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¥§ concerns are whether through the grading of the property that the storm water issueg’and
watexdraining onto his property will be able to be addressed. He questions if one catgt basin or
inlet isying to be enough to suffice and keep the drainage system up to par.

Commission®d Stolman asked the petitioners how many catch basins or inletg/they plan to
install and if this\yill suffice and correct the issue. Mr. Doland replied that jfere will be five storm
sewer receptacles™\qn the two new lots. There will be one at all four corpérs and one on the mid-
line between the twoRgw lots. These will provide for ample collectiopAor the runoff and will
suffice. This has also béwp reviewed by the Village Engineer.

Mr. Klytta stated that one impdgant consideration when devefoping property is ensuring that
surrounding properties are not aNgcted adversely and in f&€t, they seek to enhance them. He
commented that he wants the neighRors to know that ifAhere are ever any questions or issues
that he is available for them to contactNde plans for #is project to leave a positive mark on the
neighborhood and on the Village and as ayesult & be known in the Village as someone who did
this responsibly and completely and in consMgration of enhancing the community. Mr. Klytta
concluded their presentation and thanked th€ Sgmmission.

Chairman Berg stated that the Plan Cgfmmission has\goncluded public testimony and will
deliberate their recommendation onAhis matter. He statsd that this portion of the meeting is
open to the public, but no new tegtimony will be taken unless requested by the Commission. He
stated that the Plan Commissj#h is a recommending body, awitten recommendation will be
forwarded to the Village Bgafd of Trustees who will take final achQn on this matter. The
commissioners did not have any issues with the resubdivision andWere in favor of the project.

Commissioner Brgiberg moved, seconded by Commissioner Goldstone\to approve the
request for a regdbdivision of the property at 755 Kipling Place. The motion\assed with the
following votes

Ayes: Pfomberg, Goldstone, Stolman, Berg (4)
Nays? None (0)

Wyckaert reported that this matter will go before the Board of Trustees on April 5, 2021.
WORKSHOP MEETING

1) Continued Workshop Meeting to Discuss an Affordable Housing Inclusionary
Zoning Ordinance

Commissioner Keefe returned to the meeting.

Mr. Lichterman reported that this discussion is continued from the February 11, 2021 Workshop
Meeting. As a result of the last meeting, there are three key elements that staff wanted to bring
back to the Commission and review potential ordinance language. The three items are: design
standards; incentives; and excluded developments.

Mr. Lichterman reported that staff reviewed ordinances from neighboring communities and
created language that they thought best captured the Plan Commission’s intent based on the
past three workshops on the topic of affordable housing and creating an inclusionary zoning
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ordinance. They also reviewed language that they did not include and is not recommended by
staff.

Mr. Lichterman stated that regarding design standards and exterior appearance, the
Commission agreed that there should be no substantial differences between the affordable units
and market rate units. He reviewed the proposed language, which in summary states that the
exterior of affordable units shall be visually compatible with market rate units and that building
finishes materials must be substantially the same. The interior appearance and finishes of
affordable units may differ from market rate units, but the number of bedrooms shall be equal
and proportionate. For example, if there is a 60 unit multifamily development and half or 30 of
the units are one bedroom units and half are two bedroom units, this would trigger 10 percent or
six affordable units. Of these, three would be one bedroom units and three would be two
bedrooms units. The draft language also states that the differences between the affordable units
and the market rate units shall not include improvements related to energy efficiency, including
mechanical equipment and plumbing, insulation, windows, and heating and cooling systems.
Regarding size, affordable units must be generally representative of and correspond to the size
of the market rate units within the development. Mr. Lichterman added that what is not proposed
is a specific number, for example, stating that affordable units cannot be less than 75 percent of
the square feet of market rate units. Staff believes that stating that the affordable units must be
generally representative of the market rate units requires that they be similar, and this was the
intent.

Commissioner Bromberg commented that staff did a great job on the draft language. He
commented that in his neighborhood the homes are about 60 years old and when they were
built they were all generally the same. But over time a lot have had additions put on and so they
all look different now. He is wondering if in the ordinance it would be necessary to state that the
affordable units must be substantially the same at the time that they are constructed. Mr. Weiss
replied that one of the things they are trying to capture is what is required of the developer when
the development is first constructed. Requiring that a property be kept to a certain standard is
more difficult than requiring that affordable units shall be maintained in the same condition as
the market rate homes. If it is a free standing individually owned property, there cannot be a
requirement that it be kept up with additions and renovations as other homes might be. But for
managed properties, the requirement can state that they must be maintained at the same level
and quality as the market rate units. Commissioner Bromberg clarified that he would not want to
see a situation where an owner of an affordable unit would not be able put an addition on his
home and it would therefore not look as nice. Mr. Weiss confirmed that an owner would not be
prohibited from enhancing their home. Mr. Lichterman added that this may be inherent in the
draft ordinance language but that they can make it explicit to clarify.

Mr. Lichterman next reviewed the draft language for incentives. Incentives included are a
density bonus, increased parking ratio restrictions, expedited permit processing, and fee
reductions. The draft language states that a density bonus is provided by right and shall be
provided in a one to one ratio. The developer will be required to submit a narrative stating how
the proposed development would be compatible with the surrounding area with the increased
density. Developers would be allowed to add one additional market rate unit for each affordable
unit on site. Their narrative must address building size, massing, characteristics, and
landscaping. Mr. Lichterman noted that some other communities have different ratios, but staff
is recommending a one to one ratio. Staff believes that a one to one ratio made the most sense
and is the most straightforward. In the draft, language there is no cap as staff did not believe
this was necessary. They believe there are enough other controls in place including economic
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constraints,( for example the development would still need to be constructed and financed), and
ultimately the development would need to be deemed compatible so while a developer may be
entitled to a density bonuses there is still an approval process that would look at the project as a
whole to make sure it fits in with the surrounding properties and is compatible.

The next incentive reviewed was reduced off street parking minimums. The draft language
states that a petitioner can request, the Plan Commission can recommend, and the Board of
Trustees can approve a reduction of off street parking minimums for affordable units. Mr.
Lichterman noted that this is not very different from today’s process where a developer can
request and make the case for parking relief. For example, the case may be made for a transit-
oriented development near the train station or senior housing that has its own transportation
service. The developer would need to make the case that it is warranted for the affordable units.
Mr. Lichterman stated that staff recommends keeping the parking incentive as a discretionary
item that requires justification and approval.

The draft ordinance language for fee waivers states that developers shall be eligible for a partial
waiver of all application fees, building permit fees, plan review fees, inspection fees, demolition
permit fees, impact fees and other development fees and costs which may be imposed by the
Village. The reduction would be applicable to the fees for the affordable units in the
development up to a maximum of 15%. Mr. Lichterman stated that the developer needs to ask
for the fee waivers, and most would likely receive a 10% reduction as in most cases they will be
providing 10% affordable units. But if a developer wants to provide more than the minimum
affordable units they would be incentivized with a higher reduction in fees that is capped at 15%.
Staff recommends capping it at 15% so that a potential development of all affordable housing
could not receive 100% reduction. The waivers and discounts shall be calculated as percent of
the units that are affordable and be directly proportionate up to 15%. For example if there are
10% affordable units there will be a 10% reduction in fees.

Regarding expedited permit processing, there is no draft ordinance language yet, but Mr.
Lichterman stated that staff understands conceptually how this would work. The Village would
likely pay for outsourcing the plan review, which could cut down the timing of the first round of
plan review comments saving two to four weeks. The Village would pay and outsource this to a
firm that they already work with. The cost of this could be up to $10,000 for each case. Mr.
Lichterman explained that in today’s process, any developer can do this on their own and pay
for it. Regarding developer incentives for affordable housing units, the question is whether it is
worth the cost for the Village to pay for this on their behalf. He explained that staff questions the
value of this service and they did not find this incentive in any other ordinance that they
reviewed.

Chairman Berg asked for more information on the current plan review process. Mr. Lichterman
explained that the first round of comments back to the permittee can take up to four weeks. If
they pay up to $10,000 to the outside consultant, it can be complete in three days to a week.
Right now developers have the option to do this at their own cost. And in rare cases, the Village
will pay for this if the Building Department gets too busy and is not able to meet their established
service level. Chairman Berg asked staff what kind of value they think this will have to
developers and how often it is used now. Mr. Lichterman replied that timing can kill deals and it
can be dependent on a confluence of issues including weather and financing. On the other
hand, the Zion Woods development took years and many issues outside of plan reviews caused
this. However, some deals have a window to strike, and timing can be very important and in
these cases they sometimes see developers pay for the expedited plan review with the Village’s
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consultant. Timing can be important, and it is hard to quantify this with a dollar amount. It is hard
to say how valuable this potential incentive is and how much the Village wants to partake in the
cost.

Commissioner Bromberg suggested that the Village should not pay for 100% of this service but
could offer to split it with the developer as the incentive. Commissioner Goldstone commented
that reduced fees and the added expense for expedited review could impact the budget and be
like a double whammy. Commissioner Bromberg asked staff if this incentive were not included
in the affordable housing ordinance if it could still be requested by a developer and negotiated
for. Mr. Lichterman replied that yes it could be. He also stated that this is currently the process
and there have been cases where the Village has helped pay for the cost of expedited plan
review. Chairman Berg commented that he thinks this is how it should be handled, and it should
not be included in the ordinance. Commissioners Bromberg and Goldstone agreed. Mr.
Lichterman confirmed that it will not be included in the ordinance.

Mr. Nakahara added that staff added language the provided standards for approving eligible
incentives. The language provides the Village Board with guidelines when considering eligible
incentives such as whether the incentives will result in conditions detrimental to the public's
health, safety, or welfare; and, whether the granting of the incentives will be consistent with the
intent and purpose the Village’s Comprehensive Plan. The Commission agreed that this
language is appropriate.

Lastly, Mr. Lichterman reviewed the excluded developments to be listed in the ordinance. The
developments that would not require affordability would be nonresidential developments,
assisted living facilities, and nursing facilities. He noted that they are not excluding independent
living facilities, and these would trigger the affordable housing requirement. The Commission
agreed with these exclusions.

Mr. Ryckaert reported that the draft language staff developed is from reviewing the existing
ordinances in Northbrook, Highland Park and other surrounding communities. They used pieces
and parts of what they believed was best for Deerfield while keeping it simple and also working
to accomplish the Village’s goals. The way it is written gives the Village flexibility and the ability
to negotiate and review developments on a case-by-case basis. Chairman Berg asked Mr.
Weiss if he had any further comments or guidance. Mr. Weiss replied that he feels very
comfortable with the options presented to the Commission and that they can write a solid
ordinance based on this. Commissioner Stolman asked what the next steps would be and if the
Board of Trustees had a timeline in place. Mr. Lichterman replied that there is no definitive
deadline. The next step would be to have a Public Hearing and at this meeting to methodically
go through all provisions and to hear any public comment. At the end of the Public Hearing the
Commission will vote and staff will draft the recommendation to the Board of Trustees based on
this. Commissioner Bromberg commented that the Commission is ready for this and that staff
has done a great job. Commissioner Keefe agreed. Regarding eligibility, Commissioner Keefe
clarified that tenants could stay as long as their income qualifies. He asked how this would be
verified. Mr. Lichterman replied that yes, there will be some type of audit ability to verify income
and make sure that the people occupying the affordable units qualify.

Chairman Berg commended staff for their work on this and commented that he is very happy
with the outcome thus far. Mr. Lichterman stated that the Plan Commission has also done a
great job and put a lot of thought and effort into this, and staff has been able to develop a strong
product from it.
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Mr. Ryckaert reported that the Public Hearing on this matter will be either April 22, 2021 or May
13, 2021.
Decument Approval

1. Nebruary 25, 2021 Plan Commission Minutes

Commissione  Goldstone moved, seconded by Commissioner Keefe to approveie minutes.
The motion pasded with the following vote.

Ayes: Goldsidge, Keefe, Stolman, Berg (4)
Nays: None (0)
Abstain: Bromberg (

Items from the Staff

Mr. Ryckaert reported on upcoming Plaq Commission #0enda items. The next meeting will be
March 25, 2021.

Public Comment

Mr. Ryckaert reported that there was nggublic commwt received via email during the meeting.
Mr. Nakahara reported that there wag/Mo one requesting\Qublic comment on Zoom. Mr.
Lichterman reported that there wagZno one present at Villagg Hall for public comment.
Adjournment

There being no further discussion, Commissioner Bromberg moved, s&gonded by
Commissioner Goldgtone to adjourn the meeting at 8:29 P.M. The motiorN\Rassed the following

vote.

Ayes: Bropfberg, Goldstone, Keefe, Stolman, Berg (5)
Nays: Néne (0)

Regpectfully Submitted,
aura Boll
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