VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday, July 18, 2018
Village Hall Board Room
40 East Center Avenue
7:00 P.M.
AGENDA
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
The Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals Chair and Board Members allocate fifteen (15) minutes
during this item for those individuals who would like the opportunity to address the Board on any matter not
listed on the agenda. Each person addressing the Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals is asked to
limit their comments to a maximum of three (3) minutes.

3. Consideration of the June 26, 2018 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes (June Hearings)
(The June 20th regular meeting minutes, concerning the Comprehensive Plan, will be considered at the PCZBA’s
regular August meeting.)

4. Chair Administers the Oath to Those Participating in Public Hearings
5. A Public Hearing for 673 Maple Avenue to consider a variation from Section 10-5-3 of the Zoning
Regulations to allow encroachment into the required front yard setback necessary to reconstruct and expand a
previous addition, and any other zoning relief as required to complete the proposed work.
(PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

6. A Public Hearing for 419 East Prospect Avenue to consider (1) approval of both a tentative and final
plat of resubdivision pursuant to Chapter 11 of the Village Code; (2) a variation from Section 10-5G-3 of the
Zoning Regulations to allow the creation of a lot smaller in area than required by the Zoning Ordinance; and (3)
any other zoning relief as required to allow the resubdivision to produce two buildable lots.
The resubdivision proposes to divide the subject property (12,500 square feet) into two lots. The existing
structure at 419 East Prospect Avenue will be located on Lot 1 and is proposed to have a land area of 5,000
square feet, which is below the minimum lot area permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. Lot 2 is proposed to have
7,500 square feet and is located to the east of Lot 1.
(PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

7. Staff Report
8. Commissioner’s Report
9. Adjournment

The Village of Lake Bluff is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Individuals with who
require accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting, may contact Glen Cole,
Assistant to the Village Administrator, at (847) 283-6889 or TDD number (847) 234-2153 in advance to allow the
Village of Lake Bluff to make reasonable accommodations.

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
SPECIAL MEETING
JUNE 26, 2018
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Peters called to order the special meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board
of Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Tuesday, June 26, 2018, at 7:00 p.m. in the
Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

Sam Badger
David Burns
Jill Danly
Elliot Miller
George Russell
Gary Peters, Chair

Absent:

James Murray

Also Present: Ben Schuster, Village Attorney
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
Chair Peters stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes during this item for those individuals who
would like the opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda. Each
person addressing the PCZBA is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three minutes.
There were no requests to address the PCZBA.
3. Approval of the May 16, 2018 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Miller moved to approve the May 16, 2018 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as
amended. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Approval of the June 4, 2018 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes
Member Russell moved to approve the June 4, 2018 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as
presented. Member Danly seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
5. Chair Peters Administered the Oath to Those in the Audience
6. A Public Hearing for 968 North Shore Drive
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item then invited the petitioner to the podium.
Joe McCarthy of JF McCarthy, representative for the petitioner Forest Bluff Animal Hospital, said
the 30 year Veterinarian is seeking to open her own veterinary hospital and related companion
animal services at 968 North Shore. He said approximately 3,400 square feet would be developed
and dedicated to a veterinary hospital for companion animals noting that no agricultural or exotic
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animals will be allowed. The rear will be slightly developed (new air conditioning and lighting
improvements) to be used for physical therapy and obedience training.
In response to a question from Member Danly, Mr. McCarthy said the dog daycare, boarding and
grooming services may be phased in over time and operated in the rear of the facility.
Member Danly asked if there was sufficient parking in that area with the existing businesses. Mr.
McCarthy said the allotted parking spaces will be sufficient for owners to drop-off and pick-up
animals and employees will use the large parking lot in the rear of the building.
Member Russell inquired of the number of employees and the maximum number of visitors
anticipated at any one time. Mr. McCarthy said full time staffing is equivalent of 2.5 veterinary
doctor, veterinary assistant and receptionist and between 1 to 2 visitors during non-surgical hours
(12:00 and 2:00 p.m.).
Member Russell asked if there will be designated visitor parking in front of the facility. Mr.
McCarthy said he believes the landlord will designate parking spaces for the suite and patrons will
be required to enter through the front entranceway. In addition, he stated employees will be
permitted to enter through the rear of the facility.
Member Russell inquired of the improvement plans for the dumpster area. Mr. McCarthy said
there will be one commercial dumpster in the rear for normal office waste and doubled bagged
fecal waste. The biomedical waste will be kept inside the building and pick-up by a commercial
licensed special waste hauler.
AVA Cole said letters of supports were placed at the dais and noted the applicant had submitted
waste removal and fire evacuation plans for Staff to review. He reviewed the general parking
standard for the L-1 Light Industry District in relations to the proposed building noting Staff does
not anticipate any problems.
In response to a comment from Member Badger, AVA Cole said Yuppy Puppy did not trigger a
variation because it did not receive a text amendment nor special use.
Village Attorney Ben Schuster said if the PCZBA desire to move forward the recommendation
could have a condition that would contingent upon the adoption of an ordinance granting a
variation if the plans does not change.
In response to a comment from Member Russell regarding conflict with the competing service,
Mr. McCarthy said the owner of Yuppy Puppy submitted a letter of support for the business.
Member Russell expressed his concern regarding customers parking in the rear of the facility. To
protect customers he recommends designed customers parking in front of the building, customer
parking sign be placed at the driveway entrance and that employees be allowed to enter the rear of
the facility. Mr. McCarthy said the plan is to encourage owners to park in the front and have
employees park and enter through the rear of the facility.
Member Russell recommended the proposed services be limited to indoor operation.
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Member Badger expressed his concern regarding limiting tenant use of the existing grounds. A
discussion followed.
Mr. McCarthy said they are okay with no dog runs or animal holding pens outdoors but desires to
place a double chain linked door on the rear of the facility.
Village Attorney Schuster asked the PCZBA to consider if the conditions would apply to the text
amendment or special use permit. Member Russell said the condition to limit services to indoor
operations should be a condition of the text amendment.
In response to a comment from Member Burns, Staff said the proposed double chain linked door
would probably have to go through the ABR process.
Following a brief discussion, Member Russell moved to recommend Village Board approval of
the text amendment to allow a veterinary hospital, dog day care, kennel, boarding, grooming, and
training business, with the condition that the use exclude outdoor activities such as runs or cages.
Member Miller seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

Danly, Burns, Badger, Miller, Russell and Chair Peters
Murray

Member Burns moved to recommend Village Board approval conditional upon: satisfying the
parking requirements with new stalls or a variation if required; designating customer parking in
the front of the building; installing a customer parking entry sign at the driveway entrance; and
requiring employees to access the facility from the rear of the building. Member Danly seconded
the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

Russell, Miller, Danly, Burns, Badger and Chair Peters
Murray

7. A Public Hearing for 40 Oak Terrace
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from Staff.
AVA Cole said that he has distributed to the PCZBA additional public comments and revisions
from the applicant in response to comments from the PCZBA and Staff. The degree of relief now
sought is smaller by 141 sq. ft. approximately 13% of the requested variation. He said Village
Engineer Jeff Hansen reviewed the area in response to a comment from a neighbor regarding
flooding and determined the requested variance would not contribute to the flooding in that area.
The Village has an impervious surface requirement for lots as a whole and an impervious surface
requirement within the front yard setback to avoid the appearance of excessive pavement in the
front yard. This request complies as to the entire lot and only seeks relief for the impervious
surface limitation applicable to the front yard.
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Katie Boehm of Great Oaks Landscaping spoke on behalf of the homeowner Lisa Grube. She said
the home was purchased with a straight driveway and limited on-street parking and the owner
desires to have the benefit of a circular driveway. The circular driveway either constructed with
or without relief will give the existing oak tree on the north side of the property an additional 4.5
ft. of space. The plan is to save the existing oak tree by pulling the north access point further
south thus encroaching into the setback area which creates the need for the variance.
Following a request from Chair Peters, Ms. Boehm read aloud the statements submitted
concerning the standards for variations:
1) Practical difficult or hardship – compliance would require the removal of 26” oak and disturb
root system of 16’ hickory compliance also brings the proposed drive to within 1 foot of the
building and requires the removal of a complex drainage system which prevents the house
from flooding,
2) Unique physical condition – House is set on a diagonal axis to the street northeast corner of
the house sits just inside the 30 ft. setback. Northeast property line ties into an extensive
existing drainage system and compliance would require removal of the dry river bed/drainage
system,
3) Special privilege – request is to eliminate removal of oak tree, not endanger health of hickory
and keep established drainage system and mature property line planting intact,
4) Code purposes – Homeowner intends to not only leave planting material as is on the northeast
property line but also enhance planting within the setback to soften the look of the drive and
5) Public health and safety – variance will maintain supply of light and air by keeping two
established trees, more parking cars on property not in the street, no structure for fire hazard,
no danger to public, additional planting will increase property value.
Ms. Boehm said the property owner has submitted renderings of the landscaping which will
increase the streetscape aesthetic value of the property as well as buffer the hardscape visible
within the property. Also, the neighbors submitted letters of support regarding the circular
driveway.
Chair Peters opened the floor to comments from the commissioners.
Member Badger said it sounds like a small variation in exchange for preserving two existing trees.
He said drainage is definitely any issue and noted the Village has enacted a tree preservation
ordinance. He complimented the application on the plan and their attempt to save the existing
trees.
Member Burns expressed his agreement with Member Badger. He asked if there was any internal
commentary from the Village Forestry on the possibility that the excavation/construction could
harm the existing trees. AVA Cole briefly reviewed the critical root zone for a tree. The
applicant proposed to move the driveway approximately 5 ft. from the truck of the existing oak
tree. Staff is comfortable that the existing hickory on the adjacent property will not be affected
but the oak might be affected by the construction. AVA Cole recommended that a covenant be a
condition of the approval and would allow the Village not to require the payment of a cash tree
escrow, which would otherwise be held for approximately five years.
In response to comments from Member Burns, Ms. Boehm said the base of the existing driveway
should be sufficient and noted there are no plans to dig on the south side. Also, an arborist will be
4

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Special Meeting Minutes – June 26, 2018

present during the excavation for root pruning and fertilization will be done twice a year at the
expense of the property owner.
Member Danly expressed her appreciation for the letters from the neighbors and asked if any
environmentally friendly or porous type materials had been considered. Ms. Boehm said crushed
gravel was considered but it was her understanding that anything other than turf or open bed is
considered impervious. She said if this is a recommendation they would consider incorporating
those types of material into a design.
AVA Cole said from a zoning perspective impervious surface is treated as an all or nothing affair.
He said there are many semi-pervious paver type materials available which allow water to drain
into the soil base but these materials do not reduce stormwater runoff if they are not carefully
maintained.
Member Russell clarified that a variation would be required even if the entre driveway was
crushed gravel. Ms. Grube expressed her concern regarding the loose gravel and said she would
preference to keep the aesthetics of the existing driveway.
Member Miller asked what the applicant would do if the request was denied. Ms. Boehm said the
applicant would proceed with the no relief driveway and remove the existing oak tree.
Member Miller said he likes the idea there is a banking system, if needed, to replace the oak tree if
removed. He expressed his disagreement with the hardships, removal of the oak tree and on-street
parking, because the concept of a hardship is something needed to make the house better.
Member Russell asked if a two stall driveway was considered, to avoid having a driveway loop
across the front yard, with a sidewalk or pavers on the northerly side yard. Ms. Grube said
because of limitation that is not a design she would consider. A discussion followed.
Member Russell said there is a way to construct the driveway in compliance with Village
regulations. He is concerned that the plan will shave off a lot of the existing double driveway
entrance near the garage in order to keep the overall impervious surface to the minimum amount
possible. Also, he is concerned that the northerly garage will be non-functional if there is a car
parked in the southerly bay and he would prefer the applicant leave the driveway at the southern
edge as it exist today because it is more functional. The Village Forester believes that as proposed
the existing oak tree could be impact and he would favor a condition that the homeowner incur the
cost if the tree dies. In response to a comment from Member Russell, Ms. Grube said she does not
plan to do any extensive planting around the existing trees.
In response to a comment from Member Miller, Village Attorney Schuster said the approval could
be draft with a condition that run with the property stating, if the tree dies with 5 years the owner
will be responsible for the amount owed pursuant to the tree ordinance.
Chair Peters said it might be beneficial for the PCZBA to consider Member Russell suggestion
with respect to the 19.5% variance versus a 14.5% variance as he thinks the greater variance will
benefit society as a whole. AVA Cole said picking up the remaining part of the driveway left with
these changes would not be 19% it would be approximately 25% yet still would be within the
PCZBA’s purview. A discussion followed.
5
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AVA Cole said four affirmative votes are needed to approve the request even though Member
Murray was absent.
Member Russell moved to recommend the PCZBA approve the variation request as presented
with the modification of the southerly existing driveway edge and the provisions regarding the
care/warranty of the existing oak tree. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed
on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

Danly, Russell, Badger, Miller, Burns and Chair Peters
Murray

8. A Public Hearing for 102 West Washington Avenue
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from Staff.
AVA Cole said this particular lot is on a corner lot and subject to an additional corner lot/side lot
setback in addition to the front yard setback of 20%. The applicant is requesting to build an open
covered patio at the 25% line and approval of the request is within the PCZBA’s purview. He said
that four affirmative votes are needed to approve the variation despite Member Murray’s absence.
Following a request from Chair Peters, Mary Sullivan introduced herself and the architect for the
project. She said the house was built in the 1990s and is in need of some improvements. Ms.
Sullivan commented on the safety concerns associated with the steps, stoop, landing and staggered
walkway. The existing zoning regulations does not allow her to try and remedy to create a safe
access/egress to the house without seeking a variance which in her opinion will improve the
overall esthetic of the neighborhood. Ms. Sullivan said the impact to the surrounding neighboring
properties is limited and expressed her belief there have been no negative comments received
from the neighbors at this time.
Chair Peters asked how far the porch would extend left to right in relation to the windows. Ms.
Sullivan said the proposed porch and landing would be wider in an attempt to the keep the step
base closer to the home. She confirmed the total width would be approximately 12 ft. 9 in. and
her desire for a roof pitch off the bottom base of the window line, columns and a railed blue slate
sidewalk.
Chair Peters opened the floor to comments from the commissioners.
Members Miller, Danly, Burns, Badger and Russell expressed no objections to the variation.
Member Badger moved to recommend the PCZBA approve the variation as presented. Member
Miller seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

Burns, Miller, Danly, Russell, Badger and Chair Peters
Murray
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Staff Report
AVA Cole reported on possible petitions for the upcoming PCZBA meeting. In response to a
question from the PCZBA, he said the Kings and Convicts Brewery does not plan to pursue their
prospective Lake Bluff location.
9. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Burns moved to adjourn the
meeting. Member Miller seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 8:29 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Glen Cole
Assistant to the Village Administrator
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum

TO:

Chair Peters and Members of the Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator
John Scopelliti, Administrative Intern

DATE:

July 13, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #5 – A Public Hearing for 673 Maple Ave.

Applicant Information:
(jointly, “Applicant”)

Sue & Rob Douglass

Purpose:

To allow an encroachment into the required front yard setback
necessary to reconstruct and expand a previous addition.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use
Regulations:

Section 10-2-4
Section 10-5-3A

July 3, 2018
July 3, 2018

(Variations)
(Front Yard Setback)

Summary and Background Information
On June 22, 2018, the Village of Lake Bluff received a zoning variation application from Sue and Rob
Douglass (jointly, “Applicant”) seeking a variation to the Village’s front yard setback regulations. The
variation would allow for the reconstruction and expansion of an addition to the south elevation of the
single-family residence located upon the subject property. The subject property previously received
zoning relief in 1983, attached, to construct the existing addition within the front yard setback.
In the attached application, the Applicant asserts that the variation is necessary both due to the irregular
nature of the lot and the historic nature of the structure. The applicant further asserts that these changes
will restore the character and integrity of the site’s original design (c. 1955).
On July 5, 2018, the Village designated the subject property as a Landmark at the recommendation of the
Historic Preservation Commission (Ordinance attached). At the Historic Preservation Commission’s June
13 meeting, the Commission voted unanimously to find that the proposed changes were consistent with
the purpose and goals of the historic preservation ordinance. By the same motion, the Commission
recommended the PCZBA favorably consider the zoning relief now requested.
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Variation Analysis

This property is located on the outside corner of Maple and Washington Avenues which creates two front
yard setbacks. Due to the siting of the home on the property, the proposed work would result in an
additional 1’ 3” encroachment into the pre-existing nonconforming front yard setback. The front yard
setback in this zoning district (R-2) is 30’.
10-5-3

FRONT YARD SETBACK
Built

Allowed

Difference

Existing

~10’ 9”

30’

19’ 3” (~64%)

Proposed

~9’ 6”

30’

20’ 6” (~68%)

PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend the Village Board approve, approve with conditions, or
deny the Applicant’s request for a 20’6” variation (~68%) from Section 10-5-3, Front Yard Setback.
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Village Code - Variations - Standards for Variations
The Applicant has provided statements addressing the standards for variation in the attached application.
The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy the standards
for variation prescribed by the Zoning Regulations.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

B. Standards For Variations: Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, no variation shall be granted
pursuant to this section unless the applicant shall have established that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions
of this title would create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty. Such a showing shall require proof that the
variation being sought satisfies each of the following standards:
1. Unique Physical Condition: The subject property or structure is exceptional as compared to other lots
and structures subject to the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including: a) presence
of an existing use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; b) irregular or substandard
shape or size; c) exceptional topographical features; or d) other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to
and inherent in the subject property or structure that amount to more than a mere inconvenience to the owner
and that relate to or arise out of the lot or structure rather than the personal situation of the current owner of
the lot or structure.
2. Not Merely Special Privilege: The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of the owner
or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to owners or occupants of other
lots subject to the same provision, nor merely an inability to make more money from the sale of the subject
property; provided, however, that where the standards herein set out exist, the existence of an economic
hardship shall not be a prerequisite to the granting of an authorized variation.
3. Code Purposes: The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject property that would
not be in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this code and the provision from which
a variation is sought were enacted.
4. Public Health And Safety: The variation would not: a) impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent property; b) increase the congestion in public streets unreasonably, or increase parking requirements
on public streets unreasonably; c) increase the hazard of fire; d) endanger the public safety; e) diminish or
impair the value of property within the area surrounding the subject property; or f) in any other respect impair
the public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare.

Village Code - Variations – Protective Conditions
The PCZBA may also recommend the imposition of protective conditions and limitations tied to the relief.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

C. Conditions On Variations: The PCZBA or the village board, whichever body has the final authority to grant the
variation pursuant to subsection A of this section, may impose, and the PCZBA, if it is a recommending body pursuant
to subsection A2 of this section, may recommend the imposition of such specific conditions and limitations concerning
use, construction, character, location, landscaping, screening, and other matters relating to the purposes and objectives
of this title upon the premises benefited by a variation as may be necessary or appropriate to prevent or minimize
adverse effects upon other property and improvements in the vicinity of the subject property or upon public facilities
and services. Such conditions shall be expressly set forth in the resolution or ordinance granting the variation.
Violation of any such condition or limitation shall be a violation of this code and shall constitute grounds for revocation
of the variation.
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Recommendation
After commencing the public hearing on the requested variation, the PCZBA should take one of the
following actions:


If more information is required, continue the public hearing to a date certain to allow the
Applicant to provide additional information requested by the PCZBA; or,



If more information is not required, vote to:
o Recommend the Village Board approve the requested relief;
o Recommend the Village Board approve the requested relief with protective conditions; or,
o Recommend the Village Board deny the requested relief.

Attachments
 A copy of the Applicants’ application with supporting documentation.
 A copy of the 1983 Ordinance granting a Variation for the previous owner of 673 Maple Ave.
 July 9, 2018 Historic Landmark designation Ordinance for 673 Maple Ave.
 June 13, 2018 Minutes of the Historic Preservation Commission.
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Exhibit A

1. SITE RESTRICTIONS
• Zoning
• Front Yard Setback
• Rear Yard Setback (from ravine)
• Side Yard Setback (average lot width 186’)
2. BUILDING RESTRICTIONS
• Lot Area
• Maximum Floor Area
5,400 + 0.1 x (30,274 - 18,000)
• Maximum Building Height
• Open-air Porch Bonus
Maximum Building Coverage (30% of lot)
3. EXISTING BUILDING CALCULATIONS
• First Floor
• Garage
Total Building Bulk
• Screen Porch
4. PROPOSED ADDITIONS
• South Wing Addition
• South Wing Front Yard Setback Encroachment
Total Proposed Building Bulk
5. SCREEN PORCH
• Screen Porch Addition
Total Proposed Screen Porch
Total Lot Coverage
Total Building Height

R-2
30-0”
10’-0”
18’-6”
30,274 s.f.
6,627 s.f.
40’-0”
500 s.f.
9,082 s.f.
2,216 s.f.
425 s.f.
2,641 s.f.
163 s.f.
117 s.f.
1’-3”
2,758 s.f.
(42% of allowable FAR)

162 s.f.
325 s.f.
(65% of allowable screen porch bonus)
3,086 s.f.
(40% of allowable building coverage)

10’-0”
(25% of allowable building height from finish grade)
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The Douglass Residence

673 Maple Avenue Lake Bluff, Illinois
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-11

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE RESIDENCE LOCATED
AT 673 MAPLE AVENUE AS A LAKE BLUFF HISTORIC LANDMARK

Passed by the Board of Trustees July 9, 2018.
Printed and Published July 10, 2018.

Printed and Published in Pamphlet Form
by Authority of the
President and Board of Trustees
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

I hereby certify that this document
was properly published on the date
stated above.

Village Clerk

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-11
AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE RESIDENCE LOCATED
AT 673 MAPLE AVENUE AS A LAKE BLUFF HISTORIC LANDMARK
WHEREAS, the Village of Lake Bluff is a community with a rich historical,
cultural, and architectural character that is unique among Northern Illinois communities; and,
WHEREAS, the preservation of historically, culturally, and architecturally
significant residential buildings and structures in the Village is necessary to maintain the
essential character of the Village and to protect the value of properties in the Village; and,
WHEREAS, the Village desires to recognize and protect structures that
contribute to the historical, cultural, or architectural heritage of the Village; and,
WHEREAS, the Village also desires to assist owners of historically, culturally, or
architecturally significant structures, buildings, sites, and landscapes in maintaining and
enhancing their properties in a manner consistent with the character of the Village; and,
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 9-14-4.B of the “Lake Bluff Municipal Code”
(“Village Code”), Rob and Sue Douglass (jointly, "Owner") submitted a landmark designation
application (“Application”) for the single-family home located at 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff,
Illinois (the “Nominated Building”), as legally described in the attached Exhibit A
(“Property”); and,
WHEREAS, after notice of a public hearing was duly published on May 26, 2018,
in The News-Sun and mailed to nearby property owners as provided by the Village Code, the
Historic Preservation Commission (“Commission”) held a public hearing on the Application on
June 13, 2018, at which hearing the Owner appeared and testified regarding the designation of
the Nominated Building as a Landmark; and,
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 9-14-4.D of the Village Code, and after
reviewing all information presented to it at the public hearing, the Commission adopted a
recommendation on June 13, 2018 finding that the Nominated Building meets the Landmark
designation criteria set forth in Section 9-14-4.A of the Village Code and recommended that the
Village Board designate the Nominated Building as an official Landmark; and,
WHEREAS, after reviewing the recommendation of the Commission, including
the evidence presented at the public hearing, the Village Board has determined that the
Nominated Building meets the landmark designation criteria contained in Section 9-14-4.A of
the Village Code for the following reasons:
General Considerations
1. §1(a) - The Nominated Building has significant character, interest, or value as part of the
historic, aesthetic, cultural, or architectural characteristics of the Village, the State of
Illinois, or the United States.
2. §1(b) - The structure, building, site, or landscape is closely identified with a person or
persons who significantly contributed to the development of the village, the state of
Illinois, or the United States. [William Bergman, architect.]
3. §1(c) - The Nominated Building involves the notable efforts of, or is the only known
example of work by, a master builder, designer, architect, architectural firm, or artist
whose individual accomplishment has influenced the development of the Village, State

of Illinois, or the United States. [William Bergman, architect.]
4. §1(f) - The Nominated Building is of a type or is associated with a use once common but
now rare, or is a particularly fine or unique example of a utilitarian structure and
possesses a high level of integrity or architectural significance. [Fine and unique
example of a utilitarian structure.]
Architectural Significance
5. §2(a) - The Nominated Building represents certain distinguishing characteristics of
architecture inherently valuable for the study of a time period, type of property, method
of construction, or use of indigenous materials. [Mid-century modern architecture.]
6. §2(c) - The Nominated Building exemplifies a particular architectural style in terms of
detail, material, and workmanship which has resulted in little or no alteration to its
original construction. [Mid-century modern architecture.]
7. §2(d) - The structure, building, site, or landscape is one of the few remaining examples of a
particular architectural style and has undergone little or no alteration since its original
construction. [Mid-century modern architecture.]
Historic Significance
8. §3(a) - The Nominated Building is an exceptional example of an historic or vernacular
style, or is one of the few such remaining properties of its kind in the Village. [Mid-century
modern architecture.]
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Recitals.

The foregoing recitals are incorporated herein as the findings of the President
and Board of Trustees.
Section 2.

Landmark Designation.

The Nominated Building located at 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois, is
hereby designated as a Landmark pursuant to the Historic Preservation Ordinance.
Section 3.

Notice.

Notice will be sent to the Building Commissioner and to the owners of record of
the Property advising them of the Landmark designation approved by this Ordinance and
informing them that the Nominated Building will be subject to the requirements of Section 9-14-6
all other applicable provisions of Title 9, Chapter 14 of the Village Code.
Section 4.

Recordation.

This Ordinance will be recorded against the Property in the office of the Lake
County Recorder of Deeds.
Section 5.

Effective Date.

This Ordinance will be effective following passage by the Board of Trustees of
the Village of Lake Bluff in the manner required by law and publication in pamphlet form in the
manner required by law.
[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]
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PASSED this 9th day of July, 2018, by vote of the Board of Trustees of the Village of Lake Bluff,
as follows:
AYES:

(5)

NAYS:

(0)

ABSENT:

(1)

Ankenman, Dewart, Grenier, Lemieux and Meyer

Towle

APPROVED this 9th day of July, 2018.

ATTEST:

Village President

Village Clerk

FIRST READING:

July 9, 2018

SECOND READING:

Waived

PASSED:

July 9, 2018

APPROVED:

July 9, 2018

PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM: July 10, 2018
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Description of Subject Property
LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF A PART OF
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST
OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED
AUGUST 14, 1954 AS DOCUMENT 833568, IN BOOK 1267 OF RECORDS, PAGE 524,
(EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PREMISES, TO-WIT: THAT
PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE, 77.98
FEET NORTH OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 2, IN ROBERT E. NILLES
RESUBDIVISION, SAID RESUBDIVISION BEING RECORDED AUGUST 25, 1964 AS
DOCUMENT 1236657; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
LOT 2, 63.30 FEET TO THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 2; THENCE
SOUTHWESTERLY 26.56 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE,
53.85 FEET NORTH OF THE PLACE OF BEGINNING OF THIS DESCRIPTION; THENCE
SOUTH ALONG THE EAST LINE OF MAPE AVENUE, 53.85 FEET TO THE PLACE OF
BEGINNING, AND ALSO EXCEPTING THAT PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN
SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, FALLING WITHIN LOT 2 OF ROBERT E. NILLES
RESUBDIVISION AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF SAID RESUBDIVISION, RECORDED
AUGUST 25, 1964 AS DOCUMENT 1236657), IN LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

Commonly known as 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois.

This Document Was Prepared By
And After Recording Return To:
Peter M. Friedman
Holland & Knight LLP
131 South Dearborn
30th Floor
Chicago, IL 60603

For Recorder's Use Only

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE BUILDING
AT 673 MAPLE AVENUE AS A HISTORIC LANDMARK

#40257241_v1

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
June 13, 2018
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
A Regular Meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) of the Village of Lake Bluff was
called to order on June 13, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in the Village Hall Board Room.
The following members were present:
Present:

Paul Bergmann
Jane Jerch (arrived late at 7:04 p.m.)
Lois Nicol
Cheri Richardson
Steve Kraus, Chair

Absent:

Randolph Liebolt
Robert Hunter, Vice Chair

Also Present:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

2. Consideration of the May 9, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Member Bergmann moved to approve the May 9, 2018 HPC Regular Meeting Minutes as amended.
Member Jerch seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
3. Consideration of the November 8, 2017 Meeting Minutes
Member Richardson moved to approve the November 8, 2017 HPC Regular Meeting Minutes as
amended. Member Bergmann seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Kraus stated that the Chairperson and Members of the HPC allocate fifteen (15) minutes at
this time for those individuals who would like the opportunity to address the HPC on any matter
within its area of responsibility that is not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the HPC.
5. Oath For Those Participating In Public Hearing
Chair Kraus administered the oath for those individuals that intended to participate in the public
hearing.
6. A Public Hearing to Consider a Historic Landmark Nomination Application for the Property
Located at 673 Maple Avenue
AVA Cole introduced the application to the commission while also describing the procedure for the
Historic Landmark Application process.
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The applicants, Rob and Sue Douglass, approached the podium to testify. The applicants described
the background history, the date of purchase, and the ravine restoration work of their property to the
commission. A brief discussion commenced before the start of application review.
Member Bergmann described one of the previous owners “Sims”, who owned the residence in 1955.
He stated that the previous owner was a classical musician. Member Bergmann expressed that the
home was more of a Mozart house than a rat pack house, in his opinion. He supports the reversion to
the original style of the home, which was designed for a retired Navy officer. Member Bergmann
stated that the house was built for one person. He expressed his support for making the home more
fit for a family.
Member Jerch stated that she is delighted to see this plan because she walks by the property all the
time and has sadly watched the home fall into disrepair. She talked about a previous owner who
gave out candy all the time, she was known as the “Candy Lady.” Member Jerch asked Sue if she
would be the next candy lady but she was unaware.
Rob Douglass described touring the house and recognizing artwork on the walls by Mr. Gould, who
was his science teacher in junior high 40 years later.
Member Nicol stated that she is very excited about the renderings due to the fact that it will bring the
home back to its original character. She saw how beautiful the view of the ravine is and mentioned
that it is a treasure.
Rob Douglass mentioned the ravine efforts, trillium, future ravine management and stabilization.
Member Richardson asked if there are variations in the renovation.
Rob Douglass stated that Member Richardson is correct in the point that there are variations in the
renovation. He stated that the East side needs a minor variation since the original house is nonconforming, the outside corner, and two front yard setbacks. Rob Douglass stated that he will need
to seek a variance for modifications to the south elevation.
Member Richardson expressed her approval of the presentation and that she remembers the candy
lady. She mentioned that she is also very excited to have a landmark.
Rob Douglass stated that he is excited as well and hopes to be a stop on the Christmas Walk.
Member Nicol asked if landscaping will allow for view by the time it is done.
Rob Douglass stated that he cannot really see it now because it has a low profile and the height of
the roof is less than ten feet. He started to explain the landscape plan for the property, which
consisted of a white birch stand and screening.
Chair Kraus applauds the applicant in their effort to landmark their property. He asked a practical
question in regards to what does the applicant want to see landmarked since it is odd to landmark a
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structure when the final version isn’t yet built assuming the applicant wants to landmark it as it will
exist.
Rob Douglass stated that he would like the property to be landmarked as it will exist after the
renovations.
AVA Cole mentioned that procedurally this is the same process.
Chair Kraus stated that timing matters.
Rob Douglass mentioned that the variation is important and enables us to get to the end product
under bulk capacity to this property.
Member Bergmann stated that timing matters for tax.
Member Richardson stated that the applicant’s criteria doesn’t change with the building changes.
Chair Kraus stated that that his intent is to approve this application and there is no reason to delay it.
He mentioned that perhaps this commission make a recommendation that the Village Board approve
this as a landmark. A brief discussion commenced.
Chair Kraus walked through the Criteria for Landmark Designation. A brief discussion commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Jerch moved to recommend the Village Board designate the
subject property as a landmark and specify both the specific historic landmark designation criteria
met and the specific elements of the property that merit protection. Member Bergmann seconded the
motion. The motion passed on a unanimous roll call vote.
7. Consideration of a Demolition Permit Application for Accessory Structures at 700 East Center
Avenue (Landmarked Property Subject to Advisory Review)
AVA Cole explained the procedures and details to the commission in regards to this application.
AVA Cole invited the Applicant, Christine De Young, to the podium to address any questions the
commission may have for her.
Christine De Young explained to the commission her application and what kind of work she wants
to do at her property. A brief discussion commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Bergmann moved to approve the doors and windows as
consistent with the purpose and goals of the Historic Preservation Chapter of the Municipal Code
(Section 9-14-1). Member Nicol seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous roll call
vote.
The commission started talking about sheds and accessory structures. A brief discussion
commenced.
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Chair Kraus described his intentions for the next meeting for this application. A brief discussion
commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Bergmann moved to recommend an Advisory Conference for this
application at the next HPC meeting. Member Richardson seconded the motion. The motion passed
on a unanimous roll call vote.
8. Continued Strategic Planning and Visioning for the Historic Preservation Commission
Chair Kraus had requested the members of the HPC reach out to their neighbors, in the previous
HPC meeting, to find out why residents moved to the Village of Lake Bluff. Each member explained
their findings. A brief discussion commenced.
9. Chairperson’s Report
Chair Kraus had no report.
10. Staff Report
There was no staff report.
11. Adjournment
There being no further business to consider, Member Bergmann motioned to adjourn. Member Jerch
seconded the motion. Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the meeting was adjourned at
9:27p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

John Scopelliti
Administrative Intern
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum

TO:

Chair Peters and Members of the Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

DATE:

July 13, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #6 – A Public Hearing for 419 E. Prospect Ave.

Applicant Information:

Robert H. Helle

Purpose:

To subdivide one lot into two buildable lots.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use
Regulations:

Section 10-2-4
Section 10-5G-3
Title 11

July 3, 2018
July 3, 2018

(Variations)
(R-4 District: Lot Area And Width)
(Subdivision Regulations)

Summary and Background Information
On June 20, 2018, the Village of Lake Bluff received a request for a subdivision and zoning variation
from the Applicant. As described in the attached Plat of Subdivision, the Applicant proposes to split the
current buildable parcel into two buildable parcels. The lots proposed all front Prospect Avenue and,
from west to east, would be:
The existing structure at
419 E. Prospect will be
within Lot 1 with a
proposed area of 5,000
square feet. (50’ wide)

Lot 2 is vacant and is
proposed to have
7,500 square feet.
(75’ wide)

The proposed arrangement of lots would result in the creation of a non-conforming Lot 1, as it would
lack the minimum 7,500 square feet of area. In the attached application, the Applicant has set forth
statements regarding the need for this variation and its conformance with the standards for variation.
The Applicant previously participated in a workshop with the PCZBA for a similar proposal in August
2017. At that time, the Applicant did not elect to proceed with a formal application for relief. In
November 2017, the Applicant participated in significant demolition review with the Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC) with a proposal to substantially renovate the existing structure. While
the HPC concluded their review after the first meeting, the Applicant did not proceed to construct the
approved plans. Materials from both of these meetings are attached.
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Variation Analysis
The Applicant has requested a single variation to create a lot smaller than the 7,500 square foot minimum
required in the R-4 district.

10-5G-3
Lot 1
Lot 2

R-4 DISTRICT: LOT AREA AND WIDTH
Current
Proposed
Variation
2,500 sq. ft.
5,000 sq. ft.
(33%)
12,500
sq. ft.
7,500 sq. ft.
N/A

The Applicant, or any subsequent owner, would be required to otherwise conform completely to the
Zoning Regulations as to any development both on Lot 1 and Lot 2.
The Applicant has presented preliminary building plans for the existing structure that would bring it into
complete conformance with the Zoning Regulations. Note, however, that the Applicant would not be
bound to build in accordance with these submitted plans. If relief is granted, the Applicant would only be
required to bring Lot 1 into conformance with all other zoning regulations (except the minimum lot area).
Staff Review of Subdivision
The Village Engineer has reviewed the proposed Plat of Subdivision and believes it satisfies the applicable
standards pursuant to the Zoning Regulations and the Subdivision Regulations, except that the standards
for subdivision are not met if the requested variation is not granted. The Village Engineer recommends
approval of the subdivision if the variation is granted. Additionally, the Village Attorney recommends as
a condition of relief that the subdivision not be effective until Lot 1 would be conforming (e.g. the
subdivision would not be recorded until the demolition work was complete).
Page 2 / 5

Subdivision Analysis
In its evaluation of the variation standards in the present case, the PCZBA may, among other factors,
consider the subdivision’s effect upon development potential and stormwater performance.
Development Potential: Certain regulations give more generous treatment to smaller and narrower lots
in order to preserve their buildability and viability. Creating narrower lots, then, may affect the total
bulk that could exist on the subject property when compared to its state prior to subdivision.

Lot Dimensions

125’ x 100’
(12,500 sq. ft.)

Proposed
Lot 1
50’ x 100’
(5,000 sq. ft.)

Regulatory Floor Area

4,300 sq. ft.

2,000 sq. ft.

3,000 sq. ft.

+700 sq. ft.
(~16%)

Combined Side Yards
(Non-Buildable)

25’ x 100’
(2,500 sq. ft.)

10’ x 100’
(1,000 sq. ft.)

15’ x 100’
(1,500 sq. ft.)

None

Building Coverage

3,750 sq. ft.

1,500 sq. ft.

2,250 sq. ft.

None

Impervious Surface

6,250 sq. ft.

3,000 sq. ft.

3,750 sq. ft.

+500 sq. ft.
(8%)

Current

Proposed
Lot 2
75’ x 100’
(7,500 sq. ft.)

Difference
None

Stormwater Performance: Recently, and particularly since the July 2017 storms, stormwater drainage
has become a matter of increasing concern in many areas of the Village. To illustrate the worst-possible
effect further development may have, the Village Engineer has prepared estimates based on the NRCS
Runoff Curve Number method, a commonly accepted professional method that incorporates soil, land
use, and surface conditions:
Current

Proposed

Pervious Area (Lawn)

0.28 acre

0.26 acre

Impervious Area (Paved)

0.19 acre

0.21 acre

Total Area

20,500 sq. ft.

20,500 sq. ft.

% Impervious Area

40%

45%

Runoff Depth

4.63”

4.74”

Retention Depth

1.95”

1.81”

Difference

Runoff Volume

59,201 gal.

60,626 gal.

1,425 gal.
(2.4%)
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This calculation assumes:




Rainfall depth equal to Lake County’s 1%-chance (100-year) storm over a 24 hour period (6.5”).
The area of surrounding right-of-way, sidewalks, and driveway(s) and apron(s) are included.
100% of permissible impervious surface is built on both lots (not typical).

In addition to approving drainage and grading plans for all new construction, the Village’s typical practice
for new construction or substantial rehabilitation is to require the installation of a 1,000 gallon detention
system as a condition of receiving a building permit. In this circumstance, the Village Engineer anticipates
requiring no additional detention on Lot 1, and construction of a 1,500 gallon detention system on Lot 2.
Effects Upon Public Services: For reference, the creation of a new housing unit within the Village also
creates a measurable impact upon demand for public services. Title 11, Chapter 4 of the Village Code
requires the payment of compensating fees to the Village of Lake Bluff, Lake Bluff School District #65,
Lake Forest Community High School District #115, the Lake Bluff Park District, and the Lake Bluff
Library. The impact created by this subdivision is expected to be approximately $55,000, dedicated
solely to the acquisition or improvement of each entity’s facilities.
Village Code - Variations - Standards for Variations
The Applicant has provided statements addressing the standards for variation in the attached application.
The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy the standards
for variation prescribed by the Zoning Regulations.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

B. Standards For Variations: Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, no variation shall be granted
pursuant to this section unless the applicant shall have established that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions
of this title would create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty. Such a showing shall require proof that the
variation being sought satisfies each of the following standards:
1. Unique Physical Condition: The subject property or structure is exceptional as compared to other lots
and structures subject to the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including: a) presence
of an existing use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; b) irregular or substandard
shape or size; c) exceptional topographical features; or d) other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to
and inherent in the subject property or structure that amount to more than a mere inconvenience to the owner
and that relate to or arise out of the lot or structure rather than the personal situation of the current owner of
the lot or structure.
2. Not Merely Special Privilege: The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of the owner
or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to owners or occupants of other
lots subject to the same provision, nor merely an inability to make more money from the sale of the subject
property; provided, however, that where the standards herein set out exist, the existence of an economic
hardship shall not be a prerequisite to the granting of an authorized variation.
3. Code Purposes: The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject property that would
not be in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this code and the provision from which
a variation is sought were enacted.
4. Public Health And Safety: The variation would not: a) impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent property; b) increase the congestion in public streets unreasonably, or increase parking requirements
on public streets unreasonably; c) increase the hazard of fire; d) endanger the public safety; e) diminish or
impair the value of property within the area surrounding the subject property; or f) in any other respect impair
the public health, safety, comfort, morals, and welfare.
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Village Code - Variations – Protective Conditions
The PCZBA may also recommend the Village Board impose protective conditions and limitations tied to
the relief.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

C. Conditions On Variations: The PCZBA or the village board, whichever body has the final authority to grant the
variation pursuant to subsection A of this section, may impose, and the PCZBA, if it is a recommending body
pursuant to subsection A2 of this section, may recommend the imposition of such specific conditions and limitations
concerning use, construction, character, location, landscaping, screening, and other matters relating to the purposes
and objectives of this title upon the premises benefited by a variation as may be necessary or appropriate to prevent
or minimize adverse effects upon other property and improvements in the vicinity of the subject property or upon
public facilities and services. Such conditions shall be expressly set forth in the resolution or ordinance granting the
variation. Violation of any such condition or limitation shall be a violation of this code and shall constitute grounds
for revocation of the variation.

PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend that the Village Board approve, approve with conditions,
or deny the Applicant’s request for:


Preliminary and final approval of the proposed Plat of Subdivision; and,



A 2,500 square foot variation (~33%) from Section 10-5G-3,
Lot Area and Width for Lot 1 of the Subdivision.

Recommendation
After commencing the public hearing on the proposed subdivision and variation, the PCZBA should take
one of the following actions:


If more information is required, continue the public hearing to a date certain to allow the
Applicant to provide additional information requested by the PCZBA; or,



If more information is not required, vote to:
o Recommend the Village Board approve the requested relief;
o Recommend the Village Board approve the requested relief with protective conditions; or,
o Recommend the Village Board deny the requested relief.

Attachments
 A copy of the Applicants’ application with supporting documentation.
 Materials and minutes from the Applicant’s August 2017 workshop with the PCZBA.
 Materials and minutes from the Applicant’s November 2017 workshop with the HPC.
 Written testimony received regarding this item.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum

TO:

Chair Kraus and Members of the Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals

FROM:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

DATE:

August 11, 2017

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #4
A Pre-Application Workshop With Mr. Edward Deegan regarding 419 E. Prospect
Avenue

The owner of the property located at 419 E. Prospect Avenue seeks to add additional space for his
family. He is considering, among other options, the construction of a second house that would require
subdivision relief from the PCZBA to complete. The project team seeks the PCZBA’s input informally
as to his concept. Mr. Edward Deegan, architect, will be present in person to discuss the proposal and
the necessity for a variation.
Attachments
 Letter and attachments from Mr. Edward Deegan
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EDWARD DEEGAN ARCHITECTS
Joint Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals for the Village of Lake Bluff
Re: PCZBA Workshop to Discuss Potential Development of 419 E. Prospect Avenue
August 7, 2017
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator of Lake Bluff, and the PCZBA Committee,
Bob Helle, the owner of 419 E. Prospect Ave., is considering further development of this property for
his family. The property currently has a Victorian home located at the southwestern edge of the lot.
The property owner is requesting an opportunity for a PCZBA workshop to discuss the details
regarding this potential project. More specifically, the following items would be addressed:
1. The property owner is requesting consideration for a subdivision of 419 East Prospect
Avenue from a 125’ frontage along Prospect to 2 lots:
• a 50’ frontage lot (Western lot) and
• a 75’ frontage lot (Eastern lot).
2. The 50’ lot (Western lot) would maintain and restore the existing late 1800’s Victorian
Residence with HPC direction and involvement. The current structure is approximately just
under 3,000 sq. ft. and is non-conforming. After restoration, this Eastern lot would maintain
the maximum FAR of 2,000 sq. ft. as per the zoning ordinance. No other Variance is
requested. The existing trees would also be maintained on the Northern end of this
lot. Additionally, the modifications proposed would be in keeping with the existing
streetscape of Prospect Ave.
3. The requested zoning variance would be tied to the preservation and renovation of the
existing historic home.
4. On the 75’ lot (Eastern lot) the property owner would like to construct a new home, adhering
to a maximum of 3,000 sq. ft. The new construction home would conform to all zoning
regulations and no additional Variance will be requested.
5. Per our sketch, we are showing curb cuts on Moffet Road and no curb cuts on Prospect
Avenue to help preserve the current streetscape and character that exists on Prospect
Avenue today.
In summary, both the new and existing homes are being built for my client and his family. They will
not be sold as speculative projects. We can’t stress enough that while we are asking for a variance
for the subdivision, this would be tied to the preservation and renovation of the existing Victorian
home. We feel that this approach to this lot will be more in keeping with the existing streetscape and
Historic character of Lake Bluff.
The alternative approach would be to tear down the existing Historic home and build a new, larger
single family 5,000 sq.ft. residence.
Please advise regarding our next steps to schedule the PCZBA workshop.
Very truly yours,
Edward J Deegan AIA NCARB
EDWARD DEEGAN ARCHITECTS

503 PARK DRIVE, KENILWORTH, IL 60043 PHONE: 847.906.4110

100.00'

Ex. Residence
2-Story Frame

Exist.
Garage

N

125.00'
Existing Site Plan
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

PROPOSED RESIDENCE
419 E. PROSPECT AVE.
LAKE BLUFF, IL 60044
503 Park Drive, Suite #4
Kenilworth, IL 60043
(847)-906-4110
www.edwarddeeganarchitects.com

FRONT YARD
SETBACK 20.00'

EDWARD
DEEGAN
ARCHITECTS

REAR YARD
SETBACK 15.00'

MOFFETT ROAD

100.00'

CORNER SIDE YARD
SETBACK 20.00'

SIDE YARD
SETBACK 12.50'

PROSPECT AVE.

125.00'

A 0.1
Project NO. 17.23

N

Existing Context Map
SCALE: NTS

PROPOSED RESIDENCE
419 E. PROSPECT AVE.
LAKE BLUFF, IL 60044
503 Park Drive, Suite #4
Kenilworth, IL 60043
(847)-906-4110
www.edwarddeeganarchitects.com

E. PROSPECT AVE.

EDWARD
DEEGAN
ARCHITECTS

MOFFETT RD.

RAVINE AVE.

E. PROSPECT AVE.

AVE.
RAVINE

A 0.2
Project NO. 17.23

MOFFETT RD.

GURNEY AVE.

PROSPECT AVE.

50.00'

419 E. PROSPECT AVE.
LAKE BLUFF, IL 60044

REAR YARD
SETBACK 15.00'

MOFFETT ROAD

Ex. Residence
2-Story Frame

100.00'

2-Story New
Construction

CORNER SIDE YARD
SETBACK 20.00'

100.00'

SIDE YARD
SETBACK 5.00'

FRONT YARD
SETBACK 20.00'

503 Park Drive, Suite #4
Kenilworth, IL 60043
(847)-906-4110
www.edwarddeeganarchitects.com

MAX TOTAL: 3,000 S.F.
MAX FOOTPRINT: 2,250 S.F.

MAX TOTAL: 2,000 S.F.
MAX FOOTPRINT: 1,500 S.F.

PROPOSED RESIDENCE

75.00'

EDWARD
DEEGAN
ARCHITECTS

50.00'

75.00'
N

A 0.3
Scheme 'A'
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

Project NO. 17.23

RAVINE

N

Scheme 'A' Context Map
SCALE: NTS

PROPOSED RESIDENCE
419 E. PROSPECT AVE.
LAKE BLUFF, IL 60044
503 Park Drive, Suite #4
Kenilworth, IL 60043
(847)-906-4110
www.edwarddeeganarchitects.com

E. PROSPECT AVE.

EDWARD
DEEGAN
ARCHITECTS

MOFFETT RD.

RAVINE AVE.

E. PROSPECT AVE.

AVE.

A 0.4
Project NO. 17.23

MOFFETT RD.

GURNEY AVE.

SIDE YARD
SETBACK 12.50'

N

CORNER SIDE YARD
SETBACK 20.00'

1.5-Story New
Construction

125.00'
Scheme 'B'
SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

PROPOSED RESIDENCE
419 E. PROSPECT AVE.
LAKE BLUFF, IL 60044
503 Park Drive, Suite #4
Kenilworth, IL 60043
(847)-906-4110
www.edwarddeeganarchitects.com

FRONT YARD
SETBACK 20.00'

EDWARD
DEEGAN
ARCHITECTS

REAR YARD
SETBACK 15.00'

MOFFETT ROAD

100.00'

100.00'

PROSPECT AVE.

125.00'

A 0.5
Project NO. 17.23

N

Scheme 'B' Context Map
SCALE: NTS

PROPOSED RESIDENCE
419 E. PROSPECT AVE.
LAKE BLUFF, IL 60044
503 Park Drive, Suite #4
Kenilworth, IL 60043
(847)-906-4110
www.edwarddeeganarchitects.com

E. PROSPECT AVE.

EDWARD
DEEGAN
ARCHITECTS

MOFFETT RD.

RAVINE AVE.

E. PROSPECT AVE.

AVE.
RAVINE

A 0.6
Project NO. 17.23

MOFFETT RD.

GURNEY AVE.

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
AUGUST 16, 2017
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Kraus called to order the regular meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board
of Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, May 17, 2017, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

Sam Badger
Leslie Bishop
David Burns (arrived at 7:08 p.m.)
Mary Collins
Elliot Miller
Gary Peters
Steven Kraus, Chair

Also Present: Benjamin Schuster, Village Attorney
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
Chair Kraus stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes during this item for those individuals who
would like the opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda. Each
person addressing the PCZBA is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three minutes.
There were no requests.
3. Approval of the July 19, 2017 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Peters moved to approve the July 19, 2017 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as
amended. Member Miller seconded the motion. The motion passed on a voice vote with Chair
Kraus abstaining.
4. Pre-Application Workshop With Mr. Edward Deegan Regarding 419 East Prospect Avenue
Chair Kraus introduced the item and requested an updated from Staff.
AVA Cole said pre-application workshops are designed to give applicants an opportunity to
present their concept before moving forward with final plans. The proposed concept is for an
existing corner lot with a large home and the owner is seeking additional space for his family. The
owner has identified two ways to achieve this end: (i) demolish the existing home and build a
larger one that will fit their needs; or (ii) subdivide the lot in a manner that is not permitted by the
code. The owner would preserve the historic home on one substandard lot, and build a conforming
home on the second lot. It would be conforming in every way except one lot would be too small
based on the requirements of the district. AVA Cole said approximately 1/3 of the lot in R-4
District are sub-standard but are against the letter of the code.
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Chair Kraus inquired of the minimum lot size for R-4 District. AVA Cole said the minimum
required lot size for R-4 Residential District is 7,500 sq. ft. and if the current lot was split down
the middle there would be two lots approximately 6,250 sq. ft.
Chair Kraus invited Mr. Edward Deegan to the podium. Mr. Deegan said he appreciate the
opportunity to review the concept in a workshop session as it provided everyone with an
opportunity to dialogue.
In response to a question from Member Miller, AVA Cole said that the minimum width applicable
in this zoning district is 50 ft. and the minimum lot size is 7,500 sq. ft.
Member Collins said that is the minimum lot frontage but you will not typically get the required
area with a 50 ft. wide lot. She said that more than ½ of the lots in R-4 District are 50 ft. wide.
Mr. Deegan of Edward Deegan Architects introduced his client Mr. Bob Helle, the owner of 41 E.
Prospect Avenue.
Mr. Helle explained his family situation, noting they currently reside in Grayslake, IL. He shared
his thoughts on why he purchased the lot noting the home is located in a beautiful older part of
town. The challenge is this is an older home with an outdated site layout. There is a large front
yard that opens up the adjacent street intersection, but no backyard. One solution would be to
build a home more in the corner creating more backyard area. The 1870’s house has a lot of
architectural merit despite a 1970s addition; they would like to renovate and bring back in
character with the original design by removing the addition. But if they do this and reduce the
existing house in size, they would want to have an additional house that is more medium size to
have the flexibility to accommodate their family.
In response to a comment from Member Collins, Mr. Helle said the character for this
neighborhood seems to be smaller lots with moderate sized homes. There are some large homes
there but you definitely find, especially on Prospect Avenue, smaller lots with medium size
homes. The proposals will maintain the character of the neighborhood. He understands this could
set a precedent but renovating the existing historic home could avoid an outcome that may be
undesirable for the Village.
Mr. Deegan reviewed the existing site plan (A 0.1) noting the house sets far back on the lot. The
original plat had four lots positioned on the larger lot. He reviewed the existing context map
(A0.2) and noted on the north side of East Prospect Avenue between Gurney Avenue and Moffett
Road the limited size lots and the relationship to the homes to each other is fairly tight. He
reviewed Scheme A (A 0.3) noting what they’re articulating and asking to be reviewed is the
division of the lot and renovating the existing 1870s Victoria Home on a 50 ft. lot. Their
suggestion access off Moffett Road so as not to distribute the curbing along Prospect Avenue.
Also, a two story new construction on the larger lot (70 x 100). The plan is to bring the 1870s
home into compliance by removing the bad additions and there would not be anything beyond the
fact that lot does not conform to the setback requirements.
Mr. Deegan said this is a conceptual idea which he think has merit because the 1870s house is
worth renovating. He reviewed Scheme A context map (A 0.4) noting the streetscape and figure
ground is appropriate on the south side of Prospect Avenue, considering what is happening on the
2
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block in context. He does not think the proposal is inappropriate based on the current existing
conditions. Mr. Deegan said Scheme B (Sheets A 0.5 and A 0.6) shows if the existing home was
demolished and a new conforming home was built on the lot. The owner’s preference is to work
with the Historic Preservation Commission to restore the renovations of the 1870s house and build
a new house on the corner.
In response to a question from the Board, Mr. Helle said the plan is to occupy both homes with an
easement connecting the houses to a shared driveway that leads to Moffett Road.
Member Collins asked what would happen if the houses were sold. Mr. Helle said the easement
would have to be maintained to ensure the garage is available for use by the smaller home.
Member Collins asked if this was unusual for Lake Bluff which already has so many quirky
conditions throughout the Village. AVA Cole said zoning relief is not required for a shared
driveway. The Comprehensive Plan as it exists today actually encourage house loading through
back alleys so there is some precedent there.
Member Bishop said she is living with this situation right now, the taxes in this case are paid by
the larger home. This is written into the easement that as long as the two homes are owned by the
last living descendent of a certain family the easement stands then after that it goes away.
Otherwise you would have to get a permanent easement for whoever buys the house, then you
would share the driveway which is not always the best things. Mr. Helle commented on the
proposed driveway configuration noting their main motivation is they did not want to put another
driveway or garage front facing onto Prospect Avenue and it seems we are keeping a better façade
on Prospect and a better house configuration by doing it this way. A discussion regarding the
shared driveway followed.
Village Attorney Ben Schuster said the tax issue will be worked out between the owners but from
the easement perspective he would recommend a permanent easement recorded with the property,
therefore, they would not be able to get rid of the easement without the Village’s permission.
Member Collins said the definition of a flag lot “is one that is only accessed from the long
driveway” but this one is different. Often, the concern from the Fire Department is they would be
unable to reach the house, but this one has street exposure as well as a driveway. Member Collins
said her opinion of the 50 ft. wide lots is they are acceptable within neighborhoods with similar lot
sizes. This is an unusual area because there are various lot sizes and a 50 ft. lot adjacent to the
property but this is a creative idea for saving the existing house.
Chair Kraus asked if there had been research done on the existing structure. Mr. Helle said he
found some photographs at the Lake Bluff History Museum but have not done an extensive search
of the structure. Mr. Deegan said they suspect this was a brick structure that was refaced with
stucco and their goal is to remove the stucco returning the structure to its original brick state to
add some texture. Chair Kraus encouraged the owner to research and understand how the existing
home fits into the context of the Village as a beginning point.
In response to a comment from Chair Kraus, Mr. Deegan said the intent would be to research then
rebuild the house to the context of the original structure.
3
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Member Burns said the resulting lot size appears to be 50 ft. wide and 100 ft. deep and asked if
there were other examples of this lot size in Lake Bluff. AVA Cole said there are smaller lots in
the neighborhood.
In response to a question from Mr. Deegan, AVA Cole said the only zoning relief necessary is to
create a substandard lot as a result of the subdivision.
Member Collins said she thinks the 50 ft. lots are appropriate in a lot of areas of Lake Bluff, where
they are already standard width. She thinks it makes sense to allow 50 ft. lots to fit into the
neighborhood rather than to encourage larger home on bigger lots.
Following a request from Chair Kraus, Village Attorney Schuster explained the Village’s
subdivision code. The PCZBA may consider whether or not it meets the standards and if not what
evidence should the applicant provide to show it meets the standards (Unique Physical Condition;
Special Privilege/Hardship; Code Purposes and Public Health and Safety). The PCZBA should
determine if this is a special privilege and does it meet the hardship standard as well as the code
purposes. A discussion followed.
Member Badger said this is a unique subdivision to preserve an historic structure that needs to fit
within the Village’s Subdivision Regulations. The request is not to increase impervious surface or
daylight plane, the request is appropriate except for the lot size. There are multiple lots in the
neighborhood that are more non-compliant than this request. He said conceptually he would be in
favor of the concept given their trying to preserve the historic structure.
Member Bishop commended them for taking the property back to its original state but once again
the PCZBA is considering a large family that bought a house that was too small and now wants to
create more infill on the east side of Lake Bluff. She is on the fence as to whether it is the best
thing for the Village to continually cover up the east side with more buildings. She likes what is
being proposed but does not like that it comes at the expense of covering up more property on the
east side.
Mr. Helle said he understands that the amount of buildable square footage is 5,000 ft. on the
subdivided lot. They can either build a 5,000 sq. ft. house or as proposed a 3,000 sq. ft and 2,000
sq. ft. houses, so the bulk coverage is the same for either proposal. Member Bishop said she is
struggling with the concept because this is the second time a large family have bought a smaller
house then requested to build a larger house.
AVA Cole said there are some small differences in bulk if the subdivision was to get approved.
Generally, we are more generous toward smaller lots and each additional square foot gets you a
little less as you get bigger in lot size. He does not think there is a major difference between the
two, but you would gain some allowable square footage from both of those categories if you were
to subdivide the lot.
Chair Kraus said if you were to subdivide the physical footprint for the two lots is likely to be a
tad bigger than the footprint for one lot.
Member Burns said he is in favor of the concept because it is a good use of the property. For him
the hardship is an economic hardship associated with historic homes. As homes get older and are
4
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preserved there is an economic impact because it takes more money to preserve the home. He
think their manner of handling the economic hardship he favors because it helps to maintain a
historic home and breakup the bulk on the lot and is more in keeping with the neighborhood.
Member Collins said she is in favor of the conceptual plan.
Member Miller asked how the permanent easement would come about for the shared driveway.
Village Attorney Schuster said on approval there would be a condition that would obligate the
owner to record an easement against the corner lot of the property for the shared driveway and
future buyers would not be able to terminate the easement with permission from the Village.
Chair Kraus inquired of the flag lot provision in the Village Code or an existing policy that
discouraged flag lots and encourage full frontage based on minimum size and requiring variance
regarding this type of situation.
Member Miller expressed his agreement with Member Bishop but he agrees that two houses, one
being historic is better than one large home.
Member Peters asked if there have been any discussion with the neighbors. Mr. Helle said not at
this time.
Member Peters asked how it economically plays out having one large home versus the two
proposed homes. Mr. Deegan said conceptually, building a new one is easier to control cost
because there are no unknown surprises as opposed to entering into a renovation project. Mr.
Helle expressed his opinion that true renovation will cost as much as a new construction.
Member Peters asked if the architectural features for the new home fit into the neighborhood. Mr.
Deegan said we have not gone down the design road but in concept the design will be appropriate
for the area. The concept of having two homes on the lot is appropriate for that lot as opposed to
one large home.
Member Peters asked which would be the primary home. Mr. Helle said initially it would be the
historic structure.
Village Attorney Schuster said there are no prohibitions on flag lots but there is a provision that
states “that the pole portion of any flag lot shall not be included in the lot size calculations”.
Chair Kraus said it would be beneficial for the owner to understand the history associated with the
structure as well as historic preservation within the Village. He expressed his preference to see
another option because by splitting the lot, you loss what makes that particular house special
which is the large front yard. He would like to see an option that does something within the
context of the existing historic structure, maybe an addition to the structure to maintain its
integrity from all sides, rather than a subdivision. He understands the economics and he is torn
with an offer of preserving an historic livable structure. He is concerned with the concept of
finding a lot within the Village where you can shoehorn another structure onto an existing lot, not
by a matter of right but by asking for special privilege, in this case a subdivision. He is sensitive to
the concept of saving historic structures within the Village. He is not in favor of the concept as
presented.
5
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As there were no further comments, Chair Kraus thanked the applicant for the workshop and the
opportunity to maybe reconsider other alternatives at a future meeting.
5. Pre-Application Workshop with Mr. Brad Andersen Regarding 511 East Prospect Avenue
Chair Hunter introduced the item and requested an updated from Staff.
AVA Cole said Mr. Andersen’s property is adjacent to the Union Church. The desire is to build a
small non-conforming addition to his home that would, among other things, provide privacy for
the master bedroom from the Union Church lot.
Mr. Andersen said he purchased the house in 1993 then provided background information on the
house. He showed the survey for the home noting the home was built approximately 7 ft. from the
west lot line and 21 ft. setback on the east side. The plans were to add on the first floor area where
the master bedroom is located. When the home was built the only variance required was to place a
roof over the front porch. The survey shows the City alley on the east side of the property which is
a public right-of-way for ingress/egress through to Ravine Avenue but primarily used to gain
access to Union Church.
Mr. Andersen showed an overhead view of the right-of-way and reviewed the current landscaping
noting how it impacts his property. He showed the site plan for the existing footprint of the home
noting it is a two car garage facing the street but he wanted to minimize the impact of its
appearance so the apron was narrowed to be more consistent with a single car garage. He showed
a drawing of the approximate footprint of the requested addition; a floor plan showing
approximate location and dimensions of addition. The proposal will correct the design flaw, the
windows on the east elevation that face outward toward the public right of way. As the first level
of Union Church is well above grade, there is a site line directly into his home. He showed a
picture of his home from the street and explained how the fence and vegetation will screen the
new addition. He showed a picture of the existing front elevation noting the uniqueness of the lot
line which is 25 ft. beyond the sidewalk. He showed pictures of the rear yard how the vegetation
screen the home from Union Church. He showed a slide view of the house from the church noting
the construction of a new closet will be able to re-align the windows to create more privacy as
well as additional space for storage.
As requested by Chair Kraus, AVA Cole said a side yard variance and floor area ration variance
(130.60 sq. ft.) would probably be needed for the requested improvements. A discussion followed.
Chair Kraus said the existing house is already over bulk by 130.6 sq. ft. and we are looking to add
approximately 240 sq. ft. as a result of the proposed addition.
Member Collins said that desire for additional space, not privacy, is the hardship driving the
request. The applicant proposes to take away the windows, so a solution would be to eliminate the
windows and this would give you what is proposed with the closet. She said frosted glass could be
used to address the privacy issue. The master bedroom configuration remains the same and she is
thinking they really desire a closet space for storage. Mr. Andersen said it would solve the privacy
issue because the plan is to eliminate the two windows facing east on the right.
Member Collins said the windows could be removed without a zoning variation. She believe what
is driving the request is for additional square footage on the house to construct the ideal master
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Memorandum
To:

Chair Nelson and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission

From:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

Date:

November 6, 2017

Subject:

Agenda Item #8 – Significant Demolition Review for 419 East Prospect Avenue

The Village of Lake Bluff is in receipt of a building permit application seeking substantial alteration to the
structure located at 419 East Prospect Avenue. This would constitute a “significant demolition” pursuant to the
Village’s Building Code (9-1-18), which requires review by the Historic Preservation Commission before the
permit is issued.
Assessor’s File Photo

Address:

419 East Prospect Avenue

Work Proposed:

Substantial alteration

Date Received:

Initial

Owner:

Robert H. Helle, Trustee

Originally Constructed:

Arch. Survey
Lake County

Significance Rating:

Contributing but not significant
Contributing for National Register

November 6, 2017

1883
1870

The commission may choose to:


Terminate review of the Significant Demolition Application in the event the HPC determines the
structure does not satisfy the landmark designation criteria;



Take no action on the demolition delay, which will expire 90 days (February 4, 2018) from the time the
building permit application was submitted; or



Extend the demolition review and impose an additional 30 day delay, providing a total demolition delay
of 120 days (March 6, 2018).

Attachments:
A. Application materials received from the Applicant
B. Information from the Architectural Survey concerning the Subject Property
If you have any questions regarding this demolition review, please contact me at (847) 283-6889 or
gcole@lakebluff.org.

1. Please explain the reason(s) you are proposing to demolish the structure.
Instead of razing the property, the Owner is proposing a unique renovation that keeps the
original 1890’s structure with the addition of a complementary new structure at the east end
of the property. The 1970’s addition will be removed. Of the existing 3,341 sq. ft., 1,648
will be removed, and 2,480 will be added. The final structure will be 4,172 sq. ft. and will be
within bulk regulations for the property.
2. What is the Property Owner’s short-term and long-term plans for the property?
The Owner plans to live in the property as the primary family residence for the foreseeable
future.
3. Please provide a written description of any historical information with supporting
documentation. Information regarding the property may be found at Village Hall (847-2340447), Lake Bluff History Museum (847-482-1571) and the Lake County Recorder of Deed’s
Office (847-377-2575).
A search was made with the assistance of the Lake Bluff History Museum for related
historical information. Some photos that were not significant were found, but no further
information was discovered.
4. Please explain why the structure may not qualify for landmark designation status.
The home did not involve a notable builder, designer, or architect. It is not a focal point for
the Village. There is no known historically significant information regarding past property
owners.
5. Please identify the approximate costs to rehabilitate the structure compared to the costs
to demolish and build new.
The only portions of the existing structure that will be demolished are part of the 1970’s
addition.
6. Have you considered relocating the structure to an alternate location? If so, please
provide details.
No, relocation of the structure was not considered.
7. Please prepare a written statement describing how best to preserve the Village’s
historical and architectural character.
The owner’s current plan is to keep the original 1890’s structure. A complementary addition
to this original structure is the best method of preserving the Village’s historical and
architectural character. The addition will include a modern functioning kitchen, a family
room and a garage. All will be built within current bulk regulations.
Please attach the following documents to your building application for demolition:
 Plat of survey
 Elevation pictures of existing house
 Elevation drawings of proposed house (if available)
 Aerial map of neighborhood (include surrounding blocks)

Aerial map of neighborhood surrounding 419 E. Prospect Ave. in Lake Bluff.

Current View to the South from Prospect of 419 E. Prospect Ave. in Lake Bluff.

Current View to the West from Moffett Road of 419 E. Prospect Ave. in Lake Bluff.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 8, 2017
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
A regular meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) of the Village of Lake Bluff was
called to order on November 8, 2017 at 7:05 p.m. in the Village Hall Board Room.
The following members were present:
Present:

Paul Bergmann
Mary Francoeur
Robert Hunter
Cheri Richardson
Janet Nelson, Chair

Absent:

Janie Jerch
Randolph Liebelt

Also Present:

John Scopelliti, Administrative Intern (AI)
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)

2. Consideration of the Minutes from the August 9, 2017 HPC Meeting
Member Bergmann moved to approve the August 9, 2017 HPC minutes as amended. Member
Richardson seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
3. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Nelson stated the Chairperson and Members of the HPC allocate fifteen (15) minutes at this
time for those individuals who would like the opportunity to address the HPC on any matter within
its area of responsibility that is not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the HPC.
4. Pre-Application Landmark Workshop for 337 East Center Avenue
AI Scopelliti informed Chair Nelson that the applicant had planned to apply after the holidays.
The committee tabled this workshop until the applicant submits the appropriate paperwork.
5. Significant Demolition Review for 664 Pine Court
AI Scopelliti informed the committee of some general information regarding this lot and the
application.
Chair Nelson informed the members in the audience that if they would like to speak on an agenda
item, that they must come to the microphone at the podium to talk.
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preservation would be the optimal idea, but because of its current condition demolition will be best
for the neighborhood.
Molly Harper said we want to live in the home but not in its current condition.
Chair Nelson said she do not know the full history of the house and reviewed the original site plan
for the home. She would like to have more information on the history of the house, before it is
demolished, because it is and has been a long piece of Lake Bluff.
Edward Deegan said he has been retained to evaluate the existing condition of the home. The
biggest issue with the home is the concrete blocked foundation and with the disrepair and lack of the
maintenance the foundation is not workable. Mr. Deegan said the new design will work well on that
property but it is not cost effective to renovate the existing house. Chair Nelson said the foundation
could have been added later because the initial house was built on the ground.
Member Bergmann made a motion to delay the significant demolition application to receive
historical information on the home. A discussion followed.
Member Bergmann asked if there were any telephone poles found as part of the foundation. Mr.
Deegan said there were none found.
A resident said everyone seems to want to preserve these houses in the best interest of the town but
sometimes it is not feasible. She said her perspective is you can delay the project but it will add to
the cost for the property owner and ask the HPC to take that into consideration.
Member Richardson agreed with the resident and said it would be great to learn the history but she a
delay would be punitive. AVA Glen Cole summarized the recommendation options within the HPC
purview.
Member Hunter said theoretically the original foundation would not last much longer and he does
not think it is fair to penalize a property owner by delaying the process to satisfy the HPC’s
curiosity.
Member Francoeur said it would be unfair to delay the process and asked the owner to consider
building something like the existing home.
Following its discussion, Member Francoeur motioned to terminate the significant demolition
application for 626 East Scranton Avenue. Member Richardson seconded the motion. The motion
passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(4)
(1)
(0)

Francoeur, Hunter, Richardson and Chair Nelson
Bergmann

8. Significant Demolition Review for 419 East Prospect Avenue
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AI Scopelliti introduced the agenda item and noted the applicant attend a PCZBA preliminary
workshop and invited the applicant to the podium.
Chair Nelson said she has spoken to the applicant and architect for the project regarding the houses
history.
Mr. Deegan spoke on behalf of his client, Bob Healy, regarding the proposed subdivision and noted
the PCZBA gave them an unfavorable vibe for the project. The plan for the current structure is to
renovate the 1970’s addition eastern end of the structure. Mr. Deegan showed pictures of the
existing home noting this is the original 1870s structure; the exterior structure brick structure is in
bad condition. He reviewed the proposed remodeling location, floor plan/foot print for the new first
floor living conceptual design for the new house. He showed various pictures of the proposed
design noting it conforms to the Lake Bluff zoning regulations.
Chair Nelson asked for questions/comments from the commissioners.
Member Hunter said he thinks it is an excellent use of the property and the design is driven from the
neighborhood.
Member Richardson asked what is the front yard setback on Moffett Avenue. Mr. Deegan said the
front yard is located on Prospect Avenue and the home was setback far along that street and this
house is setback farther than the adjacent homes.
Member Richardson said she lived in a home with similar setbacks and thanked him for the
presentation. She it is the HPC request to think about the demolition of the 1970s addition, which
she does not have a problem with. She appreciates the idea that the property owner will be building
a single-family home not subdividing.
Member Bergmann said he like the proposal. This is a strong effort to preserve the original house
and the idea they are building off of the “as built neighborhood” and saving the original part of the
house is a fabulous idea. He is pleased to see the property will not be subdivided and he appreciate
the plan and he think the sun trap attraction is a nice addition to the property. Mr. Deegan said the
presentation is not 100% detailed due to the timing of the presentation. He commented on the
proposed renovation specifically for the existing lentils and said the effort is to replicate the details
where it makes since.
Member Bergman asked what goes on the copula, Mr. Deegan said that will be a lantern designed to
bring light in from above. Member Bergman said he thinks it is a nice project.
Member Francoeur said she like the project very much and is relieved that it will not be subdivided.
Chair Nelson said this is an example of some of the things that could happen in Lake Bluff as
opposed to demolishing homes, and is happy the house will not be subdivided.
Member Bergmann said the streetscape will still feel the same and the proposed project will preserve
the fabric of Lake Bluff.
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Following its discussion, Member Hunter motioned to terminate the significant demolition
application for 419 East Prospect Avenue. Member Francoeur seconded the motion. The motion
passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(5)
(0)
(0)

Bergmann, Francoeur, Hunter, Richardson and Chair Nelson

9. Review of Historic Preservation Process Delays
AVA Cole approached the podium to address the commission on agenda item 9, Review of Historic
Preservation Process Delays. AVA Cole started to go into detail as to the process of the Historic
Preservation Commission. AVA Cole explained that the material in front of the commission that
night was regarding the process for the advisory committee moving forward.
Chair Nelson asked AVA Cole a question regarding the process for a home that is not landmarked
and how many days the commission has to make a decision. AVA Cole answered her question with
detail. A brief discussion commenced.
Member Bergmann stated that there is a point where the commission wants to dig its heals in the
ground. He stated that there have been many houses in the past the commission has felt strongly for
preserving these properties but unfortunately were not able to. Member Bergmann started to state
some examples throughout the village. A brief discussion commenced.
Member Francoeur stated that she believes this process is too long.
Member Hunter stated that he agrees with Member Francoeur. A brief discussion commenced.
Member Richardson assisted Chair Nelson with explaining the process to the commission again. A
brief discussion commenced.
Member Bergmann gave the commission an example of a home in Lake Forest that their HPC
commission had waited on the property two years. A brief discussion commenced.
Chair Nelson asked AVA Cole about any legal issues that may arise if we hold someone’s
application over for two years, for example. AVA Cole simply stated that the commission should be
respectful of the applicant’s time. A brief discussion commenced.
Kate Briand stated she agreed with what Member Bergmann stated and that more tools in the
toolbox is helpful. She stated that many developers are coming to Lake Bluff, buying these homes,
and destroying the idea of preservation.
Chair Nelson asked AI Scopelliti and AVA Cole what are the next steps with approving the number
of days listed. AVA Cole stated that there are two ways to resolve this: 1) keep your
recommendation as is; 2) instead of looking at these as individual steps, you can ask staff to make
appropriate steps per the application.
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Glen Cole
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

S C Bjork <JGAG3@aol.com>
Monday, July 09, 2018 12:34 PM
Glen Cole
John Bjork
Objection to 419 East Prospect petition for zoning relief PCZBA July 18, 2018

Dear Mr. Cole, Please include this letter of objection in the PCZBA board packet in preparation for the July 18,2018 meeting. We
have been noticed as being within 300 feet of the proposed rezone. Our home at 414 E Prospect (built in the 1870's) and one of
the last remaining camp meeting houses on the original 25' lot plat is directly across the street from the old existing home at 419
Prospect. This home (414) is listed as contributing to national register designation and home at 415 that we owned and restored
prior is listed as significant. The current owner of 415 (directly West and just a very few feet away from subject 419) may not
have received timely notice due to trip plans. My husband and I have known the previous two owners of 419 prior to current
owner and so are familiar with the 1860's home. As a matter of fact, we had seriously considered purchasing it to restore in both
2004 and 2013 when it came up for sale. We have never met the current owner and so can only base this objection on the facts
as they have been presented to the Village. Current owners appear to have purchased this home (cash only transaction in listing
apparently to bypass inspection requirement for mortgage) on 07/06/17. They were then before the Plan Commission and
Zoning board on 08/16/2017. A short month later with full plans presented by architect to Village. The claim now (07/18/2018)
of hardship for Zoning purposes that this home was somehow not suitable size for their family within a month of purchase
requiring essentially a doubling of square footage does not seem to ring true. It seems if there was a genuine attempt to see
what would be allowed to be done to an old and historic home it would have been a contract subject to Village approval of
plans. We have seen too much asking for forgiveness and too little asking of permission to not point that out in general. The old
house, as it currently stands, is shown at 2535 sq ft with four bedrooms and two baths. It is nine rooms on .29 acres. We are
currently 1472 sq feet on a 25 foot lot. Our son and his family of four and previous owners family of five found our home suitably
sized. 415 Prospect is considerably smaller than our current 1472 sq ft. I have gone through numerous current sale listings. Many
fall in to exactly the lot size and size and age of 419. The hardship is owning and restoring as is where is on all of these non
conforming houses. Not the claim being made now about 419. I have not been able to find out if any federal easements were
done for tax credits which might involve terms and conditions on 419 that would need to be adhered to but property tax records
appear to look like that is possible. Taxes were lowered 47.9% in 2001 and then raised 121.% in 2002 according to listing. Per
Lake Bluff Zoning rules rezoning due to hardship is not for reducing inconvenience or providing financial gain. It is also not for
relief of hardship as a special privilege other property owners do not enjoy. It is not to impact surrounding properties or the
general welfare and not to diminish the value of the property within the surrounding area. Public health and safety and the
welfare of the people is not to be impaired. We believe it does not meet any of those standards and in fact violates them all.
Allowing this request would render most houses in town to tear down and land value standards. 414 Prospect has recently
suffered structural damage due to water collection underneath the foundation and sewer backup in heavy rains. Prospect Ave
has no storm water drainage system and undersized sewer pipes. Current high water table and heavy rains have damaged three
homes that had been free from any water issues for decades. Adding a large home on what is now grass surface and the removal
of at least two very large trees sucking up water will put all homes in the area at crisis point in addition to all of the above. I
believe the request to seek approval at the upcoming 07/18/2018 meeting for both tentative and final plat of subdivision is
unwarranted particularly in this instance of real and substantive concerns by adjacent stakeholders. I also do not believe both
homes can or will be kept together if rezoned and do not personally think the old house will not end up as a tear down under
this plan ( especially since an option of one larger new home has already been floated with a tear down) given what I would
expect restoration costs to be with known conditions. Our home at 414 was lifted with new basement pour and all code, gutted
to interior frame to restore. Almost all wood siding is original. I hope the PCZBA will take our concerns to heart and that new
owners will love and appreciate what makes Lake Bluff so special and retain these homes as windows to a special past. Thank
you for your time on this matter. Stephanie and John Bjork, owners of 414 E Prospect
Sent from my iPhone
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Glen Cole
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

S C Bjork <JGAG3@aol.com>
Friday, July 13, 2018 10:39 AM
Glen Cole
Jenny Barthold; John Bjork
419 Prospect subdivision and rezone objection

Dear Mr. Cole, In looking over the submission on 419 Prospect that will come before the board soon I noticed a document
3238014 shown as a vacated easement within the Prospect set back. As far as I know, this village owned easement has not been
vacated in front of any of the properties on our block and in fact I asked the board at a meeting I attended some months back if
the Village intended to vacate and was told no. So this caught my attention. I FOIA'd all records in the possession of the village
regarding this document including meeting minutes and staff notes this morning. That FOIA will not reach me before the
meeting. I would ask that you add this letter to my earlier submitted objection and place in the packet for the board. The
implications in the submission for preserving the streetscape on Prospect is disingenuous at best given to have an additional lot
to build their preferred size of "modest" home must have required the Village to vacate a portion of an easement that has been
refused to several others on the block that I am personally aware of. Please note their required two homes must be considerably
larger and with garages etc that their existing 4 25' lot Zoning does not allow us. Would the four camp meeting houses (one of
them ours at 414) be allowed to join lots together and create one or two much larger homes with a similar vacated treatment?
We were given a hard time in replacing our exterior AC unit with a more expensive vertical one. The conditions on the
renovation of 414 stated no alteration to facade. We truly fail to see how yet another plan for 419 ( which conflicts with
statements made by property owner earlier about not having a driveway on Prospect, tear down request for existing old home,
need for larger home for family etc) is anything more than an attempt by this owner for special treatment not allowed to others.
On behalf of ourselves and the (most impacted by this plan) significant historical home at 415 whose owner was out of town
when this plan hit and has filed an objection we ask that the board respectfully deny this submission to rezone and subdivide.
Stephanie Bjork Sent from my iPhone
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Glen Cole
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jenny Barthold <jbarthold@aol.com>
Monday, July 09, 2018 7:59 PM
Glen Cole; johnbjork@bjorkgroup.com
419 East Prospect: petition for zoning relief

Dear Mr. Cole,
This letter is an objection to the proposed subdivision of the property at 419 East Prospect.
I have lived next door at 415 East Prospect for 17 years and have especially loved the gracious old house and it’s
location in our historically rich neighborhood.
Subdividing the lot and building two houses would crowd one of the last beautiful and historic corners in Lake
Bluff.
And I find it hard to believe that the old house would actually be saved and restored—that would take a level of
dedication to historic preservation that the owner obviously does not possess (wasn’t his first plan to tear it
down?). It seems to me that saving the old house is being used only as a bargaining chip to get the village’s
permission to subdivide the lot. Later, there may arise “complications,” “expenses,” “unforseen difficulties.”
Perhaps a different, more creative architect could design one roomy new home that included the old house in its
plan.
Subdividing that lot would result in just another too-tight cluster of buildings with very little garden or yard,
just what zoning should prevent.
I respectfully ask the village to enforce its zoning ordinances.
Sincerely,
Jenny Barthold
415 E. Prospect
Lake Bluff
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