
Jefferson Park United Neighbors (JPUN) 

Land Use Committee (LUC) 

April 16, 2009 

Zocalo Conference Room 

Minutes by:  Lisa Gerondale 

 

Attendees: LUC Presenter/Visitor Project 

David Solomon, Co-Chair x   

Jim Brinkerhoff  x La Loma 

William Brinkerhoff  x La Loma 

Renee Brinkerhoff  x La Loma 

Lisa Gerondale x   

Brian Ray x  RBDD 

Markus Byron x  RBDD 

Kari-elin Mock x   

Rafael Espinoza x   

Ed Rovey x   

Bill Seward x   

Barbara Baker  x  

Ed Kieta x   

Fred Lai, Co-Chair x   

Mark Temkin  x  

Lauren Brockman  x Allied 

Jerry Olson  x  

 

7:00p.m.-Meeting called to order.  Sign-in sheet distributed. 

General: 

1. Corrections to previous Meeting Minutes.   

2. Current Status/Confirmation of official LUC voting members/quorum 

a. Fred-noted that attendance has been very inconsistent.  He is putting 

together a list of attendees qualified to vote.  He expressed concern about 

the lack of consistent attendance in relation to the number of people 

required to form a quorum when it is necessary.  Commented that there 

needs to be more consistent attendance. 

b. Kari-Land use committee is the only standing committee.  Members are 

required to attend 50% of the meetings for each quarter.  The by-laws state 

that a standing committee member who is not showing up can be voted off.  

If a new member wants to join they can be voted on by committing to 

attend future meetings. 



c. Barbara commented that the Safety and Social Committee are also standing 

committees, but they don’t have members, only co-chairs. 

d. Fred will have official list of LUC members that are qualified to vote next 

month. 

 

Old Business: 

1. La Loma/Brinkerhoffs Developer Agreement Letter 

a. Jim Brinkerhoff said that he proposed his project to the LUC in a presentation 

in Feb.  He said that the project was well-received but that the committee 

seemed concerned about fully supporting the re-zone in case the project 

changes or is sold to a new developer.  It was suggested that the Brinkerhoff’s 

write a letter outlining their intent for the property.  He brought the letter back 

to the March meeting.  JPUN offered suggestions, David redistributed.  

Brinkerhoff has not received comments. 

b. David said that one of the comments he has heard with some consistency is 

that the letter talks about intent but does not get into specifics.  He suggested 

that the committee would like to have something more specific to reference 

in the future should the plan begin to change.  He asked if it is possible to 

hold to the volumetric study that La Loma has done as part of their vision—a 

commitment that they will not readjust the bulk and heights of the building, 

density and use. 

c. William Brinkerhoff asked what specifically the committee would like the letter 

to address. 

d. Ed Kieta asked whether it would be possible to specifically commit to density, 

use, height and exterior materials in the letter. 

e. Barbara commented that the neighborhood has never re-zoned without an 

actual site-plan and renderings in place.   

f. William Brinkerhoff said that they are waiting to get the zoning approved to 

move forward with detailed plans. 

g. Barbara explained that the neighborhood feels more comfortable supporting 

re-zone applications when the project is in final design stages because if the 

developer is invested financially in a specific design, it holds them to that 

design.  In this situation, it is only a letter, not even a legal agreement. 

h. William Brinkerhoff explained that they want the flexibility to design based on 

the zone.  They are hesitant to spend money on the design before getting the 

zoning passed. 

i. Rafael noted that the new rental car building on 26th Ave. was allowed to 

rezone without having a site plan in place.  He commented that when he 

voted for the re-zone, a rental car business was not what he had in mind for 

that site. 



j. Kari and Barbara mentioned that the rental car building was a different 

situation.  The site was originally zoned improperly as a mistake.  The request 

to re-zone was actually allowing the site to convert to its intended zoning. 

k. Barbara commented that the owner of the building was directed to MS-1 by 

the city. 

l. Rafael said that the direction he was moving in is that, from a pure land use 

perspective, he doesn’t like the idea that anything can go up if the rezoning 

is approved without anything holding the plans delivered in their original 

presentation to the re-zone.   He also mentioned that the committee 

received the same type of letter from the urology center (Barbara mentioned 

that they had plans in place.) 

m. Rafael mentioned that the requested zoning is the correct zoning from the 

neighborhood plan and that it will just be use by right by the end of this year 

or next. 

n. William Brinkerhoff commented about La Loma’s history and reputation; what 

they have done with the neighborhood.  He noted that they could sell the 

site and the LUC would end up with someone that fights with the 

neighborhood. 

o. Rafael noted that when the blanket rezoning happens, they could sit on it for 

two years, go into lobby for what they want and build on it from there.  At 

least at this point we have an informed RMU. 

p. Ed pointed out that La Loma has been a great neighbor, but explained that 

the neighborhood has not done this before and warned that it opens up the 

door to allow others to do the same thing.   

q. Kari mentioned that unintended precedent has been used in the past 

against the LUC by the City Council. 

r. Jim said that they basically have a sign off but have put the process on hold 

to work with the neighborhood.  He said that the project they have 

presented is the project that they envision and he feels that the letter ties 

them to that concept.  He said that they are willing to look at any input but 

they can only go so far to commit to specifics because of unpredictable 

variables that can impact the project in the future. 

s. Ed asked what they can commit as far as boundaries regarding density and 

height.  He noted that there is no setback or open space under the zoning 

they have requested. 

t. Rafael suggested that they look at the amount of open-space in the current 

plans and try to quantify and commit to that. 

u. Jim said they might be open to that possibility. 

v. Barbara asked if they can offer a timeline for taking the south side building 

down. 



w. William Brinkerhoff delivered a quick history of the acquisition of the current 

site.  He said that a developer came in and wanted to build low income 

housing.  William didn’t want this next to La Loma so he finally decided to 

purchase  it after the owner at that time made him an offer that he could not 

refuse (He explained that he didn’t really want to buy it, but didn’t want the 

alternative).  It is not economic to continue to hold onto it in its current 

condition.  He further explained that La Loma has shown great integrity 

through the years.  The notion that they would build something substandard 

should be dissolved. 

x. There was a comment that the concern is that they will try to flip it. 

y. Barbara asked what it would cost to demo the vacant building. 

z. Ed commented that from a liability perspective, it makes sense to take it 

down (although he knows it’s not cheap).   

aa. Rafael asked if they would put language to have the building down by 

the end of June of this year as a good faith effort. 

bb. William said that they would commit to have the building down by the 

end of June of this year. 

cc. Kari agreed that she would be encouraged by that kind of language in the 

letter.  What can JPUN do to make sure they are not writing a blank check 

with future owners of this or neighboring land?  She said that she thinks we are 

going in the right direction. 

dd. Markus commented that whether the Brinkerhoff’s or someone else 

redevelops, the site will redevelop.  What we are really voting on is the 

rezone.  Whether it is them or another, it will eventually be rezoned.  The vote 

is not to support the building.     

ee. Barbara explained that the concern is that they do not have anything that 

holds them to re-present to JPUN for approval of plans if their plan changes.  

The letter is not legally binding.   

ff. Rafael pointed out that the letter may not be legally binding, but the city can 

look at the letter and deny the development.  He also noted that ultimately 

the city will decide based on the zoning. 

gg. David asked if there is a way to tie this letter to the information that the 

Brinkerhoffs have presented and if they have to steer in a different direction 

they will agree to work with the neighborhood. 

hh. Rafael suggested including the massing the Brinkerhoffs have presented with 

the application.  He commented that the city won’t tie it to the zoning. 

ii. David pointed out that the only way you can tie elements to a zoning is to go 

to a PUD. 

jj.   Ed commented that a PUD would be way too intensive. 

kk. William Brinkerhoff said the site is currently zoned B-4 (no height limitations, no 

open space requirement) 



ll.  Jim Brinkerhoff agreed that they would stick to the bulk plane design in 

current drawings and that they will return to the neighborhood if they 

change. 

mm. Barbara suggested adding signature lines for the board membership and 

that it should be a notarized document. 

nn.   Ed commented that the LUC is pro-development.  Every other development 

except Spanos has been approved.  He said that he knows that the site 

makes sense with RMU-30 and that the LUC is not looking to put up road-

blocks.   As a neighborhood we are just concerned about what will finally be 

constructed.   

oo. Jim Brinkerhoff said that he stands by the design.  He is not concerned about 

wanting more density.  It would be more difficult for him to commit to specific 

materials.  He said that he is willing to attach the volumetric studies as an 

exhibit to the letter and commit to returning to the committee if there is a 

significant change.  He also agreed to specify a demo date for the vacant 

building on the lot. 

pp. Lauren recommended that the deadline for demolition be postponed to 

November (summers get really busy). 

qq. It is determined that the letter will include the following revisions: 

Conceptual plans attached as Exhibit A, notary, LUC Co-Chairs signature line, 

JPUN Co-President signature line, deadline to demo the excess building. 

rr. David asked when the letter will be ready for signature. 

ss. Barbara explained that it needs to be voted on by general membership.  

(Meeting May 5th). 

tt. Jim Brinkerhoff asked if the Land Use Committee will be able to respond in a 

reasonable amount of time.  Can we get the document reviewed and 

receive comments within one week?   

uu. It was agreed that the committee will vote via email. 

vv. David announced that he will be gone for the next three weeks, leaving 

Tuesday and will return May 11th.   David also requested a pdf of the 

attachments. 

ww. Barbara said that this needs to be on the agenda with a notice that there 

will be a vote.   

xx. The LUC committed to respond by Thursday May 23rd, 2009.  Jim and William 

will forward the revised letter to David/Fred.  They will distribute to LUC 

members for comments and final vote by Thursday, May 23rd.  The final letter 

will be forwarded to the JPUN Board and voted on at the May 5th General 

Membership meeting. 

 

2. Alcott vacation update: 

a. Jim and William have heard nothing back from the City.   



b. Lauren said that the City met with a traffic engineer.  They are going to 

conduct a study and base their decision on the findings.  Eric gave it to a 

third party to conduct the study.  Lauren is unaware of the timeline at this 

point.  He is not familiar with the firm conducting the study.  They are one of 

the city vendors.  The study will need to meet typical traffic study standards.  

c. David mentioned that they will do the traffic study based on projected traffic. 

d. William said that the Elks sent a letter of protest to the city about the vacation 

of Alcott. 

 

3. Kari said that the duplex on 21st between Clay and Decatur has framing.  She is 

not aware of a definite build period.   

 

New Business 

1. Developer Guidelines: 

a. Fred said that we should hold off on the developer guidelines until next 

meeting.  He said that the purpose is to have a definite process to give to 

developers when they want to present to LUC and JPUN.  He would like to 

see a clean line of information that can be distributed.  He suggested that 

the LUC discuss via email and bring to the next meeting.   

 

8:40p.m.-Meeting adjourned. 

 


