VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MEETING
Wednesday, August 15, 2018
Village Hall Board Room
40 East Center Avenue
7:00 P.M.
AGENDA
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)

The Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals Chair and Board Members allocate fifteen (15) minutes
during this item for those individuals who would like the opportunity to address the Board on any matter not
listed on the agenda. Each person addressing the Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals is asked to
limit their comments to a maximum of three (3) minutes.

3. Consideration of the June 20, 2018 Regular Meeting Minutes (Comprehensive Plan)
4. Consideration of the July 18, 2018 Regular Meeting Minutes
5. A Public Hearing for Text Amendments Concerning Solar Energy Systems. Said systems are

regulated pursuant to Sections 10-4-4 and 10-13-3, and the amendments may include altering the reviews
required to install such a system or reclassifying some or all solar energy systems and appurtenances thereto in
some or all zones as a permitted or special use. (PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

6. A Public Hearing for 600 Arbor Drive to consider: (i) a special use permit to authorize a building

mounted solar energy system and appurtenances thereto at the subject property; as well as (ii) any other zoning
relief as required to fully grant the petition and commence the use.
(PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

7. A Public Hearing for Text Amendments Concerning Swimming Pools. Said systems are regulated

pursuant to Sections 10-5-10, and the amendments may include altering the regulations in some or all zones
governing their size, location upon a lot, and the treatment of pools under the Village’s Bulk Regulations (such as
floor area, impervious surface, and building coverage). (PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

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

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

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MEETING
JUNE 20, 2018
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Peters 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, June 20, 2018, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

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

Absent:

James Murray

Also Present: Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
Drew Irvin, Village Administrator
Steve Kraus (former chairman of the PCZBA)
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
Chair Peters stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes during this item for those individuals who
would like the opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda. Each
person addressing the PCZBA is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three minutes.
There were no requests to address the PCZBA.
Chair Peters recognized two representatives of Boy Scout Troop #42 observing the meeting.
3. Comprehensive Plan Workshop
AVA Cole described the separation of meetings in June due to a public notice issue and stated that
this regular meeting will focus on the Comprehensive Plan, while the next meeting will focus on
ordinary business and petitions. He apologized for the error. He also distributed copies of a book,
The Job of the Planning Commissioner, stating that he wanted to provide a resource now that there
are new members on the PCZBA.
Chair Peters introduced the Comprehensive Plan Workshop and asked AVA Cole to provide a
presentation. AVA Cole provided an overview of the Comprehensive Plan process to date; the
effect that the transition of new Plan Commissioners will have on the process; the role of the
Comprehensive Plan in the work of the PCZBA and the efforts of the Village; and the various
sections of the Comprehensive Plan draft and their importance.
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Chair Peters noted for the record the letter recently received from Mark Stolzenberg concerning
the draft Comprehensive Plan. Member Badger stated that he had not had a chance to review it and
asked AVA Cole for a summary. AVA Cole stated that the letter shares similar themes to Mr.
Stolzenberg's testimony given to the PCZBA at its April 2018 meeting principally concerning the
Village's residential environment. He stated that the letter discusses and advances arguments
concerning issues specific R-5 zoning; the disposition of public land for development as
alternative housing products; the tension between new housing development and historic
preservation; the likelihood that the Village could realize development not dependent on
automobiles; and that efforts to increase density may harm property values and Lake Bluff's single
family character. Member Miller noted that Mr. Stolzenberg's letter was critical of the use of the
word "enable" in one of the draft policies, and that he may be inclined to revisit these word
choices.
Comprehensive Plan Workshop - Economic Development
Chair Peters asked that the PCZBA's discussion begin with the Economic Development draft
section. AVA Cole began to explain the individual goals, objectives, and policies in the Economic
Development draft section. Member Badger stated that the PCZBA had gone through these
sections in previous meetings, and that he was unsure of the best way to proceed through the
review this evening. He stated that he had notes regarding the policies and began to review them.
Referring to a subpoint of Policy 2.2, Member Badger asked if the term Planned Commercial
Development should be defined for the benefit of the reader. AVA Cole, attempting to
summarize, stated that the PCD tool gives the Village flexibility in regulations. He stated that it
may not be efficient or effective to write regulations specific to such a small parcel of land, but
that the PCD tool gives the PCZBA additional control over development that may lead to better
outcomes. Member Badger added that it may be overly restrictive for projects to proceed under
current zoning.
Member Danly, referring to the next subpoint regarding transitions, stated that this point strikes
her as a grey area among the other, more specific policies. Member Badger responded and
discussed the PCZBA's consideration of Block 3 and how it framed this discussion. Chair Peters
concurred, saying that it is too difficult to be explicit about that transition but that being more
specific would be helpful. Member Burns, speaking as to the Comprehensive Plan, said that it is
beneficial to have high level verbage and not to get into the specifics of setbacks, frontage, and so
forth in this document, as that was the role of the Zoning Ordinance. Concerning the PCD tool, he
stated that this tool was not one-size-fits-all and that it would be restrictive to put more guidelines
about it. Member Russell stated that he believes it is unlikely to assemble the parcels necessary for
a PUD on Block 2 due to the diversity of ownership in this area. He asked if there was any
discussion regarding this likelihood in the PCZBA's prior meetings. He stated that he believes that
new construction pursuant to the Zoning Regulations would be appropriate and effective in this
area, and so is unsure why there is a specific recommendation contrary to that path. Member
Badger, responding to Member Russell, stated that assembly is difficult but possible yet that it
may be more appropriate to soften that recommendation so as to say that PCD is merely
appropriate if possible. Member Burns, speaking as to the approach of the plan, stated that he was
originally uncomfortable with some of the plan's more aspirational statements. He became more
comfortable with the idea that, if the possibility presents itself, the PCZBA has laid out the most
ideal course of action even if private property owners may ultimately choose different plans of
2
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actions. The consensus of the group was to add "preferred" or "if appropriate" to conclude the
sentence.
Member Russell asked if AVA Cole had already summarized the next Policy, and if not, asked
him to explain the statement that Lake Bluff should "support transportation of skilled labor from
northeastern Lake County." AVA Cole stated that, statistically, Lake Bluff residents tend to work
to the west and south along the North Shore towards the Chicago Loop, but that Lake Bluff
employees tend to come from north and northwest of the Village.
Member Russell stated he was confused by a comment concerning the greenbelt and parking lower
on the page. AVA Cole stated that the language here is somewhat of a drafting error, but it also
reflects the tension in the PCZBA's earlier plans regarding preserving this greenbelt (100' deep)
and the recommendations of the Waukegan Road Corridor Study that the regulatory greenbelt
should be shallower (50') as it hinders redevelopment. He provided alternate language should the
group choose this option. Member Badger stated that he sees both sides of the argument, as the
greenbelt is a unique aesthetic feature in this section of Waukegan Road, but that redeveloping
creating retail-level parking demand would be a challenge with this greenbelt requirement.
Member Burns, speaking more generally, said that the reality is that the Village will not generate
large revenue streams from economic activity in the Central Business District. Therefore, one of
the compromises to be evaluated may need to be to leverage the development possibilities in the
Business Park more fully. He stated part of the feedback from residents is that taxes are too high,
and that this can be part of the strategy to address these concerns. Member Russell concurred and
stated that he supports allowing parking in the rear 50' of the 100' Waukegan Road setback,
discussing the history of variations allowing development into the setback. AVA Cole noted that
there are development inquiries on this subject, which implies that the interest is there. Member
Miller asked if the phrase "if appropriate" would be an appropriate signal in this section. AVA
Cole noted that some developers will see an entitlement process for a discretionary setback
reduction as overly risky.
Returning to the skilled labor conversation, Member Miller asked that the phrase "Northeast Lake
County" be struck from the policy. AVA Cole presented Census OnTheMove data showing
commuting patterns concerning Lake Bluff and restated his prior comments. He noted that some
of the conversation in northeastern Lake County, with Lake Forest playing an active role, is if
adequate transit and transportation connections exist for these laborers and if realignments are
necessary.
Chair Peters asked if there was consensus regarding the inclusion of "northeastern Lake County."
The consensus was to strike the term. Member Miller asked the same regarding the greenbelt
language. Member Russell stated he supports the language that would allow parking closer to
Waukegan Road. The group discussed the specific language to use and the effectiveness of the use
of various phrases in the Plan. Chair Peters recognized Village Administrator Irvin to respond to a
comment from Member Burns. He stated that the use of "study" or "encourage" language is not
uncommon in these plans and should not be frowned upon. The consensus of the group was to
"encourage" these parking uses.
Member Russell stated his last note was regarding studying "hotels or residential uses" in the
vicinity of Waukegan Road. He stated that he was completely opposed to residential uses in these
areas and requested the phrase be struck. Member Badger stated that he concurred strongly, and
3
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that - while other uses may be appropriate - the Village should not encourage residential uses that
would be completely incompatible with the Business Park's light industrial businesses. He noted
that past members of the Board felt strongly that this language should be included. Member Danly
concurred with striking the phrase, as she believes it is a conflict with the other subpoints of this
policy. Chair Peters said that the consensus of the group was to delete this phrase. AVA Cole
stated that, as a compromise, the group may seek to incorporate this language into Policy 4.4
concerning the Route 41 / 176 interchange as residential and hotel uses are already present in this
area. Member Badger stated that the interchange is more of a transitional area and may be more
appropriate. Chair Peters recognized Steve Kraus from the audience. Mr. Kraus came forward and
stated that Policy 4.2 is intended to encompass many types of different redevelopment in the
context of the interchange reconstruction. The consensus of the group was not to amend any
components of Objective 4.
•

•
•
•
•

AVA Cole summarized Staff comments that they would recommend for inclusion, such as:
A statement encouraging the Village's recent practice of landbanking in the Central Business
District, which may be necessary for use of planned commercial development tools. This may be
appropriate for the Central Business District or at a Village-wide level.
A statement encouraging the continued use of shared or landbanked parking in the Central
Business District or more broadly Village-wide.
Include Block 1 in the Planned Commercial Approach list of possibilities.
Including language regarding aesthetics and high-quality design in Policy 4.
Other minor tweaks.
Responding to a comment from Member Burns, AVA Cole stated that there was no specific
design guidance or standards in the draft Plan. He noted that the current plan includes the Central
Business District planning principles, which are design oriented. Member Burns stated that the
importance of design is an example of a theme incorporated throughout the Plan, and that he
would like to see a more explicit way of calling out some of these themes building up throughout
the Plan.
The consensus of the group was to support these changes. AVA Cole stated that Staff would work
on specific language to implement these recommendations and bring draft language to the PCZBA
alongside their revisions at a future date.
Comprehensive Plan Workshop - Connectivity and Transportation
The PCZBA concluded their review of the Economic Development section and proceeded to
discuss their comments on the Connectivity and Transportation section.
Member Russell noted that Policy 1.3 was redundant with the results of the interchange Phase I
design study that considered this issue specifically. He asked that "Study" be struck from this
phrase.
Member Russell expressed his concern with the inclusion of "Thorn Valley Lane" under Policy
1.4. He stated that he believes it is inappropriate for the Village to assume financial responsibility
for improving this road and that improvements should only occur if the homeowners elect to fund
it via a Special Service Area pursuant to statute. Member Burns concurred, noting that the same
approach is taken often in the Annexation chapter of the Plan. Member Badger stated that he
recalls wanting to encourage these residents to pursue upgrades via a Special Service Area.
4
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Member Russell stated that many Departments of the Village would like to see this area paved.
Member Miller stated that the same principle applies to water and sewer extensions, and this
principle should be stated in the Plan explicitly and independently.
Chair Peters asked that "unsafe traffic patterns or substandard design" phrasing be rewritten to
avoid the implication that these areas are unsafe.
Member Russell asked for the history of the Sylvan Road section of Policy 1.9. Member Badger
stated that he believed there was support for it among the residents of that street, and that a poll
may reveal broader support. Member Russell said that he knew residents on that street opposed to
such a change, and discussed the history of changes to the street. The consensus of the group was
to strike the Sylvan Road section of the Policy.
Member Russell expressed similar concerns with the second section of Policy 1.9, stating that a
two-way conversion of Oak Street would encourage commercial traffic circulating on North
Avenue and that the street is very narrow. The group briefly discussed the history of this topic, and
its consensus was to retain this policy as "Consider conversion."
Member Russell noted, variously, that:
• Under Policy 2.1, the Knollwood shared use path was intended to parallel the right-of-way of
Northern Avenue, one block away from the listed Birch Avenue.
• He did not understand why the subsequent bullet point lists the Skokie River Preserve when it
is off the axis of Sunset Terrace. Following an explanation by AVA Cole, Member Russell
noted that the subsequent bullet point regarding Witchwood Lane is the same path as
contemplated in the Sunset Terrace subsection.
• Where previously discussed by the Village - the second to last subpoint would describe a path
connecting Campbell Court to West Scranton Avenue, rather than Blodgett Avenue. Member
Badger asked, and Member Russell provided, further explanation.
• For the final subpoint, the crossing should read "west of" Green Bay Road and not "to" Green
Bay Road.
• Member Russell, moving to Policy 2.2, stated that he did not understand why dead-end streets
are not excluded as large lot subdivisions were excluded. Member Badger reviewed the
discussion of this item and said the PCZBA had not discussed dead end streets.
• Under Policy 2.4, it should reflect that the Village should cooperate with neighboring
communities such as Knollwood rather than only Lake Forest.
• Under Policy 4.4, "public parking areas" is more clear than "public areas."
• Member Russell discussed the exhibit included with this draft policy section. AVA Cole stated
that Staff was working on new replacement exhibits and provided examples.
Returning to policy 2.2, Member Danly asked if sidewalks were necessary in these areas, as
constructing sidewalks adds impervious surface and may take away from the charm and character
of Lake Bluff. Member Russell concurred, saying the current draft sounds as though the Village
intends to construct many sidewalks that seem of limited value in these areas. Member Burns
stated that their discussion had not gone into a deep level of detail, but noted personally that the
prevalence of sidewalks was one of the reasons he moved here from an area with an absence of
sidewalks in Lake Forest. From the audience, Mr. Kraus came forward and stated that this point
was driven by public safety and a desire to get users, especially children, out of the streets. Chair
Peters contrasted these public safety needs to streetscape disruptions for adjacent residents.
5
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Member Russell stated that he supports the policy as-is if it is edited to exclude dead-end streets.
He discussed the controversy associated with previous sidewalk installations. After further
discussion, the consensus of the group was to support this change.
Member Danly noted that many of the policies in this section relate to the work of the
Sustainability and Community Enhancement Ad Hoc Committee. She asked how the committees
and the Village's various plans interact with one another in view of the Plan. AVA Cole stated that
the Comprehensive Plan was the plan for the Village, not just for the PCZBA, and that it would be
appropriate to incorporate material from and action steps for the Village's other groups.
Comprehensive Plan Workshop - Residential Environment
The PCZBA concluded their review of the Connectivity and Transportation section and proceeded
to discuss their comments on the Residential Environment section. Chair Peters asked Member
Danly to open the discussions.
Member Danly discussed the opportunities for sustainability and sustainable technologies in the
future, as well as the importance of preservation. She said she had no other major comments.
Chair Peters asked Member Russell for his remarks. Member Russell expressed his concern with
the inclusion of Policy 1.4, subsection 2, concerning the "buildability" of ravine lots. He described
the Village's bluff and ravine protections and stated that, as written, this policy implies removing
the ability of some lots to be built upon at all. Member Miller responded that some houses on
ravines seem too large for the size of the lot, and that is the subject that his remarks in the minutes
were directed towards. Member Russell suggested alternative language about restrictions on the
size of homes these lots. Responding to a comment from Member Badger, Member Russell stated
that he and his wife first became aware of these discussions when they saw a specific
recommendation in the minutes about not counting ravine land in any way towards the permissible
bulk on these lots. He stated that such a policy would have extreme effects on these lots and would
practically make them unbuildable. He said that he had no problem with exploring further
restrictions on the size of home on ravines, but that a specific recommendation should not come
without more study. The consensus of the group was to concur. AVA Cole stated that the word
choice of "buildability" was his error.
Shifting to Policy 3.1, Member Russell said that he would suggest striking "enable" from the
policy. Member Burns stated his sense is that, unless the Village does something differently,
appropriately scaled multi-family will not happen in the Village. He stated that policies today are
overly prohibitive and that regulations must be adjusted to realize the Village's goals. AVA Cole
noted that 15 E. Washington, whether a good or a bad proposal, illustrates the amount of relief
necessary to merely build a duplex in the R-5 district. Member Burns concurred, saying that the
request was excessive from a process perspective and that regulations will need to change.
Responding to these comments, Member Russell stated that Policy 3.3 appears to provide a high
level of protection to single-family homeowners, and he may retain the word "enable" in this light.
Member Badger asked if the word "enable" is necessary in view of the following sentence /
subsection. Steve Kraus came forward and stated that, for context, the prior PCZBA had a
discussion with two components: that multifamily development needs to be encouraged, and that
current zoning does not facilitate that type of development. He said, therefore, that the PCZBA
attempted to develop two policies: one is that appropriately scaled multi-family housing
development should be encouraged, and the second is to recognize that the existing zoning are not
6

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting Minutes – June 20, 2018

effective in encouraging that development and should be changed. Over time, the PCZBA
softened that language from "change" to "evaluate." AVA Cole stated that, to better reflect the
PCZBA's intent, Staff could attempt to rework policies 3.1, 3.3, and 3.4 into a new policy and split
out the language concerning R-5 zoning. Noting Mark Stolzenberg's written testimony, Chair
Peters asked if it was too dilute of a recommendation if the word "enable" is deleted. Member
Miller stated that the word "enable" may seem to some to imply underhanded actions, and so he
has no problem removing it and reducing ambiguity. Member Badger stated that the PCZBA may
review this policy after it is reworked. Chair Peters summarized the consensus of the PCZBA as
desiring to strike "enable" and to rework this group of policies.
Member Russell, speaking to Policy 3.5, asked why the policy was specific as to "west" of Route
41 rather than the entire vicinity. He was unsure if that was an intentional decision. Member
Badger, responding, stated that this policy was intended to refer to the Business Park. Member
Russell stated that this policy would already need to be adjusted based on the PCZBA's prior
conversations.
Comprehensive Plan Workshop - Annexation and Development
The PCZBA concluded their review of the Residential Environment section and proceeded to
discuss their comments on the Annexation and Development section. Chair Peters asked Member
Russell to open the discussions.
Under Policy 2.1, Member Russell requested that the policy be revised to include language
supporting connections to Lake County Forest Preserve's Oriole Grove, as well as the Village's
Skokie Preserve, as part of the Stonebridge development. He described the development of Oriole
Grove. Village Administrator Irvin came forward to address the PCZBA. He stated that the Forest
Preserve has not had the resources to develop a specific plan for this area yet, but that it would be
useful for the plan to propose connections for when the Oriole Grove is developed. AVA Cole
described the chain of parks and floodplains extending north and south along the Skokie drainage
area parallel to the North Shore.
Member Russell stated that he is completely opposed to Policy 2.2. He stated that the west side of
Sheridan Road has only 75 feet between the train station parking lot and the edge of pavement,
and that the parking lot is already constrained in width. He contrasted the development possible
here to strip mall development elsewhere along Sheridan Road. He stated that many developers
would love to propose something there, but he does not believe the Village wants that type of
development. He stated that development there would disrupt the bicycle path, the parking and its
growth potential, and the green belt. He restated his opposition. Member Miller concurred. He
stated that this property is fine the way it is. Member Badger stated that, while it may not make
sense today, it may be an option in the future for development that does not negatively impact
North Avenue and the surrounding neighborhood. Member Burns concurred with Member
Badger's perspective, noting that ideas such as zero minimum parking for housing there may make
a product feasible. Member Russell said he recognizes the interest, but he remains opposed and
reiterated that the green belt cannot be restored once surrendered. AVA Cole, speaking generally,
said that change as well as realization of the Village's multifamily goals will only come in one of
three ways: infill development in already developed areas; teardowns and reconstructions (which
competes against historic preservation); or new development in undeveloped areas (which
competes against open space). He stated that he understood the group's direction to date as trying
to balance these competing principles, and that Policy 2.2 is part of that balancing effort. He stated
7
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that, in this area, the greenbelt is already punctuated and that more development may be highly
feasible. At Chair Peters request, Member Russell read aloud the 1997 Comprehensive Plan's
greenbelt policy for Sheridan Road.
The discussion continued. Chair Peters said that he perceives that there is not true consensus on
this issue; he asked Member Danly for her opinion. Member Danly stated that she disagrees with
the policy, as it harms the green belt and creates more impervious surface. She did state that
parking needs may reduce over time. Member Badger again stated that he is not married to this
policy, but said he believes it is a reasonable position to take in regards to a centrally located piece
of land that does not have a high use today. Member Burns concurred with Member Badger; he
asked where this development would occur if not here. Member Miller asked if redevelopment of
the Montessori school site near the electric railroad right-of-way as multi-family housing should
be an option. The consensus of the group was that it may be. Member Miller stated that, in that
case, the policy could be expanded to include areas west of the railroad tracks. Chair Peters
expressed his preference to re-incorporate the greenbelt preservation language from the 1997
Comprehensive Plan. AVA Cole, referring to a previous comment by Member Burns, presented
information from the Village's recent survey wherein many residents identified development
issues as the most important problem facing the Village. Discussion of the previous points
continued. Chair Peters stated that a compromise position may be to study these opportunities
generally in the vicinity of the Metra station on both sides of the tracks, and that both Member
Murray and the public will both comment on this policy in the future. He stated that there was a 42 consensus to preserve the area on the east side. The group discussed reincorporating the
greenbelt language from 1997. AVA Cole stated that, were that language to be followed strictly,
development such as Village Commons on Block 1 would not occur as it would be too close to
Sheridan Road. He asked if this was consistent with the PCZBA's intent.
AVA Cole stated that, during Staff's review, a new item would be to add language regarding
placemaking and extending some of the principles used in the Central Business District to
encompass and integrate the Metra station.
Member Russell asked for an explanation of the competing options for Policy 2.3 concerning the
Village-owned ten acres east of the CLCJAWA water plant. AVA Cole stated that one line of
thought is to develop this as residential land to advance the Village's diverse housing goals; one
line of thought is to develop them as parkland for the West Terrace; one line of thought is to do
nothing; and one line of thought is that CLCJAWA should take control of this land and close it to
public access. Member Russell stated that CLCJAWA was previously not interested in taking title
to the land, and that he would prefer it be developed as a blended open space and multifamily
development as the land is of sufficient size to provide a buffer. Members Burns, Badger, and
Miller concurred. Chair Peters expressed that he had a minority position and supported only
parkland in this area, but that he could be persuaded to support a 50/50 division of land use as he
does not desire to disrupt the West Terrace with new development. Member Burns discussed the
competing interests involved in this policy and stated that he would not specifically call out a
specific number of acres. Member Russell concurred. Chair Peters asked that Staff develop
compromise language that strongly conveys the need to balance open space preservation and
enhancement, as he is concerned for the development that would be proposed there otherwise
especially as this site is part of the Village's gateway along Route 176. AVA Cole stated that Staff
would work to develop new language. He also described some of the design challenges involved
in any development of this site, such as vehicular access and topography.
8
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Speaking to Policy 2.4, Member Russell asked that the exhibits accompanying this section be
corrected to reduce overlap of the illustrated area into other parcels that would not be involved in
redevelopment. Speaking to Policy 2.5, Member Russell asked that the parcel west of Stonebridge
be reclassified from 2.1 into 2.5 and that the Zenni property north of Blodgett also be included as
subject to Policy 2.5 in the exhibit. The group discussed the development potential of this
property.
Comprehensive Plan Workshop - Open Space (Parks, Recreation, and Natural Areas)
The PCZBA concluded their review of the Annexation and Development section and proceeded to
discuss their comments on the Open Space section. Chair Peters asked Member Danly to open the
discussions.
Member Danly referenced the prior conversation about the greenbelt and preserving green space,
and said that was her principal concern. She asked that Policy 3.2 be revised to say that the Village
should enhance, and not merely maintain, these scenic green spaces and entryways. Member
Badger asked if this policy was in conflict with the parking changes previously discussed for
Waukegan Road. The consensus of the group was that it was not. Member Russell noted that some
features, such as an abandoned path near Carriage Way, would benefit from enhancement.
Member Danly stated she would emphasize Policy 3.4. AVA Cole noted that the Sustainability
and Community Enhancement Committee would host its first workshop on the subject of Policy
3.2 the following Wednesday evening.
Member Russell stated that Policy 3.2, subsection 1 should be revised to make clear that the
barbed wire fencing should be replaced with a different type of fencing. He stated he would
provide alternative language for the other subsection concerning the Sheridan Road drainage ditch.
Member Russell asked for an additional policy statement that, if the golf course is closed, these
160 acres should be maintained as open natural areas not to be developed in any fashion. He
believes that it is so large that the PCZBA should make a statement to this effect in the Plan.
Member Badger concurred. The group discussed this policy. Steve Kraus came forward and stated
that policy 4.2 is directed to this end, noting that "where changes" is the operative phrase.
Member Russell asked if there should be a statement included encouraging further development of
Oriole Grove in cooperation with the Forest Preserve. The consensus was to do so.
AVA Cole began to summarize the results of Staff's review. He asked the PCZBA to confirm the
existing statement regarding Lillian Dells remaining a disconnected pathway. Member Russell
noted that private property separates the path from Sunrise Beach and that the topography is a
challenge. Member Burns discussed parking concerns in this area. AVA Cole stated that this is the
only true recreational asset controlled by the Village. The group continued to discuss Lillian Dells
path.
AVA Cole stated that Policy 4.3 previously read that households should have a ten minute walk to
a "park." At a previous meeting, the policy was amended to read "to open space." AVA Cole
stated that Staff's analysis shows that, as defined, virtually no property does not meet this standard.
He stated that this doesn't reflect the PCZBA's discussion and recommended that this change be
reverted. He also described the areas that would not meet the previous standard. The consensus of
the group was to proceed.
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4. Staff Report
AVA Cole reported on the next steps the PCZBA may take in regards to the Comprehensive Plan,
as well as the RIO (Institutional) zoning draft. He also reported that the PCZBA had recently
received letters from Julie Capps (concerning short term rentals) as well as from Mark
Stolzenberg.
5. Commissioner’s Report
There was no commissioner’s report.
6. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Burns moved to adjourn the
meeting. Member Miller seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 10:02 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Glen Cole
Assistant to the Village Administrator
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MEETING
JULY 18, 2018
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Peters 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, July 18, 2018, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

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

Also Present: Ben Schuster, Village Attorney
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
Chair Peters stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes during this item for those individuals who
would like the opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda. Each
person addressing the PCZBA is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three minutes.
There were no requests to address the PCZBA.
3. Approval of the June 26, 2018 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes
Member Miller moved to approve the June 26, 2018 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes as
amended. Member Badger seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Chair Peters Administered the Oath to Those in the Audience
5. A Public Hearing for 673 Maple Avenue
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item then invited the petitioner to the podium.
Prior to comments from the Petitioner, AVA Cole gave a brief overview of the request and noted
the Village designated the subject property as a Landmark at the recommendation of the Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC).
Rob Douglass, property owner, showed a picture of the plat of survey noting the top table land
around the ravine. The house is located on an outside corner of the intersection of Washington
and Maple Avenues and the ravine borders three sides of the house. He showed pictures of the
house’s current condition which included the 1983 existing addition, interior and elevations.
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Mr. Douglass showed a slide with the following specifications:
• site restrictions – zoning R-2, front yard setback 30 ft, regard yard setback from ravine
edge 10 ft. and side yard setback is 18 ft. 6 in.,
• building restrictions – lot size 30,274 sq. ft. and maximum floor area 6,627 sq. ft.,
• existing building calculations – first floor 2,216 sq. ft., garage 425 sq. ft., total building
bulk 2,641 sq. ft.,
• proposed additions – south wing 117 sq. ft., south wind encroachment 1 ft. 3 in., total
proposed building bulk 2,758 sq. ft.,
• screen porch addition 162 sq. ft., total screen porch bulk 325 sq. ft.,
• total building coverage 3,086 sq. ft.; and
• total building height 10 ft.
Mr. Douglass briefly summarized the homes history. He noted the breezeway connection between
the main house and garage was built out in the 1980s to create a foyer family area and an addition
to the south end of the home. The plan is to bring back the original south elevation. Mr. Douglass
showed a figure/ground site plan and commented on the surrounding homes in relation to the
property noting the addition will have no negative impact on the surrounding properties. He
showed the setback site plan noting there was a 1983 variance granted for the addition. The
existing home currently encroaches 19.2 ft. into the front yard setback (64% of the setback) and he
is requesting an addition 1 ft. 3 in. setback for a total of 20.47 ft. (68% of the setback). Mr.
Douglass showed a site plan of the proposed first floor plan and proposed building elevations. He
said the garden wall entrance will be moved out two bays to allow more room for the front door
area. He showed the proposed landscape plan and noted the south and north ends of the property
will be landscaped to further buffer the home. In conclusion, Mr. Douglass said the plan is to
renovation/restore the mid-century modernist building noting 42% of allowed FAR will be used,
65% of the bonus for the screen porch, total lot coverage is 40% of the allowable and the total
building height will remain 25% of the allowable.
Following a request from Chair Peters, Mr. Douglass read aloud the statements submitted
concerning the standards for variations:
1) Practical difficulty or hardship – The property is located on the outside corner of Maple and
Washington Avenues, which creates two front yard setbacks. The property is also irregular in
shape with a ravine surrounding three sides of the property. During the time period of the
second owner, modifications were made to the house which results in the loss of the clarity
and rigor of the original 1955 design. As a result many details were lost. These modifications
have created a challenge for the restoration of the building. The variations request will allow
him to add an additional 8 foot bay to the existing 8 foot building grid system to the south
wing. This will absorb the 1983 green house bump-out which is inconsistent with the original
design.
2) Unique physical condition – The property has an irregular shape with a ravine edge on three
sides. The ravine occupies 58% of the lot with the remaining 42% of the property as table
land. The property is also located on the outside corner of Maple and Washington Avenues
which has two front yard setbacks. This 1955 Mid-Century Modernist style building has been
recently granted landmark designation by the Historic Preservation Commission which is
supportive of the restoration and renovation of the building as depicted in the drawings.
3) Special privilege – This Mid-Century Modernist building design by William Bergman is the
last of six designs in this style still standing. With the landmark designation granted by the
HPC, this building has become and will be restored as a unique structure in Lake Bluff. The
2
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variance request is to allow for the ability to restore the original character of the 1955 design,
particularly the south building elevation. Therefore there is no special privilege, but rather
relief to the front yard setback to assist in the restoration of this Mid-Century Modernist
building.
4) Code purposes – As depicted on the figure/ground site plan of the immediate neighborhood,
the distances from the proposed variance to the adjacent houses is significant. The house to
the southwest is approximately 140 ft. away, the house to the southeast is approximately 90 ft.
away across a ravine. The vertical height of the house is 10 ft. above the finish grade. The
zoning allows for a building height of 40 ft. The allowable FAR for the property is 6,625 sq.
ft., the proposed FAR is 2,758 sq. ft., 42% of the allowable FAR. The landscape plan will also
further buffer the spaces between the adjacent houses; and
5) Public health and safety – The variance request will not adversely impact light and air, not
affect traffic, will not be a fire hazard, will not endanger public safety and will not diminish
property values.
Chair Peters opened the floor for comments from the commissioners.
Member Badger had no questions and said the applicant should be commended on his work for
this project.
Member Burns had no questions and said this is a great example of an applicant trying to restore a
house to its historical roots while maintaining a modest appearance.
Member Danly said she really appreciates the historic timeline as well as the applicant’s integrity
in regards to Village regulations.
Member Miller had no objection and congratulated the applicant.
Member Murray said he like the efforts made by the applicant not to encroach but enhance the
ravine environment area.
Member Russell said this is an excellent examples on why a variation could be justified. This is a
very uniquely positioned lot in the Village and although the front yard variation moves toward the
side yard, it is still more than 90 ft. from the neighboring property to the south. Member Russell
asked the applicant to consider speaking with the Village Engineer regarding any easement
restrictions prior to moving forward with the extensive landscape plan. Mr. Douglass said there is
an easement running through the property and noted he located a structure on the east portion of
the property which collects stormwater from the north.
Chair Peters had no comments.
Member Burns moved to recommend Village Board approval of the variation as presented.
Member Russell seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(7)
(0)
(0)

Burns, Miller, Danly, Badger, Murray, Russell and Chair Peters
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6. A Public Hearing for 419 East Prospect Avenue
Chair Peters allowed a brief intermission to give the commissioners an opportunity to review the
newly submitted information provided at the dais.
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and stated the subdivision proposes to divide the subject
property totaling 12,500 sq. ft. into two buildable lots. The existing structure, 419 East Prospect
Avenue, will be within Lot 1 (5,000 sq. ft.) and Lot 2 (7,500 sq. ft.) will be located east of Lot 1.
Chair Peters reviewed the public hearing process and asked that public comments be limited to
three (3) minutes. He then he invited the petitioner to the podium.
Robert Helle, property owner, said due to the growth of his family, instead of one large house he
is requesting to subdivide and build two medium size homes which he believes will best fit their
needs. He said from the Village’s standpoint that the subdivision will allow for renovation and
maintenance of the old house and the two lots are in character with the existing lots in the
neighborhood. In response to comments regarding the open space, Mr. Helle said that an
enormous front yard is not appropriate for their use. He provided information on the plans for the
property should the request get approved or if denied. He then introduced Ed Deegan, Architect
for the project.
Mr. Deegan explained the concept for the subdivision which will consist of two lots. The western
lot, identified as Lot 1, has the existing structure which will be renovated into a very nice small
home situated within the proposed 50 ft. lot. Unfortunately, the depth of the lot does not allow
that to be a conforming lot though there are numerous 50 ft. wide lots in Lake Bluff. Mr. Deegan
showed a slide of the subject site and the location for the proposed lots. He said the suggested
figure-ground is not out of character for the street or the streetscape. The effort is to maintain the
existing structure in a manner appropriate for the character of the street and not overtake the scale.
Mr. Deegan showed photos of the homes existing condition. He said an investigation found that
brick from the Cloe brickyard was not used for this home as indicated in the historic preservation
survey. The home has Victorian elements and the effort is to maintain the original façade.
Mr. Deegan showed the existing site plan noting the house currently is an existing nonconforming structure to the south and west. He showed the areas being proposed for removal. He
showed an illustration of the proposed line of subdivision with the 50 ft. lot to the west and the 75
ft. conforming lot to the east. The proposal is to have a small addition to the east and a portecochere addition to the west. There will be lesser mass in the lower levels which will allow a curb
cut to Prospect Avenue and access to a detached garage to the south. He commented on the
proposed site plan dimensions which includes two 5 ft. setbacks to the east and west, a 15 ft.
setback to the south and the standard 20 ft. setback on the front. He said the proposed renovation
conforms to the setbacks prescribed on the 50 ft. lot included the proposed garage.
Mr. Deegan showed an illustration of a conceptual first floor plan which consists of all public
space and noted there will be a new covered porch off the front of the house. The addition to the
west illustrates the porte-cochere vertical circulation and entry element. Then to the east a dining,
kitchen and living area; and a detached garage to the south. The second floor proposed plan is a
conceptual three bedroom and two bathroom plan. He showed an illustration of superimposed
existing/proposed north, east, south and west site elevations and noted the existing trees will not
4
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be impacted by this proposed scheme. He showed various view of the house and explained the
isometric view of the property.
In response to a comment from the audience, Mr. Deegan said vehicles would drive through the
porte-cochere and be parked in the back of the home. Also, he said the structure as designed
stands within the required 20 ft. setback and the proposed setback.
Chair Peters advised that the Petitioner will be given the opportunity to complete the presentation
and the audience may ask questions during the public comment period.
Mr. Deegan said one of the iterations presented during a prior discussion with the Village was a
flag lot to provide the driveway necessary to access the interior parcel, but the applicant sought a
different design because they did not want any unusual easement or anything out of the ordinary.
Prior to the public comments, Chair Peters had, AVA Cole read out loud for the records the
listings of letters and emails received regarding the petition (Barthold, Bjork, Cowbell, Russell,
Ashlee, Francoeur and Boyle).
Member Russell said for the record the Russell family letter was submitted by his spouse.
Chair Peters opened the floor for public comments.
A member of the audience (Mr. Art) said he had not received any information on what will be
built on the conforming lot. It is difficult for him to conceptualize or take a stance without seeing
a plan. He is not in support of producing lots that does not meet existing zoning requirements nor
does he favor overly bulk presentation on small lots. He said the Village spends a lot of time
dealing with stormwater runoff and impermeable surfaces and drainage issues and this is a large
permeable area. He said a lot of money has been spent to rebuild the ravines and this seems likely
to increase drainage issues in that part of town.
The public comment portion was briefly interrupted to allow AVA Cole an opportunity to address
the common issue associated with subdivision such as stormwater, public service demand, etc. An
applicant has the option, but it is not required, to present what will be built on conforming lots. As
long as houses are built within the Village standards dealing with matters such as stormwater, how
big they can be, where they sit on the lot – the design is not subject to architectural review. Staff
provides an overview of that in the memorandum noting the zoning code treats smaller lots more
generously to keep them buildable – the smaller lots gain slightly in FAR and impervious surface
– but other categories remain the same.
Chair Peters resumed the public comments.
David Kissel (resident) said his property borders the south end of the subject property. He asked
where the new driveway would be located. Mr. Helle said it will be similar to where it is right
now.
Village Attorney Schuster explained the question/answer technique associated with a public
hearing and noted that all questions and answers should be spoken into the microphone for the
record.
5
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Mr. Kissel said the existing property is an eyesore in relations to the proposed renovations and he
appreciates property owners that invest in their property. He said it would be helpful to see plans
for the new structure showing where it would be situated and location of the driveway. Mr. Helle
thanked Mr. Kissel for his comments. He said the plans for the new house have not been designed
but would have to follow Village requirements as this is a conforming lot. He conceptualize the
logical place for the driveway would be at the south end of the Moffett side of the lot.
Stephanie Bjork (resident) said she lives at 415 East Prospect Avenue located west of the subject
property. Her concern is regarding transparency associated with the project. She recently realized
there have been a lot of conversations at various board levels but nothing that as a neighbor she
was ever aware of. She commented on the recent problems associated with her property and said
it is difficult for her to speak in objection to a neighbor, but this is a very special streetscape and
the proposed porch will protrude beyond what has been allowed. She previously asked if the
Village was considering vacating the considerable easement on both sides and she was told that
was not being considered. She commented on her Freedom of Information Act request for
information regarding the vacated document number. Ms. Bjork said she was told there will be
one proposal but to her this has evolved and become a moving target. She provided background
information on 414 and 415 Prospect Avenue and said the drainage issues needs to be addressed
prior to any new construction.
Renee Boyle (resident) said this is a difficult discussion because she lives on one of the remaining
subdivisible lots in Lake Bluff. She commented on her experience when new homes were being
built near her property. She believes the work is excellent as she understand it is difficult to find a
beautiful house in east Lake Bluff. Currently, her house is worth more if demolished and two
smaller houses are built on the lot. Should this project get approved, she would expect more of the
same results if this type of action continues. She thinks it would be shameful to allow two homes
especially considering that the water situation has changed over the years. Ms. Boyle said she
would appreciate the Village’s genuine consideration regarding the preservation of Lake Bluff.
As there were no further public comments, Chair Peters invited the petitioner back to the podium.
He the applicant to provide the PCZBA with any additional guidance on what is being
contemplated for the proposed Lot 2. Mr. Helle said the information presented is the best he can
do at this time and noted that the existing trees are located within the setback. Chair Peters said
that is significant because the Village has a rather aggressive tree ordinance.
Chair Peters asked for commissioner comments, starting with Member Russell.
Member Russell said he intend to vote against the variation then expressed his concern regarding
the requested 33% variation on a minimum lot size and noted this type of variation has not been
allowed in at least 30 years in the R4 zoning district. He commented on various properties
throughout the Village could also seek this type of variation. This action in the long term could
change the character of the Village to start allowing lot size variations and he is totally opposed.
Member Russell said he does not find the statements for uniqueness to be at all unique. This a
rectangular property and there is nothing special about the topography. He does not think the
proposal to reconstruct the existing home preserves it in any way then explained why he feels the
renovation would not preserve the home. Staff report indicates that with the two properties and the
subdivision that there would be an approximately 700 sq. ft. and FAR but in reality there would be
6
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1,580 potential increase in FAR between the two structures, as there can be two garages of 440 sq.
ft. bonuses on each property and this was not included in the calculation. The Village Code also
provides for other miscellaneous bonuses which could amount to an additional 1,700 sq. ft. when
the two lots are ultimately developed. There is nothing in the proposal that would require the
property owner to have the new driveway come off of Moffett Avenue. There are no controls nor
guarantees as to what will go onto the second property. He said when you have all that
construction on those two homes on those two Lots with essentially what amounts to two new
homes there will be tree loss because of disturbance to the utility lines. The stormwater situation
is definitely a concern because there will definitely be more footprint possibly on both properties
and will increase the stormwater runoff. The neighborhood opposition appears to be
overwhelming in opposition. He said that, given all the reasons mentioned, he intends to vote no.
Member Murray said the absence of a comprehensive plan to develop the two lots makes this a
very complicated issue to deal with. While he agree with all the points made by Member Russell,
it would be easier for the PCZBA to try to weigh the plus/minus of the proposal as a whole if there
was a comprehensive plan that laid out the exact plan in detail. Should the applicant decide to
move forward consideration should be given to provide a more holistic plan. He actually think the
comments made by Member Russell about lack of restrictions around the new lot are correct.
There is absolutely nothing that prevents the driveway from being put in a different location and
worse case assumptions regarding stormwater, impact, etc. has to be made about the lot without a
definitive plan. Member Murray said he understands entirely their desire within their rights to
create structures which maximize the property value, but the request is for a significant exception
to precedent in the creation of a 5,000 sq. ft. lot. This could raise significant concerns because it
could create denser population in that neighborhood going forward. He thinks the proposal as
currently structured raises a number of real concerns.
Member Miller commented on the dilemma regarding the circular driveway which the PCZBA
ultimately approved. He does not think the worst case scenario applies to this proposal because
building a larger conforming house would be a better option than subdividing the lot. He is
concerned a precedent would be set for 5,000 sq. ft. lots and this could open a can of worms for
the Village.
Member Murray clarified that his previous confusion arose from the plat which shows a switch
from a side yard to a front yard setback. His concern with the plan presented was it could result in
the new structure on Lot 2 being closer to Moffett Avenue by 5 ft. in terms of moving from a 20
ft. setback to a 15 ft. setback. He said having a house closer to Moffett Avenue raise concerns
about taking a great open property and replacing it with an imposing structure over the Moffett
Avenue streetscape.
AVA Cole briefly explained the subdivision lot line requirement.
Member Danly said she feel the Village is losing open spaces at an alarming rate. She feels that if
the PCZBA was to grant a subdivision of this nature, of this extreme request, it will open up many
other issues. Member Danly said she resides on Prospect Avenue and commented on how
stormwater accumulates on her property. She would not feel confident moving forward because
only words have been expressed; there have been no visual aides presented at this time.
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Member Burns said subdivisions are kind of tricky to begin with even though the property owner
has a right to do so if creating conforming lots. In this case, he is inherently against subdividing a
property below Village standards. He said making a variation of this magnitude must have pretty
significant reasons for doing so. Also, the runoff and other issues that would result in utilizing the
property to a greater extent. Member Burns said he does not agree with the hardship from a
zoning perspective but he thinks it is a nice lot. Member Burns said there is no permanence to the
request because the requested consideration is not for preserving the house but subdividing the lot.
Therefore, he is not in favor of the request.
Member Badger thanked the applicant, noting they have spent a lot of time and effort trying to
figure out the best way to proceed. He said reducing the lot size by a third is very substantial and
will open up a can of worms. He expressed his concern regarding the effect on the infrastructure
and noted creating two homes on the lot would essentially double the drainage efforts on the
Village’s infrastructure. Member Badger said there are flooding and infrastructure issues on the
east side of Lake Bluff and certainly allowing a non-conforming lot size to double the drain on the
Village infrastructure does not make sense to him.
Chair Peters said the commissioners have been very articulate in expressing their opinions on this
particular issue. Personally, he has always been a proponent of one larger house as opposed to
two smaller house. The overall bulk is reduced when you have one large house. There can be a
perception of the magnitude obviously but there are constraints and regulations in place to limit
size, height, etc. Chair Peters said you can tell from the tenor of the discussion that if a vote were
to go forward tonight he suspect it would be to recommend against the subdivision. He said
another alternative would be to take the commissioner statements into consideration, especially to
present what is contemplated for proposed Lot 2. He stated that the petitioner has the opportunity
to request the PCZBA continue the petition to a future date, to see whether or not there are any
reasonable alternatives; or he could alternatively request a motion.
Mr. Helle thanked everyone for their comments and for the tenor of the conversation. He does not
feel it makes sense for them to continue. He said he does understand the comments about the
preference to have the second house designed; however, what he is hearing is that they could
design the Taj Mahal at 100 sq. ft. but the precedent of creating a 5,000 sq. ft. lot is probably an
overwhelming issue. At this point, he prefers the PCZBA vote on the proposal submitted. If
denied, his plan is to tear down the existing house and work with the single lot. Chair Peters said
he believe the commissioners understands that will probably be the alternative.
Mr. Helle again thanked the PCZBA for their time and consideration.
Chair Peters closed the public hearing
As there was no further discussion, Member Murray moved to recommend denial of the
application. Member Danly seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call
vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(7)
(0)
(1)

Badger, Burns, Russell, Murray, Danly, Miller and Chair Peters
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Mr. Helle thanked Staff for working with him on the proposal.
Staff Report
AVA Cole said a copy of the Village’s Strategic Plan was provided at the dais and commented on
the documents. He also reported that information regarding a new institutional zoning ordinance
was placed at the dais and asked the commissioners to review the documents and provide
feedback.
Village Attorney Schuster commented on the major conceptual change to the RIO draft ordinance
and commented on the two major changes regarding public engagement and parking regulations.
A discussion followed and it was the consensus of the PCZBA to discuss the RIO ordinance draft
in August.
AVA Cole reported on possible upcoming petitions for the August meeting.
7. Commissioner’s Report
Member Russell expressed his understanding that a tree survey is required for a subdivision but
was not in the packet. AVA Cole thanked Member Russell, stating that there have been
discussions regarding the need for more guidance to applicants for subdivision requirements.
8. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Burns moved to adjourn the
meeting. Member Miller seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 9:12 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Glen Cole
Assistant to the Village Administrator
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum

TO:

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

FROM:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

DATE:

August 10, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #5 – Text Amendments Concerning Solar Energy Systems

Applicant Information:

Village of Lake Bluff

Purpose:

To consider altering the reviews required to install solar energy
systems, as well as reclassifications of some or all solar energy
systems as a permitted or special use in some or all zones.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

Section 10-2-9 (Amendments)
Section 10-4-4 (Solar Energy Systems)
Section 10-13-3 (Zoning Use Table)

July 31, 2018

Summary and Background Information
Later on the regular meeting agenda, the PCZBA will hear a special use permit application for 600
Arbor Drive concerning this use. Prior to commencing that hearing, Staff recommends that the PCZBA
review the Village’s solar energy regulations, as there are indications that this section of the Zoning
Regulations may not be functioning as intended.
The PCZBA first passed its solar energy regulations in early 2013. It created four different types of solar
energy systems for the purposes of the zoning code.
1. Self-Contained Solar Energy Systems are incorporated into small devices, such as portable lights,
heaters, and attic fans.
2. Building Integrated Solar Energy Systems replace architectural or structural features of a
building; for example, solar panels that also function as a roof.
3. Building Mounted Solar Energy Systems are professionally mounted on the roof of a structure,
and are the most commonly installed type of solar energy system..
4. Ground Mounted Solar Energy Systems are permanently installed, free standing solar collectors.
The treatment of these various types of systems under the code is illustrated in a table on the following
page.
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AP-1, L-1, L-2

All Other
Districts

Self-Contained

Permitted

Permitted

Building Integrated

Permitted

Permitted

Building Mounted

Site Plan

Site Plan
Special Use

Ground Mounted

Site Plan
Special Use

Site Plan
Special Use

For reference:
•

Site plan review typically adds six weeks to a project and about $300 in cost. It is typically only
applied to exterior changes in commercial and multi-family sites. Solar energy systems are
the only instance in the zoning code where a single-family residence is subject to site plan review
by the Architectural Board of Review and, subsequently, the Village Board.

•

Site plan review combined with a special use permit typically adds about 12 weeks to a
project and about $1,500 in cost. A $3,000 escrow must be pre-funded. An applicant would have
to appear at, in order: a hearing before the PCZBA; a hearing before the ABR; first ordinance
reading before the Village Board; and second reading before the Village Board. A special use
permit imposes additional review burden for further changes on the site.

Zoning Analysis
In reviewing the Zoning Regulations, as well as solar energy system uses in the Village since 2013, Staff
notes the following:
•

Since the enactment of Section 10-4-4 in January 2013, no building or ground mounted solar
energy system special use permits have been issued in the Village’s residential areas. To Staff’s
knowledge, no building integrated systems have been installed during that time. Anecdotally, the
Village has had initial interest in solar panel systems conclude when review requirements are
described to applicants.

•

In comparison to other accessory uses not uncommon to single-family dwellings, these uses are
subject to abnormally high scrutiny. No other single-family accessory uses are subject to site
plan review by the architectural board of review. Only two other similar uses are special uses:
o Residential pool houses with heat, light, and bathing facilities.
o Subterranean garages
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•

•

A comparison of North Shore communities shows that Lake Bluff treats these the most
stringently among our peers for residential installations.
For Building Mounted
Solar Installations
(Typical Residences)

Architectural
Review

Zoning Review
(Special Use)

Lake Bluff

Yes

Yes

Lake Forest

Staff Referral

No

Highland Park

No

No

Glencoe

No

Administrative

Winnetka

No

Yes

Kenilworth

No

Administrative

Wilmette

No

No

Evanston

No

No

The code gives preferential treatment to building integrated systems that may pose the same
aesthetic concerns as traditional units. However, these systems are uncommon, more expensive,
and pose unique disadvantages compared to traditional mounted solar panel racks. While current
statistics could not be located, a 2012 study1 lists the market share of commercial building
integrated systems as less than 1%.

Proposed Text Amendment
If the PCZBA desires to recommend changes to these regulations, Staff has drafted a text amendment,
attached, that responds to these issues while enacting other safeguards to ensure that solar energy
systems do not disrupt the aesthetics of residential neighborhoods. The changes would:
• Eliminate special use permits for building-mounted solar energy systems.
• Eliminate, for residential uses, site plan review for building-mounted solar energy systems.
• Impose a height limitation.
• Establish protective language regarding glare subject to administrative review.
• Allow for referral, but not mandatory review, of architectural design for solar panel systems.
The PCZBA should also consider its posture towards accessory ground-mounted systems. While these
systems are typically more highly regulated, they may allow for more economic value for homeowners
while being less visible, and so posing less aesthetic concern, than their roof-mounted counterparts.

Binkley, Aaron. “Solar Technology Reference Guide.” NAIOP Commercial Real Estate Development Association, Jan.
2012.

1

Page 3 of 5

Planning Analysis
•

The Sustainability and Community Enhancement Ad Hoc Committee is currently developing a
Sustainability Plan for the Village which, at present, includes the following policy statement:
“Consider designation as a SolSmart community, as well as simplifying how residents
may install solar power facilities and other features that reduce energy use (e.g. green
roofs).”
Changes to the regulation of solar energy systems would be consistent with this statement.

•

As stated above, the SolSmart certification program recognizes communities that have taken
steps to advance access to solar energy. It is promoted by the Metropolitan Mayor’s Caucus and
other North Shore communities including Highland Park, Evanston, Glencoe, and Winnetka are
developing this certification. To achieve above the “Bronze” level of recognition, the program
requires the subject community to “Allow accessory use solar PV by right in all major zones.”
(Note that the publication of this memo itself and the PCZBA’s upcoming discussion may both
be used to satisfy other criteria in the SolSmart recognition program.)

•

The General Assembly, by way of the Homeowners’ Energy Policy Statement Act (765 ILCS
165/1), has pre-empted homeowners’ associations from denying permission to install solar
energy systems. Associations may only determine the specific location of panels subject to
certain requirements to ensure “that the determination does not impair the effective operation of
the solar energy system.” (The Village’s regulatory authority is not pre-empted.)

Considerations for Text Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance
The Municipal Code sets forth the following considerations for amendments to the Zoning Ordinance:
a. General Standards For All Amendments: The wisdom of amending the village zoning map
or the text of this title is a matter committed to the sound legislative discretion of the board of
trustees and is not dictated by any set standard. In determining whether a proposed amendment
will be granted or denied the board of trustees may be guided by the principle that its power to
amend this title should be exercised in the public good. In considering whether that principle is
satisfied in any particular case, the board of trustees may weigh, among other factors, the
following factors:
(1) The consistency of the proposed amendment with the purposes of this title;
(2) The community need for the proposed amendment and any uses or development it
would allow;
(3) The conformity of the proposed amendment with the village's comprehensive plan
and zoning map, or the reasons justifying its lack of conformity.
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PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend that the Village Board:
• Adopt a text amendment adjusting the treatment of solar energy systems.
Recommendation
After commencing the public hearing on the proposed text amendment, 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
collection of additional information requested by the PCZBA;

•

Recommend that the Village Board:
o Adopt a text amendment adjusting the treatment of solar energy systems.
o Take no action.

Attachments
• Draft text amendment ordinance.
• Current Section 10-4-4, Solar Energy Systems.
• Minutes concerning the creation of Section 10-4-4, including:
o ZBA, April 18, 2012
o PCZBA, July 18, 2012
o PCZBA, August 15, 2012
o PCZBA, September 19, 2012
o PCZBA, December 19, 2012
o Village Board, January 14, 2013
o Village Board, January 28, 2013
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-__

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING
THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS
RELATING TO SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEMS

Passed by the Board of Trustees, _________, 2018
Printed and Published, ___________, 2018

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

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

Village Clerk

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-__
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING
THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS
RELATING TO SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEMS
WHEREAS, the Village of Lake Bluff is a home rule municipal corporation in
accordance with Article VII, Section 6(a) of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970; and
WHEREAS, the Village has the authority to adopt ordinances and to promulgate
rules and regulations that pertain to its government and affairs; and
WHEREAS, Sections 10-4-4 and 10-13-3 of the Village's Zoning Regulations
regulate the use, location, and conditions under which solar energy systems may be built within
the Village; and
WHEREAS, the Village desires to amend the Zoning Regulations in order to: (i)
promote the supply of sustainable and renewable energy resources in support of national, state,
and local goals; (ii) facilitate energy cost savings and economic opportunities for residents and
businesses situated within the Village; (iii) reduce the regulatory time and expense burden
associated the construction of solar energy systems so as to further these goals; and (iv) enact
equal alternative safeguards to assure that any development and production of solar energy
systems is safe and minimizes any potentially adverse effects on the community (collectively,
the proposed "Amendment"); and
WHEREAS, a public notice describing the Application for the Proposed
Amendment was duly advertised on or before July 31, 2018 in the Lake County News-Sun, and
the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals (“PCZBA”) held a public hearing on
August 15, 2018, for the purpose of considering the Proposed Amendment; and
WHEREAS, at the close of the public hearing on August 15, 2018, the PCZBA
recommended that the Village Board adopt the Proposed Amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees has determined that adoption of the
Proposed Amendment set forth in this Ordinance pursuant to the Zoning Regulations and the
Village's home rule powers is in the best interests of the Village;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Recitals.

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

Public Hearing.

A public hearing on the Proposed Amendment was duly advertised on or before
July 31, 2018, in the Lake County News-Sun. The public hearing was commenced and
completed by the PCZBA on August 15, 2018, on which date the PCZBA recommended that the

Board of Trustees adopt the Proposed Amendment.
Section 3.

Amendment to Section 10-4-4 of the Zoning Regulations.

Section 10-4-4, entitled "Solar Energy Systems," of Chapter 4, entitled "General
Zoning Provisions," of Title 10, entitled "Zoning Regulations,” of the Lake Bluff Municipal Code,
is hereby amended as follows [additions are bold and double-underlined; deletions are struck
through]:
“10-4-4: SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEMS
A.

B.

Permitted Solar Energy Systems: The following solar energy systems are
allowed as a permitted use:
1.

Building integrated solar energy systems in any zoning district;

2.

Self-contained solar energy systems in any zoning district;

3.

Building mounted solar energy systems in the following zoning
districts: AP-1, L-1, L-2, on property other than that used for
residential purposes but only after: a) submittal and approval by
the building commissioner of the application required pursuant to
subsection C1 of this section and b) site plan approval by the
architectural board of review pursuant to Section 10-2-8 of this
title.

4.

Building mounted solar energy systems on property used for
residential purposes, after the building commissioner
determines, based on review of the application required
pursuant to subsection C.1 of this section, that the proposed
solar energy system:
a.

Complies with all applicable village codes, ordinances,
and regulations.

b.

Does not extend above the highest point of the
structure upon which it is to be mounted.

c.

Does not direct concentrated solar radiation or glare
onto nearby properties or roadways.

d.

Satisfies
any
applicable
architectural
review
requirements pursuant to title 9, chapter 13 of the Lake
Bluff Municipal Code, which may require a referral to
and hearing before the architectural board of review
pursuant to said chapter.

Solar Energy Systems Requiring A Special Use Permit: The following
solar energy systems Ground mounted solar energy systems in all
zoning districts are allowed after all of the following: 1) a determination
by the building commissioner that, based on review of the application
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required pursuant to subsection C1 of this section, the proposed solar
energy system complies with all applicable village codes, ordinances, and
regulations; 2) site plan approval by the architectural board of review; and
3) the issuance of a special use permit therefor.

C.

1.

Ground mounted solar energy systems in all zoning districts.

2.

Building mounted solar energy systems in the following zoning
districts: O&R, S, R, CBD, C-E, E-1, E-2, R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5,
and R-6.

Regulations Applicable To All Solar Energy Systems: All solar energy
systems shall comply with the regulations set forth in this subsection:
1.

Application Required For Building Mounted And Ground Mounted
Systems: An application is required to be submitted to, and
approved by, the village building commissioner prior to the
installation of a building mounted or ground mounted solar energy
system, which application must include, without limitation, the
following information:
a.

The name, address, and telephone number of: 1) the
owner of the property, and 2) the person, firm, or
corporation that will install the proposed system;

b.

Drawings and/or photographs depicting the location, size,
and design details of the proposed system;

c.

The manufacturer's specifications of the solar collectors
and other devices included in the proposed system;

d.

Plans and specifications showing the method of
construction of the proposed system in compliance with the
manufacturer's specifications; and

e.

A site plan, drawn to scale, including, without limitation, the
following information:
(1)

The location and dimensions of all structures and
solar collectors proposed as part of solar energy
system;

(2)

The location of any overhead or underground
power lines, utilities, and utility easements on the
property;

(3)

A copy of stress sheets and calculations prepared
by a licensed professional engineer showing that
the proposed system is designed for the deadload
or windload, in the amount required by the
manufacturer and all applicable law; and
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(4)

All
applicable
information
demonstrating
compliance with laws as provided in subsection C2
of this section.

2.

Compliance With Laws: All solar energy systems shall comply with
all applicable Village, State, and Federal laws and regulations,
including, without limitation, the provisions of this section, this title,
and all Village building ordinances and regulations.

3.

Interference With Utilities, Roads, And Neighboring Properties: No
solar energy system shall be operated in a manner so as to
interfere with any public right-of-way or any utility system in the
Village, or so as to interfere with the reasonable use and
enjoyment of any other property in the Village.

4.

Engineering Requirements: Solar energy systems shall conform to
all applicable industry standards, including, without limitation, the
standards developed by the American National Standards
Institute, as determined by the Building Commissioner.”

Section 4.

Amendment to the Zoning Use Table

The text of Section 10-13-3 of the Zoning Regulations is hereby amended to
establish “Solar energy systems: Building Mounted” as a permitted use in all districts by
amending the Zoning Use Table as follows:

ZONING DISTRICTS
P = Permitted Use

SIC
Code*

Use Category

Building mounted12, 13

CE
S
P

E1
S
P

E2
S
P

Residential
R- R- R1
2
3
S
S
S
P
P
P

R4
S
P

R5
S
P

R6
S
P

S = Special Use
Commercial/Non-residential
AP- L- LCBD O&R
S
1
1
2
S
S
S
P
P
P
P
P
P

*
*
*
12. These uses in all permitted residential districts are subject to the restrictions in subsection 10-4-4A34 of this title.

Section 5.

Effective Date.

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage,
approval, and publication in pamphlet form in the manner provided by law.

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]
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R
S
P

PASSED this ____ day of ______, 2018, by vote of the Board of Trustees of the Village of Lake
Bluff, as follows:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
APPROVED this ____ day of ______, 2018.
ATTEST:

Village President

Village Clerk
FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
PASSED:
APPROVED:
PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM:
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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:

August 10, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #6 – 600 Arbor Drive (Building Mounted Solar Energy System)

Applicant Information:
(jointly, “Applicant”)

D/R Services Unlimited, Inc. on behalf of Marietta D. Hance

Purpose:

To authorize a building mounted solar energy system and
appurtenances thereto at 600 Arbor Drive.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

Section 10-4-2 (Special Use Permits)
Section 10-4-4 (Solar Energy Systems)
Section 10-13-3 (Zoning Use Table)

July 31, 2018
July 31, 2018

Summary and Background Information
On July 20, 2018, the Village of Lake Bluff received a zoning relief application from D/R Services
Unlimited, Inc. on behalf of Marietta D. Hance (“Applicant”) to authorize a building mounted solar
energy system and appurtenances thereto at 600 Arbor Drive. Pursuant to Section 10-4-4, this use
requires architectural review by the Architectural Board of Review as well as a Special Use Permit.
The petitioner has provided a site plan in the form of an annotated survey, attached, as well as technical
specifications and photographs of a typical installation. For reference, based on the drawing provided, it
appears the array will be installed over 200 feet from the front line of 600 Arbor Drive.
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Standards for Special Use Permits
In considering this request, the Municipal Code identifies the following standards:
3. Standards For Special Use Permits: No special use permit shall be granted pursuant
to this subsection unless the applicant shall have established each of the following
standards:
a. General Standard: The proposed use will not have a substantial or undue
adverse effect upon adjacent property, the character of the area, or the public
health, safety, and general welfare.
b. No Interference With Surrounding Development: The proposed use will be
constructed, arranged, and operated so as not to dominate the immediate vicinity
or to interfere with the use and development of neighboring property in
accordance with the applicable district regulations.
c. Adequate Public Facilities: The proposed use will be served adequately by
essential public facilities and services such as streets, public utilities, drainage
structures, police and fire protection, refuse disposal, parks, libraries, and schools,
or the applicant shall provide adequately for such services as a condition of being
granted a special use permit under this section.
d. No Traffic Congestion: The proposed use will not cause undue traffic or
traffic congestion.
e. No Destruction Of Significant Features: The proposed use will not result in
the destruction, loss, or damage of natural, scenic or historic features of
significant importance.
f. Compliance With Standards: The proposed use will comply with all
additional standards imposed on it by the particular provision of this title
authorizing such use.
g. Title Purposes: The proposed use will be in harmony with the general and
specific purposes for which this title and the regulations of the district in question
were enacted.
In addition to determining if the Applicant meets the above standards, the PCZBA should consider what,
if any, such protective conditions are necessary and appropriate for the subject Special Use Permit.
Specifically, the PCZBA is empowered to recommend that the Village Board impose:
[…] Such protective restrictions and conditions concerning use, construction,
character, location, landscaping, screening, off street parking, health and safety standards,
minimum area and dimension requirements, and other matters relating to the purposes
and objectives of this title upon the premises benefited by a special use permit 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.
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PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend that the Village Board approve, approve with conditions,
or deny the Special Use Permit.
Recommendation
The Petitioners have provided statements addressing the relevant standards for relief in the attached
application. The PCZBA should consider if the Petitioners’ statements and submitted materials satisfy
the established standards. After commencing the public hearing, 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
Petitioners to provide additional information requested by the PCZBA;

•

If more information is not required, the PCZBA may recommend that the Village Board:
o Grant a Special Use Permit to the Applicant with or without specific conditions; or,
o Not grant a special use permit.

Attachments
• A copy of the Petitioners’ application with supporting documentation.
• Aerial photography of the subject property.
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Lake County, Illinois

100 Feet

Subject Property
Sources: Lake County, Illinois GIS Division
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

Geographic Information System

Lake County
GIS Division
18 N County St
Waukegan IL 60085
(847) 377-2388

Tax Parcel Lines

¯

Map Printed on 8/10/2018

Disclaimer:

The selected feature may not occur anywhere in the current map extent. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine the precise location of property boundaries on the ground. This map does not constitute a regulatory
determination and is not a base for engineering design. This map is intended to be viewed and printed in color.

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:

August 10, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #7 – Text Amendments Concerning Swimming Pools

Applicant Information:

Village of Lake Bluff

Purpose:

To consider altering the regulations governing a residential
swimming pool’s size, location, and treatment under the
Village’s Bulk Regulations.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

Section 10-2-9 (Amendments)
Section 10-5-10 (Swimming Pools)

July 31, 2018

Summary and Background Information
At its August meeting, Staff recommends that the PCZBA review the Village’s swimming pool
regulations. The Village’s swimming pool regulations were moved into the zoning code from the
building code in October 1995 (Ord. 1995-34). Similar to the agenda item concerning solar panels, there
are indications that this section may not be functioning as intended. While no application for relief is
forthcoming, Staff has encountered multiple applicants seeking to construct pools prohibited under
today’s regulations. No estimate is available as to the number of permitted residential swimming pools
in the Village. The Village has, however, issued variations for swimming pools since 1995:
• Ord. 1999-17 for 456 Sunrise Avenue, to allow construction of a 135 sq. ft. swimming pool
where a nonconforming structure existed.
• Ord. 2007-23 for 128 Moffett Road, in conjunction with a subdivision and subdivision variation.
• Ord. 2012-28 for 735 Ravine Avenue, to allow construction of a 450 sq. ft. swimming pool in the
side yard (rather than the rear yard) and to provide floor area relief necessary for the pool.
• Ord. 2013-17 for 314 Briar Lane, to allow construction of a 594 sq. ft. swimming pool in the side
yard (rather than the rear yard).
Petitions failing include:
• March 1996 – 230 E. Sheridan Place
• July 1998 – 556 Lakeland Drive
• September 1998 – 456 Sunrise Avenue
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Zoning Analysis
In reviewing the Zoning Regulations, as well as swimming pool uses in the Village,
Staff notes the following:
•

Rather than place swimming pools outside of the front yard, or behind the
front building line, the Regulations requires that these be placed in the rear
yard. This means, among other scenarios, that the following require
variations:
o A pool “inset” into the footprint of the principal structure; for
example, into an L shape. In addition to the practical difficulties in
making this space unusable for pools, such provide the maximum
screening for pool uses that may be desirable to encourage.
o Locating pools in the side yard. This may be the more rational
location for both the homeowner and adjoining properties.
o Staff expects a swimming pool would have difficulty in meeting the variation standards.

•

The ordinance prohibits construction of a pool where non-conformities exist. This requires a
homeowner to demonstrate complete conformance with the zoning regulations, which is not a
trivial task. Additionally, a similar provision does not exist anywhere else in the Zoning
Regulations. A survey of our peer communities (next page) does not reveal a similar provision in
effect.

•

Swimming pools are included in calculating floor area ratio, lot coverage, and impervious
surface restrictions. While it is common to count pools as impervious surface, it is not common
to include them in calculating these other categories and appears to run contrary to their purpose.
Setting aside the required fencing, an in-ground pool is the only form of construction that would
increase these measurements and not produce visible bulk on the property. A survey of our peer
communities (next page) shows that no other community includes pools in calculating floor area
ratio, and only one other community includes them in calculating lot coverage.

•

There are phrases and forms of construction which are not easy to use or understand. For
example, this section – located in a chapter concerning residential zoning – also affects
commercial zones. Some subtleties would also be opaque to a lay reader of the code.

Proposed Text Amendment
If the PCZBA desires to recommend changes to these regulations, Staff has drafted a text amendment,
attached, that responds to these issues. The changes would:
• Substitute the rear yard restriction with prohibitions on constructing pools in a front yard, in a
minimum front yard or corner lot side yard, or within 10 feet of any lot line.
• Clarify that pools are also subject to a special bluff and ravine setback.
• Eliminate provisions concerning non-conformities, floor area ratio, and lot coverage.
• Clean up other language, including removal of language applicable to commercial zones.
If the PCZBA has a desire to discourage or restrict these uses on small lots, more effective alternatives
may be the imposition of lot width or lot size restrictions. However, these also have no precedent among
our peer communities (see table, next page).
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Swimming Pool
Regulations

Included In Calculating…
Impervious
Lot
Floor Area
Surface
Coverage
Ratio

Location Requirements

Lake Bluff

Yes

Yes

Yes

Must be located completely behind the furthest-rear segment of
the building (e.g. not inset into building.)
Prohibited where any non-conformities exist.

Lake Forest

N/A

No

No

Minimum 20’ from all property lines.
Measurement includes minimum 4’ wide deck.

Highland Park

Yes

No

No

Not in required minimum front or side yards.
Minimum 10’ from property line in rear yard.
Not in required minimum front or side yards.
Only in rear half of property.
May encroach into minimum required rear yard up to 5’.
Minimum 10’ between residence and pool structures.
Pool decking may encroach into yards.
Permitted in rear yard.
Permitted in side yard with 6’ or 12’ setback.
(Varies by zone; larger lot zones are 12’ requirement.)

Glencoe

Yes

Yes

No

Winnetka

Yes

No

No

Kenilworth

Yes

No

No

May be located in side yard or rear yard.
Must be at least 8’ from lot line.

Wilmette

Yes

No

No

Must be located in rear yard.
Must be at least 3’ from lot line plus 1’ for each 1’ above grade.
Measurement includes minimum 4’ wide deck.
Siting subject to administrative review.

Evanston

Yes

No

No

Not in required minimum front or side yards.
Minimum 10’ from property line in rear yard.
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Considerations for Text Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance
The Municipal Code sets forth the following considerations for amendments to the Zoning Ordinance:
a. General Standards For All Amendments: The wisdom of amending the village zoning map
or the text of this title is a matter committed to the sound legislative discretion of the board of
trustees and is not dictated by any set standard. In determining whether a proposed amendment
will be granted or denied the board of trustees may be guided by the principle that its power to
amend this title should be exercised in the public good. In considering whether that principle is
satisfied in any particular case, the board of trustees may weigh, among other factors, the
following factors:
(1) The consistency of the proposed amendment with the purposes of this title;
(2) The community need for the proposed amendment and any uses or development it
would allow;
(3) The conformity of the proposed amendment with the village's comprehensive plan
and zoning map, or the reasons justifying its lack of conformity.
PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend that the Village Board:
• Adopt a text amendment adjusting the treatment of swimming pools.
Recommendation
After commencing the public hearing on the proposed text amendment, 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
collection of additional information requested by the PCZBA;

•

Recommend that the Village Board:
o Adopt a text amendment adjusting the treatment of swimming pools.
o Take no action.

Attachments
• Draft text amendment ordinance.
• Current Section 10-5-10, Swimming Pools.
• Minutes concerning the creation of and variations from Section 10-4-4, including:
o ZBA, September 20, 1995
o Village Board, September 25, 1995
o ZBA, March 20, 1996
o ZBA, July 15, 1998
o ZBA, September 16, 1998
o ZBA, May 19, 1999
o PCZBA, August 15, 2012
o PCZBA, July 17, 2013
(Other minutes concerning prior relief are omitted as these discussions principally focused on
other zoning matters; but are available upon request.)
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-__

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING
THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS
RELATING TO SWIMMING POOLS

Passed by the Board of Trustees, _________, 2018
Printed and Published, ___________, 2018

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

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

Village Clerk

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-__
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING
THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS
RELATING TO SWIMMING POOLS
WHEREAS, the Village of Lake Bluff is a home rule municipal corporation in
accordance with Article VII, Section 6(a) of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970; and
WHEREAS, the Village has the authority to adopt ordinances and to promulgate
rules and regulations that pertain to its government and affairs; and
WHEREAS, Section 10-5-10 of the Village's Zoning Regulations regulates the
use, location, and conditions under which swimming pools may be used within residential areas;
and
WHEREAS, the Village desires to amend the Zoning Regulations in order to
reduce the restrictions applicable to the construction of swimming pools and to increase the
clarity and ease of use of the Zoning Regulations (the "Proposed Amendment"); and
WHEREAS, a public notice of the Proposed Amendment was duly advertised on
or before July 31, 2018 in the Lake County News-Sun, and the Joint Plan Commission and
Zoning Board of Appeals (“PCZBA”) held a public hearing on the Proposed Amendment on
August 15, 2018, for the purpose of considering the Proposed Amendment; and
WHEREAS, at the close of the public hearing on August 15, 2018, the PCZBA
recommended that the Village Board adopt the Proposed Amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees has determined that adoption of the
Proposed Amendment set forth in this Ordinance pursuant to the Zoning Regulations and the
Village's home rule powers is in the best interests of the Village;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Recitals.

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

Public Hearing.

A public hearing on the Proposed Amendment was duly advertised on or before
July 31, 2018, in the Lake County News-Sun. The public hearing was commenced and
completed by the PCZBA on August 15, 2018, on which date the PCZBA recommended that the
Board of Trustees adopt the Proposed Amendment.

Section 3.

Amendment to Section 10-5-10 of the Zoning Regulations.

Section 10-5-3, entitled "Yards," of Chapter 5, entitled "Residence Districts," of
Title 10, entitled "Zoning Regulations,” of the Lake Bluff Municipal Code, is hereby amended as
follows [additions are bold and double-underlined; deletions are struck through]:
“10-5-10: SWIMMING POOLS
Swimming pools constructed in the village shall be located only in a residential
district and shall be subject to the following special regulations:
A.

Accessory Structure: Swimming pools shall be considered accessory
structures and shall be subject to all applicable provisions of this chapter,
including specifically, but without limitation, the provisions of this chapter
regulating accessory structures.

B.

Location: Swimming pools shall only be located in the rear yard of the lot
on which they are located.

C.A.

Location Setbacks: Swimming pools shall be subject to the setback
requirements applicable to the lot on which they are located. The setback
shall be measured from the exterior face of the water containment portion
of the swimming pool. The water containment area of swimming pools
(as measured from the exterior face), as well as any above ground
accessory equipment to the swimming pool, including, without
limitations, filters, pumps, or heaters:
1.

Shall not be located: (i) in the front yard of a lot; (ii) within 10
feet of any lot line; or (iii) within any required minimum front
yard or corner lot side yard setback; and

2.

Shall be subject to the setback requirements set forth in
Section 10-12-3 of this title.

B.

Prohibited When Nonconformities Present: Construction and installation
of a swimming pool shall not be allowed on any lot on which a
nonconforming building, structure, or use exists.

E.B.

Water Containment Area Included In CalculationsConsidered
Impervious Surface: The total square footage of the water containment
portion of a swimming pool, as measured from the exterior face of the
water containment portion of the swimming pool walls, shall be included
in calculating the gross floor area, impervious surface coverage, and
total coverage area restrictions pursuant to Sections 10-5-6, 10-5-7, and
10-5-8, respectively, of this chapter.

F.

Applicability Of Provisions To Slabs And Decks: Slabs at grade
surrounding a swimming pool and/or a deck constructed as part of a
swimming pool shall be subject to all applicable provisions of this chapter.

G.C.

Use Restrictions:

-3-

1.

Swimming pools accessory to a single-family dwelling, where
shall be used solely by the residents of the single-family dwelling
lot on which they are located, or by their invited guests, are a
permitted accessory use.

2.

Swimming pools shall not be used for the purpose of profit or in
connection with any business operated for profit.

3.2.

Swimming pools shall not be permitted without a special use
permit if a swimming pool is intended for use by: a) members
and guests of a not for profit club or organization; or b) a group of
residents of a multiple-family building, street or block, subdivision,
neighborhood, or other specific and defined area of residences.
shall not be permitted unless a special use permit is obtained in
accordance with the regulations of this chapter.”

Section 4.

Effective Date.

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage,
approval, and publication in pamphlet form in the manner provided by law.
PASSED this ____ day of ______, 2018, by vote of the Board of Trustees of the Village
of Lake Bluff, as follows:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
APPROVED this ____ day of ______, 2018.
ATTEST:

Village President

Village Clerk
FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
PASSED:
APPROVED:
PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM:
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
March 20, 1996
APPROVED MINUTES
1.

CALL TO ORDER.
A Regular Meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Lake Bluff
was called to order by Chairman Hart on Wednesday, March 20, 1996 at 7:45
p.m. in the Public Safety Building Community Room.

2.

ROLL CALL.
The following were present:

3.

Chairman:

William Hart

Members:

A. George Holstein
Cheri H. Richardson
Ruth Anne Sorsen
Jeffrey M. Walters

Also
Present:

Peter M. Friedman, Acting Village Attorney
Christopher A. martin, Administrative Assistant

Absent:

Donald V. Patton

APPOINTMENTS AND OATHS.
Chairman Hart administered the “Oath of Office” to newly appointed member,
John Dixon.

4.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE ZONING BOARD OF
APPEALS REGULAR MEETING OF FEBRUARY 21, 1996.
Member Hart requested the minutes be amended on Page 4, Paragraph 2, to
reflect that he made the statement that he believed it would be costlier to execute
a full basement than to pour and/or repair a slab foundation. Also, on Page 1, last
paragraph, Member Hart questioned whether he made the comments requesting
the minutes be amended.
Member Richardson moved approval of the minutes of the Regular Meeting of
the Zoning Board of Appeals of February 21, 1996 as corrected. Member Sorsen
seconded the motion. On a voice vote, all members in attendance voted aye; with
Member Dixon abstaining.

Regular Meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals, March 20, 1996

5.

SWEARING IN
Chairman Hart noted that there were four items of business on the Agenda for
tonight’s meeting and asked all those in attendance who intended to give
testimony to stand so they may be sworn in. Subsequently, Chairman Hart swore
in all those in attendance who were standing.

6.

CONTINUATION OF A PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF
A PETITION FILED BY GARDINER JONES, FOR VARIATIONS FROM
THE NONCONFORMING, FLOOR AREA, BUILDING COVERAGE,
GENERAL, AND OTHER REGULATIONS, OF THE VILLAGE’S
ZONING REGULATIONS - 230 E. SHERIDAN PLACE.
Mr. Gardiner Jones, petitioner and owner of the home located at 230 E. Sheridan
Place, summarized his revised site plan which included moving the garage from
the northeast corner to the western side of the lot and out of the setback area. Mr.
Jones requested that the Board consider the inclusion of the pool with the floor
area and building coverage calculations and the configuration of the through lot as
a hardship which diminished his ability to remodel and reconfigure the lot. Mr.
Jones concluded that he had received support from the neighbors on each side of
the property regarding his proposal.
Chairman Hart provided a brief history about the inclusion of the water
containment portion of the pool in the floor area calculations. Stating that the
ordinance was not new, but that it had been moved from the Building to the
Zoning Ordinance and had actually been reduced from including pool and deck to
just the pool “tub”.
The Board discussed the issue of the bonus not being applied due to the lot being
a through lot and the petitioner not being able to place any structure in the rear 20
feet of the lot. Member Richardson stated that it would be extremely difficult, if
not impossible, to place a detached garage on the lot and receive the bonus. She
felt that this unfairly impacted the petitioner. She also felt that the pool did not
visually impact the bulk on the lot and that its inclusion also unfairly impacted the
petitioner.
Mr. Martin pointed out that even with the detached garage bonus, the petitioner
would be over the floor area limit. Mr. Martin stated further that if pool was
removed form the calculation and the bonus was granted, the floor area would
most likely be conforming.
Member Sorsen agreed with Member Richardson’s comments and noted that
there would be little impact to adjacent properties because of the lot backing up
to the ravine. Member Walters agreed that the strict application of several the
provisions of the Bulk regulations, particularly the pool and the bonus provisions,
was working against the intent of the regulation in this case.
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Chairman Hart asked if anyone wished to speak on behalf of the project, and Mr.
Jones’ neighbor to the east indicated he was glad to see the property being
improved. Chairman Hart asked if anyone was opposed, and noted there were
none, however, the Zoning Board had received a letter from former Member
Virginia Alexander indicating her opposition to the proposal as inconsistent with
the intent of the bulk regulations and for failing to meeting the standards for
variations.
Chairman Hart stated that the Board had suggested that Mr. Jones make an effort
to reduce the size of the garage and/or the house at the last meeting. Chairman
Hart noted that that suggestion had not been addressed. Chairman Hart
summarized that the Board was in agreement that the proposal would be an
improvement to the property in an atheistic sense, but in his opinion the bulk
regulations were designed to limit exactly this type of remodeling project which
sought to increase the bulk of a home, in this case by four second floor bedrooms,
and use as a reason for variation other structures and amenities previously
existing on the lot, such as the swimming pool.
Findings
Some Board members agreed that the configuration of the through lot represented
a hardship in the placement of the detached garage which eliminated the use of
the bonus provision for the floor area calculation. These members also agreed
that including the pool in the floor area calculation did not properly reflect
structural bulk, as the pool was on a horizontal plane.
Other members agreed that most of the structural bulk was being added within the
remodel of the house, the addition of four second floor bedrooms. These
members felt that the petitioner had not made an effort to reduce either the size of
the home or the large new detached garage. These members did not feel that the
configuration of the through lot was a hardship but referred again to the
aggressive nature of the project and amenities which previously existed on the lot.
These members also noted that it was the intent of the code to create conforming
structures and to eventually bring all of the structures on Sylvan Road into
compliance.
Member Sorsen moved to approve both petitions for variations filed by Gardiner
Jones for variations from the Nonconforming, Floor Area, Building Coverage,
General, and Other Regulations, of the Village’s Zoning Regulations for the
property at 230 E. Sheridan Place. Member Richardson seconded the motion.
The motion was denied by the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
(3) Richardson, Sorsen, Walters
Nays:
(3) Dixon, Holstein, Hart
Absent: (1) Patton
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
JULY 15, 1998

APPROVED MINUTES
1.

CALL TO ORDER
A regular meefdting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Lake Bluff
was called to order on Wednesday July 15, 1998 at 7:00 p.m. in the Board Room
of the Village Hall.

2.

ROLL CALL
The following were present:

3.

Chairman:
Members:

William Hart
Richard Block
Deborah Chiles
Gary Peters
Cheri Richardson
Jeffrey Walters

Absent:

Christabel Frederick

Also Present:

Christopher A. Martin, Asst. to the Village Administrator
George Russell, Village Engineer
Steven Elrod, Village Attorney

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR ZONING BOARD
OF APPEALS MEETING OF JUNE 17, 1998
Member Chiles moved approval of the minutes of the regular Zoning Board of
Appeals meeting of June 17, 1998 with minor typographical changes and the
inclusion of Member Peters as voting “aye” rather than being absent on item 6.
Member Block seconded the motion. The motion was approved by the following
roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

4.

(6) Block, Chiles, Richardson, Peters, Walters, Hart
(0)
(1) Frederick

NEW BUSINESS

Meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of July 15, 1998

The Members agreed that the existing configuration of the lot, which narrowed
towards the back created a hardship which adversely impacted the subject
property. The Members also agreed that the limited size of the addition at one
story limited any real or perceived special privilege associated with the addition.
The Members further noted the petitioners intent to save the large trees along the
rear and side lot lines. The Members noted that all of the other standards for
variations had been established and shown.
Member Richardson moved to recommend that the Village Board approve the
40%, or 6.6 foot corner lot side yard variation for the property located 459 Park
Lane. Member Block seconded the motion. The motion was approved on the
following roll call vote.
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

7.

(6) Block, Chiles, Peters, Richardson, Walters, Hart
(0)
(1) Frederick

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A PETITION FILED BY SWANSON AND
ASSOCIATES FOR A VARIATION FROM THE FLOOR AREA
REGULATIONS TO ALLOW FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A SINGLE
FAMILY HOME (LOT 8 LAKELAND DRIVE)
Summary
The petitioners, Doug and AnnMarie Grieve, represented by the architectural firm
of Swanson and Associates (Rick Swanson), are seeking a floor area variation to
allow for the construction of a new single family home on the vacant lot 8, to
become 556 Lakeland Drive. The subject lot is an interior lot that is
approximately 63,070 square feet. The E-1 district minimum lot size is 65,340
square feet.
Required Variations
The proposal will require one variation. The maximum floor area for this lot is
9,907 square feet. The new single family home is proposed at 10,707 square feet,
which is 800 square feet, or 8%, above what is permitted. Therefore, an 800
square foot or 8% variation is required.
The square footage of the proposal includes 9,907 square feet of first and second
floor, garage, and other spaces, and 800 square feet of the water containment
portion of the in-ground swimming pool. The basement area is not counted as
floor area.
The Village Engineer examined the property and does not anticipate any more
impact on the main ravine than the existing adjacent homes caused by the location
of the home as depicted on the site plan. A full drainage plan will be required
prior to the issuance of a building permit.
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The permitted building coverage for this lot is 12,614 square feet, the proposed is
a conforming 6,475 square feet, approximately. The permitted impervious
coverage for this lot is 31,535 square feet, the proposed is a conforming 16,435
square feet, including all of the patios, porches, decks and pool. The permitted
building height is 40 feet, the proposed is a conforming 40 feet.
Audience Comments
Pat Smith, 631 Ravine Avenue, read a statement objecting to the size of the
proposed home and its impact on the adjacent ravine and wooded areas. She
requested that the ZBA not grant the variation and that the home be reviewed by
the ABR as overly dissimilar.
Robert Isham, 701 Park Place, agreed with Ms. Smith noting the massive size of
the home, stating that a request for additional square feet was highly
objectionable.
Bill Mowry, 550 Lakeland, also objected to both the proposed size of the home
and the granting of a variation for additional square footage. Mr. Mowry noted
that no new home to his knowledge had been built to this size other than on the
larger C-E lots at 4.6 acres. Mr. Mowry also suggested that the home be reviewed
as overly dissimilar. Mr. Mowry further noted that the petitioner had failed to
meet any of the standards for a variation.
Ann Kuseki, 602 Ravine Avenue, agreed that the home was too large and that no
variation should be granted.
Stanley Crane, 333 Simpson, agreed that the home was too large and that no
variation should be granted.
Findings
A majority of the Members agreed that the petitioner did not meet the Standards
for Variations. These Members noted that the petitioner had failed to show how
the zoning regulations created an undue hardship on the development of the
property. Conversely, the Members noted that the Zoning Regulations provided
for a home size of 9,907 square feet. These Members agreed that if the
petitioner desired a swimming pool, than the 800 square feet should be removed
from the proposed house. These Members also agreed that no unique condition
had been shown which necessitated a variation for the swimming pool. These
Members also agreed that the granting of floor area variation for a new single
family home would represent a special privilege. Finally, these Members agreed
that the measurement of a swimming pool as floor area was appropriate.
Member Walters dissented, stating that swimming pools did not add bulk or floor
area to the lot noting that a swimming pool was on a horizontal plane and that a
patio could be substituted with no need for a variation.
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Member Chiles moved to deny the requested variation to increase the maximum
floor area regulations for the subject property by 800 square feet, or 8%, on the
grounds that the petitioner failed to satisfy the standards for a variation as
provided in Section 10-1-3B of the Zoning Code. Member Peters seconded the
motion. The motion was approved on the following roll call vote.
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

8.

(5) Block, Chiles, Peters, Richardson, Hart
(1) Walters
(1) Frederick

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A PETITION FILED BY FRANIA AND
PHILLIP ROSS FOR A VARIATION FROM THE FENCE REGULATIONS
(213 HANCOCK AVENUE)
Summary
The petitioners, Frania and Phillip Ross, are seeking a fence height variation to
allow for construction of a fence sections of 8’ 6” in and along the western side
yard and off of the north eastern corner of the existing garage, at 213 Hancock
Avenue. The subject lot is a corner lot that is approximately 11,510 square feet.
The R-3 district minimum lot size is 9,500 square feet.
The proposal will require one variation for the construction of the two fence
sections along both sides of the property. The maximum permitted fence height
in the side yard is 6 feet. The proposal includes a fence sections at 8’ 6” high.
Therefore, a 2.5 foot or 42% variation is required.
Findings
The Members agreed that the existing configuration of the side yard grade, at two
feet above the subject properties at the lot line, created a unique condition which
resulted in the necessity for a variation. The Members further noted that the east
side trellis section was a decorative element and had limited value as a fence. The
Members noted that all of the other standards for variations had been established
and shown.
Member Chiles moved to recommend that the Village Board approve the 42% or
2.5 foot variation from the fence regulations for the property located 213 Hancock
Avenue. Member Richardson seconded the motion. The motion was approved on
the following roll call vote.
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6) Block, Chiles, Peters, Richardson, Walters, Hart
(0)
(1) Frederick
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
SEPTEMBER 16, 1998

APPROVED MINUTES
1.

CALL TO ORDER
A regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Lake Bluff
was called to order on Wednesday September 16, 1998 at 7:00 p.m. in the Board
Room of the Village Hall.

2.

ROLL CALL
The following were present:

3.

Chairperson:
Members:

William Hart
Richard Block
Deborah Chiles
Christabel Frederick
Gary Peters
Cheri Richardson

Absent:

Jeffrey Walters

Also Present:

Christopher A. Martin, Asst. to the Village Administrator
George Russell, Village Engineer
Peter Friedman, Village Attorney

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR ZONING BOARD
OF APPEALS MEETING OF AUGUST 19, 1998
Member Frederick moved approval of the minutes of the regular Zoning Board of
Appeals meeting of August 19, 1998 with minor typographical changes. Member
Chiles seconded the motion. The motion was approved by the following roll call
vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Abstain:

(5) Block, Chiles, Frederick Peters, Hart
(0)
(1) Richardson

Meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of September 16, 1998

ZBA Discussion
The Members entered into a lengthy discussion about the development
possibilities and permitted uses suggested by the Teska Study. The Members
requested that staff provide comparable building envelopes of other communities.
The Members also discussed the appropriateness of certain building heights on
specific parcels. Chairman Hart informed the Board that a joint meeting of the
Chairman of each of the advisory Board and several Trustees would be held on
October 13th. The ZBA requested that staff continue to provide material relating
to the B-1 District for further review at their meeting on October 28th.
Member Chiles moved to continue consideration of the amendment to the B-1
District regulations until the next meeting on October 28, 1998. Member Block
seconded the motion. The motion was approved on the following roll call vote.
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

6.

(6) Block, Chiles, Frederick Peters, Richardson, Hart
(0)
(1) Walters

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A PETITION FILED BY MR. AND
MRS. THOMAS CONWELL FOR A VARIATION FROM THE
MAXIMUM GROSS FLOOR AREA REGULATIONS TO ALLOW FOR A
TWO STORY ADDITION, DETACHED GARAGE, AND SWIMMING
POOL - (456 SUNRISE AVENUE)
The petitioners, Mr. and Mrs. Thomas Conwell, are seeking a floor area variation
to allow for the construction of a first and second floor addition, three car
detached garage, and an in-ground swimming pool, at 456 Sunrise Avenue. The
subject lot is a large corner lot that is approximately 16,200 square feet. The R-4
district minimum lot size is 7,500 square feet. The front of the lot, by zoning
code definition, is that portion along Sunrise Avenue, and the side of the lot, is
that portion along Park Avenue. Provided by the petitioner for the ZBA was a
revised site/landscaping plan depicting the home, garage, and pool locations, the
floor plans, and elevations.
Mr. Martin explained that the proposal will require two variations. The maximum
floor area for this lot is 5,040 square feet. The proposal contemplates a total floor
area of 7,353 square feet which is 2,313 square feet or 46% over the permitted
floor area maximum. Therefore, a 2,313 square foot or 46% variation is required.
This floor area calculation includes 276 square feet of the detached garage (over
the 440 square foot bonus) and the 700 square foot swimming pool. Without the
pool the proposal is still 35% over the floor area maximum.
The permitted maximum building coverage for this lot is 4,860 square feet, the
proposed is a nonconforming 5,224 square feet. This is 364 square feet or 7%
above the permitted maximum. Therefore, a 364 square foot or 7% variation is
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required. This variation was within the ZBA’s 35% approval threshold, therefore
two motions would be required.
Mr. Conwell provided a lengthy presentation describing the current home as
approximately 3,376 square feet in floor area. The proposed additions will add
3,946 square feet to the home, including 700 square feet for the pool. The
permitted impervious coverage for this lot is 8,100 square feet, the proposed is
approximately a conforming 7,522 square feet.
The calculations for this home include 1,056 square feet of porch area and 676
square feet of basement space counted against the floor area. The home is about
4.5 feet above grade, which requires that 20% of the basement space be counted.
Also, the garage at 716 square feet exceeds the floor area bonus by 276 square
feet and the building coverage bonus by 386 square feet.
Portions of the covered porch along the southern side of this house extend into
Village right-of-way. The Village has historically allowed homeowners to repair
and maintain such intrusions but not to expand on them.
Eric Wells, 306. E. Center, stated that the petitioner would do a great job on the
project and should be permitted the extra square footage as an incentive to
complete a very difficult remodeling job.
Fletcher Jenkins, 306 E. Sheridan Place, felt that the proposal was appropriate and
that the petitioner had done an excellent job at his current residence.
Jane Wetterer, 324 E Center, felt that the proposal was in keeping with the Queen
Anne style and that the petitioner was working to save a home in the village and
should be permitted to do so.
Ms Kraus, 708 Park Place, stated that she had recently completed a remodeling of
her home and had stayed within the code. She felt that the petitioner should also.
Robert Isham, 701 E. Park Place, stated that preserving architectural style was not
a sufficient reason to grant a variation, particularly of this magnitude. He noted
that the petitioner had failed to show any substantial hardship other than a desire
to have a large house and a pool.
Nancy Isham, 701 E. Park Place, stated that the proposal, with the assistance of a
variation would damage and/or kill most of the trees on the lot.
Steve Rothblatt, 707 E. Prospect, stated that the Board should enforce a strict
application of the code and not grant such large variations.
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Linda Neuman, 622 Ravine, stated that the improvements proposed were not in
keeping with the Queen Anne style as represented by the petitioner. Particularly
the large addition, three car garage and pool.
Findings
The Members agreed that the petition did not meet the standards for variations
stating that,


Practical Difficulty or Hardship – The Members agreed that the petitioner had
failed to show a hardship brought on by the strict application of the zoning
ordinance. They agreed that the remodeling, although difficult, could be
completed with or without a variation, and therefore no such hardship existed.



Unique Physical Condition – The Members agreed that although the style of
home was interesting it was not unique to the Village as there were several
Queen Annes in Lake Bluff. The Members also noted the larger than normal
lot size which would allow additional square footage to the benefit of the
owner.



Special Privilege – The Members noted that they had denied two variations in
the past (231 E. Sheridan Place and Lot 8 Lakeland) that included in-ground
pools and that this proposal without the pool would still require a 35% floor
area variation. The Members agreed that the granting of this variation would
constitute a special privilege.



Code Purposes – The Members agreed that the petitioner ran counter to the
purposes of the code mainly in the magnitude of the variation request for such
discretionary items as a three car garage and swimming pool. The Members
also noted the necessity to remove most of the mature trees on the property to
accommodate the request.

Member Chiles moved to deny the 7%, or 364 square foot building coverage
variation for the property located 456 E. Sunrise Avenue. Member Richardson
seconded the motion. The motion was approved on the following roll call vote.
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6) Block, Chiles, Frederick Peters, Richardson, Hart
(0)
(1) Walters

Member Chiles moved to recommend that the Village Board deny the 46%, or
2,443 square foot floor area variation for the property located 456 E. Sunrise
Avenue. Member Richardson seconded the motion. The motion was approved on
the following roll call vote.
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Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

7.

(6) Block, Chiles, Frederick Peters, Richardson, Hart
(0)
(1) Walters

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A PETITION FILED BY
CATHERINE AND DAVID STURGIS FOR A VARIATION FROM THE
MAXIMUM GROSS FLOOR AREA REGULATIONS TO ALLOW FOR A
TWO STORY ADDITION - (110 EAST HAWTHORNE COURT)
The petitioners, Mr. and Mrs. Sturgis, are seeking a floor area variation to allow
for the construction of a two story family room addition at 110 East Hawthorne
Court. The subject lot is a standard interior lot that is approximately 10,074
square feet. The R-3 district minimum lot size is 9,500 square feet. Provided to
the Board was a booklet prepared by the attorney for the petitioners, Mr. Bob
Rolek. It included the site plan, elevations, color renderings, development
options and the application form and narrative. The petitioner explained that the
current home is approximately 3,591 square feet in floor area. The proposed
additions will add 548 square feet to the home. The permitted building coverage
for this lot is 3,022 square feet, the proposed is a conforming 2,505 square feet.
The permitted impervious coverage for this lot is 5,645 square feet, the proposed
is a conforming 3,255 square feet.
Mr. Martin explained that the proposal will require one variation. The maximum
floor area for this lot is 3,815 square feet. The proposal contemplates a total floor
area of 4,139 square feet which is 324 square feet or 8.5% over the permitted
floor area maximum. Therefore, a 324 square foot, or 8.5% variation is required.
Findings
The Members agreed that the petitioners addressed the standards for variations
stating that, the current home at 3,591 square feet would permit an addition of
about 223 square feet. If a conforming detached garage were constructed then the
total additional square footage that could be added to the lot is 663. The
petitioner was requesting a less intrusive 324 square feet without a detached
garage. The ZBA noted the drainage difficulties in the rear yard and agreed that
the proposal would have less impact than what would be permitted under the code
with a detached garage. The Members noted that all of the other standards for
variations had been established and shown.
Member Frederick moved to approve the 8.5%, or 324 square foot, variation from
Chapter 3, Section 10-3-7A, Floor Area Restrictions for the property located 110
E. Hawthorne Court. Member Chiles seconded the motion. The motion was
approved on the following roll call vote.
Ayes:

(6) Block, Chiles, Frederick Peters, Richardson, Hart
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
MAY 19, 1999

APPROVED MINUTES
1.

CALL TO ORDER
A regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Lake Bluff
was called to order on Wednesday May 19, 1999 at 7:00 p.m. in the Board Room
of the Village Hall.

2.

ROLL CALL
The following were present:

3.

Chairperson:
Members:

None
Richard Block
Deborah Chiles
Christabel Frederick
Gary Peters
Cheri Richardson
Jeffrey Walters

Also Present:

Christopher A. Martin, Asst. to the Village Administrator
George Russell, Village Engineer
Steven Elrod, Village Attorney (left at 7:40)

CHAIRPERSON PRO-TEM
In the absence of an appointed Chairperson, Member Frederick motioned and
Member Richardson seconded to appoint Member Peters as Chairperson ProTem. The motion was unanimously approved on a voice vote.

4.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR ZONING BOARD
OF APPEALS MEETING OF APRIL 21, 1999
Member Walters moved approval of the minutes of the regular Zoning Board of
Appeals meeting of April 21, 1999 with minor changes. Member Frederick
seconded the motion. The motion was approved by the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Abstain:

(6) Block, Chiles, Frederick, Richardson, Walters, Peters
(0)
(0)

Meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of May 19, 1999

7.

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A PETITION FILED BY MR.
AND MRS. THOMAS CONWELL FOR A VARIATION FROM THE
SWIMMING POOL REGULATIONS TO CONSTRUCT BELOW
GRADE LAP POOL, 456 SUNRISE AVENUE
The petitioners, Mr. and Mrs. Thomas Conwell, are seeking a variation from the
Village’s Swimming Pool Regulations. The proposal is to allow for the
construction of a below grade lap pool of approximately 135 square feet adjacent
to the rear of the home. The pool is 4 feet deep, includes the ability to generate
current for stationary swimming, and waterfall feature. Provided as attachments
were a site plan depicting the pool and other detail
Mr. Martin then explained that this proposal will require one variation.
Construction and installation of a swimming pool is not allowed on any lot where
a nonconforming building exists. Because the home on this property intrudes into
the side yard (southerly) setback, a variation is therefore required for the pool.
The pool does not intrude into any setback and is otherwise conforming.
The ZBA recently recommend modifications to the zoning code to define hot
tubs. This installation is not considered a hot tub because it is more than 3 feet
deep and it is a below grade installation. The petitioner recently requested, and
was denied, a variation for a larger addition and full size swimming pool.
Public Comment
Steve Kraus, 708 Park Place, spoke against the proposal stating that 1) the history
of the home and neighborhood ran counter to the proposed pool, 2) the size
location and style of the pool was exhibited and inappropriateness for the context
of the neighborhood, and 3) that allowing the pool and granting the variation
would allow other nonconforming properties to have pools thus setting bad
precedent.
Bob Isham, 701 Park Place, spoke against the variation requests stating that the
property was already overbuilt and that the pool as designed was inappropriate for
the neighborhood.
Findings
A majority of the Board agreed that the petition met the standards for variations in
that the home was a difficult remodel job, resulting in the maintenance of the
existing nonconformity that eliminates the ability to locate a pool on the property
and that this represented a hardship. Also that the home is very old and that its
location on the lot prohibits the placement of the pool anywhere on the property,
and that the petitioner has “saved” a nonconforming structure, and that it is that
nonconforming status that results in the prohibition against the pool resulting in a
very low probability of the granting of a special privilege for this project. Also
that the pool will almost be entirely out-of-site, reducing impacts on adjacent
properties and that there would be no impact to the public health or safety as a
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result of the granting of this variation, as long as the pool is fenced as required by
the building code, as depicted on the site plan.
Member Walters and Member Chiles dissented stating that the size of the pool,
billed as a hot tub, was much larger and more permanent than a hot tub. Also that
the capacity of about 15 people was much more than normal hotubs could
accommodate, and that the installation was inappropriate for the neighborhood
and that the variation should not be granted.
Member Walters moved to recommend that the Village Board deny a variation
from Chapter 3, Section 10-3-1-G.4 Swimming Pools, to allow for a swimming
pool to be constructed on a lot with an existing nonconformity at 456 Sunrise
Avenue. Member Chiles seconded the motion. The motion failed on the
following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Abstain:

(2) Chiles, Walters
(4) Block, Frederick, Richardson, Peters
(0)

Mr. Martin then requested that the converse motion be made to provide
clear direction to the Village Board and petitioner as to the intention of the
Zoning Board of Appeals.
Member Block moved to recommend that the Village Board approve a variation
from Chapter 3, Section 10-3-1-G.4 Swimming Pools, to allow for a swimming
pool to be constructed on a lot with an existing nonconformity at 456 Sunrise
Avenue. Member Frederick seconded the motion. The motion was approved on
the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Abstain:

8.

(4) Block, Frederick, Richardson, Peters
(2) Chiles, Walters
(0)

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A PETITION FILED BY BILL AND
HEATHER WHITE FOR A VARIATION FROM THE DAYLIGHT
PLANE REGULATIONS, TO CONSTRUCT SECOND STORY
ADDITION, 129 RAVINE FOREST DRIVE
The petitioners, Bill and Heather White, are seeking variations from the Village’s
Daylight Plane Regulations. The proposal is to allow for the construction of a
second story addition above the existing attached garage along the west side of
the home at 129 Ravine Forest Drive. The site plan, floor plans, and elevations
were provided as well as a detail of the west side elevation and the subject of the
variation.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
AUGUST 15, 2012
APPROVED MINUTES
1.

Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Kaltsas called the regular meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of
Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff to order on Wednesday, August 15, 2012, at
7:09 p.m. in the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

Paul Baffico
Leslie Bishop
Mary Collins
Michael Goldsberry
Joan Kaltsas, Chair

Absent:

Sam Badger
Kurt Haller
Adam Moore
Gary Peters

Also Present: Andrew Fiske, Village Attorney
Gerald Nellessen, Building Codes Supervisor (BCS)
Brandon J. Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator (A to VA)
2.

Approval of the Minutes
Member Bishop moved to approve the minutes of the July 18, 2012 Plan Commission &
Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting with a change requested by Member Collins on page eight,
paragraph three, to clarify her expressed preference to allow standard portable solar systems.
Member Goldsberry seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:
Abstain:

3.

(4)
(0)
(4)
(1)

Bishop, Collins, Goldsberry and Chair Kaltsas
Badger, Haller, Moore and Peters
Baffico

Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Kaltsas stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes for those individuals who would like the
opportunity to address the Board on any matter not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the Board.

4.

A Public Hearing to Consider Variations from the R-1 Residence District Maximum
Floor Area and Front Yard Setback Regulations for the Property Located at 735 Ravine
Avenue
Chair Kaltsas introduced the item and requested an update from Staff.

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting Minutes
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A to VA Brandon Stanick reported on July 23, 2012 the Village received a zoning application
from Mr. and Mrs. Scott and Cariann Rice (Petitioners) to allow: the replacement of the
existing 2-car garage and breezeway with an attached 3-car garage; the finishing of the second
floor attic space for a master bedroom and the construction of an in-ground outdoor swimming
pool located.
Village Attorney Andrew Fiske noted the public notice published for this petition did not
specify the relief required to allow the swimming pool in the front yard and not the required
rear yard. He noted the Petitioners were made aware of the error and they have indicated their
preference to move forward with the hearing.
A to VA Stanick reported the Petitioners are seeking variations from: the R-1 Residence
District Minimum Front Yard Setback regulations to allow a 5.04 ft. setback and not the
required 30 ft. setback (83.2o%); the R-1 Residence District Maximum Floor Area Regulations
to allow 10,444 sq. ft. of floor area and not the permitted 8,274 sq. ft. (26.23%), which includes
the attached garage, 2nd story master bedroom and swimming pool); and the Residence District
Regulations for a swimming pool in the front yard and not the required rear yard.
A to VA Stanick also reported the Petitioners, in the fall of 2011, submitted an application for
complete demolition of the existing structure and went before the Historic Preservation
Commission (HPC) for a Significant Demolition Review of the property. This review was
required because the Petitioners were proposing to demolish more than 50% of the gross floor
area of a structure that is at least 50 years old (the structure is not a landmark). After meeting
with the HPC and reviewing the proposed demolition, as well as allowing some time to pass for
the Petitioners to “live” in the house, they decided to submit plans to renovate the existing
structure to accommodate a family of six. The Petitioners have shared the plans with the HPC
and have asked for its support for the project. Although several HPC Commissioners have
expressed their favor for the project a formal vote was never taken by the HPC due to recent
scheduling conflicts.
Mr. Mark Downey, architect and the Petitioners’ representative, provided a brief history of the
house noting there were two small additions to the house. Some time after the HPC’s
Demolition Review Meeting the Petitioners asked that he develop plans to renovate the house.
Mr. Downey then presented information concerning the proposed project. He noted the
original garage is an existing non-conforming element and does not function well for
contemporary living standards. He presented plans showing the exterior of the house and the
large living room, as well as the attic space.
Mr. Downey presented elevation drawings of the proposed house including the dormer
additions and the landscape plan. He briefly described the pool noting its proposed location in
the front yard.
HPC Chair Janet Nelson (328 Crescent Drive) stated the home was first owned by Mr.
McClintock and was built to face the lake. The home was used as a summer home for
entertaining and is now needed to accommodate a family of six. During the Demolition
Review with the HPC, the HPC acknowledged the house added a favorable appearance to the
park and the area overall and encouraged the family to renovate the home. Chair Nelson stated
several of the HPC members were in favor of the proposed changes.
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In response to a request from Chair Kaltsas, Mr. Downey addressed the following standards for
variation:
Practical Difficulty or Hardship –
Built in approximately 1930, this home was most likely designed as a weekend/summer home.
Three Guest Rooms on the first floor and four small Servant Rooms (approx. 90 sq. ft. each)
make living impractical for the homeowners with 4 small children. The large unfinished attic
(2,330 sq. ft.) and 12’0” first floor ceiling heights (478 sq. ft.) push the home 1,335 sq. ft. over
the current floor area ratio ordinance and restricts remodeling this home to current living
standards without a variation.
Unique Physical Condition –
The home has been classified as “Contributing” by the Village’s architectural survey, is located
on the south end of Sunrise Park and is visually significant within the neighborhood. The site
accessed on by an easement on the north property line, has a steep slope/bluff setback of 40 ft.
on the east and is bordered by a 7 ft. high (neighbors) wall on the south and west sides. The
majority of the existing home’s living square footage (89%) occurs on the First Floor and the
home exceeds the current FAR (due to large attic as previously noted). The existing (original)
floor plan with large entertaining rooms, guest bedrooms and small servant quarters was
designed for a bygone era and does not function well as a year round family home. The house
currently is existing, non-conforming as approximately 44 ft., 11 in. of the existing house
encroaches into the front yard setback (west end of the property), although the front of the
house faces north toward Sunrise Park and the side yard setback. The existing garage was
originally detached and connected to the main house via a previous addition of a breezeway. In
addition to the garage, approximately 12 ft., 6 in. of the main house encroaches into the front
yard setback. It is quite likely that the lot size, setbacks and zoning criteria were different at the
time the house was constructed.
Special Privilege –
It is the homeowner’s intent to completely remodel and renovate this home. The hardship
occurs as a FAR variance is required to allow this “Contributing” home to function and
accommodate a family of six. The current floor plan configuration of three 1st floor Bedrooms
and 2nd floor servant’s quarters does not function to contemporary living standards. The
request for a front yard setback variation is to rebuild the existing garage in its current location
(due to deterioration) with the creation of an additional bay. The additional bay takes the place
of the existing breezeway. A new basement is proposed under the new garage, as the existing
home has no usable basement.
Code Purposes –
This request does not violate the intention of either the FAR ordinance or the setback
requirement. The existing home was built before the current ordinances were enacted and as a
result it exceeds the FAR (due to its large unfinished attic) and encroaches into the front yard
setback. The proposed alterations do not adversely impact the surrounding properties or
general welfare. The creation of usable 2nd floor space is accomplished via modest dormers
within the existing roof structure and with a small increase in the building footprint at the
building roof line at the proposed garage. The replacement garage occupies essentially the
same area of the existing Garage/Breezeway, but incorporates a steeper roof pitch to
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accommodate a bedroom and create a more aesthetically pleasing north (Sunrise Park)
elevation.
Public Health and Safety –
The request will not:
 Adversely impact the supply of light and vent to adjacent properties as the creation of new
2nd floor space is primarily within the existing roof structure. The replacement garage
structure has a steeper roof, but is a one story structure.


Increase traffic congestion as the home will continue to function as a single family
residence.



Increase the hazard of fire as the home will be renovated to meet current building codes.



Endanger public safety as the home will continue to function as a single family residence
and be brought up to current construction standards.



Diminish the value of property within the surrounding area, but could increase adjacent
property values, as when the home is renovated, it will increase in value and will act as a
comparative home for the values of adjacent properties.



Impact the public health, safety, comfort, morals and public welfare as the request will
allow the “contributing” historic structure to remain as a single family residence.

Additionally, Mr. Downey addressed the requested relief to construct an in-ground outdoor
swimming pool in the front yard and not the required rear yard. He stated the rear yard abuts a
bluff with a setback of 40 ft. and the front of the house faces the park to the north. Due to the
position of the house on the lot, the only room for the swimming pool is in the front yard,
which does not face the street.
Chair Kaltsas requested comments from the public.
Ms. Katherine Murray (420 Simpson Avenue) expressed her belief the proposed renovation
will add to the values of the homes in the neighborhood. She added the location of the pool
will provide the Petitioners privacy. She stated she is in favor of the proposal.
Chair Kaltsas stated the PCZBA received five letters from neighboring property owners in
support of the project. Chair Kaltsas inquired if there was support from the property owner to
the south. The Petitioners indicated there was a letter from the property owner expressing
support for the project.
Chair Kaltsas asked for comments from the PCZBA.
Member Goldsberry stated his questions have already been addressed and believes the
Petitioners did a good job with the proposed plans. He further expressed his belief, that by
granting the requested relief, the Village is not providing them a special privilege as the Village
tries to work with property owners to meet the challenges of building on bluffs and ravines.
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Member Collins expressed her support for the requested variations and noted the placement of
the pool makes sense. She added that Village has many non-conforming lots such as this and
the proposal is sensitive to the neighbors and the garage massing is reasonable.
Member Bishop inquired if there was an engineering study performed on the bluff. Mr.
Downey stated the bluff was analyzed by Shabica & Associates and it was reported the bluff is
in excellent condition.
Member Baffico expressed his favor for the proposed plan and acknowledged the Petitioners’
efforts to modernize, but preserve the house. In response to a question concerning the pool, Mr.
Downey confirmed there will be a fence around the pool.
Chair Kaltsas summarized the proposed variations and Member Goldsberry moved to
recommend the Village Board approve: (i) an 83.20% variation from the R-1 District Minimum
Front Yard Setback Regulations to allow a 5.04 ft. setback and not the required 30 ft. setback; a
26.23% variation from the R-1 District Maximum Floor Area Regulations to allow 10,444 sq.
ft. of floor area and not the permitted 8,274 sq. ft.; and a variation from the Residence District
Regulations to locate a swimming pool in the front yard and not the required rear yard.
Member Baffico seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:
5.

(5)
(0)
(4)

Baffico, Bishop, Collins, Goldsberry and Chair Kaltsas
Badger, Haller, Moore and Peters

A Public Hearing to Consider Variations from the R-4 Residence District Minimum
Front yard Setback Regulations and the Maximum Floor Area Regulations for the
Construction of a New Single-Family Home at 601 E. Prospect Avenue
Chair Kaltsas introduced the item and requested an update from Staff.
A to VA Stanick reported on July 31, 2012 the Village received a revised zoning application
from Mr. and Mrs. John and Whitney Sorenson (Petitioners) to allow for the construction of a
new two-story single family home with an attached garage located at 601 E. Prospect Avenue.
A to VA Stanick reported the Petitioners are seeking variations from: the R-4 Residence
District Minimum Front Yard Setback regulations to allow an 11 ft. setback and not the
required 20 ft. setback (45.0%); the R-4 Residence District Maximum Floor Area Regulations
to allow 2,968 sq. ft. of floor area and not the permitted 2,550 sq. ft. (16.4%%), which includes
418 sq. ft. for an attached garaged. According to the Petitioners, the proposed plans for the
new home have been developed to address the shallow depth of the lot and the locations of
several large mature trees.
Mr. John Sorensen introduced himself and his wife, Whitney Sorensen, and showed plans for a
house with a detached garage that does not require any variations and a house with an attached
garage (preferred plan) that requires variations for front yard setback and floor area coverage.
He noted the lot is shallow and a detached garage will not fit behind the proposed house
without damaging the mature trees in the rear yard. He noted this defeats the purpose of the
floor area bonus for placing the garage in the rear yard.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MEETING
July 17, 2013
APPROVED MINUTES
1.

Call to Order & Roll Call
In the absence of Chair Joan Kaltsas, Assistant to the Village Administrator Brandon Stanick
called the meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals (PCZBA) of the
Village of Lake Bluff to order on Wednesday, July 17, 2013, at 7:04 p.m. in the Village Hall
Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

Sam Badger
Leslie Bishop
Mary Collins
Michael Goldsberry
Steven Kraus
Gary Peters

Absent:

Joan Kaltsas, Chair

Also Present: Andrew Fiske, Village Attorney
George Russell, Village Engineer
Brandon J. Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator (A to VA)
Member Gary Peters administered the Oath of Office to new Member Steven Kraus and he took
his position at the dais.
Member Badger moved to nominate Member Peters as Chair Pro Tem for the meeting. Member
Kraus seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
2.

Approval of the Minutes
Member Collins moved to approve the minutes of the May 22, 2013 as presented. Member
Goldsberry seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Abstain
Absent:

3.

(4)
(0)
(2)
(1)

Badger, Collins, Goldsberry and Chair Pro Tem Peters
Bishop and Kraus
Chair Kaltsas

Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Pro Tem Peters stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes for those individuals who would like
the opportunity to address the Board on any matter not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the Board.
Chair Pro Tem Peters administered the oath to those in attendance and then opened the public
hearing.

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
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4.

A Public Hearing to Consider a Variation from Section 10-5-10B of the Lake Bluff Zoning
Regulations to Allow for the Construction of a Swimming Pool in the Side Yard and Any
Other Zoning Relief as Required for the Property Located at 314 Briar Lane
Chair Pro Tem Peters introduced the item and requested an update from Staff.
A to VA Stanick reported the owners of the property located at 314 Briar Lane, Mr. and Mrs.
Ryan Stoll, (Applicants) are proposing to construct a two story addition on the southeast corner of
their existing residence, a southerly side yard deck, and a swimming pool proposed to be located
partially in the rear yard and partially in the southerly side yard. Several years ago the Applicants
purchased the property immediately to the north of their residence (formerly known as 320 Briar
Lane) and demolished the single-family home. The Applicants have retained this parcel and are
currently using it for open space with the exception of a small area that has been paved to
accommodate additional parking. Last year the Applicants purchased the property on the south
side of their property (formerly known as 308 Briar Lane) and also demolished the residence.
A to VA Stanick reported the Applicants are not proposing any new improvements on the parcel
to the north, and at this time are indicating the parcel will continue to generally serve as their
northerly side yard. This northerly parcel could be sold in the future and a new single-family
home could be constructed upon the removal of the small paved parking area. In lieu of
constructing the proposed pool completely within the defined “rear yard” the Applicants are
proposing to locate a portion of the pool within the southwesterly side yard. The Applicants
indicate their proposed location for the pool will result in the pool being farther away from the
houses to the west which are the houses closest to the pool location. Village Staff concurs with
this observation; however, the pool could be located completely in the “rear yard.”
Member Collins commented on a similar request and asked for clarification regarding the setbacks
and remapping of the property. A to VA Stanick stated although construction will be done on
both lots each one will still be considered an individual lot and the setback requirements will apply
to both lots.
Village Attorney Andrew Fiske further clarified the distinction before the PCZBA would be
between lots of records and zoning lots. The two southerly lots are being treated as one zoning lot
for the purpose of this application because the construction will not impact the northern lot.
Member Collins asked if the lots would be remapped as one property and the middle property line
vacated. Village Engineer George Russell briefly explained how lots are recorded and noted
underlined recorded lots are maintained indefinitely.
Mr. Scott Streightiff, architect and representative of the Applicants, stated the primary intent of the
petition is to request a variation from Section 10-5-10-B to allow for the construction of a
swimming pool in the side yard. The Applicants have lived at this address for several years. They
recently purchased the adjacent south lot next to their existing property with the intention of
adding a small addition, more green space and a pool (18’x33’). The proximity of the neighbor’s
back yards abutting this property is unique and the Applicants would like to have the pool
constructed in a location that minimizes any impact to neighboring properties.
Mr. Streightiff stated in addition to the pool the Applicants intend to construct a small addition
which conforms to the zoning requirements for the property. The addition is designed in front of
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the proposed pool as it relates to the street. No other variances are being requested. This proposed
project will satisfy the needs of the Applicants, minimize the impact to neighboring properties and
will generally improve the character and overall appearance of the property. Mr. Streightiff
showed pictures and explained the proposed site plan and overhead aerial view of the property.
Mr. Streightiff addressed the following standards for variation:
Practical Difficulty or Hardship In this case the strict application of the Zoning Code would result in a negative impact to the
neighboring property to the west. The conforming location of the pool in the rear yard would
bring it 16 ft. closer to the rear property line and the closest neighboring home.
Unique Physical Condition As outlined in the aerial study of the subject property this lot is unique in that the Applicants’ side
yard to the south abuts the back yard of a large one acre parcel on Witchwood Avenue. The front
of the property abuts the front yard corner of the south neighbor on Briar Lane and it abuts the
back yard of a smaller parcel on Newman Court. The Newman Court property is the closest
adjacent neighbor and abuts the rear yard. There is no adjacent side yard to the south of the
subject property.
Special Privilege This request will not offer the Applicants a special privilege that other property owners do not
enjoy. There is a conforming location for this pool; however, it will have a greater negative impact
to the closest neighbor.
Code Purposes This request will not adversely impact the surrounding properties. The purpose of the request is to
locate the pool so that it impacts the neighboring properties the least. The proposed location
satisfies this intent.
Public Health and Safety This request will not impair the public health, safety and welfare of the surrounding
neighborhood. The Zoning Code requires a pool be fenced off completely. In addition the
property owners intend to put in an adequate amount of landscape screening between the adjacent
properties for privacy. It will not impact the supply of light and air to the surrounding properties.
Chair Pro Tem Peters requested comments from the audience and administered the oath to Mr.
David Gorr.
Mr. Gorr (307 Newman Court) expressed his concern regarding the current drainage problem and
expressed his belief the new sewer infrastructure will solve the problem. He also expressed his
concern regarding potential noise and for the patio located in the rear yard.
Village Attorney Fiske stated the request is specific to the location because the current Code
specifies swimming pools must be located in the rear yard. Discussion ensued regarding the
project.
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Village Engineer Russell reviewed the site plan for the proposed project and clarified the “rear
yard” portion of the site as defined in the Village’s zoning regulations. Member Collins asked for
clarification regarding the side and rear yard areas and how they would be defined if the front
addition was not to be constructed. Village Engineer Russell advised that the rear yard on this site
would be the same regardless of the proposed addition.
Member Collins asked Mr. Gorr if he was opposed to the proposal. Mr. Gorr stated he is not
opposed, but just wanted clarification regarding the project.
In response to Chair Pro Tem Peters request to address the drainage issue, Village Engineer
Russell advised the subject property receives stormwater runoff from properties to the west and
south of the subject site. The architect for the proposed project has designed a yard drainage
system that will help carry this runoff to the storm sewer system on Briar Lane. Site drainage
would be improved if the project is constructed as designed.
As there were no further comments, Chair Pro Tem Peters closed the public hearing.
Chair Pro Tem Peters requested comments from the PCZBA.
Member Badger inquired of any precedent for pools in the side yard. A to VA Stanick stated the
PCZBA had previously recommended approval of a swimming pool in the side yard of the
property located at 735 Ravine Avenue, which is also an oddly configured lot. Member Badger
expressed his opinion the proposal makes sense and stated he does not object to the project.
Member Bishop stated Staff had previously confirmed if the project was approved it would not set
a precedent for future pool locations. She also expressed her understanding the project meets all
standards.
Member Collins stated she feels the project meets the standards for variation and it is similar to
past petitions considered by the PCZBA.
Member Goldsberry expressed his agreement with the proposal and expressed his concern
regarding the impact the construction could have on the existing trees. Village Engineer Russell
stated the oak trees located along the south lot line will not be impacted by the foundation
construction.
Member Kraus had no questions and expressed his opinion the project appears to be a good plan.
Chair Pro Tem Peters expressed his satisfaction with the project as the issues that were raised
were properly addressed.
Member Bishop moved to recommend the Village Board approve the request to allow for the
construction of a swimming pool in the side yard for the property located at 314 Briar Lane.
Member Badger seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

Badger, Bishop, Collins, Goldsberry, Kraus and Chair Pro Tem Peters
Chair Kaltsas
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