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M.1
Approve the recommendation by Alliant Insurance to award Property, Cyber Liability, and Pollution Liability insurance 
coverage through the Alliant Property Insurance Program for an amount not to exceed $1,125,106 and for a one-year 
term.

Q.
Alliant used the same reasons (e.g. “challenging market conditions”) for a 14.97% increase on the 2022/23 property coverage. 
This year’s increase is even greater; 2023/24 property insurance is increasing 45% over last year’s premium. Can you please 
provide a high level breakdown of the conditions that are driving such a material increase?

Longenbaugh

A.

The property market is proving very challenging as we approach the 7/1/2023 renewal. Weather-related events are problematic to 
the insurance industry and the frequency and severity of these events has increased over the last few years. Recent weather 
events adversely impacting both the capacity and the pricing of direct carriers and reinsurers include: 2022 Hurricane Ian 
(estimated $53B in insured losses – the second most costly hurricane in history); 2022 Winter Storm Elliott (impacted 42 states 
and insured damage estimates of $5.4B); 2021 Winter Storm Uri (estimated $15B in insured losses primarily in Texas and 
Oklahoma); 2021 Hurricane Ida (estimated $40B in insured losses from Gulf Coast to Northeastern States – fourth most costly 
hurricane in history); U.S. Wildfires (Over $10B in insured losses in 4 of last 5 years). In addition, underwriters are concerned 
about valuation and ensuring that an insured’s reported values properly and accurately reflect their exposure. Alliant closely 
monitors insured values for accuracy and applied a 7.5% trend factor for real and personal property. Due to the conditions 
described above, we expect all insureds in the APIP program to have rate increases at renewal. Generally, insureds that are loss-
free and/or non-Catastrophe (CAT) exposed will have lower than average rate increases while insured’s that are loss challenged 
and/or CAT-exposed will have higher than average rate increases. (see attachment for more detail)

Munch

I25-I28 Receive the staff report for 1296 E. Chicago Avenue (McAlister’s Deli) - PZC 22-1-095 (Item 1 of 4)

Q.
Council received some citizen comments regarding the Heinen and McAlister’s developments.  Please respond with staff views 
on the comments. Email attached. Holzhauer

A.

Staff has extensively reviewed the zoning requests for not only the McAllister’s property, but also with respect to the future 
redevelopment of the Butera parcel.  Upon review, staff finds that the OCI zoning district is not only in alignment with the City’s 
Master Land Use Plan recommendations for this site, but is also consistent with the intent of the OCI zoning district to serve as a 
transition to adjacent to residential/park uses.  While it is correct that the B1 zoning would permit both a McAllister’s and a 
Heinen’s grocery store on this site, it would eliminate any possibility of review of the proposed developments by the City Council 
provided that all zoning requirements can be met on those sites.
The added benefit of the OCI zoning district for this parcel is:
-	Both the McAllister’s and the grocery store uses are conditional uses in OCI.  
-	Conditional uses are subject to review and approval through a public hearing process with notice to the neighbors.  
-	A conditional use can be approved subject to additional conditions, such as additional landscaping and screening, access 
limitations, etc., to address any concerns relative to that use on a specific property.  
-	The site plan, landscaping plan, and elevations attached to the conditional use ordinance become the controlling requirements 
for the site.  If, following approval of the conditional use, additional changes are sought, those changes are subject to review and 
approval as either an administrative, minor or major change.  Both minor and major changes required that notice is again 
provided to the neighbors.  
The proposed entitlements are a staff supported solution that has been initiated by the petitioners and approved by the PZC 
(note: Heinen’s has also indicated that they intend to proceed forward with a conditional use in OCI for their site in the future). 
While this approach may not be the only path, it is one that the petitioner, staff, and PZC are comfortable with and that makes the 
best sense in view of the totality of the circumstances.  As a result of all of the above, staff continues to find the proposed 
rezoning to OCI with a conditional use as the preferred entitlement for McAllister’s (and Heinen’s in the future).  It should be 
noted, however, that if the Council decides that B1 zoning is preferred for the site, staff will need to rewrite the approval 
ordinances and present these at the July 18, 2023 CC meeting for approval.   Moving forward, Heinen’s would also maintain the 
B1 zoning and would only be subject to public review if a variance is requested (otherwise, engineering and permit drawings 
would be subject to administrative review only). Finally, in response to concerns about the final plans, the site is currently 
improved with a building and parking area.  Given that the proposed site changes are not extensive, staff is comfortable with 
presenting the site plan, with conditions, subject to final review and approval based on the final engineering plans.  If the final 
engineering plans result in a significant change to the site plan, the conditional use process will be used to review and approve 
that change.  

Laff
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2. Deny item I-27, Rezoning from B1 to OCI.  I as indicated in my earlier email regarding agenda item I-

15, 1296 E Chicago Ave is already zoned B1 which already allows eating establishments by right, i.e. the 

ultimate use desired by the petitioner. Thus, if the restrictions imposed by ordinance 76-137 are 

revoked, the petitioner by right will be allowed to develop an eating establishment. 

 

I also disagree with the petitioner’s assertion that the "requested OCI zoning classification permits uses 

which are more suitable than the uses permitted under the existing zoning classification”: 

•  The petitioner's intent is to develop an eating establishment which is allowed by the existing 

zoning classification, namely B1. OCI, the requested zoning classification, does not allow eating 

establishments unless they were in a PUD. Thus, the existing zoning classification is already more 

suitable than requested zoning standard. 

•  The petitioner has not stated any other use for the property that would be suitable under OCI, 

but not B1. Comparing the permitted uses for OCI to the permitted uses for B1 and using my 

familiarity with that corner, I find it highly unlikely that there is an OCI permitted use (not 

permitted under B1) that would ever be desired or successfully developed on that property. I 

simply cannot imagine a cultural institution, hospital, park, playground, forest preserve, religious 

institution, or a primary/secondary school there. 

 

Finally on this item, the purpose of OCI is "to act as a transitional zone between intensive business areas 

and residential neighborhoods”. But, the only business area is the Heinen Business district which is 

south and west of the 1296 E Chicago: 

• Due north is the country club which is open space with a future land use of residential. 

• Northeast is unincorporated residential with a future land use of residential, 

• Due east is a religious institution on a parcel zone R1.   

• Southeast is residential. 

• South and west is all residential, excluding the adjacent B1 zoned Heinen Business District. 

I don’t believe the Heinen development is sufficiently large enough to be characterized as an “intensive 

business”. But even if it were, the 1296 E Chicago Ave property is not large enough or well positioned to 

act as a much of a buffer or transition. Certainly not  with a use as an eating establishment. The religious 

institution to the east serves much better already as  transitional zone for residences to the east. 

 

3. Deny granting the Conditional Use portion of item I-28. If the property remains zoned B1 and 

ordinance 76-137 is revoked, an eating establishment may be developed by right.  

 

4. Table the Stacking and Setback Variance portion of item I-28 until final plans are submitted, 

reviewed and approved by staff. Conceptually, I approve of this development including the requested 

stacking and setback variances. I am quite pleased with the reuse of the existing building, the desire to 

reuse drives, the existence of indoor seating, a pickup window rather than a complete drive-through. I 

believe a McAlister’s Deli will be a welcome addition to that location. My interpretation of the B1 versus 

OCI code is that no additional variances would be required if the zoning remains B1. But, as neither staff 

nor the petitioner stated hardships of B1 zoning for their proposed eating establishment beyond the 

limitations imposed by ordinance 76-137, I can’t be sure. Also, the petitioner has only submitted 

preliminary plans. Staff notes 8 conditions have currently been identified as lacking, the first of which is 

that the lack of final engineering plans. The Department of Public Utility-Electric, the Department of 

Public Utility-Water/Wastewater, the Fire Department, and the Engineering and Planning Department 

have not reviewed nor approved of the plans. Presenting plans to Council that have not been reviewed 



and are not in full technical compliance is contrary to the policy stated in the minutes of the January 17, 

2023 City Council meeting. The minutes under the Public Forum state that "cases proposed at Planning 

and Zoning Commission (PZC) are not required to be in full technical compliance until they are 

presented to the City Council, that PZC is not reviewing plans for technical requirements because that is 

staff’s responsibility, and that plans may contain non-compliance but by the time it gets to Council all 

items have been reviewed.” [1] Thus, this item should be tabled until complete plans are submitted, the 

plans have be fully reviewed, and the plans are in full technical compliance. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Marilyn 

--- 

Marilyn L. Schweitzer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[1] Up until late January, 2023, the City’s “Developments Under Review” page stated: 

"The official copy of any application scheduled for public hearing before the Planing and Zoning 

Commission and/or City Council will be posted on the Planing and Zoning Commission and/or City 

Council of which it is to be discussed. Final submittals that are included on agendas have been 

reviewed and approved by staff for compliance with City codes and ordinances." 

Please see the attached screenshot. I believe the policy as stated was in the best interest of the public, 

PZC, and Council. When I found it was not being followed. I emailed City Council and brought the issue 

up during the Public Forum of the January 17, 2023 City Council meeting. The result was to state the 

public and PZC did not need the full details and to take down  the Developments Under Review page. 

While I strongly disagree with this change in policy regarding plans going before the PZC, I was at least 

under the impression and believe it is proper for plans to be completely reviewed and in compliance 

before they are presented to CIty Council. They are clearly not for this proposed development. 
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