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DOWNTOWN PLANNING COMMITTEE’S EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 
OVERVIEW 
 
This Executive Summary is prepared by the Committee, not the Committee’s consultant team, as 
an effort to clarify and summarize the Downtown Revitalization Plan (“Plan”) from the 
Committee’s perspective. 
 
The Mandate 
 
Working at the direction of the Village of Glenview’s Board of Trustees, ten residents were 
appointed to serve on a Downtown Planning Committee (DPC) in March 2004. This group was 
charged with developing a long-range revitalization program for the Downtown. The planning 
document that follows represents the diverse interests of the Committee members and extensive 
input received from the community – with all contributions bound by a common belief that the 
revitalization of our Downtown is one of the highest priorities of our community. 
 
The Committee firmly believes that the Preferred Concept provides clear direction for how 
change must be managed in the future. Further, the Plan achieves the goals of the Committee, 
incorporates the expressed views of the majority of the community, and provides for a balanced 
and fiscally conservative revitalization plan. 
 
The DPC strongly recommends to the Board of Trustees that this Plan be adopted immediately 
and used to guide all changes that occur within Glenview’s Downtown – in both the short and 
long term. 
 
Composition of Committee and Service Providers 
 
Members of the Committee represented a range of professions, backgrounds and neighborhoods 
as well as the Planning, Appearance, and Zoning Boards, and the Board of Trustees.  
 
To assist with this effort, the Committee retained the consulting services of S. B. Friedman & 
Company and The Lakota Group. The real estate advisory, economic analysis, and design 
services provided by these companies were supplemented by experts in transportation planning 
and engineering. A complete list of consultants is provided in the Downtown Plan. 
 
Study Area 
 
The Downtown was defined to include the area along Glenview Road from Washington Street 
east to Waukegan Road, and along Waukegan Road from Lake Street south to Henley Street. 
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COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 
 
To ensure the recommended Plan benefited from community input, the DPC conducted all of its 
meetings entirely within the public purview. All meetings were open to the public and were 
televised on local cable television. To ensure the final Plan responded to the DPC’s Mission 
Statement and Goals (discussed further below), many opportunities were provided for residents 
of Glenview to bring forth ideas and concerns for consideration by the Committee. This was 
facilitated by: 
 

• Holding 22 meetings that allowed for public comment; 
• Conducting several public workshops; 
• Holding a focus group of concerned residents; 
• Conducting a walking tour of the Downtown that was open to the community; 
• Conducting a written survey of local business owners; 
• Encouraging letters, e-mails, and calls from concerned residents; 
• Publishing all meeting dates, meeting minutes, and other products created by the 

Committee on Glenview’s website; and 
• Providing notice of meetings and periodic updates on the Committee’s progress via the 

Glenview Report. 
 
MISSION AND GOALS STATEMENT 
 
The Committee’s first deliverable involved developing a mission statement and series of goals 
that would drive its planning effort. These are provided separately on the following page. 
 
The Committee is anxious to reinforce a central theme that is addressed in the Statement of 
Goals. While the Committee believes that economic development is critical to the long-term 
viability of the Downtown, this Plan is designed to go well beyond the pursuit of improved 
bricks and mortar. In the broadest sense, it’s about creating a sense of place, embellishing 
lifestyle, and affording people new ways to enjoy the vitality of our Village.  
 
The combination of thriving businesses, improved pedestrian experiences, and the introduction 
of new activities and open space will collectively contribute to the achievement of this goal. 
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Village of Glenview  
Downtown Planning Committee 

Mission and Goals  
May 1, 2004 

 
Mission 

 
To develop a vision and implementation plan for the  

revitalization of downtown Glenview that balances the community’s diverse 
interests and reflects the economic health and quality of life that  

characterize the Village. 
 

Goals 
 
• To reconcile previous downtown studies with current perspectives solicited from the 

community to develop the framework for revitalization. 
 
• To optimize community benefits and synergies from civic, retail, residential, and 

environmental uses planned for the downtown. 
 
• To develop an action plan that defines block-by-block steps to revitalize the downtown by: 

 Creating a sense of place that has uses desired and needed by the community; 
 Enhancing the aesthetic appeal of the downtown; 
 Providing desirable amenities, such as parking, open space, and streetscape 

improvements; 
 Addressing the needs of existing downtown merchants while attracting additional  

high quality establishments;  
 Being financially prudent. 

 
• To prioritize the defined steps of the action plan. 
 
• To identify implementation strategies (e.g.: zoning, financing, planning and design) that 

promote collaborative public and private sector solutions. 
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PROVIDING CONTEXT: GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND OBSERVATIONS  
 
Underlying Premise 
 
The Committee completed this effort based on a fundamental assumption. In brief, the 
Committee assumed that change in the Downtown was inevitable. Based on this assumption, the 
Committee strongly believed that the Village must manage change proactively to ensure our 
Downtown becomes what we want it to be in the long term. Therefore, this Plan stands as a 
roadmap to guide change as opportunities for revitalization occur. 
 
It also reflects the fundamental belief that the Downtown needs to be revitalized to ensure its 
long-term viability. Passive management of this critical environment will not be sufficient – nor 
is the status quo an acceptable or realistic alternative. Again, this roadmap outlines how change 
can occur in a way that complements the fundamental character and the majority view of the 
Village. 
 
Answers to Key Questions 
 
The community has asked several questions during this effort that deserve a direct response to 
provide context for the direction put forth in this Plan. Among those questions asked most 
frequently are the following: 
 

• Why did the Village undertake this planning effort?  In addition to believing that we must 
aggressively manage the future of the Downtown, several factors indicate that this effort 
was well timed. These include the following: 

o Properties are selling to new investors, suggesting people believe the Downtown 
represents a solid investment opportunity (i.e., Renneckar’s, Regency 
Development); 

o A consortium that includes key landowners, led by Glenview State Bank, has 
expressed interest in revitalizing their property and has developed conceptual 
plans designed to revitalize their holdings; 

o The Dominick’s site may come into play, and we need a clear vision for how we 
will respond if plans for that parcel become necessary; and 

o The Village plans to make a multi-million dollar investment in a new library at its 
current location, a clear testament to the community’s belief in the future of the 
Downtown. 

 
Rarely are there so many indicators that suggest change is imminent – indeed underway - 
in a Downtown, and, consequently, we must be ready to respond. 
 

• How is this effort different from prior planning studies? Two reasons. First, the timing 
has never been more opportune. For the reasons just listed, the need to guide change to 
ensure the community’s needs are met has never been more acute. 
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Second, this effort is not focused just on physical planning, but on recommending plans 
that fully integrate market demand, financial feasibility considerations, and physical 
planning. These are the defining elements that set this effort apart. 
 

• Who will be the catalyst for improving the Downtown? Obviously the Committee hopes 
this Plan will heighten awareness and stimulate some thinking that translates into the 
preferred action. But in the main, the private sector will drive change in the Downtown. 
The Committee has provided the roadmap, and the private sector will provide the bulk of 
the capital needed for implementation. 

 
However, the Committee fully recognizes that private sector investment requires some 
degree of public sector involvement to be successful. This Plan strives to find an 
appropriate balance between the economic realities connected with physical improvement 
and the steps the Village must take to support visionary change. Regulatory adjustments 
as well as infrastructure commitments, as examples, represent areas where public sector 
support will be required for this Plan to be successful.  
 

• What’s the difference between what the Village wants to do with the Downtown and the 
Village’s role at The Glen? The key difference is this: For the Glen, the Village assumed 
control of the land, developed a master plan, and then worked with developers and 
investors to develop the land in accordance with the overall plan. For the Downtown, the 
private sector will largely determine how their properties are improved, while the Village 
will support and facilitate transactions. 

 
• What role will the Village play in this revitalization effort? There are several ways in 

which the Village may be involved. For example the Village will:  
o Develop a regulatory scheme that supports the objectives of the Plan (e.g., form-

based code); 
o Strategically use its land holdings to leverage desired outcomes; and 
o Provide support in managing required infrastructure improvements (e.g., sewer, 

water, public parking). 
 
KEY ELEMENTS OF THE PLAN 
 
Physical Improvements 
 
The primary elements of the Plan fundamentally support the economic development of the 
Downtown area. At a high level, the basic elements of the Plan include the following: 
 

• Concentrate retail. Revitalization of retail must occur on a concentrated basis. Retail 
works best in clusters, and not on a decentralized format. The Plan reinforces this 
fundamental principle throughout. 

• Introduce residential. The vitality of the Downtown will be enhanced by broadening 
residential offerings. This strategy also will help ensure retail has a captive market on 
which to build a business. 
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• Accommodate office uses. The Plan embraces office uses in appropriate locations in the 
Downtown, and recognizes that business uses of varying types can further strengthen the 
commercial environment. 

• Underwrite public sector improvements. Private sector investment must be married with 
public sector enhancements, and the Plan calls for measured investment where required 
to ensure the success of this Plan. 

 
Responding to Community Concerns 
 
Village residents and property and business owners have raised several concerns regarding the 
potential impacts that the recommended Plan may have on the community. These concerns are 
legitimate and of equal concern to the Committee.  
 
The key concerns expressed by the community, and the responses inherent in this Plan, are as 
follows: 
 

• The Plan allows for unacceptable building heights and will result in a canyon effect 
along Glenview Road. The heights recommended within this Plan reflect the need to be 
economically realistic with our objectives – while balancing these objectives with the 
views of the majority of the community. In order to keep this Plan fiscally conservative 
and minimize any public incentives for private development, we need to allow for some 
modest density. However, the Committee has spent long hours recommending restrictions 
to ensure a "canyon effect" along Glenview Road does not occur. From the standpoint of 
building height, all of the proposed projects on Glenview Road would fall within the 50-
foot height limitation allowed under the current Planned Development ordinance and be 
similar to several buildings that currently exist in and around the downtown area. 
 
Further, the Preferred Concept plan anticipates the development of a form-based code 
that will heavily regulate the form and location of new developments and will promote: 
1) approximately 50-foot high, four-story buildings on both sides of Glenview Road for 
only a one-block length; 2) a stepback for the fourth story so that from Glenview Road 
the buildings will be perceived to be no more than three stories and approximately 35 feet 
in height; and 3) permitting only two five-story buildings in the study area which are 
distant from each other and not directly located on Glenview Road. 
 
On balance, the Plan avoids the "canyon effect" without substantial public investment. 
 

• Traffic will become unmanageable in the Downtown. The traffic engineer retained to 
evaluate this issue has modeled our study area and determined that: (1) several 
improvements can be made to improve traffic flow as well as make pedestrian 
movements safer; and (2) recommended turning restrictions and traffic increases due to 
revitalization will not result in a material degradation of service within the Downtown. 

 
• Eminent domain will be used to revitalize the Downtown. The Committee will not 

recommend that the Village Board use eminent domain as a tool to effect revitalization. 
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• The Plan will result in either a tax increase or the creation of another TIF district. 
Although final plans related to the funding of public projects contemplated in this Plan 
are the responsibility of the Board of Trustees to develop, the Committee does not foresee 
a need to raise taxes or create a TIF district to implement this Plan. 
 
Further, revitalization is expected to generate an increase in the assessed values of 
property, thereby resulting in increased tax revenues for our schools and other taxing 
bodies. 
 

• Parking will be harmed by this Plan. The Plan will not materially impact Metra-related 
parking availability, and provisions have been made to increase parking spaces and locate 
them in more convenient locations for Village businesses. 

 
• Current Downtown retailers will lose their businesses. As noted earlier, the Village does 

not intend to assume public control of parcels currently under private ownership. Further, 
the Preferred Concept calls for several current retail and office spaces to remain and the 
build-out of substantial square footage of new retail space. Many business owners will 
not need to change their locations, and the few that do should have many options to own 
or rent space in the Downtown area or elsewhere in Glenview if they so choose. The 
expected increase in customers and sales revenue in the revitalized Downtown should 
more than offset any rent increase that the business owner may incur. 

 
• Why can’t the Downtown just remain as is - and simply improve its appearance? 

For the reasons stated above, the Committee believes that physical change is necessary to 
revitalize our Downtown. In addition to the Preferred Concept, however, the Plan 
recommends the initiation of a façade improvement program and Downtown marketing 
programs to enhance the image of Downtown. 
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1. Introduction to the Plan  
 
This Revitalization Plan document is intended to guide the revitalization of Downtown 
Glenview. It is the product of the collective efforts of Village Staff, the Downtown Planning 
Committee, the Consultant Team, and members of the general public that have provided input at 
meetings and workshops.   
 
Although the recommended projects involve a variety of public investments and actions, the 
Downtown Revitalization Plan is primarily intended to guide and encourage private sector 
initiatives. It contains a number of recommendations for specific sites and projects that are 
collectively intended to enhance the Downtown’s position as a vital social, cultural, civic, and 
economic asset to the Village as a whole.   
 
Plan Background 
 
The Study Area for the Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan includes the traditional 
Glenview Road core Downtown, transitional residential and commercial areas to the north and 
south, and the frontage along Waukegan Road from Henley Street to Lake Avenue. The Study 
Area addressed by this Plan is shown in the Study Area Map on the following page.    
 
This Revitalization Plan represents a continuation of prior efforts to improve the Downtown, 
including the 1990 Downtown Industrial Area Land Use and Development Plan, the 1994 
Downtown: A Vision for the Future, the subsequent creation of the D-1 special Downtown 
zoning district, and the more recent and directly linked efforts described below. 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
 
The 2004 update to the Village of Glenview Comprehensive Plan specifically addressed 
Downtown Glenview as a special district with the Village as a whole. The Plan noted the 
importance of the Downtown, and articulated several themes as a basis for making 
recommendations for the district. Among these themes were “the preservation of the social 
experience of a pedestrian-friendly Downtown, which serves the needs of the immediate 
neighborhood as well as the community at large,” and “the need for specialty shops, restaurants, 
and family destinations within the Downtown.” 
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In addition to a number of specific recommendations for Downtown improvement, the 2004 
Comprehensive Plan also recommended two key implementation steps that are addressed by the 
scope of this study: 
 

• Market Study: “Conduct a market study to attract desirable retail businesses to the 
Downtown and estimate the associated fiscal impact of Village intervention in the 
redevelopment process.” 

 
• Redevelopment Plans: “Create detailed redevelopment plans for commercial blocks 

along Glenview Road that can be used as guidelines for approving new investments 
proposed by property owners.”  

 
GIBBS MARKET STUDY 
 
In 2004, the Gibbs Planning Group was commissioned by the Village to evaluate retail market 
opportunities in Downtown Glenview. This study identified market demand for approximately 
105,000 net new square feet of retail space through 2007 in the Downtown, provided that it could 
be physically accommodated and that new mixed-use urban projects were developed as part of 
the overall changes to the Downtown environment. The Gibbs study also called for further 
planning efforts that are included this study: 
 

• Residential Market Study: that the Village conduct a professional market study to 
determine market demand for multi-family housing in the Downtown. 

 
• Detailed Concept Plans: that the Village work with design experts to create detailed 

plans for specific sites within the Downtown as a measure to encourage projects with new 
retail space. 

 
DOWNTOWN PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 
In early 2004, the Village formed a 10-member Downtown Planning Committee (DPC) made up 
of citizens and elected and appointed officials. The DPC, in conjunction with Village staff, has 
directed the Consultant Team as it has carried out the planning process. It has also provided 
extensive input into the concepts and recommendations contained in this Downtown 
Revitalization Plan document.   
 
Report Structure 
 
This Downtown Revitalization Plan document is divided into two volumes: Volume 1: Preferred 
Concept and Implementation Strategies and Volume 2: Existing Conditions/Constraints and 
Opportunities Analysis.   
 

• Volume 1 presents the Preferred Concept for Downtown Glenview and the associated 
Implementation Action Steps. These items are the results of an iterative process of testing 
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and refining a number of alternatives for opportunity sites within the Downtown. This 
volume encompasses the following key work steps: 

 
o Creation of Conceptual Development Alternatives for a range of Downtown 

Blocks and opportunity sites. 
 
o Economic Feasibility Analysis evaluating the financial parameters associated with 

each specific development concept options. 
 
o Community Input on specific development alternatives received at a Community 

Workshop and at subsequent DPC meetings. 
 
o Detailed Site-by-Site DPC Review over the course of eight public meetings at 

which concept plan refinements and associated economic feasibility analyses 
were presented by the Consultant Team for DPC review and approval. 

 
o Transportation and Parking Review to evaluate the projected effects of the 

Preferred Concept on Downtown circulation and parking supply. 
 
o Implementation Action Planning by the Consultant Team, as reviewed and refined 

by the DPC over the course of two additional meetings. 
 

• Volume 2 describes the research and analysis performed and public input received in the 
initial phase of the project. This material served as background for the Team’s 
preparation of conceptual Downtown development plans and the eventual Preferred 
Concept, and encompasses the following key work steps: 

 
o Public/Stakeholder Input was collected through a series of forums including an 

open Downtown walking tour and brainstorming session, a Community Input 
Workshop, a written survey of Downtown business owners, a focus group session 
with key Downtown stakeholders, and a public DPC meeting on existing 
conditions/constraints and opportunities. All DPC meetings throughout the project 
were open to the public and provided an additional opportunity for public input. 

 
o Physical Analysis of building conditions and configurations, opportunity sites, 

existing businesses and land use mix, and general Downtown amenities/ 
environment was conducted. 

 
o Market Analysis was performed to confirm and update the Gibbs retail market 

study findings and quantify residential demand and price points.  
 

o Transportation Analysis was performed to evaluate key traffic, pedestrian and 
parking issues. 

 
o Stormwater Conditions and River Enhancement Opportunities were evaluated. 
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o Existing Codes regulating development in the Downtown were reviewed. 
 
Revitalization Plan Goals  
 
The overarching goals of this Revitalization Plan are derived from those articulated in precursor 
planning efforts, the DPC mission statement, and public input received during the planning 
process. They are as follows: 
 

• Enhance the activity, vitality, and retail options within the Downtown 
 
• Reinforce the function of Glenview Road as a traditional pedestrian-oriented retail street 

serving as the focal point of Downtown 
 

• Maintain and improve circulation and safety for pedestrians and automobiles 
 

• Provide adequate and convenient parking to support Downtown uses 
 

• Foster revitalization projects that match and enhance the traditional character of 
Downtown 

 
• Accommodate and support existing businesses within the context of a revitalized 

Downtown 
 

• Capitalize on the amenity value created by the riverfront area 
 

• Balance the tension between the goals of: 
 
o The needs and desires of the community, including development that does not 

overwhelm the scale and character of the Downtown 
o Economically feasible development concepts and implementation action steps 
o Limited public financial involvement 

 
Specific Objectives 
 
During the planning process, additional specific objectives were incorporated into the planning 
process as a result of input from the DPC and community participants and analysis by the 
Consultant Team, including: 

 
• Maximize continuous retail frontage and minimize building heights directly on 

Glenview Road 
 

• Retain where possible buildings and/or facades identified as historic 
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• Identify public/private and private/private shared parking opportunities, particularly in 
the core Glenview Road area 

 
• Create one or more opportunities for a stand-alone, “signature” restaurant space 

 
• Retain a grocery use in the Downtown 

 
• Locate parking behind retail uses where possible 

 
• Add green space/landscaping in parking lots, along river embankments, and elsewhere 

as appropriate throughout Downtown 
 

• Accommodate as much retail as possible given the overall market potential identified in 
available market studies (see Volume 2 of this report) 

 
• Demarcate key gateways and promote a “sense of arrival” in Downtown 

 
• Accommodate office uses in appropriate locations in the Downtown area 

 
Village Roles and Responsibilities 
 
Although this Revitalization Plan is intended primarily to guide private investment and 
initiatives, the Village of Glenview is anticipated to provide critical facilitation and program 
administration functions in the Downtown revitalization process. The Village will bring together 
Downtown stakeholders and manage the installation of public capital improvements and the 
overall process of revitalization. In addition, the Village will make various public improvements 
and may contribute financially to the development of public amenities that are incorporated into 
private development projects.  
 
Specific Village administrative and facilitation responsibilities are likely to include, but are not 
limited to: 
 

• Adjusting existing regulations and policies affecting the Downtown built environment, 
such as  zoning, stormwater detention requirements, parking standards, and landscaping 
requirements 

 
• Establishing recommended Downtown-wide programs (e.g., façade improvements, 

area-wide marketing) and assisting Downtown-specific organizations in their efforts 
 
• Facilitating discussions among stakeholders in key Downtown opportunity sites, 

including property owners, business owners, and potential private investors 
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2. Preferred Concept  
 
The Preferred Concept for Downtown Glenview presents a comprehensive vision for 
revitalization. It contains three sub-areas: West (area west of Church Street), Central (area east of 
Church and south of Grove Street), and North (area north of Grove along Waukegan Road). 
 
The Preferred Concept is shown for the Downtown as a whole on the following page, and 
illustrated and described in greater detail in the West, Central, and North sub-area sections of this 
chapter. In total, the Preferred Concept calls for the development of 529 residential units, 
125,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space, 124,000 square feet of private and governmental 
office space, river improvements and other new green space, and a mix of new on-street and off-
street public, private, and shared parking. 
 
The principal components of the Preferred Concept are as follows: 
 

• Recommended development programs and building placements/orientations for key 
Opportunity Sites 

 
• Improvements and reconfigurations of key transportation and parking facilities and 

other infrastructure; and 
 
• Added or enhanced public amenities such as parks, plazas, and landscaping. 

 
The Preferred Concept narratives for each Opportunity Site within the individual West, North, 
and Central sub-area sections of this chapter provide descriptions of key site-specific issues and 
considerations.  
 
Role of Preferred Concept 
 
The Preferred Concept shows a potential buildout of the Opportunity Sites that reflects the goals 
and objectives of the Downtown planning process. It should serve in conjunction with the 
regulatory framework and implementation strategies discussed in the “Policies and 
Implementation Action Steps” chapter of this report as a guide to Village officials, Village 
Commissions, property owners, and development professionals as they conceive and implement 
projects within the Downtown.   
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The Preferred Concept illustrates recommended uses and building scale, placement, and 
orientation for Opportunity Sites within the Downtown. However, it does not constitute detailed 
site or building design. As specific projects move toward implementation, their designs will 
necessarily vary from those shown here. Specifically, this report assumes the following: 
 

• The Preferred Concept shows new buildings as relatively simple shapes with somewhat 
standardized dimensions and configurations. Actual building designs will vary based on 
specific site characteristics, and will include such features as appropriate upper-floor 
setbacks/stepbacks, façade and roofline articulation, modern exterior signage and 
lighting, and a range of building materials, critical elements of which are identified in the 
“Regulatory Framework” section of Chapter 3. Stepbacks are particularly critical for 
buildings fronting Glenview Road, where a maximum three-story height elevation for the 
portion directly at the property line is recommended.   

 
• Residential unit, parking space, and commercial square footage figures described in the 

Preferred Concept are conceptual, and will vary based on site-specific factors and the end 
user market segments to which each project is targeted. 

 
• The land uses and building heights shown on specific sites in the Preferred Concept 

should be permitted by the proposed regulatory framework, but do not delineate the only 
potential buildout of the Opportunity Sites. Recommended building height and use 
restrictions are discussed in the site-specific Preferred Concept descriptions and in the 
“Policies and Implementation Action Steps” chapter of this report. 

 
Feasibility and Impact Analyses 
 
During the planning process, the Consultant Team conducted extensive testing of the feasibility 
and likely impacts of the Preferred Concept as follows: 
 

• Economic Feasibility Modeling. Based on pricing and rent information gleaned during 
the Market Analysis phase of the process (see Volume 2 of this report), prototypical 
development cost estimates, and prevailing Downtown land prices, S. B. Friedman & 
Company developed a model to analyze the economic viability of a range of 
revitalization concepts on a block-by-block basis. The DPC and the Consultant Team 
then used the results of this model to calibrate the Preferred Concept development 
program and identify key sites that are likely to require Village contributions, financial or 
otherwise, to achieve economic feasibility. Further description of the Economic 
Feasibility analysis is included in Appendix A of this report. For key sites on which a 
Village contribution appears to be necessary for successful implementation, the nature of 
this contribution is indicated in the description of the Preferred Concept for that block 
(noted as “Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility”). The logistics and parameters of 
these contributions are discussed further in Chapter 3.   

 
• Traffic Impact Analysis. Using Synchro-Sim traffic modeling software, KLOA, Inc. 

analyzed the potential impacts on peak-hour traffic volumes at key Downtown 
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intersections if the Preferred Concept is fully built out. Based on national standards for 
the traffic generation potential of various land uses, the model indicates that buildout of 
the Preferred Concept would not significantly impact Downtown traffic. This appears to 
be primarily because the most significant land use change shown in the Preferred 
Concept involves the addition of new residential units, in some cases in place of existing 
commercial uses such as professional office and services. Residential uses tend to 
generate less traffic overall than commercial, and have less pronounced trip generation 
peaks. Appendix B of this report provides additional detail on this analysis.   

  
• Parking Supply/Demand Analysis. KLOA, Inc. also analyzed the projected peak 

parking demand generated in each sub-area of the Preferred Concept at buildout versus 
the available off-street parking supply. This analysis shows that the parking supplied in 
the Preferred Concept, both by sub-area and as a whole, should be sufficient to 
accommodate peak demand, particularly in light of enhanced potential for shared 
parking. See Appendix B for additional detail. 

 
Based on these analyses, it the core development vision of the Preferred Concept is projected to 
be economically feasible, provided the Village takes necessary steps to enhance development 
feasibility as noted in this report. Further, the Preferred Concept adequately considers and 
addresses traffic and parking issues.    
 
Building Symbols and Design Assumptions 
 
The Preferred Concept illustrates Downtown revitalization project using the following key 
symbols: 
 
 
 
 
 
Rowhomes 
 
 
 
 
Townhomes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Condominiums are for-sale residential units located either in a stand-alone 
multi-family building or on upper floors of a mixed-use building. The 
Preferred Concept assumes at least one indoor parking space per unit, within 
the building footprint. Additional visitor spaces may be located within the 
building or in adjacent surface lots. 

Retail is shown in the Preferred Concept with storefront depths ranging from 
40 to 70 feet. Restaurants are indicated with the same symbol, but are noted 
differently in the text labeling.  

Rowhomes and Townhomes are single-family attached units with a common 
wall between adjacent units. They are both rear-loaded products, with the 
garage for each unit accessed via a common service drive in the rear. It is 
assumed in all plans shown that both product types would be 2½ to 3 stories 
tall. It is also assumed that the rear garages and service drives would be 
landscaped and screened from any adjacent uses. The difference between the 
two product types is that the townhome is slightly smaller, with the garage 
enclosed on the ground floor within the footprint of the building. The 
rowhome is slightly larger, with a full first floor of living space and a semi-
detached garage in the rear. 
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Mixed-Use buildings are shown with commercial/retail and enclosed 
parking on the ground floor and upper-floor condominium residential. Retail 
depths in these buildings vary within the ranges described above. These 
buildings are shown in two types of configurations, depending on whether 
the entire building frontage include ground-floor retail. In full-frontage 
buildings, ground floor uses are delineated by color, with red representing 
retail and gray indicating enclosed ground-floor parking. In buildings with 
partial retail frontage, the portion of the building assumed to have ground 
floor retail is indicated via red shading. Where present, underground parking 
under mixed-use buildings is indicated via the text labeling on the concept 
drawing. 
 
Civic and Office Uses are shown as stand-alone multi-story structures with 
height and square footage information provided. Although no office uses are 
shown within mixed-use structures in the Preferred Concept due primarily to 
economic feasibility considerations, the proposed regulatory framework 
does not preclude these configurations as an alternative to upper-floor 
residential. 
 

Full Retail Frontage 

Portion with 
Ground Floor 

Retail 

Parking is shown in the Preferred Concept in surface lots and on the lowest 
floors of mixed-use structures. In sizing the parking areas shown in the 
Preferred Concept, the Consultant Team used parking ratios that are similar 
to the Village’s current applicable standards for the Downtown. Retail and 
office parking is generally provided at 1 space per 300 square feet of 
footprint, and restaurant parking at 1 space per 100 square feet of footprint. 
Rowhomes and townhomes are each provided with two spaces per unit in an 
attached garage. Finally, condominium parking is provided at a ratio of 1.5 
spaces per unit, with at least one space located in an enclosed structure 
directly connected to the condominium building. 

Enclosed Ground-Floor 
Parking in Mixed-use 
Building 

Surface Lot 
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 Sub-Area 1: West 
 
The West Sub-Area serves as the gateway for those entering Downtown on Glenview Road from 
the west, from Lehigh/Harlem Avenues, or by rail. Existing uses include Downtown’s primary 
commercial corridor along Glenview Road; civic anchors such as the post office, library, and fire 
station; and the Metra commuter train station and associated parking. This Sub-Area also 
contains a number of structures that reflect the Village’s history and contribute to its identity, 
including Glenview House, Grandpa’s, the Renneckars’ Building, Glenview State Bank, and the 
Dairy Bar. 
 
The proposed replacement or rehabilitation of the Downtown library will reinforce its position as 
a major Downtown civic anchor. On the other blocks in the West Sub-Area, the Preferred 
Concept  envisions continuous retail frontage on Glenview Road, continuing the street’s role as 
Downtown’s primary commercial corridor. New retail space is predominantly located within 
mixed-use structures with residential condominiums on upper floors. Away from Glenview 
Road, condominium buildings and townhomes/rowhomes are the primary land uses, reflecting 
access and visibility-related retail market limitations, and the need to transition into the 
surrounding single- and multi-family residential neighborhoods.  The potential consolidation of 
library parking north of Glenview Road may create an opportunity for townhome development 
on the library parking lot at the southeast corner of Glenview and Washington.  Finally, the 
Preferred Concept shows a small convenience retail use on the ground floor of a mixed-use 
structure opposite the Metra station.   
 
Finally, the Preferred Concept for the West Sub-Area contains several significant public 
improvements and facilities. Although the planning process for upgrades to the Downtown 
library is proceeding separately from the Downtown Revitalization Plan, the Preferred Concept 
is structured in anticipation of this public investment. As part of these planning processes, the 
option of closing Prairie Street at Lehigh Avenue with a cul-de-sac should be studied. 
 
Also, new and reconfigured Metra commuter parking is located at the northern end of the sub-
area, and a proposed gateway aesthetic feature at the Metra tracks at Glenview Road adds visual 
interest, encouraging pedestrians to move between the east and west ends of the core Downtown 
area. The northeast corner of Glenview Road and Harlem Avenue is the site of a new park/plaza 
space, and gateway signage frames the western entrance to Downtown (at the southeast corner of 
Glenview Road and Washington Street). The Preferred Concept also recommends the relocation 
of the fire station to Dewes Street to improve service and maximize the potential for continuous 
pedestrian-oriented retail frontage along Glenview Road. 
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GROVE/DEPOT SITES – PREFERRED CONCEPT 
(northeast and northwest corners of Depot and Grove Streets) 

 
• Development Program Summary 

- 27 condominium units at four-story height; 36 
condominium units at five-story height 

- Interior parking spaces for condominium units 
- 16 guest surface parking spaces 
- 45 commuter-only surface parking spaces 
- 146 shared commuter/Depot Square parking 

spaces 
 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Four- or five-story building height 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Construction of commuter/shared surface parking 
- Possible relocation of some underground utilities 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- Partially or fully fund reconfigured shared Metra 
commuter/Depot Square surface parking 

 
The Preferred Concept Plan for this site encompasses 

two existing Village-owned Metra commuter parking lots at the northeast corner of Grove and 
Depot, and the triangular parcel on the northwest corner. The concept shows the southeastern 
portion of the site, currently the southern Metra commuter lot, redeveloped as a condominium 
building with ground-floor enclosed parking. Either a four- or five-story structure is permissible. 
 
To compensate for the loss of the 73 commuter parking spaces currently located in the southern 
Metra lot as well as approximately 24 spaces potentially eliminated through redevelopment of 
the Bess Hardware site, the northern Metra commuter parking is reconfigured and expanded. The 
reconfigured parking area is a combination of the existing northern lot, the parking lot for Depot 
Square immediately to the west, and other Village-owned property immediately to the east. This 
shared lot accommodates Depot Square parking needs in combination with Metra parking. 
Additionally, the concept recommends expansion of the existing 24-space commuter lot directly 
north of the train station onto the triangular parcel to the north, adding 21 additional commuter 
parking spaces. This solution results in no reduction in the number of Metra parking spaces north 
of Glenview Road. 
 
As discussed further in Chapter 3 of this report, the Village should also consider parking pricing 
strategies to encourage park-and-ride commuters to switch to the less heavily used North Glen 
parking lots.   
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GROVE/DEPOT SITES – ALTERNATE CONCEPT 
(Note: Please see Appendix C for full labeled version) 

 
• Development Program Summary 

- 48 condominium units with interior parking 
- 5 guest surface parking spaces 
- 45 commuter-only surface parking spaces 
- 92 shared commuter/Depot Square parking 

spaces 
 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Four-story building heights 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Construction of commuter/shared surface parking 
- Possible relocation of some underground utilities 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- Partially or fully fund reconfigured shared Metra 
commuter/Depot Square surface parking 

 
The Preferred Concept includes an alternate plan for 
this site to provide additional flexibility in the use of 

these Village-owned parcels. The Alternate Concept incorporates a second condominium 
building on what is currently the northern Metra commuter surface parking lot, nearly doubling 
the number of condominium units on the site. While this alternate concept could generate 
additional land sale revenue for the Village, it results in a net loss of 30 Metra commuter parking 
spaces north of Glenview Road (in addition to the potential loss of 24 commuter spaces resulting 
from Bess Hardware site redevelopment). Greater use of the Metra commuter spaces on Railroad 
Avenue south of Dewes (at present not heavily used) could potentially offset the loss of these 
spaces. 
 
The DPC only recommends consideration of the higher-density Alternate Concept provided that 
the Village Board determines that the additional land sale revenue is necessary for and will be 
dedicated to improvements elsewhere in the Downtown. 
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THE NOODLE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL SITE 
(Southeast corner of Depot and Grove Streets) 
 

Development Program Summary 
- 5,000 square feet of ground-floor commercial space 
- 24 condominium units with interior parking 
- 67 surface parking spaces (shared with Grandpa’s) 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- N/A 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
The concept for the Noodle/Light Industrial Site 
recommends its redevelopment into a mixed-use building 

with a character more compatible with a Downtown environment than the one-story light 
industrial/commercial structure currently existing on the site. Because the site is located off the 
primary Glenview Road retail corridor, the concept only incorporates retail or restaurant space 
on a portion of the overall ground-floor footprint. This partial retail floorplate is most appropriate 
at the southern end of the site due to its superior visibility from Glenview Road and shared 
parking opportunities with Grandpa’s. 



Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan Preferred Concept 
 

S. B. Friedman & Company 17 KLOA, Inc. 
The Lakota Group  Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. 

OLYMPIA MALL BLOCK 
(Bounded by Washington and Dewes Streets, Harlem Avenue, and Glenview Road) 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 15,000 square feet of ground-floor commercial 

space along Glenview Road 
- 48 condominium units with interior parking 
- 8 rowhomes 
- 9 townhomes 
- 74 surface parking spaces 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story height on condominium 
and mixed-use buildings 

 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Gateway signage/feature at southeast corner of 
Glenview Road and Washington Street 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
The key goals of the concept plan for the Olympia Mall Block are to create a strong retail street 
wall on Glenview Road, use multi-story residential buildings to serve as a transition between 
Glenview Road and existing homes on Dewes Street, and provide parking for all uses in the 
interior of the block. The mixed-use structure at the north edge of the block and the Library Site 
across Glenview Road jointly demarcate the western end of the Glenview Road commercial 
corridor. The new mixed-use building has the potential to serve as a “statement building,” and its 
design should complement that of the new/rehabilitated Library. 
 
The townhomes facing Washington Street are located on an existing Library parking lot that the 
Village anticipates will become available for development with the consolidation of Library 
parking north of Glenview Road. The redevelopment of this site will likely occur independently 
from that of Olympia Mall. 
 
Washington Street marks the western boundary of the Downtown on Glenview Road. The 
concept recommends a Downtown gateway sign or feature at this intersection to help establish a 
Downtown identity and create a sense of arrival. 
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PATTEN HOUSE BLOCK 
(Glenview Road between Harlem Avenue and Metra Tracks) 

 
• Development Program Summary 

- 6,000 square feet of commercial space along Glenview Road 
- Reconfigured surface parking lot 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- One-story building height 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Pedestrian path immediately west of the Metra tracks 
- Vertical design feature at Metra tracks and Glenview Road 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
 

 
To maintain continuous retail frontage through the core of Downtown, the concept plan for the 
Patten House block recommends development of a small, one-story retail building 
(approximately 6,000 square feet) on the site’s Glenview Road frontage. Doing so would require 
reconfiguration of the existing Patten House surface parking lot to accommodate adequate 
parking for both new and existing uses on the site. Additionally, the location of the building 
should be sensitive to the critical sight lines necessary for a safe railroad crossing. 
 
The realization of this concept appears highly dependent on the operational and parking needs of 
Patten House, which have not been specifically assessed within the scope of the Downtown 
planning effort. The overarching intent is to provide additional retail frontage on Glenview Road. 
Significant modifications to the concept may be needed to reach a solution that is workable for 
Patten House.  
 
The concept also incorporates two railroad-related public improvements. A pedestrian path lies 
along the eastern edge of the site, running parallel to the tracks from Glenview Road to Dewes 
Street (see further description and rationale in Appendix B “Transportation and Parking Impact 
Analysis.” Additionally, a vertical design feature at the tracks on Glenview Road provides a 
visual connection between the portions of Downtown that lie on either side of the tracks. 
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GLENVIEW AND HARLEM – NORTHEAST CORNER 
(bounded by Glenview Road, Harlem Avenue, and Metra Tracks) 

 
• Development Program Summary 

- N/A 
 
• Regulatory Framework 

- N/A 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Village acquisition of properties and development as 
landscaped park 

- Vertical design feature at Metra tracks and Glenview Road 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 

The existing building at the northeast corner of Glenview Road and Harlem Avenue is currently 
set back from the street, with parking dominating this highly visible corner. The concept plan for 
this block contemplates more effectively addressing this corner through creation of a small, 
public green space in its place. This green space addresses a need at the west end of the 
Glenview Road corridor in the Downtown and could act as a complement to the future library 
development. A vertical design feature over the Metra tracks mirrors an identical structure on the 
south side of Glenview Road, the intent of which is to minimize the pedestrian barrier effect 
created by the Metra tracks and add visual interest and identity. 
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BESS HARDWARE SITE 
(North Side of Glenview Road between Metra Tracks and Pine Street) 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 11,000 square feet of ground-floor commercial space 
- 27 condominium units with interior parking 
- 54 interior parking spaces (total, includes residential) 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height 
- May need to rely on off-site shared parking to meet 

requirements 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure  

- Angle parking on Pine Street 
- Right-out only access from Pine onto Glenview 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- Vacate and deed southern portion of Railroad 
Avenue right-of-way 

- Construct off-site shared parking on the 1800 Block 
to enhance retail potential 

 
The concept for the site currently occupied by Bess Hardware recommends redevelopment as a 
mixed-use structure with a strong presence at a visually important Downtown corner. The 
building’s “landmark” location suggests a focal architectural feature addressing the intersection 
of Glenview Road and the Metra tracks, and plaza space tying the existing commuter rail 
platform to Glenview Road. Additionally, the ultimate building design should address both 
Glenview Road and the Metra right-of-way as its primary frontages.  
 
Because of the relative importance of this site, several unique provisions emerged in the process 
of developing the Preferred Concept to facilitate a high-quality development and maximize its 
potential. First, to compensate for the relatively narrow east-west dimension of the site, the 
concept plan incorporates the vacation of a portion of the adjacent Railroad Avenue right of way 
(eliminating approximately 24 on-street parking spaces). The added developable land allows for 
maximized retail frontage along Glenview road, makes high-quality redevelopment on the site 
more economically and physically feasible, and increases building configuration options. 
 
Even with the Railroad Avenue right-of-way vacation, the site is unlikely to accommodate off-
street parking for all of the uses included in the development program. After accounting for 
parking spaces required to serve the on-site condominium units, the remaining spaces amount to 
less than half of the one space per 300 square foot parking ratio generally assumed in the 
Preferred Concept. The plan addresses this parking shortfall through shared parking to be 
provided within the structure to be built on the 1800 Block of Glenview Road, and the creation 
of angle parking on Pine Street immediately west of the site. 
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As privately-driven proposals for this site arise, the Village should require the property owner to 
address design and parking issues, and potentially require financial compensation to the Village 
for any contributed public right-of-way land. Such a contribution might assist in public 
replacement of approximately 24 Metra parking spaces lost via the right-of-way contribution.  
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1800 BLOCK – NORTH SIDE OF GLENVIEW ROAD 
(Glenview Road between Renneckar’s site and Church Street) 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 13,500 square feet of ground-floor commercial 

space on Glenview Road 
- 48 condominium units with interior parking 
- 165 shared interior/structure parking spaces 

(total for residential/retail/public uses) 
 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height 
- Architectural stepbacks required to reduce 

height along Glenview Road 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Shared structured public parking 
 

• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 
- Contribute toward land acquisition and/or 

construction of public shared parking (30 to 60 
spaces within larger shared deck structure) 

 
The 1800 block is centrally located in Downtown Glenview, and the community views it as critical to 
the overall appearance and functioning of the Glenview Road retail corridor. The concept plan for 
this block envisions retaining the newly renovated Renneckar’s building on the western portion of 
the site and redeveloping the eastern portion as a four-story mixed-use structure. The ground floor 
houses commercial space along the Glenview Road frontage and condominium units on the upper 
floors. 
 
The rear of the structure contains two stacked levels of parking, one of these one-half level below-
grade and the other one-half above. The design of this deck should provide access from the 
Renneckar’s site surface parking lot to the west and from Church on the east, with residential uses 
separated from the rest of the parking to address potential security concerns of building residents. 
Approximately half of these spaces will be necessary to serve the on-site retail and residential uses at 
the general parking ratios described in the “Building Symbols and Design Assumptions” section of 
this chapter. The parking spaces provided over and above these thresholds are to be available as 
shared parking to support off-site uses in the remainder of the Downtown. The Village will likely 
need to make a financial contribution to underwrite the construction (and potentially also the pro rata 
share of land acquisition) costs related to these 30 to 60 public shared spaces to be incrementally 
added to the off-street parking required for the private retail and residential uses on the site. 
 
The ultimate building design for the 1800 Block must reflect the site’s visual importance within the 
Downtown and minimize the appearance of height and mass from the street. Façade articulation can 
also create visual interest, and a review of the sight lines for this location indicates that a fourth-floor 
stepback of 25 feet or more can minimize the visual impact for pedestrians on both sides of Glenview 
Road.  
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FIRE STATION/BANK BUILDING/OFFICE BLOCK 
(Glenview Road between Railroad Avenue and Church Street) 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- New fire station on Dewes Street 
- 20,000 square feet of ground-floor retail 

space on Glenview Road 
- 48 condominium units with interior parking 
- 3 rowhomes 
- 110 surface parking spaces 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height 
- Architectural stepbacks required to reduce 

height along Glenview Road 
- Minimize footprint of fire station building 

 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- New fire station 
- Median to limit access from Railroad Avenue 

onto Glenview Road to right-out only 
 

• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 
- Write down publicly-owned parcels 
- Design/construct new Fire Station facility 

 
Currently, the Fire Station and adjacent office buildings act as breaks in the Glenview Road retail 
frontage. While participants in the planning process considered relocating the Fire Station 
outside of Downtown, response time guidelines appear to place significant limits on alternative 
sites for relocating this facility. Therefore, the goal of the concept plan for this block is to 
increase the amount of activity-generating retail space on Glenview Road, while maintaining the 
necessary presence of the Fire Station within Downtown. 
 
The design of the proposed new Fire Station, located at the corner of Dewes and Church, can 
allow emergency vehicle loading from either street, depending on the logistical requirements and 
preferences of the Fire Department. 
 
The three rowhomes act as a transitional use between the Fire Station and Dewes Court and help 
maintain the residential streetwall and character of Dewes. 
 
The concept encourages shared parking and creates a cohesive block by connecting the Glenview 
House site and related parking to the central parking area. The one curb cut on the block aligns 
with Pine Street to help with turning movements. 
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Sub-Area 2: Central 
 
The Central Sub-Area is the core of Downtown Glenview, containing the intersection of the 
Study Area’s two major streets:  Glenview and Waukegan Roads. This intersection makes the 
Central Sub-Area a prime location for retail businesses that profit from the steady flow of 
pedestrian and auto traffic. Current structures that contribute to the Village’s identity include 
both new and old buildings:  The Cloisters, the Pure Oil building, Antiques & Porcelain by GK, 
and the campus of Our Lady of Perpetual Help (OLPH). 
 
The Sub-Area also benefits from the presence of the West Fork of the North Branch of the 
Chicago River (“River”), which traverses it from northwest to southeast. The River provides 
opportunities for public green spaces and water-focused amenities, a unique asset as compared to 
the other Sub-Areas of Downtown. 
 
The concept plan for the Central Sub-Area envisions the reconfiguration of sites along Glenview 
Road to maintain a retail “street wall” wherever possible, continuing the pattern established in 
the West Sub-Area. The concept plans for blocks along Dewes Street and Waukegan Road more 
heavily incorporate residential components, providing a transition away from the core 
commercial corridor on Glenview Road and into the surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
 
Public improvements throughout the Central Sub-Area primarily, though not exclusively, relate 
to enhancing the riverfront space to become a more usable Downtown amenity. A sizable green 
space is contemplated on both sides of the riverfront south of Glenview Road, with buffering and 
landscaping envisioned north of Glenview Road as well, abutting the Dominick’s and Our Lady 
of Perpetual Help (OLPH) properties. A gateway sign feature and additional green space at the 
northwest corner of Dewes Street and Waukegan Road combine to provide an attractive entrance 
into Downtown from the south. Other public improvements in this sub-area include relocation of 
the Veterans’ memorial to the east side of the river and construction of a new sidewalk on the 
east side of Church Street (between Glenview Road and Dewes Street). 
 
Additionally, there are several traffic and roadway improvements in this Sub-Area. The first is 
the introduction of specialty paving to the intersection of Waukegan and Glenview Roads. This 
paving, which could be colored and stamped asphalt/concrete or concrete pavers, would both 
highlight the intersection as the eastern edge of the Downtown and slow auto traffic. The 
recommended planted medians along Waukegan Road will improve the visual character of the 
Waukegan corridor within the Downtown, provide “safe havens” for crossing pedestrians, and 
reduce the locations where left turns can occur, improving both auto and pedestrian safety. 
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RIVERFRONT BLOCK – PREFERRED CONCEPT 
(bounded by Church and Dewes Streets, Waukegan and Glenview Roads) 

 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 14,000 square feet of commercial space 
- 73-80 condominium units with interior parking 
- 98 surface parking spaces 
- Adaptive reuse of Pure Oil building (not included in commercial space tally) 
- Reconfiguration of Colonial Court surface parking 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Four- to five-story building height on northeast corner of Church/Dewes Streets 
- Maximum five-story building height on building facing riverfront open space 
- One-story building height on Glenview Road restaurant building- may achieve height 

equivalent to two-story building for design effect  
 

• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 
- Riverfront open space, landscaped corner green, and gateway sign feature 
- New sidewalk on east side of Church Street 
- Angle parking on the north side of Dewes Street 
- Relocation of existing memorial to plaza on east side of River 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- Vacate and donate/sell River Drive right-of-way 
- Partially or wholly fund open space, river, and other improvements 

 
The Preferred Concept for the riverfront block contemplates partial redevelopment of the site, 
with a focus on enhancing the riverfront as a public amenity. Recommended changes east of the 
river are limited to public improvements including relocation of the existing memorial from the 
west side of the river to the east side as part of a small plaza. The concept also recommends 
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regarding and enhancing the east edge of the river with additional landscaping and a pedestrian 
connection from Glenview Road to Waukegan Road. 
 
The central portion of the block is comprised of two structures: a one-story commercial space 
(envisioned as an ideal location for a “signature” restaurant) oriented to Glenview Road, and a 
five-story mixed-use building with the ground-floor retail space oriented toward the riverfront. 
The need for interior ground-floor residential parking and potential retail market limitations 
resulting from the building’s location off Glenview Road will likely restrict the amount of retail 
space that is feasible in the riverfront-oriented structure’s ground floor. Developers should be 
encouraged to maximize the amount of ground-floor retail space facing the river to the extent 
possible. The one-story restaurant structure should take advantage of the building’s prominent 
location, potentially incorporating a high roof line that makes the overall building height 
equivalent to two stories. 
 
The concept shows the Pure Oil building remaining along with a small parking lot and green 
space at the northwest corner of Dewes Street and Waukegan Road. The purpose of this green 
space is to enhance the appearance of the block from Waukegan Road, and it would be an ideal 
location for a Downtown gateway sign or feature. The green opens up to the new river park, 
which can serve as a focal point of the Downtown as well as community gathering space with 
potential for events and performances. 
 
The western portion of the site is comprised of a four- to five-story condominium building and 
the existing Colonial Court building. The concept depicts a reconfiguration of the existing 
Colonial Court parking area with a connection to the block’s central surface lot. This would 
allow shared parking and thus provide the space needed to construct a sidewalk and landscaping 
along Church Street. 
 
Development of the riverfront open space and corner landscaped green is viewed as a shared 
responsibility of the public and private sectors. Because this site is critical to the overall 
Downtown Plan and its open space component will serve the public, the green space is 
anticipated to be publicly owned and maintained. To the extent that the development economics 
allow, the Village may seek a contribution from the developer of the site to offset some of the 
infrastructure costs, and/or compensation for the River Drive right-of-way contributed to expand 
the overall development site.  
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RIVERFRONT BLOCK – ALTERNATE CONCEPT 
(Note: Not shown in overall Central Sub-Area Plan- please see Appendix C for full version) 

 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 25,000 square feet of commercial space 
- 104 condominium units with interior and underground parking 
- 145 surface parking spaces 
- Adaptive reuse of Pure Oil building 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height on Glenview Road mixed-use building 
- Maximum five-story building heights on northeast corner of Church/Dewes Streets and 

building facing riverfront open space 
- One-story building height on Glenview Road restaurant building- may achieve height 

equivalent to two-story building for design effect  
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Riverfront open space, landscaped corner green, and gateway sign feature 
- New sidewalk on east side of Church Street 
- Angle parking on the north side of Dewes Street 
- Relocation of existing memorial to plaza on east side of River 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- Vacate and donate/sell River Drive right-of-way 
- Partially or wholly fund open space, river, and other improvements 
- Contribute financially to supplement on-site parking (if two-stage implementation) 

 
The Alternate Concept for the riverfront block addresses the possibility of assembling the entire 
site and developing the full block as a single- or multi-phase project. While the mix of uses is 
very similar to that shown in the Preferred Concept, there are several key differences between the 
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two plans. First, redevelopment of the Colonial Court property would facilitate the inclusion of a 
mixed-use structure at the southeast corner of Glenview Road and Church Street, adding ground-
floor commercial space and upper-floor condominiums on Glenview Road. Second, the increase 
in total building area on the site versus the Preferred Concept necessitates additional on-site 
parking. This is accommodated through a combination of ground-level interior spaces 
(residential use), surface lots (for commercial uses and residential guests), and a small amount of 
underground parking (for residential use, 24 spaces). As in the Preferred Concept, the Alternate 
Concept recommends vacation of River Drive, as will the development of public green space, 
potentially in financial partnership with the private developer of the adjacent buildings. 
 

 
Conceptual View West Along Glenview Road from Waukegan Road 
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WAUKEGAN ROAD – SOUTH OF DEWES 
(between Dewes and Henley Streets) 

 
• Development Program Summary 

- 48 condominium units with interior parking 
- 36 guest surface parking spaces 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- N/A 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
This site serves as a gateway to Downtown for those entering the 
area from the south on Waukegan Road. Because this location is 
somewhat disconnected from the primary retail core on 
Glenview Road, the concept plan for this block does not 
anticipate ground-floor commercial uses. The Preferred Concept 
shows two four-story condominium buildings (48 total units) 

with first-floor interior parking and a small amount of surface parking for guests.  
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DOMINICK’S SITE – PREFERRED CONCEPT 
(northwest Corner of Glenview and Waukegan Roads) 

 
• Development Program Summary 

- 4,000 square feet of new commercial space 
- Reconfigured surface parking 
- Landscaping/screening 
- Riverfront improvements 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum height per existing zoning; one-
story structure desirable 

- Parking requirements may need to be relaxed 
to allow additional retail 

 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Waukegan Road planted median 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
As one of the largest development opportunity sites in Downtown, the Dominick’s site was the 
subject of a significant amount of review and analysis during the Downtown planning process. 
The range of alternative plans considered included mixed-use development, purely residential 
structures, civic uses, and various combinations of these elements. However, community input 
has made it clear that retaining a grocery store in Downtown is a high priority, and that this site 
is the preferred location for that use. Dominick’s reportedly holds a long-term lease on the site 
that includes an option to terminate occupancy in the near term. A pro-active stance by the 
Village is important to maintain a grocery store use here.    
    
While the building is set back far from Waukegan Road, and a more pedestrian-friendly site and 
building configuration would be ideal, the Consultant Team’s financial feasibility analysis 
suggests that the costs of providing a new grocery store on-site are likely to be prohibitive, at 
least in the near term. Therefore, the Preferred Concept for this block assumes that the current 
grocery store building remains in place. It recommends reconfiguration of the parking lot and 
addition of landscaped islands that will reduce the negative visual impact of the large parking lot. 
It also shows landscaping along the river edge and façade improvements for the building. 
 
The additional retail building at the south side of the Dominick’s parking lot helps reduce the 
large gap in the Waukegan Road street wall created by the grocery store’s parking lot. The plan 
shows improvements to the rear façades and additional screening on the existing service area of 
the building at the northwest corner of Glenview and Waukegan Roads. These improvements 
would help improve views from Waukegan Road and the Dominick’s parking lot. 
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DOMINICK’S SITE – ALTERNATE CONCEPT 
(Note: Not shown in overall Central Sub-Area Plan- please see Appendix C for full version) 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 26,000 square feet of grocery space 
- 5,000 square feet other commercial 

space 
- 216 surface parking spaces 
- Landscaping/screening 
- Riverfront improvements 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- One-story building height for 
grocery and commercial space 

 
• Related Public 

Improvements/Infrastructure 
- Waukegan Road planted median 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance 

Feasibility 
- Possibly contribute financially to 

development of new grocery store 
structure  

 
The Alternate Concept illustrates the preferred configuration of the Dominick’s site if it becomes 
feasible to replace the existing grocery story structure. The concept shows a new grocery store 
building with a more urban configuration—the primary façade is on the site’s Waukegan Road 
frontage, and parking is located behind the building. This provides increased visibility for the 
grocery from Waukegan Road, and is significantly more pedestrian friendly. The concept also 
creates a shared and hidden service court with the existing retail building at the northwest corner 
of Waukegan and Glenview Roads. The Alternate Concept allows for the reclamation of much of 
the east side of the river to create a large green space with a riverwalk. 
 
It is important that any grocery store developed under this concept provide a full-service 
pedestrian entrance on or close to the Waukegan Road sidewalk, as well as a high degree of 
façade transparency to create visual interest. 
 
This alternate primarily addresses a scenario under which Dominick’s vacates the site, and no 
high-quality grocery tenants are willing to occupy the existing grocery store structure. The 
Economic Feasibility Model (see Appendix A of this report volume) indicates that it is unlikely 
that development of a new grocery structure will take place without public financial assistance, 
particularly in the near term. Therefore, the Preferred Concept contemplates enhancements to the 
existing structure and parking area rather than construction of a new facility. The most viable 
option for doing so may be Tax Increment Financing (TIF), described in the “Implementation 
Tools/Resources” section of Appendix D. 
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NORTHEAST CORNER OF WAUKEGAN AND GLENVIEW 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 10,000 square feet of commercial space 
- 24 condominium units with interior parking 
- 35 surface parking spaces serving condominium guests and 

retail customers 
 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height  
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Waukegan Road planted median 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
This small corner site is a gateway into the Downtown from the 
east and is located at the prime commercial intersection in 

Downtown. The intent of the Preferred Concept for this site is to reinforce the physical character 
of a pedestrian-oriented Downtown and properly frame the Glenview/Waukegan intersection. 
Bringing the building footprint closer to the street and relocating parking so that it is less visible 
from the intersection will accomplish this goal. 
 
The Preferred Concept shows a four-story mixed-use structure built along the lot lines of both 
the Waukegan and Glenview Road frontages. The first floor contains retail space and interior 
parking for the residential condominiums above. Surface parking for condominium guests and 
retail customers is located adjacent to the building to the north. Due to its presence at the primary 
intersection in the Downtown, the development is encouraged to create a focal architectural 
feature at the corner that is compatible with the existing buildings on the other quadrants of the 
intersection. The character of Glenview Road transitions quickly to the east of the intersection 
into a residential neighborhood. For this reason, the design should minimize impacts on the 
existing buildings to the east from building shadows, and should incorporate buffers such as 
landscaping, fencing, and/or a masonry wall. 

Conceptual View North Along 
Waukegan from Dewes 



Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan Preferred Concept 
 

S. B. Friedman & Company 34 KLOA, Inc. 
The Lakota Group  Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. 

SOUTHWEST CORNER OF WAUKEGAN ROAD AND GROVE STREET 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 6,000 square feet of commercial space 
- 52 condominium units with interior parking 
- 25 surface parking spaces serving condominium guests 

and retail customers 
 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height  
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Waukegan Road planted median 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
The concept plan for the southwest corner of Waukegan Road 

and Grove Street aims to complement the retail development to the south and on the east side of 
Waukegan Road, while also serving as a transition between the Downtown retail core and more 
residential areas to the north and west. The concept accomplishes this by planning two 
condominium buildings, each with a retail space on the first floor encompassing part of the 
overall footprint. A combination of first-floor interior spaces for condominium residents and 
surface parking behind for condominium guests and retail customers provides adequate parking 
for all on-site uses. The retail uses should be located at the corners of the buildings, and should 
have maximum feasible exposure to the Waukegan Road frontage. 
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SOUTHEAST CORNER OF WAUKEGAN ROAD AND GROVE STREET 
 
• Development Program Summary 

- 3,000 square feet of commercial space (restaurant 
preferred) 

- 26 surface parking spaces 
 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum height per existing zoning; one-story 
structure desirable 

 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Waukegan Road planted median 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
The commercial structure currently located on this site is set back from the street behind a 
surface parking lot, and is not highly compatible with a Downtown setting. The Preferred 
Concept shows a single-story retail/restaurant building at the site’s corner lot lines, with parking 
adjacent to the south and east. 
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Sub-Area 3: North 
 
The North Sub-Area serves as the gateway and transitional zone for those entering Downtown 
from Lake Avenue and points north. Structures on this portion of Waukegan Road are largely 
one or two stories in height, and predominantly contain office, professional service, and 
personal/household service uses. Active retail uses are primarily limited to clusters on the east 
side of Waukegan Road at the intersections of McClean Court and Stevens Drive. The Sub-Area 
also contains several civic structures: Village Hall, the Village Police Station, and Lyon School. 
 
The Preferred Concept contemplates the west side of Waukegan Road as a primarily mid-rise 
residential environment, while the east side is a civic and commercial zone including a new 
Village Hall, and consolidated office space. Several existing sites within the Sub-Area are not 
identified for redevelopment; these properties should be considered for enhancement through the 
façade improvement program recommended in Chapter 3. 
 
The Preferred Concept envisions the construction of a new Village Hall on the southern portion 
of the facility’s current site. If the northern portion of the site is not needed for public uses, it is 
recommended to be sold for private development of office uses, allowing an opportunity to 
consolidate professional and office uses currently located in key retail areas throughout the 
Downtown. In addition to the new Village Hall, the Sub-Area concept plan also contemplates 
gateway sign features and enhanced landscaping at the southeast and southwest corners of 
Waukegan Road and Lake Avenue to visually articulate the entrance to the Downtown area. 
Additionally, the Waukegan Road planted medians extend into this Sub-Area. 
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WAUKEGAN ROAD – WEST SIDE 
(between Grove Street and McLean Court) 

 
• Development Program Summary 

- 48 condominium units with interior parking 
- 26 surface parking spaces 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height  
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Waukegan Road planted median 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
This site currently consists of a small strip shopping center, an auto leasing 
business, and six freestanding commercial structures. In general, the 
buildings are in fair to poor condition and are set back from the street with 

highly visible surface parking along Waukegan Road. Four of the freestanding structures were 
vacant as of the drafting of this Plan. Developing these parcels with new buildings that address 
the street will improve the continuity of the Waukegan Road street wall. 
 
In keeping with the more residential feel that the overall Downtown Plan envisions for this 
portion of the Study Area, the Preferred Concept shows two condominium buildings with interior 
first-floor parking for residents and surface parking at the rear of the site for guests. First-floor 
retail uses are acceptable and even encouraged on this site, provided that on-site parking is 
adequate. 
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WAUKEGAN ROAD – EAST SIDE 
(between Grove Street and Police Station) 

 
• Development Program Summary 

- 17,500 square feet of commercial space 
- 63 surface parking spaces 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum height per existing zoning; one-story structure desirable 
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Waukegan Road planted median 
 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
 
 

This block is currently comprised of several one-story service businesses and a two-story 
building with service businesses on the first floor and office uses on the upper floor. Multiple 
surface parking lots (and corresponding curb cuts for driveways) break up the street wall and 
flow of traffic along Waukegan Road. 
 
Because of the shallow depths of these parcels and their proximity to the single-family detached 
neighborhood to the east, the proposed regulatory framework for this site precludes mid-rise 
residential development, consistent with the existing B-2 zoning classification. The Preferred 
Concept shows three one-story retail buildings lining the site’s Waukegan Road frontage, with a 
single, consolidated parking lot behind the buildings. Access points are located both on Grove 
Street and from a single driveway on Waukegan Road, located well north of the Grove Street 
intersection to facilitate more efficient turning movements. 
 
While the proposed regulatory framework for this site allows maximum building heights of up to 
40 feet, it appears difficult to accommodate upper-floor office/service commercial with on-site 
parking. Underground or structured parking is unlikely to be economically feasible in this 
location. 
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VILLAGE HALL/POLICE STATION SITE 
(Waukegan Road – East Side) 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- New Village Hall (estimated 52,000 square 

feet) 
- 52,000 square feet of office space 
- 262 surface parking spaces 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height  
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- New Village Hall 
- Shared construction of surface parking 
- Waukegan Road planted median 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
The Village is currently assessing the facility and programming needs for a new Village Hall on 
this site, with co-location of School and Park District facilities also under consideration. The goal 
for this site is to accommodate public facility needs efficiently while creating, if possible, 
opportunities to sell a portion of the site for private office development. Rebuilding Village Hall 
on this portion of the site should allow government functions to continue uninterrupted during 
construction. 
 
The Preferred Concept shows a new Village Hall on the southern portion of the site, built closer 
to the sidewalk on Waukegan Road to create a more pedestrian-friendly feel. If possible, building 
design should incorporate a working pedestrian entrance on Waukegan Road. 
 
The northern portion of the site contains a four-story private office building. Both buildings 
share a single driveway, aligned opposite McClean Court, and surface parking on the eastern 
portion of the site. Any redevelopment of the site should include provisions for maintaining and 
enhancing the existing path along the east side of the property, connecting to Waukegan Road 
and Lyons School. 
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PROPERTIES NORTH AND SOUTH OF STEVENS DRIVE 
(Waukegan Road - West Side) 
 

• Development Program Summary 
- 42 condominium units with interior parking 
- 56 surface parking spaces 

 
• Regulatory Framework 

- Maximum four-story building height  
 
• Related Public Improvements/Infrastructure 

- Creation of head-in parking within the Stevens Drive right-of-way 
- Waukegan Road planted median 

 
• Village Contribution to Enhance Feasibility 

- N/A 
 
This site is currently comprised of three one-story retail and service 
commercial buildings, interspersed with multiple parking lots, which create 
numerous driveways and break up the street wall. 
 
The depth of the site allows the Preferred Concept to include two four-story 

condominium buildings with first-floor interior parking, plus surface parking for guests behind 
and between the two buildings. Site design should include attractive landscaping or plaza space 
at the intersection of Stevens Drive and Waukegan Road. 
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3. Policies and Implementation Action Steps 
 
The purpose of the recommendations provided in this chapter is to provide an explicit framework 
that will assist the Village in realizing the development goals captured in the “Preferred 
Concept” chapter of this report. The implementation recommendations fall into five sections, as 
described below: 
 

1. Regulatory Framework: Recommended changes to policies and regulations shaping 
downtown revitalization. 

 
2. Programs: Key initiatives to enhance the vitality of the Downtown area. 
 
3. Capital Improvements: A series of public improvements, including both basic upgrades 

of public infrastructure and strategic projects to catalyze Downtown revitalization.   
 
4. Site-Specific Development Facilitation: Recommended Village actions to catalyze 

revitalization of a group of key blocks and sites within the overall Downtown. 
 
5. Timing/Priority of Implementation Actions: A summary of the general timeframe, 

priority, and sequencing of Village implementation activities. 
 
Regulatory Framework 
 
This section describes development regulations and other public policy changes that will direct 
private sector revitalization activities to occur in a manner consistent with the vision for 
Downtown Glenview.   
 
FORM-BASED CODE 
 
The primary regulatory tool recommended for guiding new development within the Downtown is 
a form-based code. These codes serve the same regulatory function as standard zoning and 
design guidelines, but take a significantly different approach – one that first and foremost 
specifies the desired form of buildings, while de-emphasizing more widely employed use and 
bulk/density regulations such as floor-area ratio (FAR) and maximum dwelling units per acre. 
Appendix D contains further background on key characteristics of form-based code.   
 
The recommended form-based coding process should take into account the site-specific and 
general Downtown design goals articulated in the Downtown planning process and embedded in 
the Preferred Concept. The specific regulatory provisions of the form-based code should reflect 
the following key recommendations: 
 

• Relationship to Preferred Concept. The Preferred Concept should be considered the 
“Illustrative Plan” for the form-based regulatory code. As such, it establishes the desired 
vision for Downtown development, and reflects a development program and building 
orientations that should be allowable under the Regulating Plan of the form-based code. 
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For blocks and sites on which the Preferred Concept shows no substantial change, the 
form-based code provisions should be generally consistent with the character of adjacent 
blocks on which there is new development shown. Other recommendations described 
below, particularly “Maximum Height Regulations” and “Land Uses,” also provide 
guidance as to the coding of these blocks.   

 
• Applicability/Relationship to Existing Zoning. The form-based code should supersede 

the existing mix of D-1, R-18 and B-2 zoning classifications that comprise the Study 
Area, but without substantially impairing existing development rights allowable under the 
current zoning. 

 
• Glenview Road Build-To, Stepback, and Other Design Requirements. Reflecting the 

position of Glenview Road as the core pedestrian retailing street in the Downtown, the 
Downtown Planning Committee has given particular focus to the refinement of the 
Preferred Concept for this frontage. The following form-based code requirements should 
apply to this area: 

 
o A build-to line at or within a very short distance of the sidewalk to maintain 

continuous pedestrian-oriented frontage 
o Three-story maximum height at the build-to line, with required fourth-floor 

stepbacks 
o A parking setback to encourage off-street parking behind buildings 
o A high degree of ground-floor glazing, upper-floor fenestration, and building 

articulation 
o High-quality building materials, such as masonry 
o High-quality awnings and exterior signage 

 
• Maximum Height Regulations. The Preferred Concept narratives in Chapter 2 of this 

report set forth the recommended maximum heights in stories for the various Opportunity 
Sites and blocks in the Downtown. The regulatory framework should reflect these 
maximums, provided that: 

 
o The revised zoning must not represent a “downzoning” 
o If the form-based code expresses maximum height in feet as opposed to stories, it 

should allow for sufficient ceiling heights to meet today’s retail and residential 
market standards, generally, on a floor-to-floor basis: 

- 15 feet for high-quality ground-floor commercial 
- 8.5 feet for ground-floor parking 
- Approximately 10 feet for upper-floor uses (office and residential) 

o Maximum building height requirements should provide some allowance for high-
quality architectural rooflines above the top floor to encourage high-quality and 
diverse architecture, while balancing the desire to keep building heights as low as 
possible. 
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• Adjacent Site Parking Connection Requirements. To facilitate consolidation of curb 
cuts and sharing of parking facilities, the form-based code should include a zoning 
provision mandating connections between commercial parking lots on adjacent sites. 

 
• Parking Relief for Mixed Uses. Reduced parking requirements for projects 

incorporating a vertical stacking of mixed uses should be considered in recognition of the 
shared parking opportunities that such projects create. 

 
• Land Uses. The Preferred Use Map on the following page sets forth basic parameters for 

the types of uses that should be encouraged and/or required in the regulatory code 
governing Downtown Glenview. This map is divided into five zones, each of which 
applies to the buildings with frontage on the corresponding street segments: 

 
o Full Ground Floor Retail Frontage. This zone is generally located along Glenview 

Road and Waukegan Road south of Grove Street. Similar to the use requirements 
in the existing D-1 district, it serves to concentrate retail uses in the core 
Downtown area and limit the incursion of service, professional, and other non-
retail uses on the ground floors of multi-story buildings. Upper-floor residential 
and office/service commercial uses are appropriate in this zone. 

 
o Partial to Full Ground Floor Retail Frontage. This classification applies to 

important transitional commercial zones on the edges of the core Glenview Road 
retailing area where retail market potential may be limited due to the secondary 
location. For each Opportunity Site within this zone, the Preferred Concept shows 
mixed-use buildings with at least a portion of the ground-floor frontage 
containing retail. Although full retail frontage is desirable in these areas, the 
Economic Feasibility Model (see Appendix A) suggests that only partial retail 
frontage is likely to be supportable in light of the lower retail rents that these sites 
might achieve. Retail uses should predominate within ground-floor commercial 
space in this zone, while service and professional commercial uses should be 
discouraged unless retail is demonstrated not to be viable. The form-based coding 
process should define a minimum standard regarding the percentage of ground-
floor space that must be devoted to commercial uses. Upper-floor residential and 
office/service commercial uses are appropriate in this zone. 

 
o Ground Floor Retail/Office/Service Encouraged if Feasible. Sites falling under 

this classification are located outside the Glenview Road retail core, reflecting the 
predominantly residential character of the Preferred Concept development 
programs for sites in these areas. Ground-floor commercial uses are desirable in 
this zone, but it is less critical that buildings have a mixed-use character. This 
zone is more appropriate for ground-floor service and professional commercial 
uses, which can serve as a complement to the retail emphasized in the two zones 
described above. Upper-floor residential and office/service commercial uses are 
appropriate in this zone. 
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o Residential Uses Only. This classification applies primarily to areas shown as 
townhomes/rowhomes in the Preferred Concept, which generally are transitioning 
between a mixed-use, multi-story Downtown character and lower-density 
residential. Applicable development codes should preclude or discourage 
commercial uses in this zone. 

 
o Retail/Office/Service Uses Only. Found along the east side of Waukegan from 

Grove to Lyons School and along the short Lake Avenue frontage within the 
Study Area, this district should preclude or discourage residential uses. All sites 
falling under this classification are currently zoned B-2, which prohibits 
residential uses. 

 
OTHER REGULATORY/POLICY CHANGES 
 
In addition to the form-based code, the Village should implement several other ancillary 
adjustments to regulations and policies as follows: 
 

• Stormwater Detention Requirements. A recent Village-wide stormwater study by 
Montgomery Watson Harza (MWH) indicated that stormwater issues are relatively 
limited in the Downtown area. The Preferred Concept does not appear to increase 
impervious surface beyond what currently exists in the Downtown, and in fact provides 
for additional green space and landscaping, which should help reduce runoff. Therefore, 
it is not anticipated that buildout will negatively impact the Downtown’s ability to 
manage stormwater (see Volume 2 of this report for additional detail on the MWH study 
findings).   

 
Currently, the Village requires provision of stormwater detention for all new 
development and redevelopment in the Downtown. These requirements are stricter than 
those imposed by the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago 
(MWRDGC), which only requires on-site or regional detention for new developments 
that exceed five acres in size. It is recommended that the Village explore adopting 
MWRDGC requirements for the Downtown and pursue incremental stormwater 
management improvements through the following strategies recommended by MWH: 

 
o Runoff Reduction Strategies. These are particularly recommended for areas that 

include significant amounts of impervious surfaces such as parking lots or 
rooftops. Options include porous pavements, drywells, infiltration basins, and 
planter boxes. 

 
o Best Management Practices (BMPs). Possible BMPs include landscaping of 

parkways, roadway and parking lot medians, and areas along the River; and 
installation of oil/grease separators and sediment/floatable capture devices on 
storm sewer systems draining large parking areas directly to the River. 

 
Additionally, the Our Lady of Perpetual Help (OLPH) property is required to provide 
some stormwater detention to comply with an existing agreement with the Village. This 
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may present an opportunity to provide supplemental regional storage for the Village in a 
joint effort that would provide economies of scale to both parties. 

 
• Parking Requirements. The existing D-1 zoning district, which encompasses much of 

the core Downtown, allows for negotiation of site-specific parking requirements in the 
design review process. This flexibility should persist in the regulatory framework for 
Downtown, but it is recommended that baseline parking requirements be reduced from 
two spaces per multi-family dwelling unit to one space per dwelling unit. The 
mechanisms for reduced parking requirements described in the “Form-Based Code” 
section above should be considered.    

 
• Retroactive Landscape Requirements. In order to encourage improvements to existing 

surface parking areas within the Downtown, the Village should consider instituting 
parking lot landscaping requirements that “phase in” over time on all properties without 
needing to be triggered by new development or redevelopment.   

  
• Building Code Review. Building code requirements for multi-family and mixed-use 

structures vary widely among Chicago suburbs. These requirements can have a 
significant effect on construction costs, making it more difficult to develop certain types 
of desirable mixed-use and multi-family products. The Village should consider having its 
building codes reviewed by a construction consultant and/or discussing this issue with 
building code officials in other municipalities to ensure that the Glenview building code 
does not place undue burdens on infill developers. 

 
• Metra Parking Policy. Research by KLOA indicates that the current $2.00 charge for 

daily parking at the North Glen Metra station is higher than the overall Metra system 
average of $1.23. In addition, KLOA parking occupancy counts from October 2005 
indicated overall occupancy of only 41% in the North Glen commuter lots. The Village 
should consider incentive programs to encourage park-and-ride commuters to choose the 
North Glen over the Downtown Glenview Metra station, thus reducing peak-period 
traffic on secondary Downtown streets such as Grove, Prairie, and Church.   

 
Programs 
 
This section describes recommended programmatic efforts to enhance and maintain the vitality 
of Downtown Glenview, particularly related to its function as a retailing district. 
 
FAÇADE IMPROVEMENTS 
 
A façade improvement program is a critical implementation tool to assist existing business and 
property owners in upgrading the appearance of the most visually prominent components of 
deteriorated and outdated buildings, such as awnings, signage, and exterior lighting. 
Improvements to side walls, back walls, sites, and parking lots that are visible to shoppers and 
visitors should be considered eligible items for such a program. These programs generally 
provide financial and/or “in-kind” technical assistance to business and property owners. The 
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financial assistance can take the form of 30% to 50% “matching grants” up to a certain 
maximum dollar amount or low-interest loans. Program guidelines could be drafted by the 
Appearance Commission, and should include the following key recommended steps/program 
features: 
 

• Marketing of the program to local business and property owners 
 
• A more detailed building conditions study to determine “high priority” properties 
 
• Packaging several adjoining buildings into one improvement project to reduce costs and 

create a more dramatic and immediate physical change 
 
• Coordination of façade improvement guidelines with the form-based coding process for a 

consistent look and feel 
 
DOWNTOWN MARKETING AND IMAGE ENHANCEMENT 
 
In implementing the revitalization of Downtown, it is important to increase awareness of 
activities, opportunities, and destinations within the Downtown area. Engaging in marketing and 
organizational efforts that improve aesthetics and wayfinding for shoppers, fund capital 
improvements, and sponsoring of special events can accomplish this goal. The centerpiece of this 
overall strategy involves the formation/designation of a Downtown-specific merchant/property 
owners association. In turn, the existence of such an organization can be a precursor to the 
creation of a Special Service Area, a special taxing district created to serve districts such as 
downtowns (see the “Implementation Tools/Resources” section of Appendix D).   
 
The Village and/or a Downtown-specific association should work to foster a Downtown image 
enhancement program that focuses on such activities as: 
 

• Marketing to Businesses. One of the primary goals of a new marketing program should 
be to market the Downtown to desired commercial tenants. The main program objective 
should be to retain quality merchants and attract key businesses that are currently absent 
from the Downtown. The following activities are suggested: 

 
o Developing Target Marketing Package(s). These should include enhanced marketing 

materials highlighting specific opportunity sites and the locational advantages of 
Downtown Glenview. Specifically, marketing materials could include information 
about current businesses including “testimonials” from successful businesses, lists of 
existing tenants, traffic counts for Glenview and Waukegan Roads, and descriptions 
of upcoming projects/improvements. 

 
o Gaining Visibility in Leasing/Brokerage Community. This would require that a 

member of the Village Staff and/or a new Downtown marketing/merchants 
organization attend industry events such as those held by the International Council of 
Shopping Centers (ICSC) to actively promote the Downtown and distribute marketing 
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materials to prospective tenants. Additionally, outreach to real estate brokers who 
specialize in representing retail tenants should be conducted. This should be 
considered a “late-stage” activity to take place after one or more development 
projects are underway. 

 
• Special Events and Promotions. Crucial to generating interest and building awareness 

of the Downtown is the establishment and promotion of festivals and special events held 
in the Downtown area. First, the Village should hold as many festivals as possible in the 
Downtown, particularly near the riverfront and core Downtown Glenview Road 
commercial corridor. The Village should also continue other regular Downtown activities 
such as the Saturday farmers’ market. This could include extension of the current season 
and eventual relocation to the large open space recommended for the Riverfront Block 
(see “Preferred Concept” chapter). The planned upcoming improvements to the Library 
may also represent an opportunity to incorporate event space such as a small community 
theater/movie screening room that could be used to host film series and other cultural 
programming. This could help to solidify the Downtown’s position as the civic core of 
the Village and further differentiate it from The Glen. 

 
• General Marketing/Branding Activities. The Village should consider additional 

activities to increase awareness and branding of the Downtown area, such as expanding 
the Village’s website to profile Downtown and Downtown businesses. This could include 
the creation of a merchants’ page/corner that would advertise local retailers and services, 
as well as adding links to existing businesses’ websites. It should also include the 
information suggested within the target marketing materials. Additional domain names 
might be secured and used as well to facilitate access, for example: “DTGlenview.com” 
or “DowntownGlenview.com,” etc. 

 
DOWNTOWN BUSINESS ASSISTANCE 
 
It is important to consider direct impacts on businesses arising from redevelopment of the sites 
on which they are located. In downtowns where TIF districts are present (see “Implementation 
Tools/Resources” section of Appendix D for more discussion of TIF), provision of financial 
resources to assist businesses in relocating or rehabilitating their spaces is common. Because 
Village financial involvement will likely not play a large role in implementation of the Preferred 
Concept, such opportunities are limited. However, the Village should consider the following 
specific initiatives in the implementation of the Preferred Concept to help accommodate existing 
businesses that are appropriate for a downtown context: 
 

• Fostering the development of new retail space on sites that currently do not contain it 
(e.g. north end of Patten House block, Fire Station site, added retail on Dominick’s site) 
to provide businesses with opportunities to relocate in advance of redevelopment.   

 
• To the extent that it is economically and logistically feasible, including terms in Village 

land sale agreements requiring that existing businesses be accommodated in 
public/private projects such as the Fire Station site, the proposed office building north of 
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Village Hall, and the Riverfront block. This may impact the economics of the 
corresponding deals, and therefore the amount that can be paid to the Village for land.   

 
Site-Specific Development Facilitation 
 
The Village will need to take an active leadership role in implementing revitalization projects 
contemplated in the Preferred Concept for key Downtown blocks. The sites highlighted in this 
section require Village involvement due to partial Village ownership and/or public investments 
contemplated within the context of public/private development partnerships. The Implementation 
Map Key on the following page of this report shows the location of these sites, as well as the 
locations of recommended public improvements and investments, which are further described in 
the following section of this chapter. 
 
The Key Site-Specific Initiatives table immediately following the Implementation Map Key 
summarizes for each site the recommended implementation steps, priority level (high, medium, 
or low), and a timeframe for the Village to initiate action (immediate, short-term, medium-term). 
Priority and timeframe assignments are based on input from the Downtown Planning Committee 
and the community regarding the importance of specific sites/projects, as well as the 
interdependencies between certain implementation items.  
 



51



Village of Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan
Key Village Site-Specific Initiatives

Reference 
Number/ Map 

Key Name of Project Program Summary Priority Initial Lead
Implementation 

Tools/Funding Sources Key Steps Notes and Design Issues

River Upgrades: potential change to 
channel contours; re-grading of adjacent 
land; park improvements

High Village
·Contribution/reimbursement from 
developer
·Village funds

·Detailed design
·Grading/filling plan
·Evaluate wetlands impacts (if any)
·Secure approval from IDNR
·Include river improvements parameters in RFP 
document

·Park improvements should reflect 
intended role as Village 
gathering/event space

Dewes and Church: 4-5 story condo- 21-28 
units; 
Riverfront/Greenspace: 5-story mixed-use 
with 52 condos; 5,000 sf retail
Riverfront between Glenview and Dewes: 
1-story restaurant on Glenview up to 9,000 
sf
Parking lot at NWC Dewes/Waukegan 
serving mixed-use bldg, greenspace, 
existing "Pure Oil" bldg

High
Village/ 
Property 
Owners

·Donation/sale of River Drive right-of-
way
·Village funds to supplement parking 
(if 2-stage implementation)

·Work with property owners to develop site 
control strategy and jointly identify developer(s)
·Vacate River Drive
·Negotiate with developer over scope, character 
of project, and contributions for River Drive 
acquisition and/or open space improvements

·Maintain 4-story height along 
Glenview Rd., with additional height 
allowable on Dewes St. and river
·Restaurant massing should blend with 
surrounding structures
·Added parking enhances re-use 
potential of historic Pure Oil building

B
1800 Block of Glenview Road 
(portion east of former 
Renneckar's building)

4-story mixed-use residential over retail; 
48 condo units and 13,500 SF of retail; 
165 total enclosed parking spaces serving 
all on-site development plus shared 
parking availability for off-site uses

High
Village/ 
Property 
Owners

·Contribution from other private off-
site uses in exchange for shared 
parking access
·Village capital contribution toward 
shared parking land acquisition and/or 
construction- 30 to 60 shared spaces
·Downtown-wide parking fee-in-lieu 
revenue

·Work with private owners to develop site 
control strategy and jointly identify developer
·Work with developer on design and shared 
parking issues

·Materials, articulation, and 
relationship with block immediately 
south are critical
·Setbacks for upper-story residential on 
Glenview Road to minimize visual 
impact from sidewalk
·Concept shows redevelopment of 
potentially historic structure at 1800 
Glenview Rd.; consider façade 
preservation if possible

C
Existing and proposed Metra 
parking areas north of Grove 
Street along Depot

Expansion of parking area to the north to 
include current Depot Square and Village-
owned parcels; Additional surface 
commuter parking expansion at northwest 
corner of Grove and Depot; 4-5 story 
condo building (27-36 units) with ground 
floor parking

·High if 
revenues 
dedicated to 
Downtown 
parking

·Low otherwise

Village

·Sale of existing South Lot for condo 
development
·Village Metra parking fund
·Financial assistance from Metra for 
surface parking
·Downtown-wide parking fund
·Village capital budget

·Discuss concept with Depot Square 
management; reach an agreement for shared 
Depot Square parking provision
·Resolve parking lot design/detention issues
·Issue developer RFP for Metra South Lot
·Discuss funding availability with Metra

·5-story condos or 2-bldg configuration 
acceptable due to location, context, and 
public revenue potential
·Need for replacement detention should 
be evaluated and addressed
·Footprint of condo building can 
potentially be adjusted to avoid utility 
relocation

D

Block Bounded Glenview Road, 
Church Street, Dewes Street, 
and Railroad Avenue 
("Glenview State Bank Block")

4-story mixed-use residential over retail on 
Glenview Road--48 condos and 20,000 SF 
of retail; Relocated Fire Station at NW 
Corner Church and Dewes; Three 
townhomes west of new Fire Station.

Medium
Village/ 
Property 
Owners

·Village writedown of former Fire 
Station and public parking sites
·Village capital funds to construct new 
Fire Station 

·Determine optimal fire station design
·Identify fire station funding resources
·Facilitate discussions between Glenview State 
Bank and other private owner(s)
·Construct replacement Fire Station on existing 
surface parking lot
·Issue RFP for former Fire Station site or work 
with existing property owners to identify 
developer
·RFP/sell townhome lots

·Fire station funding is critical 
precursor to project
·Townhome massing should fit with 
taller surrounding development
·Preserve Glenview State Bank façade 
if possible
·Architectural harmony with north side 
of Glenview Rd.

E
Southeast Corner of Glenview 
and Washington (library parking 
lot)

9 townhomes Medium Village 
(Library)

·RFP of land for sale to private 
developer

·Resolve library planning goals and design
·If parking area not needed, issue RFP

F Village Hall Site

·New Village Hall of 3-4 stories
·Private office 3-4 stories (up to 52,000 
SF) or co-located public offices (schools, 
Park District, etc).

Low

Village/Other 
public agencies 
considering co-
location

·Village capital funds
·Contributions from co-locating public 
agencies; or
·Revenue from sale of north portion to 
private user

·Determine Village space needs
·Complete relocation of police facility
·Resolve potential co-location issues
·Construct new facility on southern portion of 
site
·If no co-location, RFP northern portion for 
private development

·Public uses are primary driver
·Character of public buildings should 
be distinctly civic
·Private uses (if any) should have 
different but compatible character

Block Bounded by River 
Drive/Church/Glenview/Dewes  
(SEC Church and Glenview to 
NWC Dewes and Waukegan)

A
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A. Block Bounded by River Drive/Church/Glenview/Dewes  (“Riverfront Block”) 
 
The Riverfront Block concept is the largest opportunity site in the Downtown, and appears to 
hold the most potential to impact the overall Downtown environment. It is therefore a high 
priority for implementation. The Preferred Concept plan for this block includes a mix of private 
redevelopment and significant public improvements related to the river and a central public 
green space. The Village should begin immediately to refine the scope and design of the public 
improvements and target a one- to two-year timeframe for beginning the project. 
 
Public improvements on the Riverfront Block consist of cutting and filling in the 
riverbank/channel area, general re-grading, landscaping, and creation of pathways and park 
amenities. The Preferred Concept also includes the elimination of River Drive. 
 
To implement the river reconfiguration aspects of the concept, the Village will need to:  
 

• Commission a detailed topographic survey of the riverfront area 
• Prepare preliminary engineering and landscape plans 
• Conduct hydraulic modeling to verify that the envisioned riverbank enhancement projects 

are in compliance with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources-Office of Water 
Resources (IDNR-OWR) Part 3708 floodway construction rules regarding movements of 
floodwaters through the site and the resulting impacts up- and downstream 

• Prepare final engineering and landscape plans 
• Prepare and submit a joint permit application to the IDNR-OWR, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, and Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
 
These river-related steps are lead items, and should be undertaken as soon as possible. The 
scoping of the ultimate design of the overall block should incorporate the river reconfiguration 
parameters resulting from this Village-funded research, design, and approval process. 
 
To facilitate the private component of the Preferred Concept, the Village will need to contribute 
the River Drive right-of-way. This will likely require negotiation with the private investor(s) 
undertaking the project to set a price for the contributed River Drive right-of-way and/or a 
private contribution toward the extensive public improvements on the block.   
 
The Village will play an important role in identifying a site control strategy, a developer, and the 
terms of a negotiated sale/contribution of the River Drive right-of-way. This should ideally take 
place through direct discussion and negotiation between existing private landowners, the Village, 
and a jointly-identified developer. As an alternative, the Village could consider a formal two-
stage RFQ/P process. However, the diversity of ownership on the block, coupled with the small 
size of the Village-controlled portion, might limit the effectiveness of such a process.   
 
Through regulatory tools and its direct control of the River Drive parcel, the Village will exert 
control over the complex private and public design considerations involved in the project, 
including the development program, the relationship between the private buildings and public 
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space, restoration of access/parking for the historic “Pure Oil” building (currently served by 
River Drive), and building design.   
 
B. 1800 Block of Glenview Road (portion east of former Renneckar's building) 
 
Generally considered the retail core of the Downtown, the 1800 block of Glenview Road is a 
high priority for revitalization in the context of the overall Downtown Plan. Revitalization 
activity on this key site is targeted to move ahead within one to two years of Plan adoption. 
 
The Preferred Concept contemplates redevelopment of all property located to the east of the 
recently renovated Renneckar’s property. To facilitate this Plan, which incorporates private 
development as well as a shared public parking amenity, the Village will share responsibility for 
initiating change with the block’s private property owners. All stakeholders will need to work 
together to develop a site control strategy and jointly identify a developer. Ongoing discussions 
with the selected developer will be necessary to address two key issues on the site: 
 

• Design concerns expressed by the DPC and the community at large, including materials, 
articulation, upper-story setbacks, and the relationship of this block to the block 
immediately to the south (Fire Station/Glenview State Bank block) 

• Potential alternatives for accommodating shared public parking 
 
Obtaining funding for the shared parking on this site can also be a joint public-private venture. 
Contributions may be solicited from other private property owners in the Downtown, either 
voluntarily or as a codified fee-in-lieu parking requirement for properties unable to provide 
adequate on-site parking for commercial uses. It is also estimated that the Village will need to 
make a capital contribution to offset construction costs for the estimated 30 to 60 structured 
shared parking spaces, as well as a pro-rata share of the related land acquisition costs. See item C 
below with regard to a potential funding source for this initiative. 
 
C. Existing/proposed Metra parking (Grove/Depot Streets) 
 
The Preferred Concept for this site involves two components: (1) reconfiguration and expansion 
of Metra commuter parking and (2) private-sector redevelopment of an existing Metra commuter 
parking lot. Both components will require that the Village take the initial lead in facilitating 
change on this site. The site’s inherent priority level from a redevelopment standpoint is 
relatively low, but increases to high if the revenue received from selling Village-owned land to a 
private developer could be dedicated to finance parking and/or other improvements in the core 
Glenview Road area of Downtown. 
 
Implementation of the first component of the concept plan for this site will involve both Village- 
and privately-owned properties. The recommendation to share some portion of an expanded 
northern Metra lot will require discussions with Depot Square management to reach a mutually 
agreeable shared parking arrangement. It will also be necessary to consider 
preservation/replacement of stormwater detention currently provided by vacant land owned by 
the Village to the east of Depot Square’s existing parking lot. The ultimate placement of 
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buildings and/or cost estimates for the project should reflect the potential need to relocate 
underground utilities currently located beneath the Metra lots.  
 
The second component of the concept plan involves the sale of the southern Metra parking lot by 
the Village to a private developer. It is recommended that the Village undertake a formal two-
stage Request for Qualifications and Request for Proposals (RFQ/P) process to solicit 
development proposals for the site. This type of competitive process is most likely to result in a 
project that both meets the Village’s design objectives and maximizes the sale price of the land. 
As part of this process the Village will need to determine, based on the then-current Village 
financial position, whether to ask developers to adhere to the four-story single-building Preferred 
Concept for this site, to allow a single five-story condominium building, or to seek a two-
building plan that utilizes both the north and south Metra lots (based on the site’s Alternate 
Concept). It is recommended that a single-building alternative be pursued unless the two-
building plan will generate additional capital funds that are specifically allocated to 
improvements in the core Glenview Road area of the Downtown. 
 
D. Block Bounded by Glenview Road, Church Street, Dewes Street, and Railroad Avenue 

("Glenview State Bank Block") 
 
Redevelopment of the Glenview State Bank Block is a medium priority level, with change 
anticipated to occur within three to five years of Plan adoption. The key to effecting change on 
this block will be removal of the existing fire station and subsequent construction of a new 
facility on the southern portion of the site. The Village will be responsible for initiating change 
on this block through two key actions: 
 

• Determination of the optimal design for the new fire station facility 
• Allocation of capital funds for demolition and new construction 

 
While these initial steps are being undertaken, the Village should hold discussions with the 
private property owners on the remainder of the block to aid in identifying an appropriate 
developer for the overall site. The development strategy for the block may involve a formal 
RFQ/P process for the Village-owned portion of the site or a negotiated sale to a specific 
landowner/developer in conjunction with a pre-negotiated project. The land envisioned for 
townhomes on Dewes Street could be packaged with the mixed-use component of the project on 
Glenview Road, or sold via a separate RFQ/P process by the Village. 
 
The Village will need to negotiate with the landowner/developer undertaking the private portion 
of the project to determine the ultimate sale prices of the Glenview Road frontage vacated by the 
fire station demolition. This price will be highly dependent on the specific economics of the 
private development, and may fall below “market” value due to incorporation of the design and 
program features desired by the Village. Critical design considerations for this site include: 
 

• Preservation of the Glenview State Bank façade if possible 
• Massing of townhomes that is compatible with the height and massing of surrounding 

developments 
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• Architectural features and massing on the Glenview Road frontage that are 
complementary to the envisioned project on the north side of the street (1800 Block) 

 
To the extent possible, the Village should aim to maximize the price received for the Fire Station 
site to offset a portion of the costs of demolishing the existing facility and constructing a 
replacement. 
 
E. Southeast Corner of Glenview and Washington (Library parking lot) 
 
The final expansion/construction plans for the Glenview Library are the primary determining 
factor regarding the timing and scope of changes to occur on the Library parking lot at the 
southeast corner of Glenview Road and Washington Street. If the Library Board determines that 
the lot is not needed to service the new/expanded facility, the Village will be in a position to seek 
a private developer for the site through a formal RFP process. However, implementation of the 
concept plan for this site is a low priority because it does not possess significant Glenview Road 
frontage and is recommended to be redeveloped as a residential, rather than retail, use. It should 
be noted that this project appears feasible independently of any changes on the Olympia Mall 
site.  
 
F. Village Hall Site 
 
Implementation of the Preferred Concept plan for the Village Hall site will be driven by the goals 
and space needs of the Village, as well as any co-location opportunities with the School District, 
Park District, or other public agencies. The priority for this block is low as it relates to the overall 
Downtown revitalization effort. The anticipated timeframe for Plan implementation is three to 
five years, although the needs of the potential occupants will primarily drive project timing. 
 
The relocation of the Glenview Police Department is the first step in implementing the concept 
for this site. Equally important will be a study of the space and programming needs for Village 
Hall. Once such a study is completed, a new facility or facilities can be constructed on the site. It 
is assumed that the costs of new construction and infrastructure will be funded out of the capital 
budgets of those public agencies/departments locating on the site. 
 
If there is no need for co-location of other public office space on the same site as the Village 
Hall, the Village can sell the northern portion of the site for private office development via a 
formal RFQ/P process, as shown in the Preferred Concept. Revenue from this land sale may be 
used to offset the costs of new public facility construction on the southern portion of the site. The 
character of the Village Hall should be distinctly civic, with a compatible, but not identical, 
architectural style incorporated into any private office development on the site as part of the 
conditions of the land sale. 
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Capital Improvements 
 
This section describes a series of capital improvements recommended to improve the function, 
safety, and aesthetics of the Downtown. In addition, it recommends specific Village capital 
investments that constitute important steps to facilitate change on certain key Downtown blocks.   
 
Reference numbers provided in this section for specific capital improvements (e.g. T1, A1) 
correspond to locations shown on the Implementation Map Key in the previous section of this 
chapter and items listed in the Public Improvements Summary table on the following page.   
 
BASIC CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Many of the capital improvements recommended for the Downtown area represent basic 
infrastructure and safety items would need to be part of the Village’s existing program of 
maintaining and improving public facilities. These improvements fall into the categories of:  
 

• Transportation Infrastructure improvements affecting capacity, access, and pedestrian 
movements that are included in the Preferred Concept 

 
• Other Infrastructure upgrades and replacement 

 
• Streetscape, Signage, and Wayfinding Improvements building on previous efforts by 

the Village to provide amenities for users of the Downtown 
 
 



Village of Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan
Summary of Key Public Improvements
Map Type Project Source of Estimate Order-of-Magnitude Cost Estimate Status/comments

BASIC CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

T1 Pedestrian Waukegan/Glenview intersection KLOA $62,000 Plus engineering; Conceptual plan given to Glenview engineering, includes ped countdown, no mast head 
changes

T2 Pedestrian Upgrade Signals to Include Pedestrian 
countdown features to improve safety KLOA $350,000 All existing and proposed signalized intersections in Downtown

T3 Pedestrian Railwalk west of Metra tracks Lakota $32,000 Concrete pathway with decorative fencing

T4 Pedestrian Glenview Road mid-block crossing near 
river Lakota $3,000 Stamped and colored concrete.  Could be further upgraded to include bollards.

N/A Pedestrian Waukegan Road medians KLOA $128,000 Plus engineering

T5 Capacity Glenview/Washington signalization and 
left-turn improvements KLOA $260,000 New signal; widening of streets for northbound, southbound, and eastbound left turn lanes; note- appears 

to include pedestrian countdown

T6 Capacity Glenview & Pine-median to prohibit 
southbound left turns KLOA $2,000 Improve safety of turning movements

T7 Access Northbound Railroad at Glenview- 
convert to right-out only KLOA $2,000 Reduce traffic conflicts near Metra tracks

N/A Access Consolidate curb cuts-Waukegan KLOA Very hard to estimate-site specific

O1 Downtown water main 
replacement/upgrade Village $478,000 Glenview Rd. (Waukegan to Washington), Prairie St. (Washington to Lehigh), & Washington St. 

(Glenview to Lehigh)

O2 OLPH retaining wall along river (west 
side) Village $400,000 Replacement of existing wall per Village engineer’s analysis

S1 Railroad Ave. streetlights Lakota $80,000 

N/A Streetscape enhancements-Waukegan 
Road Lakota/Village $207,000 Street lighting design completed by Village; Seek to enhance existing streetscape

N/A Streetscape enhancements - Glenview 
Road Lakota/Village $127,000 Minor enhancements to existing streetscape

N/A Monument signage/wayfinding Lakota Included in streetscape enhancements ($188,500) to Waukegan & Glenview Roads
Subtotal for Basic Capital Improvements $2,131,000 Plus engineering, curb cuts, and soft costs
Allowance for Soft Costs, Construction Management Fees, Design/Engineering $532,750 25%
Contingency $266,375 10%
GRAND TOTAL $2,930,125 Plus curb cut consolidation costs

G1 River re-grading (Waukegan Road to 
Glenview Road, east side) Burke $320,000 to $394,000

Plus engineering and design; Re-grading and retaining wall to create more useable space and safer 
conditions for a riverwalk.  Note: cost may be partially or wholly borne by private sector as part of 
Riverfront block development project(s)

G2 Riverfront green space improvements 
south of Glenview Road Lakota $476,000 Includes landscaping, pavers, street furniture, and fencing.  Note: cost may be partially or wholly borne by 

private sector as part of Riverfront block development project(s)

G3 Small pocket park at NEC Glenview and 
Lehigh Lakota/Friedman $42,000 Estimate includes demolition, grading, sod, irrigation, and trees/plants.  Addition of a fountain would 

increase cost by roughly $100,000.  Land cost is not included in this estimate.

G4 Design feature with vertical elements at 
Glenview and Metra tracks Lakota $120,000 Cost could vary depending on complexity and detail

N/A Façade improvements Lakota TBD $15-20k per façade

D1 Reconfiguration of Metra Parking at 
Grove and Depot TBD No net cost to Village anticipated; likely to be offset by sale of South Metra Lot

D2 Shared Parking within 1800 Block TBD Cost is variable depending on ultimate development program; Revenues from sale of South Metra Lot 
anticipated to be contributed toward this investment

D3 Fire Station Village $2,000,000 to $3,000,000 Depends on communication center relocation, size of facility; Cost may be partially offset by developer 
contribution for Fire Station land

Development-Related Investments

CAPITAL INVESTMENTS FOR REVITALIZATION

Transportation

Streetscape, Signage, and Wayfinding Improvements

Greenspace/Aesthetics

Other Infrastructure
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Transportation Infrastructure 
 
Several transportation-related capital improvements are recommended to improve pedestrian 
safety, traffic capacity, and general access: 
 

• Pedestrian Access and Safety Improvements. Pedestrian amenities are essential to 
efficiently integrating shoppers, residents, and vehicles in the Downtown area. The 
following improvements are recommended: 

 
o T1: Waukegan Road/Glenview Road Intersection Improvements. Although this 

intersection currently allows for adequate pedestrian crossing time per typical 
design standards, a strong perception exists that this intersection is unsafe for 
pedestrians. This is likely due to the width of uninterrupted pavement—nearly 80 
feet wide on the north leg of the intersection. Barrier medians should assist in 
making the streetscape and operations more pedestrian friendly by providing a 
“safe haven” during the crossing. In addition, pavement stamping in the 
intersection should also be implemented, as well as new countdown traffic signals 
to assist pedestrians in identifying the amount of time remaining in the pedestrian 
phase of the signal. Collectively, these improvements will serve to provide 
pedestrians with more amenities, while creating the appearance of a more “urban” 
intersection that causes drivers to slow down and be more alert. 

 
o T2: Countdown Signals at all Signalized Intersections. The DPC has indicated 

that, similar to the recommended treatment of the Waukegan/Glenview 
intersection, countdown pedestrian signals should be phased in at all existing and 
proposed signalized intersections in the Downtown. This includes the 
intersections of Glenview/Washington (as part of the new signal recommended in 
as item T5 below), Glenview/Harlem, Glenview/Church, Waukegan/Dewes, 
Waukegan/Grove, Waukegan/Lake, and Dewes/Harlem. The unified pedestrian 
signalization at these intersections would enhance pedestrian safety and further 
emphasize to drivers the pedestrian-oriented nature of the Downtown area. IDOT 
approval will be required for all countdown signals at Waukegan Road 
intersections. 

 
o T3: Pedestrian Railwalk Between Dewes and Glenview. During the planning 

process, the public and members of the DPC voiced concerns related to commuter 
parking on the portion of Railroad Avenue south of Dewes Street. Morning 
commuters parking in this zone are more likely than those parking further north to 
make dangerous crossings of Glenview Road and the Metra tracks while trying to 
catch the Chicago-bound train. To mitigate this problem, the Plan shows a 
pedestrian pathway (“railwalk”) along the west side of the Metra tracks between 
Dewes Street and Glenview Road. This pedestrian link would allow commuters 
parking to the southeast of the Chicago-bound train platform to cross to the west 
side of the tracks at Dewes and walk to the train, even if gates at Glenview Road 
are down to accommodate a southbound train in the station.   
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This improvement should be accompanied by signage, enforcement, and clearly 
identified pedestrian paths in the vicinity of the Glenview Road/Metra tracks 
crossing to discourage dangerous pedestrian movements. 

 
o T4: Glenview Road Mid-Block Crossing Near River. The Preferred Concept 

shows intensified use along the south side of Glenview Road, from Church Street 
to the River, including enhancement of the riverfront as a public green space. The 
uninterrupted block stretching from Church Street to Waukegan Road encourages 
unsafe mid-block pedestrian crossings between the redeveloped riverfront area 
and existing high-activity uses to the north (OLPH, Dominick’s, and retail uses at 
the northwest corner of the Glenview/Waukegan intersection). To improve safety, 
a mid-block pedestrian crossing with appropriate signage is recommended east of 
the River. Like the improvements recommended for the intersection of Glenview 
and Waukegan Roads, this crossing should be created with a distinct material, 
such as stamped and colored asphalt or concrete, to help define it and alert 
vehicular traffic to the need to slow down for pedestrian crossing.   

 
o Study of Prairie Street Cul-de-Sac. As plans for reinvestment in the Downtown 

library are further developed, options for configuring access should be evaluated. 
In particular, the creation of a cul-de-sac on Prairie Street at Lehigh Avenue and 
should be studied. 

 
o Waukegan Road Barrier Medians. As part of an overall plan to improve the 

aesthetic quality of the Downtown, foster a more pedestrian-friendly environment, 
and promote traffic calming, the Preferred Concept recommends construction of a 
barrier median along Waukegan Road both north and south of Glenview Road. 
North of Glenview Road, the median should extend to Lake Street with full access 
limited to one or two key locations per block. Other driveways would 
consequently become right in and out only. South of Glenview Road, the barrier 
median should extend to Dewes Street. Final design would depend on engineering 
requirements. The introduction of these medians would need to be coordinated 
with new development in order to allow access to key driveways and parking lot 
entrances.   

 
• Intersection Capacity Improvements. As discussed in Appendix B, the proposed 

changes to development patterns reflected in the Preferred Concept are not projected to 
substantially affect peak-period traffic volumes at Downtown intersections. However, 
two capital improvements are recommended to improve the capacity of the Downtown 
circulation system: 

 
o T5: Glenview/Washington Signalization. The intersection of Washington Street 

and Glenview Road, though currently operating within acceptable parameters, 
could become problematic in the future. The northbound and southbound 
movements currently operate at LOS D. Vehicles making this movement have a 
difficult time entering the Glenview Road traffic stream as queues from eastbound 
traffic back up through the intersection. If the Library is redeveloped and 
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expanded, this intersection is likely to become even busier. Accordingly, this 
intersection should be considered for signalization in the future. A special study 
will be required to review the interconnection of this signal with those on 
Glenview Road to ensure appropriate progression and coordination. In addition, it 
is recommended that improvements be made to left-turn movements at this 
intersection. These include widening Glenview Road west of Washington to 
Lincoln Street in order to extend the eastbound left turn lane and widening 
Washington Street to create left turn lanes both southbound and northbound. 

 
o T6: Glenview Road/Pine Street-Prohibit Southbound Left Turns. The intersection 

of Glenview Road and Pine Street is currently operating at Level of Service 
(LOS) E (congested and causing delays) during peak hours and is projected to 
remain at this level if the Preferred Concept is fully implemented (see Appendix 
B for further detail and a description of Level of Service standards). To improve 
this poor performance, it is recommended that southbound left turns from Pine 
Street onto Glenview Road be prohibited by construction of a median on Pine 
Street. This should improve the efficiency of the intersection and improve 
congestion related to the rail crossing immediately to the west. Traffic simulation 
modeling projects that this intersection will operate at LOS B (close to ideal 
conditions) after this improvement is made, as shown in Table B4 in Appendix B.   

 
• Access Improvements. Two access improvements should be implemented as 

development occurs pursuant to the Preferred Concept. These improvements are intended 
to improve traffic safety and efficiency at locations where driveways intersect with major 
streets: 

 
o T7: Right-Out Only at Railroad Avenue and Glenview Road. Additional access 

improvements include closure of the south side of the Railroad Avenue 
intersection with Glenview Road. This would create an outbound right turn only 
condition and thereby reduce conflicts from Pine Street and the rail crossing. 
Additionally, the number of driveways along Glenview and Waukegan Roads 
should be minimized to the extent possible, emphasizing access consolidation and 
control throughout Downtown. 

 
o Consolidate Curb Cuts. The new development patterns illustrated in the Preferred 

Concept call for fewer “curb cuts” (street/driveway intersections) than currently 
exist in the Downtown, particularly along Waukegan Road. As revitalization 
occurs, the Village should encourage and/or require consolidation of existing curb 
cuts. This will reduce conflicts with pedestrian and street traffic caused by 
vehicles entering or exiting driveways. This improvement relates to the 
installation of barrier medians along Waukegan Road (described above) and the 
provision in the form-based code (see “Regulatory Framework” section above) 
whereby commercial establishments would be required to provide connections 
between adjacent parking lots. If necessary, the Village could offer assistance 
with the physical provision of these connections and/or the elimination of 
driveways, particularly if existing businesses are retrofitting their parking areas. 
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Other Infrastructure 
 
The Village should undertake two routine infrastructure improvements as part of its general 
cycle of replacing and repairing public infrastructure: 
 

• O1: Downtown Water Main Replacement/Upgrade. To ensure that Downtown utilities 
are of adequate capacity and condition to serve the area, the Village plans to upgrade 
water main capacities on the following street segments from 6” to 12” mains: 

 
o Glenview Road, from Waukegan Road to Washington Street 
o Prairie Street, from Washington Street to Lehigh Avenue 
o Washington Street, from Glenview Road to Lehigh Avenue 

 
• O2: OLPH Retaining Wall. The retaining wall along the west side of the River adjacent 

to OLPH is deteriorated, and requires repairs. This appears to be an item for which the 
Village is responsible. 

 
Streetscape, Signage, and Wayfinding Improvements 
 
While these aesthetic improvements are less critical capital items than investments in pedestrian 
safety and traffic capacity/circulation upgrades, they represent an important component of the 
Village’s overall Downtown public infrastructure program. The aesthetic improvements 
recommended here are continuations or enhancements of prior Village investments in the 
Downtown area:  
 

• S1: Railroad Avenue Streetlights. As the location of most of 
Downtown’s pedestrian activity, it is appropriate that the Glenview 
Road street frontage is enhanced with pedestrian-scale street lighting. 
This lighting treatment both improves the walking environment along 
the primary shopping corridor and helps to define the identity and 
physical character of the Downtown (see adjacent figure). Given the 
amount of foot traffic generated by the Metra station, as well as 
recommended commercial and residential uses north of Glenview 
Road, Railroad Avenue from Glenview Road to the train station should 
be viewed as another main pedestrian route in the Downtown. 
Therefore, pedestrian-scale street lighting should be considered for this 
area to help improve the pedestrian experience. 

 
 
 
 
 

• Waukegan Road Streetscape Enhancements. The streetscape along Waukegan Road 
north of Glenview Road exhibits an inconsistent streetscape and largely auto-oriented 

Existing Glenview 
Road Lighting 
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character. Enhanced streetscape elements are recommended to create a pedestrian 
environment similar to that of Glenview Road. 

 
While Waukegan Road has a small number of older pedestrian-scale streetlights, they do 
not relate to the standard light that is found on Glenview Road. Therefore, all of 
Waukegan Road, from Henley to Lake, could be treated with new lighting that meets the 
selected Downtown standard. There are also few other pedestrian-oriented streetscape 
elements, such as trash receptacles, benches, and planters in this area. Though the area’s 
transitional residential/service character does not necessitate as many of these amenities 
as found on Glenview Road, street furniture should be placed in key locations near major 
intersections and adjacent to public facilities/amenities such as Village Hall. 
Additionally, the pedestrian paving treatment along Waukegan Road is also inconsistent 
and would benefit from upgrading. 
 

• Glenview Road Streetscape Enhancements. The streetscape character established along 
Glenview Road is critical to establishing the character of the overall Downtown. Through 
pedestrian-scale streetlights (discussed in S1 above), specialty paving, and street 
furniture, the Village has created a 
pedestrian environment that can be 
further enhanced. Glenview Road 
improvements include standardizing 
the style of trash receptacles, 
benches, and planters throughout the 
corridor and replacing street furniture 
that is not in line with the Village’s 
selected standard. Also, additional 
planters and street furniture could be 
used to break up the massing and 
enhance the appearance of 
uninterrupted building walls that face 
the Glenview Road frontage. Refer to Volume 2 for recommended locations and further 
analysis. 

 
• Monument Signage and Wayfinding. A wayfinding plan should be developed that 

identifies strategic locations throughout the Downtown for directional and identity signs. 
A clear, identifiable signage program that incorporates an overall design theme should be 
created with the following sign types: 
 

o External directional signs throughout the Village to guide visitors and shoppers to 
the Downtown 

 
o Internal directional signs within the Downtown to guide visitors/shoppers to 

parking lots and key activity generators 
 

Existing Glenview Road Streetscape Character 
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o Gateway identity signs at key entrances/intersections 
- North: Lake Avenue and Waukegan Road 
- South: Dewes Street and Waukegan Road 
- East: Glenview Road and Waukegan Road 
- West: Glenview Road and Washington Street 

 
o Special commercial district street signs and larger street signs 
 
o Identity signs for the Village Hall, Library, other activity generators and open 

spaces 
 
o Kiosks/signboards with area maps, points of interest, lists of shops, restaurants, 

and special events 
 

Building and business signage throughout the area should also be improved, with 
established guidelines provided for both design and placement. Further, all temporary and 
portable signs should be removed, as they detract from the overall aesthetics of the 
Downtown. A Signage Analysis was prepared as part of this planning process and can be 
found in Volume 2 of this report. 

 
CAPITAL INVESTMENTS FOR REVITALIZATION 
 
In addition to the Basic Capital Improvements described above, a group of Village investments is 
recommended to catalyze Downtown reinvestment and revitalization. These investments are 
intended to increase the level of public amenity and/or directly facilitate specific projects 
recommended in the Preferred Concept. The fall into two categories: 
 

• Greenspace/Aesthetics improvements are recommended to upgrade the appearance and 
level of amenity of the Downtown, while providing rest areas and gathering spaces for 
Village residents and other users of the area. 

 
• Development-Related Investments facilitate specific revitalization projects shown in 

the Preferred Concept and encourage business and property owners to invest in physical 
improvements to existing Downtown buildings. 

 
Where possible, the estimated cost of these investments has been provided in the Public 
Improvements Summary table earlier in this section. However, net public costs may vary 
substantially based on the ultimate design parameters governing these improvements, as well as 
the potential that certain public/private revitalization projects may generate revenue for the 
Village to offset public costs.  
 
Greenspace/Aesthetics  
 

• G1: River Re-Grading (see also site-specific implementation steps for Riverfront Block 
following in this chapter).  The proposed River reconfiguration will require fill to create 
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additional usable green space. In order to be in compliance with the IDNR-OWR Part 
3708 Floodway Construction Rules and the Village’s floodplain ordinance, compensatory 
storage excavation will be required in order to provide equivalent conveyance of 
floodwaters through the area of improvements. The proposed pedestrian bridge will need 
to be designed to prevent backup of floodwaters. Any fill that occurs above the Base 
Flood Elevation (BFE) is not regulated by the IDNR-OWR or the Village’s floodplain 
ordinance and does not have to be compensated for. 

 
• G2: Riverfront Green Space Improvements (see also Chapter 2, “Central Sub-Area” 

section and Site A of the “Site-Specific Development Facilitation” section of this 
chapter). The additional public space created adjacent to the river outside the regulatory 
floodway will need to be filled at or above the BFE to limit the potential damage to 
landscape and hardscape due to flooding. In addition, creating flat filled public spaces at 
this elevation would facilitate easier compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA). If improvements were constructed at or below the BFE, they would be subject to 
periodic flooding and a ramp down to the improvements would be required under ADA. 
The space required to create such a ramp might prove prohibitive. 

 
A more ambitious riverwalk/trail improvement might be achievable through land 
acquisition and/or partial overhang of the facility over the river channel. However, such 
improvements are more likely to prove cost-prohibitive and overly invasive to owners of 
adjacent properties. 

 
• G3: Small Pocket Park at Lehigh and Glenview.  As described in the previous chapter, 

the Preferred Concept includes the addition of a small “pocket park” greenspace amenity 
at the northeast corner of Lehigh and Glenview.   

 
• G4: Design Feature at Glenview Road/Metra. The Metra rail crossing on Glenview 

Road physically and psychologically separates the east and west sides of the Downtown. 
Paired vertical design features would complement the consistent land-use and cohesive 
streetscape themes also recommended in the Plan. The ultimate design of this 
improvement is not yet determined, but could include decorative canopies covering the 
sidewalks on the north and/or south sides of Glenview Road as they cross the tracks, 
psychologically connecting the areas east and west of the railroad.  Depending on the 
design, this feature may need to be approved by the Village, Metra, and the Illinois 
Commerce Commission (ICC). Height and detailed design will need to be coordinated 
with relevant agencies as well, to ensure that current rail operations would not be 
impacted by the structure. 

 
Development-Related Investments 
 

• Façade Improvements. As described in the “Programs” section of this chapter, the 
Village should undertake a façade improvement program that provides assistance to 
private property and business owners who wish to reinvest in their buildings. 
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• D1: Reconfiguration of Metra Parking at Grove/Depot. (See “Preferred Concept” 
chapter, West Sub-Area, and Site C of the “Site-Specific Development Facilitation” 
section of this chapter). Reconfiguration of the Village-owned Metra parking areas at the 
corner of Grove and Depot holds potential to increase the total number of Downtown 
commuter parking spaces while generating revenues for the construction of additional 
public shared parking within the core Downtown. 

 
• D2: Shared Parking Within 1800 Block. (See “Preferred Concept” chapter, West Sub-

Area, and Site B of the “Site-Specific Development Facilitation” section of this chapter). 
The Preferred Concept recommends Village investment to add public shared parking 
spaces within the overall framework of the 1800 Block of Glenview Road.   

 
• D3: Fire Station. (See “Preferred Concept” chapter, West Sub-Area, and Site D of the 

“Site-Specific Development Facilitation” section of this chapter). The Preferred Concept 
shows replacement of the current Downtown fire station with a new structure at the 
Northwest corner of Church and Dewes. This investment creates opportunities for 
continuous retail frontage along Glenview Road in this block. 

 
Timing and Priority of Recommended Village Actions 
 
The bulk of the implementation steps recommended in this chapter are to be initiated and/or 
carried out by the Village. Although the implementation process will evolve over time to respond 
to new opportunities and factors beyond the Village’s control, the Village should consider the 
sequence of actions laid out below as an initial “road map” of how to proceed with the 
Downtown revitalization process.   
 
Tier 1: Immediate Action Items (Begin in 2006) 
 

1. Resources. Allocate sufficient staff resources to implement Downtown recommendations 
in a timely manner and maintain momentum. 

 
2. Form-Based Code. Initiate the process of revising development codes (form-based code 

recommended) to guide and regulate newly proposed Downtown projects. If projects are 
proposed prior to the completion of the coding process, use the existing regulatory 
framework in conjunction with the principles laid out in this Plan (see in particular the 
Preferred Concept graphics and narrative and form-based code recommendations) to 
guide the review and approval process.  

 
3. Catalytic Blocks. Begin implementation efforts for the two blocks identified as the 

highest priority—the Riverfront Block and the 1800 Block of Glenview Road. Initial 
steps include up-front engineering and design of the river channel and adjacent green 
space (Riverfront Block), and initiating discussions with property owners (both blocks).   

 
4. Façade Improvement Program. Create guidelines and allocate funding for a façade 

improvement program in the 2007 budget.  
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5. Capital Improvements. Integrate recommendations in the “Capital Improvements” 
section of this chapter into the Village’s cycle of budgeting and public investment during 
the capital budgeting process occurring in 2006 for the 2007 budget year. 

 
Tier 2: Short-Term Action Items (1-3 Years) 
 

1. Make other regulatory/policy changes called for in the “Regulatory Framework” section 
of this chapter. 

 
2. Begin to implement Downtown capital improvements per capital budget developed in 

2006 for the 2007 budget year. 
 

3. Begin implementation efforts for medium-priority blocks (Fire Station/Glenview State 
Bank block and Library parking lot). 

 
4. Begin to implement other programs called for the “Programs” section of this chapter.  

 
Tier 3: Medium and Longer Term Items (3+ Years) 
 

1. Continue capital improvement implementation. 
 
2. Begin or continue implementation efforts for the Village Hall project. 
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Appendix A: Economic Feasibility Model 
 
S. B. Friedman & Company (SBFCo) developed a model to analyze the economic feasibility of 
concept plans during the Downtown Glenview planning process. The following sections outline 
the purpose of the model and summarize the methodology and assumptions used.  
 
Purpose and Context of Model 
 
Given the apparent level of community concern about building height and density, SBFCo 
structured the economic model to aggressively test how close the development program on a 
given site can come to supporting the assumed land acquisition cost (based on available appraisal 
data and described further in the “Key Assumptions” section below). 
 
In order to frame the results of the model in a market context, SBFCo also obtained information 
regarding typical developer expectations as to the “street price” of land on a per-unit basis for 
condominiums and townhomes, and on a per-vacant-land-square-foot basis for retail. Residual 
land value results were compared to these market ranges as a “reality check” on the validity of 
the model’s market assumptions. 
 
Interpreting Results 
 
A project-specific Surplus/Shortfall is generated based on a comparison between the Residual 
Land Value generated by the proposed new development program and SBFCo’s estimate of the 
likely acquisition cost (asking price) of the project site. This Surplus/Shortfall is in turn 
calculated as a percentage of total project revenues.   
 

• Projects are deemed “breakeven” if the Surplus is between 0 and 1%, or the Shortfall is 
between 0 and -1% of total project revenues, suggesting that the project appears to create 
sufficient Residual Land Value to acquire the site, after allowing for a typical level of 
developer profit. Our interpretation of this result is that projects falling within this range 
appear potentially feasible, subject to more detailed analysis of site- and project-specific 
factors. 

 
• Projects are deemed to “fail” if the Shortfall is greater than 1% of total project revenues, 

indicating that it is unlikely that the private sector would undertake the project as 
proposed without financial assistance. 

 
• Projects are deemed to “pass” if the Surplus of Residual Land Value over anticipated site 

acquisition cost amounts to 1% or more of total project revenues. This 1% cushion over 
the “breakeven” point allows us to state with more confidence that the project would 
likely be implementable by the private sector without Village assistance. 
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Key Economic Model Assumptions 
 
As described in the “Purpose and Context of Model” section above, the model reflects economic 
parameters that SBFCo expects would be used by developers to evaluate potential opportunities 
in Downtown Glenview. Specifically, the assumptions reflect a structure in which the developer 
is an integrated construction and development entity. This is a common structure for infill multi-
family development in the Chicago market, and these firms can typically deliver a comparable 
product at a lower unit cost than development entities that use a separate general contractor. 
 
SBFCo’s experience indicates that a combined developer fee/profit level of about 13.5% of sales 
revenue without additional allowance for construction-level profit is typically acceptable in a 
public/private deal of this type, but usually in association with substantial public subsidies or 
other concessions that reduce downside risk. The economic model reflects these relatively 
aggressive assumptions regarding construction costs and developer profit. 
 
The assumptions driving the model are summarized in the “Common Assumptions” table at the 
end of this memo. Other critical factors impacting the results of the model are discussed below: 
 

• Condo Sales Prices: based on the market research performed by SBFCo for the December 
6, 2004 Existing Conditions Analysis report submitted to the Village. 

 
• Land Asking Price (vacant, improved, and total): Specific pricing is applied to each 

site/parcel within the Study Area, based on parcel and building characteristics observed 
through SBFCo’s fieldwork. Commercial buildings that appear to be reusable as leased 
space are evaluated on a price per building square foot basis, while sites with minimal lot 
coverage are priced based on land square footage. The high end of the range for improved 
sites is defined by the recent Integra Realty appraisal of the Epco Paint site, as well as the 
reported sale price of the building at 908 Waukegan Road. Land value assumptions for 
unimproved/lightly developed parcels are primarily based on the 2004 MaRous and Co. 
appraisal of the Village Hall site. Using these figures as initial starting points, SBFCo 
made site-specific adjustments where necessary to reflect such factors as: 

 
o Availability of on-site parking  
o Estimated potential for structure to be re-leased 
o Perceived need for tenant improvements to prepare structures for re-leasing 
o Corner locations and general access/visibility 
o Degree of lot coverage 
o Known information on rents currently paid on site 
o Proximity to Metra station 

 
These land value estimates reflect our current estimate of the likely sale prices of each 
site to a developer based on the information available to us at the time the economic 
model was developed. However, they do not represent the detailed site-specific research 
that would be included in an appraisal of each site. They may also differ from current 
asking prices for certain Downtown sites, which appear to be inflated on a speculative 
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basis over and above the inherent economic value of the income stream the property 
could reasonably be expected to generate. If additional information regarding the values 
of specific sites becomes available, we can integrate it into the model to refine the results.   

 
• Condo Hard Construction Costs: Hard costs for integrated builder-developer firms do not 

typically include separate general contractor overhead and profit. These cost items can 
range from 8% per a Chicago-area construction consultant to 15% per R. S. Means. The 
model reflects condominium hard cost assumptions based in part on the recently 
approved Park Ridge Uptown project after downward adjustments to reflect the removal 
of separate contractor profit and overhead. SBFCo made upward adjustments to these 
costs where necessary (per a comparison of R.S. Means building costs with and without 
ground-floor parking) to account for enclosed ground-floor parking within the building. 

 
• Developer Profit: As mentioned previously, the combined developer overhead and profit 

assumption is set at 13.5%. 
 
Other Model Components and Calculations 
 
Additional explanatory information on key line items and calculations within the model is 
included below. 
 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM AND VALUE 
 

• Residential, Retail, Office, and Off-Street Parking program:  based on Preferred Concept.   
 
• Land square footage:  based on Cook County Assessor data for relevant parcels 
 
• Gross Building Square Footage: measurement of building footprints (in GIS), multiplied 

by number of stories observed in field reconnaissance 
 
• Residential Sales Revenue:  price per net/saleable square foot, less 5% allowance for 

commissions 
 
• Retail and Office Value:  annual potential gross income (square footage multiplied by net 

rent for each type of commercial space), less allowance for vacancy and unrecoverable 
operating expenses, capitalized at 9% (direct capitalization method) 

 
DEVELOPMENT COSTS (EXCLUDING LAND) 
 

• Townhome/Rowhome Construction:  gross square feet multiplied by hard cost/GSF 
 
• Condominium Construction:  gross square feet adjusted by 85% efficiency factor and 

multiplied by hard cost/NSF for unit type (including first-floor parking or excluding first-
floor parking) 
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• Retail and Office Construction:  gross square feet multiplied by hard cost/GSF, plus cost 
of tenant improvements per square foot (varies by type and quality of commercial space) 

 
• Off-street Parking Construction:  number of spaces of each type (surface, structure, or 

underground), multiplied by appropriate cost per space 
 
• Additional Cost for “Skirt Buildings:”   The term “skirt buildings” refers to buildings in 

which both retail and parking are located on the first floor, causing the building’s base 
(“skirt”) to be deeper than the  upper-floor residential tower. To approximate the 
increased structural costs of this type of building, we applied an upward adjustment factor 
of 6% to hard construction costs. 

 
• Demolition (improved sites only):  gross square footage of buildings multiplied by 

assumed demolition cost per square foot 
 
• Site Prep/Improvements and Soft Costs:  calculated as percentage of total development 

costs, excluding land, developer overhead, and profit 
 
• Total Development Cost (TDC):  sum of hard costs and soft costs, excluding land, 

developer overhead and profit 
 
REVENUES 
 

• Townhomes/Rowhomes and Condominiums:  saleable square footage multiplied by 
applicable price per square foot 

 
• Retail and Office:  value as calculated through direct capitalization method described 

above 
 
PROFIT AND RESIDUAL LAND VALUE 
 

• Revenue Available for Land Purchase, Overhead, Profit:  total revenue less TDC 
 
• Developer Overhead (i.e., G&A, developer fee, etc.) and Profit:  benchmarked as 

percentages of revenue 
 
• Residual Land Value:  total revenue less all costs (hard costs, soft costs, developer 

overhead, and profit). This is the implied amount that is “left over” to cover land costs 
given the identified development program. 



Village of Glenview
Table A-1: Economic Block Analysis - Common Assumptions

Townhomes
Average Townhome GSF [1] 3,000                
Average Rowhome GSF [1] 3,200                
Gross Price/GSF Townhome 225$                 
Commissions & Closing Costs as % Sales Price 5.0%
Price/GSF Townhome 214$                 
Avg. Townhome Price Per Unit 641,250$          
Avg. Rowhome Price Per Unit 684,000$          
Hard Cost/SF for TH & RH (SF Excl. Garage) [1], [2] 115$                 

Condos
Average Condo GSF (incl. Common Area) 1,870                
Condo Efficiency Ratio 85%
Average Condo NSF (Saleable) 1,590                
Gross Price/NSF Condo, Mixed-Use Building 265$                 
Commissions & Closing Costs as % Sales Price 5.0%
Net Price/NSF Condo, Mixed-Use Building 252$                 
Net Price/NSF Condo, Condo-Only Building 252$                 
Avg. Net Condo Price Per Unit, Mixed-Use Building 400,157$          
Avg. Net Condo Price Per Unit, Condo-Only Building 400,157$          
Hard Cost/NSF for Condo (Over First-Floor Parking) [2], [3], [4] 131$                 
Hard Cost/GSF for Condo (Over First-Floor Parking) [2], [3], [4] 111$                 
Hard Cost/NSF for Condo (Over First-Floor Retail) [2], [3], [4] 120$                 
Hard Cost/GSF for Condo (Over First-Floor Retail) [2], [3], [4] 102$                 

Retail
Hard Cost/GSF for 1st-Floor Retail (urban, masonry, mult. tenants) [1], [2], [3] 103$                 
Hard Cost/GSF for 2-Story Retail (urban, masonry, single tenant) [1], [2], [4] 97$                   
Hard Cost/GSF for Grocery (masonry) [1], [2], [4] 94$                   
Per GSF TI Costs for Retail - Prime [1], [4] 20$                   
Per GSF TI Costs for Retail - Secondary [1], [5] -$                  
Per GSF TI Costs for Retail - Grocery [1], [5] -$                  
Net Rent/GSF for Retail - Prime [1] 30$                   
Net Rent/GSF for Retail - Secondary [1] 20$                   
Net Rent/GSF for Retail - Grocery [1] 15$                   
Commercial Cap Rate 9%
Non-Recoverable Op Exp % Commercial [6], [7] 13% of Gross Potential Income

Office - 2nd Floor Space
Hard Cost/GSF for Office (2nd floor, masonry) [1], [2], [4] 116$                 
Per GSF TI Costs for Office (1 year's rent) [1] 20$                   
Net Rent/GSF for Office [1] 20$                   
Commercial Cap Rate 9%
Non-Recoverable Op Exp % Commercial [6], [7] 13% of Gross Potential Income

Parking - Stand-Alone (excl. 1st Floor in Mixed Use Buildings)
Hard Cost/Space for Underground Parking 22,500$            
Hard Cost/Space for Surface Parking (Non-Structure) 3,500$              
Hard Cost/Space for At/Above-Grade Parking (Structure) 16,000$            

Land
Range of Asking Prices for Sites Evaluated As Income Properties Based on 
Value per Square Foot of Building

$120 - 
$250/GSF 
Building

Asking Price - Improved Sites Evaluated "As Vacant" Because of Building 
Conditions or Low Degree of Lot Coverage $32/GSF Land
Asking Price - Vacant/Unimproved Sites $32/GSF Land

Development Costs
Site Improvements [6] 7% of TDC
Soft Costs, incl. Private Construction Financing [6] 13% of TDC
Developer Overhead (i.e., Developer Fee) [8] 4.5% of revenue
Developer Profit [8] 9.0% of revenue
Demolition of Existing Buildings [6] 5$                     Per Building GSF
Additional Cost for "Skirt Buildings" [9] 6% of total building cost

[1] Gross square feet assumed equal to salable square feet
[2] Includes architecture & engineering; Scenario 2 assumptions include contractor overhead and profit
[3] 2005 R.S. Means Square Foot Costs
[4] 2005 National Building Costs Manual
[5] Broker interviews
[6] SBFCo  analysis of suburban downtown projects
[7] Includes taxes & occupancy cost on vacant space, vacancy loss, management fee, and insurance.
[8] National Association of Homebuilders 2001 Costs of Doing Business; SBFCo  developer interviews
[9] Estimate per Vistara Construction Services
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Appendix B: Traffic and Parking Impact Analysis 
 
Traffic Impact Summary 
 
KLOA, Inc. conducted an analysis of the impacts on traffic patterns likely to be caused by the 
full buildout of the Preferred Concept using Synchro-Sim traffic analysis software. In order to 
project these impacts, the Consultant Team compiled data on the changes in the location and 
quantity of the various types of land uses within the Downtown. The indicated net increases or 
decreases in each land use type are shown for each of the three sub areas in Tables B1 through 
B3 on the pages that follow. 
 
New traffic resulting the fully built-out Downtown Plan was then assigned to individual 
roadways and combined with existing traffic for purposes of evaluating and identifying the new 
Level of Service (LOS) at critical intersections. LOS is a congestion measurement tool that can 
be used to evaluate how well an intersection is operating. Levels of Service range from LOS A 
(“ideal flow conditions with little or no delays”) to LOS F (“conditions where extreme delays are 
encountered”). The minimum intersection LOS that is generally deemed acceptable by Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT) standards is LOS D. Table B4 summarizes the capacity 
analyses for weekday morning and evening rush hour time periods under observed existing 
conditions and under full projected buildout of the Preferred Concept. Projected traffic volumes 
specifically generated by new Downtown development and overall are shown by intersection in 
Figures B5 and B6 that follow Tables B1 through B4.   
 
The results of the model at full build-out show little change in intersection LOS as a result of 
Preferred Concept buildout. There are no instances in which the proposed development program 
causes LOS to degrade to a D or worse. One intersection, Glenview Road and Pine Street, 
exhibits an LOS E both currently and after buildout of the Preferred Concept. A recommendation 
to address this issue is included in the “Capital Improvements” section of Chapter 3. 
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Table B1 
Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan – West Sub-Area 

Trip Generation Table for Peak Hours 
 

 A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Saturday Midday 
New Land Use/Size In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Condominium  48 (West)1 15 85 100 80 35 115 55 50 105 

   174 (East)2  Included above.       

Townhomes/Rowhomes 17 (West)   5 5 10 5 5 10 5 5 10 

    3 (East)  Included above.       

Specialty Retail 21,000 s.f. (West)1 -- -- -- 25 30 55 50 40 90 

   49,500 s.f. (East)2 -- -- -- 60 75 135 95 115 210 

    Sub-Total 20 90 110 170 145 315 205 210 415 

Less Existing—Removed           

Specialty Retail 85,053 s.f. -- -- -- 100 130 230 160 200 360 

Restaurant  7,299 s.f. 5 -- 5 35 20 55 45 35 80 

Office   39,012 s.f. 50 10 60 10 50 60 10 5 15 

    Sub-Total 55 10 65 145 200 345 215 240 455 

Net New Traffic (35) 80 45 25 (55)   (30) (10) (30) (40) 
1West of railroad tracks 
2East of railroad tracks 
(00) = Negative number 
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Table B2 
Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan – Central Sub-Area 

Trip Generation Table for Peak Hours 
 

 A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Saturday Midday 
New Land Use/Size In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Condominiums            197 units 15 75 90 70 35 105 50 40 90 

Specialty Retail 25,000 s.f. -- -- -- 30 40 70 45 60 105 

Restaurant  12,000 s.f. 5 5 10 60 30 90 75 55 130 

    Sub-Total 20 80 100 160 105 265 170 155 325 

Less Existing—Removed           

Specialty Retail 36,409 s.f. -- -- -- 45 55 100 70 85 155 

Office   63,528 s.f. 90 10 100 15 80 95 15 10 25 

Single-Family Home   4 units -- 5 5 5 -- 5 -- 5 5 

    Sub-Total 90 15 105 65 135 200 85 100 185 

Net New Trips (70) 65 (5) 95 (30) 65 85 55 140 
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Table B3 
Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan – North Sub-Area 

Trip Generation Table for Peak Hours 
 

 A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour Saturday Midday 
New Land Use/Size In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Condominiums 90 Units 5 35 40 30 15 45 25 20 45 

Specialty Retail 17,500 s.f. -- -- -- 25 25 50 35 40 75 

Office              104,000 s.f. 140 20 160 25 130 155 25 20 45 

    Sub-Total 145 55 200 80 170 250 85 80 165 

Less Existing—Removed           

Specialty Retail 41,675 s.f. -- -- -- 50 65 115 80 95 175 

Office   6,204 s.f. 5 5 10 5 5 10 5 -- 5 

Restaurant  8,561 s.f. 5 5 10 45 20 65 55 40 95 

Government Office 30,300 s.f. 25 5 30 10 25 35 -- -- -- 

    Sub-Total 35 15 50 110 115 225 140 135 275 

Net New Trips 110 40 150 (30) 55 25 (55) (55) (110) 
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Table B4 
Glenview Downtown Revitalization Plan 

Existing and Future Levels of Service 
 

 Weekday A.M. Peak Hour  Weekday P.M. Peak Hour 
Intersection Existing Future  Existing Future 
Glenview Road at Washington Street1 LOS D LOS C 

LOS C2 

 

 LOS D LOS C 
LOS C2 

Glenview Road at Lehigh Avenue/ 
Harlem Avenue5 

LOS C LOS C 
LOS C2 

LOS C3 

 

 LOS C LOS C 
LOS C2 

LOS C3 

Glenview Road at Pine Street6 LOS E (SBA) LOS E (SBA) 
LOS B (SBA)3 

 LOS E (SBA) LOS E (SBA) 
LOS B (SBA)3 

 

Glenview Road at Church Street5 LOS A LOS A  LOS B LOS B 

Glenview Road at Waukegan Road5 LOS C LOS C  LOS C LOS C 

Prairie Street at Washington Street7 

 
LOS A LOS A 

LOS A2 

 

 LOS A LOS A 
LOS A2 

Prairie Street at Lehigh Avenue7 

 
LOS C LOS C 

LOS A2, 4 

 

 LOS B LOS B 
LOS A2, 4 

Dewes Street at Harlem Avenue5 

 
LOS B LOS C  LOS C LOS C 

Dewes Street at Church Street6 LOS B (SBA) LOS B (SBA)  LOS B (SBA) LOS B (SBA) 

Dewes Street at Waukegan Road5 LOS A LOS A  LOS A LOS A 

LOS - Level of Service 
SBA - Southbound Approach 
1Existing Condition:  Two-Way Stop Sign Controlled; Future Condition:  Signalized 
2Analysis assuming Prairie Street closure at Lehigh Avenue (cul-de-sac). 
3Analysis assuming southbound Pine Street at Glenview Road is restricted to right turns only. 
4No stop sign control with Prairie Street; Lehigh Avenue traffic would be free flow. 
5Signalized Intersection 
6Two-Way Stop 
7All-Way Stop 
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Parking Analysis 
 
The Preferred Concept includes a number of improvements related to the provision of off-street 
parking for Downtown residents, shoppers, employees, and other users of the district. The 
Commuter and Public and Parking Locations map on the following page shows the existing and 
proposed locations and space counts of public off-street parking areas. As the map shows, the 
overall amount of public off-street parking in the Preferred Concept does not differ significantly 
from current conditions. However, the proposed configuration promotes centralization of public 
parking areas closer to Glenview Road through the incorporation of public parking spaces into 
shared public/private facilities. This strategy responds to findings summarized in Volume 2 of 
this report indicating that Downtown parking is generally under-utilized, particularly in the areas 
farther from the retail core.   
 
It is also important to note that the Preferred Concept provides for private off-street parking on 
redeveloped Opportunity Sites in the ratios discussed in the “Building Symbols and Design 
Assumptions” section of Chapter 2. In many cases, this would result in a significant increase in 
available spaces, as many existing properties within the Downtown have little or no dedicated 
private off-street parking. The Preferred Concept also seeks to centralize and connect public and 
private parking areas in order to allow shared parking. 
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Shared parking is facilitated by the fact that different land uses have peak parking demands at 
different times of the day and week. In a mixed-use environment, a common parking supply can 
serve multiple uses, thus reducing the overall number of spaces that need to be provided and 
improving efficiency. In mixed-use buildings, the residential units will share a portion of their 
guest parking with the retail uses. In other areas, use of Metra lots during off hours and 
construction of new surface lots or parking decks such as that contemplated for the 1800 block 
will accommodate multiple parking demands. 
 
KLOA, Inc. reviewed parking requirements indicated by the proposed uses included in the 
Preferred Concept versus the anticipated supply of spaces at 7:00 P.M. on Saturday (an 
anticipated high volume time) using statistics developed by the Urban land Institute (ULI). This 
analysis indicated the following:  
 

• In the West Sub-Area, the available shared public and private off-street parking supply of 
approximately 600 spaces will accommodate the shared parking demand of 
approximately 400 spaces, assuming the use of Metra and other available lots during off 
peak periods.  

 
• In the Central Sub-Area, the 440 or more spaces provided off-street exceed the indicated 

parking demand for 425 spaces. In addition, extensive on-street parking is available in 
this area and is not factored into this analysis. 

 
• In the North Sub-Area, the supply of 475 spaces exceeds the projected demand of 189 

spaces. 
 
Overall, it appears that the Preferred Concept calls for sufficient public and private off-street 
parking to accommodate projected demand. Significant opportunities for shared parking exist, 
and should be encouraged and facilitated by the Village where possible. Shared parking 
availability should also be taken into account as specific development proposals emerge. The 
ability to rely on off-site shared parking may improve the feasibility and/or attractiveness of 
specific proposed projects, or allow a greater proportion of restaurant uses than could otherwise 
be accommodated.   
 
An example of the above relationship is the Preferred Concept for the Bess Hardware site, which 
assumes that a portion of the off-street parking requirement is satisfied by on-street and off-site 
spaces. This assumption allows for a larger retail footprint and continuous storefront frontage 
along Glenview Road.   
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Appendix C: Concept Plan Alternates 
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Appendix D: Implementation Detail 
 
Implementation Tools/Resources 
 
An array of tools and resources, primarily focused on providing financial support, are available 
to the Village to facilitate the implementation of Glenview’s Downtown Plan. These tools are 
referenced in the “Site-Specific Development Facilitation” section of Chapter 3, and primarily 
focus on providing financial support to the implementation process and are described below:  
 

• Village Capital Budgeting Process. Funding for capital improvements and public 
facilities can be allocated as part of the Village’s annual budgeting process. These funds 
could be used for projects that include, but are not limited to, the new Village Hall and 
fire station, public parking, riverfront improvements, traffic enhancements, and 
streetscape upgrades. 

 
• Disposition of Village-Owned Property. The Village owns several key Downtown sites 

for which Preferred Concept plans are outlined in Chapter 2. Depending on the specific 
parameters of the projects proposed for each of these sites, the Village can sell or donate 
these properties to catalyze revitalization projects. Land sales may be at market value or 
at a price that is discounted to the extent necessary to make a particular redevelopment 
project economically feasible. For development sites fully owned by the Village, a formal 
Request for Proposals (RFP) process is recommended. For Village-owned parcels that 
comprise part of a mixed-ownership block, either an RFP or a negotiated sale to a 
specific developer should be considered.   

 
• Downtown-Wide Parking Fund/Cash-Out Program. Creation of a Downtown-wide 

parking fund would provide the Village with a mechanism for supporting the construction 
and management of public parking facilities. The fund could be capitalized through a 
parking cash-out program under which developers are given the option of paying a per-
space amount into the shared parking fund as an alternative to directly meeting the zoning 
code’s on-site parking requirements. If parking user fees such as on-street metering or 
garage fees are instituted for Village-owned facilities, these revenues could also be 
channeled into the Fund. 

 
• Special Service Area (SSA). An SSA is a taxing mechanism that can be used to fund a 

wide range of special or additional services within a designated geographic boundary. 
Funding is obtained through an additional property tax levied on those properties within 
the designated boundary. An SSA can be used to provide support services (e.g., 
marketing/special events, seasonal outdoor maintenance), infrastructure improvements 
(e.g., street furniture, parking, landscaping), and/or land and building improvements 
(interior or exterior). The process for establishing an SSA is defined by Illinois’s Special 
Service Area Act. To establish an SSA, a majority of the property owners and registered 
voters within the proposed boundary must not object to the additional taxation required to 
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fund programs and services. Also, a sponsoring organization such as a Downtown 
merchant’s group is necessary. 

 
• Financial Contributions from Private Developments. Developments that are the 

primary recipients of the benefits from certain public improvements and/or the 
contribution of publicly owned land may be required to contribute financially to their 
construction and/or maintenance. Such public improvements include shared parking 
facilities that release developments from meeting on-site parking requirements and 
riverfront/green space improvements that serve as an attractive amenity adjacent to 
private development sites. 

 
• Other Village Funds. Village-administered funds such as the Permanent Fund and/or the 

Metra Parking Fund may serve as capital sources for key Village investments in the 
Downtown. 

 
• Funds from Other Entities. The Village may be able to secure grant funding from state, 

federal, and/or regional sources. One such example is financial assistance provided by 
Metra to municipalities for projects resulting in an increase in commuter parking spaces. 
If available, these grants could be combined with other funding sources to finance the 
proposed Metra parking improvements in the vicinity of Grove and Depot Streets. 

 
• In-Kind Donations/Volunteer Efforts. Certain types of implementation activities may 

lend themselves to provision of in-kind donations and volunteer work by representatives 
of Downtown businesses. These may include Downtown marketing efforts, special 
events, festivals, and fund-raisers. 

 
• Tax Increment Financing (TIF). Under TIF, the increases in property taxes from 

redevelopment and/or natural growth in equalized assessed valuation within a defined 
geographic area are all allocated to the Village for up to a 23-year period to be used for 
various public and private redevelopment project costs. The other taxing districts serving 
the subject area continue to receive the taxes on the equalized assessed value that existed 
prior to creation of the district. Properties in the district are assessed in the same manner 
as all other properties and are taxed at the same rate—in other words, TIF is not an 
increase in taxes, but rather a re-allocation of how they are used. TIF can only be used in 
areas exhibiting specific combinations of eligibility factors defined in Illinois law. At this 
time, the Village does not contemplate the use of TIF to implement the Downtown 
Revitalization Plan. However, over the longer term, it holds potential as a “tool of last 
resort” to facilitate redevelopment projects and/or public improvements that might 
otherwise not be feasible solely through private initiative and standard Village capital 
budgeting. 

 
Typical Features of Form-Based Codes 
 
A typical form-based coding process begins by articulating a community’s urban design 
aspirations for a street or district in a manner similar to the process by which the Preferred 
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Concept for Downtown Glenview has been developed. Other key features of form-based codes 
include: 
 

• Build-to Lines. Unlike a typical “Euclidean" zoning code, which tends to emphasize 
minimum setbacks for new development, almost all form-based codes include build-to 
lines or zones, which define the maximum distance that a building can be placed from the 
street frontage. This helps to achieve a continuous street wall – a critical feature in 
successful and vibrant downtowns. 

 
• Height Minimums and Maximums. Like conventional zoning, form-based codes 

generally set forth maximum building heights for specific districts, either in feet, stories, 
or both. In some cases, these codes include minimum heights at the build-to line in order 
to prevent buildings from breaking up the massing pattern of the street. These regulations 
can also include mandatory upper-floor setbacks above a certain point to avoid 
overwhelming the street. 

 
• Architectural Requirements. In order to activate the street and avoid blank walls/dead 

spaces, form-based codes often include minimum requirements as to the percentage of 
ground-floor facades that must be transparent (i.e. glass storefront) and the amount of 
fenestration (window coverage) in upper-story walls. Lists of prohibited and allowable 
building materials are also generally included. 

 
• Parking Setbacks. Form-based codes often define minimum distances that off-street 

parking must be set back from the sidewalk in order to foster a pedestrian-friendly 
environment and avoid streetwall gaps. These requirements often encourage the 
placement of parking areas behind buildings.   

 
• Defining Districts by Street Segment. Unlike conventional zoning, where districts are 

mapped in large contiguous polygonal zones, form-based zoning frequently uses street 
segments as regulatory units. Under this structure, the primary street segment on which a 
particular parcel has frontage is the determining factor with regard to which form-based 
district applies. This fosters unified character along street frontages, and allows for a fine-
grained mix of regulatory classifications within a small area. 

 
• Streetscape and Signage Standards. Form-based codes often include guidelines or 

requirements as to the materials and styles allowable for public and private signage, 
streetscape and street furniture, and decorative building features such as awnings.  

 
• Performance Standards and Use Regulations. Although form-based codes do contain 

use regulations, they tend to focus much less on this issue than conventional zoning. 
Once the code articulates the building form that is desired on a given street segment, the 
development of many undesirable uses is already precluded because these uses are 
inherently incompatible. Retail uses are frequently required on the ground floor, but 
upper-floor uses can be much more flexible, provided they meet requirements for 
fenestration, build-to/setback, etc. 
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• Simplicity and Streamlining. Form-based codes are often viewed as an alternative to 
lengthy, unpredictable, and costly discretionary design review processes that are 
prevalent in many communities. By articulating a community’s design goals for a 
particular district up-front, these codes can make the outcomes of the development 
process more predictable for both the developer and the regulator. To recognize this fact 
and encourage desirable development, well-defined administrative procedures such as the 
following can be included: 

 
o Completed application review within a certain number of days for projects not 

requiring special exceptions 
o Guaranteed approval within a certain time limit provided all submittal 

requirements are met 
o Limiting the scope and duration of design review for projects meeting certain 

criteria 
 

 




