VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
VIRTUAL MEETING
Wednesday, June 17, 2020
7:00 P.M.
Due to the COVID-19 emergency, no physical meeting will occur unless required by the Governor
signing Senate Bill 2135 prior to Wednesday’s meeting. This meeting will be held virtually.
Members of the public may view and participate in the meeting via:
Online (strongly recommended): lakebluff.org/VirtualPCZBA
OR
Dial-in: (312) 626-6799. Enter meeting ID 846 6055 0265. Press # when prompted for a Participant ID.
Additional instructions are available in the agenda packet immediately following the agenda.
The meeting will also be live-streamed at lakebluff.org/Channel19 and on Comcast Channel 19.
In the event that Senate Bill 2135 is signed into law prior to the meeting, the meeting will still be
primarily virtual. At least one representative from the Village will be present at Village Hall in
compliance with the Bill, and the virtual meeting will be simulcast at Village Hall for members of the
public who do not wish to view the virtual meeting from another location. Pursuant to Executive Order
2020-38 issued by the Governor, no more than 10 people may gather at Village Hall for the meeting.
Accordingly, the opportunity to view the virtual meeting at Village Hall is available on a “first come,
first-served” basis.
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. There are multiple ways for the public to participate throughout this
meeting, all discussed in the guide immediately following this agenda.

3. Consideration of the February 19, 2020 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes

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.

4. Public Hearing – 709 Sheridan Road – Residential Bulk Variations
The Petitioner seeks to build an addition to the residential dwelling unit on the second floor of the existing nonconforming building on the Property, which would require variations from Section 10-5-6 (Floor Area Ratio),
Section 10-5-5 (Daylight Plane Height Restrictions), and Section 10-5G-2 (individual and combined side yard
setbacks in the R-4 district). The hearing may also consider and result in any other zoning relief as required to
fully grant the petition and construct the proposed improvements. (PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

5. Public Hearing – 28-38 E. Center Ave. and 53-91 E. Scranton Ave. (PIN 12-21-115-015)
Relief for Restaurant Uses (Special Use Permits, Variations, etc.)
The Petitioner seeks:
i.

A special use permit to authorize the operation of an eating place without drive-in or drive-through
facilities. The use may be shared with a bicycle shop. The use, in combination with the bicycle shop,
was previously authorized by Ordinance 2019-31 passed December 2019 for only a specific tenant
space on the Property. This petition arises in part from a proposed relocation of this use to a different
tenant space on the Property;

ii. Any amendments to the Property’s existing approvals necessary to authorize the creation of a retail
sales area for packaged liquor sales, which may be accessory to an existing restaurant special use
located on the Property;
iii. Any amendments to the text of the Zoning Regulations necessary to grant (ii), including, without
limitation, amendments to Section 10-1-2 (“Definitions”) and Section 10-13-3 (“Zoning Use Table”)
that may authorize liquor stores as a permitted or special use in the Central Business District;
iv. Any amendments to the Property’s existing approvals necessary to authorize the creation of a new
bar service and dining area accessory to an existing restaurant special use located on the Property;
v. Any affirmation of the Property’s existing parking variations made necessary by the foregoing relief
pursuant to Section 10-6A-8(A) of the Zoning Regulations; and,
vi. Any other zoning relief as required to fully grant the petition and operate the businesses.
In conjunction with the relief, the Village may consolidate, restate, amend, and clarify the terms of some
or all of the numerous prior special use permit, variation, and site plan approvals applicable to the
Property. These prior approvals include, without limitation: Ordinances 2003-12, 2004-31, 2006-1,
2014-24, 2015-06, and 2019-31; and Resolutions 2004-10, 2005-04, 2010-01, 2010-24, 2011-19, 201320, 2013-53, 2015-47, 2016-41, 2017-33, and 2017-34. (PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

6. Staff Report
•

Introduction of Samantha Lenoch, Administrative Intern

7. Commissioner’s Report
8. Adjournment

VIDEO MEETING GUIDE
Format: Our goal is to provide a meeting that is as similar as possible to an
in-person experience. Members of the public will be given opportunities to
speak at the start of the meeting and before each agenda item.
We will use Zoom Webinars for this meeting. In this product:
•

Panelists (Trustees, Staff, etc.) control their own ability to speak and transmit video.

•

Attendees (members of the public) can see the meeting, but cannot transmit audio or video
unless recognized by the chair. (See below for how to be recognized.)

•

One or more staff members will act as hosts and help organize the meeting.

•

An online guide to using Zoom is available here. Please know that the Village cannot provide
technical support. You should test your ability to use Zoom ahead of time.

•

Ideally, all participants should join using the Zoom application so that they can experience
the full meeting. While participants may call-in, this is a lower quality experience.

•

All participants should use their real name (first and last) to identify themselves
in the meeting. People using aliases or pseudonyms will not be recognized.

•

All participants should stay muted unless they are actively speaking.
Your mute may be enabled remotely if you are echoing or transmitting background noise.

•

Elected officials participating with video should keep their video enabled at all times.
Village Staff should disable their video unless they are participating in a discussion.

•

In Lake Bluff meetings, text chat and private messaging features are disabled.

Rules:

Public Participation: To participate in the meeting, members of the public can:
•

Submit a comment or question using Zoom’s Q&A feature. Written items will
be read aloud and answered as necessary. You can also ask to be recognized
by the chair. You will be able to speak directly to the Board and may choose
to send video.

•

Phone users can dial *9 and will be placed into a queue to be recognized by the chair.

•

Email comments in advance to vlb@lakebluff.org. Emails should list the meeting and date in
the subject line (e.g. “April 13 Village Board meeting”) and should identify the author by
name. Emails will be shared electronically, and those that are 200 words or shorter will
generally be read aloud by a staff member during the appropriate comment period.
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Village of Lake Bluff – Video Meeting Guide
Technical setup. The ideal attendee has:
•
•
•

Device: The ability to transmit and receive video.
Audio: Clear audio that does not echo or transmit background noise.
Connection: A stable, high-quality internet connection.
Device

Audio

Connection

Ideal

Zoom app on a
desktop or laptop

A headset
with microphone

Wired connection
via Ethernet

Okay

Zoom app on a
mobile phone or tablet
Calling into
conference line
(without Zoom app)

Not
ideal

•
Tips

•

Use a stable surface so
that your video doesn’t
move or shake.
Have a “boring”
background that isn’t
distracting (e.g. others
moving around).

A headset
(using built-in microphone)

Connected wirelessly
via WiFi

Using a phone to dial in
Computer speakers
(using built-in microphone)

Connected via 4G / LTE
(cellular data)

Speakerphone on phone

Using a phone to dial in
•

•
•

Pick a quiet place as
your workspace.
Keep yourself muted
when you are not talking.

•

If you have to use WiFi,
try to pick a workspace
close to your router.
Discourage other
household members from
streaming video during
the meeting.

Tips:
•

You will appear more natural if you look
directly at your camera when speaking. It may
help you to put your camera near your monitor.

•

While muted, you can hold the spacebar to
unmute yourself temporarily (push-to-talk, like
a walkie talkie). It will mute you again as soon
as you release the spacebar.

•

If you do not have a headset, you can use the
Zoom application on your PC but dial-in using
your phone. This will let you see and share
video, and also let you control if you are muted
using your PC. This may reduce echo and
background noise for those individuals without
headsets.
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Joining via video but using a phone call for audio.

Village of Lake Bluff – Video Meeting Guide
Frequently Asked Questions
Q:

How do I participate in a meeting?

A:

If you would like to participate in the meeting live, a URL will be listed on the top of the agenda
that will invite you to join the meeting via Zoom. You can also dial-in using the phone number
shown on the agenda, but this is a lower quality experience.
You can also watch the meeting live at lakebluff.org/channel19 or by turning on Comcast
Channel 19. Meetings are rebroadcast periodically.

Q:

How do I submit a public comment?

A:

An opportunity is provided for the public to comment on each agenda item before the Board
votes. Additionally, a time is provided early in the agenda to address the Board regarding any
matters not on the agenda. To submit a comment:
Via Zoom. Submit a comment or question using Zoom’s Q&A feature. Written items
will be read aloud and answered as necessary. You can also ask to be recognized by the
chair.
Via Phone. If you are participating by phone, you can dial *9 and be recognized by the
chair.
Via Email. Finally, you can email comments in advance to vlb@lakebluff.org. Emails
should list the meeting and date in the subject line (e.g. “April 13 Village Board
meeting”) and should identify the author by name. Emails will be shared electronically,
and those that are 200 words or shorter will generally be read aloud by a staff member
during the appropriate comment period.

Q:

How do I get technical support?

A:

Unfortunately, the Village cannot provide technical support. An online guide to using Zoom is
available here. Make sure to test your ability to use Zoom ahead of time. If you are unable to use
Zoom, you may use the call-in number, live stream link, and/or submit questions via e-mail.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
SPECIAL MEETING
FEBRUARY 19, 2020
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Peters called to order the special meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of
Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, February 19, 2020, at 6:00 p.m. in the
Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

Jill Danly
Elliot Miller
James Murray (via phone)
Susan Rider
Gary Peters, Chair

Absent:

David Burns
George Russell

Also Present: Ben Schuster, Village Attorney (VA)
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
AVA Cole reported that a notice was received from Member James Murray in accordance with the
Village’s Electronic Attendance at Meetings Policy. Member Murray will be deemed authorized to
attend the meeting electronically unless a motion objecting to his electronic attendance is made. There
were no objections and Member Murray was deemed present.
Chair Peters thanked the citizenry for attending the meeting and said there will be quite a few substantial
issues addressed professionally and with proper decorum. It is anticipated there will be a fair amount of
public comment; therefore, each person addressing the PCZBA will be asked to limit their comments to
a maximum of three (3) minutes. Chair Peters said the proceedings will be fair and equitable; there will
be no unprofessionalism, incivility, public outcry, reaction or negative reaction (no clapping, shouting,
etc.) only civility and everybody will be heard.
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.
There were no requests to address the PCZBA.
3. Consideration of the December 18, 2019 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Miller moved to adopt the December 18, 2019 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as presented.
Member Rider seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Workshop – 500 Arden Shore Road
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from staff.

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Special Meeting Minutes – February 19, 2020

AVA Cole asked anyone desiring to address the PCZBA this evening to place their name on the sign-up
sheet which will be used to expedite the proceedings.
AVA Cole said the Village received a request to conduct a workshop regarding a proposed 12 unit
single family development at 500 Arden Shore (near the lakefront). The proposed density exceeds the
Country Estate Residence zoning district which typically allows one unit per 2.2 acres for this area. The
proposed units will be clustered as shown in the illustration and the northwestern land will not be
developed but used by Shore Acres Golf Course as a driving range. Provided in the packet are comments
from adjoining and nearby property owners (George Covington, Timothy Keller and Henry Van der Eb),
and Fire Chief David Graf as there is no public water or sewer in this area.
Presentation from Tom Swarthout
Tom Swarthout, President of the Highview Group, Ltd., said he represents the ownership of what he
believes to be the most significant piece of property on Lake Michigan. The proposed goals are to
preserve as much open space as possible, not negatively impact the quality of life or property values,
build the first “Green Community,” environmentally sensitive sustainable community in Lake Bluff, and
present a project which has never be achieved on the North Shore. Mr. Swarthout introduced his team
which consists of Nick Patera of Teska Associates, Deb Fischer of Berkshire Hathaway Home Services,
Mike Black Project Engineer, and Project Attorney Pete Speranza.
Presentation from Deb Fischer
Deb Fischer a realtor in Lake Bluff/Lake Forest said the property owners have been excellent stewards
of the property and have spent a significant amount of money to preserve and improve the
property/lakefront. The workshop is to seek input from the PCZBA regarding future use of the property.
The proposed project is designed to highlight the natural beauty of the property, offer an alternative
housing type that will complement the eclectic Lake Bluff style, and build 12 smaller new construction
sustainability homes. A goal of the Lake Bluff 2023 Strategic Plan vision is to seek to foster a vibrant
community culture to enhance our quality of life, cultivate connections, stewardship and informed
optimism across interest generators, neighborhoods and borders. Therefore, rather than build humongous
homes, the proposed plan offers 12 environmentally friendly homes, approximately 3,000 sq. ft.,
surrounded by nature and a common area near Lake Michigan which may attract downsizers, and
millennials seeking maintenance free options on smaller lots. Ms. Fischer said the people are more in
favor of the newer movements like “Yes In My Backyard” and “Neighbors For More Neighbors.” She
said historically large tracts of land in Lake Bluff were caused by the evolution of estates and each large
parcel of land evolved differently based on the market needs at that time. The proposed units vary
dramatically from attached single family homes in Armour Woods, Tangley Oaks, and other
subdivisions each designed to fit specific market needs. The guidance for the proposed units were sought
pursuant to the Lake Bluff Strategic Plan regarding community goals for diversified housing, facilitate a
balance of supply and demand for residents in all stages of life within the context of Lake Bluff’s
historic housing legacy regarding the marketplace. Ms. Fischer thanked the PCZBA for reviewing the
proposal within the larger concept.
Presentation from Nick Patera
Nick Patera of Teska Associates provided background and historical information regarding the property.
He stated the property is approximately 25 acres with access via two parallel driveways (Shore Acres
Drive and Arden Shore Drive). He reviewed the existing property conditions, impact on properties in
proximity, substantial tree lines, open piece of ground, site wetland, tree inventory plan, and site context
plan for open space conservation. He reviewed the residential design concept that will expand the Shore
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Acres driving range along the south side of the property and the prototypical home plan for 3,000 sq. ft.
footprint homes with internal roadways. Mr. Patera said the proposed landscape plan would consist of
screening to create a transition from the high canopy woods to an understory, maintain the natural feel of
the property and be maintained as part of a common area by the Homeowners Association. He said the
proposed homes will have 40 ft. setbacks, 30 to 40 ft. apart, and commented on how the 413 ft. of
property could be configured pursuant to the current zoning (CE) requirements and noted there are no
plans to limit accessibility to Lake Michigan.
Presentation from Mike Black
Mike Black reviewed the conceptual septic and drainage plan. Currently there are no sanitary sewer
systems near the property the closest facility is the Tangley Oaks lift station. He stated if soil conditions
permit, the plan is to have a septic field service the proposed homes, but if permeability of the soil is
limited, a mound system will be used. In response to the question regarding sewage leakage into the
bluff and Lake Michigan, he said he does not foresee a problem because the drainage flows toward Lake
Michigan, the systems are permitted along the shoreline, and any excess drainage toward the bluff will
be captured in the appropriate sized storm sewer basin capable of handling extreme storms.
Mr. Swarthout concluded the presentation stating the green space is approximately the size of a football
field, the proposed 12 homes are appropriate for the site and will be a good project for the community as
well as the current property owners.
In response to a question from Member Danly, President of the Shore Acres County Club Jack Keller
said if the development is approved as is, there will be no noticeable changes, and the property will look
the same as it does today.
Member Danly expressed her understanding that the proposal is for 12 homes, 3000 sq. ft. and asked if
they had considered plans that would conform to the existing CE zoning. Mr. Swarthout said larger 5acre model homes are archaic and he believes this is the best solution for the property.
In response to questions from Member Miller, Mr. Swarthout said they had considered bringing utilities
to the site, but it would be problematic. Also, he reviewed the previous PCZBA videos and he does not
think the previous plan was rejected outright. He said the proposed driving range facility will not impact
any open or wetlands on the property, there will be a common well with adequate water supply to serve
all the homes, and these will be higher-end priced homes over $1 million.
In response to a question from Member Rider regarding tree preservation, Mr. Swarthout said the mature
trees in the designated wetland area on the western side of the property will not be removed.
In response to a comment from Member Danly, Mr. Swarthout said their demand is that the proposed
homes be LEED certified, state-of-the-art “Green” homes. A discussion followed.
In response to a question from Member Miller, AVA Cole said he does not expect that Provision E,
ground coverage, would be triggered because it refers to the total ratio of area of land covered by
buildings. Member Miller said pursuant to the PRD the major concern would be water, sewer, and the
number of proposed homes. He mentioned he would prefer further consideration prior to moving
forward.
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In response to a question from Member Rider regarding tree preservation, Mr. Swarthout said the 18
acres would be deeded to Shore Acres. VA Schuster said there are mechanisms that can be imposed to
ensure the land would remain open, undeveloped space such as a zoning condition, an independent
restrictive convent, conservation easement or as part of the subdivision approval. A discussion followed.
Mr. Swarthout said neither the property owners nor Shore Acres Golf club desires to have a structure on
the 18.34 acres of land, the plan is to use the land as a driving range, and place restrictions upon the
property to preserve it as open space indefinitely.
In response to a question from Chair Peters, Mr. Swarthout said he did reach out but has had no dialogue
with either property owner (Covington and Keller). AVA Cole commented that the absence of dialogue
with the neighbors should not be taken as a lack of interest.
Chair Peters inquired of potential impact on property values of the surrounding homes. Mr. Swarthout
said he thinks smaller homes around larger estates could negatively impact property values. He also
thinks if a large estate home was built it will significantly impact the view shed and impervious surface.
He said the community really needs this kind of project and if the surrounding property owners decide to
sell their home they would not be competing with newer larger estates.
Mr. Swarthout said Larry Booth were supportive of the project and suggested reverting back to the
original design which had a loop road on the perimeter but they would prefer to have an open common
area rather than garages behind all the homes.
Chair Peters expressed his concern regarding the relative density; although it is not dense by traditional
residential standard, it is denser in relation to the CE zoning. Mr. Swarthout said a 20-unit development
was considered but he thinks the 12-unit proposal is appropriate.
Mr. Keller commented on how they narrowed the proposal to 12 homes and the type of development
that could be built pursuant to the current zoning. He said the floor area ratio and capacity of the
property pursuant to the current zoning is far greater than what is being proposed. A discussion
followed.
Member Murray had no comments.
In response to a previous comment from Member Danly regarding LEED certification, AVA Cole said
the Village Sustainability Plan is specific to commercial use of green technologies such as renewable
energy and sustainable building materials. VA Schuster said if the applicant desires to submit their plan
seeking LEED certification, any approved zoning would bind them pursuant to the development
agreement.
In response to a question from the audience, Mr. Swarthout said currently the streets are private, but they
will eventually allow public access to Lake Michigan.
In response to a question from Member Rider, Mr. Swarthout commented on why he thinks it would be
beneficial to eliminate Arden Shore Road where it runs parallel to Shore Acres Drive and connect the
road to Shore Acres Drive where it turns from east-west to north-south. He said their willing to
coordinate with Shore Acres Golf Club and the surrounding property owners to accomplish avoidance of
golf balls, vehicular traffic, and privacy issues.
4

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Special Meeting Minutes – February 19, 2020

Chair Peters expressed his concern regarding density and interaction with the two neighboring property
owners and asked that dialogue be continued to determine how firmly the neighbors are with their
position.
5. Chair Peters Administers, the Oath to Those Participating in the Public Hearing
6. A Public Hearing for 103-113 East Scranton Avenue (PIN 12-21-115-003)
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from staff.
AVA Cole allowed a brief intermission to allow the public an opportunity to place their name on the
sign-up sheet. He said the Village received a zoning relief application from Lawrence Property, LLC 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 aisle into a pedestrian walkway. This requires the issuance of a
special use permit (SUP) as well as setback and parking variations. AVA Cole said if the PCZBA
recommends approval of the SUP, staff recommends imposing the following conditions: liquor license
required, closure of former drive-through facility, construction of public parking spaces, employee
parking at train station, and restriction on the hours of operation consistent with businesses in the CBD.
He advised that staff received a letter from the attorney representing Center Avenue Partners and
commented on the context of the letter.
Presentation from Scott Streightiff
Scott Streightiff spoke on behalf of the property owner, Lawrence Property, LLC., stating the primary
intention of the petition is to seek approval for the adaptive re-use of an existing vacated bank drivethrough on the south end of the property, and to repurpose the structure as an authentic English Pub with
an outdoor garden area. The project requires a few variations which are outlined in the packet. Mr.
Streightiff said the Lawrence family purchased the building known as the John Griffith Store Building in
1979, and opened Lawrence Interiors the same year. There have been many improvements made over
the years and in 2003 the building was individually listed on the National Register of Historic Places. In
2004, Lake Forest Bank and Trust became a tenant and added a drive-through facility and in 2014 the
bank vacated the premises and subsequent efforts to secure a tenant, who could utilize the drive-through,
have been unsuccessful. The property owners desire to redevelop the abandoned drive-through area for
use as an “English” themed pub, serving food and drinks, with an outdoor garden area. He believes that
the design of the pub and garden area will positively contribute to the CBD businesses by redeveloping a
vacant and underutilized space. Mr. Streightiff said Mr. Lawrence is uniquely qualified for this venture
as he has spent many years traveling throughout England studying the rich history of the Public House
and he is also a collector and reseller of English furnishings. Mr. Lawrence has been instrumental in
other like projects locally such as the original renovation to the Deer Path Inn and have provided his
expertise in similar fashion, obtaining landmark designation for the property.
Mr. Streightiff showed photographs from various views of the existing exterior conditions and addressed
the proposed parking modifications. He showed an aerial view of the parking lot and noted there are 10
functional parking spaces for daily use. The proposed parking plan would eliminate street access for the
existing drive-through, convert the area to a landscaped pedestrian walkway and provide three additional
parking spaces along Oak Avenue. He said the Applicant is proposing to purchase four annual Metra lot
parking passes for their employees and then showed an animation video for the proposed project
5
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depicting the breezeway entranceway, pedestrian walkway, garden area amongst other amenities. He
said he thinks the project will have a positive impact on downtown.
Chair Peters opened the floor to comments from the commissioners.
Member Miller commented on the issues that must be addressed, SUP, setback and parking variations
and said he would prefer to defer the matter until the neighbor’s rights associated with the privately
owned Scranton Alley are settled.
In response to a question from Member Rider, Mr. Streightiff said their willing to consider an alternative
primary entrance and use the Scranton Alley access as an emergency exit.
Gary Lawrence said prior to the meeting he had an opportunity to speak with Ron Oesterlein of Center
Avenue Partners and was told he had to speak with his partners regarding the Scranton Alley access. If
an agreement is reached their willing to make the alleyway access an “emergency” barred exit with an
alarm and place the main entranceway in the rear underneath the canopy.
VA Schuster read Ordinance 2003-12, Paragraph I – The Pedestrian Walkway, Subparagraph 1 –
Location and Purpose. He said the approved zoning condition was meant to be for ingress and egress, as
well as with prior approval from the Village Administrator, small retail operations could operate in that
area.
Member Danly said she thinks the proposal speaks to what the Village is striving for as a community
and she is very intrigued with the proposal.
In response to a parking question from Member Miller, Mr. Lawrence explained why there are no plans
to use the existing rear tenant parking spaces for the restaurant. A discussion followed.
Chair Peters opened the floor for public comment and administered the oath to those participating in the
public hearing.
William Gundlach, Attorney for Center Avenue Partners, LLC, said his client supports the idea of a
restaurant at the location, believes it would be great for downtown and the community, but objects to the
use of their property to access the restaurant. Also, his clients expressed concern regarding parking, use
of the pedestrian walkway, increased liability, and would prefer that the main egree/ingress entranceway
face south toward the Applicant’s property.
Chair Peters asked if the matter could be addressed through an indemnification agreement or be an
additional insured on an insurance policy. A discussion followed.
Chair Peters said he thinks the commission is in favor of the petition and asked the Applicant if he was
comfortable with the proposed conditions of approval. Mr. Lawrence said he is comfortable with the
conditions but would prefer Scranton Alley be used as a pedestrian walkway to access the restaurant. A
discussion followed.
In response to a question from Chair Peters, Mr. Lawrence said the proposed hours of operation are
Monday through Wednesday (4:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m.), Thursday (2:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m.), Friday (2:00
p.m. to midnight), Saturday (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m., for English football broadcasts then reopen at 2:00
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p.m. to midnight) and Sunday (2:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m.). An extensive discussion regarding operating
hours followed.
Denise Petticord said she lives in the multi-unit condominium building adjacent to Village Hall and she
is not generally opposed to sprucing up downtown, but she is concerned about the proposed hours of
operation. She asked if a new fence would be built to screen their designated parking spaces. Mr.
Lawrence said they’re willing to restrict the hours of operation for the proposed outdoor seating area.
In response to a comment from Member Miller, Ms. Petticord said her concern is egress/ingress to the
restaurant not the access locations. Mr. Streightiff said there are buffering options that could be
considered such as landscaping between the property and pedestrian walkway. A discussion followed.
In response to a question from Member Murray, Mr. Streightiff said a different closure time (10:00 p.m.)
could be imposed on the exterior garden area. An extensive discussion followed.
In response to questions from Member Miller, AVA Cole said the applicant is proposing to purchase
four parking passes and construct 3 additional parking spaces for a total of 10 spaces. A discussion
followed.
Member Murray expressed his concerns regarding parking, increased congestion, hours of operation,
restriction on outdoor seating, and access to Scranton Alley. He said he would prefer the applicant take a
more definitive approach to provide incremental parking and mirror the evening hours of operation
consistent with CBD businesses. He said this is a good idea and we should find a way to make it work,
but he is concerned about making a recommendation to the Village Board without knowing if the matter
with Center Avenue Partners has been resolved.
In response to a question from Chair Peters, VA Schuster elaborated on the action which the PCZBA
could consider regarding the potential conflict between Center Avenue Partners and Lawrence Property
LLC.
In response to a comment from Chair Peters, Mr. Lawrence said he is okay with the main entranceway
on the southernmost area underneath the overhang and he is willing to work with Center Avenue
Partners to possibly use the side door as an emergency exit.
AVA Cole said it is his understanding the recommendation would be to approve the SUP, setback and
parking variations, hours of operation would be Monday through Friday (Noon to 11:00 p.m.), Saturday
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.) and (2:00 p.m. to Midnight) and Sunday (2:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and the
outdoor dining area will close at 10:00 p.m. every day of the week, the west entranceway will be used as
an emergency exit only and the Architectural Board of Review will review details associated with sound
attuning fence.
Member Murray asked if the outdoor seating area which includes consumption of beverages will close at
10:00 p.m. consistent with other CBD businesses. A discussion followed.
Ms. Petticord returned to the podium and expressed her concern regarding the proposed hours of
operation. An extensive discussion regarding the emergency door and hours of operation ensued.
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Member Danly said it seems the Village wants viable businesses, but she is concerned that the proposed
condition on the hours of operation is too strict, but can be amended if needed.
Following an extensive discussion regarding hours of operation, Member Burns made a motion to
recommend the Village Board approve the SUP subject to the following conditions: closure of former
drive through, construction of public parking spaces, employee parking at train station and hours of
operation are limited as follows: Monday through Friday (noon to 11:00 p.m.), Saturday (7:00 a.m. to
10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. to midnight), Sunday (2:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.), and the outdoor dining area
will always close no later than 10:00 p.m. Member Danly seconded the motion. The motion passed on
the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(5)
(0)
(2)

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

7. A Public Hearing – One Year Extension for Short-Term Rentals
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from staff.
AVA Cole said 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. Recently the Village Board reviewed the pilot program and
the consensus was to maintain the status quo and extend the pilot program by an additional year. If there
is not a consensus among the PCZBA Members to extend the pilot program, staff recommends the
PCZBA continue its consideration to its March regular meeting.
Chair Peters opened the floor for comments from the public.
In response to a comment from Patricia Havrin, AVA Cole commented on the supplemental information
provided after the packet was distributed which included correspondence from Robert and Patricia
Havrin.
Member Rider said she would prefer to review additional information because it is her opinion that the
current imposed restrictions have negatively impacted viable options. Also, she thinks the number of
allowed short-term rentals and parking restrictions should be further discussed.
Member Miller said the pilot program is more costly to the Village and he would consider extending the
pilot program an additional year if there is a discussion regarding removing some of the restrictions.
Member Rider said the current pilot program is not a money maker, but there are ways to resolve the
program, such as outlaw the program or loosen the restrictions to make it more interesting. She
expressed her concern regarding the parking restrictions. A discussion ensued.
Chair Peters said it seems the pilot program has been relatively quiet from the citizen’s perspective and
there has not been much public comment. He said he would be a proponent of recommending the one
year extension, and if needed, revisit or modify certain restrictions later. An extensive discussion
regarding the recommendation followed.

8

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Special Meeting Minutes – February 19, 2020

Chair Peters administered the oath to those participating in the public hearing. In response to a question
from Julie Ashbury Capp regarding parking, Member Rider said her comment was in reference to the
statement that “properties with adjacent driveways may not be used as short-term rentals.” Ms. Ashbury
Capp said she lives next to a short-term rental and it is her understanding the current restrictions were
imposed to address safety, noise, traffic and the impact on neighboring property.
Member Burns made a motion to recommend the Village Board extend the short-term rental regulations
for an additional year. Member Danly seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call
vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(5)
(0)
(2)

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

8. A Public Hearing – Height Restrictions for Planned Mixed-Use Developments/Block Three
Chair Peters introduced the agenda item and requested an update from staff.
AVA Cole said in November and December 2019, the PCZBA conducted workshops regarding a
proposed 20-unit condominium redevelopment of the former PNC Bank site at 120 East Scranton
Avenue. At the conclusion of the workshops the PCZBA requested the Village Board initiate the process
to eliminate the two story or 30-foot maximum height restriction application to Planned Mixed-Use
Developments (PMD), 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, and it is important to note:
• The Village Board is the Applicant for the amendment;
• The public hearing cannot result in approval of any development;
• The changes under consideration would (likely) apply to other locations than Block Three such
as Blocks One and Two, entire CBD District; and
• Currently, there are no applications to redevelop 120 East Scranton Avenue.
AVA Cole said at this time, there are no applications to redevelop 120 East Scranton Avenue. In order to
ensure everyone has the change to space, and consistent with the Village’s adopted rules concerning
public comment, testimony will be limited to a maximum of three (3) minutes per person.
In response to questions from Member Miller, AVA Cole reviewed the current zoning guidelines
applicable to Blocks Two and Three, and he noted the height restrict for Block One is 35 ft., three stories
and the height cap for the remainder of the CBD is 30 ft. or two stories. Staff provided different options
as a starting point for consideration which the PCZBA may propose:
1. Take no action and leave the height limitation in place;
2. Delete the height limitation applicable to PMD. 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 ft. height limitation in the CBD. This option would be consistent with the PCZBA’s
original 2016 recommendation to the Village Board; and
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
PMD approval would still be required due to the different 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 three-story height.
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In response to a comment from Member Miller, VA Schuster said the variation standard is different than
the PMD because it requires an applicant to show a particular hardship with a property. He said it is
within the PCZBA purview to grant a variation, but the commission cannot grant a modification. A
discussion followed.
In response to a question from Member Miller, AVA Cole said the Village Board emphasized that
they’re not taking any particular position on the development presented at the workshops. A discussion
followed.
Chair Peters said the PCZBA thanks everybody for being active in the process and attending tonight’s
meeting. The PCZBA will be discussing a policy decision in a civil and professional decorum and the
PCZBA’s final recommendation will be based upon all the testimony as well as other factors presented
this evening. Chair Peters administered the oath to those participating in the public hearing.
AVA Cole invited the first speaker to the podium.
Paul Bergman shared his family history regarding relocation to Lake Bluff. He said his dad served as a
Village Trustee and founded the Architectural Board of Review which played an integral role in the
design of Lake Bluff. He said Bill Bergman used urban planning to architecturally design the downtown
buildings to unite the CBD into a thematic whole. His presentation showed various building structures
and he explained how the buildings were bought together in height, color, fenestration, corners, roofline,
cornice line, and elevation. Mr. Bergman said that the concept for unifying the downtown was to have
all the buildings “red” or “dark red” with wide aluminum window sash to provide a unit of color,
entranceways on a grade, with the exception of the Village Market and all two-story buildings with a
common cornice line. Mr. Bergman said if there are plans to change the downtown building height,
there will be appropriately nine buildings involved in the process, not just Block Three.
Chair Peters thanked him and said the presentation will be incorporated into the record.
AVA Cole invited the next speaker to the podium.
Kate Briand said there have been no valid reasons stated that warrants amending the existing ordinance.
According to various organizations, municipalities should only consider an amendment if there is a flaw
in the ordinance or if the ordinance is outdated. She elaborated on why she believes Block Three is part
of a larger plan noting that the study for Blocks Two and Three were done in conjunction pursuant to the
2015 Lake Bluff Visioning Study. She expressed her concern regarding the dense proposals and noted
the goal is to effectuate the possibility of high-density developments on Blocks One, Two and Three.
Ms. Briand asked the PCZBA not to change the height restrictions, keep Lake Bluff a small town, and
listen to its citizenry and do not allow a three-story development on Block Three.
AVA Cole invited the next speaker to the podium.
Kevin Constantine said he lives north of Block Three and that he does not relish publicly disagreeing
with his neighbors. He expressed his appreciation to everyone that have remained civil, understand that
good people can disagree, have not sent harassing/taunting emails, or post untruths about his family on
social media. It is his belief that it will be said “this development, if it happens, will change the character
of our Village.” He is content knowing that character does not come from bricks or mortar but from
people in general and how they treat each other. He believes that many are present this evening to say
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“no” to a three story development on Block Three, but saying “no” to the behavior that has been seen
regarding this issue, and saying “yes” to integrity, honesty, and respect will have a greater impact on the
character of our Village than any building size.
AVA Cole invited the next speaker to the podium.
Dave Mark said he does not believe Lake Bluff is in an existential battle for survival and that the
community will survive regardless of any decision made. He asked the PCZBA to listen to everyone, not
just the loudest voices, and have a civil discussion based on the merits of the proposals presented. It has
been asked “what has changed” the answer “nothing” and to him this is the reason why we should
seriously consider alternatives because nothing has changed in the last four years. Mr. Mark said he
thinks the Village has missed an opportunity to address housing needs in the community, and the
creation of 20 new households within walking distance of downtown. Previously, he expressed his
opposition against the previous proposal, but have since seen a lot more support in the community for
these types of potential proposals, and their voices must be heard. Mr. Mark said downtown Lake Bluff
has gotten better since he moved to the area, and future change is inevitable. If we do not adapt, forces
could reverse and send the CBD on a path of deterioration leaving Lake Bluff to feel like a subdivision
instead of a Village. He said he strongly believes that a multifamily housing development on Block
Three will add vibrancy to downtown, strengthen the heart of the Village, and secure the future of Lake
Bluff. Mr. Mark said if a slogan on a yard sign can be the final word on this current debate then he
believes this will be a reoccurring discussion. The limitation in the PMD is kind of a simple “no” and he
would ask if not this, then what? And if not now, then when?
AVA Cole invited the next speaker to the podium.
Jean Niemi said a large group of concerned Lake Bluff citizens have invested their money and time to
ensure their voices were heard and most of the group remains steadfast, No 3 on 3. She said she is not
opposed to development or condominiums on Block Three, so long as it does not change the charm of
Lake Bluff, but she is opposed to buildings greater than 30 ft. in height. She said the recent developer
submitted their proposal, with very little effort or money, in hopes of convincing the Village Board to
remove the current zoning restrictions and pave the way for Block Three to be overdeveloped. Ms.
Niemi said the concerns expressed on the 500-signature petition extends beyond the 20 or so residents
within the 300 ft. radius of the proposed development and then she read a few comments from
individuals that were not able to attend the meeting. Ms. Niemi commented on the preservation
provision in the PMD and she said removal of mature trees, green space, and leaving no transition
between downtown does not promote health, safety and welfare for Lake Bluff residents, it only
promotes financial gain for developers.
AVA Cole invited the next speaker to the podium.
Jim Arnold said he witnessed the transition in Highland Park when it progressively built taller and taller
buildings. He commented on the specialness of Lake Bluff noting it has its own calming effect, vibe, and
is a spiritual place in its own way like no other along the North Shore. Mr. Arnold expressed his opinion
that Lake Bluff needs more affordable housing and he is in favor of developing Block Three, if the
building does not exceed 30 ft. A multi-unit development would allow people that desire to downsize to
remain in Lake Bluff, but he is concerned that the proposed price range may be too expensive.
AVA Cole invited the next speaker to the podium.
11

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Special Meeting Minutes – February 19, 2020

Mickey Collins said the concerns expressed have mostly been about massing/height and she thinks the
fallacy of future taller buildings in the CBD could be easily disapproved as there is a five story hotel
located in East Lake Bluff (Prospect Avenue). She expressed her belief that the Village Zoning Code has
a few inconsistencies/loopholes. She stated why she does not think the proposed development could be a
bookend for Block One which was sold as a one off, has no adjacent homes, parking lot in the rear, and
20 ft. setback. She shared information regarding the Village of Hinsdale which has limited building
height in its historic downtown district to lesser of 30 ft. or two stories. Ms. Collins said the proposed
development is a beautiful building and she would love to see it built in the L-1 Zoning District but it is
not appropriate for Block Three which is surrounded on three sides by single family residential homes.
AVA Cole invited the next speaker to the podium.
Silver Kovacs said she likes the Lake Bluff community style. She said while living in Germany a large
development negatively impacted the light on her home and asked that the height restrictions not be
changed.
AVA Cole invited the next speaker to the podium.
Mark Stolzenburg commented on ruminations regarding the legislative process associated with the PMD
and Teskla CBD Phase II Study. It is his belief that the development is prompting the latest revision to
the PMD Ordinance which he thinks is working backwards. He commented on the current state of the
Lake County housing market and shared information regarding a study on “salt deduction.” He said the
proposed development does not comply with the current standards, and if the 30 ft. restriction is
removed, will not comply with the downtown planning principles and will negatively impact a wide
swath of Lake Bluff. Mr. Stolzenburg said financial gain is not a reason to grant a variation and
expressed his concern regarding the parking shortage in the CBD. He said there are options that could
benefit everyone, if the Village believes something needs to be done, it could acquire Block Three and
modify it for public use.
Yousses Kaiboussi came to the podium and said he indirectly moved to Lake Bluff after visiting one of
its establishments. He said he loves the aesthetic design of the houses, the community is awesome, and it
has attractive neighborhoods. He asked the PCZBA to consider future generations and not change the
restrictions.
Rebecca Kluchka came to the podium and shared information regarding her property on Route 41 and
explained why her family executed a Gentlemen Agreement with North Chicago for the betterment of
Lake Bluff. Although, her family have met with adversity through the government, the Lake Bluff
community is vital to her and that is why her family volunteers’ numerous hours to various Lake Bluff
organizations (Fire Department, Cub Scouts, etc.). Ms. Kluchka said her family have taken residential
and business risks and asked the PCZBA to be cognizant of the whole situation.
Chair Peters closed the public comments and opened the floor to comments from the commissioners.
Member Murray said he is glad the PCZBA is having this conversation to address broader issues related
to height limitations in the CBD pursuant to the PMD. It is his perspective that this comes down to what
kind of transition should occur between Block One and the residential portions of the Village. He said he
understands the economic and financial ramifications, but he is not convinced that the CBD needs a
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three-story development to be a thriving community, but a developer to step up and develop Block
Three. It is his opinion that there has not been any compelling argument as to why this needs to be a
three-story building. There is a nebulous fear that there will never be a proposal that will develop the
property, if that is the case, the property will continue to deteriorate in quality, and eventually be sold for
a cheaper price, and developed in a different fashion more in keeping with the character of the Village.
Member Murray said this is not a hypothetical conversation, the PCZBA has been asked directly to
decide whether the PCZBA recommend the Village Board remove the height restrictions. It is his hope
that a mixed-use development will be done on Block Three, but he does not think it needs to be three
stories for any reason, other than the finances of the particular property and the owner in question.
Chair Peters said this evening the PCZBA is considering whether a potential zoning amendment will or
will not be recommended to the Village Board and clarified that there have been no petitions submitted
as of to date.
Member Murray said he thinks this is a clear issue because it is an amendment not a project. The
question is whether the commissioners should recommend removal of the 30 ft., two story restriction,
and to him this is a much simpler question than any particular proposal for development of Block Three.
Member Rider said no two-story activity has occurred on the property in the last four years. Perhaps that
is not fulsome enough thinking, but her mind is open to a more favorable disposition to the amendment.
Member Danly said she would prefer to be open-minded and move forward with the zoning amendment.
There have been many decisions made based on fear, but she thinks that, if there is collaboration, a
development could be done that would adhere to the cornice lines, maintain the charm of Lake Bluff,
and comply with zoning regulations.
Member Rider said the presentation regarding cornice lines was insightful. She said she is interested
about the Block Two concerns, that whatever is developed on Block Three will set the standards for
Block Two as well. Currently, Block Two has viable buildings and there has been no activity on Block
Three for four years and she does not think there will be a decision made to tear down the two-story
establishments and replace them with three story buildings. She does not think approval of the
amendment is a decision to move forward with regarding three story developments on Block Three.
Member Miller said if there was going to be something built on the property (parking lot, senior
housing, etc.) he thinks the Village would have seen an inkling in the past four years. He asked if the
Village should wait until the building becomes derelict, falls down, or becomes a critical safety issuefor
its residents before taking any action. He said the proposal is not to remove the 30 ft. restriction but
remove “thou shalt not have 30 ft.” The 30 ft. restriction, two story requirements would remain and
allow the PCZBA more leeway to consider better alternatives. Member Miller said he is not in favor of
“carte blanche” but he would consider going back to the 2016 proposal, removing “thou shalt not” and
replace it with “normal height restriction for the CBD.” The “thou shalt not” terminology needs to be
clarified in the Zoning Code as it shapes investor’s expectations about how much money they should
spend on a piece of property. He does not think the Village wants to set the precedence, that if someone
purchase a piece of property then allows it to deteriorate, that they can use the condition as a threat to
effectively extort the Village into changing the regulations. Member Miller said the right answer would
be to provide clear guidance to investors and not give into the financial motivations caused by unclear
expectations.
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Chair Peters asked everyone to refrain from clapping or applauding during the pendency of this
particular hearing. There have been a lot of time spent discussing this scenario over the last couple of
months. Clearly there are concerns that have been expressed by the neighbors and members of the
community, with respect to what could this mean to Lake Bluff. If you deal specifically with Block
Three and the neighbors to the north, there could be an increase or a threat of an increased roofline and
there could be an impairment arguably to sunlight. Counterbalancing those concerns the property has
been dormant for the last four years and he thinks a critical issue for the Village and its citizens is do we
want the property to go into further disrepair, or decay, or possibly have a 30 ft. high wall on the north
side. Chair Peters said he is not sure if a petition will ever be reached and that this is a very challenging
philosophical and policy decision.
In response to questions from Member Rider, VA Schuster said in 2016 the PCZBA considered creating
the PMD tool that would not change the underlying zoning restrictions for particular zoning districts,
CBD or R-4 District. He said the Planned Development tool provides flexibility for an applicant to ask a
modification from the underlying zoning regulations. The PMD Ordinance was considered by the
PCZBA but did not allow any type of modification to the Zoning Code, barring a few caveats such as
height. It is his belief that the comment by Member Miller refers to removal of the statement “you
cannot seek a modification for the height restriction it must be a variance.” VA Schuster said as opposed
to an applicant seeking a modification pursuant to the PMD, the PCZBA can change the underlying
zoning which would allow any applicant to build to a height which the PCZBA deems appropriate. An
extensive discussion regarding the options for consideration followed.
VA Schuster said if the height restrictions were removed in the PMD, an applicant could come forward,
apply as part of a PMD approval, apply for modifications which may include some additional height,
then it would be up to the PCZBA to review and determine if they meet the standards and submit its
recommendation to the Village Board. A discussion followed.
Member Murray said this is why he feels it is important not to remove the restrictions because it is
above expectations. This is not specific to Block Three and the PCZBA will have another bite of the
apple, but the reality is the momentum is building toward removing the three-story restriction and
allowing these types of developments and to him the clearest signal that could be sent is to do nothing.
Chair Peters allowed Mr. Andersen to return to the podium to ask a question.
Mr. Andersen said the PCZBA’s initial action was Option #1 - “take no action and leave the height
limitation in place’, the matter was sent to the Village Board which sent it back to the PCZBA and asked
that the proposal be judged on its own merit, however, the PCZBA felt it needed further direction. It is
his understanding that Option #2 would allow developers to submit a proposal that would be judged on
its own merit. He understands there is no guarantee of approval of any proposal and they’re willing to
spend the time and effort to bring a proposal forward, listen to all the input, comments, collaborate and
work together to make a product that benefits the developer, landowners and community.
Chair Peters allowed Ms. Niemi to return to the podium.
Ms. Neimi asked the PCZBA not to be persuaded by the aforementioned comment as it is her
understanding there are no formal proposals being considered.
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Following a brief discussion, Member Miller made a motion to recommend the Village Board take no
action and leave the height limitation and associated variation process in place. Member Murray
seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

(3)
(2)
(2)

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

Chair Peters allowed a brief intermission to allow residents an opportunity to leave the meeting.
9. Staff Report
AVA Cole said the Village will be represented by the new firm of Elrod Friedman LLP, VA Schuster
said he looks forward to continuing to serve the Village.
AVA Cole said the Stonebridge demolition and new Jaguar dealership building applications are
expected to be on the March 18th meeting agenda. In response to a comment from Member Miller, AVA
Cole said he will circulate a more recent survey associated with the 1997 Comprehensive Land Use
Plan.
10. Commissioner’s Report
There was no report.
11. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Miller moved to adjourn the
meeting. Member Danly 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:

June 12, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #4 – 709 Sheridan Road

Applicant Information:

Holding Spaces, LLC

Purpose:

To allow construction of an approximately 590 square
foot addition to the single-family residential use on the
property.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

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

June 2, 2020
June 2, 2020

(Variations)
(Daylight Plane Height)
(Floor Area Ratio)
(R-4 Side Yard Setbacks)

Summary and Background Information
On March 23, 2020, the Village of Lake Bluff received a zoning variation application from Grace Ragsdale
seeking side yard, daylight plane, and floor area relief necessary to build a residential addition on the
second floor of the mixed-use building located at 709 Sheridan Road.
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Zoning Analysis
Village Staff has conducted a zoning analysis and confirms the proposed plans, with the exception of the
requested variations, are in compliance with the Zoning Code.
•

Non-Conforming Use. This property has a commercial use (a painting and decorating firm) on
the first floor, and a single-family residence on the second floor. This property is located in the
Village’s R-4 residential district, which typically does not allow commercial storefronts. The
subject property has been an existing non-conforming use for an extended period of time. The
proposed work would extend the single-family residential (conforming) use and is not, itself,
prohibited by the Zoning Regulations. The PCZBA may, however, weigh these circumstances in
evaluating the criteria for a variation; notably:
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.

•

Sought Variations.
o Side Yard. The existing structure is built essentially to the lot line on three sides.
Accordingly, the proposed work is within the area of an existing individual and combined
side yard non-conformity along the northern edge of the existing structure into and through
an easterly addition. The first page of the plans (Site Plan) shows where the proposed
addition lies relative to the existing building footprint.

10-5G-2
R-4 SIDE YARD SETBACK (INDIVIDUAL)
Minimum Allowed
Existing
Proposed
5’
0.1’
0.1’

Variation
4.9’ (98%)

10-5G-2
R-4 SIDE YARD SETBACK (COMBINED)
Minimum Allowed
Existing
Proposed
12.5’
0.1’
0.1’

Variation
12.4’ (99%)

o Daylight Plane. Similarly, because the existing structure is built at the lot line, the
proposed work enlarges an existing non-conforming daylight plane penetration along the
north lot line. The fifth and sixth pages of the plans (the elevations) highlight the current
and proposed area within the daylight plane in red. (The daylight plane starts at the lot
line, goes 12’ up, and then goes up at a 45-degree angle or 1’ up for each 1’ in. For
example, at a point 5’ from the lot line, the maximum height would be 17’.)
10-5-5
DAYLIGHT PLANE HEIGHT RESTRICTION
Maximum Allowed
Existing
Proposed
12’
26’1”
26’1”
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Variation
~12’ 10” (107%)

o Floor Area Ratio. Finally, the existing building exceeds the Village’s floor area ratio. This
rule is intended to control the bulk of structures in the Village’s residential districts. (The
rule applies to the whole building, although only the second floor – 1,441 square feet – is
used as a residence.)
10-5-6
FLOOR AREA RATIO
Maximum Allowed
Existing
3,675 sq. ft.
9,243 sq. ft.

Proposed
9,833 sq. ft.

Variation
6,158 sq. ft. (168%)

Planning Analysis
Most residential variations do not implicate the Comprehensive Plan. However, in this case, the 1997
Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Plan anticipates that this property would eventually be converted
to open space. While this proposal does not concern a change in use, the PCZBA may weigh this in
evaluating the criteria for a variation:
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PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend the Village Board approve, approve with conditions, or deny
the Applicant’s request for:
• A 4.9-foot variation (98%) from Section 10-5G-2(B), Individual Side Yard Setback;
• A 12.4-foot variation (99%) from Section 10-5G-2(B), Combined Side Yard Setback;
• A 12.83-foot variation (107%) from Section 10-5-5, Daylight Plane Height Restriction; and,
• A 6,158-foot variation (168%) from Section 10-5-6, Floor Area Ratio.
Village Code - Variations - Standards for Variations
The Applicant has provided statements addressing the standards for variation in the attached application.
The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy the standards
for variation prescribed by the Zoning Regulations.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

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

VARIATIONS

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

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

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

•

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

Attachments
• A copy of the Applicants’ application with supporting documentation.
• Draft ordinance.
• Received correspondence.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2020-__

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A VARIATION FROM THE VILLAGE'S
MINIMUM SIDE YARD SETBACK, FLOOR ARE RATIO,
AND DAYLIGHT PLANE REGULATIONS
(709 Sheridan Road)

Passed by the Board of Trustees, July 6, 2020
Printed and Published, July 7, 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
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ORDINANCE NO. 2020-__
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A VARIATION FROM THE VILLAGE'S
MINIMUM SIDE YARD SETBACK, FLOOR ARE RATIO,
AND DAYLIGHT PLANE REGULATIONS
(709 Sheridan Road)
WHEREAS, Holding Spaces, LLC ("Applicant") is the owner of the property
located at 709 Sheridan Road in the Village, which is within the Village's R-4 Residence District
and is legally described on the attached Exhibit A ("Subject Property"); and
WHEREAS, the Subject Property is improved with a two story, mixed-use
building (“Building”), which Building is a legal, non-conforming use; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant desires to construct an approximately 590 square foot
addition to the single-family residential unit occupying the second floor of the Building
(“Improvements”); and
WHEREAS, to allow the construction of the Improvements, the Applicant has
requested: (i) a 6,158-foot variation (168%) from the maximum floor area ratio restriction set
forth in Section 10-5-6 of the Zoning Regulations; (ii) a 4.9-foot variation (98%) from the
minimum individual side yard setback restriction set forth in Section 10-5G-2(B) of the Zoning
Regulations; (iii) a 12.4-foot variation (99%) from the minimum combined side yard setback
restriction set forth in Section 10-5G-2(B) of the Zoning Regulations; and (iv) an 12.83-foot
variation (107%) from the daylight plane height restrictions set forth in Section 10-5-5 of the
Zoning Regulations (collectively, “Variations”); and
WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees, upon receipt of a recommendation
from the Village Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals (“PCZBA”), has final
authority to grant or deny the Requested Variations pursuant to Section 10-2-4A of the Zoning
Regulations; and
WHEREAS, a public notice describing the Requested Variations was duly
advertised on or before June 2, 2020 in The Lake County News-Sun, and the PCZBA held a
public hearing on June 17, 2020, for the purpose of considering the Requested Variations; and
WHEREAS, at the close of the public hearing on June 17, 2020, the PCZBA
recommended that the Village Board grant the Variations; and
WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees has determined that it would be in the
best interest of the Village to grant the Variations 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 into, and made a part of, this Ordinance
as the findings of the President and Board of Trustees of the Village.
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Section 2.

Public Hearing.

A public hearing to consider the Applicant's request for the Variations was duly
advertised on or before June 2, 2020, in The News-Sun, and was held by the PCZBA on June
17, 2020. On June 17, 2020, the PCZBA recommended approval of the Requested Variations.
Section 3.

Variation.

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 4 of this Ordinance, the Applicant is hereby granted: (i) a 6,158foot variation (168%) from the maximum floor area ratio restriction set forth in Section 10-5-6 of
the Zoning Regulations; (ii) a 4.9-foot variation (98%) from the minimum individual side yard
setback restriction set forth in Section 10-5G-2(B) of the Zoning Regulations; (iii) a 12.4-foot
variation (99%) from the minimum combined side yard setback restriction set forth in Section
10-5G-2(B) of the Zoning Regulations; and (iv) an 12.83-foot variation (107%) from the daylight
plane height restrictions set forth in Section 10-5-5 of the Zoning Regulations to permit
construction of the Improvements on the Subject Property.
Section 4.

Conditions.

The approvals granted in Section 3 of this Ordinance are expressly subject to
and contingent upon 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. The Subject Property must be developed, used,
and maintained in substantial compliance with the plans attached as Exhibit B (collectively
"Plans”); and
C.
Compliance with Applicable Law. In addition to the other specific
requirements of this Ordinance, the Subject Property, the Improvements, all of the Applicant’s
operations and activities conducted on and in the Subject Property, must comply at all times
with all applicable federal, state, and Village statutes, ordinances, resolutions, rules, codes, and
regulations.
Section 5.

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 variations granted in Section 3 of this Ordinance
will, at the sole discretion of the Village Board of Trustees, by ordinance duly adopted, be
revoked and become null and void.
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Section 6.

Binding Effect; Non-Transferability.

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 7.

No Third Party Beneficiaries.

Nothing in this Ordinance creates, or may be construed or interpreted to create,
any third party beneficiary rights.
Section 8.
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 executed by the Applicant. The
unconditional agreement and consent must be substantially in the form
attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit C.

B.
In the event that the Applicant does not file with the Village Clerk the
unconditional agreement and consent required by Paragraph 8.A(iii) of this Ordinance within 30
days after the date of final passage of this Ordinance, the Village Board of Trustees will have
the right, in their sole discretion, to declare this Ordinance null and void and of no force or effect.

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]
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PASSED this __th day of July, 2020, by vote of the Board of Trustees of the Village of Lake
Bluff, as follows:
AYES:

(0)

NAYS:

(0)

ABSENT:

(0)

ABSTAIN:

(0)

APPROVED this __th day of July, 2020.

Village President
ATTEST:

Village Clerk

FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
PASSED:
APPROVED:
PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM:
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Description of the Subject Property
THE NORTH HALF OF LOTS 33 TO 38 INCLUSIVE, IN BLOCK 2 IN CLOES ADDITION TO
LAKE BLUFF IN SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED AUGUST 4,
1891 AS DOCUMENT 46334, IN BOOK “B” OF PLATS, PAGE 59, IN LAKE COUNTY,
ILLINOIS.
PIN:

12-21-104-009

Commonly known as 709 Sheridan Road, Lake Bluff, Illinois.
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EXHIBIT B
PLANS
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EXHIBIT C
Applicant’s Unconditional Agreement and Consent
TO:

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

WHEREAS, Holding Spaces, LLC ("Applicant") is the owner of the property
located at 709 Sheridan Road in the Village, which is within the Village's R-4 Residence District
and is legally described on the attached Exhibit A ("Subject Property"); and
WHEREAS, the Subject Property is improved with a two story, mixed-use
building (“Building”), which Building is a legal, non-conforming use; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant desires to construct an approximately 590 square foot
addition to the single-family residential use occupying the second floor of the Building
(“Improvements”); and
WHEREAS, to allow the construction of the Improvements, the Applicant has
requested: (i) a 6,158-foot variation (168%) from the maximum floor area ratio restriction set
forth in Section 10-5-6 of the Zoning Regulations; (ii) a 4.9-foot variation (98%) from the
minimum individual side yard setback restriction set forth in Section 10-5G-2(B) of the Zoning
Regulations; (iii) a 12.4-foot variation (99%) from the minimum combined side yard setback
restriction set forth in Section 10-5G-2(B) of the Zoning Regulations; and (iv) an 12.83-foot
variation (107%) from the daylight plane height restrictions set forth in Section 10-5-5 of the
Zoning Regulations (collectively, “Variations”); and
WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 2020-__, adopted by the President and Board of
Trustees of the Village of Lake Bluff on July 13, 2020, (“Ordinance”) grants the Variations for
the Subject Property, subject to certain modifications, conditions, restrictions, and provisions;
and
WHEREAS, Subsection 8.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 Improvements or for the use of the Subject Property,
including, without limitation, the variation granted in the Ordinance, and that the Village’s
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issuance of any such permits 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, indemnify and
defend the Village, the Village’s corporate authorities, and all Village elected and appointed
officials, officers, employees, agents, representatives, and attorneys, from any and all injuries,
damages, claims, liabilities, demands, causes of action, losses, suits, expenses, liabilities, and
judgments of any and all nature and kind whatsoever, including without limitation costs,
expenses, and attorneys’ fees, arising out of, occasioned by, connected with, or in any way
attributable to, the operation and use of the Subject Property, the Improvements, or the Village’s
adoption of the Ordinance.
Dated: ____________, 2020.
ATTEST:

HOLDING SPACES, LLC

By:

By:
Its:

9

EXHIBIT A
Legal Description of the Subject Property
THE NORTH HALF OF LOTS 33 TO 38 INCLUSIVE, IN BLOCK 2 IN CLOES ADDITION TO
LAKE BLUFF IN SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED AUGUST 4,
1891 AS DOCUMENT 46334, IN BOOK “B” OF PLATS, PAGE 59, IN LAKE COUNTY,
ILLINOIS.
PIN:

12-21-104-009

Commonly known as 709 Sheridan Road, Lake Bluff, Illinois.
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Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois
Zoning Relief Application
Applicant Information (Page 1 of 2)
Subject Property

709 Sheridan rd. Lake Bluff, IL.

Address:

_________________________________________________________________

PIN:

_________________________________________________________________

Current Use:

_________________________________________________________________

Commercial / Residential

Owner / Title Holder

Joint Ownership (if applicable)

Holding Spaces, LLC

Name:

__________________________

Address:

__________________________

Grace & Robert Janda

__________________________

709 Sheridan Road

__________________________

Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044

Phone:

__________________________

__________________________

847-234-4567

__________________________

__________________________

grace@ragsdaleinc.com

E-mail:

__________________________

__________________________

If ownership is other than individual or joint, check below and attach additional information:

✔
☐ Corporation

☐ Partnership

☐ Land Trust

☐ Trust

Applicant (If Different)
Name:

_________________________________________________________________

Address:

_________________________________________________________________

Relationship
to Property:

_________________________________________________________________

Phone:

_________________________________________________________________

E-mail:

_________________________________________________________________
Are all real estate taxes, special assessments, and other obligations
paid on the subject property in full? If no, explain.
☐ Yes
✔

☐ No

Rev. August 2019

Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois
Zoning Relief Application
Applicant Information (Page 2 of 2)
Narrative of Request / Proposed Work:
Request of variation in existing building for new addition in second floor (master bedroom suite). Partial enclosure of
existing
rooftop patio space.
_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Printing – Choose One:
In addition to printed copies, all materials must be e-mailed to vlb@lakebluff.org.
___

I will provide 9 printed copies of my application and any attachments to Village Hall
(40 E. Center Ave.) and will ensure they are received no later than 15 days prior to the meeting.

✔
___

I request that the Village produce any necessary copies of my application and any attachments.
I understand that my application escrow will be charged the cost of printing.
For architectural sized plans, costs may be significant and include delivery fees.

Signatures
The undersigned hereby represent, upon all of the penalties of the law, for the purpose of inducing the
Village of Lake Bluff to take the action herein requested, that all statements herein and on all related
attachments are true and that all work here mentioned will be done in accordance with the ordinances of
the Village of Lake Bluff and the laws of the State of Illinois. The owner must sign the application.

3-23-2020

Owner

_________________________________________________________ Date: _______________

Applicant

_________________________________________________________ Date: _______________

3-23-2020

Rev. August 2019

Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois
Zoning Relief Application
Standards for Variation (Page 1 of 2)
The PCZBA is required to base their recommendations on the following standards. It is the burden of the
Applicant to establish that they meet each standard. Each standard is printed below. You should provide a
statement as to how your application satisfies each standard. You may respond to the questions below on
this sheet, or attach a separate typed sheet.
Practical Difficulty or Hardship: 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.
This buidling is already noncompliant with these variations. Being such, it is impossible to make any changes to the
building and become less noncompliant. The proposed change is beyond a particular hardship or practical difficulty, it
is impossible for us to comply. As new owners, we are doing everything within our power to bring the building into
compliance with as many things as possible, including the installation of a fire sprinkler system. As these investments
limit our funds, living as well as working in the building is our only option, and with a baby on the way, we need some
more space!

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.
The subject property is exceptional in that the building covers the entire lot line, less the small parking area in the
front (non conforming). It's use is also conforming in that it is a mixed commercial/residential use, in a residential
zone. This proposed change will not affect either existing condition.

Rev. May 2019

Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois
Zoning Relief Application
Standards for Variation (Page 2 of 2)
The PCZBA is required to base their recommendations on the following standards. It is the burden of the
Applicant to establish that they meet each standard. Each standard is printed below. You should provide a
statement as to how your application satisfies each standard. You may respond to the questions below on
this sheet, or attach a separate typed sheet.
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.
Our intent is to continue being responsible property and business owners in this village. We are limited by the
conditions we have inherited, but we want to do right by the building and by our community. This isn't a matter of
requesting special privilege or enhanced property value, we just want to enclose part of our outdoor living space and
gain a little more indoor living space.

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.
This building is zoned residential, so we are actually creating enhanced use toward the intent of the zoning. There is
no expansion of our commercial entity within this proposal.

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.
There is a small gap in the existing structure between the apartment and the barrel truss roof of the warehouse, that is
currently covered with garden lattice. This area will now become a wall. It is a minimal visual change, and barely
visible from the street or surrounding neighbors. The opposite side, which has the most exposure, will still be left
open. There will be one baby added in all of this, so no impact on parking. We will continue the fire sprinkler system
into the new addition to address the issue of fire hazard. There is no impact on public safety. If anything, this will only
bring goodwill to our neighborhood as we will be happily continuing to live, work and play here!

Rev. May 2019

Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois
Zoning Relief Application
Residential Bulk Calculations

Sheridan rd. Lake Bluff, IL.
Address or Lot #: 709
____________________________________________________________________
(“Left” and “Right” are relative to standing on the addressed street and looking towards the property.)
For subdivisions involving existing structures, complete every line.
For variation requests, complete only those lines affected by the proposed work.
Existing
Lot Width
(as measured at front setback line)

62.45

Lot Area

9,375

Proposed

Conforms or
Variation Required

Principal Building Setback
Front

24.87

Side (Left)

0 .01

Side (Right)

0.10

Side (Combined – Sum Sides)

0.11

Rear

.03

Accessory Building Setback

NA

Regulatory Floor Area

5,156

Impervious Surface Coverage
Front Yard Impervious Surface

1,573

Building Coverage

7,802

Maximum Building Height

26'-09"

Daylight Plane Height Restriction
(Start at 12’ at the lot line. Add one foot
“up” for each one foot “in” from the lot
line. Note if any building element(s)
exceed the height plane.)

Rev. May 2019

Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois
Zoning Relief Application
Regulatory Floor Area Worksheet

Sheridan rd. Lake Bluff, IL.
Address or Lot #: 709
____________________________________________________________________
The full rules for calculating Floor Area Ratio can be viewed here.
Allowances vary depending on the size of your lot.
Staff can help calculate your eligibility for these, which adjust your total floor area (grey areas).
You should provide scale plans or drawings to justify your figures.
Existing
(Applicant
Completes)
Lot Area
Gross Floor Area
(Include all floors, basements,
and detached structures)
REMOVE
Attics less than 6’ in height
REMOVE
Attics greater than 6’ in height not readily
usable for living space
REMOVE
Basements, window wells, and stairwells
protruding less than 3’
from grade to first floor elevation
REMOVE
Detached structures in rear 27’ or
25% of lot (whichever is greater)
REMOVE
Stoops and decks less than 42” in height
REMOVE
Covered porches less than 42” in height
ADD
Undereaves protruding
more than 2’ from exterior wall
ADD
Penalty for areas greater
than 10’ ceiling height
REGULATORY FLOOR AREA
(Staff Completes)

Proposed
(Applicant
Completes)

Allowance
(Staff
Completes)

9,375
9,243

9,833

NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

Non-Conformance / Required Variation
(Staff Completes)

Rev. May 2019

Chicago Title and Trust Company
10 E. Scranton, Suite 206, Lake Bluff, IL 60044
Phone: (847)735-2840 | FAX: (847)735-9974

MASTER STATEMENT
Settlement Date: August 2, 2018
Disbursement Date: August 2, 2018

Escrow Number: 18ST03529LF
Escrow Officer: Caryn Loiben
Email: Caryn.Loiben@ctt.com

Buyer: Holding Space, LLC (100.00000%)
709 Sheridan Road
Lake Bluff, IL 60044
Seller: Wayne Hummer Trust Company (100.00000%)
709 Sheridan Road
Lake Bluff, IL 60044
Property: 709 Sheridan Road
Lake Bluff, IL 60044
Parcel ID(s): 12-21-104-009-000

$

SELLER
DEBITS
$

CREDITS

$

BUYER
DEBITS
$

CREDITS

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATION
472,500.00 Sale Price of Property

472,500.00

Deposit or earnest money

5,000.00

PRORATIONS/ADJUSTMENTS
4,000.00 July Rent

4,000.00

129.03 August Rent
7,184.16
5,834.93

129.03

County Taxes
01/01/18 to 08/02/18
County Taxes
7/1/17 to 12/31/17

7,184.16
5,834.93

TITLE & ESCROW CHARGES
125.00

Title - Commitment Update Fee to Thomas F.
Meyer
Title - CPL Fee to Buyer to Chicago Title Insurance
Company

50.00
750.00

3.00

25.00

Title - CPL Fee to Seller to Chicago Title Insurance
Company
Title - Escrow Fees to Chicago Title and Trust
Company

750.00

Title - Policy Update Fee to Chicago Land Agency
Services

125.00

Title - State of Illinois Policy Registration Fee to
Chicago Title Insurance Company
Title - Underlying Document Copies to Chicago
Land Agency Services

75.00

Title - Wire Fee to Buyer to Chicago Title and Trust
Company

40.00

40.00

Title - Wire Fee to Seller to Chicago Title and Trust
Company

2,260.00

Title - Owner's Title Insurance to Thomas F. Meyer
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MASTER STATEMENT - Continued
$

SELLER
DEBITS
$

CREDITS

$

BUYER
DEBITS
$

CREDITS

Policies to be issued:
Owners Policy
Coverage: $472,500.00
Premium: $2,260.00
Version: ALTA Owner's Policy 2006

GOVERNMENT CHARGES
Recording Fees to Lake County Recorder

60.00

236.25

County Transfer Tax to Chicago Title Company,
LLC

472.50

State Transfer Tax to Chicago Title Company, LLC

MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES
Buyers Attorney Fee to Michele Mandekok Myers
21.11

Final Bill to NorthShore

150.00

Land Trust Fee to Chicago Land Trust Company

418,902.08

Proceeds to IPX Investment Properter Exchange
Services

40,000.00

Proceeds to Thierry and Jacqueline LeFeuvre

50.00

Reim to Thomas F. Meyer

550.00
476,629.03
476,629.03

550.00

Sellers Attorney Fee to Thomas F. Meyer
476,629.03 Subtotals
Balance Due FROM Buyer
476,629.03 TOTALS

478,254.03

18,019.09

478,254.03

460,234.94
478,254.03

I have carefully reviewed the Settlement Statement and to the best of my knowledge and belief, it is a true and accurate statement of
all receipts and disbursements made on my account or by me in this transaction. I further certify that I have received a copy of the
Settlement Statement.

SELLER:

BUYER:

Wayne Hummer Trust Company

Holding Space, LLC

BY:________________________________

BY:________________________________
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MASTER BEDROOM ADDITION
709 SHERIDAN RD. LAKE BLUFF, IL.

Zoning & Building data:
* Zoning district: R-4 residence
* Lot area:
9,375 sf.
* Front yard
24.87
* Side yard
0.10
* Rear yard
0.03

N

Project location

19'-2 1/2"

29'-8"

new addition

* Building height
* FAR: ( lot x 0.55)

26'.09"
5,156 sf.

* First floor:
* Second floor:
*New addition
* Total:

7,802 sf.
1,441 sf.
590 sf.
9,833 sf.

23'-1/2"

type of construction - Type III B

N

Architectural Site Plan
SCALE: 1" = 20'

GSPublisherVersion 0.0.100.62

Site plan

MASTER BEDROOM ADDITION
709 SHERIDAN RD. LAKE BLUFF, IL.
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N

Partial First Floor Plan
SCALE: 3/16" =

GSPublisherVersion 0.0.100.62

1'-0"

Floor plans

MASTER BEDROOM ADDITION
709 SHERIDAN RD. LAKE BLUFF, IL.
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Second Floor Plan
SCALE: 3/16" =

GSPublisherVersion 0.0.100.62
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MASTER BEDROOM ADDITION
709 SHERIDAN RD. LAKE BLUFF, IL.

new roof
asphalt shingles

new sky lights
alum. gutter w/ mtl.
roof edge guard
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Carol Weatherall
To:
Subject:

Glen Cole
RE: Ragsdale/Janda addition

From: marinapuryear@gmail.com <marinapuryear@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 1:21:12 PM
To: Glen Cole <gcole@lakebluff.org>
Subject: Ragsdale/Janda addition
I am in favor of the expansion
Marina Carney Puryear
847-274-5566
Sent from my iPhone

1

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:

June 12, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #9 –28-38 E. Center Ave. and 53-91 E. Scranton Ave.

Applicant Information:
(jointly, “Applicant”)

Inovasi Restaurants, LLC
Rev Cycles, LLC
With the consent of Center Avenue Partners

Purpose:

To allow for:
i.
The “BONK” fast casual concept to be located in a
different tenant space on the Subject Property.
ii.
The creation of a retail sales area for the sale of food and
packaged liquor as part of Inovasi.
iii.
The creation of a basement bar and dining space, Cache,
as part of Inovasi.
iv.
Separately, Staff also recommends the restatement of
prior zoning relief for the subject property.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

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

June 2, 2020
June 2, 2020

(Special Use Permits)
(Parking in the Central Business District)
(Zoning Use Table)

Summary and Background Information
Description of Use: The Applicant seeks three changes to the existing use of the Center Avenue
Properties property:
• The relocation of BONK from 79 Scranton Avenue to 77 Scranton Avenue. Because 77 Scranton
Avenue does not have bathroom facilities that meet the Illinois Plumbing Code, they would – at
least initially – not provide on premises seating for customers.
• The addition of Cache, a speakeasy concept in the basement of Inovasi at 28 East Center
Avenue.
• The conversion of some dining space in Inovasi to a retail sales area for the sale of food and
packaged liquor. (This may require changes to their liquor licensing by the Village Board in
addition to zoning relief.)
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Description of Relief: If the PCZBA supports the Applicant’s proposals, it could recommend the
Village Board approve the following zoning relief:
• The addition of a new special use for an eating place, for BONK.
• The addition of a new special use for a drinking place accessory to an eating place, for Cache.
The applicant asserts that this will function as an eating place, rather than a drinking place. (A
drinking place is engaged primarily in the sale of alcoholic beverages, even if it sells a
substantial amount of food.) The PCZBA should either authorize Cache as a drinking place, or
impose specific conditions to ensure that it functions as an eating place.
• Amendments to the applicant’s existing special use permit that authorize the retail sale of
packaged liquor as an accessory use within the Inovasi floor plan. As liquor stores are not a
permitted use in the Central Business District, this is structured as an accessory use.
• Re-granting the existing parking variation (only 18 stalls required) applicable to the property.
Since the property was redeveloped in 2003, it has been the subject of at least 18 different approvals by
the Village Board (see last page). As part of granting this relief, Staff proposes to consolidate all of the
prior zoning approvals into new document.
Planning Analysis
Relevant sections from the Village’s planning documents include:
• 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.”
• The CBD Phase II Study (1998) states that “small eating places” are appropriate uses for this
area, and that ground floor spaces along Scranton Avenue “should be occupied by pedestrianoriented retail and service businesses and eating places.”
• 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.”
Zoning Analysis
Parking Considerations. The review of proposed restaurants in this area often focuses on parking.
•

Zoning Requirements. The subject property previously received a variation (Ord. 2003-12)
reducing the minimum parking requirement applicable to this building from 67 stalls to 18 stalls.
Staff recommends the PCZBA again grant a parking variation to allow 18 stalls. (More details
follow below.)

•

Reduction in Seating. The Applicant asserts that these changes will lead to a net decline of 17
in restaurant seating, which will reduce parking demand in the District. While the PCZBA may
weigh this factor in their decision-making, the seating in a restaurant may be rearranged or
increased without requiring a building permit. It is difficult to monitor and enforce, unlike floor
area measurements, which tie to the Village’s prior planning studies and other approvals.
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•

Parking Demand 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 below calculation summarizes the
total change in parking expected as a result of abandoning the 2019 BONK approval and
granting all relief sought by the Applicant:
Inovasi Reconfiguration – Estimated Parking Demand
Sq. Ft.

Stalls per
1000 sq. ft.

Reduced Demand
Abandon BONK in #79

-550

6.00

Reduce Retail Area in #77
Reduce Inovasi Dining Area

-310
-580

2.38
6.00

550
310
580
620

2.38
6.00
2.38
6.00

Reductions Total
Added Parking Demand
#79 Reverts to Retail
BONK Carry-Out in #77
Add Retail in Inovasi
Convert Inovasi Basement

Stalls

-3.3
-0.7
-3.5
-7.5

Additions Total

+1.3
+1.9
+1.4
+3.7
+8.3

Net New Demand

0.8

Staff’s recommended conditions, further below, allow for two possible outcomes that could
further increase parking demand without a hearing before the PCZBA:
• A reversion of the retail space sought by Inovasi into restaurant space. This would add
approximately two stalls of demand based on the Parking Study.
• The addition of on-premises seating for customers to BONK. The exact floor area of this
addition is not known, but could be expected to add two or three stalls of demand.
Typically, the PCZBA has required restaurants to purchase parking passes for their employees at
the Train Station to shift demand away from the Central Business District. If the PCZBA desires
to impose additional parking related conditions, it could require:
•

Valet Parking. Holly’s, the predecessor to Inovasi, was previously required
(Res. 2005-4) to offer valet parking at certain times upon a request from the Village
Administrator. Inovasi does this from time to time already, but this tool could be
reintroduced.

•

Parking Study. The Applicant could be asked to pay a reduced fee-in-lieu of $2,500
(reduced from $12,800 per parking stall). These funds could be used to update the
Village’s parking study, which would help address future parking needs on this block
due to the operation of these special uses.
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Basement Fire Safety. The Fire Chief has expressed concern with an eating or drinking establishment
being located in the basement of the Subject Property. Any occupancy of the basement, whether or not it
is a special use pursuant to zoning, would be subject to the life safety requirements of the Village’s
adopted building codes.
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 in addition to certain standard
conditions imposed by the Village.
1. Restatement. As part of granting this relief, Staff intends to prepare a restated Ordinance. In
short, this consolidates some of the 18 different approvals for this property (listed on last page)
into a more user-friendly format. As part of these changes, we recommend that the restatement:
A. Explicitly allow each Restaurant to relocate within the Subject Property, and/or divide
their space into one or more distinct dining areas. Each dining area may have separate
entrances, but all spaces within a restaurant would be required to share the same operator
and food preparation area. Changes to the footprint of these dining areas could be
approved by the Village Board without a zoning application or hearing, provided that the
total floor area for each restaurant or for the drinking cannot increase through relocation
or division. The only exceptions that would allow an increase in restaurant floor area
would be that the Inovasi Retail Area or Cache could be converted from non-restaurant
space into restaurant space. (The conversion of the retail area may potentially create an
additional 2 stalls of parking demand without an opportunity to revisit any parking relief.)
B. Structure the parking variation so that future changes in tenants explicitly do not trigger a
need to provide a further parking variation. (The criteria for considering a special use
already consider parking demand.)
C. Clarify that exterior architectural changes are subject to approval by the Architectural
Board of Review and do not require zoning amendments. Changes to the site plan for the
property (such as a building expansion) would remain subject to review by the PCZBA.
2. Bicycle Shop Restaurant (BONK). The PCZBA should impose the same conditions as the prior
2019 approval for this restaurant:
A. Hours of operation no later than 10 p.m. daily, subject to change by resolution of the
Village Board after reasonable notice to nearby owners.
B. Employees must receive CBD parking permits and park at the Train Station.
C. The same requirement that BONK complement the bicycle shop or any other permitted
use in the Central Business District except for a food store.
D. Due to building code restrictions, BONK would not be able to provide on-site customer

seating without constructing a restroom. The operator is exploring a variation from this
requirement that would be considered by the Illinois Department of Public Health. As a
component of relief, we recommend that the Village Board may be able to authorize up to
22 seats (the same as the original approval) without a zoning hearing provided that the
requirements of the Plumbing Code or any variation are met. (Again, this would
potentially create an additional 2-3 parking stalls of demand without an opportunity to
revisit any parking relief.)
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3. Accessory Liquor Retail Area. The liquor sales area requested by the Applicant should be
subject to the following conditions, which would ensure that retail liquor sales remain
subordinate to, and do not overtake, the principal restaurant use:
A. The floor area occupied by the Accessory Liquor Retail Area may only be increased by
an amendment to the Ordinance.
B. Any reduction in the total first floor area of the Inovasi restaurant must proportionately
reduce the floor area of the Accessory Liquor Retail Area.
C. Patrons of at least one dining space within Inovasi must be able to access the Accessory
Liquor Retail Area without exiting and reentering the building.
4. Cache. Cache should be subject to the same conditions as Inovasi (hours of operation and
employee parking), but would not itself be subject to any additional special conditions.
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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Village Code - Variations - Standards for Variations
The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy the standards
for variation prescribed by the Zoning Regulations.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

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

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

VARIATIONS

C. Conditions On Variations: The PCZBA or the village board, whichever body has the final authority to grant the
variation pursuant to subsection A of this section, may impose, and the PCZBA, if it is a recommending body
pursuant to subsection A2 of this section, may recommend the imposition of such specific conditions and limitations
concerning use, construction, character, location, landscaping, screening, and other matters relating to the purposes
and objectives of this title upon the premises benefited by a variation as may be necessary or appropriate to prevent
or minimize adverse effects upon other property and improvements in the vicinity of the subject property or upon
public facilities and services. Such conditions shall be expressly set forth in the resolution or ordinance granting the
variation. Violation of any such condition or limitation shall be a violation of this code and shall constitute grounds
for revocation of the variation.
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PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend that the Village Board approve, approve with conditions,
or deny the requested relief.
Staff Recommendation
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:
o Grant the requested relief to the Applicant with or without specific conditions; or,
o Not grant a special use permit.

Attachments
• Table of prior zoning relief granted to the Subject Property.
• A copy of the Petitioners’ application with supporting documentation.
• (No draft Ordinance has been prepared for this item.)
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Center Avenue Partners Development – Prior Village Board Actions
Date

Number

Description

9/2003

Ord. 2003-12

Original approval; SUPs for restaurant
and bank drive-through; variations for parking.

3/2004

Res. 2004-10

Approve final site plans per Ord. 2003-12.

11/2004

Ord. 2004-31

Eliminate one parking stall due to pre-existing easement.

1/2005

Res. 2005-4

Approve Holly’s restaurant including outdoor dining; extended
hours of operation; impose valet parking requirement (repealed).

1/2006

Ord. 2006-01

Grant special use for physical fitness
facility (Motion Element) (abandoned).

1/2010

Res. 2010-1

Approve Inovasi restaurant including outdoor dining;
extended hours of operation.

7/2010

Res. 2010-24

Amend Inovasi outdoor dining.

4/2011

Res. 2011-19

Renew Inovasi outdoor after lapse.

4/2013

Res. 2013-20

Revise Inovasi outdoor dining site plan
to make perimeter fence optional.

10/2013

Res. 2013-53

Approve site plan for The Otherdoor.

1/2014

Res. 2014-4

Approve canvas vestibule in right-of-way for Inovasi
(abandoned).

10/2014

Ord. 2014-24

Approve revised site plan to allow The Otherdoor
to expand into adjacent tenant space.

4/2015

Ord. 2015-6

Amend restaurant SUP for Prairie Espresso
(Walkway Restaurant).

7/2015

Res. 2015-47

Relocate entrance of Inovasi; eliminate canvas vestibule.

7/2016

Res. 2016-41

Modify and expand dumpster enclosure in parking lot.

6/2017

Res. 2017-34

Approve outdoor dining in right-of-way for Prairie Espresso.

7/2017

Res. 2017-33

Approve festoon lighting for Inovasi outdoor dining.

12/2019

Ord. 2019-41

Grant special use permit for additional restaurant
in bicycle shop tenant space (BONK) (abandoned).

The prior relief listed above may be viewed online by clicking here.
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This drawing indicates the general scope of the project in terms of architectural design concept, the dimensions of the building, the major
architectural elements and the type of structural, mechanical, and electrical systems. As scope documents, the drawings do not necessarily
indicate or describe all work required for full performance and completion of the requirements of the Contract Documents. On the basis of the
general scope indicated or described, the contractor shall furnish all items required for the proper execution and completion of the work.
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general scope indicated or described, the contractor shall furnish all items required for the proper execution and completion of the work.
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