VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
MEETING
AUGUST 8, 2018 - 7:00 P.M.
VILLAGE HALL BOARD ROOM
40 E. CENTER AVENUE, LAKE BLUFF, ILLINOIS
AGENDA

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
2. Consideration of the July 11, 2018 Meeting Minutes
3. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
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.

Each person addressing the HPC is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three (3) minutes.

4. Significant Demolition Review – 419 East Prospect Avenue
5. Continued Strategic Planning and Visioning for the Historic Preservation Commission
6. Chairperson’s Report
7. Staff Report
8. Adjournment
The Village of Lake Bluff is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Individuals with disabilities who
plan to attend this meeting and who require certain accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting,
or who have questions regarding the accessibility of the meeting or the facilities, are requested to contact Glen Cole at 847-234-0774 or
TDD number 234-2153 promptly to allow the Village of Lake Bluff to make reasonable accommodations.

VI L L AGE O F L AKE B L UFF
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
July 11, 2018
DRAFT MI NUT E S
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 July 11, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in the Village Hall Board Room.
The following members were present:
Present:

Paul Bergmann
Jane Jerch
Lois Nicol
Cheri Richardson
Steve Kraus, Chair
Randolph Liebolt
Robert Hunter, Vice Chair

Also Present:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

2. Consideration of the June 13, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Member Richardson noted a correction on page 2 concerning variations necessary for 673 Maple
Avenue.
Chair Kraus requested the deletion of an extraneous paragraph on page 2.
AVA Cole noted that the Village Board had waived second reading and designated 673 Maple
Avenue as a landmark at its last meeting. He also noted that 673 Maple Avenue was before the Plan
Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals at its next meeting for consideration of the
aforementioned variation. Member Richardson moved to approve the June 13, 2018 HPC Regular
Meeting Minutes as amended. Member Bergmann seconded the motion. The motion passed on a
unanimous voice vote.
3. 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.
4. Initial Advisory Review – Changes to Exterior Appearance at 548 East Scranton Avenue
(Landmarked Property Subject to Advisory Review)
AVA Cole introduced the advisory review process and the subject application.
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The occupants of the home, Maria and Jeff McGuire, came forward to address the Commission. Mrs.
McGuire described the changes sought, noting that the front two rooms of the house are currently
isolated from the remainder of the house. She stated that the changes would allow for a more open
and contemporary floor plan within the interior. She also stated that the front door location obstructs
movement to the nearby stairwell.
Chair Kraus noted that there were five exterior changes sought to the structure and listed them aloud,
including:
- A new wood entry door on the front (east) elevation.
- The removal of the existing entry door and adding a window.
- Replace an existing window with a smaller, half-length window near the interior stairwell. The
current window goes below the skirting panel of the stairs.
- Expanding an existing kitchen window to add additional natural light.
- Removing an elliptical window and replacing it with a sunburst design.
Chair Kraus asked the Commission if there were any questions.
Member Jerch asked about the sunburst design.
The McGuire’s stated that there were previously shutters in that area that were removed, and that this
was the only arched element in the house. They stated that the angle of the ceiling and the eaves
make it challenging to maintain.
Member Jerch asked about the proposed window that would replace the entry door on the south
elevation and why it would not match the adjacent window.
The McGuire's noted that the adjacent window is much further back from the front facade, about 35
feet, which is obscured by the drawing perspective. Mrs. McGuire noted that the window is set
higher as it is a powder room.
Member Jerch acknowledged the difficulties in retrofitting such a historic structure.
Member Bergmann discussed the history of this property as a minister's hotel during the camp
meeting era.
Chair Kraus summarized the decision before the Commission and its options in disposing of the
matter.
Member Richardson stated that she had reviewed the reasons for landmarking described in the
landmark ordinance and found no conflict between them and the proposed changes.
Vice Chair Hunter stated that he sees no changes inconsistent with the nature of the house.
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Member Bergmann stated that moving the door is the most significant change, but he does not
believe it is a negative. He stated that he is pleased with the changes.
Given the commission's commentary, Chair Kraus asked for a motion to find that the five changes
are not inconsistent with the purposes of the Historic Preservation Ordinance and to conclude
Advisory Review. Member Richardson made a motion. Member Bergmann seconded the motion.
The motion passed on a unanimous roll call vote.
5. Advisory Review Conference – Demolition of Accessory Structures at 700 East Center Avenue
(Landmarked Property Subject to Advisory Review)
Ms. Christine DeYoung, occupant of 700 E. Center, came forward to present to the Commission. She
noted that the Commission had requested more details at their June regular meeting, and that
Member Bergmann had visited their property the previous evening. She presented an illustrative
board including photos of the current site as well as a drawing of a proposed new shed. She stated
that the structures are below grade and are not historically significant, and described the Village
Engineer's review of stormwater drainage in this area as not being obstructed within the Village's
system.
At the request of Chair Kraus, Ms. DeYoung described the siting of the new shed on the lot as well
as its design and materials. She noted that the shed would not interfere with the nearby tree; would
reduce the square footage of storage on the site; and would add green space to the lot.
At Ms. DeYoung's request, Member Bergmann provided a report regarding his site visit the previous
evening. From Ms. DeYoung's description in June, it occurred to him that the structures she
described may have had dairy uses in the past. He stated that there was no evidence of such uses
during his visit, but that there was evidence of concrete pours after 1960 and before 1930. He stated
that he concurred with Ms. DeYoung that the architecture was unattractive and, having seen them, he
has no qualms about permitting the demolition to continue.
Member Jerch stated she supported reducing impervious surface on this site.
Ms. DeYoung described her attempts to find solutions to the stormwater situation on the site, and
that a plumber had concurred with Jim LaDuke's opinion that the best solution would be to demolish
the sheds and cap the private stormwater inlet within. She concluded by restating her request to
demolish the existing two sheds and rebuild the new shed consistent with the presented drawing.
Vice Chair Hunter asked why the drawing showed the standing seams running in a counter-intuitive
direction.
Chair Kraus stated that he had reviewed the standards prescribed in the Ordinance and found no
conflict between them and the proposed work.
Chair Kraus requested a motion to conclude advisory review, as the work was not inconsistent with
the purpose and goals of the Historic Preservation Ordinance. Member Jerch made a motion.
Member Nicol seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous roll call vote.
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Chair Kraus requested that the minutes reflect the Commission's intent that the new structure not be
considered subject to landmark protection pursuant to the property's landmark designation ordinance.
6. Continued Strategic Planning and Visioning for the Historic Preservation Commission
Chair Kraus asked Vice Chair Hunter and Member Liebolt if they had any comments about their
interviews with residents regarding historic preservation. He noted that they had been absent from
the Commission's discussion and individual Member reports on this subject at the June regular
meeting.
Vice Chair Hunter provided a brief report.
Chair Kraus summarized a handout he provided in the agenda packet which attempts to summarize
the HPC's recent strategic planning discussions. He described the document's attempt to form a
background and foundation for understanding the Village, and sets of interventions directed towards:
people first learning about the Village; people interested in purchasing homes within the Village; and
people who are tearing down and constructing a new home within in the Village. Chair Kraus also
reviewed the Evanston historic district application as an example of a resource that would further
multiple sets of these interventions.
During a discussion of interventions directed towards those tearing down and constructing a new
home, Vice Chair Hunter reviewed the materials standards recently proposed by the Architectural
Board of Review and reviewed by the Board of Trustees in February.
AVA Cole summarized the discussion among the Trustees on this subject, noting the concern
expressed that many homes within the Village would appear not to meet these standards.
From a comment by Member Jerch, the group briefly discussed the concept, raised in the outline, of
maintaining a list of recommended architects or builders and alternatives.
Member Bergmann contrasted this desire to outside professional investors seeking to tear down and
rebuild speculatively.
Member Nicol discussed the various groups who may tear down a structure and their motivations.
AVA Cole discussed the circumstances necessary for a speculative builder to profit from a tear down
and contrasted those circumstances to the intervention points the Commission has today.
Vice Chair Hunter noted that, by the time a design is construction-ready, most of an architect's fee
has been realized and requested changes have a direct cost.
At Member Bergmann's request, the group returned to a discussion of the Evanston historic districts
application and the work necessary for the Village to realize this. He asked if it was necessary to buy
programming assistance or other budgeted resources.
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Chair Kraus discussed the next steps for this proposal and asked how the Committee would approach
writing a more detailed document. He stated that he did not want to start these efforts until there was
a Board-approved master plan for how these efforts fit together.
Member Bergmann asked what the end product of these efforts would look like.
Chair Kraus stated that there would be many different work products and described many of the
pieces of information that a prospective resident or buyer could use.
Member Nicol noted that the same information would be useful to people already here as well. A
brief discussion commenced.
Chair Kraus stated that he desires two volunteers from the Commission, and moved forward to a
discussion of historic surveying.
AVA Cole and Chair Kraus presented the current status of proposal negotiations with Benjamin
Historic Consulting for a new round of historic surveying of the Village and the various areas and
levels of surveying detail under consideration.
Chair Kraus returned to the subject of next steps for the list of interventions. He discussed the
resources available and again asked for volunteers. Members Richardson and Jerch volunteered.
Chair Kraus stated that, at the August regular meeting, the Commission could focus the balance of its
time on further exploring these conceptual issues and deciding on a path forward.
Chair Kraus asked for a brief report on the concept of heritage lots to conclude the agenda.
AVA Cole described the concept. He stated that there are many narrow lots within the Village that
are seen as desirable and worthy of preservation, but which are prohibited by current zoning. He
emphasized that the zoning code is not designed to allow lots of these narrow sizes to be built upon,
and noted that this was exacerbated by bulk controls introduced within the last 20 years. He
expressed that additionally, if any two adjacent substandard lots would come into common
ownership, both would lose their grandfathered status under the zoning regulations and would no
longer be buildable. He stated, however, that this situation does have the side effect of not allowing
many changes to these historic structures. Continuing, AVA Cole stated that an opinion with less
consensus - or even opposition - in the Village is that these lots and forms are among the most
treasured of homes, but that there is no desire to allow the creation of new 25' buildable lots with
new structures.
Vice Chair Hunter noted that these narrow lots are essential to affordability, especially for young
families that he continually hears can no longer live within Lake Bluff.
Member Richardson concurred, stating that these are excellent starter homes.
Member Bergmann discussed the need to landmark the remaining narrow camp meeting houses.
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7. Chairperson’s Report
Chair Kraus had no report.
8. Staff Report
As the meeting concluded, AVA Cole noted that a proposal to subdivide at 419 Prospect Avenue
would be before the Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals the following week for
variation consideration. A brief discussion commenced.
9. Adjournment
A motion to adjourn was duly seconded and passed on a unanimous voice vote. The meeting
adjourned at 9:05p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Glen Cole
Assistant to the Village Administrator
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Memorandum
To:

Chair Kraus and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission

From:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

Date:

August 3, 2018

Subject:

Agenda Item #4 – 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:

Demolition

Date Received:

July 19, 2018

Owner:

Robert H. Helle, Trustee

Originally Constructed:

Arch. Survey
Lake County

Significance Rating:

Contributing but not significant
Contributing for National Register

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 (October 17, 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 (November 16, 2018).

Attachments:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Application materials received from the Applicant.
Relevant excerpts from the Village Code of Ordinances.
Information from the Architectural Survey concerning the Subject Property.
Comments from the public regarding this review.
Materials from the Applicant’s prior reviews by:
a. The Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals for a subdivision variation, July 2018.
b. The Historic Preservation Commission for significant alterations, November 2017.
c. The Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals for a subdivision workshop, August 2017.

If you have any questions regarding this demolition review, please contact me at (847) 283-6889 or
gcole@lakebluff.org.
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9-1-18

DEMOLITIONS

[…sections omitted…]
H. Significant Demolition Applications:
1. Definition: A "significant demolition application" shall be any application for a demolition permit that:
a) proposes to destroy or remove, in whole or in part, at least fifty percent (50%) of the gross floor area
of a structure or building originally constructed fifty (50) years or more prior to the date on which the
building official deems the application complete ("application completion date"), and b) that proposes,
in whole or in part, to destroy, alter, or otherwise change the exterior elements or appearance of the
structure or building.
[…sections omitted…]
5. Historic Preservation Commission Review:
a. Ninety Day Review Period: The historic preservation commission shall have ninety (90) days
after the application completion date to receive applications for landmark nominations for the
building or structure that is the subject of the significant demolition application. Nomination
applications shall be filed pursuant to the historic preservation procedures contained in this title.
b. Extension Of Ninety Day Review Period: Prior to the expiration of the ninety (90) day period,
the historic preservation commission may, in its sole discretion, extend the time period for
receipt of nominations up to an additional thirty (30) days, for a total review period not to
exceed one hundred twenty (120) days after the application completion date. In the event the
historic preservation commission extends its review beyond the ninety (90) day period, the
village shall provide notice of the extension to the owner of the structure or building that is
subject to the significant demolition application.
c. Early Termination Of Review Period: Notwithstanding subsections H5a and H5b of this section,
the commission shall terminate its review at any time in the event it determines that the building
or structure that is the subject of the significant demolition application does not satisfy the
landmark designation criteria set forth in the historic preservation ordinance.
d. Posting Of Signage Regarding Review: Within five (5) days after the application completion
date, the village shall cause signage to be displayed at the building or structure which is the
subject of the significant demolition application including the following information: 1) that a
significant demolition application has been received for the building or structure; 2) that the
historic preservation commission is conducting a review period to allow for the submission of
an application for designation of the building or structure as a village landmark, and 3) the date,
time and location of the meeting(s) at which public comment will be heard by the historic
preservation commission concerning the demolition of the building or structure and any
application(s) received by the village for designation of the building or structure as a village
landmark.
6. Permits For Significant Demolitions: Except as provided in subsection H7 of this section with regard to
public safety emergency permits, a permit for a significant demolition application shall not be issued,
until:
a. The latter of: 1) the expiration of the period of time for receipt of a landmark nomination
application by the historic preservation commission as set forth in subsection H5a of this
section, or 2) the final disposition of a landmark nomination pursuant to this title; or
b. The historic preservation commission, pursuant to subsection H5c of this section, determines
that the building or structure does not satisfy the landmark designation criteria set forth in this
title.
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LANDMARK DESIGNATION

A. Criteria: The commission shall consider the criteria provided in this section in order to recommend a
structure, building, site, or landscape for designation as a landmark.

1. General Considerations:
a. The structure, building, site, or landscape 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.
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.
c. The structure, building, site, or landscape 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.
d. The unique location or singular physical characteristics of a structure, building, site, or
landscape make it an established or familiar visual feature.
e. The activities associated with a structure, building, site, or landscape make it a current or former
focal point of reference in the village.
f.

The structure or 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.

g. The structure, building, site, or landscape is in an area that has yielded or is likely to yield
historically significant information, or even prehistoric data.

2. Architectural Significance:
a. The structure, building, site, or landscape 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.
b. The structure, building, site, or landscape embodies elements of design, detail, material, or
craftsmanship of exceptional quality.
c. The structure, building, site, or landscape exemplifies a particular architectural style in terms of
detail, material, and workmanship which has resulted in little or no alteration to its original
construction.
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.
e. The structure, building, site, or landscape is, or is part of, a contiguous grouping that has a sense
of cohesiveness expressed through a similarity of style characteristics, time period, type of
property, method of construction, or use of indigenous materials and accents the architectural
significance of an area.
f.

The detail, material, and workmanship of the structure, building, site, or landscape can be
valued in and of themselves as reflective of or similar to those of the majority of the other visual
elements in the area.

g. The landscape is significant in its own right as landscape architecture and not merely as a
complementary setting for a structure or a group of structures.
[…continued on next page…]
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3. Historic Significance:
a. The structure, building, site, or landscape 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.
b. The structure, building, site, or landscape has a strong association with the life or activities of a
person or persons who significantly contributed to or participated in the historic or cultural
events of the United States, the state of Illinois, or the village.
c. The structure, building, site, or landscape is associated with an organization or group, whether
formal or informal, from which persons have significantly contributed to or participated in the
historic or cultural events of the United States, the state of Illinois, or the village.
d. The structure, building, site, or landscape is associated with a notable historic event.
e. The structure, building, site, or landscape is associated with an antiquated use due to
technological or social advances.
f. The structure, building, site, or landscape is a monument to, or a cemetery of, a historic person
or persons.
B. Applications For Nominations Of Landmarks:

1. Who May Nominate: Applications for nominations for designation of a landmark may be submitted
by: a) the owner of record of the nominated landmark; b) the commission; c) the village board; or d)
the Vliet Center board.
[…other sections omitted…]
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Lake Bluff Camp Meeting Assn
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Jennifer Kenny
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Glen Cole
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

S C Bjork <JGAG3@aol.com>
Friday, July 27, 2018 9:42 AM
Glen Cole
John Bjork; jbarthold@aol.com; Renee Boyle; lizc1175@comcast.net; Louise Bryant Hayes;
Kristin Ashley
Objection to demolition of 419 Prospect

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Forward the following to the Historic Preservation Commission for their packet prior to the meeting on August 8th.

Historic Preservation Commission
Demolition request for 419 E Prospect/Objection
Dear Board Members,
My husband and I are the owners of 414 E Prospect. We were objectors to the rezone and subdivision request that was
recently withdrawn when presented to the PCZBA after being met with unanimous lack of support.
I raise to you the same concerns I raised to the Village and to the PCZBA. The home currently at 419 E Prospect appears to
predate the original camp meeting Plat. The owners own submission survey shows the home actually sits on 4 25' camp meeting
lots and as it exists is non conforming. Our home is one of the last original structures on an original 25' lot and so we are bound
by those restrictions.
The owners survey has several inaccuracies that we attempted to raise through a FOIA request (denied). On survey, Parcel 2
shows a set back with vacated per doc. No. 3238014. I had been told that the set back along Prospect had never been vacated
from the original Plat so when FOIA was denied I paid a surveyor to pull that document number. It is an unrelated quit claim
deed for a parcel in Buffalo Grove. Upon further investigation however a document without the number 4 on the end was found.
It is a Village of Lake Bluff document dated August 14, 1928. It is an ordinance vacating a twenty foot strip but the document
states under Section 3 "That it is not intended by this Ordinance to repeal or in any manner change the zoning Ordinance
governing building lines in said Village of Lake Bluff." All of us along Prospect have been held to that standard and anything going
forward for this owner must as well. Their submission makes it appear they are allowed to build within that as does the
inaccurate placement of 415 Prospect which makes it appear to be built within the set back. In truth, 415 Prospect and 419
Prospect are on a similar plane not built within that vacated Parcel. I can find no logical explanation for all of the above except
potentially to mislead and justify what is being proposed.
The survey also has surveyors notes that indicate 419 is subject to matters of title which may be revealed by a current title
report. These may be easements or restrictions or protections on this property. A title policy should have been required by the
Village and PCZBA to know what those conditions were before considering what was before them and I ask that the Historic
Preservation Commission do so before considering any request to demolish what may well be the oldest home on the camp
meeting Plat.
We have informed the Village administrator of our willingness to file an injunction until such time as some of these issues can
be resolved. We believe if the old non conforming house is taken down that this parcel would need to go back before PCZBA to
be combined into one lot and terms and conditions correctly indicating set back lines and how Village will handle existing
encroachment of 415 retaining walls and proximity to lot lines etc need to be dealt with. The owner claimed at the meeting that
he had "one large conforming lot". We do not believe he does at this point and so if home is taken down he should be held to 4
25' lots in the opinion of our surveyor as the law requires. Owner appears to expect to be able to combine the bulk allowed on
those four lots in one house. We question that as well.
Please know the substantial issues going forward in protecting any older home in the village should this type of submission be
allowed to go forward. There are many similar non conforming older homes on similar sized lots. If this home, purchased in cash
with all known defects and conditions assumed by the price paid, has no particular value to the community given the above Lake
Bluff has nothing to "save". The neighbors were excluded from this process which we find has been ongoing in front of various
boards for over a year with no notice of any plans for this property until a month ago.
1

Sincerely,
Stephanie and John Bjork
Owners of 414 E Prospect.
Sent from my iPhone
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Glen Cole
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Glen Cole
Tuesday, July 31, 2018 3:02 PM
'S C Bjork'
RE: Question re landmark status for 419 Prospect

Hi Stephanie,
Your analysis is correct; I would clarify that the Village Administrator's role is administrative, so he doesn't "sign off" per se. I
have not heard any interest in a nomination from the members of the Historic Preservation Commission or from the other
parties eligible to apply. By the same token, no one has requested time to prepare an application.
I will pass along your letter and our other e‐mail conversations to the HPC in the packet when it is published later this week.
Thanks,
Glen Cole
Asst. to the Village Administrator
Village of Lake Bluff
Desk
Email

(847) 283‐6889
gcole@lakebluff.org

40 East Center Avenue
Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044
lakebluff.org

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: S C Bjork [mailto:JGAG3@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 2:58 PM
To: Glen Cole <gcole@lakebluff.org>
Subject: Re: Question re landmark status for 419 Prospect
Glen, My understanding of the rules is that either the Village Board of Trustees, the homeowner, the HPC, or the history
museum would need to apply for that with Village Administrator needing to sign off. Am I correct? I do not see an agenda online
for the meeting on August 8th to know if HPC is asking for Landmark. Other than that group or the museum I am fairly certain no
one else on the list has interest. Perhaps I am wrong. No one I have spoken to seems to have an answer as to whether anyone
has requested time to prepare an application or if no one intends to. You can see how the sign posted does not really notice the
status. It seems rather futile to have the meetings for public input if there really is nothing to do. I do hope you will pass along
my letter to the HPC in their packet so perhaps some of those issues can be discussed. Thanks. Stephanie Bjork
Sent from my iPhone
> On Jul 31, 2018, at 2:36 PM, Glen Cole <gcole@lakebluff.org> wrote:
>
> Hi Stephanie,
>
> The purpose of the demolition delay is principally to allow time for someone to prepare and submit a landmark application.
Such an application has not been submitted for this property.
>
1

> Thanks,
>
> Glen Cole
> Asst. to the Village Administrator
> Village of Lake Bluff
>
> Desk (847) 283‐6889
> Email gcole@lakebluff.org
>
> 40 East Center Avenue
> Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044
> lakebluff.org
>
>
>
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
> From: S C Bjork [mailto:JGAG3@aol.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 2:31 PM
> To: Glen Cole <gcole@lakebluff.org>
> Subject: Question re landmark status for 419 Prospect
>
> Glen, Has landmark status been requested for 419 Prospect or is that something that will be discussed by Preservation board
on the 8th? I have been asked by neighbors and was unsure what was meant by sign in their yard. Thank you. Stephanie Bjork
>
> Sent from my iPhone
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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).
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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 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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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
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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
6
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Memorandum
To:

Chair Kraus and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission

From:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

Subject:

Agenda Item #5 – Continued Strategic Planning and Visioning for the
Historic Preservation Commission

Date:

August 3, 2018

At its August regular meeting, the Historic Preservation Commission should continue to discuss
the following:
•

Strategic Planning and Visioning: The attached outline, drafted by Chair Kraus, is
intended to capture the Commission’s discussions to date. Chair Kraus will continue a
discussion on the role and activities of the Historic Preservation Commission. At its July
meeting, the Commission stated their intent that the balance of the August meeting be
used on exploring any conceptual issues and deciding on a path forward for these
concepts.

•

Historic Survey: The Village Board recently approved a professional services agreement
with Benjamin Historic Consultants for a substantial historic surveying effort, as
previously discussed by the Commission. A copy of the final letter of agreement is
attached.
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Lake Bluff Historic Preservation Commission
Choosing Lake Bluff as a Destination:
Initial Interventions Discussion
Draft; July 11, 2018

There are at least three opportunities to encourage a home buyer’s decision to consider the
Village of Lake Bluff. At each of these reflection points, actions taken and communicated by
Village officials can influence both the decision to invest in Lake Bluff and the mode of that
investment: revitalization of an existing structure or building of a new one.
This document introduces these moments and outlines possible interventions. It is intended as
the beginning of a discussion that will hopefully define “historic” and “preservation” in the
context of modern Lake Bluff.
1. Intervention Opportunity: I’m Thinking of Buying a Home”. How to encourage
investment in Lake Bluff.
a. Background: Lake Bluff as a place to live
i. Attributes
ii. Amenities
iii. Housing Market
iv. Demographics
v. Educational Environment
vi. Natural Environment
vii. Access
viii. MORE
b. Lake Bluff: Past, Present and Future
i. Current Environment
1. Vision
2. Family Focus
3. Economic Climate
4. MORE
ii. Lake Bluff’s Past
1. Short History (Themes: Settlement, Camp Meeting, Railroads,
Suburban Development, etc.) and References
2. Description of Neighborhoods
3. MORE
iii. The Future
1. MORE

2. Intervention Opportunity: “I want In”: Expectations of Home Buying in Lake Bluff
a. Explore: “My Lake Bluff”
i. Written Resources
1. Basics: Village, Schools, Parks and Recreation, etc.
2. Financial Commitment: Real Estate Environment (??)
3. Sense of Community/Opportunities for Involvement: Events,
Social Clubs/Groups, Youth, etc.
4. History
5. Governance
6. MORE
ii. Exploring On Line: Learn More about Lake Bluff Properties
1. Lake Bluff OnLine
a. Format Guide: Evanston Historic District
b. Overlays: Schools, Parks, Open Space, Neighborhoods,
Retail Communities, Services, Transportation, Notable
Homes/Structures, etc.
c. MORE
2. Links and References
a. County on line database (tax, sales, appraisal)
b. Lake Bluff History Museum
c. Lake Forest/Lake Bluff Historical Society
d. MORE
3. MORE
iii. MORE
b. Investing in Lake Bluff; Understanding Options: “I’ve Found the Perfect Place”
i. Learn About Your Property
1. Lake Bluff OnLine
2. Property Dossier: Attached to Sales Information (need
cooperation from real estate community)
3. ‘Development in Lake Bluff’: Attached to Sales Contracts
4. More
ii. “I’m Interested in Rehabilitation”
1. Village Incentives (preliminary)
a. Building fee waiver/relief??
b. Property tax freeze??
c. Zoning flexibility??
d. MORE
2. County, State, Federal, Other Governmental Incentives for
Landmarks
3. Local architects and builders familiar with Lake Bluff
a. List
4. MORE

iii. “I’m Interested in New Construction”
1. Village Demolition Protocol
a. Process, Timing, Delays, Fees, etc.
b. MORE
iv. MORE
3. Intervention Opportunity: “ I Want to Build My New Home in Lake Bluff”
a. Strict Application of Village Ordinances
i. Zoning
ii. Subdivision
iii. MORE
b. Building Code Amendments
i. Defined use of Quality Building Materials
ii. MORE
c. Suggestions on context
i. Neighborhood ‘fit’
ii. Design: setbacks; height; etc.
iii. Relationship to street
iv. Importance of innovation
v. MORE
d. Local architects and builders familiar with Lake Bluff
i. List
e. MORE

Benjamin Historic Certifications, LLC
711 Marion Avenue
Highland Park, IL 60035
847-432-1865
847-432-1829 fax
www.benjaminhistoric.com

LETTER OF AGREEMENT
July 23, 2018

2018 Inventory of Historic Resources: Village of Lake Bluff
This Letter of Agreement is between the Village of Lake Bluff and Benjamin Historic Certifications, LLC,
(BHC) for the purpose of conducting an inventory of historic resources and generating a report on the
survey work. The survey areas will include, as illustrated below (figures are estimated # of residences):
Intensive Survey
West Terrace
East Terrace
North Terrace
East Side Remainder
Bath and Tennis
Southeast Remainder
Public Structures
TOTAL

205
199
143
220
29
25
8
828

Windshield survey (A).
(Only models fully surveyed)
Tangley Oaks, Armour Woods,
Campbell Court

Windshield survey (B)
(Photographs only)
Signe Court, Thorn Valley,
Wimbledon Court,
Arbor Drive, Sanctuary,
Shore Acres, Blair Park vicinity

Scope of Work
•

•

Benjamin Historic Certifications (BHC) will be responsible for:
o

Create and Complete Spreadsheet: Capture survey results in an Excel spreadsheet or
other electronic form that enables mapping, development of survey form, and other
future uses of the survey data, as described below.

o

Conduct Field Survey: Individually field survey each primary and secondary structure in
areas designated for intensive surveying. Field survey only model homes identified by
the Village in areas designated for windshield survey with models.

o

Photography: Take photographs of primary and secondary structures in intensive study
areas. Field document order of photography and photographer to enable Village to
accurately file and organize photographs. Take streetscapes in windshield survey areas.
Photograph all buildings in areas designated for windshield survey with placeholder
forms.

o

Historic Research: Perform background and historic research to establish development
patterns in all survey areas. Perform limited research of particularly notable structures
identified during field survey.

o

Produce Deliverables: Produce the deliverables identified in this document.

o

Present Survey: Present the results of this survey and deliverables at two public evening
meetings; it is anticipated that one will occur before the Village’s Historic Preservation
Commission, and one before the Village’s Board of Trustees.

Village Staff will be responsible for:
o

Survey Support: Provide base data to support BHC’s field surveying, including: a list of
addresses; Lake County GIS and assessment data for each address including age, square
footage, etc. Provide any necessary permits and documents for BHC’s field staff to
lawfully survey and demonstrate to the public that they are working on behalf of the
Village.

o

Photography Support: Upon BHC’s request, provide equipment to BHC for photography.
Organize and file BHC photography and transfer to survey form and other products.

o

Public Outreach: Communicate with the public regarding field surveying, the survey
report, and public presentations.

o

Mapping: Upon BHC’s request, produce maps as needed from BHC’s survey dataset for
inclusion in BHC’s report.

o

Village Records: Provide available Village records upon request, including building
permits and plans; legislative action; and plats. BHC acknowledges that these records
may not be complete or comprehensive, especially prior to ca. 1985.

o

Printing and Imaging Costs: The Village will provide access to its printers and scanners
to BHC for use in support of the survey; and will bear the cost of outside printing and
imaging services, such as those necessary to produce bound copies of the report or to
image oversized documents in support of the project.

o

•

Derivative Products: Produce all other survey products except those identified in BHC’s
deliverables, such as: online interactive maps and exhibits; print-ready survey forms for
each property.

Outside Volunteers will be recruited by the Village; trained by BHC; and responsible for
supplemental research primarily relying upon the collection of the Lake Bluff History Museum.

Deliverables
The parties agree that:
Intensive Survey areas will be documented on an Excel spreadsheet, with an entry completed
for each building. In addition to compiling survey data for each address on an Excel spreadsheet,
BHC will take photographs of each primary and secondary structure and research a brief history
of the development of the areas below, which will be included in the final written report. The
Village will transfer data and photos to individual survey forms.
Intensive Survey areas are West, East and North Terraces, East Side Remainder, Bath & Tennis,
Southeast Remainder, and certain notable individual structures (specifically, 8 sites: the Water
Treatment Plant; JAWA’s raw water intake; Public Works; the Elementary School; the Middle
School; Mariani Landscaping; the electrical substation at the northeast corner of Green Bay
Rd. and Center Ave.; and the former Johnson Door building at Knauz Automotive)
Windshield Survey (A) areas will include only model homes documented on the Excel
spreadsheet. These areas were generally single developments, post-1970 and featured model
homes. BHC will conduct a windshield survey of the each area listed below, take streetscapes
photos of each area, complete survey data for designated models on the Excel spreadsheet and
take photographs of these models. BHC will research a brief history of the development for each
area and include it in the final written report.
Windshield Survey (A) areas are Tangley Oaks, Armour Woods, and Campbell Court.
Windshield Survey (B) areas will not be documented on the Excel spreadsheet; placeholder
forms (address and photograph only) will be created by VLB. BHC will conduct a windshield
survey and take streetscapes photos of each area listed below except Shore Acres. BHC will
research a brief history of all developments below, which will be included in the final written
report. BHC will photograph each building. For every building in the Windshield Survey (B) areas,
the Village will generate a survey form only including the address. Volunteers will complete the
survey form in the future as information about these areas becomes available and matures.
Windshield Survey (B) areas are Signe Court, Thorn Valley, Wimbledon Court, Arbor Drive,
Shore Acres, Blair Park vicinity homes, and the Sanctuary.
BHC will produce the following work products for the Village:
•

Survey Dataset: A complete, electronic Excel spreadsheet that represents each element in the
final survey form for each address within BHC’s scope of work.

•

Survey Report: A report of the survey’s results that includes, generally:
o

An executive summary.

o

A description of the survey process and methodology undertaken by BHC.

o

A history of preservation efforts in Lake Bluff.

o

A development history of Lake Bluff, with emphasis on survey areas.


o

Narrative that locates this history in the context of national and North Shore
development trends immediately following World War II

An architectural description of the survey areas.


Describe architectural styles, types, and trends.



Describe model houses located in designated survey area.

o

Findings and recommendations.

o

Illustrations drawn from survey photography, historic documents, and Village-produced
map exhibits.

o

Bibliography

Fee and Time for Completion

BHC’s services shall be provided on a time-and-material basis and invoiced monthly as set forth in the
Professional Services Agreement.
Billing Rates. BHC’s hourly rates for this project, inclusive of expenses for travel and the use of vehicles
(fuel, mileage, maintenance, etc.), shall be:
Principal
Associate
Survey Hours

$125 per hour
$90 per hour
$75 per hour

Fee Estimate. BHC estimates that the services will require the following time:
Survey
Development of spreadsheet and photo forms
Intensive survey - North, West, East Terrace
Intensive survey - East Side Remainder
Intensive survey - Southeast Remainder
Intensive survey - Bath and Tennis
Intensive survey – Public Buildings (7)

2 associate hours
2 principal hours
142 survey hours
58 survey hours
6.5 survey hours
9.5 survey hours
5 survey hours

$180.00
$250.00
$10,650.00
$4,350.00
$487.50
$712.50
$375.00

Windshield Survey - Tangley Oaks, Armour Woods,
Campbell Court

5 survey hours

$375.00

Windshield Survey and Streetscapes - Belle Foret,
Sanctuary Court, Signe Court, Thorn Valley,
Wimbledon Court, Blair Park vicinity, Arbor Drive

4.5 survey hours

$337.50

Photos - Windshield Survey Areas
(142 additional buildings)

8 associate hours

$720.00

SURVEY TOTAL

242.5 combined hours

$18,437.50

Research
North, East, West Terraces
East and Southeast Remainders
Bath and Tennis
Public and Commercial Facilities
Tangley Oaks, Armour Woods, Campbell Court
Belle Foret, Sanctuary, Signe Court, Thorne Valley,
Wimbledon Court, Blair Park vicinity, Arbor Drive
Shore Acres
RESEARCH TOTAL
Production of Report
Production of Report
REPORT TOTAL
Public Meetings and Presentations
Public Meetings and Presentations

22 associate hours
10 associate hours
6 associate hours
11 associate hours
12 associate hours

$1,980.00
$900.00
$540.00
$990.00
$1,080.00

24 associate hours

$2,160.00

4.5 principal hours

$562.50

89.5 combined hours

$8,212.50

12 principal hours
56 associate hours

$1,500.00
$5,040.00

68 combined hours

$6,540.00

7 principal hours
5 associate hours

$875.00
$450.00

MEETINGS TOTAL

12 combined hours

$1,325.00

GRAND TOTAL

412 combined hours

$34,515.00

BHC will seek the prior approval of the Village before:
• Incurring other expenses subject to payment or reimbursement by the Village.
• Exceeding the fee estimate for each task area identified above.
(For example, prior to incurring billable hours over $8,090 for research as a whole.)
Timeline for Completion. BHC anticipates the following schedule of key milestones:
Approval of Contract
Start of Field Survey
Conclusion of Field Survey
Draft Report
Final Report
Presentations

July 23, 2018
August 1, 2018
November 15, 2018
February 1, 2019
April 1, 2019
April 2019

