
 

 
 

 

LAND USE COMMISSION 
Wednesday, March 26, 2025 | 7:00 P.M. 

James C. Lytle City Council Chamber, Second Floor 
Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue 

 
AGENDA 

 
Those wishing to make public comments at the Land Use Commission meeting may submit 
written comments in advance or sign up to provide public comment in-person during the 
meeting by calling/texting 847-448-4311 or completing the Land Use Commission meeting online 
comment form available by clicking here, or visiting the Land Use Commission webpage, 
https://www.cityofevanston.org/government/boards-commissions-and-committees/land-use-co
mmission, clicking on How You Can Participate, then clicking on Public Comment Form. 
Community members may watch the Land Use Commission meeting online at 
www.cityofevanston.org/channel16 or on Cable Channel 16. 
 

I.​       
 

II.​            
 

III.​  

CALL  TO  ORDER/DECLARATION  OF  A  QUORUM

APPROVAL  OF  MEETING  MINUTES:  November  20,  2024

NEW  BUSINESS 
 

A.​ Public Hearing | Special Use | 1905-1909 Howard St. | 25ZMJV-0006 
Joy Powell, applicant, submits a Special Use application requesting to amend the 
existing Special Use approval granted by Ordinance 120-O-14 to expand a Daycare 
Center—Child, A Step By Step Learning Academy, in the C1 Commercial District 
(Section 6-10-2-3). The Land Use Commission makes a recommendation to the City 
Council, the determining body for this case in accordance with Section 6-3-5 of the 
Evanston Zoning Code. PIN: 10-25-113-045-0000. 
 

B.​ Public Hearing | Major Variations | 2206 Maple Avenue, 2215-2219 Maple Avenue & 
916 ½ Noyes Street | 25ZMJV-0003 
Paul Harb, applicant, of 2206 Map LLC, requests Major Variations to allow construction 
of a 5-story multi-family residential building with 30 dwelling units (including 6 bonus 
dwelling units per IHO), and 29 parking spaces (18 within the building and 11 on the 
exterior of the site) in the R5 General Residential District. The applicant requests the 

Order & Agenda Items are subject to change. Information about the Land Use Commission is available at: 
https://www.cityofevanston.org/government/boards-commissions-and-committees/land-use-commission. Questions can be 
directed to Meagan Jones, Neighborhood and Land Use Planner, at mmjones@cityofevanston.org or 847-448-4311. The City 
of Evanston is committed to making all public meetings accessible to persons with disabilities. Any citizen needing mobility or 
communications access assistance should contact 847-866-2919 (Voice) or 847-866-5095 (TYY). Requests for access 
assistance must be made 48 hours (two working days) in advance. Requests received with less than 48 hours (two working 
days) advance notice will be attempted using best efforts, but cannot be guaranteed. 
 
La ciudad de Evanston está obligada a hacer accesibles todas las reuniones públicas a las personas minusválidas o las 
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following Major Variations for the property at 2206 Maple Avenue: 1) Section 6-8-7-4, to 
allow 24 dwelling units (including 6 on-site inclusionary units) + 6 market rate bonus 
units for 30 total dwelling units where a maximum of 19 dwelling units is allowed; 2) 
Section 6-16-3-5, Table 16-B, to allow 20 off-street parking spaces (18 onsite and 2 
offsite) where code requires a minimum of 27 off-street parking spaces; 3) Section 
6-16-4-4, to allow a 9.5’ x 25’ short loading berth where code requires a 10’ x 35’ short 
loading berth, and; 4) Section 6-4-6-3(A)1, to allow 72% rear yard coverage with parking 
and loading uses, where code restricts maximum rear yard coverage to 40% for these 
uses in a residential district. Javier Viera, co-applicant, of the Garrett Evangelical 
Theological Seminary, requests the following Major Variation for the property at 
2215-2219 Maple Avenue and 916 ½ Noyes Street: Section 6-16-3-5, Table 16-B, to 
allow 16 off-street parking spaces (with 11 of those 16 spaces provided on the 2206 
Maple Avenue property) where code requires a minimum of 28 off-street parking spaces. 
The applicant and co-applicant may seek and the Land Use Commission may consider 
additional variations as may be necessary or desirable for the proposed development. 
The Land Use Commission makes a recommendation to the City Council, the 
determining body for this case. PINs: 11-07-119-019-0000, 11-07-120-049-8001. 
 

IV.​ COMMUNICATIONS 
 

V.​ PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
VI.​ ADJOURNMENT 

 
The next Evanston Land Use Commission meeting is scheduled to be held on Wednesday, 
April 9, 2025, at 7:00 pm, in the James C. Lytle Council Chambers in the Lorraine H. Morton 
Civic Center at 909 Davis Street. 
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MEETING MINUTES 
LAND USE COMMISSION 

Wednesday, November 20th, 2024 
7:00 PM 

Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue, James C. Lytle City Council 
Chambers 

 
Members Present:George Halik,, Kiril Mirintchev, Chair Matt Rodgers, Myrna Arevalo, 
Jeanne Lindwall, Brian Johnson, Max Puchtel ​  
 
Members Absent: Jameika Mangum, Darush Mabadi   
 
Staff Present: Neighborhood Land Use Planner Meagan Jones, Zoning Administrator 
Melissa Klotz, Senior Planner Sam Hubbard, Planning Manager Elizabeth Williams, 
Community Development Director Sarah Flax  

 
Presiding Member: Matt Rodgers 
 _____________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

I.​ CALL TO ORDER/DECLARATION OF A QUORUM 
 

II.​ NEW BUSINESS 
 

A.​ Public Hearing | Comprehensive Plan - Envision Evanston 2045 
The City of Evanston is proposing a new Comprehensive General Plan to guide 
development for the next 20 years. The draft plan includes a vision statement, 
goals, policies and actions related to the environment; land use; transportation; 
housing; economic development; placemaking, arts and culture; parks and open 
space; and preservation. 
 

Chair Rodgers introduced Mayor Daniel Biss who thanked the Land Use Commission 
for their dedication, acknowledging the challenging complexity and importance of their 
work. He highlighted the transformational potential of the commission's decisions, 
emphasizing how they align with community priorities. The mayor recognized this 
process as an extraordinary opportunity to guide the city’s long-term trajectory and 
expressed hope that the commission takes pride in their role in shaping a meaningful 
future for Evanston. 
 
Planning Manager Elizabeth Williams presented a presentation in regards to Envision 
Evanston 2025 that discussed the planning process, emphasizing the importance of 
community engagement in shaping the comprehensive plan. It also outlined the phases 
of the plan's development, from gathering public input to refining policies in collaboration 
with city departments as well as key goals. The process remains open to feedback, and 
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various engagement opportunities are available to gather more input before the plan 
moves forward. 
 
Policy and Intergovernmental Affairs Manager Alison Leipsiger and Neighborhood and 
Land Use Planner Meagan Jones continued with the presentation, providing additional 
information on community engagement, outlining the chapters and mentioning next 
steps in the process including gathering additional community input through town halls 
and zoning meetings, with a final draft planned for review in early 2025. 
 
Deputy City Manager Steve Ruger thanked the attendees for their participation and 
emphasized the importance of aligning the community's goals with the draft plan. He 
highlighted the comprehensive, 20-year scope of the plan, noting that the city is working 
on a long-term vision, unlike cities with shorter planning cycles. He then praised the 
staff for their dedication, mentioned the transparency efforts with the updated land use 
code, and encouraged public feedback to ensure the plan reflects the community's 
needs. He expressed excitement for continued collaboration moving forward.  
 
Commissioner Comments 
Commissioner Lindwall asked for confirmation that the draft was a draft and that there 
will be an approval draft that would be put together before it went to city council. 
Elizabeth Williams confirmed.   
 
Commissioner Halik expressed concern that the community outreach, while impressive, 
still only represents a small percentage of Evanston's population. He suggested the 
need for more ways to engage a broader audience, beyond just relying on the website 
and individuals volunteering their opinions. Halik compared this to voter turnout, noting 
that even though not everyone votes, there should be more effort to involve more 
residents in the planning process. 
 
Elizabeth Williams acknowledged the concern about community participation and 
encouraged suggestions for improving engagement. She highlighted that the city's 
efforts have already surpassed the national average for public participation in 
comprehensive planning, which typically ranges from 1-2%. In Evanston’s case, 
participation has exceeded expectations, reflecting the community's engagement with 
local planning efforts. 
 
Commissioner Johnson inquired about the decision to conduct the comprehensive plan 
and zoning process concurrently. Elizabeth Williams explained that the decision to 
conduct the comprehensive plan and zoning process concurrently was outlined from the 
start in the request for proposals (RFP). Both documents are closely intertwined and 
were last evaluated decades ago. This approach ensures that the plan reflects current 
trends and community values, while also addressing the importance of aligning planning 
with regulations. When planning and regulations are done separately, it can result in the 
plan's lack of practical implementation, which is why this integrated approach was 
chosen. 
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Commissioner Halik mentioned the importance of taxes and fiscal responsibility and 
how that fits in with the plan.  Fiscal responsibility is something that needs to be 
considered, one of the themes relates to the cost of housing and taxes are inherently 
part of that cost and is something that community members did bring up during 
community engagement. One of the ways to address this is expanding the tax base, 
finding ways to enable more businesses to locate in Evanston. This could also apply to 
housing choice in Evanston.  
 
Chair Rodgers explained that there are no set standards of approval for Comprehensive 
Plans and provided the definition of Comprehensive General Plan in section 2.7.3 - 
Definitions of the City Code for reference. 
 
Public Testimony 
 
Chair Rodgers opened public comment.  
 
Christine Lofquist, a Sixth Ward resident for 22 years, expressed support for the proposed 
zoning code changes and the comprehensive plan. She shared her experience as a single 
mother who could afford a townhome in the Sixth Ward, emphasizing the need for more diverse 
housing options such as duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes to provide opportunities for others 
like her. Christine advocated for inclusivity and adaptability in Evanston's planning, highlighting 
the importance of accommodating different family structures and demographics in the 
community.  

Sergio De los Reyes, a resident of Evanston since 1980, Sergio expressed support for the goals 
of the comprehensive plan, emphasizing increased density, more housing choices, and a 
transparent zoning process. 

Peter Kelly, representing a three-generation Evanston family, encouraged the commission to 
focus on expanding housing options for various life stages, from starter homes for young 
families to downsizing needs of empty nesters. He suggested gathering insights from realtors 
and organizations like Connections for the Homeless to understand housing demand better. He 
also emphasized that downtown Evanston should be recognized as a distinct neighborhood in 
the plan. 

David Graver expressed strong support for the upzoning process and the comprehensive plan. 
He shared a personal story about his family's multi-generational ties to Evanston, highlighting 
the challenges of affording housing for younger generations. He emphasized the importance of 
considering the needs of busy, younger residents with families, who often cannot participate in 
public meetings but are directly impacted by housing policies. 

David Cherry critiqued the idea of reducing or eliminating minimum parking requirements in 
Evanston's comprehensive plan, citing data on transit ridership. He highlighted that the 
construction of multi-unit buildings like Amli and The Main had no significant positive impact on 
CTA Main Street station ridership. He expressed skepticism about projections of population 
growth and increased transit use, suggesting potential risks of overbuilding housing with 
inadequate parking. He also noted a historical decline in CTA ridership, reflecting broader trends 
in transit use. 
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Matt Cotter, a resident of Evanston's Second Ward and co-chair of the Evanston Environment 
Board, expressed support for the comprehensive plan's strong focus on environmental 
sustainability and resilience. He highlighted the Board's memo with specific recommendations, 
including enhancing language on natural resource growth, providing historical context on 
environmental injustices, and promoting a circular economy. Speaking personally, he likened the 
plan to planting seeds, emphasizing gradual progress toward a more sustainable, inclusive, and 
vibrant future for Evanston. He encouraged bold action to bring this vision to life. 

Owen Wilson Thomas critiqued the comprehensive plan's representation of bike infrastructure, 
emphasizing that painted bike lanes should not be categorized as protected lanes and pointing 
out misleading labeling on the map. He supported increasing housing supply and appreciated 
the plan's prioritization of housing availability over property values and its focus on eliminating 
parking minimums. He also praised the transportation section for its acknowledgment of the 
negative impacts of car infrastructure. Thomas urged the city to implement the document's 
recommendations, emphasizing the need to "walk the talk." 

Naqiy McMullen, a resident of Evanston's Eighth Ward, broadly supported the goals of the 
Envision 2045 plan, emphasizing its focus on addressing climate change and housing 
affordability. She critiqued the limited application of mixed-use zoning and advocated for 
expanding neighborhood-scale retail to encourage walking and reduce car dependency. 
McMullan also highlighted the need for better transit options, like extended bus service on Ridge 
Avenue and a new Yellow Line infill station in South Evanston, to enhance transportation 
accessibility and support diverse, low-income populations. She encouraged moving the plan 
forward. 

Eric Paset, a Fourth Ward resident and property manager, expressed concerns about 
Evanston's property taxes, particularly their high burden on apartment buildings compared to 
single-family homes. He supports development but emphasized the importance of providing 
adequate parking, especially in areas like downtown and Main Street. He noted that while 
parking demand varies by location, a lack of sufficient parking for new developments could 
strain existing resources and deter visitors due to high parking costs. He urged thoughtful 
integration of parking into future development plans. 

Jonathan Seldin, a resident of the Third Ward, expressed strong support for the Envision 2045 
plan, particularly the removal of parking minimums, stating that if parking is not provided, people 
will not bring cars. He emphasized the need for diverse housing options, critiquing the 
preservation of large mansions in favor of townhomes and multifamily units. He also advocated 
for improved transit, including east-west bus routes and protected bike lanes. Additionally, Mr. 
Seldin suggested expanding affordable housing through vouchers rather than inclusionary 
housing ordinances and endorsed policies that focus on reducing rents in older housing stock. 

Jeff Smith expressed concerns about the draft comprehensive plan, particularly regarding the 
emphasis on density, growth, and the removal of parking requirements. He questioned the 
assumption that growth is inevitable and argued that Evanston is already a densely populated 
and diverse community. Mr. Smith also criticized the lack of focus on housing for seniors and 
fixed-income residents, suggesting the plan favors new development at the expense of 
long-term residents. He advocated for more community-driven planning and a better 
understanding of the potential impact on affordability and sustainability. 

Sue Loellbach, with Connections for the Homeless, expressed support for the zoning changes, 
which she believes will create more housing options and affordability in Evanston. She 
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acknowledged that the new zoning code offers greater flexibility while maintaining a cohesive 
community appearance. She emphasized that the zoning changes will not immediately create 
affordable housing but will provide opportunities for it. Ms. Loellbach also highlighted the 
importance of housing as a foundational element for equity, noting that the high cost of housing 
exacerbates poverty and other social issues. She urged the commission to prioritize the 
well-being of residents across all income levels. 

Ann Trumpeter, a resident of Evanston for over 20 years, expressed strong opposition to 
eliminating the R1 zoning district. She values the beauty, safety, and sense of community that 
the current neighborhoods provide. Ms. Trumpeter argued that eliminating R1 would encourage 
large-scale developments that could harm the character and property values of the area. She 
believes that this change would negatively impact the quality of life in Evanston and does not 
address housing inequity effectively. She urged the commission not to pursue this aspect of the 
comprehensive plan. 

Paul Janicki, an architect in Evanston, voiced concern over the elimination of the R1 zoning 
district. He warned that it could lead to the demolition of historic homes and significant loss of 
mature trees and open space. Mr. Janicki emphasized the importance of preserving the 
architectural beauty and character of the city, arguing that the pace of these changes is too fast. 
While he supports density in housing, he believes the removal of R1 zoning is misguided and 
could negatively impact the city's environment and heritage. 

Nicole Haidu, a real estate professional, expressed support for the proposed zoning plan. She 
believes the changes will be beneficial for those in her industry by helping them understand new 
zoning rules and enabling them to communicate more effectively with clients. She emphasized 
that these adjustments would help expedite the process. 

Drina Nikola, a resident of Evanston and a member of the Age Friendly Evanston Task Force, 
expressed concerns about the senior population in the city. She highlighted a significant 
decrease in the percentage of seniors from 18.3% to 15.6% between 2018 and 2023. Ms. 
Nikola emphasized the need for senior housing and pointed out that many seniors moving into 
the city are from outside Evanston. She also advocated for supportive housing and clustered 
housing options for seniors, particularly in walkable neighborhoods near the Levy Center and 
James Park. 

Paul Lehner, a resident of downtown Evanston, expressed concerns about the plan's suggestion 
to allow many tall buildings in the area. He urged the commission to carefully consider whether 
a downtown dominated by high-rise buildings aligns with what residents want or what would be 
accessible and welcoming. He indicated that he would share more specific comments at a later 
meeting or in writing. 

Carl Bova, a long-time resident of Evanston, voiced concerns about the R1 zoning issue, 
agreeing with earlier comments that preserving current structures is important rather than 
allowing dense developments. He also mentioned the significant increase in his property taxes, 
from $11,200 to nearly $20,000 annually. Carl criticized the city's proposed spending on various 
projects, such as enhancing the Foster School, and raised concerns about increasing density in 
narrow streets, which could affect parking and quality of life. He plans to review the 
comprehensive plan further before making additional comments. 

John Foley briefly discussed concerns about high property taxes in Evanston, which he believes 
are a major factor driving out the middle class and contributing to affordability issues. He agreed 
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with Jeff Smith's comments about avoiding high-density development like Chicago’s, which he 
feels would exacerbate traffic congestion and reduce quality of life. John expressed skepticism 
about whether such changes would benefit Evanston residents. 

Mary Rosinski expressed concerns about the rushed nature of the comprehensive plan process, 
suggesting more time for public engagement and reflection. She emphasized the importance of 
balancing vision and functionality in urban planning, with a need for gradual increases in density 
rather than drastic changes. Rosinski called for clarity on zoning changes, particularly the 
impact of potential high-density buildings near smaller homes. She stressed the importance of a 
long-term commitment to affordable housing, warning that zoning changes alone would not 
address affordability without solid planning. 

John Metzger expressed concerns about increasing density in his neighborhood, particularly 
with the potential opening up of R1 zoning to multifamily housing. He highlighted the challenges 
of small lots with limited parking, which already cause congestion when there are gatherings. 
Meter also noted the problematic intersection near his block, where a proposed development, 
such as converting Unity Church into multifamily housing, could worsen traffic and safety issues. 
He strongly believes that increasing density in this area would be a mistake. 

Chris Oakley, a resident of Sixth Ward, commented that he did not see the elimination of R1 
zoning in the proposed changes, but only a subtle increase in building lot coverage. He also 
emphasized the importance of involving other large taxing bodies, such as Districts 65 and 202, 
as well as institutions like Northwestern University and local hospitals, in the comprehensive 
planning process, since they play a significant role in the city's property tax structure. 

Cecile McHugh expressed concern about allowing increased density by right, fearing it might 
lead to buildings being demolished solely for profit, which could harm the aesthetic and 
character of Evanston. He appreciated the city's historic and attractive architecture, stating that 
while increased density might be appropriate in certain areas needing improvement, it should 
not come at the cost of destroying well-preserved neighborhoods. 

Commissioner  Comments 

Chair Rodgers emphasized the broad vision and policy focus of the Comprehensive 
General Plan, clarifying that it is a guiding document addressing objectives and policies 
rather than specific site plans or individual property details. They referred to Evanston's 
city code to define the purpose of the plan, highlighting its role in outlining community 
goals for land use, transportation, and public facilities. Chair Rodgers also noted that 
detailed land-use specifics will be addressed later during the zoning ordinance phase. 

Commissioner Lindwall provided extensive feedback, and emphasized creating a 
well-rounded, comprehensive plan that respects Evanston’s history while addressing 
modern needs. She also noted the following key points: 

●​ Missing Components: She noted the absence of sections on local institutions, 
public buildings, and schools in the comprehensive plan, suggesting their 
inclusion. These were addressed in previous plans (1974, 1986, 2000) and 
remain relevant today. 

●​ Community Facilities: She recommended creating a dedicated chapter on public 
infrastructure, institutions, and schools to address operational needs and align 
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with community goals. 
●​ Community Wellness: She proposed a chapter focusing on environmental justice, 

brownfields, and sustainability issues, incorporating elements like tree canopies 
and life expectancy concerns. 

●​ Preserving Built Environment: Lindwall highlighted Evanston's commitment to 
preserving its architectural heritage and sustainability, stressing the importance of 
valuing and reusing existing structures. 

Commissioner Halik expressed concern about the tight schedule for finalizing the 
comprehensive plan, emphasizing the need to incorporate critical feedback from 
discussions, such as points raised by Commissioner Lindwall. He criticized the idea of 
rushing to finalize the plan and making adjustments later, arguing that such an approach 
is not logical or practical. Halik stressed the importance of addressing essential issues 
upfront to ensure a thorough and complete plan. 

Commissioner Puchtel made three main comments: 

●​ He questioned the need to address broadband access goals in the plan, noting 
that 95.2% of families reportedly have broadband access. He suggested 
confirming whether access is a real issue before including it. 

●​ General concern about the proposed zoning map, questioning the distinction 
between low-impact residential and moderate-sized residential areas, and why 
specific areas are classified as such. 

●​ He asked about the process for drafting and evaluating amendments to the plan, 
expressing interest in understanding how community or Commissioner proposals 
would be formally incorporated. 

Elizabeth Williams explained that staff is preparing a summary matrix of all comments 
made by Commissioners during deliberations. This matrix will help Commissioners 
review feedback, propose amendments, and make motions or recommendations as part 
of the package sent to the City Council. This process aims to provide clarity and 
structure for evaluating and finalizing changes to the comprehensive plan. 

Elizabeth Williams addressed a follow-up question about edits to the comprehensive 
plan, outlining three main categories: typographical corrections, clarifications on 
statements, workforce demographics and school enrollment trends, and policy changes 
requiring votes. She emphasized staff's commitment to integrating feedback from 
Commissioners and community members. Staff welcomes input via emails or comments 
and has enlisted volunteers to assist with refinements. Additionally, the suggestion for 
more comparative visuals and explanations of changes to zoning and policies is being 
considered to improve clarity and accessibility of the plan. 

​
Chair Rodgers emphasized the need for coordination with external entities like the RTA, 
CTA, Metra, schools, and park districts to align Evanston's 20-year plan with their 
long-term goals and resources. 
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Elizabeth Williams explained that staff has ongoing discussions with various community 
partners impacting the built environment and noted that consultants had conducted 
one-on-one conversations with organizations. Additionally, she expressed openness to 
continuing these discussions, especially in light of Commissioner Lindwall’s suggestion 
to add a chapter addressing community facilities and institutions. 

Chair Rodgers suggested that for clarity, the document should include sources for 
overarching statements. He proposed that staff indicate whether the data comes from 
community input, CMAP, HUD statistics, or other sources, making it clearer where the 
information is derived from. 

Commissioner Halik raised concerns about the carbon-neutral development goals, 
particularly the potential impact on housing affordability. He suggested that while 
sustainability is important, requiring such measures could make housing more 
expensive and may drive developers away. He recommended promoting these goals 
without making them mandatory. Elizabeth Williams asked if he had a suggested 
alternative, noting that these goals were part of the city's climate action plan. 

Commissioner Lindwall proposed moving the future land use map to the land use 
chapter for clarity and raised a question about the mixed-use category regarding past 
industrial uses not being relevant. Elizabeth Williams explained that the city is updating 
its industrial land base, acknowledging that many areas designated as industrial no 
longer serve traditional industrial purposes. 

Commissioner Lindwall suggested including other local park districts like Lighthouse 
and Ridgeville, along with Canal Shores, in the open space section. 

Commissioner Puchtel asked for clarification on the definitions of "low impact 
residential" and "moderate size residential," and Chair Rodgers expressed concerns 
about specific density goals in the comprehensive plan and wanted clearer distinctions 
between the residential categories. 

Elizabeth Williams clarified that residential categories are divided into low impact 
residential (R1/R2), moderate-sized residential (R3), and urban living (R4), with varying 
development potential. She also discussed the mixed-use categories, such as 
neighborhood pocket (M1), business districts (M2), and urban mixed use (M3). 

Commissioner Mirintchev suggested including specific density data and parameters in 
the comprehensive plan for better tracking and comparison with other cities, which 
could help evaluate density and zoning effectiveness over time.​
 

Chair Rodgers raised concerns about displacement during redevelopment, particularly 
in a built environment, and the challenges of innovating in underused industrial spaces. 
Elizabeth Williams explained that innovation zones were born from community visioning 
sessions, focusing on sustainability and local economic resilience. She also mentioned 
the potential for reusing obsolete industrial buildings for purposes like housing or 
commercial spaces.  
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Commissioner Lindwall and Chair Rodgers suggested broadening these innovation 
zones to incorporate mixed-use developments, especially if housing is included, 
addressing contaminated land concerns for potential redevelopment areas like near 
Target. 

Chair Rodgers raised concerns about displacement and the limited availability of land 
for new development. Questioned the placement of Innovation and Creation Zones and 
their connectivity to other areas. Suggested revising the category to include mixed-use 
areas with housing. 

Elizabeth Williams provided clarification on residential zoning categories and how they 
reflect varying development potentials. She then discussed the vision behind the 
Innovation and Creation Zones, including sustainability and local resource production. 

Commissioner Lindwall emphasized the need for clearer categories in transportation, 
especially regarding limited transit hours. Suggested revising truck routes and including 
active transportation modes, like e-scooters, in planning documents. 

Commissioner Halik expressed concerns about eliminating parking requirements, 
questioned the inclusion of self-driving cars, and disagreed with a one-sided view on 
parking fees. He also raised concerns about parking and delivery zones. 

Commissioner Rodgers discussed flexible parking spaces and questioned the exclusion 
of Howard and Main Streets from infrastructure planning. Suggested more focus on 
truck routes and improving alley loading zones. Raised the need for ADA-compliant, 
walkable sidewalks in business areas. 

Commissioner Halik suggested that park density should be analyzed by specific areas 
within Evanston rather than considering the city as a whole. He emphasized that some 
areas are well-served by parks, while others are lacking, and these disparities need to 
be addressed separately for accurate planning. 

Commissioner Lindwall requested clarification regarding the land served by the Skokie 
Park District, as mentioned in the existing conditions section of the document. She 
referred to a paragraph that discusses three independent park districts (Ridgeville, 
Lighthouse, and Skokie) managing parkland in Evanston and expressed confusion 
about what she was missing, indicating she had not previously heard about this. 

Assistant Director of Parks and Recreation Michael Callahan explained that Pooch 
Park, located on the west side of Evanston off Main Street, is owned by the Skokie Park 
District. Evanston has a reciprocal agreement with Skokie, where Evanston funds some 
improvements at the park, and Evanston residents can use the park at a specific rate. 

Commissioner Lindwall raised concerns about preserving habitats for native flora and 
fauna, particularly regarding the use of herbicides and pesticides in parks. He 
expressed concern over their potential impact on pollinators and predators, like owls, 
hawks, and foxes, which could be affected by poison used for pest control, such as 
anticoagulants. Lindwall suggested that a policy might be necessary to ensure that 
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these ecological risks are considered in park management. 

Michael Callahan explained that the city has a resolution limiting pesticide use on public 
property, including herbicides, though rodenticides are exempted due to public health 
concerns. He emphasized that very few pesticides are used on public property, but 
acknowledged the importance of managing ecological risks associated with pest control. 

Chair Rodgers praised the section, noting its helpful content. He suggested adding a 
paragraph about the city’s commitment to protecting threatened species, such as 
through the Mayor's Monarch Pledge, and caring for resources like Elm trees, the 
lakefront, and beaches. Emphasized the ongoing work of replacing beach sand and the 
importance of making environmental care part of city policy. Also mentioned having 
additional observations but was unsure if they were in the correct section. 

Chair Rodgers raised a point about underutilized parks, particularly tot lots, and 
suggested repurposing them to contribute to economic development. Recommended 
using these spaces for events like music performances, food truck festivals, or other 
activities that would draw people and encourage spending in nearby business districts. 
Highlighted James Park as an example of a large space with sections that are not being 
fully utilized. Suggested integrating underused parks into the overall economic 
development strategy. 

Commissioner Lindwall emphasized the need to address displacement in the plan, 
especially in lower-value neighborhoods, and suggested consulting with Councilmember 
Burns’ informal working group on the topic. Discussed the potential for repurposing 
obsolete commercial properties for housing, including townhouses and infill housing. 
Highlighted the flexibility of current zoning, such as ADUs (Accessory Dwelling Units), 
and suggested considering the full range of housing types in Evanston, including 
multifamily, co-ops, and senior housing. Raised the question of what types of housing 
might be missing or needed in the city. 

Commissioner Halik noted that a significant portion of Evanston’s housing (68%) is 
already multifamily. Expressed concern that opening up R1 zoning citywide might alter 
Evanston’s identity as the “City of Homes.” Emphasized support for denser housing only 
in appropriate areas, like arterial streets (e.g., Emerson). He raised questions about the 
impact of zoning changes on historic districts, particularly regarding the construction of 
multifamily units near single-family homes, which could affect the character of areas like 
Ridge Historic District. 

Elizabeth Williams clarified that under the current code, two-unit developments are the 
only ones allowed in historic districts. She confirmed that no changes to the 
preservation ordinance are being proposed. Historic district properties would still need 
to go through the Preservation Commission process if they wish to demolish a property 
or make significant changes. 

Commissioner Lindwall noted that in historic districts like the Lakeshore and Northeast 
Evanston, there are several older two-flats, double houses, and small apartment 
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buildings. These structures mostly predate the 1921 zoning ordinance. She expressed 
that while these buildings are legacy structures, they may not necessarily align with 
current zoning requirements, and further clarification is needed on how zoning applies 
to these areas. 

Commissioner Lindwall emphasized the importance of maintaining Evanston's housing 
stock to ensure it is free from environmental hazards such as lead paint and asbestos. 
She also raised concerns about protecting vulnerable households from displacement, 
especially in areas like West Evanston where developers may target properties first. 
Additionally, she noted the need for consistency in housing data, specifically 
distinguishing between single-family detached and attached homes, and pointed out 
that opportunities to build new single-family homes in the city are limited. 

Commissioner Johnson expressed opposition to the proposal of eliminating R1 zoning 
or allowing more than two units in R1 areas. He believes this could incentivize the 
demolition of lower-cost single-family homes, which would conflict with sustainability 
goals, as the most sustainable housing is existing housing. He also highlighted that 
Evanston already has a diverse range of housing types, and expanding density in 
single-family areas could undermine the historic "City of Homes" character, particularly 
in recognized historic districts. He suggested creating a category to preserve 
single-family housing in certain areas. 

Commissioner Lindwall suggested comparing Evanston's housing cost burden to 
neighboring communities like Skokie, Chicago, and Cook County. He raised concerns 
about the statement in the plan claiming that "compact well-connected neighborhoods 
tend to be less affordable," questioning whether it's true and whether it should be 
included. He also pointed out issues with a map on page 87 showing high cost burden 
in a quadrant, suggesting it may need to be revised, particularly around the area near 
Presbyterian Home. 

Chair Rodgers brought up “beating a dead horse” and expressed concerns about 
balancing affordability with sustainability goals and the impact on homeowners, 
particularly "mom and pop" landlords. He emphasized the need for collaboration and 
partnerships to reduce burdens on these groups. He also requested more detailed data 
on housing insecurity, particularly in Evanston, including the impact of zoning changes 
on displacement. He asked for comparisons of supply and demand with neighboring 
municipalities and suggested further data on how proposed changes might affect 
housing and affordability in Evanston. Additionally, he stressed the importance of 
collaborating with neighboring communities. 

Commissioner Halik shared insights from experience in Chicago's Fourth Ward, where 
low-rise mixed-income housing was prioritized. He noted that building two- and 
three-unit buildings, such as two-flats, is often economically unfeasible due to high 
construction costs. Based on his experience and research, he argued that such 
buildings are unlikely to be affordable, and that larger buildings like six-unit structures 
are more viable financially. He expressed concern that the push for smaller units may 
not be the right direction for affordable housing. 
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Commissioner Lindwall pointed out a correction needed concerning the first 
preservation ordinance which was adopted in 1975.    

Chair Rodgers expressed support for adaptive reuse of buildings, noting its 
environmental benefits by avoiding demolition and hazardous materials. Also raised a 
question about the "Suburban Apartment Buildings" category on page 110 of the plan, 
which mentions 48 buildings from 1890 to the 1920s that exemplify a particular style of 
suburban apartments in Evanston. He asked for further clarification about this category 
and its significance to the city's historical housing development. 

Commissioner Lindwall explained that the "Suburban Apartment Buildings" referenced 
are primarily courtyard buildings, with some dating back to the 1920s. About 40 years 
ago, a city manager supported the development of such a district to make them eligible 
for federal tax credits for rehabilitation. She also suggested that the locations of these 
buildings might benefit from being marked with "dots" on maps.  

Commissioners then made additional comments about the photographs and maps used 
in the Envision Evanston plans. 

Commissioner Lindwall made a motion to continue the public hearing on the 
Comprehensive Plan to the January 8, 2025 meeting. Seconded by Commissioner 
Puchtel. Motion passed 7-0. 

Ayes: Halik, Mirintchev, Puchtel, Rodgers, Arevalo, Lindwall, Johnson 
Nays: 
Abstain: 
 
III.​ PUBLIC COMMENT 

None. 
 

IV.​ COMMUNICATIONS 

Elizabeth Williams announced that the current Zoning Administrator, Melissa Klotz, had 
submitted her resignation effective December 3rd. This would be her last meeting with 
the City of Evanston. She took the opportunity to express gratitude for Melissa's many 
years of service and her significant contributions to Evanston. She also highlighted 
Melissa's impressive ability to recall the existing zoning code and acknowledged her 
expertise, which would be greatly missed. Commissioners were invited to express their 
thanks and appreciation for Melissa's work. 

 
V.​ ADJOURNMENT 

 
Commissioner Lindwall made the motion to adjourn.  Commissioner Johnson 
Seconded.  
 
Adjourned at 10:06 PM 
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The next Evanston Land Use Commission meeting will be held on Wednesday, 
December 4, 2024, at 6:00 pm, in the James C. Lytle Council Chambers in the Lorraine 
H. Morton Civic Center. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Justin Bock, Administrative lead 
 
Reviewed by 
Meagan Jones, Neighborhood and Land Use Planner 
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To:  Chair and Members of the Land Use Commission 
 
From: Michael Griffith, Planner 
 
CC:   Sarah Flax, Director of Community Development 

Elizabeth Williams, Planning Manager 
 
Subject: Amend existing Special Use approval for a Daycare Center - Child 
  1905-1909 Howard Street, Case #25ZMJV-0006 
 
Date:  March 20, 2025 
 
Request 

Joy Powell, applicant, submits a Special Use application requesting to amend the 
existing Special Use approval granted by Ordinance 120-O-14 to expand a Daycare 
Center - Child, A Step By Step Learning Academy, in the C1 Commercial District 
(Section 6-10-2-3). The Land Use Commission makes a recommendation to the City 
Council, the determining body for this case in accordance with Section 6-3-5 of the 
Evanston Zoning Code 
 
Notice 
The Application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural and public 
notice requirements including publication in the Chicago Sun-Times on March 11, 2025. 
 
General Information 

Applicant:  Joy Powell 
  A Step By Step Learning Academy 
  1909 Howard Street 
  Evanston, IL 60202 
 
Owner(s):  Joy Powell 
  1909 Howard Street 
  Evanston, IL 60202 
 
PINs:  10-25-113-045-0000    
 
 
     
 

 

Memorandum 
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Analysis 
The subject property is located at the northwest corner of Howard Street and Dodge 
Avenue/California Avenue (City of Chicago) in the C1 Commercial District. The property 
contains a 1-story commercial building, 1901-1909 Howard Street, with storefronts 
along Howard Street and parking on the north side of the building. On-site parking is 
currently accessible from Dodge Avenue on the east side and an alley on the west side 
of the property. A Step By Step Learning Academy (applicant) and The Vet Center are 
the current building occupants. 
 
A Step By Step Learning Academy is a daycare center serving children between the 
ages of 6 weeks - 6 years with a focus on early childhood learning and development. 
 
The table below indicates the zoning district and land use of properties adjacent to or 
across the street from the subject property: 
 
 

Surrounding Zoning 
and Land Uses 

Zoning Land Use 

North  R4 General Residential 
Skilled nursing facility - Dobson 
Plaza Rehabilitation and 
Healthcare 

South 

RT-4 Residential Two-Flat, 
Townhouse and Multi-Unit Districts 
(City of Chicago) 
 
B3-2 Community Shopping District 
(City of Chicago) 

Ground floor commercial  and 
multi-family residential (City of 
Chicago) 

East C1 Commercial District 
Auto repair - Howard & California 
Auto Repair 

West  R5 General Residential District Multi-family residential 

 
 
In 2014, the City Council approved Ordinance 120-O-14 granting a Special Use for a 
daycare center at 1909 Howard Street, A Step By Step Learning Academy. The 
approval was based on: 

28 children cared for, 
6 total employees, 
8-10 on-site parking spaces for drop-offs and pick-ups,  
Hours of operation between 6:00 am - 9:00 pm, and 
Employees are not to park on the street during hours of operation. 

 
In 2020-2021 during the COVID-19 pandemic, the daycare center expanded east into 
the adjacent tenant space, 1907 Howard Street. The expansion added additional indoor 
play space. Staff determined the expansion was not increasing the capacity or intensity 
of the use, and therefore, a new special use approval was not required. 
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Currently, the daycare center operates at 1907-1909 Howard Street.  
 
In 2024, a permit was issued to re-stripe the parking lot, provide one-way vehicular 
movement from east to west, and install gates at both the parking lot entrance and exit. 
Re-striping the parking lot increased the number of parking spaces from 15 to 16, 
including 14 regular spaces and 2 accessible spaces. 
 
The applicant is now requesting to expand into the adjacent tenant space at 1905 
Howard Street to add additional indoor play space. 
 
While the applicant indicates they do not plan to increase the number of children cared 
for, the expansion in 2020-2021 along with the currently proposed expansion provides 
the opportunity to increase the number of children served. Increasing the number of 
children served likely increases associated activities such as drop-offs and pick-ups 
intensifying the use. Given this, staff determined amending the existing special use is 
required to permit the expansion. 
 
The following operations details have been provided by the applicant: 
 

● Potential to increase the number of children served from 28 currently to 50-60, 
subject to to Illinois Department of Children & Family Services (DCFS) approval, 

● Potential to increase the number of employees from 8 currently to 10,  
● Employees generally use public transportation or live in the neighborhood and 

walk to the establishment, those that drive agree not to park on the street, 
● Drop-offs/pick-ups occur in the parking lot on the north side of the building with 

many families living in the neighborhood walking to the establishment, 
● Drop-offs generally occur between 6:30 am - 8:30 am, pick-ups generally occur 

between 4:30 pm - 6:30 pm, 
○ The Vet Center, 1901-1903 Howard Street, has hours of operation 

between 8:00 am - 4:30 pm Monday through Friday, closed Saturdays and 
Sundays. 

● 16 on-site parking spaces provided, including 14 regular and 2 accessible spaces 
 
In the application materials submitted, the applicant provided a worst-case parking 
scenario. 
 
Special Use Analysis 
The applicant currently operates a Daycare Center - Child on the subject property in the 
C1 Commercial District with Special Use approval. A Daycare Center - Child is a listed 
Special Use in the C1 Commercial District, Section 6-10-2-3. 
 
The Zoning Code defines a Daycare Center - Child as follows, Section 6-18-3: 

Any place other than a family home in which children nine (9) years of age and 
under receive child daycare services during any part of a day not exceeding 
twelve (12) hours in a twenty-four (24) hour period licensed pursuant to this 
Code. 
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The applicant proposes to expand operations into an adjacent tenant space which has 
the potential to intensify the use, therefore, amending the existing Special Use is 
required to permit the expansion. 
 
The applicant has provided details showing the Daycare Center - Child with the 
proposed expansion will continue to operate as it has since the original approval in 
2014. There have not been any zoning complaints concerning the Daycare Center - 
Child operations since it opened. 
 
Staff Review 
Application materials were routed to staff for comment. The following comments were 
provided: 
 

● Concerning water service, City records indicate water service is a 1-inch lead 
pipe on the private side and 1-inch copper pipe on the City’s side. Recommend 
replacing the lead pipe portion.  

 
Department Recommendation 
The Community Development Department finds the Standards for Approval (Section 6-
3-5-10) are met and recommends approval of the request to amend the existing Special 
Use approval to permit the expansion of the Daycare Center - Child and consideration 
of the following: 
 

1. Up to 60 children may be served by the Daycare Center - Child subject to Illinois 
Department of Children & Family Services (DCFS) approval, 

2. Daycare Center - Child operated between the hours of 6:00 am - 9:00 pm only, 
3. Employees are not to park on the street during hours of operation, and 
4. Applicant to record Ordinance amending the existing Special Use with the Cook 

County Recorder of Deeds. 
 
Standards for Approval 
The proposed Special Use must follow the Standards for a Special Use (Section 6-3-5-
10). For the Land Use Commission to recommend that the City Council grant a special 
use, the LUC must find that the proposed special use: 
 

1. It is one of the special uses specifically listed in the zoning ordinance; 

2. It is in keeping with purposes and policies of the adopted comprehensive general 

plan and the zoning ordinance as amended from time to time; 

3. It will not cause a negative cumulative effect, when its effect is considered in 

conjunction with the cumulative effect of various special uses of all types on the 

immediate neighborhood and the effect of the proposed type of special use upon 

the City as a whole; 

4. It does not interfere with or diminish the value of property in the neighborhood; 

5. It can be adequately served by public facilities and services; 

6. It does not cause undue traffic congestion; 
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7. It preserves significant historical and architectural resources; 

8. It preserves significant natural and environmental features; and 

9. It complies with all other applicable regulations of the district in which it is located 

and other applicable ordinances, except to the extent such regulations have been 

modified through the planned development process or the grant of a variation. 

 
Action by the Commission 

After making findings of fact as to whether or not the requested amendment to the 
existing Special Use meets or does not meet the aforementioned Standards for Special 
Use, the Land Use Commission may make a recommendation to the Planning & 
Development Committee of the City Council to recommend approval, denial, or no 
recommendation (in the case of a tie) for the Special Use requested. The Commission 
may choose to include recommended conditions that the City Council may then 
consider when making the final determination. The Land Use Commission is the 
recommending body and the City Council is the determining body (Zoning Code Section 
6-3-5). 
 
Attachments 
Aerial View of Property 
Zoning Map of Property 
Street View of Property 
Plat of Survey 
Plan, including site plan and floor plan 
Ordinance 120-O-14 
Special Use Application - submitted February 17, 2025 
Public Notice 
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1905-1909 Howard Street - A Step By Step Learning Academy 
 
Special Use Package Contents: 
 

1.​ Special Use Application & Disclosure Statement 
2.​ Business Narrative 
3.​ Special Use Standards Narrative 
4.​ Proof of Ownership 
5.​ Plat of Survey 
6.​ Interior Floor Plan (original approval, 2021 expansion, current expansion) 
7.​ Aerial View Site Plans (including path to the park) 
8.​ Existing Special Use Ordinance 120-O-14 
9.​ Zoning Board of Appeals Minutes - September 23, 2014 

 
 



SPECIAL USE  
APPLICATION 
CASE #:_____________________________ 

11.. PPRROOPPEERRTTYY

Address __________________      _____________________________
Permanent Identification Number(s):
PIN 1: FF-FF-FFF-FFF-FFFF PIN 2:FF-FF-FFF-FFF-FFFF
(Note: An accurate plat of survey for all properties that are subject to this application must be submitted with the application.

22.. AAPPPPLLIICCAANNTT

Name: ____________

Organization: ___________

Address: _____

City, State, Zip: _____

Phone: Work: _   Home: __   Cell/Other: ______

Fax:  Work: ______  Home: ________

E-mail: ______________  

What is the relationship of the applicant to the property owner? 

� same � builder/contractor  � potential purchaser � potential lessee
� architect � attorney  � lessee   � real estate agent
� officer of board of directors � other: __________________________________________

33.. PPRROOPPEERRTTYY  OOWWNNEERR        (Required if different than applicant.  All property owners must be listed and must sign below.)

Fax: Work:  ______  Home: ______________                                                   

E-mail: ______________  

“By signing below, I give my permission for the Applicant named above to act as my agent in all matters concerning 
this application. I understand that the Applicant will be the primary contact for information and decisions during the 
processing of this application, and I may not be contacted directly by the City of Evanston.  I understand as well that I 
may change the Applicant for this application at any time by contacting the Zoning Office in writing.” 

_______________________________________________________ ______________________________ 
Property Owner(s) Signature(s) -- REQUIRED Date 

44.. SSIIGGNNAATTUURREE

Please circle the primary 
means of contact.

Please circle the primary 
means of contact.

zoning office use only 

“I certify that all of the above information and all statements, information and exhibits that I am submitting in
conjunction with this application are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge.”

_______________________________________________________ ______________________________
Applicant Signature – REQUIRED      Date
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Name(s) or Organization:  _____________Purple Legacy I --$

Address: _____ $�0 Joy Powell, 1909 Howard Street

City, State, Zip: _____ Evanston, IL 60202

Phone: Work: _ 847-322-8330  Home: __    Cell/Other: ______

Joy Shumate
management@purplelegacy.org

Joy Shumate
2/14/2025

Joy Shumate
2/14/2025

Michael Griffith
Typewriter
RECV'D 02-17-25

Michael Griffith
Typewriter
25ZMJV-0006



 
55..  RREEQQUUIIRREEDD  DDOOCCUUMMEENNTTSS  AANNDD  MMAATTEERRIIAALLSS  

 
The following are required to be submitted with this application: 
 

 (This) Completed and Signed Application Form 
 Plat of Survey  Date of Survey: _______________________________ 

 Project Site Plan  Date of Drawings: _____________________________ 

 Plan or Graphic Drawings of Proposal (If needed, see notes) 

 Non-Compliant Zoning Analysis  

 Proof of Ownership  Document Submitted: __________________________ 

 Application Fee  Amount $__________    

 
Notes:  Incomplete applications will not be accepted. Although some of these materials may be on file  
with another City application, individual City applications must be complete with their own required documents.  
 

Plat of Survey 
(1) One copy of plat of survey, drawn to scale, that accurately reflects current conditions. 

 
Site Plan  
(1) One copy of site plan or floor plans, drawn to scale, showing all dimensions. 

 
Plan or Graphic Drawings of Proposal 
A Special Use application requires graphic representations for any elevated proposal-- garages, home additions, 
roofed porches, etc. Applications for a/c units, driveways, concrete walks do not need graphic drawings; their 
proposed locations on the submitted site plan will suffice.   

 
Proof of Ownership 
Accepted documents for Proof of Ownership include: a deed, mortgage, contract to purchase, closing documents 
(price may be blacked out on submitted documents).  

• Tax bill will not be accepted as Proof of Ownership. 

 
Non-Compliant Zoning Analysis 
This document informed you that the proposed change of use is non-compliant with the Zoning Code and 
requires a variance.  

 
Application Fee 
The application fee depends on your zoning district (see zoning fees).  Acceptable forms of payment are: Cash, 
Check, or Credit Card.  
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6. PPRROOPPOOSSEEDD  PPRROOJJEECCTT

A. Briefly describe the proposed Special Use: 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

AAPPPPLLIICCAANNTT  QQUUEESSTTIIOONNSS  

a) Is the requested special use one of the special uses specifically listed in the Zoning Ordinance?
What section of the Zoning Ordinance lists your proposed use as an allowed special use in the zoning
district in which the subject property lies? (See Zoning Analysis Review Sheet)

_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 

b) Will the requested special use interfere with or diminish the value of property in the neighborhood?
Will it cause a negative cumulative effect on the neighborhood?

_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 

c) Will the requested special use be adequately served by public facilities and services?

_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 
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Amend existing Special Use Ordinance 120-O-14 to expand a Daycare Center - Child, A Step By Step Learning Academy. 

Please see attached Business Narrative details.

Please see attached Special Use Standards Narrative

Please see attached Special Use Standards Narrative

Please see attached Special Use Standards Narrative



 
d) Will the requested special use cause undue traffic congestion? 
 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
e) Will the requested special use preserve significant historical and architectural resources? 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
f)          Will the requested special use preserve significant natural and environmental features? 
 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
g)         Will the requested special use comply with all other applicable regulations of the district in which it is  

located and other applicable ordinances, except to the extent such regulations have been modified  
through the planned development process or the grant of a variation? 
 

_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 
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Please see attached Special Use Standards Narrative

Please see attached Special Use Standards Narrative

Please see attached Special Use Standards Narrative

Please see attached Special Use Standards Narrative



 
 
City of Evanston 
DISCLOSURE STATEMENT  
 
 (This form is required for all Major Variances and Special Use Applications) 

 
 
The Evanston City Code, Title 1, Chapter 18, requires any persons or entities who request the  
City Council to grant zoning amendments, variations, or special uses, including planned developments,  
to make the following disclosures of information.  The applicant is responsible for keeping the disclosure information 
current until the City Council has taken action on the application.  For all hearings, this information is used to avoid 
conflicts of interest on the part of decision-makers.  
 
1. If applicant is an agent or designee, list the name, address, phone, fax, and any other contact information of the 

proposed user of the land for which this application for zoning relief is made:                      Does not apply. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. If a person or organization owns or controls the proposed land user, list the name, address, phone,  

fax, and any other contact information of person or entity having constructive control of the proposed land user.  
Same as number _____ above, or indicated below.  (An example of this situation is if the land user is  

     a division or subsidiary of another person or organization.)  
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. List the name, address, phone, fax, and any other contact information of person or entity holding title  
      to the subject property.  Same as number ______ above, or indicated below. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. List the name, address, phone, fax, and any other contact information of person or entity having constructive 

control of the subject property.  Same as number ______ above, or indicated below. 
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________  
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Does not apply

Purple Legacy I LLC

Joy Powell

1909 Howard Street

Evanston, IL 60202

847-322-8330

See #2 above

See #2 above



 
 
 

If Applicant or Proposed Land User is a Corporation 
  
 

Any corporation required by law to file a statement with any other governmental agency providing 
substantially the information required below may submit a copy of this statement in lieu of completing  
a and b below. 
 
a. Names and addresses of all officers and directors. 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
b. Names, addresses, and percentage of interest of all shareholders.  If there are fewer than 33 

shareholders, or shareholders holding 3% or more of the ownership interest in the corporation or if 
there are more than 33 shareholders. 

_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
 

If Applicant or Proposed Land User is not a Corporation                                         
 
 
 
Name, address, percentage of interest, and relationship to applicant, of each partner, associate, person 
holding a beneficial interest, or other person having an interest in the entity applying, or in whose interest  
one is applying, for the zoning relief. 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
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Does not apply

Does not apply

Purple Legacy I LLC

Joy Powell

1909 Howard Street

Evanston, IL 60202

847-322-8330



Business Narrative: A Step By Step Learning Academy 
 
A Step By Step Learning Academy is a daycare center for children that has operated 
successfully since it was first established by local owner/operator Joy Powell in 2014 with 
Special Use approval. In 2020/2021 (during the COVID-19 pandemic), the daycare expanded 
from its original space at 1909 Howard Street to include 1907 Howard Street to add more indoor 
play space. Since the expansion did not increase the intended capacity of the daycare, new 
Special Use approval was not required by the City of Evanston. The daycare now proposes to 
expand into 1905 Howard Street to add additional indoor play space, and requests approval to 
increase the amount of children at the daycare at some point in the future. There are no plans to 
increase the amount of children at the facility at this time. 
 
The daycare was approved in 2014 by Special Use Ordinance 120-O-14 (following a text 
amendment to allow a Daycare Center - Child as an eligible Special Use in the C1 Commercial 
District). The daycare was approved based on an occupancy of 28 children, 6 total employees, 
and 8-10 on-site drop-off parking spaces. The request was unanimously recommended for 
approval by City staff at the Site Plan & Appearance Review Committee (SPAARC), by the 
Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA), and was unanimously approved with suspension of the rules 
for both introduction and action votes at the same meeting by the City Council. Special Use 
Ordinance 120-O-14 includes conditions that the hours of operation not exceed 6am - 9pm daily, 
and that employees not park on the street. 
 
The daycare, which is currently operating at 1907-1909 Howard Street below its maximum of 28 
children, now requests to expand operations into 1905 Howard Street. The primary reason for 
the expansion is to add more indoor play space that can be used instead of outdoor play at 
Brummel-Richmond Park during cold and inclement weather. When the weather is nice, 
employees walk the children from the daycare on Howard Street to Dodge Avenue, then down 
Brummel Street to the park. The walk is approximately 1,700 linear feet in total, or ⅓ of a mile, 
which is manageable much of the time for young children, but is not feasible during storms or 
extreme cold. 
 
While there are no plans to increase the amount of children at the facility at this time, the added 
space is likely to increase the number of children allowed, pending DCFS approval, for 50-60 
children. Such expansion, which might begin in 2026, will also include up to 2 additional 
employees, and increases the available amount of on-site parking to 11 spaces (plus the alley 
parking to the west of the building). Most employees use public transportation or live in the 
neighborhood and walk to the facility, but those who do drive agree not to park on the street. 
Pick-ups and drop-offs will operate in the same way they have since 2014 with many 
neighborhood families that walk to the facility, and a quick 5-minute or less stop for vehicles 
within the rear on-site parking lot (that features 17 total parking spaces). Drop-offs primarily 
occur between 6:30am - 8:30am, and pick-ups primarily occur between 4:30pm - 6:30pm. The 
Vet Center that operates at 1901-1903 Howard Street operates from 8am - 4:30pm so the times 
of highest on-site parking demand typically do not overlap or create issues.  
 



 
An analytical review of an over-estimated/worst-case scenario the parking situation finds the 
following: 
 
Maximum 60 students that includes siblings = 45 families 
Of 45 families, an estimated 10 families do not drive to the daycare = 35 vehicles 
35 vehicles / 11 parking spaces = 3.2 vehicles will need to park in each space during drop-off 
3.2 vehicles per space within 2 hours + 4 employee spaces = plenty of parking available 
 
Alternate quantification: 
35 vehicles x 5 minute drop-offs = 175 minutes of drop-offs 
11 spaces  - 4 employee spaces x 2 hour drop-off window = 840 minutes of parking available 
840 minutes of parking available where 175 minutes are needed = plenty of parking available 
 
A summary and clarification of the original daycare Special Use approval for 1909 Howard 
Street, the allowed expansion into 1907 Howard Street, and the current request for expansion 
into 1905 Howard Street is as follows: 
 

 
Original Approval 
 
1909 Howard St. 

2021 Expansion  
(no added impact)  
 
+1907 Howard St. 

Proposed Expansion 
(added impact in 2026) 
 
+1905 Howard St. 

Number of Children 12 infant/toddlers 
and 16 2-3 year 
olds = 28 total 

No change Increase in 2026: could 
allow 50-60 children 
total per DCFS 
requirements 

Number of Rooms 2 +2 = 4 +2 = 6 

Number of 
Employees 

5 teachers & 1 
admin = 6 

8 Increase in 2026: could 
add additional staff (up 
to 2 more) for the max 
number of children = 10 

Available Parking 
Spaces 

8-10 spaces 10 11 (of 17 total) 

Hours of Operation 6:30am - 6:30pm No change No change 

Drop-off & Pick-up 
Times 

6:30am - 8:30am & 
4:30pm - 6:30pm 

No change No change 

 
There have been no zoning complaints about the daycare or parking/drop-offs related to the 
daycare submitted to the City since it began operating in 2014. Daycare facilities are in demand 
in Evanston and are a needed service throughout the community. 
 



Special Use Standards Narrative 
 
Application/Standards Questions: 

1.​ Is the requested special use one of the special uses specifically listed in the Zoning 
Ordinance? What section of the Zoning Ordinance lists your proposed use as an allowed 
special use in the zoning district in which the subject property lies? 
 
The property is located in the C1 Commercial District. A Daycare Center - Child requires 
Special Use approval per Section 6-10-2-3 for expansion. 
 

2.​ Will the requested special use interfere with or diminish the value or property in the 
neighborhood? Will it cause a negative cumulative effect on the neighborhood? 

 
The request will utilize a storefront with an active use which will in turn maintain the 
vibrancy of the commercial corridor the property is at the edge of, and is a relatively 
low-intensity business that serves as an appropriate buffer to the adjacent residential 
area. There are no other Daycare Centers in the immediate area, and the use is a 
needed service for the neighborhood and community. 

 
3.​ Will the requested special use be adequately served by public facilities and services? 

 
The building/tenant spaces are existing and are adequately served by public facilities 
and services. 

 
4.​ Will the requested special use cause undue traffic congestion? 

 
The expansion does not propose to increase the number of children likely until 2026, so 
there will be no change/no undue traffic congestion caused by the Daycare Center in the 
immediate future. If/when an increase in the number of children occurs (up to 60 children 
maximum), a detailed analysis of pick-ups and drop-offs and employee parking is 
provided in the attached Business Narrative. The analysis shows that there is ample 
parking provided for the Daycare Center on-site with 11 dedicated spaces available, and 
overflow parking (which should not be needed) exists to the west in the alley. The 
operator is not aware of any complaints by surrounding property owners/businesses 
regarding the Daycare Center or parking. 

 
5.​ Will the requested special use preserve significant historic and architectural resources? 

 
The Daycare Center proposes to expand into a third tenant space within an existing 
building. No exterior changes are proposed other than signage. The property is not 
designated as historic. 

 
6.​ Will the requested special use preserve significant natural and environmental features? 

 



The property contains a building and surface parking lot; there are no significant natural 
and environmental features. 
 

7.​ Will the requested special use comply with all other applicable regulations of the district 
in which it is located and other applicable ordinances, except to the extent such 
regulations have been modified through the planned development process or the grant 
of a variation? 
 
The Daycare Center will continue to comply with all applicable regulations including 
DCFS/Health Department approval. The operator is not aware of any complaints by 
surrounding property owners/businesses regarding the Daycare Center or parking. 
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Zoning Board of Appeals 

         APPROVED 
MEETING MINUTES 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
Tuesday, September 23, 2014 

7:00 PM 
Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue, Council Chambers 

 
Members Present:  Matt Rodgers, Violetta Cullen, Myrna Arevalo, Beth McLennan, 

Mary Beth Berns 
Members Absent:  Andrew Gallimore, Scott Gingold 
Staff Present:  Melissa Klotz, Lorrie Pearson, Mario Treto 
Chair:    Matt Rodgers 
 
Declaration of Quorum 

With a quorum present, Chair Rodgers called the meeting to order at 7:05pm. 
 

Approval of Minutes 

The minutes from the September 9, 2014 Zoning Board of Appeals meeting were motioned for 
approval with one correction.  Ms. Cullen made the motion and it was seconded by Ms. 
McLennan. The motion was approved 4-0, 1 member abstained. 

 
New Business 
 
1840 Oak Street        ZBA 14ZMJV-0112 
Amy Joffe, property owner, applies for major zoning relief for off-street parking.  The applicant 
requests a parking variance to allow 34 parking spaces where 106 parking spaces are required 
(Zoning Code Section 6-16-3-5-Table 16-B).  The Zoning Board of Appeals makes a 
recommendation to City Council, the determining body for this case. 
 
Ms. Klotz read the case into the record. 
 
Ms. McLennan motioned to continue this case to the November 4, 2014 Zoning Board of 
Appeals meeting. Ms. Cullen seconded the motion and it was approved 5-0. 
 
1613 Sherman Avenue       ZBA 14ZMJV-0109 

Paul Chen, lessee, applies for a special use permit for a Type 2 Restaurant, Doc Popcorn, at 
1613 Sherman Avenue.  1613 Sherman Avenue is located in the D2 Downtown Retail Core 
District, which requires a special use permit for a Type 2 Restaurant to operate (Zoning Code 
Section 6-11-3-4).  The Zoning Board of Appeals makes a recommendation to City Council, the 
determining body for this case. 

 
Ms. Klotz read the case into the record.  
 
Paul Chen, lessee, explained the proposal: 

• Intend to produce and sell popcorn as a retail establishment 

• Provide seating for 8-10 customers 

• Hours of operation: Mon-Fri 10 a.m. to 10 p.m., Weekends 10 a.m. to midnight 

• 1-2 employees present on weekdays, 3-5 employees present on weekends 

• Parking in city garage available, if necessary 

• Agrees to Litter Plan 

• Currently operates store in Gurnee Mills (~2 years) 
 
 



Page 2 of 4 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Ms. Cullen and Ms. Arevalo inquired about deliveries.  Mr. Chen explained that deliveries would 
occur once a week by UPS or FedEx and the dumpster would be emptied twice a week. 
 
The ZBA entered into deliberations. 
 
The Standards were addressed: 

1. Yes 
2. Yes 
3. Yes 
4. Yes 
5. Yes 
6. Yes 
7. Yes 
8. Yes 
9. Yes 

 
Ms. McLennan motioned to recommend approval of the proposal with the following conditions: 

• Litter/Garbage Plan. 

• Employees cannot park on the street. 

• Hours of operation fall between 6 a.m. and midnight 7 days a week 
 

The motion was seconded by Ms. Cullen and approved 5-0.   
 
1118 Colfax Street        ZBA 14ZMJV-0110 
Corrie Kasprzycki, property owner, applies for major zoning relief to convert a screen porch into 
habitable space.  The applicant requests a 15’ front yard setback where 27’ is required (Zoning 
Code Section 6-8-2-8-A-1). The Zoning Board of Appeals is the determining body for this case. 
 
Ms. Klotz read the case into the record. 
 
Corrie Kasprzycki, property owner, explained the proposal: 

• The house was built in 1922 

• House purchased in 2008 

• Need more habitable space since family has expanded 

• Replace screens with windows and add heat 

• Building footprint will remain the same 
 
Chair Rodgers asked how the applicant enters her home.  Ms. Kasprzycki said that she enters 
her house at the side entrance.  She then submitted a letter of support from her neighbors with 
~18 signatures.   
 
Chair Rodgers then inquired as to what was the average setback on the block.  The applicant 
said that the neighbor to the west of her house has the same setback with an open porch and 
the house on the other side is setback a bit more. 
  
The ZBA entered into deliberations. 
 
Chair Rodgers expressed concerns about when cases like this are granted, the property owner 
may come back to ask to add a new porch.   
 
Ms. Mclennan noted that this is a very deep lot. 
 
Ms. Berns stated that most of the block is in line with the 27’ setback.  The approval of this 
project will change the character of this block.  She went on to say that it was only a matter of 
time before they want to build a front porch even closer to the front lot line and want to add a 
second story addition above this habitable space. 
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The Standards were addressed: 

1. Yes 
No- Ms. Berns 

2. Yes 
3. Yes 
4. Yes 
5. Yes 
6. Yes 
7. Yes 

 
Ms. McLennan motioned to recommend approval of the proposal with the following conditions: 

• The project must be in substantial compliance of the documents and testimony on 
record. 
 

The motion was seconded by Ms. Arevalo and approved 4-1. 
 
1909 – 1911 Howard Street       ZBA 14ZMJV-0111 
Joy Shumate, lessee, applies for a special use permit for a Daycare Center – Child, A Step By 
Step Learning Academy, Inc., at 1909-1911 Howard Street.  1909-1911 Howard Street is 
located in the C1, Commercial District, which requires a special use permit for a Daycare Center 
– Child to operate (Zoning Code Section 6-10-2-3).  The Zoning Board of Appeals makes a 
recommendation to City Council, the determining body for this case. 
 
Joy Shumate, lessee, explained the proposal: 

• Caters to 6 weeks old to 3 year old children 

• Applicant currently operates home daycare at 2122 Dobson Street 

• There will be 28 children total (currently have 10 in home daycare) 
 

Chair Rodgers noted that there were other adjoining businesses on the property and asked 
what the proposed space was currently being purposed as.  Ms. Shumate responded that it 
takes up two spaces and is currently vacant.  She anticipates hiring 5 employees and hours of 
operation will take place between 6:30 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. 
 
Chair Rodgers then asked about the parking situation.  Ms. Shumate said that most employees 
will be using public transit, but she will also lease 7-8 spaces behind the building as well.  Public 
parking is also available down the street.   
 
Ms. Shumate clarified that hours of operation will never exceed 7 p.m. because any child left 
that late would require a DCFS contact.   
 
Ms. McLennan asked how many families had multiple children being cared for at the daycare.  
Ms. Shumate said there were three families with multiple children in her care, so 28 vehicles 
would not be trying to drop off their children at the daycare.   
 
Chair Rodgers asked if city staff had any concerns about vehicles turning out of the alley.  Ms. 
Klotz said that Public Works did not note any concerns at the SPAARC meeting. 
 
Ms. Arevalo inquired as to where drop-offs would be taking place.  Ms. Shumate said that drop-
offs would occur in the back parking lot; adjacent to the alley. 
 
Ms. McLennan asked if drop-offs would be staggered time-wise.  Ms. Shumate said she 
anticipates a lot of the drop-offs occurring on the earlier side, but there should be a decent 
amount of drop-offs later in the morning as well.   
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Ms. McLennan asked when the other businesses in the vicinity closed. Ms. Shumate responded 
that the Vet center usually closes at 4 p.m.  Ms. McLennan then asked how long the applicant 
had been operating her business, to which Ms. Shumate replied, 3 years. 
 
The ZBA entered into deliberations. 
 
The Standards were addressed: 

1. Yes 
2. Yes 
3. Yes 
4. Yes 
5. Yes 
6. Yes 
7. Yes 
8. Yes 
9. Yes 

 
Ms. Klotz noted that Standards 1 & 9 will be found compliant per the proposed text amendment 
that is currently in process.  
 
Ms. Cullen motioned to recommend approval of the proposal with the following conditions: 

• Employees cannot park on the street. 

• Hours of operation: 6 a.m. to 9 p.m. 
 

The motion was seconded by Ms. McLennan and approved 5-0. 
 
Ms. Klotz noted that the ZBA rule changes will be proposed in October. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:00 p.m. 



NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING 
Evanston Land Use Commission 
Wednesday, March 26, 2025, 7:00 pm 
Morton Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Avenue 
Council Chambers 
 

Please be advised, as you own, or otherwise may have 
interest in a property within 500 ft. of the address listed below, 
for which the following zoning application will be discussed: 

 
Special Use 
1905-1909 Howard St. | 25ZMJV-0006 
Joy Powell, applicant, submits a Special Use application requesting to amend the existing Special Use 
approval granted by Ordinance 120-O-14 to expand a Daycare Cetner—Child, A Step By Step Learning 
Academy, in the C1 Commercial District (Section 6-10-2-3). The Land Use Commission makes a 
recommendation to the City Council, the determining body for this case in accordance with Section 6-3-5 of 
the Evanston Zoning Code. PIN: 10-25-113-045-0000. 

 

Those wishing to make public comments at the Land Use Commission meeting may attend in-person or submit written comments in advance by 
calling/texting 847-448-4311 or completing the Land Use Commission online comment form available online here: https://bit.ly/lucpubliccomment . 
Information about the Land Use Commission is available online at www.cityofevanston.org/government/land-use-commission. Questions can be 
directed to Michael Griffith, Planner, at 847-448-8155 or via e-mail at mgriffith@cityofevanston.org. The City of Evanston is committed to making 
all public meetings accessible to persons with disabilities. Any citizen needing mobility or communications access assistance should 
contact the Community Development Department 48 hours in advance of the scheduled meeting so that accommodations can be made at 847-
448-8170 (Voice) or 847-866-5095 (TDD). La ciudad de Evanston está obligada a hacer accesibles todas las reuniones públicas a las 
personas minusválidas o las quines no hablan inglés. Si usted necesita ayuda, favor de ponerse en contacto con la Oficina de Administración 
del Centro a 847-448-4311 (voz) o 847-866-5095 (TTY). 

Northwest corner of Howard St. and Dodge Ave. 

https://bit.ly/lucpubliccomment


Where every step is a step towards a brighter future

1905-1909 Howard Street

Evanston Land Use Commission, March 26, 2025

Special Use Amendment
Ordinance 120-O-14

Daycare Center - Child



Business History
2014

● Obtained Special Use approval with Ordinance 
120-O-14

● Approved for 28 children and 6 employees
● 8-10 on-site drop-off parking spaces 

2021 (COVID Expansion)
● Added indoor space
● No increase in children; 2 additional employees
● Special Use amendment not required

2025
● Adds indoor space
● Anticipates an increase in children up to 50-60 

per DCFS regulations (in 2026)
● Anticipates an increase in employees to 10 max

Ordinance 120-O-14 
Existing Conditions

1. Substantial compliance with 
the documents and 
testimony on record.

2. Hours of operation shall not 
exceed 6am - 9pm daily.

3. Employees shall not park on 
the street.

4. Special Use recordation 
required.



Location
1905-1909 Howard Street

N



Floor Plan
1909 Howard (original approval): 
Preschool classroom
Infant & Toddler classroom

1907 Howard (2021 expansion):
Pre-kinder classroom
2 year old classroom

1905 Howard (2025 expansion):
Playroom
Toddler-only classroom

1901-1903 Howard:
Vet Center (no change)

N

          1909                   1907        1905            1901-1903

                                    Howard Street



Operations
Summary 



Parking

N

17 on-site parking spaces
total:

● 6 for Vet Center
● 11 for Daycare

Drop-offs: 6:30am - 8:30am
Pick-ups: 4:30pm to 6:30pm
Max 60 students including siblings = 45 families
45 families - 10 do not drive = 35 vehicles

Example:
7 spaces available for drop-offs (4 for employees)
7 spaces / 35 vehicles over 2 hours = 
24 minutes per vehicle if needed

Example:
35 vehicles x 5 minute drop-offs = 175 minutes needed
7 spaces over 2 hours = 
840 minutes of parking available where 175 minutes 
are needed



Where every step is a step towards a brighter future

1905-1909 Howard Street

Encourages a walkable neighborhood with a local service and therefore less 
reliance on vehicles

Provides enrichment classes and age-appropriate STEM curriculum for youth

Supports a local minority-owned business and property owner

Named Best Daycare in Evanston by Chicago Bound (2025)



 

 

 

 

2206 Maple Avenue and 2215-2219 Maple 
Avenue/916 ½ Noyes Street 

 

Major Variations 

25ZMJV-003 

 

LUC Recommending Body 
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To: Chair and Members of the Land Use Commission 
 
From: Sam Hubbard, Senior Planner/Interim Zoning Administrator 
 
CC: Sarah Flax, Director of Community Development 
 Elizabeth Williams, Planning Manager & Interim Housing & Grants Manager 
 
Subject: Major Variations for 2206 Maple Avenue and 2215-2219 Maple Avenue & 916 ½ 

Noyes Street, 25ZMJV-0003 
 
Date: March 21, 2025 
 
Request 

The applicant, Paul Harb of 2206 Map LLC, has applied for Major Variations to allow 
construction of a five-story multi-family residential development with 30 dwelling units (24 
dwelling units + 6 bonus dwelling units) and 29 parking spaces at 2206 Maple Avenue in the 
R5 General Residential District. The subject property is currently developed with a parking 
lot, and in order to redevelop the site, the following variations have been requested by the 
applicant: 
 

1) Section 6-8-7-4, to allow 24 dwelling units (including 6 on-site inclusionary units) and 6 
market rate bonus units for 30 total dwelling units where a maximum of 19 dwelling 
units is allowed; 

2) Section 6-16-3-5, Table 16-B, to allow 20 off-street parking spaces (18 onsite and 2 
offsite) where code requires a minimum of 27 off-street parking spaces;  

3) Section 6-16-4-4, to allow a 9.5’ x 25’ short loading berth where code requires a 10’ x 
35’ short loading berth, and; 

4) Section 6-4-6-3(A)1, to allow 72% rear yard coverage with parking and loading uses, 
where code restricts maximum rear yard coverage to 40% for these uses in a 
residential district. 

 
In order to allow removal of the existing parking lot on the subject property, Javier Viera, co-
applicant, of the Garrett Evangelical Theological Seminary, requests the following Major 
Variation for the property at 2215-2219 Maple Avenue and 916 ½ Noyes Street:  

 
5) Section 6-16-3-5, Table 16-B, to allow 16 off-street parking spaces (with 11 of those 

16 spaces provided at 2206 Maple Avenue) where code requires a minimum of 28 off-
street parking spaces.  

 

Memorandum 
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The applicant or co-applicant may seek, and the Land Use Commission may consider, 
additional variations as may be necessary or desirable for the proposed development. 
 
Notice & Preliminary Review 
The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural and public notice 
requirements including publication in the Chicago Sun Times on March 11, 2025. 
 
Additionally, the applicant held a community meeting on January 8, 2024, to introduce the 
project to surrounding neighbors and provide opportunities to ask questions regarding the 
proposed development. 
 
The applicant appeared before Design Evanston on February 25, 2025, and received a 
favorable review. The formal review comments from this meeting are included in the 
materials provided to the Land Use Commission. 
 
Public Comment 
No public comments had been received by staff at the time this staff report was finalized. 
However, the applicant has provided several letters and emails of support from nearby 
residents/property owners, which are included in the materials provided to the Land Use 
Commission. 
 
General Information 

Applicant/Owner: Paul Harb   Co-applicant: Javier Viera 
 2206 Map, LLC     Garret Evangelical 
 PO Box 6039      2121 Sheridan Rd. 
 Wilmette, IL 60091     Evanston, IL 60201 
   
PIN:   11-07-119-019-0000 and 11-07-120-049-8001   
 

Existing Conditions and Project Background 

The subject property is approximately 0.42 acres (18,106 square feet) in size and located on 
the west side of Maple Avenue, just south of the intersection of Noyes Street and Maple 
Avenue. The lot is rectangular with approximately 123 feet of frontage along Maple Avenue 
and alley access at the rear (west). It is currently developed with a 49-space parking lot that 
has historically served as required parking for two multi-family developments on the east side 
of Maple Avenue. 
 
Immediately to the north of the subject property is a four-story residential building containing 
37 dwelling units. To the west of the subject property is an alley that runs from Noyes Street 
at the north down to Simpson Street at the south. To the west are two multi-family 
developments that are 3-4 stories in height, and to the south is a two-unit dwelling that is two-
stories in height. Across Maple Street to the east is a 12-unit development built by the 
applicant in 2020 (2211 Maple Avenue bounded in green on the map on the next page), 
along with the two multi-family buildings that the parking lot on the subject property has 
historically provided required parking for (outlined in orange and pink in the map on the next 
page). In late 2024, Garrett Evangelical Theological Seminary, which owned the subject 
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property and both apartment buildings, sold the parking lot and multi-family building outlined 
in pink (2201 Maple Avenue) to Peak Properties, LLC. Peak Properties, LLC, subsequently 
sold the subject property (parking lot in yellow) to Paul Harb, the applicant, but retained 
ownership of the multi-family property outlined in pink below. Garrett retained ownership of 
the building in orange (2215-2219 Maple Avenue/916 ½ Noyes Street). 
 

 
 
The land use pattern in the area consists of multi-family properties to the north, east, and 
west, with some mixed-use developments along Noyes Street and some two-family and less 
dense residential to the south. Approximately 500 feet to the east is the Noyes Street CTA 
Purple Line station. The subject property is considered a “Transit Oriented Development” 
(TOD) per the zoning code and building residents are expected to have lower car-ownership 
levels due to the location of the subject property as being in close proximity to mass transit 
options. The property is zoned R5 and the map below shows the surrounding zoning 
designations: 
 

 



2206 Maple Ave - Page 4 of 16 

 

 Zoning Districts Land Use 

North R5 General Residential District Multi-family 

South R4a General Residential District Two-Unit Dwelling 

East R5 General Residential District Multi-family 

West  R5 General Residential District Multi-family 

Subject Property R5 General Residential District Multi-family (Proposed) 

 
Project Background 
This site has historically been used as a parking lot for several decades, although it has 
never formally been approved for parking lot usage, which requires approval as a “Special 
Use” in the R5 General Residential zoning district. However, in 1982, the subject property 
was approved for a Special Use to allow a reconfiguration of the existing parking lot on the 
site, but the work was never done. Garrett has been the historical owner given that the 
parking lot served as required parking for the residential uses that it also owns/owned at 
2215-2219 Maple Ave. & 916 ½ Noyes Street, as well as 2201 Maple Avenue. However, 
2201 Maple Avenue has 16 onsite garage parking stalls, which is sufficient to conform to 
code requirements without relying on the parking lot on the subject property. Conversely, the 
property at 2215-2219 Maple Ave & 916 ½ Noyes Street cannot conform to parking 
requirements upon redevelopment of the subject property with 30 dwelling units, and 
therefore, Garret is a co-applicant to obtain a parking variation for that building.  
 
Analysis 

The applicant proposes demolition of the existing parking lot on the subject property and 
construction of a 5-story, 61-foot tall, multi-family building with 30 dwelling units. Also 
proposed within the building is an 18-stall parking garage to be located on the ground floor. 
On the exterior of the site, 11 permeable paver parking stalls would be constructed at the rear 
of the building with access coming from the existing alley at the rear of the site.  
 

One sub-standard loading berths is proposed at the rear of the building with access from the 
alley.  The loading berth is 9.5’ x 25’ (required to be a minimum of 10’ x 35’) and can be used 
for both residential move-ins/move-outs and trash collection. The proposed multi-family 
building is a permitted use within the R5 District.   
 

The bedroom mix of the building is shown below: 
 

  Number Percentage 

Studio 2 6% 

1-bedroom 8 27% 

2-bedroom 9 30% 

3-bedroom 8 27% 

4-bedroom 3 10% 

Total: 30 units 100% 
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The 18-space ground-floor parking garage will be available for lease by the residential 
tenants of the building, and the 11 exterior parking stalls will be dedicated to the residential 
tenants at 2215-2219 Maple Ave & 916 ½ Noyes Street to make up for the removal of the 
existing onsite parking lot. Prior to approval of a building permit, the applicant will need to 
provide a recorded agreement to allow the 11 surface parking stalls to used by 2215-2219 
Maple/916 ½ Noyes in perpetuity. Additional analysis and discussion on parking is contained 
within the Transportation & Mobility section below. 
 
Bulk, Height & Density 
The proposed structure complies with all setback requirements. However, final details are 
needed on the front yard setback, which could require up to a 1.5’ modification to the front of 
the building (current building is setback approx. 23’ from the east property line and may be 
required to be up to 24.5’ setback). Additional details must be provided prior to appearing 
before the City Council, however, the applicant has maintained that the minimum required 
front yard setback will be met and no variation will be requested, and if the building needs to 
get shortened along the east, then this can be achieved without substantial modifications to 
the building design and floorplans. 
 
The height of the highest visible point of the building (stairwell overrun on north side) is 61.5’ 
tall and Code allows a maximum building height of 62’ (50’ base R5 allowance + 12’ IHO 
bonus). As such, no height relief is required. The development also conforms to building lot 
coverage and impervious surface coverage requirements. However, per Code, a total of 19 
market-rate dwelling units are allowed on the site (and additional bonus units are allowed 
based upon compliance with the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance).  Specifically, this 
allowance exempts 6 units from the density calculations, meaning that while 30 units are 
proposed, only 24 of these units count towards the density requirement. Accordingly, the 
following Major Variation is required: to allow 24 dwelling units where 19 are allowed. 
Zoning relief is not required for the 6 bonus units allowed per compliance with the IHO.  
 
The requested density increase is appropriate for the context of the site given the TOD 
location that is in close proximity to the Purple Line CTA station. Concentrating density within 
areas of the City that have the appropriate infrastructure and city services helps to enhance 
the value of taxable land, contributes to the vibrancy of the City, and reduces the carbon 
footprint of the future residents. The City does not anticipate an undue burden on municipal 
services/resources in the vicinity and acknowledges that while the development will result in 
an increase in residential units, the proposed density is aligned with the surrounding 
developments to the west, north, and east. Exhibit I at the end of this memo shows the 
proposed density in relation to the surrounding uses of similar scale. Specifically, the 
proposed development would be constructed at 72 du/ac and the average of the surrounding 
properties surveyed is 80 du/ac. The Community Development Department is supportive of 
the requested density variance and believes the density is compatible with the surrounding 
area. 
 
Since the lot is zoned residential, the rear yard is restricted to no more than 40% coverage, 
however, the proposed parking and loading areas cover 72% of the rear yard and a 
Variation is required to allow the accessory coverage beyond code requirements. Rear 
yard coverage on properties to the north and west of the subject property are approximately 
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100% covered, where the subject property will maintain at least 28% open space at the rear. 
The Community Development Department believes the variation to be in harmony with the 
existing multi-family developments to the north and west. Exhibit II at the end of this memo 
shows the rear yard coverage in comparison to similar developments in the vicinity and 
illustrates that the proposed development, while not conforming to the strict requirement of 
the code, provides substantially more compliance compared to similar developments. 
   
There is no maximum limitation on floor area ratios (FAR) in the R5 District. The proposed 
building has a moderate floor area ratio of approximately 2.16 and complies with City 
requirements. 
 
Site Design & Access 
The proposed development will remove a 49-space parking lot and replace it with a transit-
oriented development. No new curb cut is proposed along Maple and all site access will 
continue to come from the rear alley. The interior garage would provide 34 bike parking 
spaces and the exterior would include 6 guest/overflow bike spaces, totaling 1.33 bike 
parking spaces per unit (.63 per bedroom). 
 
For passenger vehicles, dual access points are proposed on the west side of the site from the 
public alley. Those driving a passenger vehicle may enter the site from northbound or 
southbound alley movements, and either access the 4 parking stalls in the northwest corner 
of the site, or the 7-spaces lining the garage entrance into the 18-space ground floor garage. 
 
For commercial vehicles (refuse collection, move-in/move-outs), a single-berth loading zone 
is proposed with access to the rear alley. The loading berth is 9.5’ wide by 25’ deep where 
code requires a 10’ x 35’ loading berth, and a Major Variation is required. Similar sized 
multi-family developments to the north and to the west do not provide any onsite loading 
spaces or dedicated loading areas. In providing a 9.5’ x 25’ loading zone, staff finds that the 
proposed development will surpass the level of building infrastructure in the vicinity. So long 
as loading operations are well managed and the loading zone is utilized for larger moving 
vehicles, staff does not anticipate a detrimental impact to alley operations. It should be noted 
that the building to the west, 2201-2209 Ridge Ave., will need to find an alternative location to 
store their dumpsters as the existing location will no longer be viable upon redevelopment of 
the subject property with a building. The applicant has been asked to collaborate with the 
property owner to the west to prepare them for this change. 
 
Final details are still being worked out with regards to site mechanicals. Any exterior ground 
mounted mechanical equipment must be appropriately sited and screened from view, with 
final discretion to come from the City. Furthermore, the applicant shall be required to re-route 
the proposed stormsewer line so that it discharges to the east and not towards the alley at 
the rear of the site. 
 
Parking, Transportation & Mobility 
The applicant proposes 18 on-site parking stalls within the ground level parking garage, along 
with 11 exterior spaces at the rear of the building, for a site total of 29 parking stalls. The 
applicant will dedicate, in perpetuity, use of the 11 surface parking stalls to the tenants at 
2215-2219 Maple and 916 ½ Noyes Street. The 18 interior garage parking stalls will be used 
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by the 30 dwelling units proposed in the building. The property owner shall not lease the 11 
exterior spaces to the tenants of 2215-2219 Maple and 916 ½ Noyes Street at a rate higher 
than they will charge their own tenants for parking within the 18-space garage. Upon request 
from the City, the property owner shall provide real-time parking usage information for both 
the interior and exterior parking stalls. Additionally, the applicant is also owner of two garage 
parking stalls located on the east side of the alley at the rear of 2211 Maple Avenue, and will 
deed (in perpetuity) usage of those two parking spaces to the tenants within the subject 
property, which brings the total amount of parking available to this building from 18 to 20. 
Evidence of the execution and recordation of these shared parking agreements must be 
provided at time of building permit issuance. 
 
Per the City Code, the following parking variations are required: 
 

1. 2206 Maple Avenue:  
A Major Variation to reduce the onsite parking requirement from a total of 27 
parking stalls to 20 parking stalls (18 onsite + 2 off-site). The detailed parking 
calculations for this building are included below.  

 

 
 

2. 2215-2219 Maple and 916 ½ Noyes Street: 
A Major Variation to reduce the onsite parking requirement from a total of 28 
parking stalls to 16 parking stalls (5 onsite + 11 off-site). The detailed parking 
calculations are contained below. 

 
 

Given the TOD location of the subject property, in combination with the request for a parking 
variation, all building residents of 2206 Maple Avenue will be prohibited from obtaining 
residential street parking passes for parking within the neighborhood.  
 

Staff compared the proposed parking in relation to similar TOD’s recently approved in the 
City, along with the parking at 828 Noyes Street, which is a directly comparable multi-family 
property completed in 2019. The results are shown on the next page: 
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The proposed parking at 2206 Maple, while requiring a variation, is in line with what has been 
recently approved or constructed in comparable TOD areas.  As mentioned above, residential 
tenants of 2206 Maple will be prohibited from obtaining on-street residential parking passes, 
so they will need to either lease a space within the development or find viable off-site and off-
street parking options. Furthermore, based on the most direct comparison (828 Noyes Street 
- pictured below), which was completed in 2019 and contains 44 units with a total of 75 
bedrooms, parking demand for new multi-family residential development in this area is 
around .36 spaces per bedroom and .21 spaces per unit. This rate was substantiated by 
property management, as well as by staff in an independent survey.  
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During the late evening on February 1, 2025, staff surveyed the parking at 828 Noyes and 
found only 10 of the 35 parking spaces to be occupied with vehicles (0.28 spaces per unit). 
Staff does not find that the proposed parking at 2206 Maple will be insufficient to 
accommodate anticipated demand, and the 11-space exterior parking lot shall be sufficient 
for the building at 2215-2219 Maple/916 ½ Noyes to accommodate for its needs. The 
applicant has provided parking surveys that show low general demand for parking usage 
within the existing lot, which surveys have been attached as part of the evidence provided 
within their application.  
 
The applicant shall be aware that the building must provide Electric Vehicle (EV) installed, 
ready, and capable parking stalls as noted below. The development will be required to 
comply with Code requirements and will provide the following:  
 

⚫ 10% EV-Installed → 3 stalls 
⚫ 20% EV-Ready → 6 stalls  
⚫ 70% EV-Capable → 20 stalls 
⚫ EV-installed and EV-Ready to increase 10% every 3 years with remainder of spaces 

being EV-Capable 
 
Loading 
Usage of the loading area at the rear of the building for move-ins/move-outs that utilize larger 
moving vehicles will keep truck traffic from stopping within the alley. Smaller vehicle/personal-
vehicle move-ins/move-outs can utilize the interior or exterior parking stalls, as available. 
 
Deliveries of food and packages will utilize the on-street parking spaces, which is how other 
uses along this street receive these services as well. The petitioner will need to manage 
interior refuse collection and coordinate onsite pick-up with staging of the trash receptacles in 
the alley on pick-up days, and they will need to plan for larger furniture removals on move-out 
days with larger units. 
 
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) 
The development has a base of 24 dwelling units and proposes eight (6) on-site affordable 
units. Since the development is located within the R5 zoning district, it is eligible for up to two 
(2) additional bonus units for every on-site affordable unit required and provided, and with 3 
IHO on-site units required, a total of up to 6 additional units is allowed. The development 
meets the City’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) requirements and provides 3 
additional public benefit IHO-compliant affordable units for a total of 6 on-site units. 
 
Sustainability 
The applicant is aligned with the City in their goals for sustainability and has proposed solar 
panels on the rooftop, along with a recessed rooftop outdoor amenity area for building 
residents. Additionally, the following sustainable features are proposed: 

• The building shall be required to obtain LEED Gold, or 3 Green Globes, or comparable 
equivalent and must conform to the 2022 Green Building Ordinance. 

• The building will comply with the Bird Friendly Ordinance, as applicable. 

• Composting may be provided to residential tenants (TBD). 
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• The building will comply with all City regulations including but not limited to any 
increased sustainability/environmental requirements such as the IL Stretch Energy 
Code.  

• The building will limit the use of natural gas and will be constructed in a manner that 
enables full electrification in the future to align with the Healthy Buildings Ordinance. 

• Bike parking will be available for all residential units with provisions made to provide 
power for electric bikes and scooters. 

• EV parking will be available in compliance with Evanston regulations, with future 
increases required every three years. 

 

Compliance with Building Code 
A finalized Construction Management Plan (CMP), which will establish general parameters 
for management of the construction operations, shall be provided prior to building permit 
issuance, for final review and approval by the City. 
 
Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan 
The proposal generally complies with the Evanston Comprehensive General Plan with 
regards to use; the plan calls for “Moderate Density Residential” on the site, which is to be 
around 45 dwelling units per acre. While the proposal exceeds this amount (at 72.2 du/ac), it 
is compatible to (and generally less dense than) recent multi-family development in the 
vicinity, as well as historical multi-family development in the vicinity (see Exhibit I at the end 
of this report). The following objectives and actions within the Comprehensive Plan should 
also be considered: 
 

• Evanston’s Housing stock should continue to offer buyers and renters a 
desirable range of choice in terms of style and price. 
The proposed development will offer 30 new dwelling units with a variety of bedrooms 
and different layouts. Amenity space will be provided on the first floor and on a rooftop 
deck. 

• Encourage both new housing construction and the conversion of underutilized 
non-residential buildings to housing in order to increase housing variety and to 
enhance the property tax base. 
Conversion of an underutilized surface parking lot to residential development is an 
excellent means of enhancing the property tax base by new housing construction. 

• Encourage proposals from the private sector that will maintain the supply of 
moderately priced housing, both rental and owner-occupied. 
The proposed development will offer a mix of affordable housing options, with 1-
Bdrm, 2-Bdrm, 3-Bdrm, and 4-Bdrm units in the IHO program (total of 20% of building 
units). 

• Seek creative means of increasing Evanston’s property tax base to maintain the 
provision of quality services while relieving some of the tax burden placed on 
homeowners. 
Development of an underutilized parking lot that takes advantage of existing infra-
structure and houses residents in close proximity to walkable businesses and mass 
transit can help to relieve the tax burden to homeowners. 

• Promote land use development patterns that encourage pedestrians, bicycle 
and mass transit ridership thereby helping to reduce automobile dependency, 
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and promote higher-density residential and mixed-use development near transit 
nodes to support non-automobile-dependent lifestyles. 
The proposed development is within 500’ of a CTA Purple Line mass transit station 
and is the appropriate place for this type of development. The number of parking 
spaces will be sufficient to accommodate expected demand and the bike parking 
stalls will help to support car-free lifestyles. 

• Encourage managers/owners of multi-family residential buildings with more 
than four units to provide recycling collection through their private solid waste 
haulers. 
The building will provide both recycling and standard solid waste hauling. 

• Increased housing density should be oriented toward mass transit to help 
reduce automobile traffic: 
The building is proposing housing density that is oriented towards mass transit. This 
is the ideal location for a building of this size and bulk. Exhibit I, at the end of this 
memo, shows that the proposed development is in line with the density of the sur-
rounding multi-family properties. 

• Parking requirements should be sufficient to meet the needs of new residents 
and to prevent a shortage of on-street parking:  
The proposed development is located within walking distance of the Noyes Street 
transit station and includes 1.33 bike parking spaces per unit. Building residents of 
2206 Maple will be prohibited from obtaining on-street parking passes, which will re-
duce the impact on the community and prevent a shortage of on-street parking. 

 
Department Recommendation 
The Community Development Department believes the developer has responded positively 
to concerns raised by staff. While the proposal asks for certain exceptions beyond code 
requirements, it also goes beyond code requirements in certain areas to provide a 
development that aligns with many of the goals of the City (building will provide 20% of units 
as on-site affordable, building will incorporate solar panels on the roof, building will provide 
1.33 bike parking spaces per unit, etc.). This development will contribute towards several of 
the goals and objectives within the Climate Action & Resiliency Plan, the Inclusionary 
Housing Ordinance, the Green Building Ordinance, and the strategic priorities of the City 
Council. Staff recommends Commissioners review the application to determine if the 
applicable standards are met. If the Land Use Commission determines the Standards for 
Approval are met, the Commission should recommend approval of the request to the City 
Council, and may include conditions for approval including but not limited to: 
 

1. Prior to appearing before City Council for consideration, the applicant shall provide 
revised data for existing setbacks of surrounding properties to allow for a potential 
recalculation of the 24.5’ required front yard setback, and revised development plans 
(as applicable) if the location or size of building must to change to conform to the 
required front yard setback. 

2. The property owner shall provide, in perpetuity, access for the subject property to use 
two parking stalls in the garages located at the rear of 2211 Maple Avenue, that have 
the PIN 11-07-120-005, for the parking of tenants or guests. Evidence of a recorded 
agreement, for review and approval by the City, must be provided prior to building 
permit issuance for the proposed structure. 
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3. The property owner shall provide, in perpetuity, access for usage of the 11 parking 
stalls on the exterior of the building at the rear of the site to residents or guests of 
2215-2219 Maple Avenue & 916 ½ Noyes Street. Any rent charged for usage of these 
11 spaces shall be no more than is charged for parking within the garage as may be 
charged to residents of the 30 dwelling units on the subject property. Evidence of a 
recorded agreement, for review and approval by the City, must be provided prior to 
building permit issuance for the proposed structure. 

4. Residential tenants of 2206 Maple Avenue will be prohibited from obtaining on-street 
residential parking passes for street parking in the vicinity of the subject property. 

5. The applicant shall continue to work with the property owner to the west to relocate the 
dumpsters, and if feasible, shall make accommodations at the rear of the subject 
property to facilitate the storage of the dumpsters on the east side of the alley. 

6. Any large ground mounted mechanical or electrical equipment proposed during 
building permit review shall be appropriately located and properly screened, to the 
satisfaction of City staff. 

7. The applicant shall be required to revise their storm sewer connection to discharge 
towards Maple Avenue instead of into the storm sewer in the alley. 

8. The property shall provide 6 units in compliance with the City’s IHO regulations as 
outlined in their approved IHO application. 

9. The applicant shall sign and agree to a Construction Management Plan (CMP) with the 
City of Evanston prior to issuance of a building permit. The CMP shall include, but is 
not limited to, the following: construction phasing/staging plans; construction hours; 
site access including traffic and pedestrian safety plans; contractor parking; damage 
control and vibration monitoring (if warranted); construction exhibits; and project 
communications/signage. 

10. Substantial compliance with the documents and testimony on record. 
 
Standards for Approval  
Prior to making a recommendation of approval, approval with conditions, or denial of any 
Major Variation, the LUC must review the request against the following Standards for Major 
Variations (§6-3-8-12). 
 
For the Land Use Commission to recommend that the City Council grant a Major Variation, 
the Land Use Commission must find that the proposed Variation: 
 

1. Will not have a substantial adverse impact on the use, enjoyment, or property 
values of adjoining properties: The proposed development is a permitted use in the 
underlying district, is generally compatible with the Comprehensive Plan and future 
desired land use, and will integrate well with the existing multi-family buildings in the 
surrounding R5 District. While the density exceeds code requirements, the density is 
aligned with existing multi-family development in the vicinity, as well as with the 
historical multi-family in the vicinity. The parking is reflective of current demands and 
the TOD location of the property. 

2. The requested variation is in keeping with the intent of the zoning ordinance: 
One of the purposes and intents of the zoning ordinance is “Conserving and 
enhancing the taxable value of land and buildings throughout the City”. Taking an 
underutilized parking lot that has been tax exempt for several decades and 
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redeveloping the site with a property tax generating use that places residents near 
walkable services and mass transit will enhance the taxable value of land. The 
requested variations have been shown to be practical and within the intent of the 
zoning ordinance given the historical and recent development patterns in the vicinity.  

3. Has a hardship or practical difficulty that is peculiar to the property: The parking 
variation is due to the unique usage of the property as required parking by a 
neighboring residential development (2215-2219 Maple Ave/916 ½ Noyes St). Absent 
of this, the parking on the subject property would be code-compliant. Surveys of 
surrounding parking demand show that the proposed parking supply will be compatible 
with anticipated demand. 

4. The property owner would suffer a particular hardship or practical difficulty as 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience: To require both the subject property and 
the 2215-2219 Maple Ave/916 ½ Noyes Street property to comply with the strict letter 
of the law with regards to parking would require both developments to exceed 
expected parking demand given their TOD location, along with expected demand as 
based on observed parking in this vicinity. 

5. Is not based exclusively upon a desire to extract additional income from the 
property or public benefit to the whole will be derived: The property owner shall be 
required to lease the 11 exterior parking spaces on the subject property to the property 
at 2215-2219 Maple Ave/916 ½ Noyes St, and any rent collected for these spaces 
shall be no more than is charged for the building residents to lease parking within the 
on-site garage. 

6. Does not have a hardship or practical difficulty that was created by any person 
having an interest in the property: The requested density and parking variations, 
along with loading spaces and rear yard coverage variations, are areas of the code 
that do not align with historical development that has been approved, as well as recent 
comparable development in the vicinity. Analysis of the existing zoning code to better 
align with current and desired future land uses is expected to occur later this year, with 
a complete re-write to the zoning code expected by the end of the year. 

7. Is limited to the minimum change necessary to alleviate the particular hardship 
or practical difficulty. The proposed building is not out of scale in comparison to 
surrounding developments, both in terms of expected parking demand and density. 
The smaller loading space will be suitable to limit alley usage for loading operations, 
and is more than is offered by the existing multi-family buildings to the north and west 
of this development. The extent of the variations are mitigated by other aspects of the 
project the exceed goals of the city in other areas, such as the solar panels on the roof 
and the 20% of onsite affordable units. 

 
Action by the Commission 

After making findings of fact as to whether or not the requested Major Variations (zoning 
relief) meets or does not meet the aforementioned standards, the Land Use Commission may 
make a recommendation or recommendations to the Planning & Development Committee of 
the City Council to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the zoning relief as requested. 
 
The Land Use Commission is the recommending body and the City Council is the 
determining body. 
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Attachments 
1. Aerial 
2. Streetview Image 
3. Zoning Map 
4. Project Narrative 
5. Response to Approval Criteria 
6. Architectural Plans 
7. Engineering Plans 
8. Application Materials 
9. Inclusionary Housing Application 
10. Zoning Analysis Results 
11. Letters of Support – Provided by Applicant 
12. Neighbor Support Letters & Emails - Provided by Applicant 
13. Design Evanston Review Comments 
14. Public Mailing Card 
15. Parking Survey - Provided by Applicant 
16. PRO Review Comments – Round 1 
17. PRO Review Comments – Round 1 Applicant Response 
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      Exhibit I: Density Comparison 
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Exhibit II: Rear Yard Coverage Comparison 
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Updated 03.17.25 

Project Narrative: 
 
2200-2206 Maple Avenue has served as a tax-exempt surface parking lot for the adjacent 
Garrett Theological Seminary student housing for well over 50 years, last memorialized in 
Ordinance 108-O-82 in 1982. In recent years, use of the parking lot diminished significantly (see 
Parking Study) down to an average of 6-8 vehicles per day. The property can and should better 
serve the Evanston community by providing housing, including affordable housing, in a Transit 
Oriented Development that also replaces the truly needed parking spaces. 
 
A five-story and 61 foot tall 30-dwelling unit apartment building is proposed on the 18,106 
square foot lot in place of the existing surface parking lot. The proposed building includes 18 
enclosed parking spaces and two off-site parking spaces at 2211 Maple Avenue (same property 
ownership) for use by the proposed building tenants, as well as 11 open parking spaces to 
replace the need at the existing surface parking lot for use by 2215-2219 Maple/916.5 Noyes 
property. The first floor of the proposed building also includes a lobby, elevator, bicycle storage 
area, trash chutes/dumpster, and access to the loading space. Floors two through five feature a 
total of 30 dwelling units ranging in size from 377 square feet for a studio unit up to 1,527 
square feet maximum for a 4 bedroom unit, with most units over 1,000 square feet in size. The 
building design includes recessed roofed balcony areas for more than three-quarters of the units 
and a common area rooftop deck. 
 
Of the 30 dwelling units proposed, six units (20% of all units) are proposed as affordable units. 
The city’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance requires 2-3 on-site affordable units; however double 
the requirement is proposed both to provide a substantial public benefit to the community and to 
utilize the Cook County Affordable Housing Special Assessment Program for property taxes. 
The six affordable units proposed include 1 BR: 2 units, 2 BR: 2 units, 3 BR: 1 unit, 4 BR: 1 unit.  
 
The overall building design and massing are similar and appropriate to the surrounding built 
environment. The semi-urban, modern building design complements the older, large 
courtyard-style buildings that exist at many of the neighboring properties while also providing a 
substantial amount of parking (29 on-site spaces) within a TOD property and not visible from the 
public way. The building complies with all required setbacks and proposes landscaping with the 
yards surrounding the building. The property will include on-site stormwater control and 
management in compliance with MWRD requirements. 
 
To achieve the most appropriate building that realizes the highest and best use of the property 
with a 30 dwelling unit building with substantial on-site parking, zoning relief is requested for the 
number of dwelling units (density), total amount of parking spaces, and the loading berth. The 
zoning relief requested is largely due to antiquated zoning code requirements that do not 
comprehend TOD and today’s societal needs. Zoning relief is requested as follows: 
 

1.​ Dwelling Units (density) - A maximum of 19 dwelling units (plus IHO bonus units) are 
allowed at the property based on the lot size. Five additional dwelling units are 
requested to bring the density to 24 dwelling units. Of those 24 dwelling units, the 

 



 

Inclusionary Housing Ordinance requires 10% on-site affordable units, or 2-3 units. 
Therefore, three of the 24 requested dwelling units are proposed as affordable to meet 
the IHO, and also generate six bonus market rate units (two for each required affordable 
unit). With the 24 units requested + six bonus units, the total number of dwelling units 
proposed is 30 (though zoning relief is only needed for the increase from 19 permitted to 
24 requested). The additional density is needed specifically to extract additional income 
from the property to aid in the costs of the development as a whole and the on-site 
affordable units. Three additional affordable units (of the 30 total) are proposed as a 
substantial public benefit beyond any requirement from the city. The overall density 
proposed is appropriate and comparable to the density of surrounding properties with 
multifamily units, including the surrounding Garrett student housing properties. The 
density is also appropriate when considering the buildings’ compliance with all bulk 
standards including setbacks and building height, and in consideration of Transit 
Oriented Development and the proximity to mass transit. 
 

2.​ Parking - Parking requirements within the zoning code are outdated and do not provide 
realistic requirements based on parking needs, especially in areas near mass transit. 
Although the property is designated TOD by the city, the parking requirement remains at 
.55 spaces per bedroom. Realistically, less parking is needed and reliance on mass 
transit and other multimodal transit options should be encouraged to align with city goals 
and sustainability policies. Recent significant developments in Evanston, including nearly 
all planned developments and TOD buildings in recent years, have been approved for 
reduced parking down to a parking ratio typically between .1 and .4. Given the proximity 
of the site to mass transit, a substantially reduced parking ratio is appropriate. The 
parking ratio proposed in relation to the 18 enclosed on-site parking spaces and 2 
off-site parking spaces for the new 30 dwelling unit building amounts to .67. 

 
The existing surface parking lot features 49 parking spaces. The Parking Study 
(attached) conducted over a three month period found an average of 6-8 vehicles 
continue to use the lot each day (at the same monthly parking rate that was established 
under the prior ownership). The existing 49 spaces are noted in Ordinance 107-O-82 
from 1982. Zoning Code Sections 6-16-1-1 and 6-16-1-2 state the parking requirement in 
effect at the time of building permit issuance is the regulation in effect. However, when 
applying the current Zoning Code’s parking requirements to the existing structures, 
zoning relief is triggered for a reduction by 7 spaces for the new 30 dwelling unit building 
(18 on-site and 2 off-site where 27 spaces are required), and by 12 spaces for the 
existing 2215-2219 Maple building’s use (11 at the new development where 23 are 
required).   

 
3.​ Loading Berth - Once a necessary facility for medium/large-size apartment buildings, full 

truck-sized loading berths are now rarely used for move-ins and move-outs since unit 
sizes are typically smaller and tenants regularly use passenger vehicles or vans for 
moving. Recent significant developments in Evanston, including 910 Custer Avenue (230 
unit building), have been approved for reduced or eliminated loading berths due to this 



 

trend. The proposed loading berth is 9.5 feet wide by 25 feet in length where a 10 foot by 
35 foot loading berth is required according to the zoning code. The proposed loading 
berth size is large enough to realistically be used by large vehicles and vans for 
move-ins and move-outs and is therefore appropriate for the building and site. 

 
The loading berth also triggers a variation as a use that covers more than 40% of the 
rear yard, which is an unusual interpretation of the zoning code for flatwork, which has 
not been considered an issue at other properties under past city interpretations. 
However since the interpretation is that the loading berth triggers the issue, the variation 
is requested. 

 
The new building will feature all-electric dwelling units and will comply with all city regulations 
including but not limited to any increased sustainability/environmental requirements such as the 
IL Stretch Energy Code and LEED Gold equivalent certification by means of rooftop solar 
panels and other renewable energy methods. The building will limit the use of natural gas and 
will be constructed in a manner that enables full electrification in the future to align with the 
Healthy Buildings Ordinance. 
 
As a known local property owner/multifamily landlord with other buildings in the immediate area 
including the newer 12-unit apartment building at 2211 Maple Avenue, the building is not 
intended to sell after construction and will operate in good faith successfully with a variety of 
tenants and income levels. Overall redevelopment of the site will increase the housing stock in 
Evanston, add six affordable housing units, replace existing needed parking, and will provide 
substantial property tax revenue in comparison to the past tax-exempt status of the 
mostly-empty Garrett parking lot.  
 



Updated 3.01.25 

Variation Standards Narrative 
 
Application Questions: 

1.​ The requested variation will not have a substantial adverse impact on the use, 
enjoyment, or property values of adjoining (touching or joining at any point, line, or 
boundary) properties. 
 
The proposed building is designed with sustainable measures including solar panels, 
and has been endorsed by Design Evanston. The building will be an improvement from 
the surface parking lot that currently exists, and utilized parking will be replaced, 
therefore the development should positively impact the use, enjoyment, and property 
values of adjoining properties. 
 

2.​ The property owner would suffer a particular hardship or practical difficulty as 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience if the strict letter of the regulations were to be 
carried out. 

 
Existing zoning regulations related to density and parking/loading are outdated and 
unnecessary. A compliant design would feature fewer units and significantly more 
parking, which is not economically feasible and is unnecessary. Design Evanston 
specifically suggested increasing the degree of variation needed by further reducing the 
on-site parking (which was done and 2 spaces were eliminated to increase 
lobby/amenity space). 

 
3.​ Either a) the purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to extract 

income from the property, or b) while the granting of the variation will result in additional 
income to the applicant and while the applicant for the variation may not have 
demonstrated that the application is not based exclusively upon a desire to extract 
additional income from the property, the Zoning Board of Appeals or the City Council, 
depending upon final jurisdiction under Section 6-3-8-2, has found that public benefits to 
the surrounding neighborhood and the City as a whole will be derived from approval of 
the variation, that include, but are not limited to any of the standards of Section 6-3-6-3. 

 
The requested variations that allow for redevelopment of the property will result in 
additional income, therefore a substantial public benefit of 3 additional inclusionary 
housing units beyond the city’s requirement of 10% is proposed so that 6 out of the 30 
total dwelling units (20% total and including one three-bedroom and one four-bedroom 
unit) are on-site affordable units. 

 
4.​ The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been self-created, if so, please explain. 

 
Existing zoning regulations are outdated and do not take increased density and 
decreased car-dependency at TOD sites into account. The surface parking lot for the 

 



 

adjacent apartment buildings that are ~100 years old and the parking requirement was 
enacted prior to the current property ownership. 

 
5.​ Have other alternatives been considered, and if so why would they not work? 

Compliant alternatives require the replacement of the 49 existing parking spaces that are 
largely not used, as well as parking for the new building, which would result in a building 
that is mostly unneeded parking with few dwelling units and is therefore not feasible. 

 
Standards Met: 

1.​ The requested variation will not have a substantial adverse impact on the use, 
enjoyment or property values of adjoining properties. 

 
Agreed: The proposed building is designed with sustainable measures including solar 
panels, and has been endorsed by Design Evanston. The building will be an 
improvement from the surface parking lot that currently exists, and utilized parking will be 
replaced, therefore the development should positively impact the use, enjoyment, and 
property values of adjoining properties. The loading berth is proposed in the rear yard  
accessed via the alley where open parking currently exists. 

 
2.​ The requested variation is in keeping with the intent of the zoning ordinance. 

 
Agreed: The requested increased density and decreased parking/loading follow the 
intent of the zoning ordinance and Transit Oriented Development policies that are within 
the zoning ordinance and city planning documents to encourage more housing, more 
affordable housing, and less dependence on the automobile. 
 
Recent city policies indicate substantially less parking should be provided on-site to 
further encourage the use of multimodal transportation and discourage use of the 
automobile within the TOD corridor and Evanston as a whole. 

 
3.​ The alleged hardship or practical difficulty is peculiar to the property. 

 
Agreed: Existing Ordinance 107-O-82 and any required parking for the adjacent 
properties was enacted prior to the current property ownership. 

 
4.​ The property owner would suffer a particular hardship or practical difficulty as 

distinguished from a mere inconvenience if the strict letter of the regulations were to be 
carried out. 

 
Agreed: Compliant alternatives require the replacement of existing parking spaces that 
are largely not used, as well as parking for the new building, which would result in a 
building that is mostly unneeded parking with few dwelling units and is therefore not 
feasible. 

 



 

5.​ a) The purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to extract 
additional income from the property, or b) While the granting of the variation will result in 
additional income to the applicant and while the applicant for the variation may not have 
demonstrated that the application is not based exclusively upon a desire to extract 
additional income from the property, the Land Use Commission or the City Council, 
depending on final jurisdiction under Section 6-3-8-2 of this Chapter, has found that 
public benefits to the surrounding neighborhood and the City as a whole will be derived 
from approval of the variation, that include, but are not limited to, any of the standards of 
Section 6-3-6-3 of this Chapter. 

 
Agreed: The requested variations that allow for redevelopment of the property will result 
in additional income, therefore a substantial public benefit of 3 additional inclusionary 
housing units beyond the city’s requirement of 10% is proposed so that 6 out of the 30 
total dwelling units (20% total and including one three-bedroom and one four-bedroom 
unit) are on-site affordable units. 

 
6.​ The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person having an interest 

in the property. 
 

Agreed: Existing Ordinance 107-O-82 and any required parking for the adjacent 
properties was enacted prior to the current property ownership. 

 
7.​ The requested variation requires the least deviation from the applicable regulation 

among the feasible options identified before the Land Use Commission issues its 
decision or recommendation to the City Council regarding said variation. 

 
Agreed: Small deviation from the variations requested would result in a building that is 
mostly unneeded parking with few dwelling units and is therefore not feasible. 
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PROPOSED APARTMENT BUILDING

2206 MAPLE AVENUE EVANSTON IL 60201

PROPOSED BUILDING FLOOR AREAS
RM  /  AREA Number Floor Area SF

1st FLR LOBBY 100 587.156 sq ft
1st FLR SERV SPACES 101 337.644 sq ft
COMMUNITY RM 102 281.956 sq ft
TOILET RM 103 60.642 sq ft
1st FLR BIKE RM 104 91.152 sq ft
ELEV MECH. RM 105 62.991 sq ft
1st FLR CORRIDOR 106 238.086 sq ft
1st BLDG OFFICE 107 152.566 sq ft
1st FLR GEN. RM 108 252.926 sq ft
1st FLR BIKE RM 109 186.656 sq ft
1st FLR METER RM 110 145.751 sq ft
1st FLR MECH RM 111 215.108 sq ft
1st FLR PARKING 112 7010.453 sq ft
2ND FLOOR 200 9308.544 sq ft
3RD FLOOR 300 9308.544 sq ft
4TH FLOOR 400 9308.544 sq ft
5TH FLOOR 500 9308.544 sq ft

TOTAL AREA 46857.262

DRAWINGS LIST

A 1 COVER SHEET  
A 1.01 EXTERIOR VIEWS

A 1.03 AREAS DIAGRAMS & CALCS
A 2.1 GROUND FLOOR PLAN  
A 2.2 2nd FLOOR PLAN  
A 2.3 3, 4 & 5TH FLOOR PLANS  
A 2.4 ROOF/PENTHOUSE PLAN  
A 3.1 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS  
A 4.1 EAST ELEVATION
A 4.2 WEST ELEVATION
A 5.1 BUILDING SECTIONS  
A 5.2 PARTIAL SECTIONS /ELEVATIONS

PROPOSED BUILDING STREET VIEW
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GREGORY GESLICKI, NCARB, REGISTERED ARCHITECT
ILLINOIS LICENSE NO. 001- 015801,  LICENSE EXP.: 11/30/2026
OCGG ARCHITECTS REG NO. 84008016- 0001, EXP. 04/30/2025
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3 1/6/2025 ZONING REVIEW REPLY

4 2/7/2025 FIRST FLOOR PLAN REVISIONS

5 3/4/2025 PRO REVIEW REPLAY
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3 1/6/2025 ZONING REVIEW REPLY

4 2/7/2025 FIRST FLOOR PLAN REVISIONS

5 3/4/2025 PRO REVIEW REPLAY

PROPOSED PERVIOUS SITE AREAS
Number Area SF

LANDSCAPING 1 G 1 888.026 sq ft
LANDSCAPING 2 G 2 2339.056 sq ft
LANDSCAPING 3 G 3 992.894 sq ft
LANDSCAPING 4 G 4 114.599 sq ft
LANDSCAPING 5 G 5 225.971 sq ft

TOTAL AREA 4560.545

PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS SITE AREAS
Number Area SF

DRIVE 1 D 1 839.247 sq ft
DRIVE 2 D 2 386.935 sq ft
ENTRY STOOP ES 1 51.97 sq ft
FIRST FLR BLDG B 1 10191.178 sq ft
PARKING 1 PERM P 1 628.297 sq ft
PARKING3 PERM P 2 1195.925 sq ft
WALK 1 PERM W 1 115 sq ft
WALK 2 PERM W 2 120.677 sq ft
WALK 3 PERM W 3 13.42 sq ft
WALK 4 PERM W 4 11.948 sq ft

TOTAL AREA 13554.599

PROPOSED BUILDING COVERAGE AREA
Number Area SF

BLDG COVERAGE B C A 1 10672.596 sq ft
SITE OPEN AREA S O A 1 7433.793 sq ft

TOTAL AREA 18106.389
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LANDSCAPING 5 G 5 225.971 sq ft
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IMPERVIOUS SURFACE COVERAGE
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FIRST FLR BLDG
B 1

10191.178 sq ftArea:

PARKING3 PERM
P 2

1195.925 sq ftArea:

DRIVE 1
D 1

839.247 sq ftArea:

PARKING 1 PERM
P 1

628.297 sq ftArea:

LANDSCAPING 1
G 1

888.026 sq ftArea:

LANDSCAPING 4
G 4

114.599 sq ftArea:

LANDSCAPING 5
G 5

225.971 sq ftArea:

LANDSCAPING 2
G 2

2339.056 sq ftArea:

LANDSCAPING 3
G 3

992.894 sq ftArea: WALK 2 PERM
W 2

120.677 sq ftArea:

WALK 1 PERM
W 1

115 sq ftArea:

ENTRY STOOP
ES 1

51.97 sq ftArea:

DRIVE 2
D 2

386.935 sq ftArea:

WALK 3 PERM
W 3

13.42 sq ftArea:

WALK 4 PERM
W 4

11.948 sq ftArea:

PROPOSED BUILDING COVERAGE AREA
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PROPOSED UNITS FLOOR AREAS
Area SF

UNIT 201 3B L2 1394.551 sq ft
UNIT 202 2B L2 1467.154 sq ft
UNIT 203 3B L2 1149.966 sq ft
UNIT 204 2B L2 968.876 sq ft
UNIT 205 1B L2 1033.257 sq ft
UNIT 206 1B L2 1007.128 sq ft
UNIT 207 2B L2 839.42 sq ft
UNIT 208 STUDIO L2 377.08 sq ft
UNIT 209 STUDIO L2 406.42 sq ft
UNIT 301 3B L3 1394.551 sq ft
UNIT 302 2B L3 1467.154 sq ft
UNIT 303 4B L3 1522.465 sq ft
UNIT 304 3B L3 1375.621 sq ft
UNIT 305 1 B L3 1033.257 sq ft
UNIT 306 1 B L3 1007.128 sq ft
UNIT 307 2 B L3 839.42 sq ft
UNIT 401 3B L3 1394.551 sq ft
UNIT 402 2B L3 1467.154 sq ft
UNIT 403 4B L3 1526.028 sq ft
UNIT 404 3B L3 1375.621 sq ft
UNIT 405 1B L3 1033.257 sq ft
UNIT 406 1B L3 1007.128 sq ft
UNIT 407 2B L3 839.42 sq ft
UNIT 501 3B L3 1394.551 sq ft
UNIT 502 2B L3 1467.117 sq ft
UNIT 503 4B L3 1527.143 sq ft
UNIT 504 3B L3 1375.458 sq ft
UNIT 505 1B L3 1033.257 sq ft
UNIT 506 1B L3 1007.128 sq ft
UNIT 507 2B L3 839.42 sq ft

TOTAL AREA 34570.683

PROPOSED BALCONY FLOOR AREAS
Room Number Floor Area SF

BLCONY L2 1 BL2 1 135.626 sq ft
BLCONY L2 2 BL2 2 136.5 sq ft
BLCONY L2 3 BL2 3 136.5 sq ft
BLCONY L2 4 BL2 4 138.249 sq ft
BLCONY L3 1 BL3 1 135.626 sq ft
BLCONY L3 2 BL3 2 136.5 sq ft
BLCONY L3 3 BL3 3 136.499 sq ft
BLCONY L3 4 BL3 4 138.249 sq ft
BLCONY L4 1 BL4 1 135.626 sq ft
BLCONY L4 2 BL4 2 136.5 sq ft
BLCONY L4 3 BL4 3 136.499 sq ft
BLCONY L4 4 BL4 4 204.772 sq ft
BLCONY L5 1 BL5 1 136.048 sq ft
BLCONY L5 2 BL5 2 136.478 sq ft
BLCONY L2 3 BL5 3 136.499 sq ft
BLCONY L2 4 BL5 4 146.789 sq ft

TOTAL AREA 2262.958
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ILLINOIS LICENSE NO. 001- 015801,  LICENSE EXP.: 11/30/2026
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3 1/6/2025 ZONING REVIEW REPLY

4 2/7/2025 FIRST FLOOR PLAN REVISIONS

5 3/4/2025 PRO REVIEW REPLAY
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PROPOSED BUILDING FLOOR AREAS
RM  /  AREA Number Floor Area SF

1st FLR LOBBY 100 587.156 sq ft
1st FLR SERV SPACES 101 337.644 sq ft
COMMUNITY RM 102 281.956 sq ft
TOILET RM 103 60.642 sq ft
1st FLR BIKE RM 104 91.152 sq ft
ELEV MECH. RM 105 62.991 sq ft
1st FLR CORRIDOR 106 238.086 sq ft
1st BLDG OFFICE 107 152.566 sq ft
1st FLR GEN. RM 108 252.926 sq ft
1st FLR BIKE RM 109 186.656 sq ft
1st FLR METER RM 110 145.751 sq ft
1st FLR MECH RM 111 215.108 sq ft
1st FLR PARKING 112 7010.453 sq ft
2ND FLOOR 200 9308.544 sq ft
3RD FLOOR 300 9308.544 sq ft
4TH FLOOR 400 9308.544 sq ft
5TH FLOOR 500 9308.544 sq ft

TOTAL AREA 46857.262
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I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE PLANS WERE PREPARED BY ME OR 
UNDER MY DIRECT SUPERVISION AND TO BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE 
CONFIRM TO THE PERTINENT LOCAL BUILDING CODE AND REGULATIONS
GREGORY GESLICKI, NCARB, REGISTERED ARCHITECT
ILLINOIS LICENSE NO. 001- 015801,  LICENSE EXP.: 11/30/2026
OCGG ARCHITECTS REG NO. 84008016- 0001, EXP. 04/30/2025
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3 1/6/2025 ZONING REVIEW REPLY

4 2/7/2025 FIRST FLOOR PLAN REVISIONS

5 3/4/2025 PRO REVIEW REPLAY
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2206 MAPLE AVE., EVANSTON, COOK COUNTY, IL
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GENERAL NOTES:

 REVISED:01-01-09

ER-9

FILTER FOR ROUND
OPEN (TYPE 1)

GRATE & FRAME DETAIL

STEEL BAND

FRAME: TOP FLANGE FABRICATED FROM  11
4"X11

4"X1/8" ANGLE. BASE RIM FABRICATED
FROM 11

2"X1/2"X1/8" CHANNEL. HANDLES AND SUSPENSION BRACKETS FABRICATED
FROM 11

4"X1/4" FLAT STOCK. ALL STEEL CONFORMING TO ASTM-A36.
SEDIMENT BAG: BAG FABRICATED FROM 4 OZ./ SQ.YD. NON-WOVEN POLYPROPYLENE
GEOTEXTILE REINFORCED WITH POLYESTER MESH. BAG SECURED TO BASE RIM WITH
A STAINLESS STEEL STRAP AND LOCK.
FILTER FOR OTHER SHAPE GRATES SHALL BE APPROVED IN ADVANCE OF PLACEMENT
BY VILLAGE ENGINEERING.

SEDIMENT BAG - SECTION
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FRAME - PLAN VIEW
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SEEDING INFORMATION

CONTRACTOR TO SEED ALL DISTURBED AREA.

TURF GRASS SEED MIX:

FURNISH AND APPLY SUNNY TURF GRASS SEED MIX (TIMOTHY-33.3% / ORCHARDGRASS-33.3% / KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS-33.3%, SEEDING
RATE=70 LBS./ACRE AND COMMON OATS=30 LBS./ACRE FOR A TOTAL 100 LBS./ACRE. OVERSEED WITH 10 LBS./ACRE ANNUAL RYE. SEEDING
MUST COMMENCE WITHIN 1 WEEK OF THE COMPLETION OF FINAL GRADING.

EARTHWORK / EROSION & SEDIMENTATION CONTROL

1) All construction activities that involve earthwork shall meet the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Phase II requirements:
a) Submittal of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to IEPA.
b) Possession of a completed and signed Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a graphic

Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) plan.
c) Implementation of the SWPPP.
d) Submittal of an Incidence of Noncompliance (ION) if an event occurs.
e) Weekly reports after ½” rainfall or 5” snowfall.
f) Documentation of changes to ESC plan.
g) Submittal  of  a  Notice  of  Termination  (NOT)  when  final  stabilization  is achieved.

2) Any wetland mitigation shall begin prior to any grading work  and  shall  be  in accordance with the
approved mitigation permit plan and requirements.

3) In order to protect and ensure against flooding, all top of foundations shall be set a minimum of one
(1') foot above the high water level of adjacent  stormwater management facilities such as
retention/detention ponds.

4) The contractor shall maintain existing positive drainage from off-site at all times during construction.
5) Within the limits of proposed grading the soil shall be compacted to not less than the following

percentages of modified proctor dry density in accordance with ASTM D 1557-78:
a) Under structures.   Building slabs, steps and pavements.Compact six (6") inch maximum lifts of

subgrade. Backfill or fill material at 95% modified proctor dry density.
b) Under walkways.  Compact six (6") inch maximum lifts of dry subgrade, backfill,

or fill material at 95% modified proctor dry density.
c) Under lawn or unpaved areas. Compact six (6") inch maximum lifts of subgrade, backfill, or fill

material at 85% modified proctor dry density.
6) All erosion control work shall comply with “Illinois Procedures and Standards for Urban Soil Erosion

and Sedimentation Control.”
7) Stripping of vegetation, grading or other soil disturbance, especially in designated wetland areas,

shall be done in a manner which will minimize soil erosion, and shall   be in accordance with the
approved  drawings,  mitigation  and  permit requirements.

8) The contractor shall take precautionary measures to minimize earthwork in areas where trees are to
be saved as shown on the plans or determined in the field.

9) The extent of the area which is exposed and free of vegetation and the duration of its exposure shall
be kept within practical limits as directed by the Village Engineer.

10) Sedimentation shall be retained on site. Sediment fence shall be installed along the
perimeter of all  regraded  areas  or  as  required  to  prevent sediment from entering and/or leaving
the site.

11) Dust produced from the site shall be kept to a minimum during dry periods by spraying water as
required to the Village Engineer's satisfaction and is to be considered incidental.

12) All mud shall be removed from all tires before leaving the site and the roads shall be kept clean and
clear of mud and debris at all times.

13) Culverts and drainage ditches shall be kept clean and clear of obstructions during the construction
period.

14) Silt fences shall  be  inspected  frequently  and  maintained  or replaced as required
to maintain both  their  effectiveness  and  integrity.  The underside of bales shall be kept in close
contact with the earth below at all times to prevent water from washing beneath them.

15) Water courses and drainage swales adjacent to construction activities shall be monitored as
necessary, for evidence of silt intrusion and other adverse environmental impacts. Any problems or
deficiencies shall  be  corrected immediately upon their discovery.

16) Sod all unpaved areas of parkways, right-of-ways and front yards to rear wall of the building. Any
and all other site seeding may be used,  in  some  instance particularly for the back yard, only with
prior approval by the Village Engineer.

17) The contractor shall install all erosion control items prior to commencement of any work.
18) The contractor shall install temporary orange fence around all trees to remain and wetland areas to

be mitigated.

DEMOLITION NOTES

1. Install temporary tree protection fencing prior to any demolition work.
2. Install temporary 6' high chain link fence around the proposed work area as shown on the drawing.
3. Contractor to call julie at 1-800-892-0123. minimum of 48 hours prior to initiating any excavation or

demolition.
4. Contractor shall verify the exact elevation and location of all existing utilities and appurtenances

prior to construction, to avoid interferences.
5. Appropriate precautions shall be taken to avoid damage to and to protect existing utilities and

appurtenances in the vicinity of work. Contractor shall be responsible for the protection of all
underground or overhead utilities even though they may not   be shown on the plans. any utility that
is damaged during construction shall be repaired to the satisfaction of the  Village and the owner, or
replaced.

6. Any open excavations, or potentially dangerous areas shall  be fenced or guarded in an acceptable
manner at the end of each day for the protection of the contractor's employees and general public
safety.

7. Bono Consulting Inc is not liable for any construction site safety. Contractor to take all OSHA
regulated and applicable local safety precautions to safe guard all potentially hazard sites/work.

8. Contractor is responsible for keeping roads free of excessive debris at all times.
9. Any soil, mud or debris that is washed, tracked, or deposited onto the street shall be removed

before the end of each day.
10. Topographic survey by Bono Consulting Inc.
11. All excavation shall be tapered, or, shored and maintained pumped dry.
12. Do not create dust or other nuisance to neighboring properties during construction
13. "No trespassing" signs shall be mounted on the fencing in conspicuous locations until construction

is completed and approved
14. Any gate in the perimeter fence shall be adequately hinged to prevent entry, except to allow ingress

and egress to and from site, such gate must be looked at all times, other than permitted hours of
construction.NOT TO SCALE
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� 
�� 

City of 

Evanston-

MAJOR VARIATION 

APPLICATION 

CASE#: ___________ _ 

zoning office use onl� 

'---------------------------------------------------

1. PROPERTY

Address
Permanent Identification Number(s): 

PIN 1: I 1 I 1 H O I 7 H 1 I 1 I 9 H
---

0-11-l
---.

9 HO I O I O I O I PIN 2:[IJ-1 I H I I H I I H I I I
(Note: An accurate plat of survey for all properties that are subject to this application must be submitted with the application. 

2. APPLICANT

Name: Paul Harb 

Organization: PH Development & Management, I I C 
Address: P.O. Box 6039 

City, State, Zip: Wilmette, IL 60091 

Phone: Work: 847-421-8595 Home: _______ _ 
Fax: Work: ________ Home: _______ _ 
E-mail: HarbPaul@gmail com

e circle the p 
eans of cont 

What is the relationship of the applicant to the property owner?

!1 same □ builder/contractor
□ architect □ attorney
□ officer of board of directors □ other:

□ potential purchaser
□ lessee

□ potential lessee
□ real estate agent

3. PROPERTY OWNER (Required if different than applicant. All property owners must be listed and must sign below.)

Name(s) or Organization: ____________________ _ 
Address: ---------------------------------- 

City, State, Zip:--------------------------------

Phone: Work: ________ Home: _______ _ Cell/Other: ________ _ 
Fax: Work: ________ Home: _______ _ 
E-mail:

-----------------------

e circle the p 
eans of cont 

"By signing below, I give my permission for the Applicant named above to act as my agent in all matters concerning 
this application. I understand that the Applicant will be the primary contact for information and decisions during the 
processing of this application, and I may not be contacted directly by the City of Evanston. I understand as well that I 
may change the Applicant for this application at any time by contacting the Zoning Office in writing." 

Property Owner(s) Signature(s) -- REQUIRED Date 

4. SIGNATURE

"I certify that all of the above information and all statements, information and exhibits that I am submitting in
conjunction with th�ation are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge." 

c /� I � J :s - �02£
Applicant Signature - REQUIRED Date ' 

Page 1 of 6 

2206 Map LLC, Paul Harb

107 Green Bay Road
Wilmette, IL 60091

847-421-8595

HarbPaul@gmail.com

2200-2206 Maple Avenue

Updated 03.01.25



5. REQUIRED DOCUMENTS AND MATERIALS

The following are required to be submitted with this application:

(This) Completed and Signed Application Form 

Plat of Survey Date of Survey: _________ _

Project Site Plan Date of Drawings: _________ _ 

Plan or Graphic Drawings of Proposal (If needed, see notes) 

Non-Compliant Zoning Analysis 

Proof of Ownership Document Submitted: ________ _ 

Application Fee (see zoning fees) Amount$ ___ _ plus Deposit Fee $150 

Note: Incomplete applications will not be accepted. Although some of these materials may be on file 
with another City application, individual City applications must be complete with their own required documents. 

Plat of Survey 

(1) One copy of plat of survey, drawn to scale, that accurately reflects current conditions.

Site Plan 

(1) One copy of site plan, drawn to scale, showing all dimensions.

Plan or Graphic Drawings of Proposal 

A Major Variance application requires graphic representations for any elevated proposal-- garages, home 
additions, roofed porches, etc. Applications for a/c units, driveways, concrete walks do not need graphic 
drawings; their proposed locations on the submitted site plan will suffice. 

Proof of Ownership 

Accepted documents for Proof of Ownership include: a deed, mortgage, contract to purchase, closing documents 
(price may be blacked out on submitted documents). 

• Tax bill will not be accepted as Proof of Ownership.

Non-Compliant Zoning Analysis 

This document informed you that the proposed project is non-compliant with the Zoning Code and is eligible to 
apply for a major variance. 

Application Fee 

* IMPORTANT NOTE: Except for owner-occupied residents in districts R1, R2 & R3,
a separate application fee will be assessed for each variation requested.

The fee application fee depends on your zoning district (see zoning fees). Acceptable forms of payment are: 
Cash, Check, or Credit Card. 

Page 2 of 6 



6. PROPOSED PROJECT

A. Briefly describe the proposed project:
Redevelopment of the underutilized surface parking lot to construct a 5-story, 30 dwelling unit multifamily rental building with 18 enclosed 

parking spaces, 11 open parking spaces, 2 off-site parking spaces, and including 20% on-site affordable housing. Also, a reduction in the 

existing off-site parking requirement for 2201 Maple Avenue and 2215 Maple Avenue. See attached project narrative.

B. Have you applied for a Building Permit for this project? (g] NO DYES

(Date Applied:_________ Building Permit Application#: ________ _, 

REQUESTED VARIATIONS 

What specific variations are you requesting? For each variation, indicate (A) the specific section of the Zoning 
Ordinance that identifies the requirement, (B) the requirement (minimum or maximum) from which you seek relief, 
and (C) the amount of the exception to this requirement you request the City to grant. 
(See the Zoning Analysis Summary Sheet for your project's information) 

(A) Section (B) Requirement to be Varied (C) Requested Variation

(ex. "6-8-3-4") (ex. "reguires a minimum front �ard setback of 27 ( ex. "a front �ard setback of 25.25 feet") 
feet") 

1 

6-8-7-4 19 dwelling units are allowed based on the lot size 24 dwelling units are requested (including 3 IHO 

units and 3 affordable public benefit units} elus 6 

bonus units = 30 total dwelling units 

* For multiple variations, see "IMPORTANT NOTE" under "Application Fee & Transcript Deposit" on Page 2.

2 

6-16-2 Table 16B .55 parking spaces required per bedroom for non-lHO dwelling

units, and the existina earkina reguirement for 2201 and2215 

Maglil &iil□Llil 

18 enclosed parking spaces plus 2 off-site parking 

spaces at 2211 Maple for use of new 2200 Maple 

building, and 11 open parking spaces (31 total) for

2201 and 2215 Maple's use.

3 

6-16-4-4 &

6-4-6-3(A)1

One short loading berth 1 O' x 35' is required and cannot 
cover more than 40% of the rear yard

One short loading berth 9.5' x 25' is proposed 
to cover 72% of the rear yard 

Paae 3 of 6 



B. A variation's purpose is to provide relief from specified provisions of the zoning ordinance that may
unduly impact property due to the property's particular peculiarity and special characteristics. What
characteristics of your property prevent compliance with the Zoning Ordinance requirements?

Please see attached Project Narrative 

1. The requested variation will not have a substantial adverse impact on the use, enjoyment, or
property values of adjoining (touching or joining at any point, line, or boundary) properties.

Please see attached Variation Standards Narrative 

2. The property owner would suffer a particular hardship or practical difficulty as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried out.

Please see attached Variation Standards Narrative 

3. Either ...

(a) the purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to extract income from the
property, or

(b) while the granting of the variation will result in additional income to the applicant and while the
applicant for the variation may not have demonstrated that the application is not based exclusively
upon a desire to extract additional income from the property, the Zoning Board of Appeals or the
City Council, depending upon final jurisdiction under §6-3-8-2, has found that public benefits to the
surrounding neighborhood and the City as a whole will be derived from approval of the variation,
that include, but are not limited to any of the standards of §6-3-6-3.

Please see attached Variation Standards Narrative 

4. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been self-created, if so, please explain.
Please see attached Variation Standards Narrative 

Page 4 of 6 



5. Have other alternatives been considered, and if so, why would they not work?

Please see attached Variation Standards Narrative 

City of Evanston 
DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR ZONING HEARINGS 

�� 
City of 

Evanstoff (This form is required for all Major Variances and Special Use Applications) 

The Evanston City Code, Title 1, Chapter 18, requires any persons or entities who request the 
City Council to grant zoning amendments, variations, or special uses, including planned developments, 
to make the following disclosures of information. The applicant is responsible for keeping the disclosure 
information current until the City Council has taken action on the application. For all hearings, this 
information is used to avoid conflicts of interest on the part of decision-makers. 

1. If applicant is an agent or designee, list the name, address, phone, fax, and any other contact
information of the proposed user of the land for which this application for zoning relief is made:

Paul Harb 
P.O. Box 6039 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
84 7-421-8595 

2. If a person or organization owns or controls the proposed land user, list the name, address, phone,
fax, and any other contact informatiqn of person or entity having constructive control of the proposed
land user. Same as number __ above, or indicated below. (An example of this situation is if the
land user is
a division or subsidiary of another person or organization.)

3. List the name, address, phone, fax, and any other contact information of person or entity holding title
to the subject property. Same as number ___ above, or indicated below.

Paae 5 of 6 

Paul Harb 
P.O. Box 6039 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
84 7-421-8595 
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4. List the name, address, phone, fax, and any other contact information of person or entity having
constructive control of the subject property. Same as number _1__ above, or indicated below.

!f Applicant or Proposed Land User is ! Corporation 

Any corporation required by law to file a statement with any other governmental agency providing 
substantially the information required below may submit a copy of this statement in lieu of 
completing a and b below. 

a. Names and addresses of all officers and directors.

b. Names, addresses, and percentage of interest of all shareholders. If there are fewer than
33 shareholders, or shareholders holding 3% or more of the ownership interest in the
corporation or if there are more than 33 shareholders.

If Applicant .2r Proposed Land User is not ! Corporation 

Name, address, percentage of interest, and relationship to applicant, of each partner, associate, 
person holding a beneficial interest, or other person having an interest in the entity applying, or in 
whose interest one is applying, for the zoning relief. 

Page 6 of 6 
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Zoning Analysis 
Summary 

Property: 2200-2206 Maple Avenue 
Review Date: 11.18.24; updated 11.25.24, updated 
12.12.24, updated 1.30.25 
By: Sam Hubbard, Interim Zoning Administrator 

Case Number:  Case Status/Determination: 

24ZONA-0125 
NON-COMPLIANT 
 

Applicant: Gregory Geslicki, architect 

 Plans prepared by: OCGG Architects 

 Plans dated: 1.06.25 

 Survey dated: None provided 

 District: R5 

Proposal:    

Construct 5-story residential building with 30 DUs and 31 parking spaces 

 
 
Non-compliant: 

   

Code Section Proposed and Required Entitlement Required 
6-8-7-4 Minimum lot size of 1,500 sq ft for each of the 

first 4 DUs and then 800 sq ft thereafter = 19 
DUs max. Propose 24 DUs (including 3 IHO) 
plus 6 bonus DUs = 30 DUs total. 

Major Variation Required 

6-16-2, 
Table 16-B 

Parking Required: 31 spaces 
Parking Proposed: 31 spaces 
 
Note: If any parking spaces are provided to the 
Garrett buildings across the street, they would 
need to be subtracted from the amount of 
parking proposed, and a parking variation would 
be required for this building. Please provide 
details on any parking provided for Garrett within 
your Major Variation application. 

Potential Non-Compliant, will 
depend on how many stalls are 
provided to neighboring 
buildings. 

6-16-4-4 1 short loading berth of 10’ x 35’ is required. A 
short loading berth of 10’ x 25’ is proposed. 

Major Variation Required 

6-4-6-3(A)1 Open parking and loading in a rear yard is 
restricted to 40% of the rear yard area. Rear yard 
area is calculated at 4,107 sq. ft., proposed open 
parking/loading coverage is 2,951 sq. ft. (72%). 

Major Variation Required 
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Comments: 

• Please continue discussions with Garrett Theological Seminary regarding the potential to 
provide parking within your site and for the parking variation required for 2215 Maple Ave. and 
2201 Maple Ave, which shall be process as part of your Major Variation application to develop 
the parking lot. 

• Your application for a Major Variation must confirm how many of the 31 proposed parking spaces 
are for the new multifamily building vs. how many are reserved for the two Garrett buildings. 

• Confirm front yard setback requirement by averaging the existing front yard setback of the 
properties on both sides (north and south). Staff estimates the average at 21.5’. This information 
is required within your application for a Major Variation. 

• As part of any Major Variation application submittal, details must be provided on management 
of move-ins/move-outs, as well as refuse collection (where dumpsters will be stored on pick-up 
days, estimated frequency of pick-ups, timing of pick-ups, etc.). 

• As part of any Major Variation application submittal, data must be provided on the existing usage 
of the parking lot that exists on the property (survey of parking usage). To-date, details have 
been provided in a piecemeal manner and must be consolidated as part of the Major Variation 
application.  

• The site must comply with all applicable Building Code requirements. 

• The rooftop solar installation must comply with the requirements of Section 6-4-6-8 of the Zoning 
Code. Details showing compliance shall be provided as part of any building permit application. 

• Based on the details provided, the permeable pavers qualify for a 20% reduction in the 
impervious surface requirement.  

• A Preliminary Landscaping Plan (including details on specific locations, quantities, sizes and 
species of plantings), a Drainage Plan, and color rendering with building materials noted are 
required to as part of your Major Variation application.  

• Please continue to be aware that the Green Building Ordinance is triggered due to building size. 
Rooftop solar, all electric, and other sustainability measures are strongly encouraged to meet 
LEED requirements. Details on compliance will be required as part of building permit review.  

• Please continue to be aware that the Bird Friendly Ordinance is triggered. Details on compliance 
will be required as part of building permit review.  

• IHO proposal is now compliant. 

• As part of the Major Variation application, provide details on any exterior ground-mounted 
mechanical equipment that will be required (transformer, utility pedestal, etc.). These elements 
must be appropriately sited and screened. 

• The need for additional variations may be identified upon the submission of detailed plans as 
part of the Major Variation application. 

  

Principal Use and Structure: Residential, Multi-family 

6-8-7-2 Use: Compliant 
 
Standard: Must be eligible permitted use. 
Existing: Surface parking lot; existing variations and SUP 
Proposed: Permitted use (Multi-family residential) 

6-8-7-5 Lot width: Compliant 
 
Standard: 50’ (multifamily) 
Existing: 123’ 
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6-8-7-4 Lot size: 18,106 sq ft; Non-compliant 
 
Standard: 1,500 sq ft per DU for first 4 DUs, then 800 sq ft after = 19 DUs max 
Existing: 0 
Proposed: 24 DUs including 3 IHO units + 6 bonus units = 30 DUs total 

6-8-7-6 Building Lot Coverage: Compliant with IHO bonus 
 
Standard: 45% + 15% bonus = 60% or 10,863.6 sq. ft. 
Existing: 
Proposed: 58.94% or 10,673 sq. ft. 

6-8-7-9 Impervious Surface Coverage: Compliant with IHO bonus and permeability 
reduction. 
 
Standard: 60% + 15% bonus = 75% or 13,580 sq. ft. 
Existing: 
Proposed: 72.3% or 13,091 sq ft 

 Floor Area Ratio: NA 
 
Standard:  
Existing:  
Proposed:  

6-8-7-8 Building Height: Compliant 
 
Standard: 50’ and 5 stories + 12’ IHO bonus = 62’ max allowance 
Existing:  
Proposed: 61” and 5 stories 

6-8-7-7 Yards (Setbacks): Compliant 
 
Front Yard (east): Compliant 
Standard: 21.5’ (average of abutting properties – applicant must verify) 
Proposed: 23’ 
 
Interior Side Yard (north): Compliant 
Standard: 3’ 
Proposed: 3.5’ 
 
Interior Side Yard (south): Compliant 
Standard: 3’ 
Proposed: 5.5’ 
 
Rear Yard (west): Compliant 
Standard: 25’ 
Proposed: 27.5’ 

Accessory Use and Structure:  

Parking Requirement:  

6-16-2, Use: Multifamily TOD IHO 
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Table 16-B o Standard: 
o .55 spaces required per non-IHO 1-bdrm and studio units. 
o 1.1 spaces required per non-IHO 2-bdrm units. 
o 1.65 spaces required per non-IHO 3-bdrm units. 
o 1.65 spaces required per non-IHO 4-bdrm units. 

 
Total of 31 parking stalls required. 

o Existing: 49 parking spaces required to meet the zoning parking 
requirement for the buildings/uses at 2215 Maple Ave. and 2201 Maple 
Ave. per Special Use and Variation Ordinance 107-O-82. Could be reduced 
based on current code requirements for these buildings. 

o Proposed: 31 parking stalls.  
o Details are needed on the how many parking stalls within the proposed 

development will be deeded for the buildings at 2215 Maple Ave. and 2201 
Maple. If any spaces are deeded to these uses, a parking variation will be 
required for the proposed development. 

 
Total Required: Likely Non-compliant due to parking spaces being allocated to 
2215 and 2201 Maple Ave. 
 
2215 and 2201 Maple Ave will be required to obtain a parking variation given that 
the parking lot that served their properties will be developed with a building. 

2018 IL Accessibility 
Code Sec. 208.2 

Handicapped Spaces: Compliant 
 
Standard: 2 (for 31 total parking spaces) 
Existing: 2 
Proposed: 2 

6-16-2-2 Access: Compliant (alley) 

6-16-2-5 Vertical Clearance: Compliant (7’ assumed – applicant must verify) 

6-16-2-8 Surface: Compliant, (hardscaped; indoor and outdoor) 

6-16-2-7 Parking Angle 1: 90-degree 
 
Parking Space Size: Compliant 

o Standard: 8.5’ x 18’ 
o Existing:  
o Proposed: 8.5’ x 18’ 

 
Drive Aisle Width: Compliant 

o Standard: 24.0’ for 2-way traffic 
o Existing: 
o Proposed: 24’ drive aisle 

 
Open Parking Setbacks: Compliant. 

• Standard: 3’ interior side and rear yard setbacks required 

• Proposed: 3’ 

6-4-6-3(A)1 Rear yard coverage: Non-compliant 
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Required: Open Off-street parking and loading shall not cover more than 40% of a 
rear yard 
Proposed: 72% 

6-16-5 Loading: Non-compliant 

• One short loading berth (10’ x 35’)  is required for 30,000 sq ft of gross floor 
square footage for multifamily residential. Loading berth of 10’ x 25’ is 
proposed. 

 
If your project is within 25 feet of a tree or requires tree removal, a Tree Preservation Permit is 
required. If you have questions about this process, please contact Angela Levernier 
at alevernier@cityofevanston.org. 

mailto:alevernier@cityofevanston.org


January 22nd, 20225

Alderman Bobby Burns

Re: 2200-06 Maple Avenue

Dear Alderman Burns:

On behalf of Parliament Enterprises LTD the Owner of numerous properties in Evanston and on Maple,

we are writing to you regarding the proposal at 2200-06 Maple Avenue in Evanston. I have reviewed the

drawings for the proposed project and I believe it will be a dramatic improvement over the existing

condition and an enhancement to the overall neighborhood.

I would like to express our support to the project and do not object to the project proceeding forward.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at gdestefano@gdscompanies.com.

Very Truly Yours,

A.

Jacob Fajerstein

Manager



2815 West Roscoe

Chicago, IL 60618

Website:

Phone: (773)281-5252

January 25'^ 2025

Re: Letter of support for 2206 maple ave,, Evanston, IL

Dear Alderman Bums:

We represent Peak Properties who owns & manages multiples properties in the Evanston

area. We owned the proposed lot on Maple for a very short period of time and have sold

it for a development to Mr. Paul HARB and therefore we totally support this project &

what Mr. HARB is doing.

We are constantly being updated are reviewed and support again what Mr. HARB is

proposed as an addition to the neighborhood on Maple & Noyes.

A
Partner,

Mike Zucker

Peak Properties, LLC



Londinium Properties LLC 
911 Simpson St. 

Evanston, IL 60201  
 

 

February 6th, 2025 

Councilmember Bobby Burns 
Evanston City Council 
Evanston, IL 

 

Dear Councilmember Burns, 

As a longtime Evanston resident and a local landlord with a deep commitment to our 
community, I am writing to express my support for the proposed apartment building at 2200-06 
Maple Avenue. This development, led by Mr. Paul Harb of PH Development and Management 
LLC, presents an excellent opportunity to enhance the neighborhood by transforming an 
underutilized parking lot into much-needed housing that can be aligned with the character and 
needs of the area. 

Mr. Harb is a familiar name in the neighborhood, having successfully developed the building 
directly across the street. His track record on that development gives confidence that this project 
will be successfully completed. The proposal to focus on housing local employees, graduate 
students, and Northwestern University faculty and staff will further enrich the fabric of the 
neighborhood by providing accessible housing for those who contribute to Evanston’s vibrancy 
on a daily basis. 

Having been involved in neighborhood meetings regarding this project, I have had the 
opportunity to engage with fellow community members about the plans and the potential 
positive impact this development will bring. I am particularly pleased to see that affordable units 
will be included, ensuring that the new building contributes to Evanston’s goal of providing 
diverse housing options for a range of residents. 

I encourage your support for this development, which will not only provide quality housing but 
also strengthen the community by welcoming new residents. I look forward to seeing this project 
move forward and appreciate your leadership in guiding Evanston’s continued growth. 

Sincerely, 

 
David Giljohann 
Londinium Properties LLC 

773-789-9713 



Gmail 

Fwd: Meeting 
1 message 

Paul Harb <harbpaul@gmail.com> 
To: Melissa Klotz <melissaklotz1983@gmail.com> 

Neighbors communication 1 

Sincerely, 

Paul HARB I Realtor, MBA, SFR, CIPS 
847-421-8595 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Paul Harb <harbpaul@gmail.com> 
Date: Jan 8, 2025 at 8:51 PM 
To: Barbara Blades <bablades@comcast.net> 
Cc: JDBlades <jdblades@comcast.net> 
Subject: Re: Meeting 

Hi Barbara. I am glad all is well. 

No, pretty much every feedback was + from everyone and the meeting took 1.5 hours and went v well. 

Mellssa Klotz <mellssaklotz1983@gmall.com> 

Thu, Jan 30, 2025 at 4:45 PM 

The couple variations requested are being minute. I am not pushing the envelope on the density and few parking spaces also require a variation but that is the bulk 
of it. 

Thanks 

Sincerely, 

Paul HARB I Realtor, MBA, SFR, CIPS 
847-421-8595 

On Jan 8, 2025 at 8:48 PM, <Barbara Blades> wrote: 

II 
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www.designevanston.org

Founded in 1980, Design Evanston is a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit advocacy organization promoting good design in Evanston.

DesignEvanston

Design Evanston Project Review of the Multi-Family Apartment Building at 2206 Maple 
Avenue

Professional members of Design Evanston met with the developer, Paul Harb, and architect, 
Gregory Geslicki, to review the proposed multi-family apartment building at 2206 Maple Avenue 
on January 23, 2025.

Following is a summary of comments as they relate to Design Evanston Project Review Standards: 

Specific Criteria Comments

1.	 The project should address a perceived need in the city and its respective communities.
	 The project replaces an underutilized parking lot with a multi-story apartment building, 		
	 addressing the need for additional housing in this transit-oriented, mixed-use neighborhood. 	
	 The area is well-served by the Noyes Street CTA station and offers a variety of amenities, 	
	 including restaurants, a small grocery store, a coffee shop, and other retail services; all of which 	
	 could be well served by this project’s additional residents.

2.	 The project should be of appropriate and beneficial use within the project’s geographical 	
	 context. 
	 The proposed building provides much-needed housing in a location that can accommodate it 	
	 while also supporting local businesses and enhancing the vibrancy of the neighborhood.

3.	 The project should be of appropriate and complementary size, scale and proportion for 	
	 its physical context. 
	 The design complies with R5 zoning regulations, requiring minimal exceptions. Its scale, 	
	 height, and site positioning align well with adjacent and nearby apartment buildings, ensuring 	
	 compatibility with the surrounding urban fabric.

4.	 The project should reflect current progressive, creative and sustainable design goals and 	
	 practices. 
	 The building incorporates sustainable design strategies, including an all-electric energy system 	
	 and a rooftop solar panel array for on-site energy generation. These measures contribute to 	
	 Evanston’s broader sustainability goals and reduce the project’s overall carbon footprint.

5.	 The project should provide for current and future economic growth. 
	 The development strengthens the mixed-use character of the area by increasing residential 	
	 density, which in turn supports local businesses and generates additional tax revenue.

6.	 The project should provide good city revenue generation with as low as feasible 		
	 infrastructure burden to the city. 
	 Aside from a modest increase in automobile traffic, the project is expected to have minimal 	
	 impact on local infrastructure while contributing to city revenues through real estate and sales 	
	 taxes.

7.	 The project should provide for a positive, engaging experience at street and pedestrian 	
	 level.
	 The project engages the street and pedestrian way identical to adjacent multi-unit buildings. 	
	 Its front yard is in alignment with adjacent properties. Proposed landscaping of indigenous 	
	 plantings is expected to add to the buildings curb appeal.
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	 Currently, interior vehicle parking spaces are arranged behind the front first floor elevation. If 
	 these spaces could be utilized for common tenant use or various beneficial amenities, and 
	 made visually apparent from the outside, it would improve the façade’s appearance from the 
	 pedestrian way and be more of an inviting and engaging experience and opportunity for 		
	 passersby. 

8.	 The project should complement the practices and goals of “Complete Streets” and 		
	 encourage multi-modal transportation use. 
	 The increased residential density in this transit-oriented, mixed-use neighborhood will contribute 		
	 to greater foot traffic, public transit usage, and bicycle activity in the area. The building includes 	 	
	 accommodation for bicycle storage, though this could be increased. 

	 The proposed number of parking spaces for the property appears high compared to current 		
	 similar transit-oriented developments in Evanston. We recommend that the developer and 		
	 architect reassess market demand and consult with local developers, and city staff, who in our 		
	 experience have been surprised by the low car ownership rates among current and prospective 		
	 tenants.

	 If some of the interior parking spaces at the front of the building were eliminated, as mentioned 		
	 in Item No. 7 above, the freed-up space could be replaced with a variety of building amenities, 
	 e.g. larger lobby, lounge area, conference/multi-purpose room, fitness room, or additional bicycle
	 storage (which we highly recommend) and result in an improved façade expression at the first 
	 floor. We understand, subsequent to our review, that the team has eliminated three interior 	 	
	 parking spaces.

9.	 The project should be a contributor to the city of Evanston’s goals to be energy self-		
	 sufficient.
	 The proposed design aligns with energy efficiency goals through its all-electric utility system, 	 	
	 high-performance windows, high R-value roof and wall insulation. The addition of rooftop solar 		
	 panels further reduces the building’s reliance on external energy sources.

10. The project should provide a tangible complement of public benefits. 
	 By increasing the number of residents in a transit-oriented area, the project supports local 		
	 commerce, encourages rail use, and contributes to Evanston’s broader efforts to promote 		
	 sustainable urban development and provide much desired additional housing options.

Additional Design Comments

1.	 Architectural Language
	 		
	 			 
	 		
	
	  	 	
	 		
	 		
	

	

The front elevation of the building is its most prominent and important visual expression.
We understand the front elevation is still under investigation and development. The
current front elevation is a mix of traditional wide vertical brick piers or wall planes and more 
contemporary horizontal balcony expressions with steel framing, all atop a relatively low height 
first	floor	contrasting	masonry	podium	with	different	fenestration	than	the	floors	above.	These 
three expressions, we believe, create a rather confusing composition that lacks coherence 
and intention that we believe is desired. We understand the project team is investigating some 
modifications	to	the	facade	expression.

The entry to the building is not as visually prominent as it could be.
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	 Painted metal flashings, cornices, steel framing, and perforated metal railing panels add
 	 complexity to the façade expression. Metal balcony railing assemblies should be durable and 		
	 best obscure tenants’ balcony furniture, etc., from view. 

2.	 Materiality & Contextual Multi-family
	 The use of brick masonry and fiber-cement panels employed as part of a rain-barrier system, can 	
	 be attractive materials appropriate for a building of this scale and purpose, in this context. 
 
	 If as indicated in the review session, the building is to have rain screen facades, the projection 		
	 of slabs out on past the building wall on the front side of the building will be very difficult to 	 	
	 drain. A change to a different slab arrangement on the front of the building should be considered 	
	 so the rain screen will not be interrupted there. Additionally, the slab projected through the front wall 	
	 will create conductive transfer of cold and heat under the exterior wall into the units on the front of 	
	 the building. 

3.	 Durability & Longevity
	 Brick masonry, fiber-cement panels and aluminum-framed windows are durable elements with 	 	
	 appropriate life spans for a multi-family building of this sort.

4.	 Miscellaneous
	 We noticed the employment of dens in a number of the typical units. These are located at unit 		
	 corners with no fenestration and located adjacent to a bathroom. The following units include:
	 Unit 01, 05 and 06—one den with an adjacent bathroom. Unit 02—two dens each with adjacent 		
	 bathrooms. Is their use for sleeping purposes in accordance with current codes? 

Page 3



NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING 
Evanston Land Use Commission 
Wednesday, March 26, 2025, 7:00 pm 
Morton Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Ave. 
Council Chambers 
 

Please be advised, as you own, or otherwise may have interest in a 
property within 500 ft. of the address listed below, for which the 
following zoning application will be discussed: 

Major Variations | 2206 Maple Avenue, 2215-2219 Maple 
Avenue & 916 ½ Noyes Street | 25ZMJV-0003 
 

Paul Harb, applicant, of 2206 Map LLC, requests Major Variations to allow 
construction of a 5-story multi-family residential building with 30 dwelling units (including 6 bonus dwelling units per IHO), and 
29 parking spaces in the R5 General Residential District. The applicant requests the following Major Variations for the 
property at 2206 Maple Avenue: 1) Section 6-8-7-4, to allow 24 dwelling units (including 6 on-site inclusionary units) + 6 
market rate bonus units where a maximum of 19 dwelling units is allowed; 2) Section 6-16-3-5, Table 16-B, to allow 20 off-
street parking spaces where code requires a minimum of 27 off-street parking spaces; 3) Section 6-16-4-4, to allow a 9.5’ x 
25’ loading berth where code requires a 10’ x 35’ loading berth, and; 4) Section 6-4-6-3(A)1, to allow 72% rear yard coverage 
with parking and loading uses, where code restricts maximum rear yard coverage to 40% in a residential district. 

Javier Viera, co-applicant, of the Garrett Evangelical Theological Seminary, requests the following Major Variation for the 
property at 2215-2219 Maple Avenue and 916 ½ Noyes Street: Section 6-16-3-5, Table 16-B, to allow 16 off-street parking 
spaces where code requires a minimum of 28 off-street parking spaces. The applicant and co-applicant may seek and the 
Land Use Commission may consider additional variations as may be necessary or desirable for the proposed development. 
The Land Use Commission makes a recommendation to the City Council, the determining body for this case. PINs: 11-07-119
-019-0000, 11-07-120-049-8001.  

Those wishing to make public comments at the Land Use Commission meeting may attend in-person or submit written comments in advance by calling/texting 847-448-4311 or 
completing the Land Use Commission online comment form available online here: https://bit.ly/lucpubliccomment . Information about the Land Use Commission is available 
online at www.cityofevanston.org/government/boards-commissions-and-committees/land-use-commission. Questions can be directed to Sam Hubbard, Senior Planner, at 847-
448-8687 or via e-mail at shubbard@cityofevanston.org. The City of Evanston is committed to   making all public meetings accessible to persons with disabilities. Any 
citizen needing mobility or communications access assistance should contact the Community Development Department 48 hours in advance of the scheduled meeting 
so that accommodations can be made at 847-448-8170 (Voice) or 847-866-5095 (TDD). La ciudad de Evanston está obligada a hacer accesibles todas las reuniones 
públicas a las personas minusválidas o las quines no hablan inglés. Si usted necesita ayuda, favor de ponerse en contacto con la Oficina de Administración del Centro a 
847-448-4311 (voz) o 847-866-5095 (TTY). 

https://bit.ly/lucpubliccomment
https://www.cityofevanston.org/government/boards-commissions-and-committees/land-use-commission


Lorraine H. Morton Civic Center 
Planning and Zoning Division 
2100 Ridge Avenue 
Evanston, IL 60201 
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3 month twice daily parking lot for the surface parking lot:

Date
# of Parked Cars 

Low
# of Parked Cars 

High
9/15/2024 8 10
9/16/2024 7 7
9/17/2024 5 11
9/18/2024 6 6
9/19/2024 8 12
9/20/2024 9 9
9/21/2024 5 9
9/22/2024 8 8
9/23/2024 5 6
9/24/2024 7 9
9/25/2024 8 8
9/26/2024 4 11
9/27/2024 8 10
9/28/2024 9 9
9/29/2024 8 10
9/30/2024 10 12
10/1/2024 7 10
10/2/2024 8 12
10/3/2024 7 11
10/4/2024 11 11
10/5/2024 9 10
10/6/2024 10 10
10/7/2024 8 11
10/8/2024 9 12
10/9/2024 8 8

10/10/2024 7 11
10/11/2024 8 12
10/12/2024 11 11
10/13/2024 6 9
10/14/2024 7 11
10/15/2024 8 12
10/16/2024 7 9
10/17/2024 5 7
10/18/2024 4 8
10/19/2024 8 8
10/20/2024 4 7
10/21/2024 7 9
10/22/2024 4 9
10/23/2024 3 7
10/24/2024 4 9



3 month twice daily parking lot for the surface parking lot:

Date
# of Parked Cars 

Low
# of Parked Cars 

High
10/25/2024 2 7
10/26/2024 3 8
10/27/2024 4 7
10/28/2024 4 8
10/29/2024 3 6
10/30/2024 4 9
10/31/2024 3 7

11/1/2024 2 5
11/2/2024 4 6
11/3/2024 3 5
11/4/2024 4 8
11/5/2024 3 7
11/6/2024 5 6
11/7/2024 7 7
11/8/2024 6 6
11/9/2024 5 5

11/10/2024 5 8
11/11/2024 4 7
11/12/2024 6 9
11/13/2024 8 9
11/14/2024 6 7
11/15/2024 8 9
11/16/2024 10 6
11/17/2024 4 5
11/18/2024 5 5
11/19/2024 4 7
11/20/2024 3 6
11/21/2024 5 5
11/22/2024 6 6
11/23/2024 7 8
11/24/2024 6 8
11/25/2024 5 5
11/26/2024 5 6
11/27/2024 7 7
11/28/2024 5 8
11/29/2024 6 9
11/30/2024 8 8
12/1/2024 6 6
12/2/2024 7 9
12/3/2024 5 8



3 month twice daily parking lot for the surface parking lot:

Date
# of Parked Cars 

Low
# of Parked Cars 

High
12/4/2024 3 6
12/5/2024 7 7
12/6/2024 4 7
12/7/2024 5 9
12/8/2024 4 7
12/9/2024 5 5

12/10/2024 6 8
12/11/2024 5 7
12/12/2024 4 4
12/13/2024 5 9
12/14/2024 6 6
12/15/2024 5 8

Average 5.95 8.07















City of Evanston 
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Evanston, IL, 60201-2798 
T 847.448.4311 
www.cityofevanston.org 

 
 

February 24, 2025 
 
Paul Harb 
PH Development & Management, LLC 
PO Box 6039 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
 
RE: Major Variation Application – 25ZMJV-0003, Round 1 PRO Review Comments 
  2206 Maple Avenue Multi-Family Development 
 
Dear Mr. Harb,  
 
Staff has reviewed your Major Variation submittal (with architectural plans dated 2/7/25 and 
engineering plans dated 12/17/24) for the proposed multi-family rental apartment development at 
2206 Maple Avenue. Based on our review, there are certain items that need to be addressed prior to 
finalizing the targeted 3/26/25 public hearing date with the Land Use Commission. Please review and 
confirm that the following zoning approvals have been requested in the application, which has been 
combined with a request for a parking variation at 2215-2219 Maple Avenue/916 ½ Noyes Street: 
 
• Major Variation to Section 6-8-7-4, to allow 24 dwelling units (and 6 bonus IHO dwelling units for 

a total of 30 dwelling units) on the 2206 Maple Avenue property where code restricts the 
maximum allowable dwelling units to 19. 

• Major Variation from the requirements in Table 16-D, to allow 18 off-street parking spaces on the 
2206 Maple Avenue property where code requires a minimum of 27 off-street parking spaces. 
Please note that if the extra garage spaces in the alley behind 2211 Maple are dedicated in 
perpetuity to the subject property, it would modify this variation (please also note that per the 
“Declaration of Restrictive Covenant for Parking Purposes”, there are only 2 extra stalls within 
the alley garage property that do not serve 2211 Maple). This should be clarified in your 
response to these comments and resubmittal materials. 

• Major Variation from the requirements in Table 16-D, to allow 16 off-street parking spaces for the 
2215-2219 Maple Avenue/916 ½ Noyes Street property (with 11 of those 16 spaces provided on 
the 2206 Maple Avenue property) where code requires a minimum of 28 off-street parking 
spaces. 

• Major Variation to Section 6-16-4-4, to allow a 9.5’ x 25’ short loading berth where code requires 
a 10’ x 35’ short loading berth. 

• Variation to Section 6-4-6-3(A)1, to allow 72% rear yard coverage with parking and loading uses, 
where code restricts maximum rear yard coverage to 40% for these uses in a residential district. 

Additionally, the following comments shall be addressed in a resubmittal: 



Planning & Zoning 
1. The Proof of Ownership document lists 2206 Map LLC as the property owner, however, the 

application lists PH Development & Management LLC as the applicant and owner. The ownership 
information on both documents must be aligned; please correct the application or provide proof 
of ownership showing PH Development & Management LLC as the owner of the property. 

2. The Disclosure Document is incomplete. Please complete Section 3 and 4. The last section (If 
Applicant or Proposed Land User is not a Corporation) must also be filled out; please list the names, 
addresses, percentages of interest, and relationship(s) to applicant of all persons within 2206 Map 
LLC (if this is the current landowner and applicant) that hold a beneficial or other interest in the 
LLC. Please see Title 1, Section 18 for additional information if necessary. 

3. The project narrative should be revised to reflect the correct number of proposed onsite parking 
spaces (29 spaces). Additionally, page one of the narrative should discuss the proposed 
permanent access and leasing of the 11 surface parking stalls to the 2215-2219 Maple Ave/916 ½ 
Noyes St. property, along with the two stalls at 2211 Maple (if those stalls will be granted to 
development in perpetuity). 

4. The project narrative should be revised to reflect that only 27 parking stalls are required (please 
be aware that all affordable units within the development that will be in the City of Evanston IHO 
program are exempt from parking requirements - not just the minimum Code required IHO units). 

5. Please be aware that the affordable units do not exceed the proportional mix relative to the IHO 
requirements. According to the IHO (Section 5-7-7), based on the proposed overall unit mix and 
the provision of 3 required units and 3 additional public benefit units, the IHO mix needs to be at 
minimum: 

• 1 BR: 2 units • 2 BR: 2 units • 3 BR: 1 unit • 4 BR: 1 unit 
In other words, the three required Inclusionary units are fewer than the bedroom mix (5 options) 
and therefore need to be a 4 BR, 3 BR and 2 BR. Given the three additional, public benefit 
Inclusionary units, all six units must reflect the overall unit mix, leading to the above unit allocation. 

6. Relative to the project narrative and parking calculations: The parking requirement for the Garrett 
building at 2215-2219 Maple Ave/916 ½ Noyes St. (and for the building previously owned by 
Garrett at 2201 Maple) is based on the current code requirements and is not based on the 1982 
parking requirements (Ord. 107-O-82 does not contain language that establishes the 1982 parking 
regulations to apply to the two Garrett buildings in perpetuity). Additionally, since the work as 
outlined in the 1982 special use was never done, the special use has likely expired (Section 6-3-5-
15(A)). The 1982 special use, and more particularly the Zoning Analysis results generated as part 
of that application, are relevant because they validate that the parking lot on the subject property 
has historically served as the required parking for the residential units in the existing Garrett 
building and previously owned Garrett building. Please feel free to rely on the attached parking 
tables, which illustrate the parking requirement for both the subject property and neighboring 
buildings. 

7. The required parking for the residential units at 916 ½ Noyes Street was provided within the 49-
space parking lot as the 76 units referenced in the 1982 Zoning Analysis would not be achieved 
without including the 14 units within that building. Please review the attached parking tables for all 
properties referenced and adjust the Existing & Proposed Parking Requirement Explanation 
accordingly. 

8. The impervious surface coverage graphic on sheet A 1.03 must include the two landings on the 
north and south sides of the buildings at the exits to each stair tower. Please revise accordingly. 



9. The Engineering plans are not coordinated with the architectural plans, in regard to both interior 
and exterior improvements. Please coordinate all plans. 

10. Engineering plans are not indicating the use of pervious pavers. 
11. Please provide the missing engineering plan sheets that were indicated on the cover sheet but not 

provided. Dimensions of the loading berth should be shown on geometric site plan. Loading berth 
should maintain 3’ setback from western property line. 

12. Provide front yard setback information for the neighboring properties on the north and south sides 

of the subject property. 
13. Please provide details on move-in/move-outs and trash collection and how it will be managed. Will 

all move-ins and move-outs utilize the 9.5’ x 25’ loading zone? It appears that the trash chute 
discharges into a separate room from the dumpsters, and the ground floor plan indicates two 
chutes but the upper floor plans indicate only one chute. How will trash be moved, sorted, and 
managed within the building?  Will recycling, trash, and composting be provided? If composting 
will be provided, where will it be collected and stored as separate from recycling and trash? Will 
there be an onsite manager, and if so, what days/times will they be there? Will they be staging the 
dumpsters outside on pick-up days? 

14. Consider extending the paving to the north and south of the rear entry door (shown in red below) 
to the extent necessary to include an additional bike parking rack(s), as shown in blue, for guests 
or residents if interior racks are at capacity. 

 
15. What is the symbology circled below indicate? 

 
 



16. Engineering plans are not coordinated with architectural plans, regarding both interior and exterior 
improvements. Please coordinate all plans. 

17. Engineering plans are not indicating the use of pervious pavers. 
18. Please provide the missing engineering plan sheets that were indicated on the coversheet but not 

provided. Dimensions of the loading berth should be shown on geometric site plan. Loading berth 
should maintain a 3’ setback from western property line. 

19. Other than the solar panels and heat pump inverters, will there by any rooftop equipment? If so, 
please indicate the locations on the roof plan. 

20. Is there any exterior utility or mechanical equipment proposed that will not be on the roof 
(transformers, switchgear, utility pedestals, HVAC equipment, etc.)? 

21. Please ensure all plans, studies, and documents that are revised as a result of these comments 
include a revision date. 

Building Services 
22. A Construction Management Plan (CMP) shall be required at time of permit. The CMP shall include, 

but is not limited, to the following: water and sewer utility connections, construction staging plan, on-

street and on-site construction parking restrictions, hours of operation, a plan including cross-sections 

showing pedestrian access around the site with the use of curb ramps, signage and/or striping. If 

determined necessary by the City of Evanston, a foundation survey of surrounding structures 

including weekly reporting of seismographs for the duration of construction shall be provided, as well 

as utility protection, submittal of an environmental testing report prior to construction, a visibility 

diagram for all construction site access points, a proposed schedule for street opening for utility 

connections with cross-section details, and project updates via monthly newsletter and project 

website shall be provided at the discretion of the City. 
 

Public Works - Facilities & Parking 
23. Please be aware that as a TOD property, and as a development that requires a parking variation, 

building residents will be prohibited from obtaining permits to participate in “Residential Parking 
Districts” (permits for on-street parking). 

24. The City does not have capacity within Lot #51, located at 927 Noyes Street, to accommodate any 
surplus parking demand generated from this development or displaced from redevelopment of 
the existing parking lot. 
 

Public Works – Water/Sewer: 
25. Water meter must be located within 5’ of the service entering the building envelope.   
26. Need to disconnect existing sewer drainage connection at City CB. 
27. Storm connection to alley sewer will not be allowed. 
 
Public Works - Forestry & Tree Preservation: 
28. All trees within 25-feet of the development must be surveyed and shown on the Plat or plans. It 

appears there are several trees on the adjacent lot to the south that may be impacted and need 
tree preservation measures/tree trimming. 

Public Works/Engineering: 
29. ROW permits will be required for water/sewer connections as well as any right of way obstructions 

needed during construction. 
30. Construction staging and material deliveries through the alley may be an issue as well as deliveries 

along Maple based on trees and utilities. 



31. Replacement of the public sidewalk adjacent to the project site shall be required. Please show this 
on the engineering plans. 

32. Apply for an address assignment.  2206 Maple Avenue is reasonable based on the location of the 
single front entrance.  Use 2206 Maple rather than a range of addresses for all permits going 
forward.    

33. Show how the building will handle the ~1.5’ grade difference between the alley and sidewalk.   
34. Submit a soils report. 
35. Ensure that balconies do not drain onto each other or entry ways. 
36. Car lights and parking area should not be visible through the front ground floor windows. 
37. Early coordination with ComEd is encouraged relative to a Service Request to begin the 

engineering process for the large electricity demand needed by an all-electric building. ComEd is 
known for requiring a long lead time for making adjustments to their infrastructure 

Public Works/Waste 
38. This property is going to cause issues with neighboring properties and the storage of their waste. 

The property at 2201 Ridge appears to store their waste containers on the edge of the subject 
property and there is insufficient space for them to store their containers in this location upon 
completion of the proposed development. The 2201 Ridge property may have to remove one of 
their parking garages to allow for the storage of waste. Please reach out to the owner of 2201 
Ridge to begin coordinating on this issue and provide an update on the status of these 
communications. 

39. Provide information on the staging of waste containers on service days. Where will they be stored? 
Will the waste hauler be required enter the service area to gain access to the waste containers? 

40. The waste room is separate from the service room (see comment #13). Will dumpsters be wheeled 
from the waste room to the service room by a janitor? If that is the case, please clarify if a separate 
chute will be proposed for recycling, which is recommended. If a chute system is not utilized, 
consider changing the layout of the containers to allow for efficient use of the waste containers 
by tenants (access to the rear container is blocked by the front container). 

41. It is encouraged that this development offer recycling and composting services to tenants. 
42. How will tenants be instructed to dispose of furniture/bulk? 

Fire: 
43. Adopted codes being used 2021: IFC, IBC, NFPA 101.   2019: NFPA 13 and NFPA 72 
44. Ensure Illinois Accessibility Code is adhered to. 
45. Fire command room size shall be approved by fire official. The room shall be provided with a 5-

button combination keypad. Standby power required to be transferable to all elevators. Transfer 
switch required to be located in the command room. If there is any specialized electrical equipment 
(such as solar arrays), then a manual emergency shut off will be required at the fire command room. 

46. Access during construction for fire apparatus to be within 100 of FDC. 
47. Standpipe requirement shall be met during construction. 
48. Ensure fire safety & evacuation plans are prepared and presented to FD for review and approval. 

Each resident must be provided this document. 
49. Knox Box shall be required. 
50. Building emergency responder radio coverage requirement - 95% BDA requirement.  
51. Sprinkler Requirements for Highrises: 

a. Water supply to fire pump required from at least two water supplies made off the same main 
(if high-rise).  

b. Standpipes: Fire Department connections are required to space no further than 100 feet to a 
fire hydrant. 



c. Sprinkler rise/standpipe must keep pace with construction (one-floor below). 
52. Fire alarms - In addition to current requirements, coverage requirement in every unit apply. 
53. Stairwell signage - per EMC code. 
54. Stairway roof access is required. 
55. Fire Department access must be provided through-out construction, including access road, gate, 

and pathways. 

Sustainability: 
56. Compliance with Bird Friendly Ordinance shall be required. 
57. It is recommended that any exterior lighting be dark skies compliant. This will help the 

development comply with the Bird Friendly Ordinance. 
58. Please be aware that the building will need to comply with the multi-family residential EV spaces 

requirements: “10% EV-Installed, 20% EV-Ready, 70% EV-Capable. EV-installed and EV-Ready to 
increase 10% every 3 years with remainder of spaces being EV-Capable”. 

Health & Human Services: 
59. A rodent control plan during construction and immediately after is required.  The plan must be 

provided and operated by a licensed rodent control company/technician. 
60. A waste management plan shall be required. 
61. Provide a plan regarding debris and dust minimization during construction. 
62. Environmental assessment is required prior to construction to ascertain the level of environmental 

hazards or contaminants such as lead, arsenic, PCB’s etc., along with establishment of a means to 
mitigate them if determined. 

In order to maintain the tentative 3/26/25 hearing date with the Land Use Commission, please provide 
revised plans/documents to address the comments contained within this letter, along with a point-by-
point response letter that addresses each comment contained herewith in.  Additionally, should it be 
helpful to coordinate a meeting to discuss these comments with the various reviewing Departments 
prior to submitting your response, please feel free to reach out to me and I can coordinate a meeting. 
Should you have any questions or concerns about the above comments, please do not hesitate to 
contact me directly at shubbard@cityofevanston.org. 

Sincerely, 

  
 
Sam Hubbard 
Interim Zoning Administrator/Senior Planner 
 
Cc: Elizabeth Williams, Planning Manager 
  Sarah Flax, Director of Community Development 

 

mailto:shubbard@cityofevanston.org


Parking Calculations

Use/Tenant/Address Parking Code Use
Number of Units 
(standard)

Number of Units 
(inclusionary)

Parking Ratio
Required 
Parking

Multi-Family (Studio) Multi-Family TOD 2 - .55 spaces/standard Unit 1.1
Multi-Family (1-Bdrm) Multi-Family TOD 6 2 .55 spaces/standard Unit 3.3
Multi-Family (2-Bdrm) Multi-Family TOD 7 2 1.1 spaces/standard Unit 7.7
Multi-Family (3-Bdrm) Multi-Family TOD 7 1 1.65 spaces/standard Unit 11.6
Multi-Family (4-Bdrm) Multi-Family TOD 2 1 1.65 spaces/standard Unit 3.3

 27
18
-9

Total Parking Required:
Total Parking Provided*:

Surplus/Deficit
*There are 29 parking stalls on the property, however, the 11 surface parking stalls on the property will be provided to 2215-2219 Maple/916 1/2 Noyes via a perpetual access agreement



Use/Tenant/Address Parking Code Use
Number of Units 
(standard)

Number of Units 
(inclusionary)

Parking Ratio
Required 
Parking

Remarks

26 N/A
   Multi-Family (Studio) Multi-Family TOD 18 0 .55 spaces/standard Unit 9.9
   Multi-Family (1-Bdrm) Multi-Family TOD 8 0 .55 spaces/standard Unit 4.4

14
16 Inclues 16 garage spaces at rear of building
2

50 N/A
   Multi-Family (Studio) Multi-Family TOD 16 0 .55 spaces/standard Unit 8.8
   Multi-Family (1-Bdrm) Multi-Family TOD 34 0 .55 spaces/standard Unit 18.7

28
5

-23
Reduces to -12 deficit if 11 parking stalls are 
provided within the 2206 Maple development

Total Parking Required:
Total Parking Provided:

Surplus/Deficit

2201 Maple

2215-2219 Maple and 916 1/2 Noyes

Total Parking Required:
Total Parking Provided:

Surplus/Deficit



 

 

March 3, 2025  

 

Sam Hubbard 

Interim Zoning Administrator 

Planning & Zoning Division 

2100 Ridge Ave. 

Evanston, IL 60201-2798 

 

  

 
RE:​ Major Variation Application – 25ZMJV-0003, Round 1 PRO Response to Comments 

​ 2206 Maple Avenue Multi-Family Development 

 
Dear Mr. Hubbard, 

 
Thank you for the PRO letter dated February 24, 2025. Please see the responses below to each comment. 

 

Zoning relief is requested for each of the following: 

●​ Major Variation to Section 6-8-7-4, to allow 24 dwelling units (and 6 bonus IHO dwelling units for a total of 30 

dwelling units) on the 2206 Maple Avenue property where code restricts the maximum allowable dwelling 

units to 19. 

●​ Major Variation from the requirements in Table 16-D, to allow 20 -off-street parking spaces, 18 of which are 

enclosed at the 2206 Maple Avenue property, and 2 (existing) at 2211 Maple Avenue, where code requires a 

minimum of 27 off-street parking spaces.  

●​ Major Variation from the requirements in Table 16-D, to allow 16 off-street parking spaces for the 2215-2219 

Maple Avenue/916 ½ Noyes Street property (with 11 of those 16 spaces provided on the 2206 Maple Avenue 

property) where code requires a minimum of 28 off-street parking spaces. 

●​ Major Variation to Section 6-16-4-4, to allow a 9.5’ x 25’ short loading berth where code requires a 10’ x 35’ 

short loading berth. 

●​ Variation to Section 6-4-6-3(A)1, to allow 72% rear yard coverage with parking and loading uses, where code 

restricts maximum rear yard coverage to 40% for these uses in a residential district. 

Please see additional responses: 



Planning & Zoning 

1.​ The Proof of Ownership document lists 2206 Map LLC as the property owner, however, the application lists PH 

Development & Management LLC as the applicant and owner. The ownership information on both documents 

must be aligned; please correct the application or provide proof of ownership showing PH Development & 

Management LLC as the owner of the property. 

Updated. 

2.​ The Disclosure Document is incomplete. Please complete Section 3 and 4. The last section (If Applicant or 

Proposed Land User is not a Corporation) must also be filled out; please list the names, addresses, percentages 

of interest, and relationship(s) to applicant of all persons within 2206 Map LLC (if this is the current landowner 

and applicant) that hold a beneficial or other interest in the LLC. Please see Title 1, Section 18 for additional 

information if necessary. 

Updated. 

3.​ The project narrative should be revised to reflect the correct number of proposed onsite parking spaces (29 

spaces). Additionally, page one of the narrative should discuss the proposed permanent access and leasing of 

the 11 surface parking stalls to the 2215-2219 Maple Ave/916 ½ Noyes St. property, along with the two stalls at 

2211 Maple (if those stalls will be granted to development in perpetuity). 

Updated. 

4.​ The project narrative should be revised to reflect that only 27 parking stalls are required (please be aware that 

all affordable units within the development that will be in the City of Evanston IHO program are exempt from 

parking requirements - not just the minimum Code required IHO units). 

Updated. 

5.​ Please be aware that the affordable units do not exceed the proportional mix relative to the IHO requirements. 

According to the IHO (Section 5-7-7), based on the proposed overall unit mix and the provision of 3 required 

units and 3 additional public benefit units, the IHO mix needs to be at minimum: 

●​ 1 BR: 2 units​ ∙​ 2 BR: 2 units​ ∙​ 3 BR: 1 unit​ ∙​ 4 BR: 1 unit In 

other words, the three required Inclusionary units are fewer than the bedroom mix (5 options) and therefore 

need to be a 4 BR, 3 BR and 2 BR. Given the three additional, public benefit Inclusionary units, all six units must 

reflect the overall unit mix, leading to the above unit allocation. 

Updated and noting the 3 and 4-bedroom inclusionary units are family-sized units. 

6.​ Relative to the project narrative and parking calculations: The parking requirement for the Garrett building at 

2215-2219 Maple Ave/916 ½ Noyes St. (and for the building previously owned by Garrett at 2201 Maple) is 

based on the current code requirements and is not based on the 1982 parking requirements (Ord. 107-O-82 

does not contain language that establishes the 1982 parking regulations to apply to the two Garrett buildings 

in perpetuity). Additionally, since the work as outlined in the 1982 special use was never done, the special use 

has likely expired (Section 6-3-5- 15(A)). The 1982 special use, and more particularly the Zoning Analysis results 

generated as part of that application, are relevant because they validate that the parking lot on the subject 

property has historically served as the required parking for the residential units in the existing Garrett building 

and previously owned Garrett building. Please feel free to rely on the attached parking tables, which illustrate 

the parking requirement for both the subject property and neighboring buildings. 

The parking requirement in the project narrative has been updated to reflect the current Zoning Code’s 

parking requirement rather than Section 6-16-1-1 and 6-16-1-2. 

7.​ The required parking for the residential units at 916 ½ Noyes Street was provided within the 49- space parking 

lot as the 76 units referenced in the 1982 Zoning Analysis would not be achieved without including the 14 units 

within that building. Please review the attached parking tables for all properties referenced and adjust the 

Existing & Proposed Parking Requirement Explanation accordingly. 

The parking requirement in the project narrative has been updated to reflect the current Zoning Code’s 

parking requirement rather than Section 6-16-1-1 and 6-16-1-2. 

8.​ The impervious surface coverage graphic on sheet A 1.03 must include the two landings on the north and 

south sides of the buildings at the exits to each stair tower. Please revise accordingly. 

Updated. 



9.​ The Engineering plans are not coordinated with the architectural plans, in regard to both interior and exterior 

improvements. Please coordinate all plans. 

Updated. 

10.​ Engineering plans are not indicating the use of pervious pavers. 
Updated. 

11.​ Please provide the missing engineering plan sheets that were indicated on the cover sheet but not provided. 

Dimensions of the loading berth should be shown on geometric site plan. Loading berth should maintain 3’ 

setback from western property line. 

Provided. 

12.​ Provide front yard setback information for the neighboring properties on the north and south sides 

of the subject property. 

Provided. 

13.​ Please provide details on move-in/move-outs and trash collection and how it will be managed. Will all 

move-ins and move-outs utilize the 9.5’ x 25’ loading zone? It appears that the trash chute discharges into a 

separate room from the dumpsters, and the ground floor plan indicates two chutes but the upper floor plans 

indicate only one chute. How will trash be moved, sorted, and managed within the building? Will recycling, 

trash, and composting be provided? If composting will be provided, where will it be collected and stored as 

separate from recycling and trash? Will there be an onsite manager, and if so, what days/times will they be 

there? Will they be staging the dumpsters outside on pick-up days? 

Move-in/move-outs will use either the loading zone (larger moving vehicles) or parking spaces (passenger 

vehicles) and will coordinate for approval with building management. Separate chutes exist on all floors for 

garbage and recycling. No further sorting is needed. Building management will stage the dumpsters outside 

on trash pickup days in accordance with city regulations. 

14.​ Consider extending the paving to the north and south of the rear entry door (shown in red below) to the 

extent necessary to include an additional bike parking rack(s), as shown in blue, for guests or residents if 

interior racks are at capacity. 

 
Plans are updated to show this area in use for mechanical equipment. 

15.​ What is the symbology circled below indicate? 



The symbology shows loft-style walls that do not extend fully to the ceiling in those areas to show the wall 
openings that provide light and vent from adjacent spaces where exterior windows are not feasible, in 
compliance with the Building Code. 

16.​ Engineering plans are not coordinated with architectural plans, regarding both interior and exterior 

improvements. Please coordinate all plans. 

Updated. 
17.​ Engineering plans are not indicating the use of pervious pavers. 

Updated. 
18.​ Please provide the missing engineering plan sheets that were indicated on the coversheet but not provided. 

Dimensions of the loading berth should be shown on geometric site plan. Loading berth should maintain a 3’ 

setback from western property line. 

Updated. 
19.​ Other than the solar panels and heat pump inverters, will there by any rooftop equipment? If so, please 

indicate the locations on the roof plan. 

Updated. Additional rooftop equipment may be necessary as full permit plans are developed and will 
comply with all city regulations. 

20.​ Is there any exterior utility or mechanical equipment proposed that will not be on the roof (transformers, 

switchgear, utility pedestals, HVAC equipment, etc.)? 

Updated. Additional incidental mechanical equipment may be necessary as full permit plans are developed 
and will comply with all city regulations. 

21.​ Please ensure all plans, studies, and documents that are revised as a result of these comments include a 

revision date. 

Updated. 

Building Services 

22.​A Construction Management Plan (CMP) shall be required at time of permit. The CMP shall include, 

but is not limited, to the following: water and sewer utility connections, construction staging plan, 

on- street and on-site construction parking restrictions, hours of operation, a plan including 

cross-sections showing pedestrian access around the site with the use of curb ramps, signage and/or 

striping. If determined necessary by the City of Evanston, a foundation survey of surrounding 

structures including weekly reporting of seismographs for the duration of construction shall be 

provided, as well as utility protection, submittal of an environmental testing report prior to 

construction, a visibility diagram for all construction site access points, a proposed schedule for 

street opening for utility connections with cross-section details, and project updates via monthly 

newsletter and project website shall be provided at the discretion of the City. 

Understood. 

 
Public Works - Facilities & Parking 
23.​ Please be aware that as a TOD property, and as a development that requires a parking variation, building 

residents will be prohibited from obtaining permits to participate in “Residential Parking Districts” (permits for 

on-street parking). 

Understood. 
24.​ The City does not have capacity within Lot #51, located at 927 Noyes Street, to accommodate any surplus 

parking demand generated from this development or displaced from redevelopment of the existing parking 

lot. 

Understood. 

 
Public Works – Water/Sewer: 

25.​ Water meter must be located within 5’ of the service entering the building envelope. 

Understood. 
26.​ Need to disconnect existing sewer drainage connection at City CB. 

Understood. 



27.​ Storm connection to alley sewer will not be allowed. 

Understood. 
 

Public Works - Forestry & Tree Preservation: 
28.​ All trees within 25-feet of the development must be surveyed and shown on the Plat or plans. It appears there 

are several trees on the adjacent lot to the south that may be impacted and need tree preservation 

measures/tree trimming. 

A Tree Preservation Permit that shows trees on adjacent properties will be submitted as part of the permit 
process in compliance with city regulations. 

Public Works/Engineering: 
29.​ ROW permits will be required for water/sewer connections as well as any right of way obstructions needed 

during construction. 

Understood. 
30.​ Construction staging and material deliveries through the alley may be an issue as well as deliveries along 

Maple based on trees and utilities. 

Understood. This will be considered and worked through via the CMP. 
31.​ Replacement of the public sidewalk adjacent to the project site shall be required. Please show this on the 

engineering plans. 

Updated. 
32.​ Apply for an address assignment. 2206 Maple Avenue is reasonable based on the location of the single front 

entrance. Use 2206 Maple rather than a range of addresses for all permits going forward. 

Address assignment will be completed as part of the permit process. 
33.​ Show how the building will handle the ~1.5’ grade difference between the alley and sidewalk. 

Shown on updated plans. 
34.​ Submit a soils report. 

Submitted. 
35.​ Ensure that balconies do not drain onto each other or entry ways. 

Full permit plans will indicate appropriate balcony slope and drainage. 
36.​ Car lights and parking area should not be visible through the front ground floor windows. 

Lights and parking areas will not be visible through ground floor windows. Window coverings will be utilized 
if necessary. 

37.​ Early coordination with ComEd is encouraged relative to a Service Request to begin the engineering process for 

the large electricity demand needed by an all-electric building. ComEd is known for requiring a long lead time 

for making adjustments to their infrastructure 

​ Understood. 

Public Works/Waste 
38.​ This property is going to cause issues with neighboring properties and the storage of their waste. The property 

at 2201 Ridge appears to store their waste containers on the edge of the subject property and there is 

insufficient space for them to store their containers in this location upon completion of the proposed 

development. The 2201 Ridge property may have to remove one of their parking garages to allow for the 

storage of waste. Please reach out to the owner of 2201 Ridge to begin coordinating on this issue and provide 

an update on the status of these communications. 

Discussions with 2201 Ridge are ongoing. There is outdoor space and/or indoor space where the dumpsters 
for 2201 Ridge can be stored on their own property. 

39.​ Provide information on the staging of waste containers on service days. Where will they be stored? Will the 

waste hauler be required enter the service area to gain access to the waste containers? 

Waste containers will be wheeled outside to the alley edge on service days by building management, and 
will be stored within the building as shown on the site plan at all other times. 

40.​ The waste room is separate from the service room (see comment #13). Will dumpsters be wheeled from the 

waste room to the service room by a janitor? If that is the case, please clarify if a separate chute will be 

proposed for recycling, which is recommended. If a chute system is not utilized, consider changing the layout 

of the containers to allow for efficient use of the waste containers by tenants (access to the rear container is 

blocked by the front container). 



Separate chutes will exist for garbage and recycle on all floors. Smaller dumpsters will be used that will be 
manually wheeled to the alley edge on service days by building management, and will be stored within the 
building as shown on the site plan at all other times. 

41.​ It is encouraged that this development offer recycling and composting services to tenants. 
Recycling will be offered to tenants. Composting is currently being explored. 

42.​ How will tenants be instructed to dispose of furniture/bulk? 

Tenants will be instructed to dispose of furniture/bulk items according to city requirements and will not be 
permitted to fly dump or overload dumpsters during move-in/move-out. 

Fire: 

43.​ Adopted codes being used 2021: IFC, IBC, NFPA 101.  2019: NFPA 13 and NFPA 72 

Understood. 

44.​ Ensure Illinois Accessibility Code is adhered to. 

Understood. 

45.​ Fire command room size shall be approved by fire official. The room shall be provided with a 5- button 

combination keypad. Standby power required to be transferable to all elevators. Transfer switch required to be 

located in the command room. If there is any specialized electrical equipment (such as solar arrays), then a 

manual emergency shut off will be required at the fire command room. 

Understood. 

46.​ Access during construction for fire apparatus to be within 100 of FDC. 
Understood. 

47.​ Standpipe requirement shall be met during construction. 

Understood. 
48.​ Ensure fire safety & evacuation plans are prepared and presented to FD for review and approval. Each resident 

must be provided this document. 

Understood. 
49.​ Knox Box shall be required. 

Understood. 
50.​ Building emergency responder radio coverage requirement - 95% BDA requirement. 

Understood. 
51.​ Sprinkler Requirements for Highrises: 

a.​ Water supply to fire pump required from at least two water supplies made off the same main (if high-rise). 
b.​ Standpipes: Fire Department connections are required to space no further than 100 feet to a fire hydrant. 



c.​ Sprinkler rise/standpipe must keep pace with construction (one-floor below). 

             Understood. 
52.​ Fire alarms - In addition to current requirements, coverage requirement in every unit apply. 

Understood. 

53.​ Stairwell signage - per EMC code. 

Understood. 
54.​ Stairway roof access is required. 

Understood. 
55.​ Fire Department access must be provided through-out construction, including access road, gate, and pathways. 

Understood. 

Sustainability: 
56.​ Compliance with Bird Friendly Ordinance shall be required. 

Understood. 

57.​ It is recommended that any exterior lighting be dark skies compliant. This will help the development comply 

with the Bird Friendly Ordinance. 

Understood. Exterior lighting will be dark skies compliant. 
58.​ Please be aware that the building will need to comply with the multi-family residential EV spaces 

requirements: “10% EV-Installed, 20% EV-Ready, 70% EV-Capable. EV-installed and EV-Ready to increase 10% 

every 3 years with remainder of spaces being EV-Capable”. 

Understood. 

Health & Human Services: 
59.​ A rodent control plan during construction and immediately after is required. The plan must be provided and 

operated by a licensed rodent control company/technician. 

Understood. 
60.​ A waste management plan shall be required. 

Understood. 
61.​ Provide a plan regarding debris and dust minimization during construction. 

Understood. 
62.​ Environmental assessment is required prior to construction to ascertain the level of environmental hazards or 

contaminants such as lead, arsenic, PCB’s etc., along with establishment of a means to mitigate them if 

determined. 

Understood. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Public Comment 



Name (first 
and last)

Address of 
residence or 
property 
owned Meeting date

Agenda Item 
(Property 
address or 
description of 
agenda item)

Position on 
Agenda Item 
(as applicable)

How would 
you like to 
make your 
public 
comment? If you are providing a written comment, please leave here:

Are you 
representing 
yourself as an 
individual or 
speaking on 
behalf of a 
group?

Please name 
the group of 
people for 
whom you are 
the designated 
speaker.

Michael Martin 108 Keeney Street 3/19/2025 Envision Evanston 2045In favor Written comment

My name is Michael Martin, I live on Keeney Street in Evanston with my wife Rose, and I am writing in strong support of Envision Evanston 2045. 

I believe Envision Evanston would be a tremendous step in the right direction in addressing the most important problems Evanston faces. 
Consistently and unequivocally in the city's own data, the cost of housing is the most important issue for Evanstonians. More than 30% of homes 
are cost-burdened (paying more than 30% of their income towards housing expenses). That number shoots up to 50% for renters like myself. One 
and two-bedroom home values have increased 60% and 52% over the last ten years, and rents have increased around 41%. For working-class 
families like mine, Evanston's current zoning code is creating a housing shortage which is making living in Evanston untenable.

This is not a sustainable path, and consistently in the research literature on housing and demographics, the recommended solution is to allow for 
more housing to be built. I urge this commission to take seriously the grave threat that housing affordability is currently posing to Evanstonians like 
me, my wife, and many others, and support the reasonable and necessary reforms proposed in the current comprehensive draft of Envision 
Evanston. 

Linda Damashek 3/19/0025 Comprehensive plan In person Self

Steve Test 1135 Hinman Avenue 3/19/2025 EE2045 Opposed Written comment

This comment is intended to supplement an idea I submitted to LUC before the March 19 meeting and answer commissioner Halik’s questions to 
me during my appearance at the meeting.  
At the March 19 LUC meeting I suggested language to insert in the comprehensive plan that would put into effect commissioner Halik’s idea that 
the city, rather than doing a blanket rezoning of all the residential parcels in the city, instead look in a granular manner at parcels near centers and 
corridors that might be suitable candidates for rezoning and put them in the comprehensive plan.  That language is very simple and since the 
centers and corridors concept is ostensibly obsolete, would apply to all R1 and R2 parcels.  
“In lieu of changing the zoning of every current R1 and R2 parcel, the city will undertake a survey of all the R1/R2 parcels in the city and create a 
list of parcels that by their condition and setting are reasonable candidates for rezoning to multi-unit housing use.  The list of such parcels will be 
published for community comment.  The list of parcels will be subject to approval by the Land Use Commission.”
The questions from commissioner Halik were essentially how I thought this survey, creation and approval of a list would work.  Here are my 
thoughts on that.    
The origin of the idea comes from a parcel in my neighborhood that has the very characteristics for inclusion on the list I am proposing. 1311 
Judson Avenue is an obsolete 2 bed/1 bath house in terrible condition that recently sold for the value of the land only.  It neighbors two beautiful 
Queen Anne four-flats, 1301-1307 Judson Avenue, built in 1894.  All these parcels are in an R1 zone.  1311 Judson would be a logical parcel for a 
multi-unit residential building.  It would need to be rezoned.  How many other parcels in the city have conditions, setting, proximity to larger 
buildings and other characteristics that make them suitable for use for multi-unit housing?  Thus my suggestion for a survey.
I estimate there are around 10,000 parcels in R1 and R2 zones.  The city planning staff may have exact numbers but I think I’m close enough for 
the current purpose.  If even only a few percent of parcels appear to be suitable there could be several hundred parcels identified with the 
potential for several times that number of new residential units.  The city might task the city planning department with the survey and/or set up an 
ad hoc committee or commission to do it.  Citizens might volunteer to help.  The characteristics we are looking for should be enunciated but there 
is a certain “You know it when you see it.” about this too.
Once a list of potential parcels for rezoning is assembled it would be published widely and openly for public comments and requests for additions 
and deletions by local stakeholders which should be carefully considered by the LUC before approval of the list.  I believe there could be broad 
agreement on enough parcels that the effort would be worthwhile and produce a substantial inventory of developable parcels.  Developers who 
want to build multi-unit housing on these parcels should be required to make sure such buildings ensure considerate transitions to the single 
family homes in their neighborhoods.  A formal Design Review board would be a useful addition to the city’s administration to deal with this.    
The survey of parcels, creation of the lists and consideration by the public and LUC could be done by ward or precinct.  It might take a while but 
this is a twenty year plan and a few months or even a year at the front end is not unreasonable.  Once the list of parcels is approved everyone in 
the city will know what the potential changes coming in the future might be.  No homeowners will be living with the threat of finding their property 
surrounded by four-flats that damage the character of their neighborhood.  Developers will know where to go to find parcels to develop.  Additional 
housing units will inevitably follow.  Compared to the alternative it will be a win/win for everybody.

Abigail Holcomb 2141 RIDGE AVE APT 1E3/26/2025 Major Variations, 2206 Maple Ave, 2215-2219 Maple Ave & 916 1/2 Noyes   25zmjv-0003Opposed Written comment

I have very concerned with these proposals primarily for safety concerns that will be exacerbated by reduced parking spots and smaller berths.    
Parking spots can be quite challenging to find in this area as it stands now.  Building upon a current parking lot that is always full and allowing for 
reduced spots would exacerbate this issue.  This would not only negatively impact the neighborhood, it causes many safety concerns.  As it 
stands now, people double park, park in alleys, park illegally on private property, etc  making it challenging and unsafe to navigate streets & 
alleys.  I am worried for my children who navigate the alley & street on their bicycles as well as my car as we navigate to and from our home.  The 
reduced parking spots, and smaller loading berth will only make this worse as drivers won't have places to park.  Plus more residents mean more 
move ins & outs, more ride shares, more units with multiple cars - all leading to more vehicles with no place to go in a crowded space.



Meagan Jones <mmjones@cityofevanston.org>

Re: Ch. 10
Jeff Smith <jeff@jefflaw.com> Thu, Mar 20, 2025 at 5:49 PM
To: Meagan Jones <mmjones@cityofevanston.org>
Cc: zoning@cityofevanston.org, cade Sterling <csterling@cityofevanston.org>, ruger Steve <sruger@cityofevanston.org>,
Elizabeth Williams <ewilliams@cityofevanston.org>

Meagan:

I’m attaching a markup of Chapter 10 of the Comprehensive Plan for benefit of the LUC and the planning team. Your
distribution appreciated. I am hopeful that this is sufficient advance to make packet rather than a Wednesday-morning
Comment Addendum, to be meaningful.

I am also attaching a relatively recent analysis of neighborhood-wide upzoning which reinforces my observation that
upzoning of existing affluent/dense tends to gentrify, nor make more affordable.

I do include a couple ideas about easing transition for the large number of empty-nesters, and would be willing to go
to bat for one “gentle density" reform in R1/R2/R3 altho I think “gentle density” is, in general, a misnomer, particularly
as contemplated in the draft zoning previously seen.

I continue to take a lot of issue with the density/upzoning assumptions and how they pay out in real world of
selling/moving/buying/renting/redeveloping.

A lot of the non-density-related policy suggestions, however, I have left unmolested as they represent some good
ideas. Kudos to whoever worked on that.

Yours,

Jeff Smith

847.492.1665
m 312.952.6501
www.jefflaw.com
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Introduction

In recent years, calls to relax restrictive land
use regulations have dominated national,
state and local policy debates in many coun-
tries, particularly in places where housing
prices have been rapidly rising. Such calls
have garnered nationwide support in the US
as a way to boost housing supply and bring
down the cost of housing (Manville et al.,
2022; Quigley and Raphael, 2004) and to
further housing equity by removing zoning
regulations with exclusionary effects (Kim,
2024; Manville et al., 2020; Pendall, 2000;
Whittemore, 2021). One of the most com-
mon zoning reforms for housing production
has been to increase the allowable residential
density on a given lot, a practice often
referred to as ‘upzoning’.

Advocates of upzoning argue that remov-
ing restrictive density regulations will lead to
more housing production and alleviate hous-
ing cost burdens (Glaeser and Gyourko,
2002). However, empirical research presents
mixed evidence when it comes to the link
between upzoning, housing production and
affordability (Asquith et al., 2023; Been
et al., 2023; Freemark, 2023; Greenaway-

McGrevy and Phillips, 2023; Greenaway-
McGrevy et al., 2021). Moreover, sceptics of
upzoning have raised concerns over the
effects of upzoning on incumbent residents.
They fear that upzoning will result in new
developments that cater to high-income
households, leading to gentrification and
displacement of existing low-income resi-
dents (Rodrı́guez-Pose and Storper, 2020).

Although empirical research on upzon-
ing’s effects is growing rapidly (Freemark,
2023), there are gaps to be filled. First,
examining the long-term effects of upzon-
ing has been challenging given that many
upzoning initiatives are of recent vintage.
Moreover, most of the quantitative studies
on upzonings have focused on housing sup-
ply and property values, but less on the
changes in neighbourhood characteristics.
Studies of neighbourhood change have
mostly been qualitative accounts based on
a select few cases, limiting the generalisa-
bility of the findings. Lastly, existing stud-
ies have yet to identify whether varying
intensities of upzoning and variations in
pre-upzoning neighbourhood conditions
matter for its effect.
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Through an in-depth investigation of
the experience of New York City (NYC),
we aim to make the following contributions
to the existing literature on upzoning: (1)
identifying the long-term, at minimum
10 years, effects of upzoning on a compre-
hensive set of neighbourhood characteris-
tics associated with gentrification, housing
production and affordability and (2) teas-
ing out how the effects of upzoning differ
by the intensity of upzoning and (3) by pre-
upzoning local conditions. We compare the
changes in the characteristics of upzoned
neighbourhoods with those that were simi-
lar prior to upzoning but were not
upzoned. We construct the comparison
group using a matching method.

Building on previous literature (Finio,
2022; Lee and Perkins, 2023), we identify
gentrification as: increases in non-Hispanic
whites and relative decreases in other racial
and ethnic groups; increases in population
with a bachelor’s degree or higher and high-
status occupation; and increases in median
household income. Given that housing char-
acteristics have a circular relationship with
gentrification, we consider them as part of
the mechanisms of gentrification rather than
simply as outcomes.

NYC offers a particularly rich setting for
achieving our goals. First, neighbourhood-
level rezoning has long been the primary
growth management strategy of the city,
which allows for sufficient sample size and for
examining the long-term effects of upzoning.
Second, NYC has neighbourhoods that are
extremely diverse, serving as a context for
examining how neighbourhoods with varying
characteristics are affected by upzoning.
There are several existing studies on NYC’s
upzoning (e.g. Davis, 2021; Furman Center,
2010; Liao, 2023; Peng, 2023) but none have
explored how upzoning’s impact may vary by
the pre-upzoning neighbourhood characteris-
tics and the intensity of upzoning.

Defining upzoning

There is no definitive definition of what
constitutes an upzoning. We understand
upzoning to be any zoning change that
increases the density and intensity of allow-
able development capacity but focus on
increases in residential use for the purpose
of this paper. In practice, upzoning can
refer to vastly different types and scales of
zoning changes. For instance, an example
of a project-level upzoning is the practice
of upzoning on a project-by-project basis
for large-scale development projects (Kim,
2020); a neighbourhood/area-wide upzon-
ing may increase the allowable densities
around transit stations (Freemark, 2020;
Manville et al., 2023); a citywide upzoning
can allow for additional units in zoning
districts that previously only allowed one
single-family, detached housing per lot
(Kuhlmann, 2021); and a state-wide upzon-
ing can increase development capacities
statewide, such as the Senate Bill 9, passed
in 2021 in California, which allows prop-
erty owners in single-family zoning districts
to build up to four units on each lot.

The intensity of upzoning can also vary.
At the low end of the intensity spectrum,
allowing accessory dwelling units to be built
by right in single-family zoning districts, can
be identified as upzoning. At the higher end
of the intensity spectrum, an over 10-fold
increase in development capacity can be
found in certain parts of NYC, such as the
Hudson Yards neighbourhood. Most upzon-
ing cases lie somewhere in between.

Given the various types and scales of
upzoning, we wanted to understand how
upzoning’s impact may vary by its design
and target communities. Although empirical
research examining the impacts of upzoning
is at its nascent stage, there is increasing evi-
dence that the effects will vary by geography
and policy design.
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Upzoning, housing affordability
and gentrification

Effects of upzoning on housing market

Existing studies on the upzoning’s effect on
(1) housing production and (2) price and cost
of housing offer mixed results (Freemark,
2023). One of the most cited papers on
upzoning is Freemark’s (2020) paper on
upzoning parcels near transit stops in
Chicago, which sparked heated debate
among urban scholars (Manville et al., 2022;
Rodrı́guez-Pose and Storper, 2020). The
author finds that upzoning did not lead to
immediate increases in new housing con-
struction when compared with the nearby
areas that have not been upzoned. By con-
trast, many others have reported that upzon-
ing does lead to an increase in housing
supply (Cheung et al., 2024; Dong, 2024;
Greenaway-McGrevy and Phillips, 2023;
Peng, 2023; Stacy et al., 2023).

A closer reading of the existing literature
suggests that the variations in the design of
upzoning initiatives may explain the diverse
degree and direction of the effects. For exam-
ple, the effects of upzoning will vary depend-
ing on the geographic extent and the intensity
of upzoning. Studies of mass upzoning of all
land that previously only allowed for single-
family detached homes have found positive
effects on housing production (Cheung et al.,
2024; Dong, 2024; Greenaway-McGrevy and
Phillips, 2023). A couple of studies that
examined neighbourhood-level upzonings, by
contrast, did not find increased housing pro-
duction, although the evidence is far from
conclusive (Freemark, 2020; Murray and
Limb, 2023). The experience from
Washington, DC suggests that hyper-targeted
upzonings associated with broader redevelop-
ment plans can lead to a substantial number
of new houses (Brooks and Schuetz, 2023).

With regard to property values, many
studies have found that upzonings have led
to value appreciation. For example,

Kuhlmann’s (2021) study of Minneapolis
revealed that homes on parcels that were
upzoned from single-family housing to allow
for up to three units experienced increases in
housing sales prices compared to the homes
nearby on non-upzoned lots. Greenaway-
McGrevy et al. (2021) found that upzoning
about three-quarters of land in Auckland,
New Zealand also led to notable increases in
property values for lightly developed parcels
on which redevelopment potential was large.
By contrast, property values of intensively
developed parcels declined compared to
properties in similar, yet non-upzoned par-
cels, due to higher demolition costs and fore-
gone rental incomes.

Property value appreciation has a mixed
relationship with gentrification depending
on neighbourhood context. If appreciation
occurs in high-homeownership neighbour-
hoods, existing homeowners are poised to
benefit. If it occurs in renter-heavy neigh-
bourhoods, appreciation poses a direct dis-
placement risk to the incumbent residents.
Freemark’s (2020) study of Chicago’s
neighbourhood-level upzoning around tran-
sit stations found significant increases in the
transaction prices of properties across all
types. Juxtaposing this finding with the non-
effect on housing construction, the author
raises concerns about the impact of upzon-
ing on gentrification and displacement.

Few studies have shed light on the hetero-
geneity of upzoning’s effects depending on the
demographic, socio-economic and land use
characteristics of neighbourhoods prior to
upzoning. Atkinson-Palombo (2010) examined
the effects of new transit stations and permissi-
ble zoning in the Phoenix metropolitan area
and found that homes and condos in amenity-
rich, mixed-use neighbourhoods saw signifi-
cant price appreciation, whereas residential
neighbourhoods experienced no appreciation
effect. Cheung et al. (2024) examined the
experience of Auckland, New Zealand and
found that property value appreciation was
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the largest in middle-income neighbourhoods
and the lowest in high-income neighbour-
hoods. Kuhlmann (2021), in the case of
Minneapolis’ citywide upzoning, showed that
housing value appreciated more in neigh-
bourhoods where median assessed values
were lower than the city median. These stud-
ies collectively suggest that upzoning’s effect
will vary by the pre-upzoning conditions of
the affected neighbourhoods.

How upzoning changes neighbourhood
characteristics

Compared to the body of research on hous-
ing outcomes, there is relatively limited
quantitative research on how upzoning
changes neighbourhood characteristics.
Studies that exist are mostly based on NYC.
For example, Davis (2021) finds that the
upzoning was associated with increases in
the white population share between 2000
and 2010. Liao (2023) examines the effects of
22 upzoning initiatives in NYC that occurred
between 2004 and 2013 on residential mobi-
lity, showing higher mobility rates among
incumbent residents in the upzoned neigh-
bourhood. Moreover, the author finds that
renters and Black households were even
more likely to move out. In-migrants, by
contrast, were more likely to move from
higher-income neighbourhoods. Based on
these findings, Freemark (2023) suggests that
upzoning, in the short term, ‘provides an
outlet for gentrification’ (p. 557).

Peng (2023) offers the most comprehen-
sive quantitative analysis to date that sheds
light on the long-term effects of upzoning on
neighbourhood characteristics. Examining
upzonings that occurred in NYC between
2002 and 2013, the author finds that upzon-
ing led to greater housing supply and price
appreciation in the long run and that these
effects grew over time. The author further
finds that both high-skilled and low-skilled
workers increased in the upzoned areas

compared to the non-upzoned areas, but
that the high-skilled workers increased more
than the low-skilled workers, confirming
Freemark’s prediction that upzoned areas
have become outlets for gentrification.

Qualitative studies of the upzoned neigh-
bourhoods in NYC collectively suggest that
upzoning has led to or accelerated the pace
and intensity of gentrification (Busa, 2014;
Curran, 2007; Stabrowski, 2015). For exam-
ple, in the case of Greenpoint/Williamsburg in
Brooklyn, Curran (2007) argues that the 2005
rezoning led to the residential displacement of
the Polish immigrant community (see also
Stabrowski, 2015). Freeman’s (2005) classic
study of gentrification in historic black com-
munities, such as Harlem and Clinton Hill,
finds that upzoning these neighbourhoods in
the 2000s accelerated the pace of gentrifica-
tion (Busa, 2014).

Our review of both quantitative and quali-
tative studies suggests that upzoning will likely
lead to gentrification. Given that areas tar-
geted for upzoning are oftentimes commu-
nities of colour, with lower income and rates
of homeownership (Furman Center, 2010; Lo
and Freemark, 2022), the association between
upzoning and gentrification deserves greater
scholarly attention. Such communities are
likely to feel gentrification pressure more
intensely than wealthy white neighbourhoods.

Research design

Analytical approach

This paper aims to answer the following
questions: How are neighbourhood-level
upzonings associated with changes in long-
term neighbourhood characteristics? How
do the effects vary by pre-upzoning condi-
tions? We answer these questions by com-
paring the characteristics of census block
groups that were upzoned in NYC between
2001 and 2013 with those that were not
upzoned, using Decennial Census, American
Community Survey (ACS) and Primary
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Land Use Tax Lot Output (PLUTO) data.1

Given that zoning changes are disproportio-
nately more concentrated in neighbourhoods
with less political resistance (Been et al.,
2014; Gabbe, 2018, 2019), we match the
upzoned neighbourhoods with non-upzoned
ones with similar pre-treatment characteris-
tics through Coarsened Exact Matching
(CEM) and compare their neighbourhood
characteristics in 2020.2

To construct our sample, we first com-
piled a complete list of all rezoning initia-
tives after consultation with the Director of
Zoning at the NYC Department of City
Planning (DCP). The focus was on the
rezonings that took place under the
Bloomberg administration, as this period
saw the most aggressive and comprehensive
upzoning initiatives. Between 2001 and
2013, we identified 122 rezoning initiatives
that changed dimensional and density regu-
lations. We then classified them into four
groups following an internal classification
system developed by the DCP in 2009: (1) 30
initiatives that primarily increased residen-
tial development capacity; (2) 23 initiatives
that combined upzoning with downzoning
or other zoning amendments; (3) 66 initia-
tives that either primarily downzoned or
locked in existing density restrictions; and
(4) two initiatives that did not change resi-
dential development capacity. Among these
categories, we focus on the first two cate-
gories, which involved some form of upzon-
ing, totalling 53 initiatives (Figure 1).3 We
then identified the boundaries of all upzon-
ing initiatives from a GIS shapefile, NYC
Zoning Map Amendments (NYZMA),
maintained by DCP.

Once we identified 53 initiatives that
increased residential development capacity,
we calculated the difference between the
maximum allowable residential floor area
ratio (FAR) in 2001 and 2013 for each ini-
tiative. We used the 2002 and 2014 PLUTO,
a database containing tax lot-level land use

and tax data maintained by DCP, to calcu-
late the changes in development capacities.4

However, one of the most significant limita-
tions of the pre-2012 PLUTO database,
which has not been resolved by previous
researchers, is that the database does not
specify the use category of its maximum
development capacity entry (e.g. residential,
commercial). This presents a considerable
challenge to scholars interested in how
upzoning affects housing supply because the
changes in the actual residential develop-
ment capacity are unknown.

Methodologically, what sets our study
apart from previous studies of NYC’s
upzoning is that we found a way to identify
the exact changes in residential development
capacities by carefully reviewing the details
of each rezoning initiative (explained in fur-
ther detail in Online Supplemental Appendix
C). As a result, we were able to examine
how increasing residential development
capacity, specifically, is associated with
changes in neighbourhood and housing
characteristics.

Following previous literature (Been et al.
2014; Dong, 2024; Gabbe, 2018, 2019), we
use census block groups as our unit of analy-
sis. We first identified the upzoned block
groups that fell completely within the upzon-
ing initiative boundaries. For those block
groups that were partially included, we con-
sidered a block group as upzoned if more
than 80% of the block group’s total lot area
was affected.5 As a result, 785 block groups
were identified as upzoned.

The second to fourth columns of Table 1
present neighbourhood characteristics of all
upzoned and non-upzoned block groups in
New York City in 2000, prior to matching.
Consistent with previous studies, upzoned
block groups had statistically significantly
different characteristics compared to non-
upzoned neighbourhoods (Been et al., 2014;
Gabbe, 2018, 2019). The upzoned area were
more likely to have lower shares of non-
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Figure 1. Map of 53 upzoning initiatives in New York City.
Source: Authors’ analysis based on New York Zoning Map Amendments (NYZMA) shapefile.
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Hispanic whites and college graduates, lower
median incomes, rents and property values.
These differences suggest that there might be
observable and unobservable differences
between the two groups.

We use CEM to match upzoned block
groups with non-upzoned block groups with

similar characteristics prior to upzoning.
Drawing on the previous literature, we use
neighbourhood characteristics that are the
likely predictors of upzoning for matching.
As CEM prunes observations that have no
close matches and outliers, the number of
matched upzoned block groups in our

Table 1. Neighbourhood characteristics in 2000 among upzoned and control neighbourhoods.

Neighbourhood characteristics Unmatched sample Matched sample

Upzoned Control Sig. Upzoned Control Sig.

Number of census block groups 785 4374 170 278
Race/ethnicity
% NH-white 22.8 38.7 *** 31.1 31.1
% black 36.8 23.1 *** 35.1 34.5
% Hispanic 26.6 25.5 20.6 20.7
% Other 13.8 12.7 + 13.2 13.7

Socio-economic status
% Less than high school 31.5 28.8 *** 29.4 29.4
% High school graduate 25.7 25.2 26.9 26.0
% Some college 20.5 20.6 21.2 22.0
% Bachelor’s degree or higher 22.3 25.5 *** 22.5 22.6
% High-status occupation 30.5 33.7 *** 30.3 30.2
Median household income 63,566.8 72,341.8 *** 68,592.7 69,405.5

Age group
% under 18 24.2 24.4 23.8 24.7
% 18 to 34 30.0 26.2 *** 28.7 27.7
% 35 to 44 36.2 37.1 *** 36.2 37.0
% 65 and over 9.7 12.3 *** 11.3 10.6

Population and household growth
Population 1289.2 1430.0 *** 1196.8 1239.6
Housing units 500.5 576.8 *** 453.6 468.8
Households 468.3 545.0 *** 425.4 442.0

Tenure and units in structure
% Homeownership 26.5 34.8 *** 33.8 33.3
% 1 to 4 units 50.3 50.1 63.9 63.7
% 5 to 49 units 36.8 28.0 *** 30.6 30.6
% 50+ units 12.7 21.8 *** 5.3 5.6

Housing and property values
Median value (per housing unit) 395,334.0 383,516.9 388,348.2 386,680.2
Median gross rent (per housing unit) 1215.0 1250.3 ** 1258.2 1275.3
Assessed total value (per lot area, in sqft) 34.6 31.3 * 24.8 25.4
Assessed land value (per lot area, in sqft) 12.1 12.1 9.2 8.6

Note: The statistical significance of differences between upzoned and control block groups was assessed by two-sided t-

test, +p \ 0.1, * p \ 0.05, ** p \ 0.01, *** p \ 0.001. All dollar figures are adjusted to 2022 dollars. The

matched sample excludes census block groups where more than 0% but less than 80% of the tax lot areas are within the

53 upzoning initiatives. The PLUTO sample includes tax lots whose land use is ‘one- and two-family buildings’, ‘multi-

family walk-up buildings’, ‘multi-family elevator buildings’ or ‘mixed residential and commercial buildings’. To winsorise

outliers, the sample excludes tax lots at the top and bottom one percent of assessed total/land value distribution.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on the PLUTO 2002 and decennial Census 2000 SF-1 and SF-3.
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treatment sample was reduced to 170, and
our control group consisted of 278 matched
block groups. While our matching method
does not fully mitigate the selection bias
issue, the results of balancing tests indicate
that the differences between our matched
treatment and control groups were not sta-
tistically significant (Table 1).

We examine the effects of upzoning on
various neighbourhood characteristics by
estimating the following equation:

Yi, 2020 =b upzonedi + gYi, 2000 + ei

where Yi, 2020 is a neighbourhood characteristic
of census block group i in 2020; upzonedi is a
dummy variable that takes a value of 1 if the
block group has been upzoned between 2001
and 2013 and 0 for non-upzoned, but similar
block groups; and Yi, 2000 is the neighbour-
hood attribute of interest in 2000.6 Our
dependent variables include population
and household growth variables, age, race/
ethnicity, household income, educational
attainment, units in structure, and housing
and property values. Variables used for
housing and property values include med-
ian per-unit housing value and gross rent,
which are self-reported values in census
surveys, and average assessed property and
land values, which are professionally
appraised values.

In our base model, we use a categorical
variable for upzoning in our main analysis
although our data also allows for the use of
a continuous variable that can represent the
magnitude of change in the maximum allow-
able residential FAR. This is because, as we
will demonstrate later, we find that upzoning
does not have a continuous, linear relation-
ship with changes in neighbourhood charac-
teristics. Given that upzoning’s effect may
vary depending on how much additional
development capacity is created
(Greenaway-McGrevy et al., 2021), we sup-
plement our analysis by dividing our sample
into two subgroups, intense (more than 1.0

FAR) and moderate upzoning (less than 1.0
FAR), to test if intense upzonings are more
strongly associated with signs of gentrifica-
tion, housing production and appreciation
of housing prices.7 To maintain consistency
over time, block group boundaries are stan-
dardised to 2000 geographic definitions
using the NHGIS geographic crosswalks,
and all dollar figures are adjusted to 2022
dollars.

Conditions that may mediate the effects of
upzoning

Through a review of existing literature, con-
versation with practitioners and preliminary
analyses of descriptive statistics of our sam-
ple, we identified three pre-upzoning condi-
tions that may mediate the effects of
upzoning: (1) racial composition, (2) median
income and (3) demand for housing.8 For
each of these conditions, we created sub-
groups that reflect the different pre-upzoning
conditions and ran separate regression anal-
yses to explore the heterogeneous effects of
upzoning.

The first condition we consider is the
racial composition of the upzoned neigh-
bourhoods. Ample evidence exists as to how
communities of colour, most prominently
black, experience gentrification differently
than white or multi-racial neighbourhoods.
Studies have found that black-majority
neighbourhoods are least likely to gentrify,
potentially due to perceptions of disorder
and poverty, whereas racially diverse neigh-
bourhoods with Asian and Hispanic immi-
grants were most likely to gentrify (Hwang,
2015; Hwang and Sampson, 2014).
Moreover, black neighbourhoods are known
to experience gentrification by middle-class
black households, rather than non-Hispanic
whites (Freeman, 2005; Hyra, 2008).
Therefore, we examine upzoning’s effects on
four neighbourhood types: (1) majority-
white, (2) majority-black and (3) majority-
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Hispanic or (4) integrated neighbourhoods
where no racial/ethnic group accounted for
50% or more.

As reviewed earlier, Cheung et al. (2024)
and Kuhlmann (2021) found that upzoning’s
effect on property values varied by neigh-
bourhood income. We thus divide our sam-
ple into three categories: high-income
(median income greater than $81,200 in
2022 dollars), middle-income ($53,300 to
81,199) and low-income (less than $53,300).
The thresholds were the cutoffs defining
income tertiles among block groups in NYC
in 2000.

Lastly, scholars have hinted that the
strength of housing demand may also deter-
mine the effects of upzoning (Cheung et al.,
2024). We used rent growth from 1990 to
2000 as a proxy of housing demand.9 If the
submarket’s growth rate is lower than the
citywide rate, it is considered a low-demand
market, and otherwise a high-demand
market.

Findings

Aggregate results

When we compare all upzoned block groups
with the matched control group, we find
that upzoning is positively associated with
demographic and socio-economic changes
indicating gentrification (column (1) in
Table 2). We find that block groups affected
by upzoning were likely to have a greater
share of non-Hispanic whites (4.6 percent-
age points, hereafter pp.) and a lower share
of black population (- 6.0 pp.) in 2020 com-
pared to the non-upzoned block groups that
had similar characteristics in 2000. In terms
of socio-economic status, the upzoned block
groups had greater shares of college gradu-
ates (4.7 pp.) and workers with a high occu-
pational status (6.6 pp.) and higher median
household income (17.0%).10

On housing characteristics, we find posi-
tive associations with housing supply. In the
upzoned block groups, the number of hous-
ing units increased 7.8% more than those in
the non-upzoned counterparts. Relatedly,
while we find that the number of households
increased (8.1%), we do not find a statisti-
cally significant increase in population, indi-
cating that the newer households were
smaller. We further observe that upzoned
block groups had higher per-unit housing
values (17.3%), gross rents (12.9%) and
property values (16.2%) compared to the
non-upzoned, previously similar block
groups. Our findings largely confirm the
long-term positive effects of upzoning on
housing supply and price appreciation found
by Peng (2023).

However, when we divided our upzoned
sample into two subgroups, intense and
moderate upzoning, we found that intense
upzoning is associated with much more pro-
nounced signs of gentrification (columns (2)
and (3) in Table 2). When compared to the
aggregate results, the growth of non-
Hispanic whites was significantly greater in
the intense upzoning (11.3 pp.) than in the
non-upzoned block groups. We also
observed a statistically significant difference
in the loss of the Hispanic population (- 7.6
pp.).

Similarly, differences in educational
attainment and household income levels
between the upzoned and non-upzoned
block groups are much more pronounced in
the case of intense upzoning. The only indi-
cator of gentrification that did not follow
this pattern was the loss of the black popula-
tion, which was more pronounced in the
moderately upzoned initiatives (- 6.3 pp)
compared to the intensely upzoned initia-
tives (- 1.8 pp). The larger percentage point
difference we find in moderate upzoning is
likely because many black-majority commu-
nities, such as Bedford-Stuyvesant, are
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included in the moderately upzoned group,
resulting in a larger initial share of the black
population.

We observe appreciation in median gross
rent and assessed property and land values
in intense upzoning initiatives but find no

Table 2. Estimated coefficients on upzoning identifiers in the regression models of neighbourhood
outcome variables with coarsened exact matching weights.

Dependent variable (1) Coefficient on upzoned
block group identifier

Upzoning intensity

(2) Moderate
(\1.0 FAR)

(3) Intense
(1.0+ FAR)

Race/ethnicity
% NH-white 4.591** 4.073** 11.292***
% black 25.964*** 26.284*** 21.849*
% Hispanic 1.183 1.863+ 27.596***
% Other 0.344 0.390 20.255

Socio-economic status
% Less than high school 21.983+ 21.676 25.947+

% High school graduate 23.010* 22.394+ 210.783**
% Some college 0.201 0.562 24.695**
% Bachelor’s degree or higher 4.742* 3.556+ 20.054**
% High-status occupation 6.597*** 6.186*** 11.879***
ln(median household income) 0.170*** 0.149*** 0.438**

Age group
% under 18 22.122*** 22.188*** 21.241
% 18–34 3.055*** 2.508*** 10.618***
% 35–44 0.258 0.515 23.138**
% 65 and over 21.471*** 21.016** 27.350***

Population and household growth
ln(population) 0.039 0.019 0.297*
ln(housing units) 0.078* 0.057 0.342*
ln(households) 0.081* 0.062+ 0.330*

Tenure and units in structure
% Homeownership 20.770 20.833 0.041
% 1–4 units 20.302 0.986 216.804**
% 5–49 units 20.924 20.672 24.165
% 50+ units 1.452 20.214 22.903**

Housing and property values
ln(median per-unit value) 0.173* 0.168* 0.226
ln(median gross rent) 0.129*** 0.108*** 0.395***
ln(assessed total value) 0.162** 0.097+ 0.984***
ln(assessed land value) 0.097* 0.057 0.612***

Note: All dollar figures are adjusted to 2022 dollars. The sample excludes census block groups where more than 0% but

less than 80% of the tax lot areas are within the 53 upzoning initiatives. The PLUTO sample includes tax lots whose land

use is ‘one- and two-family buildings’, ‘multi-family walk-up buildings’, ‘multi-family elevator buildings’, or ‘mixed

residential and commercial buildings’. To winsorise outliers, the sample excludes tax lots at the top and bottom one

percent of assessed total/land value distribution. The matching was conducted with % black, % Hispanic, %

homeownership, % 50+ units, % public transportation commuters and median household income as exploratory

variables. Full regression results are reported in Online Supplemental Appendix Tables E-1 and E-2.
+p \ 0.1. *p \ 0.05. **p \ 0.01. ***p \ 0.001.
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effect on owner-reported median per-unit
value. We believe this is an indication that
the housing price appreciation is driven
mostly by the construction of new high-end
rental properties with large property values.
This is consistent with the effect we see on
housing structures. We found that intense
upzoning is associated with about 23.0 per-
centage points greater share of housing units
in large multifamily buildings (50 or more
units), whereas we do not find such an effect
in either the aggregate analysis or for the
moderately upzoned neighbourhoods. These
neighbourhoods also experienced greater
growth in population, housing and house-
hold (29.7%, 34.2% and 33.0%
respectively).

The block groups within moderately
upzoned initiatives saw an increase in med-
ian gross rent (10.8%), albeit to a lesser
magnitude than the effects of intense upzon-
ing, and an increase in median per-unit
housing value (16.8%). However, we did not
observe a statistically significant association
in the assessed values. We believe the less-
pronounced effect on assessed values is
likely due to low levels of new constructions,
which contrasts with what we find in intense
upzoning. New constructions are most likely
to push up assessed values as their per-unit
construction costs are much higher than
existing structures.

Heterogeneity of upzoning’s impacts: Pre-
upzoning racial and ethnic composition

Now that we have examined the associations
between upzoning and neighbourhood
changes using all upzoned block groups as
our sample, we now turn to how upzonings
may be differentially associated with neigh-
bourhood changes depending on the pre-
upzoning neighbourhood characteristics. We
first examined the variations in the upzon-
ing’s effects by the pre-upzoning racial and
ethnic composition (columns (1)–(4) in

Table 3). In general, we find that many of
the post-upzoning neighbourhood changes
found in the aggregate sample are driven by
the changes in the white- and black-majority
neighbourhoods.

Upzoned block groups in black-majority
neighbourhoods seemed to have experienced
gentrification most intensely. We find that
these block groups were likely to have a
14.9 percentage points lower share of blacks
than the non-upzoned black-majority block
groups. This is notably greater than the
6.0 percentage-point difference identified in
the aggregated analysis. In 2020, the white
share was 9.1 percentage points higher in
the upzoned block groups in black-majority
neighbourhoods than in the non-upzoned
ones. In the white-majority neighbourhoods,
upzoning resulted in greater white popula-
tion share (7.0 pp.), at the expense of ‘other’
racial/ethnic groups.

Socio-economic indicators of gentrification
were observable in both white- and black-
majority neighbourhoods. Census block
groups in these neighbourhoods had greater
shares of college graduates and decreases in
less educated populations when compared to
the non-upzoned block groups. The share of
workers in management and professional
occupations and the median household income
also increased more than in non-upzoned,
white- and black-majority block groups.

Although we also observe a greater num-
ber of housing units (5.1%) and households
(5.5%) in the upzoned black neighbour-
hoods, this was accompanied by an increase
in housing prices. These block groups were
likely to have a greater median per-unit
housing value (30.4%), median gross rent
(20.0%) and assessed property value
(34.6%) compared to those in the non-
upzoned counterparts. Housing price indices
of white-majority, Hispanic-majority and
racially integrated neighbourhoods were not
statistically significantly different from those
in their non-upzoned counterparts, except
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for the median gross rent of upzoned white-
majority neighbourhoods, which was 8.7%
greater than that of the non-upzoned ones.

Heterogeneity of upzoning’s impacts: Pre-
upzoning income levels

We next divided our sample into three
income groups, low-, middle- and high-
income, to examine whether upzoning
affected these groups differently. We find a
notable and consistent trend towards gentri-
fication most starkly in low-income neigh-
bourhoods (columns (5)–(7) in Table 3). The
upzoned block groups in low-income neigh-
bourhoods had a substantially greater white
population share (11.6 pp.) and a lower
black share (- 10.9 pp.) compared to their
non-upzoned low-income counterparts.
While we observe a similar pattern among
middle-income neighbourhoods, the magni-
tude and significance of the differences were
much smaller. The differences in racial and
ethnic composition were not statistically sig-
nificant between the upzoned and non-
upzoned high-income neighbourhoods.

Changes in the socio-economic status
among residents also indicate a trend
towards gentrification most strongly in low-
income neighbourhoods. The upzoned block
groups in low-income neighbourhoods had
greater shares of college graduates (14.4
pp.), and high-status occupation workers
(10.9 pp.). Census block groups in the
upzoned middle- and high-income neigh-
bourhoods did not experience similar neigh-
bourhood changes.

Most surprisingly, we observe substantial
increases in the housing and property values
in the upzoned census blocks in previously
low-income neighbourhoods. Median per-
unit housing value and gross rent were about
58.1% and 25.5% greater in the upzoned
low-income neighbourhoods compared to
the non-upzoned counterparts, respectively.

The assessed value at the property level was
also 31.3% greater.

In contrast to the dramatic changes in
housing prices, we do not observe statisti-
cally meaningful differences in population,
household and housing unit growth in low-
income neighbourhoods. By contrast, hous-
ing unit density and household density
increased in the upzoned middle-income
neighbourhoods, by 11.0% and 12.2%
respectively. We discuss the implications of
these observations for mechanisms of gentri-
fication in the Discussion section.

Heterogeneity of upzoning’s impacts: Pre-
upzoning market condition

Lastly, we divided the upzoned neighbour-
hoods by the strength of the housing market
prior to upzoning (columns (8) and (9) in
Table 3). Confirming commonsense knowl-
edge and existing research, we observe sig-
nificant changes in characteristics in
neighbourhoods with strong housing
demand. Upzoned block groups located in
high-demand neighbourhoods had an
11.3 percentage points greater share of
whites and a 12.1 percentage points less
share of blacks than non-upzoned neigh-
bourhoods with similarly high housing
demand. They also had a 33.6% higher med-
ian household income. The share of college
graduates was likely to be much higher (15.7
pp.) as well. In contrast to these effects, we
only find relatively minor neighbourhood
changes in upzoned, low-demand neighbour-
hoods such as lower shares of blacks and
older adults.

These strong signs of gentrification in
high-demand neighbourhoods were accom-
panied by significant increases in housing
price indices. The upzoned block groups in
high-demand markets had higher median
per-unit housing value (26.2%) and gross
rent (32.4%) as well as assessed value at the
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property-level (38.3%). Such effects on hous-
ing prices were muted in the upzoned, low-
demand neighbourhoods.

When we look at population, housing
units and household growth, we see greater
increases in the upzoned block groups in
high-demand markets compared to the non-
upzoned, high-demand markets. Such
increases are less observable and statistically
less significant in low-demand markets.
These results suggest that housing produc-
tion was greater in upzoned, high-demand
neighbourhoods compared to similarly high-
demand neighbourhoods that had not been
upzoned, but that this growth was not suffi-
cient to keep housing prices at bay.

Discussion

Our analysis of the upzoning initiatives that
occurred between 2001 and 2013 in NYC
suggests that there is a strong association
between upzonings and gentrification. This
association is stronger with more intense
upzonings and when black-majority, low-
income and high-housing-demand neigh-
bourhoods are upzoned. Given these find-
ings, we now discuss possible mechanisms of
gentrification. According to the conceptual
framework proposed by Freemark (2023,
Figure 1), there are two possible mechanisms
of gentrification associated with upzonings.
First, upzonings can lead to speculative
investment without increases in housing sup-
ply, which in turn results in higher property
values and rents. The other scenario suggests
that upzonings, particularly intense upzon-
ings, likely lead to increased housing con-
struction that has amenity effects in the
nearby neighbourhood, also resulting in
higher housing prices.

We are likely seeing a variation of the
first mechanism at play in the moderately
upzoned neighbourhoods. In these neigh-
bourhoods, we do not observe statistically
significant differences in the population and

household growth and assessed property val-
ues, whereas we do find that the owner-
reported housing values and median gross
rent appreciated more than the non-upzoned
control group. This suggests that home-
buyers were willing to pay more for homes
in these neighbourhoods but this increase in
demand was not offset by an increase in
housing supply. The new residents were
whiter, more educated and wealthier.

Intensely upzoned neighbourhoods saw a
much larger appreciation in median gross
rent and assessed property value compared
to the non-upzoned, matching block groups.
In contrast to the moderately upzoned ones,
we observe meaningful growth in population
and housing units and that this change was
largely driven by the construction of high-
end rental properties. Such introductions of
new buildings likely had amenity effects,
attracting a population with demographic
profiles different than incumbent residents.

We also find that black neighbourhoods
experienced the most dramatic gentrification
and greatest increases in housing prices.
Considering the fact that these block groups
saw modest increases in households and
housing units, it seems that both mechan-
isms of gentrification were at play in black-
majority neighbourhoods. These block
groups likely saw some increase in housing
production, but not sufficient to suppress
housing price appreciation, thus leading to
gentrification.

Our findings about gentrification in black
neighbourhoods contradict prior studies on
gentrification. Black neighbourhoods are
known to be the least likely to gentrify
(Hwang, 2015; Hwang and Sampson, 2014)
and their primary gentrifiers are going to be
black middle-class households (Freeman,
2005; Hyra, 2008). However, our finding is
consistent with that of Sutton (2020) who
also found that black neighbourhoods in
NYC initially experienced gentrification by
black households between 1970 and 2000
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but experienced non-black gentrification
between 2000 and 2010. Given that Sutton’s
(2020) study was inconclusive about why the
gentrification of black neighbourhoods in
NYC compared to other cities differs, we
carefully posit that upzoning may explain
part of this divergent trajectory.

The magnitude and mechanisms of gen-
trification also varied by the pre-upzoning
income levels. In low-income neighbour-
hoods, gentrification occurred most inten-
sely and housing became more expensive
without meaningful increases in the housing
stock. By contrast, we found that middle-
income neighbourhoods saw larger increases
in population, household and housing unit
densities, whereas property values did not
appreciate more than the non-upzoned,
middle-income neighbourhoods. This find-
ing differs from that of Cheung et al. (2024)
in which the authors find the largest value
appreciation in middle-income neighbour-
hoods. This may be due to the different
scales and scope of upzoning. Cheung et al.
(2024) analysed a city-wide upzoning of all
single-family districts, whereas we analysed
neighbourhood-level upzoning.

We found no effects of upzoning on
neighbourhood characteristics for high-
income neighbourhoods, which raises the
question of whether increases in residential
development capacities were sufficient to
incentivise speculative investments and
actual housing production. However, when
we examined the increases in maximum
FAR in all three income groups, we found
few discernible differences between the
groups. In fact, FAR increases in high-
income neighbourhoods were slightly greater
than the other income groups. This suggests
that the non-effects of upzoning in high-
income neighbourhoods are not because of
the intensity of upzoning.

In terms of pre-upzoning housing
demand, we observed clear and intense signs
of gentrification in neighbourhoods that had

a high-demand for housing prior to upzon-
ing. We also found appreciation in housing
prices despite the increases in housing units
and the share of large multifamily apartment
buildings. This is likely because although
meaningful housing production occurred in
the upzoned areas, the pace and scale of
housing production were insufficient to keep
housing prices at bay.

Conclusion

Upzoning, a policy intervention that amends
existing zoning ordinances to increase allow-
able development densities, has emerged
globally as a solution to addressing housing
shortages and affordability challenges.
Nevertheless, existing research on upzoning
has reported mixed evidence regarding its
impact on housing production and afford-
ability. Moreover, scholars have raised con-
cerns about the upzoning’s impact on
gentrification and displacement of incum-
bent residents. We analysed the effects of
upzoning on a broad set of neighbourhood
characteristics in NYC. Our research reveals
that upzoning is associated with gentrifica-
tion but that this effect will be felt most
intensely in majority-black, low-income and
high-housing-demand neighbourhoods.
While NYC is a unique market, we believe
the variations that we find across different
types of neighbourhoods in the city bolster
the generalisability of our findings.

We would like to clearly acknowledge
that our findings should not be interpreted
as definitive causal effects of upzoning. Due
to data limitations and the objective of this
research, we did not use research design and
methodsthat would allow us to make stron-
ger causal claims, such as difference-in-
differences or instrumental variables. To
mitigate this limitation, we use matching
methods to help us better control for unob-
served factors. Moreover, the consistency of
the directions and magnitude of the
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associations we find, as well as the mechan-
isms of gentrification identified by examin-
ing the mediating pre-upzoning conditions,
allow us to posit that upzoning likely leads
to gentrification and that this effect will vary
by the intensities of upzoning and the pre-
upzoning conditions of the upzoned
neighbourhoods.

We conclude the paper by offering impli-
cations for planning practice and research.
First, it is crucial that upzoning initiatives
are adapted to the specific local context in
which they will apply. For example, our
findings suggest that upzoning low-income
neighbourhoods was not associated with
meaningful housing production, but strongly
associated with neighbourhood changes
indicating gentrification. Such a finding sug-
gests that planners and policymakers should
think twice when considering upzoning low-
income neighbourhoods.

In black neighbourhoods, we observe
enhanced levels of housing production, but
also the most intense signs of gentrification.
This means that upzoning black neighbour-
hoods must be accompanied by strong anti-
gentrification and anti-displacement mea-
sures. Examples include adding income-
restricted units; offering support for local
community organisations; facilitating a posi-
tive and trusted relationship between exist-
ing business owners and property owners;
providing financial literacy education and
legal counselling services; just cause eviction
laws; and tenant-based rental assistance
programmes.

To increase housing supply, neighbour-
hoods where demand for housing is strong
seem to be the ripe targets for upzoning.
This may mostly yield high-end multifamily
complexes, and the introduction of such
properties will likely accelerate gentrification
given the profiles of their residents and their
amenity effects. However, urban infill

developments are expensive and thus alter-
native housing products, such as small-scale
multifamily structures or more modest
apartment complexes will likely not be feasi-
ble nor are they the best use of the high-
demand land. Moreover, although these
neighbourhoods may become outlets for
gentrification, other neighbourhoods may be
relieved of gentrification pressure as a result.
We need further research to understand the
regional effects of upzoning.

Lastly, future research should aim to
identify whether upzoning leads to displace-
ment. Liao (2023) and Peng (2023) present
contrasting results regarding upzoning-
induced displacement. Moreover, this resi-
dential mobility will likely vary by metro-
and neighbourhood-level characteristics
(Lee and Perkins, 2023). Qualitative case
studies can also fill this gap by exposing the
dynamics of neighbourhood change on the
ground. How has upzoning affected incum-
bent residents and businesses? How do these
neighbourhoods differ from their non-
upzoned counterparts? Finding answers to
these questions will add a profound dimen-
sion to our understanding of the relation-
ships between upzoning, gentrification and
displacement.
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Notes

1. We used the 1990 and 2000 Census and the
2002 PLUTO for capturing the pre-
upzoning conditions and 2020 Census,
2018–2022 ACS, and the 2020 PLUTO for
the post-upzoning conditions.

2. We confirmed the robustness of our results
by using alternative matching methods. These

results are shown in Online Supplemental
Appendix Table E-7.

3. See Online Supplemental Appendix Table A-1
for the full list of 53 upzoning initiatives and
their maximum allowable residential FARs.

4. For the two rezoning initiatives approved in
2001, Downtown Brooklyn and Long Island
City, we reviewed historical zoning maps and
rezoning documents for these early initiatives.

5. We discuss the identification process in
detail in Online Supplemental Appendix B.
We tested the robustness of our findings by
changing this threshold from 1% to 100%,
and the results are shown in Online
Supplemental Appendix Table E-3.

6. We present results of the regression with full
controls in Online Supplemental Appendix
Table E-4.

7. The 1.0 FAR threshold was chosen because
the median FAR increase was 0.9, with a
standard deviation of 2.4. We tested the
robustness of our findings by using a contin-
uous variable and by changing the FAR
threshold. The results are consistent and are
shown in Online Supplemental Appendix
Tables E-5 and E-6.

8. The list of upzoning initiatives by these three

pre-upzoning conditions are shown in
Online Supplemental Appendix Tables D-1
to D-3.

9. We also employed the rate of home appre-
ciation in the 1990s, and the results are
shown in Online Supplemental Appendix
Table E-8.

10. High-status occupation includes manage-
ment, professional and related occupations
(e.g. management, business, financial, engi-
neering, education, healthcare occupations).
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Meagan Jones <mmjones@cityofevanston.org>

Fwd: Request to add language re natural habitat and environmental
Elizabeth Williams <ewilliams@cityofevanston.org> Fri, Mar 21, 2025 at 12:43 PM
To: Meagan Jones <mmjones@cityofevanston.org>, Erin Baynes <ebaynes@cityofevanston.org>
Cc: Clare Kelly <ckelly@cityofevanston.org>, Steve Ruger <sruger@cityofevanston.org>, Sarah Flax
<sflax@cityofevanston.org>

Hi Meagan and Erin, 
Can you please ensure this feedback is provided to the Land Use Commission? 
Thank you, 

Liz Williams
Planning Manager/
Interim Housing & Grants Manager
Community Development Department
City of Evanston

909 Davis Street | Evanston, IL 60201 | (224) 296-4489
ewilliams@cityofevanston.org | cityofevanston.org

Beginning March 10, 2025, all mail should be addressed to the City of Evanston located at the Lorraine H. Morton
City Hall, 909 Davis Street, Evanston, IL 60201. ATTN: Name, Department.

Beginning April 1, 2025, please visit us at our new home located at 909 Davis Street. 

The City of Evanston is committed to promoting a citywide culture of accessibility and inclusivity. To request an
accommodation for a program, service, or activity, please call 847-866-2919 to make an ADA service request or
fill out a request form online.

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Clare Kelly <ckelly@cityofevanston.org>
Date: Fri, Mar 21, 2025 at 10:47 AM
Subject: Request to add language re natural habitat and environmental
To: Elizabeth Williams <ewilliams@cityofevanston.org>, Cara Pratt <cpratt@cityofevanston.org>
Cc: Steve Ruger <sruger@cityofevanston.org>

Hello Liz and Cara,

Below are requested language edits and additions for EE. This was worked on by a number of Environmentalists
and ecologists (Leslie Shad, Jerri Garl, Cam Davis). Could you please add this language to EE to be incorporated
prior to the next LUC meeting.

Comments and requested modifications. (underlinings signal additions/edits to existing language)
3-15-2025

Page 72 Environment Revise #5 policy. Manage land along the lakeshore and the North Shore Channel including
by ordinance to preserve public ownership, avoid habitat degradation, development and hardscapes, allow public
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access, enhance natural beauty, and protect and preserve water quality. The Metropolitan Water Reclamation
District preservation policies may be an approach for the city.

Page 75-76 ENV 2.5 Incentivize native plantings on private property and city parkways.

5. Manage land along the lakeshore and the North Shore Channel including by ordinance to preserve public
ownership, avoid habitat degradation development and hardscapes, allow public access, enhance natural beauty,
and protect and preserve water quality.

ENV 5.1 Protect shoreland by ordinance to preserve public ownership, avoid habitat degradation,
development and hardscapes, allow public access, enhance natural beauty, and protect and preserve water
quality.
ENV 5.2 Create buffer zones in areas susceptible to changing water levels to maintain vegetative cover and
reduce pollution, 
ENV 5.3 Improve the integrity of Lake Michigan’s near shore through active stewardship, habitat
protection, enhancement of biodiversity and improvement of water quality through management of city
lakefront lands.

Page 86 Parks 4. Sustain or expand strategies to increase water access.
PO 4.2 Invest in offerings that meet community desires for
swimming and waterfront views aligned with enhancing natural beauty and limiting development and hardscapes.

PAGE 96 5. Prioritize healthy buildings and neighborhoods.
H 5.6 Accommodate the urban tree canopy in zoning. Preserve big trees, and tree plantings. Provide allowances or
accommodations for plantings and trees that benefit the community. Allow setbacks for tree plantings in front and
backyards.

PAGE 113
ECON 4.4 Assure sustainable landscaping is included in all aspects of city projects and approvals. Hire and train
adequate staff well-educated in assessing proposed natural landscaping.
ECON 4.5 Establish clear gateways at the entrances of
each district.
ECON 4.6 Implement larger, more consistent, and visible
public signage and wayfinding.
ECON 4.7 Invest in transformative physical enhancements to
support retail districts.

--
Clare Kelly
Council Member, First Ward

https://www.cityofevanston.org/how-to/311

City of Evanston
2100 Ridge Ave. | Evanston, IL 60201
cell: 224 612-2008
ckelly@cityofevanston.org | cityofevanston.org
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