MEMORANDUM
TO: Plan Commission
FROM: Jeff Ryckaert, Principal Planner and Dan Nakahara, Planner
DATE: May 17, 2018
RE: Public Hearing on the request for a Residential Planned Unit Development (PUD)
with Necessary Exceptions; a Rezoning of 658, 662, and 702 Elm Street from R-4 Single
and Two-Family Residential District to R-5 General Residence District; a Text
Amendment to Allow a PUD of less than 1 acre in size; a Resubdivision of the 702, 662
and 658 Elm Street Properties; and an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to Allow
the Redevelopment of 658, 662, and 702 Elm Street properties with Seven Townhomes
(1219 Partners LLC)
Subject Properties
The subject properties consists of 658, 662, and 702 Elm Street, are zoned R-4 Single
Family Residential, and consists of 38,853 square feet or 0.89 acres.
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
The surrounding properties to the north, east and south are zoned residential (see
attached zoning map and aerial photo). To the north of the subject property is zoned
R-4 Single and Two-Family Residential. To the west of the subject property is zoned R-3
Single Family Residential and south of the property is zoned R-4 Single and Two Family
Residential. To the east, across Elm Street, is commuter parking and the railroad tracks.
Proposed Plan
The petitioner is proposing an infill development on Elm Street. They are proposing to
raze the existing structures on the three (3) properties and develop the property with
seven (7) townhomes along Elm Street. The petitioner’s materials includes a project
description including what the developer believes meets the anticipated lifestyle of the
future homeowners. The proposed gross density of the development is 8 units per acre
(7 units/0.89 total acres = 7.86 units per acre)
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Comprehensive Plan
Attached are the following from the Comprehensive Plan: Future Land Use plan that
designates the 658, 662, and 702 Elm Street properties as two-family residential;
Section 3.2 Future Land Use regarding future development/redevelopment
management; and Section 3.3 Housing. The Comprehensive Plan future land use plan
would need to be amended to allow 658, 662 and 702 Elm Street as multi-family
residential.
Zoning Conformance
In order to accomplish the project, the developer would need seek approval of the
following zoning actions:
1) Rezone the 658, 662, and 702 Elm Street properties from R-4 to R-5.
The Rezoning standards are below. The petitioners have provided written responses to
the rezoning standards in their submittals.
Rezoning Standards
Article 13.10-D Findings
Where the purpose and effect of the proposed amendment is to change the
zoning classification of particular property, the Plan Commission shall make
findings based upon the evidence presented to it in each specific case with
respect to the following matters:
•
•
•
•

Existing Uses - Existing uses of property within the general area of the property
in question.
Current Zoning in Area - The Zoning classification of property within the general
area of the property in question.
Suitability of Present Zoning - The suitability of the property in question for the
uses permitted under the existing zoning classification and the proposed
classification.
Trend of Development - The trend of development, if any, in the general area of
the property in question, including changes, if any, which may have taken place
since the day the property in question was placed in its present zoning
classification.

2) Approval of a Preliminary Development Plan for a Residential Planned Unit
Development (PUD), including the necessary exceptions. Planned Unit Developments
are done in 2 steps, a preliminary PUD and a final PUD. The final PUD would come
back to the Plan Commission if the petitioners receive approval of the Preliminary PUD
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from the Board of Trustees. A Residential PUD is only allowed in the R-5 zoning
district.
Approval of the Proposed 658, 662, and 702 Elm Street Townhome Development as a
Residential Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Staff believes that consideration should be given to allowing this new development to
seek approval as a Residential Planned Unit Development. The subject properties at
658, 662, and 702 Elm Street are short of the required area needed for a residential
PUD. The requirement for "consideration" of residential PUD is 1 acre and the site
consists of approximately 0.89 of an acre. Staff believes that a PUD for this property is
in the best long-term interests of the Village. As a PUD, the Village has more oversight
when the property is being developed because the Village examines compatibility/the
degree the development fits in with the surrounding neighborhood, and the appearance
of the development. The PUD standards for approval of a development project are
below.
When the project is approved as a PUD, the Village reviews the site plan, landscaping,
signage, lighting, building elevations, etc. In addition, any future changes to the
approved PUD plans requires Village approval (Article 12.09 - Changes to Approved
PUD, which can be done by substantial conformance if the change does not warrant a
public hearing). In a PUD, the Village also examines what maintenance of the
Homeowners Association responsibilities.
Most of the townhouse condominium developments in Deerfield have been approved as
PUDs. Most of these developments were on larger parcels of land and usually consisted
of multiple buildings. The following multiple family developments in Deerfield that have
been approved as a residential PUD:
Taylor Junction on approximately 0.9 acres
Chestnut Station Townhomes on approximately 2 acres
Fountains of Deerfield on approximately 17 acres
Manor Homes of Deerfield (Ivy Lane) on approximately 3.5 acres
Barclay Lane Townhomes on approximately 6 acres
Coromandel on 46 acres
South Commons on 10.8 acres
Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chicago (Weinberg Senior Housing) on 10 acres
AMLI on 6 acres
Woodview on 7.68 acres
Non-PUD Approval of Multiple Family Developments in Deerfield:
There is a townhouse development along Waukegan Road known as Crescent Court
(just south of Zengelers Cleaners) that was developed as a non-PUD, and this
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development consists of 7 townhome units on about .6 of an acre, so the non-PUD
zoning approval route has been done before for a smaller townhome development in
Deerfield. Smaller non-PUD multiple family developments are a Permitted Use in the R5 District. Note: The non-PUD approval route still would require a Rezoning of 702,
662, and 658 Elm Street from R-4 to R-5. If the non-PUD route were to be taken,
detailed development plans still need to be submitted to the Village, but any variations
necessary from the R-5 zoning are handled through the BZA, not the Plan Commission
(recall that in PUDs, the Plan Commission handles these exceptions when a proposed
development does not meet the zoning ordinance requirements). The non-PUD route
would be done in one-step, not the typical 2 steps required for a PUD (a preliminary
PUD plan and a final PUD plan).
Text Amendment to Allow a Residential PUD Under 1 Acre in Size
The Zoning Ordinance does not authorize an exception from the minimum 1 acre site
size required by Article 12.02-D for a Residential Planned Unit Development. There is
nothing in Article 12.02 governing Residential Planned Unit Developments that
authorizes any exception to the minimum site size requirement of 1 acre. Article 12.02D indicates that 1 acre is required for “consideration” of a Planned Unit Development in
the R-5 General Residence District.
The Village can authorize a Residential PUD of a smaller size (less than 1 acre in size)
by adopting a text amendment. This was done in 2015 (Ord. 0-15-16) for the Taylor
Junction townhome development developed on 0.9 acres. The text of the Zoning
Ordinance could be amended to authorize: (1) the Board to grant "exceptions from the
regulations governing minimum site size of one acre as may be deemed desirable to
promote the efficient use of the land and desirable overall planning or development." or
(2) “to authorize a residential PUD with a minimum lot size of 0.89 acres within the area
bounded by Sunset Court, Elm Street, Osterman Avenue, and Chestnut Street.” Either
one of these 2 text amendments to Article 12.02-D would allow for a residential PUD of
less than 1 acre. For Taylor Junction, the Plan Commission chose the geographic option
instead of a text amendment for the entire R-5 zoning district. The standard for a text
amendment is that it is in the public interest, and not solely for the interest of the
applicant.
Residential Planned Unit Development
The Planned Unit Development (PUD) standards are below. The petitioners have
provided written responses to the Planned Unit Development standards in their
submittals.
Article 12.09-D,2,c Findings
A Planned Unit Development shall not be recommended for approval unless the Plan
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commission shall find the following:
•

•

•
•
•
•

Effect on Community - That the proposed Planned Unit Development will not be
significantly or materially detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety or
general welfare of the community. This shall include consideration of the impact
of the development upon physical development, tax base, and economic wellbeing of the Village.
Effect on the Neighborhood - That the proposed Planned Unit Development will
not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the immediate
vicinity for the purposes already permitted nor will it diminish or impair property
values within the neighborhood.
Effect on Development of Surrounding Property - That the proposed Planned Unit
Development will not impede the normal and orderly development and
improvement of the surrounding property.
Adequacy of Utilities and Facilities - That the applicant has demonstrated that
adequate sewer and water, access roads, drainage and other necessary facilities
are present or will be provided.
Adequacy of Ingress and Egress - That the applicant has demonstrated that
adequate means of ingress and egress designed to handle the traffic
contemplated are present or will be provided.
Conformity to Regulations - That the proposed Planned Unit Development meets
all the regulations of this Ordinance except as such regulations may in each
instance be modified by the Board of Trustees.

Below is an Analysis of How the Proposed Elm Street Development Complies
with the Requirements of a Residential Planned Unit Development (Article
12.02):
Minimum Size of Site
Required: A minimum gross area of one (1) acre is required for consideration of
a residential PUD.
Provided: The subject property is 0.89 acres in size. Text Amendment required
to allow a residential PUD under 1 acre in size.
Minimum Land Area Per Dwelling Unit
Required: In a Residential PUD in the R-5 General Residence District, the
following land area per dwelling unit is to be provided: 4,000 square feet for
each four (4) bedroom unit in multi-family structures; 3,500 square feet for each
three (3) bedroom unit in multi-family structures; 3,000 square feet for each two
(2) bedroom unit in multi-family structure; 2,500 square feet for each unit with
one or no bedrooms in multi-family structures.
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The developers are proposing seven (7) units in a multiple family development,
one (1) units with two bedrooms and six (6) units with three bedrooms.
2 Br Multiple Family Dwellings: 1 units x 3,000 square feet of land area for each
2 br. unit = 3,000 square feet.
3 Br Multiple Family Dwellings: 6 units x 3,500 square feet of land area for each
3 br. unit = 21,000 square feet.
Total land area required based on unit mix: 24,000 square feet of land area
which is 0.55 acres, (3,000 square feet for 1, 2br multiple family units, +21,000
for 6, 3br multiple family units) is required based on the mix of units in the
proposed development
Provided: 38,853 square feet or 0.89 acres of land area is provided.
Minimum Lot Area and Lot Width
No minimum lot area or minimum lot width shall be required.
Minimum Setbacks
The following minimum setbacks shall be provided and maintained in a
Residential Planned Unit Development in the R-5 General Residence District:
Between Buildings
Required: The setback of the buildings and structures within the site must take
due consideration of public safety especially with regard to fire hazards, traffic
site lines, and access for emergency equipment.
Proposed: As shown on the site plan. The Village has a previous letter on file
dated February 28, 2018 from the Deerfield Bannockburn Fire Protection District
indicating that the 8 unit site plan is approved. The Fire Department is still
reviewing the revised 7 unit site plan.
Front Yard (along Elm Street)
Required: The Zoning Ordinance has a provision that if 40% or more of the
houses on a block have front yards of greater depth than required for the zoning
district in which they are located, new buildings shall not be erected closer to the
street than the average front yard established by the existing buildings. The
average front yard setback is 29 feet and therefore according to this provision
the home has to be setback 29 feet from the front property line. However, the
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perimeter setback for a residential planned unit development is greater than the
average front yard setback. The required perimeter setback for this
development is 30 feet. See perimeter setback calculation below.
Provided:
East (front yard) setback is 25 feet from the east property line to the new
building as shown on the site plan. An exception is required for the building
being in the required 30-foot front yard setback.
Perimeter Setback
Required: A yard of not less than 25 feet, plus one (1) foot for each one (1) foot
by which the building exceeds thirty (30) feet in height, shall be provided and
maintained along the exterior boundaries of the Residential PUD. This perimeter
yard shall be kept free of buildings and parking and shall be maintained in
landscaping. The height of the proposed townhouse building will be 35 feet.
This height will determine the required perimeter setback. Therefore, a 30 foot
minimum perimeter setback is required (25 minimum, plus an additional 5 feet
equals 30 feet required perimeter setback).
Provided:
The setback from the north structure to the north property line is 20 feet and the
setback from the south structure to the south property line is 20 feet. An
exception is required for the structures in the north and south setbacks.
The west perimeter setback is met. The setback from the driveway to the west
property line is greater than 30 feet.
Exceptions to the north, south, and east setbacks would be needed to allow
structures to be located in the required 30-foot perimeter setback of this
development as shown on the petitioner’s site plan.
Maximum Lot Coverage
Allowed: The total ground area occupied by all principal and accessory buildings
shall not exceed thirty (30) percent of the gross area of the site.
Proposed: 17.4 percent lot coverage as shown on the petitioner’s Preliminary Site
Plan S-1.0.
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Minimum Usable Open Space
Allowed: Not less than 20 percent of the gross area of a Residential PUD shall be
devoted to permanent usable open space. The Zoning Ordinance defines usable
open space as an area of land or water or a combination of land and water,
which may include complimentary structures and improvements within the site,
excluding space devoted to parking, designed and intended for common use and
enjoyment.
Provided: The petitioners’ plans indicate that they will provide 57 percent or
22,180 square feet of usable open space.
Building Height
Allowed: The maximum allowable building height in the R-5 Multi-Family Zoning
District is 35 feet. The Zoning Ordinance defines height as the vertical distance
as measured from the pre-development grade for a property, to the highest
point of the coping of a mansard roof or a flat roof, to the highest point of a
hipped roof, to the highest gable of a pitched roof, to the ridge of the gable or
hip roof, or to the highest point of a turret or ornamental tower, whichever point
is higher.
Proposed: The townhome buildings are 35 feet at its highest point as shown on
the building elevation drawings. The petitioner’s building elevation plans show
the highest portions of the building.
Parking
Required: Efficiency and one (1) bedroom units are to provide one and one-half
(1-1/2) parking spaces for each dwelling unit, and two (2) or more bedroom
units are to provide two (2) parking spaces for each dwelling unit. Based on the
mix of units in the development, a total of 14 parking spaces would be required.
2-4 br: 7 units x 2 parking spaces for each 2 & 3 br. unit = 14 parking spaces
Total: 14 parking spaces
Provided: 28 spaces: 14 spaces in the 2 car garages (7 units X 2 spaces per
garage), plus 2 exterior parking spaces outside of each garage for an additional
14 parking spaces.
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Traffic
The petitioners have submitted a traffic study dated February 5, 2018 which
contemplates 8 units. Page 2 of the traffic study provides the traffic observations of
existing conditions that were made by the traffic consultant, Eriksson Engineering
Associates, Ltd. Eriksson conducted weekday morning (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) and
afternoon (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) traffic counts at the intersections of Chestnut Street at
Sunset Court and Elm Street at Osterman Avenue. The traffic study indicates peak
hours of traffic occur from 7:15 AM to 8:15 AM and 4:30 PM to 5:30PM on weekdays.
Existing traffic volumes are shown in Figure 2 in the Appendix. Site traffic generated by
eight townhomes were estimated from data in the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s
Trip Generation 10th Edition, manual and shown in Table 1 on page 2. The study notes
that single-family homes generate more vehicle trips per unit than does a multi-family
unit. The proposed development would add only one peak hour trip to the surrounding
street system that currently exits as shown in Table 1 on page 2. The study indicates
that it took a conservative approach and added the total volume of new multi-family
trips (four trips an hour) to the road system and did not make any adjustments for the
use of the nearby Deerfield Metra train station by future residents. The study indicates
that an eight-townhome development will not adversely impact the level of service of
the study intersections and the single full access driveway would adequately serve the
site.
Landscaping Plan
As part of a preliminary development plan, the petitioners are required to provide a
landscaping plan for the subject property. The petitioner’s plans indicate that
landscaping will be provided around perimeter of the proposed development. The
perimeter planting will consist of deciduous shade trees, ornamental trees, evergreen
trees, large deciduous shrub plantings, evergreen shrubs and hedges, ornamental
grasses and groundcover as shown on Sheet L-1, Preliminary Landscape Plan, dated
February 7, 2018 of the petitioner’s material.
Tree Preservation
The Village’s tree ordinance applies to residentially zoned properties. Any tree over 8
inches in diameter at 4 ½ feet above the ground is considered to be a protected tree.
The petitioners would be required to replace (mitigate) the protected trees they
remove. The amount of tree replacement is dependent upon the species and condition
of the trees to be removed as outlined in the Village’s tree manual. The trees to be
removed are shown with an “X” on Sheet TP-1, Tree Preservation Plan. The applicant
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has determined that they will need to mitigate 127.1 caliper inches under the Village
Tree Ordinance.
Signage
The petitioner is not requesting signage for the proposed development.
Site Lighting
Required: The Zoning Ordinance requires that all exterior lighting be directed away
from adjoining highways, streets, and properties and not spill over the property line.
Provided: The petitioners have indicated there will be surface mounted lighting on the
buildings as shown on the elevation drawings.
Rooftop HVAC/Mechanical Screening
Any roof HVAC/mechanicals need to be screened from view. The AC units not on the
roofs but are located on the ground level as shown on the petitioner’s site plan.
Storm Water Drainage and Utilities
The petitioner’s plans indicate a detention area in the northwest section of the proposed
subject property. The detention storage area has to comply with the Lake County
Watershed Development Ordinance (LCWDO). The water mains, sanitary sewer lines
and storm sewer lines on the subject property in this development are proposed to be
private. The Home Owners Association will be responsible for the maintenance of these
private improvements in the development. The preliminary engineering plans have
been sent to the Village Engineering Department as indicated in the letter to Barbara
Little, Director of Public Works and Engineering, dated February 26, 2018. The letter is
part of the petitioner’s submittal and describes the design intent and current
understanding of the subject site.
Bike Facilities
The Zoning Ordinance requires that, where appropriate, all multi-family developments
in the R-5 General Residence District have to provide for bicycle storage, safe and
smooth internal circulation, and connections to adjacent developments and bike paths.
No bicycle facilities are provided, but the 2 car garages can be used for storage of
bikes.
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Fire District
The petitioner has submitted a letter dated February 28, 2018 from the Deerfield
Bannockburn Fire Protection District that the site plan for the 8 unit development is
approved for emergency vehicle accessibility. The Fire Department is reviewing the
revised 7 unit development.
Sidewalks
The existing sidewalks located in the Village right-of-way along Elm Street will remain.
Parking on Elm Street
According to the Village Municipal Code, parking is allowed on the west sides of Elm
Street, from its intersection with Osterman Avenue to Sunset Court. Parking for the
Deerfield Metra station is located across Elm Street in marked 90-degree parking
spaces. These spaces are available to anyone after 10 a.m.
Impact Fees
If the project is approved, the developer will be required to pay impact fees to the
Village that are required by the Village’s impact fee ordinance. Based on the 6-three
bedroom units and 2-two bedroom units, an impact fee of $68,307.08 is required.
$10,028.15 (per 3 bedroom attached unit) X 6= $ 60,168.90
$ 8,138.18 (per 2 bedroom attached unit) X 1= $
Total Impact Fee

8,138.18

=$ 68,307.08

Resubdivision of 702, 662 and 658 Elm Street Properties
The petitioners can resubdivide property in a planned unit development as allowed by
Article 12.01-B,3. The petitioners are requesting approval of a preliminary plat of
resubdivision. The petitioner is requesting approval of a resubdivision of the property
into two lots.
Prefiling Conference and Public Hearing Minutes
The prefiling conference minutes from the December 14, 2017 meeting, and public
hearing minutes from the March 22, 2018 meeting are attached when the petitioner
was proposing 8 units which was turned down by the Plan Commission.
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Public Hearing
March 22, 2018
Page 11
Commissioner Bromberg asked if the existing berm has any storm water drainage. Mr.
Matthews replied that based in his observations and survey he focused on the area where the
improvements are being undertaken so he did not assess these details. However, he does feel
there is substandard drainage on Tennaqua Lane by today’s standards. Commissioner
Bromberg commented that if water is coming off the berm, across road and into yards, this
could be a violation of Village ordinance. Mr. Matthews replied that he feels the inefficient
drainage is on the road which drains into the wooded area to the south, and then sits there until
it evaporates.
Commissioner Shayman asked if Tennaqua Lane has any storm sewer drainage. Mr. Matthews
replied that yes it does, but it is not to today’s standards in his opinion. Commissioner Shayman
asked if in his profession opinion this can be updated. Mr. Matthews replied yes.
Chairman Berg asked Mr. Matthews if it is his testimony that storm water drainage from the
proposed berm and the proposed garage will be addressed and improved from what it is today.
Mr. Matthews replied yes, absolutely.
Ms. DiGrino reiterated that this proposal is reflective of the needs and demands of the suburban
office space market and as was stated, tenants are walking away because of the parking and
this is an urgent need.
Greg Grager of 660 Constance Lane showed the Commission images of his rotting fence
caused by drainage from the berm.
Chairman Berg asked for a motion to close the Public Hearing. He stated that the Plan
Commission will now meet in an open workshop setting to consider their recommendation on
this matter. He stated that a written recommendation will be made to the Village Board who will
make the final binding decision on this matter. Commissioner Goldstone moved, seconded by
Commissioner Bromberg to close the Public Hearing. Said motion passed with the following
vote:
Ayes: Bromberg, Goldstone, Jacoby, Shayman, Berg (5)
Nays: None (0)
(3)

Public Hearing: Request for a Residential Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
Necessary Exceptions; a Rezoning of 702, 662, and 658 Elm Street from R-4,
Single & Two Family Residential District to R-5, General Residence District; a Text
Amendment to Allow a Residential PUD of Less Than 1 Acre in Size; a
Resubdivision of the 702, 662, and 658 Elm Street Properties; and an Amendment
to the Comprehensive Plan to Allow the Redevelopment of the 702, 662, and 658
Elm Street Properties with Eight Townhomes (1219 Partners, LLC)

Chairman Berg asked for proof of publication from the Petitioners. The Petitioners provided the
certified mailing receipts to the Commission.
Mr. Bernard Citron, Attorney with Thompson Coburn LLP reported that he represents the
property owners. Mr. Citron commented that after listening to the first two agenda items he will
focus on the importance of being a good neighbor.
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Mr. Citron stated that at the site of their proposal there is a known water drainage problem from
their property and from the surrounding properties. He commented that as a good neighbor they
will fix it for this property and will have a positive impact on the neighboring properties. Mr.
Citron commented that the properties in this neighborhood were developed before there was
storm water detention and the pond on the site is a low spot where water backs up and
overflows into other properties. There is no outlet right now for this water and they plan to fix
this.
Mr. Citron reviewed the changes in the plans since the Prefiling Conference. He stated that they
have worked with the Village Engineer to review their storm water management plan. They have
also reduced the height of all buildings to 35 feet which is permitted in R-4 and R-5 zoning. The
third major change is that they have taken the two end units and dropped the height down by
making these two and a halft stories with pitched roofs and no longer three stories. Mr. Citron
added that they are also trying to save more trees on the site and they have agreed to add a
fence along the property line at the request of neighbors.
Mr. Citron reported that from the back of the buildings to the property edge there are 75 to 84
feet which is a greater distance than other similar projects in Deerfield that staff compared to in
their memo. He stated that their early designs had greater side yard setbacks, but the buildings
would run the east to west instead of north to south facing Elm Street and there would be a lot
more pavement. In the current design the buildings face the street.
Mr. Citron shared that they are requesting a text amendment to allow this site to be approved as
a PUD. They feel this suggestion is similar to how Taylor Junction was developed which is also
a PUD. This request is to make this a residential PUD allowed in a certain area rather than a
text amendment for the entire R-5 District. Mr. Citron stated that as a PUD the only exception or
variation they are requesting is the side yard setbacks.
Mr. Citron stated that they plan to solve the water drainage problems on the site and that the
Plan Commission can make this a condition of the special use approval.
Project Architect Steve Francis reviewed the building plans. He reported that the buildings front
Elm Street giving them a traditional feel that fits in with the single-family homes in the
neighborhood. This also pulls the buildings as far forward to maximize the rear yard. Mr. Francis
stated that the lot slopes down from the street to the west side of property allowing them to push
the buildings slightly into the ground and lessen the impact line. The development is 2, four-unit
townhouse buildings with a common driveway off of Elm Street that runs west. The units each
have individual garages and stackable parking outside to accommodate four cars per unit or 32
total parking spaces. The site is 0.89 acres and open space is 51% with lot coverage at 25%.
Mr. Francis stated that the building elevations are a mixture of brick and masonry along with
composite siding above the brick for a clean looking elevation that is low maintenance. The roof
will be architectural shingles. Mr. Francis commented that the finishes tie in well with the
neighborhood. The petitioners displayed samples of the building materials as well as a threedimensional rendering. Mr. Francis stated that the two end units will be two-stories while the
others are three-story. This was done because they wanted to make the smallest impact
possible with the adjacent properties. These two end units are designed so that the bedrooms
are under the roof which lowers the bearing of the gutter line. Mr. Francis showed the side yard
sight lines at the north and south elevations stating that they meet the sideyard setback plane.
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Mr. Francis described that there are four different unit layout options with two or three-bedroom
options. All units have a den and utilities in the lower level, kitchen and living space on the main
level, and bedrooms upstairs. Mr. Francis showed the floor plan drawings, and commented that
all units have balconies over the garage in back.
Commissioner Bromberg asked to see renderings of the balconies and asked how these are
accommodated on the end units. Mr. Francis replied that they will be raised to the first floor level
as is done on the neighboring duplexes to the south.
Mr. Francis commented that they revised plans to keep as many existing trees as possible and
were able to move things around and keep an additional seven trees compared to the previous
plan. Mr. Francis stated that the landscape plan takes this into effect. In the landscape plan they
are seeking to intermingle the deciduous plants with new trees and they focused on planting
more opaque plants at the north and south ends of the property to screen from the neighbors as
best they can. He added that in an effort to be ecologically friendly, the storm water detention
basin in the northwest corner will be a bio detention basin. The bottom of the pond will have
native grasses and plants to filter silt and contaminates out of the water before it reaches the
sewer system.
Steve Maher of Kinzie Brokerage provided an overview of the market analysis. He stated that
the critical questions they looked to answer related to economics and if this development will be
successful. He stated that they considered the unique location, demographics and price to
determine if the development meets a demand. Mr. Maher reported that his career started with
developments like this on the North Shore and he knows this market well. He commented that
Deerfield is an affluent suburb with tremendous appeal and that a popular recent trend is the
concept of downtown lifestyle with affordability and walkability. In Deerfield in the last 24 months
there were 127 townhomes sold and only 16 listed as active. In comparison there were 80
active single-family homes but only 69 sold. He stated that the demand for townhomes is a
movement in Deerfield as well as Glenview and Northbrook and that there is an under supply
and over demand. He stated that single-family home sales on the North Shore have slowed
down but there is more demand for maintenance-free, transit-oriented designed living. The
suburbs have gone away from the concept of age and place and are moving towards a lifestyle
with walkability and a good product that is convenient and maintenance free. He stated that the
target market is not only empty nesters later in life but also those in their late 40s, 50s, 60s who
want to travel and have a home that meets their current needs. He added that Deerfield has a
great supply of this product that is 25 to 35 years old like South Commons, which had 59 units
transfer hands in the last two years where buyers are coming in and updating the product.
Taylor Junction has provided an additional eight units at the moderate to upper end and there is
still ample demand and low supply. Commissioner Jacoby commented that Taylor Junction has
not all sold. Mr. Maher stated that they have all sold have except for the ones that are still under
construction. He added that as with this project there is a 10 to 11 month absorption period that
will make it a successful project.
Ben Ahrig of Eriksson Engineering Associates reviewed the storm water management plan. He
reported that the existing site has a low spot that about two acres drains to. The majority of the
water that drains here is from off site as there is no other outlet. The water then sits there in a
pond. Currently on site there is less than 100 cubic feet of water storage capacity and their plan
will change this to over 10,500 cubic feet of water storage capacity. They will also add an outlet
to allow water to drain out to the Village sewer system. In the storm water management system,
they plan to implement, at the end of a rain event, the basin will be dry in 24 hours. Based on
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this, it will provide a benefit to the neighbors and it will increase the water storage capacity
immensely. Mr. Citron asked Mr. Ahrig to confirm that the system he designed will meet the
requirements in terms that there is not more water than today’s conditions draining onto
neighboring properties; Mr. Ahrig agreed. Mr. Citron asked which direction the water currently
drains in a storm event. Mr. Ahrig replied that it drains to the low spot on the site and when it
gets high enough it overflows to the northwest corner. Mr. Citron asked if the water in the new
detention basin they are providing will prevent water from backing up onto other people’s
properties. Mr. Ahrig replied that water will not back up onto any other properties. Mr. Citron
commented that this project will not cause a detriment in terms of water to any neighbors and
that it will solve the current overflow problem.
Mr. Citron reported that a neighbor asked why it is an above ground basin versus an
underground basin. Mr. Ahrig reported that the open basin will work better on this site as it
allows for more coverage and more capacity. For an underground basin, there would be a
concern that it would not be able to handle the capacity and water could start pooling and not let
it into the underground basin quickly enough. Underground basins are also significantly more
expensive. Mr. Citron added that they need the catch basins above ground and if those are off
site they may not be maintained properly. Mr. Ahrig reiterated that in this case an above ground
basin will work better.
Mr. Citron reported that Steve Cochran of Eriksson Engineering is in attendance to answer any
questions from the Commission related to traffic as well as Mike Laube, the consultant who
completed the fiscal impact analysis.
Commissioner Shayman asked what the depth of the basin will be. Mr. Ahrig replied that it will
be four feet deep at collection point, but the majority is three feet deep sloping down to the
collection point at four feet.
Chairman Berg opened public comment on this matter.
Dreiske Arnold of 856 Osterman Avenue commented that she has one main request to the
petitioners. She commented that it sounds like their retention pond will help address the water;
however, she requests that they seriously consider if it is possible to do underground water
storage instead. She shared that at their house they have an underground water storage tank
that works very well. She commented that she loves her block and the neighborhood and
walking downtown as do many other kids and families in the neighborhood. She stated that
there may be children living in the development as there is a need for this type of housing for
people with kids or grandkids and she wants them to have a yard as her children do. She would
like there not to be a hole in the middle of the backyard where the basin is so that future
residents can have a yard and more green space. She commented that Taylor Junction has a
retention pond and she would like this development to have more of a backyard.
Susan Beyer 661 and 701 Chestnut Street shared that she owns two historic homes in this
neighborhood and after storms the water goes up to her waist. She commented that she is in
favor of historic homes being repurposed and she does not like attached homes and is not in
favor of this development. She stated that if the development is built she would not want a huge
pond for water detention that could attract mosquitoes. Ms. Beyer commented that they are a
neighborhood that looks out for each other and the current footprint for water is a pond of water,
that has been there for 22 years and has always been that size. She added that she also
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believes the development would have a negative traffic impact and that she feels it is important
to maintain the historic part of Deerfield in this neighborhood.
Jeff Brice of 657 Chestnut Street reported that he lives right behind the proposed development
on the south side. His backyard is 50 by 200 yards. Mr. Brice questioned if the retention pond,
will be in the northwest corner of the lot of the whole length of the backyard. He also questions if
the system will collect water for the whole length of the site or just the north portion and then
drain it to the pond. He commented that this development will affect his livability. His house has
been on the market for a year and bulldozers behind his backyard will make it hard to sell. He
commented that if this can buffered during the construction process he would appreciate it. He
commented that this development makes him feel like downtown is creeping towards his house
which has a large lot and beautiful backyard. He would like to make sure that the next owners
can also enjoy it. He added that the back of the proposed development is not as attractive as
the front architecturally and questioned if the balcony will overlook his backyard.
Mike Viner stated that he lives in Glenview and would like to comment on behalf of Susan
Beyer. He stated that the petitioners suggested that the water capacity currently is about 100
cubic feet of water, but he questions this and wants to be sure that the proposed detention pond
is big enough even with the added townhomes and parking.
Mr. Ahrig stated that currently on the site there is less than 100 cubic feet of storm water
storage, however there is more water than that on the area which is why it overflows to
neighboring properties. He added that they are increasing capacity on the site from less than
100 to 10,555 cubic feet. This is sized to meet the County and Village requirements. He stated
that the location of the basin is primarily on the northern area where the property line juts further
west. The land slopes down and that is where the basin is. Mr. Ahrig commented that he heard
the word pond used but it will not be a pond with water standing. There will be no water standing
there most of the time. When it rains it will collect the water and the water will then leave the
basin in 24 hours or less via storm sewer. There will be no standing water in the basin most of
the time and when it rains it will be gone in 24 hours.
Commissioner Shayman commented that the new system may not only take the water from
what they are adding in impervious surfaces but also what is coming across the ground from
other properties. Mr. Citron confirmed that the question is whether they can not only take and
control their water but also run off from neighboring properties. Mr. Ahrig replied that yes, they
cannot stop the natural flow of water from other properties and the system can handle this.
Commissioner Shayman asked if the system can fill up and overflow in a major rain event. Mr.
Ahrig replied that in a large rain event when water reaches the top, there is a design to take that
water and put it into a downstream pipe and let it go into the sewer. Commissioner Shayman
confirmed that water will not overflow this area; Mr. Ahrig agreed.
Commissioner Bromberg asked the petitioners to explain again, why an open basin is better
than an underground basin. Mr. Ahrig stated that the concern with an underground basin is
capacity. An above ground basin can pick up greater area and larger volume. He stated that it
makes engineering sense to have it be an open water basin on this site.
Mr. Citron commented that regarding a question about the balconies, they will be 85 feet from
the rear yard property line and he believes this is far enough away that is not a major issue.
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Mr. Citron reiterated that they are trying to be good neighbors in their proposal while also
seeking to have a successful housing development. He commented that maintenance free
housing is needed and the Comprehensive Pla has a goal of increasing the variety of housing
stock in the Village and this is proper location. He reported that there will be a home owners’
association after they are gone and the HOA will mow the grass and maintain the landscaping.
He stated that current zoning allows for three two unit buildings on the site and going from six
units to eight units is not that different. He commented that the duplex next door is taller than
their proposed height and they believe their plans fit into the neighborhood. He suggested that
this location is good for people who want to walk to the downtown and take the train. They can
do all of those things and not worry about a yard and maintenance. Mr. Citron stated that by
asking for the PUD they get minor changes in requirements, as did Taylor Junction. However,
they have more open space and less ground coverage than Taylor Junction. He reiterated that
they have shortened the two end units to account for the side yard setbacks and that under
straight R-5 zoning, they would meet the side yard setback requirement but as a PUD, they are
asking for an exception.
In response to a comment, Mr. Francis clarified that the building materials on the back of
development will be the same as on the front.
Mr. Nakahara clarified that the petitioners are also asking for the resubdivision of the three
existing lots. Mr. Citron stated that they are requesting a resubdivision to two lots so that each
building would be one lot and the remainder is an outlot property owned by the association.
Chairman Berg asked for a motion to close the Public Hearing. He stated that the Plan
Commission will now meet in an open workshop setting to consider their recommendation on
this matter. He stated that a written recommendation will be made to the Village Board who will
make the final binding decision on this matter. Commissioner Goldstone moved, seconded by
Commissioner Shayman to close the Public Hearing. Said motion passed with the following
vote:
Ayes: Bromberg, Goldstone, Jacoby, Shayman, Berg (5)
Nays: None (0)
There being no further discussion, the Public Hearing adjourned at 10:42 P.M.
Respectfully Submitted,
Laura Boll
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Discussion on 658, 662, and 702 Elm Street Development

Chairman Berg inquired what the side yard setbacks are under R-4 zoning. Mr. Ryckaert replied
that under R-4 zoning there is a minimum of 8 feet on each side and a combined total of 20 feet
and in a residential PUD the minimum perimeter setback is 25 feet.
Commissioner Goldstone asked if it is compliance if it is not a PUD. Commissioner Bromberg
replied that it is would not be in zoning compliance at this location because what is proposed is
multiple family, and the property is zoned R-4, for a duplex so they need to rezone to R-5 and
become a PUD which is what they are requesting.
Commissioner Shayman commented that in an ideal world the houses in this neighborhood
would stay historic. However, he thinks this is a reasonable proposal and the footprints of the
individual units are small enough that they will not have a tremendous impact on the neighbors
to the west. He is glad they reduced the north and south end unit heights and the setbacks
given that if they stayed R-4 they could have less side yard setbacks. Commissioner Shayman
stated that he is overall in favor of this proposal and he is glad they are addressing drainage in a
very positive way.
Commissioner Goldstone agreed that she thinks the changes are positive and she likes the
landscaping on the sides as well as the drainage plan. She commented that there does not
seem to be much opposition from neighbors.
Commissioner Jacoby commented that she likes what they are doing, but not on this block and
not in this neighborhood. She thinks it is a massive scale for this neighborhood and this is not
the intention of the Comprehensive Plan when it talks about the about the fit of the
neighborhood, this is a single-family neighborhood with large yards with the exception of the
duplex next door. She added that in the rendering the buildings do not look right in this location.
Commissioner Bromberg stated that he thinks it is a very nice development and that the
petitioners addressed drainage well. However, he finds it tricky because he agrees that it should
be a PUD, but he is not in favor of the 10-foot side yard setbacks. He commented that when
Taylor Junction was approved the neighbors voiced their loud opposition and they made
changes their plans and moved setbacks. For another current proposal on Elm Street, the
neighbors had opposition and they changed their plan. Commissioner Bromberg commented
even though an many neighbors have not come out against this, the Plan Commission should
still be consistent, and he has a problem with the 10-foot setback. It is just too big of an
exception for him to vote in favor of.
Chairman Berg commented that the petitioner made a good effort and they heard Plan
Commissioner and neighborhood concerns. He commented that he is surprised that there was
not more opposition expressed and he agrees that this does not mean they should vote in favor.
He stated that the Commission needs to be guided by PUD standards for this proposal and he
is not sure the standards have been met. It is attractive and the drainage plan is good and will
improve the conditions, but he does not think it is the right development for this block or this
neighborhood. He is not convinced the standards have been met to substantiate this.
Commissioner Shayman moved to approve the request for a residential Planned Unit
Development (PUD) with necessary exceptions; a rezoning of 702, 662, and 658 Elm Street
from R-4, Single & Two Family Residential District to R-5, General Residence District; a Text
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Amendment to allow a residential PUD of less than one acre in size; a resubdivision of the 702,
662, and 658 Elm Street properties; and an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to allow the
redevelopment of the 702, 662, and 658 Elm Street properties with eight townhomes. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Goldstone. The motion was denied with the following
roll call:
Ayes: Goldstone, Shayman (2)
Nays: Jacoby, Bromberg, Berg (3)
There being no further discussion, Commissioner Bromberg moved, seconded by
Commissioner Jacoby to adjourn the Workshop Meeting at 10:59 P.M. Said motion passed with
a unanimous voice vote.
Respectfully Submitted,
Laura Boll

APPROVED
PLAN COMMISSION
VILLAGE OF DEERFIELD
Minutes
The Plan Commission of the Village of Deerfield called to order a Workshop Meeting on
December 14, 2017 at the Village Hall, 850 Waukegan Road, Deerfield, Illinois.
Present were:

Larry Berg, Chairman
Al Bromberg
Sean Forrest
Jennifer Goldstone
Elaine Jacoby
Stuart Shayman
Justin Silva

Also present:

Jeff Ryckaert, Principal Planner
Daniel Nakahara, Planner

WORKSHOP MEETING
(1a)

Discussion of Vacation of Building Line at 755 Summit Drive

This matter is continued to January 11, 2018.
(2)

Prefiling Conference: Request for Approval of a Residential Planned Unit
Development (PUD) with Necessary Variations; a Rezoning of 702, 662, and 658
Elm Street from R-4, Single & Two Family Residential District to R-5, General
Residence District; and an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to Allow the
Redevelopment of the 702, 662, and 658 Elm Street properties with Eight
Townhomes (1219 Partners, LLC)

Petitioner Steve Spinell addressed the Commission and stated that he grew up in Deerfield and
has been involved in other developments in the community. He represents a townhome
development proposal along with a childhood friend whose family has owned for many years
one of the three properties, being considered for redevelopment. He added that neighboring
owners of the other two lots also consent to the development of the site. The petitioner is
seeking to add housing that is pedestrian friendly in close proximity to the downtown and the
train. Mr. Spinell introduced the development team in attendance of attorney, Bernard Citron
and architect, Steve Francis.
Bernard Citron, attorney with Thompson Coburn, reported that the site is 0.88 total acres with
the three combined lots. They are aware that it is just under one acre and the Village’s Zoning
Code indicates that one acre is the minimum size for a Planned Unit Development. The
petitioner is asking for relief on this requirement to allow their proposal to be a PUD that is just
under one acre. Mr. Citron stated that in some ways it is more challenging for them to be a PUD
with the setback requirements, but overall it fits with the goals of the community and enables
them to look more carefully at the architecture of the project.
Mr. Citron stated that the proposal is for eight townhomes. An earlier version of their plan was to
have the townhomes perpendicular to the street, which would require fewer variations to be
granted. The petitioner feels that the new plan of townhomes facing Elm Street with parking
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hidden in the rear is a better plan. Under this plan, there is one driveway, which does not
infringe on the street. The townhomes are three stories and they may be requesting a variance
if they exceed 35 feet. The current plans indicates a building height of 38 feet. Mr. Citron
continued stating that they are not filling the site and 50% will be open space with lot coverage
at 20%. The front and rear will be open and useable for the residents and will also be a benefit
for the neighbors to the west.
Mr. Citron stated that the variances they will be asking for along the front of the property would
conform to the conditions of the street. They feel it is a better plan to have the townhomes
facing the street rather than have them perpendicular, which would require sideyard variations.
He stated that their proposal includes a low percentage of lot coverage and enhanced
landscaped architecture, but they will be asking for some variations.
Mr. Citron stated that the buildings on the south are close to the property line, but they do not
see them as infringing on the neighbors. He stated that drainage concerns from staff were
brought up and they plan mitigate any drainage issues. The petitioner has talked to the Village
Engineering Department as well as their own project engineer. They will develop engineering
plans when the Plan Commission is comfortable with their proposal. Mr. Citron stated that the
development team is confident that they can improve the drainage issues on the site.
Mr. Citron stated that they are not asking for any waivers relative to PUD submittal requirements
for a planned unit development and they will complete a traffic study, market study and fiscal
impact study.
Architect Steve Francis stated that they are proposing two buildings of four townhomes each,
totaling eight. The units are three stories high with two car garages, kitchen and living on the
main floor and two or three bedrooms upstairs. The units are 20 or 22 feet wide and are
between 2,100 and 2,300 square feet. Mr. Francis showed the elevations and stated that the
lower portion is brick with some siding and more brick detail above it. He added that all units will
be energy efficient.
Commissioner Jacoby confirmed that buildings will be three stories tall. Mr. Francis replied that
they will be three stories, but they are not yet sure about the grade elevation and the buildings
may be partially buried below grade. This is yet to be determined and may allow varying the
overall building height, which may make the building height in conformance with no variation
required. Mr. Citron added that the building height is dependent on how much of the buildings
they can bury at the lower level. Chairman Berg asked if the petitioner will be in conformance
with the building height. Mr. Citron replied that they hope to be at or under the 35 feet required
building height but they are not sure as of now. Mr. Spinell stated that they believe they can
push the building down 2-3 feet.
Chairman Berg asked Mr. Ryckaert to clarify if there is no height variation request if this will
change the side setback requirements. Mr. Ryckaert reported that if the building is over 30 feet
the side setback requirement increases by one foot for each additional foot over 30 feet.
Commissioner Bromberg stated that the building height will not make much difference on the
side setback variation and added that he is concerned about the sideyard setback variation
request. He commented that there was a recent development proposal (on Elm Street) that
packed the Boardroom with neighbors who spoke out against the proposal.
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Mr. Citron stated that they will reach out to the neighbors prior to the Public Hearing and they
hope for support of the project as they feel it will be an improvement over what is currently there
now.
Commissioner Bromberg commented that one neighbor who has a problem with the height or
setback may rally other neighbors to speak out against the project.
Mr. Citron inquired as to what factor the neighbors opposed on the other recent proposal.
Commissioner Bromberg stated that the neighbors argued all factors against it including building
height, setbacks and lot coverage. He added that he did not have a problem with those
properties becoming multi-family, but he did not support their setback variation requests.
Chairman Berg added that density was an issue with that project being 10 units on one acre and
this may be an issue at this site as it is only slight less units on just under one acre.
Commissioner Forrest stated that his concerns with the previous proposal were building height,
setbacks and density. He commented that this proposal has a very different layout and more
green space, but still has setback variation requests. He added that this is also a different part
of Elm Street in terms of proximity to commuter parking and other differing conditions. He stated
that he likes the configuration of this project, but will also have questions about parking. Mr.
Citron responded that they have four spaces per unit, two in each garage and space for two
cars in each driveway behind the units.
Chairman Berg asked staff about the restrictions of the commuter parking across the street from
the site. Mr. Ryckaert responded that this lot is permit parking until 10 A.M. and open after that.
Commissioner Jacoby inquired about the petitioner’s drainage plans. Mr. Citron stated that they
know there is an overland drainage issue on the site and they have met with the Village
Engineering Department as well as their own project engineer. He added that they do not yet
have a storm water engineering design complete as they wanted to come before the Plan
Commission first. Their goal is to mitigate the drainage problems on the site. Commissioner
Jacoby commented that it is good there is open space on the site, however a great deal of it is
asphalt, which will not absorb water and could create concern from the neighbors behind them.
Mr. Spinell added that storm water also backs up onto the property to the west of the site in the
existing conditions. Their plan is to create storm water detention and an overland flow route out
of the site.
Commissioner Jacoby commented that her concerns about this proposal would be flooding to
the north and south, setbacks and rezoning.
Commissioner Bromberg commented that there is a duplex to the south of the site.
Commissioner Jacoby commented that all other neighboring properties are single family homes.
Mr. Citron stated that their buildings would be the same height as the neighboring duplex.
Commissioner Forrest clarified that the property to the north is a single-family home.
Commissioner Goldstone asked the petitioners if they own all three properties. Mr. Citron
replied that the developers will not close on the properties until they get Village approval of the
project.
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Commissioner Silva commented that the sideyard setbacks are a concern, however there are
elements of the proposal that he likes. He commented that the front setbacks are adequate for
this development given the surroundings. His concern is with the sideyard setbacks, particularly
adjacent to the single-family home.
Commissioner Shayman commented that he has a concern with the building heights, especially
on the end units. He would like to see these heights reduced so that the end units will not be
looking window to window with the neighboring duplex. He added that he is concerned with
removing a lot of trees on the site. Commissioner Shayman asked if the petitioners plan to
create an open storm water detention area. Mr. Citron responded that it would be dry detention
and they will not propose a wet pond. Mr. Citron reported that they will address the impermeable
surfaces with the storm water management plan.
Commissioner Shayman confirmed that the properties are currently zoned R-4 which allows
duplexes and that the petitioners are requesting a rezoning to R-5 to allow for multi-family
residential. He commented that if the property remained R-4 the petitioners would be allowed to
develop three duplexes (six units) on the three lots.
Commissioner Goldstone inquired about the price point. Mr. Citron reported that the
development team is hoping to sell the units in the upper $500K and that they are currently
preparing a market study. Commissioner Goldstone commented that she would not like to see
them be built and then sit vacant or difficult to sell.
Commissioner Bromberg asked the petitioners who is their target market. Mr. Spinell replied
that as the location is walking distance to the train and downtown, they expect to attract young
families leaving the city and older generations looking to downsize.
Chairman Berg reported that there are planned unit development standards as well as rezoning
standards that will be imperative for the petitioners to review and address at the Public Hearing.
He suggested they also review the Comprehensive Plan and look at the Village’s goals for
housing. He commented that it is an attractive project with a good layout with rear parking and
backyards. He added that the density is reasonable, but there are some areas that may be of
concern to the Commission and to the neighbors. Chairman Berg suggested that the petitioners
review the transcript from the recent meeting of another planned unit development proposal on
Elm Street and meet with the neighbors to address their concerns in advance of the Public
Hearing.
Mr. Ryckaert reported that the Public Hearing on this matter will likely be on February 8, 2018.
Document Approval
Commissioner Goldstone provided a correction to the attendance listing from the minutes of the
November 16, 2017 meeting.
There being no further discussion, the Workshop Meeting was adjourned at 8:25 P.M. with a
unanimous voice vote.
Respectfully Submitted,
Laura Boll
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Village of Deerfield Comprehensive Plan
• Future Land Use Map
• Section 3.2 - Future Land Use
o Future Development/Redevelopment
Management
• Section 3.3 Housing

Deerfield Comprehensive Plan
Village of
Bannockburn

FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORIES
(MAP INDICATES UPDATES THROUGH MAY 23, 2017)
Single-Family Residential - Areas that contain or are appropriate for single-family
residential development.
Two-Family Residential - Areas intended to accomodate a mix of single-family
and two-family development.
Multi-Family Residential - Areas that contain townhouse developments,
condominiums or other large multi-family buildings.

City of
Highland Park

Retail Services - Areas intended to accomodate consumer-oriented retail
services and commercial uses. Within the Village Center this land use category
may include mixed-use developments with residential above the ground floor.
Hotel - An establishment that provides lodging and services for travelers an other
paying guests.
Office/Research - Areas intended to accomodate various types of office uses.

Village of
Riverwoods

Light Industrial - A wide variety of employment-oriented land uses are included
under this land use category such as: light manufacturing uses, warehousing,
distribution, data processing/telecommunications and related office uses.
Public - This category identifies the major public uses including schools, Village
facilities, library, and post office.
Institutional - Identifies quasi-public facilities in the Village, including private
schools and places of worship.
Transportation/Parking/Utilities - This land use category includes commuter rail
facilities, commuter parking and utilities.
Open Space - Both public and private open space is included in this land use
category. Major land owners include the Village, the Deerfield Park District and
Briarwood Country Club.

VILLAGE CENTER

Village of
Northbrook

FIGURE 3.1 UPDATED: FUTURE LAND USE MAP
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VISION

STATEMENT

3.2

Deerfield strives to be a community
with pride in its past and an eye
toward thoughtful evolution.

FUTURE LAND USE

Deerfield’s pattern of land use is not expected to change
significantly over the next 20 to 25 years. A comparison of
Figure 3.1: Future Land Use Plan and Figure 2.1: Existing
Land Use Map shows only a few instances where change is
anticipated. For the most part, such change involves new
development on the few remaining vacant parcels, and
accommodating anticipated future expansion of parks and
other public uses.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT/REDEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
It is important to anticipate the future needs of the Village
and its residents. Periodically, the Village should review all
long-range projections as well as current trends. Those
reviews should be used as the basis for formulating plans for
meeting anticipated needs and for reviewing development
and redevelopment proposals.
There are very few parcels of land within Deerfield or within
Deerfield’s Planning Jurisdiction that are undeveloped. Most
of those parcels have previously received approval from the
Village for some type of development but the development
has not as yet taken place. In some cases that approved
development may not be as desirable as it once was from
the Village’s or the property owner’s viewpoint. Opportunities
to consider and evaluate alternative developments for such
undeveloped parcels should be undertaken with care.
Proposals for the redevelopment of areas of the Village that
have reached the stage in their economic lives where their
redevelopment is possible should not adversely impact the
surrounding areas and the Village as a whole.
The Village should be continually seeking to maintain a safe,
livable, and beautiful environment. As development and
redevelopment proposals are presented to the Village, they
should be critically evaluated.
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Goal Guide future growth within Deerfield’s Planning
Jurisdiction so that public facilities and amenities can be
effectively and economically provided, and that such
growth does not adversely change the village.
Objective
Carefully consider proposals for
development or redevelopment of
development sites.

Policies
Consider approval of development and
redevelopment plans when the uses and structures
proposed have been planned so that they will be
suitable for the area in which they are to be located
and they are not a substantial adverse impact to
surrounding properties.
Consider approval of development or
redevelopment proposals when the Village is
satisfied that parking demand and the traffic
generated by the project will not cause undue
burdens to surrounding properties or the Village as
a whole.
Direct developments and redevelopments to
include pedestrian facilities.
Ensure that the development or redevelopment can
be adequately provided with utilities and other
Village services without creating an undue burden
on those utilities and services.
Require that the impact of any development on the
Village’s schools, parks, library, fire department and
the Village itself has been adequately addressed
through land donations.
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3.3

HOUSING

The purpose of this element of Deerfield’s Comprehensive
Plan is to document the present and future housing needs
within the Village of Deerfield, including affordable and
special needs housing. The condition of the local housing
stock has been considered in developing the strategies,
programs, and other actions to address Deerfield’s housing
needs, and provide current and future residents with a range
of housing options.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Given the full development of the Village and the derogation
of local land use planning and zoning powers provided by the
Affordable Housing Planning and Appeal Act, 310 ILCS 67/1,
et seq. (the "Act"), it is determined that compliance with the
Act is impractical and not in the best interests of the Village;
therefore, pursuant to its home rule powers, the Affordable
Housing Planning and Appeal Act, 310 ILCS 67/1, et seq.,
will not apply within the Village of Deerfield and shall be
superseded within the Village by the Zoning Ordinance and
Comprehensive Plan of the Village of Deerfield.
The Village recognizes the need for affordable housing within
the Village and the region in which the Village is located and
will give due consideration to those needs and to the
opportunity to accommodate new affordable housing options
within the Village when opportunities are presented to
develop or redevelop significant parcels for residential uses
in the Village of Deerfield. The enforcement of federal and
state fair housing laws shall be and remain a priority for the
Village.
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Goal: Maintain the variety of the existing housing stock
and supplement it in suitable locations with safe, wellconstructed housing of a density*, scale* and character
compatible with adjacent housing.
Objectives

Policies

Help maintain the desirability of Village
neighborhoods.

Encourage maintenance of the existing housing
stock.
Endeavor to increase the variety in the housing
stock, so that there will be types and prices of
housing to satisfy the needs and preferences of
a wider variety of residents, while maintaining
the single-family dwelling as the basic form of
housing unit in the Village.
Protect residential areas from incompatible uses
through effective land use controls, proper
screening and buffering.
Maintain streets, parkway trees, sidewalks,
street lighting and other community facilities in
good condition.
Encourage good architectural and site design,
individuality and character in new housing.

Accommodate new housing in a
manner that does not adversely impact
the residential character of the Village.

Encourage only those developments which
conform to the Land Use Map and which are
thoughtfully designed with respect to traffic
generation, traffic patterns, topographical and
drainage conditions and small scale* of existing
developments.
Apply Deerfield’s impact fee ordinance to
residential development.
Encourage redevelopment that is designed to be
compatible with adjacent developments.

* - Term defined in the Glossary.
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FOR BACKGROUND PURPOSES ONLY
Taylor Junction Site Plan, Landscape Plan and
Ordinance 0-15-16

VILLAGE OF DEERFIELD

LAKE AND COOK COUNTIES, ILLINOIS

ORDINANCE NO.

0 - 15 - 16

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE TAYLOR JUNCTION TOWNHOMES
RESIDENTIAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, THE REZONING OF
PROPERTY AT 836 CHESTNUT STREET TO THE R -5 GENERAL.
RESIDENCE DISTRICT, A ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT TO ALLOW
A RESIDENTIAL PUD OF LESS THAN ONE ACRE AND AN
AMENDMENT To nn,",
VILLAGE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES

OF THE VILLAGE OF DEERFIELD, LAKE
AND COOK COUNTIES, ILLINOIS, this

15th

Published in pamphlet form

by authority of the President
and Board of Trustees of the
Village of Deerfield, Lake and

Cook Counties, Illinois, this
2015.
15thday of June _,

day of

June _ --,

2015.

VILLAGE OF DEERFIELD

LAKE AND COOK COUNTIES, ILLINOIS

ORDINANCE NO. 0 - 15 - 16
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE TAYLOR JUNCTION TOWNHOMES
RESIDENTIAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, THE REZONING OF
PROPERTY AT 836 CHESTNUT STREET TO THE R -5 GENERAI.
RESIDENCE DISTRICT, A 'ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT TO ALLOW
A RESIDENTIAL. PUD OF LESS THAN ONE ACRE AND AN
AMENDMENT TO THE VILLAGE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

WHEREAS, Jacobs Venture 11, LLC ( the " Petitioner "), the owner and developer of a 0. 9

acre parcel of property legally described on Exhibit A attached hereto and commonly known as
824 -836 Chestnut Street ( the " Subject Property "), has petitioned the Plan Commission of the

Village of Deerfield for: ( i) an amendment to Article 12. 02 -D of the Zoning Ordinance of the
Village of Deerfield to allow a residential planned unit development of less than one ( I ) acre in

size in the R -5 General Residence District; ( ii) an amendment to the Village Comprehensive Plan

to designate a portion ofthe Subject Property ( 836 Chestnut Street) for multi -family development;
iii) rezoning of a portion of the Subject Property ( 836 Chestnut Street) to the R -5 General
Residence District; ( iv) approval of a special use authorizing the proposed Taylor Junction

townhome development as Residential Planned Unit Development of the Subject Property in the
R -5 General Residence District, including certain modifications of the regulations established in
the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield; and ( v) approval of a Final Development Plan
for the Taylor Junction townhome Residential Planned Unit Development ( the - Project"),
accordance with the Final Development Plan authorized pursuant to this Ordinance; and

in

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission of the Village of Deerfield held a public hearing on

February 12, 2015 and February 26, 2015 to consider Petitioner' s application for said zoning
ordinance text amendment to allow a residential planned unit development ofless than one ( 1) acre

in size in the R -5 General Residence District, to rezone a portion of the Subject Property as R -5
General Residence District, to approve a special use authorizing the proposed Taylor Junction

townhome development as Residential Planned Unit Development of the Subject Property.. to
approve an amendment to the Village Comprehensive Plan designating a portion or the Subject
Property for multi -family development, and to approve a preliminary development plan for the

Project as Special Use Residential Planned Unit Development, said hearing being held pursuant to
public notice and conforming in all respects, in both manner and form, with the requirements ofthe

statutes of the State of Illinois and the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield; and
WHEREAS, the Plan Commission previously submitted its written report to the Board of

Trustees of the Village of Deerfield recommending approval of. (i) a text amendment to Article
12. 02 -D of the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield allowing a residential planned unit
development of less than one ( I) acre in size in that part of the R -5 General Residence District

bounded by Deerfield Road, Forest Avenue, Walnut Street and Chestnut Street; ( ii) an amendment

to the Village Comprehensive Plan to designate a portion of the Subject Property for multi- family
development; ( iii) rezoning a portion of the Subject Property to the R -5 General Residence

District; ( iv) approval of a special use authorizing the proposed Taylor Junction townhome
development as Residential Planned Unit Development of the Subject Property in the R -5 General

Residence District, including certain modifications of the regulations established in the Zoning
Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield; and, ( v) approval of a the preliminary development plan for
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the Project as a Residential Planned Unit Development, subject to presentation and approval of a
final development plan in substantial conformance therewith; and

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Deerfield concurred in
the recommendation of the Plan Commission and determined that it is in the best interests of the

Village of Deerfield that the Comprehensive Plan of the Village of Deerfield be amended as

provided herein to designate a portion of the Subject Property ( 836 Chestnut Street) for

multi- family development so that the entire Subject Property is designated for multi- family
development pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan of the Village of Deerfield; and,
WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Deerfield concurred in
the recommendation of the Plan Commission and determined that it is in the best interests of the

Village of Deerfield that the text of Article 12. 02 -D of the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of
Deerfield be amended to allow a residential planned unit development of less than one ( I) acre in

size in that portion of the R -5 General Residence District bounded by Deerfield Road, Forest
Avenue, Walnut Street and Chestnut Street; and

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Deerfield concurred in
the recommendation ofthe Plan Commission and determined that it is in the best interests of the

Village of Deerfield that a portion of the Subject Property ( 836 Chestnut Street) be rezoned to the
R -5 General Residence District; and,

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Deerfield concurred in

the Plan Commission recommendation and approved the preliminary development plan for the
Taylor Junction townhome development on March 16, 2015, including certain modifications of
the regulations established in the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield, subject to the
subsequent presentation and approval of a final development plan in substantial conformance with
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the approved preliminary development plan; and
WHEREAS, the Petitioner has now petitioned the Plan Commission forapproval of final

development plan for the Project pursuant to Article 12. 09 -F, Paragraph 3, of the Zoning
Ordinance ofthe Village of Deerfield, and

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has submitted its written report to the Board of

Trustees of the Village of Deerfield finding that the final development plan for the Project is in
substantial conformance with the preliminary development plan heretofore approved by the Board
of Trustees and recommending that the Board of Trustees approve the final development plan for
the Taylor Junction townhome development project pursuant to Article 12. 09 -1', Paragraph 3. of

the Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield, as a Special Use Residential Planned Unit

Development of the Subject Property; and
WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Deerfield concur " ith

the finding and recommendation of the Plan Commission that the final development plan for the

Project in in substantial conformance with the preliminary development plan heretofore approved
by the Board of Trustees and should be approved pursuant to Article 12. 09 -F, Paragraph 3, of the
Zoning Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield, as a Special Use Residential Planned Unit

Development of the Subject Property in the R -5 General Residence District;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF

TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF DEERFIELD, LAKE AND COOK COUNTIES, ILLINOIS,
in the exercise of its home rule powers, as follows:

SECTION I: That the above and foregoing recitals, being material to this Ordinance. are

hereby incorporated by this reference and made a part of this Ordinance as if fully set forth herein.
SECTION 2: That Article 12. 09 -D ( Minimum Size of Site) of Article 12 of the Zoning
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Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield, as amended, be and the same is hereby further amended to
read as follows:

12. 02 -D Minimum Size of Site

L

Except as provided in subparagraph 2, the minimum gross area of one
1) acre shall be required of each site for consideration of a Planned
Unit Development in the R -5 General Residence District.

2.

The minimum gross area of 0. 9 acre shall be required of each site for
consideration of a Planned Unit Development in that part of the R -5

General Residence District bounded by Deerfield Road, Forest
Avenue, Walnut Street and Chestnut Street.

SECTION 3: That the

Future Land

Use Plan contained

as

Figure

3. 1

of the

Comprehensive Plan of the Village of Deerfield adopted on October 4, 2004 be and the same is

hereby amended to show the entire Subject Property as Multi -Family Residential.
SECTION 4: That the Zoning Map of the Village of Deerfield, as amended, be and the

same is hereby further amended to reclassify and rezone that portion of the Subject Property
commonly known as 836 Chestnut Street as R -5 General Residence District so that the entire
Subject Property described shall be zoned as R - 5 General Residence District.

SECTION 5: That the President and Board of Trustees do hereby find that the Taylor
Junction Townhome Development fully complies with the requirements and standards set forth in

Article 4. 05 -C, Paragraph 8, Article 12. 09 and Article 13. 11 of the Zoning Ordinance of the
Village of Deerfield, as amended.

SECTION 6: That the President and Board of Trustees do hereby authorize and approve
the Final Development Plan for the Taylor Junction Townhome Development as a Special Use

Residential Planned Unit Development of the Subject Property in the R -5 General Residence

District, including certain modifications of the regulations established in the Zoning Ordinance of
the Village of Deerfield as provided in Section 7 of this Ordinance, subject to the conditions,
5-

regulations and restrictions set forth in Section 8 of this Ordinance.

SECTION 7: The following modifications of the regulations established in the Zoning
Ordinance of the Village of Deerfield for the R -5 General Residence District are hereby authorized
for the construction, development, and use of the Taylor Junction townhome development as a

Special Use Residential Planned Unit Development of the Subject Property in conformance with
the Final Development Plan hereby authorized and approved:
A.

A modification to allow the following structures to be located in the north

perimeter setbacks ofthis development including: the new building located
20.49 feet from the north property line, the new patio located 13. 5 feet from
the north property line, the new privacy screen 12. 5 feet from the north
property line, and one air conditioning unit as shown on the final site plan.
B.

A modification to allow the following structures to be located in the south
perimeter setback of this development including: the new building located
20. 5 feet from the south property line, the new patio located 13. 5 feel from
the south property line, the new privacy screen located 14. 5 feet from the
south property line, and two air conditioning unit as shown on the final site
plan..

C.

A modification to allow the following structures to be located in the east
perimeter setback of this development including: the new building located

25. 0 feet from the east property line, the new balcony located 17. 5 feet from
the east property line, the new stairs located 15. 0 feet from the east property
line, and one air conditioning unit as shown on the final site plan.
D.

A modification to allow the following structures to be located in the west
perimeter setback of this development including: the new building located
30. 84 feet from the cast property line, the new balcony and patio located
24.0 feet from the east property line and two air conditioning units as shown
on the final site plan.

E.

A modification to allow a monument sign to located 3 feet from the front

property line as shown on the site plan.

SECTION 8: That the approval and authorization of said Final Development Plan for the

Taylor Junction Townhomes Development as a Special Use of the Subject Property in the R -5
General Residence District is granted subject to the following additional conditions, regulations
M

and restrictions:

A.

That the construction, development, maintenance and use of the Subject

Property shall be substantially in accordance with the documents, materials and

exhibits comprising the Final Development Plan for the Subject Property attached
hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit B.
B.

Compliance with all representations submitted and made by the Owner to

the Plan Commission and to the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of
Deerfield.

C.

Execution and delivery of a Development Agreement and an Impact Fee
Agreement, each substantially in the form of the drafts of such documents listed on
Exhibit B, and compliance with the terms and conditions thereof.

SECTION 9: That this Ordinance, and each of its terms, shall be the effective legislative

act of a home rule municipality without regard to whether such Ordinance should: ( a) contain
terms contrary to the provisions of current or subsequent non- preemptive state law; or. ( b) legislate

in a manner or regarding a matter not delegated to municipalities by state law. It is the intent of
the corporate authorities of the Village of Deerfield that to the extent that the terms of this

Ordinance should be inconsistent with any non -preemptive state law, this Ordinance shall
supersede state law in that regard within its jurisdiction.
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SECTION 10: That this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its

passage, approval and publication in pamphlet form as provided by law.
PASSED this

15th

AYES: Farkas,
NAYS:

day of__

Jester, Shapiro,

June '

Seiden,

2015.

Struthers

None

ABSENT: Nadler
ABSTAIN: None
APPROVED this

15th

day of

June .

2015

x

Village Pres dent
ATTEST:

illage Clerk

IM

C__

l

Exhibit B

Documents Comprising the Final Development Plan
for the Taylor Junction Townhomes Development
824 -836 Chestnut Street

I.

Final Site Plan for Taylor Junction by BSB Design, revised 06 -09 -2015.

2.

Site Plan for Taylor Junction by BSB Design, dated 06- 09 - 15.

3.

Landscape Plan Sheet L. 1 for Taylor Junction by Tree & Timber, Inc., dated 4- 13 - 15.

4.

Existing Tree Locations, Sheet D -1 for Taylor Junction by Tree & Timber, Inc.

5.

Civil Engineering drawings by Pierson, Brown & Associates, Inc. for Ta) for Junction
consisting of nine ( 9) sheets with an original issuance date of 04/ 07/ 15, , lob No. 1519.

6.

Character Elevations for' I' aylor Junction by 13SB Design, dated 03 -03 -2015 consisting of
five ( 5)

sheets with Elevation - 1,

Elevation -2, Elevation -3,

Elevation -4.

Elevation -5,

Elevation -7, Elevation -8 and C -Alt Rear Elevation.
7.

8.

Building Assembly Plans by BS13 Design, dated 03 -03 -2015 for Taylor Junction depicting
main Floor assembly, upper floor assembly, roof plan and Building Assembly Plans by
BSB Design, dated 06 -09 -15 for Taylor Junction depicting lower floor assembly.
Floor Plans for Taylor Junction Residence A -1, A -2, and C by 13SB Design, dated
03 -03 -2015 and consisting of five ( 5) sheets.

9.

Fence Details Sheet for Taylor Junction by BSB Design, dated 04 -07 -2015.

10.

Taylor Junction Monument Sign Plan by Signarama, dated 12/ 2/ 14.

11.

Tear Sheet for Kichler Portman Square Collection Outdoor Wall Sconce, 49158SS.

12.

Development Agreement liar the Taylor Junction Townhomes.

13.

Impact Fee Agreement for the "Taylor Junction Townhomes.

14.

Declaration of Party Wall Rights, Covenants, Conditions, Restrictions and Easements for
the Taylor Junction Townhome Association, in its final form.

