VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
SPECIAL MEETING
Wednesday, February 19, 2020
Village Hall Board Room
40 East Center Avenue
6:00 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 allocates 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 December 18, 2019 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
4. Workshop - 500 Arden Shore Road to discuss a possible 12-unit residential development adjacent to Lake
Michigan. This item was previously scheduled for the cancelled January 15, 2020 meeting.
(No Final Action)

5. Public Hearing - 103-113 East Scranton Avenue (PIN 12-21-115-003)
The PCZBA will consider:
i.
A special use permit to authorize the operation of an eating place without drive-in or drive through
facilities;
ii.
A special use permit to authorize the operation of a drinking place accessory to a permitted eating place;
iii.
A variation from Section 10-6A-5, governing setbacks in the Central Business District, to allow an
addition to an existing structure that would encroach upon a required setback;
iv.
A variation from Section 10-6A-8, governing vehicle parking in the Central Business District to allow a
reduction in the minimum number of required parking spaces. Such a variation would be in addition to a
prior variation from said requirement granted by Ordinance 2003-12, as amended; and
v.
Any other zoning relief required to fully grant the petition, construct the proposed addition and other
building alterations and site improvements, and operate the proposed business.
(PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

6. Public Hearing – One Year Extension for Short-Term Rentals
The PCZBA will consider extending the expiration date for short-term rentals in the Village for one year from
April 23, 2020 to April 23, 2021; or such other amendments to Sections 10-13-3, 10-4-5, 1-8H-1, and other
Sections of the Zoning Regulations necessary to extend and modify the Village’s short-term rental regulations.
(PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

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.

7. Public Hearing – Height Restrictions for Planned Mixed-Use Developments / Block Three
The PCZBA will consider eliminating the height restriction and variation process applicable thereto for Planned
Mixed-Use Developments; or such other amendments to Sections 10-15-4, 10-6A-4, 10-5-4, and other Sections
of the Zoning Regulations necessary to allow for greater building and structure height in the Village’s Central
Business District and B Residence District (R-4 District).
(PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

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

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:

February 18, 2020

SUBJECT:

Supplemental Materials for February 19, 2020

The purpose of this memorandum is to transmit a supplement to the agenda packet for the PCZBA’s
Wednesday, February 19, 2020 meeting. The Village has received the following correspondence (New
items on Tuesday, February 18 in red):
•

500 Arden Shore Road. Correspondence from George Covington and Timothy Keller, adjacent
property owners, as well as Henry van der Eb, a nearby property owner, has all been added to the
packet.

•

Short Term Rentals. Correspondence from Patricia and Robert Havrin has been added to the
packet.

•

Height Restrictions for PMDs / Block Three. Correspondence from the following parties has
been added to the PCZBA’s electronic public comment storage:
February 14

Nysted

February 15

Andersen

February 16

Boggess

February 18

Stolzenburg

February 18

Bergmann
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
DECEMBER 18, 2019
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, December 18, 2019, at 7:00 p.m. in the
Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

David Burns
Jill Danly
Elliot Miller
James Murray
Susan Rider
Gary Peters, Chair

Absent:

George Russell

Also Present: Ben Schuster, Village Attorney (VAT)
R. Drew Irvin, Village Administrator (VA)
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 (3) minutes.
Robert Isham (resident) said he would prefer that the proposed Block Three development be placed on a
future agenda when residents have more discretion time at their disposal. He asked the PCZBA to
consider the previously reviewed proposal because he believes many of the issues will be the same. The
PCZBA may not be legally bound by previous decisions, but unless the circumstances are different, it is
at least bound by common principles of estoppel and equity.
Gary Lawrence, said he is co-owner of the properties located at 103 through 113 East Scranton Avenue
(Ladybird Design, Lawrence Interiors and Bluffington’s Café) and he supports the proposed project. He
commented on the current state of Market Square located in the City of Lake Forest following its
transition from apartments to office spaces. Mr. Lawrence said he thinks it would be great for the
community to have this buzz in the downtown area and he is happy to see that the proposed project will
be residential and not office space.
3. Consideration of the November 20, 2019 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes
Member Miller moved to adopt the November 20, 2019 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes as amended.
Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Consideration of the October 30, 2019 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes (Missing Middle)
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Member Murray moved to adopt the October 30, 2019 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes as presented.
Member Danly seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote with Member
Miller abstaining.
5. Chair Peters Administers, the Oath to Those Participating in the Public Hearings
6. A Public Hearing for 700 Mawman Avenue (Residential Bulk Variation)
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from staff.
AVA Cole said the request is for a floor area variation (FAR) necessary to complete an addition at 700
Mawman Avenue. The variation will allow the applicants to reconfigure the interior floor plan to rotate
the main stairwell, reconfigure the roof line to eliminate snow melt and leakage issues, and connect the
attached garage with a mudroom to allow for direct interior access to the garage from the living space.
The PCZBA has the authority to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the applicant’s request for a
377 sq. ft. (9.8%) variation pursuant to the draft approval order and resolution. AVA Cole said the
applicant’s letter states the improvements will help overcome some of the hardships and create a more
functional home.
Karl Strassburger, Strassburger and Associates, addressed the PCZBA on behalf of the property owners
and said the requested variance complies with the allowable impervious surface and FAR because the
proposed addition will be built on the rear of the home. He showed pictures of the existing structure and
said the plan includes replacing the windows, asphalt roof, and siding. He reviewed the existing and
proposed east, north and west elevations and said their proposing a typical gable for the garage and a
dormer element below a breakfast window. He reviewed the existing first and second floor plans noting
the deficiencies associated with the stairwell, main room, and kitchen. The plan is to reconfigure the
stairwell to create entryways to an existing tandem bedroom, enclose the exterior alcove between the
garage and house to enlarge the kitchen area amongst other improvements.
In response to a question from Member Burns, Mr. Strassburger said he is not sure when the house was
built but the addition, family room and extra bathroom was built in the 1990s.
Member Danly asked if the neighbors had expressed any concerns. Mr. Strassburger said they had
dialogue with the neighbors to the north and they did not express any concerns.
Following a comment from Chair Peters regarding the standards for variations, Mr. Strassburger
commented on why the hardship associated with the deficient floor plans and exterior drainage would
not be considered a special privilege.
In response to questions from Member Miller, Mr. Strassburger reviewed the location and conditions
associated with the basement areas and said the stair case connected to the kitchen door will lead to the
new basement area. Also, the basement drainage system has been repaired and there are no issues at this
time.
In response to a comment from Member Mille, AVA Cole said new construction stormwater
requirements do not apply to this project and that the stormwater drainage from the property has no
impact on the natural drainage flow.
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Chair Peters opened the floor for public comments as there were no comments, he closed the public
hearing.
Member Burns made a motion to approve the zoning variance as requested. Member Danly seconded the
motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(1)

Miller, Rider, Murray, Burns, Danly, Peters
Russell

7. A Workshop for Block Three of the Central Business District
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and said the workshop will be conducted professionally
pursuant to the philosophy of the Village of Lake Bluff and the proceedings will be as follows: (i)
allocate (4) minutes for individual comments, (ii) ensure everyone has an opportunity to be heard, (iii)
receive as much feedback from the public and prospective developers as possible, and (iv) conduct a
civil dialogue. He said the PCZBA will not tolerate any interruptions, personal attacks, negative
inferences, or outward expressions such as clapping or shouting.
Presentation from Brad Andersen
Brad Andersen introduced himself and commented on the actions which have been taken since the
November workshop. The presentation this evening will include (i) why condominiums? Why Lake
Bluff? (ii) property value case studies and (iii) planning and existing conditions. He reviewed a slide
with information regarding Lake Bluff’s demographic population and commented on why he thinks
condominiums are needed in Lake Bluff. He reviewed the planning analysis based on the Village’s
planning documents (1994 comprehensive Plan Survey, 1997 Comprehensive Plan, Teska Associates
Central Business District (CBD) Vision Study, and 2023 Lake Bluff Strategic Plan). Mr. Andersen said
it was mentioned that if residents desire to stay in Lake Bluff, close to downtown, they could move into
a single family ranch home. However, when people are down-sizing it is not just their intent to live on
one level but to also live in a maintenance free dwelling. He showed pictures of the current alternative
single family housing options available in East Lake Bluff and noted none of the listing are in the price
range of what is being proposed for the condominiums.
Mr. Andersen responded to a previous question “How will the development benefit anyone other than
the 20 condo unit owners?” He said the proposed development will complete and define the CBD, clean
up a vacant eyesore in the CBD, add value to surrounding properties, provide housing type desired by
Lake Bluff residents and add much needed tax revenue. He shared information regarding perspective
buyers concerns in regards to sales tax, noting Lake Bluff sales tax is more than surrounding
communities. Mr. Andersen reviewed the fiscal analysis absorption schedule (5 occupancies in 2021, 7
in 2022 and 8 in 2023) and noted it is unlikely the 20 units will be closed out in the first year of
completion.
Mr. Andersen responded to a previous question “What benefit is this proposed development to Lake
Bluff residents?” He reviewed the fiscal analysis summary and noted the increased tax revenue and
assessed valuation would amount to $153,000 annual increase in tax revenue of which $58,000 will go
to Lake Bluff School District #65, $40,000 to Lake Bluff School District #115, $20,000 to Lake Bluff
Park District and $33,000 to the Village and Lake Bluff Library. He predicted that over a 20 year period
there will be an increase of approximately $2 million in tax revenue to the various taxing bodies.
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Mr. Andersen reviewed slides illustrating the property value case studies for single family home sales
adjacent to condominiums (McKinley Partners condominiums, McKinley and Westminster Roads,
Illinois/Oakwood condominiums, Kelmscott Park development, North Avenue neighborhood, Lake
Bluff and proposed condominium for 120 Scranton Avenue, Lake Bluff). He concluded his presentation
showing photographs of the existing site conditions for the subject project and expressed his opinion that
the vacant site negatively impacts surrounding property values.
Presentation from Peter Witmer of Witmer and Associates
Mr. Witmer introduced himself and commented on the actions taken since the November workshop. He
said he thinks that another aspect of this project is that future buyers will be strong users of the CBD
businesses. Mr. Witmer reviewed the existing and revised site plans and noted if the buildings were
closer together it would increase the setback to 19 ft. off the east property line, 21 ft. to the two story
portion on the rear property line, and step-back the penthouse to 12 ft. Also, the plan is to move the
sidewalk away from the property line to allow vegetation along the fence line, bury the existing power
lines, and plant vegetation appropriate for a residential neighborhood. Mr. Witmer showed a rendering
of what he described as a two story massing with a setback third level penthouse. He reviewed the
proposed schematic site plan and daylight plane for the east end of the building. He reviewed the
stormwater mitigation noting there are opportunities to use pervious pavers in the patio areas, larger
storm sewer pipes, and roof garden areas on the third floor which could possible help reduce stormwater
to the overall site. Lastly, Mr. Witmer showed photographs of the downtown placing an emphasis on the
Block One, two-story development, with a setback penthouse.
Public Comment
Chair Peters opened the floor for public comment.
Robert Gamrath a 37 year resident, said downtown and the bluff areas are Lake Bluff treasures which
must be protected. He said the businesses in East Lake Bluff are challenged because there are not
enough residential units and a condominium will bring more residents within walking distance of
downtown. The West side of Lake Bluff has three significant business anchors (Heinen’s, Knauz and
Target) but there are none for this side of town. He commented on how the City of Lake Forest is
attempting to maintain viability in its Market Square and said he would like to see Lake Bluff protect its
CBD businesses.
Robin McAfee (resident) said she previously asked “why not a two story development” and the answer
was “that it was not financially feasible” and she wonder why it is the residents’ responsibility to make it
financially feasible. She said a three story development on that site would alter Lake Bluff’s character.
She acknowledged the three story development on Block One but noted it has a park on one side so as
not to create a tunnel effect. Ms. McAfee said she bought into a small community and said she does not
think it is fair to compare Lake Bluff to the City of Lake Forest.
Mark Stolzenberg (resident) said if approved the development would substantially impact surrounding
properties and send a message to future developers that high density developments are acceptable in
Lake Bluff. He reviewed his analysis of the current and previous proposal and asked, if a structure of
this magnitude is built, how will Lake Bluff continue to set itself apart as a unique outpost in this
increasingly developed region. He commented on the provisions in the current PMD and said there have
been no reason to revisit the regulation. Mr. Stolzenberg said if density is being considered that building
bigger is not a panacea and 20 condo units will not significantly increase tax revenue. He shared his
concerns regarding the financial impact statement and provided alternative ways to strengthen the
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Village tax base revenue. Mr. Stolzenberg said it is not the purview of the Village to revise or ignore
existing ordinances to provide developers with a return on an investment. He said the people of Lake
Bluff do not oppose development, but it needs to be done in a responsible manner to lessen any impact
on the community and its residents. The Village should not, and can not, go back on its word that there
will be no three-on-three development in downtown.
Lee Nysted (resident) said the PCZBA and Village Board unanimously voted to limit the height, density
and created a PMD for this site. He said Block Three cannot be compared to Block One which has never
been fully occupied nor is it surrounded by single family homes. He commented on why he thinks Mr.
Andersen’s actions/involvement conflicts with the project. Mr. Nysted urged the PCZBA to take with a
grain of salt the opinion of any realtors or individuals vested in the property. He showed pictures of his
home with a 40 ft. structure located behind his house and commented on how it will impact his property.
He showed an overhead of the proposed development and commented on how the structure would
impact daylight plane for the surrounding properties. Mr. Nysted commented on the general provisions
outlined in Chapter 15 of the Zoning Regulations regarding PMD and said the proposed development
cannot existing pursuant to the current regulations and he believes the developers will request to change
the law.
Jean Niemi, resident, said she lives directly behind the proposed development and asked what has
changed since the initial process. She reiterated that the 3-on-3 petitioners are not opposed to
development on this lot but were opposed to the previous three-story, high-density development. The
Village Board also agreed that a three-story development is not appropriate for the site. She said it gives
her pause that the only survey presented was from 1997. She expressed her concern regarding the
proposed price range ($700,000 to $1 million) and that Mr. Andersen, a realtor, stated the project will
not be completed until 2023 because the housing market is just not that strong. It was also stated “that
the property is currently vacant and not being maintained” and she is not confident that the condo units
will sell or the property maintained. She again asked the question “What has changed since the last
proceedings, No 3 on 3?”
Rick Lesser (resident) said he is not a neighbor of the property but he can relate because the Village
recently went through disputes regarding a similar development (Stonebridge). In regards to Block
Three the Village resolution was there will be no three story development on this site. He shared
information regarding the Stonebridge projected real estate tax revenue, which never materialized
because the property was never developed, and said he hopes the PCZBA will keep in mind that project
revenue is just that a projection.
Tom McAfee (resident) commented on the proposed demographics and said everyone should be
thoughtful about changing the character of Lake Bluff based on demographics. He expressed his opinion
there will be a rapid decline, after the baby boomer shift, and the Village will be left with a structure that
has an extended lifespan. Also, he thinks whatever is built on Block Three will eventually transition into
Block Two and this will allow developments to move significantly deeper into the community. Mr.
McAfee said he thinks the perspective condo owners will occupy the units on a part-time basis and the
character of Lake Bluff should not change. He said he believes the basic element here is a real estate
play and the economic reality associated with the property should not be a burden on the community.
David Mark (resident) said he live directly adjacent to Block Three and have followed discussions
regarding potential development of this property. He has consistently expressed his support for the
concept of development pursuant to the CBD planning principles but have concerns regarding adverse
5
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impacts. He said not much has changed since the previous debates and this could be a missed
opportunity for Lake Bluff. He is rethinking his criteria as he reevaluates the current proposal and he is
willing to compromise, if we take a positive step forward for the Village and eliminate the uncertainty
regarding home values. Mr. Mark commented on his actions taken since the November workshop which
included dialogue with the owners/developers and said he believes the owners who are also residents
have a stake in doing what is best for Lake Bluff and not just optimizing their economic interest. He
commented on the benefits associated with the proposal such as provide a different housing type, 20
new households in walking distance of downtown, greater vibrancy to the local businesses, and provide
a net fiscal benefit to the Village. He expressed his concern regarding the excavation required for the
underground parking garage because it could potentially alter drainage for surrounding property and
traffic flow regarding the garage entrance on Oak Avenue. He said this type of housing is needed in
Lake Bluff but the number of proposed units are a lot for the housing market to absorb, and until the
building is completed it would be hard to fully understand the impact on the area. The proposed
development would probably not be his first choice for Block Three, but he is willing to compromise
and he sees this option as preferable to the status quo. The fact that the owners and developers are his
neighbors gives him reason to believe they have sincerely considered the needs of the community and he
is inclined to support the proposed development.
Chris Volkert (resident) said he thinks there are concerns regarding size and it would be worthwhile to
have a physical model to show how the scale of the proposed development look like in comparison to
the rest of the community.
Kevin Considine (resident) said he lives behind the subject property and expressed his concerns
regarding its current condition, uncertainty associated with the property and said the commercial ideas
(pizza restaurant) for the site will be a major step backwards. Mr. Considine said he is not concerned
about density as the variety of housing stock and additional people will be beneficial to the Village.
However, he thinks this particular proposal is too big, but the developers/owners have made some
thoughtful adjustments to the plan such as recessing the top floor in order to reduce the perception of the
size. There have been many concerns about how this many impact Block Two and he believes the
concerns are legitimate and should be strongly considered by the PCZBA.
Deborah Fischer a resident and local realtor disclosed that she is not associated with the project and said
she supports the proposal. She responded to the question “What has changed” stating nothing has
changed and commented on why she does not think a developer would be able to build a two story
project on the site. This is an economy of scale because we live in an area with expensive land,
construction costs are high and even for the future spreading HOA fees over a three-story unit makes
more sense. Ms. Fischer said she thinks it is time to reassess the previous decision because the lack of
forward progress is an issue. It is her opinion that the project will be a great bookend for the CBD and
will pay homage to Block One which had consternation when going through the development process
but is now considered a cherished part of town. Ms. Fischer said she is fine with the proposed three
story, height and how the developer has adjusted the plan to address the concerns expressed. It is her
opinion that the ruling on the books, that forced the two-story maximum, was arbitrary and somewhat
unrealistic. It is a fact that the housing market suffered from 2006 to the present and has declined
approximately 30%, however, living near this type of project is not going to diminish surrounding
property values. Ms. Fischer commented on what she thinks contributed to slow market sales and said
the development could possibly attract millennials not just empty-nesters. There was a past large
development, The Children’s Home, in the middle of downtown, surrounded by single family homes
and it was a vibrant part of our town. She is hopeful that the Village will support the proposed project.
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Kate Briand (resident) said she is not a neighbor of the property but she is a longtime Village resident. It
was stated that the Board’s previous decision to limit the height of the buildings on Block 3 to 30 ft. was
arbitrary but the decision was the result of months of meetings and a petition with many signatures. The
petition was an expression of residents “first amendment rights” and anytime a government body seeks
to override the voice of the people it can only do so with a compelling reason and a vacant property does
not meet the requirements. She said it is incumbent upon the owners to maintain their property and it is
not up to residents to rescue them from a bad real estate investment. The Village action has been
litigated and residents have been heard and she asked if the Village was ready to represent their voices.
It is incumbent upon property owners to find someone who will develop in accordance with the existing
regulations and if we venture down a different path, we will never be able to recover.
Jason Trombley resident and property owner of Lots 4 and 5 located on the northwest corner of
Evanston Avenue and Scranton Avenue. He said his family is excited to be living in East Lake Bluff and
the property was initially purchased to build a new single family home but circumstances prevented the
new construction. He said he loves Lake Bluff and noted that he could as of right, build a house that is
36 ft. tall with setbacks closer to the alley than what is being proposed in the current plan.
Commissioners Comment
Following a request from Member Miller, AVA Cole read Member Russell’s letter for the record which
stated “let it be known I strongly oppose a three-story project. It is very unfair to the immediate
neighbors, zoning regulations and past planning, this is for a purpose and major guidelines are being
ignored.”
Chair Peters said there have been excellent community involvement, the property owners/developers
have had dialogue with some of the neighbors but the height and setbacks from the north side of the
building are still critical issues.
Following a request from Chair Peters, Mr. Witmer said they have attempted to minimize the impact of
the third story but the underground parking and other amenities makes the project infeasible. He said
they’re not willing to move forward with the project if limited to two-stories in height because the
economic outcome is not feasible. He said if they were allowed to move forward, they would be willing
to work with the neighbors and provide a massing model.
In response comments from Chair Peters, Mr. Witmer said the plan would be to engage a landscape
architect but most likely they would use a variety of vegetation. The expense to bury the existing power
lines will be included in the overall cost because this action is mandatory for the project.
In response to a question from Chair Peters, AVA Cole said the rear setback would be 25 ft. and you
could build a structure on the eastern 2/5 of the single family resident up to 36 ft. in height. A discussion
followed.
Member Burns said it makes no sense to provide feedback according to the current proposal because it is
three stories as opposed to two stories. The owner/developer have no desire to build a two story structure
and the only comments he would expressed would be based on the Board’s decision to change the 30 ft.
guidance. Member Burns said he would prefer to prioritize the transition between the development and
the adjacent residential districts. He was happy to see that the owners/developers had considered how to
create more setback on the eastern, northern and top level of the building. The most important element
7
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to him is creating a transitional setback and pushback transition between the development and adjacent
residential districts.
In response to a comment from Member Rider, VAT Schuster explained the procedural process if the
owner/developer desires to move forward. A discussion regarding procedures followed.
Member Murray said he think the petitioner is citing an unmet need for diverse housing, multi dwelling
units, empty nest residences. This is the case in the community and something that has been identified
by the Village as a priority. He said he would not submit a 1994 survey if he were an applicant, it is 25
years old, and he thinks it is generic and weakens their case. The petitioner talked about cleaning up an
eyesore which is something he thinks everyone agrees on, he does not think anybody likes the current
condition of the subject property. Also, he does not dispute the need for first level entry property as it is
an important criteria for residents of the Village. Member Murray said he does not dispute the need for
more tax revenue; he takes issue with the methodology their using for the project, he thinks it is very
speculative, but it certainly would create more tax revenue than the present. He really like the
development and think with focus on landscaping would all look lovely and it is great they have agreed
to bury the power lines. However, he is concerned that they have not provided more green space in the
area between the two buildings as this would increase permeable surface and create a more consistent
feel with the Village. Member Murray said he thinks the units would sell like “hotcakes” but he have
not received any feedback regarding his previous question “what would be the impact of putting 20
more units on the market in terms of housing prices for comfortable homes.” He asked if an additional
20 new homes (prince range $750,000 to $950,000) were marketed, what would be the impact on houses
of comparable value in the Village, and he would like to know how the development will impact the
Village in the long term.
Member Murray asked why this has to be a three story development because it seems to him that the
development is being driven entirely by financial factors, significant fixed costs such as elevators,
underground parking, underlying property cost, etc. He does not think it is the PCZBA job to allow a
variation to make economics work and to make matters worse the specific request was for the PCZBA to
recommend that the Village adopt a variation or a text amendment and overturn a recent addition to the
Village Code. The approved legislation resulted from a groundswell of opposition to a similar
development, and the text explicitly states “this is out of bounds.” Member Murray said the proposed
development does not meet the standards for variations specifically the unique physical condition, not
merely special privilege and public health and safety. Also, the Village specifically enshrined a
regulation to ensure that that there is no impairment an adequate supply of light to adjacent properties.
Member Murray said he would love to see a two story plan that addresses all these objectives. Member
Murray said this is a political issue not a technical issue, if the Village desire to move forward, the
adopted legislation needs to be reversed. He stated an “eyesore” is not an excuse for a variation and it
erodes the credibility of the owners. The Village Administrator should look into whether the owners are
living up to their obligations to maintain the property in good order. Member Murray said if the Village
Board wants to allow a three story development they should repeal the adopted legislation and they
could proceed pursuant to a PMD with requesting a variation.
Mr. Andersen asked if there is a mechanism that will allow them to approach the Village Board
regarding a change to the PMD without coming to the PCZBA. A discussion regarding procedures
followed.
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Member Rider asked if removal of the two story, 30 ft. restrictions, would give anyone as of right the
opportunity to build a development similar to the proposal or would the Applicant have to meet all the
other criteria set forth. Member Danly said we are talking about compromise and noted that several
voices have changed since the previous discussion. VA Schuster stated the amendment process is
outlined in the Zoning Regulations, Title 10, and Chapter 2 Section 10-2-9 (D) “Amendments.” A
discussion followed.
Mr. Andersen said he was told the Village Board wants input from the PCZBA. It does not make sense
to build a two story building and the developer has no desire to move forward if the PCZBA has decided
not to endorse a three story development. He clarified involvement regarding any previous proposals
and explained why he wanted to be a part of this proposal. If the proposal does not move forward, he
thinks the proposed pizza restaurant may apply, and this is the wrong path for the Village from a
planning perspective.
Member Burns said the PCZBA needs clarification from the Village Board otherwise how would the
Applicant know how to proceed because he does not see any clarity to the owner/developer based on the
PCZBA thoughts. An extensive discussion followed.
Following a comment from Member Rider, Member Murray commented on why he does not think it is
appropriate for the PCZBA to consider approving the proposal and noted the action would suggest that
the Village Board was wrong in adopting the three story ban because it prohibits economically rational
development of this lot. An extensive discussion followed.
In response to a question from Chair Peters, AVA Cole said the PCZBA made its recommendation, with
no height restriction, to the Village Board to create the PMD tool and the Board amended the draft
ordinance to include the height restriction.
Mr. Andersen said the Village Board referred him back to the PCZBA because they wanted the project
judged on its own merits and not on a previous decision.
VA Irvin said the PCZBA was asked to review this project based on the adopted planning principles and
comprehensive land use plan and submit its unbiased unvarnished opinion to the Village Board.
Member Burns asked how would the feedback help the Applicant or provide any clarity. Mr. Andersen
said he feels that if rational thought and reason is put into its recommendation to the Village Board, they
will consider the recommendation. An extensive discussion followed.
VAT Schuster said pursuant to the Open Meetings Act this is titled as a “workshop” on the agenda
therefore no formal vote is required. The appropriate procedural action would be for the PCZBA to do a
straw poll and request that Staff or the Chair expresses their opinion to the Village Board. An extensive
discussion followed.
Chair Peters thanked the public and Mr. Andersen and Mr. Witmer for excellent presentation,
engagement, professionalism and civility. He conducted a non-binding straw poll regarding the merits
and viability of the proposed three story development the results was as followed:
• Member Burns – said he is in favor of the concept and it would be worthy to continue the
process;
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•
•
•
•

•

•

Member Danly – said she is in favor of the proposal as well as working with the developer
regarding future compromises;
Member Miller – Agreed to continue the process;
Member Murray – said the proposal should be discussed more in detail. He shared his concerns
regarding green space, impact on daylight plan and green fence;
Member Rider – commented on stormwater requirements submitted in the correspondence dated
December 13, 2019 from Mackie Consultants, LLC and said she is willing to support that the
proposal be further considered if the owners/developers would consider green space on the roof,
a garden area on the second story and are willing to continue to compromise;
Chair Peters – Echoed the positions taken by the commissioners and said the critical issues from
his perspective are height, not necessarily the three stories, but as it impacts the daylight plane on
the north side of the building. The proposed concessions are significant steps in the right
direction as the owners/developers are trying to offset potential negative impact to the
neighboring backyards;
Member Russell - Chair Peters incorporated by reference Member Russell’s comments submitted
via email.

In response to a comment from Mr. Andersen, Member Rider said she think the project could help more
broadly with stormwater issues on the East side of Lake Bluff and we should inspire to that.
Chair Peters conducted a non-binding straw poll regarding a recommend to the Village Board to apply
for a text amendment if the PCZBA desire to proceed, the results was as followed:
• Member Burns – Agreed and said he thinks this is a policy issue because if the
owners/developers do not proceed this will be an ongoing issue for future developers;
• Members Danly, Miller and Murray – Agreed to the recommendation;
• Member Rider – Agreed and asked if the Village Board applied for a text amendment could a
third party applicant undercut the current developer; and
• Chair Peters – Concurred with the recommendation.
In response to a comment from Member Murray, VAT Schuster said provision 10-15-3(C), Maximum
PMD Height, states “no building or structure in any PMD shall exceed 30 ft. in height nor shall any
building or structure in any PMD exceed two stories.” If this section was removed then anyone could
apply for a PMD that exceeds 30 ft. in height; not as of right, but the request would have to meet the
PMD standards. A discussion followed.
Chair Peters allowed a brief intermission to allow people an opportunity to leave the meeting.
8. Staff Report
AVA Cole said each year, one or more of the PCZBA meeting dates tend to fall on Jewish major
holidays, which can pose difficulties for some participants in the meetings. Staff has noted the
conflicting 2020 meeting dates (Wednesday, April 15th and Wednesday, December 16th) and provided
alternative dates (Wednesday, April 22nd and Monday, December 21st) if the PCZBA desires to adjust its
meeting scheduled. Following a brief discussion, it was the consensus of the PCZBA not to adjust the
meeting schedule.
AVA Cole advised that he will circulate a more recent survey than referenced by the developer in the
1997 Comprehensive Plan.
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9. Commissioner’s Report
Following a request from AVA Cole, VAT Schuster reviewed the concept of ex parte communications
in relations to communication directly with an applicant or member of the public desiring to provide
testimony for a public hearing and the PCZBA role in terms of feedback from the community (vocally
or via email) when the public desires to correspond with a commissioner outside an official meeting.
In response to a question from Member Miller, VAT Schuster said pursuant to the Illinois Open
Meetings Act, whenever a majority a quorum (3 commissioners) engage in contemporaneous
communication regarding public business it must be properly noticed and discussed in a public meeting.
A discussion followed.
In response to a question from Member Miller, AVA Cole said public comments are maintained in a
folder and after the initial packet is distributed, to reduce paper distribution, a link will be provided for
future packets. He reported on possible petitions for the upcoming PCZBA meeting and provided an
update on the Stonebridge Development noting the developer have submitted an application to demolish
the Manor and Carriage House.
Mark Stolzenberg returned to the podium and expressed his concerns regarding transparency. He
provided documents from 2016 that show meetings among the developer, PCZBA members, and ABR
members which were held during the pre-submission process. He said a three story development could
potentially have a significant impact on the Village and he hopes all proceedings will be done in the
light of day with the maximum amount of transparency possible.
10. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Burns moved to adjourn the
meeting. Member Miller seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 10:09 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:

February 14, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #4 – A Workshop for 500 Arden Shore Road

Introduction, History, and Summary
The Village has received a request to conduct a workshop regarding a proposed 12-unit single family
development at 500 Arden Shore Road. This site was formerly the home of Arden Shore Children and Family
Services until approximately 1995. (A 1997 aerial photo in the Applicant’s submission shows the prior
arrangement of the property.)
We understand that the attached proposal would:
•

Construct 12 single family detached houses near the lakefront to be served by well, septic, and private
roads. The homes would be constructed with first-floor master bedrooms and targeted to buyers over the
age of 50. We also understand that the developer previously evaluated constructing the same number of
dwelling units as attached single family dwellings.

•

Dedicate approximately 18.34 acres of land (including wetlands) for use by the Shoreacres Golf Club as
a driving range, and place restrictions upon the property to preserve it as open space indefinitely.

•

Eliminate Arden Shore Road where it runs parallel to Shoreacres Drive and instead connect the road to
Shoreacres Drive where it turns from east-west to north-south.

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 future relief application.

Regulatory Considerations
Staff notes the following items for consideration by the PCZBA in conducting the workshop:
•

Means of Development. The typical route to approve this type of cluster or conservation development is
a Planned Residential Development under Title 10, Chapter 5, Article J of the Zoning Regulations. A
copy of this section is attached.

•

Fire Protection. The Fire Chief has provided a letter, attached, commenting on the proposal.

•

Subdivision Regulations. This property would not have public water, public septic, or access to a public
road. These would require deviations from the applicable regulations. Deviations under a planned
development tool do not require the demonstration of a hardship or satisfying the variation criteria.
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•

Density. This site is zoned C-E, Country Estate Residence District. It is the Village’s lowest density
residential district. A variation would be required to build the number of units proposed by the
developer. The planned residential development tool includes the following limitations upon density that
cannot be deviated upon:
Zoning

Dwelling Units per 100 Acres

Approximate ratio

C-E

25

1 unit per 4 acres

Proposed*

~46

1 unit per ~2.2 acres

E-1

67

1 unit per 1.5 acres

E-2

100

1 unit per 1 acre

R-1

193

1 unit per 22,500 square feet (0.5 ac)

R-2

289

1 unit per 15,000 square feet (0.34 ac)

R-3

363

1 unit per 12,000 square feet (0.25 ac)

*Including 18.34 acres of open space to be used by the Shoreacres Golf Club.
Comprehensive Plan Policies
The following is a summary of the relevant objectives and policies from the Village’s current Comprehensive
Plan that are most relevant or applicable to this proposal:

Objectives

Policies

LU - Land Use
LU1 (Northeast Quadrant) – Promote
orderly redevelopment in a manner
compatible with neighboring land uses. The
proposal would redevelop land in the
quadrant.

LU1-1. Maintain the existing zoning
classifications with the exception of […] the
“parcels south of the Shore Acres Country
Club and north of Lakewood Estates
Subdivision:” pursue redevelopment of the
area as a Planned Residential Development in
a manner compatible with neighboring
residential uses. The proposal concerns the
specified parcels and would be a Planned
Residential Development.
LU1-5. Extend water and sanitary sewer
services to underserved areas when
appropriate as development or subdivision
takes place. The proposal would not extend water
or sanitary sewer to this area.
LU1-6. Resist the expansion of institutional
uses. The proposal would complete the
conversion of a terminated institutional use
(Arden Shore Child and Family Services) to a
residential use.
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Objectives

Policies

PS - Public Services and Infrastructure
PS1. Maintain the sanitary sewer system
within the Village to ensure the public
health.

PS1-4. Encourage the elimination of septic
systems. The proposal would create new
dwellings relying on septic systems.

PS5. Maintain the street system within the
Village to appropriately service the needs of
the residents.

PS5-7. Discourage the creation of new private
roads. The proposal would create new private
roads. There is no possible connection to public
roads without traversing existing private roads.

PS6. Provide public buildings and grounds
to support the efficient delivery of public
services. No land dedications are proposed as
part of the development, nor are any
acquisitions anticipated by the Plan in this
area. The Village’s subdivision regulations
would require a fee in lieu of land in such
circumstances, the same as any similar
subdivision creating new dwellings.
PS7. Maintain and expand the water system
within the Village. The proposal would not
expand the water system within the Village.

(N/A)

PS7-3. Extend the water system to underserved
areas as development or subdivision takes
place. […] The proposal would create new
dwellings relying on private wells.

TR - Transportation
TR3. Provide safe and efficient vehicle
access throughout the Village. The proposal
would reduce curb cuts on Sheridan Road and
eliminate a redundant road parallel to an
existing road.

TR3-7. Improve emergency vehicle access
throughout the Village. The Fire Department
reports that the proposal would tend to improve
firefighting access.
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Objectives

Policies

PO - Open Space, Parks and Recreation
PO3. Maintain existing open space buffers
utilizing density control, preservation and
conservation techniques to preserve areas
which are ecologically fragile such as
wetlands, floodplains, and ravines. The
proposal would cluster development away from
ecologically fragile areas. However, it proposes
a higher density than available under as-of-right
zoning. It is unclear that this density would
harm ecologically fragile areas.

PO3-3. Respect and preserve existing
woodlands, prairies, and wetland
environments. The proposal would cluster
development away from ecologically fragile
wetlands.

PO4. Preserve and assist in maintaining the
public parks within the Village.

PO4-1. Retain the recreation space provided
by the Shore Acres Country Club. The proposal
would provide additional land and amenities for
the Shore Acres Country Club.

ER - Environmental Resources
ER1. Preserve, maintain, and upgrade the
Village’s natural resources including: the
lake front, the ravines, and the open spaces
found in the Village. Since purchased for
residential development, the owner has made
substantial investments in bluff protection.

(N/A)

ER2. Maintain, protect, and replace as
needed public trees in the Village; encourage
property owners to maintain, protect, and
replace as needed trees within the Village.
The proposed plans depict the removal of at
least some trees within the proposed driving
range. The Planned Residential Development
process would require progressively more
detailed landscape plans to be submitted that
would quantify any tree removals and would be
reviewed by the PCZBA. Such removals would
be subject to the Village’s tree regulations
(Chapter 11 of the Zoning Regulations).

(N/A)
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Objectives

Policies

H3. Encourage development of alternative
housing options. The development of singlefamily attached structures, if pursued as part of
the proposal, would be a clear alternative
product compared to detached single-family
residential development. The developed of
detached single-family residences may still
provide an alternative for other housing
populations if, for example, the development’s
HOA was responsible for landscape
maintenance or exterior maintenance (similar
to townhomes).

(N/A)

H - Housing

Attachments
• Workshop submissions.
• Updated workshop submissions for February.
• Correspondence from Fire Chief David Graf.
• Correspondence from adjacent property owners (Covington & Keller.)
• Title 10, Chapter 5, Article J of the Zoning Regulations entitled “Planned Residential Development”
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ARDEN SHORES

Planned Open Space Conservation and Residential Design Concept
Lake Bluff, IL

January 10, 2020

Administration Building

Arden Shore Beach

Dining Hall

Hospital

1948 Aerial Photo - Arden Shore transforms from Camp to School
Site Chronology:

Historic Images - Arden Shores Camp - Circa 1948 to 1995

ARDEN SHORES
Lake Bluff, Illinois

1898 - Gads Hill Encampment (tent city) is established (as outpost of Gads Hill Center downtown which is still running).
1913 - Name Changes to Arden Shores Association.
1948 - Summer camp becomes year round for boys, girls only in summer.
1954 - Educational component added, including focus on “gifted” boys.
1964 - Focus changes to “disturbed” boys.
1995 - Campus sold - Arden Shore child and Family Services relocates.
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Dormitory Building

Arden Shore Building

1997 Aerial Photo - Arden Shore School

1958 Administration Building

Arden Shore Buildings on 1998 Survey

Historic Images - Arden Shore School

ARDEN SHORES
Lake Bluff, Illinois
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Shore Acres Club

Shore Acres Club

Precedent Images - Architectural Inspiration

ARDEN SHORES
Lake Bluff, Illinois
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LEGEND

Total Acres: 25.986
Wooded Wetland Area: 9.68 Acres (38% of site)
Roads remain
Buildings removed
Lakeshore Bluff stabilized

BOXELDER TREE

INVASIVE TREES

ASH TREE
BUCKTHORN TREE
CEDAR TREE
COTTONWOOD TREE
MAPLE TREE
TREE OVER 24" CAL.

(Oak, Hickory, Maple, Ash,
Cottonwood, Basswood,Walnut)

WETLAND AREAS

Cottonwood, Basswood,Walnut)

Wetland A
416,877 sf
9.57 ac

Wetland B
2,301 sf
0.05 ac

WELL HOUSE

OPEN AREA
(FORMER SCHOOL
BUILDING REMOVED)

Wetland C
2,570 sf
0.06 ac

N

Site Wetland and Tree Inventory Plan
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Site Context Plan - Planned Open Space Conservation and Residential Design Concept
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FIRST FLOOR
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5' WIDE
FRONT WALK

SHOREACRES GOLF PRACTICE FACILITY
· SELECTIVELY PRESERVE LARGE TREES
· DEDICATED CONSERVATION OPEN SPACE
SURROUNDS PRACTICE RANGE
· BRIDGED CART PATH CONNECTION OVER
WETLAND AREAS
· +/- 18.34 ACRES
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DRIVEWAY
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Conceptual Site Plan - Planned Openspace Conservation and Residential Design
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Glen Cole
Asst. to the Village Administrator
Village of Lake Bluff
Email gcole@lakebluff.org
40 East Center Avenue
Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044
February 14, 2020

Arden Shores PCZBA Workshop
Dear Glen,
We are looking forward to presenting our thoughts, reviewing the plans and hearing direction
from the Commission at the upcoming February 19, 2020 meeting.
Based on the Village PCZBA memo written for the January 15, 2020 workshop, we have
prepared further background information based on our planned conservation open space
residential plans for Village consideration. We are aware of the neighbor letters received from
the Covington’s and Keller’s and are hoping to hearing their thoughts and arriving at an
amicable resolution to their concerns which we will address shortly.
As an introduction we have created the plan with these thoughts in mind;
• The property is spectacular, without compare on the Illinois shores of Lake Michigan.
There are over 25 acres including previously developed table land, mixed woodland and
stabilized bluff with Lake Michigan “in the back yard”.
• The property is located within just a mile of downtown Lake Bluff and Metra. The site is
deeply secluded from public right-of-way with the proposed cluster homes placed
nearly one-half mile east of Sheridan Road.
• The plan emphasis is preservation of open space as the focal element viewed on
arrival. Over 75% of the land devoted to Shore Acres with additional commons open
space in the core of the Arden Shore residential cluster.
• The proposed residential cluster homes are in approximately the same area of the site
as the previous Arden Shores buildings and facilities.
• The proposed homes are designed as energy efficient and demonstrating best current
technology for green infrastructure management of heating and cooling and energy
management, using sustainable building materials and solar orientation. Stormwater
management will use where practical pervious pavement, rain gardens, bio-swales and
comply with MWRD standards to a higher degree than comparable CE zoned
conventional development. Stormwater runoff volume and rate distribution will be

•
•

•

managed to a level that is controlled to avoid any off-site impact. This would not be as
effective with single large lot independent residential homes.
Smaller, compact homes address the need for alternative housing available to existing
Lake Bluff residents in a managed, low maintenance planned cluster.
Rather than building a new large home to compete with existing neighboring homes, we
propose building high quality, new homes to enhance and complement neighborhood
real estate and home values.
Compared to large single-family homes, average daily traffic will be limited. Controlling
architectural design for new construction of primary ground floor living and
maintenance managed lifestyle will be attractive to adult residents who have seasonal
destinations and second homes.

The Village has stated the underlying property zoning density allows for PUD under the CE
zoning of 1 unit per 4 acres (25 per 100 acres). The overall site is +/- 25.75 acres and would
yield 6 residential lots, (rounded down from actual 6.43) homes. We have tailored our
proposed PUD designed, 12 home plans to be smaller clustered homes allowing the main focal
theme to feature significant open space and views of the Lake and surrounding wooded
grounds. Our homes are reduced to a reasonable and efficient living size that will keep bulk
density well below the “by-right” CE zoned FAR square footage.
Our proposed density of 12 detached single-family homes is based on being less than the
comparable FAR to the 6 CE zoned home capacity. The plan is to have architecturally designed
homes located in specific controlled and limited building envelopes surrounded by common
HOA managed, natural landscaped open space and a central commons meadow. The ethic of a
planned residential open space designed plan is achieved by reasonably clustering homes in
one area to allow dramatic open space in another area rather than evenly spacing out large
homes across the overall property. Clustering technique allows us to allocate well over 70% of
the property as open space for Shore Acres, woodlands, buffering and preserving scenic vistas.
The Village offers PRD development to provide sustainable infrastructure as a model for green
responsible living appealing to the Village and marketplace buyers. This development
addresses that opportunity. When Arden Shores was acquired and the buildings demolished,
the thinking was to use it for large estates typically having multiple structures, large homes,
pools, tennis and sports activity courts, swimming pools and four car garages, multiple trade
and repair service providers and support staff for each family home. This lifestyle is becoming
less attractive in the marketplace and is competitive to the over abundant supply of similar
large homes on the market. The PUD appeals to the market with new construction of compact
low-profile 1.5 story home heights. The planned cluster tucked back into the property generate
reduced vehicular daily traffic, respect dark night sky lighting and will limit accessory or
recreational uses other than foot trails and lake access. The proposed homes and surroundings
will be landscaped and screened with a coordinated and naturalistic woodland planting and not
be apparent from the surrounding homes and drives.
This is how we have compared our proposal to the present zoning.
The basis for our proposed density;

• Proposed 12 homes at 3,000 sq. ft. each, (combined ground floor, two car garage and half
second floor)
• 36,000 sq. ft. of overall combined floor area.
Per Lake Bluff Ordinance 10-5-6 ; Floor Area Ratio follows this formula;
• Density on 25.75 acres (1,121,670 sq. ft.) allows 5 (actual 5.6) Lots at 200,000 sq. ft. minimum
lot size under present CE country estate zoning.
• Minimum CE lot size is 200,000 sq. ft. ,
Note of clarification; Following the CE Zoning of 25 units /100 acres; 25.75 acres would yield 6.4
lots of 186,945 sq. ft. each, not meeting the 200,000 sq. ft. min. lot size. Therefore, we are using
a 5 Lot density for the following calculations.
• For calculation purposes, using our gross land area, each of the (5) conventional CE Lots could
be 224,334 sq. ft. and achieving a standard above the 200,000 sq. ft. minimum threshold.
Per code, FAR Floor Area for CE District formula;
• Using a CE Lot size area of 224,334 we determine per code formula as follows= 5,500 + (lot size
224,334 – 18,000 = 206,334) x .10 = 20,633 sq. ft. per home on each CE zoned conventional home lot.
• 20,633 sq. ft. per home allowable x 5 lots =

• 103,165 sq. ft. combined gross Floor Area FAR allowable under CE zoning rules. Equivalent
FAR to 5 large homes each at 20,633 sq. ft.
Comparison;
5 Large CE Estate Homes at 20,633 each = 103,165 sq. ft. (CE zoned allowable FAR for 5 homes),
Summary: dividing our proposed PRD 30,000 sq. ft. FAR for 12 homes, by 103,165 = we are 70%
less floor area than the allowable FAR for our 12-home proposal.
The above demonstrates how we - stay below- the FAR allowance and still provide compact,
detached single family homes that preserve open space as the main feature.
We will have less landscape grounds maintenance traffic due to managed HOA native landscape
and grounds and high-quality building maintenance of a smaller home area. We will have less
than year-round resident occupancy with home and lifestyle appealing to active empty nest
adult buyers rather than year around resident families.
Our preserved open space will exceed 70% through conservation easements to enhance Shore
Acres, Arden Shores and the surrounding residential homeowners rather than letting the
property divide into CE zoned private large home lots.
Per the Village Comprehensive Plan;
LU1-1; Land Use as a Planned Residential Development will provide orderly development for
the overall property. Conventional CE zoning would have less control over landscape, setbacks,
less control over building bulk and unknown placement of driveways and accessory and
recreational structures on the site. Neighbors may consider the beneficial compatibility of large
home scale compared to more modest low-profile homes in a controlled planned development.
LU1-5; Utilities, Extension of public water and sanitary sewer would not be necessary to
support the conservation development. Private sanitary and water is consistent with the

surrounding neighborhood areas and would not cause neighboring properties to connect and
pay fees for public services or disrupt off-site lands due to creation of utility easements and
corridors.
PS1; Proposed open space designed within the subject planned development would provide a
suitable open space area to allow private septic needed to meet health department code.
PS5; Street System, the proposed new private road connection provides Keller and Booth
exclusivity to have their private driveways independent of Arden Shores. A new Arden Shore
drive is 400’ setback from it’s connection to Shore Acres Drive. The drive would provide for
clear, low impact road access from Shore Acres Road with sufficient setback to avoid crowding
the present combined Covington driveways at the corner.
PS6; Public buildings or park ground dedication is not proposed. Conservation open space lands
will allow trails for low use and limited public access and will remain low impact as privately
managed by Shore Acres or the proposed development HOA. Walking trail access by neighbors
to the lake and bluff common areas will be considered.
PS7; Domestic Water, Like Shore Acres and surrounding homes, a private community water
well is planned to distribute water service to the residences.
TR3; Transportation, Residents, visitors and Public safety, fire and emergency vehicles will have
a clearly defined and maintained route to access compared to potential for numerous
easement drives and branches linked across private lands. Access to downtown Lake Bluff and
the Metra station is one mile.
PO3; Open Space preservation will be respectful of vistas, wetland and natural
woodlands. Planned Unit development will be regulated to control building locations, provide a
comprehensive landscape and management plan for the grounds and each home and common
areas. Landscape Plans shall be prepared to provide for consistent buffer planting to transition
into the woodlands and surrounding neighbor plantings between the Covington and Keller
properties. Where needed for screening between neighbors, landscape plans will propose
using low undulating landform berms where appropriate and four-season evergreen and
deciduous screen planting landscape complementary to the natural landscape culture.
PO-4; Open Space promotes the legacy of Shore Acres Club and contributes to preserving land
that is a distinctive asset to the Village. Combined open space including Shore Acres and Arden
Shores would be in the range of 90% or 22.84 acres of the 25.75 acres.
ER1; Continued protection of open space, the lakeshore and bluff, upland table land and
wetlands will be promoted through common HOA managed open space. Conversely,
subdivision into conventional CE lots would not assure preservation or define placement of
structures, accessory and recreational amenities or drives in a coordinated comprehensive
manner.

ER2; Village Tree regulations will be addressed through preparation of a comprehensive tree
management plan defining protection, selective removal and treatment of the woodland and
understory canopy. Detailed landscape plans will focus on use of indigenous, native plantings
suitable for woodland, wetlands, Lake Michigan bluff and screen plant communities.
H3; Alternative Housing Options, the real estate market and desirability for larger CE zoned,
7,000 + sq. ft. single family homes it is over abundant, competitive market and not in high
demand. Alternative Housing option as proposed will feature ground floor for primary living,
entertaining and master bedrooms with unified common area maintenance by HOA managed
grounds and exteriors. The proposed lifestyle, architectural design and floorplans are
promoting an appeal to an adult oriented residential population that will have minimal impact
on parks, schools or municipal services. It is envisioned that owners will likely have second
homes as occasional or seasonal use get-away’s and not be residing full year, four-season terms
on the property. The market will not be as attracted to development of 5-acre home lots as
zoned.
The present PRD proposal for open space conservation cluster single family planning allows for
effective use of land and use of sustainable materials, utilities and resources. Within the Village
this property is without comparison. Where else is there one location is there an opportunity
to allow dramatic arrangement of significant, meaningful open space. Planned unit open space
conservation provides multiple benefits as compared to conventional CE zoning and will protect
against land disturbance due to construction of large structures, drives, activity uses and
support buildings across the overall property.
Combined, Shore Acres with Arden Shores residential commons and bluff area properties will
be preserved as open space that would not be possible with a standard CE development
subdivision.
Historically from 1948 through 1995 there had been full year-round, institutional, academic and
residential use at Arden Shores supporting 50 to 65 differently abled youth ages 9 through 17
years and their instructors contained in 17 or more buildings managed by Arden Shores for the
State of Illinois Child Welfare Agency. Prior use circa 1913 to 1948 was a camp containing up to
65 structures serving 54 different child welfare agencies for youth health and labor
rehabilitation.
In closing, we appeal to the Commission to provide your thoughts, direction and support to
pursue learning more about this exciting idea. We look forward to working further on providing
further refinements and detail.
Sincerely,

Nick Patera
Senior Vice President.
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Lake Bluff Fire Dept
45 East Center Ave
Lake Bluff IL 60044

February 14, 2020
Glen Cole
Asst. to the Village Administrator
Village of Lake Bluff
RE: Arden Shore property development
Hello Glen,
Based on the limited information and our understanding of the project the Fire Department would ask
you to consider the following as this project is evaluated and considered.
1. Proposed single road entrance is of no concern if roadway sized to such standards and would
be an improvement.
2. The intersection of Shore Acres Road and Arden Shore Road must allow all directions of travel
turn clearance as indicated on the fire apparatus turn radius drawings provided.
3. The new structures would be required to provide residential sprinklers under the Village’s
building code. Water source must also be per code that is reserve holding tanks or area water
system.
4. It would be suggested the development consider a common well water system vs. individual
home wells. If so, the system could provide a fire fighting water source. This would benefit the
homeowners in an emergency and may have a beneficial effect on insurance rates (hydrant vs
non-hydrant area).
5. If a common water source is not used the development should consider obtaining an
agreement with the Shore Acres Club for use of their private hydrant by the LBFD in the event
of a structure fire to a home in the development.
6. From a FD perspective there would be no effect on the Booth or Keller property other than
perhaps better road access.
Respectfully Yours,

David Graf Chief
Lake Bluff Fire Dept
45 East Center Ave
Lake Bluff IL 60044

George M. Covington
555 Shoreacres Road
PO Box 126
Lake Bluff, IL 60044
January 13, 2020
Mr. Gary Peters, Chair
Lake Bluff Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
20 East Center Avenue
Lake Bluff, IL 60044
Re:

500 Arden Shore Road

Dear Mr. Peters:
I am writing to register the concerns that my wife and I have about the proposed
subdivision of the former Arden Shore Property.
We are disappointed that the developer never contacted us about this new plan and that
we did not know about the hearing on Wednesday until Sunday, January 12. Unfortunately, due
to the late notice, we are out of town and will not be able to attend the workshop. We live in the
house on the north boundary of the Arden Shore property. I have lived there since 1981, perhaps
longer than anyone else in that area. Our house is listed on the National Register of Historic
Places, one of the few in Lake Bluff. We have also preserved a few acres of woods, and have
worked to restore them to native condition.
The proposed plan violates the spirit and letter of Lake Bluff’s Zoning Ordinance and
Comprehensive Plan.
The Arden Shore Property is zoned C-E, as is our house and most of the land north of
Blodgett. In the C-E Zoning District the minimum lot size is 200,000 square feet (about 4.6
acres). This plan proposes 12 houses on 7.64 acres or approximately one house for 6/10 of an
acre (27,000 square feet as opposed to 200,000 square feet).
This plan is proposed as a Planned Residential Development (PRD). While the PRD
ordinance allows greater flexibility, it generally respects the overall density of the zoning
ordinance. Under the C-E District, the PRD ordinance allows up to 25 units per 100 acres – or
4.0 units per acre, as opposed to 4.6 units per acre in a conventional development, a roughly 10%
bonus. Event taking the entire property into consideration (which may be inappropriate in this
case), the proposed plan represents a doubling of the permitted density, not a 10% bonus.
In addition to upholding the requirements and integrity of the Zoning Ordinance, there
are other reasons to object to this ill-conceived plan.

•
•
•

•

•

The wetlands on the property comprise about 35-40 % of the total property. They are not
subject to development, and the developer should not receive credit for “saving” land that
cannot be developed.
The plan proposes a private septic system for this development. Where will this be
located? How large must it be to accommodate a dozen houses? The septic field is not
shown on the proposed plan.
A large portion of the land is shown as a private golf course practice area. Another
portion is shown as “existing wetland.” The PRD Ordinance calls for a “reasonable
amount of land” to be reserved as “common open space” or “for public use as a park.”
Surely, a private golf practice area does not qualify as either, and the applicant has
provided no information regarding the use, ownership, or preservation of the “existing
wetland.”
There are a great number of significant trees (over 24” diameter) located in the golf
practice area. Obviously, these are intended to be removed. Clearly, this would violate
Lake Bluff’s tree ordinance. Does the applicant intend to replace them with small trees
hundreds of yards away on Shoreacres’ golf course?
The use of Shoreacres Road to serve this development will mean an approximately 50%
increase in traffic on Shoreacres Road – a private road not constructed to public road
standards. The 25 or so property owners using this road will certainly have opinions
regarding this.

As I mentioned, I have lived next to the Arden Shore property for over almost 4 decades.
Our house (the former Howard and Lucy Linn House) is one of the very few houses in Lake
Bluff listed on the National Register of Historic Places. This plan will juxtapose an
incompatible development next to our historic house as well as the Keller house, built in the
1920s, located adjacent to the south boundary of the Arden Shore property.
The proposal is simply incompatible with the Lake Bluff Zoning Ordinance and the
policy in the Comprehensive Plan of preserving open space zoning north of Blodgett Avenue.
Sincerely,

George M. Covington
Alexandra K. Covington

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

tskell4@aol.com
Glen Cole
Drew Irvin
Re: Contact Us Form
Wednesday, February 5, 2020 3:54:44 PM

Glen,
Thank you for the email regarding the workshop scheduled for next weeks Plan Commission
meeting. Unfortunately I will be out of town next week. Please do not take my absence as a
lack of interest regarding the Arden Shore development. As I expressed to Drew Irvin last
month I am VERY much opposed to this development that does not conform to the CE zoning
ordinance that applies to this lot. I know the Village of Lake Bluff will stick to the Codes and
Ordinances that where carefully crafted to control this type of development to maintain the
integrity of our neighborhoods.
Thanks
Timothy Keller
-----Original Message----From: Glen Cole <gcole@lakebluff.org>
To: tskell4@aol.com <tskell4@aol.com>
Sent: Tue, Feb 4, 2020 3:28 pm
Subject: RE: Contact Us Form
Hi Tim,
We have rescheduled this workshop for 6 p.m. on Tuesday, February 19. We are starting early due to the
length of the agenda and I believe that this item will be first. I do not expect any major changes from what
was transmitted January, but I will be in touch around the Friday beforehand if anything changes.
Thanks,
Glen Cole (via mobile)
Asst. to the Village Administrator
Village of Lake Bluff
Desk (847) 283-6889
Email gcole@lakebluff.org
40 East Center Avenue
Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044
lakebluff.org
________________________________
From: tskell4@aol.com [tskell4@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 4:16 PM
To: Glen Cole
Subject: Re: Contact Us Form
Glen,
Thanks for the update. Please let me know when the workshop is rescheduled.
Thanks,
Tim Keller

-----Original Message----From: Glen Cole <gcole@lakebluff.org>
To: tskell4@aol.com <tskell4@aol.com>
Sent: Wed, Jan 15, 2020 5:06 pm
Subject: RE: Contact Us Form
Hi Tim,
Just as a follow-up – we had some last minute cancellations from our Plan Commission members and will
not hold this workshop tonight. I will let you know when one is rescheduled.
Thanks,
[cid:image001.png@01D28068.10943C30]
Glen Cole
Asst. to the Village Administrator
Village of Lake Bluff
Desk (847) 283-6889
Email gcole@lakebluff.org<mailto:gcole@lakebluff.org>
40 East Center Avenue
Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044
lakebluff.org

From: tskell4@aol.com [mailto:tskell4@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 3:03 PM
To: Glen Cole <gcole@lakebluff.org>
Subject: Re: Contact Us Form
Glen,
Thanks for your time today.
Tim
-----Original Message----From: Glen Cole <gcole@lakebluff.org<mailto:gcole@lakebluff.org>>
To: tskell4@aol.com<mailto:tskell4@aol.com> <tskell4@aol.com<mailto:tskell4@aol.com>>
Sent: Tue, Jan 14, 2020 1:43 pm
Subject: RE: Contact Us Form
Hi Timothy,
Thanks for speaking with me earlier today. I am writing to confirm that I received your e-mail below and
will share it with the members of the PCZBA before they discuss this item tomorrow night.
Thanks,
Glen Cole (via mobile)
Asst. to the Village Administrator
Village of Lake Bluff
Desk (847) 283-6889
Email gcole@lakebluff.org<mailto:gcole@lakebluff.org>

40 East Center Avenue
Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044
lakebluff.org
________________________________
From: Village of Lake Bluff [vlb@lakebluff.org<mailto:vlb@lakebluff.org>]
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 9:35 AM
To: Glen Cole
Subject: Contact Us Form

The following was submitted from the Contact form to Glen Cole:
Name: Timothy Keller
E-Mail Address: tskell4@aol.com<mailto:tskell4@aol.com>

Message: Glen,
This is Timothy Keller. I live at 670 Arden Shore Drive in Lake Bluff. I have just become aware of an
agenda item on tonights Planning Commission meeting regarding the Arden Shore Development. I am
out of town this week and am very disappointed I will be unable to attend tonights meeting.
I am strongly opposed to this proposal that has 12 units on 7.64 acres. I would respectfully request that
the PCZBA uphold the standards of the CE zoning that exists at this development.
Please confirm receipt of this email.
Thank you.
Respectfully,
Timothy Keller

PCZBA Supplemental Item
February 17, 2020

George M. Covington
555 Shoreacres Road
PO Box 126
Lake Bluff, IL 60044
February 16, 2020
Mr. Gary Peters, Chair
Lake Bluff Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
20 East Center Avenue
Lake Bluff, IL 60044
Re:

500 Arden Shore Road

Dear Mr. Peters:
We have reviewed the packet containing the staff report and letter from Teska dated
Friday, February 14. We regret that due to a longstanding commitment for a family vacation
with our daughter and grandchildren, we will be unable to attend the PCZBA meeting
Wednesday. We apologize for submitting this letter at the 11th hour, but since it responds to
matters raised in the February 14 Teska letter, our late response was unavoidable. There are a
number of statements in the Teska letter that merit a response.
Teska claims (4th bullet point) that the cluster homes are in the same area as the previous
Arden Shore Buildings and facilities. Untrue. Teska’s own exhibit, the survey of the property,
shows that the Arden Shore Buildings were located almost entirely within the proposed driving
range, west of our property. The proposed cluster homes are located where the Arden Shore
running track was located. That was open space. I have lived next to the Arden Shore property
since January 1981. The school closed in 1995. The open space part of the school next to our
property had minimal use and virtually no impact on us.
Teska argues (7th bullet point) that they are trying to avoid building a “new large house to
compete with neighboring houses.” This argument could be used against virtually all zoning
ordinances, since it is a central purpose of zoning to achieve consistency in neighborhood
standards. The current Arden Shore proposal strikes at the fundamental purpose of zoning
ordinances. Moreover, it creates a precedent for upzoning the Booth and Keller properties, the
Arbor Drive and Uihlein properties, and even unprotected portions of Crab Tree Farm – as well,
of course, as our property.
Teska repeatedly uses the total area of the Arden Shore property in determining permitted
density, conveniently ignoring the fact that much of the site is wetland and therefore not
developable. Of course, even using the total area, this proposal represents a doubling of
permitted density under a PRD (which provides a density bonus of roughly 10%, but requires
general conformity to underlying zoning density).

PCZBA Supplemental Item
February 17, 2020

Teska compares the floor area that would be allowed under conventional development.
However, this assumes that all of the site could be developed under a conventional plan – it
cannot. Moreover, it assumes that houses would be built at the maximum allowable floor area,
20,633 square feet. Of course, that is absurd. We are not aware of any houses in Lake Bluff and
only several in Lake Forest that are of that size. In fact, they refer in Paragraph H3 to 7000
square foot houses in a conventional development. Even 7000 square feet likely exceeds what
would be built today under a conventional development. In any event, five 7000 square foot
houses in a conventional development would result in a total floor area of 35,000 square feet.
Twelve 3000 square foot houses would result in a floor area of 36,000 square feet.
Teska claims that the wetlands will be preserved by conservation easements.
Conservation easements must be granted to a qualified entity under Illinois law. Teska’s letter is
silent as to what entity will hold the conservation easements. Have they or the developer spoken
with any such qualified entities? An HOA or a private club is not qualified to hold a
conservation easement, and such an easement would be void.
The development is intended by the developer to be served by a septic system that will
apparently be located in the middle of the development. Really? Most of the houses in the area
are also served by septic systems each one serving one house, not twelve. Moreover, this septic
system is apparently to be located in the center of the cluster and near the edge of the bluff.
Drainage flows from west to east on this property. If there is a failure of the system, the effluent
will flow into Lake Michigan – the source of most of Lake Bluff’s drinking water.
The Arden Shore property has two large swales near the bluff’s edge. These swales are
an integral part of a carefully designed and Village-approved drainage system, and each swale
contains storm water intakes at its bottom. Teska says that these swales will be filled in but does
not say what will happen to the drainage system of which they are an integral part.
Teska also says that a “new private road connection provides Keller and Booth
exclusivity to have their private driveways independent of Arden Shore. However, there are a
number of questions about access that are unanswered.
o Does the plan contemplate eliminating the private road serving the Keller
residence—or at least part of it? If so, has anyone on the developer’s team spoken
to the Kellers about this? Is such a relocation allowed under the Keller easement
without the Kellers’ consent?
o The plan proposes to increase the number of houses served by Shoreacres Road
by about 50%. Has the developer reviewed the easement agreement creating
Shoreacres Road to see if that is legally permissible? Shoreacres Road is an
easement serving the Club, our house, and the houses north of the Club. The
Shoreacres Road easement does not serve the Arden Shore property and
expanding the property served by it may require the consent of all parties
benefitted by it. In any event, there is no indication that Teska or the developer
has reviewed this easement agreement or is even aware of it.

PCZBA Supplemental Item
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The Teska Plan shows landscaping at the southern and western boundaries of our
property – evidently to show how much of their development will be landscaped. However,
much of the depicted landscaping is on our property. Is Teska suggesting that the developer
should get credit for our trees?
The developer will surely argue that he needs twelve houses to make his project
economically viable. However, as one PCZBA member at the January meeting in discussing
another proposal said: “[I do] not think that it is the PCZBA job to allow a variation to make
economics work.”
Yours truly,

George and Alexandra Covington
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Timothy G. Keller
670 Arden Shore Rd
Lake Bluff, IL. 60044
February 10, 2020

Mr. Gary Peters
Lake Bluff Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
20 East Center Ave
Lake Bluff, IL 60044

Dear Mr. Peters
I am writing in regards to the proposed subdivision of the Arden Shore Lot at 500
Arden Shore Rd north.

Unfortunately I will be out of town on February 19th and unable to attend the
PCZBA workshop on the Arden Shore Development. I live at 670 Arden Shore Rd. on
the south boundary of the Arden Shore property. We have lived here since 1998.
Our property was originally part of the Sears Estate built in the 1920’s.

The proposed Planned Residential Development (PRD) that has 12 homes within a
few hundred feet of my property on less than 8 acres violates all that the Lake Bluff
C-E Zoning District Ordinance and Comprehensive Plan was set up to protect. I am
very disappointed that the village of Lake Bluff would ever consider this type of
development in a C-E zone.

I hope the PCZBA holds the Arden Shore Development to the same standard they
held me to back in 1998 when Walter Kataba and I subdivided my property and his
Arden Shore School property. Lake Bluff strictly enforced the C-E Zoning
requirements on both parties.

The proposed Arden Shores Development that clusters 12 two story homes in a U
shape, four of which are within a 50 feet of my house and backyard pool (home
numbers 7-10) is unacceptable. I believe this amount of density on 7.64 acres, so all
can be presented as lake front homes, is a violation of my rights as an adjacent
conforming property owner. I know the Village of Lake Bluff’s PCZBA will
understand that this development is not consistent with other homes in the area
and should not be allowed.
Sincerely,

The Keller Family

PCZBA Supplemental Item
February 18, 2020
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Van der Eb, Henry
Drew Irvin; Glen Cole
500 Arden Shore development proposal
Tuesday, February 18, 2020 6:42:43 AM

Hi Drew and Glen
As a contiguous residential property owner on the south since 1995, I want to
commend ALL those involved in the 500 Arden Shore development proposal
for an extraordinarily well prepared and balanced solution to the complex dynamics
of the 500 Arden Shore property that have challenged us all for many years
Thanks
Henry

Electronic communication sent to or from this contact may be recorded by our compliance
system and are subject to archival, monitoring, and/or disclosure to someone other than the
recipient. This message and any attached documents contain information which may be
confidential. These materials are solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the
intended recipient of this transmission, you are hereby notified that any distribution,
disclosure, printing, copying, storage, modification or the taking of any action in reliance upon
this transmission is strictly prohibited. Delivery of this message to any person other than the
intended recipient shall not compromise or waive such confidentiality. If you have received
this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this message
from your system. Any attached presentation is not part of and does not constitute an offering
of securities. An offering can only be made pursuant to a confidential private offering
memorandum or prospectus.
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ARTICLE J. PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
(PRD)
10-5J-1: PURPOSE:
The intent of this article is:
A. To preserve the natural scenic qualities of open spaces;
B. To provide a harmonious variety of architectural styles, building forms and building relationships
within the development;
C. To permit creative and imaginative design not always possible under conventional zoning
regulations; and
D. In general, to permit greater flexibility and facilitate the use of techniques of large area land
development which will be most advantageous to the village. (Ord. 87-38, 12-14-1987)

10-5J-2: PERMITTED USES:
Uses permitted in a planned residential development may include, and shall be limited to, single-family
dwellings and multiple-family dwellings and lawful accessory structures incidental thereto, buildings
primarily devoted to religious worship, private elementary or high schools without dormitory
accommodations, and buildings, structures or other facilities for common recreational use, provided
such structures shall be in compliance with the standards and regulations set forth in this article and in
compliance with all other applicable ordinances and acts of the village and the statutes and
regulations of other governmental units having jurisdiction. Other uses which shall have been
permitted in the zoning district or districts in which the proposed development is located prior to
approval of the planned residential development pursuant to this article shall be superseded and not
permitted in the development area, after such approval. (Ord. 87-38, 12-14-1987)

10-5J-3: STANDARDS:
A planned residential development must meet the following standards:
A. Ownership: The site must be under common ownership prior to final approval of a planned
residential development. Applications for a planned residential development must be filed by and
executed by all parties in interest as landowners, owners, beneficiaries, trustees, mortgagees or
otherwise. Until approval of a final plat for a planned residential development, applications therefor
must be amended to reflect all changes in ownership. The names of all beneficial owners,
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shareholders and the like must be disclosed in all instances where such party has more than a five
percent (5%) interest in an entity that is an applicant for the planned residential development.
B. Minimum Size: The site must be not less than six (6) acres; provided, however, that the board of
trustees may approve a site of less than six (6) acres if, after public hearings, the board shall find
that a planned residential development on such site is in the public interest and that one or more of
the following conditions exist:
1. Because of unusual physical features of the property itself or of the neighborhood in which it is
located, a deviation from the regulations otherwise applicable is necessary or appropriate in
order to conserve a physical or topographic feature of importance to the village.
2. The property of its neighborhood has a historic character or economic importance to the
community that will be protected by use of a planned residential development.
3. The property is adjacent to or across the street from property which has been developed or
redeveloped under a planned residential development, and a planned residential development
will contribute to the maintenance of the amenities and values of the neighboring property.
C. Zoning: The site must be zoned consistent with the proposed development and must not require
any rezoning for consideration of the application; provided, however, that the village board of
trustees may permit or direct the consideration of any planned residential development by the
PCZBA in conjunction with any request for rezoning by the petitioner.
D. Density:
1. The cumulative total number of dwelling units within the development, for all phases of
construction, shall not exceed the maximum number of dwelling units determined at the
applicable rate as set forth in the following table for the zoning district classifications which were
in effect for the various parts of the subject area immediately prior to the filing of the plan:

Zoning District

Rate Of Dwelling
Units Per 100 Acres

C-E

25

E-1

67

E-2

100

R-1

193

R-2

289

R-3

363

2. If the proposed development is located in more than one zoning district, the rate of dwelling
units shall be calculated separately for the area in each district without rounding off, and then
totaled. Remaining fractional units, if any, shall be rounded off to the nearest whole number of
units, with one-half (1/2) or more raised to the next higher whole number and less than one-half
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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(1/2) units reduced to the next lower whole number. No more than four (4) dwelling units shall be
under one roof or otherwise attached.
E. Ground Coverage: The total ground area occupied by buildings and structures shall not exceed
thirty percent (30%). If the village board shall determine, upon a showing by the landowner that a
greater percentage of ground coverage will not have an undue adverse impact on existing public
facilities or on the reasonable enjoyment of neighboring property, and that an increase in the
ground coverage is appropriate because of unique physical characteristics of the site, the board
may permit an increase of the total ground coverage from said thirty percent (30%) to a total
ground coverage of thirty three percent (33%).
F. Building Height: The maximum height of buildings shall be thirty four feet (34') and shall not exceed
two and one-half (21/2) stories.
G. Parking: Two (2) off street automobile parking spaces, at least one of which is enclosed, shall be
provided for each dwelling unit, and all other parking requirements for residential uses provided in
other sections of this title shall be met.
H. Common Open Space And Parks: A reasonable amount of land shall be reserved for use as
common open space or dedicated for public use as parks. Common open space may contain
structures for recreational use. In addition thereto, there shall be provided a yard at least thirty feet
(30') in depth along and within the entire perimeter of the planned residential development as
additional common open space to remain open and unoccupied. There shall be provisions for the
ownership and maintenance of common open space such as reasonably will ensure its continuity
and conservation, including provisions for payment of taxes and other maintenance expenses.
I. Drainage: Adequate drainage facilities for surface waters and stormwaters shall be provided.
J. Traffic: Public roads adequate to serve the residents and meeting the minimum standards of all
applicable ordinances of the village shall be provided.
K. Water And Sewers: Public water and sewer facilities shall be provided.
L. Streetlights: Streetlights as approved by the village board shall be provided. (Ord. 87-38, 12-141987; amd. Ord. 2012-10, 4-9-2012, eff. 5-1-2012)

10-5J-4: PROCEDURE:
A. Preapplication: Any landowner who proposes to file a plan may, at his request, appear before the
PCZBA to review with the PCZBA the general nature of the proposed plan prior to filing the plan.
Nothing that transpires at such meeting will be deemed to constitute a commitment on the part of
the landowner, the PCZBA or the village.
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B. Preliminary Plan:
1. Application And Contents: The landowner shall submit to the village board, in nine (9) copies,
written application for approval of a plan on forms supplied by the village. The application shall
be accompanied by payment of requisite filing fees and a preliminary development plan, which
shall include at least the following information:
a. Survey: A survey including legal description of the site to include thereon floodplain, floodway
and flood fringe boundaries on the site, if any.
b. Drawing: A scale drawing showing a subdivision layout based upon the existing zoning. In
addition, there shall also be filed a drawing or sketch showing the proposed location of
buildings, streets, parking areas, pedestrian walks, landscaping and other land uses, and an
artist's renderings of the proposed building types.
c. Community Characteristics: Data regarding site conditions, land characteristics, community
facilities and utilities, existing covenants and easements, and general information about land
uses within one-half (1/2) mile of the site.
d. Construction Sequence: Proposed construction sequence for buildings, parking spaces and
landscaped areas, and the number of each type of building and bedroom mix in each phase.
e. Ownership Information: The names and addresses of all present and proposed owners, as
defined in subsection 10-5J-3A of this article, of all land within the project.
f. Maintenance Of Common Open Space: An outline of proposed articles of incorporation and
bylaws for a property owners' and renters' association and of a proposed declaration of
covenants and restrictions which may be a part of the plan. The landowner or his successor
shall maintain control of and responsibility for the common open space.
2. PCZBA Review; Hearing: The application and preliminary development plan shall be referred to
the PCZBA for review. The PCZBA shall hold a public hearing on the application pursuant to the
provisions of this title, following publication of legal notice thereof, within ninety (90) days after
the filing of the application, or such later meeting date as has been requested by and granted to
the landowner. Following such a hearing, the PCZBA shall prepare its recommendations on the
preliminary development plan and forward a copy thereof to the village board. Such
recommendations shall recommend approval, modification or disapproval of the preliminary
development plan and the reasons therefor. The planned residential development plan,
subdivision plat, articles of incorporation, and declaration of covenants and restrictions shall be
examined and evaluated by the PCZBA in terms of the statement of purpose, standards and
requirements contained herein and shall be recommended for approval to the village board only
after a determination has been made that the proposed development does in fact serve such
purpose and comply with such standards and requirements. However, the village retains the
right to approve or deny any proposed development under this section which, in their judgment,
is not in keeping with the purpose and intent expressed herein for this type of development in the
village. All exhibits are to be part of the village files.
3. Village Board Review: Upon receipt of the PCZBA's recommendations, the village board shall
within sixty (60) days approve, modify or disapprove the preliminary development plan. The
village board may require such special conditions in the approval of the preliminary development
plan as it may deem necessary to ensure conformity with the Lake Bluff comprehensive plan and
all amendments thereto in effect from time to time, and the stated purposes of planned
residential developments. Upon approval by the village board of the preliminary development
plan, the landowner shall commence the final phase of the plan.
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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C. Final Plan:
1. Submission And Contents: Upon approval of a preliminary development plan, the landowner
shall submit a final development plan to the PCZBA for review. The development plan shall be
prepared by a licensed architect, land surveyor, civil engineer and/or planning consultant and
shall include the following:
a. A survey showing existing features of the property, including contours, buildings, structures,
trees over four inches (4") in trunk diameter, streets, utility easements, rights of way, land use
and other data required by the village subdivision control ordinance.
b. Site plan showing proposed building location and land use areas.
c. Traffic circulation, parking areas, sidewalks and pedestrian walks.
d. Landscaping plans, including site grading and landscaping design.
e. Preliminary drawings for buildings to be constructed in each phase, including floor plans,
exterior elevations and sections, and an artist's renderings thereof, all of which shall have
been submitted to the architectural board of review for its report and recommendation. A copy
of the report and recommendation of the architectural board of review shall be submitted with
the final development plan.
f. Engineering plans, including street, yard and open space lighting, street improvements,
drainage system, sewer system and public utility extensions. There must be full compliance
with all requirements of the subdivision control ordinance, including, but not limited to,
construction of underground electrical and telephone service. Location of garbage and refuse
collection points and of mail pick up points shall also be specified.
g. Such engineering feasibility studies on the handling of anticipated problems arising out of or in
connection with the development as may be required by the PCZBA.
h. The final development plan may be submitted in stages, with each stage or phase reflecting a
portion of the approved preliminary development plan.
i. Construction sequence and time schedule for completion of buildings, parking spaces and
landscaped areas within the planned residential development. Such time scheduled shall not
exceed seven (7) years if the planned residential development land is the subject of a
preannexation agreement, or five (5) years if the land is then within the village. If the actual
development period exceeds five (5) years, the village may revoke approval of the planned
residential development and initiate such zoning changes as it deems necessary to preserve
the public interest. If the construction schedule provides for construction in stages or phases,
the time for completion of each phase shall not exceed a period of two (2) years.
j. The development plan shall be in substantial conformity with the approved preliminary
development plan.
k. As part of the plan, the landowner shall file the following:
(1) Proposed articles of incorporation as a not for profit corporation, and bylaws for a not for
profit corporation, the members and shareholders of which shall be all of the property
owners and renters of the property within the planned residential development from time to
time (which corporation is sometimes referred to herein as "a property owners' and renters'
association").
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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(2) A proposed declaration of covenants and restrictions governing property rights in the
common open space and in other common properties in the development; the voting rights
of property owners and renters; and exterior maintenance of buildings. Such declaration
shall specify the property subject to such covenants and restrictions; shall provide for
mandatory membership in the property owners' and renters' association of all property
owners and renters; shall establish measures for collecting and assessing fees and
expenses for the maintenance and preservation of the common open space and other
common properties, for the payment of real estate taxes, personal property taxes (if any)
and other taxes assessed thereon, and for the attachment of liens on the property of
delinquent dwelling unit owners. Such declaration may also establish an architectural design
committee and the functions, powers, duties and procedures of any such committee. Such
declaration may also include covenants or restrictions pertaining to use, maintenance,
improvements and transferability of any of the property within the development.
(3) Assurances satisfactory to the PCZBA that, until the development has reached a state of
completion at which the property owners and renters can adequately maintain the property
and enforce all of the covenants and restrictions which may be a part of the plan as
approved: a) the landowner who has petitioned for approval of the plan, or his successor,
shall retain control and be responsible for the maintenance of all of the common open space
and other common properties, including, without limitation, the payment of taxes; and b)
responsibility for such maintenance shall not be turned over to the property owners' and
renters' association by the landowner or his successor without the consent of the village
board, which consent shall be given only after the village board has determined that the
property owners' and renters' association can adequately assume such responsibility. Prior
to final approval of any planned residential development, the landowner shall furnish the
village with any required statement by the appropriate governmental agency, if any,
certifying that the proposed plan gives adequate consideration to soil and water
conservation and to surface drainage and runoff problems.
2. Hearing: The PCZBA will hold a public hearing on an application for final approval of a planned
residential development. Notice shall be given in accordance with the provisions of this title. The
PCZBA, following its review of a development plan, shall recommend to the village board
approval, approval with modifications or disapproval of the plan. Approval shall be
recommended only upon express findings by the PCZBA that:
a. The uses proposed will not be detrimental to present and potential surrounding uses.
b. Departures, if any, from the requirements of this title are warranted by the design of and
amenities in the proposed development. No such requirements shall be waived unless a
public hearing thereon has first been conducted by the PCZBA in accordance with this title.
c. The proposed development is consistent with the general intent of the village comprehensive
plan.
d. Existing and proposed streets are suitable and adequate to carry anticipated traffic within the
proposed development and in the vicinity of the proposed development.
e. Existing and proposed utility services are adequate for the proposed development.
f. The proposed development, or each phase of the proposed development if construction will be
in stages, will contain the required parking spaces, landscape and utility areas necessary for
creating and sustaining a desirable and suitable environment.
g. Construction of each stage of the proposed planned residential development is capable of
completion within two (2) years.
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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h. The plan complies with all other criteria and the stated purpose set forth in this article.
3. Village Board Decision: The village board shall, within sixty (60) days after receipt of the final
development plan and recommendation from the PCZBA, approve, approve with modifications
or disapprove the final development plan.
D. Ordinance Approving Development:
1. Upon approval of a planned residential development, the village board shall pass an ordinance
authorizing the planned residential development and adding the designation of planned
residential development within the area covered by the planned residential development on the
village zoning map. No ordinance approving a planned residential development shall be
effective:
a. Unless all of its terms and conditions are accepted and agreed to by the landowner within ten
(10) days after its passage by the village board.
b. Until recorded with the county recorder of deeds of the final development plat designating,
with particularity, the land subdivided into conventional lots, if any, as well as the division of
other lands not so subdivided into common open areas and building sites.
2. The recording of the final plat shall inform all who deal with the planned residential development
of the restrictions placed upon the land and act as a zoning control device. The required plat for
the planned residential development shall contain an appropriate legend or notation on its face
reflecting all of the covenants, restrictions, dedications, regulations and requirements of and for
the plan and pertaining to the development, and shall be certified by the PCZBA as being in
compliance with this article prior to its being recorded. No building permit shall be issued for any
structure until such certification and recording of the final plat has been completed.
E. Revocation Of Planned Residential Development: The village may revoke approval of any planned
residential development or portion thereof upon the filing of a request for rezoning or approval
therefor of any land within the planned residential development. (Ord. 87-38, 12-14-1987; amd.
Ord. 2006-23, 10-23-2006; Ord. 2012-10, 4-9-2012, eff. 5-1-2012)
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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:

February 14, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #5 – 103-113 East Scranton Avenue (English Pub)

Applicant Information:

Lawrence Property, LLC

Purpose:

To allow construction of a commercial addition enclosing a
vacant bank drive-through and the operation of a pub
(restaurant and drinking place).

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

Section 10-2-4
Section 10-4-2(E)
Section 10-6A-5(D)(4)
Section 10-6A-8
Section 10-13-3

February 4, 2020
February 4, 2020
(Variations)
(Special Use Permits)
(Setbacks in the CBD)
(Parking in the CBD)
(Zoning Use Table)

Summary and Background Information
On January 9, 2020, the Village of Lake Bluff received a zoning relief application from Lawrence
Property, LLC (“Applicant”) to enclose the former Lake Forest Bank and Trust drive-through at the
southern end of 103-113 East Scranton Avenue and to repurpose it as an English pub (restaurant and
drinking place). The tenant space would accept pedestrian traffic from the west through the privately
owned Scranton Alley as well as from the south by converting the bank drive aisle into a pedestrian
walkway. This requires the issuance of a special use permit as well as setback and parking variations.
Relief Analysis
• Setbacks: In this block of the Central Business District, a 15’ setback is required from the rear
or side lot line of a lot that fronts on Center Avenue. Both Village Hall (40 E. Center Ave.) and
the nearby condominium building (66 E. Center Ave.) trigger this setback requirement. As
shown on the plans, the new building would encroach 5’ into the setback.
10-6A-5(D)(4)
CBD BLOCK 4 SETBACK FROM CENTER AVENUE LOTS
Minimum Required
Existing
Proposed
Variation
~35’ (building)
15’ (building)
10’ (building)
5’ (33%)
~2’ (canopy)
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•

Parking: The project proposes to construct no new parking stalls on private property. This
requires a variation from the Zoning Regulations’ minimum standards for parking. It also invites
additional review in view of the standards for a Special Use Permit.
o Zoning. The subject property previously received a variation (Ord. 2003-12) which, as
amended, reducing the minimum parking requirement applicable to this building from 33
stalls to 12 stalls. The creation of 775 new square feet of restaurant would require the
provision of at least 2 new parking stalls, and may trigger the provision of stalls for the
converted 840 square feet (4 stalls total). While the Applicants may ultimately create
three new public stalls (describe below), such stalls would not strictly meet the
requirements of the Zoning Regulations and would require a variation. (The Ordinance
constructs this variation as waiving the requirement to provide stalls in this instance,
rather than a specific reduction in the number required.)

10-6A-8(D)

REQUIRED PARKING STALLS

Minimum Required
35

Existing
12

Proposed
12 (+0)

Variation
N/A (4)

o Parking Study. Beyond the minimum standards of the Zoning Regulations, the Village’s
2014 Downtown Parking Study provides estimated parking generation ratios for a given
square footage of tenant space based on its use. The ratios are specific to Lake Bluff’s
Central Business District. The ratio applicable to vacant space is 3.25 stalls per 1,000
square feet; the ratio applicable to a restaurant is 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet. Based on
the Applicant’s measurements and the Downtown Parking Study, 7 additional stalls are
anticipated. (This analysis excludes the area of the enclosed garden, as the Parking Study
did not consider the square footage of other outdoor dining spaces.)
Lawrence Pub – Estimated Parking Demand

Existing Parking Demand
Existing - 100% Vacant

Sq. Ft.

Stalls per
1000 sq. ft.

Stalls

840

3.25

3

Existing Use Total
New Parking Demand
Existing - 100% Restaurant
Addition - 100% Restaurant

3
840
775

6.00
6.00

5

New Use Total

5
10

Net New Demand

7
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Planning Analysis
•

Site History. The attached documents provide more history regarding the development of the
property. The building is included on the National Register of Historic Places as the John Griffith
Store Building, part of the Lake Bluff Uptown Commercial Historic District. (This designation
does not make the property subject to any special reviews by the State or by the Village.)
Concurrent with the redevelopment of the parcel to the east, in 2003 the owner obtained a special
use permit for a drive-through bank. The site was also granted a parking variation to reduce the
minimum number of on-site parking stalls from 33 parking spaces to 12 parking spaces. The
bank addition was constructed in 2005.

•

Similar Applications and Uses: A list of existing restaurants in the Central Business District is
provided later, as well as the dates of their establishment and their hours of operation.

•

Planning Documents: Relevant sections from the Village’s planning documents include:
o The 1997 Comprehensive Plan states that the Village should “develop the Central
Business District primarily as a resident service center critical to maintaining the
character and identity of the Village.”
o The CBD Phase II Study (1998) states that “small eating places” are appropriate uses
for this area, and that “private niches” are encouraged in this block that “provide an
element of exploration, surprise, and intimacy related to pedestrian access to businesses
opening onto private property rather than public sidewalks. In fact, these are privately
owned places that are intended to invite the public to wander off the primary pedestrian
routes.”
o The Downtown Parking Study (2014) states that “there is currently enough parking to
satisfy the parking demand in the study area” but cautions that “the current overall
surplus is not large and could begin to affect new businesses or land use changes
(especially restaurants) wanting to locate within the downtown.”
o The Downtown Planning Principles (2016) states that “public gathering spaces are
encouraged as are pedestrian ways that provide linkages between the development
entrances, parking areas and surrounding CBD destinations.”

Recommended Conditions of Approval
Should the PCZBA wish to recommend the Village Board grant the requested special use permit, Staff
recommends the PCZBA consider imposing the following conditions. These are included in the attached
draft ordinance and are recommended in addition to certain standard conditions imposed by the Village.
•

Liquor License Required. The draft Ordinance explicitly requires that no alcoholic beverages
may be sold, served, or consumed without first obtaining a valid liquor license.

•

Closure of Former Drive-Through Facility. Staff recommends that the Applicant explicitly be
required to close the existing drive-through facility to through parking to ensure it is used solely
as a pedestrian way as shown on the plans. Consistent with Scranton Alley (Ord. 2003-12), Staff
recommends the Applicant should be required to preserve the converted driveway as a pedestrian
walkway for ingress and egress to the Pub and other Central Business District businesses.

Page 3 of 7

•

Construction of Public Parking Spaces. As there is limited capacity to construct parking spaces
on the subject property, Staff recommends that the PCZBA require the Applicant to construct, at
their expense, three public parking stalls as shown in the proposed site plan (including curb,
gutter, and sidewalk replacement if necessary).
While tenants may change in the future, at present, no other tenant at 103-113 East Scranton
Avenue operates in the evenings. The closure of the existing curb cut and the construction of
these stalls would create a total of seven stalls along Oak Avenue that would principally serve
the Pub during its anticipated operating hours in addition to the 11 provided on-site.

•

Employee Parking at Train Station. To defray the additional parking demand that may be
generated by the Pub, Staff recommends that the PCZBA require the employees of the Pub to
park at the train station using an annual permit. This has been required of every restaurant in the
Central Business District except Bluffington’s Café (est. 1985), which predates many of the
Village’s regulations concerning restaurants.

•

Hours of Operation. Other restaurants in the Central Business District are subject to various
restrictions upon their hours of operation:
Restaurants in the Central Business District
Establishment

Ordinance

Hours of Operation
Mon – Thurs

Maevery’s

2014-6

Inovasi & Otherdoor

2003-12

No later than 11 p.m.

BONK

2019-31

No later than 10 p.m.

Brewing Company

2011-11

Prairie Espresso

2015-06

Hansa Coffee

2016-12

Bluffington’s

8 a.m. – 11 p.m.

Weekends

Noon – 11 p.m.

8 a.m. – midnight

Noon – midnight Fri
Noon – midnight Sat
Noon – 10 p.m. Sun

No later than 10 p.m.
6 a.m. – 9 p.m.

6 a.m. – 10 p.m. Fri
7 a.m. – 10 p.m. Sat
7 a.m. – 6 p.m. Sun

No data available. (First established circa 1985.)

Consistent with these approvals, Staff recommends the PCZBA impose a restriction on the hours
of operation of the Pub. The attached draft Ordinance proposes to match the operating hours of
the Brewery, and allows the Village Board to adjust this further in the future without a formal
amendment. This same mechanism is used for other restaurant special use permits.
Unlike Prairie Espresso, the Pub’s operations would be entirely enclosed. The PCZBA should
consider the comparison between these two sets of operating hours. (It would not be in keeping
with the standards for special use permits to use this mechanism to manage commercial
competition.)
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Standards for Special Use Permits
In considering this request, the Municipal Code identifies the following standards:
3. Standards For Special Use Permits: No special use permit shall be granted pursuant to this subsection
unless the applicant shall have established each of the following standards:
a. General Standard: The proposed use will not have a substantial or undue adverse effect upon
adjacent property, the character of the area, or the public health, safety, and general welfare.
b. No Interference With Surrounding Development: The proposed use will be constructed,
arranged, and operated so as not to dominate the immediate vicinity or to interfere with the use
and development of neighboring property in accordance with the applicable district regulations.
c. Adequate Public Facilities: The proposed use will be served adequately by essential public
facilities and services such as streets, public utilities, drainage structures, police and fire
protection, refuse disposal, parks, libraries, and schools, or the applicant shall provide adequately
for such services as a condition of being granted a special use permit under this section.
d. No Traffic Congestion: The proposed use will not cause undue traffic or traffic congestion.
e. No Destruction Of Significant Features: The proposed use will not result in the destruction,
loss, or damage of natural, scenic or historic features of significant importance.
f. Compliance With Standards: The proposed use will comply with all additional standards
imposed on it by the particular provision of this title authorizing such use.
g. Title Purposes: The proposed use will be in harmony with the general and specific purposes for
which this title and the regulations of the district in question were enacted.

In addition to determining if the Applicant meets the above standards, the PCZBA should consider what,
if any, such protective conditions are necessary and appropriate for the subject Special Use Permit.
Specifically, the PCZBA is empowered to recommend that the Village Board impose:
[…] Such protective restrictions and conditions concerning use, construction, character, location,
landscaping, screening, off street parking, health and safety standards, minimum area and dimension
requirements, and other matters relating to the purposes and objectives of this title upon the premises
benefited by a special use permit as may be necessary or appropriate to prevent or minimize adverse effects
upon other property and improvements in the vicinity of the subject property or upon public facilities and
services.
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Standards for Variations
In considering this request, the Municipal Code identifies the following standards:
10-2-4 - Standards for Variation: 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.

In addition to determining if the Applicant meets the above standards, the PCZBA should consider what,
if any, such protective conditions are necessary and appropriate for the Variations. Specifically, the
PCZBA is empowered to recommend that the Village Board impose:
[…] Such protective restrictions and conditions 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.
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PCZBA Authority
The Applicant has provided statements addressing the relevant standards for relief in the attached
application. The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy
the established standards.
After commencing the public hearing on the proposed special use permit, 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;

•

If more information is not required, the PCZBA may recommend that the Village Board, by one
or more motions:
o Grant the requested special use permit and variations to the Applicant, with or without
specific conditions; or,
o Not grant a variation or special use permit.

A recommendation concerning the variations requires the concurring vote of at least four members.
Attachments
• A copy of the Petitioners’ application with supporting documentation.
• Draft Ordinance.
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PLAT OF SURVEY
LOT 5 (EXCEPT THE NORTH 50.20 FEET LYING EAST OF THE CENTER LINE OF THE EAST WALL OF THE TWO STORY BRICK BUILDING ON SAID LOT 5; ALSO EXCEPT THE
EAST 28.25 FEET OF THE SOUTH 18.30 FEET OF THE NORTH 68.50 FEET THEREOF) AND ALL OF LOT 6 AND LOT 7 (EXCEPT THE WEST 30 FEET OF SAID LOT 7) IN BLOCK 45
IN THE "NORTH ADDITION TO LAKE BLUFF", BEING A SUBDIVISION IN SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING
TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED MAY 6, 1886, AS DOCUMENT 33760, IN BOOK "A" OF PLATS, PAGE 57, IN THE VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
TOTAL AREA = 13,102 S.F.
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PLAT IS VOID IF IMPRESSED
SEAL DOES NOT APPEAR
STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF LAKE

} S.S.

NOTE: ONLY THOSE BUILDING LINES OR EASEMENTS SHOWN ON THE
RECORDED SUBDIVISION PLAT ARE SHOWN HEREON; CHECK LOCAL
ORDINANCES BEFORE BUILDING. COMPARE YOUR DESCRIPTION AND
SITE MARKINGS WITH THIS PLAT AND AT ONCE REPORT ANY
DISCREPANCIES WHICH YOU MAY FIND.
ON BEHALF OF BLECK ENGINEERING COMPANY, INC., I, JACK R.
BLECK, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN
THE ABOVE CAPTION WAS SURVEYED AND STAKED BY ME, OR UNDER
MY DIRECTION, AND THE PLAT DRAWN HEREON IS A TRUE AND
CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF SAID SURVEY. MEASUREMENTS ARE
GIVEN IN FEET AND DECIMAL PARTS THEREOF. THIS PROFESSIONAL
SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT ILLINOIS MINIMUM
STANDARDS FOR A BOUNDARY SURVEY.
DATED AT LAKE FOREST, ILLINOIS, THIS 6TH DAY OF JANUARY A.D., 2020.

BY
REGISTERED ILLINOIS LAND SURVEYOR NO. 3591
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ORDINANCE NO. 2020-__

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
FOR A RESTAURANT AND DRINKING PLACE
AND BULK AND PARKING VARIATIONS
(Lawrence English Pub – 103-113 E. Scranton Ave.)

Passed by the Board of Trustees, ________________, 2020
Printed and Published, __________________, 2020

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. 2020-__
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
FOR A RESTAURANT AND DRINKING PLACE
AND BULK AND PARKING VARIATIONS
(Lawrence English Pub – 103-113 E. Scranton Ave.)
WHEREAS, Lawrence Property, LLC (“Applicant”) is the owner of the building
commonly addressed as 103-113 E. Scranton Ave. within the Village's Central Business District
(“CBD”), which property is legally described in Exhibit A to this Ordinance (“Subject
Property”); and
WHEREAS, Ordinance 2003-12, as amended, granted various forms of zoning
relief to the Subject Property and the adjacent property to the west commonly known as 71-89
E. Scranton Avenue, including a reduction in the required number of parking stalls and a special
use permit to allow for the operation of a drive-through facility (“Drive-Through”) accessory to
a depository institution (“Prior Special Use Permit”); and
WHEREAS, the Prior Special Use Permit for the Drive-Through has been
abandoned because the tenant of the Subject Property using the Drive-Through vacated the
Subject Property; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant seeks to build an addition (“Development”) within the
footprint of the existing drive-through canopy and vehicular aisle (“Former Drive-Through
Facility”) to operate a restaurant and drinking place therein (“Business”); and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Sections 10-6A-1 and 10-13-3 of the Village’s Zoning
Regulations, eating places without drive-in or drive-through facilities and drinking places
accessory thereto are allowed in the Central Business District only with a special use permit;
and
WHEREAS, the Applicant has applied for a special use permit to allow the
Business to operate on the Subject Property ("Special Use Permit"); and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 10-6A-8(A) of the Zoning Regulations,
whenever the intensity of use of any structure or use is increased, the number of parking spaces
on a property shall be increased (“Intensity of Use Parking Requirement”);
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 10-6A-5(D)(4) of the Zoning Regulations, any
building on any lot in CBD block four that abuts the rear or side lot line of a lot that fronts on
Center Avenue shall have a building setback from said rear or side lot line of not less than
fifteen feet (“Setback Requirement”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant has applied for (i) a variation from the Intensity of Use
Parking Requirement and (ii) an 5-foot variation (33.3%) from the Setback Requirement to
construct the Development on the Subject Property (collectively, “Variations”); and
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WHEREAS, the Applicant has further requested that the Village approve site and
elevation plans for the Development pursuant to the Lake Bluff Zoning Regulations; and
WHEREAS, the PCZBA has recommended, and the Board of Trustees has
determined, that it would be in the best interest of the Village to approve the Special Use Permit
and Variations in accordance with, and subject to, the conditions, restrictions, and provisions of
this Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, the ABR has recommended, and the Board of Trustees has
determined, that it would be in the best interest of the Village to approve the site and elevation
plans in accordance with, and subject to, the conditions, restrictions, and provisions of this
Ordinance;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Recitals.

The foregoing recitals are incorporated herein as the findings of the Lake Bluff
Board of Trustees.
Section 2.

Public Hearing.

A.
Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals.
A public hearing to
consider the application for the Special Use Permit and Variations was duly advertised on or
before November 5, 2019, in the Lake County News-Sun, and was commenced and completed
by the PCZBA on November 20, 2019, on which date the PCZBA recommended that the Board
of Trustees approve the Special Use Permit and Variations subject to the conditions set forth in
Section 6 of this Ordinance.
B.
Architectural Board of Review.
A duly noticed public hearing to
consider the site and elevation plans was commenced and completed by the ABR on <DATE>,
on which date the ABR recommended that the Board of Trustees approve the site and elevation
plans subject to the conditions set forth in Section 6 of this Ordinance.
Section 3.

Special Use Permit Approval.

Pursuant to the standards and procedures set forth in Section 10-4-2E of the
Lake Bluff Zoning Regulations and subject to and contingent on the conditions in Section 4 of
this Ordinance, the Board of Trustees hereby approves the Special Use Permit for the operation
of an eating place without drive-in or drive-through facilities and an accessory drinking place on
the Subject Property.
Section 4.

Variations.

Pursuant to the standards and procedures set forth in Section 10-2-4 of the
Zoning Regulations and subject to and contingent upon the conditions, restrictions, and
provisions set forth in Section 6 of this Ordinance, the Applicant is hereby granted: (i) a variation
from Section 10-6-A-8(A) of the Zoning Regulations to waive the Intensity of Use Parking
Requirement for the Development; and (ii) an 5-foot variation (33.3%) from the Setback
Requirement set forth in Section 10-6A-5(D)(4) of the Zoning Regulations to permit construction
of the Development on the Subject Property.
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Section 5.

Site and Elevation Plan Approval.

In accordance with the standards and procedures in Section 10-2-8, 10-6A-10,
and 10-6A-11 of the Zoning Regulations, and subject to and contingent upon the conditions in
Section 6 of this Resolution, the site plan and elevations attached as Exhibit B (“Site Plan”),
and incorporated herein, is approved pursuant to said sections of the Zoning Regulations and
the home rule powers of the Village.
Section 6.

Conditions.

The Special Use Permit, Variations, and other approvals granted in Sections 3, 4,
and 5 of this Ordinance are each hereby expressly subject to and contingent on each of the
following conditions, restrictions, and provisions:
A.
No Authorization of Work. The approvals granted pursuant to this
Ordinance do not authorize the development, construction, reconstruction, alteration,
demolition, or moving of any buildings or structures on the Subject Property, but merely
authorize the preparation, filing, and processing of applications for any permits or approvals that
may be required by the codes and ordinances of the Village, including without limitation
demolition and building permits.
B.
Compliance with Plans. Except for minor changes and site work
approved by the Village Building Commissioner or Village Engineer in accordance with
applicable Village standards, the installation, use, and maintenance of the Development must
be in substantial compliance with the Site Plans as approved by the ABR at its <DATE> meeting
and attached as Exhibit B.
C.
Compliance with Applicable Law. In addition to the other specific
requirements of this Ordinance, the Subject Property, and all operations conducted thereon and
therein must comply at all times with all applicable federal, state, and Village statutes,
ordinances, resolutions, rules, codes, and regulations, including without limitation this
Ordinance.
D.
Hours of Operation. The Business may be open to the public no earlier
than 11:00 a.m. on any day; no later than 11:00 p.m. on Sunday through Thursday; and no later
than midnight Friday and Saturday, unless otherwise approved by the Village Board of Trustees
by resolution duly adopted; provided that the Business may remain open until 1:00 a.m. on New
Year’s Eve.
E.
Liquor License. No alcoholic beverages may be sold, served, or
consumed on the Subject Property unless and until the Village has issued and maintains a valid
liquor license for the operation of the Business in accordance with the State’s and Village’s
liquor licensing standards, regulations, and procedures. The adoption of this Ordinance is not
and will not be deemed as a guaranty or actual approval of the liquor license or licensing
regulations required to allow alcoholic beverages to be sold, served, or consumed at the
Business.
F.
Employee Parking. All employees of the Business shall be required to
park in the Village parking lot located at the train station at 550 Sheridan Road, or such other
location designated by the Village Administrator, and shall not be permitted to park on the public
streets or in the parking lots located at 103-113 East Scranton Avenue. The Applicant, the
Business, or the employees of the Business shall be responsible for applying and paying for
Village parking permits for Village parking lot located at the train station.
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G.
Closure of Former Drive-Through Facility and Public Pedestrian Access.
The Applicant shall: (i) close the entry and the exit of the area designated as the former drivethrough on Site Plan (“Former Drive-Through”) to all through vehicle traffic, (ii) install curbing
on Oak Avenue on the east end of the Former Drive-Through pursuant to the specifications of
the Village; and (iii) enter into an easement agreement with the Village in in substantially the
same form as attached as Exhibit C to provide public pedestrian ingress and egress over the
Former Drive-Through.
H.
Construction of Public Parking Spaces. Prior to the issuance of any
certificate of occupancy for the Development, the Applicant shall, at its sole cost and expense,
provide for the design and construction of the three parking stalls (“Public Improvements”) at
the entrance to the Former Drive-Through Facility along Oak Avenue, as depicted on the Site
Plans. The design of the Public Improvements shall be subject to review and approval by the
Village Engineer and shall be done pursuant to and in accordance with the terms and conditions
of a license agreement in substantially the same form as attached as Exhibit D.
Section 7.

Failure To Comply With Conditions.

Upon failure or refusal of the Applicant to comply with any or all of the conditions,
restrictions, or provisions of this Ordinance, the Special Use Permit, Variations, and other
zoning and site and elevation plan relief and approvals granted in Section 3, 4, and 5 of this
Ordinance will, at the sole discretion of the Board of Trustees, by ordinance duly adopted, be
revoked and become null and void.
Section 8.

Binding Effect.

The privileges, obligations, and provisions of each and every section and
provision of this Ordinance are for and inure to the benefit of and run with and bind the Subject
Property, unless otherwise explicitly set forth in this Ordinance.
Section 9.
A.
following events:

Effective Date.

This Ordinance will be effective only upon the occurrence of all of the

i.

Passage by the Board of Trustees of the Village of Lake Bluff in the
manner required by law; and

ii.

Publication in pamphlet form in the manner required by law; and

iii.

The filing by the Applicant with the Village Clerk, for recording in the
Office of the Lake County Recorder of Deeds, of an unconditional
agreement and consent to accept and abide by each and all of the terms,
conditions, and limitations set forth in this Ordinance. The unconditional
agreement and consent must be substantially in the form attached hereto
and incorporated herein as Exhibit E.

B.
In the event that the Applicant does not file with the Village Clerk the
unconditional agreement and consent required by Paragraph 9.A(iii) of this Ordinance within 60
days after the date of final passage of this Ordinance, the Board of Trustees of Trustees will
have the right, in their sole discretion, to declare this Ordinance null and void and of no force or
effect.
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PASSED this __ day of ________________, 2020, by vote of the Board of Trustees of
the Village of Lake Bluff, as follows:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
APPROVED this ___ day of _________, 2020.

Village President
ATTEST:

Village Clerk

FIRST READING:

______________________________

SECOND READING:

______________________________

PASSED:

______________________________

APPROVED:

______________________________

PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM: _______________________
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Exhibit A
DESCRIPTION OF SUBJECT PROPERTY
Legal Description:
LOT 5 (EXCEPT THE NORTH 50.20 FEET LYING EAST OF THE CENTER LINE OF THE
EAST WALL OF THE TWO STORY BRICK BUILDING ON SAID LOT 5; ALSO EXCEPT THE
EAST 28.25 FEET OF THE SOUTH 18.30 FEET OF THE NORTH 68.50 FEET THEREOF)
AND ALL OF LOT 6, AND LOT 7 (EXCEPT THE WEST 30 FEET OF SAID LOT 7) IN BLOCK
45 IN THE NORTH ADDITION TO LAKE BLUFF, IN THE NORTH FRACTIONAL HALF OF
SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE 3RD P.M., ACCORDING
TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED MAY 6, 1886 AS DOCUMENT 33760, IN BOOK “A” OF
PLATS, PAGE 57, IN THE VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, IN LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
PIN:

12-21-115-003
Commonly known as 103-113 East Scranton Avenue, Lake Bluff, IL

Exhibit B
SITE PLAN

Exhibit C
EASEMENT AGREEMENT

EXHIBIT D
LICENSE AGREEMENT

EXHIBIT E
Applicant’s Unconditional Agreement and Consent
TO:

The Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois (“Village”):

WHEREAS, Lawrence Property, LLC (“Applicant”) is the owner of the building
commonly addressed as 103-113 E. Scranton Ave. within the Village's Central Business District
(“CBD”), which property is legally described in Exhibit A to this Ordinance (“Subject
Property”); and
WHEREAS, Applicant seeks to build an addition (“Development”) within the
footprint of the existing drive-through canopy and vehicular aisle on the Subject Property in
order to operate a restaurant and drinking place therein (“Business”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant applied for a special use permit to allow the Business
to operate on the Subject Property, variations and site and elevations plan approval to construct
and use the Development (collectively, “Approvals”); and
WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 2020-____, adopted by the President and Board of
Trustees of the Village of Lake Bluff on _____________, 2020, (“Ordinance”) grants the
Approvals for the Subject Property, subject to certain modifications, conditions, restrictions, and
provisions; and
WHEREAS, Subsection 9.B of the Ordinance provides, among other things, that
the Ordinance will be of no force or effect unless and until the Applicant files with the Village
Clerk, within 60 days following the passage of the Ordinance, its unconditional agreement and
consent to accept and abide by each of the terms, conditions and limitations set forth in said
Ordinance;
NOW, THEREFORE, the Applicant does hereby agree and covenant as follows:
1.
The Applicant hereby unconditionally agrees to accept, consent to, and
abide by all of the terms, conditions, restrictions, and provisions of the Ordinance.
2.
The Applicant acknowledges that public notices and hearings have been
properly given and held with respect to the adoption of the Ordinance, has considered the
possibility of the revocation provided for in the Ordinance, and agrees not to challenge any such
revocation on the grounds of any procedural infirmity or a denial of any procedural right.
3.
The Applicant acknowledges and agrees that the Village is not and will
not be, in any way, liable for any damages or injuries that may be sustained as a result of the
Village’s issuance of any permits for the use of the Subject Property, including, without
limitation, the Approvals, and that the Village’s issuance of any such permits or other approvals
does not, and will not, in any way, be deemed to insure the Applicant against damage or injury
of any kind and at any time.
4.
The Applicant agrees to and does hereby hold harmless and indemnify
the Village, the Village’s corporate authorities, and all Village elected and appointed officials,
officers, employees, agents, representatives, and attorneys, from any and all claims that may, at
any time, be asserted against any of such parties in connection with the operation and use of
the Subject Property, or the Village’s adoption of the Ordinance.
[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]

Dated: ____________, 2020.
ATTEST:

LAWRENCE PROPERTY, LLC

By:

By:

Its:

Its:
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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:

February 14, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #6 – Public Hearing – One Year Extension for Short-Term Rentals

Applicant Information:

The Village of Lake Bluff

Purpose:

To extend the Village’s existing pilot program regulating
short-term rentals for an additional one year.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

Section 10-4-5

February 4, 2020

(Short-Term Rentals)

Summary and Background Information
On April 23, 2018 and following extensive public comment and engagement, the Village Board adopted
a two year pilot program authorizing short-term rentals in the Village’s residential areas subject to
licensure, inspection, and various other regulations. The pilot program is set to expire on April 23, 2020.
On January 27, 2020, the Village Board’s Committee-of-the-Whole reviewed the pilot program
(memorandum attached). At the conclusion of its discussion, the consensus of the Village Board was to
maintain the status quo and extend the pilot program by an additional one year in order to gather more
information. There was no public comment received regarding the extension.
Because the pilot program’s sunset date is codified in the Zoning Regulations, increasing the length of the
pilot program requires a public hearing before the PCZBA. The attached Ordinance would extend the date
by an additional year as contemplated by the Committee-of-the-Whole.
If there is not a consensus among the members of the PCZBA as to extending the pilot program, Staff
recommends the PCZBA continue its consideration to its March regular meeting in order to maximize the
time available to consider other items on the agenda.
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Process – Standards for Text Amendments
Section 10-2-9 of the Zoning Regulations identifies the standards applicable for to the PCZBA’s review
of text amendments:
SECTION 10-2-9: AMENDMENTS
[…]
5. Standard For Amendments:
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
After commencing the public hearing on the proposed ordinance, the PCZBA should take one of the
following actions:
•

If more information is required, continue the public hearing to a date certain; or,

•

If more information is not required, vote to recommend the Village Board adopt, adopt with
amendments, or not adopt the draft ordinance.

A recommendation may be made by a simple majority vote of the present members of the PCZBA.
Attachments
•

Committee-of-the-Whole memorandum dated January 22, 2020

•

Existing Section 10-4-5.

•

Draft Ordinance.

Page 2 / 2

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Lake Bluff President O’Hara and Village Board of Trustees

FROM:

R. Drew Irvin, Village Administrator

DATE:

January 22, 2020

SUBJECT:

Discussion Regarding Short-Term Rental Pilot Program

Situation
Following considerable discussion, debate and public comment, the Village Board voted (4-3) to initiate a 2-year
pilot program to evaluate new Short-term Rental (STR) regulations beginning on April 24, 2018. It is
recommended the Village Board begin its evaluation of the STR regulations now so as to have adequate time to
manage any request for information or referral to any advisory bodies.
STR Program (By the Numbers)
Max Number of Registered Rentals Permitted
Actual Number of Registered Rentals Permitted during Pilot to Date
Current Number of Registered Rentals
Number of Complaints Recorded by Police Related to STR during Pilot
Total Registration Fee Revenue to Date
Taxes submitted to Date
Cost of STR monitoring software subscription
Direct Enforcement Expenses (Prosecuting Attorney Fees) to Date

6
1
0
0
$250
$415.80
$3,000 ($1,500/year)
$585

As you may recall, other on-going pilot programs of the Village (back yard chicken and bee keeping) are for a
period of 3-years. Given the low number of STR registrations and limited data the Village Board may want to
extend the pilot program for another year and then revaluate.
Village Attorney Peter Friedman and Village Staff will be present to respond to any questions during Monday
night’s meeting.
Reports and Documents Attached:
1. An Ordinance Amending the Lake Bluff Zoning Regulations and the Lake Bluff Municipal Code to
Establish Short-Term Rental Regulations
2. 04/09/2018 and 04/23/2018 Village Board Meeting Minutes
3. 03/19/2018 PCZBA Meeting Minutes
4. PCZBA Informational Packet for the 3/19/2018 meeting (click here to view packet)
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Sterling Codifiers, Inc.

10-4-5: SHORT-TERM RENTALS:
For a period of two (2) years, beginning April 24, 2018, and ending April 23, 2020, short-term rentals
are permitted pursuant to section 10-13-3 of this title subject to the following restrictions:
A. Primary Residence: The short-term rental property must be the property owner's primary residence.
B. Residing: The property owner must reside at the property at least two hundred seventy five (275)
days each calendar year.
C. Accessory And Secondary Dwellings: Accessory or secondary dwelling units may not be used as
short-term rentals.
D. Parking:
1. All overnight parking must be accomplished on site and on improved surfaces.
2. Properties with adjacent driveways may not be used as short-term rentals.
E. Maximum Guests Per Night: No short-term rental shall serve more than ten (10) guests per night.
F. Minimum Length: No short-term rental shall be rented for less than two (2) consecutive nights.
G. Maximum Length: No short-term rental shall be rented for more than forty five (45) days or more
than fifteen (15) individual booking periods in any calendar year, whichever limit is reached first.
H. Fire Alarm: All short-term rentals must have a fire alarm system monitored by a UL certified central
station.
I. Life Safety Requirements: All short-term rentals must comply with the following life safety
requirements:
1. Manual extinguishing equipment must be provided on each floor and in the kitchen used by
short-term rental guests in accordance with National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 10 Standards for the Installation of Portable Fire Extinguishers.
2. No combustible storage is permitted in or under stairways.
3. No cooking facilities are permitted in guest rooms.
4. All hallways and stairways must be adequately lighted.
5. Portable heating devices are prohibited in guest rooms.
6. A floor plan of the property to be used for short-term rental must be submitted to the Village.
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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7. Smoke detectors and carbon monoxide detectors must be provided in each guest room.
8. All bedrooms used for short-term rental must contain an egress window that complies with
section R310 of the 2015 International Residential Code. Specifically, the bedroom egress
window must have a net clear opening of not less than 5.7 square feet obtained by the normal
operation of the window from the inside; provided however, an egress window at or below grade
must have a net clear opening of not less than five (5) square feet. The egress window opening
shall be at least twenty four inches (24") high and at least twenty inches (20") wide. The egress
window must have a sill height of not more than forty four inches (44"). Egress windows at or
below grade must be provided with a window well with a horizontal area of not less than nine (9)
square feet and with a horizontal projection and width of not less than thirty six inches (36") .
Notwithstanding the foregoing, bedrooms constructed prior to October 26, 2010 may continue to
use existing windows that use removable sashes to meet the minimum egress window opening
requirements.
9. All stair systems with four (4) or more risers must have handrails.
10. GFCI outlets must be installed as required by the Village Building Code.
J. Annual Registration:
1. Registration Required: Every property owner desiring to use their property as a short-term rental
must register the property annually upon a form provided by the Village and filed with the Village
Administrator.
2. Contents Of Registration Form: The registrant must truthfully provide the information requested
on the registration form, including, without limitation, the following:
a. The property address and name of the property owner;
b. An affirmation that the owner resides at the property at least two hundred seventy five (275)
days per year;
c. An affirmation that the owner has read and understands the restrictions contained in this
section;
d. Proof that the property owner has an insurance policy that covers the short-term rental use of
the property in the amount of one million dollars ($1,000,000.00) per occurrence and a
minimum of two million dollars ($2,000,000.00) aggregate. This requirement cannot be
satisfied by insurance coverage provided by a short-term rental platform, including without
limitation, Airbnb and HomeAway;
e. If the property owner will not reside at the property during any of the short-term rental booking
periods, the name and contact information for a local contact person who will be available at
all times during such booking periods to immediately address non-emergency issues;
f. An affirmation that copies or summaries of the applicable noise, solid waste and recycling,
parking, and short-term rental regulations are tendered to each short-term rental guest; and
g. A copy of the log required by subsection K of this section for the preceding year.
3. Annual Registration Fee: The fee for short-term rental registration shall be paid to the Village at
the time the annual registration form is filed, and the registration fees for each short-term rental
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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shall be set out in section 1-12-3 of this Code, under category "license fees". The registration fee
will not be prorated.
4. Life Safety Inspection Required: No short-term rental registration will be approved until a life
safety inspection of the property is conducted by the Village.
5. Registered List: A list of all registered short-term rentals will be posted on the Village's website
and maintained at Village Hall.
6. Maximum Registered: No more than six (6) short-term rentals shall be registered by the Village
at any one time; provided that the Village Board may increase or decrease the maximum
number of short-term rental registrations by resolution duly adopted.
K. Log: Owners must keep a log of the dates and the number of guests for each short-term rental
booking period.
L. Advertising And Signage:
1. On-site and off-site signage advertising or otherwise promoting a short-term rental is prohibited.
2. All online advertisements regarding short-term rentals, including listings on platforms including,
without limitation, Airbnb and HomeAway, shall:
a. List a valid short-term rental registration number issued by the Village; and
b. Only advertise a short-term rental that complies with all of the short-term rental regulations
and restrictions set forth in this section.
M. Taxes: The Village's Home Rule Hotel Tax must be collected on gross short-term rental receipts
and remitted to the Village in accordance with title 1, chapter 8, article H of this Code.
N. Penalty: Any person who violates any of the provisions of this section shall be fined not more than
five thousand dollars ($5,000.00) for each offense. Each day that a violation is permitted to exist
shall constitute a separate offense.
The restrictions contained in this section shall be interpreted as minimum standards, and shall be in
addition to any other applicable Village ordinances and requirements that apply to short-term rentals
or the properties on which they are located. (Ord. 2018-5, 4-23-2018)

https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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ORDINANCE NO. 2020-__

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS AND THE LAKE
BLUFF MUNICIPAL CODE TO EXTEND THE SHORT-TERM RENTAL REGULATIONS FOR
AN ADDITIONAL YEAR

Passed by the Board of Trustees, _________, 2020
Printed and Published, ___________, 2020

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. 2020-__
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS AND THE LAKE
BLUFF MUNICIPAL CODE TO EXTEND THE SHORT-TERM RENTAL REGULATIONS FOR
AN ADDITIONAL YEAR
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, pursuant to Ordinance 2018-5, on April 23, 2018, the Village
adopted regulations to permit and regulate the short-term rental of residential properties for less
than 30 days (“Short-Term Rental”) within the Village (“Short-Term Rental Regulations”),
which Short-Term Rental Regulations apply for a two-year trial period; and
WHEREAS, the Short-Term Rental Regulations are set to expire on April 23,
2020; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board has determined that it is appropriate to amend the
Short-Term Rental Regulations to allow the Regulations to continue for an additional year
(“Amendments”); and
WHEREAS, the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals (“PCZBA”)
conducted a public hearing to consider the Amendments on February 19, 2020, pursuant to
proper notice thereof published in the Lake County News Sun on _________. 2020, and voted
to recommend that the Board of Trustees adopt the Amendments; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees has determined that adoption of the
Amendments set forth in this Ordinance pursuant to the Zoning Regulations, the Municipal
Code, 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 Amendments was duly advertised on or before
______________, 2020 in the Lake County News-Sun. The public hearing was commenced
and completed by the PCZBA on February 19, 2020, on which date the PCZBA recommended
that the Board of Trustees adopt the Amendments.
Section 3. Amendment to Section 10-13-3 of the Zoning Regulations.
Section 3, titled “Zoning Use Table,” of Chapter 13, titled “Illustrations and
Exhibits,” of Title 10, titled “Zoning Regulations,” of the Lake Bluff Municipal Code is hereby
amended as follows:

ZONING DISTRICTS
“Use Category

Short-Term Rental15

P = Permitted Use

SIC
Code*

-

CE

E1

E2

Residential
R- R- R1
2
3

R4

R5

R6

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

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

Notes:
1. These special uses in all zoning districts are subject to the conditions in subsection 10-4-2E2 of this title.
*
*
*
15. This use in all permitted districts is permitted for a period of two three years, beginning April 24, 2018, and ending April 23,
2020 2021, subject to the restrictions in subsection 10-4-5 of this title.”

Section 4.

Amendment to Section 10-4-5 of the Zoning Regulations.

Section 10-4-5, titled “Short-Term Rental,” of Chapter 4, titled “General Zoning
Provisions,” of Title 10, titled “Zoning Regulations,” of the Lake Bluff Municipal Code is hereby
amended as follows:
“10-4-5 SHORT-TERM RENTALS:
For a period of two three years, beginning April 24, 2018, and ending April 23,
2020 2021, short-term rentals are permitted pursuant to section 10-13-3 of this
code subject to the following restrictions:”
*
Section 5.

*

*

Amendment to Section 1-8H-1 of the Village Code.

Section 1-8H-1, titled “Definitions,” of Article H, titled “Home Rule Hotel Tax,” of
Chapter 8, titled “Village Taxation,” of Title 1, titled “Administration,” of the Lake Bluff Municipal
Code, is hereby amended as follows:
“1-8H-1: DEFINITIONS:
HOTEL: Any building or buildings in which the public may, for consideration,
obtain temporary living quarters, sleeping, or housekeeping accommodations.
The word "hotel" shall include, without limitation, inns, motels, suites, tourist
homes or courts, lodging houses, rooming houses, and apartment houses. For a
period of two three years beginning April 24, 2018 and ending April 23, 2020
2021, and for the purposes of this Article H only, the word “hotel” shall include
short-term rental as defined in section 10-1-2 of this code.”
Section 6.

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 ______, 2020, by vote of the Board of Trustees of the Village
of Lake Bluff, as follows:
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R

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
APPROVED this ____ day of ______, 2020.
Village President
ATTEST:

Village Clerk
FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
PASSED:
APPROVED:
PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM:
#72749726_v2
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PCZBA Supplemental Item
February 17, 2020

TO: Lake Bluff Zoning Board
FROM: Patricia Havrin
RE: STR Pilot Program
February 16, 2020
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------OBJECTIVES: Promote community by inviting people in. Provide a home stay for visiting relatives.
Provide temporary lodging for those relocating to the area or transitioning into a new home. Provide an
increase in foot traffic for local businesses. Provide an increase in business for service providers. Bring
in tax revenue. Meet new people, learn from others. Reinstate the right of residents to use their home,
while they live in it, in a private safe manner. Provide a means to increase property values. Allow
residents of all ages the right to use one of their largest resources for extra income during interim
periods, to help with home repairs, money for vacations, paying tuition; while helping the community as
a whole.
--We respectfully request a review of the STR Pilot Program details.
BACKGROUND:
Two years ago, we were one of two property owners interested in participating in the STR pilot
program. We were denied the opportunity when a new adjacent driveway definition was created for
the STR regulation. The regulation read that no one with a driveway within five feet of their neighbor’s
driveway could have a guest over for less then 30 days, for any consideration. This decision was
Independent of whether the homeowner wanted to home share (live on the property while hosting) OR
absent from the property while renting out the entire home.
Only two parties were interested in participating in the STR program.
Applicant 1: Interested in renting out part of their home space, while they lived in the house. They had a
3 car garage, ample backyard driveway parking spaces and added extra screening with separate private
driveway from neighbor.
Applicant 2: Intended to rent out the entire home, when they did not live in it. They had no garage,
limited driveway space, added no screening and a driveway within 6+- feet of their neighbors.
Applicant 2 was allowed to participate in the program. Applicant 1 was not.
Yet the biggest concerns at the time were that whole house rentals would become party houses and an
increase in transient” cars parking in the public streets.
A third concern was that STRs would decrease property values. Numerous reliable authentic sources
have proved this statement false. The only decrease in property value would be the homeowner who
had their safe private use, a property right, taken away for no reason. That home would decrease in
value.
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Consider, from the Goldwater Institute: “Home-sharing benefits local economies, helps homeowners earn

money to pay their mortgages, and gives travelers more choices at lower prices. It also represents an
important way for property owners to exercise their basic right to choose whether to let someone stay
in their home—a right the Supreme Court has called “one of the most essential sticks in the bundle of
rights that are commonly characterized as property.”

FACTS AND REQUESTS:
1. The pilot program allows a maximum of 6 residents to apply to participate. No STR applications
have been received by any owner occupied homeowners within the past two years of the
program. 6 are allowed in the entire town. Only one application was granted, a whole house,
nonowner occupied, but eventually deactivated.
2. The “adjacent” driveway definition can be removed or redefined so that the STR pilot program
can proceed with participants. Currently the adjacent driveway definition takes away the
property right of a homeowner who has a neighbor with a driveway within 5 feet of their
driveway. Currently, any resident with a driveway within five feet of their neighbors can demand
the town does a study, and incurs costs, simply because they don’t know who their neighbor
might be talking to, who is parked in their driveway.
3. Three years ago we asked our neighbors what would make it more comfortable for them as we
continued to rent out our 1931, built as a two flat, owner occupied, legal nonconforming
building. We have worked to ensure ample private driveway parking by renovating our 3 car
garage and backyard blacktop space. No passerby or neighbor needs to view any transient’s cars
in our driveway. We installed a fence and shrubbery on our property that created a driveway
privacy screen with total separation from our neighbor. (Additionally, the built as two flat
rental has been used, for any length of time, as a owner occupied rental, since 1931)
4. We request that a STR ordinance be rewritten noting a difference in requirements between
owner occupied renting (home sharing) and whole house rentals.
5. Home values have decreased. Taking away a homeowner property rights of private safe use,
decreases the home value.
6. We request that any resident of a primary residence, where they live in the home, be allowed to
home share freely for up to a certain number of days. For example, 14, 20 or 45 days a year.
7. We suggest that the town learns to work with booking platforms to decrease taxpayer costs.
Booking platforms will collect taxes for the town for stays less than 30 days. (STRs are defined
as less the 30 days) They can also close down/remove a listing after a certain number of short
term stays that meet the town’s maximum rule; example 3 STR stays per address per year.
8. Remove the prohibitive 250 per year registration fee, especially for a 14, 20 or 45 day maximum
guest stay in a owner occupied residence.
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9.

Recognize home technology. Alexa Guard My House, creates instant alerts to homeowner
(resulting immediate fire department call) If any smoke or carbon monoxide detector goes off or
glass shattering sounds, etc. Request a use of technology rather than paying large fees for
connected fire station alert systems. (especially since the homeowner lives at the location
during the STR)

10. Remove the additional one million dollar extra insurance coverage for owner occupied residents
that wish to home share. The booking platform provides an extra one million dollars of
insurance, in addition to homeowner’s private insurance.
11. Require that no resident uses Instant Booking feature in any booking platform.
Thank you for your anticipated consideration of the STR Pilot Program. We would be happy to answer
any questions you might have.
Respectfully submitted,
Patricia Havrin
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To: Zoning Board of Appeals, Village Board
From: Robert Havrin
Regarding: STR and 3 on 3
February 17 2020
-----------------------------------We count on members of the town governing council to act responsibly while guiding us through
challenging micro- and macro- economic times. While doing so, guidelines have been suggested by
the town mission statement and accompanying guidelines. As to results, there is unparalleled
excellence in certain efforts. However, there are other actions which do not address the needs of the
community and are counter-productive to a clear direction.
The economic challenges faced microscopically include the ability to raise additional revenues (else cut
costs) without raising property taxes and macroscopically to stem the bleeding of resources from the
area due to people relocating for “greener” pastures (Illinois is number 2 in the nation in migration
exodus and Lake Bluff is part of that). With the recent re-emergence of “3 on 3”, the town as a
minimum has not been consistent and appears willing to compromise “Mayberry attributes” either due
to desperation or alternative economic driving factors. At the same time, we are now meeting to again
review short-term rentals based on an earlier determined need to conduct a pilot study.
Then and now, the proper use of short-term rentals is not a problem but a solution to the needs of the
town for improving the community. At that time, a bloviating opinion competed with facts resulting in a
need for a pilot study to validate the differences. Since this time out period, the following has resulted:
1. The pilot study conducted by the town was initiated by selectively discriminating against
the handful of people possibly interested in doing short-term rentals. What was clear at the
time was that the town was unaware two short-term rentals had gone on for years, as there was
never a reported incident. Specific to our property, the distance between our house and the
adjacent driveway was measured, 5’ determined as the minimum distance which would result in
a dis-qualification and the rule established. In this case, fear mongering up to and including
threats against the town council prevailed over the rights of individual home ownership
resulting in the town using their Home Rule charter to “solve a problem that did not exist”.
2. Rules with additional regulations were imposed which limited, then eliminated any further
interest by the community in having short-term rentals. The only conclusion here is either the
town enacted regulations making it impractical to do short-term rentals or there was never a
market for this in Lake Bluff. In conclusion, the fears of short-term rentals popping up on every
street was greatly exaggerated.
3. While renting within the legally indisputable 30-day guidelines, we became aware that the
town paid a consultant $ 1500 / year to monitor our rental listing. Besides inappropriately again
targeting us, this is fiscally irresponsible by whoever directed this in the town government. Our
promise to wait on the results of the pilot study speaks of a higher integrity than what has been
shown by the town government.
4. So, what can be concluded from a pilot study that has no participants? Certainly, nothing
about what it was purportedly designed for. Perhaps the only purpose was just a pause to allow
things to cool down. This is unfortunate. Years of operation before the pause proved no
downside. And not allowing a study does not allow short term rentals to demonstrate the
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benefits many communities are experiencing. Nor does it allow the town an effective way to
handle it.

In an effort to better understand the logic involved in such decisions, the mechanisms involved between
the new “Three on Three” proposals should be compared and contrasted with a properly regulated
short term rental. Note the following:
1. All reputable research has now concluded short-term rentals help to boost real estate
prices. In comparison, adding additional condos to a town with a declining population, house
prices treading water in an expanding economy and a surplus of unsold homes will create a
condition of oversupply resulting in reduced property values.
2. The town changing the rules to allow the building of 3-story condos in the town center will
most adversely affect the prices of homes next to it. Taking away home ownership rights via
home rule has negatively impacted the price of our property. Neither of these are in the best
interest of the town residences. It seems like some residents in town our more equal than
others.
3. Allowing the building of modern 3 story condominiums will negatively change the
“Mayberry- Like” appeal the town has so painstakingly tried to maintain. In comparison, our 80
year old property was built as a rental and throughout its existence has been used as a shortterm rental. This is part of the town heritage and serves to enhance the “Mayberry
Appeal”. Yet, some actions of the town go against this charter.
4. Change is inevitable. Perhaps it is time to throw away the Mayberry image. Mayberry
exists not in the in the façade of cute homes people hide inside but rather in the hearts of
people more in love with their community than themselves. And short-term rentals are here to
stay. Maybe not now, but why fight so hard against the inevitable? Isn’t it better to embrace
and mold change in the manner which best reflects the community needs and values, versus
fighting against the inevitable and eventually succumbing to a format you have little control
over?

Regards,
Robert Havrin

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:

February 14, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #7 – Height Restrictions for Planned Mixed-Use Developments / Block Three

Applicant Information:

The Village of Lake Bluff Board of Trustees

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun

February 4, 2020

Introduction and Summary
In November and December, the PCZBA conducted workshops regarding a proposed 20-unit
condominium redevelopment of the former PNC Bank site at 120 E. Scranton Ave., also known as
Block 3 of the Central Business District.
At the conclusion of its December workshop, the PCZBA requested that the Village Board initiate the
process to eliminate the two story or 30 foot maximum height restriction applicable to Planned MixedUse Developments (unless a variation is received). At its January 13, 2020 meeting, the Village Board
voted to submit the application for a text amendment as requested.
It is important to note that:
•

The Village Board is the Applicant for this amendment.

•

This public hearing cannot result in the approval of any development.
It only establishes the parameters for a specific type of public process in the future.

•

The changes under consideration would (likely) apply to other locations than Block Three.
They would also affect future proposals that may differ from that reviewed by the PCZBA in
November and December.

•

At this time, there is no application to redevelop 120 E. Scranton. If an application was made, the
PCZBA may still recommend that it be approved or denied regardless of the outcome of this text
amendment.

•

In order to ensure that everyone has the chance to speak, and consistent with the Village’s
adopted rules concerning public comment, testimony will be limited to a maximum of three
minutes per person. More extensive comments may be submitted in writing in advance of the
meeting and will be distributed to the members of the PCZBA.
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The attached sheet presents different options as a starting point for consideration during this hearing,
among others that the PCZBA may propose:
1. Take no action and leave the height limitation in place.
2. Delete the height limitation applicable to Planned Mixed-Use Developments. Following the
removal of the height limit, a developer would still need to go through a public process in order
to exceed the underlying two story or 30’ height limitation in the Central Business District. (This
would be consistent with the PCZBA’s original 2016 recommendation to the Village Board.)
3. In addition to #2, adjust the underlying height limitations applicable to Block Three and the
adjacent residential zones only when pursuing a unified development. In practice, Staff believes
a Planned Mixed-Use Development approval would still be required due to the different
regulations (including use regulations) among the various zoning districts involved in the
development of Block Three. However, this approach means a development would not require a
deviation from the Zoning Regulations for a project to be built at a 3-story height.
Introduction to Planned Mixed Use Developments (Pg. 1 of 2)
Chapter 15 of the Zoning Regulations authorizes the creation of Planned Mixed-Use Developments
(PMDs). PMDs are one of four different planned development tools in the Village. An American
Planning Association 1 publication summarizes this category of development tool:
[Planned Unit Developments, abbreviated as] PUD has a number of distinct advantages over conventional
lot-by-lot development. Properly written and administered, PUD can offer a degree of flexibility that allows
creativity in land planning, site design, and the protection of environmentally sensitive lands not possible
with conventional subdivision and land development practices. Moreover, properly applied, PUD is capable
of mixing residential and nonresidential land uses, providing broader housing choices, allowing more
compact development, permanently preserving common open space, reducing vehicle trips, and providing
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. In exchange for design flexibility, developers are better able to provide
amenities and infrastructure improvements, and find it easier to accommodate environmental and scenic
attributes.
[…] PUD has grown increasingly popular, in part because standard subdivision and zoning ordinances have
serious limitations. Many older vintage zoning ordinances prohibit mixed use. Single family, multifamily,
and nonresidential uses are often not allowed in the same zoning district. Older conventional ordinances
also contain uniform site development standards that tend to produce monotonous outcomes. Subdivision
control ordinances deal with narrow concerns, such as street, curb, and sidewalk standards and lot and
block layout. The lack of meaningful amounts of well-placed, accessible open space and recreational
amenities is another shortfall of conventional development controls.

1

“Understanding Planned Unit Development.” PAS QuickNotes No. 22. 2009. American Planning Association.
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Planned Mixed Use Developments (Pg. 2 of 2)
As it exists in the Village, the specific purpose of establishing a PMD is to “achieve the following
specific objectives as appropriate and applicable for a particular proposed development, among others
that will be in the best interests of the Village:”
1.

Stimulating creative approaches to mixed use development of land;

2.

Providing more efficient use of land;

3.

Preserving natural features and providing open space areas and recreation areas
in excess of those required under standard zoning regulations;

4.

Developing and implementing new approaches to the living environment through
variety in type, design and layout of buildings, transportation systems, and public facilities;

5.

Unifying buildings and structures through design;

6.

Promoting long term planning to allow harmonious and compatible land uses
or combination of uses with surrounding areas;

7.

Promoting environmentally sound development practices;

8.

Facilitating residential, commercial, and mixed-used development
in harmony with the Village's Comprehensive Plan;

9.

Enhancing the character and vitality of the Village's Central Business District
in harmony with adjacent residential neighborhoods; and

10.

Promoting the public health, safety, and welfare.

Approval Process. PMD approvals are a three step process. Each step involves adding increasingly
more specificity and detail to the submittal and reviews by the PCZBA, the ABR, and the Village Board:
“An applicant […] is encouraged, but is not required, to request to meet with the
PCZBA prior to submitting a Development Concept Plan pursuant to subsection B of
this section to obtain feedback from the PCZBA on its potential application for a
special use permit for a PMD.”

Step 1
(Optional)

Preliminary
Meeting

Step 2

Development
Concept Plan

“The Development Concept Plan provides an applicant the opportunity to submit a
plan showing the basic scope, character, and nature of the entire proposed PMD
without incurring undue initial costs.”

Final Plan

“The Final Plan is intended to particularize, refine, and implement the Development
Concept Plan and to serve as a complete, thorough, and permanent public record of
the planned mixed-use development and the manner in which it is to be developed.”

Step 3

Modification of Regulations. In the Village, PMDs create flexibility by allowing the Board of Trustees
to modify the application of any provision of the Zoning Regulations when doing so would, quote:
1. Will achieve the purposes for which PMD may be approved pursuant to section 10-15-1 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.

Page 3 of 9

Legislative History of Planned Mixed Use Developments
The establishment of a PMD tool was originally recommended by Teska Associates as part of the 1998
Phase Two plan for Lake Bluff’s Central Business District.
The tool was drafted by the Village Attorney in 2016 based on the Village’s existing Planned
Commercial Development tool (Chapter 14 of the Zoning Regulations), in response to both (i) a pending
development by Roanoke Group to redevelop Block Three and (ii) the culmination of an 18-month
process to establish design guidelines for future development in the Central Business District.
The Village Board adopted the proposed Ordinance on September 12, 2016 with a number of
amendments from the PCZBA’s recommended draft, including a requirement that no building in a PMD
exceed 30 feet or 2 stories without obtaining a variation (which requires demonstrating hardship).
The minutes of relevant meetings are attached, and the full agenda packets, minutes, and video of each
meeting are available on the Village website (lakebluff.org).
Planning Analysis
Relevant sections from the Village’s planning documents include:
•

The 1997 Comprehensive Plan states that the Village should:
o ED1.

“Develop the Central Business District primarily as a resident service
center critical to maintaining the character and identity of the Village.”

o ED1-4.

“Encourage appropriate commercial and multi-family residential
development and re-development that will diversify the Village’s longterm revenue base without significantly increasing the demand for public
services.”

o ED1-6.

“Periodically review the zoning regulations to determine if they are
meeting the needs of the Village and existing and potential Central
Business District property owners.”

o H3.

“Encourage development of alternative housing options.”

o H3-2.

“Encourage the development of multi-family housing options within the
Central Business District.”

•

The CBD Phase II Study (1998) recommended increasing the maximum height of buildings to
34’ or 3 stories throughout the entirety of the Central Business District. It also recommended
establishing the PMD tool within an area bounded by Sheridan Road, North Avenue, Oak
Avenue, and Center Avenue spanning multiple zoning districts. The Teska draft proposed a three
story or 34’ height restriction within a PMD. It is not entirely clear if this was intended to be
restrictive of the height of PMDs; permissive in allowing greater construction heights in affected
residential zoning districts; or both.

•

The Downtown Planning Principles (2016) discuss setbacks, character, scale, and transitions
between the Central Business District and adjacent neighborhoods, but do not propose a specific
height limitation.
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Comparative Use of Planned Developments
As part of Staff’s review, we reviewed the Zoning Regulations of various North Shore municipalities.
Specifically, our review was of each municipality’s planned development tools and whether or not they
prescribed a specific height restriction where these tools are used.

Lake Bluff

Bannockburn

Deerfield

Planned Residential Development §10-5J-3

34 feet or 2.5 stories

Planned Commercial Development §10-14-3

No height restriction

Planned Mixed Use Development §10-15-3

30 feet or 2 stories

RIO Development Plan §10-16-8

No height restriction

Planned Unit Developments §260-1163

No height restriction

Article 12 of the Deerfield Zoning Regulations has a number of Planned Unit Development
tools, some of which apply only to a single development. The typical residential PUD
mechanism includes a 35 foot height standard, which can be increased to 55 feet (§12.07)
under certain limited circumstances provided in the regulations.
Andrew Lichterman, Deerfield’s Assistant Village Manager and Director of Community
Development, indicated that Deerfield can and has approved developments that exceed these
height restrictions based on the presence of compensating amenities without necessarily
finding the existence of a hardship.

Glencoe

No Adopted PUD Mechanism

N/A

Highland Park

Planned Developments §150.500

No height restriction
(Ziggurat setback to excess
floors in some circumstances)

Planned Preservation Subdivision Dev. §159.047

No height restriction

Planned Multi-Family Development §159.047

No height restriction

Planned Business Development §159.047

No height restriction

Northbrook

Planned Developments §11-603

No height restriction

Northfield

Planned Unit Developments §17-1

No height restriction

Wilmette

Planned Unit Developments §30-6

No height restriction

Winnetka

Planned Developments §17.58

No height restriction

Lake Forest
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Chicagoland Residential Development
Over the past four years, there have been three principally or exclusively multifamily residential projects
proposed for the Block Three site, consistent with its designation for future multifamily development in
the Village’s adopted Future Downtown Land Use Plan.
Prior discussions of the site and, by extension, use of the PMD tool have therefore focused on the goals
of the Comprehensive Plan, the Village’s Strategic Plan, etc. regarding the creation of alternative
housing types complementary to the Village’s predominantly single-family residential neighborhoods.
While the PMD tool may be used for other types of development, in this context, the height limit
directly affects many of the lots designated for future multifamily development under the Village’s
Comprehensive Plan.
CoStar Group maintains an extensive database of commercial and multifamily real estate information.
At Staff’s direction, a real estate broker queried CoStar’s database for Chicagoland multifamily projects
(i) constructed since 2010, under construction, or proposed; and (ii) less than 2.0 acres in land area.
This query yielded:
•

407 total projects representing over 37,000 new multifamily dwelling units.

•

Exclusive of Chicago, 58 projects representing over 4,300 new multifamily dwelling units.

•

The following distribution of projects outside of Chicago:
Number of Stories

Number of Projects

Sum of Units

1

1

5

2

3

27

3

15

470

4

15

552

5

9

1,253

6

6

515

7

1

60

8

-

-

9

3

498

10 or more

5

942

Total

58

4,322

This data is imperfect; for example, it does not include the recent condominium projects constructed in
Lake Forest. However, this was the best available dataset we located for the PCZBA’s consideration.
The four identified properties at or under two stories are included on the next page, and additional
information is attached. Even though they are listed at 2 stories in CoStar, at least two of the four
structures appear to exceed the height limit currently applicable to Planned Mixed-Use Developments.
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940 Pitner Avenue,
Evanston, Cook Cty.

1884 Old Willow Road,
Northfield, Cook Cty.

3235 Milwaukee Avenue,
Glenview, Cook Cty.

27 E. Irving Park Road,
Roselle, DuPage Cty.

0.15 ac; 5 units

0.6 ac; 6 units; 35’ high

1.4 ac; 13 units; 26’ high
Subsidized (~$1.9m) affordable housing

1.4 ac; 8 units
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Process – Standards for Text Amendments
Section 10-2-9 of the Zoning Regulations identifies the standards applicable for to the PCZBA’s review
of text amendments:
SECTION 10-2-9: AMENDMENTS
[…]
5. Standard For Amendments:
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
After commencing the public hearing on the proposed ordinance, the PCZBA should take one of the
following actions:
•

If more information is required, continue the public hearing to a date certain; or,

•

If more information is not required, vote to recommend the Village Board adopt, adopt with
amendments, or not adopt the draft ordinance.

A recommendation may be made by a simple majority vote of the present members of the PCZBA.
Attachments
• Index of Public Comment Received.
• Text Amendment Options - Planned Mixed-Use / Block 3 Development Height Restriction
• Chapter 15 of the Zoning Regulations, Planned Mixed-Use Developments.
• Minutes of meetings establishing Chapter 15 of the Zoning Regulations:
o PCZBA
June 15, 2016
o PCZBA
July 20, 2016
o PCZBA
August 17, 2016
o Village Board
August 22, 2016
o Village Board
September 12, 2016
• Supplemental information regarding CoStar identified properties.
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Public Comment Received As Of February 14, 2020 at 5 p.m.
Due to their volume and as previously discussed by the PCZBA, the following comments
will only be distributed electronically. These comments can be viewed by clicking here.
Date

Last Name

Date

Last Name

11/17/2019

Mark

12/19/2019

Nysted

11/20/2019

Jarvinen

12/19/2019

Nysted

11/20/2019

Mancine

12/19/2019

Nysted

11/20/2019

McCaskey

12/23/2019

Nysted

11/20/2019

Niemi

12/28/2019

Nysted

11/20/2019

Nysted

12/29/2019

Nysted

11/20/2019

Oldenburg

1/10/2020

Nysted

11/20/2019

Trombley

1/10/2020

11/21/2019

Eckert

1/13/2020

11/21/2019

Epkins

11/22/2019

Gamrath

1/16/2020

Stolzenburg
Collins Presentation
to Village Board
Nysted
Leutwiler

Havrin

1/23/2020

11/22/2019

Nysted

Volkert

1/23/2020

11/22/2019

Nysted Leutwiler

Koehnemann

1/23/2020

11/25/2019

Nysted

Nysted

1/24/2020

11/25/2019

Nysted

Havrin

1/27/2020

11/27/2019

Nysted

Irvin

1/28/2020

12/4/2019

Bergmann

Nysted

2/3/2020

12/5/2019

Nysted

Reidy

2/3/2020

12/5/2019

Nysted

Nysted

2/4/2020

12/6/2019

Nysted

Nysted

2/5/2020

12/7/2019

Nysted

Nysted

2/7/2020

12/8/2019

Nysted

Nysted

2/8/2020

12/10/2019

Gottshall

Nysted

2/10/2020

12/12/2019

Nysted

Carollo

2/11/2020

12/16/2019

Romanoff

Graves

2/12/2020

12/18/2019

Mark

2/13/2020

12/18/2019
12/18/2019

Nysted
Stolzenberg
Presentation to
PCZBA

Boggess
Briand Presentation
to PCZBA
(upcoming)

12/18/2019

2/14/2020
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PLANNED MIXED-USE/BLOCK 3 DEVELOPMENT HEIGHT
RESTRICTION TEXT AMENDMENT OPTIONS

Option 1 – No Change:
Do not amend the height restrictions or related required zoning relief that apply to CBD Block 3.

Option 2 – Change Type of Required Relief to Exceed Height Restrictions:
Amend Sections 10-15-3 and 10-15-4 of the Zoning Regulations to eliminate the need for a height
restriction “variation,” and to instead permit height restriction “modifications” to the underlying
zoning district height restrictions as part of the approval a planned mixed-use approval:
10-15-3: STANDARDS AND CONDITIONS:
A.

Special Use Permit Standards: No special use permit for a PMD shall be recommended or
granted pursuant to this section unless the applicant shall establish that the proposed
PMD meets the standards made applicable to special uses pursuant to subsection 10-42E3 of this Code.

B.

General Design Standards: No special use permit for a PMD shall be recommended by
the PCZBA or granted by the Village Board pursuant to this section unless the applicant
has established that the proposed PMD meets the following additional standards, to the
extent practical and applicable to the specific PMD, and except as the Village Board may
otherwise provide in the ordinance granting a PMD:
*

*

*

C.

Maximum PMD Height: No building or structure in any PMD shall exceed thirty feet
(30') in height, nor shall any building or structure in any PMD exceed two (2) stories.

DC.

Conditions: The approval of a Final Plan may be conditioned on such matters as the Board
of Trustees may find necessary to: 1) prevent or minimize any possible adverse effects of
the proposed PMD; 2) ensure compatibility of the various uses that may exist within the
PMD; or 3) ensure its compatibility with surrounding uses and development and its
consistency with the general purposes, goals, and objectives of this Code, the Village's
Subdivision Code, and the Village's Comprehensive Plan. Such conditions shall be
expressly set forth in the ordinance approving the PMD. Violation of any such condition
or limitation shall be a violation of this chapter and shall constitute grounds for revocation
of all approvals granted for the planned mixed-use development.

10-15-4: AUTHORITY TO MODIFY REGULATIONS:

A.

Authority: Subject to the standards and limitations in this section, the Board of Trustees,
as part of an approval of any PMD, may modify any provision of this Code or of the
Village's subdivision ordinance as they apply to an approved PMD, subject to the
limitations in this section.

B.

Standards: No such modification may be approved unless the Board of Trustees shall find
that the proposed PMD:

C.

D.

1.

Will achieve the purposes for which PMD may be approved pursuant to section 1015-1 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 Code 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.

Other Limitations: In granting any PMD approval pursuant to this chapter, the Board of
Trustees shall in no event:
1.

Make less stringent any performance standard relating to noise, vibration, smoke
and particulate matter, odors, toxic and noxious matter, radiation hazards, fire and
explosive hazards, or heat or glare, that is applicable in the district in which the
development is to be located or applicable to the particular use by reason of the
regulations applicable in any district in which it might be located; or

2.

Reduce the minimum total lot area requirement by more than fifty percent (50%).
This limitation does not apply to any minimum lot area per unit requirement.

3.

Allow for the maximum height of any building or structure within the PMD to
exceed thirty feet (30') in height or to exceed two (2) stories, except pursuant to and
in conjunction with an application for and approval of a variation from
subsection 10-15-3C of this chapter in accordance with the variation procedures set
forth in section 10-2-4 of this title.

Regulation During And After Completion Of Development: After a Final Plan has been
approved, that approved plan will constitute the regulations applicable to the subject
property, rather than any conflicting provision of this title. No use or development not
authorized by the approved plan will be permitted within the planned mixed-use
development.
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Option 3 – Amend the Height Limitations for the Underlying Zoning
Districts:
Amend the height restrictions that apply to CBD Block 3, properties in the B residence district
(R-4) adjacent to CBD Block 3, and in PMDs:
10-6A-4: BUILDING HEIGHT:
A.

CBD General: Except as provided in subsections B and C of this section with regard to
buildings and structures in CBD block one and CBD block three, no building or structure
in the CBD shall exceed thirty feet (30') in height, nor shall any building or structure in the
CBD exceed two (2) stories.

B.

CBD Block One: Notwithstanding the general height restriction set forth in subsection A
of this section, no building or structure in CBD block one shall exceed thirty five feet (35')
in height, nor shall any building or structure in CBD block one exceed three (3) stories.

C.

CBD Block Three: Notwithstanding the general height restriction set forth in
subsection A of this section, no building or structure in CBD block three shall exceed
____ feet in height, nor shall any building or structure in CBD block three exceed
three stories.

10-5-4: BUILDING HEIGHT:
A.

Principal Buildings: No principal building shall be erected or altered on any lot in any
residential district so that said building exceeds the maximum height limitations set forth
and established as follows:
Width Of Lot
(Feet)

B.

Maximum Height
(Feet)

Less than 50

30

50 to 74.9

32

75 to 124.9

34

125 to 174.9

36

175 to 224.9

40

225 or more

44

Principal Buildings In Excess Of Thirty Four Feet: Notwithstanding the maximum height
limitations set forth in subsection A of this section, no principal building shall have a height
in excess of thirty four feet (34') unless one (1) of the following conditions exists:
3
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C.

D.

1.

The principal building is fully equipped with and protected by an automatic fire
suppression system meeting all of the requirements of the Village Building Code;
or

2.

The principal building has a hip, gable, or gambrel roof with a mean height of less
than thirty four feet (34'), as determined in accordance with section 10-13-1 of this
title, illustration 7.

Accessory Buildings:
1.

No accessory structure or building shall be erected or altered on any lot located in
the A-A-A-A (E-2), A-A-A (R-1), A-A (R-2), A (R-3), B (R-4), C (R-5), or D (R6) residence districts so that said accessory structure or building exceeds seventeen
feet (17') in height, or the height of the principal building, whichever is less.

2.

No accessory structure or building shall be erected or altered on any lot located in
the country estate residence district (C-E) so that said accessory structure or
building exceeds thirty feet (30') in height; provided, however, that if the accessory
structure or building exceeds seventeen feet (17') in height, it shall be located no
closer than twenty feet (20') to either the rear or side lot line.

3.

No accessory structure or building shall be erected or altered on any lot located in
the estate residence district (E-1) so that said accessory structure or building
exceeds thirty feet (30') in height; provided, however, that if the accessory structure
or building is greater than seventeen feet (17') in height, it shall be located no closer
than fifteen feet (15') to either the rear or side lot line.

Permitted Exceptions:
1.

The exceptions listed in subsection 10-4-1A of this title shall be applicable to the
height limitations set forth in this section.

2.

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this Section 10-5-4,
buildings on lots in the B residence district (R-4) immediately adjacent to CBD
block three and built as part of a unified development that includes the
development of CBD block three, may be constructed up to, but shall not
exceed, ____ feet in height and three stories.

10-15-3: STANDARDS AND CONDITIONS:
A.

Special Use Permit Standards: No special use permit for a PMD shall be recommended or
granted pursuant to this section unless the applicant shall establish that the proposed
PMD meets the standards made applicable to special uses pursuant to subsection 10-42E3 of this Code.

4
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B.

General Design Standards: No special use permit for a PMD shall be recommended by
the PCZBA or granted by the Village Board pursuant to this section unless the applicant
has established that the proposed PMD meets the following additional standards, to the
extent practical and applicable to the specific PMD, and except as the Village Board may
otherwise provide in the ordinance granting a PMD:
*

*

*

C.

Maximum PMD Height: No building or structure in any PMD shall exceed thirty feet
(30') in height, nor shall any building or structure in any PMD exceed two (2) stories.

DC.

Conditions: The approval of a Final Plan may be conditioned on such matters as the Board
of Trustees may find necessary to: 1) prevent or minimize any possible adverse effects of
the proposed PMD; 2) ensure compatibility of the various uses that may exist within the
PMD; or 3) ensure its compatibility with surrounding uses and development and its
consistency with the general purposes, goals, and objectives of this Code, the Village's
Subdivision Code, and the Village's Comprehensive Plan. Such conditions shall be
expressly set forth in the ordinance approving the PMD. Violation of any such condition
or limitation shall be a violation of this chapter and shall constitute grounds for revocation
of all approvals granted for the planned mixed-use development.

10-15-4: AUTHORITY TO MODIFY REGULATIONS:
A.

Authority: Subject to the standards and limitations in this section, the Board of Trustees,
as part of an approval of any PMD, may modify any provision of this Code or of the
Village's subdivision ordinance as they apply to an approved PMD, subject to the
limitations in this section.

B.

Standards: No such modification may be approved unless the Board of Trustees shall find
that the proposed PMD:

C.

1.

Will achieve the purposes for which PMD may be approved pursuant to section 1015-1 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 Code 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.

Other Limitations: In granting any PMD approval pursuant to this chapter, the Board of
Trustees shall in no event:
5
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D.

1.

Make less stringent any performance standard relating to noise, vibration, smoke
and particulate matter, odors, toxic and noxious matter, radiation hazards, fire and
explosive hazards, or heat or glare, that is applicable in the district in which the
development is to be located or applicable to the particular use by reason of the
regulations applicable in any district in which it might be located; or

2.

Reduce the minimum total lot area requirement by more than fifty percent (50%).
This limitation does not apply to any minimum lot area per unit requirement.

3.

Allow for the maximum height of any building or structure within the PMD to
exceed thirty feet (30') in height or to exceed two (2) stories, except pursuant to and
in conjunction with an application for and approval of a variation from
subsection 10-15-3C of this chapter in accordance with the variation procedures set
forth in section 10-2-4 of this title.

Regulation During And After Completion Of Development: After a Final Plan has been
approved, that approved plan will constitute the regulations applicable to the subject
property, rather than any conflicting provision of this title. No use or development not
authorized by the approved plan will be permitted within the planned mixed-use
development.

6
#72749889_v3

11/15/2019

Sterling Codifiers, Inc.

Chapter 15
PLANNED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTS (PMDs)
10-15-1: GENERAL PROVISIONS:
A. Authority: The Board of Trustees may grant special use permits pursuant to this chapter and
subsection 10-4-2E of this title to authorize the development of planned mixed-use developments
("PMDs") in the districts where PMDs are listed as a special use in section 10-13-3, "Zoning Use
Table", of this title.
B. Purpose: PMDs are a distinct category of special use. Within a PMD, the traditional use, bulk,
space, and yard regulations may be modified if they impose unnecessary rigidities on the proposed
development or redevelopment of a parcel or parcels of land that require an individual, planned
approach. Through the flexibility of a PMD, the Village seeks to achieve the following specific
objectives as appropriate and applicable for a particular proposed development, among others that
will be in the best interests of the Village:
1. Stimulating creative approaches to mixed use development of land;
2. Providing more efficient use of land;
3. Preserving natural features and providing open space areas and recreation areas in excess of
those required under standard zoning regulations;
4. Developing and implementing new approaches to the living environment through variety in type,
design and layout of buildings, transportation systems, and public facilities;
5. Unifying buildings and structures through design;
6. Promoting long term planning to allow harmonious and compatible land uses or combination of
uses with surrounding areas;
7. Promoting environmentally sound development practices;
8. Facilitating residential, commercial, and mixed-used development in harmony with the Village's
Comprehensive Plan;
9. Enhancing the character and vitality of the Village's Central Business District in harmony with
adjacent residential neighborhoods; and
10. Promoting the public health, safety, and welfare.
C. Parties Entitled To Seek PMD Approval: An application for a special use permit to permit a PMD
may be filed by the owner of, or any person having a binding contractual interest in, the subject
property.
D. Size Of Property: The provisions of this chapter apply to any project that includes one-half (0.5)
acre or more of total land area. (Ord. 2016-23, 9-12-2016)
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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10-15-2: PROCEDURE:
A. Preliminary Meeting With The Joint Plan Commission And Zoning Board Of Appeals: An applicant
for a special use permit for a PMD is encouraged, but is not required, to request to meet with the
PCZBA prior to submitting a Development Concept Plan pursuant to subsection B of this section to
obtain feedback from the PCZBA on its potential application for a special use permit for a PMD.
Such meeting shall occur at a public meeting of the PCZBA.
B. Development Concept Plan:
1. Purpose: The Development Concept Plan provides an applicant the opportunity to submit a plan
showing the basic scope, character, and nature of the entire proposed PMD without incurring
undue initial costs. The initial required public hearing is based on the Development Concept
Plan, thus permitting public consideration of the proposal at the earliest possible stage. Once
approved, the Development Concept Plan binds the applicant to the following basic elements of
development:
a. Categories of uses to be permitted;
b. General location of land uses;
c. Overall maximum intensity of uses;
d. The general architectural style of the proposed development;
e. If applicable, general location and extent of public and private open space including
pedestrian and recreational amenities;
f. General location of vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems;
g. Preliminary staging of development;
h. If applicable, general nature, scope, and extent of public dedications, improvements, or
contributions to be provided by the applicant; and
i. Other elements as may be included in the approved Development Concept Plan.
2. Application: An application for approval of a Development Concept Plan shall be filed in
accordance with the requirements of section 10-15-6 of this chapter.
3. Public Hearing: A public hearing shall be set, noticed, and conducted by the PCZBA in
accordance with subsection 10-4-2E of this title.
4. Action By PCZBA: No later than the second regularly-scheduled and held meeting of the PCZBA
after the conclusion of the public hearing, the PCZBA shall make a recommendation to the
Board of Trustees that the Development Concept Plan either be approved, be approved subject
to modifications, or not be approved. The failure of the PCZBA to make its recommendation by
the second regularly-scheduled and held meeting of the PCZBA after the conclusion of the
public hearing, or such further time to which the applicant may agree, shall be deemed a
decision to make no recommendation on the Development Concept Plan as submitted.
5. Optional Submittal To The Architectural Board Of Review: After the conclusion of the public
hearing by the PCZBA concerning the Development Concept Plan, the applicant may request
that the Architectural Board of Review conduct an informal workshop meeting for the purpose of
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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providing comments on the Development Concept Plan, which meeting, if requested and held,
shall take place prior to the consideration of the Development Concept Plan by the Village
Board.
6. Action By Board Of Trustees: Within sixty (60) days after the date of the recommendation of the
PCZBA, or its failure to act, as provided in subsection B4 of this section, the Board of Trustees
shall consider the recommendation of the PCZBA, and then either shall deny the application for
approval of the Development Concept Plan, shall refer it back to the PCZBA for further
consideration of specified matters, or, by ordinance duly adopted, shall approve the
Development Concept Plan, with or without modifications and conditions to be accepted by the
applicant as a condition of such approval; provided, however, that every such ordinance shall be
expressly conditioned upon approval of a special use permit and Final Plan in accordance with
subsection C of this section, and upon the applicant's compliance with all provisions of this Code
and the ordinance granting the special use permit.
7. Effect Of Development Concept Plan Approval: Unless the applicant shall fail to meet time
schedules for filing a Final Plan or shall fail to proceed with development in accordance with the
plans as approved or shall in any other manner fail to comply with any condition of this Code or
any approval granted pursuant to it, the Village shall not, without the consent of the applicant,
take any action to modify, revoke, or otherwise impair an approved Development Concept Plan
with respect to the elements of development set forth in subsection B1 of this section pending
the application for approval of a Final Plan. In submitting such plans, the applicant shall be
bound by the approved Development Concept Plan with respect to each such element.
C. Final Plan:
1. Purpose: The Final Plan is intended to particularize, refine, and implement the Development
Concept Plan and to serve as a complete, thorough, and permanent public record of the planned
mixed-use development and the manner in which it is to be developed.
2. Application: After approval of the Development Concept Plan, the applicant shall file an
application for Final Plan approval in accordance with the requirements of section 10-15-6 of this
chapter within one (1) year after the date of such approval or in stages as approved in the
Development Concept Plan. The application shall be in substantial conformity with the approved
Development Concept Plan. If a completed application for Final Plan approval has not been
properly filed within one (1) year after the approval date of the Development Concept Plan, the
approval of the Development Concept Plan shall be deemed void.
3. Public Hearing: A public hearing to consider the Final Plan shall be set, noticed, and conducted
by the PCZBA in accordance with subsection 10-4-2E of this title.
4. Coordination With Subdivision Ordinance: When a subdivision of land subject to the Village's
subdivision ordinance is proposed or required in connection with a PMD, review of the
subdivision, including without limitation submittal and approval of plats of subdivision, shall
proceed concurrently with review of the PMD and be completed simultaneously with review of
and action on the Final Plan during the PMD process, and no further public process shall be
required for the PMD to obtain subdivision approval.
5. Action By PCZBA:
a. Evaluation: Within sixty (60) days after the filing of an application for approval of a Final Plan,
the PCZBA shall, with such aid and advice of the Village staff and consultants as may be
appropriate, commence its public hearing to review and make its recommendation on the plan.
Such review shall consider:
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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(1) Whether the Final Plan is in substantial conformity with the approved Development
Concept Plan; and
(2) The merit or lack of merit of any departure of the Final Plan from substantial conformity
with the approved Development Concept Plan; and
(3) Whether the Final Plan complies with any and all conditions imposed by approval of the
Development Concept Plan; and
(4) Whether the Final Plan complies with the provisions of this chapter and all other applicable
Federal, State, and Village codes, ordinances, and regulations.
b. Recommendation Of Approval Based On Substantial Conformity: If the PCZBA finds
substantial conformity between the Final Plan and the approved Development Concept Plan
and further finds the Final Plan to be in all other respects complete and in compliance with any
and all conditions imposed by approval of the Development Concept Plan and with the
provisions of this chapter and all other applicable Federal, State, and Village codes,
ordinances, and regulations, it shall transmit the plan to the Board of Trustees with its
recommendation that the Board of Trustees, by ordinance duly adopted, approve the Final
Plan, with or without modifications and conditions to be accepted by the applicant as a
condition of such approval, and shall grant a special use permit authorizing the Final Plan of
the proposed PMD and such additional approvals as may be necessary to permit development
of the PMD as approved.
c. Recommendation Of Approval Without Substantial Conformity: If the PCZBA finds that the
Final Plan is not in substantial conformity with the Development Concept Plan but merits
approval notwithstanding such lack of conformity and otherwise conforms to the requirements
of this Code, it shall transmit the plan to the Board of Trustees with its recommendation that
the Board of Trustees, by ordinance duly adopted, approve the Final Plan, with or without
modifications and conditions to be accepted by the applicant as a condition of such approval,
and shall grant a special use permit authorizing the Final Plan of the proposed PMD and such
additional approvals as may be necessary to permit development of the PMD as approved.
d. Recommendation Of Denial: If the PCZBA finds that the Final Plan is not in substantial
conformity with the approved Development Concept Plan and does not merit approval, or if
the PCZBA requires modifications to the Final Plan that are not accepted by the applicant,
then the PCZBA shall transmit the plan to the Board of Trustees together with its
recommendation that the Final Plan not be approved.
e. Failure To Act: The failure of the PCZBA to commence its public hearing within sixty (60)
days, or such further time to which the applicant may agree, shall be deemed a decision to
make no recommendation to the Board of Trustees regarding the Final Plan as submitted.
6. Action By Architectural Board Of Review: No later than sixty (60) days after the conclusion of the
public hearing by the PCZBA concerning the Final Plan, the Architectural Board of Review will
conduct a public meeting for the purpose of conducting a site plan review pursuant to section 102-8 of this title concerning the Final Plan. Within thirty (30) days after the conclusion of the public
meeting, the ABR shall make its recommendation to the Board of Trustees that a site plan be
approved, be approved subject to modifications, or not be approved. The failure of the ABR to
make its recommendation within thirty (30) days after the conclusion of the public meeting, or
such further time to which the applicant may agree, shall be deemed a decision to make no
recommendation on the site plan as submitted.
7. Action By Board Of Trustees: Within sixty (60) days after the ABR and the PCZBA have made
their respective recommendations, or their failure to act as provided in subsections C5 and C6,
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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respectively, of this section, the Board of Trustees shall proceed as follows:
a. Approval Based On Substantial Conformity: If the PCZBA has recommended approval of a
Final Plan pursuant to subsection C5b of this section, the Board of Trustees shall, unless it
specifically rejects one (1) or more of the findings of the PCZBA on the basis of expressly
stated reasons, approve the Final Plan by a duly adopted ordinance; or
b. Approval Without Substantial Conformity: In any case other than that specified in subsection
C7a of this section, the Board of Trustees may, if it finds that the Final Plan merits approval
and otherwise conforms to the requirements of this title, approve the Final Plan by a duly
adopted ordinance; or
c. Referral Back To PCZBA: In any case other than that specified in subsection C7a of this
section, the Board of Trustees may refer the Final Plan back to the PCZBA for further
consideration of specified matters; or
d. Conditions On Final Plan Approval: The approval of any Final Plan may be granted with or
without modifications and conditions to be accepted by the applicant as a condition of
approval.
8. Recording Of Final Plan: When a Final Plan is approved, the Village Administrator shall cause
the Final Plan and special use permit ordinance, or the portions thereof as are appropriate, to be
recorded with the Lake County Recorder.
9. Limitation On Final Plan Approval: Construction shall commence in accordance with the
approved Final Plan within one (1) year after the approval of such plan, or within such time as
may be established by the approved development schedule pursuant to the special use permit
ordinance. Failure to commence construction within such period shall, unless an extension of
time shall have been granted by the Village Administrator, automatically render void the Final
Plan approval and all approvals of the planned mixed-use development and all permits based on
such approvals, and the Village Administrator shall, without further direction, initiate an
appropriate application to revoke the special use permit for all portions of the planned mixed-use
development that have not yet been completed.
10. Building And Other Permits: Except as provided in this subsection C10, appropriate officials of
the Village, after receiving notice from the Village Administrator that the documents required for
Final Plan approval have been approved and upon proper application by the applicant, may
issue building and other permits to the applicant for the development, construction, and other
work in the area encompassed by the approved Final Plan; provided, however, that no permit
shall be issued unless the appropriate official is first satisfied that the requirements of any codes
or ordinances of the Village, in addition to this chapter, that are applicable to the permit sought,
have been satisfied. Building permits may, however, be withheld at the discretion of the Village
Administrator or the Board of Trustees at any time it is determined that the development of the
PMD is not undertaken in strict compliance with the approved Final Plan. (Ord. 2016-23, 9-122016)

10-15-3: STANDARDS AND CONDITIONS:
A. Special Use Permit Standards: No special use permit for a PMD shall be recommended or granted
pursuant to this section unless the applicant shall establish that the proposed PMD meets the
standards made applicable to special uses pursuant to subsection 10-4-2E3 of this title.
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B. General Design Standards: No special use permit for a PMD shall be recommended by the PCZBA
or granted by the Village Board pursuant to this section unless the applicant has established that
the proposed PMD meets the following additional standards, to the extent practical and applicable
to the specific PMD, and except as the Village Board may otherwise provide in the ordinance
granting a PMD:
1. Comprehensive Plan: The PMD shall not be inconsistent with the planning policies, goals,
objectives, principles, and provisions of the Village's Comprehensive Plan.
2. Public Welfare: The PMD shall be designed, located, and proposed to be operated and
maintained so that it will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property and
will not substantially increase the danger of fire or otherwise endanger the public health, safety
and welfare.
3. Uses: The PMD may include uses permitted in the B Residence District (R-4), the C Residence
District (R-5), and the Central Business District (CBD), in addition to other uses suitable to the
proposed location of the PMD.
4. Impact On Other Property: The PMD shall not be unnecessarily injurious to the use or
enjoyment of surrounding properties for the purposes permitted pursuant to the applicable
zoning district, shall not prevent the normal and orderly development and improvement of
surrounding properties for permitted uses, shall not be inconsistent with the community
character of the neighborhood, shall not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or be
incompatible with other property in the immediate vicinity. The uses permitted on a PMD must be
of a type and so located so as to exercise no undue detrimental influence upon surrounding
properties. The PMD must also address compliance with the Village's noise, lighting, and other
performance standards.
5. Impact On Public Facilities And Resources: The PMD shall be designed so that adequate
utilities, road access, drainage, and other necessary facilities will be provided to serve the PMD.
6. Archaeological, Historical Or Cultural Impact: The PMD shall not substantially and adversely
affect a known archaeological, historical, or cultural resource located on or off of the parcel(s)
proposed for development.
7. Parking And Traffic: The PMD shall have or make adequate provision to provide ingress and
egress to the proposed use in a manner that minimizes traffic congestion in the public streets,
provides appropriate cross access to adjacent properties and parking areas, and provides
adequate access for emergency vehicles. Adequate parking shall be provided for the uses
permitted in the PMD.
8. Landscaping, Open Space, And Buffering: Consistent with the nature of the proposed PMD, the
PMD shall provide landscaping, public open space, and other buffering features as necessary to
reasonably protect uses within the development and surrounding properties, including without
limitation reasonable and practical buffering related to the visual impact of the PMD on
surrounding properties.
9. Signage: Signage on the site of the PMD shall generally be in conformity with the Village's sign
regulations, except as may otherwise be specifically provided in the ordinance approving a PMD.
10. Ownership/Control Area: The site of the PMD must be under ownership and/or unified control
of the applicant.
11. Compliance With Subdivision Regulations And Plat Act: All PMDs, whether or not they are by
definition subject to the Village's subdivision regulations or the Illinois Plat Act, shall comply with
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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all standards, regulations and procedures of the Village's subdivision regulations and the Plat
Act except as is expressly provided otherwise in this chapter, or as otherwise provided by the
Board of Trustees pursuant to the ordinance approving the PMD, or the applicable sections of
the Village's subdivision regulations.
12. Covenants And Restrictions To Be Enforceable By Village: All covenants, deed restrictions,
easements, and similar restrictions to be recorded in connection with the PMD, if any, shall
provide that they may not be modified, removed, or released without the express consent of the
Board of Trustees and that they may be enforced by the Village as well as by future landowners
within the PMD.
13. Security And Site Control: The PMD shall include the plans necessary to describe, establish,
and maintain appropriate property and building security and site control measures for the PMD
and the property on which the PMD is located. These plans shall also include measures to
address adverse impacts on neighboring properties.
14. Integrated Design: A PMD shall be laid out and developed as a unit in accordance with an
integrated overall design. This design shall provide for safe, efficient, convenient and
harmonious grouping of structures, uses and facilities, and for appropriate relation of space
inside and outside buildings to intended uses and structural features.
15. Beneficial Common Open Space: To the extent practical, common open space in the PMD
shall be integrated into the overall design. These open spaces shall have a direct functional or
visual relationship to the main building(s) and shall not be of isolated or leftover character. The
following would not be considered usable common open space:
a. Areas reserved for the exclusive use or benefit of an individual tenant or owner; or reserved
for the exclusive use of tenants or owners, but not the public.
b. Dedicated streets, alleys and other public rights-of-way.
c. Vehicular drives, parking, loading and storage areas.
d. Irregular or unusable narrow strips of land.
16. Functional And Mechanical Features: Storage areas, trash and garbage retainers, machinery
installations, service areas, truck loading areas, utility buildings and structures, and similar
accessory areas and structures shall be accounted for in the design of the PMD and enclosed or
made as unobtrusive as possible. These features shall be subject to such setbacks, special
planting or other screening methods as shall reasonably be required to prevent their being
incongruous with the existing or contemplated environment and the surrounding properties.
17. Vehicle Drives, Parking And Circulation: Principal vehicular access shall be from dedicated
public streets, and access points shall be designed to encourage smooth traffic flow with
controlled turning movements and minimum hazards to vehicular or pedestrian traffic. With
respect to vehicular and pedestrian circulation, including walkways, interior drives and parking,
special attention shall be given to location and number of access points to the public streets,
width of interior drives and access points, general interior circulation, separation of pedestrian
and vehicular traffic, adequate provision for service by emergency vehicles, sharing of parking
between uses in the PMD, and arrangement of parking areas that are safe and convenient, and
insofar as feasible, do not detract from the design of proposed buildings and structures and the
neighboring properties. Landscaping shall be provided to screen parking areas from neighboring
properties.
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18. Pedestrian And Bicycle Access And Circulation: PMDs shall emphasize safe, efficient, and
comprehensive pedestrian-friendly movement and shall further emphasize bicycle access and
circulation, including without limitation providing connections to and from existing bike and
walking paths so as to ensure a continuous route without gaps or disconnections.
19. Lighting: Lighting for the PMD shall preserve and enhance the "dark at night" character of the
Village by: a) enabling individuals to view essential detail to permit them to undertake their
activities at night; b) facilitating safety and security of persons and property; and c) curtailing the
degradation of the nighttime visual environment.
20. Surface Water Drainage: Special attention shall be given to proper site surface drainage so
that removal of surface waters will not adversely affect neighboring properties or the public storm
drainage system. Surface water in all paved areas shall be collected at intervals so that it will not
obstruct the flow of vehicular or pedestrian traffic.
21. Compliance With Tree Regulations: The PMD must comply with all standards, regulations and
procedures of the Village's tree regulations, as provided in chapter 11 of this title.
22. Compliance With Watershed Development Ordinance: The PMD must comply with all
standards, regulations, and procedures of the Village's watershed development ordinance,
ordinance 2001-16, as it may be amended from time to time.
23. Water And Sewer Service: The PMD must comply with all Municipal Code requirements
concerning the public water supply and sanitary sewer service necessary to serve the PMD.
C. Maximum PMD Height: No building or structure in any PMD shall exceed thirty feet (30') in height,
nor shall any building or structure in any PMD exceed two (2) stories.
D. Conditions: The approval of a Final Plan may be conditioned on such matters as the Board of
Trustees may find necessary to: 1) prevent or minimize any possible adverse effects of the
proposed PMD; 2) ensure compatibility of the various uses that may exist within the PMD; or 3)
ensure its compatibility with surrounding uses and development and its consistency with the
general purposes, goals, and objectives of this chapter, the Village's Subdivision Code, and the
Village's Comprehensive Plan. Such conditions shall be expressly set forth in the ordinance
approving the PMD. Violation of any such condition or limitation shall be a violation of this chapter
and shall constitute grounds for revocation of all approvals granted for the planned mixed-use
development. (Ord. 2016-23, 9-12-2016)

10-15-4: AUTHORITY TO MODIFY REGULATIONS:
A. Authority: Subject to the standards and limitations in this section, the Board of Trustees, as part of
an approval of any PMD, may modify any provision of this chapter or of the Village's subdivision
ordinance as they apply to an approved PMD, subject to the limitations in this section.
B. Standards: No such modification may be approved unless the Board of Trustees shall find that the
proposed PMD:
1. Will achieve the purposes for which PMD may be approved pursuant to section 10-15-1 of this
chapter;
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=805
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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.
C. Other Limitations: In granting any PMD approval pursuant to this chapter, the Board of Trustees
shall in no event:
1. Make less stringent any performance standard relating to noise, vibration, smoke and particulate
matter, odors, toxic and noxious matter, radiation hazards, fire and explosive hazards, or heat or
glare, that is applicable in the district in which the development is to be located or applicable to
the particular use by reason of the regulations applicable in any district in which it might be
located; or
2. Reduce the minimum total lot area requirement by more than fifty percent (50%). This limitation
does not apply to any minimum lot area per unit requirement.
3. Allow for the maximum height of any building or structure within the PMD to exceed thirty feet
(30') in height or to exceed two (2) stories, except pursuant to and in conjunction with an
application for and approval of a variation from subsection 10-15-3C of this chapter in
accordance with the variation procedures set forth in section 10-2-4 of this title.
D. Regulation During And After Completion Of Development: After a Final Plan has been approved,
that approved plan will constitute the regulations applicable to the subject property, rather than any
conflicting provision of this title. No use or development not authorized by the approved plan will be
permitted within the planned mixed-use development. (Ord. 2016-23, 9-12-2016)

10-15-5: MINOR ADJUSTMENTS AND AMENDMENTS TO APPROVED FINAL
PLAN:
A. Minor Adjustments: During the development of a PMD, the Village Board may authorize minor
adjustments to an approved Final Plan that appear necessary to, and consistent with, proper
completion of the development as contemplated by the approval ordinance. Such minor
adjustments may include, without limitation, the following:
1. Altering the location of any one (1) structure or any part thereof, or any group of structures, by
not more than five percent (5%) of the distance shown on the approved Final Plan between such
structure or structures and any other structure or any vehicular circulation element or any
boundary of the planned mixed-use development, whichever is less; and
2. Altering the location of any circulation element by not more than five percent (5%) of the
distance shown on the approved Final Plan between such circulation element and any structure,
whichever is less; and
3. Altering the location of any open space by not more than five percent (5%) of the distance
shown on the approved Final Plan; and
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4. Altering any final grade by not more than five percent (5%) of the originally planned grade; and
5. Altering the location or type of landscaping elements, provided that such minor adjustment will
not result in the reduction of required landscaping or be inconsistent with the nature and type of
landscaping required by the approved landscape plan.
B. Standards: Minor adjustments shall be consistent with the intent and purpose of this title and the
Final Plan, as approved, shall be the minimum necessary to overcome the particular difficulty, and
shall not be approved if they would result in a violation of any standard or requirement of this
chapter. All minor adjustments shall be approved by the Board by resolution duly adopted, subject
to such review by the Board and other boards and commissions of the Village as the Board may
deem appropriate.
C. Amendments To Approved Final Plan: Changes or adjustments to a PMD during or after completion
of a PMD that are not minor adjustments pursuant to subsections A and B of this section, shall
require an amendment to the PMD in the same manner and subject to the same procedures and
limitations as required for adoption of an initial PMD under the terms of this chapter. (Ord. 2016-23,
9-12-2016)

10-15-6: APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS:
A. Minimum Data Requirements For All Applications: Every application submitted pursuant to this
chapter shall contain at least the following information:
1. The owner's name and address and the owner's signed consent to the filing of the application.
Full disclosure of the ownership of all legal and equitable interests in the lot is required.
2. The lot owner's name and address, if different from the owner, and his or her interest in the lot.
3. The names and addresses of all professional consultants, if any, advising the owner with respect
to the application.
4. The name and address and the nature and extent of any economic or family interest of any
officer or employee of the Village in the owner, the lot owner, or lot.
5. The addresses and legal description of the lot.
6. Descriptions and graphic representations of the proposal for which approval is being sought and
of the existing zoning classification, use, and development of the lot and the adjacent area for at
least two hundred fifty feet (250') in all directions from the lot. The scope and detail of such
description shall be appropriate to the subject matter of the application, with special emphasis on
those matters likely to be affected or impacted by the approval being sought in the application.
These descriptions and representations shall be provided no later than necessary for
presentation by the applicant at the public hearing before the PCZBA pursuant to subsection 1015-2B3 of this chapter.
B. Applications For Development Concept Plan Approval: Every application for Development Concept
Plan approval shall, in addition to the data and information required pursuant to subsection A of
this section, provide at least ten (10) sets of plans and documents of the following:
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1. Development Concept Plan: A plan showing the basic scope, character, and nature of the entire
PMD including the following information:
a. Character: Explanation of the character of the PMD and the manner in which it has been
planned to take advantage of the flexibility of these regulations.
b. Ownership: Statement of present and proposed ownership of all land within the project,
including present tract designation according to official records in offices of the County
Recorder.
c. Nature And Type Of Uses: Information on the nature and type of uses in the PMD and within
each building proposed in the PMD.
d. Service Facilities: Information on all service facilities and off street parking facilities in the
PMD.
e. Preliminary Architectural Drawings: Preliminary architectural drawings for all primary buildings
shall be submitted in sufficient detail to permit an understanding of the style of the
development, and the height, number, location, and design of the building(s) in the PMD.
f. Conceptual Site Plan: A conceptual site plan of the proposed PMD, including building
locations, property lines, setbacks, streets, circulation systems for pedestrians, bicycles, and
vehicles, open space, landscaped areas, parking, existing and proposed tree locations, and
recreational facilities.
g. Miscellaneous: Such additional information as may be required by the PCZBA.
C. Applications For Final Plan Approval: Every application filed pursuant to this chapter shall, in
addition to the data and information required in subsection A of this section, provide the following
information:
1. Detailed Plan: A drawing of the PMD shall be prepared at a scale of not less than one inch
equals one hundred feet (1" = 100') and shall show such designations as proposed streets
(public and private), all buildings and their use, common open space, recreation facilities,
parking areas, service areas and other facilities to indicate the character of the proposed PMD.
The submission may be composed of one (1) or more sheets and drawings and shall include:
a. Boundary Lines: Bearings and distances.
b. Easements: Location, width and purpose.
c. Streets On And Adjacent To The Tract: Street name, right-of-way width, existing or proposed
centerline elevations, pavement type, walks, curbs, gutters, culverts, etc.
d. Utilities On And Adjacent To The Tract: Location, size and invert elevation of sanitary, storm
and combined sewers; location and size of water mains; location of gas lines, fire hydrants,
electric and telephone lines and streetlights; direction and distance to and size of nearest
water mains and sewers adjacent to the tract showing invert elevation of sewers.
e. Ground Elevations On The Tract: Show one foot (1') contours, show spot elevations at all
breaks in grades, along all drainage channels or swales and at selected points not more than
one hundred feet (100') apart in all directions.
f. Subsurface Conditions On The Tract, If Required By The Village Engineer: Location and
results of tests made to ascertain subsurface soil, rock and ground water conditions; depth to
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ground water unless test pits are dry at a depth of five feet (5').
g. Other Conditions On The Tract: Watercourses, floodplains, wetland delineations, marshes,
rock outcrop, wooded areas, protected trees as designated in the Village's tree protection
regulations at section 10-11-4 of this title, houses, barns, accessory buildings and other
significant features, and any Federal, State or other non-Village permits required for the PMD.
h. Other Conditions On Adjacent Land: Approximate direction and gradient of ground slope,
including any embankments or retaining walls; character and location of buildings, railroads,
power lines, towers and other nearby land uses or adverse influences; owners of adjacent
platted land; for the adjacent platted land refer to subdivision plat by name, recording date and
number and show approximate percent built up, typical lot size and dwelling type.
i. Zoning On And Adjacent To The Tract: Provide zoning classification on and adjacent to the
tract.
j. Proposed Public Improvements: Highways or other major improvements planned by public
authorities for future construction on or near the tract.
k. Open Space: To the extent applicable, all lots intended to be dedicated for public use or
reserved for the use of all lot owners with the purpose indicated.
l. General Location, Purpose And Height: General location, purpose and height, in feet and
stories, of each building.
m. Map Data: Name of development, north point and scale, date of preparation and acreage of
site.
n. Water Facilities: The preliminary plat shall have depicted on its face all lakes, ponds,
detention sites, retention sites and dams. This includes existing lakes, ponds, detention sites,
retention sites and dams or proposed lakes, ponds, detention sites, retention sites or dams. If
the water facility is proposed, the preliminary plat shall be accompanied by preliminary
engineering plans, including the depth, capacity and relation of the water facility to proposed
storm drain facilities.
o. Miscellaneous: Such additional information as may be required by the PCZBA.
p. Final Building Elevations And Floor Plans: Schematic drawings illustrating the design and
character of the building elevations, types of construction, and floor plans for all proposed
buildings and structures. The drawings shall also include a schedule showing the number,
type, and floor area for all uses or combinations of uses, and the floor area for the entire
proposed planned development.
q. Traffic Studies: Detailed information as required by the Village concerning traffic circulation
within the PMD and the mitigation of traffic impacts created by the PMD on surrounding
Village, County, and State roads.
r. Watershed Development Ordinance: Information as required by the Village to demonstrate
compliance with the Village's watershed development ordinance.
2. Final Plat: A final land use and zoning plat, suitable for recording with the County Recorder of
deeds shall be prepared. The purpose of the land use and zoning plat is to designate with
particularity the land subdivided into conventional lots as well as the division of other land not so
treated into common open areas and building areas. The final land use and zoning plat shall
include, but not be limited to:
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a. Legal Description Of Entire Area: An accurate legal description of the entire area under
immediate development within the PMD.
b. Subdivision Plat: A subdivision plat of all subdivided lands in the same form and meeting all
the requirements of a normal subdivision plat.
c. Legal Description Of Unsubdivided Use Area: An accurate legal description of each separate
unsubdivided use area, including common open space.
d. Location Of All Buildings To Be Constructed: Designation of the exact location of all buildings
to be constructed, including minimum setbacks from lot lines.
e. Certificates, Seals And Signatures: Certificates, seals and signatures required for the
dedication of lands and recording the document.
f. Tabulations On Separate Unsubdivided Use Area: Tabulations on separate unsubdivided use
area, if any, including land area and number of buildings.
g. Water Facilities: The location of all lakes, ponds, detention sites, retention sites and dams
shall be depicted and accurately located on the final plat.
3. Public Open Space Documents: To the extent applicable, common open space in the PMD that
is to be dedicated for the use of the public shall be either conveyed to a municipal or public
corporation, conveyed to a not-for-profit corporation or entity established for the purpose of
benefiting the owners of the PMD or retained by the developer with legally binding guarantees,
in a form approved by the Village Attorney, that the common open space will be permanently
preserved as open area. All land conveyed to a not-for-profit corporation or like entity shall be
subject to the right of said corporation to impose a legally enforceable lien for maintenance and
improvement of the common open space.
4. Public Facilities: The construction of all public facilities and improvements made necessary as a
result of the PMD shall either be completed prior to final plat approval, or be guaranteed by a
security deposit.
5. Security Deposit: The satisfactory installation of the public facilities and improvements required
to be constructed within the PMD shall be guaranteed by a security consistent with the
subdivision regulations, including, without limitation, a letter of credit, in an amount equal to one
hundred ten percent (110%) of the estimated cost of public facility installations. The balance of
the security deposit shall not be returned after the completion of the public facility installations
unless a guarantee security deposit in an amount of ten percent (10%) of the total cost of the
required facilities is first delivered to the Village. Such guarantee security deposit shall be
maintained for a period of twenty four (24) months.
6. Delinquent Taxes: A certificate shall be furnished from the proper collector that all special
assessments constituting a lien on the whole or any part of the lot of the PMD have been paid.
7. Covenants: Final agreements, provisions or covenants which will govern the use, maintenance
and continued protection of the PMD.
8. Schedule: Development schedule indicating:
a. Stages in which project will be built with emphasis on area, density, use and public facilities
such as open space to be developed with each stage. Overall design of each stage shall be
shown on the plat and through supporting graphic material.
b. Approximate dates for beginning and completion of each stage.
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c. The mix of uses to be built in each stage.
9. Traffic Mitigation:
a. All new developments shall be required to provide a traffic study, prepared by a qualified traffic
engineer, to establish trips generated, necessary road and other improvements, and other
reasonably necessary information relating to traffic impact of the development on Village,
County or State roads.
b. All developments shall be required to provide an employee traffic mitigation plan. The plan will
establish specific actions by the owner to limit peak hour vehicular traffic generated by the
development. These actions might include staggered work hours, ridesharing, vanpools,
rideshare or transit promotion, or preferential parking plan.
10. Lighting Plans: A final photometric/lighting plan for the proposed PMD including technical
descriptions and cut sheets for all lighting fixtures. Any permitted accessory lighting fixtures shall
be designed, arranged, and operated so as to prevent glare and direct rays of light from being
cast onto any adjacent public or private property or street and so as not to produce excessive
sky-reflected glare.
11. Landscaping Plans: A final landscape plan depicting the location, size, character, and
composition of all trees, landscape materials and other vegetation for the PMD.
12. Facilities Plans: Final plans for:
a. If applicable, roads including classification, width or right-of-way, width of pavement and
typical construction details.
b. Sanitary sewer system.
c. Storm drainage system.
d. Water supply system.
D. Modification Or Waiver Of Application Requirements: Upon written request of the applicant, the
Village Administrator may modify the requirements to submit any plans or documents required
pursuant to this section, provided that no required submittals may be waived without the prior
review and approval of the PCZBA and Village Board. (Ord. 2016-23, 9-12-2016)
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
JUNE 15, 2016
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Kraus called to order the regular meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board
of Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, June 15, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

Sam Badger
Leslie Bishop
David Burns
Mary Collins (arrived late)
Elliot Miller
Gary Peters
Steven Kraus, Chair

Also Present: Peter Friedman, Village Attorney
Drew Irvin, Village Administrator
Jeff Hansen, Village Engineer
Brandon J. Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator (A to VA)
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Kraus stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes for those individuals who would like the
opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the PCZBA.
3. A Public Hearing to Consider the Following: i) a Text Amendment to the Village’s Zoning
Regulations Establishing Regulations for Planned Mixed-Use Developments as a Special Use
in the B Residence District (R-4), C Residence District (R-5) and Central Business District
(CBD); ii) a Special Use Permit for a Planned Mixed-Use Development to Permit the
Construction and Maintenance of a 16 Unit Multi-Family Structure and Related
Improvements (Development) at 120 E. Scranton Avenue (former PNC Bank Property); and
iii) Any Other Zoning Relief as Required to Construct and Maintain the Development at the
Property.
Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and requested an update from Staff.
A to VA Brandon Stanick announced additional seating was available in the Public Safety
Building Community Room with a television for residents to watch the meeting live. Also,
arrangements were made for anyone in the Public Safety Building that would like to make a
statement during the public hearing portion.
A to VA Stanick reported in May 2016 the Village received a zoning petition from The Roanoke
Group (Petitioner) seeking:
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a text amendment to the Village’s Zoning Code establishing regulations for Planned
Mixed-Use Developments (PMD) as a special use in the B Residence District (R-4), C
Residence District (R-5) and the Central Business District (CBD);
a special use permit for a PMD to permit the construction and maintenance of a 16 unit
multi-family structure and related improvements (Development) at 120 E. Scranton
Avenue (former PNC Bank property); and
any other zoning relief as required to construct and maintain the Development at the
Property.

A to VA Stanick reported the Petitioner’s application seeks approval to construct a planned
development on a 0.76 acre (33,000 sq. ft.) parcel in Block Three of the CBD commonly known as
the former PNC Bank property. The application proposes a three story, 16 unit multi-family
building with the third story set back from the second story building wall and fully-enclosed grade
level parking for 32 spaces. The Development also proposes vehicular access off of Oak Avenue
and Evanston Avenue with a permeable paver drive along the full length of the north side of the
Property. According to the overall site plan, no existing trees will remain. He reviewed the
informational materials provided in the packet noting a memorandum from Village Engineer Jeff
Hansen dated June 8, 2016 responds to the results of the Petitioner’s traffic study (performed by
KLOA, Inc.) and stormwater requirements. A chart comparing the Development to the Village’s
zoning regulations for CBD and the R-4 Residence District is also attached.
A to VA Stanick stated a proposed draft ordinance amending the Village’s Zoning Code to
establish a process and related regulations for the approval of PMDs prepared by Village Legal
Counsel is also provided. Consistent with existing planned development regulations in the
Village’s Zoning Code, the draft PMD regulations include: i) General Provisions, ii) Procedure,
iii) Standards and Conditions, iv) Authority to Modify Regulations, v) Adjustments and
Amendments to Approved Final Plans and vi) Application Requirements. A to VA Stanick stated
in summary, the draft PMD regulations include a two-phase review process with a required site
plan review by the Architectural Board of Review following Final Plan approval considered by the
PCZBA. As the PCZBA is aware, traditional use, bulk, space and yard regulations may be relaxed
to achieve Village objectives including, but not limited to, creative approaches to mixed-use
development of land through the planned development process.
A to VA Stanick stated should the PCZBA want to further consider the Development, it is
recommended they consider the Petitioner’s responses to the Text Amendment Guiding Principles
(to consider the draft PMD regulations), as well as the Standards and Conditions (Section 10-15-3)
outlined in the draft PMD regulations to consider conceptual development plan approval. He then
reviewed the draft standards and conditions.
Village Attorney Peter Friedman stated the PMD Ordinance is based on the Planned Commercial
Development (PCD) regulations adopted at the time the Village approved the Target Retail Center
Development. The Village has used the zoning process not only for the Target PCD but also for
Planned Residential Developments. This was the basis for the proposed PMD text amendment
being considered tonight.
Village Attorney Friedman addressed the comments submitted by PCZBA Member Collins
regarding the extent and timing of the ABR review in conjunction with the PCZBA’s review of a
PMD proposal. Additionally he addressed a comment by Member Collins regarding the
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possibility of a super majority vote requirement and noted a super majority vote is only required
by the Village Board on a negative recommendation concerning a zoning variation. This is a
policy decision for the PCZBA and Village Board, but would be a change in policy for the Village
if used in the proposed PMD regulations.
Village Attorney Friedman stated there are numerous standards a PMD must address during the
review process. He stated in reviewing the PCD regulations there are numerous provisions
regarding how to address impact on neighboring properties. There is a specific provision that was
believed to be cumulative and ambiguous in either situation whether the PCZBA wanted to
approve or deny a proposed PMD. He stated, because he felt that the provision was ambiguous
and unnecessary it wasn’t included in the draft PMD ordinance. He stated he chose this action as
the Village Attorney, and as a legal matter, felt the ordinance works better without the provision.
He stated there are numerous provisions in the draft ordinance that protect the Village’s and
PCZBA’s right to deny a proposed development, if the PCZBA and/or Village Board determine a
proposed development adversely impacts neighboring properties. He commented on the standards
and conditions in the draft ordinance regarding impact on other property.
Chair Kraus stated the PCZBA received in their packets the input from the community and
thanked the public for their comments. Chair Kraus reviewed the public hearing process and
protocol for the meeting. He stated the text amendment and special use permit, when considered
for a vote, will be voted on independently of one another.
Chair Kraus opened the floor to the PCZBA for questions concerning the materials provided in the
packet.
In response to a question from Member Miller, Village Attorney Friedman stated a proposed PMD
does not have to be all residential as the text amendment was written to provide flexibility in
allowing more than one use. Also, the proposed PMD applies throughout the CBD, R-5 District
and R-4 District.
Member Badger stated given the tenor of the proceedings he would prefer the deleted provision
concerning the impact that a development may have on other property be put back into the draft
ordinance.
Member Bishop stated the document is worded to sound as if anything that does not work with the
surrounding neighborhood could be a problem. She asked if the Village could make any
improvements to Block Three without going up against the provision regarding noncompliance
with the surrounding neighborhood. Village Attorney Friedman stated that would be a judgement
call by the PCZBA and Village Board when considering if the proposal meets the applicable
standards outlined as part of the PMD text amendment. Village Attorney Friedman stated the
special use and PMD process is designed to provide flexibility which allows the Village a lot of
discretion.
Chair Kraus administered the oath to those in attendance and opened the public hearing.
Mr. Peter Kyte, representative of The Roanoke Group (Petitioner), introduced the following
individuals associated with the project: Mr. Eric Russell (Traffic consultant from KLOA, Inc.),
Mr. Robert Hidey (Architect from Robert Hidey Architects) and Mr. Jerry Callahan (Legal
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Counsel representing the Petitioner). Mr. Kyte stated they have met with a group of residents to
review the proposal before tonight’s meeting and received feedback on the proposed plans which
will also be reviewed.
Mr. Kyte provided background information on The Roanoke Group. He stated as a result of the
vibrant downtown they have been paying close attention to the CBD design process and how it
relates to Blocks Two and Three. Mr. Kyte showed a previous proposal submitted earlier this year
and expressed his agreement with the sentiment of the community the development did not fit
within Lake Bluff. He stated a PMD would allow for residents and Village Officials to provide
input on the development as it goes through the review process. Mr. Kyte confirmed The
Roanoke Group is not the property owner, but does have a contract with the owner that is
contingent on the project being approved.
Mr. Kyte showed a diagram of what could be built as of right based on the current underlying
zoning. He showed examples of new construction along the North Shore and commented on the
features noting those the transitional buyer is not currently pursuing. Mr. Kyte presented
demographic statistics and expressed his belief the future population will not be looking for
traditional housing types.
Mr. Kyte stated a traffic study has been conducted and noted there will be no traffic issues
associated with the project. Mr. Kyte stated the Petitioner’s fiscal impact consultant, Kane,
Mekenna & Associates, Inc., anticipates a future net fiscal impact that will increase the base tax.
He stated the Development will not negatively impact School District #65. Lastly, Mr. Kyte
showed photographs of the existing conditions surrounding the site and neighborhood. He then
introduced Robert Heidy of Robert Heidy Architects.
Mr. Heidy noted the intention with the development is to create a residential project that responds
to the context of Scranton Avenue. Mr. Heidy showed preliminary sketches of the development
for the site. Mr. Heidy showed an aerial of the site. He described the development as having a
minimal setback along Scranton Avenue, and the building’s façade along Scranton Avenue, as
broken up to minimize the massing of the structure. He noted the third story is setback 8’4”
(along Scranton) from the second story building wall. He showed an access lane on the north side
providing rear loaded access to the garages built at grade. In the previous proposal there was a
through lane which we concluded is not necessary and landscape elements will be provided to
separate access from the two east and west roads into the site and prevent through traffic through
the rear of the development.
Mr. Heidy showed the floor plans consisting of four units on the first floor fronting Scranton
Avenue. The second story having eight units and the third story having two penthouse units. He
stated trash is enclosed within the parking enclosure and there are exterior stairs that provide
egress from the second and third stories. The primary entrances to the building are located around
the perimeter of the development and access points to the second and third floors would be
through an elevator. He provided information on the open space, positioned mid-block, along
Scranton Avenue.
Mr. Heidy stated the second floor consists of four units per building serviced by an elevator
corridor. The third floor consist of two penthouse units with a landscaped terrace and three walls
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of daylight around the perimeter. The roof plan shows a slopping, hip roof that seeks to reduce
the impact of the third story.
Mr. Heidy reviewed the preliminary landscape plan noting the pocket park located mid-block
along Scranton Avenue. He showed images of the exterior of the building which is predominately
masonry. He showed perspectives of the building elevations from street level along Evanston and
Oak Avenues. Mr. Heidy showed a diagram of the third story depicting the third story setback
compared to a daylight plane regulation. Mr. Heidy showed the building pop-out projections and
noted it helps mitigate the long walls of the facades. Mr. Heidy showed a series of 3D images of
the proposed development as well.
Mr. Heidy showed proposed changes to the Scranton Avenue curb face to allow greater
streetscape plantings and continue the parallel parking scheme. He showed the landscape features
from the rear of the property. Mr. Kyte stated the plan is to install mature maple trees and smaller
crabapple trees.
The Petitioner concluded the presentation and Chair Kraus opened the floor for comments from
the Commissioners.
Member Badger asked about the impact to stormwater drainage given the amount of impervious
surface on the site. Mr. Kyte stated the preliminary stormwater report suggests the use of
permeable pavers and wells could be used if there is a need to accommodate drainage. He also
noted sewers could be increased in capacity to hold additional stormwater.
Member Burns asked why the landscape feature is mid-block and not designed to take advantage
of maintaining the existing Oak tree stand along Evanston Avenue. Mr. Kyte stated it was
important to minimize the impact the two structures have along the streetscape and the space in
the middle improves the appearance for the neighbors and provides an opportunity to install a
pocket park.
Member Miller expressed his concern the proposed units, because of their cost, would not serve a
transitional housing type. He stated the proposal does not fill a need for Lake Bluff. The space is
smaller, but the cost and taxes will not change. Mr. Kyte expressed his preference to build a less
dense development in the CBD. He stated it is not financially feasible to lower the price of the
units at this density or move forward without a third story.
Member Burns expressed concern for the transition from this building to the surrounding areas.
He inquired about the transitional elements that could be incorporated to make it fit into the
community. Mr. Kyte expressed his belief it would be beneficial to separate the two buildings as
part of the transition as there are unrelenting long building walls along Blocks One and Two
already. He stated the building was designed to look like the front of a house as you transition
from the side.
Member Badger expressed concern with the lack of an adequate setback from the Evanston
Avenue side. He stated the Planning Principles recommended for adoption by the PCZBA
conserve open space because it serves as a transition between residential on the east and
commercial on the west. He asked if there was a model with less units that could provide more
transition on the east side of the site.
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Mr. Heidy stated each of the four parking bays (holds eight cars each) measure 64 ft. in width and
have 20 ft. deep parking stalls and 24 ft. drive aisles which is a traditional approach to parking.
He stated the building could be reduced and moved westerly, providing more open space on the
east; however, there is a need to maintain the proposed parking grid and the only way to do that is
to minimize the setback on the west side.

Member Bishop expressed concern for the proposed height of the building and the setback
provided on the north. Mr. Heidy stated the building is setback 80 ft. from its second story to the
houses on the north and setback 90 ft. from its third story.
Member Peters asked if it was possible to reduce portions of the second story roof. Mr. Heidy
stated because of the nature and type of building there is an expectation for a ceiling height of 9 ft.
He commented on the various heights used throughout the building to accommodate elevator
access.
In response to a question from Chair Kraus, Mr. Heidy stated the open space in the front is public
space.
Chair Kraus asked for a tree survey that shows the location of the trees being removed and those
being planted. In addition, he inquired about the need for two parking spaces per unit. Mr. Kyte
expressed his understanding the Zoning Code requires two spaces for multi-family units. He
noted the extra parking space could be used for storage if not used for a vehicle.
In response to a question from Chair Kraus, Mr. Kyte stated the development will have covered
parking and an enclosed trash receptacle and a fence along the rear perimeter of the property. Mr.,
Kyte expressed interest in providing additional landscaping.
Chair Kraus asked for additional information regarding the daylight plane impact, the proposed
setbacks and the views of the existing conditions all around the site. He stated the PCZBA will
look to further discuss having open space on the east along Evanston Avenue.
Member Bishop asked if the third story penthouses could be smaller so they are less visible. Mr.
Kyte stated they have made an effort to minimize the third floor. Member Bishop encouraged
them to continue exploring options to minimize the third floor impact.
Member Miller suggested the Petitioner explore creating a more transition housing concept on the
east to better blend in with the beginning of the single-family neighborhood. Mr. Kyte stated the
building is designed to appear as two buildings, but also as townhomes with the relief provided
along the front and east/west sides of the building.
Member Miller expressed his interest in making the easterly portion of the building more like
three individual single-family homes.
As there were no further comments from the PCZBA, Chair Kraus opened the floor for public
comments.
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Mr. Rick Lesser (resident) expressed concern for the project’s conflict with the neighbors to the
north and east. He stated the Petitioner is using planned development regulations as a means to
avoid the Village’s existing zoning which is a bad policy and something the PCZBA should avoid.
Mr. Lesser stated the proposed development is in stark contrast to any other development in Lake
Bluff. The Village has been and should be championed as a community with a hometown feel for
families and children. Mr. Lesser stated he has experienced similar processes, specifically the
Stonebridge Planned Development, and asked what The Roanoke Group has actually built. He
stated the Village should want a builder with a proven track record. Mr. Lesser expressed concern
for maintain the scale of the Village and stated he served on the Village Board when the Block
One proposal was considered. He stated a third story was appropriate because there were no
neighbors to impact. Mr. Lesser stated Block Three is a transitional area and whatever is built
there should be something that will carry through with that transition. Lastly, Mr. Lesser asked
the PCZBA to not recommend approval of the project.
Mr. Mark Stolzenberg (resident) showed pictures of the existing conditions of the site. He showed
a sketch of the proposed development and then showed a sketch of the proposed building
elevations in comparison to the existing PNC Bank elevations on Scranton and Oak Avenues. He
commented on how the development would look from the backyards along North Avenue. Mr.
Stolzenberg stated Planning Principles #3, #7 and #9 are relevant to this development. Mr.
Stolzenberg stated he welcomes a development that is responsible and fits with the character of
the community. He stated if we undertake the significant revision to the Zoning Code that this
development requires this could greenlight other similar developments in other areas of the
community.
Ms. Catherine Briand (resident) stated this development is not transitional and noted the type of
development proposed belongs in Evanston or along Greenbay Road in Winnetka. She expressed
concern for the change in use and the removal of the existing landscaping. Ms. Briand stated a
developer that has no track record to speak of is not someone to be trusted. She stated this is a
greenlight for developing Block Two in a similar manner. Ms. Briand added that there is no
sufficient on-street parking for visitors.
Mr. Porter Vargas (resident) questioned the proposed PMD draft ordinance regarding the positive
recommendation that is generated should the PCZBA not take action within 60 days. Village
Attorney Friedman stated that may occur after the conclusion of the public hearing if the PCZBA
took no action; however, the PCZBA would have to close the public hearing before the 60 day
timeline starts. Additionally, Mr. Vargas expressed concern for having the regulations protect the
Village in the event the Developer doesn’t follow through with the development plans. Village
Attorney Friedman stated if the Village approves a final PMD development plan there will be
numerous protections built in the ordinance to ensure that if the developer is not able to complete
the project, the property will be restored.
Ms. Robin McAfee (resident) stated she is appalled that the Village would consider circumventing
the democratic process by allowing a special permit. She stated Lake Bluff is a two story town
and she is worried the Village is accommodating a developer with the sole purpose of making a
profit instead of looking out for the Village’s well-being.
Ms. Ruth Schnell (resident) stated transitional housing could mean a combination of different
things. She expressed her support for having condominiums near downtown and the library.
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Ms. Marina Carney Puryear (resident) stated the Village is fortunate to have a CBD that is
anchored by green space. The proposed plan is better than the previous plan, but the impact on
the green space is more significant largely due to the loss of the 11 mature oak trees. She stated
this is a precedent setting decision for downtown. She asked the PCZBA to consider the impact to
the landscape and the need to strike a balance.
Ms. Christine Letchinger (resident) stated land use and zoning must evolve overtime. The Village
has changed a great deal in the past 20 years and the Village’s Advisory Boards have
accomplished a lot in regards to land use. She stated this project is better than the previous project
although it needs to be tweaked. She stated there is concern regarding financing and noted there
are financial safeguards built-in the approval documents to ensure public improvements will be
made. Ms. Letchinger stated this development will not set a precedence because every plan is
considered separately and specific to the property. She stated the third story is not necessarily a
bad thing depending on the design and that the Evanston Avenue side needs reviewed. Ms.
Letchinger commented on past redevelopments and noted every time there is a proposal we have
the same concerns for height, density, parking and traffic, yet the Village has managed to do
various developments with the assistance of its advisory boards. She stated she wanted to give
this perspective because it matters to take pause and consider this could work in the long run.
Mr. Thomas McAfee (resident) expressed concern for changing the zoning regulations for the
downtown. He stated for the proposed Block Three development the Village is considering two
new critical conditions for a text amendment from the Zoning Code to allow for a planned multiuse development and a special use permit. He stated these conditions by the PCZBA still do not
change the existing underlying zoning for Block Three. He expressed his concern the use of the
PMD conceals the numerous zoning variations that will be required by the Petitioner. Variations
from the building height and impervious surface will be needed. He stated it is critical for all
government agencies to maintain transparency with their actions and conduct. He stated the PMD
is being used to disguise the magnitude of the required variations. Mr. McAfee stated it was
inappropriate for the Village to remove the standard regarding impact to neighboring properties as
this was included in the PCD ordinance, the basis for crating the PMD draft ordinance. Mr.
McAfee expressed concern for the process is not transparent and there has been a lot of behind the
scenes coordination with this project. Mr. McAfee stated the proposal has been thoughtful and the
building is beautiful, but it’s completely out of context with the community.
Mr. Robert Isham (resident) stated he is planning to transition to his home at 134 North Avenue
but does not want to if the proposed development is approved. Mr. Isham stated he supports all
the comments against this project. It is a very good looking project but it does not belong in Lake
Bluff.
Mr. Paul Lemieux (resident) stated he supports the multi-family use for the property and is
sensitive to the comments that it maybe not be transitional and it’s too bulky, but the review
process will address those elements. In terms of use he likes the multi-family use there and stated
single-family housing on that block would not be useful because the prospect of six driveways
coming out onto Scranton Avenue, as well as the removal of all the parking, would considerably
change the character of the block. He stated the Village does not need townhouses and flats are a
great idea and asked the Village to address the bulk.
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Mr. Thomas Zarse (resident) stated it is a beautiful building but the wrong location for Lake Bluff.
He commented on the proposed development for the former Children’s Home in Lake Bluff and
noted the Village made the right decision to maintain the character of the neighborhood by
allowing single-family homes. He stated single-family houses on the east end of this lot is
appropriate; it is currently zoned that away and should not be changed.
Ms. Holli Volkert (resident) asked the PCZBA to remember there are homes on North Avenue
that actually face Oak Avenue. Ms. Volkert stated we have historic homes in the Village and it
would be nice to be appreciated for preserving the historic homes in the downtown.
Mr. Kyle Petersen (resident) stated he is opposed to the zoning changes and the character of the
community needs preserved. He stated Block One makes sense to be three stories because you
have the densest buildings in the core of the urban area and then step down the intensity of uses as
you move away from the urban core. He stated as you go down Scranton Avenue, Block One is
three stories, then it steps down to two stories and then one before you get to Oak Avenue. To go
back from a planning principle is not consistent and does not transition well with the existing
neighborhood. Mr. Petersen stated the PCD on Block Two and Three are very similar and there is
right to be concerned about what happens on Block Three occurring on Block Two. He stated the
track record of the developer should also be considered.
Mr. Neal Geitner (resident) stated he attended the previous meeting with the last developer and
commented on the feedback provided during the meeting. Mr. Geitner stated the size and scale
does not offend him and asked that attempts be made to reach the broader Lake Bluff market to
capture the opinion of those not in attendance at the meeting.
Mr. Jerry Kluchka (resident) stated he resides at the home that would look out at the building. He
stated the developer has done a beautiful job designing the project but the project is too big for the
space available. Mr. Kluchka stated he is not in favor of the project and asked if there is
something else that can be done with the property on a smaller scale which can also be of benefit
to the developer.
Ms. Karen Crotty (resident) stated the building looks like it belongs on Western Avenue in Lake
Forest with the existing condominiums. She stated if we had more space that would be perfect
because the building is beautiful, but out of scale for Lake Bluff.
As there were no further comments, Chair Kraus closed the public hearing.
Chair Kraus reviewed the options for action before the PCZBA and summarized the following
request for additional information and action: i) an existing tree survey (showing species and
quality of trees) and proposed landscape plan, as well as those trees being removed in reference to
the Village’s Tree Preservation Regulations; ii) a streetscape plan for Evanston Avenue addressing
building façade and entire eastern configuration to create transition with the neighborhood to the
east; iii) the buffer along the northern property line and encouraged the Petitioner to continue to
work with the neighbors; iv) explore moving the development more to the west to provide greater
setback along Evanston Avenue; v) explore further reducing the impact of the third floor; vi)
provide a three dimensional model showing all angles around the property; vi) review the way the
daylight plane regulation is being applied to the third story; vii) review and discuss the omission
9

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting Minutes – June 15, 2016

of the standard from the PMD draft ordinance; and viii) discuss and review the specific standards
in the PMD.
Member Badger expressed his preference to preserve open space adjacent to the CBD. He stated
he likes the architectural features of the building and is not against having three stories, but would
favor scaling back the project to preserve the open space. Member Badger asked the unit count to
be reduced to condense the building and provide more of a transition from downtown to the
residential district.
Member Peters expressed his concern for the density, height and scope of the project. The
proposal is architecturally attractive and asked if the Village is ready for a structure that has a
perception of being that large on that block.
Member Miller stated it is not worth moving forward without significant changes to the proposal
that will ensure the developer works within the planning principles. Member Miller stated this is
not transitional housing, but two large apartment buildings in a residential neighborhood. He noted
he is opposed to the development of PMD regulations. He stated the developer is not listening to
the Village or the community and he should apply the planning principles when considering this
project.
Member Collins stated residents endure high property taxes to live in Lake Bluff which is a very
unique small scale Village. She stated there may be some appeal amongst Village leadership that
this is somehow going to help the tax base and expressed her belief it could negatively impact the
tax base because the Village would no longer be unique. She read paragraph 10-6a-11 of the CBD
Zoning Code regarding design standards and guidelines. Member Collins stated she has been
supportive of changes in the past, but this is quite different because this is a big change to the
character of the Village as it will no longer feel like the small town we all love. She stated it is
possible to do multi-family that meets a smaller scale and actually works. Member Collins stated
she is not against development or multi-family residential, but would like projects that have a
small town intimate feel.
Chair Kraus stated the PCZBA typically prefers to allow time for the Petitioner to make changes
to the proposal and respond to comments stated during the meeting.
Chair Kraus continued the public hearing to the July 20, 2016 PCZBA meeting.
4. A Public Hearing to Consider: i) a Variation From the E-1 Residence District Minimum Lot
Width Requirements of Section 10-5B-4 of the Zoning Code; ii) a Variation From the Lot
Frontage Requirements of Section 10-5-1 of the Zoning Code; and iii) Any Other Zoning
Relief as Required to Build a New House on the Property Located at 515 Cambridge Lane
Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and then requested an update from Staff.
A to VA Stanick stated that provided in the Informational Updates received by the PCZBA prior
to the meeting is a description of an additional variation which emerged out of having received an
updated final plat of subdivision. This additional variation is regarding the accessory structure
setback requirements for the existing accessory structure on the proposed new lot. He stated there
were also some documents that were provided relating to the history of the subdivision and the
intent that this lot be buildable.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
JULY 20, 2016
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Kraus called to order the regular meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board
of Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, July 20, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

Leslie Bishop
David Burns
Mary Collins
Elliot Miller
Gary Peters
Steven Kraus, Chair

Absent:

Sam Badger

Also Present: Village Attorney Benjamin Schuster
Drew Irvin, Village Administrator
Jeff Hansen, Village Engineer
Brandon Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator (A to VA)
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Kraus stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes for those individuals who would like the
opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the PCZBA.
3. Approval of the June 8, 2016 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes
Member Collins moved to approve the June 8, 2016 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes as
presented. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
3. Approval of the June 15, 2016 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Bishop moved to approve the June 15, 2016 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes with
corrections to typographical errors. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a
unanimous voice vote.
4. Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider the Following: i) a Special Use Permit for a
Planned Mixed-Use Development to Permit the Construction and Maintenance of a 16 Unit
Multi-Family Structure and Related Improvements (Development) at 120 E. Scranton
Avenue (former PNC Bank Property); and ii) Any Other Zoning Relief as Required to
Construct and Maintain the Development at the Property
Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and noted this evening The Roanoke Group will provide
updated information in relation to the previous presentation. The PCZBA will take additional
Pages 2 & 3 RE: Roanoke proposal omitted

Pages 2 & 3 RE: Roanoke proposal omitted
Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting Minutes – July 20, 2016

responded to comments regarding the Stonebridge Development and showed pictures of some of
the improvements on the property.
Ms. Niemi (resident) stated she is more confused than before and inquired why Member Collins’
questions weren’t being addressed. She asked the PCZBA not to vote on the matter in August as
this is a slippery slope and makes the process appear shady.
Mr. Kyte stated the architectural features will be softened but there will be no dramatic changes to
the proposed development which will be presented at the August meeting.
Member Peters inquired about the width of the northern driveway. Mr. Kyte stated the rear alley
is 20 ft. from curb to curb and noted it does exceed the 18 ft. minimum rear yard setback
requirement. In response to a question from Member Peters, Mr. Kyte presented a graphic
showing an example of a building that can be built currently on the CBD side of the property. He
expressed his opinion the proposed development would be less intrusive as opposed to a 30 ft.
commercial building.
A discussion regarding Downtown Design Guidelines ensued.
Member Burns moved to continue the public hearing regarding a special use permit or a planned mixeduse development at 120 E. Scranton Avenue to the August 17th PCZBA meeting. Member Miller seconded
the motion. The passed on a unanimous voice vote.

5. Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider a Text Amendment to the Village’s Zoning
Regulations Establishing Regulations for Planned Mixed-Use, Developments as a Special
Use in the B Residence District (R-4), C Residence District (R-5) and Central Business
District (CBD) (Text Amendment)
Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and requested an update from Staff.
A to VA Stanick reported a draft text amendment to the Zoning Code establishing PMDs as a
special use in the R-4, R-5 and CBD Zoning Districts was included in the PCZBA’s packet for its
discussion this evening.
Village Attorney Benjamin Schuster stated the PMD Ordinance creates a procedure and process
for which someone can propose a PMD and pursuant to the process they would come before the
Village Advisory Boards for approval. The purpose of the proposed PMD would provide
flexibility to the Village Board and PCZBA to evaluate projects and have certain control over the
development that may not take place under the current as of right regulations. Village Attorney
Schuster reviewed the standards and conditions described in the proposed PMD Ordinance.
At the request of Member Collins, Village Attorney Schuster explained what happens to the
existing zoning classification. He stated the underlying zoning will remain in the event a
petitioner selected the PMD process. A petitioner may also chose not to undergo the PMD
process and undergo review using the standards for review allowed by the existing zoning
classification.
Chair Kraus stated the triggering of this PMD Ordinance for a mixed-use development would be
at the request of a developer and/or property owner and will apply to all portions of Blocks Two
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and Three. He asked if there were any other areas within the Village that this could apply.
Village Attorney Schuster stated the application would be pursuant to an amendment to the zoning
use table and the applicant would have to be in the CBD, R-4 District on lots adjacent to the CBD,
which is the eastern portion of Block Three.
A discussion regarding where a PMD can be used ensued.
Member Miller asked about the advantage of a PMD. Village Attorney Schuster stated it allows a
developer to construct something pursuant to an approved plan that could not be been done as of
right. He stated the PMD gives the Village control to review individual projects to ensure it is the
most appropriate use of Village resources.
Village Attorney Schuster reviewed the PMD review process noting PMD petitions are considered
by the PCZBA during a public hearing, after which time the PCZBA will make a recommendation
to the Village Board. A discussion ensued.
Member Collins expressed interest in applicants conducting a preliminary review with the
PCZBA. Village Attorney Schuster stated the preliminary review could occur before the
development conceptual plan and noted the preliminary workshop could be extended to all
petitioners. Chair Kraus asked that at the ordinance allow, at the petitioner’s discretion, a
preliminary workshop meeting prior to the formal public hearing process.
The PCZBA discussed the draft PMD Ordinance further and reached consensus to: i) require that
PMD developments must go through the review process if construction does not occur within one
year of approval; ii) remove the provision allowing the simultaneous review of Conceptual and
Final Plans, and iii) remove the provision that provides the ABR the opportunity to review the
proposed PMD independently of the PCZBA.
Member Peters expressed his preference to formally address height limitations in the PMD
ordinance. A discussion followed.
Following the conclusion of the PCZBA’s discussion, Chair Kraus opened the floor for public
comments regarding the Text Amendment.
Mr. Rick Lesser (resident) expressed his agreement with keeping the discussion civil. There is
confusion because the text amendment and proposal are being considered simultaneously. Mr.
Lesser stated the Letter of Credit (LOC) is a key safeguard in the process but the Village’s history
with a LOC has been insecure. Mr. Lesser commented on the Stonebridge LOC and noted an
LOC used for security is only as good as the Village’s willingness to enforce it. Mr. Lesser stated
a nine page memorandum was submitted to the Village showing the differences between the
Village’s existing PCD Ordinance and the proposed PMD Ordinance. He asked the PCZBA not
to approve the proposed PMD. He expressed his preference to have the Village Board approve an
ordinance before the PCZBA applies the standards to any development.
Comments regarding the status of the Stonebridge LOC ensued.
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Mr. Mark Stolzenburg (resident) showed a redline version of the proposed PMD Ordinance
showing how it differs from the existing PCD regulations. Mr. Stolzenburg stated he has
identified and outlined the differences between the two regulations.
Chair Kraus stated this is the memorandum to which he referred earlier and stated there will be a
response to this prepared by the Village Attorney.
Following a discussion, Village Attorney Schuster stated the memorandum will be transmitted as
part of the record to the Village Board.
Mr. Stolzenburg reviewed the differences between the existing PCD regulations and the proposed
PMD regulations.
Ms. Briand expressed her concern regarding the removal of language from the proposed PMD
Ordinance regarding impact to surrounding property. She stated while there is some subjectivity
if a development would impact neighboring properties it is not impossible to conclude. Ms.
Briand stated residents are asking for transparency in this process and asked the PCZBA to
consider the residents’ recommendations and slow down the process.
Mr. Tom Zarse (resident) expressed his concern regarding the animosity displayed this evening.
He inquired if the proposed regulations could provide some kind of remedy or a right to those
property owners that are most affected by the proposed development. Village Attorney Schuster
stated Illinois State law requires processes that afford neighbors and other residents to opportunity
to be heard without giving them a direct veto to any type of proposal. Mr. Zarse stated removal of
certain provision of the PMD Ordinance lessens the mechanisms in place to protect surrounding
neighbors.
Village Administrator Drew Irvin responded to a comment regarding transparency and reviewed
the application process and how the draft PMD Ordinance was drafted.
In response to a question from Member Miller, Village Attorney Schuster stated there was
communication between the Village Attorney and the attorney for the Petitioner throughout the
process to provide comments on the proposed PMD Ordinance. He stated there was never any
communication with the developer to rig the PMD Ordinance in favor of the developer, but to
improve provisions by giving the Village more protection.
In response to a request from Member Bishop, Village Attorney Schuster read the provision
(paragraph 16) which was removed from the PCD Ordinance. Chair Kraus read the standard
provision in the PMD Ordinance which relates to the removed paragraph.
Chair Kraus reviewed the decisions before the PCZBA, and following a brief discussion, Member
Bishop moved to continue the public hearing to consider a text amendment to the Zoning Code
establishing regulations for planned mixed-use developments as a special use in the B Residence District
(R-4), C Residence District (R-5) and Central Business District (CBD). Member Miller seconded the
motion.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
AUGUST 17, 2016
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
In the absence of Chair Kraus, A to VA Stanick 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 17, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. in the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

Sam Badger
Leslie Bishop
David Burns
Mary Collins
Elliot Miller
Gary Peters
Steven Kraus, Chair (electronic attendance)

Also Present: Peter Friedman, Village Attorney
Drew Irvin, Village Administrator
Brandon Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator (A to VA)
Member Badger moved to nominate Member Bishop as Chair Pro Tem for the meeting. Member
Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop reported that a notice was received from Chair Kraus in accordance with the
Village’s Electronic Attendance at Meetings Policy. Chair Kraus will be deemed authorized to attend
the meeting electronically unless a motion objecting to his electronic attendance is made. There were
no objections and Chair Kraus was deemed present.
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Pro Tem Bishop stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes for those individuals who would like
the opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda.
Ms. Nancy White (resident) stated her purpose tonight is to present an alternative condominium
proposal for Block Three. Ms. White stated she currently does not have a contract to purchase the
property but if positive feedback is received she is prepared to move forward with the proposal. Ms.
White stated the fundamental proposal meets the desire expressed for a two story condominium project
while preserving the green space at Evanston/Scranton intersection. Ms. White showed a sketch of a
site plan of her proposal for two buildings, both two stories in height with four condominium units
each; parking would be underground.
3. Consideration of the July 20, 2016 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Following several suggestions to change the minutes, Village Attorney Peter Friedman recommended
the PCZBA review the revisions to the July 20th Minutes at its next meeting. There were no objections
from the PCZBA.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop administered the oath to those in attendance.

Page 2 omitted
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Member Miller stated after reviewing the materials for this project the zoning regulations may need
changed to address requests of this nature. He stated given the approval from the HOA he supports the
Petitioner’s request for zoning relief.
Member Peters expressed his agreement with Members Badger and Miller and stated this is a close
call, and if approved, would not necessarily be precedential. He stated in light of the HOA position he
is in favor of the proposal.
Chair Kraus expressed his preference to review the actual plans illustrating how the bed and bathrooms
fit into the new addition. He expressed interest in having a condition the plans reflect the actual use of
the new space.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop expressed her preference to see the actual plans for the new addition. She
stated this is a bad precedent for the Village to approve something that may or may not happen in the
future.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop stated the PCZBA is authorized to approve or deny the variation because the
requested zoning relief is within 25%.
Member Badger moved to approve the request for zoning relief from the: (i) maximum gross floor area
regulations; and (ii) maximum building coverage regulations required to build a one-story addition on
the rear of the house. Member Miller seconded the motion. The motion failed on the following roll
call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(3)
(4)
(0)

Peters, Badger and Miller
Burns, Collins, Chair Kraus and Chair Pro Tem Bishop

Member Collins moved to deny the request for zoning relief from the: (i) maximum gross floor area
regulations; and (ii) maximum building coverage regulations required to build a one-story addition on
the rear of the house. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll
call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(4)
(3)
(0)

Burns, Collins, Chair Kraus and Chair Pro Tem Bishop
Badger, Miller and Peters

6. Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider a Test Amendment to the Village’s Zoning
Regulations Establishing Regulations for Planned Mixed-Use, Developments as a Special Use in
the B Residence District (R-4), C Residence District (R-5) and Central Business District (CBD)
(Text Amendment)
Chair Pro Tem Bishop introduced the agenda item and requested an update from Staff.
A to VA Stanick reported at its meetings on June 15 and July 20, 2016 the PCZBA held public
hearings to consider the proposed draft PMD Ordinance and the proposed Conceptual Development
Plan. As of today, the public hearing process has included: presentations from the Developer,
comments from the public and discussions among the Members of the PCZBA regarding the Text
Amendment and the proposed Development. At tonight’s meeting the PCZBA will continue its
discussion regarding the proposed Text Amendment and anticipates voting on a recommendation to
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the Village Board. Further, the Petitioner has requested the PCZBA continue the public hearing
regarding the Development to its September 21, 2016 meeting.
A to VA Stanick reported the PCZBA was provided with an updated draft ordinance amending the
Village’s Zoning Code establishing a process and related regulations for the approval of PMDs
prepared by Village Legal Counsel that reflects the discussion of the PCZBA on July 20th. Also
provided for the PCZBA’s information is a memorandum dated August 11, 2016 from Village
Attorney Peter Friedman regarding the proposed PMD Text Amendment.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop opened the public hearing and administered the oath to those in attendance.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop reported the Petitioner, The Roanoke Group, did not have any comments at this
time.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop opened the floor for public comment.
Mr. Kyle Petersen (resident) expressed concern for the developer’s lack of a track record as there are
no multi-family zoning projects associated with the developer. He asked that the developer’s track
record be considered.
Ms. Holli Volkert (resident) asked if the draft PMD Ordinance would circumvent the current zoning
regulations because there is no specific zoning for a PMD. Village Attorney Friedman stated the draft
PMD Ordinance establishes a process by which a developer can propose a development within that
specific area and the development would have to be reviewed by the PCZBA and Village Board for
approval. A discussion ensued regarding the draft PMD Ordinance’s effect on current zoning.
Mr. Mark Stolzenburg (resident) commented on the various documents he received as a result of a
Freedom of Information Act he filed with the Village. He showed an email from the developer to the
Village Administrator referring to a meeting that occurred between the Developer, the Village
President and the Village Administrator and asked to what extent were the discussions regarding any
potential text amendment during the April 25th meeting. Village Administrator Drew Irvin stated at
that particular meeting there were discussions concerning a PMD tool. This is a tool that was
suggested by Teska Associates in the Village’s 1998 CBD Planning Study. The 1998 CBD Planning
Study was a result of a recommendation from the Village’s 1997 Comprehensive Plan concerning
redevelopment tools for the downtown. That development process was suggested to the developer as a
tool to redevelop in the CBD as opposed to using straight zoning. The process and regulations for
planned developments, such as planned residential, planned commercial and planned mixed-use
developments, are standards used by numerous municipalities. Village Administrator Irvin stated there
were drafts of the development presented at this meeting but expressed his uncertainly regarding all
the information discussed. Village Administrator Irvin stated when developers approach the
community it is not uncommon for them to submit plans before the public hearing process to find out
what process they should proceed with to get the project considered by the Village.
Mr. Stolzenburg asked if the draft PMD Ordinance was restricted to Block Three. Village
Administrator Irvin stated the draft PMD Ordinance applies to Block Three and other zoning districts
adjacent to the Central Business District.
Mr. Peter Kyte (of the Roanoke Group) explained how they became involved in the project and
advised of the process the owner used to select the Roanoke Group as the current developer of the
property.
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Mr. Stolzenburg asked Chair Kraus about the discussion held on April 27th. Chair Kraus stated the
discussion involved density, height and building material to be used should the development move
forward. Chair Kraus stated a hand written sketch of the proposed project was reviewed, as well as
optional methods on how the development could happen.
Mr. Stolzenburg asked about the discussion that occurred at an April 30th meeting that included Peter
Kyte, Village Administrator Irvin, Matt Kerouac (ABR), Ed Deegan (ABR), Mickey Collins (PCZBA)
and Sam Badger (PCZBA). Member Collins stated she anticipated the meeting would be about goal
setting, but drawings were presented and it appeared much further along in the process. Member
Badger stated a hand drawn conceptual drawing of a proposed development was reviewed. Peter Kyte
also commented on this meeting and noted seeking input is common practice before moving forward
with a project.
Mr. Stolzenburg commented on the draft PMD Ordinance and expressed his opinion the process was
backwards by reviewing a proposed development and then reviewing an ordinance that will allow the
development to be built. He expressed his opinion the draft PMD Ordinance does not provide
appropriate safeguards against high density developments. He asked the PCZBA to take a step back
and continue reviewing the draft PMD Ordinance to determine what the Village wants in its
downtown.
Mr. Nels Leutwiler (resident) stated he owns an investment property at 33 E. North Avenue and is
opposed to the increased height and bulk envisioned by the proposed text amendment. He expressed
his appreciation for the small town feel of Lake Bluff and asked the Village to avoid overdeveloping
the downtown.
Mr. Michael Goldsberry (resident) expressed his understanding planned development tools are used
for larger properties and he is concerned with using a PMD for smaller residential areas because it
could set a bad precedent. He expressed his concern the proposed text amendment may allow multifamily developments to occur too quickly in the downtown.
Ms. Kathryn Briand (resident) commented on the provisions regarding decreased property size
requirements from the planned commercial development regulations. She stated precedence does
matter and not following the established guidelines could create a slippery slope the Village will not
be able to control. Ms. Briand read a New York Times article regarding zoning and expressed her
opinion the Village is not planning properly because there are no zoning specifications in the draft
PMD Ordinance. She asked the Village to slow down the process and make the PMD Ordinance
stricter.
Ms. Terri Bleck (resident) stated the Village Green was visible when she purchased her townhome but
now it is obstructed by the Block One Development. She stated Lake Bluff is a small Village and
expressed her concern with having three story development in the downtown.
As there were no further public comments, Chair Pro Tem Bishop closed the public hearing.
In response to the public comment shared during the meeting, Village Administrator Irvin reviewed
certain portions of the PMD Ordinance regarding the review process, the theory behind having mixeduse buildings near the CBD and the size of the property to qualify to use the PMD approach.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop asked for comments from the Commissioners.
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Member Badger asked if the draft PMD Ordinance is adopted can a potential developer continue to
use the underlying zoning to develop property. Village Attorney Friedman stated the current zoning is
zoned under the district so a developer and/or property owner will still be able to build under the
current zoning as of right.
In response to a question from Member Miller, Village Attorney Friedman stated the draft PMD
Ordinance applies to the CBD, immediate adjacent properties and property adjacent to or directly
across the right of away from a lot in the CBD.
Member Collins stated she is in favor of a planned development tool. Plans that comply with Village
Code do not have to go through the public hearing process and it is important that we have this option
for complex proposals. She expressed her opinion the draft PMD process would be much better than
what can occur today on this particular parcel.
Member Burns stated he prefers any proposal for this area of town be considered by the PCZBA. He
expressed his belief there are potentially creative solutions that should be considered. Member Burns
expressed his support for the standards and planning principles the Village has to review different
kinds of solutions for this area.
Member Badger questioned the underlying zoning and expressed his concern the draft PMD
Ordinance does not prevent developers from going back to using the existing zoning.
Member Peters stated he was troubled by the manner of Mr. Stolzenburg’s inquisition and implications
of unethical behavior by Village Officials. Member Peters stated the proposed draft PMD Ordinance
does provide for a number of checks and balances. He stated under current zoning the owner is
entitled to construct a 30 ft. high wall and inquired if the residents to the north of the property would
want to take that risk.
Village Attorney Friedman reviewed the as of right zoning and zoning standards of variations in
relation to the property. The planned development is a zoning tool used to fill the gap between a
variation and a text amendment. The two-phase review process of the PMD Ordinance includes
optional preliminary public meeting with the PCZBA to obtain feedback on a potential proposal;
Development Concept Plan review public hearing with the PCZBA; Optional Development Concept
Plan review workshop meeting and review by the ABR; Development Concept Plan consideration by
the Village Board; Final Development Plan review public hearings & public meetings with PCZBA
and ABR; and Final Development Plan consideration by the Village Board.
Chair Kraus stated the planned development is a planning framework tool for the Village, neighbors
and developers establishing specific standards for development in the CBD. Should an actual
preliminary development plan be received the PCZBA will apply the standards very strictly to ensure
it meets the needs of the Village and residents.
Chair Pro Tem Bishop expressed her agreement with Chair Kraus and her opinion the PMD Ordinance
should not be specific to Block Three in the event a developer desires to redevelop other blocks. She
stated the Village needs a tool that works for the CBD overall.
Following a brief discussion, it was the consensus of the PCZBA to move forward with finalizing its
recommendation regarding the PMD Ordinance.
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A discussion followed regarding those properties that would qualify for a PMD. Member Collins
expressed her concern with the following phrase concerning those properties that are eligible to use a
PMD: “or directly across a right-of-way from a lot in the CBD”. She asked that it be removed.
Member Badger asked if a developer could purchase Block Three and property on North Avenue to
build a larger development and expressed his concern with the potential expansion of using the PMD.
He also expressed concern with the PMD option as an alternative to the underlying zoning regulations
because the PMD draft language did not require the redevelopment of qualifying properties to use a
PMD approval process.
Village Attorney Peter Friedman reviewed the changes to the ordinance from the previous PCZBA
meeting.
A discussion ensued regarding super majority votes for the Village Board to overturn a
recommendation from the PCZBA. Village Attorney Friedman stated currently the standard for
variation is the only requirement which triggers a super majority vote. It was a consensus of the
PCZBA to convey to the Village Board a requirement that two-thirds of the Village Trustees must vote
in favor of a proposed PMD if the PCZBA has recommended that the proposed PMD be denied.
Member Miller moved to recommend the Village Board adopt the draft PMD Ordinance dated August
11, 2016 as amended and also convey the PCZBA’s recommendation that two-thirds of the Village
Board must vote in favor of a proposed PMD if the PCZBA has recommended that the proposed PMD
be denied. Member Peters seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(1)
(0)

Burns, Collins, Chair Kraus, Miller, Peters and Chair Pro Tem Bishop
Badger

7. Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider the Following: i) a Special Use Permit for a
Planned Mixed-Use Development to Permit the Construction and Maintenance of a 16 Unit
Multi-Family Structure and Related Improvements (Development) at 120 E. Scranton Avenue
(former PNC Bank Property); and ii) Any Other Zoning Relief as Required to Construct and
Maintain the Development at the Property
Chair Pro Tem Bishop introduced the agenda item and stated the Petitioner, The Roanoke Group,
LLC, has requested the public hearing be continued to the September 21, 2016 PCZBA Meeting.
Member Burns moved to continue the public hearing to the September 21, 2016 PCZBA Meeting.
Member Miller seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
Member Collins asked if the PCZBA should consider a Petitioner’s track record. She asked if The
Roanoke Group could transfer the project to another developer should the PMD Ordinance get
approved. Village Attorney Friedman stated zoning relief for special use permits and developments
are granted to the applicant and a transfer is not allowed except with the Village Board’s approval.
Member Collins asked if the Petitioner’s financial qualification should be considered by the PCZBA.
Village Attorney Friedman stated if there was objective concern about the ability of the developer to
comply with zoning it would be relevant. Should the Village Board approve a PMD there are things
imposed to protect the Village if the developer cannot complete the project, such as a letter of credit.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
BOARD OF TRUSTEES
REGULAR MEETING
AUGUST 22, 2016
APPROVED MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Village President O’Hara called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Lake Bluff Village Hall Board
Room, and Village Clerk Aaron Towle called the roll.
The following were present:
Village President:

Kathleen O’Hara

Trustees:

Barbara Ankenman
Steve Christensen
Mark Dewart
Eric Grenier
John Josephitis

Absent:

William Meyer

Also Present:

Aaron Towle, Village Clerk
Drew Irvin, Village Administrator
Peter Friedman, Village Attorney
Susan Griffin, Finance Director
Michael Croak, Building Codes Supervisor
David Belmonte, Police Chief
Jake Terlap, Public Works Superintendent
Brandon Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator (A to VA)

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
President O’Hara led the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. AWARDS AND PROCLAMATIONS
President O’Hara read the Proclamation proclaiming September 10, 2016 as Patriotic Spirit Day in Lake
Bluff.
Ms. Joanna Rolek, Executive Director of the Chamber of Commerce, stated it is an honor to participate in
the upcoming event and thanked the Village Board for approving the proclamation. She provided
information regarding the lflbmilitaryconnections.com site located on the Lake Forest/Lake Bluff
Commerce website to promote local area merchandise.
4. CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES
Page 2 omitted
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President O’Hara reported on the upcoming Patriotic Spirit Day in Lake Bluff event scheduled for
September 10th.
11. ITEM #11 – ACCEPTANCE OF THE CORRESPONDENCE
President O’Hara introduced the correspondence from the Informational Reports on August 5 and 12, 2016.
Trustee Josephitis moved to accept the correspondence as submitted. Trustee Ankenman seconded the
motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
12. ITEM #12 – A RESOLUTION ENCOURAGING COMMONWEALTH EDISON TO ALLOW
RESIDENTS AN OPPORTUNITY TO PERMANENTLY OPT OUT OF THE SMART METER
PROGRAM
President O’Hara reported during the August 8, 2016 the Committee-of-the-Whole meeting the Village
Board discussed a request from the City of Lake Forest Mayor to consider a Resolution Encouraging
Commonwealth Edison to Allow Residents an Opportunity to Permanently Opt Out of the Smart Meter
Program (“Resolution”) which the Lake Forest City Council approved on July 18, 2016. Following a
discussion regarding (i) the City of Lake Forest’s Resolution and (ii) policy matters associated with the
Village’s planned installation of an automatic water meter reading system, it was the consensus of the
Village Board to consider a similar Resolution at its next regularly scheduled meeting. She further
reported that ComEd has recently advised staff that they will be filing with the Illinois Commerce
Commission a petition to modify the current smart meter opt-out provisions the week of August 22nd.
Details regarding that petition have not yet been released.
President O’Hara read the proposed resolution and a discussion followed.
Trustee Grenier moved to adopt the resolution. Trustee Josephitis seconded the motion.
passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(5)
(0)
(1)

The motion

Christensen, Dewart, Grenier, Josephitis and Ankenman
Meyer

13. ITEM #13 – AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS TO
ESTABLISH A PROCESS AND RELATED REGULATIONS FOR PLANNED MIXED-USE
DEVELOPMENTS
President O’Hara reported in May 2016 the Village received a zoning petition from The Roanoke Group,
LLC (Petitioner) seeking: (i) a text amendment to the Village’s Zoning Code establishing regulations for
Planned Mixed-Use Developments (PMD) as a special use in the B Residence District (R-4), C Residence
District (R-5) and the Central Business District (CBD) (Text Amendment); and (ii) a special use permit
for a PMD to permit the construction and maintenance of a 16 unit multi-family structure and related
improvements (Development) at 120 E. Scranton Avenue (former PNC Bank property) to construct and
maintain the Development at the Property.
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The purpose of PMDs is to allow for modification of underlying use, bulk, space and yard regulations that
may impose unnecessary rigidities on the proposed development or redevelopment of land that requires
an individual, planned approach. The two-phase review process of the PMD Ordinance includes:







Optional preliminary public meeting with the PCZBA to obtain feedback on the potential PMD;
Development Concept Plan review public hearing with the PCZBA;
Optional Development Concept Plan review workshop meeting and review by ABR;
Development Concept Plan consideration by the Village Board;
Final Development Plan review public hearings & public meetings with PCZBA and ABR; and
Final Development Plan consideration by the Village Board.

President O’Hara reported at the conclusion of the August 17th public hearing regarding the text
amendment, the PCZBA voted (6-1) to recommend the Village Board: (i) approve and adopt the attached
ordinance providing for a text amendment establishing a process and related regulations for PMDs; and
(ii) consider including in the PMD ordinance a requirement that two-thirds of the Village Trustees must
vote in favor of a proposed PMD if the PCZBA has recommended that the proposed PMD be denied. The
PCZBA member who did not vote in favor of the PMD ordinance expressed concern with the PMD option
as an alternative to the underlying zoning regulations; more specifically, the concern was that the PMD
draft language did not require the redevelopment of qualifying properties to use a PMD approval process.
President O’Hara opened the floor for public comments.
Mr. Robert Isham (resident) commented on the provisions in the PMD Ordinance regarding harmony of
the adjacent neighborhoods and neighborhood feelings; Mr. Isham stated he was not asking the Village
Board to consider allowing neighbors to veto any proposed redevelopment but rather ask them to find a
way to place within the PMD guidelines standards that will consider the feelings of the neighbors. He
expressed his understanding if the PCZBA did not act within two public hearings the development would
be approved and he asked that the automatic approval not be included.
Mr. Thomas Zarse (resident) expressed his understanding the PMD Ordinance will remove existing zoning
protections and laws, and asked the Village Board to consider more stringent replacement protections such
as to prevent zero setbacks that are not consistent with surrounding properties.
Ms. Jean Niemi (resident) expressed her concern with changes to the current zoning that would allow a
height greater than 30 ft. Ms. Niemi expressed her concern with the draft PMD Ordinance and with the
process because the ordinance eliminates neighborhood protections. In response to a comment from Ms.
Niemi regarding a rumor of a future parking lot south of Block Three east of the library, President O’Hara
stated the Village has not approved any plans for a parking lot across from the Block Three property.
Ms. Holli Volkert (resident) expressed her understanding if the property owner allows a developer to build
within the current zoning regulations the PMD Ordinance would not be enacted and would not come
before the Village Board for approval. She asked if Village Board approval could be included in the draft
PMD Ordinance. Village Attorney Peter Friedman stated this type of action would be a down zoning and
would take away the “as of right” zoning from property owners. The PMD Ordinance provides the Village
flexibility for developments outside the current underling zoning. Ms. Volkert asked if the PMD
Ordinance allows developers to purchase any ½ acre lot in the CBD and if R-4 and R-5 Zoning Districts
are included in the PMD. Ms. Volkert expressed her concern with a lack of specific parameters for
developing property in the CBD. Village Administrator Drew Irvin stated a lot in the B District (R-4) and
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lot in the C Residential District (R-5) maybe used as part of the PMD, only if the lot is adjacent to a lot
located in the CBD. Ms. Volkert also suggested including bulk parameters in the PMD Ordinance to give
direction to developers. She also asked the Village Board to strongly consider the PCZBA’s
recommendation to require a super majority vote when PMD’s are not recommended for approval.
Ms. Adrienne Doherty (resident) commented on the Harrison House development and expressed her
opinion the overall process has been too fast. She asked the Village to slow down the review process and
carefully vet the proposed developer as this particular development will change the character of Lake
Bluff.
Mr. Paul Lemieux (resident) expressed his strong support for the PMD Ordinance because it will give the
Village more control over proposed developments.
Trustee Josephitis recused himself from the deliberation and left the meeting.
Trustee Ankenman expressed a desire to have the Village Attorney review the draft PMD ordinance.
Village Attorney Friedman addressed certain public comments regarding the PMD approval process and
any failure to act that was in the ordinance. He stated failure of the PCZBA to commence its public
hearing within 60 days, during the conceptual plan, shall be deemed to be a recommendation to the Village
Board to approve the final plan as submitted. There is no deadline during the final approval process, the
provision states the PCZBA has to commence a public hearing within 60 days after the final approval
application has been filed. Village Attorney Friedman reviewed the design guideline standards and certain
provisions of the draft PMD Ordinance in relation to comments received from the public. A discussion
followed.
Village Administrator Irvin stated the PCZBA recommended height restrictions not be included in the
PMD Ordinance to allow flexibility for each proposal to be evaluated on its own merit.
In response to a comment from Trustee Grenier, Village Administrator Irvin stated the PMD Ordinance
does not prevent a property owner from seeking a zoning variation. He stated a public hearing process
and Village Board approval would still be required for any development that required zoning relief.
Trustee Dewart stated the PMD Ordinance allows for a comprehensive review process, public comment
and provides the Village with standards and additional protection not allowed under the current zoning.
Trustee Christensen stated there has been a lot of information shared regarding the proposed development.
He expressed his understanding the process is working because planned developments are considered at
local level. He expressed his concern regarding the lack of housing diversity in the Village and his belief
the PMD Ordinance is the best tool to be used for redeveloping the CBD.
Trustee Christensen moved to approve first reading of the ordinance. Trustee Ankenman seconded the
motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
In response to request from President O’Hara, Village Attorney Friedman explained the PCZBA’s desire
to require a super majority vote by the Village Board should the PCZBA recommend denial of a PMD.
Village Attorney Friedman reviewed the existing PCZBA and ABR voting provisions which require a
super majority vote. A policy discussion ensued.
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Trustee Grenier expressed his preference to work with advisory boards to resolve issues as opposed to
voting against a recommendation. He expressed his concern with an appointed body having more
authority than an elected body.
Trustee Ankenman stated the Village Board trust the advisory board process and expressed her support to
require a super majority vote.
Trustee Christensen praised the work of the advisory boards, and expressed his support for not requiring
a super majority vote because ultimately the responsibility ends with the Village Board.
Trustee Dewart stated, from a legislative standpoint, the Village Board is duly elected by the community
and responsible for decisions that are made.
Discussion regarding a desire to reconcile differences in opinion from advisory bodies was had by the
Village Board. Following that discussion, it was the consensus of the Village Board to not include a
provision that would trigger a super majority vote should the PCZBA vote to not recommend approval of
a PMD.
14. ITEM #14 – TRUSTEE’S REPORT
There was no Trustee’s report.
15. ITEM #16 – CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 8, 2016 EXECUTIVE
SESSION MEETING
Trustee Christensen moved to approve the August 8, 2016 Executive Session Meeting Minutes as
presented. Trustee Dewart seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
16. ITEM #17 – ADJOURNMENT
Trustee Ankenman moved to adjourn the regular meeting. Trustee Dewart seconded the motion and the
motion passed on a unanimous voice vote. The meeting adjourned at 8:19 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

______________________________
R. Drew Irvin
Village Administrator

_____________________________
Aaron Towle
Village Clerk
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
BOARD OF TRUSTEES
REGULAR MEETING
SEPTEMBER 12, 2016
APPROVED MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Village President O’Hara called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Lake Bluff Village Hall Board
Room, and Village Clerk Aaron Towle called the roll.
The following were present:
Village President:

Kathleen O’Hara

Trustees:

Barbara Ankenman
Steve Christensen
Mark Dewart
Eric Grenier
John Josephitis
William Meyer

Also Present:

Aaron Towle, Village Clerk
Drew Irvin, Village Administrator
Peter Friedman, Village Attorney
Susan Griffin, Finance Director
Michael Croak, Building Codes Supervisor
Jeff Hansen, Village Engineer
David Belmonte, Police Chief
Michael Hosking, Deputy Police Chief
David Graf, Fire Chief
Jake Terlap, Public Works Superintendent
Brandon Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator (A to VA)
Franco Bottalico, Administrative Intern

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
President O’Hara led the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. AWARDS AND PROCLAMATIONS
Police Chief David Belmonte stated annually the Lake Bluff Police Department honors Police Officers
who have contributed significantly to promoting safety in the Village. Police Chief Belmonte presented
the Lake Bluff Police Department plaque to Police Officer Mark Szalkowski for traffic and seat belt
enforcement, Police Officer Timothy Kreusch for alcohol enforcement efforts, and Police Officer Jim
Reynolds for his successful investigative work on a burglary case. Police Chief Belmonte thanked the
Village Board and Police Department Staff for their service to the community.
President O’Hara read the Proclamation designating October 2016 as Fire Prevention Month and thanked
Fire Chief Graf and the volunteer fire department for their service to the community.
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Trustee Ankenman moved to accept the correspondence as submitted. Trustee Josephitis seconded the
motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
14. ITEM #12 – SECOND READING OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAKE BLUFF
ZONING REGULATIONS TO ESTABLISH A PROCESS AND RELATED REGULATIONS
FOR PLANNED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTS
Trustee Josephitis recused himself from the deliberation and left the dais.
President O’Hara reported in May 2016 the Village received a zoning petition from The Roanoke Group,
LLC (Petitioner) seeking: (i) a text amendment to the Village’s Zoning Code establishing regulations for
Planned Mixed-Use Developments (PMD) as a special use in the B Residence District (R-4), C Residence
District (R-5) and the Central Business District (CBD) (Text Amendment); and (ii) a special use permit
for a PMD to permit the construction and maintenance of a 16 unit multi-family structure and related
improvements (Development) at 120 E. Scranton Avenue (former PNC Bank property) to construct and
maintain the Development at the Property.
President O’Hara reported the purpose of PMDs is to allow for modification of underlying use, bulk, space
and yard regulations that may impose unnecessary rigidities on the proposed development or
redevelopment of land that requires an individual, planned approach. The two-phase review process of
the PMD Ordinance includes:







Optional preliminary public meeting with the PCZBA to obtain feedback on the potential PMD;
Development Concept Plan review public hearing with the PCZBA;
Optional Development Concept Plan review workshop meeting and review by ABR;
Development Concept Plan consideration by the Village Board;
Final Development Plan review public hearings & public meetings with PCZBA and ABR; and
Final Development Plan consideration by the Village Board.

In addition, President O’Hara reported at the conclusion of the August 17th public hearing regarding the
text amendment, the PCZBA voted (6-1) to recommend the Village Board: (i) approve and adopt the
attached ordinance providing for a text amendment establishing a process and related regulations for
PMDs; and (ii) consider including in the PMD ordinance a requirement that two-thirds of the Village
Trustees must vote in favor of a proposed PMD if the PCZBA has recommended that the proposed PMD
be denied. The PCZBA member who did not vote in favor of the PMD ordinance expressed concern with
the PMD option as an alternative to the underlying zoning regulations; more specifically, the concern was
that the PMD draft language did not require the redevelopment of qualifying properties to use a PMD
approval process. The Village Board approved first reading of the ordinance at its meeting on August 22, 2016.
Trustee Meyer expressed his opposition to a three story development on Block Three noting he does not
want to see Lake Bluff transformed by large downtown developments. He stated a three story
development would have negative effects and alter the appearance of downtown. The public cost will
increase the developers’ profit because they would be allowed to build more units in the same footprint
and this is unfair to residents. Trustee Meyer expressed his preference to amend the proposed ordinance
to prohibit the construction of a three story development. He expressed his understanding this could be
accomplished by establishing a 30 ft. height restriction in the proposed ordinance. Trustee Meyer thanked
the public for their involvement in the previous public hearings.
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Trustee Meyer moved to amend the proposed ordinance to include a 30 ft. height restriction. Trustee
Dewart seconded the motion. A discussion followed.
President O’Hara asked for comments from the Trustees regarding the height restrictions amendment. It
was the consensus of the Village Board to include the 30 ft. height restriction in the proposed PMD
Ordinance.
Village Attorney Peter Friedman suggested a new subsection, 10-15-3 (c), maximum PMD height be
incorporated stating “no principal building or accessory structure shall be erected or altered on any lot in
any PMD so that said building or structure exceeds a maximum height of 30 ft.”. Village Attorney
Friedman also suggested adding a third paragraph to section 10-15-4 (c) stating “shall in no event allow
for the maximum height of any principle building or accessory structure within the PMD Ordinance to
exceed 30 ft. except pursuant to and in conjunction with an application for approval of a variation from
Section 10-15-4 in accordance with the variation procedures set forth in Section 10-2-4”.
Following a discussion, the motion to amend the PMD Ordinance passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(5)
(0)
(0)

Dewart, Grenier, Meyer, Ankenman and Christensen

Trustee Ankenman recommended section 10-15-2B(4) be amended to include a provision that if the
PCZBA does not act then it does not automatically become a favorable recommendation it would be no
recommendation.
Trustee Ankenman moved to amend Section 10-15-2B(4) to “shall be deemed a decision to make no
recommendation”. Trustee Grenier seconded the motion. A discussion followed.
Following a discussion, the motion to amend the PMD Ordinance passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(5)
(0)
(0)

Grenier, Meyer, Ankenman, Christensen and Dewart

President O’Hara opened the floor for public comments.
Mr. Rick Lesser (resident) stated he is not a neighbor of the property but he has been concerned about
land use abating the existing zoning in the Village. He congratulated the Village Board and stated this
action was an excellent move in making this PMD Ordinance now something that is no longer a green
light to the urbanization of Lake Bluff. He expressed his preference to have more safeguards built into
the PMD Ordinance to protect existing neighbors. He thanked the Village Board for amending the PMD
Ordinance.
Mr. Lee Nysted (resident) thanked the Village Board for listening to residents.
Mr. Terrence Moran (resident) thanked the Village Board and expressed his opinion there has not been
one single person that has moved to Lake Bluff in hopes for a bigger downtown. He stated the Village is
wonderful the way it is and hopes that it stays that way.
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Trustee Ankenman moved to approve second reading of the ordinance as amended. Trustee Grenier
seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(5)
(0)
(0)

Meyer, Ankenman, Christensen, Dewart and Grenier

Trustee Josephitis returned to the dais and assumed his position as Trustee.
15. ITEM #14 – A RESOLUTION AUTHORZING AND APPROVING AN AGREEMENT WITH
PETER BAKER & SONS CONSTRUCTION AND WAIVER OF COMPETTIVE BIDDING TO
COMPLETE MISCELLANEOUS ASPHALT PATCHING AND TRAIL REPAIRS
President O’Hara reported the Village’s FY16-17 Budget designates funds for making improvements to
the asphalt pavement around the Fire Training Building at the Public Works Center as well as for
resurfacing of a portion of the asphalt trail running north of the Lake Bluff Elementary School on the west
side of Green Bay Road. She further reported at the request of the Village, Peter Baker & Son Construction
assessed the existing conditions of the pavement for the projects, made recommendations on the cost
effective ways to repair the pavement, and prepared a proposal for the recommended work. Peter Baker
and Son Construction submitted a proposal and the Village Engineer recommends the Village Board
approve a contract in the amount of $59,386.45 to complete the project. The work includes the repaving
of 630 square yards of asphalt around the Fire Training Building and resurfacing approximately 1,510
lineal feet of the trail from the Lake Bluff Elementary School property to the south side of Belle Foret
Drive.
President O’Hara reported the Village’s FY16-17 Budget contains $25,000 for pavement repairs at the
Public Works Center and $30,000 for the asphalt trail resurfacing for a total of $55,000. The Village
Engineer recommends the Village Board waive the competitive bidding process, allocate an additional
$4,386.45 to the project, and award the contract to Peter Baker and Son Construction for the amount of
$59,386.45.
As there were no questions from the Board, Trustee Josephitis moved to adopt the resolution. Trustee
Dewart seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(0)

Ankenman, Christensen, Dewart, Grenier, Josephitis and Meyer

16. ITEM #15 – A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A CONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT AND WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE BIDS TO COMPLETE THE EMERGENCY
REPAIR OF MOFFETT ROAD
President O’Hara reported in 2016 the Village has received a total of six proposals for temporary repairs
to Moffett Road at the land bridge slope failure located just south of the intersection of Moffett Road and
East Witchwood Lane. After monitoring the slope failure for the past year and reviewing the latest
submitted proposals, it is recommended by the Village Engineer that the Village waive competitive
bidding and enter into a construction contract with V3 Construction Group, LTD. of Woodridge Illinois
for a lump sum fee of $93,987 to construct the temporary repairs to the Moffett Road land bridge.
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Property Summary Report
Shop Studios - 940 Pitner Ave
Evanston, IL 60202 - Evanston MF Submarket
BUILDING
Type:

Apartments

Year Built:

2010

GBA:

5,628 SF

COMMERCIAL LEASING
Available Spaces: No Spaces Currently Available

TRANSPORTATION
Walk Score ®:
Very Walkable (80)
Transit Score ®:

Some Transit (39)

MARKET CONDITIONS
Asking Rents Per Unit

Current

YOY

Submarket 1-3 Star

$1,407

0.9%

Submarket 1-3 Star

4.4%

-0.6%

Market Overall

$1,434

1.7%

Market Overall

6.6%

-0.1%

Concessions

Current

YOY

Vacancy Rates

Submarket Sales Activity

Submarket 1-3 Star

0.5%

-0.3%

12 Mo. Sales Volume (Mil.)

Market Overall

0.8%

-1.2%

12 Mo. Price Per Unit

Under Construction Units

Current

YOY

Market Overall

10,907

-34.6%

Current

Current

YOY

Prev Year

$12.6

$81.6

$263,612

$260,131

2/14/2020
Copyrighted report licensed to CBRE - 1028683.
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Property Summary Report
The Isabella - 1884 Old Willow Rd
Northfield, IL 60093 - Far North Suburban Cook MF Submarket
BUILDING
Type:

Low-Rise Apartme…

Year Built:

2010

Units:

6

GBA:

9,000 SF

Floors:

2

Rent Type:

Market

Market Segment: All

LAND
Land Area:

0.67 AC

Parcel

04-24-215-048-1006

EXPENSES PER UNIT
Taxes:

$2,635.28 (2017)

UNIT AMENITIES
Air Conditioning, Wheelchair Accessible (Rooms)

BEDROOM SUMMARY
Unit Mix
Totals

Vacancy

Avg Asking Rent

Avg Effective Rent

Avg SF

Units

Mix %

Units

Percent

Per Unit

Per SF

Per Unit

Per SF

Concessions

All 2 Beds

-

6

100%

1

16.7%

-

-

-

-

-

Totals

-

6

100%

1

16.7%

-

-

-

-

-

UNIT BREAKDOWN
Unit Mix

Vacancy

Avg Asking Rent

Avg Effective Rent

Bed

Bath

Avg SF

Units

Mix %

Units

Vac %

Per Unit

Per SF

Per Unit

Per SF

2

1

-

6

100%

1

16.7%

-

-

-

-

Concessions

Updated February 08, 2020

COMMERCIAL LEASING
Available Spaces: No Spaces Currently Available

TRANSPORTATION
Commuter Rail:
6 minute drive to Winnetka Station Commuter Rail (Union Pacific North Line)
Airport:

26 minute drive to Chicago O'Hare International Airport

Walk Score ®:

Somewhat Walkable (60)

Transit Score ®:

Some Transit (25)

PROPERTY CONTACTS
Recorded Owner: Tyrone C & Anne M Fahner

Recorded Owner: Anne Fahner
2/14/2020
Copyrighted report licensed to CBRE - 1028683.
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Property Summary Report
Axley Place Townhomes - 3235 Milwaukee Ave
Northbrook, IL 60062 - Des Plaines/Arlington Hts Corridor MF Submarket
BUILDING
Type:

Low-Rise Apartme…

Year Built:

2016

Units:

13

GBA:

14,026 SF

Floors:

2

Construction:

Wood Frame

Rent Type:

Affordable

Market Segment: All

LAND
Land Area:

1.42 AC

Parcel

04-30-201-021-0000

EXPENSES PER UNIT
Taxes:

$1,587.15 (2017)

UNIT AMENITIES
Air Conditioning, Wheelchair Accessible (Rooms)

BEDROOM SUMMARY
Unit Mix

Vacancy

Avg Asking Rent

Avg Effective Rent

Totals

Avg SF

Units

Mix %

Units

Percent

Per Unit

Per SF

Per Unit

Per SF

Concessions

Totals

-

13

100%

1

7.7%

-

-

-

-

-

UNIT BREAKDOWN
Unit Mix

Vacancy

Avg Asking Rent

Avg Effective Rent

Bed

Bath

Avg SF

Units

Mix %

Units

Vac %

Per Unit

Per SF

Per Unit

Per SF

0

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Concessions

Updated February 08, 2020

COMMERCIAL LEASING
Available Spaces: No Spaces Currently Available

TRANSPORTATION
Parking:
30 Surface Spaces are available; 2.3 per Unit
Walk Score ®:

Car-Dependent (42)

Transit Score ®:

Some Transit (36)

PROPERTY CONTACTS
True Owner:

Housing Opportunity Development Corporat…

Developer:

Housing Opportunity Development Corporat…

Recorded Owner: HODC Glenview, LLC

2/14/2020
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Property Summary Report
Axley Place Townhomes - 3235 Milwaukee Ave
Northbrook, IL 60062 - Des Plaines/Arlington Hts Corridor MF Submarket
MARKET CONDITIONS
Asking Rents Per Unit

Current

Submarket 2-4 Star

$1,345

YOY

-0.3%

Market Overall

$1,434

1.7%

Concessions

Current

Current

YOY

5.4%

0.8%

Submarket 2-4 Star

9.1%

2.2%

Market Overall

6.6%

-0.1%

YOY

Submarket 2-4 Star

1.1%

-2.1%

Market Overall

0.8%

-1.2%

Submarket Sales Activity

Current

12 Mo. Sales Volume (Mil.)

$125.6

$214.7

$179,764

$172,796

12 Mo. Price Per Unit

Vacancy Rates

Current Building

Prev Year

Under Construction Units

Current

YOY

Market Overall

10,907

-34.6%

2/14/2020
Copyrighted report licensed to CBRE - 1028683.
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