


VII . Adjournment  
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Please refer to the attached draft minutes from the July 5, 2017 regular meeting of the Plan & 
Design Commission. 
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CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK 1 
Tuesday, July 5, 2017 2 

 3 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLAN AND DESIGN 4 

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK, IL 5 
 6 

 7 
MEETING DATE:  Tuesday, July 5, 2017 8 
 9 
MEETING LOCATION: Council Chambers, City Hall, 1707 St. Johns Avenue, 10 
    Highland Park, IL 11 
 12 
I. CALL TO ORDER 13 
 14 

At 7:30 PM Chair Glazer called the meeting to order and asked Director Fontane to call 15 
the roll.   16 

 17 
II. ROLL CALL 18 

 19 
Members Present:  Glazer, Kutscheid, Leaf, Pearlstein, Reinstein, Waxman  20 
 21 
Members Absent:  Hecht 22 
 23 
Director Fontane took the roll and declared a quorum present.   24 
 25 
Staff Present:  Fontane, Cross  26 
 27 
Student Rep.:  None 28 
 29 
Council Liaison:  Blumberg, Burkland  30 
 31 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 32 
 33 

June 20, 2017  34 
 35 

Chair Glazer called for a motion to approve the minutes of the June 20, 2017 meeting.   36 
Commissioner Waxman, so motioned, seconded by Vice Chair Kutscheid.  On a voice 37 
vote, the motion carried unanimously.   38 

  39 
IV. SCHEDULED BUSINESS   40 

 41 
A. Design Review 42 
 43 
 1. 597 Roger Williams Ave. - New Awning 44 

 45 
Planner Cross made a presentation for the above item including project summary, 46 
existing condition of storefront, photo simulation of new awning, photos, awning 47 
details, design standards and recommendation.   48 
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 1 
Chair Glazer called for a motion to approve.  Commissioner Reinstein so 2 
motioned, seconded by Commissioner Leaf. On a voice vote, the motion passed 3 
unanimously.   4 

 5 
 2. 505 Laurel Ave. - New Parking Lot Lighting 6 
 7 

Planner Cross made a presentation including application summary, existing 8 
conditions, proposed locations and photometric plan, proposed light fixture,  9 
lighting code – commercial district, additional requirement Article VI applicable 10 
portions and recommendation.     11 
 12 
Commissioner Leaf asked if the light bulbs are protected as far as vehicles are 13 
concerned.  14 
 15 
Planner Cross stated they will not be outside of the parking island.   16 
 17 
Commissioner Leaf asked if there are parked cars that could pull into it.    18 
 19 
Mr. Eric Ewert, AJL Electric, 165 Prairie Lake, E. Dundee, IL, Consultant, stated 20 
the lights will be on the side of the parking, not in line with the parking spaces.   21 
 22 
Commissioner Leaf asked about the light on the bottom.   23 
 24 
Mr. Ewert stated they would be off to the side, not directly in line with the 25 
parking.  26 
 27 
Vice Chair Kutscheid asked the height of the concrete footing.  28 
 29 
Mr. Ewert stated it would be close to the ground.   30 
 31 
Vice Chair Kutscheid asked who owns the lot. 32 
 33 
Planner Cross stated it is privately owned.   34 
 35 
Chair Glazer called for a motion to approve.  Vice Chair Kutscheid so motioned, 36 
seconded by Commissioner Reinstein.  On a voice vote, the motion passed 37 
unanimously.   38 

 39 
B. Continuation of Public Hearing #17-02-PUD-003 for a Substantial Amendment to 40 

Ordinance 13-06 Restating and Granting a Special Use Permit and Planned Unit 41 
Development Approval to Ravinia Festival located at 418 Sheridan Rd.   42 
 43 
Planner Cross made a presentation including previous consideration, additional materials,  44 
floor area ratio analysis, FAR calculations, revised summary of zoning relief, public 45 
benefit, public input letters, special use and planned development standards, process for 46 
major changes and recommendation.   47 
 48 
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Chair Glazer stated in many of the letters there was a recurrent theme that Ravinia was 1 
asking for a short cut in the future for not having to go through the City processes in 2 
order to receive any relief.  He asked if there was any part in tonight’s proceedings that 3 
would affect their obligations to go through the same process anyone else would have to 4 
go through if they seek further relief in the future with the PUD.      5 
 6 
Planner Cross stated there was not.  Any and all improvements are subject to the 7 
Highland Park building permit review and engineering review process.  Also, no part of 8 
this application suggests it is proposing construction on the west lot.  9 
 10 
Chair Glazer asked if Ravinia was proposing any activity on the west lot.   11 
 12 
Planner Cross stated no.    13 
 14 
Commissioner Leaf asked about FAR calculations and if City staff had gone over this and 15 
looked at it in detail.   16 
 17 
Planner Cross stated they had and are comfortable with the methodology.   18 
 19 
Commissioner Reinstein asked how the pavilion was treated.   20 
 21 
Planner Cross stated there are areas enclosed with four walls and the seating part is not 22 
considered an enclosed area.   23 
 24 
Mr. Hal Francke, Meltzer, Purtill & Stelle, 1515 E. Woodfield Rd., Schaumburg, IL, 25 
Attorney, made a presentation including new landscape plan, proposed Experience 26 
Center, use of west parking lot and public benefit.   27 
 28 
Mr. Randy Machelski, Smith Group, 35 E. Wacker Dr., Chicago, IL, Landscape 29 
Architect, made a presentation including landscape enhancements along Lambert Tree,  30 
proposed tent area, from seasonal to multi-seasonal landscape enhancement, 31 
strengthening of visual screen, added 10 canopy evergreens and reduced ornamental 32 
trees.   33 
 34 
Commissioner Leaf asked about a photo simulation showing the winter view with the 35 
new plantings.   36 
 37 
Mr. Machelski stated it was not available tonight.     38 
 39 
Commissioner Leaf asked about the location of the new trees.   40 
 41 
Mr. Machelski illustrated where the new trees would be.   42 
 43 
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the four in the photo.    44 
 45 
Mr. Machelski illustrated these on the landscape plan.   46 
 47 
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Commissioner Waxman asked if the trees went all the way from where Lincolnwood 1 
starts to where the road turns.    2 
 3 
Mr. Machelski illustrated where the trees would be.    4 
 5 
Commissioner Waxman asked if the neighbors who had complained before would still be 6 
able to see into the park.   7 
 8 
Mr. Machelski stated yes, but they would not be able to see into the tent without the 9 
evergreens coming into play.     10 
 11 
Chair Glazer stated the question was how is this proposal going to improve the screening 12 
for the neighbors who have issues to the far side of Lambert Tree.   13 
 14 
Mr. Machelski stated the idea is to concentrate.  When you want to screen something you 15 
locate it as close as possible to what you want to be screened.     16 
 17 
Commissioner Leaf asked about photos in the packet from Mr. Olson, Resident, showing 18 
his view of the Experience Center.    19 
 20 
Mr. Jim Schmitz, Ravinia Festival, 418 Sheridan Rd., Highland Park, IL, Applicant, 21 
made a presentation including total footprint of 9,780 s.f., no lawn space used for this 22 
project, the new building is 27,870 s.f., removal of two tents, 16,690 s.f. for Experience 23 
Center, 3,450 s.f. for rooftop bar and 7,730 s.f. of open space in the basement (28% of 24 
building).   25 
 26 
Mr. Welz Kaufman, Ravinia Festival, 418 Sheridan Rd., Highland Park, IL, Applicant, 27 
made a presentation including mission statement, daytime view, ticket lobby, overall 28 
isometric plan, lobby area, main theatre, gallery space, mix of classical and non-classical 29 
music, traditional mix is 50%-50%, affordable pricing, free parking, and no plans to build 30 
on the west parking lot.   31 
 32 
Commissioner Reinstein asked if there was a timetable for the improvements.   33 
 34 
Mr. Kaufman stated they are hoping to have the dining pavilion rejuvenation finished in 35 
2018 and the Experience Center open in 2019.    36 
 37 
Mr. Francke mentioned there are no plans to build anything on the west lot, they are 38 
prepared to pay one-third of the cost for the proposed Ravinia District Bike Shelter and 39 
Repair Kiosk up to $10,000 as public benefit, conservation easement for west parking lot,  40 
1944 deed, appropriate public benefit, no connection between current proposal and west 41 
lot, a conservation easement serves neither Ravinia nor Highland Park at large, no relief 42 
from FAR, height/landscape/signage relief and take into account other public benefit.     43 
 44 
Commissioner Reinstein asked if there were operational text changes.  45 
 46 
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Mr. Francke stated there were:  one is to eliminate the requirement that for an off-season 1 
event you have to be a major donor, two is to increase to 20 events and three is to lift 2 
restrictions on deliveries.   3 
 4 
Chair Glazer asked about the relief they were seeking for the Experience Center with 5 
respect to impervious surface ratio and what they need to accommodate this proposal.   6 
 7 
Mr. Francke stated they are not asking for relief on limitations for existing building ISR.  8 
Any increase in impervious surface has to go through a major process reviewed by the 9 
City Engr. and conform to the City’s stormwater regulations.   10 
 11 
Chair Glazer stated he understood from the staff report if the Commission chose to 12 
maintain the impervious surface restriction it would have to be increased to accommodate 13 
the proposed development.   14 
 15 
Mr. James Johnson, AT Group, 1469 West Fork, Lake Forest, IL, Engineer, stated the 16 
ISR was calculated incorrectly.  When they redid the calculation they asked to use the 17 
correct numbers.  They are not doing anything to the west lot.  When he read the 18 
watershed development ordinance that more than covered everything they need to do.  It 19 
provides protection for stormwater management in the area so an increase in stormwater 20 
runoff does not occur.  This is exemplified in that they did the north and south parking 21 
lots and had the storm receptors underneath and have compensated the storage in excess 22 
of what was there before.  If the ISR is removed make sure it is the correct number.  They 23 
have not changed anything it is just that the original number was incorrect.  In a previous 24 
staff report it was 7% and it is now 7.5%.  The problem was it was divided by 38 acres so 25 
it gave a small number than dividing it by 18 acres for the east parcel.  They have 26 
calculations that were done and reviewed by staff in one of the earlier reports and it states 27 
what the accurate number should be.    28 
 29 
Chair Glazer stated the ratio needed here is 7.49%.       30 
 31 
Planner Cross stated this was correct.   32 
 33 
Commissioner Leaf asked if this was with both lots. 34 
 35 
Planner Cross stated it was using the existing methodology.   36 
 37 
Mr. Johnson stated the 7.5% skews it because it includes the west lot.   38 
 39 
Councilman Blumberg asked if the current calculation uses what they consider to be the 40 
incorrect accommodation of only the east lot.      41 
 42 
Mr. Johnson stated they would be better served by considering the east lot and the west 43 
lot.     44 
 45 
Councilman Blumberg stated he wanted to know whether the relief they are seeking is 46 
under the old, incorrect system set up in the PUD.  He asked if what they are asking for is 47 
relief from the incorrect consideration of the east lot.   48 
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 1 
Mr. Johnson stated he thought relief is the wrong word.     2 
 3 
Councilman Blumberg asked if the amount of relief, if any, or is it compliant with the 4 
existing incorrect methodology.   5 
 6 
Mr. Johnson stated the numbers would go from 7% to 7.49%.   7 
 8 
Councilman Blumberg asked if this was considering the east lot.   9 
 10 
Mr. Johnson stated this was considering the whole parcel.   11 
 12 
Councilman Blumberg stated there is an alternate opinion that the west lot was 13 
intentionally not included within the current calculation.  He wanted to know if the 14 
calculation only takes into account the east lot.  15 
 16 
Mr. Johnson stated, yes, it continues the incorrect assumption on the west lot.   17 
 18 
Chair Glazer asked if the ratio was increased to the staff calculated level at 7.49% would 19 
that accommodate the Experience Center proposal even though it does not eliminate the 20 
impervious surface restriction altogether.   21 
 22 
Mr. Johnson stated this was correct.    23 
 24 
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the construction time and if the Experience Center 25 
was scheduled for 2019 because it was not fully complete.  He mentioned the height 26 
relief and if it came to light they did not need to be 13’ above zoning, could they reduce 27 
the height.   28 
 29 
Mr. Schmitz stated there are details left to be discussed but they took a break from the 30 
development of the Experience Center show because they did not want to bite off more 31 
than they could chew in terms of building it all in one off season.   32 
 33 
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the physical structure was set.   34 
 35 
Mr. Schmitz confirmed this.    36 
 37 
Mr. Francke stated when the original calculation was done the denominator was 38 acres 38 
and the impervious surfaces was measured.  The goal was not to limit future 39 
development, but to find out what kind of increases could be done without any kind of 40 
major improvement.  The problem was the 38 acres was used a denominator and it 41 
analyzed the impervious surface on the east lot only.  What Mr. Johnson is saying if you 42 
are going to consider it all as one, why not do it for ISR because the drainage analysis the 43 
City did is done on an east parcel only.  This is not a request for relief from the ISR 44 
limitations in the 2006 ordinance.  It is a request to take them out of the current ordinance 45 
because they were incorrectly done and stated.  They do not need the percentages in the 46 
ordinance anymore.  As staff has noted, if it is the City’s preference to leave the 47 
percentages in there then the calculation has to be done properly and the denominator has 48 
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to be just the east lot and if you do this the percentage will go up and there will not be a 1 
need for relief.  To build the Experience Center there is no need for relief.   2 
 3 
Councilman Blumberg stated there is no evidence a mistake was made.  The Commission 4 
has to make a recommendation to City Council either using the planned unit development 5 
as it is or they may wish to make a recommendation to Council that it needs to be 6 
recalculated.  Either way City Council needs to understand the context of the 7 
recommendation.   8 
 9 
Mr. Francke stated the evidence is in the record that there was a mistake made - Mr. 10 
Johnson has given testimony that a mistake was made, and the Bleck plan that has been 11 
referred to by the applicant and by staff, which states no calculation was made for 12 
impervious surfaces on the west lot.     13 
 14 
Councilman Blumberg stated there was no explanation other than Mr. Johnson’s 15 
testimony.  He suggested the recommendation is to either go with the current manner in 16 
which it is calculated or state the calculation should include all 38 acres.   17 
 18 
Mr. Francke stated he agreed and if they went with one of these two routes then it 19 
requires going out and analyzing how much impervious surface is on the west lot.    20 
 21 
Chair Glazer stated the concept would require the Commission to consider whether the 22 
calculations should involve the entire 38 acres or just the east.   23 
 24 
Chair Glazer stated there had been many letters and emails received from the public.   25 
 26 
Public Testimony 27 
 28 
Mr. Andres Tapia, 1349 Lincoln S., Highland Park, IL 29 
Mr. Kevin Lewis, IG Consulting, 300 Marquardt Dr., Wheeling, IL  30 
Mr. Jim Abrams, 405 Sheridan, Highland Park, IL 31 
Ms. Ginny Annzelmo-Glassner, 878 Thackery, Highland Park, IL 32 
Ms. Molly Selzbee  344 Iris Ln. Highland Park, IL 33 
Mr. Michael Stroz, 580 Hillside, Highland Park, IL  34 
Ms. Nagawa Kakuba, 1870 Dale, Highland Park, IL 35 
Ms. Laura Bednarski, 407 Pleasant, Highland Park, IL 36 
Mr. Mark Gilhooley, 906 Rolling Wood, Highland Park, IL 37 
Mr. Han Lugen, 2269 Eagendale, Highland Park, IL 38 
Mr. Cyrus Khazai, 445 Lambert Tree, Highland Park, IL  39 
Mr. Mark Romo, 416 Ashland, Highland Park, IL 40 
Mr. Ron Borden, 415 Lambert Tree, Highland Park, IL 41 
Mr. Lawrence Dunlap, 221 Blackhawk, Highland Park, IL 42 
Ms. Cheryl Jennings, 221 Blackhawk, Highland Park, IL 43 
Mr. Brent Tolpin, 283 Leslee, Highland Park, IL  44 
Ms. Mary Curran, 375 Dell, Highland Park, IL 45 
Ms. Katie Jenks, 1346 Lincoln S., Highland Park, IL 46 
 47 
The above attendees addressed the following: 48 

3.1.a

Packet Pg. 10

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 A

tt
ac

h
m

en
t 

1 
- 

D
R

A
F

T
 P

D
C

 M
in

u
te

s 
7-

5-
17

  (
22

97
 :

 D
ra

ft
 M

in
u

te
s 

fo
r 

Ju
ly

 5
, 2

01
7 

M
ee

ti
n

g
)



 

Regular Meeting of the Plan and Design Commission 
Tuesday, July 5, 2017  

8 of 15 

 1 
Classical music faces a decline, disappearances of orchestras, retaining audiences, 2 
impervious area, stormwater management, not established as a fully impervious area, 3 
excited about Experience Center, no building on west lot, Ravinia works with the City, 4 
would still need to bring major projects to City, west lot is private property, new 5 
covenants, Ravinia sets Highland Park apart, some staff members live in Highland Park, 6 
Ravinia needs to be a good neighbor, supports project, should not pave west lot, 7 
development in west lot, decide on both lots at the same time, public benefit is redundant 8 
- they are doing the same thing in Glencoe, music is a benefit to all in community and 9 
from other neighborhoods, not sure Experience Center is the best way to keep people 10 
interested, concerned about future development, should look at different ways to 11 
accomplish goals, offensive performance in Martin Theater came out over lawn, 12 
interaction with Ravinia employee stating we have never tried to position Ravinia as a 13 
classical institution – the word classical in the world of ticket selling has proved to be 14 
more of a putting off than inviting, number of days Experience Center is open, 15 
presentation of classical musical, bothered by lifting of donor event restrictions, they do 16 
not pay real estate taxes, disturbed by Mr. Francke’s comments about Mr. Tolpin, ISR 17 
matters to east and west, need drainage protection, impervious surface ratios, leave west 18 
lot alone, conservation easement would be a good public benefit, building requires zoning  19 
analysis, concerned about parking garage, gardens and parkways are in disrepair, why do 20 
they not want to leave as a park, concerned about what Ravinia is becoming, taking down 21 
mature trees, traffic in neighborhood, noise has become as issue, why do they need a 22 
building to promote classical music with a bar, need to consider immediate neighbors, 23 
takes new routes while driving when concerts are in progress.   24 
 25 
Mr. Francke stated he was happy to respond to the previous comments.  He mentioned 26 
Mr. Gilhooley and stated they have no current plans.  If this changed they would have to 27 
go through the public process.  Mr. Tolpin had made reference to the deed provisions and 28 
the language about preservation.  This cuts two ways and if everything was maintained in 29 
the status quo since 1944 many of the additions would not have been made.  There would  30 
be no underpass, stormwater vaults or bus turnaround.  He stated he stood by what has 31 
been submitted.  The implication is that in their opinion the facts exist and that the 32 
standards have not been met, but then they turn around and say but we can get past that if 33 
we can get a restriction on the west lot.  They disagree that with the zoning relief being 34 
requested that this type of restriction would be proportional and would meet the standards 35 
in the ordinance for public benefit.    36 
 37 
Mr. Schmitz mentioned the comment about taking away the $10,000 for use of the dining 38 
building.  They intend to maintain some type of requirement and they feel it is better set it 39 
internally.  Comments have been made that someone who cannot afford the $10,000 is 40 
automatically an undesirable.  He stated they would like the flexibility to give non-profits 41 
the ability to have an event at Ravinia.   42 
 43 
Chair Glazer asked for questions from the Commission.   44 
 45 
Commissioner Leaf asked to see the photo showing the screening.    46 
 47 
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Commissioner Waxman stated the Experience Center was supposed to be free, but you 1 
have to pay to get into the park.     2 
 3 
Mr. Schmitz stated it is a value-added experience.  Once you are in the park it is free.      4 
 5 
Vice Chair Kutscheid asked about the stormwater and if the two sides were connected.   6 
 7 
Mr. Johnson stated there are multiple sub-water sheds on both sides and they are not 8 
connected.  It is a complex hydraulic model.   9 
 10 
Vice Chair Kutscheid asked if the two lots were separate lots of record.   11 
 12 
Mr. Johnson stated they are separate lots of record.   13 
 14 
Planner Cross illustrated the photo Commissioner Leaf had requested.   15 
 16 
Commissioner Leaf stated Mr. Olson had taken this photo and asked about additional 17 
landscaping for his view.   18 
 19 
Mr. Machelski stated they are screening as close as possible to new tent and want to place 20 
landscaping around the tent.   21 
 22 
Commissioner Leaf stated the Mr. Olson’s concern was his view of the Experience 23 
Center.    24 
 25 
Mr. Machelski stated the landscape along the property line was placed to screen the tent 26 
not to screen all views into the park.   27 
 28 
Commissioner Leaf stated the resident’s view in winter will not be screened properly.   29 
 30 
Mr. Machelski stated that was not the intent of the proposal.  The idea behind the 31 
proposal is to screen those views from residents of the tent.     32 
 33 
Chair Glazer stated all views of the park are not currently screened.   34 
 35 
Mr. Machelski stated they hesitated to screen all views of everything into the park, but 36 
they were responding to concerns raised at the previous meetings.   37 
 38 
Commissioner Reinstein asked about typical donor events and asked what a typical donor 39 
event would be.  40 
 41 
Mr. Schmitz stated they are banquets style events - weddings, mitzvahs, corporate events 42 
- of typically 150-300 people.  90% of the banquets are in the 150-300 range.   43 
 44 
Commissioner Reinstein what type of event would be over 3,000 people.   45 
 46 
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Mr. Schmitz stated an example would be the JUF event of over 3,000 and this became a 1 
major donor event.  They sought approval from the City and they took them through a 2 
vetting process.  There may be one a year.   3 
 4 
Commissioner Reinstein asked with the 15 events can do is this in 12 months. 5 
 6 
Mr. Schmitz stated this is for the off-season and they are asking for five more.     7 
 8 
Commissioner Reinstein asked how they determined which lot they will use.    9 
 10 
Mr. Schmitz stated they use the north lot most of the time because it is closest to the 11 
dining facility.   12 
 13 
Commissioner Reinstein asked if they have had complaints in the off-season.   14 
 15 
Mr. Schmitz stated they had not.   16 
 17 
Chair Glazer mentioned the redundancy of the public benefit and it was being done in 18 
Glencoe.    19 
 20 
Planner Cross stated the idea of the Ravinia streetscape improvements came from a 21 
Hitchcock plan and identified a number of improvements among which was a bike 22 
shelter.  The Commission can discuss if there is a redundancy problem.   23 
 24 
Director Fontane stated the public benefit could be directed toward the latest streetscape 25 
work they are doing.   26 
 27 
Mr. Schmitz stated they could use the $10,000 for whatever they wished.     28 
 29 
Mr. Dunlap stated he had filed cross examination forms and wanted to cross examine two 30 
people.   31 
 32 
Chair Glazer asked who they were.  33 
 34 
Mr. Dunlap stated Messrs. Schmitz and Johnson.  35 
 36 
Mr. Francke stated typically cross examination is limited to direct testimony of a witness.  37 
He asked if this was true in this case.   38 
 39 
Chair Glazer stated this was not a courtroom, but all the questions asked should relate to 40 
the proposal.    41 
 42 
Mr. Dunlap asked Mr. Johnson if he agreed that the 7% for buildings is correct for the 37 43 
acres.   44 
 45 
Mr. Johnson stated he would have to look at this calculations to see if this is correct.  He 46 
thought the 7% applied to just the east lot divided by the west lot.   47 
 48 
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Mr. Dunlap asked if his assertion that there were no buildings on the west lot would 1 
change his answer.   2 
 3 
Mr. Johnson stated he would have to see the numerator and denominator.    4 
 5 
Mr. Dunlap mentioned his summary and recommendations that was in the original 6 
packet.  He asked about the excess capacity and should it be noted for the north lot.  In 7 
the letter he stated that the excess capacity should be noted for the north lot.  He stated it 8 
said the north lobe had an additional one acre foot of storage and the south lobe has 9 
sufficient excess capacity to accommodate the storage required for an additional 14,000 10 
s.f. of building on the site.  He asked what was the additional one acre foot of storage on 11 
the north lot.   12 
 13 
Mr. Johnson stated there are two lobes in the north lot, a lobe parallel to Lambert Tree 14 
and that is storage that was never there before.  It is not excess because that is what was 15 
added.  The south lobe because of the configuration, if they have the opportunity they try 16 
to put in excess.  There is additional storage that could accommodate a 14,000 s.f. 17 
building.  The storage that is in excess could not be used for the building they are 18 
proposed because the hydraulics do not work.   19 
 20 
Mr. Dunlap stated the sentence can be misread.   21 
 22 
Mr. Johnson stated there is enough surplus to do a 14,000 s.f. footprint.   23 
 24 
Mr. Dunlap asked if he was familiar with the JJR plans that show a location for new 25 
building near the carousel.   26 
 27 
Mr. Johnson stated he was not involved in any master plan.   28 
 29 
Mr. Dunlap asked if he had seen the JJR renderings that show a location for a future 30 
building just to the west of the south lobe of the lot.  31 
 32 
Mr. Johnson stated he had not.   33 
 34 
Mr. Dunlap asked about the amount of usage vs. square footage of the Experience Center 35 
and if it was going to be a banquet center used for mitzvahs, weddings, etc.   36 
 37 
Mr. Schmitz stated it was not a banquet center, but an Experience Center as described by 38 
Mr. Kaufman.   39 
 40 
Mr. Dunlap asked if he knew of an email from Mr. Cross discussing the desires of 41 
Messrs. Johnson and Schmitz’ to add a clause that allows the Experience Center to 42 
operate on an unlimited basis for its primary purpose and within constraints of donor 43 
language for banquet uses.  44 
 45 
Mr. Schmitz stated anytime they have a space like this there is a possibility it could be 46 
used for something other than its primary purpose.  It could be used within the 15-20 47 
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constraints.  To say it would never be used for anything outside of its primary purpose 1 
would not be a truthful statement.    2 
 3 
Mr. Dunlap stated this a separate building and could it be used for donor events.   4 
 5 
Mr. Schmitz stated there is a possibility it could be used as a donor space.  The donor 6 
events language is not exclusive to the dining pavilion.  They can use Martin Theater or 7 
any of the other buildings on site.  It does not limit itself to one building.   8 
 9 
Mr. Dunlap asked about off-season events.  In changing the words from donor event to 10 
off-season event, are they opening Ravinia for unlimited use under the PUD. 11 
 12 
Mr. Schmitz stated they wanted to remove donor because they want to eliminate the 13 
donor requirement.  They want to stay with the 15 or 20 events.   14 
 15 
Chair Glazer asked if there was anything else from the Commissioners. 16 
 17 
Chair Glazer stated they had heard a lot of strong feelings on how the process should 18 
work.  Everyone enjoys Ravinia and feels they are well intentioned.  The concern that 19 
predominates seems to be what might happen in the future.  He mentioned a parking 20 
garage on the west lot and that scared him also.  There is no such proposal in front of the 21 
Commission.  It is hard to believe that the Commission or City Council would look with 22 
favor on a garage in Ravinia.  They do not consider matters that may come up in the 23 
future.  They are not asked to consider a development on the west lawn.  What is in front 24 
of the Commission is a proposal that takes Ravinia into the future and a furthering of 25 
their mission.  He did not mind giving them the opportunity to try.  Ravinia has been a 26 
good neighbor and it is a responsible approach to furthering their mission.  Traffic control 27 
or management of nuisance issues is not a matter for the Commission and these should be 28 
reported to the authorities.  He is comfortable about the public benefit being tied to 29 
streetscape improvements.  He thought the idea of impervious surface ratio remains.  If 30 
they accept the staff recommendation that they need 7.49% to accomplish their goal and 31 
if they increase it to 7.49% without removing it altogether it would give the neighbors 32 
some comfort about the ability to keep control of the situation.  He would lean toward 33 
keeping the impervious ratio that Council added years ago.  He thought the burden has 34 
been satisfied as to why the proposal makes sense for Ravinia and the future of the City.     35 
 36 
Commissioner Pearlstein stated she recalled when Port Clinton was built and they 37 
became used to it.  She mentioned Renaissance Place and how they adjusted.  If you 38 
don’t move forward you die.  She stated they need to move forward and try to save and 39 
teach what they can to their grandchildren.   40 
 41 
Commissioner Leaf asked if the ISR was removed can Ravinia pave in the west lot 42 
without a public hearing.   43 
 44 
Planner Cross stated the 2006 PUD has language for major changes which includes any 45 
increase in the impervious surface ratio occupied by buildings and structures.  The 46 
development of a parking lot is considered a structure.  This would require a public 47 
hearing process.   48 
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 1 
Commissioner Leaf asked about the change in the sign package and would the sign be 2 
similar to the one currently used and was there a sign package change.    3 
 4 
Planner Cross stated it has been reviewed and approved by the Design Review 5 
Commission.  He was not sure if the approval was a formal sign package amendment.  6 
 7 
Commissioner Leaf stated he agreed with Chair Glazer and was inclined to approve the 8 
proposal.  He wanted to keep the ISR.     9 
 10 
Vice Chair Kutscheid stated he agreed with Chair Glazer.  He disagreed with the ISR and 11 
impervious surface ratio.  He did not think it was an appropriate aesthetic control for the 12 
property.  They need to go to the system the City has in place for stormwater control that 13 
measures impervious surfaces and use what they have in place to for aesthetic controls.    14 
 15 
Chair Glazer asked if he would be in favor of what they are proposing.  16 
 17 
Vice Chair Kutscheid stated yes.      18 
 19 
Commissioner Reinstein asked about Lot 2 and if by right anything they did would be for 20 
15%.  He asked how paving a parking lot fit in.   21 
 22 
Planner Cross stated parking lots are among the exemptions for floor area.   23 
 24 
Commissioner Reinstein asked if they wanted to pave it would they come before the 25 
Commission because it is an improvement under the PUD.  They would not be asking for 26 
relief, it would be by right.   27 
 28 
Director Fontane stated they would not be asking for a change in the condition.  It would 29 
require a public hearing and amendment to the PUD.  It is not by right.   30 
 31 
Commissioner Reinstein stated the only reason to keep the ISR is to have something else 32 
to think about in terms of development on the west side.  He agreed with Vice Chair 33 
Kutscheid.  He was not sure about the 33% increase in the number of events.    34 
 35 
Commissioner Waxman stated she understand what neighbors are saying and was not 36 
sure the building will make people love classical music.  If they want to teach the 37 
children about classical music they should go to the classrooms.  She thought they had 38 
confused the issue by talking about the west lot and the proposal had nothing to do with 39 
the west lot.  They are talking about a building in Ravinia.  She did not think it made 40 
sense and was not in favor of it.   41 
 42 
Chair Glazer stated it sounded like there was consensus and called for a motion to direct 43 
staff to prepare findings of fact recommending approval of the proposal to City Council 44 
including the Ravinia approach to impervious surface ratio and conditioning the approval 45 
based on a public benefit not to exceed  $10,000 directed to streetscape improvements in 46 
the Ravinia TIF district.  He was comfortable with the number of events and thought five 47 
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was reasonable.  Commissioner Reinstein so motioned, seconded by Vice Chair 1 
Kutscheid.   2 
 3 
Director Fontane stated the area discussed was the Ravinia TIF district.   4 
 5 
Commissioner Leaf asked how to treat ISR as a body and they are supposed to make a 6 
recommendation to City Council.  He asked if they are saying they should remove the 7 
ISR from the PUD.   8 
 9 
Commissioner Reinstein stated the ISR has limit and the idea is to recalculate the limit so 10 
it matches what they are proposing.     11 
 12 
Commissioner Leaf asked if that was in the motion.   13 
 14 
Chair Glazer stated that was what they had discussed originally but Vice Chair Kutscheid 15 
stated that maintaining this artificial limitation was not well reasoned because Ravinia 16 
would still be subject to City requirements and the recommendation was they would live 17 
by City code rather than by the additional ISR.   18 
   19 
Commissioner Leaf stated paving any part of the west lot would require a public hearing.   20 
 21 
Planner Cross stated this would trigger a major change process.   22 
 23 
Commissioner Reinstein stated the motion is to recommend that Ravinia’s proposal to 24 
take it out is accepted.   25 
 26 
Councilman Blumberg stated he thought the proposal was to have it considered in 27 
relation to the entire property.   28 
 29 
Planner Cross stated it was to rely on the City’s existing stormwater management 30 
framework.    31 
 32 
Chair Glazer stated they would recommend to City Council to withdraw the additional 33 
requirements that were imposed and Ravinia would be left subject to the same 34 
requirements for stormwater management that are applicable.    35 
 36 
Director Fontane called the roll: 37 
 38 
Ayes:  Pearlstein, Leaf, Reinstein, Glazer, Kutscheid  39 
 40 
Nays:  Waxman 41 
 42 
Motion passed 5-1.   43 
 44 

C. Public Hearing 17-01-ZTA-002 for Amendments to the Text of the Pedestrian Oriented 45 
Shopping Overlay (POSO) District.   46 
 47 
Chair Glazer stated they would postpone this item to the meeting on July 19th. 48 
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 1 
Planner Cross stated July 19th would work.   2 
 3 
Chair Glazer called for a motion to postpone this item to the July 19th meeting.  No new 4 
notice will be provided.  Commissioner Reinstein so motioned, seconded by 5 
Commissioner Pearlstein.  On a voice vote, the motion was approved unanimously.   6 
 7 

D. Public Hearing 17-07-ZTA-002 for Amendments to the Map Boundaries of the 8 
Pedestrian Oriented Shopping Overlay (POSO) District. 9 
 10 
This item was postponed to July 19th. 11 

 12 
V. OTHER BUSINESS  13 
 14 
 A. Administrative Design Review Approvals  15 

 16 
Planner Cross there was an antenna modification, a railing modification for a condo 17 
building and a landscaping change.  These were approved administratively.   18 
 19 

 B. Next regular meeting - July 19, 2017 20 
 21 
 C. Case Briefing 22 
 23 

Planner Cross stated there is a Ravinia Community Relations Commission meeting next 24 
week on Tuesday.      25 
 26 
Commissioner Leaf asked about the signs by the arcade on Central Ave. and if that was 27 
for the POSO.   28 
 29 
Planner Cross stated they just have a number.   30 

 31 
VI.  BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC 32 
 33 
  There was none.   34 
 35 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 36 
 37 

Chair Glazer called for a motion to adjourn.  So motioned by Commissioner Pearlstein, 38 
seconded by Commissioner Waxman.  On a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously. 39 
 40 
The Plan and Design Commission adjourned at 10:50 PM.   41 
 42 

 Respectfully submitted, 43 
Joel Fontane, Secretary  44 
 45 
 46 
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Due to some technical difficulties, the staff write-up for this design review item is included as 
the first Attachment to this cover page.  Sorry for any inconvenience! 

 
Documents Attached: 
Attachment A - RFPCA - 2045 St Johns Garden Learning Center 7-19-17 
Attachment B - Cover Letter 
Attachment C - Project FAQ's 
Attachment D - Project Plan Set 
Attachment E - Lighting & Fence Cutsheets 

DATE REFERRED:   July 19, 2017 

ORIGINATED BY:  Community Development 

SUBJECT: Design Review for a Garden Learning Center Facility at 2045 St Johns 
Avenue 
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DATE REFERRED:  July 19, 2017 
 
ORIGINATED BY:  Department of Community Development 

 
SUBJECT:  Design Review for a Garden Learning Center Facility at 2045 St Johns 

Avenue 
 
 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 
 
Site Location: 2045 St. Johns Avenue   
Current Zoning: RM1 – Medium to High Density Multifamily Residential 
Applicant:  Caleb Lowery, Tom Shafer Architects, Highland Park, IL 
Property Owner:  HP Community Garden, LLC, Chicago, IL 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
APPLICATION SUMMARY  
A new greenhouse and gardening facility is proposed on a soon-to-be vacant lot at 2045 St. Johns 
Avenue.  Architect Tom Shafer’s team is working with Scott Byron (Scott Byron & Co) and Ms. Jeanne 
Nolan (The Organic Gardener) to create the Indian Trail Garden Learning Center on the property, an 
“educational and interactive space for students and teachers that encourages learning through creative 
play.”  The Garden Learning Center will feature extensive planted areas with a wide variety of flowers, 
herbs, fruits, and shrubs, as well as a metal and glass greenhouse for year-round use. 
 
The petitioners have submitted two thorough write-ups on the project, which are included in the 
attachments and provide detailed information on the proposal. 
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The facility is currently on a private property identified in red on the location map above.  The intent is to 
consolidate this small parcel with the larger Indian Trail School property owned by North Shore School 
District 112.   
 
Land Use Analysis 
A Garden Learning Center is not an established principal land use in Highland Park’s zoning code.  As 
such, establishing one on a property as a standalone land use would require a text amendment to the 
Zoning Code creating the use and an associated off-street parking requirement.  However, if the Garden 
Learning Center is on the same property as the Indian Trail elementary school (where the school 
represents the principal land use), then it can be considered an Accessory Land Use1.  Section 150.404(B) 
of the Zoning Code provides the following allowance for Accessory Uses: 

 
“Except as otherwise regulated by this Chapter, an accessory use, building, or structure is 
permitted to accompany the principal use to which it is subordinate where such principal 
use is either permitted by right or authorized by a special use permit.” 

 
This means the Garden Learning Center is allowed to operate as an accessory use to the school, as long as 
they’re on the same property where the school represents the principal land use.  As part of this project, 
and before any building permits can be issued for the improvements, the property at 2045 St. Johns must 
be consolidated with the Indian Trail school property. 
 
 
Landscaping Plan 
There are two versions of Page L-03.1 in the plan set showing the proposed landscape plan for the site.  
The color version, shown below in Figure 1, provides a clear illustration of the landscape design.  The 
black and white version is virtually the same, but includes a planting schedule with species and quantity 

of proposed plantings.   
 

                                                           
1 ACCESSORY USE:  A use, which is ancillary or incidental to the principal use of the premises.   

Figure 1: Landscaping & Site Plan for the Garden Learning Center 
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The landscape plan is atypical and not like the type the Commission would typically review for new 
construction.  In the case of the proposed Garden Learning Center, the majority of this property is 
dedicated to an interactive garden use. 
 
Plantings on the 7,000 square-foot lot include 14 pear trees and two apple trees.  34 shrubs are proposed, 
including six raspberry plants.  Dozens of lilies, daisies, and other plantings are shown on the grounds, 
which will be further landscaped with a stone path, boulders for seating, and lattice panels for vegetable 
vines.  One of the project narratives provides the following summary of the plantings and landscaping: 
 

“Accessible raised planters will be constructed with landscape timbers and planted by the 
students with seasonal vegetables and herbs. At-grade planting beds throughout the garden 
will have a mix of   perennials, groundcover, vegetables, herbs, fruiting shrubs, and 
flowering shrubs. Hoop tunnels covered in climbing vegetable vines, stone plank steppers, 
and a lattice panel "maze" with fruiting vines and vegetables create a path of discovery 
and wonder through the garden. Large boulders will be scattered through the space to 
create gathering and resting areas and oversized stone steppers will lead the kids through 
the planting beds and allow them to access to the vegetables and fruiting espalier trees.” 

 
Greenhouse Building  
 
The greenhouse proposed for the 
Garden Learning Center is a 
straightforward design with a brick 
wall base, tempered safety glass 
panels, and aluminum framing.  The 
project narrative indicates it will 
have heating and ventilation, which 
is consistent with the intent to use it 
for year-round gardening.   
 
The plans do not identify the lighting 
plan inside the greenhouse, so the 
Commission may wish to address the 
potential for light nuisance 
emanating from within the glass 
building. 
 
Site Lighting 
The landscape plan identifies twenty ground-mounted light fixtures located around the grounds.  There 
are 13 path lights, four small bullet uplights, and three low-level wash lights.  These latter fixtures are 
intended to illuminate the trees onsite and the applicants will need to provide additional insight into their 
lighting intent and design. 
 
   

Figure 2: Example of Proposed Greenhouse Design 
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The zoning code prohibits sky-directed glare, but not decorative uplighting incorporated with 
landscaping.  This means that uplighting into trees isn’t strictly prohibited, but it may be helpful to clarify 
how the lights are used in winter months when deciduous trees have fewer leaves to block sky-directed 
glare.  Exposed glare must also be screened from adjacent properties, so uplighting must be carefully 
designed and located to avoid this. 
 
The application materials make clear that site lighting will meet the performance standards in Article VI 
of the zoning code and no lighting variations will be sought.  If needed, staff can work with the applicants 
to ensure lighting meets the needs of the facility, but remains in conformance with the zoning code. 
 
 
Fence 
The color version of the landscape plan identifies a “Steel Picket Perimeter Fence” around the property.  
The proposed fence is black powder-coated 
aluminum ornamental fence that will be 4’ in 
height within the required front yard.  The top 
of the fence will remain at a consistent height 
around the property, but the bottom will be 
stepped as needed to follow the grade around 
the perimeter of the lot.  At no point will the 
fence exceed six feet in height. 
 
Shed 
The plans identify a 10’ x 15’ Cedar Compost 
and Storage Shed on the north side of the 
property.  The application materials do not 
provide additional information on the shed, but 
the applicants have indicated they will present 
details on the shed at the meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3: Proposed Light Fixtures 

Figure 4: Proposed Perimeter Fence 
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Sec. 176.205 General Design Standards. 
(A) Site Plan. 

1) The site shall be planned to  

a. provide a desirable transition from the streetscape,  

b. meet the parking design requirements of Article VIII of Chapter 150 of this Code, 
and  

c. meet the landscape planting and screening requirements of Article XXII of Chapter 
150 of this Code.  

2) Buildings shall be oriented so that the principal entry is visible and accessible from the 
primary street frontage. 

3) Building configurations that tend to catch and accumulate debris, leaves, dirt, trash and 
rubbish shall be avoided.  

4) Service yards, storage yards, exterior work areas, and utility meters shall either be  

a. screened from view from public rights-of-way with dense planting or other materials 
harmonious with the building, or  

b. otherwise be located so as not to be visible from any public rights-of-way. 

 
The Garden Learning Center is a unique land use concept and the General Design Standards should 
be applied within its context.  The greenhouse is not intended for public or pedestrian interaction, 
for instance, so its orientation and frontage are not accessible from the primary street frontage.  
However, the site is designed to have an attractive approach to the streetscape.   
 
As an accessory use, the Garden Learning Center does not impact the off-street parking requirement 
for Indian Trail School.   
 
The construction of a new building on the site requires Foundation Plantings around the base of the 
structure.  Section 150.2225 of the code states: 
 

Sec. 150.2225 Foundation Landscaping.  
A. A minimum planting area of not less than five feet in depth shall 

be installed and maintained immediately adjacent to the 
foundation of all new, modified, and expanded buildings and 
structures that require Plan and Design Commission approval 
pursuant to Chapter 176 of the Code. 

 
The landscape plan for the Garden Learning Center shows plantings around the foundation of the 
greenhouse, but the planting area may be less than five feet in depth as required by Code.  This will 
be an actively-gardened space and conforming to the five-foot depth requirement may inhibit access 
to all areas of the garden.   
 
Per language in Section 150.2260, the Plan & Design Commission is authorized to grant a variation 
to modify the depth of the foundation planting area around the greenhouse.  Reducing the depth of 
the foundation planting area will allow the greenhouse to be more visible and improve the 
functionality of the garden space around it. 
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Standards to approve a landscape variation are provided in 150.2260(C): 
 

Standards. No variation authorized by this Section 150.2260 shall be granted unless the 
Plan and Design Commission determines that:  

(i) the requested variation is appropriate due to a particular hardship or special 
unique circumstance; 

(ii) the requested variation will not defeat the fundamental purposes and intent of 
this Article, as expressed in Section 150.2201 of this Article; and  

(iii) the requested variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious 
to property in the vicinity of the lot for which the variation is granted. 

 
 
(B) Site Treatment. 

1) Where natural or existing topographic patterns contribute to beauty and utility of a 
development, they shall be preserved and enhanced, subject to the requirements set forth in 
Article XVIII of Chapter 150 of this Code.  

2) Grades of walks, parking spaces, terraces, and other paved areas shall provide a safe and 
stable surface for walking.  

3) Sidewalks, plazas, and pedestrian pathways shall be distinguished from Vehicular Use Areas 
through the use of materials, such as curbs, pavers, and brick or brushed or scored concrete, 
in order to ensure pedestrian safety and comfort.  

4) Newly installed utility services and service revisions necessitated by a modification to an 
Exterior Design Feature shall be place underground.  

The project proposes a plank stone stepper pathway winding through the garden space.  It appears 
to satisfy standard 2 above and provide a “safe and stable surface for walking.” 

 

C) Building Design 

1) Building mass, scale, and lines, including roof forms, shall be designed to be harmonious 
with the design of adjacent buildings.  

2) Buildings shall be designed to avoid monotony with respect to roof line, windows, location 
and size of principal entry, location and orientation of garage entries, and cladding material 
and color.  

3) Building materials shall be durable and conducive to easy maintenance and upkeep.  

4) Mechanical or other utility equipment. 

a. Mechanical and utility equipment located on the roof or exterior of a building shall 
either be: (i) screened from view from public rights-of-way with materials 
harmonious to the building; or (ii) located as to not be visible from public rights-of-
way or residential zoning districts.  

b. Ground-mounted mechanical or utility equipment shall comply with the screening 
requirements set forth in Article XXII of Chapter 150 of this Code.  
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5) Building additions and modifications shall maintain safe access and pathways, and allow for 
the functional use of spaces between buildings. 

A new glass and metal greenhouse is proposed on the property to serve the Garden Learning Center.  
The Commission can discuss how any of the above design standards may apply to the structure. 

  

(D) Lighting. 

1) Lighting fixtures shall be of a scale and finish, and shall be mounted at a height, that are 
appropriate to the building design and lighting function.  

2) Light sources shall be shielded from view from public rights-of-way and residential districts.  

3) Light poles located within a Vehicular Use Area shall be located between parking spaces.  

4) Lighting levels and light fixture design shall meet the standards of Article VI of Chapter 150 
of this Code.  

 
As mentioned, the project proposes a series of small, low-level lights around the site.  Most of them 
are 19” pathlights providing safety lighting to help navigate the property in low light conditions.  
Four small bullet lights will provide uplighting into trees along the northern property line and three 
lights will provide additional ambient light along the south property line. 

The applicants have been asked to provide additional information relating to the luminaires 
proposed in the fixtures to make a clearer determination of the impact of the proposed lighting.  
They have indicated the lighting plan will conform to the code and no variations will be sought. 

Design Standard #2 above requires that light sources be screened from direct view.  Staff will work 
with the applicants to ensure this standard is met. 

 

(E) Awnings 

The standards for awnings are not applicable to this proposal. 

(F) Fences:  Fences shall be constructed to meet the requirements of Article XXII of Chapter 150 of 
this Code and of Chapter 173 of this Code. 

A decorate metal fence is proposed around the perimeter of the property.  It will require a building 
permit and will be reviewed for conformance with the requirements in the Building Code (Chapter 
173). 

 
APPROVAL PROCESS 
The Plan & Design Commission has full approval authority for design review applications like this.  If the 
Commission approves the proposal for the Garden Learning Center at 2045 St Johns Avenue, then a 
Certificate of Design Review Approval will be drafted that identifies the plans for the proposed 
improvements.  All building permits issued for the reconstruction will be reviewed for conformance to the 
approved plans. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The Department of Community Development recommends that the Plan and Design Commission discuss 
the proposal per the design standards enumerated above.  The Commission can approve the plans, deny 
them, or recommend changes and continue the discussion to a future meeting. 
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Attachment: Attachment D - Project Plan Set  (2300 : Garden Learning Center - 2045 St. Johns Avenue)
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