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  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  I'd like to call to order the 

meeting of the Plan Commission.  Would you all please rise and stand 

and say the pledge of allegiance with us? 

   (Pledge of allegiance.) 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Roll call please. 



  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Cherwin. 

  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Here. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Dawson. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Here. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Drost. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Here. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Ennes. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Here. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Green. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Here. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Jensen. 

   (No response.) 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Sigalos. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Here. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Warskow. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Here. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Chairman Lorenzini. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Here.  Okay, there's no meeting 

minutes to approve this meeting?  Okay, thank you.   

   All right.  There's two public hearings on the 

agenda, one for Holy Nation Presbyterian Church, and one for Northwest 

Crossings.  For those of you here in the public, just if you haven't 

been here before, the way this works on public hearings, we have the 

Petitioner come forward, give a brief description of what the project 

is about.  Then Latika from the Plan Commission, she gives a 

presentation of the project.  Then the Commissioners go around and each 

of us will ask questions.  Then after that, we will come up to the 

audience for comments and questions, and we'll do that for each of 

these hearings. 

   So, the first item on the petition is the Holy 

Nation Presbyterian Church, PC# 15-010.  Have all the proper notices 

been given, Latika? 

  MS. BHIDE:  They have. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay.  Is the Petitioner here?  

Would you please come forward?  You and anybody else who may testify on 

your behalf. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Yes.  For right now, we think it will 

just be me. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay, would you raise your right 

hand?  I'll swear you in. 

   (Witness sworn.) 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Could you please state 

your name and spell it for the court reporter and give your address? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  My name is Steve Patterson.  I'm the 

attorney for Holy Nation Presbyterian Church.  My address is 2 North 

LaSalle, Suite 1250, Chicago, Illinois 60602. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Have you read all the 

conditions the Village put in your petition? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  We have. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  And do you agree with them? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  We do. 



  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay, thank you.  Okay, would you 

give us a brief presentation and overview of your project? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Thank you very much, and on behalf of 

Holy Nation Presbyterian Church including Pastor Joshua Shin who is 

with us here tonight, we're very grateful for this opportunity to 

present the project to you.  

   Holy Nation Presbyterian Church is a very small 

organization.  It's been in existence since 1987.  It's grown during 

that time from 40 parishioners to 90.  Originally, the church was 

located at 3434 West Foster, but within the last two years relocated to 

a site in Mount Prospect and they are currently leasing a portion of 

the building along with two or three other parishes.  It's an under-

utilized church facility and other parish groups are kind of sharing.  

   So, Holy Nation has been looking for the last two 

to two-and-a-half years for a new facility, one that they can call 

home.  Within the last year, they found this facility at 2501 Chestnut, 

and brought it to the attention of Village Staff within the last few 

weeks and months.  If it's okay with you, I'm just going to try and 

stick to the scope of the PowerPoint that I've made so we can try and 

get through this as quickly as possible.  If not, I'll ramble on for 

15-20 minutes and we'll be -- 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  We appreciate that. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  HNPC, Holy Nation Presbyterian Church, 

has proposed a variation to the parking requirements.  The existing 

facility at 2501 Chestnut currently has 62 parking spaces which 

includes three handicapped spaces.  The Village Code requires that the 

parking calculation assume that the entire improved facility on the 

property is fully occupied and fully utilized in order to calculate the 

parking requirement.  That results in a parking requirement of 308 

parking spaces. 

   At the present time, we really only need the 

existing 62 parking spaces.  We've been working with the Village Staff 

to create a land-banked parking arrangement that would allow for 35 

additional spaces in the event we reach the point where, at some point 

in the future, we exceed our parking capacity.  That variation from 308 

spaces down to 62 plus 35 land-banked spaces is a 211 space variation. 

Again, this is kind of a unique feature of the Arlington Heights Zoning 

Ordinance where the parking requirements are driven by the fully 

occupied, fully utilized space.  Later on in the presentation, I'll 

show you a parking chart which I believe is in your package where the 

code actually requires us to have a parking space for the boiler room 

and the storage room and lobbies, typically spaces in buildings that 

don't have full-time employees standing in and throughout the course of 

the day that would require a parking space.  It's just the nature of 

the way the code is drafted in Arlington Heights.   

   In addition, the Comprehensive Plan will need to 

be amended to change the designation of the property from School to 

Institutional. 

   The proposed site, again the address is 2501 North 

Chestnut, the zoning district is R-3.  Church is a permitted use in the 

R-3 Zoning District.  It's a 4.2 acre lot and the building includes 



29,424 square feet.  Again, there are 62 parking spaces which includes 

three handicapped spaces. 

   As I've already discussed, the Village Code 

requires all floor area and improvements to be considered fully 

occupied and utilized when calculating the parking requirements.  At 

the request of Village Staff, HNPC conducted its own parking study.  We 

examined the parking demand at the current facility that HNPC operates 

in Mount Prospect.  During our peak demand period which is Sunday 

afternoon, we only needed 21.33 spaces which is an average taken over 

three weeks.  If we were to install a parking lot that fulfills the 308 

parking space requirement, it would require 3.1 acres of parking in an 

area that has a lot of open space.   

   One of the attractions, I assume, to the area is 

that there is a park there and there's green space surrounding the 

existing facility which is currently occupied by Glenkirk.  So, to put 

in 308 parking spaces would leave very little green space and would 

ultimately require storm water detention in underground storage tanks 

because there would be so little green space to absorb storm water.  

Glenkirk, which is the current operator of the property, received its 

own parking variation for the subject property in 1993.  So, the 

current use is in place subject to a parking variation that was granted 

by the Village Board in 1993. 

   We're going to have testimony from HNPC and 

Glenkirk's broker in just a few minutes to kind of talk just generally 

about how Glenkirk went about the process of trying to market the 

property and how they reached the conclusion that institutional uses 

might be the best or the most appropriate use for the building rather 

than perhaps more demanding uses.   

   The attractive component about this site, in 

addition to just being able to own their own home or their own church 

facility instead of leasing or moving around to different facilities 

over time, the attractive aspect of this site is that 80 percent of the 

parish lives within a relatively short distance from this site.  It's I 

think, in my experience, a fairly unique circumstance that the church 

had moved from Chicago, 3434 Foster, to Mount Prospect, and I think 

their population is fairly scattered.  So, they have this one location 

where it's an easy drive for many of the parishioners which is what 

makes the site so attractive. 

   Glenkirk will continue to lease approximately 13 

percent of the facility.  We'll give you more information on future 

slides that identifies exactly the burden that is placed on the parking 

lot and the surrounding streets by Glenkirk.  They're going to continue 

to operate just one module of the existing building.  The operations of 

HNPC and Glenkirk will not overlap.  Glenkirk operates Monday through 

Friday from 8:45 to 3:15; and the church operates a Wednesday night 

church service, a Friday night church service, some other events during 

the portion of the week that are small, and then they have three or 

four different kind of family-oriented church services during the 

course of a Sunday.  They've got a service for infants and toddlers, 

another for Kindergarten and youth, and then the main service as well. 

   As we discussed, we'll have a future parking plan 



as part of this variation we will utilize in the event the church 

outgrows the existing 62 parking spaces.  As I've already mentioned, 

between 1987 and 2015, the church had only grown from 40 parishioners 

of this community to approximately 90 today.  The 90 number includes 10 

infants. 

   Back to Glenkirk.  Glenkirk is a fairly well-known 

not-for-profit that is focused on providing education to people with 

intellectual and developmental disabilities.  The issue of the traffic 

created by Glenkirk came up quite often on a lot of the comments that 

were made online through e-mail submitted to the Staff.  It seemed to 

be kind of an issue in that some of the people in the public meeting 

that we held felt that Glenkirk traffic wasn't an issue because it 

occurred during the day.  But many of the people commented that it was 

a combination of the Futabakai, the Park District and Glenkirk 

throughout the week that caused some of the issues that they were 

concerned about.  So, we think it's an opportunity for us to step in 

and reduce the traffic flow during the week and have a relatively minor 

increase in traffic on the weekend.   

   Churches are not historically a heavy use.  Some 

churches in some locations are where there's a heavy concentration of a 

given denomination.  You might take any Catholic church in any of the 

neighborhoods in a city or a metro area, they might cause a significant 

traffic issue during Sundays.  But a church like HNPC which has got a 

really small population base and a relatively even smaller number of 

vehicles that are needed during the course of a day or an evening 

service, whether it's two to three hours that people would be at the 

facility, then ultimately what we're talking about is a significant 

reduction or noticeable reduction in the amount of traffic that visits 

the site on a weekly basis. 

   A site visit was conducted just last Friday by 

Village Staff.  At that time, there was an all-staff meeting of 

Glenkirk's at the facility, so they had an increased number of vehicles 

on the site during the site visit by Staff on Friday.  So, they filled 

it with 38 vehicles on the parking lot at 1:00 o'clock on Friday, 

September 11th.  At this point in time, our peak parking would be 21, 

vehicles and that's Sunday afternoon, rather than 32 or 23 vehicles 

everyday throughout the course of the week, Monday through Friday. 

   I've already touched on the idea that Glenkirk is 

going to lease approximately 13 percent of the building.  The number of 

clients that are going to be served out of the facility is going to be 

reduced from 120 to 50.  The total number of staff is going to be 

reduced from I believe 31 to 12, and they expect that the total amount 

of vehicles that would be there during the day only is going to be 

reduced to between 6 and 8.  Glenkirk has confirmed within the last 

week that they will not be storing vehicles in the parking lot 

overnight during the week and they will not be leaving vehicles in the 

parking lot over the weekend, so there won't be again any overlap 

between the operations of Glenkirk and HNPC. 

   HNPC, I've already kind of explained a lot of this 

information, formed in March of 1987.  It originally was located on the 

north side of Chicago at basically Kedzie and Foster with 40 



parishioners.  They are currently at 407 Main Street where they are 

sharing an existing church facility with other parishes, and their 

current population is 90.  For the record, I represented that number as 

80 during the public meeting and decided just to include the infants 

for the public hearing.  We weren't going to hide the number for 

anybody, we just didn't think the infants could drive. 

   Again, the parking study, we conducted a parking 

study at 407 Main Street in Mount Prospect and the available parking 

spaces were 49.  So on a Wednesday night service, we focused on the 

three main services, Wednesday at 8:00, Friday at 8:00, and currently 

Sunday at 1:30.  There were only 9.33 occupied spaces on Wednesday, 13 

occupied spaces on Friday, and 21.33 spaces on Sunday.  Just focusing 

on Sunday at the current location, that left nearly 30 available 

parking spaces at that location. 

   This is the same analysis for the 2501 North 

Chestnut.  Again, just focusing on the Sunday worship service, 21 

vehicles leaves 40.67 available spaces in the parking lot during the 

course of a given Sunday.  I think it's more than enough parking, and 

to take the extra step to try and construct new parking now, it isn't 

needed.  Or to construct, God forbid, 308 parking spaces in an area 

that kind of treasures the open space that is included on our property 

and adjacent to the Park District, it's not necessary and is part of a 

burden that comes along with this property.  That's evidenced by the 

existing parking variation that was put in place for Glenkirk in 1993. 

   Then finally, the variation to standards.  One of 

the things I'm going to do after I finish here is first let Terry 

O'Hara, our broker, speak, but also introduce some exhibits into the 

record, very simple ones after I finish going through the standards.  

The whole purpose here is to just try to establish for the record that 

we have introduced evidence that supports our case in terms of 

fulfilling the standards for the variation.  I'm sure you're all 

familiar with this, but in order for us to be approved for the 

variation, we need to show that the property in question cannot yield a 

reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the condition 

allowed by the regulation in that zoning. 

   We've done a quick analysis over the last 48 hours 

just to try and figure out what it would cost and what it would mean 

for the property if we were to construct 308 parking spaces.  So, that 

means taking the existing parking and bringing the parking number up to 

308.  The back of the envelope analysis reveals that the cost would be 

approximately $1.23 million just for the parking, and it would take up 

so much space on the lot that we would be forced to put in underground 

storm water detention tanks which in itself is very expensive and it 

would represent as much or more than 50 percent of the actual cost to 

finish constructing the actual parking lot that's 300 spaces.   

   So, we would lose the green space that makes the 

neighborhood feels so open, we would reduce the amount of runoff from 

storms that is just absorbed by the natural grass, we would be in a 

position where the cost of the building, the cost to buy the building 

when coupled with the need to put in the actual parking would make that 

building unusable.  It's too expensive to buy and use at that price.  



Even other residential developers at that price wouldn't be able to 

construct the kind of housing that the municipality would like to see. 

    The next standard is the plight of the owner is 

due to unique circumstances.  The school, this building was originally 

constructed for the local township school district.  Glenkirk bought it 

from the township school district in 1993.  The building is what it is, 

it's already been constructed.  It's not an issue that's been created 

by Glenkirk or by HNPC.  This is an existing issue, again, as evidenced 

by the existing parking variation that was issued for Glenkirk. 

   So, it's a fact that relates to the nature of the 

building that's already in place.  You can't construct more parking 

than what we can reasonably afford or what the site can reasonably 

bear.  There's a burden that goes beyond the price to putting all that 

parking in place. 

   Finally, the variation if granted will not alter 

the essential character of the locality.  I've already mentioned that 

we believe we're reducing the amount of traffic that's going to be 

accessing this parking lot during the course of each week.  You know, I 

illustrated on Friday there were 38 vehicles on the parking lot.  

That's 76 street accesses, 76 times a car left the street to get on the 

parking lot and came back out just in one day.  Glenkirk has that many, 

just about that many accesses into and out of the parking lot on a 

daily basis throughout the course of the week.  Our numbers will be 

significantly lower than that, perhaps as much as 30 to 40 percent, and 

they will be at a time of the week that will not conflict with 

Futabakai or the Park District or the other institutional uses like St. 

Edna's that are farther to the east. 

   We're not going to be changing the essential 

character of the locality because we're reducing the amount of traffic 

that's going to be accessing the site ultimately during the course of 

each week.  We're also not changing the facility, and at least for the 

foreseeable future we're not going to be adding any additional parking 

or changing the physical structure of the building.  We don't need to. 

Our operations fit very nicely inside the building.  It's the nature of 

the way the code is written that causes a requirement for 308 parking 

spaces.  It's not the nature of the demand that we will put on the 

building that requires 308 spaces. 

   Some of the other factors that need to be 

considered when this Plan Commission is considering approving 

variations are whether or not the project is going to impair adequate 

supply of light and air.  We're not changing any aspect of the 

building.  We won't have that negative impact.  Unreasonably increased 

congestion in the streets, again we are going to be reducing on a 

weekly basis the number of vehicles that would be accessing that space. 

We won't be increasing danger of fire or endanger the public safety.   

   A church use is significantly lighter in use than 

any kind of school.  Schools are open Monday through Friday.  Churches 

have a limited schedule during which they are open and accessible to 

their parishioners or the public.  So, from a public safety and danger 

of fire, if anything we're probably going to have to bring the building 

up closer to code or up to code if it's not there now.  We're probably 



increasing the level of public safety. 

   The next standard that is something for the Plan 

Commission to consider is unreasonably diminish or impair established 

property values within the surrounding area.  We aren't really changing 

the use.  There's an institutional use that's in place right now, it's 

just called a school.  It's very similar in its nature to church 

although it's more intense in its nature.  The church will have a 

lighter use throughout the course of the week and shouldn't have any 

impact in a negative way on property values in the surrounding 

community.   

   Finally, one of the other aspects that the Plan 

Commission has to consider is impair public health safety, comfort, 

morals or general welfare.  It's a church, we think that we're going to 

be a benefit to the community and hopefully we'll be able to have a 

significant influence on a lot of different physical aspects of the 

property that make things a little bit nicer. 

   I don't know if we really need to go through the 

floor plans at this point.  The floor plans and the site plans are 

fairly simple.  Perhaps you can go back to the first site plan and 

we'll just show you that that's the existing site plan.  The next slide 

shows you what the future parking plan would be if and when we reach 

the point where we exceed the existing parking on the property.  The 

changes are minimal and are required, again just because the code would 

have us put 308 parking spaces on this property. 

   I would like to at this point call up Terry O'Hara 

who is our broker who is going to talk just a little bit about the 

process that Glenkirk went through in trying to find a buyer. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Would you please raise your right 

hand? 

   (Witness sworn.) 

  MR. O'HARA:  My name is Terry O'Hara, I'm with Lee & 

Associates. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Can you spell your last name? 

  MR. O'HARA:  Terrence O'Hara, O-H-a-r-a, and I'm with 

Lee & Associates.  I was hired by Glenkirk to, Lee & Associates were 

hired by Glenkirk to sell 2501 Chestnut. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Is that a yes about telling the 

truth? 

  MR. O'HARA:  I'm sorry, my hearing isn't that good.  

Yes, I promise to tell the truth. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  And an address please?  An 

address, your address, business or personal? 

  MR. O'HARA:  608 Courtland, Park Ridge, Illinois. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you. 

  MR. O'HARA:  As I stated, I was hired, Lee & Associates 

was hired by Glenkirk to sell the property.  Prior to marketing the 

property, we explored a variety of alternatives.  After going through a 

process, we determined that keeping the building as is would be deemed 

to be the highest and best use for the building.   

   The lot is unique given it's adjacent to the park. 

It has an open landscape feel which Holy Nation found is a strength and 



desirable.  In fact, we feel that Holy Nation's use is lighter in 

intensity than some of the other uses we considered which were schools 

and park districts and other social service organizations. 

   We felt that it was a benefit, it's going to be 

one of the lightest uses that we could see in marketing the property.  

Thus, taking the above, you know, we felt that, well, what we found in 

marketing it, it is a narrow market of potential users and nearly all 

of whom being a school or a social service organization or Park 

District we felt, you know, would have a higher intensity use-wise, we 

feel that Holy Nation is a soft impact, you know.  It's a light use and 

they like the open landscape and we thought that would be good for the 

community, you know, to leave it as is. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Latika, could you go to the very last 

table?  I mentioned earlier that the code has the effect of requiring 

some unique parking calculations which I don't mean to have any disdain 

for.  I actually find it fairly useful in terms of giving the Village 

the ability to have more control over these kinds of institutional or 

not-for-profit uses that might take advantage of these kinds of 

properties, whether they're located on a main thoroughfare or in the  

neighborhoods. 

   But I think you'll see in several places there is 

a requirement for one parking space for a storage room, two parking 

spaces for a boiler room, our lobby is required to have 13 parking 

spaces.  People don't normally go to a building and hang in a lobby and 

stay there for several hours and then leave without accessing the main 

component of the building.  There are several places in there, up 

above, at the top, you'll see another storage space that requires one 

space, and a vestibule that needs to have a parking space, one single 

one. 

   The biggest issue turns out to be the gymnasium 

which, again the way the code is written, we need to have 135 spaces 

just for the gymnasium even though the gym isn't open to the public.  

It's not the gymnasium that would be kind of like a YMCA or some other 

kind of facility that where the doors are open wide and you just come 

in and use it.  That's limited to the control of the owner of the 

building.  So, this is what generates the huge parking number and the 

huge variation.  Again, this isn't new specifically on this property 

because when Glenkirk bought the property in 1993, they also needed a 

variance.  That really kind of closes out the presentation.  We've gone 

on for 20 minutes or more and I want to get to your questions and the 

public comments section, but I did want to get some exhibits into the 

record.  They're nothing unique or unusual, it's really just trying to 

establish what -- 

   Latika, I've got Exhibit A which is the 

application.  Exhibit B for the record is the Glenkirk parking 

variation from 1993. 

   I've got the Articles of Incorporation from the 

state of Illinois for Holy Nation Presbyterian Church.  The reason I'm 

introducing this in the record is because many of the people who were 

at the public meeting on September 3rd were very concerned.  I don't 



know if they thought this was going to be a mega-church or if they 

thought that somehow this was some kind of a shady operation that might 

be trying to take advantage of a situation, I don't know.  But I 

thought it would be helpful if we brought the Articles in which go back 

to 1987, so at least for the record it might be some information for 

you all to confirm that it's legitimate.   

   A document from the Illinois Secretary of State, 

it's called Corporation Final Detail Report, just confirming the status 

of incorporation is active.  That's Exhibit C-2. 

   The Public Meeting Notification Affidavit which is 

D-1, and the Public Hearing Notification Affidavit which is D-2, and 

that's it.  Thank you very much. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Latika? 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Are you going to circulate those? 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Just a second.  Latika, Staff 

report please? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Thank you.  Good evening.  The Petitioner 

is here tonight, they are seeking a parking variation associated with a 

church, synagogue and other places of worship; a Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment from Schools to Institutional.  Along with that they are 

seeking a variation from the parking requirements, from the requirement 

to allow 97 parking spaces, 62 which are existing spaces, 35 would be 

land-banked spaces, instead of the required 308 spaces.  It's a 

variation of 211 spaces. 

   As you can see, the site is located on the east 

side of Chestnut Avenue.  It's north of Waverly Road and it's 

approximately 4.2 acres in area.  It is zoned R-3, One Family District. 

  

   There is an existing building on the property.  

It's approximately 29,000 square feet in area.  In 1993, this property 

was rezoned from P-L, Public Land, to that R-3, One Family District, 

and a special use for a private school was approved for Glenkirk to 

operate a school serving people with intellectual and developmental 

disabilities. 

   As you can see on the plat of survey, the existing 

parking lot is located both, there are two parking areas that are 

located on the south and northwest side of the building.  There is a 

total of 62 parking spaces.  The south parking area is accessible by a 

driveway along Waverly Road, and the northwest parking area is 

accessible via two driveways on Chestnut Avenue. 

   Per the information provided by the Petitioner, 

their current congregation size is approximately 80 people, and their 

anticipated growth over the next 10 to 15 years is for the congregation 

to grow up to 160 people.  They have provided a summary of the services 

to be held, and these would chiefly be a Wednesday night service from 

8:00 to 9:30, as also on a Friday night.  They have Discipleship 

Training on Saturdays, and then there are several services on Sundays 

with two main worship services from 11:00 in the morning to 3:30 in the 

afternoon. 

   The Petitioner did hold a neighborhood meeting 

earlier this month.  It was attended by several residents, and there 



were several concerns that were raised about this proposal.  You know, 

residents raised concerns regarding traffic between Arlington Heights 

Road and Chestnut and Waverly; the use itself at this location 

impacting the residential character; the Comprehensive Plan amendment; 

and concerns with the high number of parking variation from the code 

required for existing spaces; the parking lot lighting; property 

values; and the future expansion plan for the church. 

   The neighborhood concerns and resident concerns 

are being addressed in the following ways through the recommended 

conditions.  You know, as far as the residential character or the use 

at this location, once the recommended conditions are met, landscaping 

provided adjacent to the north parking lot will screen the residential 

uses.  It should be noted that the building has been historically used 

as a school which is a non-residential use which is permitted in the R-

3 District.   

   The parking variation, if the parking is 

determined as insufficient by the Village, then the Petitioner shall 

have six months to provide the land-banked parking.  They will have to 

develop a parking plan, a parking mitigation plan that shall not be 

limited to operational restrictions and/or installation of additional 

parking accommodations elsewhere on the site.  It is also recommended 

that overlapping services that negatively impact parking be not 

permitted and that the gymnasium space cannot be leased to an outside 

entity when the church is being used.  Lastly, the maximum capacity of 

the facility is recommended to be limited to 200 people. 

   As far as the lighting, if any new lighting is 

proposed, then the photometrics have to meet all the Village 

requirements.  Then it is recommended that all parking lot lighting 

have automatic timers so that lights turn off no later than an hour 

after the last scheduled event. 

   I wanted to touch briefly on the floor plan here. 

The Petitioner provided two floor plans.  One is an immediate floor 

plan and one is their future plan, and I will go back and forth between 

the two.  On the immediate plan, they are proposing the sanctuary to 

have 100 seats, some classrooms, an infant room, an all-purpose room, 

you know, offices, storage and lunchroom.  The future plan includes a 

sanctuary which shows 200 spaces.  So, to keep in mind is that it is 

the same physical space in the immediate plan, it just shows a larger 

number of seats, two chapels, a fellowship hall, kitchen, storage, 

lobby, lunchroom, ballroom, and a gymnasium.  Again, I want to point 

out that the gymnasium is the same physical space which is occupied by 

the all-purpose room but it's labeled differently.  Now, the parking is 

calculated based on their future latest plan because we want to make 

sure that whatever is the maximum variation they require is the one 

they receive. 

   I want to talk a little bit about the parking 

requirement.  The code-required parking is based on the collective 

parking provision, and that methodology has consistently been applied 

to all other churches or other uses including the First United 

Methodist Church, St. James, St. Edna's, as well as parks like Frontier 

Park, Olympic Park, et cetera.  So, as you can see in the parking 



analysis, the total code-required parking is 308 spaces for the site.  

There are 62 spaces on site and there are 35 spaces which would be 

land-banked, so that creates a deficit of 211 spaces.  Again, just 

saying that the parking requirement is a collective parking requirement 

and that is how it's consistently applied. 

   I just wanted to point out that HNPC is requesting 

a parking variation, but it should be noted that, you know, other 

parking variations have been granted both for other churches and for 

other parks.  So, for example, you know, St. James, the west side only 

requires, the code-required parking was calculated as 717 spaces.  

There are only 291 parking spaces on the site, so that's 59 percent 

variation, and I have some examples which are also in the Staff report. 

   The Petitioner did conduct parking counts at their 

existing location in Mount Prospect.  The maximum parking spaces 

occupied during a Sunday service at 2:30 in the afternoon, 24 spaces 

were occupied, and the building occupancy at that time was about 90 

people and this included 10 children.  So, what we did was we worked 

backwards to say if there's 90 people in the building at the time and 

there's 24 occupied spaces, that translates to 3.75 occupants per 

vehicle, and then used that number to say, well, if there's only 62 

parking spaces on the site, that translates to 232 people given the 

3.75 occupants.  With the land-banked parking, that would be 363 

people. 

   I wanted to show the plan for the land-banked 

parking.  So, as you can see, the spaces would be added primarily on 

the northwest side, and then a row of parking in the southern parking 

lot. 

   Just a couple of pictures of the site.  This is 

along Waverly Road.  This is showing the access, the southern drive 

into the site, and then along Chestnut.   

   That being said, the Staff Development Committee 

recommends approval of the request subject to the following conditions: 

   That parking data and information for Glenkirk be 

provided.  I would point out that Glenkirk did verbally confirm to 

Staff last week that there would be no vehicles stored overnight or on 

the weekends so they wouldn't interfere with the church use, and that 

there would be six to eight vehicles on the site.  We would like that 

information in writing. 

   That the maximum capacity of the facility be 

limited to 200 people.   

   If parking beyond what is provided for the church 

and its ancillary functions is insufficient as determined by the 

Village, then the Petitioner shall have six months to install the land-

banked parking and work with the Village to develop and implement a 

parking mitigation plan that may include but shall not be limited to 

operational restrictions, further capacity limitations, or installation 

of parking accommodations elsewhere on the site. 

   No overlapping services or events shall be 

permitted that negatively impact parking. 

   As was the condition with Glenkirk, Glenkirk was, 

through their special use, required to enter into a shared parking 



agreement with the Park District.  My understanding now is that that 

was never entered, but there is a condition that the Petitioner shall 

enter into a shared parking agreement with the Park District to allow 

the public to park in the parking lot when church activities are not 

scheduled, and they will work with the Village and the Park District to 

implement shared parking lot expansion if feasible.  The Village Staff 

is in touch with and has contacted the Park District to determine if 

shared parking is possible. 

   The gymnasium space cannot be leased to an outside 

entity when the church is being used. 

   The Petitioner must provide landscaping adjacent 

to the north parking lot on the north side.  It must be layered and 

include a mix of evergreen shrubs to provide a dense layered buffer 

between the parking area and the residential district. 

   The Petitioner shall maintain the landscaped 

"arboretum" on the north end.  

   If any new lighting is proposed, all photometrics 

must meet Village requirements, and all parking lot lighting shall have 

automatic timers that turn the lights off no later than an hour after 

the last scheduled event. 

   Then that they shall comply with all federal, 

state, Village code regulations.  Thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Motion to include the report in 

the public record? 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  I'll make that motion. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Second? 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I'll second that. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  All in favor? 

   (Chorus of ayes.) 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Opposed? 

   (No response.) 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay, thank you.  Commissioner 

Cherwin, would you like to start the questioning? 

  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Sure.  I'm reviewing the file 

and I'd like to, you know, wait until we hear the public comments as 

well.  But thank you for the presentation and thank you for the report, 

Latika.   

   Clarification.  I think, you know, some of the, in 

reviewing some of the written comments and some of the submitted 

concerns, I think there were, a lot of what we talked about here today 

is focused on the parking and variance on the parking on the site.  

There were also some comments about actually the use of the property as 

a church.   

   Can you just clarify, I think it's in your report 

but this church is a permitted use?  There's no question of whether 

they can have a church in this property in the code, correct? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct.  The property is zoned R-3, 

Single Family, and places of worship are permitted by right in that 

district.  So, if they had the required parking on site, they wouldn't 

be before you tonight.  They could just go in. 

  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Right, they could just go in, 



it's just a matter of really trying to isolate just the parking issue 

as opposed to what is -- 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct. 

  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Okay, I just wanted to make sure 

that was clarified.  I'll defer to the public comment and reserve other 

questions after that, thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Commissioner Sigalos? 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes, I have a question regarding 

one of these requirements for the landscaping.  I didn't see a 

landscaping plan.  Is that forthcoming? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Right.  So, we will require that and the 

building permit will ensure that the Petitioner works with our 

landscape planner and so they have to provide that with the landscape 

screen. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  The other question I had, the 

Petitioner, is the space analysis, that looks like there could 

potentially be 456 people there at one time.  Now, I know you say you 

have a congregation of only 80 and you only expect, you know, a slow 

growth.  What do you do with all the space? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Well, I think you can see, first of 

all, from their schedule of services, that they're trying to be very 

accommodating to the different age groups that they have on their 

current population.  They've got an infant and a youth service.  

They've got a Kindergarten service.  Then there's other services and 

other training classes for people who are trying to acquire different 

kind of status or position within the church.   

   The background on how that future floor plan 

reached the state that it's in right now was that when the staff at the 

church was working on the application with the architect, they just 

came up with a floor plan that seemed to make the most sense for what 

would go in various spaces.  Ultimately, they want to have a nice 

sanctuary and they want to have a fellowship hall, and then there are 

some other spaces for office and classrooms.  It's not anything more 

than that.  When they were trying to put together the initial floor 

plan, they simply drew it up the way they thought it might work best. 

   So, it's not a function of the goal is to have 454 

people in the space.  If that were the case, we couldn't agree to the 

200 occupancy limit.  I just want to -- 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Again, I'm not going to tell you 

what you should buy or not buy, but it just seems like an awful large 

building. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Right. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  When you have 80 people now and 

don't expect a significant increase in the population for the next 20 

years or so.  But again, the potential is there for 450 plus people, 

and again my concern will be if that did happen, where would all those 

people park? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Well, I mean if the variation is 

approved, we have the limit of 200.  But we would have to, if we 

increased 260 or more, we would end up having to put in some extra 

parking depending on how the capacity worked out with the land-banked 



spaces.   

   But one of the interesting things about HNPC that 

didn't come out during the public meeting that I didn't learn until 

just last week is all of their masses are community language masses.  

They've got three English, people who speak English almost exclusively 

who attend services, those people have to wear earphones so they could 

have a translation during the church service.  So, I think it's 

important to consider that this isn't a church where you can, I was 

raised Lutheran, I can walk into a Catholic church, I can sit down very 

comfortably and enjoy myself unless it's in Latin which it probably 

won't be any time soon.  The same goes for my Catholic friends, when I 

grew up as a kid, they could come to church with me and they could sit 

down and they'd be fine.   

   That doesn't really work here just because of the 

language barrier.  There's a limited population and, furthermore, that 

population that's going to want to come to this church isn't going to 

want to drive from Kedzie and Foster to Arlington Heights on a Sunday 

morning and go to church.  It's going to be limited to people who are 

going to have relatively short drive distances. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Thank you. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Thank you. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  My only other comment, I'm 

waiting to hear from the residents in the audience because in reading 

some of the e-mails or letters that were sent in to the Village, it 

seems like there is a concern for issue of traffic and on-street 

parking.  There is also a concern in they don't want additional paved 

parking lot to take away from green space.  So, it seems like there's 

kind of, you know, to put things in a spectrum, I'd like to hear any 

comments, so that's all I have for now. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Commissioner Dawson? 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  My only question at this point is 

really for Latika.  What was the thinking behind getting to 35 land-

banked as opposed to a larger number of land-banked parking spots? 

  MS. BHIDE:  So, this was, we told the Petitioner that, 

you know, they need to provide a plan for additional parking on the 

site which is asking for a variation for 62 spaces.  35 is the number 

they thought they could reasonably add given the site and the expense. 

So, we did not come up with the 35, they did. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  They did.  Just looking at it, it 

appears that there would be room for more than 35 spaces there.  I 

appreciate that it's one of the conditions, they may have to provide 

more than 35.  I was just wondering where the math came from.   

   When we looked at the picture there, I noticed, 

how many trees would have to be removed?  Do we have any idea, to put 

this parking in? 

  MS. BHIDE:  No.  There is an arboretum that is located 

towards the north end of that site and one of the, you know, 

recommended conditions is that they preserve it.  They would be subject 

to the Village's tree preservation ordinance though. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay. 

  MS. BHIDE:  So, at this point, no, I don't know the 



exact number. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay.  All right, that's it for 

now. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Commissioner Drost? 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes.  As far as the affiliation of 

the Holy Nation Presbyterian Church, is it affiliated with the Chicago 

Presbyterian or any national Presbyterian organizations?  I didn't see 

that in the bylaws and the articles of incorporation. 

  PASTOR SHIN:  The HNPC is -- 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Excuse me, could you come up 

please?  State your name, spell your last name, give an address please. 

  PASTOR SHIN:  Joshua Shin, S-h-i-n.  Address, 5021 West 

Harvard Terrace, Skokie, Illinois 60077.  HNPC used to be part of PCA. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  PCU you said? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  PCA.  We came out of PCA, we are 

affiliated with the Korean Presbyterian organization.  Now, the 

organization that we are involved in, it has a Presbyterian background 

but it's a reformed denomination.  So, technically, it's one of the 

reformed, you know -- 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  And I don't want to get into, you 

know, theology or anything, but you're Calvinists then? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  Oh, yes.   

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  I was just wondering what that 

association was and the inner working and maybe the umbrella groups 

that you worked with within the national organization or the Chicago 

organization.  So, you're not part of the Chicago Presbyterian? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  No. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  I just wanted to see how that 

connected up.   

   A little bit more on the demographics, and I'm 

glad we have Reverend Shin here.  No, please, I do have some questions. 

There were in, when the church was formed on Foster Avenue, when it 

left it had 40 members.  Now it has 80.  Is that correct?  80 members, 

10 infants?  I want to sort of get into the demographics here because 

you probably have a vision to grow the church.  Most people who are 

involved like you would be would want to spread the gospel and 

encourage everyone to attend I would assume. 

   So, is there a future plan as far as the growth of 

the church as far as what your expectation or whatever it is, based on 

your past history? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  As far as church growth is concerned, we 

don't anticipate to have the church grow number-wise.  I think our 

mission is to share the gospel.  You know, whether we don't, I guess 

our church is not, we're not trying to put too much focus on growing 

the numbers but reaching out to the community, whether they believe and 

accept Jesus Christ and goes to different churches.  That's not up to 

us, we're not planning to have the church grow.  We just simply want to 

reach out to the community and present the gospel of Jesus Christ. 

   So, if you ask me if I had any plans or the 

church's plan to grow, I would say no.  That's not our purpose, for it 

is simply to preach the gospel and share the gospel of Jesus Christ. 



  COMMISSIONER DROST:  In the bylaws, you make a point of 

attracting people of Korean heritage.  That's part of the marketing and 

part of the outreach. 

  PASTOR SHIN:  Yes. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  As far as the numbers of the 

church, I saw sort of a break, 10 infants and 80 members.  Does that 

mean that's 80 members that drive cars and 10 that don't?  Or is there 

some aspect of this where there's multiple, usually there's couples 

that, you know, when you're transporting or people are transporting 

themselves to the church, that they come together as a family and not 

as individuals? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  Yes.  There are college students, high 

school students, elementary students, and there are some adults.  So, 

the total number will come up to 80. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes, but the drivers in your 

congregation, how many?  Potentially over 60? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  I would think the number of people who 

actually drive would be more than 30.  But people who actually drive 

their cars and come to church is not more than 30. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Okay.  So, I just wanted to make 

that, distinguish that for the record as far as what kind of traffic 

we're looking at.  

   Latika, we're going to, in my life, we had an 

issue with one of the neighboring churches, St. Edna's, and there was a 

concern of putting up their parish hall and there was a significant 

deficiency similar to what is being presented in this petition.  What's 

the history?  How is St. Edna's, have we had any complaints with the 

traffic or congestion and they were able to manage it, the types of 

procedures and bringing out public safety people when necessary, 

adjusting their programs to meet the community -- 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct.  I mean, you know, I 

haven't had the history working with all of those projects, but I did 

refer to a lot of the ordinances and there is significant parking 

deficiency in a lot of churches and a lot of parks.  We've granted a 

lot of variations.  My understanding is that, you know, there are only 

one or two peak times during the year when they exceed the parking or 

require a lot of parking.  But overall, they have been able to manage 

it on site, but the plans they have in place -- 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes, and even with their outside 

activities they've been managing, because I know that many churches 

extend beyond just church services.  They have social services and 

provide some amenities to the community and certainly to their 

religious community. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  If I can just add a bit?  I think you 

hit on the point that we all wish we would have done a better job as 

kind of identifying the actual age breakouts and demographics of the 

age in the church population.  One of the things that hasn't come out 

is they currently do have one multi-passenger van that they use to move 

parishioners around, and they'll be acquiring a second van so that they 

can do a better job of bringing people who don't necessarily drive or 

who may not be very close to this site, to bring them to the site.  



There's a family concept there, trying to make sure that you bring the 

whole with the population from birth to seniors in and making sure 

they're included. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes, I just wanted that for the 

record to maybe educate our Commissioners about it, that we don't have 

some redundancy in case there's concerned citizens.  I'm done. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Commissioner Warskow? 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Yes.  Latika, I just, one of the 

conditions is that the Village would determine when the existing spaces 

no longer are sufficient.  Can you just outline what that process might 

be? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Sure.  My understanding is that it could be 

driven by our observation and could be driven by complaints.  So, if we 

consistently hear that there is, you know, parking overflowing from 

that parking lot, or consistent, you know, Staff will go out and 

observe at various times, and if it's determined over a consistent 

period of time that, yes, they are exceeding what is available, then we 

will reach out to them saying you need to install the land-banked 

parking. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Okay, thank you.  The second 

question is if at the time those extra 35 spaces are determined to be 

needed, does the addition of the impermeable space require any 

additional detention that isn't already existing on the lot? 

  MS. BHIDE:  They would have to meet whatever are the 

current standards for detention, yes. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Okay.  That's all the questions 

I have. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Commissioner Ennes? 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I have a couple of questions.  

Latika, in our report, page 4, the parking comparisons, I assume that 

that is a table that you reviewed.  Were you involved in putting any of 

that together or is that totally supplied by the Petitioner? 

  MS. BHIDE:  No, that table is prepared by me. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay, and those variances? 

  MS. BHIDE:  I looked at the ordinances approving those 

variations and that's where I got the numbers from. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  Some of these seem pretty 

high, I'm surprised we would have granted variances that high.  In 

particular, the St. Edna's which I have a little bit of familiarity 

with seems to be relatively high.  Does that take into consideration, I 

think there were two factors when that was approved.  One was land-

banked parcels, would that be included in your number? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Yes. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  And I believe they had a cross 

parking agreement with the Futabakai School across the street, did that 

take that into consideration? 

  MS. BHIDE:  No.  My understanding is no.  They 

wouldn't, you wouldn't take that to grant a variation. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  If in fact we approve the 

variance, part of the basis for that has to be a hardship proved by the 

Petitioner, is that correct? 



  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  I have a question for the 

broker, if I can ask him to come back up?  Actually a couple of 

questions in regard to that.  Mr. O'Hara? 

  MR. O'HARA:  Yes? 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Were you involved, you made a 

comment and talked about that the property was determined to be at its 

highest and best use.   

  MR. O'HARA:  Yes. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Were you involved in the appraisal 

of the property?  Or was it appraised I should ask you? 

  MR. O'HARA:  Yes, there was a bank appraisal.  I was 

not involved in that. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Did that appraisal determine it 

was its highest and best use, the current development? 

  MR. O'HARA:  I'm not in possession of it. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  So, it was your 

determination as to your profession? 

  MR. O'HARA:  It was based on feedback from the market, 

you know, that, and keeping an open space, something that stayed with 

the Village, we thought the Village would like. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  Were you involved in 

establishing the original asking price for the property? 

  MR. O'HARA:  Yes, I was. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Can I ask you what that was? 

  MR. O'HARA:  The original asking price was I think over 

$4 million.  I'd have to go check, but I think I'm in the ballpark. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay, and your firm marketed the 

property.  How long was the property on the market? 

  MR. O'HARA:  We put the property on the market in the 

spring of 2014. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Did you have any other offers 

during that time? 

  MR. O'HARA:  We did have other letters of intent, yes. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Can I ask, were those 

substantially less than the offer that you currently have? 

  MR. O'HARA:  I'm not going to, I think they were in the 

ballpark. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  But nonetheless they weren't 

accepted, and that's basically for the land and the improvements, the 

building and the four acres of land.  Do you know what other uses of 

the property were considered?  Or what these other uses, the people 

that made offers? 

  MR. O'HARA:  We did have, early on we did have interest 

from townhouse developers.  But you know, we went and met with Staff 

and, you know, felt that, you know, the existing use can be less 

intense, you know, and more acceptable to the community, keeping a more 

open space. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  Were any of these other 

offers from residential developers, were any of them for single family? 

  MR. O'HARA:  No, we didn't, we typically didn't have an 



offer from, might have had one, it's been awhile.  But you know, a lot 

is verbal, you know, inquiries. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Sure, okay.  So, other than the 

current use, there really haven't, you haven't gotten to the point 

where you've got an offer that's been agreed to for this site?  This is 

the first? 

  MR. O'HARA:  I'm sorry, can you speak a little louder? 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Other than the current, the 

Petitioner, other than the Petitioner, you had no other offers that 

have gone to agreement that were approved? 

  MR. O'HARA:  With the seller, oh, that's correct. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Right. 

  MR. O'HARA:  And it's been under contract for an 

extended period of time, too, with the current purchaser. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Do you have any idea what the 

average value of the residential lot in Arlington Heights would be? 

  MR. O'HARA:  The average value?  It would depend on the 

zoning and the size of the lot. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Right, just the current zoning for 

a quarter-acre lot.  I think with your four acres, you'd be able to put 

in 16-some lots.  I'm just trying to get an idea of an alternative use, 

what that might be. 

  MR. O'HARA:  Well, the lots we looked at were a little 

bit larger in size but -- 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  What size was that? 

  MR. O'HARA:  I think we had proposed, well, we looked 

at, we hired an architect, we had a couple of different plans, one for 

residential and one for townhouses. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay. 

  MR. O'HARA:  And I'd have to, I don't have them with 

me. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  This was all part of your searched 

for an alternative use? 

  MR. O'HARA:  Well, this was early on, you know, early 

on feasibility studies for the property. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  That's all I have for you. 

  MR. O'HARA:  Okay, thank you. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I have one other question for the 

Petitioners attorney.  And I apologize, your name again? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Steve Patterson. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Mr. Patterson, in your one comment 

here, you state that approximately 80 percent of the parishioners live 

within a relatively short distance.  What is the relatively short 

distance? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  We haven't put a number on that.  We 

haven't done any kind of study. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  So, it could be 10 miles?   

  MR. PATTERSON:  But what it means to the church is that 

it's a relatively short driving distance. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  What does that mean? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  We haven't put a number on it or 



studied it. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  So, that really doesn't mean a 

whole lot to me then as far as what -- 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Well, the fact of the matter is, if 

this site was inconvenient for the majority of the church, they 

wouldn't be looking at the site.  The fact that it is convenient is 

what attracts them to it.  I didn't imagine I would have to do an 

analysis of that.  We can provide that. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  But it's a very broad statement 

that puts a lot of weight on everybody who lives in the area.  

  MR. PATTERSON:  Yes. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  That's all I have. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Commissioner Green? 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  I am really looking forward to 

listening to the public comments on this one.  I think I will reserve 

my questions until then.  

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Commissioner Drost, you had one 

question? 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes, one question that 

Commissioner Ennes forgot to ask I'm thinking. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  The current taxes on that 

property, maybe Latika knows or Mr. O'Hara knows, these are exempt 

properties as they are now? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That is my understanding, yes. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  So, putting a church on there 

would continue that use.  But if you were to put a townhouse 

development on, it would then get them on the rental rolls -- 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Okay, thanks. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I didn't forget because I had 

checked it out before. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Oh, did you?  All right, well, I 

thought we'd put it in the record because -- 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay, but it's a good point, a 

good point. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay.  I don't have any questions 

at this point so we'll open it up for the public comment now.  What 

we'll do is, we certainly want everybody to speak who wants to speak, 

but I'd just please ask that you keep your comments as it relates to 

this project, not something that happened, you know, maybe 20 years ago 

on the other side of town.  Not that you would but, you know, we want 

to make sure everybody gets a chance to talk and just try to be brief 

and keep it to this hearing. 

   So, we'll start on my right, your left side.  

We'll start with the first row, go row by row.  Then when we're done 

with this side, we're going to your right side, my left side, start 

with the front row and go back.  So, yes, sir.  You know, come up to 

the mic, please speak into the mic, state your name, spell it, and your 

address please.  Yes? 

 



QUESTIONS FROM AUDIENCE 
 

  MR. MANST:  My name is Steve Manst, M-a-n-s-t.  I live 

at 330 West Waverly Court which is within sight from my deck to the 

parking lot.  I previously lived at 2527 North Ridge.  Between those 

two addresses, I've been there for 43 years and we've sent seven 

children through District 25 and 214 schools. 

   Back in 1983, Berkley School had a dilapidated, 

run-down, dangerous playground, and the school district would do 

nothing about it.  The neighborhood formed a committee called the Rand-

Berkley Campus Development Committee and before long, it was a 

playground there.  We organized the neighborhood.  We raised $3,000 to 

buy a Tornado slide.  The essence of this is people came, the traffic 

started.  But the people that came and had the traffic didn't worry 

about it because they were there enjoying it.  People came from afar. 

   Go forward to 1993, the fields between what was 

Rand, or Glenkirk and Berkley and Rand, Futabakai, Clinkers, were just 

a couple of broken-down backstops, rutted tracks were run between the 

bases.  Someone just kind of got the idea that the Greens Park, which 

is a small unutilized park next to Olive School, might be attractive to 

the school district, and the Park District might be interested in the 

fields at Rand-Berkley.  Lo and behold, our neighborhood organization 

with a little bit of pressure and a few people at meetings, that land 

exchange took place.  If you've driven by there, you've seen three 

beautiful ball fields.   

   It's a marvel for the neighborhood, shared all 

across the Village though, people come from different areas.  Did they 

create traffic?  Of course it did.  But you know what, when our kids 

were playing there, the parking and traffic didn't bother us.   

   So, going forward, you know, people have expressed 

some frustration about that traffic.  But every time those uses 

changed, we accommodated, we learned, we drove better, and it was 

better for the community.  Now, we have an opportunity to continue that 

absorption of a different use and to try to, it makes me shudder to 

even hear words about residential, okay.  But what bothers me a little 

bit more than anything else is, let me say, well, who would you blame 

for that traffic?  Is it the kids, the Park District, the school 

district, Futabakai?  All the people driving through from Rand to 

Arlington Heights Road?  Maybe blame the Rand-Berkley Campus 

Development Committee or its president who speaks before you? 

   But what we can't do, shouldn't do, is to allow 

some personal frustrations to weigh against, personal frustrations and 

negative presumptions to weigh against a well-intentioned, small 

church. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Anybody else on the 

first row?  Next row, anybody on the next row who wishes to speak?  

Yes, ma'am.  State your name, spell it please, your address. 

  MS. SALIS:  My name, excuse me, my name is Bee Salis, 

S-a-l-i-s.  I live at 2512 North Walnut which is about four houses from 

the property.  You can see my house on that in front of us. 

   First of all, it's interesting for me how the 



Village does business.  So, this has been a good experience for me.  

When I first entered this room which I had never been in before, I saw 

up there a medallion that talk about good neighborhoods.  I think 

that's probably why many of us are here today.   

   We love our neighborhood.  We have a, we would be 

a good advertisement for what does the Village want these communities 

to look like.  We have well-maintained homes and properties that are 

enjoyed by the families who live there.  We have a park where our 

children can play.  We used to have schools that are elementary and 

junior high that our kids went to.  Those have changed in their use now 

and we have accepted that. 

   Many of us have lived there for many, many years, 

most of us more than 25 years, some 45 as original owners.  So, we are 

a long-time, established community there, close, a lot of friendships, 

a lot of good things going on there. 

   The current plan that HNPC has for this property 

is not, we don't feel it has any major concerns we would fight for.  We 

think we could do a lot worse with a different organization in that 

building and that property than HNPC.  So, we are not complaining about 

that, we are not anxious to fight for that, in the group I'm 

representing anyway which is those west of the property. 

   We did have some discussions with them that 

resulted in some surprises for them I believe, such as there is a 

significant amount of drug activity that goes on that property.  The 

Arlington Heights Police Department is well aware of it.  The parking 

lots on both the north and the south side of that building are very, 

very dark.  There have never been evening activities at the school to 

speak of, and so there are no lights in the parking lot installed.  Of 

course it suits the drug people just fine because they don't want to be 

seen.   

   We do have some concern, on the other hand, if 

there were evening meetings there, that lights may become necessary.  

Of course nobody wants to live in a neighborhood or next door to a 

property with a big parking lot and a lot of lights.  So, of course 

it's understood that nobody would want that.  So, that is a concern. 

   There also has been occasional flooding in our 

streets due to poor drainage.  There are pictures available of both 

Suffield and Chestnut and, well, not Waverly, Chestnut I guess and 

Suffield both flooded.  I have provided those pictures to you as I took 

them.  That was just this past spring. 

   So, there are different things that they were not 

aware of including how that parking lot is used.  That parking lot is 

used as has already been mentioned by other people.  There is an 

overlap from Futabakai with an agreement that they would park in the 

Glenkirk parking lot.  There is, as has also been mentioned, this 

overlap between Futabakai and St. Edna's where they exchange, they use 

each other's parking spots when needed, and that's not a problem to 

anybody but it does throw more overload, again, into the Glenkirk 

parking lot.  Now, some of that happens on Sundays of course when HNPC 

may be in need of those spaces themselves.  So, that's a concern for 

us. 



   So, our concerns are really about use of the 

parking lot as the same issues everybody has already said, use of the 

parking lot because it's used not only from Futabakai people but from 

neighbors who use the parking lot to drive to the park there when their 

kids are playing in the playground, and also people who come for any 

other purpose, to enjoy a walk around the park or any other thing.  Of 

course on the weekends through the warm months, there are baseball 

games and soccer games.  On my way here tonight, there were a couple of 

soccer games going on in the fields and people are parking in what 

would be the HNPC parking lot as well as on the street. 

   Waverly is one of the main accesses into another 

of our subdivisions.  It's a street that many of us use to get in and 

out.  This subdivision was designed without a lot of through-streets to 

keep our neighborhood friendly and safe.  So, that becomes a key street 

for us.  It is very often filled with cars on both sides of the street 

so you could have trouble getting down the street.  That is especially 

true with the beginning of the school day and the end of the school day 

at Futabakai.  But it's also true when there are Park District 

activities going on in the park land. 

   I would also encourage you to look at, as a safety 

issue, you can see the map of this property I guess on your screen, 

yes?  So, you can see the place where this property indents in.  I 

don't know how many of your are familiar with it, but that's a 

playground for the children right there.  So, with the addition of 

parking spaces of course, should that become necessary, of course we'd 

be concerned about the safety of the children playing in that 

playground.  The cars are going to get a lot closer to those kids on 

the swings and the slides and we know they jump and run around and 

aren't always watchful.  So, we would be concerned about that.  So, 

safety is a concern in that case. 

   We also have a kind of a concern about the 

financial feasibility of this for the church also.  It's an interesting 

concern for us to think about 20-some families can support a building 

of this size.  So, we are concerned that, as they are now renting some 

space at Glenkirk, that they could be bringing in other renters to use 

some of this unused space they have.  They've already said it's more 

space than they need.  If other renters come in, that may change the 

nature of our neighborhood again.  It may be that we would have more 

parking spots taken up, more cars in the streets, more traffic in 

general, but also strangers and people we don't know in our 

neighborhood and not knowing what they're doing there.  So, we have a 

concern about that as well.  So, future rentals or other use of the 

space that's not anticipated is again another concern for us. 

   You know, this we know, this property is not on 

the tax rolls.  We are the taxpayers.  We, this community, are the 

taxpayers that pay for this.  We pay for the streets, we pay for the 

Park District.  In fact, we taxpayers paid for the schools and the land 

that this Glenkirk property is on years ago as it was our own 

elementary school.  So, as taxpayers, we believe there are conditions 

and our wishes should be heard.  We believe they should be weighed.   

   This is a community where neighborhoods count.  It 



isn't just about zoning variances, and so we believe people should be 

heard about that.  So, we wish the Village to consider all of these 

more humane issues as far as that's concerned. 

   We also want HPNC to, HNPC, sorry I said that 

wrong, if this is going to be approved, to work with us as their 

neighbors, to be a good neighbor to us, to tell us when they need to 

make changes and discuss with us what is the least or what will have 

the least effect on our neighborhoods.  We believe that we could work 

with them in that case.  An example might be putting up a fence between 

those extra parking lots and the playground where the kids play so that 

no kids can be running into an active parking lot.  So, we have 

concerns like that. 

   We want to be good neighbors to whoever occupies 

that space, but we also love our community.  We want to maintain the 

well-being, the health, the safety, the enjoyment of our community.  

People take walks through the parks down the streets, pushing baby 

carriages, older people, people with walkers.  We want safety in our 

neighborhood, but we also want the freedom to know that we can keep our 

neighborhood as friendly and as warm and as enjoyable to all of us.  We 

love our neighborhood, we want to keep it that way.  Thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you for your thoughts and 

comments.  As long as you mentioned the way the Village works, one 

thing I failed to mention, we're advisory.  So, whatever we do here 

tonight and however we vote, it's really just advisory to the Board of 

Trustees.  They have final say-so.   

   Anybody else in that row?  Yes, sir.  State your 

name, spell it please, and your address. 

  MR. STEPANIC:  My name is Michael Stepanic, I live at 

2509 North Walnut Avenue.  I'm a neighbor of Bee's and I ditto 

everything that Bee said.  Neighbors, friends, other parishioners, like 

Bee said, it's a huge community of neighbors.   

   The meeting that we had here at the Village Hall 

before, there was probably about 40 or 50 of us, and a lot of people 

had many concerns.  There are a lot of shades of gray in what was 

presented to us; facts and figures seem to have had a change at will a 

bit.  It doesn't, it seems to be a little bit of shell game, but we 

know that's part of the process. 

   What concerns me the most is the expansion of 

parking.  A land-bank, I have never heard of a land-bank.  I didn't 

know that you could take a land and bank it as your own.  What Bee 

said, I totally agree with is that the land-bank expansion toward the 

playground seemed to be a primary safety concern for the kids in the 

playground.  This ceiling is about 40-50 feet tall.  That's the height 

of the oak tree that the first land-bank would take in the north 

parking lot.  Have you seen that, Commissioner Green?  It's a big tree. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  It's not a 50-foot, just so you 

know. 

  MR. STEPANIC:  Well, how high is it? 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  35 maybe. 

  MR. STEPANIC:  35, okay.  Add 15 feet. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  He's an architect, that's why. 



  MR. STEPANIC:  Add 15 feet, that's the height of the 

tree that's one of the first to go.   

   I walk this neighborhood every morning with a dog, 

I had two dogs, one of us walk the neighborhood every morning.  The 

trees are going to be gone in six months if this isn't deemed to be 

enough parking.   

   I don't mind the church coming in.  I like the 

facilities as they are.  I have a two-year-old grandson that lives with 

us, and I'm reminded of a story I just read and you know, you guys all 

know, the Lorax by Dr. Seuss.  The lesson of the Lorax is unless we 

say, unless we come together and express when negative changes are 

occurring, they'll just keep occurring.  So, when I look at the 

Commission, when I look at these plans that the neighborhood isn't 

happy about but they're supposed to be serving us, then we have to say, 

well, we have to come, and we did, we came forward and we're coming 

forward tonight saying this is unless approval is asphalt so, when I 

look at your faces, I'm thinking that's asphalt unless we say that 

we're not crazy about this. 

   I like oaks.  I like the three other maples that 

will be gone with the land-bank going toward the playground.  But the 

plan as it's proposed, we're just not crazy about.  Thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, sir.  Anybody else in 

that row?  The next row, behind that gentleman, yes, sir.  Please state 

your name, spell your last name and address please. 

  MR. NIELSEN:  Thank you, ladies and gentlemen. I 

appreciate this opportunity.  My name is Ken Nielsen, N-i-e-l-s-e-n, at 

2620 North Highland Avenue, just a little north of the property that 

we're talking about. 

   To make the, to clear the air, I am not against 

these folks.  I am not against churches.  I have been going to churches 

almost all my life.  However, what I feel, my concern is that whole 

area in all directions was originally planned by architects and so on 

for residential dwelling.  When the District 25 had no use for the 

building that Futabakai has a school there, it would have been a very 

easy thing or something that could have been done to use that property, 

that whole property and sell it for townhouses or other residences.  

But there was a need for schools, and there's also Futabakai they were 

down in Park Ridge and they had to vacate those buildings, District 25 

on a rental basis had let them use that. 

   Now, it's been said many times that this church 

hasn't grown in many years.  Well, that may be true, but my experience 

had been, and I've been in a couple of churches, that when you can't 

pay the pastor a living wage, well, they want to sort of, he has to 

move on so he can feed his family and there's a constant turnover.  Or 

they take the other route and they start making efforts to reach out to 

the community and to build and to increase the size of their church. 

   If that were to happen, and I don't have a crystal 

ball so I can't tell you yes or no, but if it were to happen, that 

would be a good thing from one point of view.  But another point of 

view is if they started growing, they would either have to sell that 

building and move on to another location, or they would have to have a 



building there that was not palatable to the architecture of the 

neighborhood.  The people whose property backs up there, mine does not, 

I look out the back window and I see my neighbor waving at me.  There 

are some folks that have the pleasure of having, they look out the back 

and they have a point of view.  That would change.  That could possibly 

be, have some dent in the possibility of selling it at a favorable 

price. 

   So, there's a lot of things to be considered here. 

I travel a lot, I'm in sales.  I've been looking at churches as I see 

them, and they are for the most part, most of them are on public 

thoroughfares.  For example, on Hintz, there's three different churches 

on Hintz, and then two of them are fairly new.  They put them there for 

good reason, easy access to parking and not a detriment to a 

neighborhood, fitting in with the neighborhood.  For example, I go to 

church over in Rolling Meadows, and on Sunday morning when St. Edna's 

has something really going, fortunately they bring policemen out there 

and that's on the main street.  It's difficult to get past them but 

they've been there a long time, they're on the main street, they 

provide traffic control and that works out fine.  When you bury 

something back into a community, that's going to be different. 

   So, all I say in conclusion is, as you deliberate, 

as you convene, get all things considered.  I would appreciate that for 

not just my sake because I'm a little away from that situation, but 

there are neighbors that will be directly affected.  Thank you very 

much. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Anybody else on Mr. 

Nielsen's row?  Yes, sir.  Your name, spell it please and address. 

  MR. ZYCK:  Yes.  Hello, my name is Greg Zyck, that's Z-

y-c-k.  I live at 17 West Waverly Road, so I'm right across from 

Glenkirk right there and a little bit to the east which you've got on 

there.   

   As I'm sitting here listening to some of the 

comments, actually my thoughts have kind of changed a little bit about 

what's going on here.  First of all, I would say with HNPC coming in, I 

have a feeling that they're going to try to do the right thing.  As was 

mentioned, some of the issues that go on Glenkirk right now, I have 

this feeling and confidence that they're going to take care of it.  

This could actually be a better situation than it is right now with 

them coming in.  I guess I would challenge them, too, to a certain 

degree, as one neighbor mentioned, there are changes that are going to 

come, that if they do come in, that they do the right thing and they 

talk to us about what's going on and what they're going to do with 

that. 

   Now, as I've listened to some of the things that 

have been said here, it seems like this whole discussion comes out in 

really two things.  Very simply, how much parking are they going to 

get, so, whether they're coming in or whether they're not coming in.  

Is it going to be 308 spaces or is it going to be 97 spaces?  Either 

way, there's going to be an addition onto what's going on from the 62 

that they have there right now. 

   Obviously, the 308 concerns many of us because 



you're taking up basically all that green space that is around there, 

and that just doesn't seem to be the right thing to do.  But even 

adding on to the 97, what you're doing is that you are making some 

changes to that that are going to affect people.  When you go on the 

north side of it, the people who are living back there, they're going 

to be affected.  They have cars closer to them.  Now, when I heard 

somebody mention something about landscaping, yes, what's going on with 

all that?  How is it going, if those spaces were in there, how is it 

going to be protected that headlights aren't shining into those 

backyards and those houses, affecting the property values? 

   As a couple of my neighbors have mentioned also, 

the additional spots would be closer to that park.  I've lived here 

since 1999 and my kids have all played in that park over there.  Yes, I 

would be scared if there was parking that much closer.  Kids run off 

and they do things, that would be a concern. 

   I guess the next point is, is there a third option 

here, just keeping it the way it is?  If, you know, with the idea that 

the church is going to come in here.  Did I get it wrong as to math, 

3.75 per car that you're using? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's based on what they have at their 

current location, the information they provided. 

  MR. ZYCK:  Okay, so 3.75.  So, they've got 62 spots 

there.  With the 97, you're limiting it to 200 people that they could 

have in the facility.  Well, if I did my math right, with the 62 that 

you've got there, that's 232 people with that 3.75.  So, with the 

existing space that they have right now, it's fine.  They've got more 

than enough space.  So, why can't it just stay the way that it is right 

now? 

   There's obviously a lot of issues a lot of people 

are very concerned about.  That's why there are so many people here 

tonight.  I hope that, and I'm just going with the idea that it's done 

and that the church is going to come in here.  Would you maybe consider 

even the third option in this?  Thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Anybody else on Mr. 

Zyck's row?  Anybody on the next row?  Anybody else on the last?  Yes, 

sir, come forward please.  Your name, spell it please with your 

address. 

  MR. HICKMAN:  David Hickman, H-i-c-k-m-a-n, 11 East 

Appletree Lane.  I just hear that everything is being minimized, that 

they only have 80 people in their congregation, they're only going to 

use so many small pieces of area for parking.  I just feel that they're 

not giving us all the information and I don't particular want a 

neighbor who's not going to tell us everything. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, sir.  Anybody else on 

this side of the room?  If not, let's go over to my left, your right 

side of the room.  Anybody on the first row?  Yes, sir.  Come forward. 

Please state your name, spell it, and give your address. 

  MR. PLASS:  Leslie Plass, P-l-a-s-s, 103 West Brookwood 

Drive, Arlington.   

   Thank you for the opportunity to voice our 

concerns regarding this situation.  It's a little over two weeks ago 



now, actually I think two weeks ago tonight that they had the 

neighborhood meeting.  We, the residents of the Chatelaine Subdivision, 

became aware of it about a day before the neighborhood meeting.  We 

were kind of blind-sided by the whole thing. 

   One of the nice ladies from the Berkley side, the 

other side of the school, came into our development to hand out a 

brochure to tell us what was going on.  We found out that the Village 

requirement for notification of potential changes was people within 250 

feet had to be notified.  I spoke to Latika within a day or so after 

that and she was kind enough to tell me that the reason I didn't get 

notification from the Village was because I was about 30 feet outside 

the 250 limit. 

   After that meeting, I explained to the folks from 

the Korean church that the objections are not to their religion.  It 

has nothing to do whether it was a synagogue, Catholic church, 

Presbyterian, a Sikh temple, a mosque, whatever.  That's not what the 

folks in the neighborhood want.   

   I believe you folks have in front of you on your 

screens the map of the lay of the land of how Berkley sits smack dab in 

the middle of a residential area.  One of the comments that I heard at 

the neighborhood meeting that one of the ladies there brought up was in 

all of Arlington Heights, there are only three churches in similar 

situations to what is proposed here, that being smack dab in the middle 

of a residential area.  I believe there are two Korean churches three 

blocks away on Hintz, just east of Arlington Heights Road, right next 

to Kay's Animal Shelter over there.   

   I had submitted an e-mail to the Mayor and the 

Village Trustees, and I suggested in that e-mail, and Latika received a 

copy.  I don't, have these folks -- 

  MS. BHIDE:  They do, they have a copy. 

  MR. HICKMAN:  Okay, great.  A couple of years ago, we 

had some issues going on with the streets in our subdivision and we 

created an e-mail setup where we, our residents, could communicate.  No 

meetings, like a homeowners association, no meetings, no dues, we call 

it info@chatelaineahil.org.  When I sent the e-mail to the Board and 

the Mayor, many of the reasons that we object to this conversion to a 

church have been addressed here today.  We feel, at least I can tell 

you from my personal view, that the Village would be much better served 

taking this property back and putting it under the Park District.   

   Currently, we have the beautiful field there, and 

I believe it's called Berkley Field, the park with the playground that 

others have talked about.  That's great for the summertime.  That's 

good for the soccer, the baseball, football, other outdoor activities. 

But in the wintertime, those same kids have no place to go for cold 

activities.  That Glenkirk building which has a gymnasium would be 

perfect for a field house for the kids, a senior citizen center.  In 

the summertime, the playground at the Berkley Field there, a lot of the 

residents from the apartments on Rand Road walk over there with their 

families to play in that playground because they don't have anything 

like that on Rand Road. 

   We think the community would be better served 



letting the Village Park District grab this property back.  At two 

meetings now I've heard from the counsel for the church words that if I 

were sitting in your chairs, hey, that's exactly what we want to hear. 

He's painting you pie in the sky, everyday is roses, blue sky, nice 

breeze, everything you want to hear to say yes, go ahead and do this.  

I don't understand this, somebody actually stole my thunder on this 

one, they brought up how they're going to service the debt if this 

place is going for, I don't know what the figure was, $2 million, $3 

million, $4 million, how will 80 people with families service the debt 

on this?  Forget the fact they have no property tax, am I right on 

that?  There's still, even at today's interest rates, when you have the 

maintenance, the electric, the heating, everything else that goes along 

with it, I run a business.  I've got a small business.  I know what 

it's like to have to pay those bills because I sign those checks.   

   I don't understand how these people are going to 

service the debt.  How long will they be in there?  Are they going to 

unload it to another church?  Okay, maybe they'll unload it to a Mormon 

church, from people who want to move from Utah here.  Next thing I know 

we have a polygamous sect of the Mormon church in my backyard.  You 

know, this is this little Johnny and Mary, where is your mommy, which 

one? 

   It just, and if the church can't handle it, and 

it's zoned as a school and they can't handle it, they want to unload, 

what do they do now?  Go over to Bob Rohrman in Dundee and say we've 

got a perfect building for you to train your mechanics, because it's 

licensed or zoned as a school.  Fill the parking lot up, get your Lexus 

mechanics there, your Toyota mechanics and so on.  Where does it end? 

   This is a residential area, a residential street. 

I'm an original owner.  I've been in my home for 43 years.  Both my 

kids went to the building that is now Glenkirk and we all sort of feel 

it should stay that way.  If the Plan Commission wants to make good use 

of it for the better of the citizens of Arlington Heights first and 

foremost, I think one of you gentlemen asked where do your parishioners 

live, talking to the folks from, and one said, the attorney said, oh, 

they live very close.  I don't know what close is.  I thought one guy 

said Skokie.  I used to live in Skokie.  That's 45 minutes away if 

there's no traffic.  So, where do the rest live? 

   The other thing that was brought up earlier was 

about the growth.  In 10 years, we went from 40 to 80 families, and he 

said we're not going to have any growth in the future.  If I had that 

kind of crystal ball that I can tell you folks what tomorrow is going 

to bring, I wouldn't be here.  I'd be at the Arlington Park Race Track 

picking ponies with my crystal ball that's going to tell me everything 

that's going to happen tomorrow. 

   In closing, we believe the Village of Arlington 

Heights officials have a responsibility to look out for the welfare and 

the wishes of the residents who it was elected by and/or appointed to 

serve.  We're in your hands, ladies and gentlemen.  Thank you. 

   (Applause.) 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you for your comments.  

Anybody else on the first row who wish to speak?  Second row, anyone 



else?  Yes, sir, come forward and state your name, spell it please, and 

your address. 

  MR. ROSENTHAL:  Gary Rosenthal, R-o-s-e-n-t-h-a-l.  

Much of what we had a feel has already been said.  We, too, have been 

living across from what was Berkley School, Glenkirk, for 42 years.   

   We, for so many of the reasons that have already 

been stated, the traffic, the playground next to the parking lot and if 

it got expanded, we don't think it would be a good idea.  Over the 

years, there's been many, many issues in the parking lot and the park 

next door, in the darkness at night, things go on in the summer, we'll 

call the police and they don't always show up.  Kids will do things 

there that are probably vandal type of things and they'll show up too 

late when the police do arrive.   

   There's a lack of lighting, an obvious lack of 

security.  Some people have said there really are drug things going on 

there.  We haven't seen it but it wouldn't surprise me at all.  Again, 

the lack of lighting in the parking lot, the lack of lighting in the 

park next door which allows things to go on that you really don't 

always want to go on.  They kind of hide in the dark and do whatever 

kids will do. 

   I, too, think that the numbers were kind of 

minimized.  A church or any house of worship wants to grow.  It went to 

40 to 80 and then, like Glen says, to what, you don't know how big will 

it get.  Will it need more than the land-banked additional parking 

spots?  That kind of bothers us.   

   The landscaping doesn't seem like it sufficiently 

blocks the parking from view both on Waverly and on Chestnut.  They're 

supposed to blend nicer, it's not very well kept up, it's not, probably 

not exactly what it should be.  When and if they did add more parking 

spots, would there be more landscaping in front of it as a buffer both 

on Chestnut and on Waverly?  I assume that would happen but we don't 

know. 

   If there was lighting put in the parking lot, I 

assume that would be the photometric lighting, I guess that would be 

the code, we would like to know that for sure.  We also had sent around 

a petition and we do have 20 signatures here to oppose it for traffic 

and other reasons as has been stated.  What shall I do with the 

petition? 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Give it to Latika. 

  MR. ROSENTHAL:  Thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, Mr. Rosenthal.  Anybody 

else on Mr. Rosenthal's row?  Yes, sir, come forward.   

  DR. ARIAS:  My name is Dr. Renato Arias, A-r-i-a-s.  I 

live in West Waverly Road.  We've lived there for the past 42 years.  

I've seen things come and go and I hope that the Board considers 

everything that was said by us tonight.  99 percent of us came here 

tonight to object to the project, that's one. 

   I also notice in this report that the church is 

going to hold services twice a week at night, from 8:00 to 9:30, 

Wednesdays and Fridays.  These are weekdays.  These are the hours that 

people in the neighborhood maybe just had their dinner, they want 



quiet, they want rest, they maybe want to go to bed.  Night services 

during these hours are going to result in traffic, traffic will beget 

congestion, congestion will beget noise, and that is something we do 

not need.  I don't know if you have any power to ask the church to 

forgo the night services, we would appreciate that.  Thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, Doctor.  Anybody else 

on the doctor's row?  How about the next row?  Following, anybody else 

on, yes, come forward please.   

  MR. GALSTER:  I'm Sheldon Galster, G-a-l-s-t-e-r, 25 

West Brookwood Drive.  I just want to, I agree with the lot, I just 

want to clarify things.  I ask Commissioner Dawson, there are exactly 

three trees in front of that playground between the current parking lot 

and the playground that will be removed.  In fact, I'm not sure they're 

not even Park District trees, that needs to be studied.  So, I would 

like to ask the Commission before you make a decision, please talk to 

the Park District to see what they would like to do because there will 

be exactly 60 feet between the playground and that parking lot.  It 

doesn't take a two-year-old child very long to move 60 feet to go chase 

a bunny rabbit into that parking lot if he sees it.  So, I think you 

need to ask them what they would like to see, if they want a fence, 

some barrier to protect that or anything, 60 feet is not very much 

space.  That's all I have.  Thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  All right, thank you.  Anybody 

else want to make a comment?  Okay, if not, we'll close -- 

  MR. PLASS:  I do have one thing.  I'm not sure, I don't 

think I said. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay. 

  MR. PLASS:  Excuse me for popping up again.  The church 

and the Village have had five months, over five months now, they've 

known about this.  The residents have had about two weeks, a little 

over two weeks.  In my e-mail to the Mayor and the Trustees, I said the 

opposition should at least have an equal amount of time to prepare.  

Everything you've heard from us tonight has been kind of a crash course 

in trying to stop this thing from moving forward in favor of their 

petition.  I don't know if that's an option, but if they had five 

months to prepare, I think, unless you're prepared to satisfy our 

opposition, then we'd like the same five months. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Okay, we'll close the 

public comment portion of the meeting.  Now, we're going to go back to 

the Commissioners for further deliberation.  Let's start with 

Commissioner Warskow. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  I just want to clarify that the 

property as it is now is private property, correct, Latika? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Right, and the Village really 

has no control over who a private entity sells their property to other 

than these types of issues like variances to code. 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct, and I just, it was 

mentioned in my report but I do want to point out that, you know, the 

site is a Park District reservation.  That comes into play when 

somebody subdivides a property, not when they're seeking a variation.  



But Planning Staff had informed the broker who was marketing the 

property that the Park District might be interested and asked them to 

contact them.  But you're right, it's a private property.  We do not 

have a say on who they sell to. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Okay, okay, and the Village has 

not expressed any interest in purchasing the land for its purposes? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Not to my knowledge. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Okay.  Can I ask the broker to 

step forward and let us know whether or not you've had a conversation 

with the Park District about their interest in the property? 

  MR. O'HARA:  Yes, we had dialogue with the current Park 

District and at this point they have no interest.  The school district 

also toured the property and they had no interest. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Okay.  So, everybody who they've 

raised as concerning -- 

  MR. O'HARA:  First people we called. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Okay, okay.  That's my major 

questions, thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Commissioner Ennes? 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Latika, in the plans, is there any 

provision for a fence between the expanded parking lot and the 

playground? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Not in the plans, no.  One of the 

recommended conditions is that for that north area they add 

landscaping.  But this is certainly something you can add as a 

condition or recommend as a condition. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I have a question just for 

clarification that I probably should have asked earlier.  We're talking 

about this landscaping along the north side of the parking lot.  I 

might be considering the wrong parking lot, but shouldn't that be on 

the south side?  Are we talking about landscaping between the parking 

lot and Waverly? 

  MS. BHIDE:  So, two different parking, two different 

landscaping issues.  We're talking about the landscaping on the north 

side of the north parking lot to screen the residential. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  This would be the expanded lot? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Correct.  But yes, there are some dead 

junipers along Waverly, and as part of the round one comments, the 

landscape planner on Staff brought that to their attention and the 

church has agreed to replace those junipers. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay, and are there any 

requirements for islands and trees to be put into the existing parking 

lots? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Any new ones, yes, would require, you know, 

whatever the code required would be the end of parking, all ends of 

parking lots and every 20 spaces.  I think the church has committed to 

doing that. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  That's all I have for now. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Commissioner Green? 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes.  I just have a couple of 

clarifications, and I don't know, Latika, maybe you can answer this.  



This gymnasium, is it a full basketball court size gymnasium space?  Or 

maybe Mr. Patterson could answer that question, do we know that? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  No, it is not a full-sized basketball. 

That's what I understand. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  So, I guess my question to you 

then is if we have a provision not to lease it out during church hours, 

but if you do lease out the gymnasium to somebody who wants to have a 

function there and there are 135 spaces required for just the 

gymnasium, excuse me, why would we think that there wouldn't be more of 

a parking demand on the 62 spaces that exists there now?  You can, I 

guess what I'm saying is you can control, you can give us information 

about the flock and how many parking spaces they need.  But if you rent 

this space out to a public, private entity, you have no control over 

how many cars get to come to the gymnasium. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Well, I think it's important to note 

that we have never had a discussion with the Village Staff about 

leasing the gym.  We've never expressed a desire to lease the gym.  

It's not part of our operations to lease out the gym. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Okay, hang on.  Stop for a minute 

then.  Latika, that being said, could they change their mind in the 

future and rent out that space?  Is there anything to say that they 

couldn't? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Correct, and that is what we're 

anticipating, that even though they're not saying they will lease the 

gym, what if they lease the gym?  Where are those people going to park? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Right, that's the reason it's in there 

as a condition is because of what if. 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's why the occupancy in the facility 

is -- 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  I understand, but I just want to 

get it in the record, Latika, thank you.  And thank you, Mr. Patterson. 

Another question for you, Latika, just for clarification.  Is there an 

in-place parking agreement between the Japanese school and this 

property? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Not that I know of, no. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  So that there is not necessarily a 

demand from the, I just can't, Futabakai, right?  I can never do that, 

and this parking lot, so it wouldn't be compromised because of some 

previous agreement? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Correct. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Just a comment since we're in the 

comment stage.  I listened to the public here tonight and I didn't hear 

anything about the parking requirement, and I'm still trying to deal 

with the numbers that are required here.  If we have a growth of 260 or 

whatever this is and we need more parking, we're going to need more 

parking.  So, we can't have the park and the parking, too.   

   I didn't hear any comments about how many cars are 

on the street and, if this number of cars increases, how this is going 

to jibe with the neighborhoods.  So, that's a question that I have and 

I'm trying to work through the numbers myself and with flows of public 

park, so we're good.  There is no direct question there, it's just a 



comment that I have. 

   Latika, this provision in here for number 3 of a 

possible additional parking, should we change that to up to if need be 

380 spaces which is code? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That is something the Board -- 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  In other words, is that implied in 

what you're saying, that you need, as many spaces as they would need to 

fix the problem? 

  MS. BHIDE:  The condition, the first part of the 

condition just says if there are problems, you know, if a problem is 

noticed, then they will install the land-banked parking, and then they 

would work with the Village on a mitigation plan.  You're right, it 

does say either restrict it operationally or further capacity 

limitations or adding additional parking.   

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  And there's no limit to the 

additional parking until you hit the code top end. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Correct. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Okay, I just needed to clarify 

that for myself.  Also, just another comment about parking variances 

issued for Glenkirk.  Parking variations are given to individual 

projects, and one does not have anything really to do with the other.  

Is that correct, Latika? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Thank you.  That's all I have for 

now. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, Bruce.  Commissioner 

Cherwin? 

  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  I think most of my questions 

were actually addressed by the fellow Commissioners.  Is there any, you 

know, as far as parking arrangements, reciprocal agreements, you 

mentioned that we don't know of any between Glenkirk and Futabakai 

School.  Is that, Mr. Patterson, if I could have you comment, is that 

anything that's a potential solution to, a reciprocal parking 

arrangement, is that something that's been discussed? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Well, I think Glenkirk has already 

researched its own files and confirmed that no such arrangement 

currently exists.  It is a possible resolution to any future parking 

issues.   

  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Okay, and I raise that because, 

and first of all, I didn't thank the citizens for coming in and voicing 

their concerns.  We appreciate those comments.  Mr. Zyck I think 

brought up the specific point of additional options as to parking or 

creative ways to look at that as opposed to simply going to expansion 

on the site.  So, I would just echo that.  I think, you know, 

potentially a creative solution, if that made sense, is something to 

look at. 

   The other thing would be, you know, echoing again 

around the playground and the concerns there that the Staff take into 

consideration for any parking expansion, I assume and I hope that we'll 

put in some provisions to take any consideration any safety precautions 

and safety measures for that adjacent playground.  Other than that were 



the questions that addressed by other Commissioners, thank you. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thanks, Jay.  Commissioner 

Sigalos? 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes, I'd just like to clarify 

one thing to the audience.  As the motion now stands, the property will 

remain as is.  Parking counts will remain as is, there would not be an 

expansion to the parking lot as it now stands.  It's only if it's 

determined at a future time that this additional 35 land-banked parking 

spaces will be required or additional parking beyond that.  Is that 

correct? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  So, then it seems like there was 

a few comments that I think some people feel that there's going to be a 

significant change there now and that's not the way this is proposed.   

   My other comment is that one of these 

recommendations is there's basically a shared parking agreement with 

the Park District which there is not now.  So, that means that if there 

is evening activities in the park, those, say parents can park there in 

the church parking lot and help get people or cars off the street. 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  So, that would be benefit.  The 

other benefit was in these recommendations there's going to be 

increased landscaping which is needed.   

   The last comment that I have, item 9 on the 

recommendations, if any new lighting is proposed, the photometrics 

shall meet all Village requirements.  Being that there's going to be 

evening activities, I think the new lighting in this parking lot should 

be required.  We're hearing that there's problems there now and new 

lighting would help solve that problem.  Now, of course there would be 

photometrics, that you cannot have lighting spillover onto neighboring 

properties, but that would help that situation.  So, I would like to 

see this recommendation number 9 not to say if any new lighting is 

proposed but new lighting would be required if there's going to be 

evening activities.   

   Then lastly, following up on Commissioner Green's 

comments about leasing the gymnasium, isn't there a potential, say that 

one of the members wants to have a wedding reception there and you have 

100-some people there attending let's say a wedding on a Saturday 

night?  So, that would create let's say parking problems on a Saturday 

evening and traffic at that particular time.  So, I mean that's 

something that needs to be considered.  I mean I'm sure they could 

lease that out for a member who wants to have a wedding reception 

there.  It's not an outside organization coming in to have an event in 

the gymnasium or elsewhere in the building.  Those are my last 

comments. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, John.  Commissioner 

Dawson? 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Latika, listening to all of this, 

I can't imagine what could possibly go into this space as is.  I can't 

imagine any other use that could go into this space and keep the 

building the way it is.  It would seem to me that the only other 



option, if the school district doesn't want it, the Park District 

doesn't want it, is to sell it to a developer for apartment buildings 

or townhomes.  So, to me, looking at this, it's at least keeping the 

existing building there, the existing to some degree use and, you know, 

more family-centered, you know, church and school along the same lines. 

If this doesn't go, I mean I don't know if we want to pull the broker 

back up, if this doesn't go, that's I think would be the next step.  I 

don't see any other use for this property with the parking code the way 

it is. 

   So, that's just what was kind of going through my 

head.  You already addressed the land-banking.  I wanted to make sure 

everyone understood.  We're talking about if it's needed, and it's the 

community, the surrounding community complaints that would drive the 

need for additional parking.  So, if the community doesn't want more 

parking and doesn't want green space removed, then it's up to you to, 

I'm not going to say don't complain because certainly you should 

complain if there's an abuse of the parking, if it's out of control, 

but maybe work with the church to come up with another solution.  

Because the only solution the Village can, I can think of is to say all 

right, we're adding new parking.  Again, if we don't keep it with this 

use, you're going to talk about that whole area is going to get leveled 

and there's going to be probably townhomes and apartment buildings, 

because frankly I can't think of anything else that could go into this 

property and it is currently for sale.  They will find someone who will 

want to buy it eventually. 

   So, the concern I have along those lines though is 

looking at the chart in the Staff report that talks about the other 

variances that have been granted, this is significantly higher than the 

other parking variations that have been granted.  So, to me, I would 

like to see more land-banking.  Again, we're not building a parking 

lot, I'm just saying that to agree to the 68 percent to me is I think, 

I would rather see more land-banking here.  I would rather see more 

reservation that they can't build anything or affect it.   

   I would not prefer to see the parking.  I'm really 

hoping you guys don't need these parking lots.  I don't want these 

trees to go down, I don't want this green space to go away.  But I'm 

concerned about setting a precedent, that we're granting such an 

extreme variation and then going forward someone is going to point to 

this property and say, well, you granted this variation here, so now we 

need it over there.  So, that's my concern is I'd like to see more 

land-banking so that we're not setting quite an extreme precedent here. 

   If we have to expand the parking lot to go up 

adjacent to the playground, it seems very reasonable to me to put a 

requirement that there would be a fence put in place.  So, I don't know 

what everyone else thinks but I'm happy to, I would be very comfortable 

adding that.   

   I am also in support of the lighting requirement 

because, you know, there's things at night, I'm not sure the residents, 

how they're going to feel about that, but you have the opportunity to 

go to the Village Board if we added it and object to that there.  But I 

would agree that it seems to me there's some concern about the darkness 



of the area and criminal activities, so adding lighting might alleviate 

some of the residents' concerns.   

   So, those were really my thoughts.  I'm in support 

of adding the lighting.  I'm in support of adding the parking.  It 

sounds to me that they would be good neighbors.  I don't see any reason 

why they wouldn't be but, you know, only time will tell.   

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, Susan.  Commissioner 

Drost? 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes.  Reverend Shin, could you 

come forward again please?  I have a couple of questions to ask you 

about.   

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Would you speak clearly into the 

microphone please? 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  The innards of the church, will 

you have staff at the church during the normal workdays, 8:00 to 6:00 

o'clock?  What's the functioning of the church when you're not having 

services? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  We have about 16 pastors.  But when we 

had a church at Foster, I didn't see them stay in the church.  They all 

go out and, you know. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  I noted that you did have some 

assistant or associate pastors.  Will they be on premises or they are 

there just for assisting in religious services? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  Yes, religious services, and at the same 

time whatever is happening in the church. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Will you have clerical staff 

there?  Any people working -- 

  PASTOR SHIN:  Presently we don't have one. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes, so, it's black basically 

during the periods that you're not having church services, correct? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  Correct. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Where did you get your training?  

What seminary did you -- 

  PASTOR SHIN:  I went to Gordon-Conwell Theological 

Seminary which was in Boston. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  In Boston.  What's that 

affiliation? 

  PASTOR SHIN:  It's nondenominational. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Nondenominational.  What are your 

assistant or associate pastors, where -- 

  PASTOR SHIN:  They're at Moody right now. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  At Moody, okay.  Just wanted to 

get some sense of where you developed your skills to feed the flocks.  

The other questions I have, and I think I'm finished with you, thank 

you, is on the parking and I'm going to call it the zip plan.  What 

would be, I'm echoing the comments of Commissioner Dawson, you know, 

looking at it from the standpoint of what's the most innocuous way to 

change the ownership or use of this facility, it appears, I'm in 

agreement with you, how is that?  

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Yes. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  That it tends to be more seamless 



than trying to redevelop that into townhouses or residences, and then 

of course is you are still off the tax rolls when you have a not-for-

profit.   

   Why can't we keep, you know, just the parking lot 

the way it is right now? 

  MS. BHIDE:  We certainly can.  The variation would be 

larger, so it would be -- 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes, so a larger land-banking. 

  MS. BHIDE:  My math is not that good, but it should be 

a variation of 246 spaces in that, yes. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Which is off the chart as far as 

our past history.  So, again from the standpoint of consistency, that's 

maybe why that doesn't work.   

   A couple of other questions, on this proposed 

resolution, there's a couple of issues there.  Number one is that if we 

accept the resolution as proposed here to provide parking data and 

information for Glenkirk ongoing operation at the site, who is 

providing that ongoing information?  What's the regularity?  What's the 

policing of that particular, in that particular provision? 

  MS. BHIDE:  So, we would ask Glenkirk to provide us 

that information.  As I said before, they have verbally confirmed that 

there would be no vehicles stored overnight or on the weekends that 

will overlap with church services.  But we're asking Glenkirk to 

provide us with that information in writing. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  The landscaping plan, I'm curious 

about that.  You were worried about the trees, that was Mr. Stepanic, 

is that right?  Is there any proposal to eliminate these larger, mature 

trees?  Or can we "hug" them on a continuing basis? 

  MS. BHIDE:  So, the requirement, one of the recommended 

conditions is that they do preserve, maintain the arboretum area.  You 

know, they can remove the landscaping from the site as long as they 

meet the replacement ratios. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  But if it's not needed for 

parking, it can stay there, correct? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Yes. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  If the trees are not deficient in 

any way.  Will that be part of the landscaping, to do a survey of the 

trees? 

  MS. BHIDE:  We can certainly ask them to provide us 

with an existing landscape plan or landscape plan -- 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  That we should try to save some of 

the trees.  Again, the idea here is to what extent, if the variance is 

granted, will there be a minimum amount of change to the neighborhood. 

In fact, I'm looking at the demographic and the numbers here at the 

church, there probably will be less activity, less traffic than what 

existed before.  At least that's my intuition here.  

   Then as far as the arboretum, that's a work in 

progress at this point. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Correct. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  So, this is going to be better or 

potentially better.  The lighting will take care of some of the issues 



that were raised by the conduct of the bad actors that may inhabit the 

property with lighting and more efficient landscaping. 

   I think that probably wraps it up, I mean as far 

as trying to summarize it all.  It's a big package.  I'm done. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, George.  I've got a 

couple of questions.  

   Mr. Patterson, this is probably going to go to you 

and Latika.  In the recommendations, when it talks about if any 

lighting is proposed, is the church thinking about adding lighting?  

Now, I think it's a great idea if you did.  But why was this even 

brought up?  Is lighting, additional lighting being discussed? 

  MS. BHIDE:  No, it was not brought to Staff, but we had 

heard concerns from neighbors about lights shining into their -- 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Oh, okay.  Well, yes, if any light 

is added, you'll meet the code that there's no spillage over the 

property line. 

  MS. BHIDE:  They have to meet the code. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Are you thinking about adding any 

lights? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  It wasn't part of our initial plans. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  So, we have codes for parking, but 

there's really no code to bring up any lighting with the Village, or 

the facility up to any current lighting standards? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct.  One of the things Staff is 

recommending is that if any new lighting is added, then obviously it 

has to meet the code.  But we are also going ahead and saying all 

lighting will have automatic timers on them which I don't believe they 

do right now. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Right.  Yes, you're right, right. 

So, really probably the lighting came up as part of the parking lot 

expansion. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Correct. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  But if you put some lighting on 

the building, as the resident said, there may be some illegal activity 

going on out there, I've got to believe the lighting is going to help, 

and if there's more activity with the church, it would probably help 

the situation out there.   

   Is there, now, as far as overflow parking from 

Futabakai and St. Edna's, so, do either one of them have any right to 

use your parking as it stands? 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Not to our knowledge.  Glenkirk has 

looked at its files and has not found any. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay.  All right, so, none of this 

parking study we've discussed would be affected by any overflow since 

there is no agreement. 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's correct. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  All right.  The concern about 

renters, do they have the right to rent out any of the space to anybody 

else? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Yes, they could rent out the gymnasium if 

they chose to or, you know, any other space.  That's my understanding. 



But if these conditions were recommended, then the maximum capacity of 

the facility is capped at 200.  So, if they rented the gymnasium for 

say a wedding, they couldn't pack 500 people in there because they're 

restricted. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay.  But then all the theories 

we're using and all the summations we're using about the parking lot 

use, that could go out the window if you start renting the space out. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Let's talk about the gymnasium and how 

the parking, the occupancy for the gymnasium is calculated.  It's 

calculated to be 135, but that allots -- 

  MS. BHIDE:  The parking requirement is 30 percent of 

capacity and that comes up to, 30 percent is 135, so 100 percent is 400 

something. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  You're saying the gym has 400 

occupancy, but that's based on how many square feet per person? 

  MS. BHIDE:  I think five.  Let me -- 

  MR. PATTERSON:  So, that calculation doesn't allow any 

room for, let's just say hypothetically a wedding, it doesn't allow any 

room for stages, for tables.  It doesn't allow enough room for an 

actual banquet event.  Having said that, you still have the 200 

occupancy limitation. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  But my point being where you're 

saying that based on your current counts, you only use so many spots.  

That's all that your use is now, and so we're kind of going with that 

assumption, that your current use only uses some parking spots.  But if 

you were to rent it out for a wedding or whatever, that current count 

isn't going to be handling that. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Well, I guess what I'm saying is we 

will still be limited, the whole intent of the 200 occupancy limitation 

to the entire facility, you know, is intended specific for that 

purpose.   

  MR. O'HARA:  I wanted to, I think it was Mr. Ennes and 

Mr. Green who asked about the size of the gymnasium.  It's about the 

size of this room just to, you know, put it in perspective.  It's 

about, it's less, is it 3,000 square feet? 

  MS. BHIDE:  I think 2,200. 

  MR. O'HARA:  So, it's 10 percent of the building size, 

and our challenge has been, we've been telling Staff the whole time, 

why is this parking requirement for the gymnasium off the charts which, 

you know, has been the issue for us all along.  It's an off the charts 

requirement for the square footage.  You know, we talk about three to 

one or, you know, on a per square foot basis, it's 20 times, you know, 

an industry standard.  So, that's about the size of this room, the 

gymnasium. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay, thank you.  Right, and the 

comment about the night services, is that violating Village codes? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Not that I know of, no. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Part of my biggest concern, you 

had a nice presentation and all, but my biggest concern is why didn't 

you get a landscape plan before this meeting? 

  MS. BHIDE:  Right, I mean they weren't doing any 



changes.  You know, with their landscaping plan, they would provide, 

they've committed to providing whatever is required, so they were not 

required to provide one.  But we can certainly ask them to provide one 

prior to Board consideration. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay.  Well, just my final 

comments, like I say, I think there's more activity going on, I think 

some of the illegal activity may be lessened.  There has been some 

comments about, you know, we've heard this on other projects, too, some 

of the residents like the way the property is but this is private 

property and they're meeting code.  I don't know if the residents are 

aware but there's probably about half a dozen different departments, 

the Building Department, Public Works Department, Fire Department, 

Police Department, Engineering Department, Community Development, 

Health Services Department, all these different Village departments 

look at these plans and the proposal and they check to make sure they 

do meet Village codes. 

   As far as notices go, whether it's 250 feet or 

now, I mean that's outside our purview.  That is something set by the 

Village standards.  I guess that's all I have to say at this point. 

   So, any more deliberations or any motions? 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  There's also assignments that  

are -- 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Well, before we go to a motion, I 

just want to clarify, just to get an idea if we were going to do the 

fence.  Does anybody want to discuss the fence? 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  I agree on the fence. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes, I agree. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay, so the fence.  Does anybody 

want to discuss the requirement of adding lighting? 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Of adding what? 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Lighting, adding, as making it a 

requirement as opposed to an if? 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I strongly feel that if there's 

going to be evening activities, there should be a lighted parking lot. 

That will alleviate some of the problems that they currently have there 

now with other activities going on there. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Is there any lighting in the 

parking lot now?  No? 

  MS. BHIDE:  None that I know of. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Well, the parking lot, or at least 

the building, too, around the building. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  And we're adding it to the parking 

lot. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Yes -- 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Well, I guess we'll be saying if 

we add a parking lot, they have to put lighting in the parking lot.  

So, that's a given. 

  MS. BHIDE:  As required by the code. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  But I guess what we're saying, 

what John is saying is that the existing parking lot should have some 

type of lighting. 



  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Right.  The existing parking lot 

is what I'm speaking of. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  And whatever is in there should be 

code so it doesn't flow over to -- 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Right, so it doesn't spill on to 

neighboring properties. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  To the neighbors. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  So, lighting on the building 

would probably spill over onto neighboring properties because you're 

going to be shining them horizontally, where if you had some type of 

pole lighting, we have downward lighting just on the parking lot that 

would not affect any of the neighboring properties. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Correct.  I mean my understanding of 

lighting in the code is that it would all have to be down lighting. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Correct. 

  MS. BHIDE:  And that there cannot be any spill beyond 

property lights. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  That's correct. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  All right.  So, we've got the 

fence and we've got the lighting as additions.  Everybody agree with 

that? 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I have just one other question. 

Right now as it's proposed, I don't know how many square feet is being 

leased back to Glenkirk, the building as I see it now is much larger 

than what the 80 membership requires.  Is there any restriction that 

would prohibit them from leasing it to some other entity? 

  MS. BHIDE:  You know, whatever the use of that space, I 

mean it would have to be a permitted use.  So, Glenkirk already has a 

special use.  If there is another school, that school would have to get 

their own special use to go on this space.  Certainly the Commission 

can recommend a condition that additional space cannot be leased to 

other entities. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Let's just say, let's say a 

child daycare or something like that, I mean it just seems an awful lot 

of space for an 80-member church, and I could see that possibly being 

leased out to somebody.  So, that's going to cause more traffic, 

whatever, drop-off, pickup, if it is let's say some kind of a daycare 

facility.  Is there, do we have that ability to make a restriction for 

that? 

  MS. BHIDE:  I think certainly you can add that as a 

recommendation.  It's up to the Village Board to keep the condition or 

remove it. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I don't know how anybody else 

feels about that. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Can you clarify?  What is it 

specifically that you want to add? 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Well, it's just very, to me, 

very apparent that this building is much larger than what they need.  

They're already leasing some part of the building to Glenkirk.  They 

may be likely to make, this is $4 million purchase, that seems an awful 



big purchase for 80 members.  So, I can see a likelihood that they may 

lease this out to some other outside organizations to help meet their 

mortgage, lease the space they don't need. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, I'm not, yes, I can see what 

you're thinking.  Sort of, just a thought, Latika, we're granting this 

special use based on the information provided to us tonight.  If later 

they were to do such a thing as lease out a significant portion of the 

building which was significantly changing the amount of flow and 

residents were to call the Village, would that potentially be a 

violation of the special use permit?  I mean how would that work? 

  MS. BHIDE:  So, this use is permitted by right, so they 

would not have a special use.  It would just be a parking variation.  

And you're right, presumably if another use went in, we would have to 

recalculate what the parking is.  So, you know, the variation right now 

is 211 or 246.  The addition of this new user, if it bumps up the 

variation, then they don't have approval for that and they'd have to 

come back for that.  But at the same time, that other use also needs to 

be a permitted use, permitted by right, because otherwise it couldn't 

even go in there. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay.  So, along the lines of 

what you're saying, like a daycare, would that be a permitted use? 

  MS. BHIDE:  That's a special use in that district. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, they couldn't lease out to a 

daycare facility. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Not unless they came back before the Board. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay.  So, it seems like there's 

enough protection here, if the residents saw what's going on, they 

could complain to the Village and there would be recourse. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Absolutely. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes, that was my concern is it 

wouldn't necessarily increase the parking other than the Staff numbers 

but it would increase the traffic flow.  But if they would have to come 

back for a special use and go before the Board and so forth, then I 

feel comfortable with that. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Any other comments?  Motions? 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Well, I can do the motion, just 

everyone has to help me. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  It's a lot, a lot, a lot of 

talking, and I've already talked a lot today all day.  All right.  I'd 

like to make a motion. 

 

A motion to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of PC# 
15-010, a Parking Variation associated with a church, synagogue, and 
other places of worship; a Comprehensive Plan Amendment from Schools to 
Institutional; and a Variation from Chapter 28, Section 11.4, Schedule 
of Parking Requirements, from the requirement to allow 135 parking 
spaces, 62 existing parking spaces and 73 land-banked spaces instead of 
the required 308 spaces, a variation of 173 spaces. 
 
This approval is contingent upon compliance with the recommendation of 



the Plan Commission and the following recommendations detailed in the 
Staff Development Committee report dated September 11, 2015: 
 
1. Provide parking data and information for Glenkirk on-going 

operation at this site. 
2. The maximum capacity shall not exceed 200 people. 
3. If parking beyond what is provided for the church and its 

ancillary functions is insufficient as determined by the 
Village, then the Petitioner shall have six months to install 
the land-banked parking and work with the Village to develop 
and implement a parking mitigation plan that may include but 
shall not be limited to operational restrictions, further 
capacity limitations, and/or installation of additional 
parking accommodations elsewhere on site. 

4. No overlapping services/events shall be permitted that 
negatively impact available parking. 

5. The Petitioner shall enter into a shared parking agreement 
with the Park District to allow the public to park in the 
Petitioner's parking lot when church activities are not 
scheduled.  The Petitioner shall work with the Village and 
Park District to implement shared parking lot expansion if 
deemed feasible.  

6. The gymnasium space cannot be leased to an outside entity 
when the church is being used. 

7. The Petitioner must provide landscaping adjacent to the north 
parking lot on the north side.  The landscaping must be 
layered and include a mix of evergreen shrubs in order to 
provide a dense layered buffer between the parking area and 
the residential district. 

8. The Petitioner shall maintain the landscaped "arboretum" area 
on the north end of the subject property.  

9. New lighting shall be installed in the existing parking lot. 
All photometrics shall meet all Village requirements.  All 
parking lot lighting shall have automatic timers that turn 
the lights off no later than one hour after the last 
scheduled event of the day. 

10. If the parking lot is expanded towards the playground, 
appropriate fencing shall be installed as a safety 
precaution. 

11. The Petitioner shall comply with all federal, state, Village 
codes, regulations and policies. 

 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  I'll second the motion. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay.  Where -- 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Before we go to vote, I just 

realized as I was reading this, that I myself was the one who wanted to 

add more land-banked spacing for the parking and I never brought that 

up, as I was reading this.  Does anyone have that same shared concern 

with me about setting a precedent? 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I think we should add -- 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes. 



  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, I'm happy to amend my motion 

to increase the land-banking.  But I just realized as I was reading it 

that I had completely forgotten about my own issues.  So, when I ran 

the numbers, they would need to have 135 spaces to get to 56 percent 

which is in line with St. James at 59, St. Edna's at 39 percent, St. 

Peter's is at 56.  So, that would be an additional 38 land-banked 

spaces. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  If needed. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay.  So, can I just amend that 

motion, Latika?  Is that -- 

  MS. BHIDE:  Absolutely. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, we would request, what number 

did I just say? 

  MS. BHIDE:  135. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Thank you, changing the land-

banking from 35 to the additional. 

  MS. BHIDE:  73. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Can I ask a -- 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Not in the middle of a motion. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  I apologize. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  You can always take this to the 

Trustees. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  I understand.  It's just increasing the 

land-banking that way should then naturally increase the occupancy. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  No. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  No. 

  MR. PATTERSON:  Because the 200 occupancy is based  

on -- 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  We don't think the 200 is going to 

be able to -- 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay.  So, with my amended 

motion, I'm done talking. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  I'll second that motion. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Roll call vote please. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Cherwin. 

  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Yes. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Dawson. 

  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Yes. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Drost. 

  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Aye. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Ennes. 

  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Yes. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Green. 

  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes, with comment. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Sigalos. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes, with comment. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Warskow. 

  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Yes. 

  MS. BHIDE:  Chairman Lorenzini. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Yes.  Commissioner Green, you have 

a comment? 



  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  My comment is I just want to go on 

the record again saying I don't believe these parking counts are 

accurate.  I think in the chart here we had professional traffic 

engineers do those counts.  I just think parking is going to be a 

problem in the future. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay.  Well, this was approved, 

but the next step is -- 

  MS. BHIDE:  Commissioner Sigalos. 

  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I just have a brief comment, and 

I just wanted to reiterate to the public that the way this is written, 

this motion, it appears to be an improvement to the site rather than 

any negatives that you may have perceived if they chose to be a good 

neighbor.  But again, the additional landscaping, the lighting, this 

provision for additional land-banked parking if it's needed, it's all 

improvements.  So, I just wanted to clarify that. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Any other comments?  

Okay.  This has received approval.  The next step is you've got to go 

before the Board of Trustees.  Is there a date? 

  MS. BHIDE:  I don't have a date.  We'll communicate 

with the Petitioner and then just so the residents know, the Friday 

before the Monday, it is on the Village website.  But you can always 

contact Planning Staff, we'll be happy to communicate with you, to give 

you information. 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  So, thank you all for attending.  

If you have any, will you please take any other comments outside 

because we have another public hearing to do. 

   (Whereupon, the public hearing on the above-

mentioned petition was adjourned at 9:55 p.m.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Item: Drost/Hasche Subdivision - 921/927/931 N. Highland Ave. - PC#15-017

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Preliminary Plat of Subdivision to re-subdivide three single family lots into two
single family lots.  
 
Variations Required
 
1. A variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6, Required Minimum Yards to
allow a reduction to the minimum side yard (south) setback from 7.5 feet to 5.33
feet for existing home at 921 N. Highland Avenue.  
 
Recommendation
 
Approval of the Drost Hasche 2 lot subdivision and a variation from Chapter 28,
Section 5.1-3.6, Required Minimum Yards to allow a reduction to the minimum
south side yard setback from 7.5 feet to 5.33 feet for existing home at 921 N.
Highland Avenue(Lot 2), subject to the following conditions: 
 
1.  Submittal of a Final Plat of Subdivision.
 
2. The variation for the south side yard setback on Lot 2 shall only apply to the
existing structure at 921 Highland Avenue, while all new structures shall comply
with current code standards.
 
3. A fee-in-lieu of detention shall be required.
 
4. A Design Commission application must be submitted for the new home and
any addition to the existing home.
 
5. The petitioner will be required to demolish the existing home and garage at
927 N. Highland Avenue prior to recording the Final Plat.
 
6. The petitioner shall comply with all applicable Federal, State and Village copes
and policies.  

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type



PC Staff Report Report
Legal Notification Correspondence
Location Map Exhibits
Plat & Sub Minutes Minutes
Preliminary Plat Exhibits
Exhibit Lot Sizes in Neighborhood Exhibits
Petitioner Justification Correspondence
Department Comments Correspondence
Petitioner Response to Department
Comments Correspondence
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
To: Plan Commission  
Prepared By: Bill Enright, Deputy Director Planning and Community Development 
Meeting Date: October 14, 2015 
Date Prepared: October 8, 2015 
Project Title: Drost Hasche Subdivision 
Address: 921-927-931 Highland Avenue 
 
Background Information 
Petitioner: Bruce Miller  
Address: Trademark Builders 
 32 W. Sherman Street 
 Palatine, Illinois 60067 
 
Existing Zoning: R-3, One Family Dwelling District 
 
Requested Action: 
 Preliminary Plat of Subdivision to resubdivide three single family lots into two single family lots.  
 
Variations Required:  
1. A variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6, Required Minimum Yards to allow a reduction to the minimum side yard 

(south) setback from 7.5 feet to 5.33 feet for existing home at 921 N. Highland Avenue.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 three zoning lots, each 50 feet wide and 132 feet deep (this includes the 7 feet of the alley that has 
been vacated to these parcels), located on the east side of Highland Avenue, south of Willow Street. The total area of the 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 
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properties is 19,800 square feet. There are three existing homes that are located on the three zoning lots. It is the petitioner’s 
intent to consolidate and resubdivide the three 50-foot wide zoning lots into two parcels, each 75-feet wide.  The petitioner’s 
intent is to demolish the two existing homes and detached garages at 927 and 931 N. Highland and build a new home on the 
newly created Lot 1. If approved, the property owner of newly created Lot 2 at 921 N. Highland keep the existing house but will 
demolish the existing detached garage on the property and build an attached garage.  
 
Staff evaluated the relationship of the proposed new lots to the Zoning and Subdivision regulations: 
 

Table 1: Subdivision Analysis 

 

Zoning 
Requirements 

Minimum Lot Area Minimum Lot Width Front Yard 
Setback 

Side Yard 
Setback 

Rear Yard 
Setback 

Corner 
Side Yard 
Setback 

 

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 1 NA 9,900 SF NA 75 FT 25.87 ft 7.5 ft  30 ft NA 

Proposed Lot 2 
(921 Highland) 

NA 9,900 SF NA 75 FT 25.87 FT 5.33 FT* 
South side 
yard existing 

30 ft NA 

*Variation Required for existing home on newly created Lot 2 

 
Plat and Subdivision Committee 
The Plat and Subdivision Committee of the Plan Commission met on May 27, 2015 to discuss the project and did not express 
any objections to the request and felt this request fit in with the neighborhood.  
 

Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
Pursuant to the Village’s Comprehensive Plan, the properties are designated Single Family Detached. The proposed 
resubdivision would be consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.  
 

There are currently ten zoning lots on the east of Highland Avenue between Willow St. and Elm Street. Of those lots, one lot 
(10%) is 75 feet wide. If the resubdivision were approved, three of the remaining 9 lots (33%) would be 75 feet wide. There are 
nine zoning lots on the west side of Highland Ave. between Willow St. and Elm Street. Of those lots, three lots (33%) are 75 feet 
wide. Lots in the neighborhood range from 50 feet to 100 feet in width (please see attached). The proposed 75-foot wide lots 
would be compatible with the neighborhood. 
 
The proposed lots meet the minimum R-3 standards 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 75 foot wide lots, a side yard of 7.5 feet will 
be required. The existing home at 921 N. Highland is setback 5.33 feet from the south property line (proposed Lot2) and will 
require the following variation:   
   
 A variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6, Required Minimum Yards to allow a reduction to the minimum side yard 

setback from 7.5 feet to 5.33 feet for existing home at 921 N. Highland Avenue (Lot 2).   
 
The Petitioner provided a written response dated July 8, 2015 (attached) to the three 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; 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 does not object to the variation for the south side yard setback as this is an existing house and the actual setback is not 
changing. Staff recommends that this variation only apply to the existing home at 921 N. Highland Avenue, while all new 
structures and additions would need to comply with current code standards.   
 
Building, Site, and Landscape Related Issues  
Any new home or addition to the existing home shall require a Design Commission application to be submitted and approved 
prior to the issuance of a building permit. Secondly, a fee-in-lieu of detention shall be required as on-site detention shall not be 
required. 
 
Traffic & Parking Issues 
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 
Approval of the Drost Hasche 2 lot subdivision and a variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6, Required Minimum Yards to 
allow a reduction to the minimum south side yard setback from 7.5 feet to 5.33 feet for existing home at 921 N. Highland 
Avenue(Lot2), subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Submittal of a Final Plat of Subdivision. 
2.  The variation for the south side yard setback on Lot 2 shall only apply to the existing structure at 921 Highland Avenue, 

 while all new structures shall comply with current code standards.  
3.  A fee-in-lieu of detention shall be required. 
4.  A Design Commission application must be submitted for the new home and any addition to the existing home. 
5.  The petitioner will be required to demolish the existing home and garage at 927 N. Highland Avenue prior to recording 

 the Final Plat. 
6.  The petitioner shall comply with all applicable Federal, State and Village copes and policies.  
 
 
 

October 8, 2015  
William V. Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development 
 
C: Randy Recklaus, Village Manager 
 All Department Heads 
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2-LOT SUBDIVISION ON HIGHLAND AVENUE; TEMP FILE 1501 
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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:  May 27, 2015 

Project Title: 2-lot subdivision on Highland Avenue  

Address: 921-927-931 Highland Avenue  

Petitioner: Bruce Miller 

Address:  32 Sherman Street 
   Palatine, IL 60067 
 
Requested Action: 

� Preliminary Plat of Subdivision to resubdivide three single family lots into two single family lots.  
 

Variations Required:  

1. A variation from Chapter 28, Section 5.1-3.6, Required Minimum Yards to allow a reduction to the minimum side 
yard (south) setback from 7.5 feet to 5.21 feet for existing home at 921 N. Highland Avenue.   

 
Attendees:  Bruce Miller, Trademark Builder 
   Lynn Jensen, Plan Commissioner 
   Jay Cherwin, Plan Commissioner  
   John Sigalos, Plan Commissioner 
   Latika Bhide, Development Planner 
 

 
Project Summary 
The subject site consists of three zoning lots, each 50 feet wide and 132 feet deep (this includes the 7 feet of the alley 
that has been vacated to these parcels), located on the east side of Highland Avenue, south of Willow Street. The total 
area of the properties in question is 19,800 square feet. There are three existing homes that are located on the three 
zoning lots. It is the petitioner’s intent to consolidate and resubdivide the three 50-foot wide zoning lots into two 
parcels, each 75-foot wide. The two lots at 927 and 931 N. Highland Avenue are proposed to be consolidated into a 
75-foot wide lot with the southern 25 feet sold to and consolidated with the property at 921 N. Highland., creating a 75-
foot wide lot. The petitioner’s intent is to demolish the two existing homes at 927 and 931 N. Highland and build a new 
home on the 75-foot wide lot. If approved, the property owner at 921 N. Highland will demolish the existing detached 
garage on the property and build an attached garage. The proposed action, if approved, would allow the Petitioner to 
resubdivide the three zoning lots into two single family lots. Both proposed Lots 1 and 2 are 132 feet wide and 9,900 
square feet in area. A Plat of Subdivision must be reviewed by the Plan Commission and approved by the Village 
Board. 

 
Meeting Discussion: 
B. Miller said that his clients Charlie and Tracy Drost live on the 900 block of Highland Avenue and have been looking 
for properties on Highland Avenue to build. To make the future construction more affordable, they would like to sell a 
portion of the one of two 50-foot wide lots. They would like to consolidate and subdivide and give 25 feet (of the total 
100 feet) to the property to the south. He stated that they are basically creating 2-75 foot wide lots from 3-50 foot wide 
lots. Per the staff report, B. Miller described the other 75-foot wide lots in the neighborhood. He stated that this lot width 
would be compatible with the neighborhood. He stated that the property owners are working with an architect to 
develop house plans, but it was premature to share those at this time.  
 
L. Bhide stated that the properties in question are three-50 foot wide lots. The property owners are looking to 
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consolidate and resubdivide the three-50 foot wide lots in to two-75 foot wide lots. They would be consolidate the lots 
at 927 Highland Ave and 931 Highland Avenue and sell resubdivide and sell the southern 25-feet to the 921 Highland 
Avenue. It is the petitioner’s intent to demolish the two homes at 927 Highland Ave and 931 Highland Avenue and build 
a new home on the 75-foot wide lot. For the property at 921 Highland Avenue, the intent is to demolish the detached 
garage and build an attached garage. Staff compared the proposed lots with the other lots in the neighborhood. She 
stated that a majority of the lots in the neighborhood are 50-foot wide, but there are other 75-foot wide lots in the 
neighborhood. The one variation identified is for the existing home at 912 Highland which would require a variation 
from the side yard setback of 7.5 feet required for all new subdivisions to allow 5.21 feet. A Design Commission 
application must be submitted and fee in lieu detention would be required. She stated that one other condition was that 
before recording the Final Plat the home must be demolished. 
 
J. Cherwin asked about the variation that would be needed. L. Bhide explained the variation. L. Jensen asked 
whether the 25 foot would become part of another lot. L. Bhide stated that it would become part of 921 Highland 
Avenue, the southernmost lot. L. Jensen asked what the final configuration would be. B. Miller stated that the final 
configuration would be 2-75 foot wide lots. J. Cherwin asked clarification about the variation. L. Bhide said that 
currently, the setback meets the 10% of lot width requirement. However, a 7.5 foot setback is required once 
subdivided, which the existing home would not meet. L. Jensen asked if there were houses in all lots and whether they 
would be demolished. B. Miller stated that the house at 921 Highland would stay and the other 2 houses would be 
demolished. J. Sigalos said that he did not have any other questions. J. Cherwin asked if staff had any concerns. L. 
Bhide stated that initially staff had expressed concern about how the streetscape would look with 75-foot wide lots on 
a street that was predominantly 50-foot wide lots. She said that the new home would be built across the new lot and 
the residence at 921 Highland would also be adding an attached garage. J. Sigalos said that the 75-foot wide lots 
blend in with the neighborhood. L. Bhide stated that they would have to submit a Design Commission application. She 
stated that all 3 lots would be part of the subdivision. L. Jensen said that the request was consistent with the 
neighborhood. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Plat & Subdivision Committee said that the petitioner should move forward.  
 
 
 

John Sigalos, Chair 
PLAT & SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE 

Latika Bhide, Recorder 
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