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A new draft of the housing chapter for the updated comprehensive plan is forwarded for Planning &
Zoning Commission (P&Z) review and comment. This draft has been significantly revised and re‐
organized since the last time the P&Z saw the draft housing chapter. During the discussion over the
draft last spring and summer at least one P&Z commissioner and at least one alderman asked: “How did
we get here?” The question had a tone of agitation to it, as if somehow we had strayed (or been led
astray by consultants and City planning staff) and were being forced to consider some uncomfortable
topics. That our debate on affordable housing and all of its attendant implications regarding diversity,
social justice and inclusion raged during a national soul‐searching following the death of George Floyd,
perhaps only added to the discomfort.
So how did we get here? We embarked on a revision to our 1996 comprehensive plan with a major goal
of staff to bolster some of the rather weaker elements of that plan, including the housing chapter. We
knew housing would be the most controversial topic—it almost always is. Thus, I suggested to City
Council that we engage a planning consultant to assist in the research and drafting of the housing
chapter. I have a general aversion to the touchy‐feely atmospheres often prevalent in the requisite
public input process, and therefore we sought consultant assistance with that element of the plan
update as well. Otherwise, the three professional planners on City staff would handle process, research
and drafting for the new plan.
Several noted regional planning firms responded to the City’s RFP (Request for Proposals) for work on
the public input process and the housing chapter. A panel of City staff reviewed the proposals and
selected Teska Associates, a planning and landscape architecture firm from Evanston, for the project.
We felt the expertise brought by the two main Teska participants for public input and housing were
second‐to‐none in the region. One principal on our project team had been elected to the College of
Fellows of the American Institute of Certified Planners, (the organization’s highest honor), and he
brought an extensive background in housing issues to the table. Both consultants—and others from the
firm—were politically savvy and well aware of the perils and controversies that often surface during
comprehensive plan updates.
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Upon completion of research and a tremendous amount of public input, staff sat down with the
consultants to discuss the draft housing chapter and how we wanted to approach it. At the time we
believed that the City would be subject to an Illinois law requiring the City to produce an affordable
housing plan in order to achieve a certain threshold of affordable units in town. We immediately
discarded several options often pursued for creating affordable housing. We decided not pursue “set‐
asides” (required percentages of affordable units in new developments), any form of rent subsidy
programs, or any other HUD or IHDA programs. We settled on a list that we felt would be relatively
benign and acceptable to the community, and that, for the most part, would allow generation of
affordable housing to occur very gradually over time. We felt that ultimately the P&Z or City Council
would reject certain ideas, but decided we would be remiss if we did not to at least offer them for
consideration.
A draft plan was produced. A revision followed. Many items, not just those narrowly related to
affordable housing, were sticking points. The P&Z reviewed a draft in May 2020, and the following week
the same draft was forwarded to the Committee of the Whole for review and comment. Many
recommendations generated only tepid support at best, and many others were vigorously opposed or
rejected. Chairman Argionis wisely directed staff to put the chapter on the shelf and turn our attention
to the land use chapter. He hoped that some clarity on land use issues would then inform the renewed
discussion on the housing chapter. We are at that point now.
I must admit that it was my decision to insert language on the Illinois statute regarding affordable
housing and to actually use the phrase “affordable housing.” I saw no reason—as consultants and staff
had debated—on why we should beat around the bush or use euphemisms like “increase range of price
points” when referring to affordable housing. Subsequent to our drafts the city attorney provided an
opinion that the City of Park Ridge, as a home‐rule community, is not subject the provisions of the
Illinois law on affordable housing. And while we accept that legal opinion, I nevertheless feel we should
not be bashful about addressing affordable housing in the draft chapter. As Commissioner Mills stated
during one of the P&Z’s discussions: “Why don’t we [pursue affordable housing] because it’s the right
thing to do?”
We return with a revised draft that eliminates many references to affordable housing, attempts to
clarify a misconception or two, and in some instances offers a new approach to measures that might—
might—create affordable housing. The concept of accessory dwelling units (ADUs) was not strongly
supported, and there had been suggestions that the idea be dropped. Originally, I had not been too
warm to the idea either. However, upon further research over the past month or two, I came to realize
that ADUs are a magnificent way for seniors to age gracefully with their families, and that they also offer
opportunities for other members of an extended family to reside together. ADUs are, as a policy
initiative of AARP proclaimed, “the future of housing.”
The case for two‐unit buildings was bolstered, as well. Again, I must caution that this is a planning
exercise. We are attempting to concur on a couple of ideas and concepts that have merit, whereupon at
some point in the future we can more closely examine potential changes to zoning or other regulations
to allow the realization of those concepts. No houses are being bulldozed now; no neighborhoods are
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being “targeted.” Perhaps, when we actually complete a closer examination of some of the options for
zoning text and map amendments, we may conclude that they aren’t right for us. But for now, concepts
like ADUs and two‐unit buildings should not be so readily discarded.
As I stated in the current draft chapter:
At minimum, the city should ensure that its policies and regulations are not inimical to the
establishment of affordable housing in the community.
I did not use the May 2020 draft to build this new draft. Likewise, I did not use many of the in‐house
revisions that we had been working on over the past few months, where commissioners and staff were
making changes and comments. I found the red‐lining had become too confusing, and wanted to
provide an entirely clean draft for review. The approach of using a new, clean draft is certainly not an
attempt to play a shell game with any provisions, conceal omissions, or otherwise bury new additions
deep in the draft. I have provided commentary at various points in the new draft (in blue text)
explaining some of the changes. Additionally, I have created a document that summarizes some of the
major changes. Again, there is no attempt to hide or confuse; my apologizes to those interested parties
who may have trouble following along.
Staff expects this discussion to carry over to the April 27 meeting. Staff will revise as instructed by the
P&Z.
Attachments:
 Draft Housing chapter, April 2021 revised version
 Significant changes and deletions between May 2020 and April 2021 versions
 Public comments received in advance of the meeting, through April 9, 2021
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Draft Housing Chapter
Revised for Planning & Zoning Commission Review on 13 April 2021

I. GUIDING PRINCIPLES
1. Housing provides the foundation for strong neighborhoods. Planning for the next generation
should build on the assets of each area.
2. Homeownership is a bedrock of the community and a primary mechanism for families to build
household savings.
3. Park Ridge has always been a community primarily of single-family detached homes, and it
should remain so.
4. The investment in and preservation of existing homes is desirable.
5. The construction of new homes is desirable, as well, but new home construction should be
balanced with the preservation of existing homes.
6. Housing development can contribute to the establishment of new businesses and the growth
of existing businesses.

II. VISION
Park Ridge has a mix of well-constructed and aesthetically pleasing housing that will be maintained and
gradually enhanced over time. Policies will focus on serving residents such as single workers and
families looking to buy a starter home, couples wanting to renovate historic homes or build a new
homes, and seniors wanting stay in the community, either in their current homes or in other housing
arrangements. The City will support efforts to preserve and rehabilitate housing while also allowing
new investment and innovative design. The look, feel, and scale of single-family neighborhoods will be
preserved. At the same time, strategies will be pursued to ensure housing is attainable for people with
various income levels and in different stages of their lives.
Comment: This section has remained essentially the same as draft of May 2020.

III. EXISTING CONDITIONS
1. Demographics
To place Park Ridge’s demographics in a regional context, the community was compared with Cook
County overall, Suburban Cook County, and a sampling of peer communities. The peer list was
determined through community outreach and suggestions of the Planning & Zoning Commission. The
list consists of municipalities that are deemed, based on location, size, demographics or affluence, to be
similar to Park Ridge. These communities are Arlington Heights, Chicago ZIP Code 60631 (which is
Edison Park and much of Norwood Park), Elmhurst, Glenview, and La Grange. Park Ridge’s population
1
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has been relatively stable since 2000. While Cook County’s population has declined by 2.6 percent, the
peer communities of Elmhurst and Glenview have seen steady and modest growth. The demographics
with peer communities are displayed in figures below.

Figure 1. Population Change
37,946
37,480
37,810

Cook
County
5,377,175
5,195,026
5,238,541

Suburban
Cook
2,541,180
2,499,428
2,515,955

-0.30%

-2.60%

-1.00%

Year

Park Ridge

2000
2010
2017
Pct Change
2000-2017

Arlington Chicago, Zip
Elmhurst
Heights
60631
76,669
29,096
42,726
75,180
28,789
44,121
75,911
28,547
46,139
-1.00%

-1.90%

Glenview

La Grange

41,640
44,704
47,066

15,608
15,550
15,721

11.50%

0.70%

8.00%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Five-Year American Community Survey (ACS), 2013-2017

Figure 2. Household Income, by Percentage, for Park Ridge and Peer Communities
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Chicago (60631)

Elmhurst

$100,000 $149,999
Glenview

$150,000+
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Five-Year American Community Survey (ACS), 2013-2017

The median household income in Park Ridge is $98,219. The income range and distribution are similar
to comparable communities, except for the percentages over $150,000 median income. Here, both
Glenview and La Grange have a greater percentage of households earning more than $150,000, while
Elmhurst (33%) and Park Ridge (32%) are essentially equal.
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Figure 3. Age Breakdown of Park Ridge Population
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Source: Esri 2018 estimates based on U.S. Census and American Community Survey
The age pyramid for Park Ridge shows most residents are 45-64 years old. Of note, the age groups 2435 and 35-44 for Park Ridge are well below the national average. These groups include the Millennial
(circa ages 24 to 38), who surpassed the Baby Boomers as the largest living generation in 2019. The
relative lack of Millennials in Park Ridge may be due to many factors, and may include reasons related
to personal choice. However, during the public input process many expressed concerns about the lack
of residential units affordable to younger people desiring to move here or return to Park Ridge
following educational experiences. On one hand, recent college graduates, single twenty-somethings,
or couples without children may prefer to live in urban neighborhoods in the core city (Chicago) prior to
raising a family. On the other hand, Park Ridge’s relatively high price of for-sale housing (more than
$400,000 for the median unit) may be serve as a barrier to enter the community.
Comment: This section has remained essentially the same as draft from May 2020.
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2. Homeownership
Comment: This section has been significantly re-arranged and amended since the May 2020 draft

For individuals, homeownership can create wealth; for communities, homeownership can create
stability. Seventy-eight percent of housing units in Park Ridge are owner-occupied, and this
percentage is higher than in Park Ridge’s peer communities. However, homeownership has declined
slightly in all communities from 2000 to 2017, i.e. the percentage of renters has increased. See Figures
4 and 5 to follow.
A look at housing prices over time demonstrates a general and sustained rise in the market since 2012,
as shown in Figure 6. Fluctuations within a year are more indicative of seasonal factors, e.g. weather
and school year, rather than long-term trends. 1
For-sale housing in Park Ridge has a median value of $406,866, compared with $345,205 in Arlington
Heights, $345,761 in Chicago ZIP Code 60631, $417,754 in Elmhurst, $503,579 in Glenview, and $475,469
in La Grange 2. Figure 7 illustrates the range of housing prices in Park Ridge. At the extremes, two
percent of units are under $100,000 and four percent are over $1 million. Most units, however, are
valued between $300,000 and $750,000. While the citywide median home value is around $400,000, it
varies quite a bit across neighborhoods, as shown in Figure 6. Generally more modest price points in the
northwest and southern areas of the City and more expensive areas near Uptown and around the Park
Ridge Country Club.
Home values from Zillow.com were utilized to supplement U.S. Census American Community Survey data
because it provides more up-to-date data on market conditions.
2
Source: Zillow.com (March 2020)/
1
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Figure 4. Park Ridge Housing Tenure

Figure 5. Housing Tenure for Park Ridge and Peer Communities, by Year
Occupancy Type, Year
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Arlington Chicago, Zip
Elmhurst
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2000
Owner Occupied

85%

74%

76%

81%
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79%

Renter Occupied

12%

23%
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Vacant

3%
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3%
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3%
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80%

72%
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77%

Renter Occupied

14%
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23%
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15%

17%
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6%
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78%

71%

69%
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16%

23%

24%

18%

18%

17%
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6%

6%

7%

5%

5%

7%
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2017

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Census; ACS 2017 (5-Year Estimates)
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Figure 6. Housing Price, Owner-Occupied Units, 2010 -2020

Figure 7. Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Value in Park Ridge [need year]

6

Draft Housing Chapter
Revised for Planning & Zoning Commission Review on 13 April 2021
Figure 8. Median Home Value by Census Tract
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3. Rental Housing
Based on qualitative input and broader trends in the Chicago region, demand for rentals is Park Ridge is
likely driven by people in various life stages or circumstances who seek housing commitments short of
being tethered to a mortgage. These people often also seek amenities that are either on-site or within
walking distance. As shown in Figure 9, a third of the rents in Park Ridge fall between $1,000 and
$1,500.
More recently, data show rents increasing over time. The average rent list price for all Park Ridge rental
units was $2,200 in 2020 and has risen significantly since 2012. Rents in some cases are higher than
typical mortgage payments, reflecting a shift in the market toward high-amenity rental products as a
matter of choice for many households.
Figure 9. Rental Prices in Park Ridge

Park Ridge Monthly Rent
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

33%
22%
14%

12%

Up to $900

$900-$1,000

$1,000-$1,500

$1,500+

Source: Social Explorer Tables: ACS 2017 (5-Year Estimates) (SE), ACS 2017 (5-Year Estimates), Social Explorer; U.S.
Census Bureau

Figure 10. Average Monthly Rental Listing in Park Ridge

Source: Zillow.com, April 30, 2020
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5. Cost Burden
Comment: This section has been revised since the May 2020 draft.
While appreciating housing values provide homeowners with increased equity and wealth over time,
high housing costs nonetheless make a number of Park Ridge households vulnerable to periods of
financial distress. The measurement of this vulnerability is cost burden. A cost burdened household is
one that pays more than 30 percent of its income toward housing expenses, generally defined to
include mortgage and operational costs (i.e. utilities). 3 In Park Ridge, approximately 29 percent of all
owner-occupied households are cost burdened. This represents 4,121 households. In some cases,
households choose to pay more than 30 percent due to the value they place on living in the community.
But for most many, overspending on housing is a reluctant act. Figure 11 displays two kinds of
households: those that are paying down debt on their unit and those who are not (i.e. the unit is paid
off, but fixed costs such as utilities, maintenance, and taxes are still present). Over 4,000 such
households, or 29%, in Park Ridge are cost burdened.
An even higher percentage of renters—41 percent, or 1,016 households—pays over 30 percent of their
income toward housing, as shown in Figure 12.
When combining both homeowners and renters, 11 percent, or 1,584 households, spend more than 50
percent of their income on housing, which is considered severe cost burden.

Figure 11. Owner-Occupied Housing Cost Burden
Households with Mortgage Percentage of Income Devoted to Housing Totals
30-40%
40-50%
>50%
Percent of Households
11%
5%
7%
20%
Number of Households
1,121
659
995
2,775
Percentage of Income Devoted to Housing Totals
Households without a
30-40%
40-50%
>50%
Mortgage
Percent of Households
3%
3%
4%
10%
Number of Households
392
364
589
1,346
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Figure 12. Renter-Occupied Housing Cost Burden
Renter-Occupied
Pct Income Devoted to Housing
Households
30-49%
>50%
Percent of Households
17%
24%
Number of Households
416
1,016
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Thirty percent of household income is the threshold used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development to measure cost burden. This analysis also looked at higher levels of cost burden to determine how
many Park Ridge households are not just slightly burdened but are moderately or severely burdened.

3
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6. Housing and School Enrollment
Comment: This section has been reorganized and revised since the May 2020 draft.
The relationship between housing and school student generation is complex. Housing variables that
influence school enrollment include: type of housing product; number of bedrooms for each product;
ownership status; and the age of the housing product. According to numerous student generation
studies as documented by Illinois School Consulting Services and Rutgers University school
demographic studies, a two-bedroom unit in a multifamily or mixed-use building typically generates
less school enrollment than a single-family residence.
However, while the consideration of current school capacity and projected school enrollments are
important, it should be only one of the criteria used to weigh the merits of specific development
proposals. Other issues, such as business and revenue benefits, compatibility of the proposal with the
surrounding area, and other goals related to expanding the range of housing options should also be
considered.
Park Ridge is served by two elementary districts. Most elementary students attend one of five schools
in Park Ridge-Niles District 64 (D64), while the northern end of the city feeds into East Maine District 63
(D63). Maine Township High School District 207 has Maine East and South in Park Ridge, although both
schools serve areas beyond Park Ridge. Many residents identify their neighborhood with the local
schools and report moving to Park Ridge due to highly regarded schools. In recent years, some schools
have been overcrowded in D64. In fact, classroom additions were approved in 2019 to Field and
Washington Schools. In 2018 D64 commissioned a student population forecast study. The study
assumes an increase of 264 housing units from the year 2010 to 2020. The study forecasts that, even
with more housing units, there will be a net decrease of 126 students by the year 2028. Figure 16 breaks
out the forecasts per school.
Similarly, some districts – and schools within those districts – will have greater current and projected
capacity than others. When evaluating new housing, the City can coordinate with the three districts
regarding forecasted enrollment, school attendance boundaries, and long-term facility planning. As
shown in Figure 16, D64’s forecast signals decreased school-age children population within certain
school attendance, even with new housing and population growth that was projected.
Figure 16. D64 Projected Student Populations by School, 2023-2028
Current
(2018)

2023

2028

Change
2018-2028

Carpenter

461

457

430

-31

Field

650

659

622

-28

Franklin

529

519

498

-31

Roosevelt

647

690

651

4

Washington

653

640

613

-40

2,940

2,964

2,814

-126

School

District Totals

Source: Park Ridge Niles CCSD 64, McKibben Demographic Research LLC, 2019
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Figure 17. School Attendance Boundaries

7. Community Priorities
As gleaned from focus groups, community workshops, and polls, smaller starter homes and larger,
single-family homes emerged as top housing priorities. The second online poll, which received nearly
1,000 responses in Fall 2019, asked: “When considering housing needs based on lifestyle/stage, how
important is it to provide the following housing types in Park Ridge?” Smaller starter homes/ranches was
the highest priority in the first poll, with 595 “very important” votes compared with only 73 “not
important” votes. Large single-family homes received the second-highest number of votes for very
important.
Early outreach from Spring and Summer 2019 indicated a popular sentiment that Park Ridge should be
a welcoming and friendly community. Housing is an especially important topic in ensuring that these
core values are prioritized. While these polls are directional rather than scientific, they point to the
importance of pursuing policies that allow for a variety of housing types to meet residents’ needs.
Participants in the second community workshop and the final poll, both of which were conducted in Fall
2019, rated “Support a range of housing types and price points to serve all Park Ridge households” as the
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second-highest housing priority. A nuanced set of policies will be needed to retain Park Ridge’s singlefamily character while enabling opportunity for affordable housing and other housing reinvestment in
the community.
Figure 13. Results of Park Ridge, Poll 2 (Conducted Fall 2019)

Source: Park Ridge Wonderful
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IV. THE RANGE OF HOUSING PRODUCTS
Comment: This section is new. It contains material deleted from other sections and assembled here
as well as entirely new material.
As indicated above, during the public outreach process people expressed varying and strong opinions
on topics related to density, housing, and the character of the city. Although nobody called for an
outright increase in population or an increase in housing units, they advocated for changes that would
bring increases to both. In some instances, people did express a desire to see more dwelling units, i.e.
higher densities, in relatively tight geographic areas where such increases would serve to bolster
economic activity, increase patronage at restaurants and business, and serve to entice other businesses
to establish in those areas. Several commenters thought increases in residential density around the
Dee Road Metra station area, Uptown, South Park and Higgins Road would help improve the economic
climate of the community and lead to a wider range of retail, restaurant and service options for
residents.
A few people wanted to see more housing options, or a least less expensive housing options, near the
hospital, so that a jobs-housing connection with the area’s largest employer could be improved, i.e.
employees of the hospital could reside close to where they work. For the most part, however,
respondents to the public input efforts wanted to increase options for various demographic categories:
housing options at lower price points so younger families, their children, or others on relatively lower
incomes could reside in Park Ridge, or, more (again, less expensive) options for seniors and those
desiring to downsize but remain in town.
Figure 14. Range of Housing Products

Source: Opticos Design
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Seniors being able to age gracefully and with dignity in a variety of affordable housing options is a
major policy issue for the AARP, the national advocacy group for those 50 and over. The AARP cautions
that the loss of affordable housing threatens the financial stability for older middle-class adults.
“Homeowners and renters, including older adult households are paying more of their incomes on
housing which is jeopardizing their ability to maintain their lifestyles and save for their futures as they
age.” 4 The organization advocates for a variety of solutions and options for seniors, and emphasizes
that these options benefit and strengthen entire communities. Some of the housing options are
explored below.
Design and visitability initiatives that support aging independently in one's home.
As Americans grow older they want to remain in their own homes. Even if they should need assistance
caring for themselves, 82% would prefer to remain in their current home. Thus many are modifying
their homes to address mobility and comfort issues they will face as they age. 5
Intergenerational housing / Accessory Dwelling Units
Intergenerational housing allows two households of different generations of the same family to live in
what from outward appearances is a single-family residential home. Intergenerational housing exists in
accessory dwelling units, or ADUs. Note that not all ADUs are occupied by two generations of the same
family, but many are, and both ADUs and intergenerational housing arrangements have been on the
rise nationally. As architect Howard Perlman notes:
"We have to think beyond the nuclear family, which has traditionally been
defined as a mother and father with 2.2 children and a shaggy dog. In 1960, it made
sense to design all of our homes for this family because, in 1960, that mom, dad, 2.2
kids and dog made up almost half of the households in the United States.
"But today those families make up barely 19 percent of our households.
"Other differences: Today, there's a greater percentage of multigenerational
households, and the number of those households is increasing. In 1960, just 9 percent
of households were headed by an unmarried parent with children. Today, 34 percent
are.
"When these single parents or dual-income couples need help caring for their
children, who do they usually call first? Typically, it's their parents — their children's
grandparents. That's just one of the reasons for the rise in multigenerational living
over the past 30 years, and it's actually a good thing.” 6

4

, AARP, https://www.aarp.org/ppi/issues/livable-communities/info-2015/loss-of-housing-affordability-threatensfinancial-stability-for-older-middle-income-AARP-ppi-sec1.html), accessed 7 April 2021.
Helen Bayer and Leon Harper. “Fixing to Stay: A National Survey of Housing and Home Modification Issues.”
AARP, May 2020.
6
AARP, “Two Houses in One For a Home Within a Home,” https://www.aarp.org/livablecommunities/housing/info-2016/a-home-within-a-home.html, accessed 7 April 2021.
5
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Tiny homes
“Tiny homes,” or quality homes of minimal square footage, are somewhat akin to the “Not So Big”
concept for homes and living championed by architect Sarah Susanka. Susanka notes: “The people
who are attracted to Not So Big houses come from all age ranges. Some younger people are designing
homes with a phased construction plan. They begin with a starter house, but they design it in a way that
they can add on when they have children. As the owners age, maybe the home office becomes a master
bedroom on the main level and upstairs becomes designated for guests. Very few people stay in one
home forever, but a flexible design is of great benefit in general and it’s great for resale.” At their
smallest, tiny homes can total about 100 square feet. They often have the look and feel of studio
apartments. Detached ADUs would be one form of a tiny home. 7
Accessory Dwelling Units
Accessory Dwelling Units, or ADUs, are fully livable, self-contained dwellings on the same property as a
principal dwelling (main house). ADUs that are separate structures from the main house are sometimes
referred to as “coach houses” or “granny flats” because of the historical use of such structures to
accommodate horses and carriages (and a coach man), or to accommodate aging family members.
There are examples of coach homes in Chicago, Evanston and other suburbs, typically accessed from an
alley. In the latter half of the twentieth century, ADUs were often prohibited or grandfathered into
zoning ordinances, but in recent decades some municipalities have re-considered their merits and have
loosened restrictions on them.
There are three types of ADUs:





Internal – These units can be an attic, garden unit or other area of the home. They would need to
meet all building codes including fire safety ingress-egress requirements. These units result from
conversion or addition projects.
Attached – an addition or part of new home construction that provides an additional unit, typically
at ground level.
Detached – similar to a coach house, a detached unit on the site, typically with access from an alley
or a common driveway.

ADU regulations can be tailored to ensure a desired single-family appearance is maintained. For
example:




Maximum size must be no more than 25 percent of the total area of the principal structure and no
less than 600 square feet;
Most be wholly within the principal structure;
Must maintain a single-family appearance (size, bulk, roof line, etc) with one common front
entrance on the principal structure. A second entrance is allowed, but it must be on the side or rear
of the building.

AARP, “5 Questions for Sarah Susanka,” https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/housing/info2015/interview-Sarah-Susanka-architect.html, accessed 7 April 2021. Also see AARP, “Tiny Homes are Becoming a
Big Deal,” https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/housing/info-2015/tiny-houses-are-becoming-a-bigdeal.html, accessed 7 April 2021.
7
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Figure 15: Types of ADUs

Cohousing
Cohousing a relatively new form of residential development designed to emphasize community
interaction while still retaining and respecting individual privacy. Cohousing developments in the
United States have been intergenerational and not exclusively for seniors. 8 Although potential sites for
this type of development, as of the writing of this chapter, are limited, the City should remain open to
cohousing proposals.
Two-Unit Housing
Although not specifically mentioned in any policy papers from AARP, two-unit housing nonetheless
offers many of the same intergenerational housing benefits of ADUs, tiny homes and cohousing. Twounit housing includes: duplexes, i.e. two units side-by-side sharing one party wall; and two-flats, i.e.
one unit stacking on top of the other. Over 30% of the housing stock in Chicago are two-unit buildings,
and, although less common, two-unit buildings are also found throughout the suburbs.

8

SOURCE?
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In a common arrangement, two-unit buildings offer benefits and flexibility to the owners. One unit
provides a place of residence for the owner, and the other unit offers an increased return on
investment. The rent from the additional unit helps pay the mortgage, and, generally, two-unit
buildings have shown strong appreciation. For example, in 2017, many two-flats in Chicago’s north side
Lincoln Square neighborhood sold for around $600,000. Two-flats also provide some shelter from
property taxes—as taxes increase, so do rents.
Finally, note that two-unit does not always mean two-family. For example, in the project team’s land
use inventory of focus areas within Park Ridge, the team stumbled upon a legal nonconforming twounit building (the property is zoned for single-family detached only), near Busse Highway in the Dee
Road Station Area. A short interview with the property owner revealed that the units are split about 6733 in floor area. Two parents and children live in the larger unit, and an older family member lives in the
smaller unit.

Source: Park Ridge staff photo

While in Chicago the two-flat brownstones and greystones are distinctive, two-unit buildings can easily
blend into the single-family neighborhood and be almost indistinguishable from single-family
residences. For example in Oak Park’s Ridgeland Historic District, two-unit buildings are frequently
found on street corners, and their shape, bulk and exterior appearances are very similar to other homes
on the street.
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Starter Homes and Teardowns
Many commenters in the public input process expressed concerns related to starter homes (or ranchstyle homes, as some put it). Their desire was for preservation of existing housing stock of smaller
homes found throughout the neighborhoods of Park Ridge, not the creation of new starter homes.
Such preservation desires are not unique to Park Ridge: the lamenting of the destruction of smaller
“starter” homes and their replacement with larger, much more expensive homes (“teardowns”) has
been common in the region for at least two decades. The teardown trend has been seen as destructive
to communities for two reasons: they reduce the supply of smaller, relatively less expensive homes in a
community, and; their intrusion along streets and blocks upsets the look, feel, and character of longestablished neighborhoods. However, in the case of our respondents it was unclear whether they
simply wanted to preserve the stock of starter homes in order to maintain a supply of housing at
relatively lower price points, or whether they were also lamenting loss of neighborhood charm or
character. In Park Ridge, a citizen group CURRB (Citizens United to Retain Residential Balance) was
formed in 1997 in order to address concerns over teardowns and strike a balance in zoning regulations
that would allow new homes but better ensure they remained within the scale and character of the
neighborhood. As evidenced from the public input, the concerns CURRB addressed are still, to some
extent, unresolved.
Figure 15 indicates the number of building permits issued for new dwelling units since 2005. Virtually all
new single-family home permits were teardowns, i.e. the existing home on the lot was demolished and
replaced with a larger home. The high number of multi-family permits issued in 2006, 2007 and 2014
resulted from large Uptown projects. The multi-family permits issued in 2017-2018 resulted from three
mixed-use projects: 16-20 Fairview, 400 Talcott, and 600 Talcott. The addition of townhouses to the
housing stock has been minimal, and no two-unit permits were issued during the period. The City has
not issued any permits for two-unit, townhouse, or multi-family for the last two calendar years. Note
that there is a lag between issuance of a building permit and certificate of occupancy for the dwelling
unit.
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Figure 15. Dwelling Unit Building Permits Issued, by Type, 2005-2020
Year

Single-Family

Multi-Family

Townhouse

Annual Total

2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

109
93
56
34
12
8
12
24
24
35
29
41
32
27
23
21

1
90
169
1
3
0
11
11
0
210
26
0
40
16
0
0

24
3
0
7
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
19
0
0
0
0

134
186
225
42
15
8
23
35
24
245
55
60
72
43
23
21

Totals

580

578

53

1211

Source: Department of Community Preservation and Development building permit records

Although there were many comments about increasing the range of housing
options, increasing more affordable options, or placing more units near specific
economic or transportation nodes, one sentiment remained clear: Park Ridge
should remain a community of primarily single-family detached neighborhoods (or,
if you prefer, a community of single-family detached homes).
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Affordable Housing
Comment: This section has been significantly reorganized and revised since the May 2020 draft.
References to the Illinois state statute regarding affordable housing and any Park Ridge
requirements under that act have been removed. A discussion on planned developments as the City’s
current approach to affordable housing has been added.
Affordable housing is generally defined as housing on which the occupant is paying no more than 30
percent of gross income for housing costs, including utilities. Section 5 above discusses “cost burden,” a
concept related to affordable housing. All forms of housing products can be “affordable.” Singlefamily homes can be “affordable,” as can independent living units. Affordable housing is not
necessarily “public housing” or “subsidized housing” (although those are but two manifestations of
affordable housing.) Affordable housing is already in Park Ridge. As of 2018, the Illinois Housing and
Development Authority found that Park Ridge had 13,834 housing units, of which 1,112 (or 8 percent)
were deemed affordable. One would be hard pressed to consistently determine by appearance alone
which housing units in town might be among the 1,112 affordable ones.
A lack of affordable housing can have detrimental effects on a community and region. There is a clear
link between poor health and sub-standard housing, for example. Housing options at various price
points allow increased socio-economic diversity, and—most importantly—provide opportunities for
many middle-class workers to live in or close to their places of employment. The median salary for a
registered nurse, for example, is $73,890. This is far below the household income of $91,000 that would
be necessary in order not be cost-burdened while living in a home at the Park Ridge median value of
$400,000. 9
The City’s current approach to encouraging affordable housing is a zoning incentive through the
planned development approval process. A “planned development” is a development in which the
applicable zoning code restrictions may be modified, reduced or waived in return for public benefits.
Such projects are generally larger in scale and more complex in scope. The public benefit offered by the
developer in return for the modification or relaxation of specific zoning standards can take many forms,
such as the dedication of land for parks or other public purposes, infrastructure improvements, or
something intrinsic to the design of the project (i.e. environmentally sustainable design).
Since 2007 the zoning ordinance has listed the following as an example of a public benefit that a
developer may offer: “An affordable housing set-aside of twenty percent (20%) or more of all units as
either rental or for-sale, according to the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
guidelines.” The following factors may be relevant in assessing the effectiveness of this strategy:

The median RN salary is from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, May 2018 Occupational Employment and Wage
Estimates, Illinois: https://www.bls.gov/oes/2018/may/oes_il.htm#29-0000. The scenario of not being able to
afford the median-priced home of $400,000 assumes a 20 percent down payment on the home and monthly
housing costs of $2,300.
9
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Planned development proposals in Park Ridge are rare. Planned development proposals with a
residential component are even rarer. The last proposal was in 2017.



Since 2007, no approved planned developments have resulted in an affordable housing set-aside. In
other words, affordable units have not been created through this process.



Simply meeting the set-aside threshold would not, in and of itself, bind the city to approving a project
with affordable units. To reiterate, the public benefits listed in the ordinance are examples only. A
planned development is transactional, and the City may determine in a particular case that the
benefit provided does not justify the relief requested.
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V. GOALS AND ACTIONS
Comment: This section has been significantly re-organized and revised since the May 2020 draft. A
discussion and images of ADUs were deleted and inserted elsewhere in the chapter. Creating a
housing fund via a demolition fee has been deleted as an implementation strategy. Without this
strategy, ideas for a downpayment assistance grant for qualified buyers or rehab grants for seniors
or historic homes have also been removed. Without a mechanism to fund these strategies, they are
most likely not feasible.
The recommendations on affordable housing have been re-written: some new recommendations
surface, or are expressed in different ways. The recommendations regarding zoning amendments
has been re-written and a new recommendation (remove mixed-use restrictions) added.

The goals and actions contained in this section are based on community input, the existing
conditions analysis, recommendations of professional consultants and staff, and the discussion
at several meetings of the Planning & Zoning Commission. Together, they are intended to
achieve the vision as stated at the beginning of this chapter.

A. Preserve and support new homeownership opportunities that strengthen
neighborhoods.
A1: Promote preservation and rehabilitation of existing housing.
Given the stark differences of thoughts expressed in the public input process regarding desire for
continued construction of large homes and the preservation of smaller starter homes, it is evident that
the City should continue to seek and adopt policies and regulations that balance preservation of
existing homes while allowing for senstively designed new residences. Such sensitivity should include
asthetics as well as the adverse affects that large-footprint buildings (not necessarily large buildings in
height or bulk) have on localized flooding.
In addition to potential zoning amendments (see A2 below), another option may be considered:
Employer-Assisted Housing program(s).
Employer-Assisted Housing (EAH)
EAH benefits typically include down payment assistance and financial counseling provided by a
certified counselor. Employers partner with third-party housing organizations to help design and
manage the program. EAH programs have been known to improve recruitment and retention of
employees. In Illinois, the employer may be eligible for a Donation Tax Credit equal to 50 percent on the
funds invested in the program. The employer works with a housing counselor to establish benefits the
housing counselor administers the benefits to the employ, and the employee takes housing and credit
counseling to be eligible for the benefit. Typically, the down payment assistance is structured as a
forgivable loan to the employee. The City should consider encouraging large employers to participate
in employer assisted housing programs. The employer could structure their incentive so that they
provide more assistance if the employee purchases within Park Ridge. The benefits of this type of
program have been proven to increase employee retention while increasing purchases of employees to
live nearby in the community.
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A2: Control the bulk and character of new housing so that it fits into unique neighborhood contexts.
The zoning ordinance uses, among other restrictions, a ratio of gross floor area to lot size (floor area
ratio, or FAR) to control the bulk and size of residential buildings. Additionally, the zoning ordinance
contains a floor area bonus for single-family homes in the R-1 and R-2 zoning districts built prior to
1960. The bonus “is intended to preserve the existing housing stock and maintain the established
character of single-family neighborhoods. By preserving older homes, this may create additional
affordable housing opportunities, as well.” 10 The efficacy of this bonus should be examined, and
adjustments to the bonus requirements or provisions should be made accordingly.
The demolition of two single-family homes, consolidation of the two lots, and the replacement of the
two demolished homes with one very home has occurred relatively infrequently over the last decade.
Concern over such occurrences was voiced during the public input process, but was relatively muted
and insignificant in number. Nevertheless, the City should monitor this trend. While occasional
occurrences with wide geographic distribution throughout the City may not be noticeable, the
acceleration of such a trend would jeopardize the character of existing single-family neighborhoods and
threaten to transform the typical Park Ridge street into something more akin to sprawling subdivisions
on the suburban fringe. Further, where single-family detached neighborhoods are generally close to
active, commercial districts and/or public transportation, supporting lot consolidations leads to a net
reduction in housing units—and consequently, population. This result conflicts with goals to support
economic development and public transportation use.
The City should consider using a formula for FAR that is not based solely on a percentage of lot size, but
rather on an established square footage plus a reduced percentage of the lot. See example on the
following page. Using such a new formula, If two homes are demolished and the lots consolidated, the
replacement home would be more in character with the existing neighborhood, i.e. smaller but
surrounded by more green space. Note that such a formula would not need to be applied universally
across the City.
The Land Use chapter contains detailed review of various Focus Areas, with descriptions of assets and
opportunities, neighborhood form, and recommendations. In some limited areas, redeveloping existing
properties, or adding a unit through a building addition or coach home, may be appropriate to allow for
new housing units. The areas identified for these possible scenarios are in areas close to businesses,
transit, and other amenities. However, in other cases, these changes may not be appropriate. The Land
Use chapter lists neighborhoods that are most appropriate for large, single-family homes. Specific
design guidelines and zoning regulations for such types of construction can be developed.

10

Zoning Ordinance of the City of Park Ridge, Section 7.5.d.
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Example: 16,000-square-foot lot, from consolidation of two 8,000-squarefoot lots
This is an example only, and is not intended to suggest specific amendments to the zoning
ordinance. Moreover, this example does not suggest that such a formula, if adopted,
should be applicable to the entire city.

FAR based solely on ratio of lot to home square footage:
•

Size of consolidated lots = 16,000 FAR = .45 Maximum house size is 7,200 square feet

FAR based on square footage maximum plus percent of lot size:
•
•
•
•

Square footage allowance = 2,500
FAR max = .15
Maximum house for 16,000 sf lot = (16,000 x .15) + 2,500 = 4,900
Maximum house size is now 4,900 (still big) but reduced from 7,200 and thus more
likely to be in character with neighborhood.
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B. Ensure new housing is well designed and incorporates sustainability.
The City should continue to ensure that building codes, zoning, and other regulations promote best
practices, including energy efficiency, stormwater, and sustainable building practices. The City should
encourage residential property owners to reduce the area of hard surfaces, add rain gardens, replace
turf with native plants, disconnect gutters from the storm system, and other techniques. The
Sustainability Chapter has more details on such efforts.
Figure 16: Example of Pervious Pavers That Absorb Water

Source: Teska Associates

C. Expand the range of housing products
C.1. Consider appropriate locations and manifestations of accessory dwelling units; study
amending codes to allow their addition to the housing stock.
A previous section to this chapter introduced three different types of ADUs. Each type should be
evaluated for its appropriateness for Park Ridge. Moreover, each type should be evaluated for
appropriate locations throughout the city’s residential zoning districts. Permitting ADUs would entail
amendments to both the text and map of the zoning ordinance. These amendments could approach
the issue of ADUs in various ways. Some of the ways that might be considered are:







Limit ADUs to a particular zoning district,e.g. R-2;
Limit ADUs to partucilar areas with one or more zoning districts, i.e. overlay districts;
Establish performance standards, e.g. minimum lot size for properties with ADUs;
Establish asthetic standards for ADUs, e.g. placement and number of entrances;
Explore age or family restrictions to ADUs;
Examine parking issues for ADUs.
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Two-unit buildings offer numerous advantages to property owners and the to community, and the
various types of two-unit residential products (duplexes, two-flats) should be examined for
appropriateness at various locations in Park Ridge. Here, too, the exapansion of two-unit buildings in
Park Ridge would require amendments to both the text and map of the zoning ordinance. The land use
chapter has identified particular places where such map amendments might be appropriate. But how
else should they be controlled? The list above for ADUs serves as a guide here as well. Some of the
issues to consider when expanding two-unit buildings might be:




Establish bulk or performance standards, e.g. FAR, for two-unit buildings to ensure they blend in
the the single-family character of an area;
Establish aesthetic standards for two-unit buildings so that the retain an appearance of singlefamily residences;
Re-evaluate parking issues for two-unit buildings. Setting parking requirements too high could
inhibit their introduction into the housing mix; setting the standards too low could create on-street
parking problems.

C.2. Be receptive to proposals for townhouses or various senior living arrangements.
The townhouse product has not been developed to any significant extent in Park Ridge. The City
should examine its zoning ordinance and determine if there are inhibiters to this type of development
and explore ways to make this product more attractive for potential developers.
Some senior living developments might best be processed as planned developments, and the City
should remain open to creative and new trends in senior housing.

C.3. Encourage affordable housing.
Park Ridge is a community of approximately 38,000 people and covers over seven square miles. It has
room for a variety of housing types at various price points while still maintaining its residential charm of
mostly single-family detached neighborhoods. The community need not fear the concept of affordable
housing and should pursue subtle and low-key ways to encourage its growth. At minimum, the city
should ensure that its policies are not incimical to the establishment of affordable housing in the
community. Some measures to consider:


Zoning requirements on dwelling units in mixed-use developments need to be re-examined and
amended. Many of these restrictions were simply a reaction to an adverse court decision regarding
the proposal for a mixed-use building at 400 Talcott. That building, and a similar one at 600 Talcott,
has been built, and the fears of disastrous consequences (e.g. traffic safety) have not materialized.
A “light touch” for increases in mixed-use buildings is stated in the land use chapter, and such a
light touch could add affordable units to Park Ridge’s housing mix.



Explore the introduction of ADUs into the housing mix as one way to increase affordable housing.
See above for an additional goal for ADUs for a fuller discussion of some options.
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Pursue a “light touch” increase in the number of two-unit buildings, at locations suggested in the Land
Use chapter. See above for an additional goal for two-unit buildings and a fuller discussion of some
options.
Establish relationships with housing organizations that can provide down payment assistance and
housing counseling to assist homebuyers in purchasing homes. A related effort would be to work
with an organization that uses community land trusts to preserve existing and/or establish new
units.
Encourage live-work arrangements (see C4 below).

C4: Promote Adaptive Reuse and Live-Work
Due to changes in the retail industry, stores and restaurants are now stronger in walkable areas, such as
Uptown, or in larger shopping centers. As a result, there are vacant and underutilized retail and autorelated businesses along corridors such as Busse Highway, Northwest Highway and Touhy Avenue.
While in the past zoning was intended to separate uses, new best practices call for allowing more
flexibility that can reinvigorate commercial streets.
Zoning regulations for the business districts should be examined to consider:




Allowing residential as a permitted use on the upper floors portions of Uptown (B-4), as well as
potentially in the Dee Road Station Area, along Higgins Road (east of Cumberland), and in South
Park; perhaps allow a ground-floor unit hidden from street-facing facades as a special use; and
Allowing residential above the ground floor as a special use in B-2 and/or B-3 Districts.

In areas with small lots, such as near Dee Road Metra Station, allowing a residential unit on the ground
floor can make it more economically feasible to reuse a building or build a new mixed-use building,
particularly because ground-floor units can be more easily configured for compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
In addition, the City should explore allowing flexible, live-work buildings in B-1, B-2 and B-3 districts.
Allowing the owner or user to customize the property can increase the marketing viability of the
property. Allowing this flexibility would be attractive to revitalizing commercial areas and respond to
the desires of many Millennials and younger households that would like to live and work in Park Ridge
and do not want to commute.
In 2020, the City approved a small apartment (600 square feet) above a Main Street restaurant. The
unit is intended for occupation by the chef working in the restaurant below. This approval required
both a special use and a parking variance (one space), which added approval time and while it did not
discourage that particular applicant, it can be a deterrent to others.
Given the size and other details about the unit, it is likely to meet state and federal criteria for being
“affordable.” The pursuit of this goal can also be a measure that increases affordable housing in Park
Ridge.

27

Draft Housing Chapter
Revised for Planning & Zoning Commission Review on 13 April 2021

28

HOUSING CHAPTER DRAFTS OF MAY 2020 AND APRIL 2021:
SIGNIFICANT DELETIONS AND CHANGES
Author: Jim Brown, Director of CP&D, City of Park Ridge
This document provides information regarding amendments—changes, deletions,
reorganization—made from the draft housing chapter presented to the Planning & Zoning
Commission and Committee of the Whole on May 2020, and the draft present to the
commission on April 13, 2021. It is not a comprehensive list of every change. It also provides
comments on why the amendments were made.
PAGE REFERENCES ARE FOR MAY 2020 DRAFT
I.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
Comment: Amendments made for clarity and brevity. Attempt made to retain tone
and tenor of May 2020 draft.

Page 4: 2. Importance of Home Ownership
Title revised to “home ownership. First paragraph deleted; other changes for clarity and
brevity.
Throughout plan outreach, residents have cited convenient location combined with attractive
neighborhoods as key factors to why they moved to Park Ridge and continue to live in the
community. They also value amenities, excellent transportation, public services, and
institutions such as schools and parks. All of these strengths point to a housing market where
there is demand to both own and rent.
Comment: This paragraph was deleted. Superfluous statement—everybody values amenities,
public services, schools and parks—that provides no insights into Park Ridge. Such thoughts are
expressed elsewhere and in more detail in the plan.
Page 4, (second paragraph under photo on page):
Purchasing a home provides a number of benefits to both the household and the community –
from building home equity to the pride in ownership.
For decades Park Ridge has become been a desirable community in part due to its location,
homes, amenities, and institutions: schools, parks, local services, and excellent transportation.
Allowing new growth while preserving the character of Park Ridge’s neighborhoods has been a
central focus of the City for decades.

This paragraph was replaced with the following and moved its placement was moved within the
chapter:
For decades Park Ridge has been a desirable community due to its proximity to O’Hare and
downtown Chicago, its great transportation connections, and its good schools, parks and local
services. But the charm, quality, and character of the single-family neighborhoods has been
perhaps the foremost element of Park Ridge’s desirability.
Comment: Original paragraph implies that Park Ridge has recently become desirable, which is
not true. Revised paragraph makes a bolder statement (perhaps a bit of hyperbole) about the
neighborhoods and contribution to the desirability
p. 7, “Missing Middle”
Comment: The concept of the “missing middle” was not widely accepted or embraced at the
COW (and the P&Z didn’t seem too warm to it either). The section is deleted in its entirety.
However, certain ideas or concepts expressed here resurface in a new section IV THE RANGE OF
HOUSING PRODUCTS (p. 13 of Apr 2021 draft.)
‘Missing Middle’
Park Ridge, like many similar communities, is affected by what is often called the “missing
middle.” Over recent decades, the U.S. housing market has increasingly become concentrated
in either single-family detached homes or larger multifamily building and complexes.
Residential buildings that contain two to four units were once a standard product in cities,
suburbs, and small towns. These buildings made economic sense for many property owners,
who could live in one unit and then have options with remaining unit(s): offer to family, use as
in-kind compensation for child care or other services, or simply rent on the open market as an
offset to a mortgage. Those rented units historically provided a supply of naturally occurring
affordable housing—that is, housing units that are accessible for most an area’s workforce
without any subsidy required. Inherent to this kind of arrangement is the property owner living
on site, which tends to ensure good property maintenance.
Without a good stock of two-to-four-unit buildings, there are fewer options for moderateincome residents, often in their young adult or older years, who do not want to pay for more
space than they need, but also do not want to live in high-density environments. While Park
Ridge has some two-flats, duplexes, and townhomes, there is limited supply to meet the
growing regional demand. The missing middle is reflective of many higher-income suburbs
around Chicago. Businesses and employers want to locate where their employees have
numerous options for attainable housing in areas rich in amenities such as transportation,
restaurants, parks and high-quality schools. In fact, according to “Emerging Trends in Real
Estate: 2020” by the Urban Land Institute (ULI) and PWC, cities like New York City, San
Francisco, and Chicago anchor networks of close-in suburbs like Park Ridge that “have excellent

transit access, strong walk scores, and an abundance of retail, restaurants, and recreation.” 1
These networked suburbs are attractive to households looking for a balance between city and
suburbs and want to live in a convenient location. “Missing middle” for many young adults and
empty-nesters strikes the right balance between location, cost, and design.

p.11 Section 4. Housing Anchors Fiscal Health, Business Districts
Comment: This section has been deleted in its entirety here and the points regarding the
residential tax base and residential density bolstering commercial have re-written and added to
the new section IV.
p.15-16 Section 7. Affordable Housing
Comment: This section was deleted in its entirety. A memorandum from the City attorney last
spring offered legal opinion that the City of Park Ridge, as a home-rule community, is not
subject to the provisions of the Affordable Housing Planning and Appeal Act. The
memorandum did suggest that as a matter of policy the City could nevertheless pursue
affordable housing.
A new section on “Affordable Housing,” combining thoughts and comments from Section 7
(Housing Affordability) and Section 8 (Housing for Workers in Various Careers) has been added
to the IV RANGE OF HOUSING PRODUCTS, also new. See p. 19 of the Apr 2021 draft.
In 2003 the Illinois General Assembly passed the Affordable Housing Planning and Appeal Act
(AHPAA) (310 ILCS 67). The new law was intended to address growing concerns over the lack of
moderately priced housing in many Illinois communities. The APHAA established procedures
for identifying municipalities with acute shortages of housing that would be affordable to:
•
Homebuyers at 80% of the regional median household income; and
•
Renters at 60% of the regional median household income.
For larger urban areas, the region’s median income used is for the entire Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA). Park Ridge falls in the Chicago MSA. Based on the above, communities
are either considered exempt from the provisions of the AHPAA, or they are considered as NonExempt Local Governments (NELG). To fall into the NELG category, the municipality must meet
two criteria:
•
It must have a population of at least 1,000 people; and
•
It must have a portion of the local year-round housing stock considered affordable that
is below 10%, as determined by data from the U.S. Census Bureau and other relevant sources.
The exact process used to identify Non-Exempt Local Governments is laid out in the AHPAA.
The Illinois Housing and Development Authority (IHDA) is responsible for generating this list of
NELGs. The first list was published in 2004, and an updated list was published in 2013,
“Emerging Trends in Real Estate: U.S. and Canada” (2020). PriceWaterhouse Cooper and Urban Land Institute.
Accessed 9 May 2020 at https://www.pwc.com/us/en/industries/asset-wealth-management/realestate/emerging-trends-in-real-estate.html.
1

following the release of 2010 census data. IHDA publishes a new list approximately every five
years using the most recent and readily available data.
As of 2018, IHDA lists Park Ridge as an NELG. Using data from the ACS five-year estimates, the
IHDA found that Park Ridge had 13,834 housing units, of which 1,112 were deemed affordable.
That is, only 8 percent of Park Ridge’s housing units are affordable, and thus below the 10percent threshold established by the AHPAA. Tables below illustrate some of the data used to
determine the affordability rate of 8 percent.
The law requires NELGs to adopt and submit an affordable housing plan to IHDA. The contents
of this chapter of the Comprehensive Plan are consistent with the elements of an Affordable
Housing Plan as defined by IHDA and includes the following components:
•
Statement of total number of affordable housing units needed to reach 10 percent of
total
•
Identification of lands appropriate for construction, conversion, or rehabilitation as
discussed in special area recommendations at the end of this chapter and in Chapter X: Land
Use
•
Policies and incentives that the local government may provide
•
Selection of a goal to attain adequate affordable housing
To attain the 10 percent threshold, Park Ridge would need to add, or to ensure, that 272
additional units are affordable. This plan outlines strategies to reach a goal of increasing the
number of units that are affordable to 10 units of total housing units, or 272 units. Establishing
272 additional units that are affordable does not necessarily mean constructing 272 new units.
The goal could be accomplished through a number of strategies detailed in the goals and
objectives section of this chapter.
How does this methodology compare to median income levels in Park Ridge? According to
HUD, in 2019 AMI for the Chicago metropolitan statistical area (MSA) was $62,400 for an
individual and $89,100 for a family of four, which is 91 percent of the Park Ridge median of
$98,219.
Table 7: Income Limits
Household Size
80% AMI
100% AMI
AMI as Percent of Park Ridge Median
Income
1
$49,950
$62,400
63%
2
$57,050
$71,300
72%
3
$64,200
$80,200
82%
4
$71,300
$89,100
91%
Source: HUD Area Median Income Limits Effective April 1, 2019

p. 17, Section 8: Housing for Workers in Various Careers
Comment: This section has been deleted in its entirety and some of its contents and thoughts
transferred to a new section Affordable Housing, p. 19 of Apr 2021 draft. See comments
above.
8. Housing for workers in various careers
Using the March 2020 figure for Park Ridge’s median home value, approximately $400,000, it
costs approximately $2,300 per month to afford the estimated mortgage, taxes, insurance, and
utilities on the median for-sale housing unit in Park Ridge. (Among various assumptions in
arriving at this estimate, the greatest assumption is that a household made a 20 percent down
payment at the time of purchase; less than 20 percent would result in notably greater monthly
payments 2). Applying the 30-percent rule, this translates to around $7,600 monthly, or $91,000
annually, in gross income. Table 8 lists the median salaries of various careers. With some
exceptions, among fields and salaries usually considered to be “middle class,” dual incomes
would likely be required to afford the median house without leading to cost burden.
Table 8. Median Salary for Selected Careers
Job
Median Salary
Registered Nurse
$73,890
Property Manager
$69,000
Bus Driver
$57,080
Market Research Analyst
$61,670
Copy Editor
$48,060
Delivery Driver
$39,770
Mail Carrier
$52,090
Police Officer*
$95,429
Firefighter*
$94,895
Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, May 2018 Occupational Employment and Wage
Estimates, Illinois: https://www.bls.gov/oes/2018/may/oes_il.htm#29-0000;
*City of Park Ridge Human Resources; does not include high-ranking officers and management
According to the City’s Human Resources data, of the 42 police officers and 40 firefighters who
are not in a high-ranking management role, only one from each department resides in Park
Ridge. To the extent that the City may benefit from members of either department living in the
City, it may be worth exploring how to increase this number. However, it appears that
affordability may not be the key constraint.
p.17-18, Section 9, New Housing Permits
Comment: This section deleted in its entirety. While the data is interesting, it does not warrant
a separate section in the draft, and it is not necessarily germane to any of the discussions in the
chapter, except for starter home and teardowns. The table showing housing permits has been
included in that portion of the revised draft.
Mortgage is a 30-year fixed at 3.5% interest. Monthly taxes were estimated at $500, insurance at $100, and
utilities at $250. No maintenance reserve was included, as this is not always a consideration in affordability
calculations, although it is a highly recommended component of a housing budget.
2

9. New Housing Permits

Between 2013 and 2018, the City issued 476 building permits for new housing units. More than
half of these permits were approved in 2014 for a large apartment building. In most years, the
difference between new housing permits and teardown demolition resulted in a small net
increase in housing units. Except for the year 2014, the net increase in new units ranged from a
low of two units to a high of 31. Building Division records indicate a tremendous amount of
reinvestment in single-family homes (e.g. additions and major remodeling projects).
Table 9: Building Permits Issued, 2013-2018
Type of Permit
Single Family Dwelling

2013

2014

29

36

2015
29

2016
41

2017
32

2018
28

Two Family Dwelling

Total
195
0

Multi Family Dwelling

210

26

Townhouse Dwelling

10
19

246
16

Multi Family/Comm. (NEW)

35
0

Total New Housing Units

29

246

55

60

42

44

476

Single-Family Demolition

27

29

24

35

23

31

169

2

217

31

25

19

13

307

Net Housing Units

p. 19 Section 10: Strong Schools and the Local Housing Market.
Comment: The title of this section is changed to: “Housing and School Enrollment” in order to
better reflect the actual discussion that follows in the text and table.
The text has been modified as follows:
The relationship between housing and school student generation is complex. Two big variables
are a.) the type of units are being proposed (i.e. how many bedrooms) and b.) where within a
school district the units are proposed. Housing variables that influence school enrollment
include: type of housing product; number of bedrooms; ownership status; and the age of the
housing product. The type of housing and bedroom-count of new housing creates disparate
impacts. For example, multifamily housing with a mix of studios, one- and two- bedrooms
typically produces far fewer school students than larger single-family homes. [A]ccording to
numerous student generation studies as documented by Illinois School Consulting Services and

Rutgers University school demographic studies, a two-bedroom condo typically generates less
school enrollment than a single-family residence. Long-term planning for new housing should
take into account school capacity and involve local school districts in the process.
However, while the consideration of current school capacity and projected school enrollments
are important, it should be only one of the criteria used to weigh the merits of specific
development proposals. Other issues, such as affordable housing supply, business and revenue
benefits, compatibility of the proposal with the surrounding area and other goals related to
“the Missing Middle” expanding the range of housing options should also be considered.
Page 21, Section 11, Housing variety for different stages of life
Comment: This section is deleted in its entirety: seems out of place in the narrative, contents
are expressed or implied elsewhere, and the brief paragraph does not warrant a separate
section. Photos accompanying this section have been deleted too, but they could be reinserted during graphic design efforts for the final plan.
11. Housing variety for different life stages
Park Ridge’s variety in housing is the result of decades of changes in transportation demands,
aesthetic considerations, construction advancements, and lifestyle changes. Many residents
commented on Park Ridge being a blend of a traditional suburb with the amenities of a city. As
the City considers updating its policies and programs, the recommendations section of this
chapter responds to the desire to keep and enhance this blend of suburb-city as part of
community character.
Page 22, IV. Goals and Actions
This section has been significantly reorganized and revised, although many of the ideas remain,
some expressed more forcefully, some expressed in a different manner. A new sub-section
“Encourage Affordable Housing” was added. It contains thoughts and ideas previously
sprinkled throughout the draft.
Initial paragraph revised as follows:
Based on community input and the existing conditions analysis, this section of the chapter lays
out the goals and actions necessary to achieve the vision. The goals and actions contained in
this section are based on community input, the existing conditions analysis, recommendations
of professional planning consultants and planning staff, and the discussion at several meetings
of the Planning & Zoning Commission. Together, they are intended to achieve the vision as
stated at the beginning of this chapter.
p.22, Housing Fund

This idea never generated anything beyond tepid support from the P&Z, and it was
wholeheartedly rejected by aldermen at the May Committee of the Whole meeting. This
section and the attendant box describing Highland Park’s fund are deleted.
Housing Fund
If preserving homes is a goal – both for the purposes of character and affordability – a housing
balance and opportunity fund would provide local capacity for implementation. The fund would
provide for grants to residents for these kinds of investments:
1. Maintaining and preserving homes as certified by the Historic Preservation
Commission;
2. Making a down payment on the purchase of a first home (for qualified
applicants);
3. Making a down payment on a home near medical or public safety offices (i.e. a
workforce housing program aimed at health care workers and first responders);
and
4. Retrofitting a home with exterior modifications such as ramps and interior
modifications such as rails and chair lifts so that seniors may age in place.
The fund would be supplied by a fee levied on single-family demolition-and-new-construction
projects (“teardowns”) and large single-family addition projects that, for example, more than
double the floor area of an existing home. The fee could be a sliding scale. For reference,
Highland Park and Lake Forest have fees between $15,000 and $20,000 per unit.

Page 22, First paragraph under A.1. Promote preservation and rehabilitation of existing
housing
Comment: Revised to more clearly indicate that there was a difference of opinions during the
public input process, and that the issue of “residential balance” raised two decades ago still
needs to be monitored and addressed. This leads to the paragraph, essentially unaltered, on
FAR and other zoning controls.
Concern was expressed through the outreach process that the process of demolition and new
construction (“teardowns”) leads to larger homes and fewer homes. This trend can change the
character of neighborhoods and result in vast differences between older, ranch-style homes
and newer homes that maximize bulk restrictions. Similarly, there are a number of two-flats,
duplexes, and small multi-family buildings that under current zoning could be converted into or
replaced with large single-family homes. It is important to have policies that balance
preservation of existing homes while allowing for sensitively designed new residences.
Given the stark differences of thoughts expressed in the public input process regarding desire
for continued construction of large homes and the preservation of smaller starter homes, it is
evident that the City should continue to seek and adopt policies and regulations that balance

preservation of existing homes while allowing for sensitively designed new residences. Such
sensitivity should include aesthetics as well as the adverse effects that large-footprint buildings
(not necessarily large buildings in height or bulk) have on localized flooding.
p.23, in middle of EAH discussion
Comment: I personally didn’t find this compelling or germane, but would be willing to re-insert
if others feel differently. Deleted:
King Harris, a well-known business leader and philanthropist in Chicagoland, and creator of an
EAH program in for System Sensor in St. Charles, shared, “Through the EAH program, we’ve
figured out a cost-effective way to recruit and retain essential employees. The program is
beneficial for everyone because it increases employee morale and ensures a more successful
future of the company.” 3
p.24 B1. Consider instances where the design review process can be streamlined.
Comment: The Appearance Commission is not in favor of this recommendation and neither am
I. The Urban Design Guidelines and the Appearance Commission have served the community
well for nearly 30 years. While some tweaking of the design guidelines or the role of the
Appearance Commission may be considered, I see no reason for staff to assume aesthetic or
design review of homes as suggested below. The paragraph and recommendation below are
deleted.
The Appearance Commission reviews new commercial, residential, and institutional
construction. Its purview currently includes residential front porches or any addition that may
be seen from a street. The Commission reviews projects for consistency with the Urban Design
Guidelines, which were initially prepared in 1991. Design goals, particularly for single-family
homes, should be incorporated into the Zoning Ordinance and, to the extent possible for
routine petitions, reviewed and approved by staff with a petitioner option for an appeal to the
Commission. This process would be more consistent with similar communities in the region and
streamline permitting for many homeowners and builders. Newer or experimental housing
types, such as accessory dwelling units, could be subject to a Commission review, as could all
multifamily, commercial, and institutional projects.
p.25 Section title: Support a Range of Housing Types and Price Points Expand the Range of
Housing Products
Comment: Title changed and entire section significantly revised. Recommendations regarding
ADUs, two-unit residential (new to this draft) and affordable housing have been assembled in
this new section. References to state statute on affordable housing eliminated.
I found many thoughts in this section V. GOALS better fitted for the new section IV RANGE OF
HOUSING PRODUCTS (p. 13 of new draft).
“EAH Guidebook: Administering A Successful Employer-Assisted Housing Benefit in Illinois,” NHS Chicago,
retrieved from https://www.nhschicago.org/eahguidebook/index.html on April 27, 2020
3

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeanne Wells
Carlisle, John
P&Z
Thursday, April 8, 2021 2:56:44 PM

I understand housing may be discussed at your next P&Z meeting.
I'd like to encourage you to make available housing for a variety of affordability so that our community
may become more accessible to a range of citizens in our community. Diversity will make our community
more attractive to all buyers. Clearly our Maine South students would appreciate being more a part of the
"real world!"
Thank you!
Jeanne Wells
847-302-8136
305 N Washington
PR IL 60068

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alissa Goldwasser
Carlisle, John
Support for affordable housing in Park Ridge
Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:44:50 PM

Hello Mr. Carlisle,
Please let the Planning and Zoning Committee know that, as a Park Ridge resident, I support
an increase in dwellings that are affordable for lower-income individuals and families. Park
Ridge should be known as a place that is welcoming to people from all different backgrounds
and income profiles. It is the right thing to do for all who live -- and want to live -- in this
community.
I appreciate your consideration.
Alissa Goldwasser
431 S Crescent Ave

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kerin Family
Carlisle, John
Comprehensive Plan
Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:51:57 PM

Hi Mr. Carlisle. Please share this message with the Planning and Zoning Commissioners.
Dear Commissioners,
I support affordable housing and encourage it to be included as part of the comprehensive
plan.

Affordable housing is important to the economic vitality of Park Ridge. Having affordable
housing will support our local workforce so they can live close to their jobs. Shorter commutes
allows workers to spend more time with their families. Construction of affordable homes can
also help to stimulate economic growth. A healthy mix of housing options, including
affordable rental housing, single family homes, duplexes and developments for seniors,
ensures opportunities for all individuals to improve their economic situation and contribute to
our community.

Thank you,
Kate Kerin
328 S. Redfield Ct.
Park Ridge, IL 60068

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Karen Banks-Lubicz
Carlisle, John
Affordable Housing
Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:04:06 PM

Mr. Carlisle,
I'm writing to show my support for including a policy of affordable housing in the
comprehensive plan. I hope that we can be mindful of the divided world that we live in and by
including a policy of affordable housing, we are at least making a small step toward inclusivity
and diversity in our community. If we ignore the issue, it will not go away.
Please pass this message along to the commissioners. Thank you.
-Karen Banks-Lubicz
1029 Garden St.
Park Ridge

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Margaret Bechtel
Carlisle, John
Affordable Housing
Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:59:18 PM

Dear Mr. Carlisle,
I am writing to let you know I am opposed to refine our communities to allow multi-family, affordable dwellings in
our residential neighborhoods. It will put an undue burden on our schools and other functions of our community.
Please vote NO on this proposition.
Thank you,
Margaret Bechtel

Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sean Dolan
Carlisle, John
Multi-Family housing
Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:04:27 PM

Hello,
I have read through the proposal to rezone our communities to allow multi-family affordable
dwellings in our Park Ridge residential neighborhoods. I strongly oppose this proposal!
These dwellings will put a burden on our schools and other parts of our community.
Please vote NO on this proposition.
Sincerely,
Sean Dolan

Once again, thank you, Planning and Zoning Commissioners, for serving Park Ridge and for
taking the time to read and listen to my comment.
My name is Nan Parson. I’ve lived at 422 Lake Avenue since 1975 and rented at 301 Vine Street
for 5 years before that. My husband and I are examples that renters are responible neighbors
and often, over time, become home-owners.
As you probably know, I support increasing the number of lower cost housing units in Park
Ridge. A homogenous community is a weak community. Diversity makes everything in nature
stronger, including neighborhoods. A vibrant City has a variety of cultures, opinions, incomes,
stages of life, types of housing and more. I want Park Ridge to be a vibrant place to live and I
strongly believe that providing housing that lower-income people can comfortably afford is one
way to maintain and increase vibrancy.
As the Comprehensive Plan states, 4,121 owned households in Park Ridge are cost burdened
(which means that they spend more than 30% of their income on shelter) and 1, 016 rented
households are burdened. Many Park Ridge residents could greatly benefit from spending less
on shelter and many people are not able or willing to take on such a burden; so they move
away or never move here in the first place. I believe that this is a huge loss for the city, both
culturally and economically. When residents pay less for housing, they spend more at
restaurant row, going to the Pickwick and shopping locally.
I hope the P and Z Commission will keep an emphasis on housing in the Comprehensive Plan
and will recommend forming a committee which will study ways to increase lower-cost housing
here. There are so many good reasons for doing that. We have nothing to lose and a lot to
gain.
With appreciation
Nan Parson
422 Lake Ave.
Park Ridge, Il.
60068
nanparson@hotmail.com
847-308-4979

To the Park Ridge Planning and Zoning Commission:
Thank you for your service to the community and for taking time to read and consider
comments from residents.
I believe that, as Martin Luther King said, “the arc of history bends toward justice.”
In a just society, communities offer housing opportunities for all, and in particular for those in
need of affordable housing. I urge you to include a provision to increase affordable housing in
the updated Comprehensive Plan for Park Ridge to at least 10% as mandated by the State.
Examples of people who will directly benefit from such an increase are:
• Young families with limited resources looking to settle in a great community.
• Children of Park Ridge families who want to find housing in their “hometown.”
• People who work in Park Ridge for some of our major employers. (This also cuts down
on lengthy commutes and is more sustainable)
• City staff, teachers, and first responders.
• Aging citizens of Park Ridge who want to stay in town but are now living on a fixed
income.
To fail to consider or plan to provide expanded affordable housing opportunities is looked on as
a form of discrimination by many Park Ridge residents. I know that you all are citizens of good
will and I’m confident that you do not want to be thought of as having favored discriminatory
policies by future generations.
Providing a variety of affordable housing options is not only the moral thing to do, but it also
makes good economic sense for the City.
Thanks again for your service.
Chris Parson (50 year Park Ridge resident and 22 year business owner)
422 Lake Ave
Park Ridge

