
Agenda  
Village of Arlington Heights

Design Commission
Virtual Meeting

October 27, 2020
6:30 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

A. In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, this meeting is
closed to in-person, public attendance. The meeting is being
held virtually, which permits the public to fully participate via
their computers or using their phones.

To participate in the virtual meeting, please follow these
instructions:   https://bit.ly/2ThsJ5j

Individuals who wish to comment or ask a question on an
item on the Agenda may either participate virtually or send
an email to the Village at shautzinger@vah.com.  Please limit
emails to 200 words or less.  To be shared at the meeting,
the email must be received by 3:00 p.m. on October 27,
2020.

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Minutes - 10/13/20

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. DC#20-063 - 508 S. Phelps Ave - SF/Teardown

B. DC#20-066 - 18 S. Chestnut Ave. - SF/Teardown

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

A. Ryan Companies Mixed-Use Senior Housing - 364 E. Golf
Rd. - Preliminary Review

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbit.ly%2F2ThsJ5j&data=04%7C01%7Cpdimatteo%40vah.com%7Cdc672d7252274e874b4408d874ff1ece%7Cdadc730e173642b8b5775874cf194623%7C0%7C0%7C637387986368073614%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=cHhtzpPyi%2BYFKLkruuY7nrmRtSosDeFlDjGB7LPV5FM%3D&reserved=0


VIII. 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.
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Item: Minutes - 10/13/20

Department:  Planning and Community Development
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Minutes - 10/13/20 Minutes



DC 10/13/20 
 

1  

DRAFT 
 

MINUTES OF 
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

DESIGN COMMISSION  
VIRTUAL MEETING 
OCTOBER 13, 2020 

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

 
Members Present:               John Fitzgerald, Chair  
  Kirsten Kingsley 
  Scott Seyer 
  Ted Eckhardt 

Jonathan Kubow 
 

Members Absent:                 None 
   
Also Present:                        Jim Cochran, JRC Design Build for 1141 N. Chestnut Ave. & 1145 N. Chestnut Ave. 
 Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison 
 

 

 

Chair Fitzgerald read the following statement as requested by the Village: I find that the public health concerns 
related to the coronavirus pandemic render in-person attendance at the regular meeting location not feasible. 

Chair Fitzgerald also reminded those speaking tonight to state their names before speaking. 

 

 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FOR SEPTEMBER 22, 2020 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER SEYER, TO APPROVE 
THE MEETING MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 22, 2020.  COMMISSIONER KUBOW ABSTAINED. MOTION CARRIED. 
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Mr. Hautzinger said that although there are 2 public attendees that have virtually joined tonight’s meeting, the petitioner for 
the two projects being reviewed tonight has not yet joined the meeting. 
 
In the meantime, Mr. Hautzinger updated the commissioners on the 2020 Alan F. Bombick award.  The presentation of this 
year’s award has been scheduled for the Village Board meeting on Monday, November 2, 2020, at 7:30 pm.   This meeting 
will be virtual.    Commissioner Eckhardt said he confirmed this date with Alan’s family, and the commissioners confirmed 
as well.  Commissioner Eckhardt wanted to be able to say a few words about Alan, prior to presentation of the awards by 
Chair Fitzgerald.   
 
The commissioners waited until the petitioner was able to connect to the virtual meeting. 
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ITEM 1.  SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW 
 
DC#20-055 – 1141 N. Chestnut Ave. – Interior Lot 
DC#20-056 – 1145 N. Chestnut Ave. – Corner Lot 
 
Jim Cochran, representing JRC Design Build, was present on behalf of the projects.   
 
Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  He explained that both projects tonight are from the same petitioner, and the 
projects are located directly next to each other, so he recommended that the projects be reviewed simultaneously.  The 
petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single-story residence on a double lot to allow construction of two new two-
story residences with attached, two-car garages.  Variations were granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals on September 14, 
2020 to allow the two lots to be buildable, where the sizes of the lots did not meet the code minimums. 
 
The existing neighborhood has a variety of homes including single-story and two-story homes.  However, the subject property 
is located on a block that is primarily single-story homes with a mix of attached and detached garages.  It should be noted 
that there are five newer two-story homes with attached garages previously built on the southern end of this block, and there 
are also two-story homes located directly across the street to the north and to the east.  
 
With regards to the new home on the interior lot, the proposed design is nicely done in a traditional style that will generally fit 
well in this location.  The single-story front porch, the eave detail above the garage, and the single-story third car garage 
space help the design to relate and transition to the adjacent single-story house.  The all-siding exterior has a nice appearance, 
but all the houses on this block have some masonry incorporated in the design, which the proposed design lacks.   Staff 
recommends approval of the proposed design, with a recommendation to add some masonry accents to the proposed design. 
 
With regards to the new home on the corner lot, the proposed design is done in a traditional style that will generally fit well in 
this location, and with the adjacent new home being proposed next to it.  The design of the two homes are distinctly different 
but fit well together.  However, the west elevation of the corner house facing Chestnut is dominated by the garage, so a 
revised design is recommended with the garage relocated to the east side of the house, or at least with more living space 
located towards Chestnut.  Additionally, the porch columns on the north (front) elevation are not centered on the symmetrical 
façade, and it is recommended that the depth of the wrap around porch on the east and west be made equal to center the 
porch columns on the north elevation.  Finally, the all-siding exterior has a nice appearance, but all of the houses on this block 
have some masonry incorporated in the design, which the proposed design lacks.  Staff recommends the Design Commission 
evaluate the proposed design of this home, based on the concerns and recommendations presented tonight. 
 
With regards to the new home on the corner lot, Mr. Cochran understood the concerns about the front porch; the overhangs 
on the east and west ends definitely need to be symmetrical, and also line up the columns on the front door so they are equal.  
He considered facing the garage door on the side of the home, however he felt it was just too close to the corner coming out, 
so he decided to put it on the front.  He also wants to preserve the east side of the home for a family room to face the rear 
yard.  He considered adding landscaping on either side of the garage to help dress it up, and the front porch was also wrapped 
around to the side to give some street appeal.   
 
With regards to the proposed home on the interior lot, Mr. Cochran said he was happy to add some stone to the home, which 
he considered doing, but he is trying to keep these 2 new homes more affordable for the neighborhood.  He was unsure about 
adding stone to the corner house which might not fit with the proposed farmhouse style.   
 
Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was any public comment on the projects at this time and Mr. Hautzinger said that although 
there were two public attendees, there was no request to speak at this time. 
 
The commissioners summarized their comments.  Commissioner Kubow referred to the site plan and pointed out that the 
garage on the proposed new corner lot home is in line with the proposed new home next to it.  Although he understood Staff’s 
concerns about the all-siding exterior of both new homes, and he acknowledged the many existing single-story brick homes 
along Chestnut, in terms of context, he pointed out a siding home located across the street and a siding home located kitty-
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corner, both of which are contextually very close to the two new homes being reviewed tonight.  He personally did not have 
any issue with the siding material, which is a popular, contemporary look that is very well done here.  In response to Staff’s 
concerns about the column spacing, which the petitioner said they are willing to adjust, Commissioner Kubow questioned 
how noticeable it would be in the real world after the home is built.  However, he agreed that the garage jumps out on the 
front elevation and he agreed that landscaping, as suggested by the petitioner, would go a long way to help soften this area.  
This would be his only requirement for this home.  Overall, he really liked the proposed new corner home.   
 
With respect to the proposed new home at 1141 N. Chestnut, Commissioner Seyer agreed with Commissioner Kubow about 
the siding; he liked the all-siding being proposed for the home; however, he felt it was important that it be a quality siding 
material like a Hardie-board.  He accepted the idea of all-siding in the majority of the exterior material, and he felt the building 
mass was very nice and reflects well to the neighbor to the right when facing the home.  He also liked the added detail at the 
top of all the rooflines, so there is an accented color of the siding that helps make the home more visually interesting.  He 
liked the new home as designed at 1141 N. Chestnut Avenue on the interior lot.     
 
With respect to the proposed new home at 1145 N. Chestnut, Commissioner Seyer said it was difficult for him to support 
this home as currently proposed because the design of the home felt rushed, like there was not enough thought given to it.  
He felt there were significant areas of the home that should be addressed and refined, such as the siding all going in the same 
direction, which felt a bit monolithic in nature that did not help the home feel very well detailed.  He suggested giving it a base, 
perhaps with an accent of siding or an accent material of 2’ or 3’ that would help ground the home and give it more of a 
horizontal feel.  He also recommended giving the window above the front door more variation in the roof.  A few improvements 
could make this a really nice home without drastically impacting the layout, the plan, or the massing, and be a positive attribute 
architecturally as well as in the financial value of the home.  Commissioner Seyer added that corner lots are difficult to work 
with and he supports the orientation of the new home as proposed; it does wrap around to create more of a backyard.  His 
number one concern with this home is the aesthetics; there needs to be another level of attention given to it because he could 
not support the architecture as current proposed.    
 
Commissioner Kingsley generally agreed with the other commissioners.  She had no issues with the proposed new home 
on the interior lot at 1141 N. Chestnut, other than a suggestion to make the porch columns slightly thicker, or just create a 
thicker corner column and eliminate the one in the middle.  She liked the small bracket detail over the garage; however, she 
felt it the brackets could be beefed up.  She said the massing of the home was fine, and she agreed with Staff that the south 
side of the home has been brought down to meet with the adjacent home.   
 
With respect to the proposed new home at 1145 N. Chestnut, Commissioner Kingsley said that in general, the massing was 
really nice and she liked that the home responds to the other two homes that are directly across the street on Clarendon 
Avenue; she is not bothered by this new home turned to face Clarendon.  One of the things she liked about the garage facing 
Chestnut is that it is a smaller elevation, making it look like a smaller home on Chestnut.  She agreed with Staff that the 4 
columns should be equally spaced, because the front elevation is so symmetrical.  She felt there were details in the design 
that could help make this home really nice, such as the proportions of the columns, the bases, and the capitals, which should 
be more classically proportioned.  She added that the bay above the front door has a lower eave line and it looks like the 
gutter is not continuous; she suggested making that eave line continuous.  Commissioner Kingsley also agreed with 
Commissioner Seyer about the possibility of introducing a second siding material that would help break down the façade, 
especially the west end of the north elevation, which might also help to emphasize the front door.  In general, she said it was 
a nice design.  
 
Commissioner Eckhardt agreed with the comments from the other commissioners regarding the new home at 1141 N. 
Chestnut; the design is fine, and he agreed with Commissioner Kingsley’s comments about the size of the columns.  With 
regards to the overall site planning, he felt the 2 new homes would be good neighbors to each other, yielding to certain heights 
and setbacks, and he completely supports the front of the corner home being on Chestnut with the classic porch and raised 
pediment.   
 
With regards to the corner home, Commissioner Eckhardt said that it looked like 2 homes to him, and he wondered how it 
would look without the garage.  The massive portion of the garage that is closer to the garage door needs to be broken up, 
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which could be accomplished by continuing the roofline down, possibly increasing the footprint a couple of feet, giving it a 
nice massing break and bringing the gutter line of the garage down equal to the overhang of the porch; this would then break 
up that mass and bring it together.  The petitioner’s suggestion to heavily landscape this area would take away the big blank 
surface on the facade and help camouflage the big, flat wall, and Commissioner Eckhardt felt this should be a requirement 
to be reviewed by Staff.  In terms of the columns, he agreed with Commissioner Kubow that equal spacing is visually more 
important and a stronger design element than trying to match and align the bumps and the door and everything.  In response 
to the suggestion to change the direction of the siding, he supported the other commissioner’s consensus. 
 
In regards to the proposed new home at 1141 N. Chestnut, Chair Fitzgerald asked about the color of the home and Mr. 
Cochran said it was a blue/grey color, which Chair Fitzgerald liked.  Chair Fitzgerald also said that the garage looked really 
big and he agreed with Commissioner Kingsley’s suggestion to remove the middle column on the porch; he was in support of 
anything that could be done to beef up the porch.  In terms of the proposed new home at 1145 N. Chestnut, Chair Fitzgerald 
liked the way the home is situated on the lot, he liked that it will have the side yard in the back for more privacy, and he felt 
the garage elevation looked nice.  He preferred the columns to be centered on the front door, whether it was centered on the 
door itself or centered on the edge of the window, and although he agreed that more detailing of the siding would be nice, he 
was okay with the way it is currently proposed because adding landscaping there would go a long way to soften it.   
 
Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was a motion at this time, which should be made separately for each home, starting with the 
home at 1141 N. Chestnut Avenue. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR A NEW SINGLE-FAMILY HOME TO 
BE LOCATED AT 1141 N. CHESTNUT AVENUE.  THIS RECOMMENDATION IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH 
THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS RECEIVED 9/28/20, DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE 
WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE 
OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE FOLLOWING: 
 
1. A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COLUMNS AT THE FRONT PORCH BE REVISED TO EITHER REMOVE THE    

CENTER COLUMN OR MAKE THE CENTER COLUMN LARGER. 
2. A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE PETITIONER FURTHER STUDY THE BRACKETS AT THE GARAGE, POSSIBLY 

MAKING THEM LARGER. 
3. 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 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.  

 
Chair Fitzgerald asked for clarification on removing or increasing the size of just the center column.  Commissioner Kubow 
was concerned about beefing up all the columns.  Commissioner Kingsley suggested either removing the center column or 
making the corner column larger, and Commissioner Kubow agreed. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW TO AMEND THE MOTION AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE COLUMNS AT THE FRONT PORCH BE REVISED TO REMOVE THE CENTER 

COLUMN AND MAKE THE CORNER COLUMN LARGER.  
 
COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY SECONDED THE AMENDED MOTION. 
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ECKHARDT, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; SEYER, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 
ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 

 
 
With regards to the home at 1145 N. Chestnut, Mr. Cochran said that the garage detail from the home at 1141 N. Chestnut 
could be added onto the garage at 1145 N. Chestnut, to help break up the garage wall, but he definitely wanted to change 
the siding to horizontal at the bottom and vertical at the top, with a band board to go around the home.  Chair Fitzgerald 
asked how high up the horizontal siding would go and Mr. Cochran said it would be even with the fascia on the first-floor 
roofline.  Commissioner Seyer felt this additional level of detail, changing the pattern of siding, would go a long way in this 
style of home, and he was in support of it.  Commissioner Kingsley was in support of this change and said that the addition 
of corner boards or a frieze board at the top might also help.  Mr. Cochran confirmed that all these details, although not 
shown on the drawings, would be added. 
 
Commissioner Eckhardt asked the commissioners for their comments on the spacing of the columns.  Chair Fitzgerald 
liked the two end columns where they were currently located, but wanted the distance of the column to the left of the front 
door at the right edge of the window to be the same as the column to the right of the front door.  Commissioner Seyer 
agreed; the 2 center columns need to be centered on the front door.  Commissioner Eckhardt was ready to make a motion. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR A NEW SINGLE-FAMILY HOME TO 
BE LOCATED AT 1145 N. CHESTNUT AVENUE.  THIS RECOMMENDATION IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH 
THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS RECEIVED 9/21/20, DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE 
WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE 
OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE FOLLOWING: 
 
1. A REQUIREMENT TO CHANGE THE DIRECTION OF THE SIDING MATERIAL, WITH THE LOWER PORTION TO BE 

HORIZONTAL AND THE UPPER PORTION TO BE VERTICAL, SEPARATED BY A SUBSTANTIAL SIZE OF 
BELLYBAND TO SEPARATE THE TWO MATERIALS. 

2. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE 2 INSIDE COLUMNS AT THE FRONT PORCH BE EQUAL DISTANCE FROM THE 
FRONT DOOR, SUCH AS THE COLUMN ON THE LEFT STAYING WHERE IT IS AND THE COLUMN ON THE RIGHT 
MOVED TO BE AN EQUAL DISTANCE FROM THE DOOR, OR A CONFIGURATION THAT IS ALSO EQUAL 
DISTANCE, FOR STAFF REVIEW AND APPROVAL. 

3. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE PETITIONER SUBMIT A LANDSCAPE PLAN TO STAFF FOR REVIEW, FOR 
LANDSCAPING AROUND THE GARAGE WALL ON THE NORTH ELEVATION TO SOFTEN THE MASSING THERE.   

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, 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 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.  

 
Commissioner Kingsley commented about the proportion of the columns; she felt the thickness was fine, but the detailing 
should be more classically proportioned, as previously stated by the petitioner. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT TO AMEND THE MOTION TO ADD THE FOLLOWING: 
 
5. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE PETITIONER SUBMIT A MANUFACTURER CUT SHEET OF THE PORCH COLUMN 

OR A DETAILED SCALE DRAWING, FOR STAFF REVIEW AND APPROVAL. 
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Commissioner Eckhardt asked the petitioner if the columns would be square or round and Mr. Cochran said they would 
probably be square and wood stained to match the porch ceiling, with a capital and small trim piece at the base.  Chair 
Fitzgerald preferred the columns to be white because the porch floor and ceiling are wood.  Mr. Cochran clarified that the 
porch floor would be concrete not wood, and Chair Fitzgerald still preferred the columns to be white.  Commissioner 
Eckhardt agreed that the columns should be white and clarified that the motion was approving what was shown in the 
rendering, which he thought was brick not plain grey concrete, which was a disappointment to him.  Commissioner Eckhardt 
wanted the petitioner to submit a larger scaled, detailed drawing of the columns, for Staff review and approval.  Commissioner 
Seyer felt the proposed farmhouse style tends to have a bit of a stone base, and he wanted to see the porch be comprised 
of stone pavers in a grey or darker grey palette; that cost will come back in the home as its value.  Commissioner Kingsley 
also agreed that this works with the standing metal seam roof being proposed on the front of the home.  Mr. Cochran said 
that stamped concrete or brick pavers could be done on the porch floor, with a revised rendering showing this change. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT TO AMEND THE MOTION TO ADD THE FOLLOWING: 
 
6. A REQUIRMENT TO PROVIDE AN ENHANCED MATERIAL FOR THE FLOOR OF THE FRONT PORCH, EITHER A 

HIGH QUALITY STAMPED CONCRETE OR ACTUAL STONE, PROVIDING AN OFFSET COLOR AND A DEGREE OF 
NOBLE MATERIAL. 

 
COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
Commissioner Kingsley asked if the color of the columns is included in the motion, and Commissioner Eckhardt said he 
assumed the columns will be white as shown in the rendering.  Commissioner Kingsley also questioned if the motion 
included brick pavers as an option for the porch floor, and Commissioner Eckhardt replied that although he preferred to see 
brick or real stone there, he was sympathetic to cost factors.  Mr. Cochrane felt the color of the porch floor was more important 
than the material being used, and he confirmed that a deeper color would be used.  He also agreed with white for the columns 
and centering the 2 middle columns with the front door. 
 

ECKHARDT, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; SEYER, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 
ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 2.  GENERAL MEETING 
 
There was no further discussion. 
 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO ADJOURN 
THE MEETING AT 7:30 PM.   
 

ECKHARDT, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; SEYER, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 
ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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10/27/2020

Item: DC#20-063 - 508 S. Phelps Ave. - SF/Teardown

Department:  Planning and Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family
residence.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed
architectural design for the new (teardown) single-family home to be located at
508 S. Phelps Avenue.  This recommendation is subject to compliance with the
architectural plans received 9/22/20, Design Commission recommendations,
compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes regulations and
policies, the issuance of all required permits, and the following: 

1. It is recommended that the sides of the main roof be hipped in to diminish the
overall mass of the house, which will also reduce the height of the side walls.

2. Consider omitting the gable roof above the garage, and instead continue the
porch roof across the front elevation.

3. Consider a more earth tone color palette to better fit with the neighborhood in
lieu of the proposed black and white color scheme.

4. For a more cohesive appearance, it is recommended that the second floor
board and batten siding be continued on all sides of the house, which will also
help to break up the scale of the two-story walls.

5. 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 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.

6. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations
and policies. 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Exhibits Exhibits



PIN#: 03-33-120-012 
Single-Family (Teardown) DC 20-063 

 

 

N:\Planning\PLN_Com\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2020\DC20-063 - 508 S Phelps Ave\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc  

S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  
 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITION INFORMATION: 
Project Name:  508 S. Phelps Avenue DC Number:  20-063 
Project Address: 508 S. Phelps Avenue Petitioner Name: Chris Russo 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: ALA Architects & Planners 

2600 Brehan Road, Suite C 
Crystal Lake, IL  60014 

Date Prepared: October 20, 2020 Meeting Date: October 27, 2020 
  

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family residence. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Summary  
The proposed design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review to determine if it meets the standards, requirements, and 
intent of the Village of Arlington Heights Single-Family Design Guidelines.   
 
The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing split-level house with attached carport to allow construction of a new two-story 
residence with an attached, two-car garage.  The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land 
area of 7,929 square feet and the proposed residence will have approximately 3,508 square feet.  The project does comply with the R-3 
zoning requirements as summarized below.  
  

 ALLOWED PROPOSED 
Setbacks Front: 15 feet 

Side: 6 feet 
Side: 6 feet 

Rear: 30 feet 

Front: 30.5 feet 
Side: 6.5 feet 
Side: 6.54 feet 
Rear: 48.9 feet 

Building Height  25 feet to the midpoint 24.8 feet to the midpoint 
FAR 3,568 SF 3,508 SF 
Building Lot Coverage  2,775 SF 2,328 SF 
Impervious Surface Coverage Total 3,965 SF 2,906 SF 

 

 
The context in this location is primarily smaller scale single-story houses with a mix of attached and detached garages.  There is only one 
other teardown previously completed on this block which was approved in 2005.   
 
The proposed design looks large and out of context in this location.  The single story roofline across the front elevation helps to break down 
the scale of the house, but some revisions to the design are recommended to diminish the overall mass of the house, and help it fit in better 
with the neighborhood. 
 

1.  It is recommended that the sides of the main roof be hipped in to diminish the overall mass of the house, which will also reduce the 
height of the side walls. 

2.  The garage has a prominent appearance.  Consider omitting the gable roof above the garage, and instead continue the porch roof 
across the front elevation. 

3.  The proposed black and white color scheme is currently very popular, but in this location it may be too bold.  Consider a more earth 
tone color palette to better fit with the neighborhood. 

4.  For a more cohesive appearance, it is recommended that the second floor board and batten siding be continued on all sides of the 
house, which will also help to break up the scale of the two-story walls. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed architectural design for the new (teardown) single-family home to be 
located at 508 S. Phelps Avenue.  This recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans received 9/22/20, Design 
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Commission recommendations, compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance of all 
required permits, and the following:  

1. It is recommended that the sides of the main roof be hipped in to diminish the overall mass of the house, which will also reduce 
the height of the side walls. 

2. Consider omitting the gable roof above the garage, and instead continue the porch roof across the front elevation. 
3. Consider a more earth tone color palette to better fit with the neighborhood in lieu of the proposed black and white color scheme. 
4. For a more cohesive appearance, it is recommended that the second floor board and batten siding be continued on all sides of 

the house, which will also help to break up the scale of the two-story walls 
5. 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 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. 

6. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations and policies.  
 
 
 

                       October 20, 2020 
Steve Hautzinger AIA, Design Planner 
Department of Planning and Community Development 

 
 
 

Cc:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 20-063 
 





Tree Preservation Survey 508 S Phelps Ave
Arlington Heights, IL

TAG # SIZE SPECIES

CONDITION 1 - 6  
(1=BEST -  6= 

DEAD) NOTES / LOCATION
89 42 Silver Maple 3
90 7 Spruce 3
91 13 White Cedar 3

Thank You,

Lou Leggett

Certified Arborist #177A

847-561-7061
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Design Commission
10/27/2020

Item: DC#20-066 - 18 S. Chestnut Ave. - SF/Teardown

Department:  Planning and Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed demolition of an existing single-family residence to
create an open lot.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed
demolition of the existing single-family residence located at 18 S. Chestnut
Avenue.  This recommendation is subject to compliance with the site plan and
letter from the owner received 9/29/20, and the following: 

1. 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 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.
 
2. The Petitioner shall comply with all Federal, State, and Village codes,
regulations, and policies.   

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Exhibits Exhibits
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S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  
 

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION: 
Project Name:  18 S. Chestnut Avenue DC Number:  20-066 
Project Address: 18 S. Chestnut Avenue Petitioner Name: John & Stacey Castanoli 
Prepared By:  Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: 212 N. Belmont Avenue 

Arlington Heights, IL  60004 
Date Prepared: October 21, 2020 Meeting Date: October 27, 2020 
 

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed demolition of an existing single-family residence to create an open lot. 
 

Summary  
The proposed request is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review to determine if it meets the standards, 
requirements, and intent of the Village of Arlington Heights Single-Family Design Guidelines.  
 
The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing two-story residence and detached garage to create an open, vacant lot.  
The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District, and has a total land area of 8,725 square feet.  Per Section 
13.2.c of Chapter 28 (Zoning Regulations), a development plan is required to be approved prior to issuance of a demolition 
permit.  At this time, the development plan proposed by the petitioner is to demolish the existing house and detached garage, 
remove all trees and landscaping except for one parkway tree, restore the lot to turf, and maintain the lot as open space.  In 
the future, the petitioner intends to build a custom home on the site.  It should be noted that accessory structures are not 
allowed to be built on a vacant lot without a principal building.   
  
Demolition of existing residences to create vacant lots is generally not supported by the Village unless such property is 
deemed to be unsafe, uninhabitable, and/or dangerous.  The Building Department did inspect the home and did not find it to 
be unsafe or uninhabitable, but the petitioner reports that it was used as a rental house and is in poor condition.  If the 
Design Commission does not approve demolition, then the owner will be required to address exterior property maintenance 
requirements as enforced by the Village Health Department. 
 
Surrounding Land Uses 

Direction Existing Zoning  Existing Use Comprehensive Plan 

Subject 
Property 

R-3, One-Family Dwelling District One-Family Dwelling Single Family Attached 

North R-6, Multiple-Family Dwelling District Multi-Family Dwelling Single Family Attached 

South R-3, One-Family Dwelling District One-Family Dwelling Single Family Attached 

East B-5, Downtown District Vacant Land  Mixed Use 

West R-3, One-Family Dwelling District One-Family Dwelling Single Family Detached 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed demolition of the existing single-family residence located 
at 18 S. Chestnut Avenue.  This recommendation is subject to compliance with the site plan and letter from the owner received 
9/29/20, and the following:  
 

1. 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 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. 

2. The Petitioner shall comply with all Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations, and policies.    
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____________________________________ October 21, 2020 
Steve Hautzinger AIA, Design Planner 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
 
 

c:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Mark Fink, Building Department, Sean Freres, Health Department, Petitioner, DC File 
20-066 
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Design Commission
10/27/2020

Item: Ryan Companies Mixed-Use Senior Housing - 364 E. Golf Rd. - Preliminary
Review

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Exhibits Exhibits



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

September 16, 2020 
 
 
Chair and Commissioners, Village of Arlington Heights Plan Commission 
 
 
Re:  International Plaza Redevelopment, 120-388 East Golf Road, Arlington 

Heights, Il  
 

 

Ryan Companies US, Inc. (Ryan) is pleased to present the Plan Commission with our 

application for the International Plaza Redevelopment project at the northeast corner of 

Golf Road and Arlington Heights Road.   The redevelopment of International Plaza will 

offer an upscale senior living community and the future development of outlots for retail, 

office, restaurant, medical and other commercial uses.  

 

Ryan is excited about this opportunity and looks forward to working with the Village on 

the redevelopment of this property. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Companies US, Inc.  
 

 

 
 
Dan Walsh 
Senior Vice President of Real Estate Development  
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LEVEL 1 PLAN

AL-1BR-A3

E E

Vestibule

Ki
tc

he
n

MC Admin

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

Amenity

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

K.Support

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

MC

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

MC

Waiting

AL-1BR-A3

BoH

Club Room

MC Laundry

Lobby

Bo
H

S

S

AL-1BR-A3

S

Pantry

Hskp

Bistro

Amenity

AL Dining

Trash

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

MC Dining

MC Kitchen

MC Life

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

MC Dining

M
C

MC Chart
S

MC Life

MC Chart

Lounge

MC Activity

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

M
C

S

Lounge

MC Activity

MC Kitchen

P. Dining

Restrooms

Amenity

IL Dining

Admin

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL-1BR-A3

S

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

BoH

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL-1BR-A3AL-1BR-A3 AL-1BR-A3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL-1BR-A3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

E E

S

BoH

BoH

BoH

BoH

Admin

BoH
L 75885 SF

Level 1

MC COURTYARD

TERRACE

TERRACE

GARDEN & AL 
OUTDOOR 

DINING

TR
AS

H
G

EN
ER

AT
O

R

LOUNGE 
SEATING

DINING
FOYER

22' - 6" 7' - 0" 22' - 6"

105' - 0" 52' - 0"

22
' -

 6
"

7'
 - 

0"
22

' -
 6

"

156' - 0" 164' - 0"

29
' -

 0
"

7'
 - 

0"
29

' -
 0

"

65
' -

 0
"

17
2'

 - 
0"

65
' -

 0
"

105' - 0" 52' - 0" 156' - 0" 145' - 6"

22' - 6" 7' - 0" 22' - 6" 65' - 0"

60
' -

 0
"

52
' -

 0
"

80
' -

 0
"

52
' -

 0
"

60
' -

 0
"

22
' -

 6
"

7'
 - 

0"
22

' -
 6

"

29' - 0" 7' - 0" 29' - 0"

LO
AD

IN
G

ENCLOSED PARKING

WE BUILD STORIES

LEAVE BLANK - INDESIGN BORDER SCALE:
1”= 20’-0”

20’ 30’ 40’ 60’

NORTH



Plan Commission Review  •   Arlington Heights Senior Living   •   September 11, 2020
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LEVEL 4 PLAN

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

S

AL
-1

BR
-A

3
AL

-1
BR

-A
3

BoH

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

S

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL-1BR-A3AL-1BR-A3

BoH

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3
AL-1BR-A3AL-1BR-A3AL

-1
BR

-A
3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL-1BR-A3

AL-1BR-A3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3
AL

-1
BR

-A
3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

AL
-1

BR
-A

3
AL

-1
BR

-A
3

EE

S

BoH

AL
-1

BR
-A

3

BoH

31027 SF
IL Level 4

164' - 0"

65
' -

 0
"

17
2'

 - 
0"

65
' -

 0
"

29
' -

 0
"

7'
 - 

0"
29

' -
 0

"
29

' -
 0

"
7'

 - 
0"

29
' -

 0
"

145' - 6"

29' - 0" 7' - 0" 29' - 0"

WE BUILD STORIES

LEAVE BLANK - INDESIGN BORDER SCALE:
1”= 20’-0”

20’ 30’ 40’ 60’

NORTH



Plan Commission Review  •   Arlington Heights Senior Living   •   September 11, 2020
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CONCEPT RENDERING

PERSPECTIVE FROM GOLF ROAD ENTRY
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