MEMORANDUM
TO:

Plan Commission

FROM: Jeff Ryckaert, Principal Planner and Dan Nakahara, Planner
DATE: October 2, 2020
RE:
Request for a Finding of Substantial Conformance for the Final
Development Plan for the Zion Woods Residential Development at 10 Deerfield
Road (Zion Lutheran Church, Brinshore Development, & Housing Opportunity
Development Corporation)
On August 20, 2018, the Village Board of Trustees accepted a report and
recommendation adopted by the Plan Commission of the Village of Deerfield on
the request of the petitioners for a Preliminary Development Plan for a
Residential Planned Unit Development (PUD) with Necessary Exceptions; a
Rezoning of 10 Deerfield Road from R-1 Single Family Residential District to R-5
General Residence District; and an Amendment to the Village’s Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use Map to designate the subject property’s land use as MultiFamily Residential, to be changed from its current Institutional use designation to
allow the Redevelopment of 10 Deerfield Road to permit a workforce housing
development on the subject property for Zion Lutheran Church, Brinshore
Development LLC, and Housing Opportunity Development Corporation. The
Village Board then provided preliminary approval of the preliminary development
plan for the proposed PUD, which preliminary plan is Item 18-86 and can be
accessed at the following link:
http://www.deerfield.il.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_08202018-468
Pursuant to Section 12.09-F.1 of the Deerfield Zoning Ordinance, a final
development plan for a proposed planned unit development must be submitted
to the Plan Commission by the applicant not later than one year after approval of
the Preliminary Development Plan, provided, however, that additional time may
be authorized by resolution of the Village Board. The petitioner’s deadline to
submit a Final Development Plan for this proposed Zion Wood development was
August 20, 2019. On July 15, 2019, the Village Board reviewed the petitioner’s
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request for an 18-month extension to submit a Final Development Plan to the
Plan Commission through and including February 20, 2021. The extension
afforded ownership additional time to secure financing for the development. At
the July 15, 2019 Village Board meeting, the Village Board approved Resolution R19-16, which approved the request for the 18 month extension to submit a Final
Development Plan.
Request for Approval of a Final Development Plan
The petitioners are seeking approval of a Final Development Plan for the Zion
Woods residential development. They are seeking a determination that their
Final Development Plan is in substantial conformance with the previously
approved Preliminary Development Plan. The Board of Trustees approved the
Preliminary Development Plan on August 20, 2018.
The building height, square footage of the buildings, building elevations, interior
driveway, and vehicular access points have not changed from the Preliminary
Development Plan to the Final Development Plan. The revisions from the
Preliminary Development Plan to the Final Development Plan are listed below:
1. The distance between the residential building and the east property line
decreased from 85 feet to 70 feet, 6 inches. This change was the result of
the original survey that showed a slightly different east property line of the
property. The east property line actually began further west. The distance
between the residential building and the north property line decreased
from 499 feet to 473 feet, 6 inches and the distance between the south
property line and the residential building increased from 364 feet to 397
feet because the residential buildings were relocated 26 feet to the north
and rotated the north building by approximately 1.5 degrees. The
relocation of the building was due to the new requirement for increased
volume of the south detention basin, the south building’s proximity to the
east retaining wall, and to reduce the overall amount of wetland impact.
The distance between the residential building and the west property line
decreased by 5 feet from 146 feet, 6 inches to 141 feet, 6 inches. The
2

2.

3.

4.

5.

perimeter setbacks meet the requirements for this Planned Unit
Development. Refer to sheet AS1.0
As mentioned in #1, the original survey showed a slightly different line for
the east line of the property. That line actually began further west at the
north end of our property but was located further east on the south end of
the property. The result is a reduction in the net site area for 14,450 square
feet from the original 385,309 square feet to the current 370,859 square
feet. Refer to sheet AS1.0
Between 2018 and 2020, the wetland areas that were delineated on-site
grew from a total of 0.21 acres to a total area of 0.90 acres. The on-site
wetland areas are isolated wetlands of Lake County and are therefore
regulated by the Lake County Watershed Development Ordinance.
Per the ordinance, any impacts to the existing wetlands will need to be
mitigated by purchasing credits in an approved wetland mitigation bank or
through the Lake County Wetland Restoration Fund. Under the previous
design for the site, the majority of the existing wetland areas were
proposed to be impacted and required mitigation. To reduce wetland
impacts and minimize the costs associated with mitigation, the orientation
of the north building was adjusted, and the grading north of the buildings
and the shape of the compensatory storage basin was revised. Refer to
sheet C4.1.
Parking count increased from 112 to 116 spaces. The increase in parking is a
result of the recent changes to the Illinois Accessibility Code, where
accessible stalls are now allowed to share an access aisle. Three spaces
were added as a result of this code revision. The fourth space was added as
a result of removing one additional access aisle that was in excess of the
number required by code. The drive aisle and turnaround have not
changed. Refer to sheet C3.0.
The proposed detention and compensatory storage basins now discharge
directly to the Chicago River. Under the previous design, they were tied into
the Deerfield Road storm sewer system. With being directly connected to
the river, the detention basin will not be subject to the backwater from the
Deerfield Road storm sewer system. Connecting directly to the river
reduces the load on the Deerfield Road sewer, as this sewer was likely not
designed to accept storm water discharge from this property. Under the
3

previous design, the basins were tied into the Deerfield road storm sewer
system. Refer to sheet C5.0.
6. Due to the recent change in the design rainfall depths for northeast Illinois
that were adopted by the Lake County Storm water Management
Commission, the size of the detention basin increased by approximately
7,000 square feet. The depth of the detention basin was increased by 5
inches to 4 feet, 8 inches from the Preliminary Development Plan for an
emergent wetland type planting zone. Refer to sheet C4.0.
7. The compensatory storage has a berm in the middle that separates the
basin into two different zones in accordance with the Lake County
Stormwater Ordinance. The southern portion of the basin provides
compensatory storage for the 0-10 year floodplain, and the northern
portion of the basin provides compensatory storage for the 10-100 year
floodplain. The compensatory storage is considered one basin. Refer to
sheet C4.1.
8. The depth of the compensatory storage basin was increased by 3 feet to 7
feet (total depth) because of the addition of the berm that separates the
two flood zones. This additional berm took away some of the flood storage
capacity, so the basin was made deeper in lieu of increasing the size of its
footprint. The overall limits of the basin have not changed but the shape
and the location of the basin was adjusted to minimize impacts to the
existing wetland areas. The basin has shifted approximately 8 feet closer to
the north property line and 12 feet closer to the west property line. Refer
to sheet C4.1.
9. The overlook and boardwalk were removed from plans due to the revised
footprint of the south detention basin. The revised footprint would have
pushed the boardwalk further east towards the river, requiring additional
vegetation removal along the riverbank and diminishing the remaining as a
buffer along the southeastern edge of the property. As the boardwalk and
overlook were originally envisioned in tandem as an amenity for the
property, they were both removed. Refer to sheet C3.0.
10.Relocated the playground to be adjacent to the community gardens. The
community garden and playlot areas are provided as a part of the
residential usage on site. To discourage church users from using this
community garden and play lot areas, the sidewalk along the west curb line
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of the drive aisle, north of the north parking area was removed. Refer to
sheet AS1.0.
11.Adjusted northernmost crosswalk northward to align with community
gardens/playground. Refer to sheet AS1.0.
12.The north and south trash enclosures were relocated northward along with
the main buildings to be near the resident entries. The south enclosure was
moved north by 10 feet, and the north enclosure was moved north by 37
feet. Refer to sheet AS1.0
13.Updated tree removal plan sheet indicated eight (8) additional trees to be
removed due to proposed regrading for a total of 45 trees to be removed
with total caliper inches to replace at 329 caliper inches. Thirteen (13)
trees will be added for replacement and mitigation to meet Village
requirements for a total of 94 Trees to be replaced @ 315 caliper inches.
Refer to sheet LT1.0. An updated tree survey of the site listing current
conditions will be provided at the October 8, 2020 Plan Commission
meeting.
14.Updated landscape plan to reflect the changes to the tree mitigation plan,
changes to the 116 parking spaces in lieu of 112; revised the footprint of
the basins, and changes to the tree locations due to wetland preservation.
Refer to sheet L1.0.
15.Reduced the footprint of the two air conditioning unit enclosures to
mitigate wetland impact. Refer to sheet AS1.0 and C4.1.
16.Pole-mounted light fixtures along the drive aisle did not change; buildingmounted light fixtures shifted north along the two buildings. The light level
at the property lines remains 0.0. Refer to sheet E1.0.
Storm Water Management
The Village of Deerfield Engineering Department has reviewed the Final
Engineering for the site and has engaged in a third party consultant to review the
storm water portion of the engineering plans. Attached Village Engineering and
third party consultant comments have been sent to the petitioner’s engineering
team.
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Development Agreement and Affordable Housing Covenant
As a condition of the approval of the PUD, the Village Board will require the
applicant to enter into a development agreement with the Village. The
development agreement will govern the development of the property and will
include a development schedule, requirements for the applicant to construct the
contemplated public and private improvements, site infrastructure inspections
during the course of construction, and performance guarantees. All
improvements on the subject property are proposed to be privately owned and
maintained. Village legal counsel is working on a draft of the development
agreement. The development agreement is in the purview of the Board of
Trustees.
In addition, the applicant has volunteered to record an affordable housing
covenant against the property requiring the applicant make the housing units
affordable. Village legal counsel and the applicant are working on the covenant,
which covenant will be reviewed and addressed by the Village Board.
Viewing of Proposed Building Materials and Color Palette
Due to the nature of the videoconference public meeting, the material board and
color palette for the proposed development will be on display in the Village Hall
lobby for the Commissioners to view from Monday, October 5 through Thursday,
October 8 from 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM. NOTE – Village Hall is closed from 12:00 PM
to 1:00PM on weekdays and viewing will not be available during that hour.
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ENGINEERING COMMENTS

Plan Review Comments
Public Works & Engineering Department

September 15, 2020
Steven Kranenborg, PE
Project Manager
V3 Companies
7325 Janes Avenue
Woodridge, IL 60517
Subject: Zion Woods
10 Deerfield Road
Deerfield, Illinois 60015
Dear Mr. Kranenborg,
The Village of Deerfield has received the engineering drawings dated 7/30/2020 for the subject improvement.
Below are the comments:

Sheet C0.0
1. The benchmark location listed on the cover sheet at Millstone Rd & Cody Ln does not exist.
Plans must utilize Village benchmark system found on Village website
(http://www.deerfield.il.us/179/Benchmark-Information).
Sheet C1.0
2. Earthwork note 8 – Please confirm if borrow pits are anticipated.
3. Sanitary Sewer Note 2 – Lids shall be imprinted with sanitary sewer.
4. Watermain note 1 – DIP must be used.
5. Watermain note 3 – Vaults required at all valves 6” or larger.
6. Prior to final paving, the contractor shall televise the storm and sanitary sewers to ensure pipe
integrity. Any issues found shall be corrected prior to final paving.
7. Paving note 6 – Proof roll shall be witnessed by the geotechnical engineering and Village
representative.
8. At the completion of the project, the owner shall be responsible for submitting an As-Built survey
documenting the hardscapes, elevations, basin volumes, utilities, and all other aspects within the
approved engineering plans. This document will be required prior to the Village’s final
engineering approval.
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Sheet C2.1
9. A tree inventory is required. This will need to document size, species, condition, and if a tree will
be removed or preserved. Our assumption is that a landscaping plan has been/will be submitted. If
so, please pass this along when ready as this may have the requested information.
10. Please show the water service for the structure that is to be removed. If known, please also show
the sanitary service.
11. The contractor will need to provide pre and post construction televising of the 24” sanitary sewer
that will be worked around and is to be protected during the construction. If any damage results
from construction, the contractor will be required to repair the sewer at their own expense.
12. It appears that the 24” sanitary sewer located along the east property line is located outside of the
existing documented easement. If this is accurate, a public utility easement that encompasses this
sewer will need to be granted to the Village and recorded by the property owner prior to final
acceptance.
13. Note 19 – Once layout has been confirmed, the contractor shall consult with the engineer to
determine if discharge is to remain, be removed, or be relocated.
Sheet C3.0
14. Show on all subsequent plan sheets the 24” sanitary sewer and manholes. Please also show the
minimum distance from this sewer to the proposed buildings.
15. Within the pavement breakdown table, undercutting is not shown. Unless soil borings were taken,
the Village recommends assuming a quantity for undercutting the pavement.
Sheet 4.0
16. The overland flow route is shown near the south east corner of the pond but it appears that it
could overflow in a number of spots along the east side. Will additional grading be needed to
ensure the southeast corner is the overflow path?
17. The wall that is proposed along the east side of the south building is shown to be a max height of
2.9’. Any wall height of 30” or more requires safety handrails.
Sheet 4.1
18. Please show typical sections for the compensatory storage basins similar to the detention pond
typical section on the previous sheet.
Sheet 4.2
19. Please add a note that additional silt fence locations may be required as directed by the engineer
or the DECI depending on field conditions, stock piles, etc.
Sheet C4.3
20. Remove details utilizing straw bales as these are no longer permitted. Use SMC details for
drainage structure protection.
Sheet 5.0
21. A recent development project within the Village was required by the IDPH to loop fire hydrant
leads greater than 5’. Therefore, this project should work to attain leads of less than 5’.
22. A new sanitary manhole is proposed to be installed (SMH 1) for the north building’s sanitary
service connection. The Village would prefer to utilize the existing manholes for this connection.
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23. If a sanitary manhole is installed, it should have bolt down lids similar to the other nearby
sanitary manholes and sufficiently built to withstand internal pressures. Further, the contractor
shall be aware that bypass pumping and proper testing of the manhole will be required.
Coordination with the Village for this work will also be required.
24. The 24” sanitary main that the buildings are proposed to be tied into, operates under pressure
during times of heavy flow. Therefore, these services shall ensure adequate backflow prevention,
if not already considered.
25. What size of truck was utilized in determining the size of the cul-de-sac? Will sufficient
emergency vehicles be able to turn around? This will be subject to Fire Marshall review.
26. The Village installed an additional fire hydrant along this property in 2016 in the event this
project is built. However, this FH lead appears to only be 6”. Would a 6” main for this
development be sufficient or is 8” required for use/fire flows?
27. Without a valve separating the two water main connections off of Deerfield Road, this main
cannot be isolated should a break occur on the main along Deerfield Road. Installation of this
middle valve will ensure that regardless of the location of a potential water main break, this site
will maintain water pressure.
28. It is not ideal that the water main is proposed to be connected twice to the same main. Adequate
evaluation and consideration of a true water main loop out to a second main shall be performed.
29. Confirm all required storm sewers that do not meet proper water main separation requirements
are proposed to be built with water main quality pipe.
Sheet 6.0
30. Fire Hydrant Detail – FHs shall be painted RED regardless of ownership. (This is an outdated
detail, we’re in the middle of updating our details)
31. Sidewalk Detail – 6” minimum thickness through driveways.
32. Lane closures on Deerfield Rd are permitted between the hours of 9am – 3pm, Monday through
Friday only. Prior notification to the Deerfield engineering department is required at least 72
hours in advance of any planned closure.
General
33. A sequence of construction activities table is required.
34. Per Village code, a site security fencing is required for the project’s perimeter. See code section
6-71 for requirements.
35. No stockpiles are allowed within the FEMA floodplain limits.

Design Review Comments
To:

Tyler Dickinson, P.E., Assistant Village Engineer, Village of Deerfield, IL

From:

Rajat Das, PE

CC:

Tony Wolff, P.E., CFM

Date:

5/15/2020

Reference:

Review Comments for Zion Woods Multi-Family Housing, Village of Deerfield, Illinois.

Ciorba Group received the following documents prepared by V3 Companies for the above referenced
development from the Village of Deerfield, IL, in April 2020:
 Stormwater Management Report (SMR) dated April 20, 2020;
 Final Engineering Plans (FEP) without signature/s and PE seal/s
Review of the report and plansheets for the subject improvement was performed for general
engineering design considerations and determination of compliance with the Lake County Watershed
Development Ordinance. Below are the comments:
SMR Comment # 1.
In the Final Stormwater Management Report it mentions “The runoff from the adjacent
residential properties to the west currently discharge into the property and drain through the
site via overland flow to the North Branch Chicago River” (noted under Existing Drainage
Characteristics).
a) Under proposed conditions will the runoff from the adjacent properties get routed
through the detention pond?
b) If not then what is the flow route for run off from these properties?
c) The hydrologic computations do not appear to include these offsite areas that may be
routed through the pond. Please clarify.
If under proposed conditions the sheet flow routes from adjacent property are altered, suggest
adding that information in the narrative for “Proposed Stormwater Management System”

SMR Comment # 2.
Computation worksheets included in Stormwater Management Report missing “Checked
By” and “Date” information. All computations should have been checked by supervising
engineer.
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SMR Comment # 3.
In Time of Conc. worksheet verify accuracy using 4.34 inches as 2 Year – 24 hour rainfall.
SMR Comment # 4.
In storm sewer Hydraflow output there are 4 pipes with velocities less than 2 ft/sec which may
result in deposition of silt inside the pipes. Suggest evaluating making pipes steeper to
increase velocity and maintain self-cleaning within the pipe network.
SMR Comment # 5.
Suggest adding contour labels in all exhibits that show proposed contours otherwise it is not
possible to evaluate data input in stage storage computations.
SMR Comment # 6.
Suggest adding an exhibit with the locations of the inlets and conveyance pipes with adequate
callouts/labels for network elements (like Sheet C5.0 in the plans). There is no exhibit to
correlate/evaluate the Hydraflow network input/output.
SMR Comment # 7.
Provide pipe size and invert elevations at all exhibits that shows the proposed grading of
the detention pond and compensatory storage areas. The manholes and FES are shown in
some but no pipe connections.
SMR Comment # 8.
Within Floodplain Narrative under Modified Existing it is mentioned that n-value for pavement areas
were assigned a value of 0.025; suggest re-evaluating that value as in HEC RAS for pavements it appears
to be too high. Per HEC RAS manual 0.025 is the minimum n-value for Pastures with short grass.
SMR Comment # 9.
Project developments will alter the FEMA floodplain boundaries at the project location and could
require Map Revision. There is no mention of that in the report. Please clarify.
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SMR Comment # 10.
Under proposed conditions modeling it appears the flow area for cross-section 330.45 increases
substantially compared to existing conditions. It is assumed that it is due to the detention pond.
However, the entire detention pond might not be effective flow area as during storm events it might
be already full due to localized flood routing. Please clarify.

FEP Comment # 1.
Plansheet C2.0: it appears at the far Northwest corner of the project site the existing 100-year
floodplain boundary line is outside the 500-year floodplain boundary.
FEP Comment # 2.
Plansheet C2.1: Note 19: Are there any existing storm sewers or is it sanitary sewer that is
being referenced here? The SMR does not mention any existing storm sewer system.
FEP Comment # 3.

Plansheet C4.0:

a) Rim and invert elevations of manholes shown at outlet of detention pond are missing.
b) Show clear breakline for continuation to Sheet C4.1.
FEP Comment # 4.

Plansheet C4.1:

a) Rim and invert elevations of manholes shown in the compensatory storage areas are
missing as are the invert elevations of the FES.
b) Show clear breakline for continuation to Sheet C4.0. In both sheets there are overlapping
information.
If rim and invert elevations are not intended to be shown in these sheets then please delete the
inverts shown for FES and place a note to refer structure information to sheet C5.0.
FEP Comment # 5.

Plansheet C4.2:

a) Filter Baskets are generally used in paved areas. Inlet Protection, Special, should be
used in the pervious areas.
b) There is an inlet filter around no identified inlet on the east side of the cul-de-sac.
c) Within the compensatory storage areas the inlets and outlets are not protected.
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d) Silt fence should be installed around the northwest corner of the existing parking lot to
prevent the silt flow into it from the surrounding grading areas.
FEP Comment # 6.

Plansheet C5.0:

a) Specify water main quality storm sewer pipe or encasing water main at locations of
crossing of water main with proposed storm sewer pipe.
b) Where proposed water main crosses under existing sewer, water main shall installed
inside a casing (Crossings 1, 3, 5, 7, 8).
c) Where proposed water main crosses under proposed sanitary sewer, sewers shall be
constructed of water main quality pipe (Crossings 11-19).
d) Provide rim / invert and rim / top of pipe callouts for all existing sewer and water
structures.
e) Pressure connections VV1 and VV3 are shown in the Deerfield Road pavement. A second
existing water main is shown further north, closer to the curb. Confirm the Village's
preference on which main the pressure connections should be made. Provide IDOT
traffic control details to be used during the pressure connection work in Deerfield
Road.
f) Provide a 10' x 10' sawcut and restoration patch centered on the pressure connection
vaults.
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Floodway Construction Permit
Review Comments
To:

Tyler Dickinson, P.E., Assistant Village Engineer, Village of Deerfield, IL

From:

Rajat Das, PE

CC:

Tony Wolff, P.E., CFM

Date:

8/31/2020

Reference:

Floodway Permit Review Comments for Zion Woods Multi-Family Housing, Village of
Deerfield, Illinois.

Ciorba Group received the following documents prepared by V3 Companies for the above referenced
development from the Village of Deerfield, IL, in August 2020:
 Floodway Construction Permit Application (FCPA).
 HEC RAS Model for the project area.
Below are the comments:
FCPA Comment # 1.
Cover Page Zion Woods in place of Wood.
FCPA Comment # 2.
Please include FEMA FIS Map at the project location in the Appendix.
FCPA Comment # 3.
Compensatory storage exhibits and computation should be a part of this package even though it
had been included in the Stormwater Report. Modify language in Narrative to reflect that the
compensatory storage exhibits and computations are included in appendix.
FCPA Comment # 4.
In Item 10 of the form please add location where clean rip-rap will be placed.
FCPA Comment # 5.
In Item 11 of the form please add how temporary impacts will be mitigated like erosion
controls and if there are any wetland impacts.
FCPA Comment # 6.
In Narrative please add a table comparing the Floodway WSELs between the modeled
conditions.
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Floodway Construction Permit
Review Comments
FCPA Comment # 7.
In Narrative please include discussion about construction methods of the outfalls in the
floodway and any temporary or permanent impacts they may have (no fills?).
FCPA Comment # 8.
Table A2.2 in Appendix verify Manning’s N Values listed. There are a two 0.000 (overbank)
and two 0.015 (channel) entries which are all exceptionally low.
Also, header of the Table should say Table 2.2 and not 2.1.

HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 1.
What is the justification of executing more than a 10-mile-long channel reach for each of the
conditions for just this short affected reach length at the project location?
HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 2.
Why are there multiple cross-sections with Mannings “n” value of 100 on the overbanks? That
value is beyond the applicable range of Mannings “n” value and not acceptable.
HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 3.
Is 0.065 or 0.08 as channel roughness co-efficient applicable? These numbers are meant for
extremely weedy or sluggish channels. This reach doesn’t appear to be a sluggish channel
specifically at the project location where the channel appears to be fairly clean.
HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 4.
Culvert 329.785: the top of culvert is higher than the roadway elevation.
HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 5.
Verify internal cross-section at Culvert 334.685. No roadway? The channel and the culvert
opening are not aligned at both upstream and downstream faces.
HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 6.
Contraction and expansion coefficient values should be 0.3 and 0.5 at a minimum at upstream
and downstream bounding cross-sections where flows are restricted using ineffective flow
areas, like at Cross-sections 330.43 and 330.40.
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Floodway Construction Permit
Review Comments
HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 7.
Why are contraction and expansion coefficient values 0.3 and 0.5 at cross-sections where
there are no flow restrictions?
HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 8.
Is this what the structure actually looks like at Sta 330.415;
with this severe variation in low chord?

HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 9.
At multiple cross-sections encroachment stations are missing for FW runs.

HEC RAS MODEL Comment # 10.
Please update Narrative based on resolutions to the comments listed above as water surface elevations may
change depending on the resolutions.
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Daniel Nakahara
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tyler Dickinson
Friday, September 25, 2020 1:22 PM
Daniel Nakahara; Robert Phillips
Jeffery Ryckaert
RE: Zion Wood Engineering Plans

Hey Dan, we’ve asked the designer to include some percentages along these swale lines. Some appear to be even flatter
than 1%. We will hold them to appropriate grading. If the neighbor has any questions, feel free to pass them along to us.
As for our reviewer, it’s Ciorba Group. They are handling all of the technical stormwater aspects (modeling, permitting,
detention/compensatory storage, etc.) of the project. The Village is reviewing the site work.
FYI, we should be getting plans back from our comments here in the next few weeks. If all comments have been
appropriately addressed and permits secured, we’ll be ready for approvals.
Thanks,
From: Daniel Nakahara <dnakahara@deerfield.il.us>
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 3:20 PM
To: Robert Phillips <rphillips@deerfield.il.us>; Tyler Dickinson <tdickinson@deerfield.il.us>
Cc: Jeffery Ryckaert <jryckaert@deerfield.il.us>
Subject: Zion Wood Engineering Plans
Bob and Tyler,
Jeff took a call from a neighbor and this person has the below comment regarding the engineering of a proposed swale
by the berm on the west property line:
A neighbor is inquiring about the swale on the property line by the berm with a 1 to 1.5% slope, are you comfortable
with that slope or does it need to go to 2% to get positive drainage? There is also concern about the non-mow grass in
this area, making the area hard to maintain and grade was the concern.
I have attached the Engineering Plans and Landscape Plans that they sent to us, if you need them. Also can you tell me
again, who is doing the third party review of the engineering plans?
Thanks,
Dan

Daniel Nakahara
Planner
Extension 7480
~~~~~
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PUBLIC COMMENT

From: billowen43@aol.com <billowen43@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 26, 2020 7:47 PM
To: Mayor Harriet Rosenthal <hrosenthal@deerfield.il.us>; Trustee Bob Benton
<rbenton@deerfield.il.us>; Trustee Thomas Jester <tjester@deerfield.il.us>; Trustee Mary
Oppenheim <moppenheim@deerfield.il.us>; Trustee William Seiden <wseiden@deerfield.il.us>;
Trustee Dan Shapiro <dshapiro@deerfield.il.us>; Trustee Barbara Struthers
<bstruthers@deerfield.il.us>; Daniel Nakahara <dnakahara@deerfield.il.us>
Subject: Zion Woods
To: The Board of Trustees and Plan Commission
It has been 5 years and 2 months since the Board first considered the Zion Woods project at its
meeting of December 15, 2014. I understand that financing for the development may now have
been approved, and that the matter may soon be before the Plan Commission again.
As I recall, at the 2014 meeting, Trustee Nadler commented on how the neighbors' concerns
might be addressed, stating that "we can buffer and buffer and buffer." (Deerfield Review,
12/18/2014)
At the same meeting, as I recall, Mayor Rosenthal noted that a berm was a possibility.
So, where does this stand today as it relates to my property at 885 Heather Road -- immediately
adjoining the proposed development?
1. As I read the proposed plan for the development, there is NO berm, fence or other buffer of
any kind along the South half of my property -- which, you may recall, was the proposed location
(unbuffered) for all the development's garbage dumpsters in its original proposal (later
changed).
2. While the Zion Woods proposal states that "a landscaped berm (ranging 4 to 6 feet in height)
will be provided and that "the petitioners would be required to provide permanent screening at
least 5 feet high adjacent to the parking areas consisting of a planted earth berm, or densely
planted evergreens, shrubs, trees or a combination of both," I see none of these in the Zion
diagrams with respect to the South half of my property.
3. In addition, as I recall, in oral presentation to the Village, the petitioner referred to a berm of
"about 3-1/2 half feet," not the 4 to 6 feet stated in the proposal.
4. Further, as the design of the development has progressed, the main buildings have been
moved South to the area clearly visible from my property.
I would sincerely appreciate the Village requiring that, before construction of the development
begins, the Eastern border of my property be buffered by (1) a 7-foot high cedar dog eared
fence, and (2) a berm of reasonable height and appropriately landscaped.
In that connection, I recall the Board's discussion in the past requiring a significantly higher
berm at a parking garage adjoining an office building on Lake Cook Road, and requiring that
that the work be done prior to other work.
I would appreciate your putting yourself in my position and asking yourself what YOU would
consider reasonable -- especially since the site was never zoned for such a development. I do

not consider these requests unreasonable, and as a 44-year resident of Deerfield would hope
that you would consider these requests favorably. I request that Dan Nakahara provide copies
of this email to members of the Plan Commission.
Thank you.
William M. Owen
885 Heather Road
Deerfield, IL 80015
billowen43@aol.com

Daniel Nakahara
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Evan Nadler <enadler@crownlp.com>
Monday, August 24, 2020 9:28 AM
Daniel Nakahara
965 Heather Rd

Good Morning Dan,
I’m following up on the voice mail I left this weekend.
I am the owner of 965 Heather Rd and received an email forward from one of my neighbors regarding the August 27th
plan commission meeting for the Zion Woods Final Development plan.
When I purchased the home, I was told that the developer had already agreed to either fence off or put up landscape to
separate our property lines for the new development. After reviewing the plans, my house is wide open and has direct
access to the fire pit and the folks that will be using it. As a father of 3 kids under the age of 4, im sure you can
understand my concern for not having any barriers between the property.
Please give me a call to discuss so I can understand how this is acceptable to the village and more importantly how I can
take part in the upcoming meeting to voice my displeasure.
Also, does the village not require land owners to maintain their properties anymore? The reason I ask is in years past the
church has always cut the grass and maintained the land. This year nothing has been done and it looks awful behind my
house. Please advise on why this is acceptable?
Look forward to speaking with you.
Evan Nadler
Crown Partners LP
Phone: (561) 279-5646
Email: enadler@crownlp.com

1

