
Agenda  
Village of Arlington Heights

Design Commission
Community Room, 3rd floor

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

July 9, 2019
6:30 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Minutes - 6/25/19

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

A. DC#19-039 - 622 E. Mayfair Rd. - SF/Addition
To be continued to July 23, 2019

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. DC#19-043(H) - 836 N. Dunton Ave. - SF/Teardown

B. DC#19-057 - Town & Country/Tenant Facade - 325 E.
Palatine Rd. - Commercial

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

VIII. ADJOURNMENT

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



Design Commission
7/9/2019

Item: Minutes - 6/25/19

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
DC Minutes - 6/25/19 Minutes
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DRAFT 
 
 

MINUTES OF 
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS  

DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING 
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD. 
JUNE 25, 2019 

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

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

 
Members Absent: None 
  
Also Present: Dan Olsen, Watermark Engineering for McDonalds 
 Joe Kerchner, Lingle Design Group for McDonalds 
 Joe Bibat, Town & Country Chicago Associates for Raising Cane’s 
 Jeff Cossel, Visconsi Companies for Raising Cane’s 
 Jeff Pountney, ADA Architects for Raising Cane’s 
 LuAron McCormack, Raising Cane’s 
 Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison 

 
 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM JUNE 11, 2019 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER SEYER, TO 
APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF JUNE 11, 2019.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 1.  COMMERCIAL REVIEW 
 
DC#19-050 – McDonald’s – 45 E. Golf Rd. 
 

Joe Kerchner, representing Lingle Design Group, and Dan Olson, representing Watermark Engineering, were present 
on behalf of the project. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  The existing McDonald’s restaurant was approved and developed in 1996.  
The petitioner is currently proposing to update the interior and exterior of the restaurant, as well as modify the site to 
incorporate a second drive-through lane.  This project requires Plan Commission review and Village Board approval to 
amend the existing Planned Unit Development and Land Use Variation to allow an additional drive-through lane.  
Because this project is going to the Plan Commission, the role of the Design Commission is limited to building and 
signage only. 
 
The proposed exterior design is consistent with McDonald’s current prototype standards.  The existing mansard roof will 
be removed in its entirety and replaced with new EIFS walls.  Fiber cement panels are proposed to highlight the building 
entrances, and corrugated metal is proposed as an accent at the top of the walls.  The existing face brick and clear 
anodized aluminum storefronts will remain with minor modifications as needed.  Overall, the proposed design has a 
fresh modern appearance.  It will be a welcome improvement to the property that will fit in very well in this location. 
 
The proposed wall signs are generally consistent with other McDonald’s restaurants in Arlington Heights, with signage 
on the front wall and on the side wall above the entrance.  However, this property is located in an O-T Zoning District 
where wall signage is not allowed.  The existing building has one wall sign and one ground sign which were approved 
by variation in 1996.  The new design includes two additional wall signs (three total) and a canopy sign which are not 
allowed.  The existing ground sign will remain.  The petitioner will either need to revise the proposed signage to comply 
with the previously approved variations, or request additional variations from Chapter 30 for the new signs to be reviewed 
based on hardship. A preliminary sign variation request has been received by the petitioner and will be a separate review 
with the Design Commission and final approval by the Village Board.  
 
The existing building has multiple rooftop mechanical units, which will continue to be fully screened by the perimeter 
parapet walls.  A new trash dumpster enclosure is proposed at the southeast corner of the site.  The enclosure is 
proposed to be built with face brick to match the building. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed modifications to the existing restaurant, with a recommendation to either 
revise the proposed signage to comply with the previously approved variations, or request additional variations from 
Chapter 30 for the new signs. 
 
The petitioner had no comments at this time. 
 
Chair Fitzgerald asked for any public comment on this project and there was no response from the audience. 
 
Commissioner Kubow felt the proposed modifications were well designed and fantastic.  He asked about any weather 
issues with the fiber cement panel that appears to go down to the ground where the ‘M’ is located, and the petitioner 
replied that the panel would stop 4-6 inches above the ground, and have landscaping in front of it.  Commissioner 
Kubow also asked how the decibel level/sound from the drive-thru would be handled, since the site is adjacent to single-
family homes.  Mr. Hautzinger explained that the Village encourages having an adjustable volume control on drive-thru 
speakers, and the petitioner is proposing all new electronic drive-thru signage that the commissioners will have the 
opportunity to review separately in detail.  Commissioner Kubow said that the drive-thru was set back far enough, and 
given that it is an existing condition on the site, there should be no issues with the sound.  He also saw no issue with 
the sign variations, although he understood that signage would be reviewed separately.   
 
Commissioner Seyer said that the proposed design was nice, and the existing building was in need of a refresh.  He 
pointed out that the main entrance perspective does not match the plan; it shows parking where the drive-thru lane 
would be located.  The petitioner agreed and clarified that the plan is correct and the rendering is incorrect.  
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Commissioner Seyer had no issue with it either way, and he liked the design and the materials being proposed.  He 
was in favor of the design presented tonight, with the exception of the signage to be reviewed separately.  
 
Commissioner Eckhardt had no issues with the design being proposed for the building.  He was also in support of the 
signage as shown tonight moving forward, and he concurred with the comments made by the other commissioners.   
 
Commissioner Kingsley agreed with the comments already made, and said that the design was nice and a good 
change for the building.  She commented about the trash dumpster enclosure being separate from the building, and 
encouraged the petitioner to relocate it closer to the building if possible.   
 
Chair Fitzgerald agreed with the comments already made and had no further comments. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR McDONALD’S LOCATED AT 45 
E. GOLF ROAD.  THIS RECOMMENDATION IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS RECEIVED 6/3/19, 
DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND 
VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE 
FOLLOWING: 
 
1. THE COMMISSIONERS EXPRESSED INITIAL SUPPORT OF THE POTENTIAL SIGNS AND SIGN VARIATION 

REQUEST. 
2. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED TO BE 

AN APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, NOR REPRESENT ANY TACIT APPROVAL OR 
SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSED LAND USE OR ANY OTHER ZONING AND/OR LAND USE ISSUES OR 
DECISIONS THAT STEM FROM ZONING, BUILDING, SIGNAGE OR ANY OTHER REVIEWS. IN ADDITION TO 
THE NORMAL TECHNICAL REVIEW, PERMIT DRAWINGS WILL BE REVIEWED FOR CONSISTENCY WITH 
THE DESIGN COMMISSION AND ANY OTHER COMMISSION OR BOARD APPROVAL CONDITIONS.  IT IS 
THE PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILTY TO INCORPORATE ALL REQUIREMENTS LISTED ON THE 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS INTO THE PERMIT DRAWINGS, AND TO ENSURE THAT BUILDING 
PERMIT PLANS AND SIGN PERMIT PLANS COMPLY WITH ALL ZONING CODE, BUILDING CODE AND SIGN 
CODE REQUIREMENTS.  

 
KUBOW, AYE; SEYER, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR. MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 2.  COMMERCIAL REVIEW 
 
DC#19-047 – Raising Cane’s – 225 E. Palatine Rd. 
 
Joe Bibat, representing Town & Country Chicago Associates, Jeff Cossel, representing Visconsi Companies, Jeff 
Pountney, representing ADA Architects, and LuAron McCormack, representing Raising Cane’s, were present on behalf 
of the project. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  The petitioner is proposing to build a new free standing Raising Cane’s fast 
casual restaurant at the Town & Country shopping center.  The proposed restaurant will be located in an existing parking 
area facing Palatine Road between BMO Harris Bank and the Verizon store.  The restaurant will have indoor dining, 
outdoor dining, and a drive through.  The scope of the project includes redevelopment of the site with new parking and 
landscaping. 
 
This project requires Plan Commission review and Village Board approval to amend the existing Planned Unit 
Development for Town and Country shopping center, as well as Special Use approval for a restaurant with a drive-through.  
Because this project is going to the Plan Commission, the role of the Design Commission is limited to building and signage 
only. 
 
The proposed building design is based on prototype branding for Raising Cane’s.  The design has a fresh modern 
appearance that is generally consistent with other fast casual restaurants in this area.  The exterior materials and colors 
are nicely coordinated, and the black outdoor dining canopy has an inviting appeal.  The red number “1” on the face of 
the entry tower is considered a large wall sign, so it is not allowed by code, and will either need to be omitted or a hardship 
demonstrated to justify a sign variation.  Overall, the architectural design is nicely done, and will fit in well in this location  
 
In addition to the large number “1” wall sign, the proposed design includes three more wall signs and one ground sign 
that do not comply with Chapter 30 sign code.  This building has one street frontage, so only one wall sign is allowed, 
with a maximum size of 25% of the wall that it is mounted on.  The proposed wall mural is not allowed to be painted 
directly on the building wall, without a variation being given.  One 6-foot tall ground sign is proposed, however the location 
of the sign is not shown on the site plan.  Raising Cane’s will be part of the Town & Country shopping center, and Town 
& Country already has three code-compliant multi-tenant ground signs.  Additional ground signs are not allowed.  The 
adjacent Verizon store has a small ground that was approved by variation in 1981. 
 
Signage will either need to be revised, or sign variations requested as a separate application to be reviewed based on 
hardship.  Preliminary feedback from the commissioners tonight regarding signage is welcome. 
 
The proposed new building will have multiple rooftop mechanical units, which are required to be fully screened from public 
view.  The building design includes a continuous equipment screen which is nicely coordinated with the building design.  
One minor concern is the rooftop guard rail on the back of the building that sticks up above the wall.  Since the back of 
the building will be highly visible from the Town & Country parking lot, it is recommended that an alternative solution be 
studied to better fit with the building design. 
 
A trash dumpster enclosure is proposed at the southwest corner of the site.  The enclosure is proposed to be built with 
split-face CMU in a “Texas Buff” color to complement the colors of the building, with a black standing seam flat roof.    
 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed architectural design for the new commercial restaurant building with the 
comments to explore alternative solutions to eliminate the rooftop guard rail, and either revise the proposed signage 
package to comply with the sign code, or request sign variations. 
 
Mr. Bibat introduced his team in attendance tonight, and said that they have been working with the Village for the past 
few months to obtain approval of this project.  He was prepared to answer any questions the commissioners might have. 
 
Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was any public comment and there was no response from the audience. 
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Commissioner Seyer said that in general, he liked the aesthetic of the building, which follows a more modern theme 
seen a lot with these types of uses.  He completely agreed with Staff’s comments about the rooftop guard rail, and asked 
if a solid parapet could be used instead.  The petitioner replied that they prefer the guard rail to a solid parapet because 
of design standards.  The guard rail is for the adjacent roof hatch which is in a mechanical room that is located more 
outward on the building and there is nowhere else to move it.  He added that the guard rail would be painted black to 
blend in with the fascia and other materials of the building.  Commissioner Seyer said the guard rail would look better 
as a solid continuation of the parapet wall, rather than an open guard rail; it looks like they ran out of material, and he 
wanted to see a different type of design element than the unsightly guard rail.  He liked the overall aesthetic of the building.  
 
Commissioner Kingsley liked the design aesthetic of the building and was glad to see the new restaurant being built.  
She agreed that the guard rail should be changed and suggested raising the parapet wall and returning it so it looks less 
like a parapet and more like an actual volume behind it.  She also commented about the trash enclosure, which she 
preferred to be attached to the building, although she appreciated the metal being proposed for the canopy and the doors.  
She was not in favor of the CMU material because it would be quite visible, and she suggested a more long lasting 
material such as brick instead.  The petitioner explained that the CMU split-face would be textured and colored in a color 
that will accent the building, not painted.  Commissioner Kingsley had no further comments.   
 
Commissioner Eckhardt asked for clarification on the location of the two different brick materials, and the petitioner 
replied that the iron spot brick would be on the front elevation and the common brick would be on the side elevations.  
Commissioner Eckhardt asked about the significance of the large number 1 on the front elevation, and Ms. McCormack 
explained that it represents their one love, which is their high quality chicken fingers that they serve.  Commissioner 
Eckhardt understood the concerns about the guard rail at the top of the building and supported a modification to the 
design to include a solid extension of the parapet instead of the guard rail.  Mr. Hautzinger clarified that the high wall 
shown on the elevations is actually the roof mechanical screen that is recessed back, which the commissioners 
understood.  Commissioner Eckhardt concluded that he liked the varying materials being proposed, he supported the 
painting of the sign on the brick building, similar to Portillo’s, and he liked how the materials break up with the darks being 
different colors.  His only issue was the guard rail.   
 
With respect to the concerns about the guard rail, the petitioner asked for clarification about raising the parapet as 
suggested, and whether it needed to be raised across the entire facade.  Commissioner Eckhardt replied that he was 
okay with it only be raised in the section where it currently is. 
 
Commissioner Kubow really liked the color palette of materials, which were very warm with a modern touch.  His initial 
thoughts about the signage was that there is a lot happening there; he really liked the number 1, which he supported 
because it was very important, and he liked the wall sign above the front entrance; however, he felt the wall sign to the 
left of the entrance was a bit much and a little busy.  He was not overly concerned about the guard rail at the top of the 
building because it faced the parking lot and was not on the corner, and the impact of the view would not be that great; 
however, he encouraged the petitioner to consider the suggestion to extend the parapet just in that section.   
 
Chair Fitzgerald liked the building design and asked about possible options if the number 1 on the front elevation did not 
receive approval.  The petitioner explained that the number 1 would be the same shape as the Dryvit material behind it 
and would be applied to it in the same shape.  If the metal is not allowed, then the number 1 could be painted instead.  
Chair Fitzgerald liked the front elevation and was okay with the signage on the left side of the entrance, which he felt 
was fun.  He felt the sides and back of the building would be more visible than anticipated because of people entering 
from both Rand Road and Arlington Heights Road through the shopping center, and he wanted to make sure the back of 
the building looks better than it does so that people know what the building is.  Chair Fitzgerald encouraged a little more 
detail or some very heavy landscaping because the back of the building does not look anything like the front; it does not 
even look like it is part of the same building.  Chair Fitzgerald agreed with the concerns about the guard rail and was in 
favor of changing it to something else as suggested, and he suggested the petitioner study signage allowed for the 
adjacent buildings in this unique situation because he believed that variations were approved.   
 
The petitioner commented that the whole site is landscaped extensively and the entire site will be part of a visitor’s 
experience.  He added that the tower elements are intended to be monolithic and they are proposing a heavy duty, high 
impact Dryvit in lieu of the hydraulic limestone material specified on the plans.  There would also be no control joints in 
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the Dryvit.   Commissioner Kingsley expressed concerns about the maintenance of the Dryvit at the ground, and the 
petitioner replied that the product has a 20-year warranty for damage. 
 
Commissioner Eckhardt also cautioned the petitioner about EIFS at the ground level, especially near a hard surface 
because the product is highly dependent upon the skill of the application.  The petitioner understood and agreed with this.  
Commissioner Eckhardt added that he was not a big proponent of EIFS without control joints or something similar 
because eventually cracks would appear, and this commission has always discouraged the use of EIFS at the ground 
level. 
 
Commissioner Kingsley asked if the EIFS would come all the way down to the ground, and the petitioner replied that 
details are currently being developed for the material at the base of the building so the EIFS would not sit directly on a 
concrete surface or on top of the landscaped areas.  Commissioner Kingsley pointed out that the current drawings and 
photographs show the hydraulic limestone coming all the way down to the ground to meet the concrete, and she had a 
really difficult time changing that material to EIFS.  Commissioner Kubow asked if costs were driving the change in 
material to EIFS and the petitioner said it was more of an overall design issue from the prototype.  Commissioner 
Eckhardt asked if there have been issues with the cementitious material and the petitioner said he was not aware of any, 
but as the prototype design evolves, different materials and finishes are being considered. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, TO 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR THE NEW RAISING CANE’S 
RESTAURANT TO BE LOCATED AT 225 E. PALATINE ROAD.  THIS RECOMMENDATION IS BASED ON THE 
ARCHITECTURAL PLANS RECEIVED 5/22/19, EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS AND ROOF PLAN RECEIVED 6/14/19, 
DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND 
VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE 
FOLLOWING: 
 
1. A REQUIREMENT TO INCLUDE A PARAPET WALL IN LIEU OF THE ROOFTOP RAIL, THAT WILL TURN THE 

CORNER IN AREAS WHERE THE THICKNESS OF THE PARAPET WILL BE SEEN. 
2. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE TRASH ENCLOSURE MATERIAL BE CHANGED FROM CMU TO A MATERIAL THAT IS 

ON THE BUILDING, SUCH AS BRICK. 
3. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE PETITIONER SUBMIT TO STAFF FOR REVIEW, THE DETAILING AND 

SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE EIFS BEING PROPOSED FOR THE LIGHTER COLOR WALLS; SPECIFICATIONS TO 
KNOW THAT CONTROL JOINTS ARE NOT NECESSARY, AND HOW THE DETAILING AT THE BASE OF THE 
BUILDING WILL WORK WITH THE HARD SURFACES AND LANDSCAPE SURFACES, TO UNDERSTAND THAT 
THERE WILL NOT BE A GAP IN MATERIALS.  

4. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED TO BE AN 
APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, NOR REPRESENT ANY TACIT APPROVAL OR 
SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSED LAND USE OR ANY OTHER ZONING AND/OR LAND USE ISSUES OR 
DECISIONS THAT STEM FROM ZONING, BUILDING, SIGNAGE OR ANY OTHER REVIEWS. IN ADDITION TO 
THE NORMAL TECHNICAL REVIEW, PERMIT DRAWINGS WILL BE REVIEWED FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE 
DESIGN COMMISSION AND ANY OTHER COMMISSION OR BOARD APPROVAL CONDITIONS.  IT IS THE 
PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILTY TO INCORPORATE ALL REQUIREMENTS LISTED ON THE CERTIFICATE OF 
APPROPRIATENESS INTO THE PERMIT DRAWINGS, AND TO ENSURE THAT BUILDING PERMIT PLANS AND 
SIGN PERMIT PLANS COMPLY WITH ALL ZONING CODE, BUILDING CODE AND SIGN CODE 
REQUIREMENTS.  

 
Commissioner Eckhardt suggested a more durable material for the lower 6-inches of the building, such as a glazed 
brick, tile, or something durable to meet the ground.  He reiterated the tremendous amount of splash up and wear-and-
tear on EIFS that hits the ground; it is a very difficult detail.  He added that the images shown in the petitioner’s 
photographs of the other restaurant does not show a margin or reveal, and he wondered if the originally proposed 
cementitious material has had problems with that as well.  He reiterated that EIFS does not like hitting the ground and a 
more durable material should be considered for the first 2 or 3-inches between the ground and the EIFS.   
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY TO AMEND THE MOTION AS FOLLOWS: 
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3. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE PETITIONER SUBMIT TO STAFF FOR REVIEW, THE DETAILING AND 

SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE EIFS BEING PROPOSED FOR THE LIGHTER COLOR WALLS; SPECIFICATIONS 
TO KNOW THAT CONTROL JOINTS ARE NOT NECESSARY, AND HOW THE DETAILING AT THE BASE OF 
THE BUILDING WILL WORK WITH THE HARD SURFACES AND LANDSCAPE SURFACES, TO UNDERSTAND 
THAT THERE WILL NOT BE A GAP IN MATERIALS, AND THAT IT WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE FOR ANOTHER 
MORE DURABLE MATERIAL TO BE ADDED AS A BASE TO HELP WITH THE EIFS CONCERNS, TO BE 
REVIEWED BY STAFF. 

  
COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT SECONDED THE AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION. 
 

KUBOW, AYE; SEYER, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 3. GENERAL MEETING 

 
Mr. Hautzinger updated the commissioners on the 2019 Alan Bombick award for excellence in design, with a 
target date of August 19th for presentation with the Village Board.  It was noted that this year’s award recipients 
and Alan’s family will be contacted regarding this target date.  The commissioners also gave ideas about how 
to include Alan’s family in the presentation of the award.   
 

 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER  SEYER, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO 
ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 7:20 P.M.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 

 
 
 
 
 



Design Commission
7/9/2019

Item: DC#19-039 - 622 E. Mayfair Rd. - SF/Additon

Department:  Planning & Community Development

The petitioner has requested the project be continued to July 23, 2019.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
No Attachments Available



Design Commission
7/9/2019

Item: DC#19-043(H) - 836 N. Dunton Ave. - SF/Teardown

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family
residence.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed new
single-family residence to be located at 836 N. Dunton Avenue. This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans received on
6/24/19, and the following: 

1. Evaluate the proposed demolition of the existing prefabricated steel “Lustron”
house.

2. Evaluate the placement of the garage on the new house, with a
recommendation to relocate it to the rear yard, either attached or detached.

3. If the Design Commission finds the proposed garage configuration acceptable,
then it is recommended that a window be added to the second floor of the east
elevation to fill the blank wall space.

4. A recommendation to change the garage door color from black to white to
downplay the appearance of the garage.

5. This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed
to be an approval of, or to have any other impact on, any other zoning and/or
land use issues or decisions that stem from zoning, building, signage or any
other reviews. In addition to the normal technical review, permit drawings will
be reviewed for consistency with the Design Commission and any other
Commission or Board approval conditions.  It is the
architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the Design
Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all
zoning code, building permit and signage requirements.



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

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Exhibits Exhibits
Existing House Photos Exhibits



PIN#: 03-29-113-018 
Single-Family (Teardown) DC:19-043(H) 
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S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  
 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITION INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  836 N. Dunton Ave. DC Number:  19-043(H) 
Project Address: 836 N. Dunton Ave. Petitioner Name: Thomas Buckley 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Thomas Buckley Architect 

PO Box 95624 
Hoffman Estates, IL  60195 

Date Prepared: July 2, 2019 Meeting Date: July 9, 2019 

 

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family residence. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Summary  
The proposed design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review to determine if it meets the standards, requirements, and 
intent of the Village of Arlington Heights Single-Family Design Guidelines.   
 
The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single-story residence and two-car attached garage to allow construction of a new 
two-story residence with two-car attached garage.  The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District.  The property has a 
total land area of 6,372 square feet and the proposed residence will have approximately 2,779 square feet.  The project does comply 
with all R-3 zoning requirements as summarized below.   
 

 ALLOWED PROPOSED 
Setbacks Front: 35.16 feet 

Side: 5.09 feet 
Exterior Side: 10 feet 

Rear: 30 feet 

Front: 35.27 feet 
Side: 5.10 feet 

Exterior Side: 10.02 feet 
Rear: 37.21 feet 

Building Height  25 feet to the midpoint 24.6 feet to the midpoint 

FAR 2,867 SF 2,779 SF 

Building Lot Coverage  2,230 SF 1,810 SF 

Impervious Surface Coverage Total 3,505 SF 2,562 SF 
 

 
Existing House:  
The existing house (proposed to be demolished) is a prefabricated steel house built between 1948 and 1950.  The house was manufactured 
by the Lustron Corporation with the goal of providing affordable, durable, and low-maintenance housing for soldiers returning from World 
War II.  Approximately 2,500 Lustron homes were built in total around the country.  This house was included in a Community Preservation 
Report that was prepared by the School of the Art Institute of Chicago in 2004 to raise community awareness and promote the preservation 
of the historic character of certain neighborhoods in Arlington Heights.  Homes in the report are rated in order of importance as 
“Exceptional”, “Notable”, or “Contributing”.  The subject house is the only Lustron house in the report, and it is rated as “Exceptional”. 
 
The materials used in the construction of the house are certainly unique, and the history behind the house design is interesting.  However, 
architecturally it has a very understated appearance, and the petitioner has reported that the condition of the house is very poor.     
 
Proposed Design:  
Overall, the proposed new house has a traditional style and detailing that fits well with the character of the neighborhood.  However, the 
front of the house is oriented north, and the attached garage is oriented towards the street frontage on Dunton Avenue.  While there are 
some front facing garages on the street, the majority of the houses have garages setback or detached in the rear yard.  As proposed, the 
garage dominates the east elevation, and it does not work well with the context of the neighborhood.  It is recommended that the garage be 
relocated to the rear yard, either attached or detached.   
 
If the Design Commission finds the proposed garage configuration acceptable, then it is recommended that a window be added to the 



PIN#: 03-29-113-018 
Single-Family (Teardown) DC:19-043(H) 
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second floor of the east elevation to fill the blank wall space.  Also, the garage door is proposed to be black which will have a bold 
appearance against the white siding.  It is recommended that the garage door color be changed to white to downplay the appearance of the 
garage. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 836 N. Dunton Avenue. 
This recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans received on 6/24/19, and the following:  

 

1. Evaluate the proposed demolition of the existing prefabricated steel “Lustron” house. 
2. Evaluate the placement of the garage on the new house, with a recommendation to relocate it to the rear yard, either attached 

or detached. 
3. If the Design Commission finds the proposed garage configuration acceptable, then it is recommended that a window be added 

to the second floor of the east elevation to fill the blank wall space. 
4. A recommendation to change the garage door color from black to white to downplay the appearance of the garage. 
5. This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed to be an approval of, or to have any other impact 

 on, any other zoning and/or land use issues or decisions that stem from zoning, building, signage or any other reviews. In 
addition to the normal technical review, permit drawings will be reviewed for consistency with the Design Commission and any 
other Commission or Board approval conditions.  It is the architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the Design 
Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code, building permit and signage 
requirements. 

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

                       July 2, 2019 

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

 

 

 

Cc:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 19-043(H) 
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Site BenchmarkS

CP # 600 (See Survey)

Description: Bolt on Hydrant

Elevation:  715.32        NAVD  88  (Geoid 12A)

CP # 601 (See Survey)

Description:  Cross Notch

Elevation:  710.42        NAVD  88  (Geoid 12A)
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GENERAL NOTES:

1. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROTECTION OF ALL UTILITIES, EVEN THOUGH THEY MAY NOT BE SHOWN ON THESE PLANS.

ANY UTILITY THAT IS DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE REPAIRED TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE VILLAGE AND THE OWNER, OR BE

REPLACED.

2. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR KEEPING STREET FREE OF EXCESSIVE DEBRIS AT ALL TIMES.  TRUCKS AND OTHER CONSTRUCTION

EQUIPMENT WASH-OUT MUST NOT OCCUR WITHIN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY OR INTO THE STORM SEWER.

3. DUST CONTROL METHODS SHOULD BE USED TO MINIMIZE THE SPREAD OF AIRBORNE PARTICLES.  WHERE NATURAL VEGETATION IS REMOVED

DURING GRADING, SOIL EROSION/SEDIMENT CONTROL METHODS SHALL BE INITIATED AND VEGETATION SHALL BE PROMPTLY RE-ESTABLISHED

WITHIN 30 DAYS IN SUFFICIENT DENSITY TO PROVIDE EROSION CONTROL.  MINIMIZE THE AMOUNT OF NATURAL VEGETATION REMOVED.

4. STORM WATER RUNOFF FROM THIS SITE MUST BE MAINTAINED ON THE SITE AND NOT BE DIRECTED OR DISCHARGED ONTO ADJACENT

PROPERTIES.  MATERIALS STORED ON SITE MUST ALSO NOT CREATE RUNOFF THAT ADVERSELY AFFECTS ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

5. CONTRACTOR IS SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR SAFETY ON THE JOB SITE.

6. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPARING ENGINEER'S PLAN TO ARCHITECT'S PLAN.  ANY DISCREPANCIES MUST BE CLARIFIED BY THE

ENGINEER AND ARCHITECT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

7. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING ROOT PRUNING OR ANY OTHER NECESSARY MEANS/METHODS TO ENSURE THE PROTECTION

OF ALL TREES SHOWN TO BE SAVED ON THESE PLANS.

8. CALL JULIE 800-892-0123 BEFORE STARTING CONSTRUCTION

SANITARY SERVICE NOTES:

1. THE PROPOSED 6" PVC SDR26 SANITARY SERVICE SHALL BE CONNECTED TO THE EXISTING SERVICE LINE (NOT SHOWN), IF THE EXISTING LINE IS

DETERMINED TO BE SUITABLE FOR RE-USE.

2. THE EXISTING SANITARY SERVICE LOCATION COULD NOT BE LOCATED AT THE TIME OF SURVEY.  THE LOCATION AND ELEVATION OF THIS LINE

MUST BE VERIFIED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR TELEVISING THE EXISTING SERVICE TO DETERMINE ITS CONDITION AND SHALL COORDINATE AS

NECESSARY WITH THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ON FINAL ACCEPTANCE FOR REUSABILITY.

4. IF THE EXISTING SERVICE LINE IS DEEMED TO BE IN POOR CONDITION, TOTAL REPLACEMENT WILL BE REQUIRED WITH A NEW CONNECTION TO

THE MAIN LINE.  SHOULD A NEW LINE BE REQUIRED, THE PAVEMENT AND CURB SHALL BE OPEN CUT AS SHOWN AND REPLACED IN KIND PER

VILLAGE GUIDLINES.

Note:

Call 811 at least 48 hours, excluding

weekends and holidays, before you dig.

Know what'sbelow.

before you dig.Call
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CP # 600 (See Survey)

Description: Bolt on Hydrant

Elevation:  715.32        NAVD  88  (Geoid 12A)

CP # 601 (See Survey)

Description:  Cross Notch

Elevation:  710.42        NAVD  88  (Geoid 12A)
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Design Commission
7/9/2019

Item: DC#19-057 - Town & Country/Tenant Facade - 325 E. Palatine Rd. -
Commercial

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a facade renovation at an
existing multi-tenant retail center. 
 
Recommendation

It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the architectural design
of the proposed facade renovation located at 325 E. Palatine Road.  This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans dated 6/25/19 received
6/27/19, Design Commission recommendations, compliance with all applicable
Federal, State, and Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance of all
required permits, and the following:

1. Evaluate the proposed design for cohesiveness with the context of the existing
retail center.

2. Explore options to help tie the proposed design in with the existing retail
center, such as enhancing the cornice detail at the top of the walls to
complement the adjacent stores.

3. Evaluate the use of EIFS down low on the façade and in contact with the
concrete walkway due to concerns of durability and possible damage.

4. This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed
to be an approval of, or to have any other impact on nor represent any tacit
approval or support for the proposed land use or any other zoning and/or land
use issues or decisions that stem from zoning, building, signage or any other
reviews. In addition to the normal technical review, permit drawings will be
reviewed for consistency with the Design Commission and any other Commission
or Board approval conditions.  It is the architect/homeowner/builder’s
responsibility to comply with the Design Commission approval and ensure that
building permit plans comply with all zoning code, building permit and signage
requirements.



5. All signage must meet code, Chapter 30, or approved variations.

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

PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITIONER INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  Town & Country – Tenant Facade DC Number:  19-057 
Project Address: 325 E. Palatine Road Petitioner Name: Harlan Cohen 
Prepared By:  Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Harlan & Associates 

3601 Green Road, Suite 300 
Beachwood, OH  44122 

Date Prepared: June 28, 2019 Meeting Date: July 9, 2019 
 
Requested Action(s): 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a facade renovation at an existing multi-tenant retail center.  

 
Design Commission Responsibility for Projects Reviewed by the Plan Commission: 
The subject design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review pursuant to Chapter 6 of the Municipal Code.  

The existing Town & Country retail center was reviewed by the Plan Commission and approved by the Village Board as a Planned Unit 
Development.  Since the development of this property required Plan Commission review, the role of the Design Commission is limited. 
The Design Commission’s responsibility is as outlined in Chapter 28 of the Municipal Code, Section 14.2-1, which states:  

“For developments where a public hearing is necessary before the Plan Commission or Zoning Board of Appeals, the 

design review process should, if feasible, be completed by the time of the public hearing. Development proposals requiring 

rezoning, PUD or other Plan Commission approvals, shall be reviewed by the Design Commission for building and 

signage only.” 
 
Summary: 
The petitioner is proposing exterior modifications to an existing multi-tenant retail building within the Town & Country retail center 
to create a new storefront façade for an undisclosed tenant.  The tenant will occupy about three-fourths of the vacant space that 
was previously occupied by Joe Caputo & Sons Fresh Market and Dominick’s Food Store.  The remaining space will be 
separated for a future tenant, and that portion of the existing façade will remain unchanged.  The property is zoned B-2, General 
Business District.   
 
Architectural Design: 
The proposed façade is based on the prototype design and branding for the new undisclosed tenant.  The proposed materials 
include corrugated metal panels, smooth metal panels, and a metallic EIFS product which simulates the look of metal panels.  
The colors consist of shades of gray with some white accents and a black aluminum storefront. 

Overall, the proposed design has a very sleek and modern appearance, and the materials and colors work well together.  The 
Village is excited to welcome a new business in this location, but the design does have a different aesthetic than the existing retail 
center, which should be evaluated by the Design Commission.  Other tenants in this retail center have incorporated unique 
storefront entry features, such as the angled blue façade at Best Buy and the green metal entrance at Dick’s Sporting Goods, but 
the body of those stores maintain a material and color palette that is consistent with the overall retail center.  It is recommended 
that options be explored to help tie the proposed design in with the existing retail center, such as enhancing the cornice detail at 
the top of the walls to complement the adjacent stores. 

The Design Commission should also evaluate the use of EIFS down low on the façade and in contact with the concrete walkway 
due to concerns of durability and possible damage. 

It should be noted that the adjacent AT&T store at the north end of the parking lot recently updated their façade with a similar 
color scheme and style, although it is a free standing building (see Image 1 below).  
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Image 1.  Adjacent AT&T store with similar color scheme and style. 

 

For reference, the following are examples of other modern storefronts within a traditional style retail center. 

 
Image 2.  Example of a modern storefront in a traditional retail center. 
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Image 3.  Example of a modern storefront in a traditional retail center. 

 

 
Rooftop Mechanical Screening: 
Rooftop mechanical equipment is required to be screened from public view.  Individual unit screens are being provided for all new 
and existing equipment that would be visible from the front, side, or rear of the store. 
 
Signage: 
Signage has not been provided for review.  However, there are two areas on the façade that have been blocked out for wall signs. 
Per Chapter 30 sign code, only one wall sign is allowed per street frontage.  Dominick’s Food Store previously received variations 
to allow more than one wall sign in this location.  However, the applicability of those variations will need to be evaluated once 
detailed signage plans are received.  New sign variations or code compliance may be required.     
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the architectural design of the proposed façade renovation located at 325 E. 
Palatine Road.  This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans dated 6/25/19 received 6/27/19, Design Commission 
recommendations, compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance of all 
required permits, and the following:  

1. Evaluate the proposed design for cohesiveness with the context of the existing retail center. 
2. Explore options to help tie the proposed design in with the existing retail center, such as enhancing the cornice detail at 

the top of the walls to complement the adjacent stores. 
3. Evaluate the use of EIFS down low on the façade and in contact with the concrete walkway due to concerns of durability 

and possible damage. 
4. This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed to be an approval of, or to have any other 

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

5. All signage must meet code, Chapter 30, or approved variations. 
 

 

______________________________________ June 28, 2019 

Steve Hautzinger AIA, Design Planner 
 
Cc:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 19-057 
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Material List  
 

Petitioner Name: Harley Cohen, Harlan + Associates, Owner’s Representative 

for Visconsi Companies, LTD. 

Date:   June 25, 2019 

Project:   325 Palatine Retail Exterior Shell 

Location:  Town & Country Center  

 
EIFS-1: BASF, Metal Effects; Color to match: “Sherwin Williams SW7069 Iron 

Ore”  

 

EIFS-2: BASF, Metal Effects; Color to match: “Sherwin Williams SW7658 Gray 

Cloud”  

 

Metal Panel-1: Imetco, Corrugated Metal Siding - Latitude w/ Concealed 

Fastener; Color: “Pre-Weathered Galvalum” (or similar) 

 

Metal Panel-2: McElroy, Metal Panel Siding – Medallion-Lok, 16” double pencil 

rib; Color: “Charcoal” (or similar) 

 

Metal Panel-3: McElroy, Metal Panel Siding – Medallion-Lok, 16” double pencil 

rib; Color: “Regal White” (or similar) 

 

Metal Trim-1: Berridge Metal, Prefinished Metal Trim & Flashing; Color: “Zinc 

Grey” (or similar to match Metal Panel -2) 

 

Metal Trim-2: Berridge Metal, Prefinished Metal Parapet Cap; Color: “Zinc 

Grey” (or similar to match Metal Panel -2) 

 

Metal Trim-3: Berridge Metal, Prefinished Metal Fascia Trim; Color: “Natural 

White” (or similar to match Metal Panel -3) 

 

Rooftop Screening: Cityscapes, Envisor Mechanical Equipment Screen - Acrylic 

Louver; Color: “Slate Gray” (or similar) 

 

Aluminum Storefront: Kawneer, Black Anodized #29 
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