VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday, March 17, 2021
Village Hall Board Room
40 East Center Avenue
7:00 P.M.
Due to the COVID-19 emergency, this meeting will be held primarily virtually. As required by law, at least one
representative from the Village will be present at the Village Hall Board Room and the virtual meeting will be simulcast
for members of the public who do not wish to view the virtual meeting from another location. The Board Room can only
accommodate a limited number of people, including members of the public body and Village staff, while maintaining six
feet of social distance. Accordingly, the opportunity to view the virtual meeting at Village Hall is available on a “first
come, first-served” basis.
Members of the public may view and participate in the meeting via:
Online (strongly recommended): lakebluff.org/VirtualPCZBA
Dial-in: (312) 626-6799. Enter meeting ID 810 4898 7661. Press # when prompted for a Participant ID.
The meeting will be live-streamed at lakebluff.org/Channel19 and broadcast live on Comcast Channel 19. Once
available, a recording of the meeting will be posted on the Village website and periodically rebroadcast on Channel 19.

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 17, 2021 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
4. Public Hearing – 210 W. Washington Ave. – Residential Variation

Ben and Vanessa Grum seek a variation from the minimum side yard setback requirement of Section 10-5F-2 of the Zoning
Regulations in order to construct an attached garage that would encroach upon a minimum side yard setback. 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 Take Final Action)

5. Public Hearing – 673 Maple Ave. – Residential Variation

Sue and Rob Douglass seek a variation from Section 10-5-3 of the Zoning Regulations to allow an encroachment into the required
front yard setback necessary to reconstruct and expand a previous addition. 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)

6. Accessory Dwelling Unit Workshop
(No Final Action)

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

7. Public Hearing – Irregular Lot Fronts and Widths

The Lake Bluff Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals will consider amendments to various sections of the Zoning
Regulations in order to adjust and clarify: (i) How various yards/setbacks are located and have their size calculated for irregular and
through lots in some or all zoning districts; and (ii) How lot width is calculated for irregular lots in some or all zoning districts,
which may affect the application of the Village’s bulk regulations and minimum lot width/frontage regulations. For the purposes of
this hearing, an “irregular lot” is a lot that is not both (i) rectangular in shape and (ii) directly fronting upon a public street or rightof-way. (PCZBA May Recommend to Village Board)

8. Staff Report
9. Commissioner’s Report
10. 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
REGULAR MEETING
February 17, 2021
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Peters called to order the virtual meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
(PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, February 17, 2021, at 7:00 p.m.
The following members were present:
Members:

David Burns
Deborah Fischer
George Russell
Elliot Miller
Susan Rider
Gary Peters, Chair

Also Present: Ben Schuster, Village Attorney (VA)
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
Samantha Lenoch, Administrative Intern (AI)
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 January 20, 2021 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Miller moved to adopt the January 20, 2021 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as amended.
Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a roll call vote.
4. Public Hearing – 104 N. Skokie Hwy. – Special Use Permit for Bedolla’s Auto Body
AVA Cole gave an overview of the item. He said that there was an existing auto body business in this tenant
space and the building was purchased by a new owner. The owner had not received a special use permit
when he moved into the property. No complaints were received about this business and there is no reason
to believe that the zoning code was willfully circumvented. A draft ordinance for a special use permit with
no special conditions was presented to the Commissioners.
Member Miller made a comment that company that moved into the building was at 417 N. Skokie Highway
and already had permission to be in their previous property.
In response to a question from Member Russell, AVA Cole said he believes the units above the business
were offices and he would be surprised if they were apartment units. A residence is not a permitted use in
this district.

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting Minutes – February 17, 2021

In response to the question by Member Russell, Member Rider said that based on the Architectural Board
of Review package, both 102 N. Skokie Highway and 104 N. Skokie Highway was considered one zoning
lot. AVA Cole also said that the legal notice and zoning ordinance only considered the lot on the east, which
is 104 N. Skokie Highway.
Omar Bedolla, the owner of Bedolla’s Auto Body, introduced himself and said that he is seeking a special
use permit for his business.
Member Russell said that he would feel more comfortable if there were time limits in place for the
operations in the case of an apartment unit being above the business. Additionally, he pointed out the cars
on the south of the building and westerly towards 101 N. Skokie Highway. He said parking should be
limited due north and due south of the building.
In response to Member Russell’s concerns, Mr. Bedolla said that the previous owner of the building is
residing in the apartment unit above the business. He also said that the hours of operations are 8 a.m. to 5
p.m. Monday through Friday and there have been no noise complaints. He also said that he and his
employees park their car inside the auto body shop. He said that cars are worked on by appointment and
they are not left outside.
Member Rider asked if there are ways to correct administrative problems as they arise. In response to
Member Rider’s comment, VA Schuster said that the Village would have recourse if this type of work
created a nuisance. AVA Cole added that specific to the light industrial district is a set of performance
standards which includes light, noise, and odor limitations.
Member Burns added that as this property has not had noise complaints and currently follows performance
standards as it is in the light industrial district, he does not find additional conditions to be needed.
Member Miller agreed with Member Burns’ comments and believes that Mr. Bedolla will practice
appropriate standards and does not need additional conditions. Member Fischer agreed with Member
Miller’s comment.
Chair Peters said that he is comfortable with no additional conditions.
Member Russell said that he does not find it restrictive for the owner of the business to place cars on his
own lot.
In response to a comment by Member Burns, AVA Cole said that a tenant is responsible for ensuring their
cars are parked only as permitted by their lease, but this is an issue that can be agreed upon among the
landlord and their tenants.
In response to a question by Chair Peters, Mr. Bedolla said that the cars he parks is in or in front of his
property. He does not find it an issue to move the cars around his property into or in front of his shop.
In response to questions by Chair Peters, Mr. Bedolla said that on he average works on two to three cars a
day. He has three employees.
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Member Miller made a motion to recommend the Village Board approve the SUP with no additional
conditions. Member Rider seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nayes:
Absent:

(5)
(1)
(0)

Rider, Fischer, Miller, Burns, Chair Peters
Russell

5. Public Hearing – 354 E. Woodland Rd. – Residential Variation
AI Lenoch gave an overview of the agenda item. The applicant is seeking a total gross area variation to
extend their kitchen and breakfast nook. The proposed addition will have an area of 19.7 sq. ft. and will
exceed the current floor area ratio by this amount. The allowable floor area for the property is 2880 sq. ft.
and the current built floor area is 2988 sq. ft. The addition would increase the built floor area to 3007.7 sq.
ft. The floor area ratio is already non-compliant by 3.75% and this addition will exceed what is currently
allowed by 4.43%. Since this addition is less that 25% of the applicable standard, the PCZBA has the
authority to grant or deny this variation.
Jonathon Stuck, the architect for this addition, and Noelle Beckman, the owner of 354 E. Woodland Road,
introduced themselves. Mr. Stuck presented plans of the addition and explained that the bulk is already over
the allowable amount. The proposed addition will allow a proper circulation space of the kitchen and to
build a kitchen island in the middle of the room. The homeowner is seeking the variation to additionally
move the refrigerator into the active area of the kitchen and to add a butler’s pantry where the refrigerator
was previously located. Mr. Stuck presented photos of the elevation of the addition. The exterior of the
addition will be covered with cedar shingle siding. The addition will extend the wall to the west. The
addition is not visible to the public right-of-way and is only visible to the neighbor to the east of the property.
In response to a request by Chair Peters, Mr. Stuck explained the standards of variation. Mr. Stuck said that
he finds the current restrictions pose a practical difficulty which the addition will address. The unique
physical conditions are that the actual property size is 300 sq. ft. below the current minimum lot size.
Originally, the project was envisioned as an interior remodeling, but during the design solutions, the bumpout was offered as a solution to give the kitchen and breakfast nook a better flow. Mr. Stuck said that while
this is a newer home, it does not have a modern layout and does not find this variation to be merely a special
privilege. For code purposes, the building coverage and impervious surface area is under allowable
requirements and the applicant is only seeking the bulk variation. Lastly, there is no effect on public health
and safety.
Mrs. Beckman said that the current refrigerator and pantry cannot be opened at the same time which is a
challenge with the needs of her family. She finds the addition will be a practical use to move the refrigerator
and use the space for the pantry.
Member Miller said that he appreciates this request. He said the addition fits perfectly in the space and does
not intrude on anything. He asked if the homeowners spoke to their neighbors about this addition. Mrs.
Beckman said that she has not talked to her neighbor. Member Miller said that it may not be a hardship for
the neighbor since the house is not being extended out beyond its limits. Member Miller asked where the
air conditioning units will be placed as they are currently placed where the addition is proposed. Mr. Stuck
said that the air conditioning unit will be bumped out in front of the addition. There is enough space to place
the unit in front of the addition as it meets the setback requirement.
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Member Burns said that the lot size does create restrictions and understands the functional constraints within
their current conditions. As this variance is minimal and as the small amount of additional bulk would not
be seen from the public right-of-way, he said he is not concerned about this proposed addition.
Member Fischer said that this addition does not amend what is seen on the street, but she would like for the
neighbor to voice an opinion. She said she would be careful about the air conditioning and being adamant
on it staying within the setback requirements.
Member Rider commends the homeowner and architect for proposing a functional kitchen and is in favor
of this.
Member Russell said that he does not have any issues with this addition. He asked Village Staff why the
newer home was already over the bulk requirement.
In response to a question by Chair Peters, Mr. Stuck said this addition does not have any potential impacts
on drainage. Mrs. Beckman added that there is a drainage system in the side yard, and it is directed into the
sewer system.
Member Burns made a motion to approve the residential variation. Member Russell seconded the motion.
The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nayes:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(0)

Fischer, Russell, Rider, Burns, Miller, Chair Peters

6. Public Hearing – Short-Term Rental Regulations Amendment
AVA Cole gave an overview of the agenda item. Village Staff developed regulations on short-term rental
agreements with multiple Village stakeholders. A pilot program for short-term rentals was adopted and
originally set to expire in 2020. The Village Board referred to the PCZBA and the PCZBA recommended
to the Village Board to extend the pilot program by one year. The extended expiration date is approaching
in a few months. The Village Board discussed this pilot program in January and had a discussion if the pilot
programs should be continued with a one-year or two-year extension. A question was raised by the Village
Board if this item is a prudent use of the PCZBA and Village Board’s time to reevaluate annually and if it
creates community conflict to do so. The Committee of the Whole referred the PCZBA to an ordinance
with no substantive changes, except to strike the expiration date that exists in the code today.
In response to a question by Member Miller, the Village Board referred to the PCZBA an ordinance that
amends the expiration date of the pilot program. The public hearing is about the regulations and the PCZBA
may make additional recommendations.
Chair Peters said that the charge is to explore whether the PCZBA would like to recommend a finite or
indefinite extension. He does not find it appropriate to make permanent modifications due to the COVID19 emergency and an upcoming election. He said he urges the commissioners to explore a limited charge
after this meeting.
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Patricia Havrin, a member of the public, said that it is time to move forward on changing Short Term Rental
restrictions. She said that it is a property rights issue and said that it is unfair for Airbnb to be allowed in
unincorporated Lake Bluff yet prohibited in the Village. She said that there have not been any problems
involving short-term rental properties in nearby unincorporated areas. She asked why the PCZBA is looking
at an ordinance for the pilot program while there are no problems to justify prohibiting short-term rentals.
She said that Lake Forest does not use a monitoring service to track short-term rentals.
Chair Peters said that the charge from the Village Board is straightforward and gives the PCZBA three
options: to extend the program indefinitely, extend it for a finite period as opposed to indefinitely, or to
recommend that the current regulation be extinguished. If the recommendation be that the regulation be
extended, Ms. Havrin’s issue can still be raised at the Village Board level when the time is appropriate.
Ms. Havrin said that the PCZBA has the power to amend the regulation. She said that this regulation violates
a property right and is elitist and discriminatory.
In response to a question by Ms. Havrin, VA Schuster said that the Village has the authority to set zoning
regulations and the Village has determined that, at least up until this point, it was prudent to have the
regulations that are now under review.
Member Rider said that she has given this issue a great deal of thought. She has looked at what other
jurisdiction have done for the previous years. She noted that the ordinance was passed three years ago with
the intentions of revisiting the results of the pilot and adjusting thereafter. She finds the PCZBA to be called
upon to act on this issue. She found that the restrictions are so great that people are disincentivized from
participating while surrounding communities are allowing this behavior successfully. She said that the
PCZBA should extend the sunset date for a year to allow for further study and acknowledged that this
provides business to the community as a renter can spend vacation dollars in downtown Lake Bluff. She
finds it disingenuous to only state negatives on short-term rentals. She believes that there is a possibility for
renters to stay in Lake Bluff and can potentially buy property in the community. Her preference is to study
this issue in a workshop. She presented a change that she believes should be made to the short-term rental
regulations, namely that the five-foot restriction on the driveway should be amended as it is not proper that
one property owner could move their driveway closer to a neighbor to shut down their rental business. She
stated that this restriction should be changed to, for example, only prohibit short-term rentals by individuals
with shared driveways or within 20 feet within a neighbor’s wall. She would like to vote to open this issue
and at the very most go to a year extension and potentially allow the new Village Board to vote on this
issue.
Member Burns said that he was not in favor of the burdensome regulations that caused few residents to
participate in the pilot program. He believes the PCZBA and the Village Board must still decide whether
short-term rentals should be allowed or not in the Village. He said the PCZBA should study the data
available on short-term rentals in the community and surrounding communities as well as analyze the
opportunities and risks with allowing them. The Village Board should discuss this issue and then request
the PCZBA to discuss it. He believes there should be a one-year timeline to study this matter.
In response to Member Burns’ comments, Member Miller said that the PCZBA gave the Village Board
recommendations on this matter. He said the PCZBA can give the Village Board data on short-term rentals,
however, it will ultimately be a Board decision. He agreed that communities should have input on this. He
proposed that the Board should direct a referendum about short-term rentals and use that to inform next
steps.
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Chair Peters said that a referendum has been discussed in the previous four years, however, it was never
conducted.
Member Miller said that due to the COVID-19 emergency, the data will not reflect typical trends as
individuals are not renting properties like in previous years. He suggested a two-year extension to see if
short-term rentals are needed.
Member Fischer said she agreed with the comments that have been made. She said that the COVID-19
emergency has an impact on this issue and she expected further research to be conducted after the initial
pilot program. She would like to know why the short-term rentals that were in place did not carry through
and she believes it could be because the regulations were so cumbersome for the homeowner. She agreed
with the one-year extension and a review after that.
Member Russell agreed with what has been said so far. He is in favor of a one-year extension and not a
permanent extension. He agreed with Member Rider’s comment that the five-foot limit between driveways
is a burdensome regulation. He explained that individuals are hesitant to participate in the short-term rental
program because they felt demonized and were heavily criticized based on the regulations in place.
Chair Peters said that his philosophy towards short-term rentals never changed and he has always been an
opponent. He does not find a tremendous benefit to the community nor neighbors. He finds a risk of
decreased property values. He said that he would not be opposed to a one-year extension and raising the
possibility that the Village Board strongly considers a referendum to fully gauge the community’s sentiment
towards this business.
Member Rider said that one of the pillars of the Lake Bluff Comprehensive Plan is to be a welcoming
community and banning short-term rentals is not consistent with the Village’s philosophy. She supports to
a one-year extension and hopes that information can be given that involves all people of the community to
find some middle-ground.
AVA Cole shared Member Danly’s comments on this item. Member Danly said via correspondence that
she would vote to continue the public hearing for a date to be determined. As she read through the
regulations, she found a sense of complications and felt more clarity needed. Regulations that she noted
need further discussion includes: removing the adjacent driveway definition; noting the difference between
owner-occupied, renting (home-sharing), and whole house rentals; the question of homeowner rights; the
significant requirements for insurance and fire monitoring technology; the scale of the annual fee and a
comparison to what other municipalities charge; the tax benefits to the community; and why fines are
needed and who is policing this rule. She asked if the regulations can be improved and believes they can.
Member Burns moved to recommend a one-year extension to the short-term rental regulations amendment.
Member Fischer seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nayes:
Absent:

(6)
(0)
(0)

Miller, Burns, Fischer, Russell, Rider, Chair Peters
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7. Staff Report
AVA Cole reiterated to the PCZBA that Ms. Deb Fischer has been appointed to the Plan Commission.
The Historic Preservation Commission is looking for changes to the Village’s historic preservation regulations accompanied by listening sessions.
At the Committee of the Whole meeting, design changes to Scranton Avenue in the Central Business District were being considered.
As to upcoming items, AVA Cole said that a workshop regarding accessory dwelling units is coming soon
An architect provided sketch plans of accessory dwelling units. Code adjustments will be considered, particularly lot widths based on the Arden Shore subdivision conversation as well as how to treat attics for
floor area ratios. In the summer, additional comprehensive plan discussions may take place.
8. Commissioner’s Report
There was no commissioner’s report.
9. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Miller moved to adjourn the meeting.
Member Fischer seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 8:40 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, AICP
Samantha Lenoch

DATE:

March 12, 2021

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #4 – A Public Hearing for 210 W. Washington Avenue

Assistant to the Village Administrator
Administrative Intern

Applicant Information:
(jointly, ‘‘Applicant’’)

Ben and Vanessa Grum

Purpose:

Seeking a side yard setback variation to build a two-car garage and
remodel the second floor of the home.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use
Regulations:

Section 10-2-4
Section 10-5F-2

March 2, 2021
March 2, 2021

(Variations)
(Side Yard)

Summary and Background Information
On February 18, 2021, the Village of Lake Bluff received a zoning variation application from Ben and
Vanessa Grum (jointly, “Applicant”) for a side yard setback variation necessary to add a two-car garage
to the single-family residence located at 210 W. Washington Avenue and convert an existing one-car
garage into living space. In their application, the applicant asserts that the side yard setback relief is
necessary so that the Applicant may park two cars in a garage at the residence as well as increase space
inside the home while avoiding structural issues with the proposed second floor remodel plan.
Section 10-5F-2 provides that certain existing structures built before February 15, 1994 have a reduced
side yard setback based on the existing side yard. However, as the applicant asserts that the improvements
to their home will exceed 50% of the existing structure, this exception no longer applies. Accordingly, the
side yard for future construction on this property would be 7.2’, and the applicant’s proposal to extend the
structure forward at its existing 6.5’ setback requires a variation of ~0.7’ or ~9.7%. This is less than 25%
of the applicable standard, which means that the PCZBA has the authority to grant or deny the variation.
10-5F-2

Side Yard Setback
Required

Provided

Difference

Existing

6.5 ft. (existing)

6.5 ft.

0 ft. (0%)

Proposed

7.2 ft. (10% of width)

6.5 ft.

0.7 ft. (9.7%)
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Village Code - Variations - Standards for Variations
The Applicant has provided statements addressing the standards for variation in the attached application.
The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy the standards
for variation prescribed by the Zoning Regulations.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

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

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

VARIATIONS

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

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

•

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

Attachments
• A copy of the Applicant’s application with supporting documentation.
• Draft order of approval.
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Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois
Zoning Relief Application
Applicant Information (Page 2 of 2)
Narrative of Request / Proposed Work:
I am proposing to add a two-car garage in front of the current one car garage. We also are proposing to remove the
roof
over the whole home in order to add two bedrooms and two bathrooms. We will also be making minor changes
_____________________________________________________________________________________
to the first floor in order to accommodate the new stairs.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
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.
Owner

_________________________________________________________ Date: _______________

Applicant

_________________________________________________________ Date: _______________

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.
The strict letter of the provisions would make it so we would be unable to accommodate a two-car garage that would
be sufficient to park two vehicles in. Also moving the west wall in to comply with the side yard variance would create
significate structural issues with the second-floor plan.

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 lot in question is relatively narrow, a public easement to the east, and a significant drop in grade to the back
yard making it nearly impossible to place a garage anywhere else on the property. It is also noteworthy that the
proposed project falls within the side yard setback of 5 feet when the original home was constructed.

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.
Since the home was built in 1953 many things have changed, vehicles have become larger and it is a regular
occurrence for families to have more than one vehicle. These changes make it so having a two-car garage that is at
least 20 feet wide is very necessary.

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.
The proposed addition will fall well within all other ordinances and building codes. It should not in any way negatively
impact the surrounding neighbors.

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.
The proposed variance does not affect any of the above listed issues.

Rev. May 2019

CASE PZE2021-0002 – 210 Washington Avenue
APPROVAL ORDER

STATE OF ILLINOIS

)
)

COUNTY OF LAKE

SS.

)

BEFORE THE JOINT PLAN COMMISSION
AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF
APPEAL NO. PZE2021-0002

Ben and Vanessa Grum
FOR VARIATION

A P P R O V A L

O R D E R

A N D

R E S O L U T I O N

This order and resolution (“Order”) concerns the application of Ben and Vanessa Grum (jointly,
“Applicant”) for the variation described herein benefitting the property described herein. The Joint Plan
Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals of the Village of Lake Bluff (“PCZBA”), being duly advised in
the premises, MAKES THE FOLLOWING FINDINGS OF FACTS:
1.
The Property that is the subject of this Order is commonly known as 210 W. Washington
Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois and legally described on Exhibit A attached to this Order (“Property”).
2.

The Property is improved with a single family residential structure.

3.
The Property is located within the R-3 Zoning District of the Village, as established by
Title 10 of the Lake Bluff Municipal Code (“Zoning Ordinance”).

CASE PZE2021-0002 – 210 Washington Avenue
APPROVAL ORDER

4.
The Applicant sought a variation from Section 10-5F-2 (Side Yard) of the Zoning
Ordinance to encroach ~0.7 feet (9.7%) into the applicable 7.2 ft. side yard setback on the Property
(“Variation”) in order to construct an approximately 306.8 square foot addition to the structure’s
garage (“Improvement”).
5.
Notice of the hearing was duly published in the Lake County News-Sun, a newspaper of
general circulation, and served upon the adjacent and adjoining property owners, in accordance
with Section 10-2-4 of the Zoning Ordinance and applicable law.
6.
The application was heard by the PCZBA at a public hearing of the PCZBA held virtually
due to the COVID-19 pandemic and simulcast in the Lake Bluff Village Hall on March 17, 2021
as provided by law.
7.
The PCZBA has jurisdiction pursuant to Sections 10-2-2 and 10-2-4 of the Zoning
Ordinance and Section 2-5-2 of the Lake Bluff Municipal Code (“Village Code”) to hear and
determine the Applicant’s request for the Variation.
8.

The Applicant entered into the record sufficient evidence of ownership of the Property.

9.
After the conclusion of the public hearing, the PCZBA found that the requested Variation
satisfies all of the standards set forth in Section 10-2-4(B) of the Zoning Ordinance.
10.
After the conclusion of the public hearing the PCZBA granted the application for the
Variation, by a concurring vote of not less than four members of the PCZBA as set forth in Section
10-2-4(A)(1) of the Zoning Ordinance.
IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED AND RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:
A.
Subject to and contingent upon the conditions, restrictions, and provisions set forth in
Section B of this Order, the Applicant’s request for the Variation for the Property shall be, and is hereby,
approved for the reasons set forth in this Order. The Applicant will be allowed a variation from Section 105F-2, Side Yard, to encroach ~0.7 feet (9.7%) into the applicable 7.2 ft. side yard setback.
B.
Notwithstanding any use or development right that may be applicable or available pursuant
to the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, or any other rights the Applicant may have, the Variation granted
in Section A of this Order shall be, and are hereby, expressly subject to and contingent upon the
construction, use, and maintenance of the Property in compliance with each and all of the following
conditions:
i.

The construction, development, use, operation, and maintenance of the Property shall
comply with the Zoning Ordinance and all other applicable local, state, and federal law, as
the same have been or may be amended from time to time, except to the extent specifically
provided otherwise in this Order.

ii. Except for minor changes and site work approved by the Building Commissioner or the
Village Engineer (for matters within their respective permitting authorities) in accordance
with all applicable Village standards, the construction, development, use, operation, and
maintenance of the Property shall substantially comply with the Permit Plan prepared by
Sunfitters dated February 18, 2021.
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C.
The Applicant shall permit a copy of this Order to be recorded against the Property in the
office of the Lake County Recorder of Deeds and shall reimburse the Village for all recording costs. This
Order and the privileges, obligations, and provisions contained herein shall inure solely to the benefit of,
and be binding upon, the Applicant and their heirs, personal representatives, successors and assigns.
E.
As set forth in Section 10-2-4(F) of the Zoning Ordinance, this Order shall be valid for a
period not to exceed 12 months from the date hereof, unless, within such period and in accordance with this
Order, the Applicant commences erection or alteration of a building or structure, pursuant to a valid building
permit for construction on the Property. In the event that the Applicant obtains a building permit in
furtherance of the Variation granted pursuant to this Order, the Applicant shall prosecute all work
authorized by the building permit to completion without unnecessary delay.
F.
Upon the failure or refusal of the Applicant to comply with any or all of the conditions,
restrictions, or provisions of this Order, in addition to all other remedies available to the Village, the
Variation granted pursuant to this Order shall, at the sole discretion of the PCZBA, by order duly adopted,
be revoked and become null and void; provided, however, that the PCZBA may not so revoke the Variation
unless it shall first provide the Applicant with two months advance written notice of the reasons for
revocation and an opportunity to be heard at a regular meeting of the PCZBA. In the event of revocation,
the development and use of the Property shall be governed solely by the applicable regulations of the Zoning
Ordinance.
G.
The Variation granted pursuant to this Order shall apply and be limited only to the proposed
work specifically depicted on the Images to Support Variance Application prepared by Joel Smith of
Sunfitters and dated February 18, 2021. No future alterations or modifications may be made that exceed the
applicable restrictions set forth in the Zoning Ordinance without first obtaining Village approval in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. All other structures and portions of
structures on, and portions of, the Property shall comply with the applicable restrictions set forth in the
Zoning Ordinance and the Village Code.
H.
This Ordinance will be effective only upon the occurrence of 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 Order. The unconditional agreement and consent must be executed and filed
with the Village Clerk within 60 days after the adoption of the Order. The unconditional agreement and
consent must be substantially in the form attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit C.

Order approved on March 17, 2021.

JOINT PLAN COMMISSION
AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

By:
Gary Peters, Chairman
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EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY
The East half of Lot 10 in Block 2 in KNOLLWOOD HEIGHTS, being a Subdivision of part of the North
half of the Northeast Quarter of Section 20, Township 44 North, Range 12, East of the Third Principal
Meridian, according to the plat thereof recorded September 13, 1924, in Book “H” of Plats, page 41 as
Document 245698, in Lake County, Illinois.
Commonly known as 210 Washington Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois
PIN: 12-20-202-015
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EXHIBIT B
PLANS AND APPLICATION
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EXHIBIT C
APPLICANT’S UNCONDITIONAL AGREEMENT AND CONSENT
TO:

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

WHEREAS, Ben and Vanessa Grum (jointly, “Owner”) are the owners of the property
located at 210 W. Washington Avenue in the Village, which is within the Village's R-3 Residence District
and is legally described on the attached Exhibit A (“Subject Property”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant sought a variation from Section 10-5F-2 of the Zoning
Ordinance to encroach ~0.7 feet (9.7%) into the applicable 7.2 ft. side yard setback of the Property
(“Variation”) in order to construct a 306.8 sq. ft. two-car garage (“Improvement”); and
WHEREAS, an Approval Order adopted by the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board
of Appeals of the Village of Lake Bluff on March 17, 2021 pursuant to Section 10-2-4(A)(1) of the Village’s
Zoning Regulations (“Approval Order”) grants the Variation for the Subject Property, subject to certain
modifications, conditions, restrictions, and provisions; and
WHEREAS, the Approval Order requires that the Applicant file with the Village Clerk,
within 60 days following the adoption of the Approval Order, its unconditional agreement and consent to
accept and abide by each of the terms, conditions and limitations set forth in said Approval Order;
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 Approval Order.
2.
The Applicant acknowledges that public notices and hearings have been properly
given and held with respect to the adoption of the Approval Order, has considered the possibility of the
revocation provided for in the Approval Order, 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 Approval Order, and that the Village’s 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 Approval Order.
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Dated: ____________, 2021.
ATTEST:

BEN GRUM

By:

By:

ATTEST:

VANESSA GRUM

By:

By:

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum

TO:

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

FROM:

Glen Cole, AICP

DATE:

March 12, 2021

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #5 – A Public Hearing for 673 Maple Ave.

Assistant to the Village Administrator

Applicant Information:
(jointly, “Applicant”)

Sue & Rob Douglass

Purpose:

To allow an encroachment into the required front yard setback
necessary to reconstruct and expand a previous addition.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use
Regulations:

Section 10-2-4
Section 10-5-3A

March 2, 2021
March 2, 2021

(Variations)
(Front Yard Setback)

Summary and Background Information
On July 23, 2018, the Village of Lake Bluff adopted Ordinance 2018-14, which provided a 20-foot, 6inch (68%) variation from the front yard setback applicable to 673 Maple Avenue, an irregular lot and a
designated historic landmark in the Village. The variation would allow for the reconstruction and
expansion of an addition to the south elevation of the single-family residence located upon the subject
property. The subject property previously received zoning relief in 1983, attached, to construct the existing
addition within the front yard setback.
The Applicant did not construct the approved improvements within the time limit provided by the Zoning
Code (Section 10-2-4(F)(1)) and now seeks the same relief to allow for the construction of the
improvements.
In the original application, the Applicant asserts that the variation is necessary both due to the irregular
nature of the lot and the historic nature of the structure. The applicant further asserts that these changes
will restore the character and integrity of the site’s original design (c. 1955). At the Historic Preservation
Commission’s June 13, 2018 meeting, the Commission voted unanimously to find that the proposed
changes were consistent with the purpose and goals of the historic preservation ordinance. By the same
motion, the Commission recommended the PCZBA favorably consider the zoning relief granted in 2018.
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Variation Analysis

This property is located on the outside corner of Maple and Washington Avenues which creates two front
yard setbacks. Due to the siting of the home on the property, the proposed work would result in an
additional 1’ 3” encroachment into the pre-existing nonconforming front yard setback. The front yard
setback in this zoning district (R-2) is 30’.
10-5-3

FRONT YARD SETBACK
Built

Allowed

Difference

Existing

~10’ 9”

30’

19’ 3” (~64%)

Proposed

~9’ 6”

30’

20’ 6” (~68%)

PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend the Village Board approve, approve with conditions, or
deny the Applicant’s request for a 20’6” variation (~68%) from Section 10-5-3, Front Yard Setback.
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Village Code - Variations - Standards for Variations
The Applicant has provided statements addressing the standards for variation in the attached application.
The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy the standards
for variation prescribed by the Zoning Regulations.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

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

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

VARIATIONS

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

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

•

If more information is not required, vote to:
o Recommend the Village Board approve the requested relief;
o Recommend the Village Board approve the requested relief with protective conditions; or,
o Recommend the Village Board deny the requested relief.

Attachments
• Draft Ordinance.
• A copy of the Applicants’ application with supporting documentation.
• A copy of the 2018 Ordinance granting the same Variation as now requested.
• Minutes of the PCZBA’s 2018 consideration.
• A copy of the 1983 Ordinance granting a Variation for the previous owner of 673 Maple Ave.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2021-___

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A VARIATION FROM THE
VILLAGE'S FRONT YARD SETBACK RESTRICTIONS
(673 Maple Avenue)

Passed by the Board of Trustees, ____________
Printed and Published, ____________

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. 2021-__
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A VARIATION FROM THE
VILLAGE'S FRONT YARD SETBACK RESTRICTIONS
(673 Maple Avenue)
WHEREAS, Kingman Scott Douglass and Robert D. Douglass, as trustees of the Robert
D. Douglass Inheritance Trust dated January 17, 2014 ("Applicant") are the owners of the
property located at 673 Maple Avenue in the Village, which is within the Village's (R-2)
Residence District and is legally described on the attached Exhibit A ("Subject Property");
and,
WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance 83-19, the Subject Property was previously granted
a variation to permit the residence located on the Property (“Residence”) to be within the
required front yard setback; and,
WHEREAS, Ordinance 2018-14 provided the Subject Property a variation to allow for,
among other things, the reconstruction and expansion of the portion of the Residence located in
and adjacent to the required front yard setback (collectively, “Improvements”); and,
WHEREAS, the Applicant did not construct the Improvements within the time limit
allotted by Ordinance 2018-14, and now has applied for the same zoning relief, a 20-foot, 6-inch
(68%) variation from the front yard setback restrictions of 10-5-3A of the Village's Zoning
Regulations (“Variation”) in order to facilitate the construction of the Improvements; and,
WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees, upon receipt of a positive or negative
recommendation from the Village Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
(“PCZBA”), has final authority to grant or deny the Variation pursuant to Section 10-2-4A of the
Zoning Regulations; and,
WHEREAS, a public notice describing the Variation was duly advertised on or before
July 3, 2018, in The News-Sun, and the PCZBA held a public hearing on March 17, 2021, for
the purpose of considering the Variation; and,
WHEREAS, at the close of the public hearing on March 17, 2021, the PCZBA
recommended that the Village Board grant the Variation; and,
WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees has determined that it would be in the best
interest of the Village to grant the Variation 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 Variation was duly
advertised on or before March 2, 2021, in The News-Sun, and was held by the PCZBA on
March 17, 2021. On March 17, 2021, the PCZBA recommended approval of the Variation.
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 a variation of
20-foot, 6-inch (68%) from the Village's front yard setback restrictions, as set forth in Section 105-3A 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 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 Application. The Subject Property must be developed,
used, and maintained in strict accordance with the zoning application and related documents
submitted by the Applicant and attached to this Ordinance as Exhibit B.
C.
Compliance with Plans. The Subject Property must be developed, used,
and maintained in substantial compliance with the following documents submitted by the
Applicant to the Village and dated May 2018 and prepared by Lake Effect Architects: (i)
Figure/Ground Site Plan; (ii) Site Plan; (iii) Proposed First Floor Plan; and (iv) Proposed Building
Elevation; and all of which are attached as Group Exhibit C, (collectively "Plans”); and
D.
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 variation 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 D.

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 __rd day of April, 2021, 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 __rd day of April, 2021.

ATTEST:

Village President

Village Clerk
FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
PASSED:
APPROVED:
PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM:
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Description of the Subject Property
LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF A PART OF
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST
OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED
AUGUST 14, 1954 AS DOCUMENT 833568, IN BOOK 1267 OF RECORDS, PAGE 524,
(EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PREMISES, TO-WIT: THAT
PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE, 77.98
FEET NORTH OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 2, IN ROBERT E. NILLES
RESUBDIVISION, SAID RESUBDIVISION BEING RECORDED AUGUST 25, 1964 AS
DOCUMENT 1236657; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
LOT 2, 63.30 FEET TO THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 2; THENCE
SOUTHWESTERLY 26.56 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE,
53.85 FEET NORTH OF THE PLACE OF BEGINNING OF THIS DESCRIPTION; THENCE
SOUTH ALONG THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE, 53.85 FEET TO THE PLACE OF
BEGINNING, AND ALSO EXCEPTING THAT PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN
SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, FALLING WITHIN LOT 2 OF ROBERT E. NILLES
RESUBDIVISION AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF SAID RESUBDIVISION, RECORDED
AUGUST 25,1964 AS DOCUMENT 1236657), IN LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
Commonly known as 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois.
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EXHIBIT B
Application

7

EXHIBIT C
Plans
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EXHIBIT D
Applicant’s Unconditional Agreement and Consent
TO:

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

WHEREAS, Kingman Scott Douglass and Robert D. Douglass, as trustees of the Robert
D. Douglass Inheritance Trust dated January 17, 2014 ("Applicant") are the owners of the
property located at 673 Maple Avenue in the Village, which is within the Village's (R-2)
Residence District and is legally described on the attached Exhibit A ("Subject Property");
and,
WHEREAS, the Applicant has requested a 7-foot, 6.5-inch (36%) variation from the front
yard setback restrictions of 10-5-3A of the Village's Zoning Regulations (“Variation”) to renovate
the residence on the Subject Property, which renovations include the reconstruction and
expansion of the portion of the Residence located in and adjacent to the required front yard
setback ("Improvements"); and,
WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 2021-__, adopted by the President and Board of Trustees of
the Village of Lake Bluff on _______________, (“Ordinance”) grants the Variation and 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 the ZBA Resolution, and
that the Village’s 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.
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Dated: ____________, 2021.
ATTEST:

KINGMAN SCOTT DOUGLASS, AS TRUSTEE
OF
THE
ROBERT
D.
DOUGLASS
INHERITANCE TRUST DATED JANUARY 17,
2014

By:

By:

ATTEST:

ROBERT D. DOUGLASS, AS TRUSTEE OF
THE ROBERT D. DOUGLASS INHERITANCE
TRUST DATED JANUARY 17, 2014

By:

By:
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Description of the Subject Property
LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF A PART OF
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST
OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED
AUGUST 14, 1954 AS DOCUMENT 833568, IN BOOK 1267 OF RECORDS, PAGE 524,
(EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PREMISES, TO-WIT: THAT
PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE, 77.98
FEET NORTH OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 2, IN ROBERT E. HILLES
RESUBDIVISION, SAID RESUBDIVISION BEING RECORDED AUGUST 25, 1964 AS
DOCUMENT 1236657; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
LOT 2, 63.30 FEET TO THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 2; THENCE
SOUTHWESTERLY 26.56 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE,
53.85 FEET NORTH OF THE PLACE OF BEGINNING OF THIS DESCRIPTION; THENCE
SOUTH ALONG THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE, 53.85 FEET TO THE PLACE OF
BEGINNING, AND ALSO EXCEPTING THAT PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN
SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, FALLING WITHIN LOT 2 OF ROBERT E. HILLES
RESUBDIVISION AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF SAID RESUBDIVISION, RECORDED
AUGUST 25,1964 AS DOCUMENT 1236657), IN LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
Commonly known as 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois.
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Village of Lake Bluff, Illinois
Zoning Relief Application
Applicant Information (Page 1 of 2)
Subject Property
Address:

673 Maple Avenue
_________________________________________________________________

PIN:

12-21-203-008
_________________________________________________________________

Current Use:

Residential
_________________________________________________________________
Owner / Title Holder

Joint Ownership (if applicable)

Robert D. Douglass TTEE

Name:

__________________________

__________________________

Address:

673 Maple Ave.
__________________________

__________________________

Lake Bluff, IL 60044
__________________________

__________________________

Phone:

(847) 234-4688
__________________________

__________________________

E-mail:

rob@leffect.com
__________________________

__________________________

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
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.
The property is located on the outside corner of Maple and Washington Avenues which creates two front yard
setbacks. The property is also irregular in shape with a ravine surrounding three sides of the property. During the
time period of the second owner; modifications were made to the house which resulted in the loss of the clarity and
rigor of the original 1955 design. As a result many details were lost. These modifications have created a challenge
for the restoration of the building. The variance request will allow us to add an additional 8'-0" module to the existing
building system to the south wing which will absorb the 1983 green house bump-out which is inconsistent to the
original design.

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 property has an irregular shape with a ravine edge on three sides. The ravine occupies 58% of the lot with the
remaining 42% of the property as table land. The property is also located on the outside corner of Maple and
Washington Avenues which has two front yard setbacks. This 1955 Mid-Century Modernist style building has been
recently granted Landmark Designation by the Historic Preservation Commission which is supportive of the
restoration and renovation of the building as depicted in the attached drawings.

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.
This Mid-Century Modernist building design by William Bergman is the last of six designs in this style still standing.
With the Landmark Designation granted by the HPC, this building has become and will be restored as a unique
structure in Lake Bluff. The variance request is to allow for the ability to restore the original character of the the 1955
design, particularly the south building elevation. Therefore there is no special privilege, but rather relief to the front
yard setback to assist in the restoration of this Mid-Century Modernist building.

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.
As depicted on the figure/ground site plan of the immediate neighborhood, the distances from the proposed variance
to the adjacent houses is significant. The house to the southwest is approximately 140 feet away, the house to the
southeast is approximately 90 feet away across a ravine. The vertical height of the house is 10'-0" above the finish
grade. The zoning allows for a building height of 40'-0". The allowable FAR for the property is 6,627 s.f., the
proposed FAR is 2,758 s.f, 42% of the allowable FAR. The landscape plan will also further buffer the spaces
between the adjacent houses.

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.
The variance request will not adversely impact light and air, not affect traffic, will not be a fire hazard, will not
endanger public safety, and will not diminish property values.

Rev. May 2019

Exhibit A

1. SITE RESTRICTIONS
• Zoning
• Front Yard Setback
• Rear Yard Setback (from ravine)
• Side Yard Setback (average lot width 186’)
2. BUILDING RESTRICTIONS
• Lot Area
• Maximum Floor Area
5,400 + 0.1 x (30,274 - 18,000)
• Maximum Building Height
• Open-air Porch Bonus
Maximum Building Coverage (30% of lot)
3. EXISTING BUILDING CALCULATIONS
• First Floor
• Garage
Total Building Bulk
• Screen Porch
4. PROPOSED ADDITIONS
• South Wing Addition
• South Wing Front Yard Setback Encroachment
Total Proposed Building Bulk
5. SCREEN PORCH
• Screen Porch Addition
Total Proposed Screen Porch
Total Lot Coverage
Total Building Height

R-2
30-0”
10’-0”
18’-6”
30,274 s.f.
6,627 s.f.
40’-0”
500 s.f.
9,082 s.f.
2,216 s.f.
425 s.f.
2,641 s.f.
163 s.f.
117 s.f.
1’-3”
2,758 s.f.
(42% of allowable FAR)

162 s.f.
325 s.f.
(65% of allowable screen porch bonus)
3,086 s.f.
(40% of allowable building coverage)

10’-0”
(25% of allowable building height from finish grade)

0'
0
.
1
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1.25'
14.05'
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6.30'

'

4'

27.0
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18.50' Sideyard Setback

30.00' Front
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per survey
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The Douglass Residence

673 Maple Avenue Lake Bluff, Illinois

Maple Ave

65' R.O.W.

12'-9"
12.92'

E. Washington Ave

24.80'

A

Site Plan
Scale: 1/16" = 1'-0"

Lake Effect Architects
Lake Bluff, Illinois
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Principal Meridian, according to the Plat thereof, recorded August 14, 1954 as Document 833568, in Book 1267 of Records, Page 524, (excepting therefrom the
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That part of Lot 5 in Hilles Lake Garden Subdivision aforesaid, described as follows:

Commencing at a point on the East
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or Deed, except when noted.

as Document 1236657; thence Northeasterly along the Westerly line of said Lot 2, 63.30 feet to the Northwesterly corner of said Lot 2; thence Southwesterly
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Commonly known as: 673 MAPLE AVENUE, LAKE BLUFF, ILLINOIS.
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Description of the Subject Property
LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF A PART OF
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST
OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED
AUGUST 14, 1954 AS DOCUMENT 833568, IN BOOK 1267 OF RECORDS, PAGE 524,
(EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PREMISES, TO-WIT: THAT
PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE, 77.98
FEET NORTH OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 2, IN ROBERT E. HILLES
RESUBDIVISION, SAID RESUBDIVISION BEING RECORDED AUGUST 25, 1964 AS
DOCUMENT 1236657; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
LOT 2, 63.30 FEET TO THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 2; THENCE
SOUTHWESTERLY 26.56 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE,
53.85 FEET NORTH OF THE PLACE OF BEGINNING OF THIS DESCRIPTION; THENCE
SOUTH ALONG THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE, 53.85 FEET TO THE PLACE OF
BEGINNING, AND ALSO EXCEPTING THAT PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN
SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, FALLING WITHIN LOT 2 OF ROBERT E. HILLES
RESUBDIVISION AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF SAID RESUBDIVISION, RECORDED
AUGUST 25,1964 AS DOCUMENT 1236657), IN LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
Commonly known as 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois.
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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
John Scopelliti, Administrative Intern

DATE:

July 13, 2018

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #5 – A Public Hearing for 673 Maple Ave.

Applicant Information:
(jointly, “Applicant”)

Sue & Rob Douglass

Purpose:

To allow an encroachment into the required front yard setback
necessary to reconstruct and expand a previous addition.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun
Property Owner Letter

Applicable Land Use
Regulations:

Section 10-2-4
Section 10-5-3A

July 3, 2018
July 3, 2018

(Variations)
(Front Yard Setback)

Summary and Background Information
On June 22, 2018, the Village of Lake Bluff received a zoning variation application from Sue and Rob
Douglass (jointly, “Applicant”) seeking a variation to the Village’s front yard setback regulations. The
variation would allow for the reconstruction and expansion of an addition to the south elevation of the
single-family residence located upon the subject property. The subject property previously received
zoning relief in 1983, attached, to construct the existing addition within the front yard setback.
In the attached application, the Applicant asserts that the variation is necessary both due to the irregular
nature of the lot and the historic nature of the structure. The applicant further asserts that these changes
will restore the character and integrity of the site’s original design (c. 1955).
On July 5, 2018, the Village designated the subject property as a Landmark at the recommendation of the
Historic Preservation Commission (Ordinance attached). At the Historic Preservation Commission’s June
13 meeting, the Commission voted unanimously to find that the proposed changes were consistent with
the purpose and goals of the historic preservation ordinance. By the same motion, the Commission
recommended the PCZBA favorably consider the zoning relief now requested.
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Variation Analysis

This property is located on the outside corner of Maple and Washington Avenues which creates two front
yard setbacks. Due to the siting of the home on the property, the proposed work would result in an
additional 1’ 3” encroachment into the pre-existing nonconforming front yard setback. The front yard
setback in this zoning district (R-2) is 30’.
10-5-3

FRONT YARD SETBACK
Built

Allowed

Difference

Existing

~10’ 9”

30’

19’ 3” (~64%)

Proposed

~9’ 6”

30’

20’ 6” (~68%)

PCZBA Authority
The PCZBA has the authority to recommend the Village Board approve, approve with conditions, or
deny the Applicant’s request for a 20’6” variation (~68%) from Section 10-5-3, Front Yard Setback.
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Village Code - Variations - Standards for Variations
The Applicant has provided statements addressing the standards for variation in the attached application.
The PCZBA should consider if the Applicant’s statements and submitted materials satisfy the standards
for variation prescribed by the Zoning Regulations.
10-2-4

VARIATIONS

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

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

VARIATIONS

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


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



If more information is not required, vote to:
o Recommend the Village Board approve the requested relief;
o Recommend the Village Board approve the requested relief with protective conditions; or,
o Recommend the Village Board deny the requested relief.

Attachments
 A copy of the Applicants’ application with supporting documentation.
 A copy of the 1983 Ordinance granting a Variation for the previous owner of 673 Maple Ave.
 July 9, 2018 Historic Landmark designation Ordinance for 673 Maple Ave.
 June 13, 2018 Minutes of the Historic Preservation Commission.
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Exhibit A

1. SITE RESTRICTIONS
• Zoning
• Front Yard Setback
• Rear Yard Setback (from ravine)
• Side Yard Setback (average lot width 186’)
2. BUILDING RESTRICTIONS
• Lot Area
• Maximum Floor Area
5,400 + 0.1 x (30,274 - 18,000)
• Maximum Building Height
• Open-air Porch Bonus
Maximum Building Coverage (30% of lot)
3. EXISTING BUILDING CALCULATIONS
• First Floor
• Garage
Total Building Bulk
• Screen Porch
4. PROPOSED ADDITIONS
• South Wing Addition
• South Wing Front Yard Setback Encroachment
Total Proposed Building Bulk
5. SCREEN PORCH
• Screen Porch Addition
Total Proposed Screen Porch
Total Lot Coverage
Total Building Height

R-2
30-0”
10’-0”
18’-6”
30,274 s.f.
6,627 s.f.
40’-0”
500 s.f.
9,082 s.f.
2,216 s.f.
425 s.f.
2,641 s.f.
163 s.f.
117 s.f.
1’-3”
2,758 s.f.
(42% of allowable FAR)

162 s.f.
325 s.f.
(65% of allowable screen porch bonus)
3,086 s.f.
(40% of allowable building coverage)

10’-0”
(25% of allowable building height from finish grade)

0'
0
.
1
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1.25'
14.05'

17.50'

8.85'

6.30'
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21.20'

18.50' Sideyard Setback

30.00' Front
Yard Setback

20.30'

4.90'
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per survey
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The Douglass Residence

673 Maple Avenue Lake Bluff, Illinois

Maple Ave
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Site Plan
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-11

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE RESIDENCE LOCATED
AT 673 MAPLE AVENUE AS A LAKE BLUFF HISTORIC LANDMARK

Passed by the Board of Trustees July 9, 2018.
Printed and Published July 10, 2018.

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

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

Village Clerk

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-11
AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE RESIDENCE LOCATED
AT 673 MAPLE AVENUE AS A LAKE BLUFF HISTORIC LANDMARK
WHEREAS, the Village of Lake Bluff is a community with a rich historical,
cultural, and architectural character that is unique among Northern Illinois communities; and,
WHEREAS, the preservation of historically, culturally, and architecturally
significant residential buildings and structures in the Village is necessary to maintain the
essential character of the Village and to protect the value of properties in the Village; and,
WHEREAS, the Village desires to recognize and protect structures that
contribute to the historical, cultural, or architectural heritage of the Village; and,
WHEREAS, the Village also desires to assist owners of historically, culturally, or
architecturally significant structures, buildings, sites, and landscapes in maintaining and
enhancing their properties in a manner consistent with the character of the Village; and,
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 9-14-4.B of the “Lake Bluff Municipal Code”
(“Village Code”), Rob and Sue Douglass (jointly, "Owner") submitted a landmark designation
application (“Application”) for the single-family home located at 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff,
Illinois (the “Nominated Building”), as legally described in the attached Exhibit A
(“Property”); and,
WHEREAS, after notice of a public hearing was duly published on May 26, 2018,
in The News-Sun and mailed to nearby property owners as provided by the Village Code, the
Historic Preservation Commission (“Commission”) held a public hearing on the Application on
June 13, 2018, at which hearing the Owner appeared and testified regarding the designation of
the Nominated Building as a Landmark; and,
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 9-14-4.D of the Village Code, and after
reviewing all information presented to it at the public hearing, the Commission adopted a
recommendation on June 13, 2018 finding that the Nominated Building meets the Landmark
designation criteria set forth in Section 9-14-4.A of the Village Code and recommended that the
Village Board designate the Nominated Building as an official Landmark; and,
WHEREAS, after reviewing the recommendation of the Commission, including
the evidence presented at the public hearing, the Village Board has determined that the
Nominated Building meets the landmark designation criteria contained in Section 9-14-4.A of
the Village Code for the following reasons:
General Considerations
1. §1(a) - The Nominated Building has significant character, interest, or value as part of the
historic, aesthetic, cultural, or architectural characteristics of the Village, the State of
Illinois, or the United States.
2. §1(b) - The structure, building, site, or landscape is closely identified with a person or
persons who significantly contributed to the development of the village, the state of
Illinois, or the United States. [William Bergman, architect.]
3. §1(c) - The Nominated Building involves the notable efforts of, or is the only known
example of work by, a master builder, designer, architect, architectural firm, or artist
whose individual accomplishment has influenced the development of the Village, State

of Illinois, or the United States. [William Bergman, architect.]
4. §1(f) - The Nominated Building is of a type or is associated with a use once common but
now rare, or is a particularly fine or unique example of a utilitarian structure and
possesses a high level of integrity or architectural significance. [Fine and unique
example of a utilitarian structure.]
Architectural Significance
5. §2(a) - The Nominated Building represents certain distinguishing characteristics of
architecture inherently valuable for the study of a time period, type of property, method
of construction, or use of indigenous materials. [Mid-century modern architecture.]
6. §2(c) - The Nominated Building exemplifies a particular architectural style in terms of
detail, material, and workmanship which has resulted in little or no alteration to its
original construction. [Mid-century modern architecture.]
7. §2(d) - The structure, building, site, or landscape is one of the few remaining examples of a
particular architectural style and has undergone little or no alteration since its original
construction. [Mid-century modern architecture.]
Historic Significance
8. §3(a) - The Nominated Building is an exceptional example of an historic or vernacular
style, or is one of the few such remaining properties of its kind in the Village. [Mid-century
modern architecture.]
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Recitals.

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

Landmark Designation.

The Nominated Building located at 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois, is
hereby designated as a Landmark pursuant to the Historic Preservation Ordinance.
Section 3.

Notice.

Notice will be sent to the Building Commissioner and to the owners of record of
the Property advising them of the Landmark designation approved by this Ordinance and
informing them that the Nominated Building will be subject to the requirements of Section 9-14-6
all other applicable provisions of Title 9, Chapter 14 of the Village Code.
Section 4.

Recordation.

This Ordinance will be recorded against the Property in the office of the Lake
County Recorder of Deeds.
Section 5.

Effective Date.

This Ordinance will be effective following passage by the Board of Trustees of
the Village of Lake Bluff in the manner required by law and publication in pamphlet form in the
manner required by law.
[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]

-2-

PASSED this 9th day of July, 2018, by vote of the Board of Trustees of the Village of Lake Bluff,
as follows:
AYES:

(5)

NAYS:

(0)

ABSENT:

(1)

Ankenman, Dewart, Grenier, Lemieux and Meyer

Towle

APPROVED this 9th day of July, 2018.

ATTEST:

Village President

Village Clerk

FIRST READING:

July 9, 2018

SECOND READING:

Waived

PASSED:

July 9, 2018

APPROVED:

July 9, 2018

PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM: July 10, 2018
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Description of Subject Property
LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF A PART OF
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST
OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED
AUGUST 14, 1954 AS DOCUMENT 833568, IN BOOK 1267 OF RECORDS, PAGE 524,
(EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PREMISES, TO-WIT: THAT
PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE, 77.98
FEET NORTH OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 2, IN ROBERT E. NILLES
RESUBDIVISION, SAID RESUBDIVISION BEING RECORDED AUGUST 25, 1964 AS
DOCUMENT 1236657; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
LOT 2, 63.30 FEET TO THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 2; THENCE
SOUTHWESTERLY 26.56 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF MAPLE AVENUE,
53.85 FEET NORTH OF THE PLACE OF BEGINNING OF THIS DESCRIPTION; THENCE
SOUTH ALONG THE EAST LINE OF MAPE AVENUE, 53.85 FEET TO THE PLACE OF
BEGINNING, AND ALSO EXCEPTING THAT PART OF LOT 5 IN HILLES LAKE GARDEN
SUBDIVISION AFORESAID, FALLING WITHIN LOT 2 OF ROBERT E. NILLES
RESUBDIVISION AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF SAID RESUBDIVISION, RECORDED
AUGUST 25, 1964 AS DOCUMENT 1236657), IN LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

Commonly known as 673 Maple Avenue, Lake Bluff, Illinois.

This Document Was Prepared By
And After Recording Return To:
Peter M. Friedman
Holland & Knight LLP
131 South Dearborn
30th Floor
Chicago, IL 60603

For Recorder's Use Only

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE BUILDING
AT 673 MAPLE AVENUE AS A HISTORIC LANDMARK

#40257241_v1

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

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

Absent:

Randolph Liebolt
Robert Hunter, Vice Chair

Also Present:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

2. Consideration of the May 9, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Member Bergmann moved to approve the May 9, 2018 HPC Regular Meeting Minutes as amended.
Member Jerch seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
3. Consideration of the November 8, 2017 Meeting Minutes
Member Richardson moved to approve the November 8, 2017 HPC Regular Meeting Minutes as
amended. Member Bergmann seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Kraus stated that the Chairperson and Members of the HPC allocate fifteen (15) minutes at
this time for those individuals who would like the opportunity to address the HPC on any matter
within its area of responsibility that is not listed on the agenda.
There were no requests to address the HPC.
5. Oath For Those Participating In Public Hearing
Chair Kraus administered the oath for those individuals that intended to participate in the public
hearing.
6. A Public Hearing to Consider a Historic Landmark Nomination Application for the Property
Located at 673 Maple Avenue
AVA Cole introduced the application to the commission while also describing the procedure for the
Historic Landmark Application process.
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The applicants, Rob and Sue Douglass, approached the podium to testify. The applicants described
the background history, the date of purchase, and the ravine restoration work of their property to the
commission. A brief discussion commenced before the start of application review.
Member Bergmann described one of the previous owners “Sims”, who owned the residence in 1955.
He stated that the previous owner was a classical musician. Member Bergmann expressed that the
home was more of a Mozart house than a rat pack house, in his opinion. He supports the reversion to
the original style of the home, which was designed for a retired Navy officer. Member Bergmann
stated that the house was built for one person. He expressed his support for making the home more
fit for a family.
Member Jerch stated that she is delighted to see this plan because she walks by the property all the
time and has sadly watched the home fall into disrepair. She talked about a previous owner who
gave out candy all the time, she was known as the “Candy Lady.” Member Jerch asked Sue if she
would be the next candy lady but she was unaware.
Rob Douglass described touring the house and recognizing artwork on the walls by Mr. Gould, who
was his science teacher in junior high 40 years later.
Member Nicol stated that she is very excited about the renderings due to the fact that it will bring the
home back to its original character. She saw how beautiful the view of the ravine is and mentioned
that it is a treasure.
Rob Douglass mentioned the ravine efforts, trillium, future ravine management and stabilization.
Member Richardson asked if there are variations in the renovation.
Rob Douglass stated that Member Richardson is correct in the point that there are variations in the
renovation. He stated that the East side needs a minor variation since the original house is nonconforming, the outside corner, and two front yard setbacks. Rob Douglass stated that he will need
to seek a variance for modifications to the south elevation.
Member Richardson expressed her approval of the presentation and that she remembers the candy
lady. She mentioned that she is also very excited to have a landmark.
Rob Douglass stated that he is excited as well and hopes to be a stop on the Christmas Walk.
Member Nicol asked if landscaping will allow for view by the time it is done.
Rob Douglass stated that he cannot really see it now because it has a low profile and the height of
the roof is less than ten feet. He started to explain the landscape plan for the property, which
consisted of a white birch stand and screening.
Chair Kraus applauds the applicant in their effort to landmark their property. He asked a practical
question in regards to what does the applicant want to see landmarked since it is odd to landmark a
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structure when the final version isn’t yet built assuming the applicant wants to landmark it as it will
exist.
Rob Douglass stated that he would like the property to be landmarked as it will exist after the
renovations.
AVA Cole mentioned that procedurally this is the same process.
Chair Kraus stated that timing matters.
Rob Douglass mentioned that the variation is important and enables us to get to the end product
under bulk capacity to this property.
Member Bergmann stated that timing matters for tax.
Member Richardson stated that the applicant’s criteria doesn’t change with the building changes.
Chair Kraus stated that that his intent is to approve this application and there is no reason to delay it.
He mentioned that perhaps this commission make a recommendation that the Village Board approve
this as a landmark. A brief discussion commenced.
Chair Kraus walked through the Criteria for Landmark Designation. A brief discussion commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Jerch moved to recommend the Village Board designate the
subject property as a landmark and specify both the specific historic landmark designation criteria
met and the specific elements of the property that merit protection. Member Bergmann seconded the
motion. The motion passed on a unanimous roll call vote.
7. Consideration of a Demolition Permit Application for Accessory Structures at 700 East Center
Avenue (Landmarked Property Subject to Advisory Review)
AVA Cole explained the procedures and details to the commission in regards to this application.
AVA Cole invited the Applicant, Christine De Young, to the podium to address any questions the
commission may have for her.
Christine De Young explained to the commission her application and what kind of work she wants
to do at her property. A brief discussion commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Bergmann moved to approve the doors and windows as
consistent with the purpose and goals of the Historic Preservation Chapter of the Municipal Code
(Section 9-14-1). Member Nicol seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous roll call
vote.
The commission started talking about sheds and accessory structures. A brief discussion
commenced.
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Chair Kraus described his intentions for the next meeting for this application. A brief discussion
commenced.
Following the discussion, Member Bergmann moved to recommend an Advisory Conference for this
application at the next HPC meeting. Member Richardson seconded the motion. The motion passed
on a unanimous roll call vote.
8. Continued Strategic Planning and Visioning for the Historic Preservation Commission
Chair Kraus had requested the members of the HPC reach out to their neighbors, in the previous
HPC meeting, to find out why residents moved to the Village of Lake Bluff. Each member explained
their findings. A brief discussion commenced.
9. Chairperson’s Report
Chair Kraus had no report.
10. Staff Report
There was no staff report.
11. Adjournment
There being no further business to consider, Member Bergmann motioned to adjourn. Member Jerch
seconded the motion. Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the meeting was adjourned at
9:27p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

John Scopelliti
Administrative Intern
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MEETING
JULY 18, 2018
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Peters called to order the regular meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board
of Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, July 18, 2018, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).
The following members were present:
Members:

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

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

(7)
(0)
(0)

Burns, Miller, Danly, Badger, Murray, Russell and Chair Peters
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum

TO:

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

FROM:

Glen Cole, AICP
Samantha Lenoch

DATE:

March 12, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #6 – Accessory Dwelling Unit Workshop

Assistant to the Village Administrator
Administrative Intern

Introduction
At its meetings in July, August, and September, the PCZBA has reviewed the concept of accessory
dwelling units as a component of its alternative housing strategy and the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.
Accessory dwelling units (“ADUs”) are small houses, apartments, etc. that are on the same property lot
as a single-family residence. They are commonly called “granny flats” or “in-law suites.”
As the PCZBA discussed in September 2020, Staff has sought a licensed architect (Valerie Berstene,
AIA AICP) to prepare a series of three case studies or prototypes illustrating how the PCZBA’s draft
regulations (attached) could be used in three different areas of the Village. These illustrations are still
being finalized as of Friday, March 12 and will be published as a supplemental item prior to the meeting
on Wednesday, March 17. Valerie will join the PCZBA for Wednesday’s workshop to present her work.
Attachments
•
•
•

ADU prototype drawings (pending).
ADU policy outline.
PCZBA memos (no attachments) and minutes from July, August, and September

Page 1 of 1

The Village of Lake Bluff

Accessory Dwelling Unit
Prototypical Illustrations
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This packet provides an illustrated
analysis of the potential build-out of
ADUs in three main zoning residential
districts: R4, R2-R3, and E1-E2. Each
zoning district/group was studied to
develop a prototypical site based
on real life property characteristics.
Specific considerations for each
zoning district are included with the
analysis and illustrations on the
following pages.
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The Village of Lake Bluff is exploring
regulations that allow Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADU) in order to (i)
create high-quality housing choices
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all stages of life; (ii) support the
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character; and (iii) promote the
preservation, rehabilitation, and reuse
of the Village’s historic resources.
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Prototype:

R4

Zoning District
Lot Coverage Calculations
Take
Lot Area
Multiply
Permitted Building Coverage
Equals
Max Permitted Building Coverage
Subtract Existing Building Coverage
Subtract Accessory Structure Exclusion
(10-5-8.C.2)
Equals
Adjusted Building Coverage
Equals
Remaining Buildable Area
Take
Permitted Impervious Coverage
Calculate Max Impervious Coverage
Subtract Total Building Coverage
Equals
Remaining Impervious Surface
Compare Driveway + Front Walk Area

6,250
30%
1,875
1,674
330
1,344
531
60%
3,750
2,205
1,545
1,520

Gross Floor Area Calculations
Lot Area
Calculate Permitted GFA*
Take
Existing GFA (house only)
Take

Subtract
Equals
Equals

Accessory Structure Exception
(10-5-6.B.2.a)
Adjusted Existing GFA
Available GFA

6,250
2,500
2,030

Context Plan
Neighboring Structures

Lot Lines

Principal Use Structure

Setback Lines

Accessory Dwelling Unit

440
2,060
470

*GFA calculated as 6,250 *.04

Maximum ADU Size Calculations
Principal Use GFA (house)
Multiply
Permitted ADU GFA
Equals
Max ADU GFA
Compare Available Total Site GFA
Take

2,030
40%
812
470

Building to the maximum GFA allowed as a percentage of the
principal building would exceed the maximum total GFA for
the site. Therefore the total lot GFA is the limiting factor.

Setback Calculations
Take
Lot Width
Take
Lot Depth
Set
Front Yard Setback
Calculate Side Yard Setback
Calculate Rear Yard Setback

50’
125’
20’
5’
10’

Site Plan

Scale: 1” = 40’
0’
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20’

40’

60’
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R4

Zoning District

Axon Bird’s Eye View
Maximum Potential ADU
Detached; One-Story, Above Garage
Dimensions
21’ x 22’
Building Footprint
462
Total GFA
924*
Height (mean / max)
20’ / 24’
*Per draft regulations Size.1.d any area used as
a garage, shed, or for similar storage shall be
excluded from the gross floor area of the accessory
dwelling. First floor garage area is excluded.

Considerations for the R4 District
There are likely very few lots in R4 that have available gross floor area
(FAR) to accommodate an ADU.
This scenario removes an existing single-story garage to rebuild a new
garage with ADU above complying with setbacks and daylight plane
requirements.
Total impervious lot coverage may require more extensive site work to
reduce existing impervious surfaces to permit a new ADU.

ADU

Rear Elevation, 1”=20’

Garage

ADU

Side Elevation, 1”=20’
17 March 2021
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Prototype:

R2-R3

Zoning District
Lot Building Coverage Calculations
Lot Area
Permitted Coverage
Max Permitted Building Coverage
Existing Building Coverage
Remaining Buildable Area

10,345
30%
3,103
1,516
1,587

Permitted Impervious Coverage
Calculate Max Impervious Coverage
Subtract
Total Building Coverage
Equals
Remaining Impervious Surface

50%
5,172
3,103
2,069

Take
Multiply
Equals
Subtract
Equals
Take

Context Plan

Gross Floor Area Calculations
Lot Area
Calculate Permitted GFA*
Subtract Existing GFA

10,345
3,869
1,516

Available GFA

2,122

Take

Equals

Neighboring Structures

Lot Lines

Principal Use Structure

Setback Lines

Accessory Dwelling Unit

*GFA calculated as 3,600 + 0.2(1,345)

Maximum ADU Size Calculations
Principal Use GFA
Multiply
Permitted ADU GFA
Equals
Max ADU GFA
Compare Available Total Site GFA
Take

1,516
40%
606
2,122

The maximum total GFA for the site can accommodate the
maximum ADU GFA allowed as a percentage of the principal
structure.

Setback Calculations
Take
Lot Width
Take
Lot Depth
Set
Front Yard Setback
Calculate Side Yard Setback
Calculate Rear Yard Setback

75’
138’
40’
7.5’
10’

Site Plan
4 | ADU Prototype Analysis & Illustrations

Scale: 1” = 40’
0’

20’

40’

60’
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R2-R3

Zoning District

Axon Bird’s Eye View
Maximum Potential ADU
Detached; One-Story
Dimensions
Building Footprint
GFA
Height (max)

Considerations for the R2-R3 Districts
20’ x 30’
600
600
16’

The R2 and R3 districts have more potential for both attached and
detached ADU construction.
Total impervious lot coverage may require more extensive site
work to reduce existing impervious surfaces to permit a new ADU.

Rear Elevation, 1”=20’

Side Elevation, 1”=20’
17 March 2021
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Prototype:

E1-E2

Zoning District
Lot Coverage Calculations
Lot Area
Multiply Permitted Coverage
Equals
Max Permitted Coverage
Subtract Existing Building Coverage
Equals
Remaining Buildable Area
Take
Permitted Impervious Coverage
Calc
Max Impervious Coverage
Subtract Total Building Coverage
Equals
Remaining Impervious Surface
Take

66,150
20%
13,230
5,250
7,980
50%
33,075
12,230
20,845

Gross Floor Area Calculations

Subtract

Lot Area
Permitted GFA*
Existing GFA

66,150
10,215
7,085

Equals

Available GFA

3,130

Take
Calculate

*GFA calculated as 5,400 + 0.1(48,150)

Maximum ADU Size Calculations
Principal Use GFA
Multiply
Permitted ADU GFA
Equals
ADU GFA by %
Compare Max ADU GFA by Code
Compare Available Total Site GFA
Take

+

7,085
40%
2,835
1,500+
3,130

By draft regulations, maximum ADU GFA limited to 1,500

The maximum total GFA for the site can accommodate
the maximum ADU GFA allowed as a percentage of the
principal structure. The 1,500 sf cap on ADU size is the
limiting factor.

Setback Calculations
Take
Lot Width
Take
Lot Depth
Set
Front Yard Setback
Calculate Side Yard Setback
Calculate Rear Yard Setback

340’
175’
50’
34’
30’

Neighboring Structures

Lot Lines

Principal Use Structure

Setback Lines

Accessory Dwelling Unit

Site Plan

Scale: 1” = 40’
0’

6 | ADU Prototype Analysis & Illustrations

20’

40’

60’

17 March 2021

E1-E2

Zoning District

Axon Bird’s Eye View
Maximum Potential ADU
Detached; Two-Story
Dimensions
Building Footprint
GFA
Height (mean / max)

Considerations for the E1-E2 Districts
32’ x 23’
736
1,475
24’ / 22’

Steep topography and existing wooded sites may limit the amount of feasibly sites for constructing new detached ADU. Sites without the limitations
of natural features can easily accommodate the footprint and bulk of an
accessory dwelling unit without an impact on surrounding properties.

Partial Rear Elevation, 1”=20’

Side Elevation, 1”=20’
17 March 2021
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Lake Bluff – PCZBA Draft ADU Regulations – August 28, 2020
Provisions

Commentary

Purpose.
• Create high-quality housing choices for Village families
and residents throughout all stages of life.
• Support the continued vitality of the Village's wellmaintained single-family residential neighborhoods and
their existing character.
• Promote the preservation, restoration, rehabilitation, and
reuse of the Village's historic resources, including its
historic landmarks, streetscapes, and estates.

Drawn from the Comprehensive Plan and the
PCZBA’s July discussions.

Definition. An accessory dwelling unit authorized by this Section:
1. Permanently provides, independent of any principal
single-family dwelling unit on the same zoning lot:
a. A separate entrance from the exterior.
b. Areas for bathing, cooking, and sleeping.
2. May take the form of a designated area within the
principal structure (such as a basement), an addition
structurally attached to the principal structure, or a
freestanding accessory structure.
3. Satisfies the definition of an accessory use except as may
be otherwise provided herein.
4. Has no more than two bedrooms.

Number. Each zoning lot used as a single-family residence may
establish one accessory dwelling unit as a permitted accessory use.
Size.
1. An accessory dwelling unit may not be smaller than the
minimum size provided in Section 10-5-13.
2. A structurally detached accessory dwelling unit may not
exceed:
a. 40% of the gross floor area of the principal
residence.
b. 1,500 square feet of gross floor area in the C-E,
E-1, and E-2 districts.
c. 1,000 square feet of gross floor area in all other
residential districts.
d. In evaluating the requirements of (a) through (c),
any area used as a garage, shed, or for similar
storage shall be excluded from the gross floor area
of the accessory dwelling.
e. In evaluating the requirements of (a) through (c),
the maximum gross floor area of an accessory
dwelling unit is subject to all special calculations
and exceptions provided in Section 10-5-6, except
that subsection (B)(2) shall not apply.
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◀ This provision is not prescriptive as to the
form of an ADU and would permit many
different arrangements, ranging from a
basement apartment to a garage loft.
◀ This provision is not prescriptive as to the
form of an ADU and would permit many
different arrangements, ranging from a
basement apartment to a garage loft.
◀ An accessory use precludes separate
ownership (e.g. condominium).
◀ A two bedroom limit is common for ADU
regulations.
Some properties in the estate districts (C-E, E-1,
and E-2) appear to have multiple accessory
dwelling units.
◀ See final section.

◀ This is not cumulative to all ADUs (e.g. if
more than one are allowed on estate lots).
◀ Due to (c), this would only serve as a limit
for houses smaller than 2,500 sq. ft.
◀ Accessory structures >1,000 square feet are
subject to the principal structure setback
requirements.

Lake Bluff – PCZBA Draft ADU Regulations – August 28, 2020
Provisions

Commentary

3. The maximum size requirements in (2) do not prohibit the
conversion of a structure existing as of <the date of
adoption of this Ordinance> for use as an accessory
dwelling unit without further expansion in floor area.
Height. An accessory structure that contains an accessory
dwelling unit may exceed the height limitation for accessory
structures provided in 10-5-4(C)(1), subject to the following:
a. The mean height of the structure’s roof does not exceed
20 feet.
b. The height of the structure does not exceed 24 feet.
c. The structure conforms to the daylight plane height
restrictions of Section 10-5-5.
d. Except where the rear line abuts a public or private alley
or shared driveway, the accessory structure also complies
with Section 10-5-5 as though it were applied to the rear
lot line (in addition to the side lot lines).

In the Village’s residential districts (R-1 through
R-6), a 17’ height limit applies to accessory
structures. This makes garage lofts highly
difficult to build (2 floors x 8’ ceilings [+1’
joists/rafters each floor] = 18’ without any roof
pitch). Without special treatment for height, it
would be difficult to build these structures
without flat roofs.
This provision would preserve residential scale
while providing slightly more favorable
treatment and allow for more varied design
options, such as typical residential pitched roofs
and dormers. It would also move buildings
exceeding 17’ further away from rear lot lines
towards the interior of the lot.
We would present a definition of “mean height”
similar to the drawing to left, except with a
different treatment for mansard roofs; this may
set the “mean height” at the break point between
the steep and shallow pitch of the roof.

Conversions Permitted. Nothing shall prohibit a structure
existing as of <the date of adoption of this Ordinance>, including
a legally non-conforming structure, from being converted and
used as an accessory dwelling unit provided that the conversion
otherwise complies with this Section and does not increase the
degree of any existing non-conformity with bulk regulations.
Ownership and Rental.
1. No accessory dwelling unit may be used as a short-term
rental.
2. Where the principal structure is leased and not occupied
by the owner, either:
a. The accessory dwelling unit must be occupied by
the owner; or
b. The occupants of the principal and accessory
dwelling unit must constitute a single family unit.
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◀ This is an existing limitation.

◀ The intent of this provision is, narrowly, to
prevent an ADU from being leased to a lessee
completely independent from the lessee of a
principal residence. It would be unique to Lake
Bluff (to our knowledge).
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Provisions

Commentary

ADU

Owner
Renter

Principal Residence
Owner
Renter
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

We do not recommend a limitation that would
disallow ADUs from being rented outside the
family. This would erode most benefits to an
ADU policy; reduce their utility to subsequent
owners; and be difficult to enforce.
Other Amendments.
• Add definition of an ADU to definitions.
• Add ADUs to definition of accessory structure.
•

Strike residential pool house entries from use table.
Add accessory dwelling units as a permitted use in all
residential districts.

•

Amend 10-5-9(F) to read:
F.
An accessory building or use shall not be erected
or commenced prior to the establishment or construction
of the principal building. An accessory building or use
may be maintained for a period no greater than one
year after the date that the principal building is
demolished or the principal use is ceased, unless a
building permit is issued and construction is actually
begun within that period and is thereafter diligently
pursued to completion, or unless a certificate of
occupancy is issued and a use commenced within that
period. Where an accessory structure or use is to be
maintained in the absence of a principal structure or
use under this provision, the Building Commissioner
may require the property owner to execute a covenant,
in a form provided by the Village, providing that any
accessory structures must be removed at the owner’s
expense at the expiration of this allowance or else may
be removed by the Village at the owner’s expense. The
covenant shall further provide that any fees that have
not been paid within thirty (30) days following the
mailing of a written demand for payment to the owner
may be imposed as a lien against the property and may
be foreclosed in the manner provided for mortgages or
mechanics' liens under Illinois law.

•

Strike 10-5-9(G) entirely (re: residential pool houses).

•

10-5-11(E)(1) - Strike "Principal".

◀ We recommend establishing ADUs as a
permitted use. The special use process adds
significant expense, complexity, and
uncertainty, especially for residential
homeowners, and we expect it would eliminate
many applicants for an already limited tool.

◀ This would apply to all accessory structures
including detached accessory dwelling units.
Exact language is to be decided.

◀ This is an incompatible provision.

◀ This would allow a home occupation to be
operated from an accessory dwelling, subject to
all other limitations.
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10-5-12 - Add B and renumber:
B. Accessory Dwelling Units. An accessory dwelling
unit may be established without providing any parking
stalls; provided that, where an accessory dwelling unit
exists in the absence of a principal dwelling unit, the
parking required by Section A shall be provided.
10-5-13 - Add B and renumber:
B. Accessory Dwelling Units. An accessory dwelling
unit shall not be smaller than 220 square feet, exclusive
of any area used as a garage, shed, or for similar
storage.
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◀ Homes constructed after 2000 in the Village
are already required to provide two parking
spaces. Overnight on-street parking is prohibited
in the Village, and so the home owner would be
the most impacted by their failure to provide
adequate parking. Imposing an additional
parking requirement would tend to increase
impervious surface and may impose
unnecessary expense.

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum

TO:

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

FROM:

Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator

DATE:

July 10, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #4 –

Comprehensive Plan Residential Environment Policies
Alternative Housing
Accessory Dwelling Units

Summary and Goals
Due to scheduling, the PCZBA has an opportunity to consider comprehensive planning for the first time
since its discussions regarding complex topics including recreational cannabis, the redevelopment of
Arden Shores and Block Three, and multiple downtown developments. We recommend the PCZBA use
this opportunity to have a high-level discussion regarding:
•

How the PCZBA’s deliberations over the last ~24-36 months should inform the Plan’s goal to
“Encourage the development of alternative housing options.”

•

In particular, discuss one alternative housing strategy – accessory dwelling units – where there is
current interest and the possibility to realize alternative housing units in the near term.

Page 1 of 6

Introduction to Alternative Housing
Since the 1997 Comprehensive Plan, the Village has aspired to create “alternative” housing options to
the single-family neighborhoods that form most of Lake Bluff’s residential fabric. Such options would
meet demand by aging homeowners, students, early professionals, divorcees, and others who are not in
the market for Lake Bluff’s single-family homes. Similar goals are present in other Village and regional
plans:
•

The Village’s 1997 Comprehensive Plan states that the Village’s Housing policy goal (section
attached) is to “preserve the unique residential character of the Village by promoting housing
maintenance and rehabilitation and encouraging continued housing diversity.” Policy H3 states
that the Village should “encourage development of alternative housing options.” The PCZBA’s
draft revisions (attached) contain similar goals.

•

The Village’s 2023 Strategic Plan 1 states that the Village will “diversify housing to ensure
choice and facilitate the balance of supply and demand” by “encouraging diverse housing
implementation for residents in all stages of life” and “engaging the entire community in Village
leadership’s examination of what it takes to enjoy a variety of quality housing options, including
condominiums and townhomes, in the context of Lake Bluff’s historic housing legacy and the
marketplace.”

•

CMAP’s ON TO 2050 Plan 2 states that Chicagoland must do a better job “match[ing] regional
and local housing supply with the types that residents want.”

•

Regional Housing Solutions 3, a report by multiple regional planning groups and the Institute for
Housing Studies at DePaul University, says that for communities like Lake Bluff, the “lack of
housing options and low density limits economic development opportunities” and that “older
adults will demand new housing options and readily available access to transportation and
services.”

Over ninety-nine percent of the dwelling units in Lake Bluff are single-family residences. There have
been no new dwelling units created to meet this Village goal since the 1997 plan, even in the areas
intended to produce these housing units. As the Village looks towards its next Comprehensive Plan, the
PCZBA should look to evaluate and identify multiple strategies that can create alternative housing.
Some of these possible strategies are presented on the next page. These draw from the PCZBA’s past
conversations and cite recent examples and discussions where applicable. The PCZBA should discuss
these in view of the current draft housing policies (attached).

1

“2023 Strategic Plan” The Village of Lake Bluff, 27 Feb. 2017. https://www.lakebluff.org/village-news/964-strategic-plan.
“ON TO 2050: Housing.” CMAP, 27 Aug. 2018, cmap.illinois.gov/2050/community/housing.
3
Submarket 6.” Regional Housing Solutions, 2017, http://www.regionalhousingsolutions.org/submarket/6.
2
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Possible Alternative Housing Strategies in Lake Bluff
Greenfield Development
Examples include: Arden Shores; Stonebridge; 10 Acres East of CLCJAWA
The most common approach to creating new suburban housing is subdividing previously undeveloped land. In Lake Bluff’s
history, creation of these units is typically by redeveloping large estates and recreational grounds. Potentially, such future
developments could incorporate alternative housing units. However, such developments are rare given that most areas in
the Village are developed. Recent examples of this type – Boardman’s (1989), Belle Foret (1989), Lansdowne (2007), and
Wimbledon Estates (2008) – all resulted in relatively large lots and homes.

Mixed Use and Downtown Redevelopment
Examples include: Block One (no residences ultimately developed); Block Three
Similarly, it is common to introduce alternative housing units in traditional downtowns (central business districts), typically
as either apartments or condominiums above the first floor or as standalone complexes. Introducing housing in these
districts provides access to attractive amenities: comfortable and walkable streetscapes, restaurants and services, and
commuter rail facilities like Metra and Pace. Lake Bluff’s 1998 CBD Phase II Plan recommended locating residences on
upper stories and the 2016 CBD Planning Principles updated most future land use designations from a mix of “Business”
and “Business with Residence Above” to “Mixed Use.”

Incremental Infill
Examples include: 15 E. Washington; Missing Middle housing competition
When most people think of multifamily development, they visualize high-rises and large apartment complexes.
“Missing Middle” housing refers to mid-scale units like duplexes, triplexes, courtyard apartments, bungalow courts, and
townhouses. These housing units are often functional and a visible part of community character, especially in Chicagoland,
but are illegal or cost-prohibitive to build due to zoning regulations. These developments have the potential to be better infill
projects that create effective and complementary residential transitions to Lake Bluff’s historic neighborhoods.

Accessory Dwellings
The North Shore, including Lake Bluff, has a rich history of estates with coach houses that served as a second dwelling
unit. The same concept is becoming relevant again as accessory dwelling units (or ADUs) have the potential to house older
family members, students, and others. For the owner, ADUs can provide the flexibility to house independent family
members who may need help closer at hand, or an extra source of income that can help household budgets.

Universal Design & Visitability
While not strictly an “alternative” to single family housing, Lake Bluff residences can be made accessible to people at every
age and level of ability. There are simple, non-intrusive techniques that can keep homes accessible for visitors and
occupants at every life stage, including:
•
•
•
•

Providing a “zero-step” entry via a paved sidewalk, driveway, or garage.
Doorways wide enough to accommodate mobility devices (i.e. wheelchairs).
Outlets and switches at a reachable height.
At least one bedroom, bathroom, and kitchen on the first floor.
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Introduction to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
Staff has received multiple inquiries about building Accessory dwelling units (“ADUs”) this summer,
each of which may represent the opportunity to advance the Village’s alternative housing goals.
Notably, the Trombley family (see attached) has inquired about building an accessory dwelling for their
elderly parents as part of their new single-family residence located on the eastern 2/5ths of Block Three
of the Central Business District. This is an opportunity to create an alternative housing unit within the
Village, and it also represents a change in the current landscape for alternative housing opportunities.
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
Accessory dwelling units (“ADUs”) are small houses, apartments, etc. that are on the same property lot
as a single-family residence. They are commonly called “granny flats” or “in-law suites.” The ABCs of
ADUs, attached, is a publication by the AARP that provides a broad overview of the topic and how these
units exist and are used throughout the country.
Typically, the Village receives some interest each year in building or using accessory dwelling units –
especially in the northeast area of the Village. Some of these inquiries have been in order to:
•

Create a living space for older family members.

•

Create a living space for economic reasons; either for a family member (to avoid the cost of
other housing) or for independent lease.

•

As an accessory building that serves other purposes (such as a poolhouse) that can also house
occasional guests.

•

As the world changes with COVID-19, there may be an increased need to house students
displaced from universities and colleges within the community. The same circumstances may
also lead older family members to stay closer to family and to avoid congregate living settings.

Today, the Village allows only one dwelling unit to be built on a single-family lot; accordingly, the
Village does not allow the construction of separated areas with separate living, bathing, and cooking
facilities. If a building permit were submitted with all three components, it would be denied until one
component (likely the kitchen facilities) were removed. In 2016, the Village created a separate pathway
to allow pool houses with heat, light, and bathing or shower facilities to be constructed upon receiving a
special use permit.
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Unique ADU Considerations in Lake Bluff
Some of the following considerations distinguish Lake Bluff from its regional peers in how it may
approach or consider accessory dwelling units.
•

Estate Areas. Estates in Lake Bluff often were built with accessory dwellings. Some of these
continue to be lived within as legal non-conforming uses, and others can no longer lawfully be
used for this purpose (even as the building itself may remain unchanged). Arguably, the ability to
create accessory dwellings on these lots may reduce the incentive for an owner to explore other
forms of redevelopment. Even if there is not a desire to treat ADUs differently in the Village’s
traditional residential areas, it may make sense to either (i) treat estate zoning areas more
permissively or (ii) allow these existing units to be used lawfully even if new units cannot be
constructed.

•

Bulk Regulations. A common discussion point in considering these policies is a concern that
allowing accessory dwelling units will encourage homeowners to “overbuild” their lots or to
expand their homes. Lake Bluff has already carefully established an expansive set of bulk
regulations, and most structures in the Village are already built or renovated close to the
maximum allowed under these regulations.

This chart shows the relationship between above-ground floor area and permitted floor area. It does
not account for bonuses (e.g. for porches and detached garages). The blue vertical line indicates
100%, and the red line indicates the average.

In essence, a homeowner building an accessory dwelling unit would be required to “trade” space
in their primary residence with space in the accessory residence. While the arrangement on a lot
may look different, it would not be expected to be substantially larger or more intrusive.
•

Short Term Rentals. Communities are often concerned that allowing the construction of
accessory dwelling units will encourage short-term rentals. Lake Bluff has already created
regulations (although temporary) and enforcement mechanisms directed to these policy
questions; these regulations also prohibit the use of accessory dwellings as short term rentals.
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Regulatory Considerations
Should the PCZBA be interested in recommending changes to how the Village approaches accessory
dwelling units, it should weigh some of the following considerations:
•

Built Form. ADUs can take many shapes and forms. From a regulatory perspective, if they are
treated differently, they are often grouped into two categories: attached/internal and
detached/external. One type may be prohibited or treated differently than the other. The Village’s
existing bulk regulations may be adequate, or the PCZBA may consider additional regulations
specific to ADUs.

•

Quantity. Typically, only one ADU can be provided per zoning lot under most regulations. A
more permissive standard could be appropriate in the Village’s estate districts.

•

Occupancy. Some communities impose restrictions on the relationship between the primary
homeowner and the ADU’s resident by requiring them to be a family member. These rules
preclude most income benefit from an ADU and are impractical to enforce.

•

Parking and Impervious Surfaces. Some ADU regulations require additional parking to be
provided on site. The Village already requires new residences to provide parking for at least two
vehicles and prohibits overnight parking on street. ADUs may tend to increase parking and, by
extension, impervious surfaces; a regulation requiring additional parking certainly may. A
different view is that some types of ADU users could already be accommodated today, but with
less comfort or privacy – and so there may be little incremental parking need created.

A more detailed or formal discussion could be scheduled for a subsequent meeting of the PCZBA based
on its direction.
Attachments
• 1997 Comprehensive Plan Housing Policies.
• Draft Residential Environment Policies.
• The ABCs of ADUs.
• Letter and floor plans from the Trombley family.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
JULY 15, 2020
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
Chair Peters called to order the virtual meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
(PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, July 15, 2020, at 7:00 p.m. in the Virtual Meeting.
The following members were present:
Members:

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

Also Present:

Andrew Fiske, Village Attorney (VAT)
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
Samantha Lenoch, Administrative Intern (AI)

Chair Peters read aloud a statement determining that in-person meetings of the Joint Plan Commission and
Zoning Board of Appeals are not practical or prudent at this time and until further notice due to the COVID19 pandemic and pursuant to Public Act 101-0640.
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 June 17, 2020 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Russell moved to adopt the June 17, 2020 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as amended. Member
Rider seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. Workshop Regarding the Comprehensive Plan’s Residential Environment Policies, Alternative
Housing, and Accessory Dwelling Units
As requested by Chair Peters, AVA Cole presented a slideshow on Alternative Housing Policies. The
possible alternative housing strategies in Lake Bluff are greenfield development, including Arden Shores,
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Stonebridge, and the 10 acres east of CLCJAWA; mixed use and downtown redevelopment, including block
one (no residences ultimately developed) and block three; incremental infill, including 15 E. Washington
and the missing middle housing competition; accessory dwellings; and universal design and visitability.
Accessory dwelling units (“ADUs”) are small houses or apartments on the same property lot as a singlefamily residence. The main purpose of including ADUs are usually to create a living space for older family
members; create a living space for economic reasons, either for a family member or for independent lease;
as an accessory building that serves other purposes that can also house occasional guests; and house students
displaced from universities and colleges within the community. The unique ADU considerations in Lake
Bluff are the estate areas, as some of these ADUs are legal non-conforming uses while others can no longer
be used for this purpose; bulk regulations, as ADUs may encourage homeowners to “overbuild” their lots or
expand their homes; and short term rentals, although the Village has created regulations and enforcement
mechanisms prohibiting ADUs to serve as short term rentals. Regulatory considerations have also been
offered if the PCZBA is interested in recommending changes to how the Village approaches ADUs. These
considerations include built form, quantity, occupancy, and parking and impervious surfaces.
In response to a question from Member Burns, AVA Cole said the intended outcome from this workshop is
to provide guidance for the Village as the staff begins to draft new policies regarding the Comprehensive
Plan.
Member Danly said that “housing diversity” mentioned in both the Village’s 1997 and 2003 Comprehensive
Plans seems to be discussed thoroughly and the use of ADUs could potentially strengthen diversity and
inclusion.
Member Burns said he thinks the alternative housing strategies are all reasonable possibilities. He is certain
that some of these strategies are farther away from the CBD, but he likes the idea of development being
close to transportation. He thinks that there are possibilities for mixed use and downtown redevelopment,
but it may be economically infeasible. He thinks there is also a possibility to incorporate low density and
low height affordable housing, but this may also be infeasible. Incremental infill may be a small opportunity
with little impact available. Member Burns likes the ADU option, but rental might be a topic of concern. In
regards to parking, he does not think parking or traffic issues will arise. He believes those who will move
into ADUs may already live in the area or may utilize other transportation options.
Member Russell said in terms of redevelopment, a missing middle of smaller sized residential units seems
to be an excellent parcel to pursue on the 10 acres east of CLCJAWA because it is close to shopping and
located across from a large park facility. The Village may need to spend money on it, but before the Village
invites private development firms to invest in it, the PCZBA and the Village should gain some insight on
what is needed there and develop a plan. He is willing to give recommendations for the new Comprehensive
Plan on ADUs. Member Russell said that in higher density zoning districts, lots are built out 100%. In order
to create these types of living spaces, bulk regulations and impervious surfaces must be considered. He also
believes that the new residents in the ADUs will have cars. He is concerned about the loss of trees as trenches
for sewer lines will be extended on new development. He thinks the PCZBA will encounter someone who
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will want to build an ADU due to a current family situation, but he does not think the ADU will always be
used as a young couple moves in to a home in the future.
Member Rider shares concerns about adding to bulk regulations and impervious surfaces. She thinks the
PCZBA can consider the existing use of properties and if one can assume that an ADU will not have a
negative impact on adjacent properties, then they should consider it.
Member Burns clarified that he is not implying that the PCZBA would allow variances to build ADUs. He
is not supporting more bulk or impervious surfaces.
Chair Peters said that there is a history of coach houses and his reaction was to not have any opposition to
that scenario. He is concerned about zones R-3, R-4, and R-5 as he does not want to alter their impacts of
bulk regulations or impervious surfaces.
Jason and Courtney Trombley addressed the PCZBA as the property owners of the northwest corner of
Evanston and Scranton. They are accommodating elderly family members as these family members are
unable to live alone. The Trombleys initially pursued a condo building on their lot as part of the
redevelopment of Block Three of the Central Business District, but were unsuccessful. Their home is a single
family residence and they would like to build an ADU on top of their garage. Their initial proposal did not
comply with the R-4 zoning code due to the kitchen that would be attached.
VAT Fiske stated that the meeting was a general discussion of planning objectives and not a public hearing
about a specific property.
Chair Peters said that it is not appropriate to dwell in this particular issue at this time and recommended for
the Trombleys to continue to work with Mike Croak and AVA Cole on how they can approach this going
forward.
In response to a question from Member Rider, AVA Cole said that aside from the kitchen, the proposed
plans for the Trombley’s was nonconforming due to the pergola across the front yard as it does not comply
with the setback requirements. However, the plan otherwise appeared to be buildable as proposed after a
cursory examination.
In response to a question by Chair Peters, AVA Cole said that Lake Forest had a similar discussion on nonconforming uses and ADUs. Their policies include increasing housing options and decreasing the minimum
lot area requirement for lots containing an ADU. Evanston looked to ADUs as an affordable housing and a
diversity strategy.
Member Miller said that the alternative housing strategies should be featured on the next Comprehensive
Plan. He also said that the PCZBA should have a public hearing regarding ADUs. The next PCZBA meeting
could possibly include a discussion on ADUs.
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Member Rider said that because of the outcomes of the pandemic, policies focused on ADUs in the Village
may be more urgent than ever as elderly or extended family members are moving into ADUs.
Member Murray agrees with the point raised by Member Rider. He asked what the public interest in
regulating ADUs would be if the ADU is not infringing on the neighbors. He believes a public hearing on
ADUs should be scheduled soon.
Member Burns thinks the PCZBA needs a month prior to review a draft proposal on ADUs then they can
proceed to have a public hearing in the following month.
Member Russell thinks the PCZBA should schedule a workshop specifically on ADUs before the public
hearing.
Member Miller agrees with the PCZBA hosting a workshop next. He said that ADUs built for family
members should be deemed acceptable, but ADUs built as rental units may be prohibited.
Member Rider added that she would like to make it clear that there should be no changes made to the
Village’s short-term rental policies.
5. Staff Report
AVA Cole said that the PCZBA meeting next month will include the Jaguar dealership public hearing as
well as another residential discussion on special uses. He said that over the next few months, he will try to
keep Comprehensive Plan discussion on the PCZBA agenda.
AVA Cole shared his admittance into the American Institute of Certified Planners.
6. Commissioner’s Report
There was no report.
7. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Miller moved to adjourn the
meeting. Member Murray seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 8:34 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
Samantha Lenoch, Administrative Intern

DATE:

August 14, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #5 – Accessory Dwelling Unit Workshop

Introduction
Following inquiries about building accessory dwelling units this summer, the PCZBA conducted a
workshop regarding this topic as part of a discussion about alternative housing policies and the Village’s
Comprehensive Plan in July. At the conclusion of the hearing, the PCZBA requested that Staff prepare
draft regulations for discussion in an August workshop.
Accessory dwelling units (“ADUs”) are small houses, apartments, etc. that are on the same property lot
as a single-family residence. They are commonly called “granny flats” or “in-law suites.” Some of these
inquiries have been in order to:
•

Create a living space for older family members.

•

Create a living space for economic reasons; either for a family member (to avoid the cost of
other housing) or for independent lease.

•

As an accessory building that serves other purposes (such as a poolhouse) that can also house
occasional guests.

•

As the world changes with COVID-19, there may be an increased need to house students
displaced from universities and colleges within the community. The same circumstances may
also lead older family members to stay closer to family and to avoid congregate living settings.

Today, the Village allows only one dwelling unit to be built on a single-family lot; accordingly, the
Village does not allow the construction of separated areas with separate living, bathing, and cooking
facilities. If a building permit were submitted with all three components, it would be denied until one
component (likely the kitchen facilities) were removed. In 2016, the Village created a separate pathway
to allow pool houses with heat, light, and bathing or shower facilities to be constructed upon receiving a
special use permit.
Based on the PCZBA’s discussions in July, Staff has prepared the following for the workshop:
•

Some statistics that are informative as to the need and use of ADUs, especially in view of
COVID-19, as well as the current inventory of ADUs and similar buildings in Lake Bluff.

•

A draft outline of proposed Lake Bluff ADU regulations for discussion.

•

Nearby community ADU regulations for comparison.

•

Some example ADU plans for illustration.
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Demographics
At the PCZBA’s July meeting, Staff was asked to collect together information regarding changes in
housing arrangements, student activities, and etc. due to COVID-19. Even months into the pandemic, it
is hard to answer basic questions below the Chicago level or some specific questions at any level.
However, we have tried to assemble responsive trend information as well as the best available data that
could inform how these trends will continue or be disrupted by COVID-19. (Of course – significant
changes to the trajectory of the pandemic could change these inferences.)
Aging.
•

In a 2018 AARP survey conducted by the University of Chicago’s National Opinion
Research Center (slides attached) 1:
o About 7% of respondents had an accessory dwelling unit on their property. 33% said
they would consider building one; 40% said they would not; 27% were unsure.
o When asked why they have or would consider building an ADU, over half said a
major reason to do so would be either “to have a place for a loved one to stay who
needs care” or “to provide a home for family members or friends.” 32% said a major
reason would be to increase home value, and 27% said a major reason would be to
earn extra income from rent.

•

Housing America’s Older Adults 2019, a study by Harvard’s Joint Center for Housing
Studies 2, found that:
o “Over the next two decades, the growing population in the oldest age groups will lift
the share of all US households age 65 and over from 26 percent in 2018 to 34 percent
in 2038.”
o “While most older adults live alone or with a partner, multigenerational living is
becoming more common. Between 2007 and 2017, the number of individuals age 65
and over living in households with at least one adult relative of another generation
increased from 6.0 million to 9.8 million to reach 20 percent of the older population.
Of these older adults, 9.3 million lived with their grown children or grandchildren and
442,000 with their parents or in-laws, while another 84,000 lived with both. Among
older adults living in homes with two adult generations, the majority of individuals
aged 65–79 (65 percent) lived in their own homes while the majority of those in their
80s (55 percent) lived in the homes of their children.”
o From 2016 to 2017, the number of cost-burdened households age 65 and over (paying
more than 30 percent of income for housing) grew by more than 200,000 to a new
high of nearly 10 million.

•

Some writers are critical of the idea that COVID-19 will drive a shift away from traditional
senior living, as it can be difficult to care for older adults and as living at home could
heighten their social isolation. 3

AARP Research, NORC. (2018). 2018 Home and Community Preferences: A National Survey of Adults Age 18-Plus.
doi:10.26419/RES.00231.001
2
Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University. (2019). Housing America’s Older Adults 2019.
https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/Harvard_JCHS_Housing_Americas_Older_Adults_2019.pdf
3
How COVID-19 will shape the future of senior living. New models of care, more aging in place. (2020, May 29). Barron’s.
https://www.barrons.com/articles/how-covid-19-will-shape-the-future-of-senior-living-new-models-of-care-moreaging-in-place-51590767276
1
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Students.
•

Prior to COVID-19, the share of young adults ages 18 to 34 living at home with their parents
increased from 32 percent in 2010 to 35 percent in 2017. For 25- to 29-year olds, the
proportion living at home increased from 21 percent in 2010 to 26 percent in 2017. 4

•

Nearly 3-in-10 adults aged 16 to 24 are neither working nor in school due to COVID-19. 5

•

About 1-in-5 adults moved due to COVID-19 or knew someone who did, and about 1-in-10
adults aged 18 to 29 say they moved due to the coronavirus outbreak 6. Of these, their top
three stated reasons for doing so were:
o 28% - To reduce the risk of contracting the virus.
o 23% - Because their college campus closed.
o

•

20% - In order to be with family.

In a nationwide survey of 487 graduating high school seniors: 7
o 17% said they have changed their plans for Fall 2020 based on COVID-19. Of these,
35% said they would take a gap year and 35% said they would enroll only part-time.
o 63% said they are concerned about their ability to attend their first-choice school. Of
these, 21% said their first choice may no longer be affordable for their family. 15%
said they would not be able to get overnight lodging at their school.

•

In a survey of 1,500 students at Arizona State University 8, 13% of students have delayed
graduation; 40% lost a job, internship, or a job offer; and 61% had a close family member
lose their job or experience an income reduction.

Economics.
•

In the most recent week of data available (July 16-21) of the Census’ Household Pulse
Survey 9, which measures COVID-19 effects at the MSA level, the Chicago-Naperville-Elgin
region experienced:
o 57.1% of adults were in households that had experienced a loss in employment
income.
o 27.5% of adults missed last month’s rent or mortgage payment, or have slight or no
confidence that their household can pay next month’s rent or mortgage on time.

Mark Mather et al., “America’s Changing Population: What to Expect in the 2020 Census,” Population Bulletin 74, no. 1
(2019).
5
Amid coronavirus outbreak, nearly three-in-ten young people are neither working nor in school.
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/07/29/amid-coronavirus-outbreak-nearly-three-in-ten-young-peopleare-neither-working-nor-in-school/
6
About a fifth of U.S. adults moved due to COVID-19 or know someone who did. https://www.pewresearch.org/facttank/2020/07/06/about-a-fifth-of-u-s-adults-moved-due-to-covid-19-or-know-someone-who-did/
7
Art and Science Group LLC. (2020). StudentPOLL: COVID 19 Edition | Art & Science Group. Retrieved from
https://www.artsci.com/studentpoll-covid19
8
Aucejo, E. M., French, J. F., Araya, M. P. U., & Zafar, B. (2020). The impact of COVID-19 on student experiences and
expectations: Evidence from a survey. doi:10.3386/w27392
9
Household Pulse Survey. https://www.census.gov/datatools/demo/hhp/#/?s_state=00017&measures=HIR&mapAreaSelector=msa&s_metro=16980
4
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Current Inventory of ADUs
A review of file surveys, resident communications, and data from the Lake County Assessor’s office
shows the following properties may have had accessory dwelling units at one time, or else have
buildings or additions that could easily be converted to serve as accessory dwelling units. (This table is
not definitive as to whether there is a current or prior accessory dwelling use at these addresses, nor does
this table constitute a judgement by the Village that such a use exists, is a legal non-conformity, or is
otherwise lawful under the Zoning Regulations.)
Zone
C-E
C-E
E-1
R-4
E-1
E-1

Address
475 Arbor Dr.
670 Arden Shore Dr.
525 Cambridge Ln.
333 E. Center Ave.
100 Crabtree Ln.
800 Green Bay Rd.

E-1
E-2
R-4

1600 Green Bay Rd.
1650 Green Bay Rd.
508 Gurney Ave.

E-1
E-1
E-1
E-1 & E-2
R-1
R-4
C-E
C-E
C-E
C-E
R-4

611 Lansdowne Ln.
1 Moffett Rd.
113 Moffett Rd.
361 Moffett Rd.
733 Ravine Ave.
205 E. Scranton Ave.
975 N. Sheridan Rd.
982 Sheridan Rd.
555 Shore Acres Dr.
1955 Shore Acres Dr.
506 Sunrise Ave.

Notes
“Bonus room” above garage

“Maids quarters”
Three one story frame residences; also two
stables, two barns, three sheds, and a library
Large poolhouse
“2 story frame garage with living area”
Now a principal structure on its own lot;
at one point may have been an ADU.
Poolhouse authorized by special use permit
“Bathhouse”
Described as “guest house” or “pool house”
“Coach house”
Two-flat
Crabtree Farm; Multiple outbuildings
Crabtree Farm; Multiple outbuildings

506 Sunrise Ave.

333 E. Center Ave.
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Attachments
• Outline of proposed Lake Bluff ADU regulations. (pgs. 6-8)
• Nearby municipal ADU regulations. (pgs. 9 & 10)
• These firms are ready to build coach houses in Chicago, Crain’s Chicago Business (August
2020).
• How COVID-19 Will Shape the Future of Senior Living, Barron’s (May 2020).
• Excerpts from Unlocking Accessory Dwelling Units In Chicago, Urban Land Institute (May
2020).
• Excerpt slides from 2018 Home and Community Preferences Survey: A National Survey of
Adults Age 18-Plus, AARP Research (August 2018).
• Excerpt slides from Housing America’s Older Adults 2019, Harvard JCRS (2019).
• Example detached, single-purpose ADU drawings from the AARP.
• July 2020 PCZBA Alternative Housing and ADU Memo, including attachments.
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
AUGUST 19, 2020
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order & Roll Call
Chair Peters called to order the virtual meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of
Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, August 19, 2020, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Virtual Meeting.
The following members were present:
Members:

David Burns
George Russell
Elliot Miller
Jill Danly
Susan Rider
Gary Peters, Chair

Absent:

James Murray

Also Present: Ben Schuster, Village Attorney
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
Samantha Lenoch, Administrative Intern (AI)
Chair Peters read aloud a statement determining that in-person meetings of the Joint Plan
Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals are not practical nor prudent at this time and until
further notice due to the COVID-19 pandemic and pursuant to Public Act 101-0640.
2. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
Chair Peters stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes during this item for those individuals who
would like the opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda. Each
person addressing the PCZBA is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three minutes.
There were no requests to address the PCZBA.
3. Consideration of the July 15, 2020 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Burns moved to adopt the July 15, 2020 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as amended.
Member Miller seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
4. A Public Hearing Regarding 541 E. Prospect Ave. and Subterranean Garages
AI Lenoch introduced the agenda item and presented a PowerPoint of the proposal as the
homeowner of 541 E. Prospect Avenue is requesting a special use permit to construct a
subterranean garage. While there are few subterranean garages in the village, they have been
constructed before the adoption of the Village’s rules specific to subterranean garages from
January 2005. According to the Village’s Municipal Code, subterranean garages are subject to the
following restrictions:
Intervening pages omitted
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Intervening pages omitted

would like further information on how adjacent neighbors will be affected by the flooding on
Prospect Avenue.
Member Danly said she is a neighbor and said Commissioners need to manage these problems.
Member Russell said that this project does not impact neighborhood drainage; will not change the
problem of exiting flooding. The only potential flood hazard is to the homeowner themselves.
Member Rider said the issues are now aesthetic ones, which do not concern her as much as water
issues do.
Member Rider made a motion identical to the first motion made to recommend the Village Board
approve the special use permit subject to certain conditions. The motion passed on the following
roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nayes:

(4)
(2)

Danly, Burns, Miller, Rider
Russell, Peters

AVA Cole said Staff will bring these recommendations to the Village Board on Monday, August
24, as an ordinance.
In response to a question from VA Schuster, AVA Cole stated that a text amendment is still
needed and, based on the PCZBA’s conversation, he suggests the motion be to change the text of
the code such that the doors of a subterranean garage “should” not be visible from the front and
corner side yard lot, which would be more permissive than the current “shall” requirement.
Member Miller stated he would like to remove Section 1 from the special use permit requirement
entirely. Member Burns and Member Russell concurred with Member Miller.
Member Miller made motion to recommend to remove Section 1 from the applicable section of
the Zoning Regulations. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following
roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:

(5)
(1)

Rider, Danly, Burns, Miller, Russell,
Peters

5. Workshop Regarding Accessory Dwelling Units
AVA Cole introduced the agenda item and stated that it is a continuation from discussion during
the July PCZBA meeting on accessory dwelling units (“ADUs”). He said ADUs can introduce
alternative housing units which will address the Village’s goal to include alternative housing
choices from the 1997 Comprehensive Plan. ADUs will allow for creative policies that will meet
the needs of more housing options on single-family lots. This workshop is intended to provide
planning and policy perspectives on supporting existing homes, neighborhoods, and family
members due to economic situations. AVA Cole explained the criteria of ADUs.
Member Russell asked that rather than going through the regulations, the PCZBA could instead
reach a consensus on working through each regulation.
5
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AVA Cole introduced the “Purpose” section of the Provisions to which the Commissioners had no
additional comments.
Member Burns said that he likes how there are only two bedrooms included in the definition of an
ADU.
Member Russell said he is in favor of the “Number” section of the Provisions. Chair Peters added
that this is assuming that the FAR is not exceeded.
Member Burns said the “Establishment Without Principal Use” Provision creates a lot of
complexity. He said that this could be amended to not exist without a permitted use.
Member Russell said he is not in favor of allowing ADUs in absence of principal building.
Member Miller asked about a case scenario if a variance or special use permit is required on a lot
with an ADU and if the owner is committed to building a principal use. AVA Cole suggested that
as an alternative, “Establishment Without Principal Use” can be struck and the principal structure
can be demolished and the owner has 12 months to build the next principal structure.
Member Burns asked if an owner can use an ADU without a principal structure on the lot for up to
12 months.
VA Schuster said if a principal structure is torn down, the ADU will then become the principal
structure.
Member Russell asked if the language can clarify that the accessory structure will still be
considered the accessory structure when the principal structure is demolished. VA Schuster said
that the ADU can be designated as an accessory structure as long as a principal structure is built
within 12 months.
AVA Cole said the minimum size requirement is 220 square feet. The maximum size requirement
could be either 40% to 50% of the gross floor area of the principal residence, which would limit
houses that are 2,500 square feet. A maximum size requirement may be 1,000 square feet. The
garage area does not count for the ADU and special calculation such as high ceiling or basements
will not contribute to the maximum gross floor area.
In response to a question from Member Miller, AVA Cole said the ADU will contribute to the
FAR on a lot size with two exceptions. The Village’s FAR code allows for exemptions on the rear
of lots and an ADU can include a basement space without contributing to the livable area.
Member Russell said a larger size should be included for ADUs in the C-E, E-1, and E-2 districts.
Chair Peters suggested a maximum of 1,500 square feet ADUs in the C-E, E-1, and E-2 districts
for the purpose of the draft.
Chair Peters asked the PCZBA if they think there will be a considerable number of ADUs being
added to the Village. A discussion followed.

6

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting Minutes – August 19, 2020

Member Russell said he opposes the use of the term “mean height” as it would have a large
impact on a neighbor’s yard. He believes the height requirement should be a concrete number of
23 or 24. Member Rider suggested having a mean height of 20 square feet and the ridge being no
higher than 24 square feet. AVA Cole responded that a set height requirement will be looked into.
Member Burns said if the PCZBA were to allow someone to rent an ADU, the PCZBA should
consider allowing property owners to rent to individuals outside of the family and for a rental
period to be six month to a year. Member Russell and Member Miller agreed with Member
Burns. Chair Peters said he would prefer rentals to be towards family members only. Member
Rider is not in favor of expanding the definition of what a renter can be from 30 days to minimum
of 6 months. VA Schuster responded that if there is change from 30 days to 6 months, the
ordinance should distinguish the type of renter.
Chair Peters said he is reluctant for ADUs to be a permitted use in a higher density district.
Comfortable with them in the estate district. Member Russell said ADUs should be a permitted
use. Member Rider supported a permitted use and thinks it is important that ADUs to be vigilant
on impervious surfaces. Member Burns said ADUs should be a permitted use because it is a high
priority for the Village. Member Danly is in favor of making it a permitted use because of the cost
and hurdles of special uses. It will also help move to the Village’s long term plan.
Member Russell said parking should be provided and that it should be clear that the Village will
not entertain variations to provide parking.
AVA Cole said that a revised ordinance will be presented at the next ADU workshop.
6. Staff Report
There was no staff report.
7. Commissioner’s Report
There was no commissioner’s report.
8. Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Miller moved to adjourn
the meeting. Member Rider seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 9:53 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
Samantha Lenoch, Administrative Intern

DATE:

September 11, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #8 – Accessory Dwelling Unit Workshop

Introduction
At its meetings in July and August, the PCZBA has reviewed the concept of accessory dwelling units as
a component of its alternative housing strategy and the Village’s Comprehensive Plan. Accessory
dwelling units (“ADUs”) are small houses, apartments, etc. that are on the same property lot as a singlefamily residence. They are commonly called “granny flats” or “in-law suites.”
Updates
Based on feedback from the PCZBA’s August workshop, Staff circulated a proposed policy outline to
the Architectural Board of Review that includes the following changes:
•

Eliminate provisions that would allow an ADU to exist in the absence of a principal structure.
Include language that applies to accessory uses and structures generally (including ADUs) that
would allow them to remain on a lot no longer than one year after the principal building is
demolished or the principal use ceases.

•

Add a mildly larger maximum size of 1,500 square feet for ADUs in the Village’s estate districts
(C-E, E-1, and E-2). By operation of other sections of the Zoning Regulations, these larger
structures would be subject to the principal structure setbacks applicable to these lots.

•

Add a maximum height of 24 feet in addition to a mean height limitation of 20 feet for those
structures exceeding the district’s underlying height restriction. Eliminate a requirement that,
under these circumstances, the height of an accessory dwelling unit not exceed the height of a
principal structure. This would allow, for example, a 2-story ADU in conjunction with a ranch
house.
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Workshop Questions
The PCZBA asked Staff to research a number of issues through the course of its August workshop,
including:
•

Minimum Rental Length. One question was if the Village could impose a minimum rental
length restriction on ADUs beyond the prohibition on short-term rentals (30 days). Restrictions
on rental length are uncommon in our review, and as a practical matter would be difficult to
enforce.

•

Water and Sewer Service. One question was how ADUs would receive water and sewer
service; for example, if they would require a separate service line or meter. The Illinois
Plumbing Code does not appear to dictate how water and sewer service is provided to these
structures, which leaves this up to municipalities to control. It appears common that these
structures share a service line with the principal structure, and typically (but not always) have
separate meters if they are a detached structure. The Village’s policy here would likely be
established by amendments to Title 8, which governs use of the Village’s public utility systems.

•

Tree Preservation Regulations. One question was how ADUs would be treated under the
Village’s tree preservation regulations. Today, Section 10-11-7(B) provides various exemptions
to the requirement that someone removing trees either replace them or pay a fee in lieu of
replacement. Subsection (B)(5) provides that a conforming residential addition needs to replace
only 50% of trees removed; subsection(B)(6) increases that to a full exemption for structures that
are protected by the Village’s historic preservation regulations. Absent other amendments
recommended by the PCZBA, these provisions may provide fee reductions for attached ADUs
but not detached ADUs.

Workshops with Other Bodies
Since the PCZBA’s August meeting, Staff held discussions regarding this topic with members of the
Village Board and the Architectural Board of Review. The Village Board indicated that it may hold a
Committee on the Whole regarding this subject in the future. Members of the Architectural Board of
Review were invited to participate in the PCZBA’s September meeting.
Impact to Public Services
At the Village Board’s discussion of this item, Staff was asked to research what impact an accessory
dwelling unit would pose to public services. For those unfamiliar, the Village requires either the
dedication of land or a fee in lieu of land to provide for municipal, park, school, and library services
needed for newly introduced residents. The regulations use tables of estimated population, land needs,
and land costs to calculate the fee payable in this manner (summary table attached):
(𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏 𝑎𝑎 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑢𝑢𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡)
× (𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙)
× (𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐ℎ 𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎)
= 𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝

For example, in the case of a new four bedroom single family residence, the calculation for the Park
District’s contribution is:
3.631 average population
× 7.3 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 1,000 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝
× $583,200 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝 𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙
= $14,308.98 Park District contribution in lieu of land
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Several factors make it difficult to estimate the effect that accessory dwelling units would have within
this framework:
•

First, these population estimates are based on demographic studies. However, the U.S. Census
does not treat ADUs consistently, which makes it difficult to study ADUs specifically. The best
available resource located is a survey by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality of
ADUs located in Portland, Eugene, and Ashland, OR in 2013 (attached). These results may not
be generalizable to Lake Bluff.

•

Second, because these studies are based on observed population, the relationship between the
size of a dwelling built and the population generated by that dwelling is not linear. For example,
the population estimate (and thus the fee incurred) decreases from a four-bedroom to a fivebedroom detached house.

•

Finally, while a new developer must pay the impact fee for constructing a new dwelling unit, the
Village does not require single-family homeowners to pay an impact fee for expanding their
existing residences. It is unclear if that building an accessory dwelling unit would be different
than building other types of residential space as additions.

We were unable to locate an Illinois municipality that charges impact fees for accessory dwelling units.
Were these fees to be charged, they would constitute a substantial additional cost. For example, using
the Urban Land Institute’s May 2020 estimates from Unlocking Accessory Dwelling Units In Chicago
ranging from $76,000 to $173,000 to create a 900 sq. ft. basement ADU, the Village’s $17,499 impact
fee for a one-bedroom apartment would constitute an additional 10% to 23% cost above construction.
Attachments.
•
•
•

ADU policy outline.
Impact fee summary table.
2013 Accessory Dwelling Unit survey (State of Oregon).
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING

SEPTEMBER 16, 2020
APPROVED MINUTES
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
Chair Peters called to order a virtual meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
(PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, September 16, 2020, at 7:00 p.m.
The following members were present:
Members:

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

Also Present:

Benjamin Schuster, Village Attorney
Glen Cole, Assistant to the Village Administrator (AVA)
Allie Caskey, Undergraduate Intern

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 August 19, 2020 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes
Member Russell offered several corrections.
Member Miller moved to adopt the August 19, 2020 PCZBA Regular Meeting Minutes as amended. Member
Russell seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
(7)
Nays:
(0)
Absent: (0)

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

4. A Public Hearing Regarding Amendments to the Tree Regulations
AVA Cole briefed the Committee on the Historical Preservation Committee’s plan to revise the Village’s
preservation regulations. Among other changes, their draft calls for the introduction of historic districts,
realignment of delay periods before structures can be torn down. He said that the Ordinance relates to goals
in the 1997 Comprehensive Plan regarding housing, but these regulations are not part of the Village’s zoning
code. The PCZBA does have to take some action regarding these changes, however, as the Village’s tree
Intervening pages omitted
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Intervening pages omitted

The Chair recognized Ms. Denise Petticord by phone, who expressed concerns about sound traveling since
Prairie Espresso faces the sidewalk and was seeking special consideration from the Board. Chair Peters
acknowledged the sound as a potential nuisance, but that it is covered by the code. After some discussion,
AVA Cole suggested to not change the conditions of the motion. If Davis wants to bring live bands in, then
he would be able to receive a special event approval as provided by the current terms of his special use
permit.
The original motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
(6)
Nays:
(0)
Absent: (1)

Burns, Miller, Rider, Danly, Russell, and Chair Peters
Murray (recused)

8. Workshop Regarding Accessory Dwelling Units
AVA Cole introduced the agenda item and stated that it is a continuation from discussion during the August
PCZBA meeting on accessory dwelling units (“ADUs”). The board revised policy outlines that were shared
with the Architectural Board of Review. The ABR’s chairman commented that it would be difficult to build
based on Village restrictions. This was also brought to the Village Board, and AVA Cole reported that there
was potential for a joint workshop. The Board offered overall interest as well as general comments. He said
that Staff’s goal tonight was to resolve the outstanding items it can from these meetings including minimum
rental periods, public services, and tree regulations. The overall goal is to answer remaining questions and
make sure these proposed adjustments fulfill the PCZBA’s concerns.
Chair Peters asked, with respect to tree regulations, if ADUs were permitted, how would the tree ordinance
change? AVA Cole responded that if someone were to build an addition, any trees you have to remove
would usually be discounted by 50% or fully waived for a landmark. If the proposed structure is detached,
the person is responsible for the full tree replacement cost. Based on the proposed regulations, the same
rules would apply.
AVA Cole reported that he has been in discussions with Edward Deegan Architects, who have volunteered
to prepare three case studies to illustrate the proposed rules.
Member Russell provided comments regarding the proposed height exemption. He said that he believes the
height rules are still too permissive and could be misapplied. He also said that a gable ended structure could
be built very close to a neighboring property as proposed. He concluded by saying that he was interested in
a minimum rental period.
Member Rider was in favor of pursuing the case studies and agreed that an additional workshop would be
good. She also expressed support for maintaining the minimum length of a rental period as 30 days.
Member Danly said she had no other issues besides a concern about the view from the backyard given
property lots being so close together. She expressed interest in seeing examples/visual aid to see the impact
to neighbors.
Member Miller expressed the need to hear from more expertise than just the PCZBA.

Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting Minutes – September 16, 2020

Member Burns offered support, believing this project is worth continued pursuit but he is less concerned
about specific restrictions. He is good with draft changes and believes a workshop with the Village Board
would be helpful. Chair Peters inquired about doing a workshop with both the Village Board and the ABR.
AVA Cole said that they can work towards a joint meeting with the ABR after the Edward Deegan Architects
case studies are in hand. He said that there are clearly still important details to be worked out such as the
height exemption, smaller lots, and etc., but he recommended that the PCZBA should feel comfortable
continuing to joint meetings if there was consensus on 80-90% of the proposal.
Chair Peters reiterated his concern whether Lake Bluff is ready for this type of expansion but emphasized
that he is open to discussion.
9. Staff Report
Village Attorney Schuster provided a procedural recommendation as to how the PCZBA should conduct
public hearings. He provided an update regarding the Village’s ongoing litigation concerning the
Stonebridge planned residential development.
Allie Caskey was introduced as the newest Village intern from Lake Forest College.
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. Upon a unanimous roll call vote, the meeting adjourned at 9:29 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Glen Cole
Assistant to the Village Administrator

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum

TO:

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

FROM:

Glen Cole, AICP

DATE:

March 12, 2020

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #6 – Irregular Lot Fronts and Widths

Assistant to the Village Administrator

Applicant Information:

The Village of Lake Bluff

Purpose:

To adjust and clarify: (i) How various yards/setbacks are
located and have their size calculated for irregular and through
lots in some or all zoning districts; and (ii) How lot width is
calculated for irregular lots in some or all zoning districts,
which may affect the application of the Village’s bulk
regulations and minimum lot width/frontage regulations.

Public Notice:

Lake County News-Sun

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

Section 10-1-2

March 2, 2021

(Definitions)

Summary and Background Information
During the Village’s consideration of the recent Arden Shores subdivision and other recent development
proposals, Staff learned of two areas of ambiguity in the Zoning Regulations that should be corrected:
1. It is not clear where or how the front of a lot that does not front on a public street should be located.
2. Some irregular lots, such as lots shaped like a flag, panhandle, or “T”, have artificially small widths.
This can affect the maximum height (too short), permitted impervious surface (too much percentage), or
side yard width (too small) based on the district.
The attached Ordinance simply introduces attempts to correct for these unusual situations without allowing the
creation of new irregular lots (by not changing how minimum width or frontage are calculated). While the
affected aspects of the Zoning Regulations would benefit from further work to improve their clarity, in the
interim, the attached draft aims to make the minimum of changes necessary to resolve these issues.
Given the time constraints and the likelihood that additional research or discussion will be necessary, Staff
recommends the PCZBA discuss this item and, unless there is clear consensus, continue the public hearing to the
PCZBA’s April 21 regular meeting.

Attachments
•
•

Draft Ordinance.
Example annotated plats of survey.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2021-__

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS
CONCERNING YARDS AND LOT WIDTH FOR IRREGULAR ZONING LOTS
Passed by the Board of Trustees, _________, 2021
Printed and Published, ___________, 2021

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

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

Village Clerk

ORDINANCE NO. 2021-__
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAKE BLUFF ZONING REGULATIONS
CONCERNING YARDS AND LOT WIDTH FOR IRREGULAR ZONING LOTS
WHEREAS, the Village of Lake Bluff is a home rule municipal corporation in
accordance with Article VII, Section 6(a) of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970; and
WHEREAS, to Village desires to amend the Zoning Regulations in order to clarify
how (i) the width of irregular lots are calculated in applying various provisions of the Zoning
Code and (ii) how the front line of irregular lots are determined (collectively, the "Proposed
Amendments"), pursuant to Section 10-2-9 of the Zoning Regulations; and
WHEREAS, the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals (“PCZBA”)
conducted a public hearing to consider the Amendments on March 17, 2021, pursuant to proper
notice thereof published in the Lake County News Sun on March 2, 2021, and at the close of the
public hearing voted to recommend that the Board of Trustees approve the Proposed
Amendments as set forth in this Ordinance, pursuant to Section 10-2-9.D of the Zoning
Regulations; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Trustees has determined that adoption of the Proposed
Amendments as set forth in this Ordinance is in the best interests of the Village;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
OF THE VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Recitals.

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

Public Hearing.

A public hearing on the Amendments was duly advertised on or before March 2,
2021 in the Lake County News-Sun. The public hearing was commenced and completed by the
PCZBA on March 17, 2021, on which date the PCZBA recommended that the Board of Trustees
adopt the proposed amendment.
Section 3.

Amendment to Section 10-1-2 of the Zoning Regulations.

Section 2, titled “Definitions,” of Chapter 1, titled “Interpretation and Definitions,”
of Title 10, titled “Zoning Regulations,” of the Lake Bluff Municipal Code is hereby amended to
insert the following definitions in the correct alphabetical order as follows:
“FRONT OR FRONT LINE: Generally, tThe boundary of a lot along a street or
public right- of-way., and For a corner lot, the front is the shorter boundary along
a street or a public right-of-way. For irregular lots, the Building Commissioner
shall determine the front line(s) of the lot and applicable setbacks as
described in Section 10-4-2(I).

*

*

*

LOT, IRREGULAR: A lot that is (i) not rectangular in shape or (ii) has
access to a public street or public right-of-way only through a private street
or across another lot.
*

*

*

LOT, WIDTH: The horizontal distance between the side lot lines of a lot,
measured parallel to the front lot line(s) at the required front setback line(s). See
section 10-13-1, illustration 3 of this title. Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary herein, the following rules apply except when evaluating a
minimum lot width or lot frontage requirement:
1.

For flag lots, the lot width shall be measured from the flag
portion of the lot immediately adjacent to the narrow “pole”
section of the lot. See Section 10-13-1, illustration 2a.

2.

For irregular lots with a lot line abutting Lake Michigan, the
lot width shall be the greater of (i) the lot width provided
above or (ii) the lot width measured between the lot lines as a
straight north-south (0 degree bearing) line 100 feet west of
the most westerly point of abutment with Lake Michigan.
*

Section 4.

*

*

Effective Date.

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage,
approval, and publication in pamphlet form in the manner provided by law.
[Signature page follows.]
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PASSED this ____ day of ______, 2021, by vote of the Board of Trustees of the Village
of Lake Bluff, as follows:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
APPROVED this ____ day of ______, 2021.
ATTEST:

Village President

Village Clerk
FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
PASSED:
APPROVED:
PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM:
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ARDEN SHORE SUBDIVISION
OF
THOSE PARTS IN THE NORTH 1/2 OF SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
PARCEL 1: LOT 2 IN KOTABA SUBDIVISION ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED AS DOCUMENT NO. 4187842 ON AUGUST 14, 1998, IN SAID
NORTH 1/2 OF SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
AREA = 25.57 ± ACRES

PARCEL 2: THE SOUTH 20.000 FEET OF LOT 12 IN SCHOOL TRUSTEES SUBDIVISION ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF FILED ON MARCH 27, 1844, LYING
EAST OF THE EAST LINE OF SHERIDAN ROAD ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED AS DOCUMENT NO. 100268 ON JUNE 1, 1905, IN THE NORTH
WEST 1/4 OF SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
AREA = 22,388 S.F., = 0.51 ACRES

Previous version of final plat
SHORE ACRES DRIVE

Lot 2

Lot 3

LAKEWOOD ESTATES SUBDIVISION
DOC. 1934452
REC. 7-27-1978

56.00

S:\Project Folders - Shared\060 Lake Bluff\581 Arden Shore\60-581 POS.dwg, 1/11/2021 10:40:17 AM, DWG To PDF.pc3

South line of Lot 12

S89° 50' 12"E 450.12 meas. 450.0 rec.
616.00 ±

fo

40' setback

top of bluff

LOT 1
100' Lake Michigan Setback

20.0'

N89° 50' 00"W 1415.89 meas. 1416.01 rec.
found iron pipe

20.0'

S00° 02' 34"W 331.93 m. 332.09 r.

40' setback
found iron pipe
0.86 East of line

PATRICIA BOOTH
280 ARDEN SHORE DR
LAKE BLUFF, IL

LAURENCE BOOTH
300 ARDEN SHORE DR
LAKE BLUFF, IL

N0° 09' 48"E
68.00

500.20 meas. 500.0 rec.
N89° 50' 00"W 750.00 ±

found iron pipe in concrete

20' public utility and
drainage easement
per doc. 4187842

SCHOOL TRUSTEES SUBDIVISION
FILED 3-27-1844

on
d ir

e

pip

n

fou

20.00

part of Lot 2

ATG TRUST N9541
670 ARDEN SHORE DR
LAKE BLUFF, IL

50' temporary construction
easement per doc. 4187842

Lot 1
50.00

on
d ir

e

pip

20' INGRESS, EGRESS, PUBLIC & PRIVATE UTILITY EASEMENT FOR THE BENIFIT OF LOT 1 ARDEN SHORE SUBDIVISION

set PK nail

245.67 meas.
rec.
found246.01
bent iron
pipe

on

ir
und

Kotaba Subdivision
doc. 4187842

e

pip

n

20.00

Lot 5
found RR spike
0.56 South of line

JANUARY 11, 2021
ABBREVIATIONS:
m. or meas. = measured
r. or rec. = record
R= radius
CB = chord bearing
CH = chord length
L = arc length
N = North
S = South
E = East
W = West
S.F. = square feet
A.K.A. = also known as
doc. = document
ac = acre

Project No. 60-581
NW

N
0'
NOTES:
1.
2.

BASIS OF BEARINGS:
MEASUREMENTS ARE GIVEN IN FEET AND DECIMAL PARTS THEREOF.

50'

100'
Scale 1" = 100'

NE
engineers

surveyors

16

200'

SHEET 1 OF 2

SW

SE

N 1/2 SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH,
RANGE 12 EAST

Existing 10 Digit Parcel Numbers
12-16-100-016
12-16-100-017
12-16-101-007

Bleck Engineering Company, Inc.
1375 North Western Avenue
Lake Forest, Illinois 60045
T 847.295.5200
www.bleckeng.com
© 2021 Bleck Engineering Company, Inc, All Rights Reserved
Illinois Professional Design Firm 184.000911

approximate waters edge 10-15-2020

40' setback

40' setback

N0° 09' 48"E 539.88
S0° 09' 48"W 607.88

794,102 sf
18.23 ac

found crimped iron pipe

341,980 sf +/7.85 ac +/40' setback

fou

30' utility easement doc. 1934452

LOT 2

Proposed:
Lot Width: 396'
Side Yard Setback (E-1): 10% = 39.6'
Front Yard Impv.: 35%
Height: 44'

LAKE MICHIGAN

N00° 02' 34"E 644.19

S89° 51' 24"E 1119.38 meas. 1119.65 rec.
found iron rod

ARDEN SHORE ROAD
60' drainage easement
doc. 1934452

20.00

N89° 51' 24"W 1119.42 meas. 1119.70 rec.

PARCEL 2

found spike

20.0'

SHERIDAN ROAD

20.00

North line of the South 20.00 feet of Lot 12 in School Trustees Subdivision
also being the South line of Lot 11 in County Clerks Shore Acres Subdivision

Proposed:
Lot Width: 539.6'
Side Yard Setback (E-1): 10% = 54'
Front Yard Impv.: 35% (front 100')
Height: 44'

100' setback

S89° 50' 12"E
50.00

L1
CE
R
PA ot 2 RES
L AC
ion
7± bdivis
5
.
25 a Su 7842
8
ab
Kot oc. 41
d

Current:
Lot Width: 20'
Side Yard Setback (E-1): 10% = 2'
Front Yard Impv.: 75% (first 100' of pole)
Max. Height: 30'

40' setback

100' setback

100' setback

found iron pipe

20' Ingress and Egress Easements
per documents 115926 rec. 2-27-1908,
611065 rec. 2-13-1947
824958 rec. 5-21-1954
1234797 rec. 8-10-1964

found PK nail

78.11
140.74'

40' setback

N00° 03' 21"E 207.55

207.55

found 1"Ø iron pipe
0.22 West of corner
found 3/4"Ø iron pipe @ corner

20' Ingress and Egress Easements
per documents 115926 rec. 2-27-1908,
824958 rec. 5-21-1954
1234797 rec. 8-10-1964

found iron pipe

500.18

SHOREACRES
1601 SHORE ACRES DRIVE
LAKE BLUFF, IL

C.
The setback lines depicted are for illustrative purposes based on current Lake Bluff zoning
code and are subject to future legislative amendment.

GEORGE M COVINGTON
555 SHORE ACRES DRIVE
Current:
Lot Width: 140.74' LAKE BLUFF, IL
Side Yard Setback (E-1): 10% = 14.7'
Front Yard Impv.: 35%
Max. Height: 36'

S01° 09' 28"W 400.43

50.00

B.
A golf driving range on Lot 2 is a permitted accessory use pursuant to §10-5A-1(B) of Lake
Bluff zoning code subject to customary PCZBA and Village of Lake Bluff building permit review and
approval processes.

East line of so called "new road" per doc. 100266
A.K.A. Waukegan Road, Sheridan Road,
State Road 42

SHOREACRES
1601 SHORE ACRES DRIVE
LAKE BLUFF, IL

396'-9"

found crimped iron pipe

im

S00° 06' 02"W 207.55

Lot 9
COUNTY CLERKS SHORE ACRES SUBDIVISION
DOC. 263452
REC. 8-19-1925
found iron pipe
S89° 50' 12"E 1527.71 meas. 1528.00 rec.

set iron rod

A.
Lot 1 shall be permitted two Accessory Dwelling Units subject to customary PCZBA and
Village of Lake Bluff building permit review and approval processes.

cr
nd
fou

pipe
on
r
i
ped

ARDEN SHORE SUBDIVISION
OF
THOSE PARTS IN THE NORTH 1/2 OF SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
PARCEL 1: LOT 2 IN KOTABA SUBDIVISION ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED AS DOCUMENT NO. 4187842 ON AUGUST 14, 1998, IN SAID
NORTH 1/2 OF SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
AREA = 25.57 ± ACRES

PARCEL 2: THE SOUTH 20.000 FEET OF LOT 12 IN SCHOOL TRUSTEES SUBDIVISION ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF FILED ON MARCH 27, 1844, LYING
EAST OF THE EAST LINE OF SHERIDAN ROAD ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED AS DOCUMENT NO. 100268 ON JUNE 1, 1905, IN THE NORTH
WEST 1/4 OF SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

OWNERSHIP CERTIFICATE
STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF LAKE

} S.S.

VILLAGE FINANCE DIRECTOR'S CERTIFICATE
STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF LAKE

AREA = 22,388 S.F., = 0.51 ACRES

I , William Krehbiel, in his own right, both being in The County and State
aforesaid, do hereby certify that I am the legal owner of the property described
as Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 in the caption of this plat and have caused said
property to be surveyed, subdivided, staked, and platted, as hereon shown for
the purpose of having this plat recorded as provided by law.

} S.S.

I, Bettina O'Connell, as Finance Director for the Village of Lake Bluff in the
State aforesaid, do hereby certify that there are no delinquent or unpaid or
forfeited special assessments or any deferred installments thereof that have
not been apportioned against the land included in this plat of subdivision.
dated at Lake Bluff, Illinois this ______ day of __________, 202__

I further certify that I, as owner of the above described property, have
determined to the best of my knowledge that said property lies within the
following school districts:
(1) Elementary School District 65
(2) High School District 115
(3) Community College District: College of Lake County

By
Bettina O'Connell, Finance Director

dated at Lake Bluff, Illinois this ______ day of ____________, 2021

VILLAGE ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATE
Approved by the Village Engineer of Lake Bluff, Illinois this ______ day of
__________, 202__

By
________________________, Owner of Parcels 1 & 2

By
Jeff Hansen, Village Engineer

VILLAGE BOARD OF TRUSTEES CERTIFICATE
NOTARIAL CERTIFICATE
STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF LAKE

Approval and accepted by Village Board of Trustees of Lake Bluff, Illinois this
______ day of __________, 202__

} S.S.

By
I, __________________________, a Notary Public in and for the County and
State aforesaid, do hereby certify that ____________________________,
personally known to me to be the same person(s) whose name(s) are
subscribed in the foregoing certificate of ownership, appeared before me this
day in person and individually aknowledged that they executed said ownership
certificate as their free and voluntary act, and as the free and voluntary act and
deed for the purpose and use therein set forth.

Kathleen O'Hara, President of said Board of Trustees
Attest
Megan Michael, Village Clerk

given under my hand and notarial seal this ______ day of __________, 202__

COUNTY CLERK'S CERTIFICATE
STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF LAKE

By

} S.S.

Notary Public

I, Robin M. O'Connor, County Clerk of Lake County, Illinois do hereby certify
that there are no delinquent general taxes, unpaid current general taxes,
delinquent special assessments or unpaid current special assessments
against any of the land included in the described property. I further certify that I
have received all statutory fees in connection with this plat.
given under my hand and seal of the County Clerk of Lake County, Illinois
this ______ day of __________, 202__

By
SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF LAKE

} S.S.

On behalf of Bleck Engineering Company, Inc., I, Jack R. Bleck, do hereby
certify that the property described in the above caption was surveyed,
subdivided, and staked by me, or under my direction, and the plat drawn
hereon is a true and correct representation of said survey.
Lots hereby created are permanently staked as indicated. We have placed at
least two staked in concrete as provided in the "Plat Act" as amended.
This property is within the corporate limits of the Village of Lake Bluff, Lake
County, Illinois.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency "FIRM" map Community Panel
No. 17097C0190K effective September 18, 2013, indicated that a portion of
this property if subject to flood risk.
dated at Lake Forest, Illinois, this ______ day of ______________, 202__
By
as Illinois Professional Land Surveyor No. 3591
license expiration date: November 30, 2022

PLAT SUBMITTAL CERTIFICATE

Robin M. O'Connor, County Clerk

The individual listed below is hereby granted permission to record this plat on
behalf of Bleck Engineering Company, Inc.
By
DRAINAGE STATEMENT

as Illinois Professional Land Surveyor No. 3591
license expiration date: November 30, 2022

City:

Lake Bluff

I, Michael G. Bleck, as Engineer, do hereby state that to the best of my
knowledge and belief, the drainage of surface waters will not be changed by
the construction of this subdivision or any part thereof, or that if such surface
waters will be changed, reasonable provisions have been made for the
collection and diversion of such surface waters into public areas or drains
which the Owners have rights to use, and that such surface waters will be
planned for in accordance with generally accepted engineering practices so as
to reduce the likelihood of damage to adjoining property because of the
construction of this subdivision.

State:

Illinois

this ______ day of __________, 2021

Zip Code:

60044

this plat submitted for recording by and mail to:
Name:

Jeff Hansen, Village Engineer

Address:

40 East Center Avenue

By

Date:

Michael G. Bleck, Design Engineer

SHEET 2 OF 2

ABBREVIATIONS:
m. or meas. = measured
r. or rec. = record
R= radius
CB = chord bearing
CH = chord length
L = arc length
N = North
S = South
E = East
W = West
S.F. = square feet
A.K.A. = also known as
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engineers

surveyors

Bleck Engineering Company, Inc.
1375 North Western Avenue
Lake Forest, Illinois 60045
T 847.295.5200
www.bleckeng.com
© 2021 Bleck Engineering Company, Inc, All Rights Reserved
Illinois Professional Design Firm 184.000911

Current:
Lot Width: 25'
Side Yard Setback (E-1): 10% = 2.5'
Front Yard Impv.: 75% (first 50' of pole)
Max. Height: 30'
Proposed:
Lot Width: 365.5'
Side Yard Setback (E-1): 10% = 36.5'
Front Yard Impv.: 35% (front 50')
Height: 44'

Current:
Lot Width: 110'
Side Yard Setback (E-1): 10% = 11'
Front Yard Impv.: 35%
Max. Height: 34'
Proposed:
Lot Width: ~300'
Side Yard Setback (R-1): 10% = 30'
Front Yard Impv.: 35%
Height: 44'
(Appx. existing height - 42')

299'-0"
Scale
approximate

