VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW
VIRTUAL SPECIAL MEETING
Tuesday, April 6, 2021 – 5:30 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 13 people, including members
of the public body and Village staff, while maintaining the six feet of social distance between individuals required by Executive Order
2020-43. 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): www.lakebluff.org/VirtualABR
OR
Dial-in: (312) 626-6799. Enter meeting ID 828 8153 2689. Press # when prompted for a Participant ID.
IMPORTANT: Additional instructions are available in the agenda packet immediately following the agenda.
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. Consideration of the March 2, 2021 Architectural Board of Review Meeting Minutes
3. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
The Architectural Board of Review Chair and Board Members allocate fifteen (15) minutes during this item for those
individuals who would like the opportunity to address the Board on any matter not listed on the agenda. Each person
addressing the Architectural Board of Review is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three (3) minutes.

4. Discussion Regarding Accessory Dwelling Units
5. Discussion Regarding Possible CBD Streetscape Improvements/Alterations
6. Discussion Regarding Possible Murals Downtown
7. A Public Hearing to Review Alterations to the Site Plan for the Lake Bluff Library Parking
Lot (This item will not start earlier than the regular meeting time of 7:00 PM)
8. Adjournment
The Village of Lake Bluff is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this
meeting and who require certain accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting, or who have questions regarding
the accessibility of the meeting or the facilities, are requested to contact R. Drew Irvin at 234-0774 or TDD number 234-2153 promptly to allow the Village
of Lake Bluff to make reasonable accommodations.

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW
REGULAR MEETING
MARCH 2, 2021
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Call to Order and Roll Call
The meeting of the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) of the Village of Lake Bluff was called to order
on March 2, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. via Zoom and in the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue) the
following individuals were present.
Present:

Tim Callahan
Matthew Kerouac
Sheree Dittmer
Julie Wehmeyer
Bob Hunter, Chair

Absent:

Edward Deegan
Neil Dahlmann

Also Present: Drew Irvin, Village Administrator (VA)
Jeff Hansen, Village Engineer (VE)
Mike Croak, Building Codes Supervisor (BCS)
2. Consideration of the January 5, 2021 ABR Meeting Minutes
Following a discussion regarding the previous motion for JC Licht sign permit, Member Kerouac made a
motion to approve the minutes of the January 5, 2021 ABR meeting as submitted. Member Dittmer
seconded the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

Wehmeyer, Callahan, Kerouac, Dittmer and Chair Hunter
Deegan and Dahlmann

3. Non-Agenda Items and Visitors (Public Comment Time)
Chair Hunter asked if anyone would like to address the ABR on any matter not on the agenda. There were
no requests to address the ABR.
4. Discussion Regarding Possible CBD Streetscape Improvements/Alterations
Chair Hunter introduced the agenda item then introduced VA Drew Irvin to begin the presentation.
VA Irvin said the Village has engaged Jodi Mariano from Teska Associates, Inc. to assist with a design
regarding possible Central Business District (CBD) streetscape improvements/alternations. In advance of
the upcoming meeting Staff desires to discuss the following with the ABR:
1. Walk the ABR through the various public parking concept plans;
2. Revisit the approved CBD streetscape concept plan (specifically, seek direction from ABR regarding
use of decorative paver or accents to the sidewalk);
3. Review the previously discussed streetscape modifications to the southeast corner of East Scranton
and East Center Avenue;
4. Lead a discussion around the wordles from the 2015 Village Downtown Visual Preference Study “are
these responses still valid today? What is different? “
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5. Ask the ABR to answer the following questions:
a. Downtown Lake Bluff is special because?
b. The best features of the East Scranton Avenue streetscape are?
c. If I could change one thing about the East Scranton Avenue streetscape it would be?
VA Irvin said the Village’s 2021 Road Improvement Program contemplated resurfacing East Scranton
Avenue between Walnut Avenue and Oak Avenue, as well as replacing the majority of curbs in that area. He
said while preparing plans for these downtown improvements, Village Engineering discovered an opportunity
to add up to 9 parking stalls to the Village’s parking inventory along East Scranton Avenue between Walnut
Avenue and Oak Avenue; this concept would also require the block of East Scranton to become one way
(east bound movement only), which was discussed by the Village Board at their February 8, 2021 Committee
of the Whole meeting where they indicated a desire to (i) consider all public parking opportunities in the
Central Business District (“CBD”) and (ii) have the ABR consider and opine regarding certain enhancements
to the CBD including decorative lighting and other streetscape treatments to add ambience to downtown.
VA Irvin commented on the overall analysis of the 2017 Parking Study which indicated there was an
overall parking surplus in the CBD, however the surplus is in less convenient locations such as the Metra
station.
VE Jeff Hansen reviewing the existing parking configuration and potential to add parking stalls in
downtown along East Scranton Avenue between Walnut and Oak Avenues. He said the concept would
require East Scranton Avenue to become a one-way street, removal of trees, restriping, replacing curbs
amongst other alterations.
VA Irvin commented on the impact associated with changing parking configurations and noted that
decreasing the sidewalks on the north side of the street will maintain an adequate width but will have a
negative impact on the trees.
Chair Hunter said he is concerned about whether large vehicles such as fire trucks will be able to maneuver
around the parked cars. Also he is concerned about the dimension of the parking space, delivery trucks
blocking the entire space, lights on the north side of the streets; and the overall logistics associated with the
concept. VE Hansen said the proposed 16 foot aisle dimension meets Illinois Department of Transportation
standards and will allow the Fire Department to safety maneuver their vehicles. The original drawing showed
approximately 17 foot which is the stall depth needed if there is a brick wall at the end not a curb that can be
overhang. He said the plans is to replace/extend the existing light poles with something similar and relocate
the existing fire hydrant.
Member Kerouac expressed his concern regarding the one-way street idea as this is a heavily trafficked
bicycle and vehicle route and it could create safety issues.
In response to comments from Member Wehmeyer, VE Hansen said the final design must comply with ADA
requirements and consideration should be given to whether a mid-block crosswalk is needed. A discussion
regarding followed.
In response to a comment from VA Irvin, VE Hansen said the Community Church of Lake Forest/Lake Bluff
outdoor area is private property and would require an agreement for any alternations then he elaborated on
area in downtown that have been identified as potential locations for expanding parking.
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In response to a comment from Chair Hunter, VE Hansen said the width of Block One will accommodate a
two-way aisle with diagonal parking on both sides, but there is a designated loading zone in front of the
former PNC bank which prohibit parking from expanding in front of the establishment. Chair Hunter said it
is important that the trade-off for additional parking does not eliminate tree city. A discussion regarding a
previous land transaction followed.
In response to a comment from Chair Hunter, VA Irvin said the Village Board was open to the one-way street
concept but only if it will improve downtown. Chair Hunter commented on future traffic and vehicle sizes
and asked if electric charging posts will be needed in downtown. A discussion followed.
Member Kerouac said he thinks the proposed one-way Scranton Avenue configuration will change the
character of the street and to him it seems the Village is creating new problems to solve one problem which
is not the best solution. Also, he sees the Walnut Avenue proposal as a “stick in the eye” to residents on North
Avenue and he would prefer the area be converted to a nice green spaces. Member Kerouac said some of the
less aggressive alterations such as removing a few trees should be considered as opposed to changing the
street configuration to obtain more parking.
VA Irvin said the Village Board decided not to move forward with the proposed parking along Oak Avenue.
He said the goal is to introduce the proposal to the ABR for review/feedback and the committee does not
have to make a decision this evening. A discussion ensued.
Member Wehmeyer said she would prefer to see a spreadsheet listing the pros and cons of the different layouts
because there maybe pushback from the community regarding changing Scranton Avenue to a one-way street
for approximately 10 additional parking stalls. VA Irvin said Staff is developing a visual aid which will be
circulate once completed.
Chair Hunter opened the floor for public comment and VA Irvin introduced the queued caller.
Mickey Collins said the proposal is a traffic concern and the big “do not enter” signs will be an unfriendly
entrance to downtown for residents traveling from the east side of town. She expressed her concern regarding
the impact on the mature trees and said as downtown grows and becomes more vibrant decreasing the
sidewalks on the north side of the street to 10 feet will greatly impact the walkable area and opportunity for
any outdoor dining.
VA Irvin said the proposed amenities such as metal grates will likely kill the trees which is not ideal because
the Village would have to start over. VA Irvin continued by stating the original approved collaborative
streetscape concept plan was installed as part of the Block One redevelopment and over time Staff have
learned that the bluestone treatments have not served well, landscaped tree beds have been a tripping hazard,
and the tree wells limited the surface area of usable sidewalk. The idea is how to implement
improvements/alternations on the proposed is how the proposed sidewalks will be treated pursuant to the
concept plan.
Following a request from VA Irvin, VE Hansen said the brick pavers behind the curb along both sides of the
street must be moved and can be replaced with regular sidewalk concrete or brick pavers. He said if tree
grates are installed all the trees would have to be replaced but it would add more usable sidewalk space for
other amenities. VE Hansen said consideration has been given to narrowing the crosswalk and extending the
East Scranton Avenue corner to potentially install bike racks, benches, and other amenities.
3
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In response to a question from Chair Hunter, VA Irvin said he that the post office is a tenant in a privately
owned building.
Following a comment from VA Irvin, VE Hansen said brick pavers on both sides of the street must be
replaced and concrete construction would be must less impactful on the existing trees than any other materials.
Chair Hunter expressed his concern regarding the special aggregate done in front of Block One and noted it
is difficult to match the concrete. He commented on the Target concrete design and said maybe a nice sand
finished concrete with saw cut patterns should be considered. A discussion regarding previous construction
aggregate followed.
In response to a question from Member Wehmeyer, VE Hansen reviewed alternatives that could be done
which will have less impact on the trees. A discussion followed.
In response to a comment from VA Irvin, Member Kerouac said the downtown sidewalks has so much going
on and the proposed concept should be simplify as opposed to adding more amenities.
Member Wehmeyer said every corner and intersection downtown is very different and she does not know if
the proposed concept plan is the right way to go to simplify the area. A discussion followed.
In response to a question from Chair Hunter, VA Irvin said this is not a long term project and improvements
for this particular block would being this fall.
VA Irvin introduced the next topic a discussion regarding potential streetscape improvements to the southeast
corner of Scranton and Center Avenue. Chair Hunter commented on the previous Mariani Landscape
conceptual plans which would allow the corner to serve as a gathering spot and better pedestrian circulation
but the cost was too expensive. A discussion followed.
Following a request from VA Irvin, VE Hansen reviewed the decorative lighting concept which would consist
of string lights looped through a hook on top of 20 foot concrete based poles. He said the existing street lights
will remain in place. A discussion regarding possible location followed.
Chair Hunter said he is concerned as the lights may not span across Block One and he does not want
downtown to appear too Disneyland. VA Irvin said the goal would be to permanent install the twinkling
lights and change the lighting scheme if desired. He commented on possible locations in the downtown for
the geographical hub.
Member Kerouac said there is a disconnect between the north and south side of Scranton Avenue and he
thinks this idea is being forced on a street that that does not quite reach that lofty of a goal aesthetically.
Member Kerouac said he feels like having lights in front of the post office it wrong because those lights are
done to create a sense of intimacy and highlighting a special area and it feels like we would be implemented
the idea in the wrong spot.
VA Irvin showed various views of the street lighting and commented on an area that has back-end parking
only near the bike lane. A discussion followed.
In response to a comment from Chair Hunter, VA Irvin said the Village has a problem with convenient
parking. The previous consultant advised the Village to be cautious about adding more restaurants in
4
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downtown with evening business hours as that is peak use time in downtown and could amplify parking
issues. He said tenants drive parking in downtown and currently there are no entertainment/dining
establishments on the north side of the street that demands additional parking. VA Irvin commented on the
approved parking variations granted for redevelopment in downtown.
VA Irvin said the remaining discussion for discussion is the 2015 Village Downtown Visual preference study
and he asked the ABR to consider if any of the feedback was still relevant or make sense.
In response to comments from Chair Hunter, VA Irvin said the idea of brick and mortar retail is underscored
and the future is probably these types of service industries that support neighborhoods and community as
food and beverage or other lifestyle type amenities. He showed the slides describing an appealing scene for
Lake Bluff downtown area. Also, the Village has moved forward with the special niche points or gathering
places mentioned in the Teska Study in terms of events occurring in Scranton Alley. The area has lights and
ambiance and the idea is to create similar places to help facilitation those type of community events in
downtown. A discussion followed.
VA Irvin said Staff will provided additional information to ABR Members in preparation for next month
meeting with the Village consultant.
5. Adjournment
As there were no further business to consider, a motion was duly made and passed to adjourn the meeting
at 8:23 PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Mike Croak, CBO, CBCO
Building Codes Supervisor
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum
TO:

Chairman Hunter and Members of the Architectural Board of Review

FROM:

Glen Cole, AICP

DATE:

April 2, 2021

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item #4 – Discussion Regarding Accessory Dwelling Units

Assistant to the Village Administrator

At its meetings in July, August, and September 2020, the Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals
(“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.”
Lake Bluff’s Comprehensive Plan includes as a goal that the Village should create “alternative housing”
options, but the Village has not created any new such dwelling units since the plan’s adoption in 1997.
These units represent one way to create housing choices for aging homeowners, students, early
professionals, divorcees, and others. These populations are not well-served by Lake Bluff’s single-family
homes, which form over 99% of the Village’s housing stock.
The PCZBA has worked to create a set of draft regulations (attached) that allow many different forms of
accessory dwelling units to be created, but only within the framework of Village’s existing single-family
bulk regulations. As discussed in the attached memorandums, this is expected to allow only limited
opportunities to build ADUs outside of new construction and the Village’s estate residential districts.
The one exception to this philosophy regarding bulk concerns building height. Today, the Village has a 17’
height limit for detached accessory structures in the E-2 through R-6 districts. This would often make it
prohibitively difficult to build a functional ADU above a detached garage, and would incentivize the use of
unusual roof shapes to do so. The draft regulations would allow a structure to reach a mean height of 20’
and a ridge height of 24’ subject to an additional daylight plane style setback applied to the rear lot line.
This exception – which would allow taller structures in rear yards but which makes ADUs practical on
more lots – has been the focus of much of the PCZBA’s deliberations. As it works to conclude its
deliberations, the PCZBA has requested that the ABR to share its expertise regarding these regulations and
particularly the height exception.
As part of the PCZBA’s review, Valerie Berstene (AIA, AICP) prepared a series of three case studies or
prototypes that illustrate how the PCZBA’s draft regulations could be used in three different areas of the
Village. Staff and Ms. Berstene will present to the ABR at Tuesday’s early start to start the conversation
and provide additional context. (Note that Ms. Berstene will only be able to participate until 6:30 p.m.)
Recommendation:
It is recommended the ABR receive the presentations regarding ADUs, entertain public comments and
questions, and return recommendations to the PCZBA regarding the draft regulations. Village Staff will be
in attendance at the meeting to respond to questions from the ABR. If you should have any questions
regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (847) 283-6889.
Documents Attached:
 ADU prototype drawings.
 ADU policy outline.
 PCZBA memos (no attachments) and minutes from July, August, and September 2020.
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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.

220
40% of
Principal GFA

Sailor

ed

Unive
rs

N

Unnamed

ton

Washing

Kentuck
R-6 Residence
(Sanctuary)
Virginia

L-2

N

Zoning District

w
o Ne

y

J

Business Districts
i f ic

Mexic

i

Georgia

ton

Estate Residence

E-2 Estate Residence

Georgia

R-5 Residence (Multifamily)

Washing

io
Ontar

Special Setbacks Apply

nam

Un

Cavin

L-1

K

Min GFA

Illinois

a

zo
n

E-1

R-4Dakota
Residence

Planned Development

R2-R3
L

Country Estate Residence

Maine

R-3
Residence
Dako ta

ot a

issipp

Miss

n es

New

M

in

Limited
access
Erie
Trail

Montan

C-E

R-2 Residence

Minor road

Bittersweet

Bonaparte
BILITY: This
product
ncludes data
ke Bluff
cannot
Brompton
omissions, or
product is provided
gly cautioned to
ng on it. Further, the
old harmless the

Ari

R-1 Wyoming
Residence

Major road

I ndustrial Districts

Estate Res.
Districts
a

Wyoming

Oregon

Residential
Districts
Oregon

Ve

Draft ADU Bulk Regulations

D

H ighway

ed
Un nam

Railroad

Berwyn

er 2020
Farwell

Legend

Florida

ff, I llinois

ont
rm

Frontenac

This packet provides three case
studies to help stakeholders visualize
and understand the potential impact to
the Village’s existing neighborhoods.
The selected prototypes illustrate
the maximum buildable scenario

for a detached ADU allowed by the
draft regulations and existing zoning
regulations under Chapter 10 of the
Village Code.
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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
for families and residents throughout
all stages of life; (ii) support the
continued vitality of the Village’s wellmaintained residential neighborhood
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’
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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’

17 March 2021

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

ADU Prototype Analysis & Illustrations | 7

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).

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

•

Commentary

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.
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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.
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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

7

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

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

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:

Chairman Hunter and Members of the Architectural Board of Review

FROM:

Mike Croak, Building Codes Supervisor

DATE:

April 2, 2021

SUBJECT: Agenda Item #5 – Discussion Regarding Possible CBD Streetscape
Improvements/Alterations

The Village’s 2021 Road Improvement Program contemplated resurfacing East Scranton
Avenue between Walnut Avenue and Oak Avenue, as well as replacing the majority of
curbs in this same area.
While preparing plans for these downtown improvements, Village Engineering discovered
an opportunity to add up to 9 parking stalls to the Village’s parking inventory along East
Scranton Avenue between Walnut Avenue and Oak Avenue; this concept would also
require the block of East Scranton to become one way (east bound movement only), which
was discussed by the Village Board at their February 8, 2021 Committee of the Whole
meeting where they indicated a desire to (i) consider all public parking opportunities in the
Central Business District (“CBD”) and (ii) have the ABR consider and opine regarding
certain enhancements to the CBD including decorative lighting and other streetscape
treatments. To assist with the design of these improvements and support the ABR’s
discussions, the Village has engaged architect/landscape architect Jodi Mariano from Teska
Associates, Inc. who will be present at the April 6 ABR meeting.
Jodi Mariano from Teska Associates and Village Staff will be in attendance at Tuesday’s
meeting to respond to questions from the ABR. If you should have any questions
regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at 847-283-6885.
Attachments:
 Scranton Streetscape Illustrations by Teska
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SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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ABR INPUTS RECEIVED VIA EMAIL
Q1 | DOWNTOWN LAKE BLUFF IS SPECIAL BECAUSE:
• It is the epicenter of traditional events that take place in the Village. From the
4th of July celebrations, Bluffinia, summer block parties and holiday lights on the
green, it is a gathering place for the citizens of this community.
• It is easily accessible to the residents, but not really on the way to anywhere
else, therefore traffic is mostly local or short term visits. The architecture has
continuity that has defined the downtown for years with minor enhancements
made in the public interest (Scranton Alley). Sidewalks are wide and pedestrian
friendly. All of this creates a venue for all of the activities that energize the
downtown.
• Quaintness.
• Quaint, comfortable, welcoming, charming, friendly, picturesque, walkable.
These words mostly convey warm, fuzzy feelings but do not actually indicate
a physical “thing” which can be built or installed to achieve the desired
environment. But I think the architectural term/feature of “human scaled” is why
Lake Bluff engenders the feelings which I listed above.
• It is a destination. A destination for both residents and non-residents to gather.
• Walkability between Scranton Ave and the Village Green. The entire area is
unique & cute, where people like to gather at restaurants, events, etc.

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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ABR INPUTS RECEIVED VIA EMAIL
Q2| THE BEST FEATURES OF THE EAST SCRANTON
AVENUE STREETSCAPE ARE:
• The quaint storefronts and restaurants and
the ease of movement for pedestrian traffic.
• The streetlamps. They were originally gas,
and I always thought they were original to the
Village. However looking at old photos these
were replacements for concrete poles. I think
they add distinction to the street.
• People interaction.
• The variety of interesting buildings/shops and
Scranton Alley.
• Block 1 and the enclosure/ definition of the LB
Green.
• Restaurant tables on the sidewalk; garden
club’s flower displays; abundant parking.

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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ABR INPUTS RECEIVED VIA EMAIL
Q3 | IF I COULD CHANGE ONE THING ABOUT THE EAST SCRANTON AVENUE
STREETSCAPE, IT WOULD BE:
• To create more opportunities for greenscape and more separation
of the pedestrian walkway from vehicular traffic.
• Changes need to be subtle, and not overly dramatic. Do not try and
recreate something that was never there i.e. brick sidewalks etc.
Suggested overhead lighting may bring a certain additional vitality
but less is more should prevail.
• Monotonous.
• A plaza-type area surrounded by shops and restaurants.
Unfortunately, this is not realistically possible. Scranton Alley is
probably the closest thing to a plaza which could be achieved.
• The PNC bank building. The lack of transition from West to East on
Scranton by way of the PNC building/ lot is very unfortunate and a
missed opportunity.
• Replace the broken parts (cracks in sidewalks, broken brick pavers,
deteriorated paving); More/bigger sidewalk bump-outs so it’s easier
for pedestrians to cross streets yet efficient for traffic.

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE CONTEXT | FUNCTIONS
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021

Village
Hall

‘Over by the Fountain’
Greenlet

5

STREETSCAPE CONTEXT | ISSUES + OPPORTUNITIES

view looking west to Block #1

view looking south to Village Green

view looking east to Block #4 -- corner bump out may be reoriented for additional seating + dining

sidewalk cafe seating at Bluffington’s Cafe

view looking south to Village Hall - lawn is failing adjacent to sidewalk

additional outdoor Bluffington’s seating behind Church

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE CONTEXT | ISSUES + OPPORTUNITIES

electrical outlet is not code compliant

curb ramp should be upgraded for ADA compliance

banner equipment detracts from light pole appearance

north side of Scranton Ave - tree pits + planters should be protected

sidewalks should remain clear + open - consider mid block crosswalk at Scranton Alley

opportunity to formalize bike parking at Hub + Cycle

unit pavers are uneven + should be reset or replaced with concrete

consider partnership wtih Owner to attach festoon lighting to facade

expand concrete paving to better accommodate restaurants + replace lawn
with more durable groundcover species

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | FESTOON LIGHTING

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | PUBLIC SEATING AREAS

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | FOUNTAINS

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | FIREPLACES

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | MID BLOCK CROSSINGS

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | NATIVE PLANTINGS

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | SIGN KIOSKS

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021

14

STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | LIGHTING AT VILLAGE GREEN

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021
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STREETSCAPE PRECEDENTS | FURNISHINGS + AMENITIES

Block 1 streetscape amenities

Example of pedestrian scale festoon lighting + bike racks (Fountain Square, Evanston)

SCRANTON AVENUE STREETSCAPE
VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
April 6, 2021

Example of clustered seating, lighted bollards, bike bollards + planter pots (Chestnut Street, Winnetka)
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Glen Cole
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mark Stolzenburg <markstolzenburg@gmail.com>
Monday, April 5, 2021 10:39 PM
Glen Cole
Proposed Scranton Ave. streetscape and proposed Walnut Ave. parking lot

Glen: Hope that you are well. Please forward this message to the Architectural Board of Review and the Village Board.
Thanks much.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
I write with regard to the proposed “streetscape” project for Scranton Ave., which involves converting Scranton Ave.
into a one‐way eastbound street from Walnut to Oak. I also write with regard to the proposal to build a parking lot on a
space presently occupied by six old‐growth trees at the corner of Walnut and North Avenues, which may be associated
with the streetscape project.
As with most residents, I support thoughtful efforts to attract business to our Central Business District. A thriving
downtown helps all of us. It enhances our sense of community and increases sales tax revenue. We should take steps to
create an environment that makes it more inviting. For example, creating a parklet in front of Scranton Alley could
enhance a gathering space that has already been created by Prairie Espresso + Wine. The same holds true at the
southeast corner of Center/Walnut and Scranton. The area currently occupied by the landscaping could be converted
into a gathering space. In addition, installing lighting over the street may also enhance the ambiance, particularly with
outdoor dining.
I query how converting Scranton into a one‐way eastbound street, which would block traffic from entering the CBD from
the east on Scranton, will improve accessibility to the CBD. Rather than being greeted to the area, residents attempting
to enter from that direction would instead encounter “DO NOT ENTER” signs, would then be funneled onto Oak, and
then would have to drive around Center to get back to where they intended. It seems better to maintain access to the
CBD, not reduce it. This aspect of the proposal would also convert the block of Scranton between Walnut and Oak into
what amounts to a linear parking lot, which is antithetical to the atmosphere of a thriving and welcoming streetscape.
Speaking of parking lots, I also wanted to briefly comment about the proposed parking lot on Walnut Ave. Building it
would require the removal of a stand of six old‐growth trees on the village‐owned lot at Walnut and North. It is hard to
understand how or why paving over healthy and majestic old trees does anything to maintain the character of our
community, particularly given that our Village (allegedly) prides itself on maintaining trees and green spaces.
Expanding the parking lot would also add a significant amount of impervious area in an area that already encounters
water issues in heavy rain. The Village has not explained how it would mitigate the impact of a large new impervious
surface that is higher in elevation than the residential structures across the street from it. That would likely require
significant investments in storm sewers, which the Village does not appear to be in a position to make at this time.
The plan for the expanded parking lot on Walnut also does not include any pedestrian access into the Central Business
District from the north. The parking lot is proposed to extend all of the way to the lot line of 33 E. North Ave. Blocking
residents from the Central Business District will not contribute to its vibrance and growth.
There remains a simple solution to any parking issues: buy the two easternmost lots of Block 3, which already contain a
parking lot. The village could refurbish the existing parking lot. That solution would also preserve the stand of old‐
growth trees on the east side of those lots. That option is also likely far less expensive than all of the heavy construction
1

work needed to build an entirely new parking lot and the associated work, such as streetlights, storm sewers, and
extending the brick wall that screens the existing parking lot from North Avenue.
Thank you for your service to the community.
Mark Stolzenburg
16 E. North Ave.
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Kathryn Briand
610 Lincoln Avenue
Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044
April 6, 2021
Chairman Bob Hunter
Architectural Board of Review
Village Hall
40 East Center Avenue
Lake Bluff, Illinois 60044
Dear Chairman Hunter and Architectural Board Members:
I write with regard to the proposed changes to East Scranton Avenue, specifically between Walnut
Avenue and Oak Avenue. While I understand the Village’s desire to ameliorate the parking problem in
the Central Business District, this proposed solution is ill‐advised for myriad reasons.
First, East Scranton Avenue currently qualifies as an “A” street in the hierarchy of streets in the Central
Business District (CBD). “A” streets are the most prominent and create an “address” for the important
buildings in each neighborhood. By contrast, “B” streets, like Walnut and Oak provide pedestrian and
vehicular circulation for each of the neighborhoods. It is never advisable to radically alter an “A” street
in the manner which is under consideration with this reconfiguration project. This project would turn an
“A” street into a parking lot, and change its course, but only for one block, which will cause confusion
and create a dangerous condition for cyclists and pedestrians. I cannot think of another instance where
a main street though a central business district changes direction from two‐way to one‐way and back
again. This will also cut off access to our CBD to residents living on the east side of Evanston Avenue,
which must be taken into consideration.
Second, the on‐street parking as it is on Scranton currently creates a buffer for pedestrians and is safe
for cyclists to traverse. Streets should be designed to encourage low speeds and bicycle use whenever
possible. This plan would create the opposite situation by inserting a one‐way block in the middle of a
thoroughfare through the CBD. It is well‐known that motorists tend to increase their speeds on one‐
way streets, making the street more dangerous for pedestrians as well as cyclists. Furthermore,
navigating a street that suddenly becomes one‐way with diagonal parking on both sides will present a
significant danger to cyclists who have made Lake Bluff a destination and whose safety should be
considered.
Third, as the Village grapples with the impact of Covid‐19, it is unfair to ask business owners to sacrifice
more while a massive project of this nature takes place. It is one thing to resurface Scranton Avenue; I
think we can all agree that needs to be done. But this project will involve significant construction,
including moving the utilities on the north side of Scranton Avenue. This will cause an extended
business interruption to all of the businesses on the street and have a deleterious effect on their ability
to generate revenue when they are just beginning to rebound from the losses of 2020. Whatever the

proposed construction timeline is, we all know construction of this magnitude always goes over
projected deadlines.
Finally, our Village is losing trees at an alarming rate. There is no justification for removing mature trees
from the north side of Scranton Avenue (or anywhere else for that matter) for a mere nine parking
spaces when there is a solution just one block away. The obvious – and easiest – solution to the
Village’s parking problem is for the Village to purchase Block 3. Most of Block 3 is already a parking lot
that could be put to use immediately. This would provide much more than nine parking spaces and
would put that property to good use for the entire community, without disruption to businesses or
costly changes to our Central Business District.
Given all of the aforementioned reasons, I encourage you to recommend that the Village Board not
move forward with the reconfiguration of East Scranton Avenue. Thank you for your volunteer service
to our community.

Sincerely,

Kathryn Briand

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum
TO:

Chairman Hunter and Members of the Architectural Board of Review

FROM:

Mike Croak, Building Codes Supervisor

DATE:

April 2, 2021

SUBJECT: Agenda Item #6 – Discussion Regarding Possible Murals Downtown

The Lake Bluff 125 Committee is considering installing temporary murals in downtown
Lake Bluff for the summer and fall of this year to celebrate the Village’s
Quasquicentennial. Several examples are shown in the attachment. We are looking for
thoughts and feedback from ABR on this.
Village Administrator, Drew Irvin, and Village Staff will be in attendance at Tuesday’s
meeting to respond to questions from the ABR. If you should have any questions
regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at 847-283-6885.
Attachments:
 Photo Illustrations of Murals

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
Memorandum
TO:

Chairman Hunter and Members of the Architectural Board of Review

FROM:

Mike Croak, Building Codes Supervisor

DATE:

April 2, 2021

SUBJECT: Agenda Item #7 - A Public Hearing to Review Alterations to the Site Plan
for the Lake Bluff Public Library Parking Lot

The Lake Bluff Library would like to remove the landscape island in the row of parking
spaces along the south property line. This would allow for more parking, improved ability
to plow the back row, and eliminate over-mature landscaping that is growing into the
power lines.
Recommendation:
It is recommended the ABR conduct a public hearing to consider the site plan,
appropriately question the Petitioner as needed, entertain public comments and questions
and make one of the following recommendations regarding the site plan:
 Recommend that the Village Board approve the proposed site plan as presented or
with conditions;
 Recommend that the Village Board deny the proposed site plan; or
 Request the petitioner to provide additional information for the ABR’s
consideration.
Eric Bailey, Library Director, and Village Staff will be in attendance at Tuesday’s meeting
to respond to questions from the ABR. If you should have any questions regarding this
matter, please feel free to contact me at 847-283-6885.
Documents Attached:
 Letter dated February 22, 2021 from Eric Bailey
 Proposed Plan

