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March 27, 2025 

Mayor Ken Kolowski,  
Peru City Clerk, and 
Aldermen of the City of Peru 
 
RE: Petition of Peru GKD Partners, LLC 
 3940 IL Route 251, Peru, IL (Part of PIN# 17-05-410-015) 
 Continuation of March 19, 2025 hearing 
 
 
Gentlemen: 

 
The Planning/Zoning Commission of the City of Peru reconvened Wednesday, March 26, 2025, at 
5:00 p.m. in the City Municipal Building, 1901 Fourth Street, Peru, IL, as a continuation of the March 
19, 2025 hearing to consider the Petition of Peru GKD Partners, LLC (“Petitioner”) concerning a 
portion of property generally located at 3940 IL Route 251 in the City of Peru, Illinois, commonly 
known as the “Peru Mall,” legally described as follows: 

 
Part of lot 3 in the Re-Subdivision of Lots 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 & 14 in the 
Peru Mall Subdivision in the City of Peru, Illinois described as follows: 

 
Commencing at the Northeast Corner of said Lot 3; thence South 00 
degrees 40 minutes 31 seconds East 57.88 feet on the Westerly Right-
of-Way Line of Illinois Roue 251 to the Point of Beginning; thence 
continuing South 00 degrees 40 minutes 31 seconds East 163.85 feet 
on said Right-of-Way Line; thence South 89 degrees 19 minutes 29 
seconds West 205.58 feet; thence North 00 degrees 40 minutes 31 
seconds West 163.85 feet; thence North 89 degrees 19 minutes 29 
seconds East 205.58 feet to the Point of Beginning containing 0.773 
acres, more or less.  

 
 PIN# 17-05-410-015 (pt) (hereinafter, “Outlot A”) 

 
Petitioner seeks to create a new 0.773± acre lot to be known as “Outlot A” located upon the Northeast 
portion of the Peru Mall site to sell for development as a single tenant retail or restaurant use occupying 
not more than 2,500 sq. ft., and seeks the following relief, to wit: 

(1) Approval of the Preliminary Plat of Peru Mall Outlot 1st Subdivision to the City of Peru, 
Illinois; 
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(2) Approval of the Final Plat of Peru Mall Outlot 1st Subdivision to the City of Peru, Illinois; and 
 

(3) For such other and further relief deemed necessary or appropriate. 
 
The Property is zoned B-2, Community Shopping District. 
 
Planning/Zoning Commission Members Miller, Lucas, Kalsto, Jones, Grabowski, Brady, and Becker 
were all present at the hearing. No Members were absent. 
 
Evan Shtulman, Vice President of Leasing at GK Real Estate, appeared on behalf of Petitioner remotely 
via Teams and was sworn. James Armstrong from Chamlin & Associates also appeared on behalf of 
Petitioner in person and was sworn.  
 
Mr. Shtulman testified that, since the last hearing, he had spoken with Corporation Counsel, Scott 
Schweickert, and received his letter recommending the Petition be denied.  
 
A copy of Attorney Schweickert’s letter dated March 25, 2025, was received into the record and is 
attached hereto as “Exhibit D.” 
 
Mr. Shtulman continues to believe there is a disconnect between the requests Petitioner seeks to make 
with the plat and the actual modifications to the property within the plat. He agrees Outlot A, as it sits 
today, is undevelopable without modifications to the existing drainage improvements, access, and 
perimeter roads. Petitioner desires to sell Outlot A to a developer with the understanding that those 
items will need to be addressed. If those items need to be addressed prior to plat approval, he does not 
see a path forward. The potential buyer they are currently working with intends to develop a Starbucks, 
which would be significantly different from other developments in terms of building size, drive-
through, and traffic impacts. He is trying to determine if there is a path forward for the City to approve 
the plat and then address those items at the permitting stage before allowing any development to occur.  
 
Chairman Miller said one of the City’s concerns is that some of the modifications needing to be made, 
such as drainage, would need to be done outside of Outlot A and who would be responsible. Mr. 
Shtulman agreed there are potentially many items that would need to get addressed off-site. In the 
instant transaction scenario, the developer potentially purchasing Outlot A would be responsible for 
any on-site or off-site improvements the City would require. Any off-site improvements would require 
the Petitioner’s consent.   
 
In response to Chairman Miller, City Director of Engineering and Zoning, Eric Carls, noted he had 
spoken to the potential developer and Mr. Shtulman about his concerns and his position remains 
unchanged. Consent would need to be given by Petitioner or another property owner for off-site 
improvements, which the City has no control over. The City also has no control over any restrictive 
covenants Petitioner may put in place.  
 
Engineer Carls said the City’s preliminary plat process is very clear and applies to any subdivision. 
There are certain requirements that need to be checked, and he has relayed those requirements to 
Petitioner and the potential developer. None of the required and requested information has been 
provided as part of this Petition. Moreover, none of his concerns have been addressed relating to the 
regional/on-site detention facility, exterior access road, utilities and easements for water, sewer, or 
lighting. In Engineer Carls opinion, if Outlot A were created and this burden were placed on the 
developer, these off-site costs could be equal to or greater than the on-site development costs. These 
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extreme costs would end up preventing any development from occurring upon Outlot A. Those 
improvements should be made up-front as part of a more comprehensive redevelopment plan. Engineer 
Carls further discussed his concerns with piecemeal redevelopment. He questioned if this would be the 
only outlot created, or if the City be approached with requests to create more outlots in the future? Will 
they vary in size? Will these items remain unaddressed and pushed off onto someone else? 
 
Engineer Carls reiterated that the Petition does not address the basic requirements of the City’s 
preliminary plat process, which Carls outlined in his March 18, 2025, recommendation letter. It 
remains his recommendation to deny the relief sought by Petitioner.  
 
In response to Chairman Miller, Attorney Schweickert concurred with Engineer Carls recommendation 
to deny, referring to the additional reasons outlined in his own recommendation letter. Attorney 
Schweickert said he visited the site the day before to look at the drainage system. He noted the Re-
Subdivision of Lots 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 & 14 in the Peru Mall Subdivision, has existed 
since the plat was approved back in the late 1970s and encompasses much more area than the 
immediate Peru Mall site. It extends north past 38th Street, and the parking area for those businesses 
all drain south under the roadway and through the drainage easement on Outlot A.  Modifications to 
this drainage easement would have significant impacts to multiple businesses, many of which are 
outside of the immediate Peru Mall site.  
 
James Armstrong noted the need for stormwater and traffic studies were discussed previously but 
sought to get a clearer understanding of what evaluations would be required to develop the site. 
Engineer Carls agreed there is a set of standards a developer would need to abide by to develop Outlot 
A.  However, the issue here is there are existing improvements the serve the existing development that 
need to be addressed and relocated outside of Outlot A’s footprint. Regardless of what the development 
is, Petitioner still has to provide for the relocation of the existing detention, utilities, and access. Those 
items need to be addressed in order for him to recommend the creation of a lot that would be buildable 
without impact. In response to questioning from Mr. Armstrong, Engineer Carls confirmed Petitioner 
would need to submit a proposed design showing how these impacts outside Outlot A are going to be 
addressed. Engineer Carls added that approval of any plat would be contingent on those items being 
taken care of, which was relayed to the Petitioner and proposed developer.   
 
Engineer Carls noted if the proposed developer had come and participated jointly with Petitioner in 
this process, it may have provided clarity to the Planning/Zoning Commission, but Petitioner did not 
desire to do that. That’s fine, but the Petitioner needs to understand that these on-site and off-site 
impacts need to be addressed simultaneously and done prior to the City allowing the lot to be created.  
 
In response to Mr. Armstrong, Mr. Shtulman said he understood what is being requested of Petitioner 
by the City, but said the disconnect arises because that is not how the current transaction is being done. 
The contract purchaser is paying a certain price for Outlot A based on the present condition with all 
necessary improvements – the drainage, utilities, ring road both on-site and off-site - being at buyer’s 
cost. If Petitioner was creating a shovel ready site, the purchase price would be different.  
 
Engineer Carls noted the City does not get involved in the transaction between the owner and 
developer. His concern is to address impacts that exist due to the proposed creation of the outlot. Carls 
reiterated that consent is needed from Petitioner for off-site improvements, and the City has no control 
over whether that consent is going to be given. These items need to be addressed upfront.  
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Mr. Shtulman responded the City has control over permitting and could refuse to issue a permit if the 
off-site improvements are not addressed. Engineer Carls replied he would not recommend the 
Planning/Zoning Commission or City Council approve the creation of a lot he knows, as it exists, will 
never receive a permit from his office without those items being addressed. Mr. Shtulman said 
Petitioner agrees, nothing should be built there without those items being addressed.  
 
Chairman Miller said it is very clear what is required by the City and does not see this moving forward.  
 
There were no public comments or objections.  
 
Chairman Miller moved, and Member Lucas seconded, to recommend that the City Council deny the 
relief sought by Petitioner. The motion passed unanimously: 7 aye, 0 nay, and 0 Members absent.     

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
_____________________________ 
CARY MILLER, Chairman of the 
Planning/Zoning Commission  
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