
 

 

 

 

Memorandum 
To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 

From:  Elizabeth Maxwell 

Date:  May 18, 2011 

Re:  2010-69 Schafer Subdivision 
 
The Schafer Subdivision is being brought back before this Commission for their final PUD and 
final plat of subdivision.  Previously the Planning and Zoning Commission raised a few issues that 
needed further clarification.  The issues and status are reflected below: 
 

1) Architecture.  The PZC wanted architectural plans to review the homes.  The property 
owner Bill Schafer is a home builder and intends to construct custom homes on these lots.  
There is no set of architectural plans since each home will be custom designed for the new 
owner.  Staff has drafted architectural criteria from the Waterford Subdivision criteria that 
are attached below.  In order to address this concern without restricting the builder to 
specific criteria, staff has added a condition that if the property is sold to another 
homebuilder, architectural plans will need to be reviewed and approved by the City. 
 

2) Wetland delineation.  The PZC had concerns since the wetland delineation had changed so 
dramatically from the first study to the second study.  Both studies were done by the same 
company hired by the petitioner.  The first study was reviewed by Hey and Associates who 
had a comment that the wetlands and the storm water detention were being over-designed.  
The petitioners requested that Planning Resources, their wetland consultant, complete 
another Wetland Delineation Study.  The results were significantly different from their 
previous report.  The City’s current storm water consultant, Christopher B. Burke 
Engineering Ltd., has reviewed the new delineation and completed a site visit and concurs 
with the new wetland limits.  The new delineation has reduced the size of the wetland area, 
providing a significantly larger portion which could be platted for single-family lots.   
 

3) Roadway maintenance.  The main roadway, Coronado Vista is a private roadway and the 
homeowners along the road pay to keep it maintained, though no formal assessment exists.  
The property in question is not currently billed for roadway maintenance.  The Engineering 
Division will calculate a bond amount which will need to be posted by the petitioner to 
ensure any damage to the roadway is repaired.   

 
If you should have any questions on this project before the meeting, please feel free to contact me 
at 815-356-3738.  Thank you. 
 

City of Crystal Lake 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Architectural Criteria 

 

1. No height variations are granted through this PUD Amendment. The height shall not exceed 28 feet/2 
stories. 

2. The City’s anti-monotony provisions shall apply. 

A. No two homes which are within 2 lots side by side or face front to front shall have the same 
identical elevation.  

B. No two homes having lots which border in any way (without regard to streets and parks) shall have 
the same identical color scheme. This includes identical trim, siding and masonry color selection. 

C. No two homes with identical elevations shall be allowed to have the same identical exterior color 
scheme. 

D. No two homes with identical floor plans, regardless of elevation, shall be built next to each other 
or directly across the street from each other. 

3. Where brick is used on the front elevations, it must wrap around at least 1 foot on each of the sides of 
the buildings before termination to create a pier element. 

4. Elevations shall meet at least seven of the following nine criteria: 

A. Where siding is used as a building material, wood board siding shall be used. 
B. A front porch or stoop at main entrances of the proposed homes is provided. 
C. Three-car garages are designed as 2-car side loading and 1-car front-loading. 
D. Front loading, side facing garages shall have windows facing the street that match the style, 

spacing and frequency of windows for the rest of the dwelling. 
E. Front loading, front facing garages shall incorporate at least 3 architectural elements (like columns 

flanking doors, moldings, overhanging eaves, decorative vent covers, decorative brackets, arched 
lintels, garage windows, etc.) 

F. Windows are required on all elevations. Long blank facades or token window/s on elevations are 
not permitted. 

G. Window and door openings must be articulated through the use of shutters, flat or arched lintels, 
projecting sills or surrounds. These treatments should be applied on all elevations of the dwelling. 

H. Where shutters are used, they should be sized to the window such that they appear as if they can be 
closed and fully protect the window. 

I. All facades generally, and the front façade specifically shall be articulated through the use of 
dormers, eyebrow windows, decorative brackets, louvers, balconies or other elements. 



 #2010-69 

 Schafer Subdivision 
 Project Review for the Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
 
 

Meeting Dates:  May 4, 2011 
 
Zoning Request: Final PUD / Final Plat of Subdivision for five single-family lots. 

 
Location: 1351 W. Route 176, west of Lippold Park 
 
Acreage: Approximately 7.92 acres 
 
Existing Zoning: W PUD Watershed district 
 
Surrounding Properties: North: W Watershed, Sunset Meadows Park 

South: County R-1 Residential district, Single-family houses 
 East: W Watershed, Lippold Park 
 West: W PUD Watershed, CLPD Daycare facility 

  
Staff Contact:   Elizabeth Maxwell (815.356.3615) 
 

Background:    
The petitioner received preliminary PUD and preliminary plat approval in June of 2009.  This 
request is for the final PUD and final plat approval for the 5-lot subdivision.  This site is heavily 
wooded.  It was previously zoned W-2, currently it is zoned W (this is due to the fact that the city 
had a comprehensive rezoning with the adoption of the UDO).  The Preliminary PUD was approved 
with a 5% impervious surface limit.  This restricted each lot to 3,418 square feet of impervious 
surface.  This includes any structures including the roof overhang, sidewalks, driveways, and all 
accessory structures (patios, sheds, pools, etc.).  The Final Plat has a note describing the allowed 
impervious surface per lot.   
 
Land Use Analysis:  
The petitioner is proposing five single family lots for the approximately 7.85-acre property.  The 
single family lots range in size from 1.1 to 2.3 acres each.  The overall site was approved with 
maximum impervious lot coverage of 5%. This translates to an allowable impervious cover of 
17,090 sq. ft. for the overall site, or 3,418 sq. ft. for each of the five residential lots.  The plans 
indicate that the site will meet the 5% lot coverage requirement.  The impervious surface area 
allowed per lot is illustrated on the final plat.  This is also further enforced with the conservation 
easement. 
 
Watershed 
No storm water detention is necessary since the project is disturbing less than 20,000 square feet of 
area. 
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Tree Preservation 
This site is heavily wooded with predominantly White Oak, Red Oak, Shagbark Hickory, Black 
Cherry and Box Elder trees.  A significant portion of the site will be preserved through the 
conservation easement.  The conservation easement is over the entire subdivision and allows for the 
“Building Development Area.”  This will be the area where each home and accessory buildings will 
be placed.  Tree removal as necessary will occur within this area.  City staff will work with the 
property owner to locate the building development area where it will impact the least amount of 
trees.  Each individual homeowner will not be responsible for tree removal since any removal will be 
consistent with the approved plans and permitted within the building development area.   There are 
some trees that will need to be removed to accommodate the sanitary sewer line.  It is estimated that 
57.8 inches or 23 (2 ½”) trees are required to be replaced due to the sanitary sewer installation.  This 
equates to a total of $9,775.   
 

 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2020 Vision Summary Review:  
The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property Parks and Open Space, which is defined as: 
“represents public and private areas reserved for passive and active recreational use, preservation of 
wild life areas and protection of environmental sensitive areas.”  The construction of the 5 single-
family homes with the restricted impervious surface limits and the conservation easement are 
consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan, due to its low intensity design and significant 
amount of area that will be protected and preserved.   
 

 
Findings of Fact: 
FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
The petitioner is requesting approval of a Final Planned Unit Development to allow the construction 
of 5 single-family homes.  A Planned Unit Development is a Special Use and Special Uses require 
separate review because of their potential to impact surrounding properties and the orderly 
development of the City.  Article 4-500 in the Unified Development Ordinance lists the standards for 
a PUD, this request complies with those standards.  In addition Article 2 Section 2-400 B of the 
Unified Development Ordinance establishes general standards for all Special Uses in Crystal Lake.  
Briefly, the criteria are as follows: 
 

1. The use is necessary or desirable, at the proposed location, to provide a service or facility 
which will further the public convenience and general welfare. 

 Meets   Does not meet 
 

2. The use will not be detrimental to area property values. 
 Meets   Does not meet 

 

3. The use will comply with the zoning districts regulations. 
 Meets   Does not meet 

 

4. The use will not negatively impact traffic circulation. 
 Meets   Does not meet 
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5. The use will not negatively impact public utilities or municipal service delivery systems.  If 
required, the use will contribute financially to the upgrading of public utilities and municipal 
service delivery systems. 

 Meets   Does not meet 
 

6. The use will not negatively impact the environment or be unsightly. 
 Meets   Does not meet 

 
7. The use, where possible will preserve existing mature vegetation, and provide landscaping and 

architecture, which is aesthetically pleasing, compatible or complementary to surrounding 
properties and acceptable by community standards. 

 Meets   Does not meet 
 

8. The use will meet requirements of all regulating governmental agencies. 
 Meets   Does not meet 

 
9. The use will conform to any conditions approved as part of the issued Special Use Permit. 

 Meets   Does not meet 
 

10. The use will conform to the regulations established for specific special uses, where applicable. 
 Meets   Does not meet 

 
 
Recommended Conditions:  
A motion to recommend approval of the petitioner’s requests with the following conditions: 
 

1. Approved plans, reflecting staff and advisory board recommendations, as approved by the City 
Council: 
A. Application (William Schafer, received 11/03/10) 
B. Final Plat of Subdivision (Heritage Land Consultants LLC, dated 2-12-10, received 5/25/11) 
C. Civil Engineering Plans (Heritage Land Consultants LLC, dated 2-12-10, received 5/25/11) 

 

2. Variations approved as part of the March 18, 2008 preliminary PUD approval are still valid. 
 

3. Tree Removal 
A. The developer shall be responsible for the tree removal for the sanitary sewer line.  This is 

an estimated $9,775 replacement contribution for the tree-banking fund. 
B. Clarification is needed on the tree removal for trees #1076 and #1100.  Tree #1100 should 

not be removed and the limits of disturbance for the sanitary sewer line shall be adjusted.  
Tree #1076 may be labeled incorrectly or twice. 

 

4. These homes are to be custom homes, if the lots are sold to another homebuilder a set of 
architectural criteria and house elevation plans will need to be submitted to staff for review and 
approval. 
 

5. The petitioner shall address all of the review comments of the Engineering and Building, Fire 
Rescue, Police, Public Works, and Planning and Economic Development Departments, as well 
as those of the storm water consultant. 









 
 
 
 

CRYSTAL LAKE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 1, 2010 

HELD AT THE CRYSTAL LAKE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Hayden at 7:30 p.m.  On roll call, members Batastini, 
Esposito, Gavle, Goss, Greenman, Jouron, Lembke, Skluzacek, and Hayden were present.  
 
Mr. Hayden asked those in attendance to rise to say the Pledge of Allegiance.  He led those in attendance 
in the Pledge.   
 
Michelle Rentzsch, Director of Planning and Economic Development, and Elizabeth Maxwell, Planner, 
were present from Staff. 
 
Mr. Hayden stated that this meeting is being televised now as well as being recorded for future playback 
on the City’s cable station.  
 
2010-69 SCHAFER SUBDIVISION - S. Rt. 176; W. Lippold Pk; E. Briarwood – PUBLIC 
MEETING 
Final Plat of Subdivision/Final PUD for five single family lots and one outlot. 
 
Mr. Hayden stated the petitioner is requesting to be continued.  He requested that staff talk with the 
petitioner.  He would like to see architecture and what is planned for those lots.  Mr. Hayden asked if the 
petitioner will be selling the lots and he wants to be sure the neighbors are protected. 
 
Mr. Batastini said another challenge is the property is well treed.  Mr. Gavle said he wants clarity on the 
private road.  He is concerned with what the construction traffic will do to the small private road.  Ms. 
Maxwell said that at Preliminary approval the petitioner was required to put up a bond for road repairs 
but she will get clarification.  Mr. Gavle said that would be significant damage to the roadway.  Mr. 
Batastini added that with the building climate it may take a while for the homes to be built and he 
wouldn’t want the road repairs to wait.  
 
Mr. Greenman said the wetland report changed significantly and would like clarification. 
 
Mr. Skluzacek is concerned with impervious surface.  Ms. Maxwell said they have been working with 
the Building Division as how to best monitor those calculations.  There will be a restriction noted on the 
recorded plat and there will be a conservation easement. 
 
Mr. Greenman asked if they could receive the information with their packets so they can review it prior 
to the meeting and not have the petitioner bring it to the meeting.  Ms. Maxwell said she will contact the 
petitioner to give us this information. 
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Mr. Hayden asked if the Preliminary PUD approval expires after two years which would be June, 2011.  
Ms. Maxwell said yes. 
 
Mr. Esposito moved to continue 2010-69 Shafer Subdivision to the January 5, 2011 PZC meeting.  Mr. 
Goss seconded the motion.  On roll call, all members voted aye.  Motion passed. 
 



 
 
 
 

CRYSTAL LAKE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 5, 2011 

HELD AT THE CRYSTAL LAKE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Hayden at 7:30 p.m.  On roll call, members Esposito, 
Gavle, Goss, Greenman, Jouron, Lembke, Skluzacek, and Hayden were present.  Mr. Batastini was 
absent. 
 
Mr. Hayden asked those in attendance to rise to say the Pledge of Allegiance.  He led those in attendance 
in the Pledge.   
 
Michelle Rentzsch, Director of Planning and Economic Development, Latika Bhide and Elizabeth 
Maxwell, both Planners, and Rick Paulson, Building Commissioner, were present from Staff. 
 
Mr. Hayden wished everyone a Happy New Year. 
 
Mr. Hayden stated that this meeting is being televised now as well as being recorded for future playback 
on the City’s cable station.  
 
 
2010-69 SCHAFER SUBDIVISION - S. Rt. 176; W. Lippold Pk; E. Briarwood – PUBLIC 
MEETING 
This petition was continued from the December 1, 2010 PZC meeting. 
Final Plat of Subdivision/Final PUD for five single family lots and one outlot. 
 
Ms. Maxwell stated the petitioner is requesting to be continued.   
 
Mr. Jouron moved to continue 2010-69 Shafer Subdivision to the January 19, 2011 PZC meeting.  Mr. 
Goss seconded the motion.   
 
Mr. Greenman said they had requested a lot of information prior to the meeting.  Ms. Maxwell said the 
Commission asked for architecture and roadway information.  She said the petitioner knows that a bond 
is required to cover repairs that are needed for the private road.  She also said that the petitioner was 
going to have custom homes on the lots and there were no architectural plans.  Mr. Greenman asked if 
there will be covenants of some sort that provide guidelines for the architecture.  Ms. Maxwell said the 
petitioner was not planning on creating a Homeowners’ Association but that criteria could be established 
for the subdivision as part of the PUD approval.   
 
Mr. Hayden agreed and also has concerns with the architecture.  That is one thing that is used to protect 
the neighbors and is a very important feature.  He asked that a draft document be worked on regarding 
architecture – it would make him more comfortable.  Ms. Maxwell said there are standards in the UDO 
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and asked if the Commission wanted additional criteria that go above and beyond what is listed there.  
Mr. Hayden said he is looking for details such as minimum square footage.  He doesn’t want a 900 
square foot ranch that meets the UDO requirements there.  That would change the price points of the 
existing homes. 
 
On roll call, all members voted aye.  Motion passed. 
 



 
 
 
 

CRYSTAL LAKE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 20, 2009 

HELD AT THE CRYSTAL LAKE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Hayden at 7:30 p.m.  On roll call, members Batastini, 
Esposito, Greenman, Jouron, Skluzacek, and Hayden were present.  Mr. McDonough was absent.   
 
Latika Bhide, Planner, was present from Staff. 
 
Mr. Hayden asked the people in attendance to rise to say the Pledge of Allegiance.  He led those in 
attendance in the Pledge. 
 
Mr. Hayden stated that this meeting is being televised now as well as being recorded for future 
playback on the City’s cable station.  
 
2009-21 SCHAFER SUBDIVISION – S. Rt. 176; W. Lippold Park – PUBLIC MEETING 
A motion is requested to set the public hearing date on June 3, 2009. 
Preliminary Plat of Subdivision and Preliminary PUD Amendment for 5 single family lots. 
 
Ed Dean, attorney, Bill Schafer, owner, and Ralph Schmidt, engineer, were present to represent 
the petition.  Mr. Dean said they are requesting to set a public hearing date on June 3, 2009.  He 
said this property has a very long history with the most recent being the approval of a preliminary 
plat for 4 lots.  This plat being presented shows 5 lots.  Mr. Dean said this plan shows a better 
use of the land and depicts the wetlands more accurately. 
 
Mr. Schmidt showed the original plat showing 4 lots, all in the southwest corner of the property.  
The City’s consultant questioned the area of the wetlands and there was a more detailed review 
done.  After the review it was discovered that more of the property could be used allowing the 
lots to be more spread out which gives them more options as to where the homes can be placed 
on the lots.  Mr. Schmidt said this plan is less dense than the surrounding residential area since 
many of them are developed on several lots.  Mr. Dean said the City’s Engineering staff and 
wetlands consultant have reviewed the finding and are in agreement.  This plan is better with the 
lots more spread out and avoids many of the issues the neighbors had originally.  Mr. Schmidt 
said, with having more options for the home locations, more trees can be saved. 
 
There was no one in the public who wished to speak on this matter. 
 
Mr. Batastini said he has no problem with the increase in the number of lots and feels the layout 
is much better.  He asked about the Watershed Ordinance requirements.  Ms. Bhide said they 
walked the site and remapped the wetland areas.  She said the original map was in error.  Mr. 
Schmidt said the problem was interpretation.  He said it was easier to ignore that portion of the 
site instead of determining exactly where the wetlands are.  Ms. Bhide said the City’s watershed 
consultant has recently changed to Burke & Associates from Hey & Associates.  The review by 
the consultant is based on the information given to them from the developer. 
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Mr. Batastini said he would like information at the next meeting: how the wetlands were 
delineated; who went out to determine the areas the first time or did they; and who went out the 
second time. 
 
Mr. Greenman said he would like a better understanding and more information as to how they are 
planning on protecting the wetlands by Lot 4. 
 
Mr. Hayden agreed with the comments made.  He also would like a better understanding of 
whether wetland delineation changed during a wet season and a dry season. 
 
Mr. Batastini moved to set the public hearing date of June 3, 2009 for 2009-21 Schafer 
Subdivision.  Mr. Esposito seconded the motion.  On roll call, all members voted aye.  Motion 
passed. 



 
 
 
 

CRYSTAL LAKE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 3, 2009 

HELD AT THE CRYSTAL LAKE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Hayden at 7:30 p.m.  On roll call, members Batastini, 
Esposito, Greenman, McDonough, Skluzacek, and Hayden were present.  Mr. Jouron was absent.   
 
Michelle Rentzsch, Director of Planning and Economic Development, and Elizabeth Maxwell, 
Planner, were present from Staff. 
 
Mr. Hayden asked the people in attendance to rise to say the Pledge of Allegiance.  He led those in 
attendance in the Pledge. 
 
Mr. Hayden stated that this meeting is being televised now as well as being recorded for future 
playback on the City’s cable station.  
 
2009-21 SCHAFER SUBDIVISION – S. Rt. 176; W. Lippold Park – PUBLIC HEARING 
This petition was continued from the May 20, 2009 PZC meeting. 
Preliminary Plat of Subdivision and Preliminary PUD Amendment for 5 single family lots. 
 
Mr. Hayden stated that the fees have been paid, and the sign has been posted.  He said the 
surrounding property owners have been notified and the Certificate of Publication is in the file.  
Mr. Hayden waived the reading of the legal notice without objection. 
 
Ed Dean, attorney, Bill Schafer, owner, Ralph Schmidt, engineer, and Kevin Gerida with 
Planning Resources, were present to represent the petition.  Mr. Dean and Mr. Schafer stated that 
the property is owned by Mr. Schafer and had received approval for a 4 lot subdivision and is 
now asking for a 5 lot subdivision.  They said the project meets the standards set forth in the 
report.  The original PUD and Plat showed the 4 lots clustered and the new plat shows 5 lots that 
are more spread out across Coronado Vista.  These lots are larger than the original plan.   
 
Mr. Schmidt said the advantage of this plan is a lower density as well as better placement and 
design of the homes.  They are very aware of the homes across the street and they don’t want 
head lights shining in the existing homes.  He said this plan had a more detailed review by the 
City’s consultant.  Mr. Schmidt said the new plan allows for the elimination of storm sewer work 
in the rear of the lots which will save more of the trees on the property.  There will also be less 
mass grading of the property than with the other plan and the water runoff will be kept on this 
site.  Mr. Schmidt said this is a better use of the site. 
 
Mr. Gerida said there are 5 wetland areas delineated on this plan and are located in the low areas 
of the property.  These are true wetlands and the boundaries are very distinct.  He said the City’s 
consultant confirmed the delineation is accurate. 
 
Mike Fedoran, 5707 Coronado Vista, said he is concerned with the larger lots.  More trees will 
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be taken out because of having more lots.  He said this is a nice secluded area because of the 
trees and if they are eliminated, there will be noise from Route 176 and light from Lippold Park.  
Mr. Fedoran said over the past 2 years his sump pump has run every 5 minutes for weeks.  He 
said some of the larger oak trees on the property are falling over because of the amount of water 
on the property.  Mr. Fedoran said he would prefer to see the rear of the homes and another road 
be put in for these homes.  He also said the construction traffic is going to be a problem. 
 
Mr. McDonough asked where Mr. Fedoran’s lot is on the plat.  Mr. Fedoran showed the location 
of his lot which is across the street from Lots 3 & 4. 
 
Ray Thompson, 5708 Coronado Vista, said he lives across from the proposed Lot 5.  Mr. 
Thompson said he is no expert but there were 13 trees over the winter that came down because 
they were rotted out.  He said there is standing water on that property and sometimes the water 
runs across the road.  Mr. Thompson said he doesn’t understand nor agree with the wetland 
study.  Mr. Hayden asked if Mr. Thompson had to pick one plan which of the two would it be.  
Mr. Thompson said he likes the original plan because it had neighbors’ support.   
 
Mr. Thompson said his home is slightly higher than Mr. Fedoran’s home but at times his sump 
pump also runs for long periods of time.  He said there is a lot of water there and doesn’t 
understand the study that approves this. 
 
Karen Sullivan, 5707 Coronado Vista, said she is a licensed realtor and this will impact the 
values of their homes.  She believes they will lose between $40,000 and $50,000 on the value of 
their homes.  The sump pumps in the area run all the time.  Ms. Sullivan said she didn’t like the 
first plan and doesn’t like the current plan.  The new plan won’t block the noise and the lights.  
Ms. Sullivan said this is a privately maintained road and the trees help take up some of the water, 
therefore, the water will increase.  She reminded the Commissioners that the homeowners can 
completely clear their lot of trees after it is purchased. 
 
There was no one else in the public who wished to speak on this petition.  The public hearing 
was closed at this time. 
 
Mr. Schmidt said that there will be less trees removed because the larger lots allows them better 
placement and design of the homes.  The square footage of the home is less than the original 
plan.  Mr. Schmidt said regarding the lights from Lippold Park, that the trees on the east property 
line are being left alone.  They have not done a light study but possibly the Park District needs to 
put shields on the lights.  Mr. Hayden said that was discussed when the Park District came before 
the City for approval.  The lights needed to have shields. 
 
Mr. Schmidt said there is an existing problem with the drainage at the corner and feels the water 
being directed from these proposed lots to the north will not be a problem.  He also said one of 
the plans showed a road leading to Route 176 and was rejected.  Mr. Schmidt said the 
construction traffic is a temporary thing and they want the road to remain as is.  They don’t want 
to widen the road or add curb and gutter. 
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Mr. Gerida said he is not a soils scientist but knows that the soils are wet.  Urban Forest 
Management did the tree survey for the City.  There are many oak and hickory trees on the 
property and oaks are not conducive to wet areas.  Mr. Gerida said he is a certified arborist and 
there are many reasons trees blow over and in this case there could be several reasons.  He can’t 
be certain that they fell over because of the wet soils. 
 
Mr. McDonough asked about the elevations of the homes.  Mr. Schmidt said there won’t be a lot 
of earth work done on this site and the homes won’t have high pads.  Mr. McDonough asked 
about the wetlands.  Mr. Schmidt said all of the wetlands will remain and they are leaving room 
around them.  Mr. McDonough asked what assurances the existing homeowners have that their 
road will be repaired.  Mr. Schafer said it will be repaired and there will be a bond for the repairs. 
Ms. Maxwell said she is not sure how this will work because the road is private. 
 
Mr. Batastini asked about any changes to the wetlands because we have had a wet fall.  Mr. 
Gerida said the past two years have been very wet.  Mr. Batastini said he has spoken with a 
landscaper who said oaks are very sensitive trees.  He asked if they can expect more trees to die 
because of grading, not just the homes.  Mr. Gerida said they have looked at it in depth and there 
are many things that can be done, such as root pruning.  Mr. Batastini asked about what 
percentage of the lot will be graded.  Mr. Schmidt said there may be significant grading on Lots 1 
and 2.  Mr. Batastini asked how many boring samples were taken.  Mr. Gerida said he believes 
there were 8 and he did not receive a copy of the location map for the borings.   
 
Mr. Batastini said the road is a concern to the neighbors and asked if there is a Homeowners’ 
Association.  Ms. Sullivan said there is no association.  They just take care of it themselves.  Ms. 
Maxwell said a condition could be added requiring a Letter of Credit be held for road repairs.   
 
Mr. Batastini asked if Schafer Buildings will be building the homes.  Mr. Schafer said as of now 
they will be but things could change.  Mr. Batastini said they have seen many plans for this 
property and it is a very cool area.  He said the proposed layout is better than the original and he 
supports this plan. 
 
Mr. Esposito said he has a problem with the road since it is private.  He asked if the City can 
make these lots pay their fair share of the road upkeep.  Mr. Esposito asked if there will be 
basements in these homes.  Mr. Schafer said yes.  Mr. Esposito said there will be sump pumps 
running night and day.  Mr. Schmidt said the home on Lot 1 will probably have a crawl space. 
 
Mr. Esposito said the City has a Tree Preservation Ordinance for larger lots but if this property is 
subdivided the homeowner can take down all of the trees on their lot.  Ms. Maxwell said the tree 
preservation plan associated with the approval would protect the trees and it could also be added 
to the covenants for the subdivision.  She said there is a maximum amount of impervious surface 
that is allowed on each lot and Staff needs to know which trees will be removed.  Mr. Dean said 
this lot was originally part of the Crystal Vista subdivision.  This portion was annexed into the 
City but the remaining lots, the existing homes to the south, were not.  He said if there is a 
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Homeowners’ Association, these lots can be part of it.  Mr. McDonough said the neighbors stated 
there is no association currently.  Mr. Dean said he was not aware of one.  Mr. Esposito said 
anyone can take advantage of not paying their share of the road upkeep.   
 
Mr. Skluzacek said he is concerned with the road during construction.  Mr. Dean said there was 
an agreement previously regarding repairing the road.  Mr. Skluzacek said he knows that Mr. 
Schafer would take care of it but he wants this to be legal.   
 
Mr. Skluzacek asked about the outlot ownership.  Mr. Schafer said he will retain the ownership 
of the outlot.  Mr. Batastini said that is usually deeded to the property owners of the subdivision. 
 He is not sure that lot is buildable.  Ms. Maxwell said there would need to be variations and a 
detention area would need to be put in.  Mr. Schafer said that possibly the Park District would be 
interested since they own the property to the west.  Mr. McDonough said that actually the outlot 
would be Lot 6.  Ms. Rentzsch stated that it is an outlot and it can’t be built on or sold off.  Each 
homeowner will own an undivided interest share of the outlot. 
 
Mr. McDonough asked if the road upkeep could be added to the covenants.  Ms. Rentzsch said it 
could be a plat restriction and a bond could be put up for the repairs of the road, too. 
 
Mr. Greenman thanked the neighbors for coming to this meeting.  He said one thing to remember 
is that there is already an approved plan for this property with 4 lots.  They are here to discuss 5 
lots and he understands their concerns.  They need to determine if there is a greater impact with 5 
lots than 4.  Mr. Greenman said he wants some assurance that the buffer is maintained so the 
light pollution won’t be worse.  Mr. Dean said they don’t have a lot of control over the Park 
District.  Mr. McDonough asked how deep the buffer is between this property and Lippold Park.  
Mr. Thompson said it is about 15 feet deep.  Mr. Schafer said the Park District also has 
evergreens along the lot line.  He said they could create an easement that nothing is cut down in 
this area.  Mr. Hayden asked how they would determine if the light pollution was worse.  Mr. 
Greenman said however the light is measured now it would be measured exactly the same way 
then.   
 
Mr. Greenman is concerned that if there is another review of the property that the wetland areas 
won’t change again.  Ms. Maxwell said she doesn’t know for certain.  Mr. Gerida said he is not 
sure why there were changes.  He said he had seen a study from several years ago that was 
similar to the current report.   
 
Mr. Greenman asked if there is a possibility of more trees being removed because there are 5 
lots.  Mr. Schmidt said there is more opportunity for home placement around trees than to have 
to remove them.  There is also less sewer work in the back yards which will save more trees.  Mr. 
Greenman asked if the impervious surface remains the same with 4 or 5 lots.  Ms. Maxwell said 
they are held to 5% in the watershed. 
 
Mr. Hayden said this is actually amendment the PUD for the number of lots.  Everything else 
remains exactly the same as previously approved.  Mr. Hayden said he is also is a licensed realtor 
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through the State of Illinois and he respectfully rejects that this subdivision will devalue homes in 
the area.  He said the current home values are not declining because of new homes but by the 
state of the current economy. His personal opinion is the builder builds a good product and they 
need to focus on the amendment to the PUD.  Mr. Hayden feels that the new plan is a much 
better plan and the conditions cover them nicely.   
 
Mr. McDonough said he believes it’s not necessarily the light falling on the properties but the 
light standards being seen.  Mr. Greenman said he is concerned with making the situation worse.  
 
Mr. Dean said the plan is far better than before.  It has taken about 9 years to get to this point.  He 
said it should be more appealing to have the lots spread out and there is less impact on trees.  Mr. 
Hayden said he was recently on the Technical Advisory Committee and became very familiar 
with the watershed and the City’s consultant.  He is very comfortable with the consultant.   
 
Mr. Batastini moved to approve the Preliminary Plat of Subdivision for five single-family lots and one 
Outlot; and Preliminary PUD Amendment to allow “R-1” Single Family district standards (lot area, lot 
width, yard setbacks, heights of principal and accessory structures) for an additional lot, Lots 1 through 
5 for Schafer Subdivision located west of Lippold Park; south Route 176 with the following 
conditions: 
 

1. Approved plans, reflecting staff and advisory board recommendations, as approved by the City 
Council: 

A. Site improvements plans [Preliminary Plat, Concept Plan and Tree Preservation Plan] 
(Heritage Land Consultants, dated 4-29-09, received 4/30/09) 

 
2. Variations approved as part of the March 18, 2008 approval are still valid. 

 
3. Extend the Conservation Area Easement over all of Outlot A. 

 
4. Tree Preservation 

A. The petitioner shall be required to comply with the requirements of the Tree Preservation 
Ordinance.  At Final PUD, provide additional information in the CC&R’s regarding tree 
preservation, a note on the final plat prohibiting tree removal not consistent with the plans 
and additional details regarding tree protection during construction. 
B. Provide a more detailed tree protection plan and detailed “development area building 
boxes” illustrating the trees to be removed with the Final PUD submittal to be incorporated 
within the construction documents for review and approval by staff. 

 
5. The petitioner shall address all of the review comments of the Engineering and Building, Fire 
Rescue, Police, Public Works, and Planning and Economic Development Departments, as well as 
those of the storm water consultant. 
 
6.  A bond for the private road shall be secured to ensure its return to the original 
condition. 
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7. Language shall be drafted in the covenants that a contribution be made by the new home 
owners proportionately by the number of lots for road maintenance. 
 
8. The covenants shall reflect ownership of Outlot A be deeded to the 5 home owners 
equally. 
 
9. All care shall be taken that current light pollution is kept to a minimum. 

 
Mr. McDonough seconded the motion.  On roll call, all members voted aye.  Motion passed. 

























MEMORANDUM 
 
February 20, 2009 
 
From: Jedd Anderson 
 
To: Village of Crystal Lake, Darren Olson, Project File 
 
Subject : Wetland Review #2 for the Shafer Property on Coronado Vista Road 

Crystal Lake, IL, CBBEL Project No. 080364.04R02 
 
 
The following is a review of the above referenced project for Compliance with the 
Wetland and Buffer Provisions of the City of Crystal Lake’s Stormwater Management 
Ordinance, effective date July 15, 2008. 
 
The proposed project consists of a single family subdivions within a lot that contains 
wetland and wetland buffer.  As designed the project will not impact the wetland or 
wetland buffer.  The applicant has proposed to retain wetland within two of the proposed 
residential lots.  
 
To complete this review CBBEL staff reviewed: 

1. Wetland Delineation Report prepared by Planning Resources Inc. dated 
December 18, 2008. 

2. Conceptual Land Plan prepared by Heritage Land Consultants LLC, dated 
January 13, 2009. 

Additionally CBBEL staff visited the property on February 20, 2009 to review the wetland 
delineation.  We agree with the boundaries staked in the field and identified in the 
wetland delineation report. 
 
The following lists the Ordinance section and associated are our comments regarding 
the proposed project.  Those Ordinance items not listed were found to be acceptable. 
 
§ 595-31 Wetland submittal requirements  

B. (2) A delineation of the wetlands consistent with the requirements provided in the 
requirements for wetland delineation section of this chapter.  
 
CBBEL Comment:  The applicant provided a copy of a wetland delineation 
report prepared by Planning Resources Inc. CBBEL staff visited the subject 
site on February 20, 2009 and confirmed the flagged wetland boundaries.   
 
The Wetland Delineation Report dated December 18, 2008 prepared by 
Planning Resources Inc. was prepared in accordance with the Ordinance.  
However the report is missing the following exhibits: NRCS Wetland 
Delineation Map, FIRM, and Hydrologic Atlas. These exhibits have no bearing 
on the field delineation of the wetlands.  Copies of the required exhibits should 
be submitted to complete the file and address this Ordinance requirement. 

(6) A mitigation plan meeting the requirements of this chapter;  
 
CBBEL Comment:  Lot 4 of the proposed project is shown to contain wetland 
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number 1.  The conceptual plan does not provide any grading so it is unclear 
whether or not the wetland will be filled.  If the wetland is to be filled the issued 
permit should document the wetland filling; however because the wetland is 
less than 0.1 acre in area no mitigation is required. 
 
If the intent is to preserve this wetland, we recommend that the property line 
be revised to exclude the area from being within a lot, and that a split rail or 4 
strand barbless wire fence be installed around the wetland to prevent future 
encroachment and dumping within the area. If fencing is not allowed, then 
signs should be installed to protect the area from dumping, etc.  Additionally, if 
preserved the area should be placed within a conservation easement. 

 

§ 595-18. Buffer areas  
 
B. Water body buffers shall encompass all nonlinear bodies of water meeting the 

definition of WOTUS and IWMC, including wetlands, lakes, and ponds.  

 
CBBEL Comment:  The provided concept plans have identified the appropriate 
buffer widths for the onsite wetlands.  Wetland 1 located in Lot 4 and Wetland 4 
located partially within lot 1 do not require buffers.  Though, as mentioned above, if 
Wetland 1 is to be preserved we recommend protecting it with fencing and removal 
from within the lot. If fencing is not allowed, then signs should be installed to protect 
the area from dumping, etc.  Additionally, if preserved the area should be placed 
within a conservation easement. 

D. Buffer areas shall be located within special easements or covenants with adjacent 
stormwater facilities, ponds, lakes, or channels that are under the control of a local 
unit of government, homeowners' association, not-for-profit land trust, or other entity 
acceptable to the enforcement officer. Any site development activity that requires the 
use of buffers shall:  
(1) Depict the surveyed location extent of any required buffers on the site plan. 

 
 CBBEL Comment:  The concept plan does not identify the wetland buffers on 
the plan as also be placed within a special easement or covenant.  The 
preserved wetlands and buffers should be placed in conservation easements or 
deed restricted. 

(3) Include a copy of the recorded conservation easement/covenant language to 
be enacted for the buffer area(s). This document shall include the identification 
of the entity that will regulate the conservation easement/covenant.  
 
CBBEL Comment:  A copy of the proposed conservation easement or 
covenant language was not provided.  The preserved and proposed buffer must 
be preserved in perpetuity through either an easement or covenant.  A copy of 
the proposed document should be submitted for review to the City and to 
CBBEL.   

(4) Identify the source of any funding mechanism used to implement future land 
management activities proposed for the buffer area(s).  
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CBBEL Comment:  The applicant should document who will own and be 
responsible for maintaining the preserved wetlands and buffers.  The applicant 
should document whether or not it is the intent to perform management and 
maintenance on the preserved areas. 

 

E. Buffer areas not occupied by trails, water-dependent structures, or other permissible 
uses shall be vegetated to one-hundred-percent cover using the following criteria:  

(3) Frequent mowing of buffer areas is discouraged. The cut surface of any 
vegetation located within a buffer area can be no less than four inches in height 
above the ground surface.  
 
CBBEL Comment:  Future homeowners and the applicant should be made 
aware that the preserved wetland and buffers shall be kept in their natural 
state.   

(4) Any maintenance requiring the selective application of herbicides shall utilize 
registered herbicides approved for use in or near aquatic environments in 
accordance with the manufacturer's guidelines, and shall only be applied by an 
herbicide applicator registered with the Illinois Department of Agriculture.  
 
CBBEL Comment:  The future homeowners should be made aware of this 
requirement. 

 

F. All buffer areas shall be maintained free from development, including disturbance of 
the soil, dumping or filling, erection of structures and placement of impervious 
surfaces except as follows:  
 

CBBEL Comment:  As stated above, even though Wetland 1 does not require a 
buffer, if the intent is to preserve the wetland we recommend revising the lot 
lines to remove it from lot 4 and protecting the area with fencing.  If fencing is 
not allowed, then signs should be installed to protect the area from dumping, 
etc. Additionally, if preserved the area should be placed within a conservation 
easement. 

 
Wetland and Buffer Review Summary 
 
At this time we do not recommend approval of the proposed project in regards to the 
wetland and buffer provisions of the Ordinance.  We recommend the applicant revise 
the plans, and re-submit for review.   



 

 

Memorandum 

To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 

From:  Elizabeth Maxwell 

Date:  May 4, 2011 

Re:  2010-69 Schafer Subdivision 
 
The Schafer Subdivision is being brought back before this Commission for their Final PUD and 
Final Plat of Subdivision.  Previously the Planning and Zoning Commission had several issues they 
needed resolved.  The issues and status are reflected below: 
 

1) Architecture.  The PZC wanted architectural plans to review the homes.  The property 
owner Bill Schafer is a home builder and intends to construct custom homes on these lots.  
There is no set of architectural plans since each home will be custom designed for the new 
owner.  Staff has drafted architectural criteria.  The concern with this is that it could 
actually restrict good design by having to meet general criteria.  Staff has added a condition 
that if the property is sold to another homebuilder, architectural plans will need to be 
reviewed and approved by the City. 
 

2) Wetland delineation.  The PZC had concerns since the wetland delineation had changed 
from the first study to the second study.  Both studies were done by the same company 
hired by the petitioner.  The first study was reviewed by Hey and Associates who had a 
comment that the wetlands and the storm water detention were being over-designed.  The 
petitioners requested that Planning Resources, their wetland consultant, complete another 
Wetland Delineation Study.  The results were significantly different from their previous 
report.  The City’s current storm water consultant, Christopher B. Burke Engineering Ltd., 
has reviewed the new delineation and completed a site visit and concurs with the new 
wetland limits.  The new delineation has reduced the size of the wetland area, providing a 
significantly larger portion which could be platted for single-family lots.   
 

3) Roadway maintenance.  The main roadway, Coronado Vista is a private roadway and all 
the homeowners along the road pay to keep it maintained.  Dorr Township has indicated 
that they have previously contributed MFT funds towards the maintenance of the road. The 
Engineering Division will calculate a bond amount which will need to be posted by the 
petitioner to ensure any damage to the roadway is repaired.   

 
If you should have any questions on this project before the meeting, please feel free to contact me 
at 815-356-3738.  Thank you. 
 

City of Crystal Lake 
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