
  Village of Arlington Heights
Plan Commission

Board Room
Arlington Heights Village Hall 
33 S. Arlington Heights Road
Arlington Heights, IL 60005

November 5, 2015
7:30 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III.APPROVAL OF MINUTES

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. 13 E. Miner St. Development - PC#15-013
Preliminary Planned Unit Development

B. 608-614 N. Haddow Ave. - PC#15-022
Lot Consolidation

V. OTHER BUSINESS

VI. ADJOURNMENT

Persons with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services, such as an
American Sign Language interpreter or written materials in accessible
formats, should contact David Robb, Disability Services Coordinator, at 33 S.
Arlington Heights Road, Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005, (847)368-5793
(Voice), (847)368-5980 (Fax) or drobb@vah.com.



Item: 13 E. Miner St. Development - PC#15-013

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Preliminary Planned Unit Development for a 4-story residential building
consisting of 12 residential dwelling units.    
 
Variations Required
 
1. Land Use Variation from Section 28-5.5-3, Permitted Uses Table, Residential,
to allow an Apartment Building or Multiple Family Dwellings.
 
2. Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required combined side yard
setback of 30 feet to allow 5.81 feet.
 
3. Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required rear yard setback of 30-
feet for residential uses located above the first floor to allow 5 feet.
 
4. Variation from Section 28-11.2-8 from the required two-way drive aisle width
of 24 feet to allow 23.3 feet.
 
5. Variation from Section 28-11.2-8 from the required 9.0 foot parking stall
width to allow one 8.0 foot wide parking stall.
 
6. Variation from Section 28-11.7, Schedule of Loading Requirements, to waive
the required loading berth for the development.
 
7. Variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.12-1(3) Traffic Engineering Approval, to
waive the requirement for a traffic study and parking analysis from a Certified
Traffic Engineer.
 
Recommendation
 
The Staff Development Committee recommends approval of PC#15-013, a
Preliminary Planned Unit Development for 13 E. Miner Street, and the following
variations to Chapter 28:
 
1. Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required combined side yard
setback of 30 feet to allow 5.81 feet.



 
2. Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required rear yard setback of 30-
feet for residential uses located above the first floor to allow 5 feet.
 
3. Variation from Section 28-11.7, Schedule of Loading Requirements, to waive
the required loading berth for the development.
 
Said recommendation is subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Final Planned Unit Development approval shall be required pursuant to
Chapter 28, Section 28-9. All required documents, such as but not limited to
Final Engineering plans and construction staging plans and timelines, shall be
submitted for review and any additional items pursuant to conditions of the
Preliminary Planned Unit Development .
 
2. The first floor garage shall be eliminated and replaced with commercial space
approximately 40 feet in width along the Miner Street frontage and allow for at
least 30 feet of depth.
 
3. The Village shall make available, and the building owner shall purchase, 14
residential permits in the North municipal garage on a monthly basis at the
applicable monthly permit fee.
 
4. Residential units are approved as rental apartments. Converting residential
units to condominiums shall require an amendment to the Planned Unit
Development and compliance with the required parking standards.
 
5. One affordable housing unit shall be required as follows:

One affordable unit shall be maintained as affordable in perpetuity under the
Village's affordable rental housing guidelines.
With the approval of the Village, the affordability requirements of another local,
State or Federal affordable housing program which are consistent with the
requirements of the Village's affordable rental housing guidelines, may be
temporarily followed with respect to the unit but at all other times the
requirements of the Village's affordable rental housing guidelines shall apply in
perpetuity.
The owner or the owner's designee shall be responsible for reporting to the
Village on a quarterly basis in compliance with the affordable housing
requirements utilizing a form prescribed by the Village of Arlington Heights.

 
6. Compliance with the conditions of the Design Commission motion dated
October 27, 2015.
 
7. Prior to Final Planned Unit Development, the petitioner shall have signed
agreements for relocation of all existing utilities that serve other adjacent
buildings that traverse through the 13 E. Miner Street site.
 
8. Prior to Final Planned Unit Development, the petitioner shall submit a signed
Plat of Easement for Com Ed and any other utility companies requiring said



easement.
 
9. Prior to Final Planned Unit Development, the petitioner must obtain an
executed access easement for ingress and egress  to the benefit of the 13 E.
Miner Street development along the east side of the property located adjacent to
the west. This easement shall be in perpetuity and shall be a minimum of 5 feet
wide. In addition there shall be no obstructions within this easement, including
such item as gates, fences, and refuse containers.
 
10. Prior to Final Planned Unit Development, the Petitioner shall pay a fee in lieu
of on-site detention, pursuant to the standards established by the Village of
Arlington Heights.
 
11. The petitioner shall provide a decorative swing gate to screen the Miner
Street side of the Com Ed equipment located along the west side of the building.
 
12. The Petitioner shall work with the Village to develop an acceptable
construction schedule including a development-phasing plan that includes the
location of staging areas throughout the development. Any work within the right
of way shall be scheduled to minimize disruption to other businesses and
patrons of the downtown. All construction traffic shall be limited to pre-approved
lanes and locations, to be determined by the Village.
 
13. Delivery/loading operations shall be restricted as follows: Retail stores, 7:00
AM to 3:00 PM, Monday through Saturday with no deliveries on Sunday; and the
residential, 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM, Monday through Friday and 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM
on Saturday with no deliveries on Sunday.
 
14. Pursuant to Section 29-401 of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, the
developer shall make cash contribution in lieu of land for school, park, and
library districts.
 
15. Future tenants of the commercial space shall procure permits from the
Village for employee parking in the public parking garage.
 
16. Compliance with all Federal, State and Village regulations and policies.     

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Legal Notification Correspondence
Location Map Exhibits
Plat & Sub Minutes Minutes
DC Minutes 10-27-15 DRAFT Minutes
DC Minutes 8-11-15 Minutes
Site Plan - Elevations - Floor Plans Exhibits
Department Comments & Responses -
Round 1 Correspondence



Department Comments & Responses -
Round 2

Correspondence

Rendering 10-27-15 Exhibits
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 STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
To:   Plan Commission 
Prepared By:  Bill Enright, Deputy Director Planning and Community Development 
Meeting Date:  November 5, 2015 
Date Prepared:  October 29, 2015 
Project Title:  13 E. Miner Street Development  
Address:  13 E. Miner Street (vacant lot)  
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Petitioner:  Frank Panzarino 
Address:  7 E. Miner Street 
   Arlington Heights, IL  60005 
Existing Zoning:  B-5, Downtown District 
 
Requested Action: 
 Preliminary Planned Unit Development for a 4-story residential building consisting of 12 residential dwelling units.   
 
Variations Required: 
 Land Use Variation from Section 28-5.5-3, Permitted Uses Table, Residential, to allow an Apartment Building or Multiple 

Family Dwellings; 
 Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required combined side yard setback of 30 feet to allow 5.81 feet; 
 Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required rear yard setback of 30-feet for residential uses located above the first 

floor to allow 5 feet; 
 Variation from Section 28-11.2-8 from the required two-way drive aisle width of 24 feet to allow 23.3 feet; 
 Variation from Section 28-11.2-8 from the required 9.0 foot parking stall width to allow one 8.0 foot wide parking stall;  
 Variation from Section 28-11.7, Schedule of Loading Requirements, to waive the required loading berth for the development. 
 Variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.12-1(3) Traffic Engineering Approval, to waive the requirement for a traffic study and 

parking analysis from a Certified Traffic Engineer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

Direction Existing Zoning  Existing Use Comprehensive Plan 

North B-5, Downtown District  Bistro Chen Mixed Use  

South B-5, Downtown District  Mixed use building Mixed Use  

East B-5, Downtown District  Mixed use building  Mixed Use  

West B-5, Downtown District  Adam and Eve Salon  Mixed Use  

 

SUBJECT 

PROPERTY 
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Background 
The subject site is approximately 0.14 acres (5,968 square feet) and zoned B-5, Downtown District. The proposed action, if 
approved, would allow the property owner to redevelop the vacant site with a residential development that includes 12 rental 
apartment units (6-one bedroom and 6-two bedroom) on floors two through four and parking with 7 spaces on the first floor. The 
petitioner has indicated that they may look to converting the rental units condominiums as a later date.   
 
Plat and Subdivision Committee 
The Plat and Subdivision Committee of the Plan Commission met on August 13, 2014 to discuss the project. The Committee was 
generally supportive of development. The Committee also requested that the petitioner submit a market study for the project, 
however to date the petitioner has not submitted a study but has been asked to address this issue at the public hearing as there 
will likely be questions on this topic. Staff does not believe a market study is necessary for 12 dwelling units, but has advised the 
petitioner that they need to address this topic at the public hearing.    Currently the rental market in downtown is strong with the 
two major apartment complexes at 96% leased.    
 
Housing Commission 
The Housing Commission will meet on November 17, 2015 to discuss the proposed response to the Village’s affordable housing 
guidelines. The petitioner has agreed to provide the required one affordable unit consistent with the Village’s affordable housing 
guidelines. The one unit  to be designated as affordable is a one bedroom unit. 
 
Zoning & Comprehensive Plan 
To proceed forward the Plan Commission must review and the Village Board must approve first a Preliminary Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), which is required for all new buildings that are 500 square feet or greater within the Downtown. In 
conjunction with the PUD request, several variations to the Village’s Zoning Ordinance have been identified and will be discussed 
throughout this report. A written justification for each variation is required and shall be based upon the following criteria:   
 
 The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the conditions 

allowed by the regulations in that zone. 
 The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. 
 The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  
 
The petitioner has submitted a response to the variation criteria which is attached. Staff agrees with the setback variations as 
these are common in the downtown especially for infill developments. 
 
The property is designated as ‘Mixed Use’ on the Village’s Comprehensive Plan. A residential development with no commercial 
component would not be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The property lies within Block 334 as indicated in the 
Downtown Master Plan. The Plan recommends that the entire block be redeveloped in a unified and cohesive manner. As an infill 
development, the project must fit in with the surrounding properties in terms of scale and uses. The lack of commercial on the first 
level is a significant issue as the B-5 Downtown district permits mixed use development but does not permit residential only. Thus 
the following variation is needed for the proposed development: 
 
 A Land Use Variation from Section 28-5.5-3, Permitted Uses Table, Residential, to allow Apartment Building or 

Multiple Family Dwellings 
 
Staff cannot support this variation for the following reasons: 
▪ Inconsistent with the 2007 Downtown Master Plan as described below; 
▪ Residential only development  is not permitted in the B-5 Downtown Zoning district;     
▪ The proposed parking garage layout can only accommodate 7 of the required 14 parking spaces, resulting in minimal 
 benefit to the development , coupled with the loss of 2 to 3 on street parking spaces due to the access drive; 
▪ The Village recently added additional parking to the North municipal garage with restriping, therefore the required 14 
 parking spaces can be accommodated by the Village for the monthly fee assessed all residential permitees. 
▪ First floor commercial space is an integral component of downtown development and the lack of commercial will create a 
 gap in the continuity of commercial along Miner Street as depicted on the attached map. 
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2007 Downtown Master Plan 
The Village updated it’s 1986 downtown master plan in 2007, which included a 19 member adhoc committee which included 
several Board and Commission members and citizens of the community. Several objectives were approved as part of the master 
plan which support the mixed use development concept: 
 
Objective 1- Promote Diversity and Concentration of Use in the Downtown Core includes the following: “…The Village must 
continue the mixed use development approach in order to further build the downtown economy, while carefully 
managing traffic circulation and parking to ensure that these elements support downtown functions without dominating 
the urban setting or detracting from its pedestrian orientation.” 
 
Objective 2- Create a Quality Pedestrian Environment includes the following: “…Streetscape improvements, continuous 
ground level storefronts, parks, plazas, landscaping and focal points are all critical components to creating an image of 
an attractive, interesting and safe place.” 
 
Objective 8 – Facilitate Growth and Development of Selected Areas Including Establishing Guidelines for Redevelopment: “…It is 
important to look at each redevelopment opportunity individually and within the context of the downtown as a whole.” 
  
Providing commercial/retail space on the north side of the Downtown is necessary in order to maintain retail continuity as well as 
to expand the economic base of the Downtown. Further, it is important to eliminate a dead zone in the retail street fabric. Staff is 
not in agreement that this property is on the periphery, in fact it is in the middle of the north portion of downtown. 
 
Existing Commercial Space 
The north side of downtown, specifically the first floor commercial spaces, includes approximately 77,757, square feet and 42 
storefront spaces. 37 of the 42 are occupied with tenant sizes ranging from as small as 450 sf to 6,600 sf. The 5 vacant spaces 
constitute 10,087 sf or 13%. The attached map indicates where the current vacancies are located and also where the existing first 
level commercial spaces exist (also included is the proposed Parkview space). Also attached is a chart of the tenant spaces on 
the north side of downtown. 
 
If commercial is incorporated into the 13 E Miner development, the frontage that the garage utilizes is 40 feet wide along Miner St. 
The depth of the garage is approximately 75 feet. Staff would recommend that the full 40 foot frontage is commercial but then 
allow for flexibility for the depth so that the owner can adjust the depth to the needs of a prospective tenant. For example if the 
depth were 30 feet that would result in a 40 by 30 space totaling 1,200 sf. If the depth were increased to 35 feet, that would 
equate to 1,400 sf and so on. The remaining portion of the first level could then be allocated to storage for the building, which may 
allow for eliminating the partial basement for the project (which is allocated to storage and mechanicals). Having this flexibility in 
the space size would enhance leasing capabilities. 
 
Building, Site Plan, and Landscaping 
The following main key issues have been identified:   
 
Building Design 
The Design Commission met on October 27, 2015 and recommended approval of the architectural design. One of the conditions 
is if the Village Board requires first floor commercial, then the modified design for the first floor shall be submitted for re-review by 
the Design Commission. 
 
The B-5 district permits a height of 90 feet with a maximum height limit of 140 feet if a development complies with the Downtown 
height bonus standards. The maximum building height is exclusive of elevator penthouses, stair heads and other mechanical 
equipment facilities. Based on the plans submitted, the proposed four-story building is 48 feet tall to the roof deck line and the 
parapet extends approximately another 6.5 feet to 54.5 feet.  The building footprint/layout along the east side has been adjusted 
to allow for the building code required 5 foot setback for window openings. Overall this is a nice design and was received 
positively by the Design Commission. 
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Density 
As shown in the table below, the proposed development has a total of 12 dwelling units (4 units per floor) with a bedroom mix of 
6, one bedroom units and 6, two bedroom units. Based upon the bedroom mix the aforementioned proposal complies with the 
Village’s density requirements, which allows up to 16 dwelling units (based on a 50% mix of 1 and 2 bedrooms) on 5,940 square 
feet of land area.  

 Number of Units Multiplier Required Land Area 

One Bedroom 6 300 SF/d.u. 1800 SF 

Two Bedroom 6 400 SF/d.u. 2400 SF 

Total Site Area Required 12  4200 SF 

 

Total Site Area Provided    5,968 SF 

 
Building Setbacks    
Two variations for setbacks are requested, both of which staff supports. The petitioner has provided a response to the following 
variation criteria: 
 
 The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the conditions 

allowed by the regulations in that zone. 
 The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. 
 The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  
 
According to code there is no required front (north) yard setback as the code encourages buildings built to the sidewalk. With 
respect to the side (east and west) yard setback, Village Code requires all Downtown developments to provide either a single or a 
combined side yard setback that is not less than 30 feet or less than 30% of the average width of the lot, whichever is greater.  
Since the site’s linear frontage along Miner Street is 66.31 feet, a 30 foot side yard(s) setback is required.  The following variation 
has been identified:  
 
 A Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6, Required minimum Yards,  to allow a reduction from the required combined side 

yard setback of 30 feet to allow 5.81 feet; 
 
The plans include a 5.81 foot west yard setback and 0 feet east yard setback. Staff supports this variation as the building meets 
the required building code requirements and as an infill development, meeting the required setback would be excessively 
restrictive. It should be noted that ComEd is currently formally reviewing the 5 foot easement around the building. ComEd has 
verbally stated that they think this will be sufficient for providing their services.  Staff is requiring that as part of Final PUD review, 
that the petitioner submit a Plat of Easement signed by ComEd and any other necessary utility companies. This will ensure what 
is required as it will take about 12 to 16 weeks for ComEd to review the plans for this development (petitioner submitted to ComEd 
the building plans September 24th). 
 
Regarding the rear (south) yard setback, all Downtown developments are required to provide for residential uses located above 
the first floor, a yard not less than 30 feet. Pursuant to the concept site plan, said development has a 5 foot setback from the 
south property line, thereby resulting in the following variation: 
 
 A Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6, Required Minimum Yards, from the required rear yard of 30-feet for residential 

uses located above the first floor to allow 5 feet; 
 
As an infill development, as long as building code requirements and utility easement requirements are met, staff does not object 
to this variation. As mentioned the building code requirements have been met. The required easement has been conceptually 
approved but still subject to ComEd review and approval.     
 
The following other variations have also been identified: 
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 Variation from Section 28-11.2-8 from the required two-way drive aisle width of 24 feet to allow 23.3 feet for the 
interior of the parking garage; 

Instead of the required 24 feet, an 23.3 feet drive aisle is proposed for portion of the interior parking garage. Staff is not in support 
of the garage as a use on the first floor, however this request is a minor variation.  
 
In addition one parking space is 8 feet wide and does not meet the requirement. This too is a minor variation. 
 
 Variation from Section 28-11.2-8 from the required 9.0 foot parking stall width to allow one 8.0 foot wide parking stall;  
 
The following variation is requested for loading zones: 

 
 Variation from Section 28-11.7, Schedule of Loading Requirements, to waive the required loading berth for the 

development. 
 
The Staff Development Committee supports the aforementioned variation given the small number of dwelling units and the 
restrictive site size, which is not large enough to support an off site loading area. Even with commercial space on the first floor, if 
required, the number of deliveries will be minimal therefor the street will have to suffice for deliveries.  However, consistent with 
what has been done with other developments in the Downtown, such as Metro Lofts and Metropolis, the Staff Development 
Committee would recommend that delivery/loading operations shall be restricted as follows: Retail stores, 7:00 AM to 3:00 PM, 
Monday through Saturday with no deliveries on Sunday; and the residential, 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM, Monday through Friday and 
9:00 AM to 2:00 PM on Saturday with no deliveries on Sunday 
 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and Building Lot Coverage  
According to code, there is no FAR or Building Lot Coverage standard in the B-5 district. However, there are several issues with 
the site development that will need to be resolved prior to Final PUD approvals as described below.    
 
Utilities 
There are several Commonwealth Edison power poles along the west property line of the subject site. These existing overhead 
power lines provide service to the subject site as well as the surrounding properties. In conjunction with the proposed 
development, the Petitioner is planning to move the services to an area at the northwest corner of the property and provide an 
easement along the west, south and a portion of the east property. Also, the water and sanitary sewer services servicing 12 and 
18 - 24 E. Northwest Highway traverse through this site (13 E. Miner) to Miner Street and would need to be relocated, as will utility 
connects for 15-19 E. Miner to the east.. A viable solution for all parties must be developed.  
 
Storm Water Detention 
The Petitioner shall pay a fee in lieu of on-site detention pursuant to the standards established by the Village of Arlington Heights.  
Paying a fee in lieu of on-site detention is typical of Downtown developments.  
 
Ingress/Egress Easement 
The Petitioner also owns the adjacent property to the west at 7 E. Miner Street (Adam and Eve Salon). This property has an 
ingress/egress easement along its east property line, which provides access to its rear service area, the upper level apartments, 
and Eddie’s restaurant to the south. An additional easement must be established on the 7 E Miner Street property to the benefit of 
the 13 E Miner development to allow for the code required egress from the stairwells at the rear and on the west side of the 
proposed development. This easement must be unobstructed to allow for egress, especially emergency egress. Thus any trash 
toters must not interfere. It is advised that the Eddies trash containers are moved to the existing easement area in between 
Eddies and Adam and Eve Salon so that they are sufficiently out of the egress path. 
 
Traffic and Parking Issues 
With respect to parking, a total of 14 parking spaces are required by code (see table below). 7 parking spaces are provided.  The 
remainder of the parking spaces would have to be provided for within the Village’s parking garage. Since staff recommends 
commercial on the first floor, then all the required parking must be provided in the Village’s North garage. The Village restriped the 
North garage roof and gained several spaces. In addition the Village has hired a consulting firm to evaluate expansion of the 
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garage. Employee parking for the commercial space will also need to be accommodated in the garage. Parking for patrons of the 
commercial space can be provided on-street and on the first level of the garage. 
 

Proposed Miner Development 

 # of Dwelling Units Parking Required Parking Proposed 

1 Bedroom Units 6 units 6 Spaces (1.00/unit) 
 

2 Bedroom Units 6 units 7.5 Spaces (1.25/unit) 

TOTAL  13.5 Spaces 7 Spaces 
 

  
According to Chapter 28, Section 11.3-3, off site parking is permitted as long as the available parking for the commercial and 
residential uses are within 300 to 1,000 feet, respectively, of the use served. In addition, per Chapter 28, Section 11.5-8, the off-
street parking requirements in the B-5 Downtown District may be met by the leasing of such spaces from the Village. Guest 
overnight parking permits would be accommodated within the Village’s parking system downtown.  
 
With respect to on street parking this block currently includes 6 spaces along the south side of Miner Street. If the garage is 
included 2 spaces would be removed for the access drive. If commercial is required, then one space can be added as the existing 
driveway to the former house on this property could be removed and one space added. 
 
The petitioner is seeking a variation to waive the following requirement: 
  Variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.12-1(3) Traffic Engineering Approval, to waive the requirement for a traffic study 

and parking analysis from a Certified Traffic Engineer. 
 
Staff supports this variation given the small scale of this development relating to traffic and parking. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Staff Development Committee recommends approval of PC#15-013, a Preliminary Planned Unit Development for 13 E. Miner 
Street, and the following variations to Chapter 28: 
 Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required combined side yard setback of 30 feet to allow 5.81 feet; 
 Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required rear yard setback of 30-feet for residential uses located above the first 

floor to allow 5 feet; 
 Variation from Section 28-11.7, Schedule of Loading Requirements, to waive the required loading berth for the development; 
 
Said recommendation is subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Final Planned Unit Development approval shall be required pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 28-9. All required documents, 

such as but not limited to Final Engineering plans and construction staging plans and timelines, shall be submitted for review 
and any additional items pursuant to conditions of the Preliminary Planned Unit Development . 

2. The first floor garage shall be eliminated and replaced with commercial space approximately 40 feet in width along the Miner 
Street frontage and allow for at least 30 feet of depth. 

3. The Village shall make available, and the building owner shall purchase, 14 residential permits in the North municipal garage 
on a monthly basis at the applicable monthly permit fee. 

4. Residential units are approved as rental apartments. Converting residential units to condominiums shall require an 
amendment to the Planned Unit Development and compliance with the required parking standards. 

5. One affordable housing unit shall be required as follows: 

a.  One affordable unit shall be maintained as affordable in perpetuity under the Village's affordable rental housing 
 guidelines. 
b.  With the approval of the Village, the affordability requirements of another local, State or Federal affordable 
 housing program which are consistent with the requirements of the Village's affordable rental housing 
 guidelines, may be temporarily followed with respect to the unit but at all other times the requirements of the 
 Village's affordable rental housing guidelines shall apply in perpetuity. 



Miner Street Development: PC #15-013 

Page 7 of 7 

c.  The owner or the owner's designee shall be responsible for reporting to the Village on a quarterly basis in 
 compliance with the affordable housing requirements utilizing a form prescribed by the Village of Arlington 
 Heights. 

6. Compliance with the conditions of the Design Commission motion dated October 27, 2015. 
7. Prior to Final Planned Unit Development, the petitioner shall have signed agreements for relocation of all existing utilities that 

serve other adjacent buildings that traverse through the 13 E. Miner Street site.  
8. Prior to Final Planned Unit Development, the petitioner shall submit a signed Plat of Easement for Com Ed and any other 

utility companies requiring said easement. 
9. Prior to Final Planned Unit Development, the petitioner must obtain an executed access easement for ingress and egress  to 

the benefit of the 13 E. Miner Street development along the east side of the property located adjacent to the west. This 
easement shall be in perpetuity and shall be a minimum of 5 feet wide. In addition there shall be no obstructions within this 
easement, including such item as gates, fences, and refuse containers. 

10. Prior to Final Planned Unit Development, the Petitioner shall pay a fee in lieu of on-site detention, pursuant to the standards 
established by the Village of Arlington Heights. 

11. The petitioner shall provide a decorative swing gate to screen the Miner Street side of the Com Ed equipment located along 
the west side of the building.  

12. The Petitioner shall work with the Village to develop an acceptable construction schedule including a development-phasing 
plan that includes the location of staging areas throughout the development. Any work within the right of way shall be 
scheduled to minimize disruption to other businesses and patrons of the downtown. All construction traffic shall be limited to 
pre-approved lanes and locations, to be determined by the Village. 

13. Delivery/loading operations shall be restricted as follows: Retail stores, 7:00 AM to 3:00 PM, Monday through Saturday with 
no deliveries on Sunday; and the residential, 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM, Monday through Friday and 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM on 
Saturday with no deliveries on Sunday. 

14. Pursuant to Section 29-401 of the Arlington Heights Municipal Code, the developer shall make cash contribution in lieu of 
land for school, park, and library districts. 

15. Future tenants of the commercial space shall procure permits from the Village for employee parking in the public parking 
garage. 

16. Compliance with all Federal, State and Village regulations and policies. 
 

  
 
 
 
_________________________________ October 29, 2015 
Bill Enright, AICP 
Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development 
 
C: Randy Recklaus, Village Manager 
 All Department Heads  
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Downtown Vacancy Survey North Side of Train Tracks

# Dir. Street Suite SF Tenant Type Vacant SF Est. Former Tenant Side of Tracks

170 N Arlington Heights 3,279 Gumrai Thai Restaurant Restaurant North

186 N Arlington Heights 2,256 VACANT Vacancy x North

200 N Arlington Heights 2,850 Hancock Square Management Office Office North

208 N Dunton 1,630 Hsu, Chris DDS Service North

210 N Dunton 1,543 Hornack Home Improvement Service North

271 N Dunton 1,327 Arlington Comfort Dental Service North

281 N Dunton 1,345 The Exercise Coach Service North

291 N Dunton 3,200 VACANT Vacancy x North

104 N Evergreen 1,000 Queen Nails Service x North

108 N Evergreen 750 Village Family Hair Care Service x North

110 N Evergreen 750 New Design Jewelers Retail x North

112 N Evergreen 650 Sree Sakthi Yoga Service North

114 N Evergreen 850 Forgotten Times Limited Retail North

116 N Evergreen 900 Amish Cabinet Company Service North

151 N Evergreen 1,200 Hair With Us Service North

157 N Evergreen 1,700 VACANT Vacancy x Town & Country Realty North

163 N Evergreen 1,153 Evergreen Cleaners Service North

250 N Evergreen 1,033 Mindful Kitchen Restaurant North

260 N Evergreen 2,598 Thrown Elements Pottery Service North

6 E Miner 3,500 Berkshire-Stark Real Estate - COMING SOONOffice North

7 E Miner 1,300 Adam & Eve Hair Design Service North

10 E Miner 4,300 Bistro Chen Restaurant North

15 E Miner 900 Moon Graphic Finishing Retail North

17 E Miner 900 Vintage Déjà Vu Retail North

19 E Miner 900 Ashford Gallery Retail North

24 E Miner 3,217 Uptown Café Restaurant North

8 W Miner 6,600 Javier's Restaurant x North

4 E Northwest Hwy 1,300 Village Grill of Arlington Restaurant x North

8 E Northwest Hwy C 1,850 VACANT Vacancy x Psychic Readings North

8 E Northwest Hwy A 2,150 Arlington Coin & Cards Retail North

10 E Northwest Hwy 4,900 Eddie's Restaurant Restaurant North

12 E Northwest Hwy 1,100 A Video & Image Company Office North

14 E Northwest Hwy 450 State Farm Insurance Office x North

20 E Northwest Hwy 1,800 Commuter Fitness Service North

26 E Northwest Hwy 420 Traces of Heaven/Gift Bandit Service North

28 E Northwest Hwy A 900 Fiore' Espresso Café Restaurant North

102 E Wing 3,220 The Barre Code - COMING SOON Service Fitness Advantage North

114 E Wing 1,081 VACANT Vacancy x Subway North

118 E Wing 914 Currency Exchange Service North

126 E Wing 958 The UPS Store Service North

130 E Wing 1,010 Fannie May Candies Retail North

140 E Wing 4,073 Egg Harbor Café Restaurant North

10,087 Vacant SF Last Update:

77,757 Total SF (including vacancies) Added Berkshire-Stark Real Estate

12.97% Total Vacancy Rate 10/26/15

Type SF SF % Units Unit % Avg. Space SF

Restaurant 29,602 38.07% 9 21.43% 3,289

Service 22,608 29.08% 17 40.48% 1,330

Retail 7,560 9.72% 7 16.67% 1,080

Office 7,900 10.16% 4 9.52% 1,975

Vacancy 10,087 12.97% 5 11.90% 2,017

TOTAL (including vacancies) 77,757 100.00% 42 100.00% 1,851
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REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF 

THE PLAT & SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE 
OF THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS PLAN COMMISSION 

HELD AT VILLAGE HALL ON:  August 13, 2014 

Project Title: Miner Street Development 
Address:  13 E. Miner Street 
Petitioner:  Frank Panzarino 

7 E. Miner Street 
Arlington Heights, IL 60005 

      
Requested Action: 
1. Planned Unit Development for a 4-story residential building consisting of 12 residential dwelling units.   
 
Variations Required:  

� Land Use Variation from Section 28-5.5-3, Permitted Uses Table, Residential, to allow Apartment Building or 
Multiple Family Dwellings; 

� Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required combined side yard setback of 30 feet to allow 5.81 feet; 
� Variation from Section 28-5.1-14.6 from the required rear yard of 30-feet for residential uses located above the first 

floor to allow 5 feet; 
� Variation from Section 28-11.5-2 from the required 13 parking spaces to allow 10 spaces; 
� Variation from Section 28-11.2-8 from the required two-way drive aisle width of 24 feet to allow 18 feet; 
� Variation from Section 28-11.7, Schedule of Loading Requirements, to waive the required loading berth for the 

development. 
 
 Attendees:  Frank Panzarino, Petitioner 
   Philip DeFrancesco, Broker/Owner 
   Bob Kolososki, Architect 
   Bruce Green, Plan Commissioner  
   Jay Cherwin, Plan Commissioner 
   Lynn Jensen, Plan Commissioner 
   John Sigalos, Plan Commissioner 
   Latika Bhide, Development Planner 
 

 
Project Summary 
The subject site at 13 E. Miner Street is approximately 0.14 acres (5,968 square feet) and zoned B-5, Downtown 
District. The petitioner, Frank Panzarino is proposing to develop the property with a residential development that 
includes 12 dwelling units (6-one bedroom and 6-two bedroom) on floors two through four and parking on the first floor.  
A Planned Unit Development (PUD) is required for all new buildings that are 500 square feet or greater within the 
Downtown. In conjunction with the PUD request, several variations to the Village’s Zoning Ordinance have been 
identified. 
 

Meeting Discussion: 
F. Panzarino said that he was originally proposing to develop the property with storefronts on the lower level. However, 
after doing his research, he felt that the right decision would be to provide parking on-site. L. Bhide went over the 
details of the project including the variations. 
 
J. Sigalos asked whether the units were being proposed as rental units or condominiums. F. Panzarino said that it 
would likely be apartments at this time. He asked if the applicant would have to go before the Board again if they were 
to change the units from one to another. L. Bhide said that the parking required is based on the bedroom mix, not 
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whether they are rental or condominiums. However, if there is a specific condition in the Ordinance that requires Board 
approval if the units are changed from rental to condominiums, then the petitioner would have to seek that approval. J. 
Sigalos asked about the requirement to include affordable units. L. Bhide said that based on the number of units, one 
unit must be available as affordable, or a fee-in-lieu must be paid. F. Panzarino said that he was not prepared to 
answer that at this time, but that he likely would provide one affordable unit. J. Sigalos asked about the easement issue 
relative to Eddie’s rear entrance. F. Panzarino said that the property at 7 E. Miner Street would grant easement to the 
property in question. The two properties would be sharing garbage dumpsters. F. Panzarino said that he also wanted 
to state that he was giving some room on his property to Comed and therefore he was short on the parking. J. Sigalos 
said that his only other comment was that he would like to see commercial development on the ground floor since that 
was what was desired for Downtown. He understood that they would lose another 4 parking spaces to add commercial. 
B. Kolososki said that it would compound their problem. J. Sigalos said that he would like to see the property develop 
as it has been vacant for a long time. 
 
L. Jensen said that later that evening they were reviewing another project that would bring 45 units online very close to 
this project. He asked if the applicant was concerned about that. F. Panzarino said that he was not. He said that prior 
to the Plan Commission hearing, he would like to see a market study that would state that there would be no issues. P. 
DeFrancesco said that his background was in commercial real estate and that he has seen various studies indicating 
that Mount Prospect, Palatine, Arlington Heights are the number one absorbing rental markets other than Downtown 
(Chicago) and River North. From a cost perspective, it is most beneficial for them to go the apartment route. L. Jensen 
said that Arlington Downs was also close to this property and they were bringing a lot of rental online. As an economist 
he feels that most people overbuild and then when it all comes online, the market collapses back a little bit. He said 
that they should do a careful market study when they come before the Plan Commission and convince people that this 
is a good idea. P. DeFrancesco said that their thought process was to build them as condos, but operate as rental units 
to take advantage of the rental market and as they see a shift occurring, do what is needed to convert them to condos. 
L. Jensen recommended that they take a look at the Market Study done for the Parkview Apartments.  
 
L. Jensen asked that if they added commercial, where the parking would be accommodated. L. Bhide answered that 
the Village’s Parking Committee was currently looking at the parking allocation in the North garage. They were trying to 
determine if all of the parking required for this project could be accommodated in the North garage, thereby allowing 
the entire (first level) space to be available as commercial. L. Jensen asked if the garage was full how they would 
accomplish that. L. Bhide said that a few years back they reassigned spaces, moving away from numbered/allocated 
spaces; they are also looking into the possibility of opening up the roof deck for overnight parking. L. Jensen said that 
from his standpoint, that allocating spaces in the Vail garage was not a good solution. He said that he feels that the 
Village is very conflicted on parking vs. commercial and may perhaps get the worst of both worlds. By trying to get a 
little commercial and parking, we may not end up where we want to be. This is on the periphery of commercial, with 
restaurants and churches around. He supposes that the applicant would want to put all the parking for their project on 
site rather than commercial. He is not sure if the Village has fully sorted this out. He is concerned that if you put the 
kind of commercial that might make sense, you would hurt the parking, and that was the trade-off. He said that he does 
not have a solution and that we should be careful about what trade-offs we are forcing. He would hate to get less than 
optimal commercial and less than optimal parking, which is where we could end up. P. DeFrancesco said that in the 
past, homes were appreciating and people had disposable income. Right now the market is still distressed and people 
don’t have disposable income, which is why the retail was hurting. He said that it was a huge risk on their part to add 
commercial with the existing vacancies on Miner Street. 
 
B. Green said that the building was not just for 2-3 years and that it was possible commercial could come back. P. 
DeFrancesco said that they would be the ones having to absorb costs. L. Jensen asked if the added commercial and 
had a hard time getting it leased, what would it do to the project? P. DeFrancesco said that basically it would add 
costs. He said that without the parking the rental rates would be slightly lower and they would have to find tenants that 
did not have cars. He said that first floor parking was not retail, though it was commercial. B. Green said that the 
project required 13 parking spaces and they only had 10, so they were starting off with a bad situation on their rental 
property. He asked if the project was too big for the site. J. Sigalos said that last year the project proposed had 3 
stories and 6 units and now had 4 stories and 12 units. F. Panzarino said that he was trying to make the project 
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feasible. B. Green said that they (applicant) didn’t want commercial to have parking, and they didn’t have the required 
parking. He said that other issues were coming up on projects in the immediate area such as guest parking. P. 
DeFrancesco said that having retail was not going to help and was hedging against the project. B. Green said that that 
was the property the applicant chose. He said that maybe this property was not for this building. L. Jensen asked if he 
felt that this should be scaled down. B. green said possibly as even without the commercial they did not have adequate 
parking. B. Green said that he looks at the broader picture and the Downtown Master Plan would like to see 
commercial on the first floor. B. Green said that the information he received was that the vacancy rates in Downtown 
Arlington Heights were lower than other towns in northwest suburbs. L. Jensen said that the vacancy rate was higher 
on the north side of the tracks. B. Green said he thought that was because the older buildings were not conducive to 
retail because of lower ceiling heights etc. B. Green said that things may get better in the future. He feels that there 
must be some kind of happy medium. Because the building is smaller and more contained, having no commercial may 
be palatable. L. Jensen asked if the building was scaled back, would the project be economically feasible. F. Panzarino 
said that he still would have costs. He said that he was giving up space to Comed. B. Green said that these were the 
costs of developing the property. He said that he was happy that something was happening there, and knows there are 
several challenges with the site.  
 
L. Jensen said staff raised the issue of massing. B. Green said that things will happen at a larger scale in the future. J. 
Sigalos asked if there would be washer and dryers in every unit. B. Kolososki said yes. B. Green he was not negative, 
just thinking out loud. J. Sigalos said that this property was at the periphery and maybe the commercial is not as 
critical. L. Jensen said that this is an issue that the Board and Village must sort out or they will do both poorly if they 
are not careful and that was his concern. The parking would not be right and (they would) not create sensible 
commercial space. L. Jensen said the Board was divided and that staff is on the other side as that is what the Code 
requires. J. Cherwin said that the issues he had anticipated were covered already. 
 
B. Green said that unless you were redeveloping the entire block, you could not solve the parking problem on a site by 
site basis. L. Jensen said that one way was to not provide commercial on the first floor and bank on the Village to 
provide the 10 or 13 parking spaces. He said that they could design the building with the assumption that the parking 
would become available. P. DeFrancesco said that they had heard that some parking might be available in the (north) 
garage and they thought they could help the Village by providing as much parking as possible on site and if a unit or 
two did not have the parking on-site, but some distance away, then they could take their chances. L. Bhide said that 
that was one way – to provide what they can and then try and have the remaining in the garage. The Village does want 
to see commercial space on the first floor in the downtown – the Comprehensive Plan and Downtown Master Plan call 
for it and the Zoning Ordinance requires it. Staff is looking to see if the entire parking requirement for this development 
can be accommodated in the garage, but that is predicated on them (developer) providing the commercial on the first 
floor. L. Jensen asked who rents an apartment where parking is 300 FT away. L. Bhide said that this development is 
close to the (Metra) station, so it is a transit oriented development and there could be renters who have a car that they 
use only occasionally. People it in the City do it (park farther away) all the time. L. Bhide said that there are two 
competing interests – providing parking and having commercial on the first floor.  
 
P. DeFrancesco said that they are also thinking that if the units were converted to condos at some point in the future, it 
would be a very difficult sale without any on-site parking. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Commissioner Green said that the project has potential and they would like to see the something done here. B. Green 
said that he is moving away from the need to have commercial. The other Commissioners concurred. He said to 
emphasize as part of the market study that parking was important to the project 
 
 

Bruce Green, Chair 
PLAT & SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE 

Latika Bhide, Recorder 



    10/27/15 DC 

1 
 

DRAFT 
 
 

MINUTES OF 
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING 
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD. 
OCTOBER 27, 2015 

 
Chair Eckhardt called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

Members Present:  Ted Eckhardt, Chair 
      Jonathan Kubow 
      John Fitzgerald 
       
Members Absent:  Anthony Fasolo 
      Alan Bombick 
 
Also Present:    Frank Panzarino, Owner of 13 E. Miner St. 
      Robert Kolososki, Prairie Tech Ltd. for 13 E. Miner St. 
      Jack Boryszewski, MJ&B Construction for 926 N. Beverly Ln.   
      Joe Sohn, Sohn Architects for 926 N. Beverly Ln. 
      Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison       
 
 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM OCTOBER 13, 2015 
 
A  MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  COMMISSIONER  KUBOW,  SECONDED  BY  COMMISSIONER 
FITZGERALD,  TO  APPROVE  THE MEETING MINUTES  OF  OCTOBER  13,  2015.    ALL WERE  IN 
FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 1. MULTI‐FAMILY CBD REVIEW 
 
DC#15‐097 – 13 E. Miner St. 
 
Mr. Frank Panzarino, the owner, and Mr. Robert Kolososki, representing Prairie Tech Ltd, were 
present on behalf of the project. 
 
Chair  Eckhardt  asked  if  there  was  any  public  comment  on  the  project  and  there  was  no 
response from the audience. 
 
Mr.  Hautzinger  presented  Staff  comments.    The  petitioner  is  seeking  approval  of  the 
architectural design  for a new  four story apartment with  indoor parking.   The site  is currently 
vacant and  is  located on the north side of the Downtown (B‐5) Zoning District.   The proposed 
development will be four stories in height with 12 residential apartment units occupying floors 
two  through  four.   The  first  floor will contain  the apartment entrance  lobby as well as  indoor 
parking  for use by  the apartment  residents.   A basement  level will be used  for  storage.   The 
proposed  development  requires  approval  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development  through  the  Plan 
Commission  process  and  is  currently  scheduled  for  Preliminary  PUD  review  on November  5, 
2015. 
 
This project was previously  reviewed by  the Design Commission on August 11, 2015.   At  that 
time,  the Design  Commission  continued  the  project  to  allow  time  for  various  zoning,  utility 
conflicts, and building code  issues  to be  resolved so  that  the design can be  finalized.   At  this 
time, the petitioner is prepared for Preliminary PUD review by the Plan Commission, so they are 
returning to the Design Commission with revised plans for review.   
 
Mr. Hautzinger reviewed Staff comments and Design Commission feedback from the August 11, 
2015 Design Commission meeting.  In response to the feedback from the August 11 Design 
Commission meeting, the petitioner has revised the design with the following highlights: 
 
Front (north) Elevation.   

1. For a more modern appearance, the small arches and keystones above the windows and 
balcony doors have been changed to a straight, stone lintel detail, and the window sizes 
have been changed to a set of three equal window sizes. 

2. The arched cornice at the top of the building and arched lintel above the first floor 
garage door have been changed to a built‐up linear stone detail. 

3. The proposed railing detail at the roof deck level has been moved forward to be in line 
with the front wall so that it will be more visible and aligns with the balcony railings 
below. 

4. Updated renderings have been provided showing two different color scheme options for 
the front elevation, with two brick colors and with just one brick color.  

 
Side (east & west) Elevations.  Two different options for the side and rear elevations with 
additional stone detailing have been provided.  Option 1 includes stacked stone quoins at all 
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exterior wall corners.  Option 2 includes horizontal stone banding at all floor levels.   
1. The sides of the front balconies have been opened up. 
2. Recessed balconies have been added to the left side elevation. 
3. The balconies on the rear elevation have been moved from the center of the wall to the 

outside corners. 
 
Staff Comments are as follows: 
 
Front  (north) Elevation.   The  revised  front elevation  is a nice  improvement  from  the original 
proposal.   The  revised detailing with straight  lintels has a more modern appearance  than  the 
previous arches and keystones. 

1. The color scheme using just one brick color is recommended, with the lighter of the two 
proposed brick colors being preferred. 

2. Consider changing the corner brick pier at the roof level to stone to match the stone pier 
below. 

3. The  front  elevation  should  include  retail  storefronts  on  the  first  floor  to  add  visual 
interest at the sidewalk  level, and to enliven this area of the Downtown.   Section  III of 
the Village of Arlington Heights’ Design Guidelines outlines design criteria for street level 
business  storefronts  in  the Central Business District which  should be  followed.   Retail 
space on the first floor is required by code, and a variation from this requirement will be 
reviewed by the Plan Commission and Village Board. 

 
Side  (east & west) Elevations.   Both of  the proposed options  represent a good  improvement 
from  the  original  proposal  with  additional  detailing  that  breaks  up  the  large  blank  walls.  
However, the proposed horizontal banding option has very little relationship to the composition 
of  the  front  elevation,  so  the  option  with  vertical  stacked  stone  quoins  at  the  corners  is 
preferred for a more cohesive design. 

1. The rear balcony doors appear cramped.   Consider changing them to  individual French 
doors to fit more comfortably on the balcony wall. 

2. The  stone base on  the  front end of  the  right elevation  should be  raised  to match  the 
detailing on the front elevation.  

 
Staff  recommends  the Design Commission approve  the proposed architectural design  for  the 
new multi‐family building with the following conditions: 
 
1. Approval shall be based on Option 1 for the side and rear elevations, with stone quoins at 

the corners. 
2. The color scheme using just one brick color is recommended. 
3. Change the corner brick pier at the roof level to stone to match the stone pier below. 
4. The front elevation should include retail storefronts on the first floor to add visual interest 

at the sidewalk level and to enliven this area of the Downtown, with storefront design to be 
approved by Staff. 

5. Change the rear patio doors to individual French doors. 
6. The  stone  base  on  the  front  end  of  the  right  elevation  should  be  revised  to match  the 
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detailing on the front elevation. 
7. This  review  deals with  architectural  design  only  and  should  not  be  construed  to  be  an 

approval of, or to have any other impact on nor represent any tacit approval or support for 
the proposed  land use or any other zoning and/or  land use  issues or decisions that stem 
from  zoning, building,  signage or any other  reviews.  In addition  to  the normal  technical 
review, permit drawings will be reviewed for consistency with the Design Commission and 
any  other  Commission  or  Board  approval  conditions.    It  is  the 
architect/homeowner/builder’s  responsibility  to  comply  with  the  Design  Commission 
approval  and  ensure  that  building  permit  plans  comply  with  all  zoning  code,  building 
permit and signage requirements. 

8. The petitioner is required to comply with Village standards for sidewalks, street trees, and 
site furnishings. 

9. All signage must meet code, Chapter 30. 
 
Mr. Panzarino stated that they agreed with all comments in the Staff report.   
 
Commissioner Kubow said that he was not at the previous review of this project; however, he 
appreciated  the  petitioner  taking  the  commissioners’  previous  comments  into  consideration 
with the changes that were made.   He really  liked the color of the darker brick above the first 
floor  as  shown  in  the  updated  rendering  presented  tonight,  and  he  agreed  with  Staff’s 
comments  that  the  proposed  horizontal  banding  option  is  inconsistent  with  the  other 
elevations.   He also agreed with Staff’s recommendations to continue the stone base from the 
front elevation around  to  the right elevation, and he suggested adding more windows on  the 
right side elevation at the bedrooms.    
 
Commissioner  Fitzgerald  really  liked  the  elevation  and  thanked  the  petitioner  for  the  nice 
rendering being presented tonight.   He preferred Option 1 for the side and rear elevations; he 
liked the color of the darker brick being proposed; he preferred to keep the brick piers at the 
top of  the building, although he was neutral on  the one  in  the middle; he was okay with  the 
patio doors as is; and he liked the suggestion to continue the stone detailing on the right (west) 
elevation.   
 
Chairman Eckhardt  concurred with  the other  commissioners’  comments; he  liked  the darker 
iron spot brick; he  liked Option 1 for the sides and rear; he suggested adding an engaged pier 
detail for the railing at the top of the building and leaving the railing all the way across; and he 
agreed with continuing the stone base from the front elevation onto the west elevation until it 
hits  the  bump‐out.   He  also  commented  for  the  Plan Commission  review,  that  he  could  not 
imagine why we would want more vacant retail space in town, especially at this location, and he 
fully supported the project as proposed with no first‐floor retail.  In response to Commissioner 
Kubow’s suggestion about adding windows on the right side elevation, he agreed that  it was a 
large elevation and he suggested adding small clerestory windows above the bed height, which 
would help bring in more light.   
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Mr. Panzarino agreed with the suggestion to carry the stone around to the west elevation to the 
bump‐out, which was a great idea.  He also said that he would like to keep the brick on the piers 
at the top of the building, and he could not disagree with anything said by the commissioners 
tonight. 
 
Mr.  Hautzinger  asked  for  clarification  about  the  brick  being  proposed.    The  commissioners 
confirmed their approval of using only one brick and that it be the darker color.   
 
A  MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  COMMISSIONER  KUBOW,  SECONDED  BY  COMMISSIONER 
FITZGERALD,  TO  APPROVE  THE  ARCHITECTURAL  DESIGN  FOR  THE  NEW  MULTI‐FAMILY 
BUILDING  TO  BE  LOCATED  AT  13  E.  MINER  STREET.    THIS  APPROVAL  IS  SUBJECT  TO 
COMPLIANCE  WITH  THE  PLANS  DATED  AND  RECEIVED  10/22/15,  DESIGN  COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDATIONS,  COMPLIANCE WITH  ALL  APPLICABLE  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  VILLAGE 
CODES,  REGULATIONS,  AND  POLICIES,  THE  ISSUANCE  OF  ALL  REQUIRED  PERMITS,  AND 
RESOLUTION OF THE FOLLOWING: 
 
1. APPROVAL IS BASED ON OPTION 1 FOR THE SIDE AND REAR ELEVATIONS (WITH STACKED 

STONE QUOINS AT THE CORNERS), AND THE STONE DETAILING AT THE BASE OF THE FRONT 
ELEVATION SHALL BE CARRIED AROUND TO THE RIGHT (WEST) ELEVATION TO THE BUMP 
OUT. 

2. A RECOMMENDATION TO CONSIDER ADDING WINDOWS ON THE RIGHT SIDE ELEVATION, 
EITHER CLERESTORY TRANSOM WINDOWS OR SOMETHING ELSE TO FIT THE FLOOR PLAN 
AND BUDGET. 

3. A RECOMMENDATION TO FURTHER STUDY THE PIERS AT THE TOP OF THE BUILDING, AND 
CONSIDER ELIMINATING THE CENTER PIER AT THE TOP OF THE BUILDING AND SLIDING THE 
PIER OVER AND ENGAGING IT ON THE SIDE. 

4. THIS  REVIEW  DEALS  WITH  ARCHITECTURAL  DESIGN  ONLY  AND  SHOULD  NOT  BE 
CONSTRUED TO BE AN APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, ANY OTHER 
ZONING AND/OR LAND USE ISSUES OR DECISIONS THAT STEM FROM ZONING, BUILDING, 
SIGNAGE OR ANY OTHER REVIEWS.  IN ADDITION TO THE NORMAL TECHNICAL REVIEW, 
PERMIT  DRAWINGS  WILL  BE  REVIEWED  FOR  CONSISTENCY  WITH  THE  DESIGN 
COMMISSION AND ANY OTHER COMMISSION OR BOARD APPROVAL CONDITIONS.    IT  IS 
THE PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILTY TO INCORPORATE ALL REQUIREMENTS LISTED ON THE 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS INTO THE PERMIT DRAWINGS, AND TO ENSURE THAT 
BUILDING  PERMIT  PLANS AND  SIGN  PERMIT  PLANS  COMPLY WITH ALL  ZONING  CODE, 
BUILDING CODE AND SIGN CODE REQUIREMENTS. 

5. THE PETITIONER  IS REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH VILLAGE STANDARDS FOR SIDEWALKS, 
STEET TREES, AND SITE FURNISHINGS. 

6. ALL SIGNAGE MUST MEET CODE, CHAPTER 30. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger  said  that  if, during  the Plan Commission  review, a variation  is not granted  to 
eliminate the  first‐floor retail as proposed by the petitioner, and the petitioner  is required to 
include  retail, how did  the commissioners  feel about Staff  reviewing  the design changes  that 
may result from this.  Commissioner Fitzgerald felt this detail should come back to the Design 
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Commission  for  review of  the  storefront design.   Mr. Hautzinger also  felt  the motion  should 
reflect the decision on the brick, including the name of the brick. 
 
A  MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  COMMISSIONER  KUBOW,  SECONDED  BY  COMMISSIONER 
FITZGERALD, TO AMEND THE MOTION AND ADD THE FOLLOWING: 
 
7. APPROVAL OF THE COLOR SCHEME USING JUST ONE BRICK COLOR, MEDIUM  IRON SPOT 

#46, SMOOTH MODULAR. 
  

KUBOW, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 
ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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APPROVED 

MINUTES OF 
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING 
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD. 
AUGUST 11, 2015 

 
Chair Eckhardt called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. 

Members Present:  Ted Eckhardt, Chair 
      Alan Bombick 
      John Fitzgerald 
       
Members Absent:  Anthony Fasolo 
      Jonathan Kubow 
 
Also Present:    Mark Larsen, Larsen Design for 131 S. Fernandez Ave. 
      Katherine Halley for 1212 N. Chestnut Ave. 
      Jesus Serrato, David Weekley Homes for 1010 N. Chicago Ave. 
      Carole Wisniewski, JRC Design Build for 1732 N. Chestnut Ave. 
        Frank Panzarino, Owner of 13 E. Miner St. 
      Robert Kolososki, Prairietech Ltd. For 13 E. Miner St. 
      Philip DeFrancesco, Dapper Crown for 13 E. Miner St. 
      Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison       
 
 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM JULY 14, 2015 
 
A  MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  COMMISSIONER  FITZGERALD,  SECONDED  BY  COMMISSIONER 
BOMBICK, TO APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF JULY 14, 2015.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE 
MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 5. MULTI‐FAMILY REVIEW 
 
DC#15‐097 – 13 E. Miner St. 
 
Mr. Frank Panzarino, the owner, Mr. Robert Kolososki, representing Prairietech Ltd., and Mr. 
Philip DeFrancesco, representing Dapper Crown, were present on behalf of the project. 
 
Mr.  Hautzinger  presented  Staff  comments.    The  petitioner  is  seeking  approval  of  the 
architectural design  for a new  four story apartment with  indoor parking.   The site  is currently 
vacant and  is  located on the north side of the Downtown (B‐5) Zoning District.   The proposed 
development will be four stories in height with 12 residential apartment units occupying floors 
two  through  four.   The  first  floor will contain  the apartment entrance  lobby as well as  indoor 
parking for use by the apartment residents.  A basement level will be used for storage.   
 
The proposed development requires approval as a Planned Unit Development through the Plan 
Commission process.  Mr. Hautzinger reviewed the planning and zoning issues outlined on Page 
2 of the Staff Report that are being evaluated through the Plan Commission process, which are 
important for the Design Commissioners to generally understand because they could impact the 
building design. 
 
With regards to the design of the proposed new building, Staff had the following comments: 
 
Front  (north)  Elevation.    The  composition  of  the  front  elevation  is  well  done  with  nice 
symmetry,  recessed  balconies,  and  rich  materials.    However,  the  following  revisions  are 
recommended to enhance the design: 
 

1. Retail storefronts should be added on the first floor to add visual interest at the sidewalk 
level, and to enliven this area of the Downtown. 

2. The  small  arches  and  keystones  above  the  windows  and  balcony  doors  are  weak.  
Consider  a  straight,  stone  lintel  detail with  a  heavier  appearance  in  lieu  of  the  arch 
detail. 

3. The brick wall area above  the  top  floor windows  is blank and void of detail.   Consider 
adding more details in this area such as decorative brick and stone detailing. 

4. The  arched  cornice  at  the  top  of  the  building  and  arched  lintel  above  the  first  floor 
garage door are awkward.   Consider omitting  the arch, and providing a built‐up  linear 
stone detail instead. 

5. The proposed railing detail at the roof deck level is a nice detail, but it is proposed to be 
set back from the front wall.  Consider moving this detail forward to be in line with the 
front wall so that it is more visible and aligns with the balcony railings below. 

6. The  two  brick  colors  are  too  similar  in  appearance  and  do  not  enhance  the  design.  
Consider omitting one of the brick colors for a more cohesive appearance. 

 
Side (east & west) Elevations.  The proposed four story building will be highly visible above the 
existing one story building to the east, and partially visible above the two story building to the 



    DC 8/11/15 

11 
 

west.     Although  it  is possible that future redevelopment of the adjacent sites could block the 
side views of the proposed building,  it  is  likely that the side elevations will be visible for many 
years and should therefore be further developed with additional detailing. 
 

1. Consider continuing the roof deck railing detail from the front elevation down the side 
elevations. 

2. Preliminary building code  review concludes  that  the  three windows shown on  the  left 
(east) elevation are not allowed due  to  fire separation requirements where  the wall  is 
not set back  from the  lot  line.   Consider adding more brick and stone detailing to add 
interest to this large blank wall. 

3. The front half of the right (west) elevation  is set back eight feet from the property  line 
and will be highly visible.   Consider opening the side of the balconies as well as adding 
windows on this wall. 

 
Staff recommends the Design Commission continue this project to a future date until such time 
that  the various zoning, utility conflicts, and building code  issues have been  resolved and  the 
commissioners have the opportunity to see the final building design. 
 
Chair Eckhardt pointed out that 2 commissioners were not here tonight, and  it was  important 
that the petitioner receive feedback from all 5 of the commissioners.   
 
Commissioner Bombick applauded the petitioner for developing the site; getting this density of 
housing  in the downtown and continuing to add or fill  in some of these empty sites  is critical.  
He suggested moving the front wall of the first‐floor to the  lot  line to  increase the size of the 
potential  leasable  retail  space,  and  changing  the  classical  design  detailing  to  be  more 
contemporary.  He suggested adding some horizontal banding to the side elevations.  He felt the 
parking seemed jammed in and he suggested minimizing the number of on‐site parking spaces 
and  locating the rest  in the Village garage to create space for retail.   He also suggested adding 
another floor to the building.  
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald agreed with a  lot of what was already said.   He had some concerns 
about first floor retail.  He liked the arch over the front door and over the window on the front 
elevation; however, the other small arches did nothing for him.  Overall, he recommended more 
modern  detailing,  and  he would  prefer  a  straight  lintel  detail  above  the windows.   He  liked 
Staff’s suggestion to pull the railing at the roof level forward to be flush with the front wall and 
to continue the rooftop railing detail down the sides of the building.   He wanted to see more 
differentiation between the two brick colors, as well as more details on the sides and back of 
the  building.    He  also wanted  to  see  evergreens  added  to  adequately  screen  the  electrical 
transformer. 
 
Chair Eckhardt liked the arch details on the first floor as well as the quoin details on the upper 
floors.   He felt the upper stories of the building should have a more modern appearance, and 
that the top parapet wall should be straight instead of arched.  He liked the 3 vertical elements 
and  he  agreed with  the  concerns  about  the  contrasting  brick  colors.    He  felt  the  balconies 
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should be opened up on the side, and he was more concerned about the lack of details on the 
rear elevation than the side elevations.  He also encouraged the petitioner to conduct research 
about parking options.  He recommended a motion to continue the project to a future date. 
 
A  MOTION  WAS  MADE  BY  COMMISSIONER  BOMBICK,  SECONDED  BY  COMMISSIOENR 
FITZGERALD, TO CONTINUE THE PROJECT FOR 13 E. MINER STREET (DC#15‐097) TO A FUTURE 
DATE, AS AGREED UPON BY STAFF AND THE PETITIONER. 
 

BOMBICK, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE. 
ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

























































































Item: 608-614 N. Haddow Ave. - PC#15-022

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Preliminary Plat of Consolidation to consolidate the property at 608 and 614 N.
Haddow Avenue.  
 
Variations Required
 
1. A 6.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to
allow an increase to the maximum height of an accessory structure
(garage/workshop) from 15 feet to 21.8 feet.  
 
2. A 6.4 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to
allow an increase to the maximum height of an accessory structure (studio) from
15 feet to 21.4 feet.  
 
3. A 5.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to
allow an increase to the maximum height of an accessory structure (playhouse)
from 15 feet to 20.8 feet.  
 
4. A 584 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-7 for a 884 square
foot accessory structure for a two story studio where the maximum allowed is
300 square feet.  
 
5. A 702 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-7 for a 1,422 square
foot accessory structure for a two story detached garage where the maximum
allowed is 720 square feet.  
 
6. A 197 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-5 (Percentage of
Rear Yard Occupied) to allow 1,717 square feet  of the required rear yard to be
occupied where the maximum allowed is 1,520 square feet (40%).  
 
Recommendation
 
The Staff Development Committee recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat of
Consolidation and approval of the following variation for the playhouse:
 
1. A 6.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an



increase to the maximum height of an accessory structure (playhouse) from 15 feet to
20.8 feet.
 
Further, the Staff Development Committee recommends denial of the other variations
as the petitioner has not justified the variations based on the criteria for granting said
variations. Said development is conditioned upon the following:  
 
1. Submittal of a Final Plat of Consolidation.  
 
2. A Design Commission application must be submitted for the proposed addition to
the existing home.  
 
3. If the variations are approved, then additional landscaping shall be provided along
the rear property line to screen the accessory structures.    
 
4. If the variations are approved, then the variations shall only apply to the structures
requested with this petition.  
 
5. Compliance with all Federal, State and Village ordinances and policies.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Legal Notification Correspondence
Location Map Exhibits
Plat & Sub Minutes Minutes
Preliminary Plat Exhibits
Survey, Site Plan, Elevations Exhibits
Project Summary & Petitioner Justification
for Variances Exhibits

Department Comments & Petitioners
Response Exhibits
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
To: Plan Commission  
Prepared By: Bill Enright, Deputy Director Planning and Community Development 
Meeting Date: November 5, 2015  
Date Prepared: October 29, 2015 
Project Title: Lot Consolidation for 608-614 N. Haddow Avenue 
Address: 608-614 N. Haddow Avenue 
 
Background Information 
Petitioner: Robert Flubacker  
Address: Flubacker Architects 
 1835 Rohlwing Road 
 Arlington Heights, Illinois 60008 
 

Existing Zoning: R-3, One Family Dwelling District 
 
Requested Action: 
 Preliminary Plat of Consolidation to consolidate the property at 608 and 614 N. Haddow Avenue. 
 
Variations Required:  
 A 6.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum height of an 

accessory structure (garage/workshop) from 15 feet to 21.8 feet. 
 

 A 6.4 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum height of an 
accessory structure (studio) from 15 feet to 21.4 feet. 

   

 A 5.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum height of an 
accessory structure (playhouse) from 15 feet to 20.8 feet. 
   

 A 584 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-7 for a 884 square foot accessory structure for a two story studio 
where the maximum allowed is 300 square feet. 

   

 A 702 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-7 for a 1,422 square foot accessory structure for a two story 
detached garage where the maximum allowed is 720 square feet. 

 

 A 197 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-5 (Percentage of Rear Yard Occupied) to allow 1,717 square feet  
of the required rear yard to be occupied where the maximum allowed is 1,520 square feet (40%). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
Subject Site 
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Surrounding Properties: 

 Zoning Use Comprehensive Plan 

North R-3, One Family Dwelling District Single Family Residence Single Family Detached 

South R-3, One Family Dwelling District Single Family Residence Single Family Detached 

East R-3, One Family Dwelling District Single Family Residence Single Family Detached 

West R-3, One Family Dwelling District Single Family Residence Single Family Detached 

 
Project Summary 
The subject site consists of two 66’ wide parcels by 132 feet deep,located on the west side of Haddow Avenue, north of Euclid 
Avenue.  The total area of the subject site is 17,425 square feet. There is an existing two story home located on 614 N. Haddow 
Avenue and 608 N. Haddow is vacant with landscaping.  The two parcels at 608 and 614 N. Haddow Avenue are proposed to 
be consolidated into a single132 foot wide lot with the intent to construct four accessory structures and a small addition to the 
rear of the home.  The four accessory structures include: 1) a two story studio/workshop;  2 ) a two story detached garage; 3) a 
play house, and 4) a pergola in between the new garage and the studio.   Six total variations are required in order to construct 
the accessory structures as requested. 
 
Pursuant to Chapter 28, Section  6.5-4, no accessory structure shall be constructed prior to the time of construction of the 
principal building to which it is accessory, therefore in order to construct an accessory structure on the 608 N. Haddow lot 
(which is vacant with no principle structure), the lots need to be consolidated.   
 
Per Chapter 29, Section 104b, No person shall consolidate residentially zoned lots which come under common ownership after 
November 1, 2003. Prior to 2001, the two lots were under common ownership, however in 2001 the lot at 608 S. Haddow was 
sold. The lots are now under common ownership, but that occurred more recently than November 1, 2003. 
 
(Note: In 2001, a previous owner of 608 N. Haddow did pursue a variation from the Zoning Board of Appeals in order to make 
608 N. Haddow Avenue  a buildable lot.  The variation requested from ZBA was for a substandard 66 foot wide lot with an area 
of 8,712 whereas code requires 70 feet in width and 8,750 in area.  The request was denied)   
 
As part of the review process, Staff evaluated the relationship of the new lots to the Zoning regulations (see Table 1). 
 

Table 1:  Analysis 
 

Zoning 
Requirements 

Minimum Lot Area Minimum Lot Width Front Yard 
Setback 

Side Yard 
Setback 

Rear Yard 
Setback 

Corner 
Side Yard 
Setback 

 

Typical R-3 
Lot 

Corner Standard Corner Standard Block Average 
(Must be 
calculated) 

10% of Lot 
width (at least 
7 feet) 

30 FT Average or 
10% of lot 
width 

9,900 
SF 

8,750 SF 90 FT 70 FT 

 

Proposed Lot  
(608 & 614 N. 
Haddow 

N/A 17,424 SF N/A 132 FT N/A 13.2 feet  48 feet N/A 

624 N. 
Haddow 

N/A 17,424 SF N/A 132 FT N/A N/A N/A N/A 
 

626 N. 
Haddow 
 

N/A 11,352 SF N/A 86 FT N/A N/A N/A N/A 

630 N. 
Haddow 

N/A 14,784 N/A 112 FT N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
Pursuant to the Village’s Comprehensive Plan, the properties are designated Single Family Detached. The proposed 
consolidation would be consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.  There are currently four zoning lots that front on the 
west side of Haddow Avenue between Euclid and Hawthorn Street.  Of those lots, one lot is 132 feet wide, one is 112 feet wide 
and one is 86 feet wide.  If the consolidation was approved, the subject lot would be 132 feet in width.  The proposed lot 
consolidation meets the R-3 standards and is consistent with the existing lots on the west side of Haddow Avenue relative to lot 
area and width (see Table 1 above).  Per Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6, a minimum side yard of ten percent of the lot width is 
required. Therefore for 132 foot wide lots, a side yard of 13.2 feet is be required. The existing home at 614 N. Haddow is 
setback 13.2 feet from the north property line to the proposed addition.   
 
In addition to consolidating, the petitioner is proposing four accessory structures, three of which require variations.  The 
petitioner is proposing a playhouse, studio, detached garage and a pergola.  Pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 6.5-5, accessory 
structures may not occupy more than 40% of the required rear yard.  The proposed four structures exceed the 40%.  Therefore 
the petitioner requests the following variations: 

 
 A 197 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-5 (Percentage of Rear Yard Occupied) to allow 1,717 square feet  

of the required rear yard to be occupied where the maximum allowed is 1,520 square feet (40%). 
 
(Note: the petitioners plans indicate that a pergola is not an accessory structure therefore a variation for the 40% rear yard is not 
required, however this is not correct as a pergola by definition an accessory structure)  
 
Playhouse (Accessory Structure A)  
The petitioner is proposing a 296 square foot play house that is 21 feet high with the cupola.  Therefore the petitioner requests 
the following variation: 
 

 A 5.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum height of an 
accessory structure (playhouse) from 15 feet to 20.8 feet. 
 

Studio (Accessory Structure B) 
The petitioner is proposing a two story studio with a basement.  Therefore the petitioner requests the following variations: 
   

 A 6.4 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum height of an 
accessory structure (studio) from 15 feet to 21.4 feet. 
 

 A 584 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5 for a 884 square foot accessory structure for a two story studio 
where the maximum allowed is 300 square feet. 

 
Garage/Workshop (Accessory Structure C) 
The petitioner is proposing a new two story detached garage with a workshop on the second level.  Therefore the petitioner 
requests the following variations: 
   

 A 6.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum height of an 
accessory structure (garage/workshop) from 15 feet to 21.8 feet. 
 

 A 702 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5 for a 1,422 square foot accessory structure for a two story 
detached garage where the maximum allowed is 720 square feet. 

   
The Petitioner provided a response to the variation criteria listed below.If said request is approved by the Village Board, Staff 
would recommend that these variations only apply to the structures requested with this petition, while all new structures would 
need to comply with current code standards.   
 

 The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the conditions 
allowed by the regulations in that zone; and 

 The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and  

 The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
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Staff is not supportive of the variations sought except for the height of the playhouse. The petitioner has not provided a hardship 
to justify the multiple variations requested. In addition the Village recently in 2011, and prior to that in 2003 and 2005 amended 
the zoning ordinance with respect to accessory structures in order to find an appropriate balance between these type of 
structures and the preservation of open spaces.  
 
Building, Site Plan, and Landscaping  
An addition to the existing home shall require a Design Commission application to be submitted and approved prior to the 
issuance of a building permit.   The petitioner is proposing a code compliant addition that is approximately 375 square feet as 
part of the project.  The addition is located in the rear of the home in the northwest corner.   It is recommended that if the three 
accessory structures are approved, that landscaping be provided along the west property line in order to buffer the proposed 
accessory structures. 
 
Traffic & Parking  
According to the Village’s Subdivision Control Regulations and Zoning Ordinance, a traffic study is required for residential 
developments that have at least 100 dwelling units or more. Since the Petitioner is only proposing a two-lot development a 
formal traffic study by a certified Traffic Engineer is not required.  
 
Recommendation 
The Staff Development Committee recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat of Consolidation and approval of the following 
variation for the playhouse: A 5.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the 
maximum height of an accessory structure (playhouse) from 15 feet to 20.8 feet. 
 
Further the Staff Development Committee recommends denial of the other variations as the petitioner has not justified the 
variations based on the criteria for granting said variations. 
 
Said development is conditioned upon the following: 
1. Submittal of a Final Plat of Consolidation. 
2.  A Design Commission application must be submitted for the proposed addition to the existing home. 
3.  If the variations are approved, then additional landscaping shall be provided along the rear property line to screen the 

 accessory structures.   
4.    If the variations are approved, then the variations shall only apply to the structures requested with this petition. 
5.  Compliance with all Federal, State and Village ordinances and policies. 
 
 
 
 
________________________________ October 29, 2015  
Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development 
 
C: Randy Recklaus, Village Manager 
 All Department Heads 
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REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF 

THE PLAT & SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE 
OF THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS PLAN COMMISSION 

HELD AT VILLAGE HALL ON:  July 22, 2015 

Project Title: Lot Consolidation for 608-614 N. Haddow Avenue  

Address: 608-614 N. Haddow Avenue  

Petitioner:  Robert Flubacker 

Address: 1835 Rohlwing Road 
 Arlington Heights, Illinois 60008 
Requested Action: 
1) Preliminary Plat of Consolidation to consolidate the property at 608 and 614 N. Haddow Avenue. 

 
VARIATIONS IDENTIFIED:  
� A 6.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum 

height of an accessory structure (garage/workshop) from 15 feet to 21.8 feet. 
� A 6.4 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum 

height of an accessory structure (studio) from 15 feet to 21.4 feet. 
� A 6.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum 

height of an accessory structure (playhouse) from 15 feet to 21 feet.   

� A 614 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-7 for a 914 square foot accessory structure for a two 
story studio where the maximum allowed is 300 square feet.   

� A 726 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-7 for a 1,446 square foot accessory structure for a two 
story detached garage where the maximum allowed is 720 square feet. 

� A 197 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-5 (Percentage of Rear Yard Occupied) to allow 1,717 
square feet  of the required rear yard to be occupied where the maximum allowed is 1,520 square feet (40%). 

 
Attendees:  Bob Flubacker, Architect 
   Terry Kurzynski, Property Owner 
   Bruce Green, Plan Commissioner  
   John Sigalos, Plan Commissioner 
   Lynn Jensen, Plan Commissioner 
   Latika Bhide, Development Planner 
 

 
Project Summary 
The subject site consists of one zoning lot comprised of two 66 foot wide parcels.  The two parcels are 132 feet deep.  
The site is located on the west side of Haddow Avenue, north of Euclid Avenue.  The total area of the subject site is 
17,425 square feet. There is an existing two story home located on 614 N. Haddow Avenue and 608 N. Haddow is 
vacant with landscaping.  The two parcels at 608 and 614 N. Haddow Avenue are proposed to be consolidated into a 
132 foot wide lot.  The petitioner’s intent is to consolidate the two parcels and construct three accessory structures and 
a small addition to the rear of the home.   

 

If approved, the property owner at 614 N. Haddow would construct three accessory structures.  The petitioner will 
relocate the existing garage to the south and add a second story, construct a two story detached garage and construct 
a play house.   The proposed action, if approved, would allow the Petitioner to construct an accessory structure on 608 
N. Haddow.  Pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 6.5-4, no accessory structure shall be constructed prior to the time of 
construction of the principal building to which it is accessory.  The property was under common ownership prior to 
2001; however, in 2001 the lot to the south (608 S. Haddow) was sold and the two parcels were no longer under 
common ownership.  Per Chapter 29, Section 104b, No person shall consolidate residentially zoned lots which come 



608-614 HADDOW; TEMP FILE 1508 
 

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\AB88B43B-0272-436E-85FD-7D7782D507DE\Arlington 
Heights.4329.1.Plat_and_Sub_Minutes.docx 

under common ownership after November 1, 2003.  In 2001, a previous owner of 608 N. Haddow did pursue a 
variation from the Zoning Board of Appeals in order to make 608 N. Haddow Avenue a buildable lot.  The variation 
requested from ZBA was for a substandard 66 foot wide lot with an area of 8,712 where code requires 70 feet in width 
and 8,750 in area.  The request was denied.    

 

In addition to consolidating, the petitioner is proposing four accessory structures, three of which require variations.  The 
petitioner is proposing a playhouse, studio, detached garage and a pergola.  Pursuant to Chapter 28, Section 6.5-5, 
accessory structures may not occupy more than 40% of the required rear yard.  The proposed four structures exceed 
the 40%.   

 

Therefore the petitioner requests the following variations: 

 

� A 197 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-5 (Percentage of Rear Yard Occupied) to allow 1,717 
square feet  of the required rear yard to be occupied where the maximum allowed is 1,520 square feet (40%). 

 

Playhouse (Accessory Structure A)  

The petitioner is proposing a 296 square foot play house that is 21 feet high with the cupola.  Therefore the petitioner 
requests the following variation: 

� A 6.0 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum 
height of an accessory structure (playhouse) from 15 feet to 21 feet. 

 

Studio (Accessory Structure B) 

The petitioner is proposing to relocate the existing garage and create a two story studio with a basement.  Therefore 
the petitioner requests the following variations: 

� A 6.4 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum 
height of an accessory structure (studio) from 15 feet to 21.4 feet. 

� A 614 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5 for a 914 square foot accessory structure for a two story 
studio where the maximum allowed is 300 square feet. 

Garage/Workshop (Accessory Structure C) 

The petitioner is proposing a new two story detached garage with a workshop on the second level.  Therefore the 
petitioner requests the following variations: 

� A 6.8 foot variance from Chapter 28, Section 6.5-6 (Accessory Buildings) to allow an increase to the maximum 
height of an accessory structure (garage/workshop) from 15 feet to 21.8 feet. 

� A 726 square foot variation from Chapter 28, Section 6.5 for a 1,446 square foot accessory structure for a two 
story detached garage where the maximum allowed is 720 square feet. 

  
Meeting Discussion: 
B. Flubacker explained the project. He said that his client owns the vacant lot next to a developed lot and would like to 
build a series of accessory structures. He stated that the most expeditious way to do this was to seek a lot 
consolidation versus seeking a variation to build an accessory structure on a vacant lot without a principal structure. He 
explained what the three proposed accessory structures were. The southernmost structure is a play house. 
 
B. Flubacker stated that for the playhouse he needed a variation for the side lot setback and building height. He said 
that they are asking for the setback for the playhouse to be 3 feet and the height to the top of the cupola was 21 feet. 
He said that Structure B is the relocated 2-car garage. The lower level basement would have multiple uses, but 
primarily was a studio for garage band so as to provide sound protection from the band for neighbors. He said that 
there may also be equipment for the geothermal system for the property. He said that the main level would be used 
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mainly as a workshop. He stated that staff had reviewed this as a non-descript accessory structure (shed), but it was 
intended as a garage. Commissioner Green asked where the garage doors were located. B. Flubacker said that the 
sliding doors were located on the north side which opened on to the courtyard and there was another set of doors for 
the main garage, so you can drive from one garage to another. He stated that this (space) was to work on specialty 
automobiles. He stated that the space would also be used as a furniture shop.  The upstairs would be used as a 
painting studio. The pergola is outdoor living space and to protect from the elements. Finally, there is a three car 
garage with a storage area above which would be used to store parts and equipment for the workshop or band.   
 
L. Bhide summarized the request. She explained the reason for requesting a lot consolidation. She described the 
accessory structures and the variations that were being requested. She stated that the Staff Development Committee 
reviewed the request, but was requesting additional information before making a recommendation. She said that they 
needed the justification for the variations, a final plat of consolidation, a Design Commission application for the addition 
to the house as well as information on services to the accessory structures as well as the proposed uses. 
 
L. Jensen asked for clarification regarding when the lots were in common ownership. L. Bhide clarified that the lots 
were in common ownership prior to 2001. L. Jensen asked why the request for a variation was denied by the Zoning 
Board of Appeals in 2001. L. Bhide stated that per the Ordinance, lots with less than minimum area and width can be 
built upon if such parcel fronts on a street which has a majority of the developed lots are either less than the minimum 
area or width, or both required by the District. Since the lots along Haddow are larger (in lot area and lot width) than 
required by the District, a variation was required but denied. L. Jensen asked about the variation criteria. He 
questioned how the criteria regarding reasonable return would be answered.  B. Flubacker stated that feels that this 
does not apply to single family owner occupied property. L. Jensen asked what response staff was you expecting as a 
response. L. Bhide said that if an accessory structure was not permitted to be built, then it could be stated that a 
reasonable return was not received. B. Green said that he felt that the plight of the owner was due to unique 
circumstances. He asked why the play house could not be moved to meet the setback. L. Bhide stated that a setback 
variation for the play house was not cited, but that she would confirm. B. Green asked if they had thought about 
attaching the structures. T. Kurzynski stated that he had bought the lots in 2012. They had thought about buying the 
lot to the north, but the owner was not interested in selling. B. Flubacker said that the workshop structure is more 
garage like than a shed. L. Bhide stated that the Ordinance defined a garage as a building intended to be used for the 
parking and storage of vehicles. B. Green said that you have to be careful how the structures are labelled – he said 
that for example, two houses are not permitted on one lot. L. Bhide asked for clarification and the petitioner stated that 
the intention was not to have a vehicle all the time, just sometimes when it was being worked on. B. Flubacker said 
that the area variations were required only because the second stories were added.  B. Green stated that the concern 
will be that these will become apartments – what these have the potential to become. He said that as an architect he 
thought that the addition of the second floor and windows will be a perfect complement (to the house). B. Flubacker 
said that one of the reasons for the proposed roofline is the high pitched roofs in that district (area) and a 4:12 roof 
pitch would not be compatible with the neighborhood. He stated that the other houses behind this house are 5-6 foot 
higher than this house. Therefore, the impact of this roofline would be similar to a 15 foot roof. 
 
B. Flubacker said that (for structures B and C) the location was compliant, but they needed a variation from the 
required area and height. B. Green said that personally he would prefer the rooflines to (for the accessory structures) 
to match the house. T. Kurzynski stated that the neighbors are excited about the proposed improvements. B. Green 
asked how some of the variations could be reduced, particularly the footprints. J. Sigalos asked about the utilities to 
the structures. The petitioner stated that all the utilities (electricity, water, etc.) would be brought from the house. B. 
Flubacker said that there was a garden sink/hose bib behind the playhouse. T. Kurzynski stated that the play house 
would have heated floors, not gas, but the garage would be heated. J. Sigalos reiterated comments regarding what 
the structures could be converted into.  
 
B. Green stated that a positive for the neighborhood was there was a vacant lot with landscaping. L. Jensen asked 
what information staff needed prior to making a recommendation. L. Bhide stated that staff was asking for the 
justifications for the variations and wanted to know what the proposed uses were for the structures. B. Flubacker 
stated that they also looked at adding to the house on the south side, but the existing configuration makes it difficult. T. 



608-614 HADDOW; TEMP FILE 1508 
 

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\AB88B43B-0272-436E-85FD-7D7782D507DE\Arlington 
Heights.4329.1.Plat_and_Sub_Minutes.docx 

Kurzynski said that because the neighboring houses were 5-6 feet higher, the basement in his house floods and he 
would have to do some drainage work also.  
 
 
Recommendation: 
The Plat & Subdivision Committee said the proposed improvements can work when both the lots were considered and 
said that the petitioner should move forward. 
 
 
 

Bruce Green, Chair 
PLAT & SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE 

Latika Bhide, Recorder 
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