
Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting 
Minutes 

October 1, 2025 
 
 CALL TO ORDER  
 The Regular Meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Village of 

Mundelein was held on October 1, 2025 at 300 Plaza Circle, Mundelein. Commission 
Chairman T. Roswick called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 

  

 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 Chairman T. Roswick led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
  

 ATTENDANCE  
  
  

 Role Call  
 Chair Roswick took the roll call. It indicated as follows:   

 
Board Attendance 
PRESENT: K. Anderson, K. Garesche, J. Holden, S. Petti, T. Roswick,  K. Teehan, T. Wilson 
ABSENT:  
 
Village Attendance 
PRESENT: Senior Planner C. Malec, Recording Secretary E. Swanson 

  

 MINUTES APPROVAL  
  
  

 Approve the Planning and Zoning Commission Regular meeting minutes from 
September 3, 2025  

 S. Petti moved, seconded by K. Teehan, a Motion to approve the Planning and Zoning 
Commission Meeting Minutes from September 3, 2025. 
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 7, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner S. Petti 
SECONDER: Commissioner K. Teehan 
AYES: T. Roswick, K. Anderson, K. Garesche, J. Holden, S. Petti, K. Teehan, T. 

Wilson 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
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 PUBLIC COMMENTARY  
 Commission Chairman T. Roswick opened the floor to general public commentary.  

 
There was no general public commentary.  
 
Commission Chairman T. Roswick closed the floor to general public commentary.  

  

 OLD PZC BUSINESS  
 There was no old PZC business.  
  

 NEW PZC BUSINESS  
  
  

 PZC2025-0035 – Solaria Crossings Townhouses – 301-319 E. Route 83 - PUD Rezoning  
  
  

 Open Public Hearing  
 J. Holden moved, seconded by K. Garesche, a Motion to open Public Hearing PZ2025-

0035. 
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 7, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner J. Holden 
SECONDER: Commissioner K. Garesche 
AYES: T. Roswick, K. Anderson, K. Garesche, J. Holden, S. Petti, K. Teehan, T. 

Wilson 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
  

  

 Staff Presentation   
 C. Malec presented the attached PowerPoint and gave a brief overview and history of 

the case. The petitioner is requesting an amendment to the zoning map and approval 
of a preliminary Planned Unit Development for the Solaria Crossings townhouses to be 
located at 301 & 319 E. Route 83. 
 
Mr. John Sopata of Long Grove briefly interrupted asking when his written request for a 
continuance of the case would be considered. Chairman T. Roswick clarified the 
procedure of the Public Hearing stating that after the staff presentation, the petitioner 
would present, and after that would be public commentary where the members of the 
public can ask questions and bring to light concerns regarding the petition. 
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 Petitioner Presentation  
 Peter Bezos, Attorney representing Verve Ventures gave the attached PowerPoint 

presentation. Mr. Bezos stated that the petioner feels that the proposed townhouse 
development would create the highest and best use of the land.  
 
Venu Kakumanu of Verve Ventures reiterated the presentation by Mr. Bezos and stated 
that a zoning of R-5 for the lot would create a transition zone between the residential 
neighborhood to the south and the commercial developments to the north.  
 
Hemal Purohit, Architect of Verve Ventures spoke of the thoughtfulness of the design. 
He stated that they chose to have an introverted, inner facing community. He further 
discussed the target demographic being young families and young professionals. Mr. 
Purohit further reviewed the combination of materials proposed in the building facade.  
 
Veer Abhijit, Civil Engineer of Verve Ventures reviewed the engineering of the site plan 
including the driveways, green space, and retention pond on the property.  
 
K. Garesche inquired if the petitioner was contacted for the purchase of the land to be 
used for the proposed expansion by IDOT. The petitioner stated that they are expecting 
to be contacted, but as of the meeting date, they had not yet been formally contacted.  
 
K. Anderson asked questions regarding the detention area and the setback as it relates 
to the IDOT expansion.  
 
T. Roswick asked if the pond would be a retention or detention pond. The petitioner 
stated it would be both. It would keep water up to 2 inches deep, but more than that 
would trigger water being drained out of the system within 48 hours.  
 
K. Garesche inquired about the guest parking spaces and if those would be jointly 
owned by all unit owners. The petitioner stated that the spaces are planned to be 
maintained by the HOA, but had not hammered out all the details yet regarding the 
rules for visitor parking spaces.  
 
T. Roswick asked if the property is currently unoccupied. The petitioner stated that to 
his knowledge the property is vacant and has been for some time.  
 
S. Petti asked about the parking spaces and if that would be enough. The petitioner 
stated that each townhouse would have a 2-car garage and 2 additional parking spaces 
in the driveway. The proposed 9 additional visitor parking spaces would be in addition. 
Mr. Petti asked if there would be any street parking available. C. Malec stated that the 
street is not wide enough to allow for street parking, but the current plan exceeds the 
requirement for parking spaces.  

Page 3 of 105



 
K. Gareshe inquired as to if there was a crosswalk across route 83 to get from the 
subject property to the commercial areas. The commission does not believe that there 
is currently any crosswalk, but the IDOT plans can be checked to see if there is a plan to 
put one in. It was later confirmed that there is a plan to put in a crosswalk.  

  

 Public Commentary  
 Chairman T. Roswick opened the floor to public commentary.  

 
The Chairman swore in all who wished to speak simultaneously.  
 
Robert Lass of 7066 RFD, Long Grove, Illinois, spoke on the petition. Mr. Lass expressed 
concerns about the impact the development would have on the other residents of the 
Towners subdivision. He stated that the entrence and egress on Willow Spring Road 
could cause further traffic issues. As it stands the left turn lane onto route 60 will only 
accommodate 3 standard-sized vehicles. He also expressed concerns with the short 
light at the intersection. His fear is the additional pressure caused by the additional 
residents will force them to drive further into the subdivision, and his concern is that it 
is a residential neighborhood with narrow streets.  
 
Pamela Eulberg of 7045 Willow Spring Road, Long Grove, Illinois, spoke on the petition. 
Ms. Eulberg stated that she agreed with the statements made by Mr. Lass, andstated 
that over the 4 years that they have lived at their current address, there has been an 
increase in cut-through traffic through the neighborhood. She has concerns with the 
safety of pedestrians and the lack of lights in the neighborhood. She also stated that 
she has concerns with having a retention pond added to the subdivision and that it 
might cause flooding.  
 
K. Garesche asked if the Towner's neighborhood has a homeowners association. Mr. 
Gerstenbrand stated that they do not have a homeowners association, only a water 
association.  
 
Konrad Gerstenbrand of 7044 Osage, Long Grove, Illinois, spoke on the petition. He 
stated that he has been a resident there since 1977 and is the current treasurer of the 
water association. He agrees with the concerns regarding the traffic patterns brought 
forth by his neighbor. He also shared concerns with the short duration of the light to 
get onto 60/83.  
 
Madeline Longobardi of 7048 Osage, Long Grove, Illinois, spoke on the petition. She 
stated that she disagrees with the petitioner about the lot being difficult to sell as a 
single-family lot. She felt that the large lot was attractive, but the house currently on 
the lot needs to be repaired. She shared similar concerns regarding traffic and the 
density of the project.  
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Jodi Van Dahm of 7047 Willow Spring Road, Long Grove, Illinois, spoke on the petition. 
Ms. Van Dahm stated that she purchased her house a year ago and expressed concerns 
with the noise and light that she would expect to be coming from the development. 
She also shared concerns with the lack of parking and expects future residents parking 
directly in front of her house on Willow Spring.  
 
John Sopata of 7057 Osage, Long Grove, Illinois, spoke on the petition. Mr. Sopata 
stated that there was a letter sent by the Village of Long Grove regarding concerns with 
the development. (The letter referenced was received by the Village of Mundelein after 
the agenda was published and is attached at the end of the minutes). He further stated 
that he would like to request a continuance because the proposal of a multi-family 
development in that location in proximity to their single-family neighborhood is a lot to 
digest. He has concerns with 21 townhouses on a lot that is currently zoned for one. 
Mr. Sopata also stated that there is no traffic study for this project. Though Ms. Malec 
shared that there was a traffic study for the previously proposed gas station, there was 
no traffic study provided for this proposed development. He stated that he wanted to 
correct a statement made by Ms. Malec earlier and said that all the special use 
standards needed to be met.  Ms. Malec clarified that the earlier statement made 
earlier was in reference to the Map Amendment Standards. According to the code it 
states "The approval of amendments is based on a balancing of these standards" and 
do not all have to be individually met, as with Special Use Standards.   
 
Mr. Sopata shared a publication from 1976 regarding the subdivision well. He stated 
that there is a line that suggests that the aquifer depth is 85 feet. Mr. Sopata stated 
that the burden is on the applicant to prove that there is not going to be a negative 
effect of the development on the well, and they did not provide a hydro-geologic 
study.  
 
K. Garesche requested clarification on the requested continuance. Ms. Garesche stated 
that Mr. Sopata asked for a 30-60 day continuance of the hearing, and asked as to what 
the additional time is requested for? Is he requesting anything specific?  
 
Mr. Sopata stated that he has been working hard for many years and maybe he could 
pay for a traffic study. Ms. Garesche asked if he wanted a traffic study to be done 
during that requested continuance, and stated that she is requesting clarification as to 
what he is hoping to accomplish during the requested continuance time. Mr. Sopata 
stated that he could hire an engineering company to do a traffic study or that he could 
hire a hydro-geologist to evaluate the effects of this project, he could also have time to 
do additional research on the restrictive covenants from 1949.  
 
Mr. Sopata stated that there was no testimony from a realtor or real estate 
professional regarding the hardship. He felt that the property has value right now as a 
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single family lot consistent with other lots in Mundelein. He felt that any decrease in 
value is due to the past property owner's neglect. As to the continuance request, he 
does not see an emergency that would justify moving the petition forward. He stated 
that he is requesting time to give him a chance to digest the dramatic change in zoning. 
He further stated that the applicant didn't include information about the cut-through 
traffic through the subdivision in their application and requested again for a 60 day 
continuance of the hearing to give the neighbors a chance to digest the information.  
 
Jessica Permania of 7051 Osage, Long Grove, Illinois, spoke on the petition. Ms. 
Permania stated that she would also like to request a continuance as she felt there was 
not enough time allowed to take in all the information. Ms. Permania stated that they 
had purchased their specific house because it is a hidden subdivision without sidewalks. 
The development would force people to drive into their subdivision. Ms. Permania 
presented the Long Grove comprehensive plan and stated that Long Grove prefers to 
have as much nature areas as possible. She suggested that the commission read 
through some of the Long Grove comprehensive plan when they have a chance. She 
stated that it is a small neighborhood and it is obvious to the residents when someone 
is cutting through who doesn't live in the neighborhood. She felt that adding in another 
21 units would add another 80-100 individuals into their neighborhood. Ms. Permania 
asked the commission if it was possible to have a 20-foot tall fence installed and asked 
why they couldn't just have the entrance on 60/83 instead of along Willow Springs.  
 
Mr. Lass wished to speak again on the petition. He submitted a hand-written request 
for a continuance from another resident who was unable to attend the meeting.  
 
Chairman T. Roswick asked if there was any further public commentary.  
 
Mr. Bezos, legal representation for the applicant, reiterated the concerns of the 
neighbors on traffic, lighting, potential well contamination, meeting the standards, 
parking on subdivision streets, and the requests for a continuance. Mr. Bezos handed 
out a map on the site (attached). The Mundelein comprehensive plan lists the future 
use of the site as flexible. The proposed townhouse use fits within that use. Mr. Bezos 
reviewed the trip generation estimates and stated that this is not a large traffic 
generating project. Mr. Bezos reviewed the photometric plan showing that they plan to 
conform to Village codes regarding lighting and the project will have downcast lighting 
to reduce the impact to the neighbors. In regards to the well, the IEPA would have 
allowed a gas station on the same site previously which had larger potential for 
contamination. The townhouse project without basements has no contamination 
source. Mr. Bezos stated that in regard to the claim that the project does not meet the 
standards to grant a map amendment, the project meets 10 out of 12 of the standards 
as is and repeated the specific text from the ordinance "The approval of amendments is 
based on a balancing of these standards." Whereas the special use standards must all 
be met. He further stated that a small, two-acre parcel located on a busy street does 
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not lend itself to detached single-family development. He stated that the petitioner has 
met all the requirements for the requests and has given supplemental information 
regarding the neighbors' concerns. Therefore, it does not warrant a continuance.  
 
Mr. Sopata wished to speak again on the petition. He gave some history on his 
perspective of the carwash petition and stated the the IEPA did have concerns and the 
carwash had to reconfigure the site in order to move forward. Mr. Sopata quoted some 
of the mechanical requirements for placing a well near a sewage system.  
 
Chairman T. Roswick asked again if anyone would like to provide public commentary. 
Nobody indicated they would like to speak. Mr. Roswick asked C. Malec if the Village 
had received any other commentary. She indicated that the only written commentary 
received was provided (and is attached to these minutes).  
 
Chairman T. Roswick closed the floor to public commentary. 

  

 Commission Discussion  
 K. Garesche asked about the letter received from Long Grove. One of the members of 

the public addressed the letter and indicated that the Village of Long Grove had also 
requested a continuance. However, after reading, it did not mention a continuance 
request and only requested that certain topics be considered, so she requested 
clarification to make sure she had the correct letter. It was confirmed that the letter 
dated October 1 (attached to these minutes) was the only one received from Long 
Grove and requested that specific topics are addressed by the commission regarding 
the application. 
 
J. Holden spoke on the IDOT plans to widen 60/83 and modernize the traffic light. She 
asked staff if there is any additional information regarding the traffic light and what 
changes might be proposed to the timing. C. Malec stated that the information 
presented is the latest details that IDOT released. The Village does not have 
information on any proposed changes to the traffic light. 
 
The commission discussed the proposed changes. From reviewing IDOT plans,some 
inferred that IDOT is attempting to divert traffic out of the area. The commission 
discussed the Long Grove neighbors' concern with the narrow roads and lack of 
sidewalks being a danger as well as their desire to keep narrow roads and lack of 
sidewalks for the character of the neighborhood. 
 
There was further discussion on making an entrance/exit on 60/83. The previously 
proposed carwash had placed an entrance there, but this development would not have 
the same volume of traffic that would be generated by a carwash and could be a 
deterrent to residents of the development attempting to turn left in or out because it 
could only be a right-in right-out. Further, it was discussed that while there is currently 
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an access point on 60/83 via a driveway, it may or may not be viable for this project and 
the widening is up to the discretion of IDOT and could be denied.  
 
T. Roswick stated that upon review of this parcel, it does not appear that low-density, 
detached single-family is the highest and best use of the property. It has remained 
undeveloped and unoccupied for many years, and though it has had a handful of 
inquiries to develop in 12+ years, the uses were always automotive or carwash based 
and were a less desirable use next to single family. The proposed townhouse 
development would be an appropriate transitional zoning. There has not been a 
request to develop as a single-family residence to date.  
 
C. Malec refined the discussion on stormwater management. She wanted to clarify that 
this development project would be subject to the Lake County Stormwater 
Management Commission requirements. So they would be required to meet all of the 
stormwater runoff requirements.  
 
The Village Engineer found that the development is in compliance with the IEPA 
regulations regarding the concerns with the community well. In regards to the use of 
the property, it is not a carwash use and it is compatible with the residential uses 
within the neighbornhood. K. Garesche stated that perhaps the development could add 
something in the declarations regulating the use of pesticides or other forever 
chemicals to help preserve the health of the community well to the best of their ability. 
T. Roswick stated that the commission could make that a recommendation for the 
development.  
 
The commission discussed the lighting concerns. K. Garesche noted that the neighbors 
have both safety concerns with the lack of lighting, but they also seemed to prefer the 
lack of lighting within the neighborhood. The Commission asked staff what the lighting 
requirements would be. C. Malec stated that there is a zero-foot candle requirement at 
the property. The lighting cannot trespass the property lines. The project meets this 
requirement. 
 
S. Petti discussed the traffic concerns. There is development ongoing further up route 
60/83 some of which are proposed and have not yet begun, and therefore, many of the 
traffic concerns are not due to this specific development. Mr. John Sopata interrupted 
the commission discussion to state that he felt that the statement made by S. Petti was 
a hunch. T. Roswick requested that the commission go back to their discussion.  
 
K. Garesche stated that cut-through concerns could also be addressed by the Village of 
Long Grove, and it is not fully under Village control. The residents could petition their 
Village to have a cul-de-sac added to the street at the edge of their Village limits to 
remove the cut-through traffic entirely.  
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The commission discussed the architecture and materials proposed by the applicant. K. 
Anderson felt that he was comfortable with the style of the elevations, but would 
prefer higher quality materials to be used. T. Roswick asked staff if the design had 
passed through their review. C. Malec confirmed that the style of the architecture had 
gone through several iterations with feedback on staff before proceeding to the 
Planning and Zoning Commission. The applicant agreed to use all fiber cement-level 
quality siding or greater.  
 
T. Roswick initiated the conversation regarding the request from the residents 
proposing a continuance on the hearing. It was decided that historically continuances 
had been required in order for the petitioner to fulfill a request. It was asked of staff 
what a traffic study, if requested, would accomplish. C. Malec stated that a traffic study 
is limited to finding whether the current roads could handle the addition of the 
proposed development and how many trips it is expected to generate, J. Holden 
restated the point that a traffic study would not verify whether people will cut through 
Long Grove, only if the roads can handle the added traffic. Therefore, it was found that 
a traffic study would not provide additional value as there is not a question of whether 
Route 60/83 can handle 21 Townhouses. J. Holden asked if the development had ever 
had an entry point proposed on 60/83. With the IDOT planned median location on 
60/83, it would severely limit in and out of the development for residents to enter and 
exit their residents, so an entry point on 60/83 would not be suited for this project. K. 
Garesche stated that there does not appear to be any new items that the petitioner 
would need to provide to fulfill a requirement. It was decided that a continuance is not 
suitable in this case. 

  

 Map Amendment Request  
 K. Garesche moved, seconded by S. Petti, a Motion to recommend approval of a map 

amendment to rezone 301 & 319 E Route 83 from R-1 Single-Family Residential to R-5 
Multi-Family Residential (PINs:15-06-101-003 and 15-06-101-004) including the 
Findings of Fact as presented.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 7, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner K. Garesche 
SECONDER: Commissioner S. Petti 
AYES: T. Roswick, K. Anderson, K. Garesche, J. Holden, S. Petti, K. Teehan, T. 

Wilson 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
  

  

 Preliminary Planned Unit Development Request  
 K. Garesche moved, seconded by K. Anderson, a Motionto recommend approval of a 
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Preliminary Planned Unit Development for the Solaria Crossings townhouse project at 
301 & 319 E Route 83 (PINs: 15-06-101-003 and 15-06-101-004), including the Findings 
of Fact with recommended edits and the following conditions:  

1. The townhouse exteriors shall not include aluminum or vinyl siding; only fiber 
cement quality siding or greater; and 

2. If this project is found to be in violation of State law or other agency regulation 
with regards to the nearby well, the Petitioner must address said violations prior 
to submitting a Final PUD.  

 
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 7, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner K. Garesche 
SECONDER: Commissioner K. Anderson 
AYES: T. Roswick, K. Anderson, K. Garesche, J. Holden, S. Petti, K. Teehan, T. 

Wilson 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
  

  

 Additional Recommendations  
 K. Garesche moved, seconded by J. Holden, a Motion to make the following 

recommendations regarding the development at 301 & 319 E Route 83 (PINs: 15-06-
101-003 and 15-06-101-004). 

1. The Petitioner should attempt to resolve the Village Engineer’s concerns over 
the unit with a one-car garage and one-car driveway by working with Staff. For 
the Final PUD, the Petitioner should either remove that unit or propose an 
alternative driveway configuration that is acceptable to the Village Engineer. 

2. The PZC requests that staff explore options to ease the backup on Willow Spring 
Road waiting to turn leftbound onto Route 60/83. Avenues could include 
advocating for a longer light (as part of the IDOT’s planned signal 
modernization) or extending the length of the left turn lane on Willow Spring 
Road. 

3. The Petitioner should work with Staff to develop acceptable language for the 
covenants regarding limitations on chemicals that could adversely affect the 
nearby well, and to propose that language when the project returns for Final 
PUD approval.  

 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 7, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner K. Garesche 
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SECONDER: Commissioner J. Holden 
AYES: T. Roswick, K. Anderson, K. Garesche, J. Holden, S. Petti, K. Teehan, T. 

Wilson 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
  

  

 Close Public Hearing  
 S. Petti moved, seconded by K. Garesche, a Motion to close Public Hearing PZ2025-

0035. 
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 7, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner S. Petti 
SECONDER: Commissioner K. Garesche 
AYES: T. Roswick, K. Anderson, K. Garesche, J. Holden, S. Petti, K. Teehan, T. 

Wilson 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
  

  

 QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS  
 There were no further questions or comments.  
  

 ADJOURNMENT  
  
  

 Adjourn the Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting  
 S. Petti moved, seconded by K. Anderson, a Motion to adjourn the Planning and Zoning 

Commission Meeting of October 1, 2025.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 7, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Steven Petti 
SECONDER: Commissioner Kevin Anderson 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Kevin Teehan, Tim Wilson 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:14 PM. 
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PZ2025-0035
301 & 319 E. ROUTE 83
SOLARIA CROSSINGS

Staff  Presentation
Colleen Malec, Senior Planner

October 1, 2025
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STREET VIEW
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HISTORIC AERIALS
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PREVIOUS PROPOSAL (2022)

• Petitioner: 319 IL 83, LLC

• Zoning Requests: 

• Rezoning to C-2 General Commercial (denied)

• Special Use for a Car Wash (denied)

• Setback Variation (approved)

• Plat of  Subdivision (approved)

• Use: Automated car wash with self-service 
vacuums

• Access: Route 60/83 only (RIRO)

• Denied November 2022: PZC found that an 
automotive land use that generates a large 
number of  trips was not appropriate adjacent to 
low density single family.  
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NEW PROPOSAL

• Petitioner: Verve Ventures LLC

• When: Approached Village in mid-2024; has worked 
with Staff  since then to refine site plan, engineering, 
and architecture. 

• What: 21 Townhouses – front loaded; three stories

• Ownership: Proposed as for-sale. HOA to maintain 
common areas and roadway. 

• Roadways: Private roads. One full access point on 
Willow Spring Road.

• Parking: Each unit has two-car garage, two-car 
driveway. Nine guest parking spaces. 
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ZONING REQUESTS

1. Map Amendment
• Current Zoning = R-1 Single-Family Residential.

• Proposed Zoning = R-5 Multi-Family Residential.

 R-5 is the only residential district that permits townhouses. 

2. Preliminary Planned Unit Development 
(PUD)

• Custom zoning plan for a specific area, typically for unique projects that 
don’t fit cleanly within the code.

• Sets rules for how the land can be used (in addition to or with deviations 
from the standard Municipal Code).

• Allows Village to evaluate the project comprehensively for design and 
overall compatibility.

• PUDs are approved by ordinance and negate the need for individual 
variations that would normally be required.

• Example: Grand Dominion / Del Webb

• Will return for approval of  Final PUD

Specifically Requested PUD Deviation

• The Zoning Ordinance normally requires that a 
building permit be issued within one year of  granting 
a Special Use for the Special Use Permit to stay valid. 

• Construction must commence within six months of  
issuance of  a building permit for the permit to 
remain valid. 

• The Petitioner is requesting that the permit 
application deadline be extended from one to two 
years. 
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WHAT DOES THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOMMEND?

• The Comprehensive Plan (adopted 2020) contains a Future Land Use Plan that designates an 
ideal future land use for each property. Takes into account factors such as (but not limited 
to):
 Surrounding land uses
 Economic demand and viability
 Traffic counts
 Visibility
 Property history
 Available infrastructure

• Subject property designated as “Flexible Use” because:
 High-visibility location on heavily traveled commercial intersection, but also adjacent to a 

low-density residential neighborhood.
 Multiple uses could make sense on the site but should take the surrounding context into 

consideration. 

• The previous Comprehensive Plan (adopted 2011) stated that the preferred future land use 
of  the subject property was “General Commercial” but was changed to “Flexible Use” when 
the new plan was adopted. 
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S U R RO U N D I N G  
Z O N I N G

The property sits between 
five different zoning 
districts, which range in 
intensity:

R2 Residential (Long 
Grove) – Single-Family 
Neighborhood

I Institutional – Lake County 
Traffic Court

M-1 General Manufacturing 
– New Bridge Industrial 
Development

C-4 Shopping Center –
Garden Fresh Shopping 
Center; Advantage Material 
Handlihng

C-2 General Commercial –
Office Buidling
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I D OT P RO P O SE D  ROA DWAY G EO M ET RY – RO U T E 6 0 / 8 3  I M P ROVE MEN T P RO JE CT

New left turn lane 
(1  2)

New shared-use 
path (red)

Expanded State 
ROW (yellow) 

Traffic signal 
modernization

Solaria
Crossings
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PRIOR TRAFFIC STUDY

Traffic Study from 2022 (Car Wash):
• Conducted by KLOA in 2022

• Estimated peak hour traffic volumes (ITE Land Use Code):

o Weekday morning: 24/peak hour

o Weekday evening: 71/peak hour

o Saturday midday: 152/peak hour

• Traffic created by car wash was estimated to increase Willow Spring 
Road/60/83 intersection traffic by 1-3%

• No additional traffic control improvements recommended. 

ITE Trip Estimate for Townhouses:

• Weekday peak hour (one hour between 7-9 AM)

• Average Rate: 0.52/unit/hour; Range: 0.23 – 1.14

• 21 units = Average 10.92 trips during peak hour; Range 4.83-
23.94 trips

Existing Traffic Measurements During 
Peak Hours - AM (PM)  
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TOWNER’S SUBDIVISION 
COMMUNITY WELL

1. Towner’s Community Well is located on a separate parcel at the 
southeast corner of  the site. Development restrictions within the well’s 
groundwater setback are governed by the Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency (IEPA). 

2. The setback requirement protecting wells for unconfined aquifers is 
200 feet to prevent contamination sources within this distance. (415 
ILCS 5/14.3)

3. Not allowed within 200-foot buffer: “Potential primary or secondary 
sources” of  groundwater contamination. 
 Defined as facilities that handle, store, or dispose of  hazardous substances, 

wastes, or petroleum products (e.g. landfills, underground storage tanks, 
industrial facilities, and certain commercial operations). 415 ILCS 5/3.345

 Residential uses such as townhouses are not identified by State statute or 
IEPA rules as potential contamination sources. 

4. Prior car wash applicant worked with IEPA to establish that their triple 
basin to treat runoff  was outside of  minimum distance required.  
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STANDARDS FOR GRANTING MAP 
AMENDMENTS

a. The existing use and zoning of  nearby property.

b. The extent to which property values of  the subject property are 
diminished by the existing zoning.

c. The extent to which the proposed amendment promotes the public 
health, safety, and welfare of  the Village.

d. The relative gain to the public, as compared to the hardship imposed 
upon the applicant.

e. The suitability of  the property for the purposes for which it is presently 
zoned, i.e., the feasibility of  developing the property in question for one 
(1) or more uses permitted under the existing zoning classification.

f. The length of  time that a property in question has been vacant, as 
presently zoned, considered in the context of  development in the area 
where the property is located.

g. The evidence, or lack of  evidence, of  community need for the use 
proposed by the applicant.

h. The consistency of  the proposed amendment with the Comprehensive 
Plan.

i. That the proposed amendment will benefit the residents of  the 
Village as a whole, and not just the applicant, property owner(s), 
neighbors of  any property under consideration, or other special 
interest groups, and the extent to which the proposed use would 
be in the public interest and would not serve solely on the 
interest of  the applicant.

j. The extent to which the proposed amendment creates 
nonconformities.

k. The trend of  development, if  any, in the general area of  the 
property in question; and

l. Whether adequate public facilities are available including, but 
not limited to, schools, parks, police and fire protection, roads, 
sanitary sewers, storm sewers, and water lines, or are reasonably 
capable of  being provided prior to the development of  the uses, 
which would be permitted on the subject property if  the 
amendment were adopted.

20.16.020(E): The planning and zoning commission recommendation and 
the village board decision on any zoning amendment, whether text or map 
amendment, is a matter of  legislative discretion that is not controlled 
by any particular standard. However, in making their recommendation 
and decision, the planning and zoning commission and the village board 
shall consider the following standards. The approval of  amendments is 
based on a balancing of  these standards.
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STANDARDS FOR GRANTING A 
SPECIAL USE (PUD)

a. The establishment, maintenance and operation of  the 
special use in the specific location proposed will not 
endanger the public health, safety or general welfare of  
any portion of  the community.

b. The proposed special use is compatible with adjacent 
properties and other property within the immediate 
vicinity of  the special use.  

c. The special use in the specific location proposed is 
consistent with the spirit and intent of  this Ordinance 
and the Village land use policies.

d. The special use conforms to the applicable regulations 
of  the zoning district in which it is to be located.

20.16.040(E): No special use shall be recommended 
for approval by the planning and zoning commission 
and approved by the village board unless it has made 
findings, based upon the evidence presented at the 
public hearing, to support each of  the following 
conclusions.
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QUESTIONS FOR STAFF?
NEXT: PETITIONER’S PRESENTATION
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Planning and Zoning 
Commission Meeting

Petitioner : Verve Ventures LLC

Oct 1, 2025 – 7:00 pm

Village Hall –Board Room
300 Plaza Circle, Mundelein, IL -60060

Page 29 of 105



Solaria Crossings - Presenters and Overview

PUD – Scope & 

Introduction

Peter C. Bezos
Attorney

Project Vision

Venu Kakumanu

Verve Ventures

Petitioner

Lead Presenter

Hemal Purohit
Lead Architect

Site Plan

Abhijit Veer
Civil Engineer
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PUD Intro – Subjected Property Introduction 

01

Property Information

Address: 319 and 301 IL Rt 83, Mundelein, IL -60060

Property Index Numbers (PIN): 15-06-101-003 and -004
Size of Property: 1.992 acres

03

Proposed Special Use

Current Zoning: R-1

Proposed Zoning: R-5 PUD

Proposed Use: Townhome Community

Section Of Zoning Ordinance:

20.16.00, 20.16.040, 20.16.050 and 20.28.010

04

Petitioner Information

Business/Org. Name:  Verve Ventures, LLC

02

Description of Special Use

Petitioner requests that the Property which is the 

subject of this Petition be rezoned from R-1

residential to R-5 residential and that a special use 

for a planned unit development be approved so as 

to permit its development and use for a townhome 

community to be known as Solaria Crossings 

Townhomes in accordance with the plans 
submitted 
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PUD Intro- Location Advantages

01 Access

02 Transportation & Public Infrastructure

• Property is adjacent to major roads and have 

excellent access to get in and get out.

• Accessibility to shopping, schools, banks, hospitals, 

parks and recreational facilities.

• At the corner of a nice residential community which 

would add lot of value to both current and future

residents.

Great Location for a High-Density housing

• Proximity to major highways US-45, IL-83, IL-60, 

IL-176.

• Minutes away from train stations.

• Access to water, sewer, and stormwater systems, 

as well as electricity and gas.

03 Education & work life

• Access to excellent public-school districts, 

highlighted by Stevenson High School.

• Connectivity to major employment hubs, including 

industrial parks, corporate campuses, and direct 

transport links to Chicago.
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PUD Intro- Location Advantages

01

Mundelein is great choice for Solaria Crossing Townhomes

• Situated in Lake County with convenient access to Chicago and major airports

• Excellent schools, abundant parks and trails, diverse shopping and dining, recreational facilities, 

and a wide range of community amenities.

• Award-winning fire and police services, a highly regarded library, and a commitment to 

transparent governance.

• Mundelein is home to signature community events and a vibrant social scene.

• A welcoming environment for small business development and continued residential growth.

Summary

• Mundelein is a balanced, growing suburb—boasting a solid local economy, 

quality education, vibrant community life, and strong municipal backing.

• Ideal environment for a residential subdivision that appeals to families, young 

professionals, retirees, and anyone seeking long-term investments in 

community-oriented living.
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PUD Process – History

Jun 24

Initial Meeting

Project team met with 

the village 

Community 
Development team

Dec 24

Iterations 1 & 2

Confirmed the site’s 

suitability for high-

density housing

Feb 25

V1 –Site Layout

Initial site layout 

submitted for staff 

review

Mar 25

Staff Review

Received feedback on 

impact fee schedules, 

fencing, sidewalks, waste 

management and HOA 
scope

Apr 25

V2- Architectural

Revised engineering, 
architectural plans

Jun 25

Staff Review

Multiple conversations 

with Village staff 

regarding plan 
improvements

July 25

V3-Full Set

Submitted ‘preliminary’ 

site, architectural, 

photometric, and 
landscape plans

Oct 25

Planning & 

Zoning 

Commission  

Incorporated Village staff 

feedback and presenting 

proposed plan
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Proposed Townhouses Overview

01

Number of Units

Proposed 21 units across three elegant townhome buildings.

02

Building Design

Urban modern luxury design features with spacious interiors.

03

Site Accessibility

Easy access to major roads and community amenities.

04

Zoning Compliance

Achieve maximum zoning requirements with adequate setbacks 
and density.

05

Community Benefits

Supports local businesses while attracting new residents.

06

Economic Strategy

Offering competitive pricing for quality, spacious homes of 
approximately 2100 sq ft with an additional two car garage.

07
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Design – Architectural design

.
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Site Plan- Site Layout & Review Process

01

Survey and Topography

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

02

Density

• 21 Units - Meeting zoning ordinance for R5.

03

Entering and Exiting Site

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.
• Exiting and entering from Willow Spring Road. 

.

04
Setbacks

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

05

Interior Roads and Fire truck turns

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

06
Sidewalks 

.

Site Plan -Main Plan.pdf

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.
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.

Site Plan -Main Plan.pdf

07

Tree Preservation, Erosion and 

Sedimentation plan

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

08

Utilities

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.
• Updated plan with the most recent changes requested.

09

Demolition Plan 

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

10
Striping and Signage Plan

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

Auto turn Radius

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

12
Parking Regulations

.• Provide adequate off-street parking spaces as mandated.

Site Plan- Site Layout Considerations

11
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.

13

Photmetric Study

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

14

Landscape Plan

• Exhibit provided and preliminary review completed.

15

Fencing Requirements

• Included in the master plan. Exhibit and preliminary review 
completed.

16

Garbage Disposal

• Contacted Groot (Waste management Service Provider) and 
clarifications provided.

17

Homeowners Association –Bylaws  

• Touch based on this topic and the exhibit to be created in 
near future phases.

06 .

Site Plan- Site Layout Considerations

1
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Design – Architectural design

.
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Design – Architectural design

01 Front Elevation
• Proposed 21 units across three elegant townhome building

• Three-floor, urban luxury design with spacious interiors 02 Rear Elevation

.
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Design – Architectural design

03 Left Elevation 04 Right Elevation

.
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Design – Architectural design

Size 

• Offering over 2,100 sq ft of 
thoughtfully designed living 
space.

• 3-bedroom townhomes.

• Finished space on the first 
floor with attached garage.

Features

.

• Open-concept layouts.

• Gourmet kitchens with 
designer cabinetry, quartz 
countertops, and 
stainless-steel appliances.

First FloorSecond FloorThird Floor
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Next Steps

01 ZONING/PUD Approvals 

Get through the approval stages.

02 Formalize Finals Plans

03Obtain Permits

04Implement

Target Start Mar-2026
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Address

319 IL Route 83, Mundelein, IL

Email Address

venukakumanu@icloud.com

Contact Number

(224) 321 2608

THANK YOU
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MEMORANDUM

To:
Colleen Malec, AICP
Senior Planner
Village of Mundelein
300 Plaza Circle
Mundelein, lL 60060
D 847-949-3289 | O 847 -949-3282
cmalec@mundelein.org

Date:
September 24,2025

Subject:
Trip Generation Estimate - 21 Three-Bedroom Townhome Units
Mundelein, lL

Dear Ms. Malec,

This memorandum provides a trip generation estimate for the proposed development of twenty-one (21) three-
bedroom townhome units within the Village of Mundelein, lllinois. The analysis references the lnstitute of
Transportation Engineers (lTE) Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, using Land Use Code220 - Multifamily
Housing (Low-Rise), which encompasses townhomes and similar attached residential units up to three stories.

Trip Generation Summary -21Three-Bedroom Townhome Units

a Daily (Weekday):
Trip Rate per Unit: 7.32
TotalTrips: 154

AM Peak Hour:
Trip Rate per Unit: 0.44
TotalTrips: 9
lnbound: 25o/o (=l 171p31

Outbound: 75% (=/ 11pt;

PM Peak Hour:
Trip Rate per Unit: 0.52
Total Trips: 11

lnbound: 63% 1=7110t;
Outbound: 37% 1=4110.;

a

a

These rates reflect average suburban conditions and are not adjusted for transit availability or internal capture
Bedroom count is not a primary variable in ITE trip generation methodology; however, three-bedroom units
typically align with standard household occupancy assumptions embedded in the dataset.

Conclusion:

The proposed 21-unit townhome development is expected to generate approximately 154 daily vehicle trips,
including 9 trips during the AM peak hour and 11 trips during the PM peak hour. These volumes are consistent
with low-rise multifamily residential uses and are not anticipated to create adverse impacts on the surrounding
roadway network.
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Public Commentary Received 
Prior to Public Hearing 

(10/1/25)

PZ2025-035
Solaria Crossings
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o Whether there are retention, detention, or green infrastrncture 
components included in the site design to limit discharge 
during major storm events. 

• Potential Impact to Existing Wells

There is a known community well located on the southeastern portion
of the property that services residents of the Towners Subdivision,
adjacent to the proposed development. The Village requests
confumation of:

o Whether this well will be preserved and protected,
o And whether any constrnction activities or changes in

drainage/hydrology could impact the availability or quality of

the well water for cunent users.

Thank you in advance for your attention to these comments. We welcome 
further dialogue and request that responses or plan revisions addressing the 
above points be shared with the Village for continued review. 

Sincerely, 

�� 
Bill Jacob 
Village President 

Village of Long Grove 
3110 Old McHe111y Road 

Long Grove, Illinois 6004 7 
847-634-9440 I Fax: 847-634-9408
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September 24,2025

Mr. Terry Roswick
Chair, Planning ad Zoning Commission
c/o Amnnda Orenchuk. Community Development Dirwtor
Village of Mundelein
3@ PlazaCircle
Mundelein,Il 60060

RE: RSOIIEST F.o.R COFTEI{UANCE
Proposed'Market Lane Tovmhotse Developnent"
301-319 E. tL Rt 83, Mundelein,IL
Presently Schedulcd PZC Hearing: October 1,2A25

Dear Planning and Zoning Commission:

My name is Robert Lass. I arrr an ovmer/occupant of 7066 RF'D" Long Grbve, IL, asingle-family
home within 250 fee{ of the above-refcrenceq profx}scd project.

With this lettcr, I rcqued a continurnce of the hcrring bofore tte Vilhge of Muudclcin
Planning and Zoning Connbrion, which I undersand is presr'ntly schedulcd for October I,
2025. I have qw$ions and concerns about the pmposed project and nsed additional time for
review and anal;-sis.

Thank you for your consideration.

'.-4 ':
l

_- 'rl.' -. ,--.. *-r., 
--*''I

Robert lass
7066 RIrD
Long Crrove, IL
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BULLETIN 60-20

STATE OF ILLINOIS

DEPARTMENT OF REGISTRATON AND EDUCATION

by DOROTHY M. WOLLER and JAMES P. ctBB

;$;c,sc

P ub lic Gro u n dw ater S applie s

in Lake County

ILLINOIS STATE WATER SURVEY

URBANA

1976
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a

TOWNER SUBDIVISION
Towner Subdivision (est. 228), located I mile south of The well is cased with 8-in. pipe from 0.3 ft above the con-

Mundelein, installed a public water supply in 1910. The crete pedestal to a depth of 180 ft.
water system is owned and operated by the Towner SuMi- In Dcccmber 1959, the nonpumping water level was 16.

vision Water Association. Two wells (Nos. 2 and 3) are in ported to be 67 ft and in 1965, it was reported to be 75 ft.
use. In 1953 there were l0 services, none metered. ln 1974 The pumping cquipment presently installed is a Red
lhere were 66 services, none metered; the average and rnax- Jacket submersible pump set at 126 ft, rated at 100 gpm, and
imum daily pumpages were24,073 and 36,000 gpd, respective- powered by a lQ-hp Franklin electric motor.
ly. The water is not treated.

WELL NO. l, finished in Silurian dolomite, was com- * WELL NO. 3, finished in Silurian dolomite, was completed

plered in l9l0 to a depth of 265 ft by H. Luebbe, Mundelein.' in April 1957 to a depth of 280 ft by Henry Boysen, Liberty-

This well was abandoned and sealed with concrete in 1957. ville. The well is located approximately 650 ft S and 750 ft

ThewellwaslocatedwestofWillowSpringsRoad,approxi- EoftheNWcornerof Section6,T43N, RllE. Thelandsr-
mately 860 ft S and 900 ft E of the NW corner of Section face elevation at the well is approximately 760 ft.

6, T43N, RllE. The land surface elevation at the well ir A drillers log of Well No. 3 follows:
approximately 755 ft.

The well was cased with 4-in. pipe from 0.7 ft above the
pumphouse floor to an unknown depth followed by a 2-in.
pipe to an unknown depth.

WELL NO. 2, finished at the top of the Silurian dolomite,
was completed in 1950 to a depth of I80 ft by Fred Kiene,
Mundelein. The well is located north of Osage Road and I

block west of Route 83, about 0.5 mile southeast of Well No.
l, approximately 2125 ft S and 2900 fi W ofthe NE corner
of Section 6, T43N, RllE. The land surface elevation at rhe
well is approximately 728 ft.

The following mineral analysis made by the lllinois Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (Lab. No. C005343) is for a

water sample from the well collecled January 29, 1974, after
30 min of pumping.

WELL NO.2, LABORATORY NO. C0053{3

,ng/t mell

Thickness Depth
(ft)

197
235
280

Strala

Clay
Clay and gravel
Limestone

A 6-in. diameter hole was drilled to a depth of 280 ft.
The well is cased with 6-in. pipe from I ft above the pump-
house floor to a depth of 241 fl.

Upon completion, the well reportedly produced 50 gpm
with a drawdown of 75 ft from a nonpumping water level of
85 ft below land surface.

The pumping equipment presently installed consists of a

3-hp electric motor, a Red Jacket submersible purnp (Serial
No. BPI0376) set at 168 ft, rated at 45 gpm, and has 168 ft
of 2-in. column pipe.

The following mineral analysis made by the Illinois Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (Lab. No. 03538) is for a water
sample from the well collected December 27,19'7 l, after 30
min of pumping at 45 gpm.

WELL NO.3, LABORATORY NO.03538
,ry/l mcll mgrt mal

(ft)

197
38
45

Iron
lllnirnaa
Anrmonllm
Sotllurn
Fot{rtum
C.ldum
la.inGlum
Aflanlc
Lrlulrr
@c9.,
C.dmlul[r
Chroriaurn
LId
l,,arctdy
Nlcl(.|
I'tllrlsm
Sllr,
CYrolt!.
Zlrc

lSlllcr
Fluorldc
B6aon
Nltr.t
Chlorlrlc
3ulfrtc
Allollnny

srq
F
I
Noa
ct
sor

(.i crCoi)

t.,
22
t,
2A

ng/l rac/l
l5!
OJ OIt'
0.,
0J ollt
e 0.17

626 I 3 lto
t6 t .71

Iron
ll.nltna..
Amrnonlum
Sodlum
Fotartasm
C.lclum
lr.f,tcrlum

Crrlurr
co9Pa?
Caal,t{um
OtTornlum
L.O
lrarcury
NacX.l
Slnr
?nc

DH (6 r.c'd)
R.dlo*llYlty

P,,Di|. gc/l
tdov,rtlon
B,,ttgc/l
td.vhllo.l

t! 0.r
Mn 000
NHl t.t 0 Jl3
N. ll0 {,r3
K l.a 0r3
Cr t6 tl .7t
Mr 59 116
A. 0.00
t0,
Cu 0.00
cd 0!0
Cr orC
Pb 0r0
Hr 0-0000
NI OJ
s. 0It0
A9 0o0
cN 0rl
Zn 0.00

Hrrtlnlrr (rC.COp{f2 9rl
Totll.la.rolraO
rrtnfal' 102?

7.5

0,0
0,
0,

33
tt

36
35

3J0
0r.
r.80
2tt

a.0a
0.t a
EIT
?32

sr[c. Sto2 l,
Fl uorldr F 0.?
Soion B 0,7
Nltr.to NOt 3.5
Chlorldc Cl t.0
Srrlt tr SOt 262
Alk.llnny (.3 c.cor l t 6
Hrrdnc$ (.i C.CPlr2ao
Total dlarotYac
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9H lr,rcc'd, ,,9
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26

0ra

An 8-in. diameter hole was drilled to a depth of I80 ft.

0.0
0,
0.00
00
0r0

< 0.0005
0,
0a
0Jt

78

Page 102 of 105



 
FINDINGS OF FACT – Solaria Crossings Townhouses – PZ2025-0035 

1. Special Use (Planned Unit Development) 

CASE NUMBER PZ2025-0035 
PUBLIC HEARING 
DATE 

October 1, 2025 

On October 1, 2025, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 7-0 to recommend approval of a special use permit for a 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the Solaria Crossings townhouse project at 301-319 E. Route 83, with conditions.   
No special use shall be recommended for approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission and approved by the Village Board 
unless it has made findings, based upon the evidence presented at the public hearing, to support each of the following 
conclusions. 
1. The establishment, maintenance and operation of the special use in the specific location proposed will not endanger the 

public health, safety or general welfare of any portion of the community. 
Draft Approval The proposed townhouses would not be expected to endanger the public health, safety, or general welfare, 

as the proposed residential use does not introduce any high-intensity activities with potential for noise, 
contamination, unreasonable traffic, or safety issues.      

Draft Denial  
2. The proposed special use is compatible with adjacent properties and other property within the immediate vicinity of the 

special use.   
Draft Approval The property is located along a heavily traveled commercial corridor and faces two shopping centers, an 

office building, and an industrial facility. It also backs up to a low-density single-family residential 
neighborhood. The location is unique in that it is surrounded by at least five different zoning districts, which 
range considerably in intensity. The subject property functions as a critical transition area between 
low-density single-family residential and higher-intensity commercial and industrial uses. A medium-
density residential development, such as townhomes, provides an appropriate and context-sensitive buffer 
in this location. This use mitigates the stark contrast that would otherwise exist between the residential 
neighborhood to the south and the surrounding manufacturing and commercial districts, offering both a 
physical and visual transition that is consistent with sound planning principles. 

Draft Denial  
3. The special use in the specific location proposed is consistent with the spirit and intent of this Ordinance and the Village 

land use policies. 
Draft Approval The Comprehensive Plan’s designation for the property in question is noted as “Flexible Use” due to its 

location along a heavily traveled commercial corridor but adjacent to a low-density residential 
neighborhood, implying that multiple uses could make sense on the site but should take the surrounding 
context into consideration. The proposed residential townhouse use and density is consistent with the spirit 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Draft Denial  
4. The special use conforms to the applicable regulations of the zoning district in which it is to be located. 
Draft Approval The project is compliant with the regulations under the R-5 Multi-Family Residential district, with the 

exception of deviations granted as part of the Preliminary PUD approval.  
Draft Denial  

 

2. Map Amendment 

CASE NUMBER PZ2025-0035 
PUBLIC 
HEARING DATE 

October 1, 2025 

On October 1, 2025, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 7-0 to recommend approval of a map amendment to rezone 
the property at 301 and 319 E. Route 83 from R-1 Single-Family Residential to R-5 Multi-Family Residential.   
The planning and zoning commission recommendation and the village board decision on any zoning amendment, whether text 
or map amendment, is a matter of legislative discretion that is not controlled by any particular standard. However, in making 
their recommendation and decision, the planning and zoning commission and the village board shall consider the following 
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standards. The approval of amendments is based on a balancing of these standards. 
1. The existing use and zoning of nearby property. 
Draft Approval The property is unique in that it is surrounded by at least five different zoning districts, which range 

considerably in intensity. Nearby zoning districts include low-density residential, institutional, general 
commercial, shopping center commercial, and general manufacturing. The property’s highest and best use 
is flexible as a result.  

Draft Denial  
2. The extent to which property values of the subject property are diminished by the existing zoning. 
Draft Approval It is unknown whether the property values of the subject property are currently diminished by the existing 

use of the property; however, in the past decade, Staff has received no inquires from developers seeking to 
construct anything on the property that is permitted under the R-1 Single-Family Residential zoning 
designation. All inquiries have been for townhouses, gas stations, or car washes.  
 
Furthermore, it is unlikely that a developer would pursue a single-family project of the size and density 
supported by the site, due to the location along a heavily trafficked and commercial corridor, and the lack 
of return on the low number of units.   

Draft Denial  
3. The extent to which the proposed amendment promotes the public health, safety, and welfare of the village. 
Draft Approval The amendment promotes the public health, safety, and welfare of the Village through the addition of 

housing – in a county experiencing a critical housing shortage. Construction of housing in Lake County is 
falling behind population growth, rising costs, and a lack of affordable housing. Furthermore, the project 
also removes an aging and dilapidated structure that receives complaints from nearby residents. The project 
also removes overgrown vegetation that blocks sightlines around the Route 60/83 and Willow Spring Road 
intersection. Residents that testified at previous hearings for the subject property stated that the vegetation 
blocked drivers on Route 83 from seeing cars waiting at the light, causing many near-accidents over the 
years.  

Draft Denial  
4. The relative gain to the public, as compared to the hardship imposed upon the applicant. 
Draft Approval The Planning and Zoning Commission found that the introduction of additional housing options to the 

community, is a valid and important gain to the public when compared to any hardship experienced by the 
applicant.  

Draft Denial  
5. The suitability of the property for the purposes for which it is presently zoned, i.e. the feasibility of developing the property 

in question for one or more of the uses permitted under the existing zoning classification. 
Draft Approval From a practical perspective, the property could in theory be subdivided into 3-7 single-family residential 

lots (minimum of 12,000 SF in area and 80’ in lot width), based on a simple division of total lot area and 
frontage. This does not take lot configuration and roadways into account. From an economic perspective, it 
is unlikely that a residential developer would pursue a single-family project of this size and density, 
particularly at such a heavily trafficked and commercial corner. For perspective, the only inquiries Staff has 
received in the past ~10 years from parties interested in developing this site have been for townhomes, car 
washes, and gas stations. 

Draft Denial  
6. The length of time that the property in question has been vacant, as presently zoned, considered in the context of 

development in the area where the property is located. 
Draft Approval The property contains a residential structure. It is unknown to the commission whether it is occupied.  
Draft Denial  
7. The evidence, or lack of evidence, of community need for the use proposed by the applicant. 
Draft Approval There is a need for housing in Lake County – in order for Lake County to attract and retain residents and 

businesses, it must have a diverse housing stock that provides options for households at different life stages, 
ages, incomes, and sizes. The lack of housing limits the community’s ability to attract and retain workers, 
particularly with an aging population, and projected decline in the working age population.  

Draft Denial  
8. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the comprehensive plan. 
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Draft Approval The Comprehensive Plan’s designation for the property in question is noted as “Flexible Use” due to its 

location along a heavily traveled commercial corridor but adjacent to a low-density residential 
neighborhood, implying that multiple uses could make sense on the site but should take the surrounding 
context into consideration. The proposed residential townhouse use and density is consistent with the spirit 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Draft Denial  
9. That the proposed amendment will benefit the residents of the village as a whole, and not just the applicant, property 

owner(s), neighbors of any property under consideration, or other special interest groups, and the extent to which the 
proposed use would be in the public interest and would not serve solely the interest of the applicant. 

Draft Approval The Planning and Zoning Commission found that the introduction of additional housing options to the 
community benefits the residents of the Village as a whole beyond just the applicant.  

Draft Denial  
10. The extent to which the proposed amendment creates nonconformities. 
Draft Approval The proposed amendment would create a nonconformity only if the existing single-family residential 

structure were left undemolished.  
Draft Denial  
11. The trend of development, if any, in the general area of the property in question. 
Draft Approval The trend of development in the general area of the property in question is mixed and ranges from single-

family residential, to industrial, to commercial.    
Draft Denial  
12. Whether adequate public facilities are available including, but not limited to, schools, parks, police and fire protection, 

roads, sanitary sewers, storm sewers, and water lines, or are reasonably capable of being provided prior to the development 
of the uses, which would be permitted on the subject property if the amendment were adopted. 

Draft Approval The site is served by adequate public facilities.  
Draft Denial  
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