
  Village of Arlington Heights
Plan Commission

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

June 8, 2016
7:30 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III.APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Waverly Inn Memory Care - 5/25/16
B. Kensington School - 5/25/16
C. Westgate Dental - 5/25/16

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. Swaminarayan Gurukal-USA - 402 S. Arlington Heights Rd.-
PC#16-009
Land Use Variation

B. Arlington Heights Park District - Sunset Meadows Safety Netting -
700 S. Dwyer Ave. - PC#16-010
PUD Amendment

V. OTHER BUSINESS

VI. ADJOURNMENT

Persons with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services, such as an
American Sign Language interpreter or written materials in accessible
formats, should contact David Robb, Disability Services Coordinator, at 33 S.
Arlington Heights Road, Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005, (847)368-5793
(Voice), (847)368-5980 (Fax) or drobb@vah.com.
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 LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES 
 Chicago & Roselle, Illinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida 
 (630) 894-9389 - (800) 219-1212 

  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Next item on the agenda is Waverly Inn Memory 
Care, PC# 15-023.  Do we have a presentation on this?  No? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  No presentation. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  So, just need approval? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Yes, not too much to summarize.  They made the 
changes that were recommended as conditions of approval of the preliminary plat which I think 
related mostly to the ingress/egress on Rand Road.  I think they made the accompanying 
changes to the traffic report and estimated only a moderate increase in trips on Techny.  But 
other than that, yes, it conforms to the original approval. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Any questions or comments from the 
Commissioners or a motion? 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  I'll make a motion. 
 
A motion to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of PC# 15-023, a Final 
Planned Unit Development for 511 W. Rand Road, subject to the plans submitted. 
 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I'll second that motion. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Roll call. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Cherwin. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Dawson. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Ennes. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Green. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Jensen. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Sigalos. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Warskow. 
  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Chairman Lorenzini. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Yes.  Does this need to go to the Board of 
Trustees? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Yes, I believe it does.  I believe we're looking at the first 
meeting in July, I'm sorry, first meeting in June, so June 6th. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Very good.  Congratulations, you received a 
unanimous approval.  Any other business at this point from anybody?  Motion to adjourn? 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  So moved. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Second? 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Second. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Opposed? 
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   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  We're done, thank you.  Good job. 
   (Whereupon, at 8:27 p.m., the above-mentioned petition was 

concluded.) 
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  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  I would like to call to order this Plan Commission 
meeting tonight.  Would you please all rise and recite the pledge of allegiance with us? 
   (Pledge of allegiance.) 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay, roll call please, Sam. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Cherwin. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Here. 



  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Dawson. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Drost. 
   (No response.) 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Ennes. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Here. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Green. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Here. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Jensen. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Here. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Sigalos. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Here. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Warskow. 
  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Here. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Chairman Lorenzini. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Here.  Okay, next item on the agenda is approval 
of meeting minutes from the Lexington Homes Subdivision of May 11th, 2016.  Any comments 
or approval? 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  So moved. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Second? 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I'll second. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Next item on the agenda, we have 
two public hearings tonight.  The first one is Kensington School, PC# 16-007.  Is the Petitioner 
here?  If the Petitioner is here, would you please come forward and we'll swear you in and 
anybody who also may be testifying?  Okay, I'm sorry. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  I understand they're looking for a continuance 
on this.  I'd like to make a motion to continue this until the July 13th Plan Commission meeting. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I'll second that. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  If you'll roll call on this? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Cherwin. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Dawson. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Ennes. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Green. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Jensen. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Sigalos. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Warskow. 
  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Chairman Lorenzini. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Yes. 
   (Whereupon, at 7:33 p.m., the above-mentioned petition was 

concluded.) 
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  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Next item on the agenda, let it be shown that 
Commissioner Dawson is here.  Next item on the agenda is Public Hearing Westgate Dental, 
PC# 16-008.  Now, is this Petitioner here? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Would you please come forward?  We'll swear 
you in and whosoever is going to testify and anybody else who may be answering questions.  
Please come forward and we'll swear you all in at once.  Please raise your right hand. 
   (Witnesses sworn.) 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  You may have a seat.  Whosoever 
is going to make the presentation, please stay and state your name, spell it for the court reporter, 
and your address. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Thank you.  My name is Rick Cavenaugh, C-a-v-e-n-a-
u-g-h.  I'm the president of the Stoneleigh Companies.  Stoneleigh Companies is an affiliate of 
the entity Stonestreet Esplanade that is the owner of the shopping center at the corner of Salt 
Creek and Euclid.  We are also the owners of One Arlington Building over in the Arlington 
Downs PUD.   
   We are here tonight, we are -- 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Just one question.   
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Sure. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Have you read all the issues that the Planning 
Department has put on? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Yes, I've read the Staff reports and the replies and the 
resulting, I think it's five items that are in there. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Do you agree to them? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Yes. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay, thank you. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  There's one additional item but I'll highlight that one. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay.  Please proceed with your presentation. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  So, we are the owner of Stonestreet Esplanade which 
is the Esplanade Shopping Center.  We are under contract to sell a portion of the land to Dr. 
Kics to build the Westgate Dental Center as an addition to the, not an addition to but next to the 
shopping center which requires a little bit of reworking with our site plan and our traffic flows.  We 
have been under contract for eight or nine months I think and have gone through a lot of 
different levels of review.  We are in support as the seller of the property and support Dr. Kics' 
proposed use of the property, and the amendments and the changes that are suggested for 
parking and traffic flow as it relates to the rest of the shopping center.   
   So, to that end, I'd like to turn that over to Dr. Kics and his team to 
make their presentation.  If there's any question that we as the owner of the property and the 
Applicant have, I'd be happy to answer them. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Can you please state your name 
and spell it for the court reporter please? 
  DR. KICS:  Peter Kics, K-i-c-s.  I'm a dentist here in Arlington Heights.  I've 
been practicing in Arlington Heights for about 14 years, and I am looking to build a new facility on 
the Euclid Avenue site.  I'm here to answer any questions and give our presentation. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  State your name and spell it please. 
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  MR. TOBERMAN:  My name is Cliff Toberman.  I am the civil engineer for 
the project.  
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Spell your last name please. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  I'm sorry.  T-o-b-e-r-m-a-n. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  So, briefly, we'll do a quick project overview and we'll 
introduce the design team here as well as we'll review the site plan and briefly go through the 
quick elevations if you're interested.  We can talk a little bit about some of the traffic flow as well, 
and briefly a little bit about the site design related to stormwater. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  A brief overview is fine because we'll ask more 
detailed questions after you're done. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  Sure, okay.  You're well aware here of the vacant piece 
of property, a parcel that's on the eastern side of the existing Esplanade.  Esplanade to the west, 
to the east is the existing stormwater detention basin that the Esplanade drains into.  We are, 
we'll be doing the same. 
   Parking configuration, you could sort of get a view from this.  I'm 
going to keep going through the plan here, sort of from the Village aerial here that was provided. 
 The intent of the design was basically as best as possible do an extension of the parking and 
circulation and ensure there is a complementary aspect to the Westgate Dental proposed facility 
to the existing site. 
   Here is a picture looking north at the Esplanade today.  From left is 
west, to the right is east, and our facility is going to the right there.  Here is the vacant parcel that 
the design has been extensively worked on over the last several months.  So, it's slightly over an 
acre in area. 
   So, here is an existing survey, ALTA survey for the property detailing 
out the exact dimensions and so forth.  The existing topography today, we do have that, and the 
existing parking is called out and so forth on the existing plan.  Right now, there is a surplus of 
existing parking at the Esplanade.  Briefly, parking studies that were completed show that 
approximately a maximum of half the parking was used during the study.  So, it's actually less 
than half for the most part being used for right now in that parking lot.   
   So, actually, and the reason being, real quick, is the complementary 
businesses that are there right now.  The Starbucks is in the morning obviously, and sure 
enough you have some of the, you have your Subway, you have your Aurelio's a little bit at 
lunch, I know there's a Wine & Spirits store, I can't recall the name of that, but nicely balanced.  I 
guess one observation from our traffic study and parking study was the balance of the site 
throughout the day with a little heavy load as you would expect from the Starbucks in the 
morning.  But again this shows, this plan right here you're looking at shows everything on the site 
today including utilities and so forth. 
   The design team is Norman J. Toberman & Associates in which I'm 
a principal.  We have the architect based out of Rhode Island, Design Ergonomics.  They are not 
here today.  We have Latoria Bros., Mike Latoria sitting in the audience there, as the general 
contractor.  We have the landscaping plan having been developed by Rough Landscaping, and 
Stoneleigh Companies obviously as the site owner today. 
   So, the site plan here quickly shows the aisles as best as we could 
maintained with the existing facility.  We're using, again entrances remain the same, the right-
in/right-out off of Euclid, the intersection, the full intersection off of Salt Creek Lane.  One big 
change here that's very noteworthy that I think will be a very nice help to the development is to 
add a second inbound lane to handle the Starbucks push in the morning.   
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   So, at the, let me see if I can get this pointer, oh, you probably can't 
see the pointer anyway.  Actually, 90 percent of the time of our study, there was no problem 
whatsoever coming in and out through that drive.  However, right during the peak, the 7:30 to 
8:00, occasionally we'd have a little bit of a queue building up actually in the entrance area, just 
very sporadically.  It would not last long.  But in the analysis, by just widening that driveway to 
accommodate vehicles proceeding for the Starbucks queue versus those going into the 
shopping center.  Why it's important is, you know, half head for the drive-through, about half take 
a right turn and head to park in front of the Starbucks.  Some of their decisions is based on how 
big that queue is in the back in the morning. 
   So, ultimately, where the shopping center is being pushed a little bit 
in the entrance is purely in the morning from 7:30 to 8:30.  By having that, we'll eliminate and 
lessen confusion at that point.  It's just wide enough now where it's very tight to try to creep a 
couple of small cars, but by widening that to two lanes will make a big difference.  So, that's 
probably one of the largest changes to that existing Esplanade Center. 
   The other observation at the Starbucks, with people coming in the 
entrances, they're in a rush, et cetera, et cetera, the signage, just making it very clear that they 
understand the signage.  So, I think we've added signage.  We've tried to put some yield signs in 
our site plan to slow traffic down at the major, I'll call it the major cross aisles located right off the 
Starbucks immediately west.  We've added some lane striping.  We've added some arrows.  So, 
that's trying to address and minimize any, you know, any new, I'll call them new Westgate Dental 
patients coming into the development from off of the Salt Creek Lane intersection. 
   The rear of the aisle, the rear aisle of the existing development is 
actually free and clear with the exception of a little bit in the morning from 7:30 to 8:30 where that 
queue is building up a little bit outside the actual queue lane for the Starbucks.  So, it actually 
builds in the rear aisle for probably about an hour.  But Westgate Dental, the hours of Westgate 
Dental are 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and then 9:00 to 5:00 p.m. on 
Saturday.  It's closed Sunday.  Dr. Kics could attest that in his practice, probably mid morning to 
even, you know, even mid afternoon, I would call it at times variable, but the early morning for 
Dr. Kics at 7:00 a.m. when the Starbucks crowds arrive is not their peak time.  So, I guess the 
nice thing about that is the Starbucks, you know, sort of rules the roost I'll call it a little bit in the 
morning there at that intersection.  But with the two lanes, that will help, we're going to provide 
for a second lane for any Westgate employees coming through the rear to have that second 
lane. 
   Again, Dr. Kics is expecting new patients to be 50 percent from the 
east, 50 percent from the west.  So, that's equal split of traffic coming in on his generation based 
on his facility.  It's, you know, nicely distributed. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Can I just, the new lane you're talking about?  
Where is it again? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Yes, at the Salt Creek Lane full entrance.  You'll see 
there's two inbound lanes now versus one inbound lane. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Got you, okay. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Okay, I'm sorry.  You could see a right turn and a 
straight through arrow there.  I do have pdf drawings.  I could open up a site plan and sort of 
blow it up if you'd care to. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  That won't be necessary. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Okay, all right.  But again, big improvement there. 
   Other site plan changes or integration, to help integrate the 
Westgate facility into the Esplanade, careful attention was paid to the right-in/right-out at Euclid 
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for inbound traffic.  Today, in the morning, approximately one-third of, so to give you an idea, 80 
percent of the traffic comes in actually from Salt Creek Lane. It's the main driver for the 
Esplanade.  About 20 percent I want to say, I'd have to go back to my numbers exactly, but 
about 20 percent for the right-in/right-out.  So, the load of the right-in/right-out intersection is not 
very much in fact, and about a third of the inbound today is sort of sneaked back to the 
Starbucks, okay.  That ends up being about one car every few minutes, something like that, in 
the morning peak.  But after that, it's virtually, you know, hand counts for across an hour.  It's just 
that morning rush. 
   So, the design for that coming off of, being a patient coming right in 
is immediately to allow the customer parking right as you get into the Westgate Dental parking 
lot.  So, there's a sign saying take a right as soon as you come in through the entrance, and 
immediately you're parking, for all customer parking is actually provided right in that lot.  If as 
they cycle through it, for some reason if there isn't parking, you could park across from the 
building as well against the side of Esplanade.  So, the whole goal of this as Dr. Kics has 
designed his building and likewise is for convenience and comfort to get in and get out of his 
facility. 
   So, having the south parking lot available completely for customer 
parking makes for a very easy experience in and out of this new development.  They actually 
have, employees could actually go out through the rear aisle as well, and the rear aisle is clear in 
the back for the entire day.  So, there is easy outbound through the rear of the Esplanade out to 
Salt Creek Lane. 
   The handicap or ADA spaces are located immediately across from 
the entrance on the west side of the building, and grade is very easy there.  We have developed 
a finished floor elevation virtually identical to the Esplanade.  So, there's virtually no grade 
difference between the two.  It makes for a very easy access. 
   There is also an ADA space provided at the northeast corner of the 
customer parking lot or the patron parking lot.  That is for if there's patients that are maybe more 
in need of emergency and immediate bypassing the waiting room and everything, as a sort of an 
emergency area to get into the building at the far east front door.  That's only for that reason.  
That's not a main entrance, it's simply an entrance for that use as well as for emergency for the 
building. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Mr. Toberman, I'm sure it's a great design but 
you don't have to explain everything. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  Okay.  Just a couple of highlights here. Just another, in 
the site plan, another consideration, there are refuse areas in the rear that's shielded, et cetera.  
Also, one noteworthy point with regard to the design is in these islands, we're doing some 
infiltration per Metropolitan Water Reclamation District requirements to do stormwater infiltration. 
 Then that I would say highlights the site plan. 
   Let me just move quickly if there's any -- oh, going the wrong way.  
Again, you could see in front of you right now, there is a color red version in front of me of the 
site plan that maybe a little more clearly just shows the site itself.  Then, you know, we have our 
plan elevations.  Renderings have been part of the submittal package.  Materials, so forth, sort of 
trying to complement as best as possible with the Esplanade yet be unique in its own rights.   
   Again, we've talked about the traffic study quite a bit.  Most 
importantly, in terms of traffic, the generation of traffic is about at most eight percent of the 
morning traffic seen today at the Esplanade, which is, in other words, it's actually not the driver in 
the morning of the traffic and it lessens to a large degree. You could see really quickly on this 
chart how the traffic subsides for the development during the day.  Those are the traffic statistics, 
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those are the traffic counts.  Again, one less driver was ensuring that the fire trucks, semi trucks 
can negotiate coming in and out of the facility.  
   Real quick, stormwater detention, about 20 percent credit today is 
available at the Esplanade for stormwater detention.  The rest is being provided on site with a 
large part of it in the vault, with a little bit of filtration occurring per MWRD requirements in gravel 
and so forth. 
   Easy service connects for water and sanitary, they're right there for 
connection and so forth.  That is it.  We'll be open for questions. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you for grabbing presentation.  Staff 
report, Sam? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  So, as you've heard, the Petitioner would like to construct 
a 9,817 square-foot dental office building adjacent to the Esplanade Shopping Center at the 
northwest corner of Euclid and Salt Creek.  It's in the B-3 Zoning District.   
   The Applicant seeks to establish a PUD for the development.  This is 
because they are not subdividing the property.  It's just going to be one singular property with 
two buildings on it.  Two principal buildings on one property is required to seek PUD approval.  
So, that's the reason the Applicant is before you today. 
   Staff has evaluated the application on a number of fronts and we did 
not identify any items of significant concern.  We would like to note that no variations are being 
requested with this development, so it does conform to all bulk standards, setbacks and parking 
requirements.  The Applicant has provided a declaration of easements, covenants and 
restrictions which does provide for cross access and shared parking throughout the entire 
development.  So, you know, the dental office can utilize the Esplanade shopping spaces and 
vice versa.  It also spells out certain requirements for shared maintenance responsibility of 
utilities and the detention basin.  Staff is comfortable with that. 
   We also request that the Applicant to extend the sidewalk on the 
western portion of the site to connect from the existing terminus down to the corner of Salt Creek 
and Euclid.  The theory there is that will work with Rolling Meadows to establish a bike path that 
eventually will be adjacent to the site and connect it to the north, so they will provide that 
sidewalk connection to the bike path. 
   With regards to landscaping, it's code compliant. They are not 
seeking any variances regarding landscape and they've added foundation plantings and parking 
lot screening at the request of Staff.  They're not removing any mature trees of significant 
importance to accommodate this development.   
   We did analyze closely the parking and found that they are providing 
a surplus of 27 spaces relative to code requirements.  So, we don't believe there will be a 
parking issue on the site.  As you heard from Mr. Toberman, about roughly 50 percent of the 
parking spaces are used today, so there is capacity not only for the dental office but for the 
future users within the shopping center as it begins to lease up to a hundred percent capacity. 
   They are proposing significant changes to the circulation of the site 
as you heard as well.  Staff believes that the traffic circulation will be adequate in the site through 
a combination of some of the measures they're proposing, like the additional lane, the entrance 
to Salt Creek, some stop signs and directional signage, some additional striping on the 
pavement to slow down vehicles and minimize the potential for pedestrian conflicts. 
   The project did go before the Design Commission last evening and 
moved forward with a recommendation of approval.  There were some minor conditions of 
approval added to that such as more of a mix of plantings including evergreens to provide for 
year-round screening, some larger plantings to provide a better, higher screen of the building, 
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and then some minor architectural changes.  So, Staff has added an additional condition that 
wasn't highlighted in the Staff report but is on the motion sheet today just to ensure that the 
landscape plan be consistent with the recommendations of the Design Commission. 
   So, that pretty summed things up.  We're in support of this project 
and I'd be happy to answer any questions. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, Sam.  Is there a motion to include the 
Staff report into the public record? 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  I'll make that motion. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Second? 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  I'll second. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  All in favor? 
   (Chorus of ayes.) 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Opposed? 
   (No response.) 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Okay, we'll go to the questions from 
the Commissioners now.  Lynn, would you like to start? 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Sure.  I'd like to ask Dr. Kics a few questions. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Please come back to the podium so we can hear 
your answer. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  I was having a little trouble getting the scale 
and nature of your operations, and I had to pull things from the traffic report and from your floor 
plan.  It looks like you have 19 treatment offices, one client treatment office, and in the traffic 
report, they said they that 17 of those operatories would be used at one time.  It indicated you 
had six employees.  I'm having trouble making sense out of it.  How many dentists are we talking 
about at one time? 
  DR. KICS:  Six dentists, not six employees.  It's going to vary on the time 
and, you know, the availability of our scheduling.  One of my goals that we're trying to be able to 
do is convenience and comfort.  So, what we're trying to do is set up an operation that people 
could come in, you would call up that day, have availability immediately.  So, if you wanted to 
come in for any sort of service, we'll have it for you almost as an on-call type of a situation.  So, 
we're going to be staffing accordingly as we develop, as the business grows. 
   So, it's not just for coming in that day.  If you actually come in for, say 
cleaning and you need to have something done, we're going to have the availability for that.  
Again, it's more of the comfort and convenience to make sure that you could have whatever you 
need. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Let's suppose you're operating in an optimal 
way. How many dentists would you have at any one time using those 19, or the 17 that you 
indicate would probably be used? 
  DR. KICS:  Well, a fair amount of those are going to be hygienists as well 
doing cleanings.  So, at this point, I'd imagine there would be four at the maximum.  But the 
other option we're going to be doing as well is also staggering because our hours are going to 
be, again for convenience, from 7:00 to 7:00. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  So, the four dentists would probably, each of 
the dentist would use either two or three operatories which you envision? 
  DR. KICS:  Correct. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Okay, and then are these dentists that are 
local already in Arlington Heights?  Or are they coming or joining -- 
  DR. KICS:  They're going to be coming on, or if there's somebody in 
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Arlington Heights that wants to come join my group, I'd more than welcome them. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  But you're anticipating four or five new 
dentists probably will be added to the mix? 
  DR. KICS:  Correct, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  So, the total with the dentists and the 
assistants and the hygienists, how many employees would you imagine would be at any given 
peak level, what would that come to? 
  DR. KICS:  Each peak time, we are anticipating about 20.  So, there's a 
total amount of probably, if my calculations go on, it's about 45 total employees but only 20 at a 
certain time.  That may be more of shift changes during the different times of the day. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Okay, then it seems to me that that section of 
the traffic report needs to be redone because it indicates there are six employees which would 
suggest those are dentists, hygienists and everybody.  They add the six employees to the 17 in 
and out, or 34 in and out of the patients and say there are going to be 40 trips at the peak hour.  
So, it looks like that's wrong because you're going to have 20 people probably at any peak hour, 
maybe more.  So, that would need to be redone.  I don't know whether it will actually cut into the 
parking you have to provide.  It sounds like you've got enough adequate parking.  But I think that 
needs to be cleaned up in the report at a minimum. 
   Do you have any idea how many dentists there are in Arlington 
Heights with a population of 75,000? 
  DR. KICS:  I believe there's 65 is the last I, I mean I don't have the exact 
number but -- 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Sure, no, that's fine. 
  DR. KICS:  65. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Okay, so this is really adding another four or 
five wouldn't be a problem in terms of the market saturation or anything. 
  DR. KICS:  Correct.  Well, the other aspect of things is that the American 
Dental Association, approximately 50 percent of Americans do not see a dentist regularly, okay.  
So, the reality is that there's many, many people who don't come in.  So, from a population of 
70,000, 35,000 regularly go, quite a few more of that 35,000 doesn't.   
   The other aspect of it, too, is that I plan to be drawing from not just 
the Arlington Heights area.  That's one of the reasons we picked the location.  It's from Rolling 
Meadows, from Palatine, from Barrington, from all the way around.  So, not only, Mount 
Prospect, from everything, so we plan to be drawing more and more of these people.  Again, I'm 
going to be trying to accommodate many of the people who don't want to come in, give them a 
reason to come in.  People who do have problems, some people want to come in for one time, 
we take care of their problem, they might not come back again for two years.  But the fact is we 
want them to know we're there.  So, we plan to be drawing in from quite a few of the area, so not 
just in Arlington Heights, and that's one of the reasons we picked our location by 53 and Euclid. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Sure.  Very good, thank you.  Now, a couple 
of questions or comments for Staff.  Sam, it seems to me we probably need something in the 
report that actually describes, you know, the operation and the number of employees.  We 
typically have that so that you can then have a context for this.  I think the Board would find it 
useful because I had to go to the traffic report to find out that they were going to use six 
employees which clearly is wrong.  They're going to have at least 20 people, dentists, hygienists 
and others there all at one time.  That would change some of the analysis, probably won't 
materially affect the outcome but will change the analysis in the traffic report. 
   The other thing is we typically require some kind of a small scale 
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market study.  I think Dr. Kics did a wonderful job of laying out how he envisions his facility will 
meet the needs of not only the Arlington Heights residents but others around the area.  So, it 
seems to me we need a small section in there that basically says, hey, we've done at least a little 
back-of-the-envelope calculation, we're going to have four to five dentists and it should actually 
be beneficial, you know, for the supply of dentists in the entire region. That would be helpful.  I 
don't know if you amend this before you go to the Board but I think they might need that context 
because I had a little trouble as I was going through this trying to piece it all together.  That's all I 
have. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Mary Jo, any questions? 
  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  No questions. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Terry? 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I do have a couple of questions.  Sam, I'm not 
really familiar with the term zoning lot.  Is that a tax parcel? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Yes, tax parcel, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay, then I have a question for Mr. 
Cavenaugh, if you would come up? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Sure. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  So, if I understand this transaction, you own the 
shopping center, you have an expansion pack which you have now sold to -- 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Not yet.  We're under contract to sell, we have not sold 
yet, yes. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  So, if you get everything approved, then 
hopefully that will all go through? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Yes. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  So, you're selling them this parcel.  They're 
going to use your ingress and egress as that's not actually on their parcel, is that correct? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  It's right at the edge of what would be the property line 
between their parcel and our parcel. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  If you're selling it, why are you not subdividing 
this parcel off? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Well, that's a good question.  The parcel right now, we 
bought it originally in 2012, included not only the building but the outparcel and the detention 
easement to the east which is controlled by MWRD.  Last year, we did a tax parcelization to 
break it into three parcels because our assessor is aggressive and likes to tax the detention 
areas if it was a fully leased retail.  So, we are at that point that we had to break that up.   
   Now, if we went and subdivided this lot, each lot would have to 
provide its own egress and access, would have to have setbacks, would have side yard 
setbacks, would have utility easement requirements.  The way this center was built, all the 
utilities come across the front and the back of the building from Salt Creek Lane.  So, to get to 
those, you have to provide the access through our parcel for the utilities for this.  In fact, the 
building was originally designed so that there would be an addition to the center, you know, just 
basically tacked on to the wall.  But the difficulty becomes if anyone drives to the Starbucks 
there, as you turn in, you make kind of a roundabout way to get to the back of that, and you have 
semis that come in for deliveries at different times of the day, and with the fire truck access, it's 
four-way turns to get around the corner.   
   With this plan, that is becoming much more gradual and has a better 
access without having to go around the dental center. We wouldn't have, Dr. Kics wouldn't have 
been able to have the size of the parcel, the size of the building that he has, if he had been 
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adjacent to or if we had come in and tried to attach the buildings or set them apart within 
separate parcels. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  And still get there, okay. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  So, separate owners but same plat, zoning lot. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Right. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  To do that, you have to have a PUD by the Village 
requirements. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  But it's very unusual to have two owners on the 
same tax parcel. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Well, it's not the same tax parcel.  It will be, Dr. Kics 
will have his own tax parcel, and we will own the center and the detention easement, or 
Stonestreet Esplanade.  We have a cross easement agreement that shares access, signage, 
maintenance, lighting costs, all the snowplowing and things like that, which we will manage.  
Then we will work out together how to best, you know, control and manage the flow with trash 
and timing. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  So, you said you had it subdivided into three 
tax parcels, one for the detention, one for -- 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  We did a tax subdivision, a tax parcel subdivision, we 
didn't do anything official with the Village.  It was filing it with the county to create some of these 
separate tax parcels. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay, which leads me back to Sam. It isn't the 
same tax parcel, so why does it have to be a PUD? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  It's PUD because it's the same lot of record, so it's all one 
lot as a platted lot.  So, the property lines are all one lot but they are, you know, you can have 
one platted lot and have different tax parcels on the lot. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay, well, then that's different from a zoning 
lot in the tax parcel because you now have three tax parcels. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  So, it will be three zoning lots in a sense, one lot of 
record. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  So, the two principal buildings don't occupy a 
single zoning lot, they occupy two. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  It's my belief that there is one zoning lot because the 
zoning covers the entire parcel.  We have three separate tax parcels, and in order to share 
access, utilities, parking, and maintenance of the facility, in order to do that we have to do a PUD 
on the development. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  I'm definitely not an expert on the PUDs but the 
PUDs that we have done and reviewed typically have one owner, common use, and multiple 
buildings. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  You're right.  Instead of single zoning lot, it should be lot 
of record. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Okay.  I'm just trying to save you some trouble, 
guys. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Lack of legal expertise. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  No, that's okay.  That makes a lot more sense 
to me.   
   One other question, so on the detention pond, is that being 
expanded? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  No.  The detention pond is maintained as is.  Dr. Kics 
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is building an underground vault to store and hold stormwater that will then be released into the 
detention. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  On his parcel? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  On his parcel underneath the parking lot. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Parking lot, okay. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Right.  So, right now all that flows through the 
stormwater to that detention, and he's picking up, we have excess stormwater for what we need. 
 But with his building and surface area, it creates additional stormwater demand, and the 
standards are different today than they were when this was built in 2009. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  It's a major topic in town. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Yes, it is. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  That's all I have, thank you.   
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  If you haven't figured it out, Commissioner Ennes 
is our assessment expert.  Bruce? 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Thank God, Commissioner Jensen answered 
all my questions because I was concerned about the numbering of operating rooms here and 
the number of employees.  So, I got that cleared up.  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Jay? 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  I guess a question I had, I had seen this in 
Plat & Sub so I agree, you know, most of my questions were answered.  But one thing we talked 
a little bit about were traffic controls and the parking lot, we looked at the traffic surveys in terms 
of the numbers.  But the only area I had a concern with was like between the buildings, the 
easternmost side of the Esplanade building, and so you have a dozen or so parking spaces with 
people walking then across the street, across the drive, I'm sorry, into the dental office. Mr. 
Cavenaugh, I think you explained that, and correct me if I'm wrong, but I believe the trucks for 
deliveries would be coming in off the right-in/right-out and sort of through that between the 
buildings around, is that correct? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Generally, their delivery trucks, and it's primarily 
Starbucks and Subway that have the larger amount really which we also, as one of the owners, 
we have some delivery trucks, one or two per day.  Starbucks has the largest delivery truck, they 
used to park out in front of the building, and so we provided a sidewalk in back to get better 
access to the backdoor.  Now, we force them to go around the back and we have scheduled 
them so that they get in non-peak hours for those deliveries which is usually between 10:00 and 
11:00 o'clock in the morning and around 2:30 to 4:00 in the afternoon. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  But that would be, but you do anticipate 
those coming in to the right-in, correct? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  Yes, and they will follow that path in front of the dental 
building and come around to the back. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  So, my only concern would be that those 
would still be, I would think for a dental practice, you know, if we're going to have customers 
there and they're going to be using those convenient parking spots, so I guess my only question 
would be are we comfortable with the speed controls and traffic controls through that little corner 
over there, whether it's a speed bump or, you know, I'm sure signage or whatever.  But that's my 
concern, when you go to the dentist, you probably have a lot of children and stuff sometimes that 
you have in the car, you know, regular traffic going through of course, but then you add to that 
potentially some truck traffic which isn't a huge volume but, you know, maybe a little bit more 
intense, just to make sure that we have, that we're comfortable with the protections that we have 
there. 
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  MR. CAVENAUGH:  The bulk of the parking in the dental center is actually 
in front over that area, I mean I'm not sure of the exact numbers but a large part of it.  All the 
employees will be in the back, where all the employees for the shopping center are now parked 
where built those additional, I think it's 35 or 36 spaces last year before we got the Aurelio's 
approval. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Yes. 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  So, you know, those parking spots across certainly are 
convenience spots and we are, you know, observant to try to make sure that traffic flows 
smoothly as well as we don't have any conflicts.  Like kind of across the whole center now, 
because there is not as many parking spots right in front of all the businesses, a lot of the people 
park in that middle section and they are walking across and sometimes, you know, that gets to 
be a little bit conflicting.  We haven't had, you know, we haven't had in the four-and-a-half years 
or three-and-a-half years we've owned this, we haven't had any incidents or accidents or people 
getting hit or, you know, traffic with people bombing through the site really quick.   
   So, I think the signage that has been asked for and the pavement 
markings and the way that it slows down and the islands that have been put in are going to 
naturally slow down that kind of Indianapolis 500 that comes around the corner or so right now. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Good, that's my question.  Thank you. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  John? 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Just to follow with what Jay was saying as far 
as this drive along the east side of the existing Esplanade shopping mall and the west of the new 
building, I know we brought it up in Plat & Sub, I mean wouldn't it make sense to flip-flop the 
parking spaces and put those adjacent to Dr. Kics' building and have the drive go straight 
through on the east of the Esplanade parking? 
  MR. CAVENAUGH:  I'm going to let Mr. Toberman answer that because as 
the engineer he dealt with that and dealt with all the grades and changes. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  Good question.  The truck turning and fire truck turning 
templates necessitate with the geometrics, the site geometrics, necessitate to keep the aisle 
closer to the building for those.  If you go to the truck turning exhibits which I can turn to if I have 
to here to demonstrate why that's, and there's a second reason. Let me go back here. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  No, I saw the truck turning diagrams.   
  MR. TOBERMAN:  Yes, there we go. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I guess I didn't quite understand why they 
wouldn't work if the -- 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  It's that large grade.  So, if you look at the northwest 
corner of this facility, you could see as it tries to make the truck turn to the left or west behind the 
Esplanade, you could see how we need that wide.  As a trailer will be turning, it's dragging its 
rear behind, and you could see it just barely getting by the island as it is.  Again, that's with the 
aisle or that drive pushed as far east as we can, it can't go any farther to the west.  In other 
words, you would never be able to make that turn for a fire truck or semi. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  I understand.  I was really thinking of, I could 
envision people coming westbound on Euclid to go into the Starbucks coming through that, drive 
through that side of the building and then to Starbucks drive-through.  I'm just trying to eliminate 
the crossing of people coming out of their cars in those parking spaces and crossing that.  But it 
sounds like that traffic is lighter at this time when the dental office is open at 9:00 o'clock and 
most of the Starbucks traffic is earlier in the morning at 7:30 to 8:00 o'clock. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  That's a really important point to be made because it is, 
it's just during that peak, morning peak where about every three minutes, four minutes there is a 
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car that's taking the split.  Again, we have signage directing, and we'll see if they change 
behavior, so that's another story.  But we have signage directing the Starbucks traffic west 
preferably.   
   Another important point is with that parking on the west side across 
the entrance.  That could be employee/dentist/professionals, meaning they're there for several 
hours.  So, they're not, but the ADA will be crossing that spot, period, across from that entrance 
per ADA accessibility requirements, close to that entrance.  So, I think we can mitigate it a little 
bit by maybe having the dental professionals even, and again customers can fill up the south lot. 
 The employees, if it really gets, you know, that rear lot is probably the last spot for the 
employees actually because they're going to want to be convenient, too, although there is the 
backdoor in the back for the employees.   
   But I suspect, you know, we are over-parked.  At the end of the day, 
we're over-parked for this facility.  Therefore, the preference will be those customers in front, 
ADA.  If the dentist or hygienist take up those spots, then you don't have to worry about the 
cross traffic. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Well, with your entrance on the west side of 
the building, I see many of the patients wanting to use those west parking stalls. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  Well, if there's professionals already parked there, 
there's no space.  So, again the whole idea is to get right immediately as you come in off of 
Euclid, a right turn right there.  Or if they're cycling in from Salt Creek Lane, they'll come right 
through the aisle.  Everybody will probably come through and say, well, I want to get as close as 
I can, right, at the end of the day, but there's sufficient parking in that south lot.  They could 
easily, there's good visibility as they pull in and there will be signs, customer parking. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Thank you, Mr. Toberman, that answered my 
question.  Thank you. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  Sure. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Susan? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  I have no questions. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Dr. Kics, a couple of questions.  So, you're going 
to have up to six dentists.  How many are you going to start with? 
  DR. KICS:  I'm sorry, say that again? 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  You're going to have up to six dentists someday 
or at some day? 
  DR. KICS:  No, not at the same time.   
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay, but you -- 
  DR. KICS:  Total employed dentists, yes, that's the plan. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Six, and how many are you going to start with? 
  DR. KICS:  There's just going to be three of us to begin with. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  How many hygienists to start with and how many 
total eventually? 
  DR. KICS:  We're going to start with three, and eventually potentially six.  
Again, that's going to be spread out throughout the day. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Okay, that's all I have.  Is there any questions 
from anybody in the public?  Any questions anybody has? 
 
Questions from Audience 
   
  MR. TOBERMAN:  I wanted to address the traffic study with your concern 
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about the six in place.  The base assumption is that when you have 20 or so patients coming 
and going in the hour, or even less than that, actually six less than that, the employees are there, 
in other words the employees are arriving early preparing those operatories.  So, you have an 
employee arrival and then a larger push during the peak hour.  That's the critical thing.  Our 
study looks at peak hours in the morning certainly being the most major use of that Esplanade 
facility.  Not necessarily Westgate Dental at that time with the peak, their peak will be a little bit 
later. 
   So, I think that's why when you look at the traffic reports, it's not as if 
the employees are coming at the same time and the same rush.  They're there being made 
ready for their scheduling of patients.  So, the arrivals are a little bit different.   
   I've been conservative in assuming the worst case that all those, the 
most customers arrive right during the peak rush of the Starbucks, so I've been extra 
conservative actually.  That's really, I would say to be fair to Dr. Kics, they're arriving later after 
that Starbucks when that peak occurs in the morning at 9:00 o'clock range, so as that's 
subsiding.  The Starbucks does a quick subside, too, surprisingly, it really tails off.  So, I'll just 
leave it at that. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Well, since you did, I think then probably for 
clarity, you might want to take a look at that paragraph because the paragraph suggests that 
there are 17 patients coming in and in the same time frame of these six employees. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  I've got a late arrival of employees, so it's sort of a late, 
but it's not clear, I agree. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  The way it's written, it suggests there are only 
six employees and that's why you get the 40 visits.  So, I think this needs to be reworked, and I'll 
make some more comments after we take our vote and, you know, just for Sam's consideration. 
 So, I think you have addressed it but I just think you need to clarify your writing. 
  MR. TOBERMAN:  Sure, understood.  One last comment, I just 
remembered, you know, when you back-check all these numbers with the traffic institute, they 
have plenty of studies of medical and dental, sure enough, sure enough, you know, I did it 
independently looking at his operatory rooms and then I said, well, let's go back-check it with 
what the traffic institute has in their numbers, and sure enough we were right on the head for a 
medical facility, for arrivals and departures called trips combined for a peak hour.  So, I thought, 
you know, and they examined some very large facilities, too.  We're probably at the lower end of 
their studies and you look at their graphs, and it's based on square foot.  The traffic will look at 
square foot of a medical facility and take it from there, so we're at the low end of their studies.  
But the nonetheless, it hit the numbers pretty close. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you.  Any question from the public?  
Comments?  Okay, if none, we'll close the public comment portion and go back to the final 
questions or deliberations from the Commissioners.  Susan, do you have anything?   
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  No. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Nothing? 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Let's just say no. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Jay?  No more comments?  We'll take a motion. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Sure, I'll make a motion. 
 
A motion to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of PC# 16-008, a 
Preliminary and Final PUD to allow a new 9,817 square-foot dental office building on the 
east side of the Esplanade Shopping Center. 
 



DRAFT 

 

 

This approval is subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Approval of an MWRD permit for stormwater. 
2. Recording of the declaration of easements, covenants, and restrictions prior 

to the building permit issuance. 
3. Payment of all engineering fees and deposits prior to appearance before the 

Village Board for final PUD approval. 
4. All trees shown as "dead" on Sheet T-1 (Tree Preservation Plan) shall be 

removed. 
5. All plans are subject to Design Commission approval and any conditions of 

approval as recommended by the Design Commission. 
6. The Petitioner shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local codes, 

regulations and policies. 
 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Is there a second? 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  I'll second that. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Can we have roll call vote please? 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Cherwin. 
  COMMISSIONER CHERWIN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Dawson. 
  COMMISSIONER DAWSON:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Ennes. 
  COMMISSIONER ENNES:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Green. 
  COMMISSIONER GREEN:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Jensen. 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Yes, with comment. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Sigalos. 
  COMMISSIONER SIGALOS:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Commissioner Warskow. 
  COMMISSIONER WARSKOW:  Yes. 
  MR. HUBBARD:  Chairman Lorenzini. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Yes.  Lynn? 
  COMMISSIONER JENSEN:  Yes, I just wanted to actually recap the things 
that I said in questioning.  I think that it would be very helpful for there to be a section or two 
written down somewhere by Dr. Kics or whoever is putting the proposal together that explains 
the scale and nature of the operation and the number of dentists and so forth.  Then that should 
probably be summarized in some fashion in the report that goes forward to the Board by Staff.  I 
think we also, you did a nice job of explaining how you looked at the market, I think there needs 
to be something in there that gives the Board some context of how you look at the market, in 
bringing four to five new dentists in the market, and how it serves the larger group.  So, I think 
those would be good things to provide context to the Board. 
   I think this is a very good project.  I'm very supportive of it.  Once you 
clarify a few of the technical issues, you know, I certainly have no problems with it.  I think it's a 
good project. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you, Lynn.  Congratulations, you received 
a unanimous approval.  This is just advisory to the Board of Trustees.  They have the final say-
so.  Is there a date scheduled yet, Sam? 



DRAFT 

 

 

  MR. HUBBARD:  We're looking tentatively at June 20th. 
  CHAIRMAN LORENZINI:  Thank you and good luck.   
   (Whereupon, at 8:24 p.m., the above-mentioned petition was 

concluded.) 
 
 



Item: Swaminarayan Gurukal-USA - 402 S. Arlington Heights Rd. - PC#16-009

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Land Use Variation to allow an unspecified “office” use within the R-3, One
Family Dwelling Residential District.
 
Variations Identified
 
Variation from Section 11.4-2 to reduce the number of required off-street parking
spaces from three spaces to zero.
 
Recommendation
 
The Staff Development Committee has reviewed the Petitioner’s request and
recommends approval of a Land Use Variation to allow “Offices: Business and
Professional” on the subject property and a Variation to reduce the off street
parking requirements of Section 11.4-2 from three parking space to zero parking
spaces. This approval shall be subject to the following conditions:
 
1. The Petitioner shall provide the required parking for the subject property
within their south and west parking lots.
 
2. The Land Use Variation is only valid while the subject property and abutting
parking areas to the west and south (as shown on Exhibit I) are under common
ownership. Should the subject property and abutting parking areas come under
separate ownership, the Land Use Variation is no longer valid.
 
3. All employees of any office tenant on the subject property must park in the
parking lot owned by the Swaminarayan Gurukul Church located to the south and
west of the subject property.
 
4. “Offices: Medical & Dental Clinics” shall not be allowed on the subject
property.
 
5. The Petitioner shall comply with all applicable Federal, State, and Village
Codes, Regulations, and Policies. 

ATTACHMENTS:



Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Legal Notification Correspondence
Aerial Exhibits
Plat & Sub Minutes Minutes
Justification Correspondence
Floor Plan Exhibits
Department Comments Correspondence
Petitioner Response to Department
Comments Correspondence
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
To:   Plan Commission   
Prepared By:  Sam Hubbard, Development Planner 
Meeting Date:  April 27, 2016 
Date Prepared:  April 22, 2016 
Project Title:  Swaminarayan Gurukul – USA, Office Building   
Address:  402 S. Arlington Heights Rd       
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Petitioner:  Popat Radadia 

Address:  810 Windfal Dr. 
   Schaumburg, IL 60173   
    
Existing Zoning:  R-3, One Family Dwelling District 
 
Requested Action: 
� Land Use Variation to allow an unspecified “office” use within the R-3, One Family Dwelling Residential District. 
 
Variations Identified:  
� Variation from Section 11.4-2 to reduce the number of required off-street parking spaces from three spaces to zero. 

 

 
 
Surrounding Properties 

Direction 
 

Zoning 
 

Existing Use 
 

Comprehensive Plan 

North B-2, General Business 
District 

Commercial (Arlington School of Music) Commercial 
 

South R-3, One Family Dwelling 
District 

Institutional (Swaminarayan Gurukul Church 
Parking Lot) 

Single-Family Detached 

East B-2, General Business 
District 

Commercial Strip Building Commercial 

West R-3, One Family Dwelling 
District 

Institutional (Swaminarayan Gurukul Church 
Building) 

Institutional 

NORTH 

Subject Property 
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Background: 
The subject property, along with the neighboring church building and church parking lot, was purchased by the Swaminarayan 
Gurukul church in 2014. The single story building on the subject property has sat mostly vacant since being purchased by the 
aforementioned church. Previously, the subject property was owned by the Church of Christ Scientist, which also owned the 
neighboring church building and adjacent parking lot until they sold it to the Swaminarayan Gurukul church in 2014. While 
owned by the Church of Christ Scientist, the subject property was operated as a “reading room” (all Christ Scientist religious 
institutions are required by the church to provide a reading room). Since the subject property served as an auxiliary use to the 
Church of Christ Scientist, no special use or land use variation was required. However, the current owner would like to rent the 
building out as an office building to a third party, which requires a land use variation for an office use within a residential 
zoning district.  
 
The subject property is 6,625 sq. ft. in size, and contains an approximately 1,000 sq. ft. single story building. There is no 
parking on the subject property, but the church parking lot abuts the property to the south, and there is a smaller church 
parking area located to the west as well (see Exhibit I). The surrounding neighborhood is a mix of institutional uses, 
commercial uses, and single-family residential uses. The subject property is located along S. Arlington Heights Rd, which is 
considered a “Major Arterial”. In 1981, the reading room was granted a variation to allow a ground sign, which ground sign is 
still present on the site today.   
 
Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
The structure on the subject property is currently vacant. The Petitioner is proposing an open ended “office” use within the 

building with no specific tenant identified, however, they have stated that their desired office tenant will be in either the 
real estate industry, legal industry, or financial industry. The Petitioner has explained that they would like to have the 

zoning entitlements in place to make it easier to find an office tenant for the space. Due to the location of the subject property 
within the R-3, One Family Dwelling Residential District, a land use variation is required to allow an office user to occupy the 
building.  
 
The Village's Comprehensive Plan designates the future use of the subject property as “Institutional”. As office uses are 
allowed within the I Institutional zoning district, the proposed use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
The Petitioner has submitted responses to the criteria for land use variation approval (see attached) as required by Section 
13.1-3 of the Chapter 28 of the Municipal Code. Staff has reviewed the Petitioners responses and concurs that the necessary 
criteria have been met. The approval criteria are included below: 
 
� The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the conditions allowed by the 

regulations of that zone.  
� The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. 
� The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
 
Plat and Subdivision Committee 
On April 27, 2016, the Plat and Subdivision Committee met to discuss the project. The subcommittee did not take issue with 
the concept of a professional office on the subject property, but wanted to make sure that the neighboring church parking lot 
had the capacity to provide parking for an office tenant within the stand alone auxiliary building. The minutes from that meeting 
are attached. 
 
Site Plan, Landscaping and Tree Preservation 
There are no changes proposed for the site. Any improvements to the building will occur on the inside of the structure and will 
not alter the exterior appearance. Staff has not identified any recommended landscape improvements given the scope of the 
proposal. No trees will be removed as a result of the proposed land use variation. 
 
Traffic & Parking  
A detailed traffic study is not required due to the amount of floor area on the subject property (under 5,000 square feet). 
However, since the subject property does not contain any off street parking, a variation to reduce the parking requirement for 
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an office user, from three spaces to zero spaces, is required. The Petitioner has stated that the required parking can be 
provided by the landlord (the Swaminarayan Gurukul church) within the neighboring church parking lot. Because hours of 
operation for the church, which has peak parking demand during services that are held on Saturday evenings, do not coincide 
with the traditional hours of operation for an office user, staff believes that this shared parking arrangement can provide 
adequate parking to justify the proposed variation. 
 
The Petitioner has surveyed the existing parking lot to determine if sufficient capacity exists to provide for the additional 
demand created by an office user within the vacant auxiliary building. The neighboring church property contains a total of 72 
parking spaces, and parking was surveyed during the peak service times for the church over two Saturday evenings, as well 
as during traditional working hours over two weekdays. During the 8:00am to 6:00pm times during the week, a maximum of 
two cars were parked on the site, which translates to a 3% utilization of the 72 space parking lot. During religious services on 
Saturday evenings (4:00pm to 9:00pm), the maximum amount of cars parked onsite at any time was 35, which translates to a 
49% utilization of the parking lot. Given the low rates of peak usage for the parking lot, staff believes that sufficient capacity 
exists to accommodate an office user on the subject property.  
 
In order to ensure that the church will provide this shared parking in perpetuity, staff recommends a condition of approval that 
links the land use variation to allow office uses on the subject property to common ownership  both of the subject property and 
neighboring parking lot by one entity. This will ensure that, should the church property be sold in the future to an owner who 
does not want to honor the shared parking arrangement, that the land use variation will no longer be valid. 
 
Staff has received concern from a neighboring resident that when automobiles are parked along Grove Street near the 
intersection of Arlington Heights Road, if a car is trying to make a turn from Grove Street to Arlington Heights Road at the 
same time that a car is turning into Grove Street from Arlington Heights Road, the combination of parked cars and exiting and 
entering cars can create a constricted intersection. If additional parked cars are the result of the occupancy of the subject 
property by office uses, it is likely that this situation will occur more frequently. Therefore, staff recommends a condition of 
approval that requires all employees of the subject property to park within the church parking lot. Furthermore, staff 
recommends that medical and dental offices be prohibited on the subject property as these uses traditionally generate higher 
traffic volumes and would increase the likelihood of customers parking along Grove Street and not within the church parking 
lot.   
 
Recommendation 
The Staff Development Committee has reviewed the Petitioner’s request and recommends approval of a Land Use Variation 
to allow “Offices: Business and Professional” on the subject property and a Variation to reduce the off street parking 
requirements of Section 11.4-2 from three parking space to zero parking spaces. This approval shall be subject to the 
following conditions:  
 

1. The Petitioner shall provide the required parking for the subject property within their south and west parking lots. 
2. The Land Use Variation is only valid while the subject property and abutting parking areas to the west and south (as 

shown on Exhibit I) are under common ownership. Should the subject property and abutting parking areas come 
under separate ownership, the Land Use Variation is no longer valid.  

3. All employees of any office tenant on the subject property must park in the parking lot owned by the Swaminarayan 
Gurukul Church located to the south and west of the subject property. 

4. “Offices: Medical & Dental Clinics” shall not be allowed on the subject property. 
5. The Petitioner shall comply with all applicable Federal, State, and Village Codes, Regulations, and Policies.  

 
 
________________________________   June 3, 2016 
Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development 
 
C: Randy Recklaus, Village Manager 
 All Department Heads  
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REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF 

THE PLAT & SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE 

OF THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS PLAN COMMISSION 

HELD AT VILLAGE HALL ON:  April 27, 2016 

Project Title:  Swaminarayan Gurukul Church – Office LUV  
Address:  402 S. Arlington Heights Rd. 
Petitioner:  Popat Radadia 
Address:  810 Winfal Dr. 
   95 W. Thacker St. 
   Schaumburg, IL 60173 
 
Requested Action: 
� A Land Use Variation to allow a unspecified “office uses” within the R-3, One Family Dwelling Residential District 

 
Variations Identified: 
� None yet identified. 
 
Attendees:  Popat Radadia, Petitioner 
   Madan Khatri, Petitioner 
   Mia Radadia, Petitioner 
   Bruce Green, Plan Commissioner  
   Jay Cherwin, Plan Commissioner 
   Lynn Jensen, Plan Commissioner 
   John Sigalos, Plan Commissioner 
   Sam Hubbard, Development Planner 
 

 
Project Summary 
The subject property, along with the neighboring church building and church parking lot, was purchased by the 
Swaminarayan Gurukul church in 2014. The single story building on the subject property has sat mostly vacant since 
being purchased by the aforementioned church. Previously, the subject property was owned by the Church of Christ 
Scientist, which also owned the neighboring church building and adjacent parking lot until they sold it to the 
Swaminarayan Gurukul church in 2014. While owned by the Church of Christ Scientist, the subject property was 
operated as a “reading room” (all Christ Scientist religious institutions are required by the Church to provide a reading 
room). Since the subject property served as an auxiliary use to the Church of Christ Scientist, no special use or land 
use variation was required. However, the current owner would like to rent the building out as an office building to a 
third party, which will require a land use variation for an office within a residential zoning district. 

The subject property is 6,625 sq. ft. in size, and contains an approx. 1,000 sq. ft. single story building. There is no 
parking on the subject property, but the church parking lot abuts the property to the south, and there is a smaller 
church parking area located to the west as well. The surrounding neighborhood is a mix of institutional uses, 
commercial uses, and single-family residential uses. The subject property is located along S. Arlington Heights Rd, 
which is considered a “Major Arterial”. In 1981, the reading room was granted a variation to allow a ground sign, which 
ground sign is still present on the site today.   

Meeting Discussion: 

The Petitioners and Plat and Subdivision Committee members introduced themselves. 
 
Ms. Radadia provided background on the Swaminarayan Gurukul Church and explained that they had purchased the 
church property in 2014, which included the former “reading room” on the subject property. She explained that the 
congregation had not grown as quickly as expected, and that monthly “revenue” did not cover the mortgage payment on the 
church. She said that therefore, the church was looking to supplement their mortgage payments via rental income 
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generated from a tenant on the subject property. She commented that since the property was zoned residential, the 
Gurukul was seeking a Land Use Variation to allow an office tenant, likely in the real estate, financial, or legal proffession.  
She stated that the Gurukul is also the owner of the adjacent parking lot and would allow the office tenant to park in the 
parking lot since the church was mostly empty during the work week.  
 
Commissioner Green asked Mr. Hubbard to outline the Village evaluation of the petition.  
 
Mr. Hubbard began with an explanation of the subject property as being approx. 6,600 sq. ft. and containing a single story, 
approx. 1,000 sq. ft. building where the proposed office use would be located. He mentioned that the subject property does 
not contain any off street parking spaces, and so parking would need to be provided by the church on their adjacent parking 
lot in order to satisfy the parking requirements of the Village. He stated that some type of connection within the Land Use 
Variation, as in linking it to the ability of the church to provide parking spaces for the office user, would be necessary to 
ensure the continuance of this cross parking agreement. Alternatively, he said that a Reciprocal Easement Agreement for 
shared parking could also work. He said that each use had different peak demand times for parking, so a shared parking 
arrangement would likely be viable, but that the petitioner needed to provide staff with a parking survey, including counts on 
a Saturday when the church is in session, to ensure that adequate parking exists. Furthermore, he stated that the Plan 
Commission may consider additional restrictions, such as prohibiting the office from being open on Saturdays when the 
church has its highest parking demand, or by limiting the types of office uses to prohibit medical offices as they typically 
have a higher parking demand than a professional office. Finally, he said that staff would need to have more information on 
the church relative to its parking calculation/requirement to ensure that the existing parking conforms and that by allowing a 
new use on the subject property, the Village isn’t exacerbating an already non-compliant situation.  
 
Commissioner Green clarified that the parking lot to the south of the subject property was owned by the church. 
 
Mr. Hubbard confirmed that the parking lot to the south was owned by the church.   
 
Commissioner Cherwin said he was not opposed to the proposed use. He said that they may want to consider their tax 
exception status if they turn the property into one which receives rental income, that it may no longer qualify as tax exempt. 
 
Commissioner Sigalos inquired as to why there was a concern that the Church be linked to the office user via the Land 
Use Variation. 
 
Mr. Hubbard explained that the property is all one PIN number for taxing purposes, but the property is composed of 
multiple subdivided lots that could be sold off individually, including the subject property. Therefore, if the Church sold the 
subject property at some point in the future, then eventually sold their property, the Village would need some mechanism to 
ensure that the new owner of the church property would continue to provide parking for the office user. 
 
Discussion ensued relating to which properties the church owned in the immediate vicinity. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked what the expected rent would be from the subject property. 
 
Mr. Kharit stated that he expected it to generate anywhere from $1,200 to $1,500 per month. 
 
Commissioner Jensen stated that this would not fully fill the gap between monthly “revenue” and monthly mortgage 
obligations. 
 
Mr. Kharit stated that this was true, but that it would help make the payments easier. 
 
Mr. Radadia gave some history of the religion and church. He stated that they would not be interested in selling the office 
property off. 
 
Commissioner Green stated that he just wanted to make sure that enough parking was provided for office use in 
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perpetuity, no matter if it was sold off or not. 
 
Ms. Radadia said that the Gurukul was prepared to provide an easement or work out some clause in their lease that they 
would provide parking to the office user. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked if they had any plans to sell the property.  
 
Mr. Radadia confirmed that they were not interested in selling the property at this time and that he received calls every day 
about people wanting to rent the space. He said that if the church really needed money, that people would come to help 
them. 
 
Commissioner Sigalos inquired as to why they weren’t interested in selling the property. 
 
Mr. Kharit responded that the church property would be much less valuable with the corner piece missing. He said that 
there is no need to sell as long as they can rent it. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked if it would make a difference to the Village if an ice cream shop wanted to move in there. 
 
Mr. Hubbard responded that the specific request was for a Land Use Variation to allow an office use, so that retail sales 
would not be allowed. He stated that staff believes office users are appropriate in this location, and it is unknown what the 
parking implications of a retail sales use could be. 
 
Commissioner Green reiterated that the petitioner would have to provide staff with the necessary documents to ensure 
that all parking requirements have been met, but he was supportive of this use. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Plat & Sub Committee agreed that the feedback was positive and encouraged the petitioner to move forward with the 
project.  
 

Bruce Green, Chair 
PLAT & SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE 

Sam Hubbard, Recorder 
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Planning & Community 
Development Dept. Review  
May 5, 2016 

 

REVIEW ROUND 1 

Project: Swaminarayan Gurukul USA – Popat Radadia 

402 S. Arlington Heights Road 

Case Number: PC 16-009 

General Notes: 

 

7. Please provide a floor plan for the church, where uses and sizes of spaces are clearly defined so that 
staff can determine what the parking requirements for the church are. Once this has been determined, 
staff will analyze the estimated additional parking demand generated by the office use to determine 
if the site provides sufficient parking for the sum of the two uses. 

 

8. Please confirm the total number of parking spaces provided on the church property, including parking 
spaces in the small parking area adjacent to the existing church and the larger parking lot to the south 
of the Subject Property. 

 
9. A parking survey must be provided, which inventories the parking on both the small church parking lot 

adjacent to the church and also in the larger parking lot south of the Subject Property. The parking 
survey must be conducted over a two week period, with counts provided for two weekdays and two 
Saturdays while the church is in session during. Please contact me should you have any questions about 
how to prepare this survey.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by: ____________________________ 

 

 

 











Item: Sunset Meadows Safety Netting - 700 S. Dwyer Ave. - PC#16-010

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Amendment to PUD Ordinance 87-052 and Ordinance 05-088.
 
Variations Identified
 
Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3(a) to allow a 20’ tall fence in the front yard where
code limits the maximum height of a fence in the front yard to three feet.
 
Recommendation
 
The Staff Development Committee reviewed the proposed request and supports
the proposed PUD amendment, subject to the following:
 
1. The Petitioner shall comply with all applicable Federal, State, and Village
Codes, Regulations, and Policies.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Legal Notification Correspondence
Aerial Exhibits
Plat & Sub Minutes Minutes
Site Plan Exhibits
Justification Correspondence
Department Comments Correspondence
Petitioner Response to Department
Comments Correspondence
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
To:   Plan Commission   
Prepared By:  Sam Hubbard, Development Planner 
Meeting Date:  June 8, 2016 
Date Prepared:  June 3, 2016 
Project Title:  Arlington Heights Park District – Sunset Meadows Safety Netting   
Address:  700 S. Dwyer Ave.       
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Petitioner:  Arlington Heights Park District – Alann Petersen  

Address:  410 N. Arlington Heights Rd. 
   Arlington Heights, IL 60004   
    
Existing Zoning:  P-L, Public Land District 
 
Requested Action: 
� Amendment to PUD Ordinance 87-052 and Ordinance 05-088 

 
Variations Identified:  
� Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3(a) to allow a 20’ tall fence in the front yard where code limits the maximum height of a fence in the 

front yard to three feet. 
 

  
 
Surrounding Properties:  

Direction 
 

Zoning 
 

Existing Use 
 

Comprehensive Plan 

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

South P-L, Public Land District Remainder of Sunset Meadows Park Parks 

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

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

 

Subject Site 

NORTH 
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Background: 
In 1987, portions of the subject property were rezoned into the P-L district and granted PUD approval to allow for the creation of 
what is known as Sunset Meadows Park. In 2005, the Arlington Heights Park District was approved for an amendment the original 
PUD to allow the expansion of Sunset Meadows Park and to allow various improvements to the park facilities and parking lot. The 
current proposal seeks to amend the PUD a second time to allow for the addition of 20’ tall safety netting along the northern edge of 
the park (Kirchoff Rd.) to prevent balls from accidentally leaving the park and landing on Kirchoff Rd. 
 
Sunset Meadows Park is approximately 6.69 acres in size, however, the Park District also leases the Wilke-Kirchoff Detention 
Basin, which is located on the south side of the park and provides additional open space used as playing fields and parkland. While 
the PUD, as amended in 2005, includes both Sunset Meadows and the abutting Wilke-Kirchoff Detention Basin, the current 
proposal will only amend that portion of the PUD along Kirchoff Rd. where the proposed fence is to be located. The Park District 
has also proposed the removal of portions of the natural turf grass on some of the fields and its replacement with artificial field turf. 
The turf replacement is permitted and is not included in the scope of the proposed PUD amendment.  
       
Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
As previously indicated, the subject property is within the P-L, Public Land district. There will be no change to the underlying use of 
the property as a park, and uses by the Arlington Heights Park District are allowed within the P-L district. The Village's 
Comprehensive Plan designates the future use of the subject property as “Parks” and the proposed PUD amendment is consistent 
with this designation.  
 
Plat and Subdivision Committee 
On May 25, 2016, the Plat and Sub Committee met to discuss the project. The subcommittee did not identify any major issues with 
the proposal and encouraged the petitioner to move forward. The minutes from that meeting are attached. 
 
Site Plan, Building and Landscaping 
There is an existing 6’ tall decorative steel fence that currently runs along the northern frontage of the park abutting Kirchoff Road, 
with one lockable gate in the fence that allows access to the fields for maintenance vehicles only. Eighteen of the posts for the 
existing fence will be removed and replaced with the 20’ tall steel posts to allow the installation of the safety netting on top of the 
existing fence. In the areas where the posts have been removed, the 6’ tall fence will be reattached to the new 20’ tall steel posts 
that support the netting. The protective netting would run along almost the entire stretch of the park fronting Kirchoff Road, which is 
approximately 816 feet in length. In order to improve pedestrian access, two new openings/entrances will be created in this fence. 
 
The proposed improvements will not affect any landscaping and will increase the overall safety of the park. The new entrances 
along Kirchoff Road will have removable Velcro netting to prevent balls from escaping through the openings while still allowing 
access to the park. The netting material will be a black nylon to complement the existing 6’ tall decorative steel fence and the 20’ 
steel poles for the netting.  
 
No trees will be removed in conjunction with this project and no landscaping is required as a result of the new fence. 
 
Traffic & Parking  
The proposed fence will not alter any parking or traffic requirements. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Staff Development Committee reviewed the proposed request and supports the proposed PUD amendment, subject to the 
following: 
 
1. The Petitioner shall comply with all applicable Federal, State, and Village Codes, Regulations, and Policies. 

 
   
________________________________________ June 3, 2016 
Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development 
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Cc: Randy Recklaus, Village Manager 
 All Department Heads 
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REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF 

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

HELD AT VILLAGE HALL ON:  May 25, 2016 

Project Title: Arlington Heights Park District – Sunset Meadows Safety Netting  

Address: 700 S. Dwyer Ave. 

Petitioner: Arlington Heights Park District 
 Alann Petersen  
 410 N. Arlington Heights Rd. 
 Arlington Heights, IL 60004 

 
Requested Action: 

� Amendment to PUD Ordinance 87-052 and Ordinance 05-088  
 
Variations Required:  
� Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3(a) to allow a 20’ tall fence in the front yard where code limits the maximum height of a 

fence in the front yard to three feet. 
 
Attendees:  Scott Elman Hiselman, Arlington Heights Park District 
   Bruce Green, Plan Commissioner 
   Lynn Jensen, Plan Commissioner 
   Jay Cherwin, Plan Commissioner  
   John Sigalos, Plan Commissioner 
   Sam Hubbard, Development Planner 
 

 
Project Summary 
In 1987, portions of the subject property were rezoned into the P-L district and granted PUD approval to allow for the 
creation of what is known as Sunset Meadows Park. In 2005, the Arlington Heights Park District was approved for an 
amendment the original PUD to allow the expansion of Sunset Meadows Park and to allow various improvements to 
the park facilities and parking lot. The current proposal seeks to amend the PUD a second time to allow for the addition 
of 20’ tall safety netting along the northern edge of the park (Kirchoff Rd.) to prevent balls from accidentally leaving the 
park and landing on Kirchoff Rd. 

Sunset Meadows Park is approximately 6.69 acres in size, however, the Park District also leases the Wilke-Kirchoff 
Detention Basin, which is located on the south side of the park and provides additional open space used as playing 
fields and parkland. While the PUD, as amended in 2005, includes both Sunset Meadows and the abutting Wilke-
Kirchoff Detention Basin, the current proposal will only amend that portion of the PUD along Kirchoff Rd. where the 
proposed fence is to be located. The Park District has also proposed the removal of portions of the natural turf grass 
on some of the fields and its replacement with artificial field turf. The turf replacement is permitted and is not included 
in the scope of the proposed PUD amendment.  

Meeting Discussion: 
Mr. Elman introduced the project and stated that the Arlington Heights Park District was going to be removing the 
natural turf within Sunset Meadows Park and replacing it with artificial turf. He said that the orientation of the new 
artificial field turf would put the some of the field’s perpendicular to Kirchoff Road, as opposed to their current 
orientation which is parallel to Kirchoff Road. Due to this new orientation, he said that players would now be shooting at 
a goal that faced toward Kirchoff, which would increase the chance of balls flying over the existing six foot tall fence 
and landing on or across Kirchoff Road. He mentioned that the style of netting posts would match the existing 
decorative 6-foot tall fence and he discussed the process for how they would install this fencefence/netting. He stated 
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that the netting was intended to be permanent and would not be taken down at the end of the outdoor playing season, 
which would help eliminate wear and tear on the netting. 
 
Mr. Hubbard outlined the specific approvals needed and the history of zoning entitlements for the Sunset Meadows 
Park. He mentioned that staff didn’t have any major concerns with the proposal and that the netting would be mostly 
transparent and not overly visible. He said that the netting material would be black to complement the color of the 
existing decorative fence and new posts for the netting. 
 
Mr. Elman mentioned that there will be two pedestrian openings in the added to the existing decorative fence. He said 
each opening would have removable Velcro netting to prevent balls from escaping through the openings, but in the 
rare instance that ball would go over the top of the netting, these openings would provide easy access to Kichoff 
instead of having to walk around the entire fence. 
 
Mr. Hubbard explained that the proposed fence would be a benefit to public safety, and would not alter any of the 
parking requirements for the park. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked if the fence and netting would be black. 
 
Mr. Elman responded that the fence and netting would be black. 
 
Commissioner Jensen stated that he thought it would be mostly invisible. 
 
Mr. Elman responded that the netting would have 1 and ¾ openings and will be double knotted. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding the characteristics of artificial turf. 
 
Commissioner Sigalos stated that he thought this would be a good safety improvement and inquired into the material 
of the netting. 
 
Mr. Elman replied that the netting would be nylon. 
 
Commissioner Cherwin said that he was glad that the AHPD was going to be installing artificial turf as it would help 
the athletes get used to playing on these types of fields and that he thought the safety netting would be crucial in the 
safety of playing on an artificial turf adjacent to a roadway. He asked if lacrosse would be played on these fields. 
 
Mr. Elman replied that they were not planning on using these fields for lacrosse. 
 
Commissioner Cherwin asked if padding would be put around the steel poles that would support the netting. 
 
Mr. Elman responded that they were not planning on placing padding around the steel poles as the AHPD believed 
that they were far enough away from the field to not be an injury risk. 
 
Commissioner Green stated that thought the fence was a great idea, but was worried that the neighbors across 
Kirchoff Road may not like the appearance. He suggested that the petitioner bring in a picture to show people at the 
Plan Commission hearing what the netting would look like. He reiterated that he thought that the netting was a good 
idea for safety purposes. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding a previous light pole project in the park. 
 
Mr. Elman stated that they would like to begin construction on the project in mid-June. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
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The Plat & Subdivision Committee was supportive of the proposal and advised that the petitioner should move forward.  
 
 

Bruce Green, Chair 
PLAT & SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE 

Sam Hubbard, Recorder 
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Planning & Community 
Development Dept. Review  
May 25, 2016 

 

REVIEW ROUND 1 

Project: Arlington Heights Park District, Sunset Meadows Park – Safety Fence 

700 S. Dwyer Avenue 

Case Number: PC 16-010 

General Notes: 

 

7. The existing Planned Unit Development (PUD) was approved via Ordinance #87-052, and 
subsequently amended in 2005 via Ordinance #05-088. The current project requires a second 
amendment to the existing PUD to allow the proposed safety fence/netting. 

 

8. Section 6.13-3(a) requires that fences within a front yard “shall not exceed a height of 36-inches and 
shall not contain any sharp points and must be an open fence”. The proposed fence is located within 
the front yard (Kirchoff Rd.), with the property having two exterior side yards (Dwyer Ave. and Wilke 
Rd.), and the rear yard being the southern property line abutting the Orchard Place townhomes. As 
the fence/netting is proposed at 20’ in height, a variation is required. Staff supports the proposed 
variation.  

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by: ____________________________ 
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