PLAN COMMISSION
Village of Deerfield
Agenda
February 25, 2021 7:30 PM
Public Hearing and Workshop Videoconference Meeting Via Zoom
Please click the link below to join the meeting via Zoom video:
https://deerfieldil.zoom.us/j/81377058253?pwd=aDlIZDF0MTJDaFN1V1ArSFpuMWdSQT09
Passcode: 8Ufd.Y+1
or follow the dial-in instructions below to join for audio only:
Dial: 1-312-626-6799 or 1-646-558-8656
Webinar ID: 813 7705 8253
Passcode: 85806697
Anyone wishing to share thoughts about any matter concerning the Village may do so by submitting an
email to plancommissioncomment@deerfield.il.us prior to the meeting. Emails received will be read
aloud during Public Comment. Any e-mails received during the meeting will be read during the second
public comment period before the end of the meeting. We ask that you keep your emailed response to
under 200 words to allow time for others to be heard and for the Plan Commission to progress through
the public meeting agenda. In addition to written Public Comment, oral comments will also be permitted.
Members of the public desiring to make an oral comment should click the “raise hand” button on Zoom or
dial “*9” if participating by phone to indicate you wish to speak.” The Plan Commission typically does not
immediately respond to public comments or engage in open dialogue, but we are actively listening to your
comments. Thank you for your understanding of these guidelines.
In accordance with the Open Meetings Act, at least one representative from the Village will be present at
Village Hall and the virtual meeting will be simulcast at Village Hall for members of the public who do not
wish to view the virtual meeting from another location. Pursuant to Executive Order 2020-59 issued by the
Governor, the number of attendees that may attend the meeting at Village Hall is limited. Accordingly, the
opportunity to view the virtual meeting at Village Hall is available on a “first come, first-served” basis.
Public Comment on a Non-Agenda Item
PUBLIC HEARING
1. Public Hearing for a Resubdivision of the Property at 755 Kipling Place (The Petitioner has asked that
this item be continued to the March 11, 2021 Plan Commission meeting)
WORKSHOP MEETING
1. Text Amendment to Clarify Short Term Rental Prohibition
Items from the Commission
Items from the Staff
Designation of Representative for the next Board of Trustees Meeting
Public Comment
Adjournment

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Plan Commission

FROM: Jeff Ryckaert, Principal Planner and Dan Nakahara, Planner
DATE: February 18, 2021
RE:

Continuation of Public Hearing for 755 Kipling Place Resubdivision

The petitioner missed the deadline (of at least 15 days prior to the public hearing)
to mail out the certified mailing for the February 25 public hearing to the
surrounding property owners within 250 feet of the subject property. Staff has
asked legal counsel about this matter. The public hearing for the proposed
resubdivision can be held at the next Plan Commission meeting on March 11,
2021. The property owners within 250 feet of the subject property will be
receiving the certified mailing with the new public hearing date of March 11. At
Thursday’s meeting, the Plan Commission will need to continue the public
hearing to a date certain (March 11) in order to avoid republishing the legal
notice in the paper.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Plan Commission

FROM: Andrew Lichterman, Director of Community
Development/Assistant Village Manager; Jeff Ryckaert, Principal Planner
and Dan Nakahara, Planner
DATE: February 18, 2021
RE:

Prefiling Conference Regarding Short Term Rentals (STR)

The purpose of a prefiling conference is to obtain input and feedback prior to a
public hearing.
At the February 1, 2021 Board of Trustees meeting, the Board discussed and
accepted staff’s proposed text amendment to the Zoning Ordinance regarding
short term rental (STR) and has referred the matter to the Plan Commission.
Attached is the staff report sent to the Board, along with the Board’s February 1,
2021 minutes.
The consensus of the Board was to continue the current prohibition of short-term
rentals. This current prohibition can be accomplished by a text amendment to
the Zoning Ordinance to clarify this policy objective. The proposed text
amendment adds a definition to Article 14 for a short-term rental. This definition
would allow 3 exemptions for short term rentals as outlined in the proposed new
definition below:
SHORT-TERM RENTAL: Part or all of a dwelling or dwelling unit that is rented for
transient occupancy by guests for a period shorter than 30 consecutive days. The
term “short-term rental” does not include either: (i) hotels or motels as defined in
this Section; (ii) dwelling units in multi-unit buildings owned or rented by a
business and used for transient occupancy by that business’s employees; or (iii)
the rental of a dwelling or dwelling unit pursuant to a rental agreement executed
in conjunction with a contract to sell the dwelling unit.

1

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

20-19
Agenda Item: __________________
Subject:

Report and Recommendation of Staff re: Short Term Rentals
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Approval
Action Requested: ____________________________________________________________________
Community Development
Originated By: _______________________________________________________________________
Mayor and Village Board of Trustees
Referred To: _________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Background and Reason for Request
Short-term rentals (rentals for less than 30 consecutive days) are prohibited in residential dwellings (i.e.
single-family homes, townhomes, condominiums, apartments) except for corporate rental housing in multitenant buildings. Staff recommends amending the Village’s Zoning Ordinance to further clarify this policy
for the public. The next step would require holding a Public Hearing at the Plan Commission to consider a
minor text-amendment to the Zoning Ordinance.
Alternatively, if the Village Board requires further deliberation on this matter, staff recommends the matter
be referred to the Plan Commission for additional research and evaluation. The Plan Commission (along with
the Village Board and staff) could then further identify policy objectives that short-term rental regulations
would achieve.
Staff receives one or two inquires on this matter each year. A cursory review reveals one short-term rental
property is actively on the market, which has been rented out on several occasions in recent months.

Reports and Documents Attached:
Staff Memo – Dated January 27, 2021

February 1, 2021
Date Referred to Board: ____________________

Action Taken: _________________________________________

Memorandum
DATE:
TO:
CC:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

January 27, 2021
Mayor and Village Board of Trustees
Kent Street, Village Manager
Andrew Lichterman, Assistant Village Manager / Director of Community Development
Short Term Rentals

Background
Staff has historically interpreted the Village’s Zoning Ordinance and Municipal Code to stipulate that
short-term rentals (rentals for less than thirty consecutive days) are prohibited in residential dwellings
(i.e. single family homes, townhomes, condominiums, apartments) except for corporate rental housing
in multi-tenant buildings. Short-term rentals are not a permitted or special use in any of the Village’s
zoning districts. Pursuant to Section 2.00-A of the Zoning Ordinance, uses that are not permitted or
special uses in a zoning district are prohibited.
Staff typically receives one or two inquires a year on this matter. A cursory review reveals one active
short-term rental in the Village, which has been rented on several occasions in recent months. Often,
the matter of short-term rental regulations is a balance of private property rights and preserving
neighborhood harmony.
Recommendation
Staff is seeking direction from the Village Board to reaffirm its interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance.
Further, if prohibition is indeed the intended policy objective, staff recommends amending the Village’s
Zoning Ordinance to clarify this position. Staff suggests including a definition in the Zoning Ordinance
such as the following:
SHORT-TERM RENTAL. Part or all of a dwelling or dwelling unit that is rented for transient occupancy by
guests for a period shorter than 30 consecutive days. The term “short-term rental” does not include
either (i) hotels or motels as defined in this Section; (ii) dwelling units in multi-unit buildings owned or
rented by a business and used for transient occupancy by that business’s employees; or (iii)
the rental of a dwelling or dwelling unit pursuant to a rental agreement executed in conjunction with a
contract to sell the dwelling unit.
This definition serves to prohibit rentals for less than 30 days but provides an exemption for hotels,
corporate housing in multi-unit buildings, and sale-lease back occurrences that are associated with a
real estate transaction.
To amend the Zoning Ordinance to include this definition would require a Public Hearing at the Plan
Commission followed by ordinance adoption by the Village Board.
Research
Alternatively, if the Village Board requires further deliberation on this matter, staff recommends the
matter be referred to the Plan Commission for additional research and evaluation. The Plan Commission

(along with the Village Board and staff) could then further identify policy objectives that short-term
rental regulations would achieve.
Policy Assessment and Restrictions
 Reasons to permit a Short-Term Rental (STR):
 Preserve private property rights and maximum use flexibility including ability to earn
supplemental income, notably for snow-birds or other out of town property owners
 Prohibition requires resources to enforce and has feasibility challenges
 Generally shown to be an attractive alternative to hotels for some travelers as they can find extra
living space and amenities
 Diversified housing options for:
o Displaced families due to a home renovation or between sale-purchase periods, etc.
o Leisure/tourist and business travelers or for a professional (corporate) relocation
o Patients and families going through medical treatment including quarantine
o Out-of-town relatives visiting family for an extended period of time
 Reasons to prohibit (or regulate) a Short-Term Rental (STR):
 Preserve neighborhood harmony and quality of life factors that can be impacted by transient
uses
 Mitigate against the “party house” scenario that can attract nefarious or undesirable activity
particularly on a one or two day rental
 Hotels already provide a short-term option for consumers
The Village has numerous regulations that could be enacted to mitigate against the negative factors
associated with STRs. Examples include:
 Restrict STRs to particular zoning districts
 Require all STRs to be a Special Use
 Only allow permanent residents to operate STRs and/or require a local contact person
 Impose occupancy limits or require other unique property characteristics
 Limit the total number of STRs in the Village or in a particular area (neighborhood quota)
 Require minimum distance between STRs to avoid clustering
 Require minimum number of nights per reservation to avoid single day rentals
 Cap total number of days or instances a property could be rented annually
 Impose licensing requirements and permit fees to oversee various regulations
 Require physical safety and habitability inspections
 Institute a pilot program to evaluate effectiveness of regulations
These example regulations, among many others, are the types of tools the Plan Commission could
research and evaluate prior to making a recommendation to the Village Board.
Conclusion
STRs are currently prohibited in the Village and staff recommends amending the Village’s Zoning
Ordinance to further clarify this policy for the public. The next step would require holding a Public
Hearing at the Plan Commission to consider a minor text-amendment to the Zoning Ordinance. STR
prohibition presents enforcement challenges, demands resources and requires further evaluation.
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Alternatively, should the Board wish to further consider this policy matter, staff recommends referring
the matter to the Plan Commission for additional research related to balancing policy objectives and
associated regulations.
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Architect Michael Dolter reported the main thing is to not limit the district’s use of the system.
They want the flexibility to use the field with other organizations but would limit the sound and
video uses. The School District wants to work with the community to identify and reduce impact
on the neighbors. Mr. Dolter indicated they are currently talking about the scoreboard as sound
is not in this proposal. Mayor Rosenthal noted the petitioner is requesting unlimited use during
the daytime and a limit on the number of evenings which the sound system could be used.
Mr. Dolter discussed the history of the scoreboard at DHS. The proposed scoreboard would be
located slightly to the west of the existing scoreboard on Adams Field. The overall size of the
scoreboard is much smaller than the previous submittal. There is no sound associated with the
scoreboard; there is only a game horn. The sound will be on the existing PA system. They will
have the same number of lighted events at night. They have two categories of use – school and
non-school events. Non-school use will be for community groups as permitted, with a limit of
30 minutes per event for video/sound. Mr. Dolter discussed the sight lines and noted there is a
large line of foliage screening the sign.
Trustee Struthers asked who would benefit from the advertising income. Laurence Letwat, of the
DHS Booster Club, explained the advertising revenue goes to the Booster Club, who would be
soliciting the ads and community partnerships. Mr. Flannery noted the advertising would
provide great assistance for student athletes. There will be a sign agreement that will control the
types of ads that would be permitted.
Mr. Street read an email received for Public Comment on this agenda item.
Deerfield resident Chris Goodsnyder is in strong support of allowing a digital scoreboard at
Adams Field. He believes it will be a wonderful addition to the athletic facilities at DHS and
will improve the experience of students, coaches and fans.
Trustee Struthers moved to approve the report and recommendation of the Plan Commission and
direct the Village Attorney to prepare an of Ordinance. Trustee Benton seconded the motion.
The motion passed by the following vote:
AYES: Benton, Jester, Oppenheim, Seiden, Shapiro, Struthers (6)
NAYS: None (0)
CONSIDERATION AND ACTION ON A Assistant Village Manager Andrew Lichterman
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF noted the Village prohibits short-term rentals of
STAFF RE. SHORT-TERM RENTALS
less than 30 days in residential dwellings except for
hotels or corporate rental housing in multi-tenant
buildings. Staff recommends amending the Zoning Ordinance to further clarify the policy. The
next step would be to hold a Public Hearing to consider a minor Text Amendment. Alternatively,
if the Village Board requires further deliberation on this matter, staff recommends the matter be
referred to the Plan Commission for additional research and evaluation. The Plan Commission
could then further identify policy objectives that short-term rental regulations would achieve.
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Mayor Rosenthal reported the Village currently prohibits short term rentals. Mr. Elrod reported
he has experienced a number of targeted arguments from interest groups fighting this issue. If
the Village’s intent is to continue prohibiting short term rentals, the Board needs to make it
stronger and more like the Village Code. This could be completed by taking the definition and
putting it into the Zoning Code. Mr. Elrod explained to amend the Zoning Code, a public
hearing by the Plan Commission is required prior to Board approval.
Trustee Oppenheim and Trustee Seiden prefer to ask the Plan Commission to consider a Text
Amendment similar to what was articulated in the packet and them provide the Trustees with a
recommendation on the Text Amendment.
Trustee Oppenheim noted municipalities do not receive any income or tax revenue from these
rentals and it sets up an adversarial competition with existing rental entities, such as hotels. The
Village has a hotel tax and a food and beverage tax, so prohibiting these short-term rentals is in
the Village’s best interest. Trustee Benton added the Village should also consider neighbors of
these properties and believes the regulations need to be tightened up.
Trustee Oppenheim moved to send the short-term rental Text Amendment definition to the Plan
Commission. Trustee Seiden seconded the motion. The motion passed by the following vote:
AYES: Benton, Jester, Oppenheim, Seiden, Shapiro, Struthers (6)
NAYS: None (0)

CONSENT AGENDA
There were no items on the Consent Agenda.

OLD BUSINESS
There was no Old Business.

NEW BUSINESS
RESOLUTION R-21-04 FOR 2021 MFT
STREET REHABILITATION PROJECT

Assistant Village Engineer Tyler Dickinson
reported the Resolution appropriates and authorizes
Motor Fuel Tax expenditures for the
2021 Street Rehabilitation Project. The project this year will include the reconstruction of
Ambleside Drive, Dimmeydale Drive, Elder Lane, Greenwood Avenue east of Waukegan Road,
and Windcrest Drive. The scope of work includes pavement removal and replacement, curb and
gutter removal and replacement, sidewalk removal and replacement, storm sewer improvements,
adjustment of structures and parkway restoration. Similar to previous years, in locations where
substandard sidewalks are encountered, the Village will make improvements when feasible. The

DRAFT
PLAN COMMISSION
VILLAGE OF DEERFIELD
Minutes
The Plan Commission of the Village of Deerfield called to order a Remote Workshop Meeting
via Zoom at 7:30 P.M. on February 11, 2021.
Present were:

Larry Berg, Chairman
Al Bromberg
Jennifer Goldstone
Elaine Jacoby
Bill Keefe
Blake Schulman
Kenneth Stolman

Also present:

Jeff Ryckaert, Principal Planner
Daniel Nakahara, Planner
Andrew Lichterman,Director of Community Development/Assistant
Village Manager
Stewart Weiss, Associate Village Attorney

Chairman Berg reported that pursuant to amendments to the Illinois Open Meetings Act
included in Public Act 101-0640, public bodies may hold virtual public meetings without a
quorum physically present.
Chairman Berg stated that anyone wishing to share public comment on any matter concerning
the Village may do so by submitting an email to plancommissioncomment@deerfield.il.us prior
to the meeting. Emails received will be read aloud during Public Comment. Any emails received
during the meeting will be read during the second public comment before the end of the
meeting. Chairman Berg asked that emailed response be limited to under 200 words to allow
time for others to be heard and for the Plan Commission to progress through the public meeting
agenda. In addition to written Public Comment, oral comments will also be permitted. Members
of the public desiring to make an oral comment should click the “raise hand” button on Zoom or
dial “*9” if participating by phone to indicate you wish to speak.” Chairman Berg stated that the
Plan Commission typically does not immediately respond to public comments or engage in open
dialogue, but they actively listen to comments.
In accordance with the Open Meetings Act, at least one representative from the Village will be
present at Village Hall and the virtual meeting will be simulcast at Village Hall for members of
the public who do not wish to view the virtual meeting from another location. Pursuant to the
Executive Order issued by the Governor, no more than 10 people may gather at Village Hall for
the meeting. Accordingly, the opportunity to view the virtual meeting at Village Hall is available
on a first come, first-served basis. The Plan Commission will comply will all other requirements
including public comment and posting the meeting agenda, which can be found on the Village
website at www.deerfield.il/us/agendacenter.
Public Comment on a Non-Agenda Item
Mr. Ryckaert reported that there was email public comment received. Mr. Lichterman reported
that no one was present at Village Hall for public comment. Mr. Nakahara reported that there
was no one requesting public comment on Zoom.
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WORKSHOP MEETING
1) Continued Workshop Meeting to Discuss an Affordable Housing Inclusionary
Zoning Ordinance
Chairman Berg thanked staff for the memo on this agenda item including the past discussions
on affordable housing and an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance.
Mr. Nakahara reviewed the background information provided in this memo. He stated the items
the Commission has previously reached consensus on; which includes the need for affordable
housing, the threshold of the number of affordable units that would be required to be provided in
residential developments, and the eligibility requirements. Commissioner Keefe clarified that
regarding eligibility, that priority will be given to people currently living in the Village that qualify
for and wish to move to an affordable unit.
Mr. Nakahara noted that at the last meeting Commissioner Schulman brought up the point that
between 30 to 50 units, 5 percent of 49 units is 2.5 units, and once 50 units are reached, 10
percent of the units would be required to be affordable or 5 units. This breakdown was modified
in the chart to adjust for this difference and set at a fixed number and not a percent. Mr.
Nakahara asked the Commission feedback on the modification as compared to what was
previously agreed on. Commissioner Bromberg replied that he agrees with the modification,
which makes more sense. Commissioners Jacoby, Keefe and Schulman agreed. Mr.
Lichterman pointed out that there is an inconsistency in how the thresholds are stated and
clarified that the thresholds should state 41 to 50 would require 3 affordable units and 51 or
more units or would require 10% of the units to be affordable.
Chairman Berg asked Mr. Weiss for his feedback on this. Mr. Weiss replied that wherever you
draw a line there will be a sympathetic case on either side. In this case, we are opting for a
progressive rate where the larger the building the higher the rate of affordable units. This is in
line with other communities in the area. He shared that Northbrook has adopted an ordinance
that states that 15 percent of all new units developed across the board must be affordable. Mr.
Weiss stated that in these progressive tiers, he does not think this will turn developers away.
Chairman Berg agreed that this is a positive change.
Commissioner Stolman asked Mr. Weiss if it is traditional that communities try to have parity
with others communities. Mr. Weiss replied that the Commission should keep in mind that
adopting an affordable housing regulation is a big step and it is one of the more activist steps
with regard to market forces that a community of this size will take, aside from having a different
sales tax rate. So for every town there are different policies and politics that come into play.
There are also different building environments and thresholds based on developments that we
see. There is no real uniformity. Northbrook made their decisions with the desire to be more
aggressive because they saw the need within their community. Mr. Weiss stated that he does
not think there is a race for parity.
Mr. Lichterman provided the example that if there are 50 rental units, all affordable units can be
at 120 percent of average median income (AMI), and once at 51st unit is reached, half of the
affordable units must be at 100 percent of AMI and half at 120 percent, so 51 units across the
board will trigger this.
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Mr. Lichterman guided the discussion to look at the project thresholds and the nuances
regarding these. He stated that the Commission should consider if they want to treat detached
and attached housing differently regarding the thresholds and the application of these to the
different structure types of attached and detached. Mr. Lichterman mentioned the example that
if a golf course were to be redeveloped into single family homes. This asks the question of
should a project of that scale have the same proposed threshold; or should the threshold of
when requiring affordable units kicks in apply to attached and detached homes consistently. He
stated that a case can be made that if there is a development of single family homes, it should
have a different threshold than condos or apartments. As proposed, it states that if a developer
builds a 45 single family home development, regardless of rented or owned, that 3 of these
need to be at an affordable rate. Possible opportunities for a development like this would be if a
corporate campus or a golf course were converted. Mr. Lichterman stated that it can be more
difficult to apply affordability to single-family home developments. Attached housing like condos
and rental apartments are easier because they typically have a management company there to
oversee it. This would be more difficult with free standing homes. He mentioned that if the golf
course were to be redeveloped, they wouldn’t want to miss that opportunity. For example,
Briarwood could be redeveloped into 200 single-family homes and they wouldn’t want
affordability. However, it may not make much sense to apply affordability to small single-family
home developments like the recent Samantha’s Way or Elysian Way with 7 or 8 homes each.
Requiring one of these to be affordable could create barriers. He suggested that the
Commission could focus on larger scale single-family home developments and require
affordability to kick in at a certain number of homes, which would exempt these smaller pocket
developments like Samantha’s Way and Elysian Way.
Commissioner Goldstone asked how this would work for developments with mixed housing
types; single-family homes with apartments or condominiums in one development, as seen at
Reva behind Deerbrook Mall and others in surrounding municipalities. Mr. Lichterman replied
that this point would be discussed later, as the decision on how to treat detached home
developments will inform the decision on mixed housing type developments. He stated that
Reva has 180 units total, 120 apartments and 60 townhomes. At 10 percent affordable, there
will be 18 affordable units, but they will all be apartments as this is what was negotiated without
an ordinance in place. Another example of a mixed housing development is Coromandel, which
has single-family homes, condominiums and townhomes.
Chairman Berg commented that the small pocket development likely could not be built with an
affordable component. Commissioner Goldstone agreed and added that something like
Coromandel she would feel differently about. She asked how Highland Park manages their
single-family homes that are in the affordable housing program. Mr. Lichterman replied that
Highland Park and other and other towns with the most robust and comprehensive affordable
housing ordinances often accept fees in lieu of affordable units, which is likely, what happens
most often with the smaller single family home developments. He stated that with this money
the city may go and buy land or homes and own it in perpetuity. They then work with a partner
to rehab, market and manage the home as affordable, but the city owns and develops the
property. In this option, the municipality would have a housing authority to manage and oversee
the property. Chairman Berg commented that this is a costly proposition, and that the Village
must have the volume and dollars to substantiate it. Commissioner Keefe asked about the sizes
of the single-family home developments in the past 10 years. Mr. Ryckaert replied that there has
only been the two mentioned, Samantha’s Way with 8 homes and Elysian Way with 7 homes.
Commissioner Keefe commented that both of these were under 10 units and would not require
affordable units under this draft ordinance.
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Mr. Lichterman asked the Commission if there were developments of 20 or 30 homes if they
would want affordable units to be required. Commissioner Bromberg suggested that they
require one affordable home for every 30 homes. He stated that he wants it to be as least
complicated as possible and thinks it should apply to attached as well as detached but being
required for larger developments of single-family homes only. Commissioner Keefe commented
that a development of 30 homes would be a large undertaking and he agrees with this
suggestion. Commissioner Bromberg commented that under this suggestion, a development
like Bristol would need 5 homes to be affordable. However, he is not sure there would be
another single-family home development of that size in Deerfield. Mr. Lichterman stated that the
possibilities for redevelopment could be commercial properties, corporate properties along Lake
Cook Road, Holy Cross, or the golf course.
Commissioner Bromberg asked that if the Village wants workforce housing, do they only want
attached housing, or do they want single-family homes to be made affordable as well. He
believes Deerfield would want affordable single-family homes and he would like to keep the
threshold the same. Commissioner Jacoby commented that developers will likely be considering
large luxury homes and they may not consider Deerfield if affordable units are required for any
size development. She feels that if it is a large development of 50 or more homes, than
affordability should be required. Commissioner Bromberg clarified that she is suggesting zero
affordable units required for a development of up to 50 homes, and then 10 percent starting at
51. Chairman Berg suggested a flat number of units instead of a percent because it would be a
disincentive to build 52 homes when they could build 49 or 50 and give none as affordable.
Commissioner Bromberg asked what neighboring communities have done. Mr. Lichterman
replied that Lake Forest has no affordable requirements for detached housing, but every other
town with an ordinance has a consistent threshold for attached and detached housing, but AMIs
are different for rented versus owned housing, as is proposed here as well. Mr. Nakahara stated
that Highland Park requires 20 percent of units to be affordable across the board, attached and
detached, for any development over 6 units. For example, in Highland Park if a developer builds
a 10 home development, 2 have to be affordable. Mr. Lichterman shared that an option used in
other communities is allowing a developer to pay a certain number of dollars and build all units
at market rate, known as a fee in lieu of affordable units. Mr. Weiss shared that Northbrook
recently considered a small development and they decided that affordability does not apply for
developments of 5 or fewer homes even though their affordable regulations apply to detached
and attached homes. They also state that the developer can build the affordable units off site or
pay the fee in lieu of providing affordable units. So in the case of a small development of 12
homes they would be required to build 1.5 equivalent affordable units or pay a fee in lieu which
is set at $125,000 per affordable unit.
Commissioner Jacoby asked where that fee would go. Mr. Weiss explained that the fees
developers pay in lieu of providing affordable units go into a housing trust fund that is created by
the municipality. Communities use them in different ways. Highland Park has bought and
constructed multi-unit affordable housing with it. Other communities will use it to work with a
partner organization and buy distressed properties, fix them up and resell them with covenants
to keep them affordable. Some towns will use it to provide rental assistance to residents. There
are many different options on how the funds can be applied.
Chairman Berg asked if the Village could reasonably do this if they decided to take payments
from developers in lieu of affordable units. Mr. Weiss replied that a staff person or a partner
organization with a staff liaison typically handle this. Mr. Lichterman added that if they were to
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accept these fees they would likely need to form a housing commission. He stated that there
was a comment from the Board of wanting to keeping it simple and not wanting to take on the
management of the funds and a new commission for this purpose. Mr. Ryckaert added that this
would require quite a bit of oversight and management as well as a new housing commission.
Highland Park has a dedicated staff member, a housing planner that handles this.
Commissioner Jacoby stated that she feels that Deerfield does not have the size to merit this.
Mr. Lichterman returned to the golf course example stating that a development such as this
could be 200 homes, which would trigger affordability no matter what. Commissioner Goldstone
asked about the option of building the affordable units off site. Mr. Lichterman replied that he is
not sure this happens in practice or if it is just written in ordinances as an option. Mr. Weiss
confirmed that he does not see this in practice in this area. Most often it is much easier for
developers to pay the fee than to find an open space for building. Mr. Lichterman shared that
when the Village met with Reva to negotiate for 10 percent of the units to be affordable, they
immediately asked to pay their way out of it instead. However, the Village does not want that
burden, they want the developers to build the affordable units and manage them. Chairman
Berg agreed that it would be a big burden for the Village to accept the fees and manage this.
Commissioner Goldstone stated that she does not like the idea of developers being able to buy
themselves out of it; it defeats the purpose and does not bring affordable units to Deerfield.
Commissioner Bromberg suggested that for detached housing there is no affordability required
for 0 to 30 units. Chairman Berg agreed a larger number of homes warrants affordable units for
single-family homes and 30 sounds like a good number. Commissioner Keefe agreed. Mr.
Nakahara asked at 31 detached units how many affordable units should be proposed or should
there be a percentage required. Commissioner Bromberg suggested that 2 affordable units be
required for 31-40 homes, 3 be required for 41-50 homes, and 10 percent be required for 51
and more. Chairman Berg agreed that a number and not a percentage is a good idea to make it
more simple. Commissioner Jacoby agreed. Mr. Lichterman stated that they can move on and
revisit this in summary at the end.
Commissioner Schulman asked how rentals of single-family affordable homes could be
overseen. With owned units who would monitor who is buying them and ensure that they qualify
for them and that they are not renting them out for profit. Mr. Lichterman replied that when the
homes are developed there are restrictive covenants placed on them. The duration of these
covenants can be in perpetuity to remain affordable or they can have a limit. The covenants
state that they cannot be rented and must be owner occupied. They can also cap the
appreciation so that the homes cannot be flipped and sold, eliminating the affordability.
Chairman Berg added that they can also include a hardship restriction allowing a unit to be
rented as an exception if necessary. Commissioner Goldstone suggested they can state that the
owner must live there for a year before it could be rented. Mr. Nakahara shared that Northbrook
does annual checks to make sure that the people who purchased these homes are living in
them. Mr. Weiss added that these scenarios are hypothetical, and he has learned from housing
partners that every possible living situation occurs. A recent example was in Highwood; a
member of the Air Force was being temporarily stationed abroad and wanted to rent his
affordable unit and be able to come back to it after his tour. He commented that once you are
dealing with an ownership model, it is very different from an annual lease you get into all
complications of peoples’ lives. This is why a housing partner organization is helpful.
Mr. Lichterman stated that the major control is capping the appreciation to avoid flipping it for
profit. The other limiting factors are that there are private property rights, and it is a balancing
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act of how much local government should be intervening in the free market. If you limit rentals
and appreciation, you hope to find a balance of achieving policy goals without going too far.
Commissioner Schulman suggested that they can interfere with the developers but after this
stage that it is peoples’ lives and restrictions could alienate their rights. However, a cap on
appreciation seems standard and this should achieve not being able to rent units for profit with
the intent not to move in. Mr. Lichterman stated that they can add language to the draft
ordinance to verify that these units are owner occupied at the time of purchase. The partner
organization will then check once a year. Commissioner Schulman asked about the cost to the
Village for monitoring this. Mr. Lichterman replied that the Village would be prepared to enter
into a contract with a third party housing contractor, which would likely be around $20,000 a
year. It would be more if they accepted the fee in lieu and added a housing commission or were
to purchase land. He added that the partner organization would monitor rentals as well as
single-family homes.
Mr. Lichterman moved on to the next topic of how long units should be required to be affordable.
At the last meeting, there was discussion of keeping them affordable in perpetuity. There was
also discussion of a 25-year period. The difficulties of a limited duration would be telling people
living there in year 25 that their affordable rental rate is about to go up to market rate rent. Mr.
Lichterman added that most towns in the area keep the units affordable in perpetuity. However,
Reva negotiated a time limit of 25 years and Zion Woods is a 99-year time frame because of the
ground lease. Mr. Nakahara noted that Highland Park and Lake Forest both state affordability in
perpetuity or so long a permissible by law, however affordability in Evanston have a time limit of
30 years. Commissioner Stolman asked why an end date or a cap at 25 years would be
considered. Mr. Lichterman stated that for property owners, their property might become more
valuable after a 25-year period, and restrictive covenants going away would be more valuable to
a future investor. Commissioner Bromberg stated that he does not see the desire for affordable
units going away and he is in favor of perpetuity. Chairman Berg and Commissioner Stolman
agreed commenting on the difficulties of time limits. Commissioner Goldstone asked that if a
property is affordable in perpetuity, can a property owner appeal this in the future, if they believe
it becomes unnecessary. Mr. Weiss replied that a future Village Board could strike or modify this
requirement or release covenants on properties. He added that the sense on the North Shore is
that properties have not gotten more affordable over time, so creating and preserving affordable
units will stem that decline. However, they could be reversible by a future Village Board. All
commissioners agreed they are in favor of perpetuity.
Mr. Lichterman next asked about multiple housing types in one development and which units
should affordable housing be applied. There can be equal application among all housing types,
or it can only apply to the townhomes, condominiums or apartments. Commissioner Schulman
commented that he wouldn’t want developers to cherry pick, and he thinks they should match
affordable units to each housing type and not shift them from one type to another. He is in favor
of equal application among all housing types. Commissioners Keefe and Bromberg agreed.
Chairman Berg agreed and summarized that they should keep it equitable as well as simpler.
Next, Mr. Lichterman brought up design standards for discussion. He asked the Commission if
affordable units should have to be the exact same as market rate units or if there can be a
different percentage. They can set standards to define differences allowed. It is common to see
a limit on how flexible this can be so that the affordable units are not unreasonably small.
However, often affordable units do not all need to be the same. Some towns allow them to be
no less than 75 percent of the square footage of the market rate units. Or they may allow for
different finishes or appliances. The Commission can decide if the affordable units should be the
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same or allow for some flexibility with limits. Chairman Berg asked how this could be applied to
an ordinance. Mr. Lichterman replied that in Highland Park for example the square footage of
the affordable units have to be at least 75 percent of the market rate units and they specify
minimums by number of bedrooms. Commissioner Schulman commented that the least
desirable apartment units might be made affordable; however, the affordable units could change
within a development in the future. Mr. Lichterman added that when a developer is building a
large-scale apartment building they would not add different finishes as it wouldn’t make sense.
He added that developers may not always take advantage of this flexibility and the Commission
can decide whether to include it or not.
Commissioner Jacoby commented that different finishes or size may be mostly applicable for
detached homes versus apartments. She suggested that they offer the flexibility, whether
developers choose take advantage of it or not. Mr. Lichterman replied that there can be some
parameters defined by the Commission. For example, a smaller garage, less square footage,
but while ensuring the affordable units are reasonable for living. Commissioner Keefe stated
that he is in favor of reasonable, well-defined flexibility. Commissioners Bromberg and
Schulman agreed. Commissioner Schulman added that the exterior should be indistinguishable
and look like the market rate units. Mr. Lichterman replied that they could add language to
require the units to be indistinguishable from the exterior. Chairman Berg and Commissioner
Jacoby agreed.
Mr. Lichterman guided the discussion to the topic of incentives. He summarized that the
Commission is in favor of no fee in lieu but may consider other incentives. A common one
offered is a density bonus. The application of this most often manifests in greater building
height. A density bonus is when affordable units are included, the developer can add a certain
ratio of market rate units above and beyond zoning for density. This often leads to greater
building height than otherwise allowed. There can also be a parking ratio reduction, reductions
in fees and waivers, and expedited permit processing. Expedited permit processing may be the
least valuable and may not be worth the staff capacity. However, it is a way of showing that the
Village is also making concessions. Commissioner Schulman stated that he is favor of all of
these incentives. Commissioner Bromberg clarified that expedited permits may be of little value
to the developer and more work for the staff. Mr. Lichterman replied that the Building
Department may not like this as these permits will skip ahead of single-family homes, which
may cause complaints. Mr. Lichterman shared that first comments on a plan review can take up
to four weeks and expedited processing can save up to four weeks of time. Mr. Nakahara added
that he discussed this with Building and Code Enforcement Supervisor Clint Case, and he
shared that it depends on the developer whether this would be a valuable incentive or not. For
example, depending on the time of year, a developer may want to break ground on a project
before winter comes and time can be of the essence and an expedited review would be
valuable.
Mr. Nakahara explained more about the density bonus as compared to other incentives. He
noted that if the ordinance allows a density bonus, then a density bonus is done by right, the
developer will receive the density bonus, as defined, by providing affordable units. However,
parking waivers or increased building height are not automatically allowed but developers can
be eligible for them. An example of a density bonus is if a developer is allowed to add one more
market rate unit for every affordable unit, it can be a one to one ratio. In Highland Park the
density bonus is 1.5 market rate units for every affordable unit and in Lake Forest and
Northbrook, they use a 1:1 ratio. Again, density bonuses are given by right but incentives for
building height, increased lot coverage and or parking waivers are not automatically given but
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developers can be eligible for them. The Commission would still need to make sure that these
eligible incentives do not impact the health or safety of the surrounding properties. Mr. Weiss
confirmed that density bonuses are given by right and included in the initial development plan. It
is a mathematical formula that can be plugged in. Commissioner Bromberg commented that he
is also in favor of all incentives. Commissioner Goldstone asked how this is an incentive and
how it is different than the current process of a developer asking for a variation. Mr. Nakahara
replied that the process is not different but extra consideration could be given to granting
variances to a development with affordable units.
Mr. Ryckaert added that developments with affordable units could be entitled to the density
bonus as well as permit fee waivers as a sure thing and the rest would require approval. Mr.
Nakahara stated that permit fee waivers are often applied to just the affordable units. For
example, if 10 percent of the development is affordable, then there would be a reduction of 10
percent of the total permit fees. The reduction would be proportionate to the affordable units in
that development. Chairman Berg agreed that he endorses all incentives. Commissioner
Goldstone agreed but stated that she does not see them all as pure incentives. Mr. Lichterman
agreed that some of these incentives would still be a case-by-case decision. Another option
would be giving affordable units a different parking ratio automatically. Commissioner Schulman
and Chairman Berg stated that they would be in favor of this. Mr. Lichterman replied that they
can modify the language around this and bring it back to the Commission.
Commissioner Stolman asked if a developer can choose as many of the incentives as they
would like. Mr. Lichterman replied that yes, all of the incentives can be on the table for
developers to take advantage of. Mr. Nakahara asked about applying a cap to the density bonus
so that a developer couldn’t continuously add more market rates while adding more affordable
units. Mr. Lichterman replied that the cap on density bonuses is often tied to floor area ratio
(FAR), so that a building can go to a certain height but at some point cannot exceed FAR by
that factor. Mr. Lichterman confirmed that this language will be added so that the density bonus
can be capped.
Mr. Lichterman asked the Commission if there might be an appropriate place and time that they
should consider accepting fees in lieu of affordable units, for example to pay for a ratio of an
affordable unit instead of adding another one to the development. Commissioner Keefe stated
that staff and the Board seem averse to the Village creating and administering a fund and he is
not in favor of accepting any fees. Chairman Berg agreed that the management of it would
somewhat outweigh the benefits. Commissioner Bromberg agreed that the Village Board did not
seem to want to do this so he would vote no. Commissioner Goldstone stated that she believes
accepting fees defeats the purpose and does not bring affordable units to Deerfield. She added
that if you can buy your way out of it does not achieve the goal. All commissioners agreed.
Mr. Lichterman reviewed the discussion thus far and decisions made. He stated that there is
consensus that an ordinance is needed, and the ordinance would be mandatory. It applies to
owners and renters, although there are different thresholds for detached and attached
structures. The Commission agreed to change the threshold for detached homes to kick in after
31 or more homes to not stifle single-family home development. For rental unit developments of
50 units or less, the affordable units will be 120 percent of average median income (AMI), and at
51 units and above, half of the affordable units have to be at 120 percent of AMI and half at 100
percent of AMI. For owned units, all affordable units will be at 120 percent of AMI. For eligibility,
priority will be given to those who live or work in the Village with no regard to age. Affordability
will run in perpetuity. There will be equal application of affordable units to all housing types in a
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development with the carve out for detached structures if less than 31. And staff will add
language on design standards to allow for some flexibility on the interior and size, but it must be
indistinguishable from the exterior. The Commission is in favor of all incentives and staff will
bring back language on how this will work with the nuances. The Commission also agreed that
there will be no opportunity to pay your way out with a fee in lieu of affordable units.
Mr. Nakahara suggested that the Commission decide how to handle fractions. For example 0.5
will be rounded up and 0.49 rounded down. Mr. Weiss shared that this is different in almost
every community; it is a policy decision and there could be a sympathetic case on either side.
Schulman said instead of rounding up can offer pay out for just the rounding. He added that this
is where the fee in lieu can be useful in these hard cases. Mr. Lichterman reported that the
Village does have a small rental assistance fund that it could be placed in if this were
considered. Mr. Weiss added that there is a certain cost in administering this that the
Commission has expressed opposition to. He added that the Village will be absorbing some
cost just by having an affordable housing program that this fee can be applied to. Commissioner
Bromberg stated that he is in favor of rounding fractions up or down. Mr. Lichterman pointed out
that Northbrook who allows this requires 15 percent of a new development be affordable, even a
development of six single family homes, so they may need to offer more relief to developers in
this way. As proposed, Deerfield’s required percentage of units and AMI are lower which is very
developer friendly. Commissioner Keefe added that fractions will only occur at 51 or more units
as below this whole numbers of units are required, so this will not be a common occurrence.
Keefe likes rounding down and up. Chairman Berg and Commissioner Bromberg commented
that these are great points and that they are in favor of rounding fractions. Mr. Lichterman
replied that he will include rounding fractions as described in the draft ordinance.
Mr. Weiss commented that there are some important points to emphasize to the Commission.
He stated that when we talk about the thresholds for income that those thresholds are also
scaled by the size of a household. So you can have a household that has an average median
income of 100 percent of the average median income, but the way housing costs are assessed
by Housing and Urban Development (HUD), it depends on if you are a single person, a married
couple, a family, and how many children are in the family. So the affordability can still apply. He
shared that the Commission would see this in action in the ordinance presented which include a
detailed chart of 100 and 120 percent of AMIs for different family sizes as well as a single
person.
Mr. Nakahara commented that the Commission can also decide if there are developments that
should be excluded from the affordable housing requirements. Mr. Lichterman reported that
assisted living facilities and nursing facilities are often excluded, as these have monthly costs
that more than just occupancy and include meals and care. These can be listed as excluded in
the ordinance. Commissioner Goldstone clarified that affordability would still apply to senior
independent living developments, just not assisted living or nursing homes.
The Commission agreed to continue this discussion with one more Workshop Meeting before
bringing this matter to a Public Hearing.
Document Approval
1.

2021 Zoning Map Recommendation
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Commissioner Bromberg moved, seconded by Commissioner Goldstone to approve the Zoning
Map. The motion passed with the following vote.
Ayes: Bromberg, Goldstone, Jacoby, Keefe, Schulman, Stolman, Berg (7)
Nays: None (0)
2.

January 28, 2021 Plan Commission Minutes

Commissioner Bromberg provided clarifying corrections to the minutes. Commissioner
Bromberg moved, seconded by Commissioner Goldstone to approve the documents with these
corrections. The motion passed with the following vote.
Ayes: Bromberg, Goldstone, Jacoby, Schulman, Stolman, Berg (6)
Nays: None (0)
Abstain: Keefe (1)
Items from the Staff
Mr. Ryckaert reported on upcoming Plan Commission agenda items. The next meeting is
February 25, 2021.
Designation of Representative for the next Board of Trustees Meeting
Chairman Berg, Bromberg, and Goldstone will attend the next Village Board Meeting on
February 16, 2021.
Public Comment
Mr. Ryckaert reported that there was no public comment received via email during the meeting.
Mr. Lichterman reported that no one was present at Village Hall for public comment. Mr.
Nakahara reported that were no Zoom participants requesting oral public comment.
Adjournment
There being no further discussion, Commissioner Bromberg moved, seconded by
Commissioner Stolman to adjourn the meeting at 9:20 P.M. The motion passed the following
vote.
Ayes: Bromberg, Goldstone, Jacoby, Keefe, Schulman, Stolman, Berg (7)
Nays: None (0)
Respectfully Submitted,
Laura Boll

