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RE:   CHAPTER 28 TEXT AMENDMENT - BREWERIES - PC#18-012 
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  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  I'm calling this meeting of the Arlington Heights Plan 
Commission to order.  Would you all please rise and join us in the pledge of allegiance? 
   (Pledge of allegiance.) 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay.  Bill, would you take roll call? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes.  Commissioner Cherwin. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Dawson. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Here. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Drost. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Green. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Here. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Jensen. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Lorenzini. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Here. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Sigalos. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Here. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Warskow. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Chairman Ennes. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Here.  So, we have three sets of minutes from our 
last meeting on the, let's see, the -- 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  9th, May 9th. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  9th.  Have you all received that? 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Everybody had the time to review them? 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Do we have a motion to approve? 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  I'll make that motion to approve it. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  And a second.  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Any opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, we have one other item of business, and that 
is a proposal to have a new zoning ordinance for the brew pubs/breweries.  I guess we'll have a 
Staff report. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes.  Public notice was published in the newspaper 15 
days ago as required by law.  The Village Board has been discussing recently a new liquor 
license, a couple of new liquor license categories:  one for brew pubs which is, basically, that's 
restaurants who brew their own beer on site; microbreweries which are solely small breweries; 
and then breweries which make larger quantities.  The proposed liquor licenses were discussed 
a couple of months ago, six weeks ago by the Board, and they were generally positive towards 
creating these liquor licenses.  However, before they make any decisions, they want to have the 
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Plan Commission advise the Village Board and make a recommendation on what zoning districts 
these would be appropriate in terms of location.  So, right now, the Village zoning ordinance 
does not microbreweries or breweries in the Village, so this would be new, and thus, the text 
amendment to Chapter 28 to allow these types of uses. 
   Obviously, there's a lot of, you know, trends towards microbreweries 
and breweries and the tastings that go with those, as well as brew pubs which are basically 
restaurants.  However, the Village is, you know, it doesn't allow it right now, so we want to kind of 
catch up with the trends and think it's a good economic development tool to bring in new types of 
businesses in the town, and not only downtown but other shopping centers that we have 
throughout the town. 
   Regarding the proposal, we're recommending, and this was 
discussed by the Ordinance Review Committee or Subcommittee of the Plan Commission, 
recommended approval of these changes to the zoning code.  Of course, this is not the liquor 
license.  That can only be discussed and approved by the Village Board, but creating brew pubs 
which would be special uses in our commercial districts similar to restaurants.  So, right now, we 
allow as of right through a waiver process if you're a 4,000 square feet or less restaurant.  If 
you're above 4,000 square feet, you have to get a special use which is about a three-month 
public hearing process with the Plan Commission and Village Board.  So, we want to treat those 
brew pubs the same, so basically those are just restaurants that make beer on site.  Very simple, 
no different than a restaurant.  So, that would be a brew pub. 
   Microbrewery, we're suggesting that there's two categories--small 
and larger.  So, 2,500 square feet or less would be permitted in our B-2, B-3, and B-5 districts.  
B-2 and B-3 are most of our shopping centers which you'd find on major roads.  B-5 is of course 
the downtown.  So, if the microbrewery is less than 2,500 square feet, it would be permitted.  
However, there would be some restrictions on how much area you could have for seating and for 
selling the product on site to 35 percent of the total floor area.  With that equation, based on our 
building codes, you could get around 58 persons total capacity in a size of 2,500 or less.  That 
would be the maximum you could get in the location.   
   It hasn't been determined yet whether or not any food will be 
required.  The Board is well aware that, you know, this is not a restaurant and it's not going to 
have a full kitchen.  These are mostly just making beer on site in small quantities and having 
tastings and selling the beer pre-packaged, and the people can sit there and have a certain 
amount.   
   The liquor license at this point is proposed to have some quantity 
caps, but 48 ounces is per individual.  I don't know if that would be part of the final liquor license 
or not.  Also, the Board talked a little bit about food items, like small snack items, nothing that 
would have to be made in a kitchen.  So, that's going to be deliberated, too, whether or not that's 
going to be required.  I think the Board is kind of, you know, half and half on that part of it.  But I 
wouldn't be surprised if there's some sort of small food item required, like chips or something. 
   Microbreweries above 2,500 square feet, those would be larger in 
size, up to 4,000 maximum would be special uses in the B-2, B-3, and B-5 districts.  They would 
have to go through a public hearing process as those would be a little bit, you know, bigger and 
more capacity.  With 4,000 square feet, you could probably get closer to 100 people.  So, you 
know, we're looking at the larger ones having a little more oversight in terms of zoning.  Keep in 
mind, we don't allow these at all right now. 
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   Then lastly, breweries where you simply make beer and, you know, 
they have tastings and they usually have small areas where they'll be able to, you know, have a 
small bar or something to taste the beers that are made on site and are distributed.  We're 
saying that breweries could be allowed up to 20,000 square feet.  We don't want giant breweries 
like you might find in the city.  We just want smaller, medium-sized ones maximum.  We don't 
allow the making of alcohol and breweries in the Village at all, and that would be regulated and 
permitted in the M-1, M-2 districts, the two manufacturing districts that we have. 
   One thing we didn't discuss at Ordinance Review that we are 
suggesting though is that breweries are not allowed on a zoning lot that's contiguous to a 
residential zoning district.  That will mostly come into play on the north end of town where you 
have the north industrial park zoned M-1.  There's a lot of residential homes that are directly 
abutting probably about 15 or so commercial properties that potentially could have a brewery if 
this was approved.  We're saying that those properties, they would not be allowed because 
they're too close to residential, a little bit of concern about, you know, odors potentially.  But that 
leaves a lot of land available for breweries throughout the M-1 and M-2, we've got 108 acres in 
town.  We just don't want these right next to homes. 
   So, that's the recommendation of Staff as well as the Ordinance 
Review Committee.  So, I'd like to open it up for questions. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, can we have a motion to approve the Staff 
report? 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I'll make that motion. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  And a second? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Anybody opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, do any of the Commissioners have questions? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  I do.  Am I the only one who maybe wasn't at 
ORC? 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  I think there's a couple questions even from those 
who were there. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay, go ahead.  Do you want me to start? 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Go ahead, yes, please. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Where did the definition, where did you pull 
the definitions from? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Part of it's the state liquor license requirements.  So, 
microbreweries in Illinois, the liquor license that we're proposing allows that amount of, you 
know, alcohol be produced in a microbrewery.  So, we tied it to the liquor license requirements. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, the liquor license, the state statute 
relative to liquor licenses, this is how they define these terms? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay, because they seem, it doesn't seem 
clear to me what the difference is between these three things.  I get it when you say it but, you 
know, a brew pub is a restaurant that includes a brewery as an accessory, I understand that.  
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But then we're in the definition of microbrewery and we don't say that a microbrewery is a 
brewery that has as its primary function brewing beer and may have food as an accessory use, 
right?  So, I'm just, and I'm looking at this definition and it's saying generally characterized by an 
emphasis of quality, flavor and brewing technique.  Well, I think that like the Miller Company 
would probably say they do that, too.  I would disagree with them, but they would say that.  So, I 
don't feel that the definition of microbrewery to me really clarifies, and if I were coming in trying to 
figure out what I am, I might not, it might not be as clear as it could be. 
   I think, I'm glad we're putting this in the code.  This is a very new 
trend that's going on.  Arlington Heights doesn't currently have anything that fits this, is that 
correct? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes, we don't. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Right, and they're popping up and they're 
very popular, and I'm glad that we're having the foresight to put it in.  I'm very supportive of the 
way that you divided it out and who gets special use and who doesn't.  I just think the definitions, 
we might need to clarify them a bit. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, any other questions? 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Yes.  Bill, so brew pubs, that's new, too, to 
the code? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes, we want to clarify that, that we would allow it.  Yes, it 
would be new. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  So, we don't have any brew pubs now in 
town? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  We do not. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Okay, and then the difference between the 
permitted use and special use, a special use would have to go through a public hearing. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's correct. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Now, the brewery, is there going to be any, 
you mentioned about maybe chips or something for microbreweries, what about breweries?  Is 
there going to be any tie to -- 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That remains to be seen, but that's not a zoning matter.  
It's up to the Village Board to decide if any food items will be required for either of those. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Okay, are we, in any way, are we covering 
like a tasting room, you know, where they give out free samples? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes, those would be allowed in breweries where they have 
tastings.  I mean microbreweries are kind of that, too, but they're more bars where you sit down 
and try out the different beers.  But you do that at a brewery, too. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  But would we regulate whether or not they 
charge?  You know, because obviously some of the big companies give the stuff for free.  You 
know, would we limit -- 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That will be handled through the liquor license, that's not a 
zoning issue. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Okay, all right.  The maximum area 
allowed for the retail portion of the space, 35 percent, I guess we want to make sure it doesn't 
turn into a large bar, correct? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's correct. 
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  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Okay, all right.  That's all I have. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Anyone else?  No?  Bill, a couple of questions.  I 
know I should know this, but we have the brew pubs can be in B-1, what's the difference 
between a B-1 and a B-2? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  B-1 is more restrictive in terms of the types of uses that are 
allowed.  It does allow restaurants though.  They're typically smaller shopping centers.  
Personally, I don't think we even need the B-1 district, we should probably get rid of it.  We only 
have one or two small shopping centers that are B-1.  But the theory, historically, has been that 
it's less intense because it's adjacent to residential; but quite frankly, all our B districts are 
adjacent to residential. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  It's more of a little neighborhood shopping center. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  In theory, yes.  But practically, it's a little different. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, and the difference between the S's and the P's 
on your chart for the proposed, is the S the special use? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  And the P is? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Permitted use. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Permitted, okay.  Do we have to be concerned about 
any parking issues with some of these? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  No different than, you know, looking at it from a, you know, 
restaurant -- 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Restaurant standpoint? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Type of use in that, which they're already, you know, we do 
have concerns about that with any use like that. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, that's all I have.  I notice we have a number of 
people in the -- 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Chairman, can I ask one more question? 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Yes, please. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  I thought of one other thing.  The area 
where the Knights of Columbus and Heller Lumber is at, what type of zoning is over there? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's zoned multi-family residential. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  The whole street? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Okay. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Didn't that used to be manufacturing? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Used to be, it's not anymore. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, anybody else?  I notice we have a number of 
people here to hear this.  Do any of you want to make comments or have any questions?  I invite 
you up, feel free. 
   What I'd like you to do is to give us your name, and I would like you 
to spell it for our court reporter just so we get it right.  That would be good. 
 
QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 
  MS. EGAN:  I'm Kathleen Egan, K-a-t-h-l-e-e-n E-g-a-n. 
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  MR. VALENTE:  Mike Valente, V like in Victor, a-l-e-n-t-e. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay. 
  MS. EGAN:  So, we actually have been involved as the potential brewery, 
microbrewery, I'm not really sure.  The definitions are a little confusing for us as well.  We're a 
microbrewery by definition by the TTB because of the size and the amount of beer that we would 
be producing, and that we are looking to put a tap room in as well.  So, a tap room would be 
where we would sell our product by the glass in accordance with our liquor license, whether it's, 
we're kept to a certain amount of ounces or whatever the case may be.  Each village has a 
different ordinance or requirement with their village license. 
   So, I guess we came in to that area on Hickory, the area that you 
were just referencing by the Knights of Columbus, five years, six years. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES: You submitted a proposal, right? 
  MS. EGAN:  Right.   
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Correct, sure. 
  MS. EGAN:  So, we own a property there and we rented, we went to the 
Village prior to renting there, told them that we're planning on doing manufacturing beer but that 
was it at that point.  Then we were given permission, well, we were given a letter that stated that 
use was permitted, and then when we went to pull our permit we found out that the use was not 
permitted for alcohol.  So, we're allowed to manufacture non-alcoholic beverages, but at the time 
we had told what we were doing down the Village and there was miscommunication or 
misunderstanding. 
   So, I think, and I guess can I just ask this, Bill, are we grandfathered 
in M-2, because we were there prior to the overlay? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Not for these uses, no, because these are new. 
  MS. EGAN:  Okay, so, but we're still, if we weren't doing that use, we would 
still be considered M-2? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  No, but whatever uses are allowed in the M-2 district at the 
time we changed the zoning to residential, those uses would be permitted. 
  MS. EGAN:  So, the manufacturing of non-alcoholic beverages at that point 
would be.  So, we would need a land use variation if we, because it's not zoned in that area for 
these businesses to be permitted? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's right. 
  MS. EGAN:  Okay.  So, we bought, we rented first and we bought with this 
letter and thinking that we were able to do this there and found out we couldn't.  In the 
meantime, like you're saying, the industry has evolved and the tap room because part of the 
whole concept, so we wanted to go for the entire thing.  We were still, you know, not getting the 
feeling and they didn't have a liquor license created here in Arlington Heights, we went out to 
Itasca, opened the tap room there in the country club.  So, in the Itasca Country Club, when you 
walk in, they have a public restaurant called the Fox & Turtle, so I mean anyone is welcome to 
come, I think you'll see that it's not an issue, we're in a country club and we're in a restaurant 
actually.  Well, adjacent to the restaurant.   
   So, we're just, you know, hoping that we can carry through with our 
plans.  We, you know, have it all in there waiting.  The equipment has been there untouched, un-
running, hoping that we can get the zone for that area.  Now, we have a liquor license, or would 
have a potential liquor license based on, we went up in front of the Board, the Board created it, 
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so that's where we stand.  If you have questions for us? 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  I don't.  Does anybody else have a question? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Well, I just want to clarify because you said 
that you agree that the definitions are a bit confusing.  So, could you just elaborate on what is 
confusing to you? 
  MS. EGAN:  Yes.  I only caught part of it, but even at the Board meeting I 
was a little confused.  So, it's based on volume that you produce, how you're defined. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Right. 
  MS. EGAN:  You know -- 
  MR. VALENTE:  May I for a second?  So, you guys actually have this 
outlined pretty accurately on your proposed amendments to the zoning code on your website.  
So, like Kathleen was mentioning, it's really based on volume.  But it's up to each individual 
village to kind of allow how far you guys want to take that as far as retail component, serving 
component.  Yes, we are governed by the state but also by you guys.  It seems like you've 
already addressed that at the last meeting in front of the Board, you guys made amendments. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  When you say the last meeting, what are you talking 
about? 
  MS. EGAN:  We're talking about the Board, the Board meeting. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  The Village Board. 
  MR. VALENTE:  The Village Board. 
  MS. EGAN:  When they created the liquor license. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  When? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  It hasn't been created.  Let me go on the record that it 
hasn't been adopted yet. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  This is a proposal we're considering. 
  MS. EGAN:  But you are, it's just the intention, didn't they vote that night? 
  MR. VALENTE:  I thought they did vote that night. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  They did not, no.  But they want -- 
  MS. EGAN:  But the intention is to possibly vote on it? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  In June, yes. 
  MS. EGAN:  In June, okay. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  When this has gone through. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  But I guess what I was saying, just because 
a lot of the stuff that you're mentioning I think relates to liquor license which has nothing to do 
with us, so what I'm trying to talk about is when I look at the definition, I think that are we trying to 
say that a brewery would be something larger than a microbrewery? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, then I think that definition should say that 
it produces more than 930,000 gallons, right, to make clear because the definition of brewery 
just is a place that manufactures beer. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  We're not talking about production, we're talking 
about the size of building. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  No, not at all, look at the definition. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  I've got it, 2,500 square feet. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  No, no, no.  You're talking about whether or 
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not they have to come in, you're talking about the use and whether or not they have to get a 
waiver.  Look up top at the definitions. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  How about adding to the brewery a place that 
manufactures beer and is licensed by the state of Illinois that produces more than a 
microbrewery would? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Fine, yes.  That's kind of what I'm looking for. 
It seems to me that the definition of brew pub means restaurant first, brewery second; whereas 
brewery and microbrewery are production of beer first, potentially there might be food there, 
that's a liquor license issue, but really the focus is on the brewery.  Is that correct? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's correct. 
  MS. EGAN:  We're licensed as a brew pub though by the Federal 
Government.  I mean everything is semantics, but I have a brew pub license in Itasca and I don't 
sell food is the other thing. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay.  Well, that's going to be the liquor 
license differentiating. 
  MS. EGAN:  Right. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Unfortunately, all villages are going to have 
different definitions. 
  MS. EGAN:  Well, that was in the state. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  No, no, I know, but our zoning codes are all 
going to be different. 
  MS. EGAN:  Sure. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  I can understand the frustration, but really if 
we made it align by the state, next door wouldn't and we just didn't make it work for us, right? 
  MS. EGAN:  Right, right. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, this is just a matter of zoning.  But that 
was really I think where I was getting hung up on.  I don't know if I would include this generally 
characterized by an emphasis on quality.  I mean it just seems like we're making an opinion that 
microbreweries are better than breweries.  I don't think it's necessary.  I think microbrewery 
means smaller, brewery means bigger, both mean brewed on site.  Correct? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Right. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, I think the quality of it is irrelevant or 
what their emphasis is.  So, I think we can simplify it that way.  I don't know that we need to go 
so far as to say that the brewery is the, I think it's clear then, I think we know that brew pub is a 
restaurant first.  So, if you don't have a, if you're not a restaurant first, then you'd have to fall 
under brewery, and then it comes down to how much do you produce on site on whether or not 
you're a brewery or a microbrewery.  That seems to me very simple.  Okay?  Does anyone else 
have any comments or questions? 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  No, I think that you make a good point. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  It seems to make sense, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay. 
  MS. EGAN:  I think, so there's tasting or a tap room, so large breweries 
sometimes when you go on a tour will give you a taste, and that's regulated by the state and the 
Federal Government as well.  You can have a little bit, like a three-ounce tasting or whatever the 
case may be and you don't charge for it, it's part of a tour maybe, where a tap room would be an 
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actual bar area attached to a brewery where you would serve beer or alcohol and charge for it.  
Then like I said, you know, in Itasca or Mount Prospect, there is no limit, but in other towns 
there's like a 48-ounce, like Naperville has 48-ounces for sample as example.  So, in 24 hours, 
you're allowed to serve so much alcohol and then you're kept at that amount per person for a 24-
hour period. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  These are all things that are part of the liquor license. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Right.  
  MS. EGAN:  Right. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, these are not issues for us. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Right.  So, tap room, so explain for me, I get 
that it's not an issue for us, I just want to understand.  So, would you have a microbrewery 
without a tap room?  So, that would just be one that only sells beer on the premises but doesn't 
do tastings? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  It depends on the liquor license, and each individual 
business is different. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  No, I'm just trying to understand.  So, that's 
where it would fall under, a tap room would be a liquor license level for a microbrewery, but a 
microbrewery that didn't have a tap room liquor license couldn't serve anything on site?  Is that -- 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  No, all these can serve on site. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, why would you need a tap room license? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  I am not aware of a tap room license, I don't know if there's 
any difference. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay, all right.  I get it, I get what you're 
saying, okay.  So, there is this tap room license concept out there but it may or may not apply to 
Arlington Heights because we feel that we've got it covered in our definitions.  Agree, no, I agree, 
that clarifies it for me.  Thanks. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  We don't need to address that in the zoning. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  No, I understand.   
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Right. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Right. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Just to make it clear. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  I understand.  I was just trying to figure out 
where it fell, that's all. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay.  Did you have any other comments? 
  MS. EGAN:  I don't think so.  Do you have any other questions? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  No, other than I live in that area, so yay. 
  MR. VALENTE:  Me, too, I'm a resident there, too. 
  MS. EGAN:  We're hoping for that, right. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Kathleen, I do have a question for you.  So, 
you own property? 
  MS. EGAN:  And rent, we have a ten-year lease and we own a property on 
that same street.  So, we own at 19 North and 3 North, we rent at 3 North, we own at 19 North. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  In one of your properties, you have 
equipment in there ready to start brewing? 
  MS. EGAN:  3 North, yes. 
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  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Are these both commercial properties? 
  MS. EGAN:  Yes.  Yes, right?  I believe so. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  I just want to caution the Plan Commission that they will 
have to be moving forward with a petition regarding zoning. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Sure. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  And if we talk about their specific project, it has to be part 
of the public hearing, so I'd just caution. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Got it.  Got it. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Right.  We're not in a position to do that. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  I understand.  We're just clarifying.  It's 
interesting to get a perspective from somebody who's going through the process. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  So, thank you. 
  MS. EGAN:  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Is there anyone else in the audience that would like 
to -- 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Add to the confusion. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Add to the confusion. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Any more breweries you guys want to open 
up?  No? 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  So, we're going to close the public portion of the 
hearing, and I would open deliberation of the Commissioners for any other comments or a 
motion. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  We've got one, Terry.  Terry? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Oh, we've got someone here. 
  MR. GALLANT:  Sorry. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  You waited until I closed the public portion, but that's 
okay. 
  MR. GALLANT:  Oh, sorry about that. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Come and join us. 
  MR. GALLANT:  It will be quick question.  Marc Gallant, M-a-r-c G-a-l-l-a-n-
t.  So, the Zoning Commission, I guess I'd like to understand, it was a Manufacturing zone before 
and now it's not, that was changed, is that what -- 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  I'm not sure, what are you talking about? 
  MR. GALLANT:  The zoning of the Hickory area. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's correct. 
  MR. GALLANT:  Okay, and now it's not.  Is that in anticipation of plans they 
have for that area because of all the construction that's going on there and it's going to be turned 
over?  Because you have Hines there now of course and then you have the auto body shop.  
So, I'm just curious. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes, the idea is to transition that whole area to mixed use 
residentials and commercial over time. 
  MR. GALLANT:  That was just my question. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  The Board rezoned those properties when it adopted the 
redevelopment plan four years ago for that area.  So, we're in the process of implementing it with 
different developers right now. 
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  MR. GALLANT:  You're educating me so I appreciate this.  So, if there was 
a process to try to allow these types of businesses in that area, because it's going to be maybe 
mixed use, that would have to be something we bring back here? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's correct. 
  MR. GALLANT:  And ask for it to be rezoned again, is that how it works? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  A land use variation to allow a use that's not permitted. 
  MR. GALLANT:  Or a variation. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Yes, a variation. 
  MR. GALLANT:  Right.  Thanks. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Thank you.  Anyone else?  Okay, we're going to 
close the public portion of the hearing, and I'm going to ask the Commissioners for their 
deliberation or for a motion. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  I'm sorry, I was going to ask, I'm happy to 
move forward with a motion, but do you feel that we need to revise any language at all or do you 
have that written down?  How would the motion be worded? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  I don't think you need to do anything in my opinion.  This is 
based on size.  A brewery is a brewery, bigger; a micro is a micro. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Up to this size, and then it's bigger. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  So, we're the ones who have to, you know, enforce it and 
we're trying to match this up with the language in the liquor licenses, too.  So, we start tweaking 
this too much, then we'd have to tweak some language in there, too, which is fine, but it's really 
up to you if you want to make a motion. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  So, if I wanted to make a motion with the 
revision still in the language, I would need to restate it? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Well, I would need to know what you really wanted to say. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay, that was my clarifying question, but I 
do disagree.  I think the language as written is very unclear.  As a lawyer who has to read our 
code and other towns' codes on behalf of my clients, I'd like to make it clear so people 
understand it. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  All right.  Do you have anything to state it? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  You were going to make a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I was going to make the motion, but if you 
want to make some revision for this motion -- 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Well, I'll make a motion with the language 
how I would like it to read. 
 
A motion to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of PC#18-012, 
Amendments to Chapter 28, Section 28-3 and Section 28-5.5-1, Regarding Brew Pubs, 
Microbreweries, and Breweries, with the proposed language, however, with the change 
that the definition of brewery be changed to include that it brews more than 930,000 
gallons of beer per year, and the definition of microbrewery to eliminate the language 
from generally characterized by an emphasis on quality, flavor, and such down to the 
comma there so it would read an independently-owned brewery that produces no more 
than 930,000 gallons of beer per year and which is licensed as a Class I brewer by the 
state of Illinois. 



 
 

 

 LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES 
 Chicago & Roselle, Illinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida 
 (630) 894-9389 - (800) 219-1212 

13   13 

 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  So, are you -- 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's a motion, so you need to have a second. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Right, we have a motion.  Is there a second? 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I'll second that. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Any questions? 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes, I just have a comment.  To me, by taking 
that out, you're, at least I erased what I was thinking a microbrewery would be.  If you leave out 
that emphasis on technique and the display of the equipment and everything which I think is part 
of the experience of going to a microbrewery, you just changed, in my mind it's a little more 
confusing.  I had it the other way, the way it was worded here.  So, that's just my comment. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, any other questions or comments on the 
motion?  Okay, could you take a roll call vote? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Dawson. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Yes. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Green. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  No. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Lorenzini. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Yes. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Commissioner Sigalos. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  And Chairman Ennes. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Yes. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  Four to one. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  So, that will go to the Village Board probably June 4th. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay, thank you. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  That's all we have.  No other business. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  I just have a quick question, you can 
probably close it before I ask it.  But I had a resident ask me about the status of the Sigwalt 
Apartments saying that they had been told both that it's dead and that it's on hold? 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  The Village Board denied it.  They voted four to four, so 
they didn't have the total for approval.  So, we have not had any other conversations with that. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  All right.  So, it's not technically considered 
on hold?  I don't even know what that would mean. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  The petition failed, so any developer that wanted to build 
there would have to start from the beginning. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Okay. 
  MR. ENRIGHT:  And we have not had any conversations with any 
developers since that vote was taken. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Sure, that helps me clarify it.  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Okay.  I see no other business on our agenda, could 
I have a motion to adjourn? 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  So moved. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I'd like to make a motion to adjourn. 
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  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Second? 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  We're adjourned.  Thank you. 

(Whereupon, the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 8:01 p.m.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Item: 1540 N. Arlington Heights Rd. - PC#18-007

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action

1. Amendment to Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance 89-100.
 
Variations Requested
 
1. Variation from Section 10.4-2, Schedule of Parking Requirements, to reduce
the required amount of on-site parking from 99 spaces to 77 spaces.

2. Variation from Chapter 28, Section 10.3-3, Parking for Business and
Manufacturing Districts, to permit the use of two off-site parking facilities in
Residential Districts, where code does not allow off-site parking to be located in
Residential Districts, as well as to allow use of an off-site parking facility located
approximately 1,900 feet from the use served where code requires off-site
parking to be located within 1,000 feet of the use served.
 
Recommendation
 
The Staff Development Committee has reviewed the petitioner’s request and data
provided, and cannot recommend approval of the requested on-site parking
variation, as parking demand exceeds the parking provided on site. 

However, the Staff Development Committee does recommend approval of the
following variation:

• Variation from Chapter 28, Section 10.3-3, Parking for Business and
Manufacturing Districts, to permit the use of two off-site parking facilities in
Residential Districts (The 12 spaces at Glueckert Funeral Home and 20 spaces at
Our Saviour’s Lutheran Church), where code does not allow off-site parking to
be located in Residential Districts, as well as to allow use of an off-site parking
facility located approximately 1,900 feet from the use served where code requires
off-site parking to be located within 1,000 feet of the use served. 

This recommendation shall be subject to the following conditions:

1. Shade trees shall be provided in all parking lot landscaped islands, except for
the northwestern island adjacent to Maude Avenue where utility boxes are



located. Additionally, the required 3 foot tall landscape screen along Arlington
Heights Road and Maude Avenue shall be provided.

2. Existing non-compliant signage on site shall be removed, or the petitioner
shall apply for a sign variation via the Design Commission and Village Board
process.

3. Additional loft space, as shown on the Floor Plan approved via Ordinance 89-
100, shall not be built out.

4. If the existing parking agreements with the Glueckert Funeral Home or Our
Saviour’s Lutheran Church are discontinued, and the petitioner does not secure
new code-compliant parking agreements, the petitioner shall not renew leases for
medical tenants, and shall only re-tenant spaces with general office.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Aerial Exhibits
Public Notice Exhibits
PC Minutes 5-9-18 Minutes
Conceptual Plan Review Minutes 3-28-18 Minutes
Plat of Survey Exhibits
1989 Floor Plan - Potential Loft Space Exhibits
Additional Landscaping Exhibits
Existing Floor Plans Exhibits
Parking Survey Exhibits
Glueckert Parking Agreement Exhibits
Our Saviour's Church Parking Agreement Exhibits
Department Comments - Round 1 Correspondence
Petitioner Response to Department
Comments - Round 1 Correspondence

Resident Feedback Correspondence
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  VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

 
 

Direction Existing Zoning Existing Use Comprehensive Plan 

North O-T, Office-Transitional District Office Building Offices Only 

South R-1, One-Family Dwelling District Funeral Home Offices Only 

East R-6, Multiple-Family Dwelling 

District 

Townhomes Single-Family Attached 

West R-E, One-Family Dwelling District Single Family Homes Single-Family Detached 

Estate 

To: Plan Commission 

Prepared By: Jake Schmidt, Assistant Planner 

Meeting Date: June 13, 2018 

Date Prepared: June 6, 2018 

File Number: PC #18-007 

Project Title: 1540 N. Arlington Heights Rd. 

PUD Amendment 

Address: 1538-1590 N. Arlington Heights Rd. 

PINs: 03-20-108-010, 03-20-108-011,  

          03-20-108-012 

Petitioner: Carlos S. Arevalo 

Address: 2460 Lake Shore Drive 

 Woodstock, IL 60098 

Existing Zoning: O-T, Office-Transitional District 

Existing Comp. Plan Designation: Offices Only 

Requested Action: 

1. Amendment to Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance 89-100. 

Variations Requested: 

1. Variation from Section 10.4-2, Schedule of Parking Requirements, to reduce the required amount of on-site 

parking from 99 spaces to 77 spaces. 

2. Variation from Chapter 28, Section 10.3-3, Parking for Business and Manufacturing Districts, to permit the 

use of two off-site parking facilities in Residential Districts, where code does not allow off-site parking to be 

located in Residential Districts, as well as to allow use of an off-site parking facility located approximately 

1,900 feet from the use served where code requires off-site parking to be located within 1,000 feet of the 

use served. 

 

SURROUNDING LAND USES 
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Project Background: 

The subject property is located on the southwest corner of Arlington Heights Road and Maude Avenue. A multi-

tenant office building currently occupies the site, housing medical suites leased by Northwest Community Medical 

Group and Northwest Eye Physicians. The development was approved as a PUD in 1989 by Ordinance 89-100, 

allowing a 17,745 square-foot general office building with the potential to build out an additional 4,750 square 

feet of loft space. The PUD approval from 1989 allowed the site to develop with a total of 77 parking spaces, which 

conformed to the parking requirements for general office uses within the building, and included a minor surplus 

for the additional parking that would be required if the loft spaces were built out as supplemental office space. 

Alternatively, this parking surplus could have been used to allow a small amount of medical office uses within the 

building, since medical offices have a higher parking requirement than general offices.  

 

Discussion of the PUD approval in 1989 contemplated the potential for some medical office to be included in the 

building, however from the minutes it is clear that tenancy by medical uses alone was not anticipated. In the years 

since construction, the building has been 100% leased by medical tenants. Additionally, 1,734 square feet of the 

potential loft space has been built out, and is currently used as storage and active meeting room space. This has 

resulted in a code-required parking deficit of 22 spaces. This deficit was likely not discovered earlier due to the 

fact that medical uses are exempt, by the State of Illinois, from Village Business License requirements, and as such 

were not subject to a parking review at time of occupation.   

 

In order to address this code-required parking deficit, the petitioner is seeking a parking variation in order to bring 

the property into compliance. As the parking deficit is relatively substantial, with a 22.2% reduction in required 

parking, an amendment to the PUD is required. The petitioner is not proposing any modifications to the site or 

building at this time. 

 

Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 

The subject property is within the O-T Office-Transitional zoning district, which is the appropriate district for 

general and medical office uses.   

 

The Comprehensive Plan designates this property as “Offices Only” and the existing use as a medical office 

building is compatible with this classification. 

 

Site and Landscaping 

The property is compliant with bulk and setback regulations. As part of the 1989 PUD approval, the property was 

granted an allowance for two ground signs in the required front yard, as well as variations related to parking lot 

landscaping, landscaping between districts, and a release from the requirement for a loading zone 

 

As part of this review process, Staff has reviewed the existing landscaping for compliance with these variations as 

well as the approved landscape plan. The site was found to be missing required shade trees in parking lot islands, 

as well as the required 3-foot landscape screening along Arlington Heights Road and Maude Avenue. As part of 

this review, the petitioner shall replace the shade trees in all landscaped islands, except for the northwestern 

island adjacent to Maude Avenue where utility boxes are located, and provide the required landscape screen. 

 

Staff has also reviewed existing on-site signage, and found that all signs do not meet the signage allowances for 

the O-T district. The petitioner shall address this non-conformity through removal and replacement of non-

compliant signage, or through seeking a sign variation via the Design Commission and Village Board process. 

Parking 

The Zoning Code requires the provision of 1 parking space per every 300 square feet for general office uses, and 

1 parking space per every 200 square feet for medical uses. Based on Zoning Code requirements for medical uses, 

a total of 99 parking spaces are required on the subject property. Table I below illustrates this requirement. 
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Table I: Parking Summary 

 

Parking Analysis 

Space Code Uses 

Gross 

Square 

Footage 

Parking 

Ratio (1:X) 

Parking 

Required: 

Suite 1588 - Northwest 

Eye Physicians 
Office, Medical 5,533 

1 space per 

200 sq. ft. 
28 

Suite 1540 - Northwest 

Community Healthcare 
Office, Medical 3,108 

1 space per 

200 sq. ft. 
16 

Suite 1538 - Northwest 

Community Healthcare 
Office, Medical 10,938 

1 space per 

200 sq. ft. 
55 

Total Parking Required 99 

Total Parking Provided 77 

Surplus/(deficit) -22 

 

Therefore, the following variation is requested: 

 

• Variation to Section 10.4-2, Schedule of Parking Requirements, to reduce the required amount of on-site 

parking from 99 spaces to 77 spaces  

 

The petitioner has submitted a parking study prepared by HR Green, Inc., which surveyed usage of the existing 

parking lot during four weekdays in January 2018, conducted between 8:00 AM and 4:00 PM at 30-minute 

intervals. This study was supplemented by additional counts conducted on three days in April 2018, during the 

same span of hours at 30-minute intervals. The seven days on which the lot was surveyed were Tuesday January 

9th, Wednesday January 10th, Tuesday January 16th, Wednesday January 17th, Saturday April 14th, Tuesday April 

17th, and Wednesday April 18th.  Peak parking demand occurred at 1:30pm on Tuesday, January 9th, where 71 

vehicles were observed accessing the site (the parking lot has a total of 77 spaces). However, most employees 

park off-site, which will be discussed further on page 4. 

 

The petitioner has also provided a survey of on-street parking, conducted on April 14th, 17th, and 18th. The scope 

of this survey included the segment of Maude Avenue between Arlington Heights Road and Evergreen Avenue, 

as well as parking on Evergreen Avenue fronting the five properties north and south of Maude Avenue. Peak 

demand on Maude Avenue was 9 vehicles, observed between 10:30 AM and 3:00 PM on Tuesday the 17th, and 

between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM on Wednesday the 18th. It should be noted that it is unknown whether 

these 9 vehicles were generated by the subject site, or by the office building to the north. Assuming the most 

intense scenario (that all 9 vehicles parked on Maude Avenue were accessing the subject site), total parking 

demand would have reached a maximum of 77 vehicles at 2:30 PM on Tuesday, April 17th. The study showed no 

vehicles parked on Evergreen Avenue during these days. Table II on the following page illustrates the combined 

total of occupied spaces in the parking lot as well as on Maude Avenue. 
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Table II: Combined Occupied Parking Spaces 

 

 
 

On April 25th and June 6th, 2018, Staff conducted a site visit of the surveyed areas, and found the number of parked 

vehicles in each area to be similar to the numbers provided by HR Green, Inc. 

 

Presently, parking is allowed without restrictions on the north side of Maude Avenue, from Arlington Heights 

Road to the eastern border of the adjacent R-1 District. Parking is prohibited outright on the south side of Maude 

Avenue in this area. From Evergreen Avenue to the western border of the O-T District, parking is prohibited on 

both sides of the street between the hours of 8:00 AM and 4:00 PM.  

 

Employee parking is currently accommodated through both informal and formal parking agreements. A formal 

parking agreement has been arranged, by the Northwest Community Medical Group tenants, with Glueckert 

Funeral Home, located immediately south of the subject site. The agreement provides 12 parking spaces, and is 

renewable on an annual basis. The agreement can be cancelled at any time by either the lessor or lessee, with 30 

days notice. Glueckert Funeral Home is permitted to operate a funeral home in a Residential District via a Land 

Use Variation, granted in 1984 and amended in 2000. According to the Land Use Variation Amendment granted 

in 2000, Glueckert Funeral Home currently provides 114 parking spaces on their site. With four parlors, the parking 

requirement for Glueckert Funeral Home is 100 spaces, leaving a surplus of 14 parking spaces per code. For 1540 

N. Arlington Heights Road, the inclusion of the 12 leased parking spaces provides a grand total of 89 parking stalls 

for employee and customer parking. This leaves a code-required parking deficit of 10 spaces for the site. Per 

Section 10.3-3 of Chapter 28, Parking for Business and Manufacturing Districts, code does not allow off-site 

parking in Residential Districts and requires that off-site parking be located within 1,000 feet of the use served. 

While the parking lot of Glueckert Funeral Home is located within 1,000 feet of the subject property, the 

underlying zoning is R-1, One-Family Dwelling District. Therefore, a variation from Chapter 28, Section 10.3-3 is 

required to permit the use of the 12 off-site parking spaces located at Glueckert Funeral Home. 
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Parking is further supplemented through an informal agreement between Northwest Community Healthcare and 

Our Saviour’s Lutheran Church. Under this agreement, employees are allowed to park up to 20 vehicles in the 

church’s parking lot, and are then shuttled to the subject site in an 8-passenger van. A letter provided by the 

Congregational Operations Officer of the church stated that parking by tenants of the subject site is not allowed 

during church services, and that daily parking has only been prohibited on two occasions (once for a large funeral, 

and once for a week due to lot resurfacing).  There are no specifications on the duration of the agreement, though 

the aforementioned letter provided by the church stated that the agreement is open-ended, and that there is no 

specific circumstance that would cause the church to withdraw from this informal agreement. The Church is also 

located in a Residential District that is approximately 1,900 feet from the subject site. Therefore, a variation from 

Chapter 28, Section 10.3-3 is required to allow continued use of the church parking lot. 

 

Factoring in the spaces provided on-site, through the formal agreement with Glueckert Funeral Home, and 

through the informal agreement with Our Saviour’s Lutheran Church, a total of 109 parking spaces are provided 

for patient and employee parking, which exceeds the code-required 99 spaces. It should be noted that neither of 

these parking agreements are long term, and can be cancelled at any time. 

 

As part of this review, the petitioner was asked to provide parking surveys of the Glueckert Funeral Home and 

Our Saviour’s Lutheran Church parking lots for 3 days, taken at times they were utilized by tenants of the subject 

site. These surveys were requested in order to demonstrate that use of these lots by tenants of the subject site 

did not adversely affect available parking at these off-site facilities. While those surveys were not provided at the 

time this report was written, Staff does not anticipate that there is a parking issue created through the two shared 

parking agreements. Staff observation of these lots conducted at 11am on June 6th, found 36 cars utilizing the Our 

Saviour’s Lutheran Church lot, and 18 cars utilizing the Glueckert Funeral Home lot, significantly below the 

capacity of each lot. The petitioner anticipates that the parking surveys will be completed by June 15th, with 

surveys of these lots to be conducted on Friday June 8th, Saturday June 9th, Monday, June 11th, and Tuesday June 

12th.   

 

Considering that a formal parking agreement is currently in place with the neighboring property, and an informal 

one has been initiated with a nearby church, it is likely that parking demand on the subject property would greatly 

exceed provided parking if either agreement was not renewed in the future. Peak shift counts provided by the 

petitioner show a maximum of 65 employees, with an average count of 60 employees. Taking this into account, a 

summary of maximum potential parking demand generated by the site is shown in Table III below: 

 

Table III: Parking Demand Summary 

 

 
 

Therefore, Staff recommends denial of the PUD Amendment and on-site parking variation, due to the nature of 

the two off-site parking agreements. As neither agreement is long-term, and as the both could be cancelled at 

any time, granting a variation which reduces required on-site parking could result in a situation where employees 

would have no designated area to park in the future following discontinuation of either parking agreement. This 

would negatively affect the surrounding neighborhoods, as employees and patients accessing the subject site 

would likely utilize on-street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods. 
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However, Staff recommends approval of the variation to allow off-site parking in Residential Districts, in order to 

continue the use of the 12 parking spaces at Glueckert Funeral Home and the 20 spaces provided at Our Saviour’s 

Lutheran Church. This variation shall include the condition that if these parking arrangements are discontinued, 

the petitioner shall not renew or re-lease tenant spaces to medical uses, unless they are able to secure code-

compliant parking accommodations to meet their demand. 

 

It should be noted that by granting a variation for use of these aforementioned off-site parking facilities, in no 

way is a variation granted that reduces the parking requirements for Glueckert Funeral Home or Our Saviour’s 

Lutheran Church, waiving the requirement for these two properties to provide sufficient parking for their uses 

per Village code. While the Plan Commission cannot grant a parking variation for Glueckert or Our Saviour’s 

Lutheran Church, Staff is comfortable with tenants of the subject property utilizing these of-site parking facilities; 

from a practical view tenants of the subject property are utilizing these off-site lots when they are not being used 

by their primary tenants. 

  

RECOMMENDATION 

The Staff Development Committee has reviewed the petitioner’s request and data provided, and cannot 

recommend approval of the requested on-site parking variation, as parking demand exceeds the parking provided 

on site.  

 

However, the Staff Development Committee does recommend approval of the following variation: 

 

• Variation from Chapter 28, Section 10.3-3, Parking for Business and Manufacturing Districts, to permit the 

use of two off-site parking facilities in Residential Districts (The 12 spaces at Glueckert Funeral Home and 

20 spaces at Our Saviour’s Lutheran Church), where code does not allow off-site parking to be located in 

Residential Districts, as well as to allow use of an off-site parking facility located approximately 1,900 feet 

from the use served where code requires off-site parking to be located within 1,000 feet of the use served.  

 

This recommendation shall be subject to the following conditions: 

 

1. Shade trees shall be provided in all parking lot landscaped islands, except for the northwestern island 

adjacent to Maude Avenue where utility boxes are located. Additionally, the required 3 foot tall landscape 

screen along Arlington Heights Road and Maude Avenue shall be provided. 

2. Existing non-compliant signage on site shall be removed, or the petitioner shall apply for a sign variation 

via the Design Commission and Village Board process. 

3. Additional loft space, as shown on the Floor Plan approved via Ordinance 89-100, shall not be built out. 

4. If the existing parking agreements with the Glueckert Funeral Home or Our Saviour’s Lutheran Church are 

discontinued, and the petitioner does not secure new code-compliant parking agreements, the petitioner 

shall not renew leases for medical tenants, and shall only re-tenant spaces with general office. 

 

 

 

 

________________________________________ June 8, 2018 

Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development 

 
Cc: Randy Recklaus, Village Manager 

 All Department Heads 

 PC File Number 18-007 
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PLAN            
                             REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF A PUBLIC HEARING 
                                     BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
                                                              PLAN COMMISSION 
                
COMMISSION      
 
 
 
RE:   1540 NORTH ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ROAD - PC#18-007 
         PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT FOR PARKING VARIATION 
 
 
 
  REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of 
 
Arlington Heights Plan Commission Meeting taken at the Arlington Heights Village 
 
Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights Road, 3rd Floor Board Room, Arlington Heights, 
 
Illinois on the 9th day of May, 2018 at the hour of 8:01 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
TERRY ENNES, Chairman 
LYNN JENSEN 
JOE LORENZINI 
BRUCE GREEN 
GEORGE DROST 
SUSAN DAWSON 
JOHN SIGALOS 
JAY CHERWIN 
 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 
 
SAM HUBBARD, Community Development Planner 
 
 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  So, we have another petition tonight, but there is a 
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recommendation that we continue that? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Correct. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  So, that is 1540 North Arlington Heights Road for a 
PUD amendment, PC#18-007.  If there is nobody that doesn't want this continued and we're all 
in favor, can we have a motion to approve it? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Motion to continue until the June 13th Plan Commission. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  13th Plan Commission. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  I'll make that motion. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Is there a second? 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  I'll second. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Would you take the roll call vote? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Cherwin. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Dawson. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Drost. 
  COMMISSIONER DROST:  Aye. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Green. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Jensen. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Lorenzini. 
  COMMISSIONER LORENZINI:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Sigalos. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Chairman Ennes. 
  CHAIRMAN ENNES:  Yes.  So, we'll be hearing that on the 13th.  I hope 
you all can make it. 

(Whereupon, the meeting on the above-mentioned petition was 
adjourned at 8:02 p.m.) 
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REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF 

THE CONCEPTUAL PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE 
OF THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS PLAN COMMISSION 

HELD AT VILLAGE HALL ON:  March 28, 2018 

Project Title: 1540 N. Arlington Heights Rd. PUD Amendment 

Address: 1540 N. Arlington Heights Rd. 

Petitioner: Carlos S. Arevalo 
 22460 Lake Shore Drive 
 Woodstock, IL 60098 
 
Requested Action: 

1. Amendment to Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance 89-100. 

Variations Required:  
1. Variation to Section 11.4, Schedule of Parking Requirements, to reduce the required amount of on-site 

parking from 89 spaces to 77 spaces. 
Attendees:   
   Carlos S. Arevalo, Petitioner and Atty. 

Jay Cherwin, Plan Commissioner 
John Sigalos, Plan Commissioner 
Bruce Green, Plan Commissioner 
Lynn Jensen, Plan Commissioner 
Jake Schmidt, Assistant Planner 
Sam Hubbard, Development Planner 

 

Project Summary: 

The subject property is located on the southwest corner of Arlington Heights Road and Maude Avenue. A multi-tenant 
office building currently occupies the site, housing medical suites leased by Northwest Community Medical Group and 
Northwest Eye Physicians. The development was approved as a PUD in 1989 by Ordinance 89-100, allowing a 17,745 
square-foot general office building with the potential to build out an additional 4,750 square feet of loft space. The PUD 
approval from 1989 allowed the site to develop with a total of 77 parking spaces, which conformed to the parking 
requirements for general office uses within the building, and included a minor surplus for the additional parking that would 
be required if the loft spaces were built out as supplemental office space. Alternatively, this parking surplus could have 
been used to allow a small amount of medical office uses within the building, since medical offices have a higher parking 
requirement than general offices.  

 

Discussion of the PUD approval in 1989 contemplated the potential for some medical office to be included in the building, 
however from the minutes it is clear that tenancy by medical uses alone was not anticipated. In the years since 
construction, the building has been 100% leased by medical tenants, which results in a code-required parking deficit of 12 
spaces. This deficit was likely not discovered earlier due to the fact that medical uses are exempt from Village Business 
License requirements, and as such were not subject to a parking review at time of occupation.   

 

In order to address this code-required parking deficit, the petitioner is seeking a parking variation in order to bring the 
property into compliance. As the parking deficit is relatively substantial, with a 13.5% reduction in required parking, an 
amendment to the PUD is required. The petitioner is not proposing any modifications to the site or building at this time. 
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Meeting Discussion: 

Mr. Arevalo began by introducing himself as an attorney representing the property owner. He stated that this project was a 
“clean up” situation addressing a parking issue running years back. At the time of approval, the PUD governing the 
development had contemplated office use for the building, and approved a number of spaces based on that use. Over time, 
market conditions led to the building shifting to a medical office use, which has a different code-required parking ratio than 
general office. As a result, the property is now deficient in parking. The petitioner is now coming to the Village requesting a 
PUD Amendment in order to bring the property into compliance with code. The original Ordinance governing the property 
was passed in 1989, and Staff has explained the root of the issue to the petitioner, and he is in agreement with the findings. 
He is looking to work with the Village to have this parking issue addressed, and has provided a parking count for the lot. He 
understands that one of the conditions enumerated in the Staff Report requires an additional count, of which he has already 
requested of his engineer, and an additional survey of Maude Avenue. He stated he will address these conditions. He stated 
he will also work with Staff to address landscaping issues. Mr. Arevalo stated that the one remaining issue is the loft space. 
A condition identified by Staff is that the loft space should not be built out; unfortunately he believes that some of the loft 
space has been built out. He will confirm the extent of loft space that has been built out, and understands that the additional 
square footage will impact the variation requested. He added that he does not believe that all potential loft space was built 
out. He reiterated that he hopes to work with the Village to present a project the Village is satisfied with, taking into account 
the market conditions that led to this building becoming fully tenanted by medical uses. He is happy to address any questions.  
 
Commissioner Green asked for the Staff presentation on the project 
 
Mr. Schmidt began by explaining the features of the property. The subject site is located on the southwest corner of Maude 
and Arlington Heights Road. It is developed as a multi-tenant office building currently leased to Northwest Community 
Medical group and Northwest Eye Physicians as medical office space. The development was approved as a PUD in 1989, 
which allowed for a 17,745 square foot general office building with the potential to build out an additional 4,750 square feet 
of loft space. The PUD allowed the site to develop with a total of 77 parking spaces, which met the code requirements for 
general office with a minor surplus, which could be used to meet the additional parking requirement for any loft space built 
out as supplemental office space. At the time, it was also discussed that this surplus could be used to allow some medical 
space within the building, however in the years since approval the building has been 100% leased to medical tenants. This 
has resulted in a code-required parking deficit of 12 spaces. The petitioner has come before the Committee to seek a parking 
variation to address this deficit. As the variation is relatively substantial, at a 13.5% reduction in the required parking, a PUD 
Amendment is required. At this time the petitioner is not proposing any changes to the site or the building. The property is 
zoned O-T, the appropriate zoning district for a medical office building, and the building also complies with the 
Comprehensive Plan, which designates the site as “Offices Only”. The petitioner provided a parking study which was 
conducted on four days in January, on two Tuesdays and two Wednesdays. Peak demand was shown on Tuesday, January 
9th, with 71 of 77 spaces utilized. Staff believes that an additional survey of the parking lot is needed, on at least 3 more 
days, to provide sufficient evidence that adequate parking is provided on the site. Staff is also asking the petitioner to provide 
information on the tenant’s hours of operation, as well as total employee and peak shift counts. If any tenants operate on a 
Saturday, then one of those additional counts must take place on a Saturday to survey weekend usage. Staff is also 
requesting that the petitioner provide a parking survey on Maude Avenue to determine if there is any parking spillover from 
the site onto the street. Staff is generally supportive of the parking variation and proposed PUD Amendment, subject to the 
provision of the additional parking surveys and tenant information. As part of this review, site landscaping and signage is 
also being reviewed by Staff to verify compliance with previous variations, the original PUD, and code relevant to the site. 
Moving forward, when this project comes before the Plan Commission, Staff is recommending as a condition of approval 
that no further loft space be built out, in order to not exacerbate the current parking deficit. 
 
Mr. Arevalo added that it his understanding that some tenants operate on Saturday morning, so his intent is to have one of 
the additional parking counts conducted on a Saturday in order to comply with the request by Staff. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked if the aforementioned built-out loft space is occupied by a tenant. 
 
Mr. Arevalo stated that the loft space is used in conjunction with the first floor Northwest Community Healthcare space. His 
understanding is that the loft space has been partially built out in this area and is being used for storage. He clarified that the 
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loft space is not being utilized by a separate tenant.  
 
Commissioner Sigalos asked for clarification on the change in code-required parking in relation to the change in use. 
 
Mr. Hubbard explained that code-required parking for general office is 1 space per every 300 square feet, and is 1 space 
per every 200 square feet for medical office space. Applying the more stringent parking requirement for medical office to the 
building, the site is under-parked. If filled with general office, the building would meet code requirement relevant to parking.  
 
Commissioner Sigalos asked for confirmation that, since the building is all medical office, that is the genesis of this issue. 
 
Mr. Arevalo confirmed this point. 
 
Commissioner Sigalos asked to confirm that they had conducted parking counts on four days over two weeks, and that 
they will be conducting additional parking counts on a Saturday and another week. 
 
Mr. Arevalo confirmed this is the case. 
 
Commissioner Cherwin asked for clarification regarding the Staff report comment regarding parking on Maude Avenue. 
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that historically there have been resident complaints regarding parking on Maude Avenue. Parking is 
relatively restricted on the street. In the residential areas, he believed the parking was restricted between the hours of 8am 
and 5pm, with no parking allowed on the south side of Maude Avenue adjacent to the O-T District, and parking allowed 
without restriction on the north side of Maude Avenue adjacent to the O-T District. The reasoning being requesting a survey 
of street parking is to determine if any of that parking is being generated by the 1540 Building. 
 
Commissioner Cherwin asked about the type of property located immediately south of the subject property. 
 
Mr. Schmidt answered that a funeral home is located immediately south. 
 
Commissioner Cherwin was curious about the possibility of the subject property being able to utilize parking at the funeral 
home during the hours the funeral home was not operating at capacity, though he feels that might be unlikely. 
 
Commissioner Green stated that a lot of the time funeral homes tend to be parked at capacity. 
 
Commissioner Cherwin agreed with Commissioner Green’s statement. He said he will see what the studies show, and that 
he has no further questions. 
 
Commissioner Green stated that, regarding the parking on Maude, that the residents do not like the parking situation, and 
he agrees with the need for a study. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked if the northern portion of the block could be used as overflow parking by individuals visiting 
the 1540 Building, and if the problem began when continuing into the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Schmidt stated that parking on the northern portion of the half block is permitted, but parking is restricted in the residential 
areas. 
 
Mr. Arevalo stated that, his belief was, that there are only 6 or 7 street parking spaces available for parking. 
 
Commissioner Green urged the petitioner to conduct their parking survey. 
 
Mr. Arevalo stated that he would, and thanked the Committee. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
The Conceptual Plan Review Committee advised that the petitioner should conduct their parking study and move forward.  
 

Bruce Green, Chair 
CONCEPTUAL PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE 

Sam Hubbard, Recorder 







PROPOSAL

PROPOSAL #: 18291
DATE: 4/16/2018

PROPOSAL SUBMITTED TO: WORK TO BE PERFORMED AT:
NAME: ROBBINS PEMBROKE, L.L.C. NAME:
ATTN: c/o Ryan Companies US, Inc. ATTN:
STREET: 111 Shuman Blvd, Suite 400 STREET: 1540 N. Arlington Heights Rd
City State: Naperville, IL 60563 City State: Arlington Heights, IL
PHONE: gina.smith@ryancompanies.com  PHONE:

Per Village of Arlington Heights:  At exit out of parking lot, onto Arlington Heights Road (on both sides), remove
spoil, incorporate compost, create bed and install 18, 5 gallon Grow Low Sumac.  Note that soaker hose can
only be installed on north side of drive due to location.  = $1,850.00

Per Village of Arlington Heights:  At north entrance/exit onto Maude, in east island, incorporate compost and 
install the following:  1, 3 inch Armstrong Maple,   5, 5 gallon Grow Low Sumac, and 3, 5 gallon Blue Muffin
Viburnum. Install 1 gator back on Armstrong Maple.  Note - can not install soaker hose at this location either - as 
it crosses sidewalk.  = $1,650.00

Per Village of Arlington Heights:   In west island, incorporate compost and install 3, 5 ft. Arborvitae (can not put 
tree here - due to utilities and over head wires) and 5, 5 gallon Blue Muffin Viburnum and 5, 5 gallon Grow Low 
Sumac.  Note - soaker hoses can not be installed at this location either due parking lot.  = $1,950.00

The above issues were discussed with Derek Mach, Village of Arlington Heights. 4/16/2018.  

All material is guaranteed to be as specified, and the above work to be performed in accordance with the drawings and specifications
submitted for above work and completed in a substantial workmanlike manner for the sum of $ see above.
PLANT MATERIAL GUARANTEED FOR ONE YEAR WHEN PROPERLY MAINTAINED.

All Payments to be made as follows: Upon completion of finished job.

Any alteration or deviation from above specifications
involving extra costs, will be executed only upon written Respectfully Submitted By:  M & B Landscaping
orders, and will become an extra charge over and above
the estimate.  All agreements contingent upon strikes, Per: Mike Zyer, Owner & Operator
accidents, or delays beyond our control. Mike Zyer, Owner & Operator

ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSAL
The above prices, specification and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted.  You are authorized 
to do the work as specified.  Payment will be made as outlined above.

Date: Signature:

M & B LANDSCAPING
186 S. GREELEY

PALATINE, IL 60067
(847)  358-1382

Fax (847) 359-5769
mandblandscaping@sbcglobal.net

mailto:gina.smith@ryancompanies.com
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  Arlington Heights Parking Study 

 

 

A parking analysis was completed for the medical building located at the southwest corner of Arlington Heights 
Road and Maude Avenue; refer to Location Map, Exhibit 1.  The medical building is separated into suites with 
services provided by the Northwest Community Healthcare Medical Group and the Northwest Eye Physicians.  
Currently, there are 77 parking stalls available, four of which are accessible stalls.   

A field observation was done for seven days, including a Saturday, counting the existing parking supply.  Counts 
were performed from 8:00 am to 4:00 pm, every 30 minutes.  Table 1 lists the occupancy throughout the study 
period. Since the offices have varying hours of operation, the peak hours varied from day to day.  As shown from 
the table below, there is no time where the parking lot is at 100% occupancy.  The average occupancy rate 
throughout the weekday was typically within 64% to 79% occupied.   

 

Table 1 – Occupied Parking Stalls within Parking Lot 

Date 

Vehicle Parked in Spot Highest % 
Occupancy 

1/9/2018 1/10/2018 1/16/2018 1/17/2018 4/14/2018 4/17/2018 4/18/2018 

T
im

e
 

8:00 36 27 28 24 36 29 24 47% 

8:30 43 40 33 31 34 36 34 56% 

9:00 56 51 39 57 38 43 49 74% 

9:30 59 60 40 57 40 48 45 78% 

10:00 59 55 38 53 45 57 64 77% 

10:30 53 65 46 56 41 59 62 77% 

11:00 60 68 47 59 40 54 59 88% 

11:30 57 61 45 52 34 51 59 79% 

12:00 50 51 31 39 27 46 43 65% 

12:30 46 39 37 29 6 44 34 60% 

1:00 64 51 48 44 4 56 50 83% 

1:30 71 54 50 46 6 56 56 92% 

2:00 67 59 58 47 6 66 58 87% 

2:30 68 64 52 53 2 68 61 88% 

3:00 70 60 57 53 2 62 63 91% 

3:30 64 53 53 43 2 56 59 83% 

4:00 55 55 59 43 2 59 57 77% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Arlington Heights Parking Study

Parking along Maude Avenue and Evergreen Avenue was observed on two weekdays and a Saturday. Table 2
lists the number of spots occupied. There were no vehicles parked along Evergreen Avenue during the study
period. There are nine on-street parking spots available along the north side of Maude Avenue. No matter the
occupancy rate of the parking lot throughout the day, the on-street parking was utilized. The on-street parking
appears to be used more out of convenience than lack of spots provided in the parking lots. A medical building is
located at the northwest intersection of Maude Avenue at Arlington Heights Road with sidewalks and office
access adjacent to the roadway.

Table 2 – Maude Avenue On-Street Parking

Date

Vehicles Park on Maude Ave

4/14/2018 4/17/2018 4/18/2018

T
im

e

8:00 3 4 1

8:30 4 7 7

9:00 4 7 9

9:30 4 8 9

10:00 5 8 9

10:30 4 9 9

11:00 4 9 9

11:30 4 9 9

12:00 4 9 9

12:30 3 9 9

1:00 3 8 9

1:30 3 9 9

2:00 3 9 9

2:30 2 9 9

3:00 1 9 9

3:30 2 6 8

4:00 1 7 8

In 1989 an amendment was granted giving approval for the property to be rezoned to O-T Office Transitional
District and designated as a Planned Unit Development (refer to Appendix). Numerous variances were approved
which included a reduction in the number of parking spaces required. The amendment stated a reduction in the
number of parking spaces required by Section 11.4. The current zoning regulation for offices requires one space
per each 300 square feet which would result in 59 spaces. The existing building plan included within the
amendment included 75 parking stalls. There may have been a separate Office Transitional zoning requirement
at that time which provided a greater rate of stalls.

The currently zoning regulation for medical offices is one space for each 200 square feet of floor area which
results in 98 parking stalls (Village of Arlington Heights Municipal Code, Chapter 28-11.4, included in Appendix).
The existing parking of 77 stalls does not meet current municipal code; however the parking lot was never at
capacity during the study period.

J:\2017\171860\Design\Parking_Study\Parking_Analysis-01182018.docx
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EXHIBIT 1 

 

Medical Building 

1590 Arlington Heights Road 

LOCATION MAP 
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Schmidt, Jacob M

From: Debbie Garrett <debbiegar1@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 5:25 PM

To: Schmidt, Jacob M; Pat Garrett; debbiegar1@gmail.com

Subject: NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING - 1540 N. Arlington Heights Rd., Arlington Heights 

60004

On Wednesday, May 9, 2018, a public hearing is to be held for a variance on this property concerning the 
number of parking spaces.  The purpose of this variance is for reduction of parking spaces for the anticipated 
sale of this medical building. 
 
We have lived on the 1500 block of Evergreen for 23 years. Several years ago we had about 16 cars parking 
on the 1500 block of Evergreen and another 15 cars parked on the 1600 block of Evergreen during business 
hours.   There were also numerous cars parked on Maude between Arlington Heights Rd. and Vail Ave. The 
residents on Maude and Evergreen  complained.  So the Village put up NO PARKING signs on Maude 
during business hours on Maude from Arlington Heights Rd. to Evergreen because it was extremely 
dangerous for 2 cars to get down the road at the same time.   It was also very dangerous for cars turning onto 
Maude from Arlington Heights Rd. with several driveways feeding into Maude.  Our homes are  on half-
acre lots without curbs.  Those cars were parked bumper to bumper on our front yards, on both sides of the 
street, between 7:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  This was a traffic nightmare for 2 cars coming down the street at the 
same time.  This also caused problems for landscaping trucks to park. It was a dangerous street due to the 
quantity of cars. It made our residential street a massive parking lot and increased the traffic even more. 
 
Besides the NO PARKING signs on Maude,  I am also aware that employees of these buildings are currently 
required to park off-site at a church and get shuttled over in a bus in order to alleviate the parking on 
Evergreen.  They may also rent parking spaces from the Glueckert Funeral Home which is directly south of 
them. This would need to be confirmed. 
 
Before any variance is granted that may increase our traffic, please take into consideration that we are a cut 
through street and deal with speeding cars already, as well as, cars who don't stop at the Evergreen/Maude 
stop sign and cause accidents.  We certainly don't need any overflow from those medical parking lots on our 
street because we have already alleviated the problem with the current measures. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Patrick & Debra Garrett 
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