VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MEETING
Monday, September 17, 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 August 15, 2018 Regular Meeting Minutes
4. A Public Hearing for 700 East Center Avenue to consider: (i) a variation from Section 10-5-6 (Floor
Area Ratio) of the Zoning Regulations to add an approximately 29’x9’ shed to an existing lot that is nonconforming as to maximum gross floor area; 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)

5. Pre-Application Workshop for 999 & 1001 Sherwood Drive (Smedbo Property)
6. Public Hearing For Text Amendments Concerning Swimming Pools. After the PCZBA previously
recommended a text amendment concerning swimming pools to the Village Board, the Board has remanded this
issue to the PCZBA with a request that they review the treatment of above-grade swimming pools prior to Board
action. (PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

7. RIO (Institutional Zoning) Workshop
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
August 15, 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, August 15, 2018, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

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

Absent:

James Murray

Also Present: Ben Schuster, Village Attorney
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
Chair Peters stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes during this item for those individuals who
would like the opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda. Each
person addressing the PCZBA is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three minutes.
There were no requests to address the PCZBA.
3. Approval of the June 20, 2018 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes (Comprehensive Plan)
AVA Cole noted the corrections received were incorporated in the redline versions of the draft
minutes placed at the dais. There was a brief intermission to allow the commissioner an
opportunity to review the revised minutes.
Member Russell moved to approve the June 20, 2018 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as
amended. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Approval of the July 18, 2018 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Burns moved to approve the July 18, 2018 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as
amended. Member Miller seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
5. Chair Peters Administered the Oath to Those in the Audience
6. A Public Hearing for Text Amendments Concerning Solar Energy Systems
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item then requested an update from Staff.
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AVA Cole said later the PCZBA will hear a special use permit (SUP) 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 initially passed solar energy
regulations in 2013. It created a multi-tiered setup of solar energy systems focusing mainly on
residential areas. He said the most common type of solar energy system is the roof-mounted
panels which requires a SUP from the PCZBA and Architectural Board of Review (ABR) site plan
review. The Village have received applications for commercial districts but this will be the first
application received for solar energy systems in a residential area since the regulations were
approved. AVA Cole said included in the packet is a survey for comparison of other North Shore
community regulations. He emphasize this issue is of interest to the Sustainability and
Communities Enhance Ad Hoc Committee and commented on its draft goals and intent to pursue
a certification program.
Chair Peters opened the floor for comments from the commissioners.
Member Badger said he is in favor of making some changes and streamlining the process. He
recall when this previously went through that members of the board wanted to make sure that
these requests came through and they had an opportunity to review them at the time. But with the
ABR and enlightenment as to what some of the other committees are doing, he believes the
Village should make it easier to install solar panels.
Member Burns agreed and said he is sure there are ways to make solar panels look awful but he
does not think anyone would intentionally do that. He stated that there are plenty of other ways to
make things look unattractive and that the Village does not do architectural review for homes
anyway, so he does not know why there is need for an abundance of oversight. He said from a
zoning perspective we should try to make it as easy as for people to install solar panels or solar
energy systems. He thinks it would only enhance the character of the Village.
Member Danly agreed with both commissioners and said she thinks the cost associated might
make it difficult for people to consider this option. She said the process should be easier and she
does encourage certification. In comparison to the other communities she does not like to see that
the Village is among the most restrictive. When you really look at the rest of the North Shore, the
Village does not even compare due to how restrictive it is, so she is in great favor of making that
change.
AVA Cole said Village regulations are based on a Lake County model ordinance and the Village
have given the issue extensive discussion in comparison to the other communities.
In response to a comment from Member Miller, Member Badger said solar energy systems were
made a SUP because the PCZBA wanted another set of eyes on the regulations.
Member Miller asked if the ABR will be involved with the new ordinance. AVA Cole said the
ordinance structure can be discussed and noted there is a rarely used provision of the Code called
similar/dissimilar review which allows the Building Commissioner to direct radically different or
similar project to a binding ABR review. However, as written not every solar panel installation
would go through the ABR review process.
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Member Miller asked if the neighbor of the person desiring to install the solar panel would have
any say in the matter. Also, if there were any kind of check or balance besides the Building
Commissioner recommendation and asked if there needs to be extra reassurance. AVA Cole said
there is no neighbor consultation or other check as written, which is true of most residential
construction.
Member Russell said he is in favor of relaxing the current regulations and would actually be in
favor of relaxing them further than what has been drafted. As mentioned, with ground mounted
systems you could have an array in someone’s backyard that is less obtrusive than an array on a
roof which is what is proposed in the draft ordinance. He would favor structuring the ordinance to
allow ground-mounted systems pursuant to the same other stipulations for the building mounted
systems, with the exception the systems will not be allowed in the front yard. The only exception
might be the Country Estate District where nothing can be within 100 ft. of the front property line
of accessory structures. Member Russell said he does not see the reason to have a more rigorous
review for the ground mounted systems.
Member Russell commented on Section 4d in the draft ordinance which addresses the Building
Commissioner referring it to the ABR under the provisions of the similar/dissimilar ordinance. He
asked what is the thinking as to how often you would refer or what would be the criteria for
referring a proposed roof array for a home to the ABR for similar/dissimilar review versus
allowing some other system to go through on someone else’s roof. AVA Cole said it was a
shallow discussion and noted that almost all residential construction could be subject to this type
of review, but the Village does not receive permits that would justify the review. He said most
people are responsible homeowners and provided a few examples of what types of request could
be referred to the ABR.
Member Russell said if someone comes in with a proposed array that is pretty much flat on the
roof that it would not be sent to the ABR for review. In response, AVA Cole said these generally
should be facing south or close to it. However, if you have a south facing house there are not
many options except to have the panels constructed facing the street.
Member Russell said he does not know much about these type of systems but he is concerned
about the glare. In Section 10-4-4-4c the Building Commission determines that the proposed solar
energy system does not direct concentrated solar radiation or glare onto nearby property or
roadways. He does not think the typical municipal Building Commissioner has the expertise to
make that kind of determination and he thinks that particular provision should be place in the
submittal requirements for all the systems. Member Russell said the technical experts designing
the systems for homeowners need to design the systems so they are not going to cause a glare
problem for neighbors. Also, they should be required to make some sort of written statement as
part of their application when applying for a building permit.
Chair Peters said he takes a somewhat minority position on this matter. His concern does not focus
on building integrated solar energy systems but on the aesthetics and glare associated with
building and ground mounted solar systems. Chair Peters said he remain opposed to any
modifications in the ordinance because of the combination of adverse visual impact on neighbors
and potential glare. He thinks the current ordinance has worked fine and if the regulations are
lessen it could potentially open the flood gates.
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Member Russell said he favors relaxing the rules in the draft ordinance to allow roof mounted
systems, provided they are done in a tasteful manner. He does not think these would be an
outlandish or too obtrusive installation of solar panels. He does not think this will open floodgates
because he suspects the weather and interactive sunshine will make most systems uneconomical.
Member Russell said he has not noticed these systems in the Village or other North Shore
communities.
Chair Peters said there is a mechanism in place which allows for solar energy systems and
building integrated systems which benefits the homeowners desiring to install these systems and
has no adverse impact on their neighbors.
Member Burns said he thinks it is difficult to say one way or another about aesthetics because it is
totally a judgment call. He believes green technology will increase the property values in Lake
Bluff as well as surrounding communities as these will be sought after communities. He thinks it
could have a positive general effect beyond the homeowner and is a trend that will increase.
Member Burns said he does not think it will open a can of worms nor feel this will be an obtrusive
or unaesthetic endeavor, but he recognizes it is a judgment call.
Member Miller said he prefers more muscle in the draft ordinance specifically regarding the
Building Commissioner responsibilities because he thinks the person installing the systems should
be responsible for the design/glare. He would like it written into the draft ordinance a guarantee
that the glare it is not going to interfere with the neighbors.
Chair Peters expressed concern that once a system is installed on a two story house, surrounded by
single family homes, there will not be a nuisance or legal argument to address detrimental to
personal well-being or property.
Member Danly said the Village has a global responsibility and should be more proactive. The
technology is rapidly growing and she has witnessed what the systems have done on a positive
level in California.
Following a request from Member Badger, AVA Cole said the ordinance identifies four types of
solar energy systems:





Self-Contained Solar Energy Systems – Incorporated into small devices, such as portable
lights, heaters, and attic fans.
Building Integrated Solar Energy Systems – Replace architectural of structural features of
a building; example solar panels that also function as a roof.
Building Mounted Solar Energy Systems – Professionally mounted on the roof of a
structure, and are the most commonly installed type of solar energy system.
Ground Mounted Solar Energy Systems – Permanently installed, free standing solar
collectors.

AVA Cole said the proposed changes would get rid of the zone based distinction so any property
that would have been subject to architectural review goes through the ABR review process. One
notable change is that, if adopted, the Central Business District does not require a SUP but goes to
ABR review as well as the O&R District (Terlato Estate District and Tangley Oaks). He said
Section 4 of the draft ordinance addresses the installation of solar energy systems in residential
4
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districts or on residential property. As written there is no discretionary review before an advisory
board, no hearing, an applicant just needs to satisfy the listed basic standards (building code,
height, glare, etc.) with the Building Commissioner. The Village does not want to be in a position
of evaluating this ourselves or just being a check on the representations being made by an owner’s
agent. So we are making them prove to our satisfaction that this is the case or we have the ability
to decline it as is true for other building permits. Lastly, Section 4 states if this is out of line the
Village has the similar/dissimilar ordinance and the Building Commissioner can choose to refer it
to ABR review, but that the Commissioner is expected to typically issue a permit without an ABR
review.
Member Badger said how the effects on neighbors would be determines should an SUP come
before the PCZBA. AVA Cole said the PCZBA can review the materials submitted by the
applicant. Also, public notices are sent to neighbors regarding the plans, and if desired, the
neighbors can provide testimony during the public hearing process.
In response to a question from Chair Peters, AVA Cole said pursuant to the draft ordinance there
is no testimony involved. Chair Peters said his concern because there is very limited oversight
regarding the manufacturer/distributor or installers. He is concern that once the system is installed
it is not coming down so he thinks at a minimum the ABR should review each one of systems
prior to installation. There are still a lot of those California-type solar panels available and we are
not seeing the integrated building mounted technology. Chair Peters said he thinks there are risks
and it is conceivable that the house across the street from you all of a sudden in six months might
have California solar panels and this is something that must be considered.
Member Miller asked if it would be unreasonable as a safety precaution to have an outside
engineering firm, rather than coming to the PCZBA, confirm that this is going to work when they
apply for a permit. Chair Peters said that is reasonable and he thinks there has to be some sort of
checks and balances.
Village Attorney Ben Schuster commented on the two options available to address the glare issue.
A presentation of information as part of the application permit process, as well as a prohibition on
anything that causes glare. If someone builds a system that is non-compliance the Village has
enforcement mechanisms. If we find out that somebody made a mistake the Village would have a
mechanism by which we can say you need to either shift the way those panels are angled, remove
them, or do something to rectify the glare situation. A discussion followed.
Member Miller asked if ground mounted systems should be added to the text or remain under the
PCZBA purview. AVA Cole said that ground mounted systems are much more commonly treated
as a special use in other communities and could be less disruptive on a large lot.
Chair Peters asked if any residents have a ground mounted solar energy systems. AVA Cole said
there are none in the Village. A pool related systems would fall into the self-contained category
and would remain a permitted use with no review under the proposed ordinance. A discussion
followed.
Village Attorney Schuster said he would proposed amending subsection Section 10-4-4 C, adding
a subsection C1F which would state “as part of the application the applicant much include a
certification that the solar energy system shall not direct concentrated solar radiation or a glare
5
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onto nearby properties or roadways.” The Village would still keep in place the first reference, that
the Building Commissioner makes finding. In addition, he would recommend the PCZBA add a
new Section C5 entitled “No Glare” and state “no solar energy system shall direct concentrated
solar radiation or glare on to nearby properties or roadways.” A discussion followed.
Member Russell asked if any anecdotal evidence was received regarding any problems in
consulting with other communities. AVA Cole noted they are not very common and electrical
prices are a limiting factor as well as the Village tree canopy. He said the Village of Winnetka did
ask for the results of the Village’s survey because they might conduct a similar discussion in the
future.
As there were no further comments, Member Miller made a motion to adopt the proposed
ordinance as presented, with the addition of that language in Section 10-4-4, subsection C1F and
addition of Section 10-4-4 C 5. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on the
following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

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

7. A Public Hearing for 600 Arbor Drive
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from Staff.
AVA Cole said the property owner for 600 Arbor Drive located in the Country Estate District is
proposing to install a building mounted solar energy system on top of a garage. He said because of
how properties are situated in this area as well as the regulations applicable to the Estate District,
the solar panels are about 400 ft. off the curb line. AVA Cole said he did receive a phone call from
a realtor inquiring of the request but did not express any concerns.
Following a request from Chair Peters, Ronald Cowgill of Winsol Power Company said the
request is to install a solar array on the garage and integrated into the existing system. He
explained why the required approval from ComEd. He said before any building permits are
issued/accepted the Village should request the approval letter from ComEd. He said this is a small
non-mechanical array which does not require any batteries.
Following a request from Chair Peters, Mr. Cowgill responded to the standards for Special Use
Permits:
1) General Standard: The property dimension has been discussed and the setback is
approximately 400 ft. from the street. Also, he does believes because of the amount of trees
on the property the system will not be visible from the street or to the neighboring properties.
2) No Interference With Surrounding Development: The property is too large to impact any
future developments and this is a small array which will not be much of an issue.
3) Adequate Public Facilities: He does not think this would be an issue. The system was
designed to be 3 ft. from the top and sides, so if there ever is a garage fire, the Fire
Department can adequately ventilate the attic from the outside.
4) No Traffic Congestion: The proposed use will not cause undue traffic or traffic congestion.
5) No Destruction of Significant Features: The array will be mounted parallel to the roofline, not
projected upward at a 45 degree angle beyond what the roof is. A low shallow roof with the
6
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array pointed upward might be an aesthetic issue but because this matches the pitch of the
roof and is approximately 3 inches off the roof and will not have any visual adverse effect.
Chair Peters opened the floor for questions from the commissioners.
Member Badger expressed his curiosity regarding the function of the array and asked how much
power the arrays will generate. Mr. Cowgill said each array is different but this size array is
probably going to cover 25% of the residence’s power use. There are potentials for back feeding
the grid, even with a smaller array, depending on how much the house is using at the time.
Member Burns said we have not seen many solar panels or solar energy systems go up in Lake
Bluff and inquired of his impression of other community’s interest in this and process. Mr.
Cowgill said in comparison most communities are indifferent and they generally educate the
building departments on the requirements. He said more Villages have put things in place to get a
better handle on solar systems. The City of Chicago has really been proactive; they use to have a
really stringent process and now they have a process specific for green installations with
extremely fast turnaround. Mr. Cowgill said the Village should not be too concerned because
more than 80% of the homes in Lake Bluff cannot benefit from solar systems because of the trees.
Member Danly inquired of an estimated cost savings. Mr. Cowgill said in 2010 it was $12 per
watt and currently it is under $5 per watt. The cost has decreased significantly and the installation
cost is a lot smoother. He commented on electric cost saving associated with his property which
has 15 solar panels. The systems are designed and guaranteed to work and produce their rated
capacity for 20 to 25 years but could easily last beyond the rating. He commented on new
programs that will be offered by the State and he believes more systems will be installed when the
incentives are offered.
Member Danly commented on the New York Times article titled “California will require solar
power for new homes.” Mr. Cowgill said most of the panels he has installed have never had a
glare issue because it is all matte glass. He asked if the Village would require the same stringent
requirements if someone desires to install five skylights.
Member Miller had no questions.
Member Russell had additional questions regarding the concentrated glare and matted glass and
asked if there were different types of panels available that might be more problematic. Mr.
Cowgill said he thinks the matter has been addressed within the industry but there may be some
cheaper panels available which does not address those issues. Mr. Cowgill provided information
on how UV coated windows could impact vinyl siding. Member Russell commented that the
industry is sort of self-correcting itself to address the issue of concentrated glare complaints.
Chair Peters said zoning does not appear to be an issue because this is a large lot and the systems
will not impact the neighbors. In response to a question from Chair Peters, Mr. Cowgill said the
pitch will not change because this is a fixed mounted system.
Chair Peters said if dealing with a building integrated solar energy system no special use is
required and asked how significant is the price differential. Mr. Cowgill said the Tesla systems,
solar shingles, are not available. Also, he is leery of integrated systems because they do not
7
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provide a square foot rating for production and power. In addition, there are connection issues
because each panel must interconnect or the system will lose power.
In response to a comment from Chair Peters, Mr. Cowgill said the system will have matte glass
with a dark panel so there will not be any reflections.
Chair Peters inquired of the dimension of the panels installed on the applicants property. Mr.
Cowgill said the panels are 39 inches x 68 inches (3 x 5) and homeowners can find information
regarding solar panels requirements for their home on the website Google Project Sunroof.
Member Miller asked if solar panels were appropriate for this type of climate. Mr. Cowgill said
this climate should be sufficient enough to produce enough power to make a difference.
Member Russell made a motion to recommend Village Board approval as presented. Member
Danly seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

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

8. A Public Hearing for Text Amendments Concerning Swimming Pools
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from Staff.
AVA Cole said this section of the Code has been around since 1995 and there has been some
friction regarding applications. This matter is being bought to the attention of the PCZBA to
determine if any changes are needed. He continued saying that, if you are building a swimming
pool in the Village, a few things that apply:
 The pool must be in the rear yard behind the furthest back part of the building.
 The pool area counts as impervious surface in many of the neighboring communities, but
in Lake Bluff it also applies toward floor area coverage (FAR) and lot coverage which is
usually reserved for buildings. He noted that, in every other context, floor area means that
you have above ground bulk that can been seen from the streets but swimming pools are
the one exception to that. He said FAR is usually one of the most restrictive metrics to
work with on some of the smaller lots on the east side of town.
 This is the only instance in the Zoning Code we can identify if there are any nonconformities at all you are not allowed to build it. Usually you do not have to prove with
compliance with all these non-conforming situations to get a building permit, just with
what you are changing.
AVA Cole commented on the materials provided and noted there are no areas on the North Shore
that create a tradeoff between “how much house can be built” and “can I have a pool.” He
described other miscellaneous changes included in the draft ordinance.
Chair Peters opened the floor for comments from the commissioners.
Member Russell said he was present with the swimming pool regulations were developed in the
1990s. The sentiment of the Zoning Board of Appeals was they wanted a slightly bigger lot for
swimming pools and that is why they decided to include swimming pools in the FAR regulations.
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Member Russell said he did not understand in Section 3, in the draft, location point I. He agree
with this shall not be located in the front yard of a lot, except in the County Estate District, but
then in item number #3, it is sort of repeated, within any required minimum front yard. He
understand there is a difference but there is a conflict between the two because item #3 is less
restrictive. AVA Cole said it is dependent on where the house is located and commented on the
Zoning Code definition for front yards.
Member Russell said he still does not understand why we would say it cannot be in the front yard
and then said it cannot be in the minimum yard. He said that this seems to be two different rules
which could lead to confusion. He said he would prefer that at least in all the high density districts
that swimming pools not be allowed in the front yard. A discussion followed and it was the
consensus of the PCZBA to remove “front yard” in item #3.
Member Russell said the only other thing from historical perspective in 2006 or 2007 there was a
big proposal on Arden Shore Drive on the Larry Booth and Mike Barrett estate. The property was
going to be subdivided and Mr. Barrett was going to build a home on the easterly five acres and
part of that project had a swimming pool technically in the front yard but 300 ft. off the street
because of the lot size. He provided background information of a resident desiring to place a pool
in the front yard in the Country Estate District.
Member Burns said he is in favor of this and questioned in regards to the impervious surface. He
said although the pool is not going into the soil it is retaining water and questioned if a retention
pond is considered part of impervious surface. Member Russell said no because they are buried
and there is vegetation on top and noted it is connected to the storm sewer system and explained
how it drains into the storm sewer system. Member Burns said this should not be part of the
impervious surface because he would hate to penalize someone for trying to manage flood
situations. A discussion regarding impervious surface followed.
Member Badger said if we move to relax some these standards do we have any idea what
previously properties in the Village that do not have the proper size to add a pool if we relax these
standards. He asked if the change would open up 10% of the properties that are in the Village to
add pools. Or do we have any effect of how relaxing these standards might roll. AVA Cole said
that this information was not easily accessible. He thinks many of the rules combined together are
restrictive enough.
Member Badger said what was the genesis of this was it something Staff noticed in the Code.
AVA Cole said the matter has been discussed a few times and currently there is a situation at 600
Lansdowne which might be coming to the PCZBA for a variation absent the text amendment.
Member Badger said the property U-Shaped property located on Briar Lane, which requested a
variation for a pool in the side yard, with these proposed changes would they have needed to come
before the PCZBA. Member Russell said the pool would be allowed without coming to the
PCZBA. A discussion followed.
Chair Peters said we inquired earlier about how many pools there are in residential lots in Lake
Bluff and he believe it is probably under 15 or 20. He is not sure whether or not a change will
trigger a whole lot of pool construction either but it seems to be relatively innocuous as far as the
proposed changes. Chair Peters said he thinks the critical issue is FAR whether or not we want
9
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that excluded and if there is any downside to having it fall outside of the FAR but he is not sure if
there is a down side.
Member Russell made a motion to recommend Village Board approval of the proposed ordinance
as amended by Member Russell. Member Badger seconded the motion. The motion passed on the
following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

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

9. Staff Report
AVA Cole reported that Administrative Intern John Scopelliti will be rejoining the PCZBA’s staff
team this fall.
AVA Cole extended an invite to the PCZBA to attend the State Planning Conference to be held in
Springfield Illinois at the end of September.
AVA Cole provided a list of comments regarding RIO Institutional Zoning and asked that the
PCZBA provide any comments to him. A discussion regarding a special meeting date followed,
and it was the consensus of the PCZBA to hold the special meeting on September 13th at 6:00 p.m.
(Note: The meeting was ultimately held on September 19th.)
10. Commissioner’s Report
There was no report.
A discussion regarding the September 19th Regular PCZBA Meeting followed.
11. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Burns moved to adjourn the
meeting. Member Badger seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 8:45 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:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #4 – A Public Hearing for 700 E. Center Ave.

Applicant Information:
(“Applicant”)

Christine DeYoung

Purpose:

To construct an approximately 29’x9’ shed (~261 sq. ft.) to replace
three accessory structures (representing approximately 666 sq. ft. of
floor area) upon a lot currently non-conforming as to floor area.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use
Regulations:

Section 10-2-4
Section 10-5-6

September 2, 2018
August 31, 2018

(Variations)
(Floor Area Ratio)

Summary and Background Information
On August 29, 2018, the Village of Lake Bluff received a zoning variation application from Christine
DeYoung (“Applicant”) to allow construction of a 29’x9’ accessory structure to be used as a shed. The
subject property is a Village historic landmark (designated by Ordinance 2005-29), and the proposed work
was reviewed by the Historic Preservation Commission and approved in July.
Variation Analysis
While a large lot (27,484 square feet, or 0.64 acres), the existing three-story structure significantly exceeds
the floor area rules now applicable to single-family residences in the Village. For reference, Lake County
records show that the existing structure dates to 1920.
Note that the Applicant obtained a demolition permit and demolished the existing accessory structures
prior to discovering that the existing floor area non-conformity would prevent the construction of the
replacement shed. As documented by the Applicant, the lot’s current floor area impact consists of the three
story principal building and garage, a combined 8,237 square feet.
10-5-6

MAXIMUM GROSS FLOOR AREA
Built

Allowed

Diff.

Existing

8,993 square feet

6,348 square feet

2,645 square feet (42%)

Proposed

8,588 square feet

6,348 square feet

2,240 square feet (35%)

Page 1 / 3

PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend the Village Board approve, approve with conditions, or
deny the Applicant’s request for a 2,240 square foot variation (~35%) from Section 10-5-6, Maximum
Gross Floor Area.
Village Code - Variations - Standards for Variations
The Applicant has provided statements addressing the standards for variation in the attached application.
The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy the standards
for variation prescribed by the Zoning Regulations.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

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

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

VARIATIONS

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


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



If more information is not required, vote to recommend the Village Board:
o Approve the requested relief;
o Approve the requested relief with protective conditions; or,
o Deny the requested relief.

Attachments
 A copy of the Applicant’s application with supporting documentation.
 Materials from the Applicant’s advisory review before the Historic Preservation Commission.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF

Memorandum
To:

Chair Kraus and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission

From:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

Subject:

Agenda Item #7 – Consideration of a Demolition Permit Application for
Accessory Structures at 700 East Center Avenue (Landmarked Property
Subject to Advisory Review)

Date:

June 8, 2018
Assessor’s File Photo

Address:

700 East Center Avenue

Work Proposed:

Accessory Structure Demolition

Date Received:

May 31, 2018

Owner:

Robert & Christine DeYoung

Originally Constructed:

Arch. Survey
Lake County

Significance Rating:

Significant

c. 1920
1920

Required Action:
Determine if the proposed work is inconsistent with the purpose and goals
of the Historic Preservation Chapter of the Municipal Code.
Applicable Regulations:
• Ordinance #2005-29 (700 E. Center Ave. Landmark Ordinance)
• Section 9-14-1 of the Municipal Code (Purpose and Goals)
• Section 9-14-6 of the Municipal Code (Advisory Review)
Summary:
On May 31, 2018, the Village of Lake Bluff received a building permit application for the
complete demolition of two sheds and one greenhouse located at 700 E. Center Avenue. As
these structures are subject to landmark protection pursuant to Ordinance #2005-29 (attached),
the owner is required to participate in the Advisory Review process. (Note that this process only
concerns the demolition; the owner will have to return for the proposed subsequent exterior
modifications.)
The Applicant asserts that these structures are in disrepair; suffer from poor craftsmanship; are
inconsistent with the architecture and history of the home; and are subject to up to two feet of
flooding in heavy rain. Additionally, she notes that she was unable to find a source for
replacement glass for the greenhouse. She intends to remove these structures, rebuild an original
stucco wall, and construct a new shed in keeping with the architectural style of the home with
slate or copper roofing (rather than the current shingle and wood construction.) She asserts that
there will be a substantial investment in the property to restore these original elements.

Recommended Action:
The purpose of this process is to ascertain the extent to which the proposed work is consistent or
inconsistent with the purpose and goals of the Historic Preservation Chapter of the Municipal
Code (Section 9-14-1).
If the commission determines the work is inconsistent (by motion), the commission should
conduct an Advisory Review Conference with the owner. If the commission determines the work
is not inconsistent (by motion), the Village will evaluate the demolition permit on its merits (e.g.
may issue the permit).
Should the HPC conduct an Advisory Review Conference, the HPC shall consider and urge the
owner to incorporate into the proposed work the criteria outlined in Section 9-14-6C of the
Municipal Code. The goal of Advisory Review is a mutually satisfactory resolution of the
Commission’s concerns.
The time for the Advisory Review period is 120 days from the time the building permit
application for demolition is received. This advisory review period will end no later than
September 28, 2018 (participation is required) after which time the demolition permit may be
issued.
Attached Documents:
A.
Building Permit Application for Demolition;
B.
Landmark Ordinance #2005-29;
C.
Minutes Concerning the Landmark Ordinance (Sep. 14, 2005)
If you should have any questions regarding the information provided in this memorandum,
please feel free to contact me at (847) 283-6889.

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

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

Absent:

Randolph Liebolt
Robert Hunter, Vice Chair

Also Present:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

2. Consideration of the May 9, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Member Bergmann moved to approve the May 9, 2018 HPC Regular Meeting Minutes as amended.
Member Jerch seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
3. Consideration of the November 8, 2017 Meeting Minutes
Member Richardson moved to approve the November 8, 2017 HPC Regular Meeting Minutes as
amended. Member Bergmann seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Kraus stated that the Chairperson and Members of the HPC allocate fifteen (15) minutes at
this time for those individuals who would like the opportunity to address the HPC on any matter
within its area of responsibility that is not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the HPC.
5. Oath For Those Participating In Public Hearing
Chair Kraus administered the oath for those individuals that intended to participate in the public
hearing.
6. A Public Hearing to Consider a Historic Landmark Nomination Application for the Property
Located at 673 Maple Avenue
AVA Cole introduced the application to the commission while also describing the procedure for the
Historic Landmark Application process.
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structure when the final version isn’t yet built assuming the applicant wants to landmark it as it will
exist.
Rob Douglass stated that he would like the property to be landmarked as it will exist after the
renovations.
AVA Cole mentioned that procedurally this is the same process.
Chair Kraus stated that timing matters.
Rob Douglass mentioned that the variation is important and enables us to get to the end product
under bulk capacity to this property.
Member Bergmann stated that timing matters for tax.
Member Richardson stated that the applicant’s criteria doesn’t change with the building changes.
Chair Kraus stated that that his intent is to approve this application and there is no reason to delay it.
He mentioned that perhaps this commission make a recommendation that the Village Board approve
this as a landmark. A brief discussion commenced.
Chair Kraus walked through the Criteria for Landmark Designation. A brief discussion commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Jerch moved to recommend the Village Board designate the
subject property as a landmark and specify both the specific historic landmark designation criteria
met and the specific elements of the property that merit protection. Member Bergmann seconded the
motion. The motion passed on a unanimous roll call vote.
7. Consideration of a Demolition Permit Application for Accessory Structures at 700 East Center
Avenue (Landmarked Property Subject to Advisory Review)
AVA Cole explained the procedures and details to the commission in regards to this application.
AVA Cole invited the Applicant, Christine De Young, to the podium to address any questions the
commission may have for her.
Christine De Young explained to the commission her application and what kind of work she wants
to do at her property. A brief discussion commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Bergmann moved to approve the doors and windows as
consistent with the purpose and goals of the Historic Preservation Chapter of the Municipal Code
(Section 9-14-1). Member Nicol seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous roll call
vote.
The commission started talking about sheds and accessory structures. A brief discussion
commenced.
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Chair Kraus described his intentions for the next meeting for this application. A brief discussion
commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Bergmann moved to recommend an Advisory Conference for this
application at the next HPC meeting. Member Richardson seconded the motion. The motion passed
on a unanimous roll call vote.
8. Continued Strategic Planning and Visioning for the Historic Preservation Commission
Chair Kraus had requested the members of the HPC reach out to their neighbors, in the previous
HPC meeting, to find out why residents moved to the Village of Lake Bluff. Each member explained
their findings. A brief discussion commenced.
9. Chairperson’s Report
Chair Kraus had no report.
10. Staff Report
There was no staff report.
11. Adjournment
There being no further business to consider, Member Bergmann motioned to adjourn. Member Jerch
seconded the motion. Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the meeting was adjourned at
9:27p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

John Scopelliti
Administrative Intern
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF

Memorandum
To:

Chair Kraus and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission

From:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

Subject:

Agenda Item #5 – Advisory Review Conference:
Demolition of Accessory Structures at 700 East Center Avenue
(Landmarked Property Subject to Advisory Review)

Date:

July 6, 2018
Assessor’s File Photo

Address:

700 East Center Avenue

Work Proposed:

Accessory Structure Demolition

Date Received:

May 31, 2018

Owner:

Robert & Christine DeYoung

Originally Constructed:

Arch. Survey
Lake County

Significance Rating:

Significant

c. 1920
1920

Required Action:
Hold an advisory review conference to reach a mutually satisfactory resolution of the
Commission’s concerns.
Applicable Regulations:
• Ordinance #2005-29 (700 E. Center Ave. Landmark Ordinance)
• Section 9-14-1 of the Municipal Code (Purpose and Goals)
• Section 9-14-6 of the Municipal Code (Advisory Review)
Summary:
On May 31, 2018, the Village of Lake Bluff received a building permit application for the
complete demolition of two sheds and one greenhouse located at 700 E. Center Avenue. As
these structures are subject to landmark protection pursuant to Ordinance #2005-29 (attached),
the owner is required to participate in the Advisory Review process.
At its June regular meeting, the HPC reviewed these changes as well as changes to the exterior
elevations of the detached garage at the subject property. It determined that the exterior changes
were consistent with the goals and purposes of the historic preservation ordinance; and that the
proposed accessory structure demolitions were inconsistent. Accordingly, as required by the
Historic Preservation Ordinance, the HPC and the Applicant now enter into an advisory review
conference to reach a mutually satisfactory resolution.
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While not available for distribution in the agenda packet, the Applicant has stated that drawings
of the proposed replacement structure will be forthcoming at or prior to the HPC’s regular July
meeting.
As stated in June, the Applicant asserts that these structures are in disrepair; suffer from poor
craftsmanship; are inconsistent with the architecture and history of the home; and are subject to
up to two feet of flooding in heavy rain. Additionally, she notes that she was unable to find a
source for replacement glass for the greenhouse. She intends to remove these structures, rebuild
an original stucco wall, and construct a new shed in keeping with the architectural style of the
home with slate or copper roofing (rather than the current shingle and wood construction.) She
asserts that there will be a substantial investment in the property to restore these original
elements.
Recommended Action:
The purpose of this process is to reach a mutually satisfactory resolution of the Commission’s
concerns with the proposed alterations to the landmark. The HPC shall consider and urge the
owner to incorporate into the proposed work the criteria outlined in Section 9-14-6(C) of the
Municipal Code. These criteria are also attached to this memorandum.
If, at any point, the HPC finds that the proposed alterations are not inconsistent with the purpose
and goals of the Historic Preservation Ordinance (Title 9, Chapter 14), the HPC should conclude
the advisory review conference and allow the permitted work to proceed.
The minimum time for advisory review is 120 days from the time the building permit application
for demolition is received. This advisory review will end no later than September 28, 2018 after
which time the demolition permit may be issued. The Village Board may, under certain
circumstances, extend this period for an additional 30 days.
Attached Documents: (all previously provided)
A.
Building Permit Application for Demolition;
B.
Photos presented by the Applicant at the regular June HPC meeting;
C.
Landmark Ordinance #2005-29;
D.
Minutes Concerning the Landmark Ordinance (Sep. 14, 2005)
If you should have any questions regarding the information provided in this memorandum,
please feel free to contact me at (847) 283-6889.
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9-14-6

ADVISORY REVIEW

C. Criteria: In conducting an advisory review, the commission shall consider and urge the
applicant to incorporate into the proposed work the following criteria:
1. General Standards:
a. Reasonable efforts should be made to use property for its originally intended
purpose or to provide a compatible use that requires minimal alteration of a
structure, building, site, or landscape and its environment.
b. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, building, site, or
landscape and its environment should not be destroyed. No alteration or
demolition of any historic material or distinctive architectural feature should be
permitted except when necessary to assure an economically viable use of a site.
c. All structures, buildings, sites, and landscapes should be recognized as products
of their own time. Alterations that have no historic basis and that seek to create an
earlier appearance than the true age of the property are discouraged.
d. Changes that may have taken place over time evidence the history and
development of a structure, building, site, or landscape and its environment.
These changes may have acquired significance in their own right, and this
significance should be recognized and respected when dealing with a specific
architectural period.
e. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize
a structure, building, site, or landscape should be maintained and preserved if
possible.
f. Deteriorated architectural features should be repaired rather than replaced, if
possible. In the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the
material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, and other visual
qualities. Repair or replacement of missing architectural features should be based
on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical, or
pictorial evidence rather than conjectural designs or the availability of different
architectural elements from other buildings or structures.
g. Surface and other forms of cleaning of structures, buildings, sites, and landscapes
should be undertaken with the gentlest means possible. Sandblasting and other
cleaning methods that will damage the structures, buildings, sites, or landscapes
should be avoided.
h. New structures and buildings, and alterations to sites and landscapes, should not
be discouraged when such structures or alterations do not destroy significant
historical, architectural, or cultural features and are compatible with the size,
scale, color, material, and character of the site, neighborhood, or environment.
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i. If possible, new structures and buildings, and alterations to the existing conditions
of sites and landscapes, should be undertaken in such a manner that, if such new
structures or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and
integrity of the original structure, building, site, or landscape would be
unimpaired.
j. Alterations that do not affect any essential architectural or historic features of a
structure, building, site, or landscape, as viewed from the public way, ordinarily
should be permitted.
k. Any permitted alteration or demolition should promote the purposes of this
chapter and the general welfare of the village and its residents.
l. Demolition should not be undertaken if a structure, building, site, or landscape is
economically viable in its present condition or could be economically viable after
completion of appropriate alterations, even if demolition would permit a more
profitable use of such site.
2. Design Guidelines:
a. The height of a landmark after alteration should be compatible with the height of
the original landmark.
b. The relationship between a landmark and adjacent open spaces after its alteration
should be compatible with such relationship prior to such alteration.
c. The relationship among the height, width, and scale of a landmark after alteration
should be compatible with such relationship prior to such alteration.
d. The directional expression of a landmark after alteration, whether its vertical or
horizontal positioning, should be compatible with the directional expression of the
original landmark.
e. The roof shape of a landmark after alteration should be compatible with the roof
shape of the original landmark.
f. The architectural details, general design, materials, textures, and colors of a
landmark after alteration should be compatible with the architectural details,
general design, materials, textures, and colors of the original landmark.
g. The appurtenances, including, without limitation, signs, fences, landscaping,
accessory structures, and pavings, of a landmark after alteration should be
compatible with the appurtenances of the original landmark.
h. In addition to the foregoing guidelines, the commission may consider the
secretary of the interior's standards for rehabilitation guidelines for rehabilitating
historic buildings (revised 1983), and any amendments thereto, in conducting an
advisory review.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
July 11, 2018
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
A Regular Meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) of the Village of Lake Bluff was
called to order on July 11, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in the Village Hall Board Room.
The following members were present:
Present:

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

Also Present:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

2. Consideration of the June 13, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Member Richardson noted a correction on page 2 concerning variations necessary for 673 Maple
Avenue.
Chair Kraus requested the deletion of an extraneous paragraph on page 2.
AVA Cole noted that the Village Board had waived second reading and designated 673 Maple
Avenue as a landmark at its last meeting. He also noted that 673 Maple Avenue was before the Plan
Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals at its next meeting for consideration of the
aforementioned variation. Member Richardson moved to approve the June 13, 2018 HPC Regular
Meeting Minutes as amended. Member Bergmann seconded the motion. The motion passed on a
unanimous voice vote.
3. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Kraus stated that the Chairperson and Members of the HPC allocate fifteen (15) minutes at
this time for those individuals who would like the opportunity to address the HPC on any matter
within its area of responsibility that is not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the HPC.
4. Initial Advisory Review – Changes to Exterior Appearance at 548 East Scranton Avenue
(Landmarked Property Subject to Advisory Review)
AVA Cole introduced the advisory review process and the subject application.
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Given the commission's commentary, Chair Kraus asked for a motion to find that the five changes
are not inconsistent with the purposes of the Historic Preservation Ordinance and to conclude
Advisory Review. Member Richardson made a motion. Member Bergmann seconded the motion.
The motion passed on a unanimous roll call vote.
5. Advisory Review Conference – Demolition of Accessory Structures at 700 East Center Avenue
(Landmarked Property Subject to Advisory Review)
Ms. Christine DeYoung, occupant of 700 E. Center, came forward to present to the Commission.
She noted that the Commission had requested more details at their June regular meeting, and that
Member Bergmann had visited their property the previous evening. She presented an illustrative
board including photos of the current site as well as a drawing of a proposed new shed. She stated
that the structures are below grade and are not historically significant, and described the Village
Engineer's review of stormwater drainage in this area as not being obstructed within the Village's
system.
At the request of Chair Kraus, Ms. DeYoung described the siting of the new shed on the lot as well
as its design and materials. She noted that the shed would not interfere with the nearby tree; would
reduce the square footage of storage on the site; and would add green space to the lot.
At Ms. DeYoung's request, Member Bergmann provided a report regarding his site visit the previous
evening. From Ms. DeYoung's description in June, it occurred to him that the structures she
described may have had dairy uses in the past. He stated that there was no evidence of such uses
during his visit, but that there was evidence of concrete pours after 1960 and before 1930. He stated
that he concurred with Ms. DeYoung that the architecture was unattractive and, having seen them,
he has no qualms about permitting the demolition to continue.
Member Jerch stated she supported reducing impervious surface on this site.
Ms. DeYoung described her attempts to find solutions to the stormwater situation on the site, and
that a plumber had concurred with Jim LaDuke's opinion that the best solution would be to demolish
the sheds and cap the private stormwater inlet within. She concluded by restating her request to
demolish the existing two sheds and rebuild the new shed consistent with the presented drawing.
Vice Chair Hunter asked why the drawing showed the standing seams running in a counter-intuitive
direction.
Chair Kraus stated that he had reviewed the standards prescribed in the Ordinance and found no
conflict between them and the proposed work.
Chair Kraus requested a motion to conclude advisory review, as the work was not inconsistent with
the purpose and goals of the Historic Preservation Ordinance. Member Jerch made a motion.
Member Nicol seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous roll call vote.
Chair Kraus requested that the minutes reflect the Commission's intent that the new structure not be
considered subject to landmark protection pursuant to the property's landmark designation
ordinance.
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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:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #5 –

Pre-Application Workshop for 999 & 1001
Sherwood Drive (Smedbo Property)

Goals
By the end of the meeting, we hope to:
 Provide clear direction regarding future zoning relief applications;
 Specify any additional information desired as part of a relief application.
Summary and Background Information
As more fully described in the attached letter from the workshop participants, Stage Capital (“Stage”)
has entered into a contract for the Smedbo property, which is the southernmost property in the Village
fronting Waukegan Road and is located in the Village’s L-1 Light Industry zoning district. Stage
propose to demolish the existing improvements and construct a two-story, 30,000 square foot medical
office building upon the site (a permitted use as of right).
Stage asserts that the Zoning Regulations create two obstructions to the development:
Parking: The Zoning Regulations provide that at least one space must be provide for each 600 gross
square feet of floor area (1.6 spaces / 1000 square feet). However, medical offices typically aim to
provide a minimum of 4 spaces per 1000 square feet, or ideally 5 spaces per 1000 square feet. To
meet this market demand, the workshop participants propose the following solutions which are
contrary to the Zoning Ordinance:
 To use the rear 50’ of the Waukegan Road setback for parking.
 Parking spaces that are 9’ wide. L-1 requires 10’ wide spaces for guests and visitors.
Height: The Zoning Regulations provide that the maximum height is 25’ or 2 stories. While the
proposed building is only 2 stories high, the workshop participants believe that a slightly taller
building may be necessary to accommodate mechanical systems and specialty diagnostic equipment.
Relief Pathways
To develop as proposed, one or more of the following forms of relief would be required:
 Variation: The developers would need to satisfy the variation criteria, including hardship.
 Text Amendment: The PCZBA could enact changes applicable to all development in L-1.
 Planned Development: Section 10-14-1(D) requires that the minimum size to apply for a
Planned Commercial Development is 4 acres of land, larger than the subject site. The PCZBA
could, by text amendment, remove this minimum size requirement.
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Attachments
 Letter (to be distributed) and exhibits (enclosed) proposed by the workshop participants.
 ICSC Summer 2017 Report, “Health Care Continues Expansion Into Retail”
 ICSC May 2018 Report, “Health and Wellness Tenants Create Multiple Synergies”
Zoning Analysis
Parking Dimensions: The following parking dimensions apply in various contexts in the Village:
Requested
L-1 Employees
L-1 Guests
CBD

9’ x 18’
9.5’ x 18.5’
10’ x 19.5’
9’ x 18’

Most communities define a single set of global parking standards in their zoning code. Lake Bluff’s
Central Business District dimensional standards are typical of those in other communities.
Parking Demand: Industry publications attempt to provide estimates of the actual parking demand
created by a use. In the proposed case:
For Medical-Dental Office:
ITE’s Trip Generation manual, 10th edition:
Peak PM hour:
3.46 trips per 1000 sq. ft.
ITE’s Parking Generation manual, 4th edition:
Average:
3.2 spaces per 1000 sq. ft.
85th Percentile:
4.27 spaces per 1000 sq. ft.
ITE’s figures are only estimates based on a limited number of studies. Real world circumstances may
vary significantly as to the trips or parking demands realized.
Past Zoning Relief: Relevant past zoning relief of note includes:


Ordinance 2004-24 granted a number of variations to 975 North Shore Drive (Pasquesi Home
and Gardens), including parking within the rear 65’ of the 75’ North Shore Drive setback; and
open storage of materials within the rear 50’ of the 100’ Waukegan Road setback.



Ordinance 2014-13 provided similar parking relief to the nearby medical office building at 917
Sherwood Drive, including a reduction in stall length (18’); a reduction in stall width (8’8”); and
parking in the front yard of the property.
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Planning Considerations
One of the principal concerns in the L-1 District illustrated by this development is tension between the
Village’s stated desire of attracting sales tax generating businesses in the L-1 District versus increasing
market interest in medical office tenancies driven by the development of the new Lake Forest hospital
campus (NWLFH) south on Waukegan Road.
Some considerations of the PCZBA may include:


Medical offices bring employment and significant traffic into the L-1 District, who may then
convert into retail shoppers.



The development would continue a (desired) trend towards diversifying uses in the district and
increasing the density of development.



The project would occupy a high visibility gateway into the Village with a non-retail use.



The project would reduce green space along the Waukegan Road corridor.



The project would be the first in the L-1 District to place parking towards Waukegan Road,
although the Carriage Way Shopping Center does so immediately to the north.

Attached are two market studies from the International Council of Shopping Centers that discuss the
integration of medical tenancies alongside retail tenants in shopping centers. While not directly
applicable – these are written for shopping center managers – these illustrate some of the dynamics that
may apply to blending retail and medical uses more generally. These publications also provide general
background on the market environment for medical uses.
Notable to the current discussion, in a study of Australian health and wellness tenants:


Healthcare spending tends to occur off-peak retail hours (8 a.m. – 1 p.m.), balancing parking and
traffic demand.



Average spending at shopping centers increases about 18% on days where health and wellness
expenses occur.



Expense categories that increase within two hours of a health and wellness transaction include
pharmacies, fashion, cosmetics, supermarkets, and department stores. Conversely, those that
decrease include cafes, restaurants, and entertainment.
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Village Plans
Relevant sections from the Village’s planning documents include:
 The Village’s 2023 Strategic Plan states that the Village should “retain existing businesses and
identify and pursue ideal sales tax-generating businesses” in the Waukegan Road Corridor, as well
as “manage impacts of the new Lake Forest Hospital and modified campus while maximizing
potential benefits.”


The 1997 Comprehensive Plan states that the Village should:
o “Encourage appropriate commercial and light industrial development and re-development
that will diversify the Village’s long-term revenue base without significantly increasing the
demand for public services.”
o “Examine land use patterns and consider public improvements, activities and other
incentives, with specific attention to the re-design of the Route 41/176 interchange, to
maximize retail/commercial land uses and encourage appropriate re-development.”
o “Periodically review the zoning regulations to determine if they are meeting the needs of the
Village and existing and potential property owners.”



The Draft New Comprehensive Plan, while not yet adopted or of legal effect, presently includes
the following language reflective of the PCZBA’s recent economic development conversations:
o “Review zoning regulations to determine their continuing applicability in stimulating
commercial activity. Modernize these tools to promote predictability, flexibility, and speed
for new development, while preserving a robust ability to shape development.”
o

“Re-evaluate the future form and use mix of the Business Park. Continue to support
diversifying and increasing revenue to support Village functions.”

o “Unify parking standards and apply them to all sites in the Village.”
o “Revaluate required building and parking setbacks to improve redevelopment potential.”
o “Enable and prefer retail redevelopment along high visibility thoroughfares and adjacent to
existing retail traffic. Enable higher-density office and professional services to locate within
the center of the Business Park.”


The Waukegan Road Corridor Study does not specifically address the subject property; however,
language that applies to the subject property include:
o “100-foot landscape setbacks along Waukegan Road and 75-foot landscaped setbacks on
internal streets not only reduce the developable area; they also limit the visibility necessary to
attract customers off the high average daily traffic on Waukegan Road.”
o “Mixed use zones where offices, light manufacturing, distribution, restaurants, fitness
facilities, specialty shopping are advantageous to all users because they better make use of
resources like parking and road capacity by varying use intensity throughout the day.”
o Recommendation: “Revise regulatory environment. The review process needs to finalize
changes in: […] Replace inflexible setbacks with design guidelines that require landscaping
that flexibly enhances appearance.”
o Recommendation: “Encroachment into setbacks may occur to accommodate additional
parking. Consider use of all required yards for parking with minimum 10' setback from
property line and 50' minimum setback from IL highways.”
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Health Care Continues Expansion Into Retail
Thoughtful Integration of Medical Uses Can Improve
Overall Health of Shopping Centers
PATRICK WATHEN* (author)
ROBERT MATIAS** (contributor)
Abstract: This article examines the influx of health-care tenants into shopping centers in the last decade. It discusses which medical
practice types work (or not) in these environments. Additionally, it considers the impact of parking demand, tenant improvement (TI)
expenses, attracting medical tenants, understanding local health-care systems, and assessing risks associated with health-care tenants in a
still-unsettled political environment.
The expansion of health-care practices into retail spaces and
shopping centers has come a long way in the past decade.
Landlords have shifted from arguing over why they should
welcome health care into their centers to fielding calls asking how
they can attract health-care tenants. Urgent care centers and
dental practices led the most recent wave of retail health-care
expansion (following the big optometry players, who have evolved
from in-mall to freestanding or open-air center locations.)1

Initially, the premise was a tough sell: welcoming sick and
injured people into a center. But the benefits of this move have
become clear: Stable tenancy, length of lease term, significant
capital that tenants put into their spaces, and in many cases, low
parking use. The challenges are higher TI allowances and a
learning curve for retail landlords on the peculiarities of the use,
including medical waste, x-ray shielding, different operating hours,
the need for reserved parking, etc.

Lessons Learned



Many medical practice types are drawn to shopping center space by such factors as access, convenience, visibility, and co-tenancy,
as well as by gross occupancy costs that are often similar to Class A medical office space.



The benefits of health-care practices moving into shopping centers include stable tenancy, length of lease term, capital that tenants
can put into their spaces, and, in many cases, low parking use.



Generally, medical tenants want five parking spaces per 1,000 square feet, a typical medical office building parking ratio in a suburban
setting, but many do not need so much parking.



Tenant improvement costs for medical tenants in shopping centers can range from more than $100 per square foot (e.g., for urgent
care facilities) to less than half that (for behavioral/psychiatric practices or physical therapy suites).





Presentations to potential health-care tenant types should take into account such factors as visibility and ability to pay rent.
The politics of local health-care markets differ significantly from retail and should be weighed appropriately when leasing.
The key decision-makers at potential health-care tenants might not be directors of real estate, but instead hospital CEOs, directors of
strategy, directors of outpatient facilities, etc.



Even after correct decision-makers are reached, hospital systems will tend to move slowly, as they must balance dozens of concerns,
including input from multiple internal constituencies.



Retail landlords can best assess future risks of a specific health-care tenant by researching the workings of their reimbursement
model and discovering the sources of their revenues.



Health-care systems, private companies, and physician practices will continue to seek shopping center space as they look to thrive in
an increasingly competitive market and to deliver convenient health care.

* Senior Vice President, Equity LLC
** Senior Vice President of Retail Services, Equity LLC
1
Allan Barker and Greg Stockbridge, “Malls vs. Free-Standing Buildings: Before You Decide Where to reside—or Relocate—Your Practice, Consider These Critical
Variables,” Optometric Management, December 2010, retrieved May 5, 2017.
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Figure 1-1
Patient Volume and Tenant Improvement Matrix

*No imaging or lab
Sources: Patient volumes based on “National Ambulatory Medical Care Survey: 2013 State and National Summary Tables,” U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; tenant improvement (TI) costs roughly based on experience of Equity LLC as a health-care developer.

How Medical Practice Fits in Shopping Centers
Just as a shopping center has a strategy of choosing an
appropriate retailer, there is a logic to certain types of medical
uses that could work equally well in the same center.
For example, a sports medicine practice draws a healthy (or
potentially healthy) customer to its office. This type of use would
be compatible with an organic-type grocery store, a health-club
facility, a sporting goods store, or a nutrition and supplement
retailer. Some of the larger health clubs have already integrated
some type of physical therapy or massage therapy into their
service offering or as a separate leased space within their walls,
while allocating space for supplement retail. From a health-care
developer’s point of view, the inverse is sought: It is attractive to
create a wellness campus that integrates retail uses that
complement medical office space, surgery centers, etc.
Conversely, some practice types may not be a good fit for
certain types of centers. For example, an oncology practice or
dialysis clinic may not make sense for a high-end lifestyle center or
power center. Therefore, a retail developer can look at medical as
complementary to its overall center makeup and evaluate the cotenancy as it would any other service provider beyond the more
obvious walk-in clinic-type uses. Dental clinics and other health-
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care operators have started to realize that “patient” is synonymous
with “consumer.”
The access, convenience, visibility, and co-tenancy offered by
retail have become attractive to many practice types. Additionally,
gross occupancy costs are often similar to Class A medical office
space. If not dependent on direct medical co-tenancy, many multilocation health-care practices will opt for retail space if the costs
are otherwise similar.
Besides urgent care centers, dental, and, in many states,
freestanding emergency departments (FSED’s), other practice
types that are looking toward retail real estate include
dermatology, physical therapy, primary care, pediatrics, orthopedic
urgent care, sports medicine, ears, nose and throat specialists,
allergists, as well as some cosmetic and alternative (chiropractic,
acupuncture, massage therapy) medical uses.
Medical Tenant Types and TI Costs
While unscientific, Figure 1-1 should give retail landlords an
idea of patient volume and TI costs for a sampling of common
practice types. A significant part of the former is necessitated by
parking demand, with particular medical tenant types having
unique needs for this. Generally, medical tenants want five parking
spaces per 1,000 square feet (sf), a typical medical office building
Page 2

(MOB) parking ratio in a suburban setting, but many do not need
so much parking. Additionally, some retail-focused health-care
practices such as urgent care centers have quick patient visits of
30 to 60 minutes, so while they may see 60 to 100 patients per
day, that is spread out over 12 hours of operation. This may
necessitate only 5-7 parking spaces per hour on average in
addition to a staff of two to four. As food and service uses continue
to comprise much of small open-air center and outparcel space,
such relatively low parking utilization may make a health-care
practice one of the only viable options if the other tenants are fastcasual restaurants and coffee shops. The patient volume and
average duration of patient visits both need to be understood if
parking is tight.
Those practices towards the right end of Figure 1-1 approach
hundreds of dollars per square foot in TI. For an urgent care facility
in most markets, TI costs above a warm shell will range from $100
to $120 per sf. That build-out is similar to a family practice, but
imaging and lab adds cost. Typically, all of the practice types,
starting with family practice and moving toward FSEDs, will have
plumbing in every exam room, increased HVAC requirements
(somewhere around 1 ton per 250 or 300 sf), and increased power
requirements if they have imaging on site. On the low end, the
behavioral and psychiatric practices will have a build-out that is
closer to a traditional office suite and one could escape with total
TI above white box costs at approximately $40 per sf. Physical

therapy suites can cost even less due to the need for large open
spaces.
Some growing practice types could be detrimental to retailers,
such as behavioral or addiction therapy, due to a stigma attached
to the patients or legal requirements for such practices to be
located a certain radius from a daycare, school, or park. These
should not be dismissed out of hand, however, as many of these
service providers have high-end concepts with interior build-out
that is almost spa-like and practice names that are innocuous.
Attracting Health-Care Tenants
Image consciousness of health-care tenants ranges from
FSED’s, urgent care, dental (non-Medicaid) at the top, down to the
sub-specialists at the bottom. For a presentation to a freestanding
ED or urgent-care user, please do not send them a plan showing a
part of the site that has no visibility and suggest that the property is
ideal for them. Likewise, do not show family-practice users a $40
per sf base rent outparcel space; they typically cannot pay that
rent, and the visibility benefits their practice little. Generally, the
more specialized the practice, the less visibility needed. In the
health-care vernacular, it is “downstream” from the referral
sources. (See Figure 1-2.) After securing a large family-practice
tenant that is an “upstream” referral source for specialists, it would
then make sense to pursue specialists for adjacent space. Urgent
care, family practice, and pediatrics should be viewed as anchor
tenants and specialists, as small shop or b-space users. A parcel

Figure 1-2
Patient Flow from “Upstream” to “Downstream”

Source: Equity LLC
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towards the rear of the site may work well for a multi-tenant MOB if
desirable co-tenancies can be established.
The Politics of Local Health-Care Markets
Another key part of attracting health-care tenancy is
understanding the politics of local health-care markets, which differ
significantly from retail. Local hospital systems are territorial and
often highly competitive with each other. Centers that obtain an
anchor tenant affiliated or sponsored by one local hospital system
may not be able to secure practices that are owned or affiliated
with other players in town. Within many hospital systems, the
“directors of real estate” or similar positions are often order-takers
who cannot establish new clinic locations until a decision has been
made elsewhere in the organization. That may come from a
hospital CEO, a director of strategy, a director of outpatient
facilities, etc. Frequently, physician or outpatient practice
companies are also set up under the hospital umbrella that have a
separate hierarchy and decision-making process.
Once the right people and process for making a decision are
reached, hospital systems will tend to move slowly and
methodically, as they need to seek input from multiple internal
constituencies, as well as understand staffing, demand for
ancillary services, and impact on patient flow of existing facilities,
among dozens of other concerns.
Consumers are likely to associate everything with “the hospital,”
but the reality behind the scenes can be much more complicated.
In most markets, there are also powerful local or regional multispecialty physician groups. Within those groups, the hierarchy can
sometimes be confusing, as individuals with limited decisionmaking power may function as administrators for physicians who
own the practice: CEOs, COOs, CFOs, etc. In these cases, the
decision-makers who really need to be addressed are the
physician-partners.

How Will “Repealing and Replacing” Obamacare Affect All of
This?
The short answer is: Hard to say at this point. As of this writing,
the Republican overhaul of Obamacare has passed in the House
of Representatives and been sent to the Senate. Many of the more
popular provisions of the Affordable Care Act (ACA) will likely
continue, including enabling children to stay on parents’ plans until
they reach 26 years of age. On the other hand, the individual
mandate will almost certainly go away. Without vouchers, many of
the less advantaged may lose coverage. Retail-based health care
has expanded mostly in suburbs. Moreover, the highest-growth
private companies and most hospitals have continued to focus on
submarkets with the highest densities of private pay insurance.
Those markets are going to be minimally impacted by changes to
the ACA.
The best course for a retail landlord to assess the future risk of
a specific health-care tenant is to dig into how their reimbursement
model works and ask some simple questions around what
percentage of their revenue comes from self-pay, private
insurance, or government payors. This goes hand in hand with
framing the tenant mix most compatible with the shopping center’s
demographics.
Conclusion
In the future, the merger of retail and health care will continue.
As health-care systems, private companies, and physician
practices look for ways to thrive in an increasingly competitive
market, and as they seek to deliver convenient health care, they
will seek retail. Landlords will continue to seek secure long-term
tenancy that is not as susceptible to e-commerce risk (at least not
yet; telemedicine is picking up steam, however). The key is how to
do it intelligently and create win-win scenarios without disrupting or
turning off the retailers that are still the bulk of tenancy. If done
well, this continued integration will lead to healthier retail centers.

Patrick Wathen is Senior Vice President of Equity LLC, a full-service commercial real estate firm based on Columbus,
Ohio. His team at Equity provides market strategy and site-selection services to health-care operators nationally. For further
information related to this article, please contact Mr. Wathen at (614) 334-7837, or email pwathen@equity.net.

Robert Matias is Senior Vice President of Retail Services at Equity LLC. Mr. Matias is responsible for retail tenant
representation as Equity represents over 80 retailers throughout the country. For further information, please contact Mr.
Matias at (614) 334-7795 or email rmatias@equity.net.

While every effort is made to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the information contained in this report, ICSC does not guarantee and is not responsible for the
accuracy, completeness or reliability of the information contained in this report. Use of such information is voluntary, and reliance on it should only be undertaken after an
independent review of its accuracy, completeness, efficiency, and timeliness. © 2017. This publication is included in ICSC’s Albert Sussman e-Library, which is part of
Ebsco Publishing’s products.
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Health and Wellness Tenants Create
Multiple Synergies
Adding Health and Wellness to the Mix at Australian Centres
Encourages Visits and Adds Value
IAN SHIMMIN *
Abstract: Shopping centres around the world are incorporating health and wellness uses into their tenant mix, as they add value and bring
beneficial synergies. This article examines shopping and expenditure patterns in Australia, particularly cross-shopping, and the implications
for centre layout and tenant mix strategies. It also shows why incorporating health and well-being into the programming and design of retail
environments makes commercial sense, even if the return on investment is not immediately apparent.
The retail property sector is facing a challenging environment.
As shopping centres continue to evolve from enclosed big-box
retail destinations to broadly based mixed-use space, prudent
landlords regularly re-evaluate their tenant mix plans and offerings
to remain relevant. Against this backdrop, health and wellness
(H&W)—consisting largely of hospitals and day surgeries, medical
and allied health services, and wellness uses, activities and other
well-being drivers—has emerged as an important component in
the mix of uses for shopping centres of all sizes to consider. The
evidence from Australia is compelling.
The introduction of H&W uses and spaces—from major facilities
such as hospitals and gyms to simple areas for Pilates classes—is
an increasingly popular global trend involving extending dwell
times, adding destination appeal, creating mutually beneficial
synergies between uses, and sustaining a higher level of “quality
income,” both directly and indirectly. In Australia, for example, over

the last three years, 60% of shopping centres have increased their
formal H&W floorspace and are focusing more on creating
informal spaces.
Types of H&W uses and activities
H&W uses and activities fall into three distinct categories:
1. Hospitals and day surgeries: These tend to locate in broadly
based commercial, retail and entertainment clusters, but not
necessarily within the core of commercial nodes, nor within
managed shopping centres. The clustering of uses in multifaceted activity centres is logical and usually planned.
However, there is no reason why these types of uses cannot
be incorporated within, or at least linked to, traditional
managed shopping centres. Indeed, this is starting to happen
in new and emerging centres in the growth areas of Australia.

Lessons Learned



The amount of space allocated to formal health and wellness (H&W) uses has increased in 60% of centres across Australia over the
last three years.



Shopping Centre Type Expenditure (SCTE) accounts for around 61% of all electronic card (i.e., mostly credit and debit card) spending
in Australia, with H&W-related consumer spending around 7.0% of SCTE.



H&W uses attract people to shopping centres during quieter periods for traditional retailers. Card data shows that 46% of H&W
spending occurs between 8am and 1pm, compared with 33% of retail spending for the same period.



In Australia, average retail spending at shopping centres equates to $104 per visit, but jumps to $123 (an increase of 18%) on the day
of a H&W transaction.




On average, approximately 4% of specialty space is occupied by formal H&W uses across all Australian shopping centres.



H&W data is challenging to capture. Existing tenant classification systems are one issue but variation in Australian government

There are very clear synergies between formal H&W uses and some shopping centre tenant types, with H&W customers directing a
higher percentage of spend to pharmacies, services, fashion, department and discount department stores, and supermarkets.
rebates and turnover reporting complicate matters further.



Targeted research is required into the importance of general well-being drivers to the performance of shopping centres.

* Director, Urbis (Australia)
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2. Medical and allied health services: These are the most
commonly found H&W uses in shopping centres. They are an
increasingly important non-retail component, as evidenced by
the growing number of providers located in all types of
centres, from neighbourhood to regional centres. 1 The colocation—or, at the very least, the presence—of H&W uses
reinforces the relevance of a location and encourages repeat
visits for a variety of needs. As uses that rely upon human
interaction, they are therefore likely to be more resilient than
other store types in the current challenging environment.
3. Wellness uses, activities and other well-being drivers: General
wellness uses and activities are different in nature. Unlike
hospitals and medical services, this type can be either formal
or informal. Formal uses (gyms, day spas, clubs, massage
and nail bars, and the like) have clear financial benefits for
shopping centre owners. They require a permanent or semipermanent footprint, and pay rent. Conversely, informal
wellness activities are unlikely to pay much, if anything, for
their space. Their power, in a digital age consumed by
technology, lies in adding value and contributing to the sense
of place. In embracing H&W uses such as yoga, Pilates,
karaoke, personal training, mother’s groups, H&W education,
to name a few, shopping centre owners can create genuinely
free community spaces for people to interact and experience
their centres. They are also another reason for potential
customers to visit, dwell, become familiar with a centre, and
hopefully shop. Other aspects of shopping centre
development and management related to H&W can be
labelled ‘well-being drivers’ that make people feel good about
visiting a centre. These go beyond the basic requirements that
go under the broad term ‘shopper experience’ to encompass
emotional triggers of safety and relaxation. Shoppers will then
identify with some places more than others, and will be more
exploratory and loyal, if they have a sense of belonging,
including a perception that their peer group are also
customers. Well-being drivers vary from place to place, and
will be affected by the contributions of colour and sound
specialists, urban designers, landscape architects, and other
design experts.2
Quantification and integration of uses
Ultimately, any tenant mix or capital expenditure initiatives must
quantifiably improve sales and income over and above a base
case in order to convince investors of the merits. The objectives
are those typically applied when considering any use or activity in
a retail environment: to include and position uses to maximise

drawing power, patronage and customer retention, as well as
enhancing centre-wide traffic (i.e., cross-usage) and length of stay.
Hospitals and day surgeries, as well as medical and allied health
services, are quantifiable and the direct commercial return is
measurable. This is an area requiring further research in order to
determine optimal requirements and return on investment (ROI)
metrics.
Each H&W use requires a different approach for successful
integration in a traditional retail environment. The approach
adopted will also depend on individual circumstances and the
needs of the markets served. The following analysis provides
some guidance relating to general relevance and symbiosis.
In the case of hospitals and day surgeries, it is important to
recognise that the target markets are likely to be visitors more so
than patients.
Three questions help quantify H&W uses
Quantification of the various H&W uses begins with answers
related to three key questions:3
1. What is the level of sales activity relating to the uses we have
categorised as capturing Shopping Centre Type Expenditure
(SCTE)? (These include H&W businesses that benefit from
household expenditure, and hence card usage, during each
visit.)
2. When do customers tend to use H&W businesses, and is the
time of visit similar to retail activity?
3. How does retail expenditure vary from the norm and across
categories when H&W activity is involved in a visit?
Level of expenditure
SCTE includes spending on retail goods and services,
entertainment, and H&W.4 The H&W expenditure captured by
electronic card data understates the real value of the service due
to government rebates and the like, which are common in
Australia. However, the customer out-of-pocket component of the
total fee is captured by the electronic card data, and is therefore
instructive.
As seen in Figure 1, supermarkets/grocery stores account for
23.5% of card expenditure, followed by department and discount
department stores (DDS) (9.1%), fashion retailers (8.6%), health
and wellness (7.0%), cafes/restaurants (5.9%) and takeaway food
(3.5%).5
This serves to highlight how important H&W spending is, and
how relevant it is to incorporate such uses into managed shopping
centres. The same goes for supermarkets and grocery stores,

1

Professionals in this category include doctors, dentists, orthodontists, chiropractors, physiotherapists, psychologists, medical equipment suppliers, counselling
services, dieticians, etc.
2
These professionals work, to one degree or another, from the concept of biophilic design—the notion, championed by the late social ecologist and Yale University
research scholar Dr. Stephen Kellert, that relates to the human biological need for connection with nature on physical, mental, and social levels. Key principles of
biophilia include: Visual connection to nature; that connection to nature via touch, smell and sound; air flow; presence of water; dynamic and diffused light; patterns and
textures; materiality; places for refuge; and discovery.
3
The results relating to these questions derive from the more than 3 billion electronic card transactions sourced from one of Australia’s leading banks, powered by Data
Republic Pty Ltd. The database includes aggregated and deidentified (i.e., with all information that could identify the spender removed) credit, debit and EFTPOS
(electronic funds transfer at point of sale) transactions for 27 months ending August 2017, covering all recognised merchants, both online and physical.
4
The merchant categories used to define H&W spend are: doctors, dentists/orthodontists, optometrists/ophthalmologists, hospitals, chiropractors, chiropodists/
podiatrists, medical and dental labs, nursing/personal care, osteopaths, and ambulance services.
5
Data Republic Pty Ltd, op. cit.
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Figure 1
Distribution of Shopping Centre Type Expenditure
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which are proven traffic drivers in shopping centres of all types in
Australia.
Time of visit
H&W tenants benefit traditional retailers by increasing visitation
and expenditure outside of peak hours, particularly in the

mornings. Some 46% of H&W card spending in Australia is
between 8am and 1pm, compared with 33% of retail spending for
the same period, as demonstrated in Figure 2.
Unsurprisingly, midday Saturday is the peak for retail spending,
while the beginning and end of each day are less busy, as seen in
Figure 3. For H&W it is a vastly different story. Some 57% of card

Figure 2
Health and Wellness Spending by Day of Week and Time of Day
in Australian Shopping Centres
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Figure 3
Usage Analysis by Time of Day, Retail vs. Health and Wellness Tenants,
Australian Shopping Centres
Retail usage analysis by time of day
Column1

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

18

19

20

21

22

Sunday
Monday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Thursday
Friday
Saturday
Health and wellness usage analysis by time of day
Health & Wellness 6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Sunday
Monday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Thursday
Friday
Saturday
Usage legend
High

Low
Source: Data Republic Pty Ltd

INDUSTRY SECTOR SERIES, May 7, 2018

Page 3

expenditure on H&W occurs from Monday to Wednesday. The
busiest time is between 10am and 12 noon from Monday to Friday
with some spending on Saturday and very limited spending on
Sunday. To some extent this is due to Australia’s trading hour
restrictions.
In other words, H&W is busiest in the morning, while retail in
Australia is busiest from noon onwards. H&W tenants are
attracting customers at times when traditional physical retailers are
quiet and online activity is high. This has implications for
car-parking utilisation and staffing levels, as H&W uses are more
likely to even out traffic rather than create capacity constraints.
They also provide another reason to visit a centre, building loyalty
and broadening a centre’s base.

Figure 4
Health and Wellness Synergies
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Spending and cross-usage
Most importantly, H&W users are spending more when in a retail
environment. In Australia, average retail card spending at shopping
centres is around $104 per visit. Card spending per visit jumps
18% to $123 on retail goods and services on the day of a H&W
transaction, with 80% of these transactions made within two hours
of the H&W transaction.6
There are very clear synergies between H&W uses and some
shopping centre tenant types. Conversely, there are also some
uses where the nexus is low. Understanding the factors behind this
provides opportunities for performance optimisation when deciding
tenant locations.
Generally, H&W customers direct a higher proportion of their
spending to pharmacies, dry cleaners, watch and jewellery repairs,
fashion outlets, cosmetics stores, department and discount
department stores, and supermarkets than other shoppers, within
two hours of a H&W visit. They are less likely to use cafes and
restaurants, takeaway food and entertainment. 7 In Figure 4, any

value greater than one signifies a higher synergy with H&W uses;
conversely, a figure lower than one shows a lower synergy with
H&W uses. These synergies have implications for tenant mix and
scheme planning.
Increasing relevance
In Australia, space allocated to formal H&W uses has increased
over the last three years in 60% of centres.8
When broken down by centre type, H&W space has increased in
75% of regional centres, 54% of sub-regional centres, and 58% of
neighbourhood centres. This tells us that regardless of centre type
and scale, formal H&W uses are of increasing relevance.
On average, formal H&W uses occupy approximately 4% of
non-anchor floorspace across shopping centres. Excluding those
without any H&W uses, this jumps to 4%-8%. In neighbourhood
centres, up to 30% of specialty shop space can be devoted to
H&W uses. Figure 5 shows the average allocation of H&W

Figure 5
Health and Wellness Space as a Share of Non-Anchor Space, by Centre Type
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Source: Urbis Pty Ltd
6

Ibid.
Ibid.
8
For the purpose of this analysis it is necessary to use a different definition of H&W uses due to available data sets. The annual ‘Urbis Shopping Centre Benchmarks,’
now in its 26th year, aggregates data provided by most of Australia’s shopping centre owners and managers. Use categorisation in this publication is based on reporting
standards and guidelines adopted by the Shopping Centre Council of Australia. Based on data from the ‘Urbis Shopping Centre Benchmarks,’ the following are referred
to as H&W uses: gyms/fitness centres, massage and nail bars, optometrists and medical centres. Unfortunately, the following are not covered by this definition: allied
health professionals (physiotherapists, audiologists, chiropractors, etc.), as well as hospitals and day surgeries. There is, therefore, some inconsistency between the
card-based spending analysis and this consideration of changing floorspace in centres.
7
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floorspace as a percentage of non-anchor space by centre type, as
well as the top end of the range for these types.
An opportunity not to be missed
All over the world shopping centre owners are constantly
changing their tenant mix, and exploring new ways to engage
customers in different retail and entertainment experiences. H&W

uses are part of this transformation agenda, as is health and
well-being in a general sense.
Given the importance of creating positive customer experiences
and a sense of community in shopping centres, and the beneficial
effects to both traders and customers, owners and managers
should be working towards a tenant mix that makes the most of the
existing synergies between H&W uses and traditional retailers to
create more resilient centres at all times of the day.

Ian Shimmin is one of Australia’s leading retail experts. As a director at city-shaping advisory firm Urbis, Mr. Shimmin and his
team provide economic advice on major acquisitions and developments, site location and network strategies and shopping centre
performance improvement initiatives for clients throughout Australia and overseas. He also organises and leads the Urbis
Overseas Retail Study Tour, which explores retail property innovations, trends and ideas from around the globe.
Besides economics, Urbis brings together experts from disciplines including research, design, planning, transactions and valuations.
For further information related to this article, please contact Mr. Shimmin at (+61) 3 8663 4990 or ishimmin@urbis.com.au, or visit
www.urbis.com.au.

While every effort is made to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the information contained in this report, ICSC does not guarantee and is not responsible for the
accuracy, completeness or reliability of the information contained in this report. Use of such information is voluntary, and reliance on it should only be undertaken after an
independent review of its accuracy, completeness, efficiency, and timeliness. © 2018. This publication is included in ICSC’s Albert Sussman e-Library, which is part of
Ebsco Publishing’s products.
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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:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #6 – 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
After the PCZBA previously recommended a text amendment concerning swimming pools to the
Village Board, the Board has remanded this issue to the PCZBA with a request that they review the
treatment of above-grade swimming pools prior to Board action. Questions asked included if aboveground pools should be permitted; and, if so, should they be subject to different setbacks or visual
requirements.
Zoning Analysis
Above ground pools are typically 48” or 52” above grade. A review of the same communities surveyed
for consideration in August shows that only two of seven prescribe special treatment for above grade
swimming pools:
 Glencoe requires landscape buffering and screening to be provided around the perimeter of an
above-ground pool.
 Wilmette requires pools to be set back an additional 1’ for each 1’ above grade. Note that
Wilmette’s setback for all pools is smaller than that proposed in Lake Bluff. Accordingly:
Lake Bluff (Proposed)
10’ setback from lot line

Wilmette
3’ setback from lot line
+ 4’ minimum deck is included in calculation
+ 4.33’ for a pool 52” above grade =
11.33’ setback
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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 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, with or without
amendments to adjust the treatment of above-ground swimming pools.

Attachments
 Pending Ordinance
 Prior Memorandum
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION
Agenda Item: 15

Subject:

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

Action Requested:

FIRST READING CONSIDERATION (Voice Vote)

Originated By:

PLAN COMMISSION AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS (“PCZBA”)

Referred To:

VILLAGE BOARD

Summary of Background and Reason For Request:
At its regular meeting in August, the PCZBA held a public hearing to consider amendments to the Lake Bluff
Zoning Ordinance that would relax the standards applicable to swimming pools in residential areas. At the
conclusion of the public hearing, the PCZBA recommended unanimously that the Village Board, by text
amendment:
 Replace the current location restrictions for swimming pools with new regulations prohibiting pools:
o Within the front yard of a lot;
o Within 10 feet of any lot line; or,
o Within any minimum corner lot side yard setback.
 Remove swimming pools from the calculations for maximum permissible lot coverage or floor area ratio.
 No longer prohibit swimming pools on lots where any other non-conformity exists.
 Eliminate language applicable to commercial swimming pools, as this section is in the residential chapter of
the Zoning Ordinance.
Reports and Documents Attached:
1. Subject Ordinance; and
2. Materials from the August 15, 2018 PCZBA Meeting.
PCZBA’s Recommendation:

Approval of the ordinance.

Village Administrator’s Recommendation:

Consider first reading of the ordinance.

Date Referred to Village Board:

8/27/2018

ATTACHMENT 1

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 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:
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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 be permitted only upon the issuance of
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.
Village President
ATTEST:

Village Clerk
FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
PASSED:
APPROVED:
PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM:
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ATTACHMENT 2
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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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:

September 14, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #7 –

RIO (Institutional Zoning) Workshop

Attachments
 RIO Issue List presented in August.
 Revised RIO Ordinance (redline).
 Table and chart concerning bulk percentage on a sample of RIO sites.
 1997 parking study of Blair Park.
Summary and Background Information
At the PCZBA’s August meeting, the PCZBA reviewed a draft issue list (attached) for consideration at a
future workshop.
Clarify intent and scope of Development Plan.
An intent statement has been included.
More criteria for exemptions to a required Development Plan.
The PCZBA should discuss any additional exemptions to include. It will be difficult to craft a
comprehensive list of exemptions that reflect the PCZBA’s intent until the RIO mechanism is in place
and until requests are received and reviewed. Subsection 7, “other changes of comparable or lesser
significance,” is designed to allow common-sense changes to proceed without the PCZBA predicting
their need.
Use Table – Weigh Special versus Permitted Uses.
The Village Attorney advises that classifying certain uses as special uses within the RIO district
would add additional procedural burden without substantially changing the Village’s authority,
flexibility, or scope of review. There will be additional opportunity to discuss this at the workshop.
Clarify that setbacks apply to principal and accessory structures.
The language has been revised.
Lot Coverage – Sliding Scale.
A chart, attached, illustrates the relationship between lot size and lot coverage. No other zoning
district in the Village has such a mechanism in place for lot coverage. The PCZBA may choose to
further tailor its lot coverage requirements if desired.
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Impervious Surface Limitations.
As shown in the attached chart, impervious surface percentages vary dramatically among the
sampled sites. No other non-residential zoning district in the Village has an impervious surface
limitation. An impervious surface limitation would tend to work counter to the PCZBA’s intent to allow
more development to proceed without PCZBA review, as routine work the Ordinance now exempts –
such as the construction of paths and recreational equipment – is more likely to require deviations to
impervious surface to lawfully build. The PCZBA may choose to:
 Impose an impervious surface requirement.
 Add advisory language concerning impervious surface to advise RIO users that impervious
surface will be considered as part of RIO Development Review, where that review is applicable.
 Make no changes.
Parking Requirements
Additional language has been added to clarify the intent of “maximum number of participants.”
A count of actual parking spaces for sampled sites has been provided, as well as parking calculations
under the current RIO ordinance. The PCZBA may choose to consider revisions to the parking
standards.
As is true elsewhere in the Village’s RIO deliberations, the great variety of RIO uses makes it
difficult to assign inflexible parking standards. Most RIO uses in the Village would be considered
underparked under common parking standards, but most of these uses are not perceived as requiring
additional parking. Indeed, requiring additional parking would be contrary to the PCZBA’s expressed
concerns about impervious surfaces.
A file parking study performed by the Park District for Blair Park is also enclosed.
Sign Code
While not in the August list of issues, Staff recently discovered that amendments to the Sign
Code will be necessary as a result of the RIO ordinance, as the “RIO” district would be a new district to
the sign code. While the Sign Code is within the Zoning Ordinance and within the PCZBA’s purview,
the Architectural Board of Review administers sign code reviews and traditionally recommends changes
to the sign code. Pending sign code changes do not include any change to the treatment of signage on
RIO-type sites; accordingly, the included language maintains the status quo for signs on these properties.
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List of RIO Issues Outstanding
As Of August 15, 2018
For Discussion At Special Meeting (TBD)
 Clarify intent / scope of Development Plan – explain
with purpose statement.
 More criteria for exemptions to development plan
process?
o Examples: New parking spaces. New revetments at
beach. Are these within exemptions listed? Should
they be?
 Use Table – Weigh special vs. permitted uses for the
following – seek more use control:
o Public agency buildings
o Municipal buildings
o Recreation facilities
 Clarify that setbacks apply to principal and accessory
structures.
 Lot coverage – sliding scale vs. flat 20%
 Impervious surface – Introduce in this district? Sliding
scale?
 Rephrase “maximum number of participants” in
parking table to be clearer.
 Review school parking – are too few spaces required?
 Review church parking – are too many spaces required?

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-___

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS TO CREATE
A RECREATIONAL, INSTITUTIONAL, AND OPEN SPACE (RIO) DISTRICT

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 TO CREATE
A RECREATIONAL, INSTITUTIONAL, AND OPEN SPACE (RIO) DISTRICT
WHEREAS, the Village 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, Title 10 of the Lake Bluff Municipal Code, as amended (“Zoning
Regulations”) establishes, among other things, zoning districts and procedures for zoning
approvals for land within the Village; and
WHEREAS, the Zoning Regulations currently allow recreational, institutional, and
open space uses (“RIO Uses”) as special uses within the Village’s “C-E” Country Estate
Residence District, “E-1” Estate Residence District, “E-2” A-A-A-A Residence District, “R-1” A-AA Residence District, “R-2” A-A Residence District, “R-3” A Residence District, “R-4” B
Residence District, “R-5” C Residence District, and “R-6” D Residence District (collectively, the
“Residence Districts”); and
WHEREAS, before land in the Village may be used for the RIO Uses, a special
use permit to allow one of the RIO Uses in the Residence Districts is required to be applied for
and approved by the Board of Trustees in accordance with the current Zoning Regulations
(“RIO Special Use Permit Requirement”); and
WHEREAS, the RIO Special Use Permit Requirement currently places on the
RIO Uses in the Village: (i) a procedural burden as a result of its drawn-out application and
approval process; and (ii) a practical burden as a result of the zoning requirements for the
Residence Districts being more tailored for residential uses than RIO Uses; and
WHEREAS, to lessen the burdens on owners desiring to use their land for RIO
Uses, and to lead to more efficient land use in the Village, the Village desires to amend the
Zoning Regulations to: (i) eliminate the RIO Special Use Permit Requirement in certain zoning
districts; (ii) create a new “RIO” Recreation, Institutional, and Open Space District dedicated
exclusively to RIO Uses (“RIO District”), which RIO District would provide more appropriate
zoning, bulk, and use regulations for RIO Uses; and (iii) provide a more efficient procedure for
changes to property in the RIO District (collectively, “Proposed Amendments”); and
WHEREAS, the Village’s Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
(“PCZBA”), pursuant to proper notice, conducted a public hearing to consider the Proposed
Amendments on _____________, 2018, pursuant to Section 10-2-9.D.2 of the Zoning
Regulations; and
WHEREAS, at the close of the public hearing, pursuant to Section 10-2-9.D.3 of
the Zoning Regulations, the PCZBA recommended that the Village Board approve the Proposed
Amendments as set forth in this Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Trustees has determined that adoption of the Proposed
Amendments as set forth in this Ordinance 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:
[additions are bold and double-underlined; deletions are struck through]

Section 1.

Recitals.

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

Public Hearing.

A public hearing on the Proposed Amendments was duly advertised on or before
___________, 2018 in the Lake County News-Sun. The public hearing was held by the PCZBA
on ___________, 2018, and the PCZBA recommended that the Board of Trustees adopt the
Proposed Amendments.
Section 3.

Amendment to Section 10-13-3 of the Zoning Regulations

Pursuant to Section 10-2-9 of the Zoning Regulations, Section 10-13-3, entitled
"Zoning Use Table," of the Zoning Regulations is hereby amended as follows:
ZONING DISTRICTS
P = Permitted Use
Use Category

S = Special Use

SIC
Code*
CE

Building mounted
wind energy
systems2, 11
Building/structure
for public
agency9
Building/structure
for public utility
Buildings for
public utilities2,

E1

E2

Residential
R- R- R1
2
3

R4

R5

R6

CBD

Commercial/Non-residential
AP- L- LS R
O&R
1
1
2
S

S

Recreation,
Institutional,
and Open
Space
RIO
S

S

P

P

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

P

P/S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

6, 7, 8, 9

Church
Churches and
houses of
worship2, 7, 8, 9
Golf course2, 3, 6,
7, 8, 9

P

Libraries
Municipal
buildings or
areas2, 6, 7, 8, 9
Museums and art
galleries
Personal
wireless service
antenna facilities
and equipment1,

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

841

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

P

P

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

P

S

S

S

S

S

2, 6, 7, 8, 9
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S

S

Recreation and
leisure facilities
(including,
without
limitation,
beaches, parks,
playgrounds,
golf courses,
community and
recreation
centers)
Schools2, 6, 7, 8, 9
Solar energy
systems:
Building
integrated
Building
mounted12, 13
Ground
mounted13
Self-contained

P

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

P

P

P

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P
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Section 4.

Amendment to Section 10-3-1 of the Zoning Regulations

Pursuant to Section 10-2-9 of the Zoning Regulations, Section 10-3-1, entitled
"Districts Established," of the Zoning Regulations is hereby amended as follows:
“In order to classify, regulate and restrict the locations of trades and
industries, and the location of buildings designated for specified uses; to regulate
and limit the height and bulk of buildings hereafter erected or altered; to regulate
and limit the intensity of the use of lot areas; and to regulate and determine the
area of yards, courts and other open spaces within and surrounding such
buildings, the village is hereby divided into sixteen (16) seventeen (17) classes
of districts. The use and bulk regulations are uniform in each class or district, and
such districts shall be known as:
District
Residence districts:
Country
estate
residence
district
Estate residence district
A-A-A-A residence district
A-A-A residence district
A-A residence district
A residence district
B residence district
C residence district
D residence district

Abbreviation

E-1
E-2
R-1
R-2
R-3
R-4
R-5
R-6

Business districts:
Central business district
Office and research district
Automotive park district

CBD
O&R
AP-1

Industrial districts:
Light industry district
Limited light industry district
Service district
Railroad district

L-1
L-2
S
R

C-E

Other districts:
Recreational, institutional, RIO”
and open space district
Section 5.

Amendment to Section 10-10-14 of the Zoning Regulations

Pursuant to Section 10-2-9 of the Zoning Regulations, Section 10-10-14, entitled
"Signs Requiring Review By Architectural Board of Review," of the Zoning Regulations is hereby
amended to add a new Subsection “E”:
“E. RIO District: The following signs shall require a permit and review by the architectural
board of review pursuant to section 10-10-15 of this chapter prior to being erected, installed or
[additions are bold and double-underlined; deletions are struck through]

maintained in the recreational, institutional, and open space (RIO) district in accordance with the
following standards:
1. Municipal, school, library and park district signs.
2. Portable signs shall not be permitted.”
Section 6.

Amendment to Section 10-10-19 of the Zoning Regulations

Pursuant to Section 10-2-9 of the Zoning Regulations, Section 10-10-19, entitled
"Exemptions," of the Zoning Regulations is hereby amended to insert the following under
Subsection A and to renumber the subsequent sections accordingly:
“7. Certain signs in the RIO District. The following signs shall be allowed on properties
located in the recreational, institutional, and open space (RIO) district in accordance with the
following standards:
a. Flags and flagpoles. One flagpole and two (2) flags shall be permitted per zoning lot
and shall be set back a minimum of ten feet (10') from all property lines. Flagpoles
shall not be permitted in the public right of way.
b. Auxiliary signs. Such signs shall be placed only on a door or window and shall total
no more than two (2) square feet.
c. Project identification signs. One ground sign not exceeding twelve (12) square feet in
total surface area, the top of which shall not exceed six feet (6') above grade, shall
be allowed within the property limits where a building is undergoing construction or
alteration.”
Section 57.
Spaces District.

Creation of “RIO” Recreational, Institutional, and Open

Pursuant to Section 10-2-9 of the Zoning Regulations, the Zoning Regulations
are hereby amended to add a new Chapter 16 as set forth in Exhibit A attached to and, by this
reference, made a part of this Ordinance.

Section 68.

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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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.
Village President
ATTEST:

Village Clerk

FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
PASSED:
APPROVED:
PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM:
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EXHIBIT A
(New Chapter 16 of Title 10)
CHAPTER 16. Recreational, Institutional, and Open Space District (RIO).
10-16-1

PURPOSE

The intent of this chapter is to adopt regulations and procedures specifically tailored to reflect
and be consistent with (i) the unique use and form considerations of public amenities as well as
community and governmental functions, and (ii) the often highly specific needs of such uses as
to location, intensity of use, and massing, which regulations may be modified pursuant to the
terms of this chapter if they impose unnecessary rigidities on the proposed development or
redevelopment of a parcel or parcels of land that require an individual, planned approach.
The “RIO” District promotes the efficient use of land with a flexible set of regulations that meet
these highly specific needs in a manner that is intended to achieve and balance the objectives
of:
A. Maximizing the predictability of land use and public benefits as a result of the
development and use of property;
B. Providing public amenities including schools, open space, and recreational facilities;
C. Enhancing the character and vitality of RIO District properties in harmony with adjacent
uses and residential neighborhoods;
D. Preserving natural, cultural, and historic features;
E. Minimizing the regulatory time and expense burden on the property owner; and,
F. Facilitating development in harmony with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.
10-16-2

PRIOR ZONING RELIEF IN THE RIO DISTRICT

A. Continued Effect. Any applicable conditions of a prior variation, special use permit, or
other zoning relief previously granted to property in the RIO District shall remain in full
force and effect, even when the prior authorized use no longer requires a special use
permit or when the prior improvements would not require zoning relief under the
regulations of the RIO District.
B. Changes. Where the approval of a RIO Development Plan, pursuant to Section 10-16-7,
conflicts with the conditions of prior zoning relief, the terms of the RIO Development Plan
approval shall prevail. Additionally, a property owner subject to the conditions of prior
zoning relief may, in conjunction with an application for RIO Development Plan, request
termination of, amendments to, or restatements of these prior conditions.
10-16-3

PERMITTED AND SPECIAL USES

No building or lot shall be used within the RIO District for any purpose other than those
permitted and special uses identified in the zoning use table at Section 10-13-3 of this title.
10-16-4

BULK REGULATIONS
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The following bulk regulations shall apply to all principal and accessory structures within the RIO
District:
A. Front and t, Rear, and Yards. Each front and rear yard shall have a minimum depth of
10 percent of the depth of the lot or 20 feet, whichever is greater.
A.B.
Side Yards. Each yard (front, rear, and side)side yard shall have a minimum
depth of 10 percent of the width of the lot or 20 feet, whichever is greater..
B.C.
Highway Buffer Yards. In addition to any other yards required by this Section,
where any lot abuts upon a U.S. or state public highway, there shall be a minimum
setback from any such highway of not less than 100 feet for each side bordering or
abutting on such highway.
C.D.
Residential Buffer Yards. In addition to any other yards required by this
Section, whenever property in the RIO District abuts residentially zoned property, a yard
with a minimum depth of 30 feet shall be provided for each side bordering or abutting
such residentially zoned property.
D.E.
Height. No building or structure in the RIO District shall exceed 30 feet in height,
nor shall any building or structure in the RIO District exceed two stories.
E.F.
Lot Coverage. The maximum ground area occupied by all buildings, including
accessory buildings, shall be not more than 20 percent of the area of the lot.
10-16-5

PARKING

A. Parking Regulations. The regulations for parking in the RIO District shall be identical
with regulations in the “CBD” Central Business District (CBD) set forth in Sections 106A-8.A through 10-6A-8.C of this code.
B. Minimum Required Spaces.
1. For Specified Uses. For the following uses, the following minimum number of onsite parking spaces shall be provided:
Schools and Day Cares

1 space per employee

Churches, Houses of Worship,
and other Assembly Spaces

1 space per 6 occupants of the
main auditorium or largest room
in the building, whichever is
greater

Recreation

Indoor participatory
(e.g. community centers)
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1 space per 3 occupants
of area used by participants
or per 3 maximum number of
likely participants at any one time,
whichever is less.

Outdoor participatory
(e.g. tennis courts, swimming pools)

2 spaces per 3 maximum
number of participants
at any one time

Outdoor passive
(e.g. playgrounds, trails, shelters)

No minimum

“Occupants” shall refer to the maximum legal occupancy permitted pursuant to the
Village’s building regulations set forth in Title 9 of this Code.
“Maximum number of participants” is calculated as follows. Basketball is typically
played with two teams of five players. There would be, at most, ten participants at
any one time for a full-size basketball court. Doubles tennis is typically played with
two teams of two players. There would be, at most, four participants at any one time
for a tennis court. Other users such as spectators and substitute players are not
included in this estimation, but may be considered when requiring additional
minimum parking spaces as provided elsewhere in this Section.
2. For All Other Uses. For all other uses not herein defined, there shall be a parking
area of sufficient size to provide not less than one parking space for each 600 square
feet of the total floor area of any building or buildings, including all accessory
buildings erected on the lot.
3. Fractional Spaces Excluded. Where determination of the number of required
parking spaces results in the requirement of a fractional space, any fraction shall not
be included in calculating the minimum number of required parking spaces.
4. Uses in Bluffs and Ravines Excluded. That portion of any use which lies within a
bluff protection area or a ravine protection area shall not be included in calculating
the minimum number of required parking spaces.
5. Credit for Street Parking. The number of minimum spaces required pursuant to this
section shall be reduced by the number of lawful parking spaces available on the
public street adjacent to the site and not adjacent to any residential buffer yard.
6. Imposition of Additional Minimum Parking. Notwithstanding anything contained in
this title to the contrary, if the parking requirements of any use in this district exceeds
the ratios as hereinbefore defined, additional parking spaces shall be provided on the
lot on which the use is situated. As a condition of RIO Development Plan approval
pursuant to Section 10-16-7, the Village may require more on-site parking spaces
than may otherwise be required pursuant to this Section to insure that there is
adequate on-site parking to minimize traffic and parking congestion on the public
streets.
7. Existing Parking Non-Conformities. Notwithstanding anything contained in this
chapter to the contrary, the legal non-conforming status of any deficiency in the
required minimum number of parking stalls shall be protected unless, as a
component of RIO Development Plan approval, the Village determines a new use, or
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an increase in the intensity of an existing use, will generate additional parking
demand above that previously existing upon the site.
10-16-6

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

The performance standards in the RIO District shall be identical with the performance standards
for the “L-1” Light Industrial District as set forth in Section 10-7A-7 of this code.
10-16-7

RIO DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW

No person may conduct or shall be entitled to establish a new use or obtain a building permit
from the Village or other applicable permitting authority to construct, reconstruct, alter, or move
any building or structure on any property within the RIO District without the approval of a RIO
Development Plan unless exempt under Section 10-16-7.E F of this code.
A. Intent. At the time of the creation of the RIO District, a significant area within the district
haves pre-existing development and/or uses that would frustrate the application of
traditional “planned development” tools. Accordingly, the RIO Development Plan process
is designed to coordinate planning and zoning review so as to accommodate
incremental changes to existing buildings and uses. It also may be used by applicants
proposing major or phased development proposals over an extended period of time. The
Village anticipates that users in the RIO District will, through long range planning and
public engagement, work cooperatively to further the public benefits of proposed
development outside of this regulatory process.
A.B.
Application Requirements. The application requirements for a RIO
Development Plan review shall be the same as those required for Site Plan review
pursuant to Section 10-2-8(A) of this code. In addition, the Building Commissioner and
any reviewing body may request additional information necessary to evaluate the
standards set forth herein. Without limitation, this may include the submittal of traffic and
parking studies by a qualified professional to ascertain the trip generation and parking
demand that would be created by a proposed use or development.
B.C.
Procedure. The procedure and public notice requirements for RIO Development
Plan review shall be the same as required for Site Plan review pursuant to Sections 102-8(B) and 10-2-8(C) of this code, except that references to the Architectural Board of
Review in Sections 10-2-8(B) and 10-2-8(C) shall be deemed references to the Joint
Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals.
C.D.
Standards. No RIO Development Plan shall be approved by the Board of
Trustees, and the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals shall not
recommend approval of, a RIO Development Plan unless the applicant shall establish
that the RIO Development Plan meets the following standards, as each may be
applicable:
1. General Standard. Development in accordance with the RIO Development Plan 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.
2. Land Use Policy. Development in accordance with the RIO Development Plan is
consistent with the general and specific purposes and requirements of the Village’s
Zoning Regulations, the RIO District, and the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.
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3. Public Facilities. The property, development in accordance with the RIO Development
Plan, will be adequately served by essential public facilities and services such as
streets, public utilities, drainage structures, police and fire protection, and refuse
disposal; or the applicant shall provide adequately for such services as a condition of
approval.
4. Traffic and Parking. Development in accordance with the RIO Development Plan
would generate traffic demand compatible with surrounding uses and road
classifications. The RIO Development Plan provides adequate ingress and egress in a
manner that minimizes traffic congestion and provides adequate and appropriate
parking, access to adjacent properties, and access for emergency vehicles.
5. Landscape and Open Space Buffering. The RIO Development Plan provides for
landscaping, public open space, and other buffering features to minimize the visual
impact of the development and to protect uses within the development and surrounding
properties.
6. Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Circulation. The RIO Development Plan
provides for efficient and comprehensive pedestrian-friendly movement, as well as
efficient and comprehensive bicycle access and circulation.
7. Sensitive Areas and Features. The RIO Development Plan protects culturally
sensitive areas and features; historic areas and features; and sensitive natural, scenic,
and ecological areas features such as ravines, wetlands, and bluffs.
D.E.
Authority to Modify Regulations. The Board of Trustees, as part of the
approval of any RIO Development Plan, may modify or waive any provision of this Code
or of the Village’s Subdivision Ordinance as they apply to the approved RIO
Development Plan (“Deviations”), so long as the Board of Trustees finds that the
Deviations:
1. Will achieve the purposes for which the RIO Development Plan may be approved
pursuant to Section 10-16-1 of this chapter;
2. Will not violate the general purposes, goals, and objectives of this Code and the
Village's Comprehensive Plan;
3. Will result in a development providing amenities to the Village that may not be
otherwise required under this chapter or other applicable Village codes and
ordinances, including without limitation such things as public art; plazas; pedestrian
walkways; natural habitats; increased landscaping; buffering or screening; enhanced
streetscape; enhanced pedestrian and transit supportive design; underground
parking; and similar features. If applicable, the proposed use for the property may
itself be considered a compensating amenity when the proposed use is one that is
open to the public and provides a benefit to the community as a whole.
No finding of hardship or a unique condition by the Board of Trustees is necessary for
the approval of a Deviation of any provision of this Code or of the Village’s Subdivision
Ordinance.
E.F.
Exemptions. Notwithstanding the provisions of this Section, the following
activities shall not require RIO Development Plan approval, except where deviations
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from the Zoning Regulations are necessary to proceed as provided in Subsection D of
this Section:
1. Maintenance to or repair of existing improvements, including, without limitation, any
repainting, resurfacing; resealing; restriping; or repaving of existing improvements.
2. Within an existing park, the addition, re-arrangement, or reconfiguration of
playground equipment, recreational equipment, or open air shelters with sides no
more than 50% enclosed, provided that said activity does not increase the extent of
any encroachment upon a residential buffer yard required by this Chapter.
3. Changes to landscaping, except where doing so would reduce the landscape
screening provided within a residential buffer yard required by this Chapter.
Exception: The removal of Class D trees or any exotic and invasive species, as
those terms are defined in Chapter 11 of the Zoning Ordinance, shall not be
considered as a reduction in landscape screening.
4. The addition or reconfiguration of walking trails, paths, and other similar amenities for
bicyclists and pedestrians, provided that such improvements do not encroach upon a
residential buffer yard required by this Chapter.
5. The reconstruction or reduction of the size of a building within the existing footprint of
the building, or alterations to the interior of an existing building; provided that such
changes do not result in a change to the building’s primary use, or allow for an
increase in the existing intensity of use.
6. Changes to signage subject to review by the Architectural Board of Review pursuant
to Chapter 10 of this Title.
7. Other changes of comparable or lesser significance that do not result in a change to
the property’s use or allow for an increase in the existing intensity of use.
10-16-8

EFFECT OF RIO DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL

A. A RIO Development Plan approval shall be effective for a period of five years from
approval or an approval of an amendment thereto, provided that the Village Board may
extend such approval for an additional five years upon a request from an applicant
provided that the Village Board finds that the RIO Development Plan still satisfies the
standards set forth in Section 10-16-7.C D of this code.
B. Except for any approvals required pursuant to Section 10-16-9 of this code, upon
approval of a RIO Development Plan, a property owner may develop its property in
accordance with an approved RIO Development Plan without seeking additional zoning
approvals provided that such development does not require additional Deviations or
variations from the Zoning Ordinance or Subdivision Ordinance. In the event that
development requires an amendment to the RIO Development Plan or Deviation, the
Applicant shall submit an application, which shall be processed in the same manner, and
subject to the same standards, as an application for a new RIO Development Plan
approval.
10-16-9

ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW SITE REVIEW REQUIRED
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All properties in the RIO District are subject to Site Plan Review by the ABR pursuant to Section
10-2-8 of this code. Where RIO Development Plan review is also required pursuant to Section
10-16-8 of this code, these reviews shall be coordinated and acted upon concurrently by the
Village Board of Trustees.
10-16-10

FEES

The fees, if any, to be collected by the Village in exchange for its performance of RIO
Development Review or ABR site plan review for any property in the RIO District shall be set by
the Village Board of Trustees in the Village's Comprehensive Fee Schedule, codified as Section
1-12-3 of the Municipal Code.
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RIO Site Analysis

Name of Location

Lake Bluff
Elementary School

Lot Area

425,669
square feet

Lot Coverage

65,351
square feet
(15.3%)

Impervious Surface

Calculation of Required
Number of Parking Spaces

121,090
square feet
independent
impervious surface
(28.4%)

Number of Parking Spaces
(including adjacent lawful street
parking)

83 Employees = 83 Spaces

107
(including 4 handicap spaces)

58 Employees = 58 Spaces

93
(including 7 handicap spaces)

5 Doubles Tennis Courts = 20 Participants
2 Baseball Diamonds = 26 Participants
46 Participants * (2/3) = 30 Spaces

29
(including 2 handicap spaces)

+ Lot Coverage
186,441
square feet
(43.7%)

Lake Bluff
Middle School

280,600
square feet

58,928
square feet
(21.0%)

66,839
square feet
independent
impervious surface
(23.8%)
+ Lot Coverage
125,767
square feet
(44.8%)

Artesian Park

500,731
square feet

4780
square feet
(0.9%)

61,833
square feet
independent
impervious surface
(12.3%)
+ Lot Coverage
66,613
square feet
(13.3%)

Sunrise Park

541,296
square feet

8,013
square feet
(1.4%)

28,317
square feet
independent
impervious surface
(5.2%)
+ Lot Coverage

0 Spaces
(Bluff and Ravine Zone)

N/A

36,330
square feet
(6.7%)

Indoor Participatory
Indoor = ?
413,970
square feet
independent
impervious surface
(5.9%)
Blair Park, Community Center,
Golf Course (Combined)

6,971,477
square feet

58,982
square feet
(0.8%)

+ Lot Coverage
472,952
square feet
(6.8%)

CLCJAWA

950,883
square feet

99,996
square feet
(10.5%)

88,696
square feet
independent
impervious surface
(9.3%)
+ Lot Coverage
188,692
square feet
(19.8%)

Outdoor Participatory
Pool = ?
3 Doubles Paddle Courts = 12 Participants
2 Doubles Tennis Courts = 8 Participants
18 Golf Holes = 72 Participants
14 Driving Range Pads = 14 Participants
98 Participants * (2/3) = 65 Spaces

138
(including 5 handicap spaces)

Not Classified
Golf Tent = 2,400 square feet
Golf Club = 5,412 square feet
7,812 square feet * (1/600) = 13 Spaces

Main Plant = 95,134 square feet
Outbuilding = 4,861 square feet
99,995 square feet * (1/600) = 166 Spaces

37
(including 1 handicap space)

Union Church

36,424
square feet

7,350
square feet
(20.1%)

14,580
square feet
independent
impervious surface
(40.0%)
+ Lot Coverage

2,584 square feet Sanctuary
/ occupancy load factor of 7 sq. ft. per person =
369 occupants * (1/6)
= 61 parking spaces***

37
(including 2 handicap spaces)

3,786 square feet Fellowship Hall
/ occupancy load factor of 7 sq. ft. per person =
541 occupants * (1/6)
= 90 parking spaces***
(Exclusive of authorized daycare use.)

36
(including 4 handicap spaces)

21,930
square feet
(60.2%)
(more pending)

Grace United Methodist Church

44,327
square feet

11,784
square feet
(26.5%)

22,504
square feet
independent
impervious surface
(50.7%)
+ Lot Coverage
34,288
square feet
(77.3%)

*** Occupancy loads are likely lower than estimated herein.
For assembly spaces with fixed seating, the capacity of fixed seating plus allowances for standing spaces is the occupancy load.
For either fixed or open seating, occupancy load may be reduced to the safe evacuation capacity of exits and hallways.
Architects calculate and certify occupancy loads as a component of building plan review. The Fire Department determines the maximum occupant load. File determinations are not available.

Lot Area

Lot Coverage

Impervious
(Standalone)

Total
Impervious

Lake Bluff
Elementary School

425,669

15.3

28.4

43.7

Lake Bluff
Middle School

280,600

21

23.8

44.8

Artesian Park

500,731

0.9

12.3

13.3

Sunrise Park

541,296

1.4

5.2

6.7

CLCJAWA

950,883

10.5

9.3

19.8

Union Church

36,424

20.1

40

60.2

Grace United Methodist Church

44,327

26.5

50.7

77.3

Lot Size Versus Bulk Percentages (Excludes Blair Park)
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