the restricted funds described herein for the
Project as described in Section 6 herein and the WPD agrees to complete the Project subject

2
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to the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein
and of the above recitals which are made a contractual part of this Agreement, and for other
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged, the Parties, intending to be legally bound, hereto agree as follows:

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

1, Description of Contribution. IFF will donate Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000.00)
(the “Restricted Donation” or “Donation”) to WPD, as set forth herein, solely for the
purpose of paying for the costs of the WPD’s construction of the Project, as described in
Section 6 herein. As described in Section 6, this Restricted Donation will be used solely
for the construction of the Project, and if used for any other purpose, IFF in its discretion
may require the WPD to return all or a portion of the funds which are used for any purpose
other than the construction of the Project.

2. Representations and Warranties.

a. WPD hereby makes the following representations and warranties as of the date
hereof and as of each date WPD endorses and deposits any check or accepts the
wire transfer of any Donation installment from IFF;

1) WPD is a political subdivision of the State of Illinois which is eligible to
receive tax-deductible, charitable donations.

2) The Donation shall be used exclusively in furtherance of WPD’s government
purposes and shall not be used for lobbying, political contributions or to
support political campaigns.

3) The Donation will serve a public purpose.

4) No tangible benefit, goods or services will be provided to IFF or any
individuals or entities connected with the IFF as a condition of the Donation.

5) This Agreement has been duly authorized, executed and delivered by WPD,
and the representatives executing this Agreement on behalf of WPD are duly
authorized to execute this Agreement.

6) There is no pending or threatened claim, action, suit, proceeding, investigation
or criminal proceeding, the outcome of which could have a material adverse
effect on the ability of WPD to perform the Project.

7) WPD does not and will not knowingly provide financial support or other
resources to any individual or entity to further unlawful acts including acts of
violence or terrorism, and WPD is in compliance with all laws, statutes, and
regulations restricting U.S. persons from dealing with any individuals,
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entities, groups, or countries subject to Office of Foreign Assets Control
sanctions.

8) WPD is in compliance with all applicable federal, state and local laws and
regulations.

9) WPD represents the Donation is not being used to satisfy the payment of a
pledge or any other personal or corporate financial obligation on behalf of IFF.

b. IFF hereby makes the following representations and warranties as of the date hereof
and as of each date IFF presents any check or wire transfers any Donation
installments to WPD:

1) This Agreement has been duly authorized, executed and delivered by IFF and
the representatives executing this Agreement on behalf of IFF are duly
authorized to execute this Agreement.

2) At all times during the Term of this Agreement, I[FF shall have lawful access
to sufficient funds for IFF to make all installment payments required by this
Agreement and no approvals or consents from any third parties are necessary
as a condition for IFF to make the Donation.

3) IFF does not and will not knowingly provide financial support or other re-
sources to any individual or entity to further unlawful acts including acts of
violence or terrorism, and IFF is in compliance with all laws, statutes, and
regulations restricting U.S. persons from dealing with any individuals,
entities, groups, or countries subject to Office of Foreign Assets Control
sanctions.

4) IFF is not barred from contracting with any unit of local government by
reason of Article 33E of the Illinois Criminal Code.

5) IFF is in compliance with all applicable federal, state and local laws and
regulations.

6) IFF is recognized by the Internal Revenue Service as a tax-exempt
organization and has filed all relevant applications and returns for its most
recently completed fiscal year for which such applications or returns are due.

3. Arbiter. John Peterson is appointed as a third-party decision maker for the reasons
herein described (the “Arbiter”). The Arbiter shall base its opinions and decisions on its
independent, judgment. In the event of a vacancy in the role of Arbiter, or if the Arbiter
has a Conlflict of Interest, decisions and dispute resolution authority otherwise delegated to
the Arbiter will be delegated to an arbitrator under the Uniform Arbitration Act, 710 ILCS
5/1, et seq. A “Conflict of Interest” exists when the Arbiter’s pecuniary interests
compromise the Arbiter’s judgment, actions or decisions. The Arbiter is granted authority
to engage design professionals to the extent reasonably necessary for the Arbiter to make
an informed judgment about the issues herein described. IFF and WPD shall evenly share
the cost for any third-party design professionals engaged by the Arbiter in its reasonable
discretion. The WPD and IFF shall hold harmless the Arbiter from all claims arising from
this Agreement except to the extent arising from the Arbiter’s gross negligence or
intentional misconduct.
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4. Timing of Restricted Donation. IFF will make the Restricted Donation to WPD in
two (2) installments for the Project as follows: (a) $1,000,000.00 within 10 (ten) days of:
(i) the receipt by IFF of a notice to proceed (“NTP”) for construction; (1i) the WPD’s receipt
of all applicable permits required in order to start construction of the Project showing the
Project Elements will be constructed the same as depicted in the Plan in Exhibit A; and (b)
$2,000,000.00 within thirty (30) days of completion of the Project and the Arbiter’s review
and confirmation, in his/her/its sole discretion, that the Project Elements have been
constructed the same as provided in the permits issued for the Project.

5 Term. The duration of this Agreement shall begin upon the execution by both
Parties and shall terminate on upon the end of fifty (50) years from the execution of this
Agreement by both Parties.

6. Restricted Donation.

a. WPD agrees the amount contributed to WPD pursuant to Sections 1 and 4
shall be a restricted donation that shall not be repayable to IFF except as otherwise provided
herein. All Parties expressly agree and acknowledge the donated funds shall be used
exclusively toward funding the Project and this Restricted Donation will be used to help
make possible the Project, as set forth in Exhibit A. The Parties agree the plans attached as
Exhibit A may be modified to the extent necessary to conform to regulatory requirements
and permit conditions enforced by applicable Federal, State and local agencies, but if any
of the Project Elements are modified from Exhibit A in any manner without IFF’s written
consent, IFF will not be obligated to make any portion of the donation contemplated by
this Agreement. Before any portion of the Restricted Donation is funded, the Parties will
review the final Project construction drawings for which permits have been issued to ensure
only that the each of the foregoing approved Project Elements are included the same as
depicted in the final plans to be constructed as set forth in Exhibit A. For avoidance of
doubt, IFF’s ability to elect not to fund the donation if the Plan is modified will supersede
any other provision in this Agreement.

b. The WPD confirms any funds received by it from IFF under this agreement
will be used exclusively for governmental purposes and will not be used for any activities
that would cause the donation not to qualify as a charitable contribution under 26 USC
170(c)(1). Each of the IFF and the WPD agree it will comply with all applicable federal,
state, and local laws. The WPD further agrees it is responsible for the proper expenditure
of the Restricted Donation and for the maintenance of adequate supporting records
consistent with generally accepted accounting principles. WPD shall provide IFF a general
ledger describing the Project expenses within ninety (90) days after the Project is
completed. WPD shall retain all records related to the Project for not less than seven (7)
years.

c. IFF reserves the right to refuse a request for disbursement of funds to the
WPD and to require the refund of expended funds used for any purpose other than the
construction of the Project as specified in this Agreement, or both, in the event the Arbiter,
in his/her/its sole discretion, finds WPD has used any funds for a purpose other than

]
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specified in paragraph 6 of this Agreement.

7. Restrictive Covenant. The Parties agree this Restricted Donation is to be used to
make possible the construction of the Project, as described in Exhibit A. It is the intention
of the Parties the Project remains in place in the same location where the Project Elements
are located on Exhibit A and, except for ordinary wear and tear, will remain there for fifty
(50) years from the execution of this Agreement by both Parties, regardless of the
ownership of the underlying property. (the “Restricted Period”). A Restrictive Covenant
(attached as Exhibit B) will be recorded against the land to ensure the Project Elements
remain in their as-built locations for the Restricted Period. The WPD, or its successor
owner, will not be violation of this Agreement or the Restrictive Covenant so long as it
performs ordinary and usual maintenance on the Project Elements and does not move or
destroy, or instruct or permit any third party to move or destroy, any Project Elements
during the Restricted Period.

WPD and IFF agree that it is their desire to efficiently and quickly resolve any
disputes that arise, and that any Dispute (as hereinafter defined) shall be submitted to the
Arbiter, who will make a determination with respect to the Dispute, in his sole discretion
or, if the Arbiter does not still exist, to binding arbitration pursuant to the Uniform
Arbitration Act, 710 ILCS 5/1, et seq., and except for a claim for specific performance not
a court of law or equity. For purposes hereof, “Disputes” shall include any and all
controversies, disputes or claims arising out of or relating to the enforcement of the
provisions of the Restrictive Covenant.

The Parties agree the restrictive covenant shall not result in and shall disclaim any
express or implied limitation on the WPD’s discretion with respect to the use or
improvement of any part of Centennial Park which does not comprise a Project Element.
The Parties further agree the restrictive covenant is not intended to convey any interest in
property whatsoever. IFF agrees to record a release of the Restrictive Covenant within
thirty (30) days following the occurrence of any of the following events: (a) the Restricted
Donation is not paid in full after the Arbiter finds it fully due and payable, or (b) the
expiration of the Restricted Period.

If: (a) the WPD is in breach of this Restrictive Covenant; (b) the WPD fails to cure
such violation with the application of diligent and continuous effort; and (c) the WPD has
moved or destroyed, or instructed or permitted any third party to move or destroy the stone
breakwater system at the Centennial Park beachfront, the WPD’s liability shall be
liquidated damages in the sum of Three Millions Dollars ($3,000,000.00). If, for any
reason, the Arbiter, in his/her/its sole discretion, finds the ADA Pathway, Dog Beach, or
Dog Beach Perimeter Safety Fence do not remain in their as-built locations for the
Restricted Period, IFF may file a specific performance claim in order to have the WPD
restore them to their respective, as-built locations.

8. IFF Recognition. Intentionally omitted.
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9. Coordination of Events. The WPD and IFF shall coordinate mutually agreeable
schedules and activities in connection with groundbreaking and ribbon cutting ceremonies
for the Project as well as the announcement and any publicity concerning the Project, WPD
shall either own, or be assigned an irrevocable license to use, any intellectual property
created related to the Project or publicity therefor.

10.  Coordination of Publicity. Neither IFF nor WPD shall use the name or marks of the
other party, or any related party, in any publicity or news release without the prior approval
of the other party or any related party whose name will be used.

1. Responsibility. At all times, the WPD, or its successor property owner, will assume
all responsibility for the operation, maintenance and repair of any Project Element owned
by such party under the same standards of care applicable to other WPD facilities to ensure
that the Project will serve its intended purpose. Except as provided in the preceding
sentence, in no event shall IFF be responsible for any payments of any type other than its
contributions described in Section 1 and 4.

WPD shall not act as or be an agent of IFF nor shall IFF act or be an agent of WPD,
All of WPD's activities will be at WPD's own risk and liability, and WPD shall not be
entitled to insurance protection from IFF for WPD’s own acts or omissions. WPD will have
no authority, and will not represent to any person it has any authority, to bind IFF to any
agreement with any third party, or to otherwise commit IFF to any proposal. Nor shall IFF
have any authority or represent to any person it has any authority to bind the WPD to any
agreement. In no event shall IFF at any time be construed as an expert in, knowledgeable
about, or engaged in the business of constructing Projects.

WPD shall be responsible for the payment of all taxes, if and as applicable,
associated with the Project initiative and the Donation by IFF hereunder, and shall
indemnify and hold IFF and its affiliates harmless therefrom. WPD shall also be
responsible for ensuring all work is in full compliance with all legal standards. So long as
WPD is the owner of the property on which the respective Project Element is located, WPD
shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless IFF and his/her respective employees, agents
and representatives from and against any and all claims of any nature arising from or related
to the Project initiative or use of the Project (including but not limited to any personal
injury, property damage, activity, work or things done, or permitted by WPD or its agents)
or arising from or related to any negligence of WPD or any of WPD's agents; and in case
any action or proceeding be brought against IFF by reason of any such claim, WPD shall
defend the same at WPD's expense by counsel reasonably satisfactory to IFF, which
approval will not be unreasonably conditions, denied or delayed. WPD, as a material part
of the consideration to IFF, hereby assumes all risk of damage to property or injury to
persons in, on or about the Project arising from any cause attributable to WPD and WPD
hereby waives all claims in respect thereof against IFF.

This Section 11 shall survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement and
the expiration or termination of any obligation owing to any Party under this agreement.
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12.  Termination of Obligations. The Parties agree once this Agreement has been
executed by IFF and WPD, and once the Project is completed consistent with the plans in
Exhibit A, and once all donations due under this Agreement have been funded by IFF, IFF
shall not be able to require any refund of donated funds except as otherwise set forth in this
Agreement. The WPD may choose to terminate the Project at any time at its sole discretion
and refund IFF, as the case may be, the monies paid to WPD in their entirety before the
completion of the Project. In the event the Project is terminated, IFF’s continued obligation
to make any contributions shall automatically terminate. If all or a portion of the Project is
destroyed beyond repair due to a force majeure event, or any other circumstance, then the
WPD will, as soon as possible, restore any of the Project Elements effected to their
respective prior conditions and locations and compliant with all laws prior to the event.
This force majeure clause will not apply to the stone breakwater system at the Centennial
Park beachfront.

13.  Acknowledgement of Donation. WPD shall complete and sign a charitable
contribution receipt acknowledgement as required under the tax law in form and substance
satisfactory to IFF. WPD does not warrant any tax consequence as a result of the Donation
and this Agreement shall not be subject to termination as a result of any particular tax
consequence. WPD shall not indemnify, defend or hold harmless IFF from any orders,
decisions or rulings made by the IRS related to the Donation except to the extent caused
solely by reason of the WPD’s acts or omissions.

14. Miscellaneous.

a. Notices. Unless otherwise specified, any notice, demand or request required
under this Agreement must be given in writing at the addresses set forth below by any of
the following means: personal service, overnight courier or first-class mail.

If to Winnetka Park District: Winnetka Park District
540 Hibbard Rd
Winnetka, Illinois 60093
Attn: Executive Director

With Copies to: Adam B. Simon
Ancel Glink
175 East Hawthorn Parkway, Suite 145
Vernon Hills, IL 60061
Attn: WPD General Counsel

If to IFF: David B.H. Williams
Williams, Bax & Saltzman, PC
221 N. LaSalle St., Suite 3700
Chicago, IL 60601

15 Governing Law. This Agreement will be governed by and construed in accordance
with the internal laws of the State of Illinois, without regard to the principles of conflicts
of law thereof. If there is a lawsuit under this Agreement, each Party hereto agrees to submit

8
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to the jurisdiction of the courts of Cook County in the State of Illinois.

16. Severability. In the event any provision of this Agreement is deemed to be invalid
by reason of the operation of any law or by reason of the interpretation placed thereon by
any court or any other governmental body, this Agreement shall be construed as not
containing such provision and any and all other provisions hereof which otherwise are
lawful and valid shall remain in full force and effect.

17, Integration. All exhibits to this Agreement are expressly incorporated herein by
this reference thereto. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties,
merges all discussions between them and supersedes and replaces any and every other prior
or contemporaneous agreement, negotiation, understanding, commitments and writing
with respect to the subject matter hereof.

18. Assignment. This Agreement, or any portion thereof, shall not be assigned by any
Party without the prior written consent of the others.

19. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each
of which shall be deemed to be an original, but all of which when taken together shall be

deemed to be one and the same instrument.

20. Parties' Interest/No Third-Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement shall be binding

upon the Parties and their respective successors and permitted assigns and shall inure to
the benefit of the Parties, and their respective successors and permitted assigns. This
Agreement shall not run to the benefit of, or be enforceable by, any person or entity other
than a Party and its successors and permitted assigns. This Agreement should not be
deemed to confer upon third parties any remedy, claim, right of reimbursement or other
right. Nothing contained in this Agreement, nor any act of the Parties, shall be deemed or
construed by any of the Parties hereto or by third parties, to create any relationship of third
party beneficiary, principal, agent, limited or general partnership, joint venture, or any
association or relationship involving any of the Parties.

21, Modification or Amendment. This Agreement may not be altered, modified or
amended except by a written instrument signed by all the Parties.

22. No Implied Waivers. No waiver by any Party of any breach of any provision of
this Agreement will be a waiver of any continuing or succeeding breach of the breached

provision, a waiver of the breached provision itself, or a waiver of any right, power or
remedy under this Agreement. No notice to, or demand on, any Party in any case will, of
itself, entitle that Party to any further notice or demand in similar or other circumstances.

23. Titles and Headings. Titles and headings to paragraphs contained in this
Agreement are for convenience only and are not limited to limit, vary, define or expand
the content of this Agreement.

24, No Personal Liability. IFF expressly agrees no member, Commissioner, official,
employee or agent of the WPD, and the WPD expressly agrees no officer, director,
employee or contractor of IFF, will be individually or personally liable to it, its successors

9
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or assigns under any term or provision of this Agreement or because of his or her execution
of this Agreement or in the event of any default or breach by any party under this
Agreement. The limitations on liability in this Section 24 shall survive the expiration or
termination of this Agreement and the expiration or termination of any obligation owing to
any Party under this Agreement.

25, Ethics. IFF hereby represents and affirms its decision to contribute to the WPD
pursuant to this Agreement is entirely voluntary and is completely unrelated to any past or
future government decision relating to the award of contracts or any other action. IFF
further represents and affirms no representative of IFF has had any conversation with any
representative of the WPD, or with any government official or employee in any way links
this contribution to any past or future government decision relating to the award of
contracts or any other matter.

26. Attorneys’ Fees. In the event of a Dispute arising under this Agreement or the
Restrictive Covenant, the party which receives an arbitration award or judgment will be
awarded, as part of such award or judgment, its reasonable fees and costs of obtaining such
award or judgment, including reasonable attorneys’ fees, witness fees and court costs.

Signature page to follow

10
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the WPD and IFF have caused this Agreement to be
executed as of the date first written above.

WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT

stina Codo
President, Board of Commissioners

Attest:

to the Board

ISHBIA FAMILY FOUNDATION, INC.

By:

Name: Justin R. Ishbia. Vice President

11
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the WPD and IFF have caused this Agreement to be
executed as of the date first written above.

WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT

By:
Christina Codo
President, Board of Commissioners

Attest:
Secretary to the Board

Name: Justin R. Ishbia. Vice President

11
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Exhibit A
Centennial Park Renovation Plan

12
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Exhibit B
Form of Restrictive Covenant
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After recording, mail to:

Adam B. Simon

Ancel Glink

175 East Hawthorn Parkway, Suite 145
Vernon Hills, IL 60061

Atin: WPD General Counsel

Property Identification Numbers:
05-21-412-004-0000
05-21-412-005-0000
05-21-412-006-0000

Common addresses:
225 Sheridan Road
Winnetka, Illinois 60093

FOR RECORDER'’S USE

DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANT

THIS DECLARATIOQ OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANT (“Restrictive
Covenant”) is made this /7" 77 “day of JArectt e 2004 (the “Effective Date”) by
Winnetka Park District, an Illinois park district and pait of local government (“WPD”).

WHEREAS, the WPD is a political subdivision and a unit of local government
organized, established and existing under the laws of the State of Illinois, 70 ILCS 1205
et. seq.;

WHEREAS, WPD is the sole owner in fee simple of certain real property known
as Centennial Park and Beach, located at 225 Sheridan Road, Winnetka, Illinois, identified
as of the Effective Date as Cook County Parcel Identification Numbers 05-21-412-004-
0000, 05-21-412-005-0000, and 05-21-412-006-0000 and legally described in Schedule A
(“Centennial Park”);

WHEREAS, Centennial Park currently is partially improved for lawful passive and
active recreational uses;

WHEREAS, pursuant to, in keeping with and consistent with its core mission, the
WPD desires to renovate Centennial Park to provide high quality recreational
opportunities, and will do so per the Centennial Park renovation plan for which all
necessary permits have been issued as depicted on Schedule B and referred to herein as
either “Schedule B” or the “Plan”, and fully incorporated into this Agreement;

WHEREAS, the WPD executed a Restricted Donation Agreement between the
WPD and the Ishbia Family Foundation, Inc. (the “IFF”) for the Centennial Park

1
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Improvements Plan, (the “Restricted Donation Agreement”) pursuant to which the IFF
agreed to make a restricted donation to the WPD for the express and sole purpose of helping
to fund the following WPD Board approved lakefront improvements, as set forth in
Schedule B: (1) the ADA-accessible pathway from the Centennial Park parking lot to the
beach (the “ADA Pathway”); (2) the off-leash dog park located at the southernmost
portion of Centennial Beach, compliant with all laws and regulations (the “Dog Beach”);
(3) Dog Beach fences extending 112 feet into Lake Michigan (measured from the toe of
the bluff) as depicted in Schedule B (the “Dog Beach Perimeter Safety Fence”); (4) a
pedestrian bypass around the Dog Beach and Dog Beach Perimeter Fence to permit transit
north and south (the “Bypass™), and (5) the stone breakwater system at the Centennial Park
beachfront located approximately 200 feet north of the Centennial Park’s southern-most
property line (the “Park Breakwater” and together with the ADA Pathway, the Dog
Beach, the Dog Beach Perimeter Safety Fence and the Bypass, collectively the “Project
Elements”);

WHEREAS, the WPD agreed to be bound by certain obligations and restrictions
related to the Project Elements in accordance with the Restricted Donation Agreement;

WHEREAS, the WPD desires to place a restrictive covenant on Centennial Park
to evidence the obligations and restrictions pursuant to the Restricted Donation Agreement
to ensure the long-term recreational use and enjoyment of the Project Elements;

WHEREAS, WPD intends this Restrictive Covenant shall be recorded as a
covenant running with the land and shall be binding on WPD and all future owners of all
or any part of Centennial Park where the Project Elements are located: and

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above recitals and the covenants,
terms, conditions and restrictions contained herein, WPD does hereby establish a restrictive
covenant on Centennial Park as follows:

1, Purpose. The purpose of this Restrictive Covenant is to preserve the Project
Elements for public recreational uses consistent with applicable law.

2 Continued Existence of Project Elements. Regardless of the owner of the

underlying property, the Project Elements shall remain in place in the same location where
the Project Elements are located in Schedule B and, except for ordinary wear and tear, will
remain there for fifty (50) years after the grand opening of Centennial Beach (the
“Restricted Period”). The WPD, or its successor owner, will not be in violation of this
Restrictive Covenant so long as the WPD, or its successor owner, performs ordinary and
usual maintenance on the Project Elements and does not move or destroy, nor instruct or
permit any third party to move or destroy, any Project Elements during the Restricted
Period. IFF and WPD agree to record a release of the Restrictive Covenant within thirty
(30) days following the expiration of the Restricted Period.

3. Park District Reservation of Rights. The WPD expresses this restrictive
covenant shall not result in and disclaims any express or implied limitation to the WPD’s
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discretion with respect to the use or improvement of any part of Centennial Park which
does not comprise a Project Element. The WPD further expresses nothing herein is
intended to convey any interest in real property whatsoever.

4, Covenant Running with the Land. The restrictions and covenants contained
in this Restrictive Covenant shall run with the land defined herein as Centennial Park, and
are binding upon and inure to the benefit of the IFF, WPD and its successor landowners,
and their respective heirs, executors, administrators, successors, assigns, agents, licensees,
invitees, and representatives. This restrictive covenant shall be recorded against Centennial
Park.

5 WPD Breach. If, for any reason (a) the WPD violates this Restrictive
Covenant; and (b) the WPD fails to cure such violation with the application of diligent and
continuous effort, the WPD will be in breach of this Restrictive Covenant.

If (a) the WPD is found to be in breach of this Restrictive Covenant; (b) the WPD
fails to cure such violation with the application of diligent and continuous effort; and (c)
the WPD has moved or destroyed, or instructed or permitted any third party to move or
destroy the stone breakwater system at the Centennial Park beachfront, the WPD’s liability
shall be liquidated damages to IFF in the sum of Three Millions Dollars ($3,000,000.00).
If, for any reason, the Arbiter, in his sole discretion, determines the ADA Pathway, Dog
Beach, or Dog Beach Perimeter Safety Fence do not remain in their as-built locations for
the Restricted Period, IFF may file a specific performance claim in order to have the WPD
restore them to their respective, as-built locations.

WPD and IFF agree that it is their desire to efficiently and quickly resolve any
disputes that arise, and that any Dispute (as hereinafter defined) shall be submitted to the
Arbiter, who will make a determination with respect to the Dispute, in his sole discretion,
or, if the Arbiter does not still exist, to binding arbitration pursuant to the Uniform
Arbitration Act, 710 ILCS 5/1, et seq., and except for a claim for specific performance not
a court of law or equity. For purposes hereof, “Disputes” shall include any and all
controversies, disputes or claims arising out of or relating to the enforcement of the
provisions of this Restrictive Covenant.

6. Miscellaneous.

A. Promptly after IFF’s payment of the second installment of the
Restricted Donation, this Restrictive Covenant shall be recorded against title to
Centennial Park and shall run with the land and bind Centennial Park and all future
owners of all or any part of Centennial Park during the Restricted Period, but only
with respect to the Project Elements.

B. This Restrictive Covenant shall be binding on the WPD, and its
respective successors, assignees, and heirs, including any successor owners of all
or any part of Centennial Park.
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. If any provision of this Restrictive Covenant is found to be invalid,
illegal or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, that finding shall not
affect the validity, legality, or enforceability of the remaining provisions.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the WPD has executed this Restrictive Covenant on
the date first written above.

WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT

B
President, Board of Park Comriissioners
Winnetka Park District

ATT

Secretéry, Board of Park Commissioners
Winnetka Park District

Prepared by:

David B.H. Williams

Williams, Bax & Saltzman, P.C.
221 N. LaSalle St., Suite 3700
Chicago, IL 60601
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WINNETKA PARK DISTRICT ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS
COUNTY OF COOK )

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said County, in the State aforesaid,
DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT Christina Codo and John Peterson, personally known to
me to be the same persons whose names are subscribed to the foregoing instrument,
appeared before me this day in person, and acknowledged that they signed, sealed and
delivered the said instrument as their free and voluntary act, for the uses and purposes
therein set forth.

YN

Given under my hand and official seal, thisf

",

~

OFFICIAL SEATM
DENISE | KAUFFMAN
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE oF ILLINOIS
My Commission Expires 1209125
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SCHEDULE A
Centennial Park Legal Description

LOT 6 IN THE RESUBDIVISION OF BLOCKS 1 THROUGH 4 AND VACATED
STREET KNOWN AS BELLVIEW PLACE, LYING BETWEEN BLOCKS 1 AND 2 ON
THE EAST AND BLOCKS 3 AND 4 ON THE WEST IN LAKE SHORE SUBDIVISION
OF LOT 1 IN NICHOLAS SIMON AND OTHERS' SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE
SOUTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 21 AND FRACTIONAL
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13
EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

P.LN.: 05-21-412-004-0000, 05-21-412-005-0000, and 05-21-412-006-0000
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SCHEDULE B

Plan of Project Elements
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{  Library Park PPT 2-22_Ready.pdf @ 2 Q £ i

Considerations

» Green Bay Rd. = State Highway
 Appraisal value as residential lot vs. commercial lot
* Park District plans to sell it to us or someone else

PROS IF WE BUY CONS IF WE BUY
+ More useable space  Additional upkeep costs (grass,
* Provides flexibility for the future — N trees, snow removal)
* Keeps land free from other il » Would need approval of special use
development - L__jg@ permits to develop the land

effort & park district relationship
« Have reserves to fund
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Library Park PPT 2-22_Ready.pdf @ 7 0 Iz M

The Situation

* Park District needs to raise funds
to make improvements to
Elder/Centennial Beach

* Library Park is an
underperforming asset

* Library is the Park District’s
preferred buyer for Library Park
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From:

To: Ann Klaassen;
Subject: Fwd: Special Use Permit Concerns
Date: Monday, February 2, 2026 10:09:16 AM

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

Hello Ann:
Would you please send my email with attachments to the ZBA ahead of its 2/9/26 meeting?
Thank you.

To the Zoning Board of Appeals:

Given WPD’s multiple misrepresentations in connection with its Centennial SUP
applications, please use strict scrutiny in your permit review. WPD’s fencing would stretch far
beyond the Ordinary High Water Mark, ending 91° from Centennial’s bluffs to the north and
78’ from the bluffs to the south. Plan has already considered the dangerous and unnecessary
nature of this fencing application and declined to recommend approval. I ask ZBA to do the
same.

WPD will attempt to direct ZBA’s safety concerns toward the dog beach under pretext of
protecting people who use Elder Lane Beach for a very short summer swim season. This
makes no sense. I respectfully suggest that rather than putting dogs before people, attention to
beach safety should be more focused on Elder—an important but lightly used swimming
beach. It is the most polluted of Winnetka’s beaches, and for that reason is likely to be open
fewer days each summer than Tower or Maple.

For your information, using WPD’s “rainout line” in 2024 I made a good faith effort to track
beach closures. Based on WPD information, I tallied approximately 50 total open days for
Maple Beach. Some days were half open-half closed, depending on weather and water
conditions. Some days the beach was fully closed because of weather, water conditions or high
bacteria counts. Beginning with Memorial Day and ending in mid-August, Maple was opened
and closed depending on whether it could be staffed. Before New Trier adjourned in June, it
was open on a limited basis. By mid-August it had closed for the summer—only Tower Road
Beach was staffed intermittently at that point before closing over Labor Day weekend. In my
opinion, staffing shortages will also cause Elder Beach to be open less than the full season.

https://www.idph.state.il.us/envhealth/ilbeaches/public/BeachDetail.aspx?BeachID=381

My suggestion is to ask the beach-going community itself to come up with sensible measures
for the young families/kids who bike or walk to Elder on the days it is open. Take a look at
this already-ADA accessible beach and find a way to delineate its southern boundary. One
option could be a simple row of rocks. Or, fully removable, truly temporary, summer-only
ropes or block-mounted posts with ropes ending at or above the OHWM—without obstructing
the use of beach wheelchairs. The materials should not obstruct sight lines for first responders,
lifeguards, parents, or other beachgoers. They should not make it harder to run across the
sandy beach, within or past any seasonal beach boundaries, or into lake for a water rescue.
Consideration should also be given to changing waterlines. Today's lake levels are at or below
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normal. Once the water rises again, whatever is used should be moveable so as not to create a
submerged threat.

Community efforts could include obtaining advice from recognized safety experts. Neutral
community members should also ask (1) the lifeguards if ropes or removable posts would be
helpful or a hindrance to their duties, (2) if they feel they are necessary, and (3) Elder Beach
users themselves if they feel barriers would enhance their safety. As an aside, I am not aware
of any dog-related incidents at Elder Beach over multiple years when three of my kids were
WPD Lake Michigan lifeguards. I do know that every minute counts when making a water
rescue.

WPD’s REPRESENTATIVE IMAGE OF LAKEFRONT CHAIN-LINK FENCING

- })h\ll" \‘jl‘_'dif__ \\‘ Jl[)

I appreciate the Plan Commission’s decision to decline recommending WPD’s dog beach
fencing plans and I hope ZBA will do the same. There is no reason to pound metal poles all
the way to what WPD describes as the “point of resistance” to install dog beach fencing that is
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neither required nor safe. IDNR has described standalone lakefront fencing as an obstacle to
be navigated around. The further out a person ventures to avoid a fence, the bigger the waves
and the colder the water well into the summer months (July-August). Water-based fencing
increases the likelihood of drowning for this reason. I believe low lake water temperatures
were responsible for at least one of the drownings in Winnetka within the past few

years. Please take this into account and decline recommending approval of WPD’s fencing
SUP.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Kristine Schriesheim
Winnetka taxpayer
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Philip Enquist
476 Provident Ave.
Winnetka, Illinois 60093

February 3, 2026

Dear Zoning Board of Appeals, and
Design Review Board....

Last week, at the January 28th Plan Commission meeting, the Winnetka community learned
further details about the proposed beach fences which would define the future dog beach as
proposed by the Winnetka Park District.

The proposed design is for two, 4 high fences, that will
run into the lake waters for approximately 15’ to a water depth of 1.5’ to 2°. Four gates will
create entrances, a pair at the north and a pair at the south.

As I listened to this presentation, I wondered who is representing child safety

concerns? Shallow water (1.5 — 2 feet) allows easy wading around these fences and children
potentially meandering behind fences and become vulnerable to separation from families and
potential water related accidents. A dog owner also spoke that obstructions like fences can
create unsafe conditions for the dogs. Centennial Beach, perhaps Winnetka’s most beautiful
beach, is today, open and free of physical obstacles across its shoreline.

Residents at the January 28th meeting suggested rational strategies that would avoid fences
extending into the water. These alternative concepts should be explored. The community also
showed research of what other Illinois communities are doing, especially the letter (dated
January 26, 2026) from John Root. The WPD admitted that they had not gone to see these other
beaches.

The proposal is a bad idea.

These fences would fragment Winnetka’s open, unobstructed beach, but more importantly, 1
believe they would create significant safety issues. The Winnetka Park District’s proposal is full
of issues and is poorly conceived. Please do not approve this fence special use permit proposal,
but rather recommend further research and alternative concepts that may not require fencing on
the actual beach.

Thank you for your diligence and time related to these issues.

Phil Enquist
Fellow, American Institute of Architects
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
WEDNESDAY, January 28%2026

DOCTRINE OF PUBLIC TRUST

WHILE THERE ARE VERY SERIOUS SAFETY CONCERNS WITH THE FENCES AT THE DOG BEACH,

| AM ALSO CONCERNED ABOUT THE VIOLATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF PUBLIC TRUST IF FENCES ARE
INSTALLED.THE DOCTRINE OF PUBLIC USE, WHICH HAS BEEN IN EFFECT SINCE 1842, IS ONE OF THE
UNDERPINNINGS OF ENVIRONMENTAL LAW. THERE IS NO EVIDENCE OF CHANGED LAW OR
REGULATION SINCE THAT TIME — ONLY THE CONTINUED INTERNAL ASSERTION FROM WPD STAFF THAT
FENCING IS “REQUIRERD”, DESPITE REPEATED DOCUMENTATION TO THE CONTRARY. THIS DOCTRINE
MANDATES THAT THE BEACHES IN THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, AND IN OTHER STATES, REMAIN OPEN AND
AVAILABLE FOR THE USE OF THE PUBLIC. NO PRIVATE BEACH OR DOG BEACH MAY PREVENT PEOPLE

FROM PASSING OVER IT BECAUSE OF THIS DOCTRINE.

THE INSTALLATION OF FENCING AT CENTENNIAL BEACH WOLD BE AN UNNECESSARY AND
DAMAGING INTRUSION ON PUBLIC LAKEFRONT ACCESS. IT WOULD UNDERMINE THE NATURAL
AESTHETIC AND CHARACTER OF THE BEACH WHILE IMPLYING A LEGAL NECESSITY THAT SIMPLY DOES

NOT EXIST.

THIS PROPOSED FENCE AROUND THE DOG BEACH IS A VIOLATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF PUBLIC
TRUST. THEREFORE, | ASK THAT YOU DENY THE PARK DISTRICT’S REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT.

THANK YOU.

ALEXANDRA C. NICHOLS
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From: P
To: Planning

Subject: Comments on Case No. 25-28-SU - Please deny
Date: Tuesday, February 3, 2026 4:15:08 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from _ Learn why this is

important

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

Dear Zoning Board,

Please do not allow a special use permit to install fencing on the existing beach on the subject
property. What we and many of our neighbors would consider an eyesore.

We live directly across the street. This house has already torn down four incredible homes in
the area, and created constant churn among the community for personal gain.

It was known that their property bordered the park from the day it was purchased.

We would welcome them in the community if they would begin acting like they would like to
participate in the community. We should not continue to push for more and more relief of
rules and regulations that benefit our community and the beauty of it in an effort to build a

walled off fortress like compound within our community.

The property owner purchased near the beach | hope to take in the beauty of the beach. That
same beauty is also to be shared among the community at Centennial park.

The overlay is there for a reason, please continue to protect our park lands and the beauty
they offer regardless of the efforts of this individual to destroy them and set precedents for
others that may seek the same.

Best Regards,

The Woodwards
209 Fuller Lane
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ECEIVE
February 4, 2026

To: Winnetka Plan Commission Members
BY:

From: Jean B. Schreiber —“Susie”
Re: Copies of my public comment at:

January 28, 2026 — 7 p.m. Winnetka Plan Commission meeting

Commissioners,

Because of the updated instructions by your Chair at the January 28, 2026 Winnetka Plan
Commission meeting, | did not hand out my pre-printed comments. The instructions were quite
reasonable. For your records, | am herewith including copies of the prepared comments | had
planned to hand out to each of you and to staff. [ have highlighted, in yellow, the remarks |
actually made during the Public Comment session, leaving the rest of the text which was not
read into the mic, without highlights. The map at the end of the handout was purely FY1 for each

of you to have in your files as a reference point.

Thank you all, and to staff, for a very well run and thoughtfully prepared meeting on January
28,

Jean B. Schreiber —Susie”

Winnetka Park District resident, former Winnetka Park District Commissioner, and former
Winnetka Plan Commission member
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Winnetka Plan Commission
January 28, 2026 meeting
Winnetka Village Hall = 7 p.m.

Re: Chain link fencing on beach and into water at Centennial Park

Deep Concerns regarding in lake safety

Background:

Centennial Park and lakefront below the bluff is used in winter, spring, summer and fall by a
wide range of Winnetka Park District residents, some New Trier students on the way home from

school, and visitors who happen by.

Lake Michigan waters are federal. The State of Illinois has jurisdictional reach from the
Wisconsin/lllinois state line south to the lllinois Indiana State line, and eastward to a midpoint in
the lake where the state of Michigan meets up with the State of lllinois. See handout map.

The Village of Winnetka has a special jurisdictional holding from the toe of the the biuff 3 miles
eastward into the lake.

The IDNR letter of permit from Eric Otto, IDNR Ilinois Coastal Zone, dated January 9, 2026
notes the 3704 rule affects Commercial navigation only and is not under IDNR control. He
states: “There is no ruling which references recreational navigation of any sized craft which they
can use for permitting consideration. Therefore, their IDNR permit ruling only has to address
navigation as it relates to the Commercial level.” Obviously, there is no Commercial navigation
ongoing on Winnetka’s nearshores, with the exception of those properties undergoing bluff and
shoreline stabilization using commercial barges for construction work. Commercial construction
barges use Winnetka’s nearshore annually for contracted work.

There have been numerous accidents, and sadly more deaths, along the lllinois shoreline from
lllinois Beach State Park down through the Chicago beaches annually, and unfortunately in a
variety of seasons and even in good weather conditions. Winnetka has had its share of fatal
accidents, the most recent 2 of which happened offshore of Centennial Park.

The State of lllinois is openly and clearly lacking uniform recreational Lake Michigan shoreline
safety regulations. This situation has finally begun to be addressed by State representative
Tracy Katz Muhl, lllinois 57™ District. Rep. Katz Muhl has put together a strong committee to
address the numerous issues facing recreational users of the Lake Michigan nearshore in the
State of lllinois. The Committee was formed last summer, | believe. The Village of Winnetka
should consider participation.

Watercraft users and swimmers follow our nearshore coastline daily. Lake Michigan weather
can turn on a dime and change abruptly in 15 seconds from calm to downright blustery. ltis
harder to sail and use the Great Lakes than the ocean.

Fencing into waters of Lake Michigan:

o \Water levels vary vearly and within the year. The fence may or may not be easily visible
to users from the lake or the shore. Hitting in lake shoreline rock protection placements

[Type here]
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is nasty, but safer than slamming into an in water chain link fence which you can’t even
hope to rest against or upon, or even leave your watercraft.

o In heavy seas, or bad weather it is much harder to see a porous dark chain link fence in
the water than a solid metal seawall.

e It can prevent a swimmer or watercraft user from coming ashore with the currents in bad
weather.

e Rescuers from the shore going to aid a nearshore offshore accident may have to
contend with the fencing in the water as they attempt the rescue.

o Dogs can clamber up on rocks, but cannot climb to safety on a chain link fence, and can
be caught against its side

e Zebra and Quagga mussels, invasive species of the Great Lakes, attach to metal easily
and reproduce rapidly, coating a bicycle in a year in numerous demonstrations. We do
not need to encourage more invasive species collecting in our shoreline section of Lake
Michigan.
These collective invasives negatively affect the huge Great Lakes fisheries ecologically.

Summary

The Public has a right to provide their thoughts on the permit decision. The IDNR sent out its
letter to the public to weigh in on this Fence Permit for Chain Link fencing on the nearshore and
into the waters of Lake Michigan in the late afternoon of December 24, 2025. We were all on
holiday or out of town, and could hardly or reasonably get responses in by January 6, 2026 to
Eric and the IDNR. We asked for a 10 day extension which was denied.

e Most dog users do not want this fence going out into the lake

« No known other user groups desire this fence going out into the lake

e The Board of Commissioners of the Winnetka Park District would like the fence as it
helps them in working with their neighbor to south, one citizen and his family.

« The Village of Winnetka is the trustee for our collective Lake Michigan Winnetka
shoreline.

Please thoughtfully review all the comments at this evenings meeting, and vote to reject the
fencing plan as presented by the Winnetka Park District this evening. Public safety is at risk.

Thank you.
Jean B. Schreiber —“Susie”

Winnetka Park District resident and former Commissioner, and former Winnetka Plan
Commission member

P.S.

Shoals

Eric Otto Of the IDNR Coastal Zone, in his permit approval letter, referenced shoals off
Centennial Park. There is no shoal off Centennial Park. These are marked on the Winnetka
Park District drawings which they submitted to the IDNR, IEPA and the USACE as hunks of
concrete. These hunks came from the old TB Sanatorium formerly on the top of the bluff, and
should have all come out last summer in the navigational safety debris removal worked on by
the Winnetka Park District in consultation with the Village of Winnetka and the USACE.

[Type here]
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5 The Illinois Coast of Lake Michigan

Michael J. Chrzastowski

INTRODUCTION

The Hlinois coast of Lake Michigan is one of the state’s
most dynamic geological settings. Coastal processes of
waves, ice, and changing lake levels contribute to yearlong
and seasonal erosion and deposition (accretion) along the
beaches and across the nearshore lake bottom, although
major change also can occur in days or even hours.

The social and economic importance of the Illinois
coast cannot be overstated. This coast borders the most
populous part of the state and includes some of the most
valued real estate in Illinois. It is also the most densely
populated coastal area in the entire Great Lakes region and
has the region’s highest degree of engineering and human
modification. Notably, the historical development of Chi-
cago, Waukegan, and the other municipalities along the
shote was strongly influenced by the coastal geology.

Despite extensive urbanization, the Illinois coastal
zone preserves an exceptional geological record of coastal
evolution that spans about 14,000 years, beginning in late
glacial time when an ancestral shoreline first formed. A se-
ries of ancient shoreline features document how the Illinois
coast evolved through changing lake levels and shaping and
reshaping by wave-induced erosion, transport, and deposi-
tion. The historical record of coastal change also provides
numerous examples of how human modification has nota-
bly altered the shoreline configuration and has had an im-
pact on local coastal processes. The continuing geological
changes along this coast present ongoing engineeting and
management challenges that will face future generations.

COASTAL SHAPE AND DYNAMICS

The Illinois coastline extends 63 miles (101.4 km) along
the southern reach of the western shore of Lake Michigan
(Figure 25-1), 22 miles (35.4 km) of which is the City of
Chicago shoreline. North of Chicago, the coast includes
14 neat-lake municipalities, the U.S. Navy’s Naval Training
Center Great Lakes, and state-owned Illinois Beach State
Park and North Point Marina. The municipalities from
Lake Bluff south to Evanston are collectively called the
North Shore. The state’s jurisdiction extends across a por-
tion of the lake, covering approximately 1,500 square miles
(3,885 km?) of lake and lake bottom. The deepest water

404

within the Illinois extent of Lake Michigan is about 490
feet (149.4 m).
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Figure 25-1 The lliinois coast of Lake Michigan showing mu-
nicipalities and harbors. The index map shows the configura-
tion of the liiinois state line across Lake Michigan.
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From:
To: Ann Klaassen

Cc:

Subject: WPD Fencing SUP Application—Comments for ZBA
Date: Friday, February 6, 2026 9:54:52 AM
Attachments: 79D77E9B-AC52-4CC5-AC9C-CBCOE793E569.png

Z2EF620F-8882-4826-AD60-142297EB47FF.png
6596EEA3-476F-4B03-BB96-772A53BFO6ED.png
4BC6BF5B-798F-455D-A353-CE0AB1157213.png
57171C5D-38A9-4395-853A-65804F652783.png

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

Hello Ann:
Would you please share this with ZBA ahead of its February 9, 2026 meeting?

On February 5, 2026 the Winnetka Park District adopted a motion approving new permanent
fencing designs for Centennial Beach. I did not see the new plans in ZBA’s publicly available
February 9, 2026 meeting packet. The new permanent fencing project differs in design, scope
and description from what WPD presented to ZBA for Monday’s meeting, which I believe
requires it to make new permit submissions to the Village.

WPD’s new permanent fencing designs

4:06PM ThuFeb5 = 97% -

winpark.community.diligentoneplatform.com — Private

T T
6Xo©

LIVE STREAM share |

s Al TODAY'S MEETINGS
ou can view a live meeting here.

B Special Board Meeting - Feb 05
2026

UPCOMING MEETINGS

W Regular Board Meeting - Feb 26
2028

More

RECENT MEETINGS

B Golf Services Advisory Board - B
Feb 03 2026

CENTENNIAL DOG FENCE PLAN: ALTERNATE 2

To view the agenda document and the video together click the button below.

VIDEQ

© Diligent Community 2026

“The public beach has to end.”
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Ishbia said the planters are

something he will not concede, Ee

S —

because he wants something that

will distinguish the public beach

from his private property, and

added that the planters have been X
“part of the deal since Day 1,

before we started the

conversations.”

“It was really important to have
there be something that signifies
the end of public property,”
Ishbia said. “The public beach

has to end.”

= “:uu‘

WPD continues to misrepresent the reasons for a fencing project that Cook County’s Deputy
Administrator categorizes as falling outside the scope of its ordinance. Further
misrepresentations and confusion related to WPD’s new dog beach fencing designs are as
follows.

1. Despite WPD’s awareness of the Village’s commitment to protecting the public’s health,
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safety and welfare, it adopted new designs that are at least as detrimental as the designs Plan
voted 7-0 not to recommend. This fencing would induce people to step onto the steel sheet
piling and use it to travel east as far as WPD’s proposed fencing extends, from where they
could jump off—potentially hitting 205 Sheridan’s armored stone breakwater. People will be
hard to see in the water/on the rocks/below the fencing, and difficult to rescue.

L

Two men climbed onto the steel groin and sidesteppd along it by using the fencing. Note that
WPD’s designs would permanently induce future beachwalkers to do the same while
traversing Lake Michigan’s actual shoreline.

2. I understood WPD’s Costa Kutulas to say sand levels on either side of the new designs’
steel groin-mounted fencing would differ by approximately 4°, creating a hazardous drop off.
He also made an assumption that people would choose the safest route to reach 205 Sheridan’s
northern breakwater steps. I do not think it is reasonable to make this assumption, and I hope
ZBA asks him about it.

3. At the February 5, 2026 meeting, WPD’s board majority was coy about its intentions for
2024’s WPD-IFF Donation Agreement with Restrictive Covenant. The board majority said
they want to get all the permits for the groin-mounted fencing plan, and then revisit the
Donation Agreement with Restrictive Covenant. It does not take much to suspect an eventual
plan to encumber the park, freeze its use, build dangerous structures and impede access to
Centennial’s southern shoreline, all to the detriment of the public’s general welfare for over
half a century.
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For The Media

South Haven, Michigan, September 2020:
Four children carried in a longshore current
toward a pier and had to be rescued.

Resources

Great Lakes Safety

Surf Zone Fatalities
Beach Hazard Photos
Rip Current Safety
Rip Current Toolkit

Partners

When you visit the Great Lakes it's important to know about the hazards you may face. Staying aware and alert is what will keep you safe in
the dynamic conditions found on their beaches.

“Dangerous currents and breaking waves are common in the Great Lakes region. Rip currents, other currents, and river outlets found near piers (also known as
breakwaters/breakwalls) are extremely dangerous for swimmers and can lead to drownings”. (Michigan Sea Grant, member of the Great Lakes Water Safety
Consortium)

What you should do when first arriving at the beach

Before entering the water, talk with a lifeguard or beach patrol. No one will know the current water conditions better than they will. If you are at an unguarded beach,

which most are, Steer Clear of the Pier, if one is present. Swim at least 100 yards away from the structure. Also, remember if you see whitewater waves are at least 3
feat and dannernie currente mav he nresent The waves alnne nnee a danner as well

4. WPD’s new permanent fencing designs would cost $50,000-$100,000—adding to over $2.3
million spent to date, plus a foregone genuine $3 million donation offer that would have
advanced more funds to cover litigation threats WPD is using as an excuse. The effect is
detrimental to the public’s general welfare.
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You can view a live meeting here.

Cost Considerations For Alternate Plans

* Project Cost Estimates ($50K - $100K)
* Project scope would include

* Review of the existing steel Jetti's and repairs to the cap of the northern structure
* Construction Drawings and survey for the project (for permitting and bidding)
* Purchase and i lation of approxi 375 LF of chain-link fencing
* Relocation of the electric for key fob gate
* Relocation of the key fob gate and controls (may need to be replace if damaged)
* Repairs to current fob gate location
* MNew signage and fixtures as needed

* Mot included
* Any major repairs to steel sheeting
= Any operating costs for north beach (costs will
depend on usage as approved by the Board)
= Any additional work not listed above

Funding for this project could be allocated from the Lakefront Capital Budget

To view the agenda document and the video together click the button betow.

VIDEQ
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2026

RECENT MEETINGS

Maore

B Golf Services Advisory Boarg - ke
Feb 03 2026
More

5. WPD’s new designs would involve relocating electrical wiring all the way down the bluffs
and onto the sandy beach 12 feet east of the toe of the bluffs. The OHWM on Centennial’s

southern end—closest to 205 Sheridan—is only a short distance east of the fencing and
electric fob.
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As water levels change, the electrical wiring, key fob, gate and even the “watertight” dog
waste receptacle will be fully or partly underwater. This will be unsafe, unsanitary and
difficult to maintain. I therefore request that ZBA ask WPD why in the surveys of dog beaches
throughout Lake and Cook Counties, nothing has surfaced depicting other dog beaches with
locked electric gates only feet away from the OHWM. It is obviously much safer and more
usable for the key fob operated gate to remain at the top of the bluffs with no risk of it being
submerged in Lake Michigan.
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Dog Fence Plan (Alternate 2)

North Boundary (Same as Alt. 1)

Includes 46’ of fencing that would be secured
to the existing steel jetti (sections still would
be removable)

* Max 4'in height from the steel cap

* Max 5'in height from the beach contour
Relocation of the key fob entry gate to beach
level
10" x 10" double entry gate for dog beach
access

+ (Will require an issued dog pass key fob)
12" Wide bypass allowing non-dog beach users
to bypass dog beach
Include a watertight trash receptacle

To view the agenda document and the video together click the button below.

VIDEQ
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Metal cover over Centennial’s current electric fob operated gate’s emergency exit button was
broken off and not fixed over multiple summers.

6. I think it may be difficult for an electric gate that is sitting in sand or water to swing open. If
it does open, it may take more than a reasonable amount of time. Once inside the 10’ square
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enclosure leading to the main area for dogs, there would be another gate people would have to
unlatch and physically pull open (or closed) manually to enter or leave the 10’ square
enclosure. It is unclear if the designs include an emergency exit button inside the 10’ square
enclosure.

7. On February 5, 2026 Mr. Kutulas said the new designs’ black chainlink fencing would be
HARDER TO SEE. This will cause more accidents involving swimmers, paddle boarders,
kayakers, jet skiers and other watergoers along with dogs, getting tangled up with the fencing
and hurt, and/or possibly drowning.

8. WPD is loath to respect the Ordinary High Water Mark as the easternmost boundary of its
lot line for zoning purposes. Approving fencing that extends into a public street—Lake
Michigan—would set a terrible and dangerous precedent. You may not be aware of this, but a
threatening sign was placed off of the Cherry Street Beach sometime after 2023. In the fall of
2025 the sign was still on public beach below the OHWM. I believe it would create even more
dangers for the public if ZBA votes to recommend fencing below the OHWM. Others will use
this as precedent in their determined efforts to block off Lake Michigan.
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NO TRESPASSING
OR ILLEGAL ENTRY
PRIVATE PROPERTY

No trespassing, family, family friends and deliveries welcome all others are trespassing.

By entering this property, you the frespasser(s) have given the implied consent to the owner
of this property to remove you the trespasser(s) by any means necessary, free of any liability
claims for injury and / or death the trespasser(s) or trespasser's family may file against the
owner of this property. You the trespasser(s) through your implied consgn_t_by frespassing on
this /or entering into this property illegally accept all liability and re§p0n5|bllrty for your actions
as the trespasser(s) resulting from your actions while on this property illegally.

NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ACCIDENTS, INJURIES AND / OR DEATHAS A RESULT OF
TRESPASSING OR ILLEGAL ENTRY WARMING; SMALL ARMS IMPACT AREA MAY
OCCUR AS A RESULT OF ILLEGAL ENTRY ONTO AND /OR ENTRY IN TO THIS PROPERTY
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Sign south of Chény‘StfeeJt Beach in 2025

9. WPD has not formed a plan for the isolated northern half of Centennial beach that its
designs would create. ZBA does not have enough information to assess whether an
immediately adjacent swimming beach would be safe for people and dogs traveling up and
down the stairs to the same watershed, whether it would be legal under the Illinois Swimming
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Facilities Act, whether WPD would comply with the law and build bathrooms within 300 feet
of the shoreline, or other potential issues. I am confounded by WPD’s consideration of designs
that could put human swimmers strictly on the north side of Centennial’s center steel groin
where they will face what WPD describes as northeasterly rip currents. It would be safer to put
people on the southern side of the steel groin . . . obviously not WPD’s choice since it would
foil efforts to fence Centennial’s southern boundary.

10. On February 5, 2026 WPD mentioned its allocation of funding to police Centennial beach
with “wardens.” WPD’s Centennial beach vision appears to be putting people and their dogs
in a cage, with roaming police issuing tickets and/or warning people away. This is out of line
with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan. Furthermore, it is repugnant.

11. WPD seems confused about Wilmette’s Gillson Dog Beach. Dogs have to remain leashed
until they get to Gillson’s sandy dog beach, but not when they are on the sand.

12. It is unclear if Centennial’s 11 parking spots would be sufficient if Winnetka’s only dog
beach is next to a passive use or swimming beach. I think a dual-use beach will draw a lot of
people, like Lloyd Beach does. The lack of adequate parking will spill onto tabletop parkland,
into the neighborhood across Sheridan Road and around the area. This in itself is sufficient
reason to deny approving WPD’s SUP application.

13. Pounding fencing onto the steel groin that crosses over Centennial’s lot line with 205
Sheridan could be destabilizing and potentially give rise to damages. WPD should be asked
about this.

14. WPD makes no commitment to get a professional assessment of whether its designs—
particularly the gates—meet ADA requirements for Winnetka’s only dog beach, which is a
public accommodation.

WPD’s February 5, 2026 Special Meeting just appeared on its calendar on Monday, February
2,2026. Its meeting agenda with two small images of the new permanent fencing designs
appeared on Tuesday, February 4, 2026. The public had 48 hours to evaluate the designs, if
they happened to read WPD’s agenda ahead of Thursday’s meeting. This is the same and also
inadequate timeframe that the public and non-majority board members had to try to evaluate
designs attached to WPD-IFF’s Donation Agreement with Restrictive Covenant when they
appeared in WPD’s October 19, 2023 meeting agenda—48 hours. Furthermore, the new
designs are not included in ZBA’s meeting packet. The Village Engineer, Police Chief and
Fire Chief have not had an opportunity to assess the designs’ narrow bypass width, the gates,
placing electrical on the beach, the 4’ drop-off, and other questions. WPD’s efforts to force
down cumbersome designs that impede access to public lands and threaten the public’s
general welfare—physically, financially and legally, are concerning. Please uphold the
public’s interest and decline to recommend approving them.

Thank you.

Kristine Schriesheim
Winnetka taxpayer
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The Zoning Board of Appeals shouldn’t do anything to advance the current plans
of the Winnetka Park District for a dog area at Centennial Beach, because setting
aside any lakefront property of the Village of Winnetka is simply an ill-conceived

use of Village and Park District lakefront.
There are better ways to handle this issue.

What the Village and the WPD should do in regard to canine access to the
lakefront is to [i] entirely prohibit dogs from all lakefront property during regular
swimming hours, but [ii] allow dog-owners and their dogs and the public to freely
use the lakefront — just the beach, not any park areas — in the evenings, after

regular hours for permitted swimming and for the public in general.

| have personally seen this regulatory scheme in action at beaches on the Atlantic

Ocean in New Jersey, and it has worked well for years.

And according to remarks by Zoning Board Chair Matthew Bradley at the January
28t Plan Commission meeting, the usage regime suggested above appears to be

how ‘the dog beach” has, in fact historically operated in Winnetka anyway.

Fully realizing this proposal and beach accessibility to Winnetka residents would,
of course, mean opening up all the lakefront that is now effectively barricaded by
the kind of massive rock jetties that have recently been erected at either end of
the Ishbia property, but even if it isn’t possible to address that particular aspect

right now, the regulatory scheme suggested above will still work well.

The proposed regulatory scheme will, obviously cost a great deal less than the
current Park District proposal, and it won’t involve further environmental

degradation -- assuming that dog-owners pick up after the pets.

It’s at least worth a try, isn’t it? So why not turn off the seemingly endless

governmental process for now, and give it a try for a year or two?

Marc Hecht

Page 248 of 547



From:

To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: February 9, 2026
Date: Saturday, February 7, 2026 5:46:38 PM

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

Ann,
Please forward my letter below to the Zoning Board and the Design Review Board.

Thank You,
Joanna Karatzas

February 9, 2026

Re: Special Use Permit for Dog Fence at Centennial Beach
Zoning Board:

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

It’s hard writing about a moving target. Since the Park Board altered schematics for the dog
beach on February 5, 2026, the letter I previously wrote regarding the scheme presented to the
Planning Commission on January 28, 2026 is irrelevant. However, I don’t know if procedure
allows for a switch at this point without first going back to the Planning Commission.
Therefore, I’'m retaining my response to that first scheme in this letter.

See Below.

Response to the Dog Beach plan presented

by Winnetka Park District to the public on February 5, 2026.

As I stated previously regarding the scheme presented to the Planning Commission on January
28, 2026, tonight’s plans are again vague, and therefore misleading. Because the drawing
doesn’t include the breakwater at 205 Sheridan, it may give the viewer an overly optimistic
perception of its true feasibility. It’s important to convey the entire existing condition on the
south boundary of Centennial. It’s a point of contention and I’ll never understand why the
drawing is incomplete.

In looking at the plan, it looks like pedestrians would have to walk on property belonging to
205 Sheridan when transversing southward along the lake. Also, the width of the passage in
front of the stairs over the breakwater seems especially narrow and is endanger of being
swamped should the lake rise to the high water mark.

A park commissioner at last week’s meeting mentioned the need for a staked survey at this
edge. It seems like a good idea and should have happened before this plan was presented.

More importantly, it’s worth asking ourselves what’s driving a fenced dog beach there at all?
The answer lies in a donation held out to the Park District by the Ishbia Family Foundation
(IFF), also known as the owner of 205 Sheridan. The donation isn’t a pure act of kindness, it
has strings attached. It mandates a fenced dog beach located at the south end of Centennial;
ADA access; and a very over-scaled pier placed near where the north dog beach fence is
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proposed. I wish someone would tell me what IFF’s motivations are, particularly regarding the
pier.

The entanglement between IFF and the WPD has resulted in some very weird proposals and
solutions over the last four years. I have been critical of the proposed designs, but I know the
designers aren’t at fault. The root of the problems lie with decisions and agreements the
Winnetka Park Board has made. Cutting the cord between IFF and WPD would allow for a
rational solution at Elder/Centennial.

Response to the Dog Beach plan presented
by Winnetka Park District to the Planning Commission on January 28, 2026.

The plans for the off-leash dog beach, submitted as part of tonight’s agenda packet are vague
and therefore misleading. The drawings fail to inform the Zoning Board and the public of the
breakwater now existing at the north boundary of 205 Sheridan, also known as the south
boundary of Centennial, nor do they highlight the existing sheet pile at the same location.
Furthermore, the fence elevations are not presented in context— therefore the observer can’t
see what lurks behind proposed south fence. Had the sheet pile and the breakwater been boldly
drawn in plan, the benign looking 20 ft.-gap between the thin line representing the south fence
of the proposed dog beach and the property line of 205 Sheridan Rd. would seem hazardous
and redundant.

The proposed fence is 93 ft. 3in. long from the toe of the bluff to its eastern terminus in Lake
Michigan. It runs into the lake at a proposed distance of 15 ft. from the ordinary water line, but
that stretch would increase to 40 plus ft. should the lake rise to the high water mark. Should
the lake level stay at the ordinary water mark, the water depth at the east terminus of the fence
would be 1.5-2 ft. That makes me wonder, would that depth be if we experience a high tide?

At best, the proposed 20 ft. gap will be an unsightly debris collector and at worst it would be a
trap endangering the lives of people and dogs that might get stuck and battered between
jagged rocks, a corroded sheet pile, and an ungiving fence. Yes, the lake can get choppy and
produce strong currents.

The need to provide a fence where there is already a pile of rocks is questionable. Dogs aren’t
likely to pick their way over wet, slimy rocks in favor of running and playing on a wide open
beach.

Finally, drawings are a powerful tool of communication. They should be comprehensive and
describe adjacency conditions. In this case they fail to do so, therefore, please deny this

Special Use Permit.

Joanna Karatzas
Winnetka Resident

Sent from my iPhone
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John William Root
326 Woodland Avenue
Winnetka, IL 60093

Telephone:
Email:

Sent by electronic mail: smangum@winnetka.org

Mr. Scott Mangum February 8, 2026
Village of Winnetka

Director of Community Development

510 Green Bay Road

Winnetka, IL 60093

Re: Case No. 25-28-SU
225 Sheridan Road — Centennial Park & Beach
Comments for 10/14/24 Hearing

Dear Mr. Mangum:

As you may be aware, the Winnetka Park Board (WPD) met on February 5, 2026, and approved
a new design for the dog fence for its Special Use Permit (SUP) for Case No. 25-28-SU. The
design can be seen below in figure 1.
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Figure 1. Revised Dog Fence Design
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Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
February 8, 2026
Page 2 of 3

The February 5 redesign appears to be a material change from the fence configuration presented
in the pending SUP application and circulated to the public. Among other things, the redesign
relocates the fence elements and reconfigures Centennial Beach by dividing it into an off-leash
dog area and a separate “passive” beach area for the general public, which materially alters the
character and impacts of the proposed special use.

Section 17.56.130 (Amendments to Special Use Permits) recognizes that when a SUP holder
seeks a material change to the approved special use, the change must be processed as an
amendment with the required administrative review and public process. The Park District is not
merely refining details; it has approved a substantively different configuration. At minimum, the
Village should require the Park District to proceed through the appropriate administrative
procedure under the Zoning Ordinance for a material modification—i.e., staff review, a complete
and current plan set, and legally adequate public notice—before the matter is heard on the merits.

This is also a basic procedural due process issue. The public hearing process only works if
residents and affected property owners have meaningful notice of what is being proposed and a
fair opportunity to review and comment on the operative design. A last-minute substitution of a
materially different fence plan on the eve of a hearing undermines the integrity of the
administrative record and deprives interested persons of a fair opportunity to be heard on the
actual proposal.

As of the date of this letter: (1) no notice of postponement of the February 9, 2026, ZBA hearing
appears to have been posted; and (2) the February 5 revised fence design does not appear to be
posted on the Village’s ZBA webpage. It therefore appears likely that the Park District may
present the superseded fence design at the February 9 hearing, despite having approved a
materially different plan on February 5. That would be inefficient for the ZBA and unfair to the
public, and it risks a recommendation based on a plan the applicant itself has abandoned.

Accordingly, I respectfully request that the Village require the Park District to submit a complete
amended plan set reflecting the new February 5 design and then restart or continue the SUP
process as required for material changes, including staff review and proper notice to surrounding
property owners and the public. If the Park District nonetheless intends to proceed on February
9 using the older design, then the ZBA should limit the presentation time (e.g., 15 minutes for

staff and 15 minutes for the applicant) and avoid devoting substantial hearing time to an
outmoded plan that is no longer the applicant’s approved design.

Thank you for your attention to this issue.
Sincerely,
/s/

John W. Root

Page 252 of 547



Letter to Mr. Scott Mangum
February 8, 2026
Page 3 of 3

cc: Members of the Village of Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals

Ms. Kristin Kazenas, Village Manager
By Email: KKazenas@winnetka.org

Ms. Ann Klaassen
Assistant Director
By Email: AKlaassen@winnetka.org
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To: Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals
From: Angie Dahl
Re: Case No. 25-28-SU: 225 Sheridan Road-Centennial Beach

Date: February 9 2026

Members of the ZBA:

You are being asked tonight to consider and approve an application from the Winnetka Park
District to allow installation of fencing on the existing Centennial beach in order to create a
dog beach. On January 28 2026, this application was unanimously rejected by the Plan
Commission.

Tonight, Park District staff and legal counsel may also present an alternative plan, differing in
size, scope and accessibility, which was adopted at a Special Meeting of the Park Board held
on February 5, 2026 at 4:30 in the afternoon.

The plan rejected by the Plan Commission, which is before you this evening, and the newly
designed plan adopted by the Winnetka Park Board on February 5 have one purpose in
common: the creation of a dog beach with substantial fencing.

Several years ago the Winnetka Park District solicited input from dog owners and dog beach
users on an ad hoc advisory board whose purpose was to evaluate options within the
community for an off leash dog area. The recommendation from that group was to move the
dog beach from Centennial and relocate it at an area near the power plant at Tower Road.

The timing of this ad hoc committee and its subsequent recommendation overlapped with
new, private and ongoing discussions between several members of the Winnetka Park District
Board of Commissioners, and an individual property owner purchasing land adjacent to
Centennial Park. During this same period, concerned residents attempted but failed to locate
or review any meeting minutes or video recordings of meetings where the Centennial/Elder
project was discussed. This resulted in an inquiry to the lllinois Attorney General’s Office and
a subsequent finding that the Winnetka Park District was in violation of the requirements in
the Open Meetings Act of timely posting meeting minutes and videos for public review.
Interestingly, the missing information being sought directly related to the negotiations taking
place in private with a specific home owner. The findings of the ad hoc dog beach advisory
committee were put aside.

| bring this to your attention tonight because of the repetitive nature of the SUP applications
from the Park District.

| am a dog owner, a user of the dog beach, and was a Park District Commissioner at the time
the Centennial Dog Beach was conceived and implemented. My husband was a member of
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the ad hoc Dog Beach Committee which addressed a possible change in location. | believe
there is a simple solution to this ongoing merry-go-round of hearings regarding this issue.

Remove the dog beach from Centennial. If that happens, there will be no need for a SUP and
no need for the fencing that is opposed by so many.

I don’t know if it is within your purview to make this decision. If so, please consider this
option and please deny the Winnetka Park District’s application for a SUP.

Angie Dahl
1277 Forest Glen Dr N
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MEMO
February 9, 2026
TO: Winnetka Zoning Board of Appeals
FROM: Laurie Morse
RE: Centennial Fence Designs 1-3. Which will the ZB review today?

Zoning Board reviewed and rejected fence design 1. at meetings in 2024. This fence blocks
public access stairs to the new 205 beach, which is now complete and open for public use.

1. Fence plan from WPD/IFF restrictive Covenant Agreement dated January 19, 2024:
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access stairs to 205 Sheridan beach 1
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2. WPD Fence Plan chosen at WPD Board Meeting February 5, 2026
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The Feb. 5 WPD Board Meeting was theater. This “new” fence design conforms nicely to
Ishbia Family Covenant agreement requirements. Walkways and other features can be
added later. This plan includes locked gates at beach level but is not materially different
from 1. above already rejected by ZB. Access stairs to new public 205 beach blocked.

The “temporary fence” 3. Below, scheduled for ZB review today doesn’t conform to the

Ishbia Covenant agreement fence plan. “Temporary” language in IDNR permit application

was meant for Ishbia Family team. “Temporary fence” was effective test of IDNR permit
review. WPD no longer plans to build this desigh and will seek new permits from all
regulators.

3. IDNR permitted this fence design on December 24, 2025. Permit LM20250015.
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From: Ann Klaassen

To: Ann Klaassen
Subject: Could you distribute to ZBA?
Date: Monday, February 9, 2026 11:55:14 AM

From: Irene Smith _>

Sent: Monday, February 9, 2026 10:52 AM
To: Ann Klaassen <AKlaassen@winnetka.org>
Subject: Could you distribute to ZBA?

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

Good morning, Ann. Is it too late to add something to the ZBA packets? This is a poster I’'m bringing tonight, but I’'m afraid
the printing is too small. It would be better understood if the Commissioners could read it in their packets.

Many thanks.

Irene
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Though | may not be here with you, | urge you to answer the highest calling of your heart and stand up for what you truly
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believe. In my life | have done all | can to demonstrate that the way of peace, the way of love and nonviolence is the more
excellent way. Now it is your turn to let freedom ring.

When historians pick up their pens to write the story of the 21st century, let them say that it was your generation who laid
down the heavy burdens of hate at last and that peace finally triumphed over violence, aggression, and war. So | say to

you, walk with the wind, brothers and sisters, and let the spirit of peace and the power of everlasting love be your guide.

John Lewis, from the essay he wrote shortly before his death on July 17, 2020.
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&¥ Outlook

February 9, 2026

From Joanna Enquist _
Date Mon 2/9/2026 4:25 PM E GE‘V E’"ﬂ

To The UPS Store #1772 <store1772@theupsstore.com>

) |
i

CAUTION! This email originated from outside of the organization. Please do not open attachments or BY -
click links from an unknown or suspicious origin.
February 9, 2026

Re: Special Use Permit for Dog Fence at Centennial Beach

Zoning Board:

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

It's hard writing about a moving target. Since the Park Board altered schematics for the dog beach on
February 5, 2026, the letter | previously wrote regarding the scheme presented to the Planning
Commission on January 28, 2026 is irrelevant. However, | don’t know if procedure allows for a switch at
this point without first going back to the Planning Commission. Therefore, I'm retaining my response

to that first scheme in this letter.
See Below.

Response to the Dog Beach plan presented
by Winnetka Park District to the public on February 5, 2026.
As | stated previously regarding the scheme presented to the Planning Commission on January 28,

2026, tonight's plans are again vague, and therefore misleading. Because the drawing doesn't include
the breakwater at 205 Sheridan, it may give the viewer an overly optimistic perception of its true
feasibility. It's important to convey the entire existing condition on the south boundary of Centennial.
It's a point of contention and I'll never understand why the drawing is incomplete.

In looking at the plan, it looks like pedestrians would have to walk on property belonging to 205
Sheridan when transversing southward along the lake. A park commissioner at last week’s meeting
mentioned the need for a staked survey at this edge. It seems like a good idea and should have

happened before this plan was presented.

Furthermore, the width of the passage in front of the stairs over the breakwater seems especially
narrow and is endanger of being swamped should the lake rise to the ordinary high water mark, a
location that seems to keep moving according to the Winnetka Park District. Imagine an adult or child
caught and battered between the fenced groin and the jagged rock piling during high water.
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More importantly, it's worth asking ourselves, what’s driving a fenced dog beach there at all? The
answer lies in a donation held out to the Park District by the Ishbia Family Foundation (IFF). The
donation isn't a pure act of kindness, it has strings attached. It mandates a fenced dog beach located
at the south end of Centennial; ADA access; and a very over-scaled pier placed near where the north
dog beach fence is proposed. | wish someone would tell me what IFF's motivations are, particularly

regarding the pier.

The entanglement between IFF and the WPD has resulted in some very weird proposals and solutions
over the last four years. | have been critical of the proposed designs, but | know the designers aren't at
fault. The root of the problems lie with decisions and agreements the Winnetka Park Board has made.
Cutting the cord between IFF and WPD would allow for a rational solution at Elder/Centennial.

Response to the Dog Beach plan presented
by Winnetka Park District to the Planning Commission on January 28, 2026.

The plans for the off-leash dog beach, submitted as part of tonight's agenda packet are vague and
therefore misleading. The drawings fail to inform the Zoning Board and the public of the breakwater
now existing at the north boundary of 205 Sheridan, also known as the south boundary of Centennial,
nor do they highlight the existing sheet pile at the same location. Furthermore, the fence elevations
are not presented in context— therefore the observer can't see what lurks behind proposed south
fence. Had the sheet pile and the breakwater been boldly drawn in plan, the benign looking 20 ft.-gap
between the thin line representing the south fence of the proposed dog beach and the property line

of 205 Sheridan Rd. would seem hazardous and redundant.

The proposed fence is 93 ft. 3in. long from the toe of the bluff to its eastern terminus in Lake
Michigan. It runs into the lake at a proposed distance of 15 ft. from the ordinary water line, but that
stretch would increase to 40 plus ft. should the lake rise to the high water mark. Should the lake level
stay at the ordinary water mark, the water depth at the east terminus of the fence would be 1.5-2 ft.
That makes me wonder, would that depth be if we experience a high tide?

At best, the proposed 20 ft. gap will be an unsightly debris collector and at worst it would be a trap
endangering the lives of people and dogs that might get stuck and battered between jagged rocks, a

corroded sheet pile, and an ungiving fence. Yes, the lake can get choppy and produce strong currents.

The need to provide a fence where there is already a pile of rocks is questionable. Dogs aren't likely to
pick their way over wet, slimy rocks in favor of running and playing on a wide open beach.

Finally, drawings are a powerful tool of communication. They should be comprehensive and describe
adjacency conditions. In this case they fail to do so, therefore, please deny this Special Use Permit.

Joanna Karatzas
Winnetka Resident

Sent from my iPhone
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(S MEMORANDUM

(D )
< =
= « 9 S VILLAGE OF WINNETKA
%/&’CH lh,\;b@ COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO: PLAN COMMISSION
FROM: ANN KLAASSEN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
DATE: FEBRUARY 19, 2026

SUBJECT: 936 SUNSET ROAD - FINAL PLAT APPROVAL
MARREN'’S RESUBDIVISION (AMENDED CASE NO. 25-16-SD)

INTRODUCTION

On February 25, 2026, the Plan Commission (“PC”) is scheduled to hold a public hearing on an amended
application submitted by Robert and Susan Marren (collectively, the “Applicant”), as the owners of the
property located at 936 Sunset Road (the “Subject Property”), to allow a two-lot subdivision of the Subject
Property. The Applicant has filed amended applications seeking the following approvals as part of a Final
Subdivision Plat approval to create two new Lots of Record:

1. Zoning Variation to allow Proposed Lot 1 (936 Sunset Road) to provide a lot depth of 172.64 feet,
whereas a minimum of 200 feet is required, a variation of 27.36 feet (13.68%) [Section 17.30.010
Lot Area, Shape and Dimensions];

2. Subdivision Code Variations from Section 16.12.010 Minimum land subdivision standards to
allow:
a. The side lot line of Proposed Lot 2 to abut the rear lot line of Proposed Lot 1 (936 Sunset
Road);

b. The creation of a lot with a side lot line that is not perpendicular to the street line
(Proposed Lot 2); and

3. Afinding of “No Material Increased Adverse Impact” for the existing improvements at 936 Sunset
Road (Proposed Lot 1), which:
a. Observe less the minimum required front yard setback of 50 feet from Sunset Road;
b. Observe less than the minimum required corner yard setback of 50 feet from Higginson
Lane; and
a. Exceed the maximum permitted width for front-facing garage doors.

This application is limited to the subdivision request and the existing improvements, no proposed
improvements to the Subject Property are included in the request. The PC is charged with making a
recommendation to the Village Council regarding the subdivision, including the requested relief
described above. The Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) considered the Applicant’s initial request for
zoning relief associated with a Final Subdivision Plat to create two new lots of record at its October 13
and December 8, 2025, meetings. Following the December ZBA meeting, the Applicant amended its
request in response to concerns raised by some members of the ZBA. Subsequently, the ZBA considered
the amended request on February 9, 2026, and by a vote of 7-0, recommended approval. Details
regarding the ZBA's consideration are provided later in this report. Given the amended request requires
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different zoning and subdivision code relief, the PC needs to consider the amended Final Plat of
Subdivision and the requested relief associated with the amended request.

A mail notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet of the Subject Property in compliance with the
Village Code, informing them of the public hearing before the PC. The hearing was also properly noticed
in Winnetka Talk on February 5, 2026. As of the date of this memo, staff has not received any written
comments on the amended application. Written comments that were not included in the September 24,
2025, PC agenda packet but distributed to the PC in time for that meeting, when it considered the
Applicant’s initial request, as well as the written comment received since the September 24 meeting are
included in Attachment C2.

The Village Council has final jurisdiction on this request.

SEPTEMBER 24, 2025, PLAN COMMISSION MEETING

The PC considered the previous version of the Applicant’s proposed two-lot subdivision at its September
24, 2025, meeting. The staff report for the September 24 meeting, as well as the meeting minutes can
be found in Attachment B2.

At the September meeting, the PC heard from staff, the Applicant’s legal counsel and civil engineer, and
received letters from five neighbors in opposition to the request. The written correspondence from the
neighbors expressed concerns with development in the floodplain, drainage, and noncompliance with
the zoning lot standards. Some members of the PC noted that the zoning relief requested was minimal
and that increasing the lot area of Proposed Lot 2 to comply with the minimum required lot area would
require Proposed Lot 1 to seek relief from the lot depth requirement. Some members also noted that
the proposed subdivision would revert the Subject Property back to its original two-lot configuration prior
to the consolidation in 1976. Ultimately, by a vote of 6-1, the Commission recommended approval of the
request with a condition that the existing nonconforming playhouse be removed or relocated to comply
with the zoning regulations.

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REVIEW

On October 13, 2025, the ZBA commenced a public hearing on the Applicant’s request for approval of
zoning variations to allow the proposed two-lot subdivision. After hearing from staff, the Applicant’s
legal counsel and civil engineer, the ZBA heard from two members of the public who are neighbors of the
Subject Property. The ZBA then discussed the request. A significant amount of the ZBA’s discussion was
focused on the relief requested and how that would impact the ability to develop the lot in a reasonable
manner that would be appropriate in the neighborhood. The six members in attendance were split on
the application. The Applicant heard the concerns expressed by the members of the ZBA leaning towards
recommending denial of the relief and requested that the item be continued to the December 8, 2025,
ZBA meeting to allow them time to explore amending the proposed plat of subdivision so that proposed
Lot 2 would comply with the lot area and rectangular lot area requirements. At the Applicant’s request,
the ZBA continued the item to the December 8, 2025, ZBA meeting to provide the Applicant with time to
respond to the ZBA’s comments.

On December 8, 2025, the ZBA held a continued public hearing on the Applicant’s request. In response
to comments heard at the October ZBA meeting, the Applicant provided an exhibit with two options to
illustrate the implications of relocating the lot line between the two proposed lots so that Proposed Lot
2 (south lot) complies with lot area and rectangular area requirements. Both of the options represented
proposed lots that complied with the minimum required rectangular area requirement; however, the
options included a variety of additional zoning variations and Subdivision Code variations. Figure 1 below
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illustrates the two options presented to the ZBA. After hearing from staff, the Applicant’s legal counsel
and civil engineer, and receiving no additional written or verbal public comment on the application, the
ZBA discussed the request and asked questions of the Applicant. The questions focused on the
buildability of Proposed Lot 1 in “Option 1” presented to the ZBA as an alternative to the originally
proposed subdivision, which required two zoning variations for Proposed Lot 2 while Proposed Lot 1 did
not require zoning variations. Following a recess to allow the Applicant time to discuss with their legal
counsel and civil engineer, the Applicant requested the application be continued to the January 12, 2026,
ZBA meeting to allow them time to evaluate whether to amend the application to move the proposed lot
line between the two lots to the north. By a vote of 6-0, the ZBA granted the Applicant’s request and
continued the item to the January 12 ZBA meeting.

Prior to the January 12 ZBA meeting, the Applicant informed staff that they were amending the proposed
subdivision. Because the amended subdivision requires different zoning relief, public notice of the
amended relief was required. Therefore, the ZBA did not take any action on this item on January 12.
Rather, new public notice was provided for the ZBA’s consideration of the amended request at the
February 9, 2026, ZBA meeting.

EXHIBIT

SUNSET ROAD SUNSET ROAD

)
HIGGINSON LN,
HIGGINSON  LN.

OPTION 1
OPTION 2

Figure 1 — Subdivision Options Exhibit (December 8, 2025 ZBA Meeting)

On February 9, 2026, the ZBA held a public hearing on the Applicant’s amended application, which
consists of Option 1 in Figure 1 above. After hearing from staff, the Applicant’s legal counsel, and
receiving no additional written or verbal comments, the ZBA discussed the amended request. The ZBA
was complimentary of the Applicant addressing the concerns expressed by some members of the ZBA.
Ultimately, the ZBA found the amended request met the standards for granting a variation while noting
the playhouse that is located within the required corner yard along Higginson Lane needs to be removed
or relocated to comply with the zoning regulations.
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AMENDED PROPOESD PLAN

In response to comments heard at both the October 13 and December 8 ZBA meetings, the Applicant has
provided the attached written explanation describing the amended plat of subdivision (Attachment A2).
The change to the proposed plan involves shifting the proposed lot line dividing the two lots 27.36 feet
to the north. As a result, the lot area and rectangular buildable area requirements are met for the
proposed southerly lot (Lot 2 facing Higginson Lane). However, Proposed Lot 1 (936 Sunset Road) now
requires zoning relief from the minimum lot depth requirement. The lot depth would be reduced from
200 feet (the minimum required lot depth) to 172.64 feet, a difference of 27.36 feet.

The images below and on the following pages compare the originally proposed plat of subdivision
considered at the September PC meeting with the current amended plat of subdivision.
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Figure 3 - E)(cerpt of Amended Marren’s Resubdivision Plat

Compliance with Zoning Standards — Lot Size and Dimensions. The amended Marren’s Resubdivision does
not comply with one provision of the Zoning Ordinance related to lot area and dimensions (highlighted
yellow in Table 2). In comparison, the plat of subdivision originally proposed did not comply with two
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. Previously, the requested relief was limited to Proposed Lot 2
(southerly lot fronting on Higginson Lane); Proposed Lot 1, (lot with existing residence) fully complied with
the zoning regulations. Whereas, the amended plat of subdivision shifts the requested zoning relief to
Proposed Lot 1, while Proposed Lot 2 would comply. Table 1 on the following page summarizes the extent
to which the lots created with the original plat of subdivision complied with, or fell short of, the minimum
zoning standards and Table 2 does the same but for the amended subdivision.

Section 16.12.010, Minimum land subdivision standards of the Subdivision Code, requires all lots created
by any plan for land subdivision shall comply with all standards of the Zoning Ordinance. Hence, the
proposed subdivision requires approval of one zoning variation for which both the Plan Commission and
Zoning Board of Appeals are charged with making a recommendation to the Village Council.
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Table 1 — Marren’s Resubdivision [ Z{e]olel -0 NEe1 3] Proposed Lot 2 Existing Lot
R-2 Zoning Standards 936 Sunset South Lot 936 Sunset
24.000s.f. 23,171.89s. f.
.. ’ 32,998.69 s.f. 56,171 s.f.
Minimum Lot Area (25,200 s.f. COMPLIES VARIATION OF 828.11 SF COMPLIES
corner lot) (3.45%)
Minimum Lot Width 112(; :eett 165 feet 105.33 feet 158.67 feet
(average) ce COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
(corner lot)
Minimum Lot Width 20 feet 165 feet 35.26 feet 165 feet
(at front street line) COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
- 200 feet 220 feet 206.42 feet
Minimum Lot Depth 200 feet COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
RMeI:tI;u::ar Area 90 feet
ey g X COMPLIES DOES NOT COMPLY COMPLIES
within Lot
. 181.5 feet
Boundaries

Table 1 — R-2 Zoning Standards — Proposed Marren’s Resubdivision (October & December Meetings)

Table 2 — Amended Marren’s

. .. Proposed Lot 1 Proposed Lot 2 Existing Lot
Resubdivision 936 Sunset South Lot 936 Sunset
R-2 Zoning Standards
Minimurm Lot Area 24,000 s.f. 28,485 s.f. 27,686 s.f. 56,171 s f.
(25,200 s.f. COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
corner lot)
Minimum Lot Width 112(; ‘;eett 165 feet 125.84 feet 158.67 feet
(average) ee COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
(corner lot)
Minimum Lot Width 20 feet 165 feet 62.62 feet 165 feet
(at front street line) COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
172.64 feet
. . VARIATION OF 220 feet 206.42 feet
Minimum Lot Depth | 200 feet 27.36 FT COMPLIES COMPLIES
(13.68%)
RMeI:tI::\u::ar Area 90 feet
~clang X COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
within Lot
i 181.5 feet
Boundaries

Table 2 — R-2 Zoning Standards — Amended Marren’s Resubdivision

Compliance with Zoning Standards — Required Setbacks and Building Size. No additional zoning variations
related to building size and setbacks are created with the amended subdivision. In fact, the required
setbacks remain the same with the exception of the total side yard setback requirement for Proposed Lot
2, which is increased from 31.6 feet to 37.75 feet. The existing nonconformities that would remain in the
Marren’s Resubdivision would also remain in amended subdivision. Tables 3 and 4 on the following page
summarize the allowable building size and setback requirements for the proposed lots in the amended
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subdivision. Those items highlighted green are existing nonconformities that would also remain with the
amended subdivision.

SETBACK REQUIREMENTS

Table 3 — Zoning Setback Proposed Lot 1 Proposed Lot 2 I;);’Ztlsng Lo:
Requirements (Amended Subdivision) 936 Sunset South Lot unse
Minimum Required Front Yard 50 feet 50 feet
. 49.91 feet
Front yard ded b
existing structures NA EXISTING
& NONCONFORMITY
Minimum Required Corner Yard N/A 50 feet
49.52 feet
Corner yard provided by N/A (5.52 feet playhouse)
existing structures EXISTING
NONCONFORMITY
Minimum Required Side Yard 12 feet 12 feet 12 feet
Side yard provided by 14.35 feet N/A 14.35 feet
existing structures
Minimum Required Total Side N/A 37.75 feet N/A
Yard
Total Side Yard provided
N/A N/A
by existing structures / / N/A
Minimum Required Rear Yard 25 feet 25 feet 25 feet
Rear yard provided by 53.87 feet N/A +160 feet
existing structures

Table 3 — Zoning Setback Requirements (Amended Marren’s Resubdivision)

Table 4 — Zoning Building Size
Requirements (Amended Subdivision)

ALLOWABLE BUILDING SIZE

Maximum Allowed Gross Floor
Area (GFA)

Proposed Lot 1
936 Sunset

8,366.55 sq. ft.

Proposed Lot 2
South Lot

8,182.78 sq. ft.

Existing Lot
936 Sunset

14,734.33 sq. ft.

GFA provided by existing

structures

5,751.63 sq. ft. N/A 5,751.63 sq. ft.
structures
Maximum Allowed Roofed Lot
Coverage (RLC) (25% of lot area) 7,121.25 sq. ft. 6,921.5 sq. ft. 14,042.75 sq. ft.
RLC provided by existing 4,162.76 sq. ft. N/A 4,162.76 sq. ft.
structures
Maximum Allowed
Impermeable Lot Coverage (ILC) | 14,242.5sq. ft. 13,843 sq. ft. 28,085.5 sq. ft.
(50% of lot area)
ILC provided by existing 10,667.11 sq. ft. N/A 17,634.56 sq. ft.

Table 4 — Zoning Building Size Requirements (Amended Marren’s Resubdivision)
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COMPLIANCE WITH SUBDIVISION CODE STANDARDS

According to Section 16.12.010, Minimum land subdivision standards of the Subdivision Code,
subdivisions shall conform with the Comprehensive Plan and with the minimum standards outlined in
Section 16.12.010, such as the street system, street and alley widths, lot size, etc. In addition to the zoning
relief requested for the proposed lot depth, and the existing nonconforming improvements that will
remain, two variations from Section 16.12.010 of the Subdivision Code are required to allow: (i) the side
lot line of Proposed Lot 2 to abut the rear lot line of Proposed Lot 1 (936 Sunset Road); and (ii) creation of
a lot with a side lot line that is not perpendicular to the street line (Proposed Lot 2) (Figure 3).

Section 16.12.010(D.2) states that “All side lines of lots shall be approximately perpendicular to street lines,
or radial to curved street lines unless, in the opinion on the Plan Commission, a variation of the requirement
would enhance public safety or convenience.” Also, Section 16.12.010(D.6) states that “No plan for any
land subdivision shall be approved if it results in the creation of one or more lots having side lot lines
abutting rear lot lines.”

Pre-existing zoning nonconformities (finding of No Material Increased Adverse Impact required) — Three
existing nonconformities will remain on the 936 Sunset Road parcel (Lot 1). The existing residence on the
Subject Property provides a nonconforming front yard setback from the north property line along Sunset
Road of 49.91 feet and a corner yard setback of 49.52 feet from the east property line along Higginson
Lane, whereas setbacks of 50 feet are required. There is also an existing playhouse that provides a
nonconforming corner yard setback of 5.52 feet. These existing nonconformities that will remain are
highlighted (in blue) on Table 3 on the previous page. Additionally, the existing residence has a
nonconforming front-facing garage door that exceeds the maximum permitted width of 9 feet for an
individual door.
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION

The Plan Commission is to consider whether the proposed subdivision is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and whether the variations listed on the following page comply with Section
16.12.010.F. “Variations and Exceptions”, which states:

“Whenever the land to be subdivided is of such unusual size or shape or is surrounded by such
development or unusual conditions that the strict application of this section would result in real
difficulties and substantial hardships or injustices, the Plan Commission may vary or modify such
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requirements so that the owner is allowed to develop the land in a reasonable manner; provided
that, public health, safety, welfare and convenience are protected.”

Requested Variations to allow:

a. Proposed Lot 1 to provide less than the minimum required lot depth of 200 feet for a lot
in the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District;

b. Aside lot line of Proposed Lot 2 that is not perpendicular to the street line; and

c. Aside lot line of Proposed Lot 2 that abuts the rear lot line of Proposed Lot 1.

Lastly, the Commission is to consider the existence of the nonconforming residence and accessory
playhouse on the 936 Sunset Road parcel (Lot 1) that will remain and “shall determine whether such
nonconformity, in the context of the proposed subdivision, would result in a material increased adverse
impact upon the public health, safety or welfare.”

After hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Commission may decide to take action on one or two
options:

1) Continue further review of the application to a specific date in order to provide the Applicant
and/or staff additional time to address questions and comments from the Commission; or

2)

Consider a motion recommending approval or denial of the Final Plat of Subdivision. If the
Commission is prepared to make a recommendation to the Village Council regarding the
requested relief, a Commissioner may wish to make a motion recommending approval or
recommending denial based upon the following:

Move to recommend approval [denial] of:

The proposed Marren’s Resubdivision Final Plat subdividing the existing lot commonly known as
936 Sunset Road into two new Lots of Record, as the Final Plat of Subdivision, which subdivision

requires:

A. Variations to allow:

a.

Proposed Lot 1 to provide less than the minimum required lot depth of 200 feet
for alotin the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District [Section 17.30.010 Lot
Area, Shape and Dimensions];

A side lot line that is not perpendicular to the street line [Section 16.12.010
Minimum land subdivision standards]; and

A side lot line abutting a rear lot line [Section 16.12.010 Minimum land
subdivision standards];

B. A finding of “No Material Increased Adverse Impact” with respect to the existing zoning
nonconformities for the existing improvements on the 936 Sunset Road parcel (Proposed

Lot 1):

a.

the existing residence observes a front yard setback of 49.91 feet from Sunset
Road, versus the required front yard setback of 50 feet;

the existing residence observes a corner yard setback of 49.52 feet from
Higginson Lane, versus the required corner yard setback of 50 feet;
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c. an existing playhouse observes a corner yard setback of 5.52 feet from Higginson
Lane, versus the required corner yard setback of 50 feet; and

d. the existing front-facing garage door exceeds the maximum permitted width of
9 feet for an individual door.

C. A finding that the subdivision is [is not] consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

[If the Commission chooses to place conditions as part of its recommendation of
approval, it will want to include the conditions here.]

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A2: Applicant’s Amended Request and Plat of Subdivision

Attachment B2: September 24, 2025, PC Meeting Staff Report and Meeting Minutes Excerpt

Attachment C2: Public Correspondence Received Since Posting of September 24, 2025, PC Agenda
Packet
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ATTACHMENT A2

CANNING & CANNING LLC
1000 SKOKIE BOULEVARD, SUITE 355
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

CHRISTOPHER S. CANNING

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
(847) 853-7040
chris@canninglegal.com

January 21, 2026

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Layla Danley

Chair, Plan Commission

Village of Winnetka

c/o Ann Klaassen

Assistant Director of Community Development
Village of Winnetka

510 Green Bay Road

Winnetka, IL 60093

Re: Amended Application for Subdivision at 936 Sunset Road.

Dear Chair Danley and Members of the Plan Commission:

I am writing on behalf of Robert J. Marren and Susan L. Marren (“Bob and Susan”)
regarding their amended application to subdivide the existing 165 wide lot at 936 Sunset Road
(the “Subject Property”) into two lots: one lot containing 28,485 sq. ft (“Lot 1) and the other lot
containing 27,686 sq. ft. (“Lot 2”). As set forth more fully below, Bob and Susan seek to
subdivide the Subject Property to preserve the existing home in which they have lived for the last
19 years and to create a new conforming lot. Bob and Susan originally proposed a subdivision in
keeping with the two separate lots that existed in 1976 before they were consolidated. The plan
required two zoning variations on the proposed Lot 2, specifically for minimum lot area and for
minimum rectangular area. Under the amended plat of subdivision, the proposed Lot 1 becomes
shorter, but the proposed Lot 2 becomes larger. As a result, if the subdivision is granted, Lot 1
will not meet the minimum lot depth of 200 feet as required in the R-2 Zoning District but will
be approximately 172.64 feet. Lot 2 will comply with the minimum lot area and minimum
rectangular area and will not require any variations. Therefore, in a separate application, Bob and
Susan seek a zoning variation from that requirement.

The proposed subdivision also needs a variation from the Subdivision Code. Section
16.12.010.D.2 states “A/l side lines of lots shall be approximately perpendicular to street line, or
radial to curved street lines, unless, in the opinion of the Plan Commission, a variation of the
requirement would enhance public safety or convenience.” The amended plat of subdivision
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requires a variation to allow the side lot line of Proposed Lot 2 to abut the rear lot line of
Proposed Lot 1. For the reasons set forth below, Bob and Susan respectfully request that the Plan
Commission recommend the granting of the requested Subdivision Code variation.

I. The Subject Property.

The Subject Property is located within the R-2 Residential Zoning District. The Subject
Property is surrounded by single family homes. The Subject Property has approximately 165’ of
frontage on Sunset Road and 215’ of frontage on Higginson Road. At its deepest dimension, the
current lot has an approximate depth of 385°. It is improved with a single-family residence and a
tennis court.

Bob and Susan intend to subdivide the Subject Property into two lots. Lot 1 will have a
lot area of 28,485 square feet. The existing home and garage will occupy Lot 1. Lot 2 will have a
lot area of 27.686 square feet. Lot 2, which once was the site of a tennis court, will now be
available for green space, a recreational area, or a new home.

11. The original subdivision application.

Bob and Susan’s original plan of subdivision has two goals. Bob and Susan sought to
subdivide the Subject Property to maintain the location of the existing home on Lot 1. On Lot 2,
Bob and Susan sought to restore the lot to the status it held prior to the 1976 lot consolidation.

In 1976, both the lot at 936 Sunset Road and the lot to the south were located within the
R-2 Zoning District. Since the square footage of each of the lots was greater than one half acre,
both lots were conforming under the then existing Zoning Ordinance. Even though the two lots
were conforming, the Village of Winnetka required the prior owner, Mr. Seabury, to apply for a
lot consolidation presumably because the current interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance was that
accessory uses to permitted uses must be on the same lot of record. Mr. Seabury told the Plan
Commission that he wanted to put a tennis court on the south lot. The Plan Commission
unanimously approved the consolidation.

In 2025, Bob and Susan filed a plat of subdivision seeking to return the two lots to their
pre-1976 configurations. On September 24, 2025, the Plan Commission held a public hearing the
plat of subdivision. After hearing from the applicant and neighbors, the Commission by a vote of
6-1 recommended approval of the request with a condition that the existing nonconforming
playhouse be removed or relocated to comply with the zoning regulations.

Under the original proposed plat of subdivision, the proposed Lot 1 was conforming in all
material respects, but Lot 2 did not meet the minimum rectangular buildable area requirement
and the minimum lot area requirement. Therefore, Bob and Susan sought zoning variations in
relation to those requirements.
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I11. The amended subdivision application.

After attending two Zoning Board meetings, receiving feedback from the Commission,
the Board and neighbors, Bob and Susan have amended their subdivision application. Under the
amended plat of subdivision, the lot line between the two proposed lots is moved 27.36 feet
north. As a result, proposed Lot 1 does not comply with the minimum lot depth requirement of
200 feet. However, both proposed lots comply with the minimum required lot area and minimum
rectangular area which they did not under the original proposed subdivision. The amended plat
of subdivision does not create any additional zoning variations related to building size and
setbacks. The proposed plat of subdivision will require one Subdivision Code variation. Section
16.12.010.D.2 states “All side lines of lots shall be approximately perpendicular to street line, or
radial to curved street lines, unless, in the opinion of the Plan Commission, a variation of the
requirement would enhance public safety or convenience.” The amended plat of subdivision
requires a variation to allow the side lot line of Proposed Lot 2 to abut the rear lot line of
Proposed Lot 1.

IV. Standards of Review.

Pursuant to the Village of Winnetka Code and Zoning Ordinance, any application to
subdivide a parcel must meet the requirements of Chapter 16 of the Code related to Subdivisions
and §17.30.010 and 17.30.020 of the Zoning Ordinance setting forth the yard regulations for the
R-2 Residential zoning district.

Chapter 16.12.10 D requires subdivided lots to adhere to the following standards:

1. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall comply with all standards of the
Zoning Ordinance, except as provided in this chapter.

2. All side lines of lots shall be approximately perpendicular to street lines, or radial to
curved street lines unless, in the opinion of the Plan Commission, a variation of the requirement
would enhance public safety or convenience.

3. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall meet the lot area requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance. All lot area calculations shall exclude all easements for ingress and
egress, all public or private streets, all public or private alleys, and the access corridor, or
“flagpole,” of any flag lot.

4. Where a lot is already improved with buildings or structures, the plan shall show whether
the dimensions and locations of such improvements comply with the use, intensity of use of lot
(including impermeable surface requirements), setback, side yard, rear yard and other bulk
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance then in effect. If a prior legal nonconformity, or a
previously granted variation, with respect to any such requirements exists, the Plan Commission
shall determine whether such nonconformity or previously granted variation, in the context of
the proposed subdivision, would result in a material increased adverse impact upon the public
health, safety or welfare. If such a determination is made, the Plan Commission may deny the
plan for land subdivision. No plan for land subdivision which itself creates a departure from
such requirements shall be approved by the Plan Commission until such time as a variation for
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such departure is granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals or the Village Council, as the case
may be, in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance.

5. At intersections with major streets, acute angle intersections and other places where, in
the opinion of the Plan Commission, safety or convenience of traffic movement would be
enhanced, corners shall be cut back by joining the intersecting street lines through circular arcs
having adequate radii.

6. No plan for any land subdivision shall be approved if it results in the creation of one or
more lots having side lot lines abutting rear lot lines.

7. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall meet the lot depth requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the access corridor, or “flagpole,” shall
be excluded when measuring the lot depth of a flag lot.

8. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall meet the lot width requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance. Notwithstanding the foregoing, all new flag lots shall meet the minimum
lot width requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, both as measured by excluding the access
corridor, or ‘‘flagpole,” and as measured by including the access corridor or “flagpole.”

9. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall meet all yard and setback
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Notwithstanding the foregoing, for any flag lot that has a
front street line that is less than fifty (50) feet long and that is at least seventy-five (75) feet wide
at its widest point, all yards and setbacks shall be measured based both on using the actual front
street line as the front lot line, and on using as the front lot line the lot line from which the
Director determines the front setback shall be measured for development purposes.

Bob and Susan’s request for a subdivision complies with or seeks to comply through
variances as permitted under the Code with these requirements in the following ways:

1. It is Bob and Susan’s belief that the two amended lots meet the standards of the Zoning
Ordinance except for lot depth on proposed Lot 1. By their application to the Zoning Board, Bob
and Susan seek a variation from this requirement since they did not create the situation.

2. Bob and Susan require a variation from this standard and it will be addressed below.

3. This standard is met.

4. Bob and Susan believe that this standard is met. The existing home on the proposed Lot 1
was a conforming structure when built. Maintaining the home on Lot 1 and subdividing the
Subject Property will not result in a material increase or adverse impact upon the public health,
safety, or welfare.

5. This standard is inapplicable.

Bob and Susan seek a variation from this requirement.

Bob and Susan are seeking a zoning variation to the lot depth requirement.
This standard is met.

This standard is met.

RS RS

To the extent that the subdivision standards are not met, the Code permits the Plan
Commission to recommend the granting of variations under the following circumstances:

Variations and Exceptions. Whenever the land to be subdivided is of such unusual size or shape
or is surrounded by such development or unusual conditions that the strict application of this
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section would result in real difficulties and substantial hardships or injustices, the Plan
Commission may vary or modify such requirements so that the owner is allowed to develop the
land in a reasonable manner; provided that, public health, safety, welfare and convenience are
protected.

Here, variations from the strict application of the Code are appropriate. Under the
amended plat of subdivision, Lots 1 and 2 will be conforming as to lot area and minimum
rectangular area which was not the case with the original plat of subdivision. In order to make
the lots conforming, the Lot 1 depth must be shortened resulting in the Subdivision Code
variation. Granting this variation will not impact the character of the neighborhood and will
allow the size of the two lots to be in keeping with other lots in the R-2 Zoning District in
general, and in the neighborhood in particular. As for the variation pertaining to side lot lines
abutting rear lot lines, that exists today and will continue to exist under the amended plat of
subdivision. Again, granting this variation will not impact the character of the neighborhood and
will allow for the creation of lots that are conforming with the R-2 Zoning District, other than the
Lot 1 lot depth for which a variation is being sought.

Since the proposed Subdivision will allow Bob and Susan to maintain their home and
return the proposed Lot 2 to its prior status as a separate lot of record, they ask that the Plan
Commission recommend approval of their application. We look forward to the opportunity to
appear at the Public Hearing on the application and answer any questions the Plan Commission
may have. Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Very truly yours,

Christopher S. Canning
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CANNING & CANNING LLC
1000 SKOKIE BOULEVARD, SUITE 355
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

CHRISTOPHER S. CANNING

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
(847) 853-7040

chris@canninglegal.com

January 12, 2026

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Matthew Bradley, Chair

Zoning Board of Appeals

Village of Winnetka

c/o Ann Klaassen

Assistant Director of Community Development
Village of Winnetka

510 Green Bay Road

Winnetka, IL 60093

Re: Amended request for Variations related to Application for Subdivision at 936
Sunset Road.

Dear Chairperson Bradley and Members of the Zoning Board:

I am writing on behalf of Robert J. Marren and Susan L. Marren (“Bob and Susan”)
regarding their amended application to subdivide the existing 165’ wide lot at 936 Sunset Road
(the “Subject Property”) into two lots: one lot containing 28,485 sq. ft (“Lot 1) and the other lot
containing 27,686 sq. ft. (“Lot 2”). As set forth more fully below, Bob and Susan seek to
subdivide the Subject Property to preserve the existing home in which they have lived for the last
19 years and to create a new conforming lot. Bob and Susan originally proposed a subdivision in
keeping with the two separate lots that existed in 1976 before they were consolidated. The plan
required two zoning variations on the proposed Lot 2, specifically for minimum lot area and for
minimum rectangular area. Under the amended plat of subdivision, the proposed Lot 1 becomes
shorter but the proposed Lot 2 becomes larger. As a result, if the subdivision is granted, Lot 1
will not meet the minimum lot depth of 200 feet as required in the R-2 Zoning District but will
be approximately 172.64 feet. Lot 2 will comply with the minimum lot area and minimum
rectangular area and will not require any variations. Therefore, Bob and Susan seek a variation

Page 279 of 547



January 12, 2026
Page 2

from that requirement. The proposed subdivision will need a variation from the Subdivision
Code. Bob and Susan have applied to the Plan Commission to grant that variation. The Plan
Commission will hear the matter on February 25, 2026. For the reasons set forth below, Bob and
Susan respectfully request that the Zoning Board recommend the granting of the requested
zoning variation.

I. The Subject Property.

The Subject Property is located within the R-2 Residential Zoning District. The Subject
Property is surrounded by single family homes. The Subject Property has approximately 165’ of
frontage on Sunset Road and 215’ of frontage on Higginson Road. At its deepest dimension, the
current lot has an approximate depth of 385°. It is improved with a single-family residence and a
tennis court.

Bob and Susan intend to subdivide the Subject Property into two lots. Lot 1 will have a
lot area of 28,485 square feet. The existing home and garage will occupy Lot 1. Lot 2 will have a
lot area of 27.686 square feet. Lot 2, which once was the site of a tennis court, will now be
available for green space, a recreational area, or a new home.

11. The original subdivision application.

Bob and Susan’s original plan of subdivision has two goals. Bob and Susan sought to
subdivide the Subject Property to maintain the location of the existing home on Lot 1. On Lot 2,
Bob and Susan sought to restore the lot to the status it held prior to the 1976 lot consolidation.

In 1976, both the lot at 936 Sunset Road and the lot to the south were located within the
R-2 Zoning District. Since the square footage of each of the lots was greater than one half acre,
both lots were conforming under the then existing Zoning Ordinance. Even though the two lots
were conforming, the Village of Winnetka required the prior owner, Mr. Seabury, to apply for a
lot consolidation presumably because the current interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance was that
accessory uses to permitted uses must be on the same lot of record. Mr. Seabury told the Plan
Commission that he wanted to put a tennis court on the south lot. The Plan Commission
unanimously approved the consolidation. Now that Bob and Susan’s children have grown and
the tennis court is no longer used, they seek to undo the 1976 consolidation and return the
proposed Lot 2 to its prior status as a separate lot.

Under the original proposed plat of subdivision, the proposed Lot 1 was conforming in all
material respects but Lot 2 did not meet the minimum rectangular buildable area requirement and
the minimum lot area requirement. Therefore, Bob and Susan sought variations in relation to
those requirements.

III. The Amended Subdivision application.

After attending two Zoning Board meetings, receiving feedback from the Board and
neighbors, Bob and Susan have amended their subdivision application. Under the amended plat
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of subdivision, the lot line between the two proposed lots is moved 27.36 feet north. As a result,
proposed Lot 1 does not comply with the minimum lot depth requirement of 200 feet. However,
both proposed lots comply with the minimum required lot area and minimum rectangular area
which they did not under the original proposed subdivision. The amended plat of subdivision
does not create any additional zoning variations related to building size and setbacks. The
proposed plat of subdivision will require one Subdivision Code variation and the Plan
Commission will consider that variation.

IV. Standards of Review for variations.

For the Zoning Board to grant the requested variation, the Zoning Board requires evidence on the
following issues:

1. that the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used
only under the conditions allowed by the regulations in that district;

2. that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances;,

3. that the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality;

4. that an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property will not be impaired;

5. that the hazard from fire and other damages to the property will not be increased;

6. that the taxable value of land and buildings throughout the Village will not diminish,

7. that the congestion in the public street will not increase; and

8. that the public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the
Village will not be otherwise impaired.

Bob and Susan’s request for variation meets each of these standards:

Bob and Susan bought their home in 2006 at the height of the housing market. See
Rodkin, D. (2019, September 25), Home prices peaked here in 2006. We're still way behind that.
Crain’s Chicago Business. https://www.chicagobusiness.com/residential-real-estate/home-prices-
peaked-here-2006-were-still-way-behind. Since that time, Bob and Susan have made numerous
improvements to their home. Despite these improvements and the post-Pandemic housing
market, they have received unsolicited offers to purchase the current home and the current lot
that do not permit Bob and Susan to make a reasonable return on the investment in their home
and improvements. Certainly, the value of their home has not kept up with the rate of inflation or
the stock market returns. Bob and Susan believe that the sale of Lot 2 combined with the
eventual sale of their home on Lot 1 may yield a reasonable return.

Bob and Susan’s situation was not created by them but due to the unusual conditions they
face 49 years after the lots were consolidated. As discussed above, the two lots were conforming
lots of record when the consolidation occurred. After the 1999 zoning amendment, the original
proposed Lot 2 now became non-conforming in Lot Area. That amendment occurred well before
Bob and Susan owned the Subject Property. The minimum rectangular area requirement was also
created after the 1976 consolidation. By permitting the subdivision, Lots 1 and 2 will now be
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conforming as to minimum lot area; a size more in keeping with the prevailing standard of lot
sizes in the zoning district and both will meet the minimum rectangular area requirement.

If the Zoning Board grants the requested variations, it will not alter the essential character
of the locality; in fact, it would result in lot size more in keeping with other comparable sized
uregular lots in the immediate neighborhood.

If the Zoning Board grants the requested variations, there will be no impact on the supply
of light and air to adjacent properties.

If the Zoning Board grants the requested variations, there will be no increase in the
hazard from fire or other types of damage. Bob and Susan’s engineer Dan Creaney has testified
to how a home could be built on Lot 2 that complies with the requirements for building in the
floodplain.

If the Zoning Board grants the requested variations, there will be no diminishment in the
taxable value of land and building throughout the Village; in fact, if Lot 2 i1s developed in the
future, it is likely that the taxable value of property in the Village will increase and offset any
loss of taxable value resulting from a smaller Lot 1.

If the Zoning Board grants the requested variation, there will be no material increase in
traffic or congestion on Village streets.

If the Zoning Board grants the requested variation, there will be no impairment
whatsoever on the public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare of the inhabitants of the
Village. The new Lot 2 would be a conforming lot of record, and a home could be built that
meets with setbacks, lot coverage, height, and Gross Floor Area requirements.

Since the proposed Subdivision will allow Bob and Susan to maintain their home on
proposed Lot 1 and create a conforming Lot 2, Bob and Susan ask that the Zoning Board
recommend approval of their requested variation. We look forward to the opportunity to appear
at the Public Hearing on the application and answer any questions the Zoning Board may have.
Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Very truly yours,

Christopher S. Canning
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MEMORANDUM
VILLAGE OF WINNETKA

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

TO: PLAN COMMISSION

FROM: ANN KLAASSEN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

DATE: SEPTEMBER 18, 2025

SUBJECT: 936 SUNSET ROAD - FINAL PLAT APPROVAL
MARREN'’S RESUBDIVISION (CASE NO. 25-16-SD)

INTRODUCTION

On September 24, 2025, the Plan Commission is scheduled to hold a public hearing on an application
submitted by Robert and Susan Marren (collectively, the “Applicant”), as the owners of the property
located at 936 Sunset Road (the “Subject Property”), to allow a two-lot subdivision of the Subject Property.
The Applicant has filed applications seeking the following approvals as part of a Final Subdivision Plat
approval to create two new Lots of Record:

1. Zoning Variations to allow Proposed Lot 2 to:

a.

Provide less than the minimum required lot area of 24,000 square feet for an interior lot
in the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District; and

Provide less than the minimum required rectangular buildable area of 16,335 square feet
in the R-2 Single Family Residential Zoning District;

2. Avariation from the Subdivision Code to allow the side lot line of Proposed Lot 2 to abut the rear
lot line of Proposed Lot 1 (936 Sunset Road);

3. Afinding of “No Material Increased Adverse Impact” for the existing improvements at 936 Sunset
Road (Proposed Lot 1), which:

a.
b.

Observe less the minimum required front yard setback of 50 feet from Sunset Road;
Observe less than the minimum required corner yard setback of 50 feet from Higginson
Lane; and

Exceed the maximum permitted width for front-facing garage doors.

This application is limited to the subdivision request and the existing improvements, no proposed
improvements to the Subject Property are included in this request. The Plan Commission is charged with
making a recommendation to the Village Council regarding the subdivision, including the requested relief
described above. Because the proposed subdivision incorporates zoning relief, the application is subject
to review by the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) for the variations. The ZBA is scheduled to consider the
request on October 13, 2025.

A mail notice was sent to property owners within 250 feet in compliance with the Village Code. The
hearing was also properly noticed in the Winnetka Talk on September 4, 2025. As of the date of this
memo, staff has not received any written comments from the public regarding this application.
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The Subject Property is located on the southwest corner of the intersection of Sunset Road and Higginson
Lane, is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential, and currently consists of one buildable lot. The Subject
Property contains a two-story single-family residence, accessory playhouses, and a tennis court. The
existing lot measures 56,171 square feet (1.29 acres); the lot and the existing improvements are
illustrated below in Figure 1.

Figue 1 - Existing Lot

The Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property as appropriate for “Single-Family Residential”
uses (Figure 2). The Subject Property is located in a residential area with single-family residences. The
Land Use Map designates the surrounding properties as appropriate for “Single-Family Residential” uses.
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'_Figure 2 — Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map
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The Comprehensive Plan also contains the following vision statement and goal relevant to the proposed

application:
Pillar _1: Quality Liveable Neighborhoods Vision Statement: @A community of connected

neighborhoods with safe, pedestrian-oriented streets, tree-lined parkways, and a variety of well-
maintained housing offerings to meet the needs of all of its residents and create a unique and

powerful sense of place.

Goal 1.1: The Village will encourage renovation of existing homes and construction of new
homes to be contextually consistent with existing single-family housing in its
neighborhood.

Initiative 1.1.6: Strengthen and maintain the rich and diverse character of the

Village’s neighborhoods and sense of identity by highlighting each
neighborhood’s unique elements that contribute positively to the Village.

The Subject Property is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential, and it is surrounded by the same (Figure 3).

The Applicant’s use of the Subject Property for a single-family residence is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan land use designation and the R-2 zoning district.
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Figﬁre 3 - Zoning Map

PROPERTY HISTORY AND PREVOIUS ZONING APPLICATIONS
The existing residence on the Subject Property was constructed in 1955. The following subsequent

building permits were issued in:

1. 1963 to remodel the basement, add a dormer over the garage, and a second-floor bathroom;

2. 1976 to enlarge a porch and add a greenhouse;

3. 1992 to construct a dormer on the west elevation; and

4, 2009 to remodel the kitchen, breakfast room, and mudroom.

Other minor permits have also been issued over the last several years. The Applicant acquired the
property in 2006. There are three previous zoning cases on file for the Subject Property:
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1. In 1955, ZBA Case No. 871 was denied by the ZBA to allow construction of a new single-family
residence within the minimum required corner yard setback from the east property line along
Higginson Lane;

2. InJuly 1976, ZBA Case No. 1171 was approved by the Village Council to allow tennis court fencing
10 feet in height, subject to the property being consolidated into a single Lot of Record;

3. In November 1976, the Seabury Consolidation was approved by the Village Council consolidating
two lots into the existing parcel. The Subject Property was originally platted as two lots, in a
fashion similar to what is now being requested. The 1976 consolidation was submitted in order
to allow construction of a tennis court, which would straddle the lot line between two lots. The
tennis court prompting the consolidation of the then-two lots can be seen in current plats of
survey and maps included throughout this report; and

4. On January 13, 2014, the ZBA considered Case No. 14-01-V2 to allow a two lot subdivision for
which one of the proposed lots required variations from the minimum required lot area and the
minimum rectangular buildable area. After hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Board
discussed the request. Members found that the standards for granting a variation were not
adequately addressed. At the request of the Applicant, the item was continued to the next ZBA
meeting. Then in March 2014, prior to returning to the ZBA, or having the proposed subdivision
considered by the Plan Commission, the Applicant withdrew the application. Minutes of the
January 2014 ZBA meeting are included in this report as Attachment C. The proposed subdivision
and the associated relief currently before the Commission is the same as what was proposed in
2014.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAT OF SUBDIVISION

As described in the written narrative provided by the Applicant and included in Attachment A, they
reside at 936 Sunset Road and are seeking approval to subdivide the existing single lot into two lots. The
existing tennis court on the Subject Property would be removed to accommodate the proposed lots. The
proposed subdivision would restore the Subject Property to its original configuration that existed prior
to the 1976 Seabury Consolidation.

The proposed subdivision would create two new lots that would measure:

e 32,998.69 square feet (0.76 acres) — Proposed Lot 1 — 936 Sunset Road (north lot)
e 23,171.89 square feet (0.53 acres) — Proposed Lot 2 (south lot, fronting on Higginson Lane)

A neighborhood view of the proposed subdivision is represented in Figure 4 on the following page. An
excerpt of the proposed Marren’s Resubdivision is provided in Figure 5.
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DESCRIPTION OF ZONING STANDARDS

The Subject Property is located in the R-2 Single Family Residential zoning district, which is one of five
different single family residential zoning classifications in the Village. The R-2 zoning district provides for
larger, wider lots compared to most other residential zoning districts, with the R-2 zoning district’s
purpose statement describing the district as demonstrating a “small estate” character.

Residential Zoning Hierarchy

A comparison of the Village’s five different residential zoning classifications (Table 1 below) shows the
hierarchy of zoning standards throughout the Village’s residential neighborhoods, ranging from larger
“estate” character lots in portions of the Village, to smaller, more intensive developed areas.

Surrounding Zoning

Neighboring properties of the Subject Property are similarly zoned for larger lot sizes called for in the R-2
zoning district (minimum lot area of 24,000 square feet), as depicted in Figure 3 earlier in this report. Lots
in the surrounding neighborhood were first developed under the Village’s R-2 Zoning classification, which
at that time required a minimum lot area of 21,780 square feet (1/2 acre). The Village would later increase
the minimum lot area in all residential zoning districts in 1999, increasing the minimum lot area for the R-
2 district from 21,780 square feet to 24,000 square feet for interior lots.

Table 1 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-5

Residential Zoning (“estate” (“small (“moderately intense”  (“relatively intense”  (“relatively intense”

Hierarchy character) estate” suburban character) | suburban character) suburban character)
character)

Minimum Lot é%i%%ss'ff' (22‘;’3%%55"; 16,000 s f. 12,600 f. 8,400 s.f.

Area ! » ! " | (16,800 s.f. corner lots)| (13,300 s.f. corner lots)| (8,900 s.f. corner lots)
corner lots) corner lots)

Minimum Lot 150 ft 1(1)2 : 75 ft. 60 ft. 60 ft.

Width ' ) (85 ft. corner lots) (70 ft. corner lots) (70 ft. corner lots)

(corner lots)

Minimum Front 50 ft. 50 ft. 40ft. 30t. 30ft.

Setback

Minimum Rear 50 ft. 25 ft. 25 ft. 25 ft. 25 ft.

Setback

Table 1 — Residential Zoning Hierarchy

COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING STANDARDS — LOT SIZE AND DIMENSIONS

All subdivisions are evaluated by staff at the time of application to assure compliance with basic minimum
guantitative measures including, but not limited to (a) minimum lot area, (b) minimum lot width, and (c)
minimum lot depth.

The proposed Marren’s Resubdivision does not comply with two provisions of the Zoning Ordinance
related to lot area and dimensions. The proposed southerly lot (Lot 2 fronting on Higginson Lane),
measuring 23,171.89 square feet, does not comply with (a) the minimum lot area of 24,000 square feet
and in a related standard, does not meet (b) the minimum rectangular area. The extent to which the
proposed lots comply with minimum zoning standards is summarized in Table 2 on the following page.
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Rectangular Area Requirement. In order to effectively control the overall shape and size of irregularly
shaped lots, in the R-2 District, zoning requirements include a minimum lot area of 24,000 square feet for
an interior lot, as well as a requirement that a lot have a rectangular area of at least 16,335 square feet.
The rectanqgular area is further qualified, being described as requiring a minimum dimension for each leg
of 90 feet. Figure 6 below, prepared by staff for the Applicant in 2007, depicts in yellow, the extent to
which Proposed Lot 2 (south lot, fronting on Higginson Lane) is not able to contain the minimum
rectangular area (measuring 90 feet by 181.5 feet) within its boundaries.

The minimum rectangular area is thought to have originated due to the existence of areas in the village
such as ravine areas where terrain or other natural features make regular, rectangular lots impossible.
The minimum rectangular area standard has the intended effect of assuring that irregularly shaped lots,
when contemplated, still provide an adequate concentration of lot area on which to build.
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Figure 6 — Minimum Rectangular Area — Proposed Lot 2 (South Lot)

Section 16.12.010, Minimum land subdivision standards of the Subdivision Code, requires all lots created
by any plan for land subdivision shall comply with all standards of the Zoning Ordinance. Hence, the
proposed subdivision requires approval of variations (standards highlighted yellow in Table 2) for which
both the Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals are charged with making a recommendation to

the Village Council.

Page 7

Page 290 of 547



Table 2 Proposed Lot 1 Proposed Lot 2 Existing Lot
R-2 Zoning Standards 936 Sunset South Lot 936 Sunset
24.000 s.f. 23,171.89s. f.
. ’ 32,998.69 s.f. 56,171 s.f.
Minimum Lot Area (25,200 s . COMPLIES VARIATION OF 828.11 SF COMPLIES
corner lot) (3.45%)
Minimum Lot Width 1122 iee;c 165 feet 105.33 feet 158.67 feet
(average) ee COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
(corner lot)
Minimum Lot Width 20 feet 165 feet 35.26 feet 165 feet
(at front street line) COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
- 200 feet 220 feet 206.42 feet
Minimum Lot Depth 200 feet COMPLIES COMPLIES COMPLIES
:leI:tu;uTlar Area J0 feet
L 8 X COMPLIES DOES NOT COMPLY COMPLIES
within Lot
. 181.5 feet
Boundaries

COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING STANDARDS — REQUIRED SETBACKS AND BUILDING SIZE

The allowable size of buildings on a residential lot and the required amount of open space around the
buildings is dictated by the Village Zoning Ordinance. As a general rule, the allowable size of buildings and
the setback requirements for those buildings change with any modifications to lot dimensions. As a result,
staff conducts analyses of proposed lots and the improvements on those lots to determine (a) whether
any new zoning nonconformities would be created by the resubdivision and (b) whether there are any
existing zoning nonconformities which will remain. In the event of a zoning nonconformity arising out of
a proposed subdivision, relief must be granted by both the Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals.

Staff evaluation of the proposed Marren’s Resubdivision is summarized in Tables 3 and 4 on the following
pages, indicating the extent to which the proposed lots comply with (or fall short of) zoning standards.
Those items highlighted green are existing nonconformities that would remain with the proposed

subdivision.

Table 2 — R-2 Zoning Standards
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Table 3 - Zoning Setback

Proposed Lot 1

Proposed Lot 2

Existing Lot

Requirements 936 Sunset South Lot 2Bl SIAGEY
Minimum Required Front Yard 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet
. 49.91 feet
F
r(?n'F yard provided by NA -
existing structures NONCONEORMITY
Minimum Required Corner Yard 50 feet N/A 50 feet
‘é’ 49.52 feet
w Corner yard provided by N/A (5.52 feet playhouse)
E existing structures EXISTING
g NONCONFORMITY
g Minimum Required Side Yard 12 feet 12 feet 12 feet
« Side yard provided by
S . 14.35 feet N/A 14.35 feet
- existing structures
P — - -
~ | Minimum Required Total Side
w vard N/A 31.6 feet N/A
Total ‘Sld‘e Yard provided N/A N/A N/A
by existing structures
Minimum Required Rear Yard 25 feet 25 feet 25 feet
Rear yard provided by 81.23 feet N/A +160 feet
existing structures
Table 3 - Zoning Setback Requirements
Table 4 — Zoning Building Size Proposed Lot 1 Proposed Lot 2 Existing Lot
Requirements 936 Sunset South Lot 936 Sunset
Maximum Allowed Gross Floor
Area (GFA) 9,404.7 sq. ft. 7,144.53 sq. ft. 14,734.33 sq. ft.
GFA provided by existing 5,751.63 sq. ft. N/A 5,751.63 sq. ft.
structures

Maximum Allowed Roofed Lot
Coverage (RLC) (25% of lot area)

8,249.67 sq. ft.

5,792.97 sq. ft.

14,042.75 sq. ft.

RLC provided by existing
structures

4,162.76 sq. ft.

N/A

4,162.76 sq. ft.

Maximum Allowed
Impermeable Lot Coverage
(|LC) (50% of lot area)

ALLOWABLE BUILDING SIZE

16,499.34 sq. ft.

11,585.94 sq. ft.

28,085.5 sq. ft.

ILC provided by existing
structures

10,667.11 sq. ft.

N/A

17,634.56 sq. ft.

Table 4 - Zoning Building Size Requirements

COMPLIANCE WITH SUBDIVISION CODE STANDARDS

All changes to the configuration of parcels of land are classified as Land Subdivisions under the Village
Code and are subject to review by the Plan Commission and approval by the Village Council. As part of
that review process, resubdivisions are subject to review for compliance with both the Village Subdivision
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Code as well as the Zoning Ordinance.

According to Section 16.12.010, Minimum land subdivision standards of the Subdivision Code,
subdivisions shall conform with the Comprehensive Plan and with the minimum standards outlined in
Section 16.12.010, such as the street system, street and alley widths, lot size, etc. In addition to the zoning
relief requested for the proposed lot size and shape, and the existing nonconforming improvements that
will remain, Section 16.12.010(D.6) states that “No plan for any land subdivision shall be approved if it
results in the creation of one or more lots having side lot lines abutting rear lot lines.”

The proposed subdivision does result in the rear lot line of Proposed Lot 1 abutting the side lot line of
Proposed Lot 2 (Figure 7). Section 16.12.010(F) [Minimum land subdivision standards — Variations and
Exceptions] of the Subdivision Code states that “Whenever the land to be subdivided is of such unusual
size or shape or is surrounded by such development or unusual conditions that the strict application of this
section would result in real difficulties and substantial hardships or injustices, the Plan Commission may
vary or modify such requirements so that the owner is allowed to develop the land in a reasonable manner;
provided that, public health, safety, welfare and convenience are protected.” The Commission will want
to consider this standard as it considers the variation requests from the following requirements: (i)
minimum lot area; (ii) minimum rectangular area; and (iii) the creation of a lot with a side lot line abutting

a rear lot line.

Rear Lot Line of
Proposed Lot 1
Abutting Side Lot Line
of Proposed Lot 2

S

Figure 7 — Rear Lot Line

Pre-existing zoning nonconformities (finding of No Material Increased Adverse Impact required) — Three
existing nonconformities will remain on the 936 Sunset Road parcel (Lot 1). The existing residence on the
Subject Property provides a nonconforming front yard setback from the north property line along Sunset
Road of 49.91 feet and a corner yard setback of 49.52 feet from the east property line along Higginson
Lane, whereas setbacks of 50 feet are required. There is also an existing playhouse that provides a
nonconforming corner yard setback of 5.52 feet. These existing nonconformities that will remain are
highlighted (in blue) on Table 3 on the previous page. Additionally, the existing residence has a
nonconforming front-facing garage door that exceeds the maximum permitted width of 9 feet for an
individual door.
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Figure 8 — Excerpt of 936 Sunset Road Plat of Survey

Pursuant to Section 16.12.010(D) of the Subdivision Code, in the instance of such nonconformities, the
Plan Commission must consider the existence of such nonconformities, and “shall determine whether such
nonconformity, in the context of the proposed subdivision, would result in a material increased adverse
impact upon the public health, safety or welfare.”

In terms of conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, the proposed subdivision conforms with the
Comprehensive Plan as the Land Use Map designates the Subject Property as appropriate for single-family
residential uses, which are the proposed uses of the subdivided lots.
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FLOODPLAIN AND STORMWATER

The proposed subdivision consists of creating two new lots; one lot would contain the existing residence
and the other would be a vacant lot to be developed. As noted earlier, no improvements are currently
proposed on either of the lots. As represented in Figure 9 below, the Subject Property lies entirely within
the 100-year floodplain. The cyan represents the 100-year flood area and the orange represents the 500-
year flood area. As a result, development on both lots is subject to the Village’s Flood Hazard Protection
Ordinance and the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District (MWRD) Water Management Ordinance
(WMO).

o
ke 2%
4 gy

%

Sunset Rd

2% s A

Birch St

Zone AE

De Windt Rd

%08

Subject
Property

&
- S
%

R

%

%,

w Ln

Alles R

Figure 9 — GIS Floodplain Map

For construction or site work in the floodplain, compensatory storage is required. Compensatory storage
is an excavated area that provides an equivalent volume (1:1 ratio of cut/fill) of storage that balances the
loss of natural floodplain storage when artificial fill or structures have been placed within the floodplain,
ensuring that there is no net fill within the floodplain. From a site development standpoint, it’s also worth
noting that the Village Flood Hazard Protection regulations restrict the depth and location of
compensatory storage. In no case shall the depth of excavation for any compensatory storage in the front
and side yards of the lot exceed 18 inches, as measured from the previously existing natural grade. Also,
compensatory storage may be constructed with retaining walls, provided that the retaining walls are not
constructed along the sides of the storage area adjacent to a property line.

The Village Engineering Department has reviewed the proposed subdivision and has provided the
following comments specific to the development of Proposed Lot 2 (south lot):

1. The elevation of the floodplain at this location is 625.3. To meet Village requirements, the top of
the foundation for a new residence would need to be at an elevation of 627.3, which is
approximately 4 feet above the elevation of Higginson Lane;

2. Any new residential development would require the installation of stormwater detention and
possible compensatory storage for any proposed increases in grading of the lot. Because the
proposed lot is currently undeveloped, the Village will require a larger detention volume than
what is typical for an existing developed lot;

3. Installation of detention or above ground compensatory storage will be very difficult to achieve
due to easements and setbacks. It is recommended that the Applicant provide an exhibit of the
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lot showing all easements, rights-of-way, and setbacks to show maximum building footprint and
available space for detention/compensatory storage;

4. Home should be built on a crawl space foundation with openings in the foundation to allow for
the pass through of stormwater. This would require all mechanical equipment to be placed at a
minimum elevation of 627.3, above the base flood elevation (BFE). The maximum allowable crawl
space height shall not exceed 5 feet;

5. Due to grade concerns from the roadway to the proposed structure, any proposed driveway may
have a steep slope. To address this grading issue, any proposed garage floor elevation may be
below the BFE. The property owner would need to design a garage with openings to allow for the
passing of stormwater through the foundation walls.

In response to the Village Engineering comments above, the Applicant has provided an engineering exhibit
of a possible house on the proposed vacant lot to help address the engineering comments (Figure 10).
The exhibit represents a proposed house with the following characteristics:

a. No basement. House planned on a flowable crawl space with vented openings to allow
floodwater to enter and drain out of the crawl space, which would be less than 5 feet in height;

b. First floor elevation of 627.5 and an attached garage elevation of 626.5. The garage and a portion
of the driveway would also be built on a flowable crawl space;

c. Proposed compensatory storage would be provided as surface storage and be graded to drain to
the Skokie Ditch (easement along southwest portion of lot). The stormwater detention would be
provided in an underground vault with a pumped discharge to the Skokie Ditch; and

d. A building footprint of approximately 2,500 square feet in addition to an attached garage with a
footprint of 650 square feet.
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(southwesterly 33 feet of lot)
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The Village Engineering Department has reviewed the exhibit above and has the following general
comments:

o Compensatory storage within the easement: The Engineering Department reached out to MWRD
to confirm that surface compensatory storage would be allowed within the stormwater
conveyance easement. MWRD confirmed that compensatory storage in the easement is
acceptable provided it will not interfere with storm water conveyance. Fill within the easement
is not allowed.

e Attached garage: The garage must meet all requirements for unfinished areas below the flood
protection elevation. It may only be used for parking of vehicles, building access, or storage. It
must be designed with flood vent openings to equalize hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls.

Stormwater. For new development within the Village each site must manage its stormwater on-site and
not cause additional stormwater runoff onto adjacent properties. New home construction on a previously
undeveloped lot, such as Proposed Lot 2, requires stormwater detention. It is important to note that
stormwater detention is in addition to any required floodplain compensatory storage.

In order to provide detention, the site must be engineered to pick up the runoff from the site (house,
impermeable surfaces). This is typically achieved with a combination of grading, storm sewers, storm inlet
structures, depressional storage, or underground storage. The site is graded to create low points, where
storm inlets are placed to collect the runoff from the site. This runoff is then conveyed, via a storm sewer
system into the stormwater detention facility, be it depressional storage, underground pipe or vault
storage, or a combination of these methods. As the stormwater is being collected and detained on-site,
the release of this stormwater into the public storm system is restricted on its release rate before entering
the public system.

Any future improvements on either lot will be evaluated by Village Engineering staff for compliance with
Village floodplain development regulations and stormwater regulations, upon submittal of permits
necessary for site improvements.

COMMISSION CONSIDERATION

The Village Code does not require an applicant to obtain preliminary plat approval as a precondition of
final plat approval. In this case, the Applicant has chosen to directly proceed with the final plat review.

In addition to evaluating prescriptive standards of the zoning and subdivision code, consideration of Final
Subdivision Plat approval also needs to consider the details of the final plat such as utility easements, final
plat formatting and related matters. The Village Water & Electric Department has reviewed the proposed
subdivision and is requesting an easement to cover the existing transformer and high voltage
underground wires on the Subject Property. The 5-foot wide easement would be located in the
southwesterly corner of Proposed Lot 2. Figure 11 on the following page is an excerpt of the plat of
subdivision with the easement outlined in red.

With respect to plat formatting, all of the necessary signature blocks are provided on the plat of
subdivision.
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION

The Plan Commission is to consider whether the proposed subdivision is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and whether the variations listed below comply with Section 16.12.010.F. “Variations
and Exceptions”, which states:

“Whenever the land to be subdivided is of such unusual size or shape or is surrounded by such
development or unusual conditions that the strict application of this section would result in real
difficulties and substantial hardships or injustices, the Plan Commission may vary or modify such
requirements so that the owner is allowed to develop the land in a reasonable manner; provided
that, public health, safety, welfare and convenience are protected.”

Requested Variations to allow:

a. Proposed Lot 2 to provide less than the minimum required lot area of 24,000 square feet
for an interior lot in the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District;

b. Proposed Lot 2 to provide less than the minimum required rectangular buildable area of
16,335 square feet in the R-2 Single Family Residential Zoning District; and

c. The side lot line of Proposed Lot 2 to abut the rear lot line of Proposed Lot 1 (936 Sunset
Road.

Lastly, the Commission is to consider the existence of the nonconforming residence and accessory
playhouse on the 936 Sunset Road parcel (Lot 1) that will remain and “shall determine whether such
nonconformity, in the context of the proposed subdivision, would result in a material increased adverse
impact upon the public health, safety or welfare.”
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After hearing from the Applicant and the public, the Commission may decide to take action on one or two

options:

1) Continue further review of the application to a specific date in order to provide the Applicant
and/or staff additional time to address questions and comments from the Commission; or

2) Consider a motion recommending approval or denial of the Final Plat of Subdivision. If the
Commission is prepared to make a recommendation to the Village Council regarding the
requested relief, a Commissioner may wish to make a motion recommending approval or
recommending denial based upon the following:

Move to recommend approval [denial] of:

The proposed Marren’s Resubdivision Final Plat subdividing the existing lot commonly known as
936 Sunset Road into two new Lots of Record, as the Final Plat of Subdivision, which subdivision

requires:

A. Variations to allow:

a.

Proposed Lot 2 to provide less than the minimum required lot area of 24,000
square feet for an interior lot in the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning District
[Section 17.30.010 Lot Area, Shape and Dimensions];

Proposed Lot 2 to provide less than the minimum required rectangular buildable
area of 16,335 square feet in the R-2 Single Family Residential Zoning District
[Section 17.30.010 Lot Area, Shape and Dimensions]; and

A side lot line abutting a rear lot line [Section 16.12.010 Minimum Land
subdivision standards];

B. A finding of “No Material Increased Adverse Impact” with respect to the existing zoning
nonconformities for the existing improvements on the 936 Sunset Road parcel (Proposed

Lot 1):

a.

the existing residence observes a front yard setback of 49.91 feet from Sunset
Road, versus the required front yard setback of 50 feet;

the existing residence observes a corner yard setback of 49.52 feet from
Higginson Lane, versus the required corner yard setback of 50 feet;

an existing playhouse observes a corner yard setback of 5.52 feet from Higginson
Lane, versus the required corner yard setback of 50 feet; and

the existing front-facing garage door exceeds the maximum permitted width of
9 feet for an individual door.

C. A finding that the subdivision is [is not] consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s Land
Use Map designation of the Subject Property as appropriate for “Single-Family

Residentia

IH

development.

[If the Commission chooses to place conditions as part of its recommendation of
approval, it will want to include the conditions here.]

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Application Materials
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Attachment B: Proposed Plat of Subdivision (Marren’s Resubdivision)
Attachment C: January 13, 2014, ZBA Meeting Minutes Excerpt
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ATTACHMENT A

Village of Winnetka
SUBDIVISION/CONSOLIDATION APPLICATION

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA, ILLINOIS
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

SUBDIVISION/CONSOLIDATION APPLICATION

Property Information
Site Address: 336 Sunset Road

Case Nogg 'J:QA ’I (p LSD

Parcel Identification Number(s) (PIN):05'20'407'071 -0000

Property Owner Information
vame: ORI and Susan Marren

Primary Contact: S usan Marren

Address: 336 Sunset Road

city, state, zip: YViNNetka, IL 60093

04/26/2006

Date owner acquired property:

Architect Information
vame: D@NIEI Creaney Company

Primary Contact: Dan Iel Creaney

Address:450 Skokie Blvd.,Ste. 105

aity, state, zip- NOIthbrook;, IL 60062
Phone No. 847 -480-5757

Emai. dCr€aney @dcreaneyco.com

Property Owner Si gnat_ Date: 07/1 6/2025
=q> ‘4 [4 T\ L,"' : .Yf: L

Page 4 of 4

Surveyor Information
Professionals Associated-

Company Name:

MM Survey Co.

Primary Contact:

7100 North Tripp Ave.
City, State, Zip: Lincolnwood, IL 60645

phone No. 7 7 3-282-5900
info@SurveyingChicago.com

Address:

Email:

Attorney Information
Christopher S. Canning

Name:

Primary Contact:

1000 Skokie Blvd., Ste. 355
City, State, Zi p:Wilmette, IL 60091
Phone No. 34 7-853-7040

chris@canninglegal.com

Address:

Email:
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CANNING & CANNING LLC
1000 SKOKIE BOULEVARD, SUITE 355
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

CHRISTOPHER S. CANNING

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
(847) 853-7040
chris@canninglegal.com

July 17, 2025

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Layla Danley

Chair, Plan Commission

Village of Winnetka

c/o Ann Klaassen

Assistant Director of Community Development
Village of Winnetka

510 Green Bay Road

Winnetka, IL 60093

Re: Application for Subdivision at 936 Sunset Road.

Dear Chair Danley and Members of the Plan Commission:

I am writing on behalf of Robert J. Marren and Susan L. Marren (“Bob and Susan”)
regarding their application to subdivide the existing lot at 936 Sunset Road (the “Subject
Property”) into two lots: one lot containing 32,998 sq. ft (“Lot 1) and the other lot containing
23,171.89 sq. ft. (“Lot 2”). As set forth more fully below, Bob and Susan seek to subdivide the
Subject Property to preserve the existing home in which they have lived for the last 19 years and
to create a new lot effectively restoring what was a conforming lot of record prior to a mandated
lot consolidation in 1976. For the reasons set forth below, Bob and Susan respectfully request
that the Plan Commission of Village of Winnetka recommend the granting of the requested
subdivision.

I. The Subject Property.

The Subject Property is located within the R-2 Residential Zoning District. The Subject
Property is surrounded by single family homes. The Subject Property has approximately 165’ of
frontage on Sunset Road and 215’ of frontage on Higginson Road. At its deepest dimension, the
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current lot has an approximate depth of 385°. It is improved with a single-family residence and a
tennis court.

Bob and Susan intend to subdivide the Subject Property into two lots. Lot 1 will have a
lot area of 32,998 square feet. The existing home and garage will occupy Lot 1. Lot 2 will have a
lot area of 23,171.89 square feet. Lot 2, which once was the site of a tennis court, will now be
available for green space, a recreational area, or a new home.

1I. Bob and Susan’s current lot.

Bob and Susan’s plan of subdivision has two goals. First, Bob and Susan seek to
subdivide the Subject Property to maintain the location of the existing home on Lot 1. On Lot 2,
Bob and Susan simply seek to restore the lot to the status it held prior to the lot consolidation
mandated by the Village of Winnetka in 1976.

In 1976, both the lot at 936 Sunset Road and the lot to the south were located within the
R-2 Zoning District. Since the square footage of each of the lots was greater than one half acre,
both lots were conforming under the then existing Zoning Ordinance. Even though the two lots
were conforming, the Village of Winnetka required the prior owner, Mr. Seabury, to apply for a
lot consolidation presumably because the interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance was that
accessory uses to permitted uses must be on the same lot of record. Mr. Seabury told the Plan
Commission that he wanted to install a tennis court on the south lot. The tennis court is an
accessory structure under the Zoning Ordinance. The Plan Commission unanimously approved
the consolidation. Now that Bob and Susan’s children have grown and the tennis court is no
longer used, they seek to undo the consolidation and return the proposed Lot 2 to its prior status
as a separate lot of record.

The proposed subdivision of the south lot meets all the minimum Village of Winnetka
zoning criteria except for minimum rectangular buildable area (minimum rectangular buildable
area in an R-2 district is 16,335 square feet), and the Village of Winnetka's minimum lot area
requirement of (24,000 square feet). Therefore, Bob and Susan are asking by a separate
application that the Zoning Board grant them two variations to allow the proposed subdivided lot
to be under the minimum lot area requirement and minimum rectangular buildable area. In
addition to the zoning variations, as addressed below, the proposed south lot needs variations
from the subdivision portion of the Zoning Ordinance as well.

Both the northern and southern portions of the property are in the designated flood plain.
Therefore, it is understood that any new improvements situated on the land must adhere to the
strict storm water management engineering requirements established by the Village of Winnetka.
Furthermore, storm water detention must be designed and implemented to accommodate such a
structure which is standard practice when building in the Village of Winnetka. Civil Engineer
Daniel Creaney, who has worked on projects in Winnetka for decades, will submit a separate
report addressing the storm water management that would be needed if the lot were to be used
for a future single-family home.
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111. Standards of Review.

Pursuant to the Village of Winnetka Code and Zoning Ordinance, any application to
subdivide a parcel must meet the requirements of Chapter 16 of the Code related to Subdivisions
and §17.30.010 and 17.30.020 of the Zoning Ordinance setting forth the yard regulations for the
R-2 Residential zoning district.

Chapter 16.12.10 D requires subdivided lots to adhere to the following standards:

1. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall comply with all standards of the
Zoning Ordinance, except as provided in this chapter.

2. All side lines of lots shall be approximately perpendicular to street lines, or radial to
curved street lines unless, in the opinion of the Plan Commission, a variation of the requirement
would enhance public safety or convenience.

3. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall meet the lot area requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance. All lot area calculations shall exclude all easements for ingress and
egress, all public or private streets, all public or private alleys, and the access corridor, or
“flagpole,” of any flag lot.

4. Where a lot is already improved with buildings or structures, the plan shall show whether
the dimensions and locations of such improvements comply with the use, intensity of use of lot
(including impermeable surface requirements), setback, side yard, rear yard and other bulk
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance then in effect. If a prior legal nonconformity, or a
previously granted variation, with respect to any such requirements exists, the Plan Commission
shall determine whether such nonconformity or previously granted variation, in the context of
the proposed subdivision, would result in a material increased adverse impact upon the public
health, safety or welfare. If such a determination is made, the Plan Commission may deny the
plan for land subdivision. No plan for land subdivision which itself creates a departure from
such requirements shall be approved by the Plan Commission until such time as a variation for
such departure is granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals or the Village Council, as the case
may be, in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance.

5. At intersections with major streets, acute angle intersections and other places where, in
the opinion of the Plan Commission, safety or convenience of traffic movement would be
enhanced, corners shall be cut back by joining the intersecting street lines through circular arcs
having adequate radii.

6. No plan for any land subdivision shall be approved if it results in the creation of one or
more lots having side lot lines abutting rear lot lines.

7. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall meet the lot depth requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the access corridor, or “flagpole,” shall
be excluded when measuring the lot depth of a flag lot.

8. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall meet the lot width requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance. Notwithstanding the foregoing, all new flag lots shall meet the minimum
lot width requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, both as measured by excluding the access
corridor, or “flagpole,” and as measured by including the access corridor or “flagpole.”
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9. All lots created by any plan for land subdivision shall meet all yard and setback
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Notwithstanding the foregoing, for any flag lot that has a
front street line that is less than fifty (50) feet long and that is at least seventy-five (75) feet wide
at its widest point, all yards and setbacks shall be measured based both on using the actual front
street line as the front lot line, and on using as the front lot line the lot line from which the
Director determines the front setback shall be measured for development purposes.

Bob and Susan’s request for a subdivision complies with or seeks to comply through
variances as permitted under the Code with these requirements in the following ways:

1. It is Bob and Susan’s intent that the lots meet the standards of the Zoning Ordinance. At
the time the lots were consolidated in 1976, the lots did meet those standards. The Zoning
Ordinance was amended in 1999, well after the consolidation and well before Bob and Susan
bought the lots, and those standards have changed rendering the proposed Lot 2 to be non-
conforming. By their application to the Zoning Board, Bob and Susan seek a variation from this
requirement since they did not create the situation.

2. This standard is met.

3. While this standard was met at the time of the lot consolidation in 1976, the proposed lots
created by the proposed subdivision do not meet the lot area requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance. Lot 1 is conforming, but Lot 2 is 97% of the required lot area. Bob and Susan
considered making Lot 2 conform to the Lot Area requirement but if that were done, then they
would need a variation from the Minimum Lot depth requirement of 200’ for Lot 1. Bob and
Susan considered this alternative but because they share the conforming 200’ lot line with their
neighbors to the west, Bob and Susan decided that seeking a small variation for lot area was
preferred to seeking a variation that would impact their neighbors to the west. Bob and Susan
seek a variation from this requirement.

4. Bob and Susan believe that this standard is met. The existing home on the proposed Lot 1
was a conforming structure when built. Maintaining the home on Lot 1 and subdividing the
Subject Property will not result in a material increase or adverse impact upon the public health,
safety, or welfare.

5. This standard is inapplicable.

6. Bob and Susan seek a variation from this requirement. When the lots were consolidated,
that consolidation created a situation where a side lot abutted a rear lot line of the neighbor to the
south. That condition has remained unchanged since 1976. The granting of a variation to this
requirement will not change the status quo.

7. This standard is met.

8. This standard is met.

9. This standard is met.

To the extent that the subdivision standards are not met, the Code permits the Plan
Commission to recommend the granting of variations under the following circumstances:

Variations and Exceptions. Whenever the land to be subdivided is of such unusual size or shape

or is surrounded by such development or unusual conditions that the strict application of this
section would result in real difficulties and substantial hardships or injustices, the Plan
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Commission may vary or modify such requirements so that the owner is allowed to develop the
land in a reasonable manner; provided that, public health, safety, welfare and convenience are
protected.

Here, variations from the strict application of the Code are appropriate due to the unusual
conditions Bob and Susan face 49 years after a prior owner consolidated the lots. As discussed
above, the two lots were conforming lots of record when a consolidation was mandated in 1976
so the prior owner could install a tennis court. By permitting the subdivision, the lots will return
to their prior sizes; a size more in keeping with the prevailing standard of lot sizes in the zoning
district.

This request is similar to the subdivision sought and approved at 860 Lamson Drive. In
that matter, the applicant acquired the home in 1959. In 1975, the applicant purchased the
adjoining home at 901 Tower Road, demolished the home, and built a tennis court for the family.
In 1975, both the lot at 860 Lamson Drive and the lot at 901 Tower Road were located within the
“A” (One-Half Acre) Residence District. Since the square footage of each of the lots was greater
than one half acre, both lots were conforming under the then existing Zoning Ordinance. Despite
the fact that the two lots were conforming, the Village of Winnetka required the applicant to
apply for a lot consolidation because “this request for approval of a preliminary and final plat of
consolidation was prompted by the current interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance that accessory
uses to permitted uses must be on the same lot of record.” (Village of Winnetka Plan
Commission Minutes, November 12, 1975, pg.2). The Plan Commission unanimously approved
the consolidation. In 2018, the applicant applied for a subdivision and variations to restore the
two lots to their prior condition. The Village Council approved the requested zoning variations
and granted preliminary plat approval (M-2-2018) and granted final plat approval of the
subdivision (R-45-2018).

The requested variations also arise from the unusual shape of the lot. Here, the proposed
lot 2 is 97% of the minimum lot area. As discussed above, Bob and Susan considered moving the
proposed north lot line of Lot 2 to make the lot area conforming for Lot 2, but it would lead to
the need for a minimum lot depth variation for Lot 1 that would impact their neighbors. A lot
smaller than the minimum required lot area is not unusual for this neighborhood, For example,
894 Sunset Road (21,867 sq. ft.), 906 Sunset Road (21,867 sq. ft.), 920 Sunset Road (22,041 sq. ft.),
955 Sunset Road (23,579 sq. ft. located in flood plain), 970 Sunset Road (21,344sq. ft. located in
flood plain), 901 Higginson Road (21,506 sq. ft.), 905 Higginson Road (22,041 sq. ft.) and 915
Higginson Road (20,386 sq. ft.) are all smaller than the minimum lot area.

As for the minimum rectangular area, the staff report explains that “the minimum
rectangular area is thought to have originated due to the existence of areas of the village such as
ravine areas where terrain or other natural feature make regular, rectangular lots impossible. The
minimum rectangular area standard has the intended effect of assuring that irregularly shaped
lots, when contemplated, still provide an adequate concentration of lot area on which to build.”
(Brian Norkus memo dated December 10, 2013, pg.3). An unusually shaped lot is common in
this neighborhood. Several unusually shaped lots in the neighborhood include 884 Higginson
Road, 905 Higginson Road, 915 Higginson Road and 970 Sunset Road and to that extent, Lot 2
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would be i keeping with the character of the neighborhood. Moreover, there is “an adequate
concentration of lot area on which to build.” Mr. Norkus’ report explained that the maximum
gross floor area that could be on Lot 2 would be 7,144 sq. ft, the maximum total building
footprint/roofed lot coverage would be 5,793 sq. ft., and the maximum impermeable surfaces
would be 11,586 sq. ft. A home of this size would be in keeping with the character of the
neighborhood.

Since the proposed Subdivision will allow Bob and Susan to maintain their home and
return the proposed Lot 2 to its prior status as a separate lot of record, they ask that the Plan
Commission recommend approval of their application. We look forward to the opportunity to
appear at the Public Hearing on the application and answer any questions the Plan Commission
may have. Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Very truly yours,

Christopher S. Canning
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DANIEL CREANEY COMPANY
CIVIL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

(TN

Since 1976

July 29, 2025

Layla Danley

Chair, Plan Commission

Village of Winnetka

c/o Ann Klaassen

Assistant Director of Community Development
Village of Winnetka

510 Green Bay Road

Winnetka, IL 60093

RE: CONSTRUCTION IN THE FLOODPLAIN IN WINNETKA

Dear Chair Danley and Members of the Plan Commission:

I'have been retained by Robert J. Marren and Susan L. Marren regarding their application to subdivide the existing
lot at 936 Sunset Road (the “Subject Property”) into two lots: one lot containing 32,998 sq. ft (“Lot 1) and the
other lot containing 23,171.89 sq. ft. (“Lot 2”). There are several areas within Winnetka where the elevation of
the lot is below the base flood elevation as determined by FEMA. In Winnetka, development must comply with
the Village’s storm water detention requirements and compensatory storage requirements for fill in the flood
plain. Daniel Creaney Company has provided engineering services for new houses, house additions, and pools
within the floodplain through Winnetka generally and in the area near the Subject Property specifically. All these
projects that have needed storm water detention have been thoroughly reviewed and approved by the Village of
Winnetka.

The proposed Lot 2 is in the flood plain. I am confident that we can provide engineering services for the proposed
house that will meet the Village’s storm water detention requirements and flood plain requirements. I plan to
attend the Plan Commission and Zoning Board meetings regarding the proposed subdivision and answer any
questions that the members may have. Please feel free to contact me directly with any questions you may have.
Thank you.

Daniel A. Creaney, P.E.
P.E. 36-33917

J:\DCC\Forms, Letters, Notes\Construction in floodplain in Winnetka .docx

Celebrating Oven 40 Yearo of Senuice
450 Skokie Boulevard, Suite 105 Northbrook, IL 60062- 7909
847-480-5757 . www.dcreaneyco.com
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Village of Winnetka
ZONING VARIATION APPLICATION

VILLAGE OF WINNETKA, ILLINOIS
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

ZONING VARIATION APPLICATION

Pr: Information
Site Address: 236 Sunset Road

Case No.3~5’ V) /§D

Owner information
vame. RODErt and Susan Marren

Address: 936 Sunset Road
City, State, ap- Winnetka, IL 60093

Architect Information
Daniel Creaney Company

Primary Contact: Daniel Creaney

Name:

Primary Contact:

Address: 709 Skokie Blvd., Ste. 105
city, state, zip: NOIthbrook, IL 60062
phone No. O34 7-480-5757

dcreaney@dcreaneyco.com

Email:

Susan Marren

Phone N

Date property acquired by owner; 04/20/2006
Attorney Information
Christopher S Canning

Name:

Primary Contact:

1000 Skokie Bivd., Ste. 355
City, State, Zip:Wilmette, IL 60091
ohone No. 847 -853-7040

chris@canninglegal.com

Address:

Email:

Nature of any restrictions on property:

Property is located in floodplain.

Brief explanation of variation(s) requested (attach separate sheet providing additional details):

See attached letter describing variations and addressing

standards of review.

Property Owner Signature

Date: Q]./‘El 61%O 2§ g ‘-;‘
h U
BY:
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VE
CANNING & CANNING LLC ECEI
1000 SKOKIE BOULEVARD, SUITE 355 JUL 17 2025

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 BY:

(847) 853-7042 - Fax

CHRISTOPHER S. CANNING

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER
(847) 853-7040
chrisf@ecanninglegal com

July 17, 2025

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Matthew Bradley, Chair

Zoning Board of Appeals

Village of Winnetka

¢/o Ann Klaassen

Assistant Director of Community Development
Village of Winnetka

510 Green Bay Road

Winnetka, IL 60093

Re:  Request for Variations related to Application for Subdivision at 936 Sunset
Road.

Dear Chairperson Bradley and Members of the Zoning Board:

I am writing on behalf of Robert J. Marren and Susan L. Marren (“Bob and Susan™)
regarding their application to subdivide the existing 165° wide lot at 936 Sunset Road (the
“Subject Property™) into two lots: one lot containing 32,998 sq. ft (“Lot 1””) and the other lot
containing 23,171.89 sq. ft. (“Lot 27). As set forth more fully below, Bob and Susan seek to
subdivide the Subject Property to preserve the existing home in which they have lived for the last
19 years and to create a new lot effectively restoring what was a conforming lot prior to a
mandated lot consolidation in 1976. Bob and Susan have applied to the Plan Commission to
grant the subdivision. The Plan Commission will hear the matter on August 27, 2025.

If the subdivision is granted, the newly created lot will be non-conforming in two
aspects. First, Lot 2 will not meet the minimum lot area of 24,000 square feet as required in the
R-2 Zoning District. Second, Lot 2 will not meet the minimum required rectangular area of 16,
335 square feet. Therefore, Bob and Susan seek variations from these requirements. For the
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reasons set forth below, Bob and Susan respectfully request that the Zoning Board of Village of
Winnetka recommend the granting of the requested variations.

I. The Subject Property.

Property is surrounded by single family homes. The Subject Property has approximately 165° of
frontage on Sunset Road and 215° of frontage on Higginson Road. At its deepest dimension, the

current lot has an approximate depth of 385°. It is improved with a single-family residence and a
tennis court.

Bob and Susan intend to subdivide the Subject Property into two lots. Lot 1 will have a
lot area of 32,998.69 square feet. The existing home and garage will occupy Lot 1. Lot 2 will
have a lot area of 23,171.89 square feet. Lot 2, which once was the site of a tennis court, will
now be available for green Space, a recreational area, or a new home.

II. Bob and Susan’s current lot.

Bob and Susan’s plan of subdivision has two goals. First, Bob and Susan seek to
subdivide the Subject Property to maintain the location of the existing home on Lot 1. On Lot 2.
Bob and Susan simply seek to restore the lot to the status it held prior to the 1976 lot
consolidation.

In 1976, both the lot at 936 Sunset Road and the lot to the south were located within the
R-2 Zoning District. Since the square footage of each of the lots was greater than one half acre,
both lots were conforming under the then existing Zoning Ordinance. Even though the two lots
were conforming, the Village of Winnetka required the prior owner, Mr. Seabury, to apply for a
lot consolidation presumably because the current interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance was that
accessory uses to permitted uses must be on the same lot of record. M. Seabury told the Plan
Commission that he wanted to put a tennis court on the south lot. The Plan Commission
unanimously approved the consolidation. Now that Bob and Susan’s children have grown and
the tennis court is no longer used, they seek to undo the 1976 consolidation and return the
proposed Lot 2 to its prior status as a separate lot.

The proposed subdivision boundaries as they pertain to the south lot meet all the
minimum Village of Winnetka zoning criteria except for minimum rectangular buildable area
(16,355 square feet) and the minimum lot area requirement of (24,000 square feet). Therefore,
Bob and Susan are asking for variations in relation to those requirements.
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II1. Standards of Review.

In December 2013, Brian Norkus, the Assistant Director of Community Development,
undertook a zoning review analysis to determine Bob and Susan’s compliance with the R-2

Zoning District’s requirements for lot area and rectangular buildable area. Mr. Norkus’ analysis
det<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>