
Planning and Economic 
Development Department 

 
 

SUBJECT:  First Consideration of a Final Site Plan 
Review and Preliminary Subdivision Ordinance for 
Riverforest at 1160-1200 Waukegan Road 

AGENDA ITEM:   11.b 
 
MEETING DATE:  July 16, 2013  

 

TO:    Village President and Board of Trustees 
 
FROM:   Mary Bak, Director of Planning and Economic Development, (847) 904-4304 
 
THROUGH: Todd Hileman, Village Manager 
 

 

CASE # :   P2013-018 

 

LOCATION:   1160-1200 Waukegan Road 

  

PROJECT NAME: Riverforest    
 

 

ACTION REQUESTED:   
Staff requests Village Board consideration of a Plan Commission recommendation for approval 
of a Final Site Plan Review and a Preliminary Subdivision Ordinance to allow the development of 
a new four-story multi-family residential development comprised of 33-units upon the subject 
property.  Parking will be provided within the building both on the ground floor and in an 
underground garage.  
 
APPLICANT / OWNER: 

Alliance Investment Source, LLC   Tel: (847) 815-2699 
900 Skokie Boulevard, Suite 220 
Northbrook, IL 60062 

 
CONTACT: 

Orest Baranyk     Tel: (847) 292-5757 
Baranyk Associates, Ltd. 
710 Higgins Road 
Park Ridge, IL 60068 

 
  



PLAN COMMISSION ACTION: 
On June 25, 2013, Commissioner Ruter, seconded by Commissioner Igleski, made a motion to 
recommend approval to the Village Board of Trustees for P2013-018, Riverforest at 1160-1200 
Waukegan Road, by a 4-0 vote, in accordance with the following: 
 

A. Final Site Plan Review approval in accordance with the following: 
  

1. Site Plan Exhibits prepared by Baranyk Associates, Ltd.: 
 

a. Site Plan (Sheet A-1) dated 05/21/13 
b. 1st Floor Plan (Sheet A-2) dated 06/04/13 
c. Basement Plan (Sheet A-3) dated 06/04/13 
d. 2nd Floor Plan (Sheet A-4) dated 05/21/13 
e. 4th Floor Plan (Sheet A-5) dated 05/21/13 
f. Building Section Plan (Sheet A-7) dated 06/04/13 
g. Alley Access Revision (Sheet A-8.1) dated 06/04/13 
 

2. Preliminary Engineering Exhibits prepared by Double M Civil Engineering 
and dated 03/22/13: 

 

a. Topographic Map (Sheet 1) 
b. Topographic Map (Sheet 2) 
c. Preliminary Site Improvement Plan (Sheet 3) 
d. Preliminary Site Improvement Plan (Sheet 4) 

 
3. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on May 28, 2013 and 

June 25, 2013; and associated revisions required by the Plan Commission. 
 

4. A covenant agreement and escrow for the estimated cost of site 
improvements associated with future alley improvements and closure of 
existing Waukegan Road access, and building costs associated with 
enclosing the Waukegan Road entrance shall be furnished through the 
final engineering and final subdivision approval process. 

 
5. The proposed parking ramps shall be constructed in accordance with the 

stipulations of the memos and related excerpts dated 06/05/2013 and 
06/25/2013 prepared by Torrey Thompson, of Carl Walker, Inc. 

 
6. Applicant shall provide confirmation from a parking consultant to confirm 

that the proposed ramps are of sufficient width to support two-way 
traffic.  This report shall be additionally reviewed for compliance by the 
Village’s third party traffic consultant. 

 
7. Refuse pick-up shall occur on private property or within the future public 

alley wholly outside of the Waukegan Road right-of-way. 



 
8. The Appearance Commission shall consider the appropriate color and 

materials for use on a required fence along the west lot line in 
accordance with the neighbors’ prevailing preference.  Upon construction 
and final subdivision of the property including dedication of alley right-of-
way, such fencing shall become the private property of, and all 
maintenance shall become the responsibility of the adjacent residential 
lot owners to the west since the alley right-of-way will separate the 
proposed fencing from the subject property. 

 
9. Seven (7) parking stalls within the parking garage shall be designated for 

exclusive use by visitors. 
 

B. Preliminary Subdivision approval in accordance with the approved final site 
plan. 
 

C. Final Engineering approval through the building permit process associated with 
the development site. 
 

D. Final Appearance approval of any proposed building, signage, landscaping, and 
lighting, and the granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness prior to 
construction, including consideration of the following plans presented to the 
Plan Commission: 

 

1. Exhibits prepared by Baranyk Associates, Ltd.: 
 

a. Building Elevations (Sheet A-6) - undated 
b. Site Photometric Plan (Sheet A-9) 

 
2. Appearance Commission consideration of the following specific concerns: 

 

a. Whether brick materials should be required upon the fourth floor 
of the center elevations on the front and/or rear elevations in lieu 
of stucco colored to match the brick materials on the floors 
below. 

b. Whether banding & cornice elements depicted on the applicant’s 
perspective exhibits shall be required to wrap corners to side 
elevations. 

c. Revisions to all plans as referenced in this motion for consistency 
with the final building elevations reviewed and approved by the 
Appearance Commission. 

d. The height, caliper, & species of tree(s) to be planted upon the 
adjacent property to the west. 

 
 
  



BACKGROUND: 
The applicant, Alliance Investment Source, LLC, represented by Baranyk Associates, Ltd., proposes to 
construct a new four-story multi-family residential building to include up to thirty-three (33) rental 
apartments.  Parking would be provided indoors within a new parking structure including parking stalls 
both below and at above grade.  The proposed development would include required right-of-way 
dedication at the rear of the site for a future 20-foot public alley, though alley improvements are not 
proposed at this time. 
 

The west side of Waukegan Road along this block is comprised of six (6) development sites.  The 
applicant is proposing development of two (2) contiguous sites along the middle of the block.  Since 
existing improvements upon private property both to the north and south of the subject property would 
inhibit the ability to connect a required alley and related access improvements to adjacent side streets 
at this time, direct access from Waukegan Road is proposed.  Since direct access from Waukegan Road is 
discouraged by both the Downtown Development Code and the Waukegan Road Corridor Plan, a second 
“future” site plan has been prepared to demonstrate how the entrance currently proposed could be 
closed in the future when alley access at the rear of the site may become available. 
 

Due to current real estate market conditions, the applicant is proposing to complete the project with 
single-ownership, with units available for lease.  Should market conditions improve prior to finalization 
of the project, the applicant may consider the creation of a condominium association and the individual 
sale of each of the proposed units.  If the project opens for lease as an apartment/rental development, 
the conversion of the project in the future to condominium ownership would be subject to State laws 
governing condominium conversion. 

 
 
PLAN COMMISSION DISCUSSION:  
The Plan Commission confirmed that the proposed site plans provided for future alley access 
when such alley right-of-way may become available to either Grove Street or Maclean Court 
and elimination of the proposed curb cut directly onto Waukegan Road when this alternate 
access should become available.  A covenant would be required and an escrow would be 
collected prior to the issuance of building permits to accommodate the costs of future alley 
improvements, closure of the Waukegan Road curb cut, and building alterations associated 
with the closure of the Waukegan Road access drive. 
 
Off-Street & Visitor Parking 
The applicant presented a summary of parking stall assignments to the various units.  Of the 50 
off-street parking stalls proposed within the building, 43 would be allocated for assignment to 
the 33 residential units.  The Plan Commission required that 7 parking stalls be reserved for 
exclusive use by visitors. 
 
Ramp Slopes 
The Plan Commission requested additional staff review of the proposed slopes comprising the 
ramps between floors of the proposed underground parking garage by a professional parking 
garage design consultant and confirmation of any findings by the Village’s third party traffic 
consultant.  The requested information has since been received by staff and forwarded to the 



Village’s consultant for review through the final engineering review and approval process 
associated with the development site. 
 
Final Appearance Review 
The Plan Commission requested the Appearance Commission’s review of the proposed building 
materials, and the treatment of building corners where certain materials comprising cornices 
and banding may wrap around corners of the building.  The applicant agreed to work with the 
Appearance Commission to address the issue.  
 
Neighbor Concerns 
Several neighbors spoke to voice specific concerns about the development.  Staff confirmed 
that the residents along Hutchings Lane could request implementation of overnight parking 
restrictions if on-street parking in their neighborhood should become a concern.  The Plan 
Commission recommended the developer plant a tree or trees on the adjacent property to the 
west as selected by the Appearance Commission to provide some relief from line-of-sight 
issues.  Plantings were additionally required within plant hangers along the rear elevation to 
further address this issue.  The Plan Commission also requested the Appearance Commission 
determine the appropriate fence material and color for use along the west property line to 
provide additional screening for the residential owners to the west. 
 
Neighbors expressed concern with proposed roof elements along the front elevation which 
exceed the maximum permissible height established for this block of 48.0 feet.  These roof 
elements are subject to review and approval by the Appearance Commission who believe the 
roof elements to be appropriately located to provide the desired architectural interest without 
impacting the neighborhood to the west. 
 
Several members of the public noted their support for the redevelopment of the block in the 
manner prescribed by the Downtown Development Code and thanked the developer, Plan 
Commission, Appearance Commission, and staff for their contributions to ensuring that the 
neighborhood was engaged and informed throughout the review process.  
 
There were no additional questions from the Plan Commission and there were no questions or 
comments from the public. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Plan Commission Staff Report 
2. Excerpt from Draft Minutes of May 28, 2013 Plan Commission Meeting 
3. Excerpt from Draft Minutes of June 5, 2013 Appearance Commission Meeting 
4. Excerpt from Draft Minutes of June 25, 2013 Plan Commission Meeting 
5. Draft Ordinance 
6. Petitioner’s Application & Exhibits  
 
  



 
 
 

CASE #:   P2013-018 

 

LOCATION: 1160-1200 Waukegan Road  
 

PROJECT NAME: Riverforest Apartments 
 

 
 
 
PROPOSAL: 
The applicant, Alliance Investment Source, LLC, represented by Baranyk 
Associates, Ltd., proposes the consolidation of two (2) parcels in order to 
construct a new building to feature up to thirty-three (33) multi-family 
residential units.   
 
 
 

  

 

STAFF REPORT 
 

June 25, 2013 

 

Village of Glenview 

Plan Commission 

TO: 
Chairman and Plan Commissioners 
 
FROM: 
Planning and Economic 
Development Department  
 
CASE MANAGER: 
Jeff Rogers, AICP, Senior Planner  
 
SUBJECT:   
Final Site Plan Review Approval & 
Preliminary Subdivision  
 
ACTION REQUESTED:   
Staff requests consideration of a 
Plan Commission recommendation 
to the Board of Trustees. 
 
APPLICANT / OWNER: 
Alliance Investment Source, LLC 
900 Skokie Boulevard, Suite 220 
Northbrook, IL 60062 
Tel: (847) 815-2699 
 
CONTACT: 
Orest Baranyk 
Baranyk Associates, Ltd. 
710 Higgins Road 
Park Ridge, IL 60068 
Tel: (847) 292-5757 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Report Disclaimer: 
Village staff makes no representations regarding support, endorsement, or the likelihood of approval 

or disapproval by any Glenview regulatory commission or the Village Board of Trustees. 
 



 
Site Assessment 

 

 
VILLAGE OF GLENVIEW ZONING:  

 

 
PIN(s):  04-35-205-013-0000 & 04-35-205-030-0000 

 
Current D-D Downtown Development District 
 
North 

 
D-D Downtown Development District 

East D-D Downtown Development District 
South D-D Downtown Development District 
West B-2 General Business District / B-3 General Service District  
 
 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY: 
 

  



 
PICTOMETRIC PHOTOGRAPHY:  
 

  
 

South Elevation(s) 
 
 

   
West Elevation(s) 

 



 
Project Summary 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 

05/28/2013 
 

The subject property is located along the west side of Waukegan Road, mid-block between Grove Street 
and Mclean Court.  The former occupant of the site was a vehicle sales and leasing business.  The subject 
property is comprised of two (2) lots along a block of Waukegan Road for which a unique set of 
requirements were established by the Downtown Development Code. 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

At their regular meeting on May 28, 2013, the Plan Commission provided comments on the proposed 
site plan, building design, internal circulation, trash pick-up, and off-street parking plan.  Of particular 
concern were the proposed ramp slopes, turning radii into several parking stalls, and a better 
understanding of the management plan intended to ensure that there would be sufficient off-street 
visitor parking available within the proposed garage. 
 
The applicant appeared at the Appearance Commission on June 5, 2013 for preliminary comments 
regarding the proposed architecture, landscaping, lighting, and signage.  The Appearance Commission 
had reservations about the original architectural design and requested elimination of the dark gray brick 
previously considered.  Several neighbors spoke to request additional landscaping and solid screening 
along the rear elevation, and requested that the applicant pursue rope lighting along the inside of their 
balcony/terrace walls to ensure that there would not be any spillover of light onto the adjacent 
properties to the west. 
 
In response to the Plan Commission’s, Appearance Commission’s, and neighbor’s comments, the 
applicant has prepared revised floor plans and building elevations, supplemental parking management 
materials, a new executive summary, and turning radius exhibits to better demonstrate the proposed 
conditions.  The revised materials include the following changes: 
 

 The new plans have reduced the proposed ramp slopes and tapers into a more compliant 
condition. 

 The proposed architecture has been further developed with common limestone materials along 
the first story, taller roof forms along the east elevation, additional reveals, solid terrace walls & 
landscaping along the rear elevation, additional limestone banding, and additional patio insets 
upon the side elevations. 

 A parking management plan including assignments of parking stalls and seven (7) off-street 
spaces reserved for overnight visitors. 

 Service entrances at the southeast corner of the building have been recessed into the building 
façade. 

 
At the Plan Commission’s request, staff has confirmed the following details of the proposal: 
 



 A minimum of two (2) accessible stalls are required for multi-family developments which include 
between 26-50 parking stalls.  The site plan currently proposed includes two (2) accessible stalls 
as required.  If future parking stalls may be provided west of the building adjacent to the alley, 
the applicant would be required to designate an additional accessible parking stall within the 
building. 

 The revised floor plan has addressed most slope issues but there remains an 8% slope at the top 
of the proposed ramp to the lower level, which connects an area of 0% slope to an area of 6.5% 
slope.  The geometry of the portion of the ramp sloped at 6.5% may need to be revised to 
reduce the slope of the transition ramp to a slope between 0% and the slope of the ramp.  At 
the north end of the lower level, the proposed ramp slope is 7.8%.  This too should include 
transitional slopes of less than the center part of the ramp at either end adjacent to the areas of 
0% slope. 

 Guest parking for other non-mixed use residential developments recently considered by the 
Plan Commission can be summarized as follows: 
 

     Development Name          Parking Ratio      Total Stalls Visitor Stalls (% of total) 
     Tapestry of Glenview (Lennar)  1.70            500 15 Surface + 49 Garage (12.0%) 
     The Overlook at Glenview (Focus) 1.47            351 20 Surface +   0 Garage   (5.6%) 
     Riverforest (Alliance)   1.51              50   0 Surface +   7 Garage (14.0%) 

 

For the proposed project, since none of the available guest parking stalls are available outside of 
the building, the applicant should clarify how access to the building will be provided without 
creating traffic queues into Waukegan Road. 

 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

The applicant, Alliance Investment Source, LLC, represented by Baranyk Associates, Ltd., proposes to 
construct a new four-story multi-family residential building to include up to thirty-three (33) rental 
apartments.  Parking would be provided indoors within a new parking structure including parking stalls 
both below and at above grade.  The proposed development would include required right-of-way 
dedication at the rear of the site for a future 20-foot public alley, though alley improvements are not 
proposed at this time. 
 

The west side of Waukegan Road along this block is comprised of six (6) development sites.  The 
applicant is proposing development of two (2) contiguous sites along the middle of the block.  Since 
existing improvements upon private property both to the north and south of the subject property would 
inhibit the ability to connect a required alley and related access improvements to adjacent side streets 
at this time, direct access from Waukegan Road is proposed.  Since direct access from Waukegan Road is 
discouraged by both the Downtown Development Code and the Waukegan Road Corridor Plan, a second 
“future” site plan has been prepared to demonstrate how the entrance currently proposed could be 
closed in the future when alley access at the rear of the site may become available. 
 

Due to current real estate market conditions, the applicant is proposing to complete the project with 
single-ownership, with units available for lease.  Should market conditions improve prior to finalization 
of the project, the applicant may consider the creation of a condominium association and the individual 
sale of each of the proposed units.  If the project starts as an apartment/rental development, the 
conversion of the project in the future to condominium ownership would be subject to State laws 
governing condominium conversion. 
 



 

POTENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACTS:  
 

 06/25/2013 
 

The neighbors have indicated concerns for sight-lines from the balconies/terraces along the rear 
elevation, total building height, lighting on the rear elevation, off-street parking, fencing on the west 
side of the future alley, and the use of the future alley in the interim between the development of the 
site and such time that an alley improvement may be completed. 
 
Analysis and commentary regarding these issues is provided within staff’s site plan review comments in 
the next section of this report. 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

Following distribution of a notice to a recipient list provided by Village staff, the applicant hosted an 
informal neighborhood meeting on Tuesday, May 21, 2013.  The applicant presented the same plan sets 
at the neighborhood meeting that the Plan Commission will consider at their regular meeting on May 
28, 2013.  The residents who attended were advised that they would be able to submit comments in 
advance of the meeting to staff, or would be given an opportunity to comment on the project at the 
Plan Commission meeting. 
 

The subject property is situated along Waukegan Road within an existing mixed-use, commercial 
corridor.  The site is adjacent to an existing single-family residential neighborhood to the west, and 
residents along Hutchings Lane and the surrounding area may have concerns regarding density, traffic, 
building height, building lighting, building materials, schedules for refuse pick-up, use of west balconies, 
and on-street parking restrictions. 
  



 
Plan Commission Review 

 
 

SITE PLAN COMMENTS: 
The purpose of Site Plan Review is to go beyond the basic zoning, subdivision, design and building 
requirements in order to address site details which these other codes may not regulate in such detail.  
The review process is intended to promote more orderly and harmonious development and are 
intended to ensure that all codes and ordinances have been met helping to provide a logical and 
coordinated review of proposed developments. 
 
The proposed plans presented to the Commission addresses the concerns that were raised during staff’s 
preliminary review of the project, which resulted in few substantive staff comments. 
 
Staff comments after evaluating the development for compliance with the Final Site Plan Review 
Ordinance Criteria: 
 
 
Building and Structure Locations  
 

 06/25/2013 
 

 The building remains in the same location as originally proposed.  Service doors at the southeast 
corner of the building have been recessed into the façade in response to a request from the 
Appearance Commission.  There are no further staff comments regarding the proposed building 
location at this time. 

 
 05/28/2013 
 

 A distinct recessed front entry is required.  The Plan Commission should consider whether the 
proposed main building entrance is sufficiently recessed. 

 The building footprint would extend across the entirety of the width of the lot, and would include 
required stepbacks on the first floor within 10.0 feet of both the north and south property lines to 
allow building separations to any future redevelopment upon adjacent properties. 

 All proposed rooftop mechanical devices would be screened from view. 
 
 
Building Scale  
 

 06/25/2013 
 

 After Appearance Commission consideration, the applicant has introduced taller roof forms along 
the east elevation along the Waukegan Road frontage.  The D-D Code allows the Appearance 
Commission to approved roof forms along this block which exceed the maximum permissible 
building height by up to 10.0 feet to add architectural interest to the building.  As demonstrated 
on the north and south building elevations, the profile of these roof forms is relatively shallow and 
as such these roof forms would not be expected to increase the effect of shadows to the adjacent 
properties to the west.  The Appearance Commission will consider the appropriateness of these 
roof forms at their regular meeting on July 17, 2013. 

 The applicant has created additional recessed balconies on both the north and south elevations to 
reduce the impacts of these two (2) façades. 



 
 05/28/2013 
 

 The proposed building height of 45.0 feet to the roof deck and 48.0 feet to the top of the 
proposed parapet would comply with the prescribed height requirement of the D-D Code, 
however the applicant should confirm that the proposed building heights are being measured 
from the average existing grade, as defined per ordinance to reflect the original grades, prior to 
construction. 

 Per ordinance, the proposed architectural style is required to feature traditional elements and 
provide an appearance that the building components have been built-over time.  The proposed 
design does feature the required façade changes at intervals not exceeding 75.0 feet.  The Plan 
Commission should consider whether any modifications should be proposed to the front, side, or 
rear elevations (including additional changes in materials, windows, roof line features, wall 
fenestration, etc.) to minimize the scale of the proposed building. 

 On Sheet A-8 in regard to the future closure of the Waukegan Road access, the applicant should 
revise the proposed design to fully enclose the proposed garage entrance from grade to the 
underside of the first floor ceiling, and avoid any blank walls exceeding 20.0 feet in length.  

 Prior to Appearance Commission review, the applicant should revise plans for the fourth floor to 
include fenestration of at least 25% of the façade.  

 Prior to Appearance Commission review, the applicant should revise plans for the ground floor 
along the rear elevation to include fenestration of at least 25% of the façade. 

 
 
Circulation 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

 Alley right-of-way dedication and alterations to the site plan to accommodate the closure of the 
Waukegan Road curb-cut upon availability of alley right-of-way to either Maclean Court or Grove 
Street are still required. 

 The proposed ramps should include additional tapering at both the top and bottom of each span 
to ensure that vehicles with long wheelbases will not “bottom-out” on the pavement. 

 The applicant has provided turning areas for the various parking stalls previously noted as 
concerns.  These movements are demonstrated within the applicant’s revised plans on Sheet A-3. 

 Staff will be coordinating with the adjacent properties to the south in the attempt to advance a 
potential Special Service Area (SSA) for alley improvements which may accommodate the alley at 
the time of construction of the proposed building.  If the SSA should not be supported, the 
applicant would be required to provide a covenant and escrow to be recorded against the title for 
the future construction of this alley. 

 Until such time that the alley access becomes available, the applicant’s proposed refuse pick-up 
plan would involve the parking of a truck in the apron between the Waukegan Road garage door 
and the Waukegan Road right-of-way.  Though the parking of the vehicle in this location would be 
temporary, a truck may block one of the access lanes into the building during this time.  The Plan 
Commission should consider whether the proposed refuse pick-up solution is acceptable. 

 
 05/28/2013 
 

 Dedication of 20.0 feet of alley right-of-way is required in association with the proposed 
development.  The applicant would be required to furnish the required right-of-way dedication 
through the final subdivision process. 



 Until such time that alley access is available to either Grove Street or Maclean Court, access would 
be provided from Waukegan Road.  The proposed entry door to the parking garage would be 
setback from Waukegan Road to allow vehicles to leave the right-of-way while queuing until the 
garage door opens.  The proposed garage door and curb cut would be off-set from the curb cuts 
across Waukegan Road serving an existing salon and poultry retailer, and would be subject to 
review and approval by the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT). 

 The proposed ramps should include additional tapering at both the top and bottom of each span 
to ensure that vehicles with long wheelbases will not “bottom-out” on the pavement. 

 Several parking stalls in the basement will be difficult to access, requiring multi-point turns to 
orient a vehicle in the proper direction for entry and exit from the stalls.  The applicant should 
demonstrate how vehicles would access the basement stalls numbered 1, 13, 20, and 29. 

 The basement level of the parking garage does not include an area for turn-around or 
maneuvering at the southwest corner of the basement level, at the end of the traffic circulation 
pattern.  It appears that vehicles would be required to reverse up the ramp or attempt to reverse 
orientation of a vehicle within the 24-foot drive aisle.  Designation of a dedicated turn-around 
space may eliminate a required parking stall. 

 The applicant is proposing a refuse storage room on the interior of the building.  The applicant 
should describe the manner of refuse pick-up, including the area that refuse pick-up vehicles will 
queue while pick-ups are being performed. 

 The public alley must be constructed in anticipation of future connections to adjacent property, or 
a covenant and escrow may be required for the future construction of this alley. 

 
 

Parking Lots 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

 Since all proposed visitor parking would be inside the garage and within a restricted-access door, 
the applicant should provide a summary of the manner by which visitors will gain access to the 
garage without interfering with regular ingress & egress to the parking garage, and ensure that 
vehicles will not create a queue into Waukegan Road. 

 The applicant’s parking consultant has confirmed that stall slopes of up to 6.67% are permitted by 
the building code and that the proposed slope of 4% is common within parking structures.  The 
Village’s traffic consultant has clarified that indeed slopes of 4% are common, but any slope 
exceeding 3% will require special care in controlling doors to ensure that door swings will not 
damage adjacent vehicles.  

 
 05/28/2013 
 

 The applicant is proposing 50 parking stalls for the proposed 33 dwelling units, an average of 1.51 
stalls per unit where a minimum of 1.50 stalls per unit are required per ordinance.  The proposed 
plan does not provide for any off-street visitor parking, and on-street parking restrictions along 
Waukegan Road forbid overnight parking.  The Plan Commission should consider whether 
additional parking should be required.  The consolidation of two (2) of the proposed dwelling units 
would yield three (3) parking stalls.  Alternately, the rear of the property could be improved to 
accommodate parallel parking adjacent to the building, in the area adjacent to the future alley.  
The applicant should explain the strategies to be employed to manage parking assignments and 
visitor parking onsite. 

 The proposed 4% slopes of various parking stalls situated adjacent to ramps may increase the 
opportunity for unintended door swings. 



Landscaping 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

 In response to neighbor concerns, the applicant has provided full walls on all upper story balconies 
and terraces rather than railings, and has proposed plant hangers for use along the tops of these 
walls.  The proposed plant hangers would limit sight-lines from anyone seated upon a balcony and 
the adjacent neighbors to the west. 

 The treatment for the streetscape was reviewed by the Appearance Commission at their regular 
meeting on July 5, 2013.  Additional detail was requested to confirm the proposed plant list, but 
the design was otherwise deemed to be compliant with the requirements of the D-D Code. 

 The Plan Commission should consider whether any landscaping should be provided west of the 
building of the alley is not constructed at the time of development. 

 The Plan Commission should consider the neighbors’ preferences before requiring the installation 
of a fence along the west line of the new alley.  Any such fence could be required within the scope 
of the proposed improvements, but due to alley dedication any such fence would become the 
property and maintenance responsibility of the adjacent neighbors to the west after installation & 
dedication of right-of-way. 

 Appearance Commission approval is required for the proposed site landscaping. 
 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

 Multi-family developments are typically required to provide screening on common lot lines with 
adjacent single-family residential neighborhoods.  However, since the west 20.0 feet of the subject 
property would be dedicated as a public alley, any such fencing would be separated from the lot 
extents of the subject property.  In prior instances, the Village has required fencing along the lot 
extents only wherein adjacent owners of single-family lots agree to assume maintenance and 
ownership of any such fencing.  Since these lot lines appear to currently be improved with fencing, 
the Plan Commission should consider whether such an arrangement should be further explored 
with the neighbors. 

 Prior to Appearance Commission review, a landscaping plan will be required for required 
landscaping associated with streetscape improvements.  Any such plan should depict the 
location(s) of any existing and/or proposed fencing.  The streetscape zone should include an 18” 
carriage walk at the curb, at least 5.0 feet of sidewalk, planters or wells for parkway trees, and 4.0 
feet of landscaping area by the building. 

 Where not utilized for other purposes, landscape planters should be provided along the rear 
building elevation along the future public alley.  

 Appearance Commission approval is required for the proposed site landscaping. 
 
 
  



Graphics and Signage:   
 

 06/25/2013 
 

 The applicant should whether identification signage is proposed.  Any such signage, as well as 
informational signage for the benefit of the public, including door clearances, and other 
directional signage, will be subject to additional review by the Appearance Commission. 

 
 05/28/2013 
 

 Proposed address numerals over the primary building entrance(s) will be required to be a 
minimum of 6” in height.  

 Informational signage may be required inside the proposed garage to ensure way-finding and to 
confirm that clearances are appropriately noted. 

 The applicant should confirm whether any additional signage is proposed.  Per ordinance, an 
identification sign comprised of up to 5.0 square feet would be permitted near the primary 
building entrance. 

 Appearance Commission approval is required for any proposed exterior signage. 
 
 
Site Illumination   
 

 06/25/2013 
 

 The applicant should confirm that lighting upon any west-facing balcony or terrace will be 
installed below the height of the adjacent railing, as requested by the neighbors. 

 Appearance Commission approval is required for the proposed lighting. 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

 Prior to Appearance Commission consideration, catalog cuts for proposed exterior fixtures will be 
required.  All proposed exterior light fixtures shall be 100% cut-off style fixtures with no visible 
light elements.  Shielding may be required upon fixtures to comply with maximum lighting levels 
permitted per ordinance.  Shielding should be incorporated for any light elements which may 
otherwise be visible from any residential property. 

 Revisions to the proposed photometric plan will be required prior to Appearance Commission 
consideration to reduce the proposed maximum light levels at the north property line to 0.1 foot-
candles (fc), and to confirm that the uniformity ratio for the site will not exceed 4:1.  Additional 
fixtures may be required along the rear elevation to provide more even light levels. 

 The installation height of any proposed exterior light fixture is 14.0 feet.  The applicant should 
confirm clearances to any proposed fixtures. 

 Appearance Commission approval is required for the proposed lighting. 
 
 
  



 
Preliminary Subdivision 

 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

No changes have been proposed which may affect the preliminary subdivision of the subject property. 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

The following is a summary of issues to consider when evaluating compliance with the Subdivision 
Ordinance: 
 

 The proposed final site plan will serve as the Preliminary Subdivision plat for the purposes of 
“Preliminary Subdivision Approval.” 

 Final Subdivision (or consolidation) of the original lots comprising the development area including 
any new easements will be required prior to the issuance of any certificate(s) of occupancy. 

 Detention infrastructure, utilities, and easements may be required through the final subdivision 
review process of the subject properties comprising the development site. 

 
Any requests for waiver of any public improvement or subdivision code requirement shall be considered 
through Final Subdivision of the subject property by the Plan Commission and Village Board of Trustees.  
In any instance where a waiver may not be supported, the Village may require installation of the 
condition, or a covenant agreement obligating the property owner for costs associated with the 
installation of the condition at a later time. 
  



 
Technical Review 

 
 

COMPLIANCE WITH VILLAGE PLANS: 

 
  

Village Plan Compliance 
Yes / No / N/A 

Comments 

Comprehensive Plan Yes The proposed land uses are consistent with the 
land uses prescribed by the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

Official Map Yes The existing property zoning is consistent with 
the property zoning prescribed by the Official 
Map.   

Waukegan Road Corridor Plan No The mid-block location of the project creates 
challenges with potential vehicular access to 
the subject property through a prescribed 
public alley.  Until such time that alley access is 
available to Grove Street or Maclean Court, the 
development would be accessible directly from 
Waukegan Road. 

Milwaukee Avenue Corridor Plan N/A - 

Downtown Revitalization Plan Yes The proposed development is consistent with 
the land use, height, and required building 
stepbacks as outlined by the plan.  

Natural Resources Plan N/A - 

Bike & Sidewalk Master Plan Yes Streetscape improvements would be required 
in accordance with the D-D Code. 

The GNAS Design Guidelines N/A - 



LAND USE STATISTICS:  
 

 06/25/2013 
 
 

 Allowed/Permitted Proposed Compliance 

Zoning D-D D-D Yes  

Lot Size N/A 21,750 sq. ft. Yes 

Floor Area Ratio N/A 2.7 Yes 

Building Height 
48.0 feet (+10.0 feet for 

additional  forms) 
48.0 feet (56.0 

feet) 
Yes 

Minimum Front Yard Setback (East) 60% at 0.0 feet 75% at 0.0 feet Yes 

Minimum Side Yard Setback (North) 0.0 feet 0.0 feet Yes 

Minimum Side Yard Setback (South) 0.0 feet 0.0 feet Yes 

Minimum Rear Yard Setback (West) 5.0 feet 9.66 feet Yes 

Building Lot Coverage N/A 78.9% Yes 

Parking Stalls 49.5 50 Yes 

Loading Berths 0 0 Yes 

Garbage Enclosures N/A 1 (interior) Yes 

 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

 Allowed/Permitted Proposed Compliance 

Zoning D-D D-D Yes  

Lot Size N/A 21,750 sq. ft. Yes 

Floor Area Ratio N/A 2.7 Yes 

Building Height 
48.0 feet (+10.0 feet for 

additional  forms) 
48.0 feet 

(53.0 feet) 
Yes 

Minimum Front Yard Setback (East) 60% at 0.0 feet 75% at 0.0 feet Yes 

Minimum Side Yard Setback (North) 0.0 feet 0.0 feet Yes 

Minimum Side Yard Setback (South) 0.0 feet 0.0 feet Yes 

Minimum Rear Yard Setback (West) 5.0 feet 9.66 feet Yes 

Building Lot Coverage N/A 78.9% Yes 

Parking Stalls 49.5 50 Yes 

Loading Berths 0 0 Yes 

Garbage Enclosures N/A 1 (interior) Yes 

 
 
  



PARKING REQUIREMENTS: 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

The applicant has reoriented the proposed parking areas to provide the minimum turning radii needed 
for access, but the new configuration has yielded the same total number of stalls (50).  The applicant has 
furnished a listing of the proposed parking assignments allocated to each unit and has confirmed the 
availability of seven (7) parking stalls for visitors within the parking garage. 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

The Zoning Ordinance stipulates formulas to be applied to various possible land uses in order to 
establish the minimum number of required parking stalls.  These parking formulas have been examined 
by staff to establish the most restrictive requirements, which can be summarized as follows: 
 

Parking 
Requirements 

Formula Quantity 
Total 

Required 
Total 

Proposed 
Compliance 

Residential 
Condominium 
and/or Rental 
Apartments 

1.5 parking spaces per 
dwelling unit 

33 49.5 50 Yes 

 
 
 
PROJECT TIMELINE: 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

A. 01/10/13   Development Meeting 
B. 02/20/13   Preliminary Site Plan Review 
C. 05/20/13   Application Submittal 
D. 05/21/13   Neighborhood Meeting 
E. 05/28/13   First Plan Commission Meeting 
F. 06/05/13   First Preliminary Appearance Meeting 
G. 06/25/13   Second Plan Commission Meeting 
H.    TBD   Second Preliminary Appearance Commission Meeting 
I.    TBD    Village Board of Trustees First Consideration 
J.    TBD   Village Board of Trustees Second Consideration 
K.    TBD   Building Permit Application & Final Engineering 
L.    TBD   Final Appearance Commission Meeting 
M.    TBD   Final Subdivision 
N.    TBD   Plan Commission Meeting 
O.    TBD   Village Board of Trustees Resolution 
P.    TBD   Building & Engineering Inspections 
Q.    TBD   Certificates of Occupancy 

 
  2013 
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ENGINEERING COMMENTS: 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

The Village will be coordinating with adjacent property owners to the south to evaluate support for 
dedication of alley right-of-way and construction of the alley improvements concurrent with the 
proposed development of the site.  Availability of access to the south may allow for the direction of 
storm sewer to Grove Street.  Feasibility of this connection would be studied further upon proper 
vetting of the feasibility of a Special Service Area (SSA).  Until such time that a final determination will be 
made on the alley issue, there are no engineering issues which would inhibit the project from 
proceeding to final engineering designs and plan review.  A revised engineering memo dated 
05/30/2013 is attached to this report. 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

Additional preliminary engineering information is required in regard to the proposed engineering 
solutions.  The applicant should be advised that all proposed utilities will be required to be pulled to the 
extents of the development.  There are several other minor engineering concerns outlined in the 
attached memorandum dated 05/23/13 from the Village of Glenview Engineering Division. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS: 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

The scope of the proposed revisions would not affect the findings of the original fiscal impact studies. 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

The Village’s third-party fiscal consultant, S.B. Friedman & Company, reviewed a fiscal impact analysis 
prepared by the applicant’s consultant, Camiros, Ltd.  The analysis concludes that the proposed 33 
dwelling units would create net neutral impacts upon both the Village of Glenview and secondary school 
district, District #225.  The analysis projects a slightly negative impact upon the elementary school 
district, District #34, in the amount of $19,800-$30,800, annually. 
 
Required donations would be required for each unit in accordance with the following schedule: 
 

 1 bedroom = $   4,441.40  

 2 bedroom = $   6,800.00  

 3 bedroom = $ 13,170.04  
 
 
  



TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS: 
 

 06/25/2013 
 

A formal review of the revised circulation plan was not requested.  Though most of the issues from the 
original report have been addressed, there remain concerns with ramp slopes at transition areas and 
more information is needed from the applicant to confirm that off-street parking management will 
accommodate visitors without conflicts. 
 
 05/28/2013 
 

The Village’s third-party traffic consultant, James J. Benes & Associates, Inc. reviewed a traffic impact 
analysis prepared by the applicant.  The Village’s traffic consultant noted concerns with a lack of visitor 
parking, designate turn-around areas in the parking garage, ramp transitions, slopes, among other 
issues.  Commentary regarding each of these specific concerns has been added to the Final Site Plan 
Review section. 
 
The Fire Department has reviewed the plans and will be able to provide service to the building in the 
case of an emergency.  
 
 
REQUIRED APPROVAL(s): 
The following chart details the necessary required approvals and is provided as a Regulatory Review 
Appendix.  The appendix includes specific descriptions of each regulatory approval, the review criteria, 
and standards for approval.  Each Commissioner has a copy of the appendix and copies for the public are 
located on the table near the Board Room entrance doors and are available in the Planning Division 
section of the Village website www.glenview.il.us. 
 

  

Required   Regulatory Review 

 A. Annexation 

 B. Annexation with Annexation Agreement  

 C. Comprehensive Plan Amendment 

 D. Official Map Amendment 

 E. Rezoning  

 F. Planned Development  

 G. Conditional Use 

√ H. Final Site Plan Review 

 I. Second Curb Cut 

√ J. Subdivision (Preliminary, Final, and Waivers) 

 K. Variation(s)   (Zoning Board of Appeals)  

√ L. Certificate of Appropriateness   (Appearance Commission) 

√ M. Final Engineering Approval & Outside Agency Permits 

√ N. Building Permits 

√ O. Building & Engineering Inspections 

√ P. Recorded Documents (Development Agreements, Easements, Covenants, etc.)  

 Q. Business License 

√ R. Certificate(s) of Occupancy 

http://www.glenview.il.us/


P2013-018 
Final Site Plan Review and 
Preliminary Subdivision for 
Riverforest at 1160-1200 
Waukegan Road 
07/16/2013 

 

 
ORDINANCE NO. ______ 

 
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING FINAL SITE PLAN REVIEW AND 

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION APPROVAL 
 

WHEREAS, the Village of Glenview (the “Village”) is a home rule municipality in 
accordance with the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970; 

 

WHEREAS, the Village has the authority to adopt ordinances and to promulgate rules 
and regulations that pertain to its government and affairs that protect the public health, safety 
and welfare of its citizens; 

 

WHEREAS, the petitioner, Alliance Investment Source, LLC, is requesting Final Site Plan 
Review and Preliminary Subdivision Approval to allow the development of a new multi-family 
residential development comprised of 33-units upon the subject property at 1160-1200 
Waukegan Road (the “Subject Property”); 

 

WHEREAS, a final site plan review for the Subject Property, pursuant to the criteria of 
Chapter 54, Article IV of the Glenview Municipal Code (the “Code”), was conducted by the Plan 
Commission on May 28, 2013 and June 25, 2013, both at the hour of 7:00 P.M., and 
subsequently a recommendation was forwarded to the Glenview Board of Trustees; and  

 

WHEREAS, the corporate authorities, having considered the recommendation of the 
Plan Commission, find it in the public interest to grant such final site plan review and 
preliminary subdivision approval, and that the approval of the development will promote the 
public health, safety and welfare of the Village and its residents. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 
Village of Glenview, Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 

 

Section 1:  The facts and statements contained in the preamble to this Ordinance are 
found to be true and correct and are hereby adopted as part of this Ordinance. 

 

 Section 2: Final Site Plan Review approval for the subject property in compliance with: 
 

A. Final Site Plan Review approval in accordance with the following: 
  

1. Site Plan Exhibits prepared by Baranyk Associates, Ltd.: 



 

a. Site Plan (Sheet A-1) dated 05/21/13 
b. 1st Floor Plan (Sheet A-2) dated 06/04/13 
c. Basement Plan (Sheet A-3) dated 06/04/13 
d. 2nd Floor Plan (Sheet A-4) dated 05/21/13 
e. 4th Floor Plan (Sheet A-5) dated 05/21/13 
f. Building Section Plan (Sheet A-7) dated 06/04/13 
g. Alley Access Revision (Sheet A-8.1) dated 06/04/13 
 

2. Preliminary Engineering Exhibits prepared by Double M Civil Engineering 
and dated 03/22/13: 

 

a. Topographic Map (Sheet 1) 
b. Topographic Map (Sheet 2) 
c. Preliminary Site Improvement Plan (Sheet 3) 
d. Preliminary Site Improvement Plan (Sheet 4) 

 
3. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on May 28, 2013 and 

June 25, 2013; and associated revisions required by the Plan Commission. 
 

4. A covenant agreement and escrow for the estimated cost of site 
improvements associated with future alley improvements and closure of 
existing Waukegan Road access, and building costs associated with 
enclosing the Waukegan Road entrance shall be furnished through the 
final engineering and final subdivision approval process. 

 
5. The proposed parking ramps shall be constructed in accordance with the 

stipulations of the memos and related excerpts dated 06/05/2013 and 
06/25/2013 prepared by Torrey Thompson, of Carl Walker, Inc. 

 
6. Applicant shall provide confirmation from a parking consultant to confirm 

that the proposed ramps are of sufficient width to support two-way 
traffic.  This report shall be additionally reviewed for compliance by the 
Village’s third party traffic consultant. 

 
7. Refuse pick-up shall occur on private property or within the future public 

alley wholly outside of the Waukegan Road right-of-way. 
 

8. The Appearance Commission shall consider the appropriate color and 
materials for use on a required fence along the west lot line in 
accordance with the neighbors’ prevailing preference.  Upon construction 
and final subdivision of the property including dedication of alley right-of-
way, such fencing shall become the private property of, and all 
maintenance shall become the responsibility of the adjacent residential 
lot owners to the west since the alley right-of-way will separate the 



proposed fencing from the subject property. 
 

9. Seven (7) parking stalls within the parking garage shall be designated for 
exclusive use by visitors. 

 
Section 3: Preliminary Subdivision approval for the subject property, including requisite 

dedication of alley right-of-way, covenant(s) and escrows associated with future alley 
improvements, Waukegan Road curb-cut closure, and building alterations associated with the 
closure of the Waukegan Road access drive, in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 
66, Article IV. of the Code and the Waukegan Road Corridor Plan. 

 
Section 4: Final Engineering approval shall be required through the building permit 

process associated with the development site. 
 
Section 5: Final Appearance Commission approval of any proposed building, signage, 

landscaping, and lighting, and the granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness prior to 
construction, including consideration of the following plans presented to the Plan Commission: 
 

1. Exhibits prepared by Baranyk Associates, Ltd.: 
 

a. Building Elevations (Sheet A-6) - undated 
b. Site Photometric Plan (Sheet A-9) 

 
2. Appearance Commission consideration of the following specific concerns: 

 

a. Whether brick materials should be required upon the fourth floor 
of the center elevations on the front and/or rear elevations in lieu 
of stucco colored to match the brick materials on the floors 
below. 

b. Whether banding & cornice elements depicted on the applicant’s 
perspective exhibits shall be required to wrap corners to side 
elevations. 

c. Revisions to all plans as referenced in this motion for consistency 
with the final building elevations reviewed and approved by the 
Appearance Commission. 

d. The height, caliper, & species of tree(s) to be planted upon the 
adjacent property to the west. 

 

Section 6: To allow a period of up to twelve (12) months from the date of this Ordinance 
for the issuance of a building permit for construction of the aforementioned improvements, or 
the final site plan review and related approvals shall be rescinded. 

 Section 7:  Every section and provision of this Ordinance shall be separable, and the 
invalidity of any portion of this Ordinance shall not affect the validity of any other portion of 
this Ordinance.  

 



Section 8:  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 
approval according to law.  
 

 

PASSED this _________day of _____________, 20___. 
 

AYES:           
 

NAYS:           
 

ABSENT:           
 

APPROVED by me this ____ day of _____________, 20___. 
 

 
     _ 
James R. Patterson, Jr., President of the  
Village of Glenview, Cook County, Illinois 

 

ATTESTED and FILED in my office the 
____ day of ________________, 20___. 
 
       
Todd Hileman, Village Clerk of the 
Village of Glenview, Cook County, Illinois  



EXCERPT FROM MINUTES OF MAY 28, 2013 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING: 
 
 
P2013‐018 1160-1200 Waukegan Road – Riverforest Apartments 
 
Mr. Jeff Rogers stated that the applicant is proposing the construction of a 33-unit apartment building 
near Village Hall on the west side of Waukegan Road on @ .5 acre.  The proposed units would be offered 
for rent as apartments, but could be converted to condominium units at a future date.  The proposed 4-
story building would have indoor parking and would include right-of-way dedication behind the building 
for a future 20 ft. alley, although there are no current plans to improve the alley to either Grove Street 
or Maclean.   
 
Mr. Rogers further explained that the applicant would propose direct access to Waukegan Road; a 
characteristic that is not in compliance with the Waukegan Road Corridor Plan, however, until such time 
until there is alley access to Grove via an adjacent dry cleaner and auto service building, the applicant 
will not have access to the back of the building.  The applicant is offering a plan on how they would close 
the front access to accommodate future alley access (potentially sometime in the future) when such 
alley access would become available. 
 
Utilizing a Proposed Site Plan, Mr. Rogers visually reviewed the proposed plans noting a 9.7 ft. rear 
building setback, the detention site which would be underground in the setback, the 1 story building 
feature at the north and south building sides, the 3-story feature to the back and the 4-stories on the 
front of the building.  The proposed curb cut access would be at the northeast corner of the site, which 
allow for incoming and outgoing traffic.   He reviewed the Phase 2 Site Plan, which includes the closure 
of this access and curb cut to accommodate access via an overhead door to the northwest of the 
property.   
 
Color building elevation visuals were shown which depict the proposed architecture.  Village code does 
allow for the bay additions to project over the property line as designed.  The balconies would not 
project and would be inset to the east, south, west and north elevations.  Mr. Rogers also showed the 
future plans for overhead door for alley access.  The north and south elevation visuals depicted the 
balcony insets.  
 
The Preliminary Engineering visual showed that most of the storm water would be directed to 
Waukegan Road.  The Ground Floor Plan illustrated the entrance off of Waukegan Road (queuing in 
front of a closed garage door until the door was opened), enter to the main drive aisle for first floor 
parking, slope down to a ½ story below grade where the ramp provides access to another parking area, 
then to another drive aisle that is a full story below grade, and finally another ½ story lower to get to 
parking on the far southwest corner of the building.  The lowest parking area would be 1.5 stories below 
the existing grade.  Two units are proposed on the ground floor, no units on the basement floor, each of 
the upper floors include residential units, with the 4th floor slightly smaller due to setbacks. 
 
Mr. Rogers stated that even though a public hearing is not required, the applicant hosted a public 
meeting at the Police Station on May 21st and sent out a mailing to each of the neighbors that would 
have received a notice if a public hearing was required.  Many neighbors did attend the meeting and 
everyone was encouraged to attend tonight’s meeting to express any concerns. 
 



The petitioner is proposing a compliant Basement Floor Plan that meets parking requirements (49.5 
spaces required; 50 provided). 
 
Commissioner Dickson was concerned and asked Mr. Rogers about the parking configurations, slopes, 
turning radiuses, and in/out traffic patterns inquiring if Village Engineering has gone to the site in 
preparing their report that approved the proposal.  Mr. Rogers replied that the initial review was done 
by the Planning Division and subsequently a third party traffic consultant reviewed the plans.  He noted 
that everything in the proposal is according to Village code and referred to the Village Staff report: 
 

 Proposed ramps should include additional tapering at both the top and bottom of each 
 span to ensure that vehicles with long wheelbases will not “bottom-out” on the pavement. 

 Several parking stalls in the basement will be difficult to access, requiring multi-point turns 
to  orient a vehicle in the proper direction for entry and exit from the stalls. The 
applicant should  demonstrate how vehicles would access the basement stalls numbered 
1, 13, 20, and 29. 

 Basement level of the parking garage does not include an area for turn-around or 
 maneuvering at the southwest corner of the basement level, at the end of the traffic 
 circulation pattern. It appears that vehicles would be required to reverse up the ramp or 
 attempt to reverse orientation of a vehicle within the 24-foot drive aisle.  Designation of a 
 dedicated turn-around space may eliminate a required parking stall. 

 Proposed plan does not provide for any off-street visitor parking, and on-street parking 
 restrictions along Waukegan Road forbid overnight parking.  The consolidation of two (2) of 
the  proposed dwelling units would yield three (3) parking stalls. Alternately, the rear of 
the  property could be improved to accommodate parallel parking adjacent to the 
building, in the  area adjacent to the future alley. The applicant should explain the 
strategies to be employed to  manage parking assignments and visitor parking onsite. 

 Proposed 4% slopes of various parking stalls situated adjacent to ramps may increase the 
 opportunity for unintended door swings. 

 
Commissioner Dickson noted that she has concerns in regards to the turn curve at the southern portion 
and that she has never seen a pure circle work (in this small scale).  Additionally, she noted that the 
slope is inconsistent throughout the entire proposal.  The turning radius is also a cause of concern.   
There is a 15% slope on the curve and the petitioner is proposing a one-story piece on the north and 
south exterior that is not attractive.  Could the two, 1-story spaces be used to get a 2 way road out to 
the back?  Commissioner Dickson noted that opportunities exist and they need to be further explored.  
The Commission felt that even though the proposal meets the Village ordinances, the parking situation 
appears to be problematic and felt that all options should be reviewed.  Also, the lack of visitor parking 
spaces and the lack of a turn around area were of great concern to the Commission.  The parking 
situation was discussed at great length; Commissioner Witt noted her concern about the proposed 
garbage enclosure location noting that a very small size garbage truck would need to access the 
property to maneuver within the parking area.  
 
Mr. Rogers noted that the Village ordinance would allow for a 2-way midblock access at grade, but the 
applicant preferred the proposed option.  In relation to the garbage and the enclosure, Mr. Rogers 
stated that the applicant’s materials indicate that the proposed method of pick-up is either wheeled 
carts or a small garbage vehicle.  
 



Again, visitor parking was further discussed.  Mr. Rogers clarified that it was within the Commission’s 
purview to mandate visitor parking.  He added that he does anticipate – as part of the traffic review – to 
request that the top and bottom of the ramps be changed to be longer to accommodate the design.   
 
Chairman Bucklin has looked at several proposals over the past few months and the Plan Commission 
has routinely required visitor parking.  He asked that when the petitioner reappears before the 
Commission, they should include information on visitor parking adding that he does not want the entire 
area inconvenienced by one building because it doesn’t include visitor parking (although it isn’t 
required).  The Plan Commission has been adamant about visitor parking. 
 
The petitioners - Alex Zdanov, Igor Blumin, and Orest Baranyk – noted that physical limitations exist in 
relation to parking.  They believed that the proposed 3% or 4% parking slope is common and is utilized 
in many garages.  In relation to height, 8.4 ft. is the minimum proposed height and that the turning area 
is 24 ft. wide and if a car is 6 ft. wide, this allows for double car width incoming and outgoing traffic.  
They felt that the proposed parking layout and circulation patterns would work.  Commissioner Igleski 
noted that parking spaces 20 & 21 would be uncomfortable locations and that he wouldn’t want to park 
his car in those spots adding that these 2 spots would be very undesirable to residents and visitors. 
 
The petitioner added that they do have the possibility of additional parking on the alley.  Commissioner 
Dickson noted that it is the designer’s job to anticipate the worse case scenario.  She reiterated her 
earlier concerns that the parking situation needs to be looked at more closely and a better solution 
needs to be offered.   
 
In reference to parking stalls #20 & 21, incoming traffic shouldn’t be a problem because the overhead 
door is closed and the drivers in these parking spots could have a warning when the garage doors open.  
The petitioner offered to have mirrors at the overhead door, adding that it was agreed that someone 
backing out of parking spaces 20 & 21 would need to be careful, but that the door is huge and offers 
plenty of space for a care to back out.  In relation to the parking ratio, the petitioner stated that they 
have experience in parking management and given the number of units, adequate parking – per 
ordinance – will be provided via assigned parking.  Additionally, overnight guest parking would not occur 
on a daily basis.  There is also public parking in front of an office building across street as well as other 
public street parking opportunities and paved parking spaces behind the building. 
 
The Commission inquired about the routine when incoming traffic comes off of Waukegan and into the 
building.  How will the petitioner determine paid vs. un-paid visitors vs. residents?  The petitioner 
replied that the front door office would have an intercom to communicate with incoming parking traffic.  
They replied that residents would have to call ahead to the management office to arrange for visitors 
and a key card pad on the garage will be programmed with a temporary code needed to gain access to 
the building. 
 
Chairman Bucklin asked Village Staff to provide the petitioner with recent proposals that have appeared 
before the Plan Commission (in relation to parking).  These proposals would offer a comparison to this 
proposal.  Contrarily, the petitioner offered to provide Mr. Rogers with their breakdown in numbers.  
Commissioner Dickson asked that the petitioner also ensure that they have enough accessible parking 
spaces.  Mr. Rogers said that currently, 2 accessible spaces are assigned on the ground floor closest to 
the elevator bank and while he believes this situation is compliant, he will review.  Commissioner Witt 
also asked for confirmation of the parking slope (4% vs. 3%).  The petitioner replied that 4% is a widely 
accepted standard.  Lastly, Mr. Rogers stated that the potential for alley parking would be reviewed. 



 
There are landscaping issues, however, the Appearance Commission will be reviewing.  Utilizing a 
photometric drawing, the proposed location of lighting was shown (front of the building, main entrance, 
garage as well as porches).  Signage will be located inside of the overhead garage opening and there will 
be an up/down light as well. 
 
In relation to building scale, while the Commission understood the need for a variety of looks, in terms 
of proportion and scale and the location of the garage door opening, it was agreed that more 
articulation was desired.  The proposal feels too cut-up in some areas. The Appearance Commission will 
be reviewing these details as well. 
 
Mr. Rogers noted that the alley improvements would be reviewed ultimately when it becomes public.  
Outside of the alley, the Village would allow parking adjacent to the public alley, subject to compliance 
with the structural design of the building of the pavement and detention vault.   
 
Mr. Rogers noted that one of the provisions of the Downtown Development (in relation to the one-story 
discussion) was to add light and air at the ends of the building.  The prevailing idea of the step-back of 
the 4th story is to avoid the look of a ‘cliff’ along Waukegan Road while the 2nd floor step-back provides 
an offset to accommodate light and air to side units and among buildings.  If the petitioner put the 24 ft. 
drive aisle at grade and moved the whole building 24 ft. from the property line, the step-back would not 
be required on the north elevation.  Commissioner Dickson noted that this would be a nice feature for 
the petitioner to examine.   
 
It was added that the petitioner should look at other plans (i.e., Midtown Square) and that the Village 
Board of Trustees provided a lot of feedback that the petitioner could use in relation to this proposal.  
Also, Village Staff needs to confirm if the proposed 5 spaces can be added behind the building.  
Commissioners Dickson and Igleski noted that they really liked the Camiros April 11th rendering better 
than what is currently being proposed.  Softness on the arch, continuing line across the building, 
different materials in the back, a building base, building scale, different color of setback, building 
openings, etc., however, it was agreed that it is difficult to design three buildings to be harmonious.  The 
petitioner added that they preferred the April 11th Camiros rendering as well, but when working with 
Village Staff, it was recommended they revise their proposal to further establish three unique building 
components. 
 
Mr. Rogers noted that the Appearance Commission would address the architectural concerns and 
identify for options on the design elements.  Where bays were added on the exhibit, perhaps an 
alternate could be offered.  One of the concerns with the Camiros rendering was that the 1st floor had 
common materials across the entire length, and this would need to be broken up.  Roof forms could be 
allowed by the Appearance Commission which was would be reviewing the next week for preliminary 
comments.  It is hoped that the Appearance Commissions comments would be available to the Plan 
Commission before the PC’s June 11th meeting. 
 
Commissioner Dickson suggested different types of materials that would break up the solid look and 
perhaps cast shadows.  Commissioner Igleski noted a discrepancy between the plan and rendering 
discrepancy showing that the garage door is recessed back and driveway covered by 2nd floor of the 
building.  The plan does not show the wall that is coming out on the north side of the building.  Perhaps 
the use of columns would help with this potential blind spot.  Exhibit 8, Phase 2 Site Plan in the 



Commissioner’s packets, shows an inset.  If an alley becomes available in the future, the curb cut would 
be closed and the garage door be closed. 
 
Chairman Bucklin invited the public to speak. 
 
Glenview resident Carol Karol spoke to the Commission and stated that she appreciated that further 
review of visitor parking is going to occur.  Visitor parking appears to be a big issue and she stated that 
other developments on this block would follow the lead of this one.  Lastly, if parking is addressed, she is 
excited about this new development on this block. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Witt made a motion to continue P2013-108 to the June 11th Plan   
  Commission meeting; seconded by Commissioner Burton. 
 

YEAS:  Commissioners Fallon, Igleski, Witt, Burton, and Dickson 
NAYS:  None  

 ABSTAIN: None 
 
  



EXCERPT FROM MINUTES OF JUNE 5, 2013 APPEARANCE COMMISSION MEETING: 
 
 

A2013-073  1160-1200 Waukegan Rd – Riverforest Apartments 
- Architecture, Lighting, Landscaping and Signage 
Orest Baranyk, Architect, was present to petition for the Riverforest Apartment proposal.  
Also present were concerned Glenview residents: 
 Denise Abraham – 1201 Hutchings Ave 
 Richard Zuver – 1204 Waukegan Rd 
 Louis Scheiber III – 1161 Hutchings Ave 
 Thomas Hope - 1205 Hutchings Ave. 
 Jim Karrol – 1724 Grove St  
 
Mr. Rogers presented an overview of the proposal which was to be located on Waukegan Rd, 
mid-block between Grove Street and Mclean Court, and fell under the Downtown Development 
Code.  The proposal was for a 4 story building comprised of 33 residential units and 
underground parking area.  Setbacks were discussed and exhibits were shown: 

 West property would have private alley comprised of 20 feet and additional building 
setback of approximately 10 feet  

 Building 4th floor on west elevation was required to be setback an additional 10 feet 
 First story allowed to project to north and south property line but 10 foot setback required 

at the second story  
 Two way entrance to Waukegan Rd  
 Phase 2 plan showed vehicle entrance closed with masonry to accommodate future alley 

access to Grove or to North  
 Location of underground storm vault for storm water detention from property was noted 

 
Mr. Rogers showed a rendering of the most recently approved downtown project for AC 
reference.  He also showed exhibits for downtown development allowed for the location under 
discussion for clear understanding.   
- Architectural exhibits indicating maximum height of 48 feet for this block on Waukegan.  Mr. 
Rogers pointed out that this could increase by 10 feet to allow architectural interest and building 
elements on Waukegan side only.   
- Landscape exhibits were shown which allowed for upper story terraces.   
- Three building changes would be required because the proposed development was over 150 
linear feet, such as a change in cornice element.    
- Rear facades were to have similar architecture as the sides and fronts.   
- Main building entrance was to be recessed as required by code.   
- Bay windows were permitted to encroach over sidewalk.  
- Exhibit of approved /expected materials for downtown  
 
Continuing, Mr. Rogers thanked the applicant for his patience and flexibility in design.  He 
presented the applicant’s exhibits for review.  Individual elevations for reference were shown for 
review and comment.  He stated that the Plan Commission discussion included points for 
consideration by the Appearance Commission.  Comments were: 

o Was contrast of proposed material too extreme, such as the middle dark gray material 
being too much of a change from other materials 



o Code required front ground level façade to have built over time appearance.  PC felt 
strongly that this could include materials used on upper level or include middle building 
elevation material used across all three frontages.   

o Setbacks detracted from the building but setbacks were required.   
Mr. Rogers stated that at staff direction, applicant was hesitant to make dramatic changes that 
would require deviations from the code requirements and that some of the articulations on the 
roof form had the design to comply with the 48 foot maximum.  He added that at the AC 
discretion, an additional 10 feet could be allowed for a more interesting façade.  The applicant 
was hesitant to propose anything that might lead to a zoning variation without preliminary 
review and discussion. 
 
Chairman McJilton confirmed with petitioner that he had nothing to add to the overview at this 
time.   
 
Regarding the proposed architecture, comments made were: 

 Commissioner Reynolds clarified that the red brick element on the right side, cornice 
detail was a rectangular wall extension.   

 Chairman McJilton commented that the east elevation appeared “boxie” on the top and he 
was hopeful comments tonight might lead to something more attractive.   

 Commissioner Hebson commented on the amount of uninterrupted yellow brick on the 
building at the corner of Waukegan and Grove.   

o Commissioner Demsky clarified that the elevation was not at the corner but next 
to the cleaners.   

o Petitioner stated that should the block be built up as directed by the 
comprehensive plan, the sides of the building would not be visible.  There would 
be adjoining buildings similar to the proposal at the lot lines.   

 Commissioner Demsky stated that he would not advocate for an increase in building 
height.  He felt that it appeared out of place for this section of Waukegan Rd.  He added 
that the proposed building did not appear to have the interest that was sought when the 
downtown redevelopment was planned. 

 Commissioner Reynolds felt that the three (3) color schemes were the only element 
giving the proposal the built over time appearance.  He suggested breaking up the 
horizontal and detail windows types, for example.  The proposed bay window was good 
but more elements were needed to “soften” the proposed building. 

 Commissioner Reynolds acknowledged that the proposal under discussion was the first 
proposal in this area to be developed under the downtown redevelopment plan, but he 
would prefer to have a three (3) story building in appearance.  He added that a fourth 
floor could be present but hidden in the roof structure or dormered thus scaling down the 
overall feel of the building.   

 
Petitioner stated that he was perplexed by the situation.  He generally designed buildings that 
were jointed and felt that he was creating three (3) different buildings.  Initially, the first floor 
had a base that tied the proposal together, and with the varied material, the buildings appeared 
differently.  He added that the proposal under discussion appeared to have three (3) buildings 
pushed together.     
 



Commissioner Shaw stated that she was in agreement with points made by Commissioners 
Demsky and Reynolds.  She referenced the Glenview Rd site recently approved and commented 
that the Glenview Rd site was successful in creating the built over time appearance and adding 
interest and detail.   
 
Regarding the first story setbacks and appearance with future adjacent building, petitioner stated 
that the building was right up to the lot line and an adjacent building would not be seen.   
 
Mr. Rogers stated that the code instituted setbacks on the sides for light, air, and patios for upper 
story units.  He stated that awareness of economics driving developers to build either a one story 
commercial building or a full four (4) story building to cover the cost of the necessary parking.  
The setbacks were important to provide the light, air, and patios for upper story units.   
 
Commissioner Shaw confirmed that future buildings on either side would have the same 
requirements.  Mr. Rogers added that adjacent buildings would be required to match at match 
point.  There was a required 20 foot separation on upper floors but the ground floor could be 
continuous. 
 
At this time, Commissioner Hebson stated that he was in agreement with the other 
commissioners.  He mentioned that the side elevations were a major concern.  He was glad that 
the property was being developed but felt that the proposed building was out of character for the 
balance of the Village of Glenview.  He felt that the proposed design might not help the 
appearance of this section on Waukegan where “nothing appeared to go together”.   
 
Commissioner Reynolds commented that the proposal would also appear foreign in the Glen 
with its larger buildings.  He added that it was feasible as proposed and met specific guidelines 
but that visually, it should be toned down or articulated at certain elevations.  Commissioner 
Reynolds stated that he would like more consistency on the first floor.  Also, he liked the 
entrance and limestone on the center building.  There were details that he did like but the overall 
look was concerning.   
 
Petitioner responded that if he proposed a band across the entire first floor, it would appear as 
one building.  He was considering using a different material, possibly stucco, on the top floor 
which would allow for a different type fenestration.  He stated that he had a similar design 
previously and the response was that it appeared too much like one building.   
 
Mr. Rogers summarized staff and commissioner comments/suggestions: 

 Detail one of the buildings, leave one less changed, and incorporate other changes on the 
third building 

 Change one of the window types while leaving the others as proposed would help to 
differentiate the buildings. 

 Third floor allowed a pitch roof line that would project up into the fourth story.   
a. Could result in interior design change and patio moved to the side elevation  

 Adding a cornice would provide shadow on the elevation 
 Gable dormers, profile changes, etc would add additional shadow and differentiation  



 Introduction of limestone could be accommodated with small profile changes in depth of 
brick or color band so it didn’t appear as one piece of limestone across building.   

 
Chairman McJilton opened the meeting to public input at this time.   
 
Public comments regarding Architecture –    
Richard Zuver, 1204 Waukegan Rd.  
Mr. Zuver stated that his main concern was for the trees along north property line, in particular, 
the walnut tree which was 22 feet back from existing sidewalk and had a circumference of 6’1”.  
He was asking if applicant would remove the tree rather than “dig a 10 foot hole six inches from 
the tree”.   
 
Denise Abraham, 1201 Hutchings Ave.  
Ms. Abraham stated that she strongly agreed with the commissioner comments stated tonight 
regarding the architecture.  Regarding the additional 10 feet, she commented that if it was not of 
architectural interest and enhanced the building, she felt that it was not needed.  She explained 
that a sun and light study had been completed when the downtown code was being developed.  
At that time, it was determined that when a building was higher than 48 feet, it would have 
shadows affecting properties 1161, 1201, and 1205 as well cast shadows across Hutchings Ave. 
and also affect 1160, 1164, and 1206.  She felt that adding 10 feet would dramatically change the 
landscaping of the six properties mentioned and possibly reduce the back yards to moss due to 
lack of sunshine.    
 
Thomas Hope, 1205 Hutchings  
He mentioned that he heard that having a three story building was still being considered.  He 
would prefer a 3 story building rather than higher for the same reason that Ms. Abraham 
mentioned – more sunlight.   
 
Louis Scheiber, 1161 Hutchings Ave 
Mr. Scheiber mentioned that he was a “proud new resident of Glenview” and he was shocked to 
see the proposed development.  He would strongly like to support a 3 story building.  He opposes 
the proposed 4 story building especially with the balconies looking over their bedrooms as well 
as loss of sun in the back yard.   
 
Jim Karrol, 1724 Grove 
Mr. Karrol stated that he was concerned about the massive rooflines and maxing them out.  He 
questioned if the appearance along Waukegan Rd was changed, would it be changed all around 
the building to keep the structure less massive.  Commissioner Reynolds commented that 

consensus was that the scale on all four elevations was important.   
 
Continuing, Mr. Karrol pointed out that originally the height was 40 feet but changed to 48 feet 
for retail when the downtown development code was developed.  Mr. Karrol noted that there was 
no retail, only residential, in the proposed development.   
 
At this time, Mr. Rogers stated that a roof form was not required to wrap around the entire 
building length and in the case under discussion, it would not be allowed to encroach in the back 



half of the building. He also clarified that the 10 feet was a maximum and that an applicant 
would not be required to add the total 10 feet, only the number of feet that might be needed to 
add interest.   
 
Mr. Rogers clarified that the change in zoning regarding the 40 feet height and the 48 feet height 
with retail use had three components.   
- 40 feet was prior zoning allowed on this site in a B2 district  
- Site under discussion was rezoned to DT through downtown development process  
- To accommodate the first floor setbacks, the ordinance allows for a taller first floor and raised 
height from 45 feet to 48 feet maximum height.  He also mentioned that developers originally 
requested 54 feet but a resolution was made to add a 48 foot maximum. Maximum height was 
the tallest portion of building including parapet walls but did not include the chimney or rooftop 
mechanicals.   
 
Continuing, he clarified that the intention to allow the increase from 45 to 48 feet was to 
accommodate a retail tenant in mixed-use building.  He added that the same code applied 
throughout the Village of Glenview.  He stated that the site under discussion was allowed to be 
developed with 100% residential building by zoning.  Specific height allowance resolved for this 
block was made to accommodate retail tenants but could be applied to the proposed development 
to allow a 48 foot cumulative total for potential commercial tenants in the future.   
 
Mr. Rogers referenced the public speaker and concern of setbacks, sun path, and shadows.  He 
stated that a specific exhibit was included in the packet to demonstrate sun path, etc., but it was 
in relation to the corner lot and not the property under discussion.  He gave the dimensions for 
the maximum build out with required setbacks and alley, and pointed out how the sun would 
affect the house on corner at Grove St.   
 
At this time, the petitioner responded to concerned resident comments: 
- The walnut tree appeared to be at the lot line and would probably have to be removed. 
- Regarding the sun and line cast on homes to the west, petitioner stated that the 3rd floor setback 
was 30 feet from the building to the alley.  He noted the homes on Hutchings were further west 
and would preclude any shadow of the building falling on the homes.  Petitioner had angular 
solar study done and he would submit to staff.   

- Mr. Shreveport returned to the podium and clarified that the residents were not 

concerned about the shadows cast over their homes but shadows over their yards.   
- Petitioner stated that they had no intention of increasing the parapets on the rear elevations 
facing west.  He added that a parapet was not required due to the distance from the lot line and 
could probably minimize the 4tha floor wall height by 2-3 feet and felt that there would be a 
minimal impact of shadowing on neighbors to the west. 
 
Discussion comments by commissioners on points made by concerned residents were:   

 Commissioner Demsky reviewed the design guidelines and elements shown of rooflines.  
He pointed out elements of built over time appearance and how the landscaping was 
integrated.  If elements shown in examples were proposed, it would be worth 
consideration to increase height for appropriate appearance.   



o Petitioner stated that 60% of building had to be at the lot line and did not allow 
for in/out design on front elevation.  

o Commissioner Demsky clarified that he was talking about the roof form and not 
the in/out. 

 
Regarding the entry way setbacks, Mr. Rogers pointed out the three building entrances along 
Waukegan Road:  principal entrance which was recessed by code, service entrance, and 
secondary entrance.   
  
Chairman McJilton confirmed with petitioner that the rendering was accurate.  He asked what 
would be in place should the alley become available in the future.  Petitioner referenced Sheet 
A8 which was Phase 2 of the development and showed the front elevation should the alley 
become available in the future.  Mr. Rogers explained the parking situation and stated that faux 
or real windows might be required by staff to break up the façade should the vehicle entrance be 
closed.  He added that the ordinance would not allow outdoor surface parking. 
  
Commissioner Shaw pointed out slight differences to the two sheets.  Petitioner explained that 
windows were added to the drawing after Mr. Rogers had suggested adding windows.   
 
Commissioner Shaw asked if it would be possible to have all windows.  Petitioner responded that 
it was possible when the wall was enclosed but mentioned that there would be two parking 
spaces and he felt the spaces should be visually shielded.  Mr. Rogers pointed out that if 
windows were required, simple tint or glazing could provide obstruction to parked vehicles 
and/or storage items.    
 
Commissioner Shaw confirmed with petitioner that the main entrance had two doors and the 
south end door was an exit from the parking garage.  She asked if it were reasonable to have the 
doors recessed for a better appearance on both the south and north ends.  Petitioner was 
amenable and would review recessing doors to be similar to others.  
 
Chairman McJilton asked for comments on the south and west elevations. 

 Commissioner Shaw commented that the elevations could all use better detailed 
treatment.  She added that the north and south elevations could potentially have future 
adjacent buildings.  She also commented that the west elevation was over homes and 
similar front detail could be added to the rear/west elevation for a more appealing 
appearance.   

 Commissioner Hebson was in agreement with the Commissioner Shaw.   
 Commissioner Reynolds asked about the west elevation and whether there were windows 

on the drawing.   
– Petitioner responded that the drawing needed adjustment and that they were in the 

process of revising the elevations.   
– Commissioner Reynolds commented that anything designed to break up the 

elevation would be an improvement. 
 Commissioner Reynolds asked for a 3-D view for the next presentation and felt that it 

would be helpful to clearly visualize the setback on all elevations.   



 Packet Sheet A6 showed additional windows, but petitioner was in processing of 
revising.   

 
Petitioner asked the commissioners how much articulation would be needed.  Commissioner 
Demsky noted that there was no articulation in lentils, no soldier course, and asked if that was 
intended.  He added that there was no sill articulation and commented that it was articulation that 
might be needed.  He suggested that material change such as stucco might be helpful.  Stucco 
“used well” would be acceptable.  He also mentioned that a few steel headers could be 
eliminated if stucco was used.   
 
Commissioner Reynolds noted that there was no stucco on the back elevation as of now, but 
petitioner commented that he was considering its use.   
 
Mr. Rogers clarified with AC that if slight window types were changed, such as a change in 
muntins, they would wrap around to the sides for common building elements.  He felt that “little” 
details such as change in muntins could be developed between now and final drawing.  There 
were no other comments regarding architecture. 
 
At this time, Mr. Rogers presented a summary of the proposed landscaping.  He stated that: 

 Code encouraged landscape treatment for the front and on upper floors 
 Public comment at the Plan Commission requested consideration of the AC for 

landscaping on balconies/terraces for the rear elevation such as plant hangers for potted 
plants, planters, for screening and privacy for both unit owners and homeowners.   . 

 Code allows for built in drainage  
 Plantings on setbacks where appropriate 
 Upper floor terrace and plantings were encouraged 
 Requirement for 18 inch carriage walk along curb 
 Raised planter area or parkway required; petitioner proposing parkway and will refer to 

the preferred plant list for acceptable material. 
 Minimum 5 foot sidewalk width required  
 Foundation landscaping required  

Petitioner would provide plant list and location of plantings at final approval.   
 
Public comments from concerned residents 
Chairman McJilton opened presentation to concerned residents to address landscaping and the 
eight (8) foot fence along property line that could eventually become the neighbors’ 
responsibility.  Mr. Rogers was unsure if owners understood the fence issue.   
 
For clarification, Mr. Rogers stated that the proposed alley would be dedicated to the village.  
The code would allow village to require an 8 foot fence along west property line.  Due to alley 
being dedicated to the village, staff could not require an applicant to maintain fence that was not 
on his property.  Staff would encourage the owners to meet and discuss whether they would like 
a new 8 foot fence or keep fencing as existing.  Owner decision could be submitted to staff.  Mr. 
Rogers stated that once the new fence was constructed, it would become the responsibility of the 
neighboring property owners to maintain from that point and into the future.    
 



Denise Abraham, 1201 Hutchings 
Ms. Abraham mentioned the extensive landscaping along the east side being proposed, such as 
parkway trees and interest along Waukegan Rd. and she was in favor of it.  However, Ms. 
Abraham was concerned about the west property line and suggested that more care be taken than 
what was currently planned.  She felt that planters are nice with visual appeal but felt that it was 
enough and pointed out that all the approximately 40 foot trees behind 1201 and 1205 would be 
removed.  Property owners currently have screening and shading and would like to see 
something more than just flowers be proposed for the west elevation.  She suggested rather than 
foundation or ground plantings, possibly arbor vitae in planters at the upper level could be 
considered.  Ms. Abraham clarified that she was not requesting foundation plantings but planters 
adjacent to the building or on the building to accommodate arbor vitae or a screening type of 
tree.   
 
Petitioner responded to Ms. Abraham.  He stated that it was his understanding that most of the 
trees were within the 20 foot future easement.  He added that the developer could be amenable to 
leaving the trees as is, provided the trees did not fall within the building footprint.  Petitioner had 
submitted a civil topography plan to staff which indicated the majority of trees were in the future 
easement along the west side.  
 
Mr. Rogers stated that additional discussion would be required at the Plan Commission and with 
the village board and public comment would be welcomed.  There would be concern of 
construction activity on the site including a retention vault adjacent to the building foundation 
which could have an affect on the tree root systems.  Alley improvements would not be required 
at the time of construction due to long term perspective of availability of the right of way to the 
south.  Mr. Rogers stated that all issues regarding trees, future alley, and right of way availability 
would need further discussion.  He also mentioned that their was a potential change to a 
neighborhood when an alley becomes available and noted that alleys at ground level were 
intended for service areas, garage access, etc.  Neighbors would be given right to build alley 
access garages if they desired.  He stated that no site issues had been addressed or resolved at 
this time.   
 
Mr. Rogers clarified with Ms. Abraham that if trees were preference of neighbors, staff would 
have to evaluate whether necessary excavation for the building and detention vault and how deep 
excavation would encroach on the trees.  If excavation was cut deeply against tree base, the tree 
most likely would be harmed and not survive.   
 
Tom Hope, 1205 Hutchings 
Mr. Hope stated that he understood about the existing trees, etc.  He requested plantings be 
temporarily installed until the future alley would be installed.  Mr. Rogers responded that both 
PC and AC would be involved and suggested that the neighbors discuss it and convey preference 
to staff.  PC would discuss issue on basis of screening and the AC would discuss species and 
number of plantings.   
 
Mr. Rogers also noted that the issue of guest parking was being discussed and not yet resolved.  
He mentioned that guest parking at the west end of the building was an option being considered.   
 



There were no other public comments and Chairman McJilton closed the public hearing at this 
time.   
 
Regarding Lighting -   
Mr. Rogers summarized that the applicant was proposing three recessed canned fixture 
underneath the entrance to illuminate entrance as cars wait for garage door to open.  Fixtures 
affixed to building were required to be 100 % cut off, fully recessed, and there were no fixtures 
being proposed for the patio area.  He added that additional information was needed for 
compliance especially at the NE corner which petitioner would provide for final review.   
 
Continuing, Mr. Rogers stated that the neighbors had noted concerns of lighting installed on the 
upper elevations when discussed at the Plan Commission.  Lighting at garage entrance and 
service entrance would need further review.  Upper building lighting would be required not to 
extend light beyond the end of the patio and a study to ensure this would be requested.  Shields 
should be provided to ensure that no lighting would extend over to property owners.   
 
Tom Hope, 1205 Hutchings 
Mr. Hope stated that he noticed a Lithonian half round fixture was being proposed and that all 
cut off attempts were being made for neighboring properties.  Mr. Hope suggested that there be 
balcony lighting shining back toward the balcony rather than out and possibly on the residential 
area.  Petitioner stated that he would consider the suggestion.  There were no other comments or 
questions.   
 
Regarding Signage -  
Mr. Rogers stated that signage had not been finalized yet.  Project would be allowed a five (5) 
foot square sign near building entrance in form of plaque, or on building base or above principal 
entrance.  Height of the address numerals was to be considered at a minimum of six inches and 
would require approval of the Appearance Commission.   
 
Continuing, Mr. Rogers stated that the identification sign was necessary for traffic.  The village 
would require exhibits with details of color, size, height of all directional signage on property for 
clearances, garage entry, cautionary signs, etc. for front and back of building for final approval.   
 
There were no commissioner comments at this time regarding signage.   
 
Additional comments made were: 

 Commissioner Shaw referenced comments made by concerned residents and staff on 
proposed landscaping.  She suggested more plant variety such as evergreen, deciduous, 
flowering, etc.  Also, she requested an exhibit of a future landscape plan for front area 
when garage door was closed over.  She also suggested considering larger, possibly built-
in planters to provide greenery on the west side, and she felt there was opportunity to add 
elements on the roof top to provide more greenery.   

 Commissioner Shaw commented that generally, the AC would like to see buildings with 
more detail, interest, and character in terms of design.   

 Commissioner Hebson was in agreement with more building detail and a design that 
would fit better in Glenview.   



There were no other comments or questions.  Chairman McJilton asked if commissioners were 
ready to grant preliminary approval or would they like to continue the case.  Consensus was to 
continue the case for further development of the project.   
 
Commissioner Shaw moved in the matter of A2013-073, Riverforest, 1160-1200 Waukegan Rd., 
that the Appearance Commission continue the case for further detail.  Commissioner Hebson 
seconded the motion.  Upon voice vote, motion carried.   
  



EXCERPT FROM DRAFT MINUTES OF JUNE 25, 2013 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING: 
 
 
P2013‐018 1160-1200 Waukegan Road – Riverforest Apartments 
 
Mr. Jeff Brady summarized that the proposal is for a site plan review of the multi-family unit on 
vacant land on 1160 & 1200 Waukegan Road, adding that the site directly to the north is not 
included.  He also explained that the petitioner has appeared at the May 28th Plan Commission 
meeting at which time a lot of questions, suggestions and feedback was provided.  The petitioner 
has also subsequently appeared before the Appearance Commission and received additional 
feedback.   
 
Utilizing an aerial photo he showed the two parcels.  The petitioner added that they have tried to 
contact the property owner to the north, which has been vacant for some time.  Letters have been 
sent, however no contact has been made, therefore the assumption is that the property owner is not 
interested in any plans for the northern property and this petitioner has no interest in purchasing 
that parcel.  The petitioner has done due diligence – along with Mary Bak in Development – to 
contact the landowner to no avail. 
 
Mr. Brady showed the proposed Site Plan and added that Village Staff will continue to work with 
the applicant as the Waukegan Road Corridor develops.  He also pointed out the parking area access 
ramps, slopes, turning radius in the underground section.  Based on feedback from Village Staff and 
the Appearance Commission, revisions were made to the rendering.  Included in the Commissioners 
packets were the following changes: 
 

 The new plans have reduced the proposed ramp slopes and tapers into a more compliant condition. 
 The proposed architecture has been further developed with common limestone materials along the first 

story, taller roof forms along the east elevation, additional reveals, solid terrace walls & landscaping 
along the rear elevation, additional limestone banding, and additional patio insets upon the side 
elevations. 

 A parking management plan including assignments of parking stalls and seven off-street spaces reserved 
for overnight visitors. 

 Service entrances at the southeast corner of the building have been recessed into the building façade. 

 
Mr. Brady added that the balconies have been revised to afford residents more privacy from 
neighbors.  The petitioners have made revisions building materials, railing designs, roof form, 
cornices, window patterns, setbacks and window treatments.  The same materials are used in the 
front/rear of the building.  Side elevations were shown as well as the basement floor plan, 2nd-3rd-
4th floor plans as well as the Alley Access Ground Floor plan and renderings of the rear of the 
building.  
 
The petitioners – Alex Zdanov, Igor Blumin and Orest Baranyk – discussed their meeting with the 
Appearance Commission where they received many different comments and as a result, they sat 
down with Village Staff to make sure they had alignment with the Village’s desires.  Different brick 
was shown in the renderings that broke up the look of the 3 separate buildings.  They pointed out 
the stone and masonry, 4th floor changes in materials, and stucco that will be utilized in the interior. 
 
BUILDING 
Chairman Bucklin complimented the petitioner noting that this proposal is much improved.  
Commissioner Dickson inquired about the brick color in the center building as the 4th floor color 



looks different from the lower floors and that felt the colors should match.  The petitioner replied 
that the top is stucco, and realistically from the street, the color difference wouldn’t be noticed.  The 
intent is to try to closely match the brick color, however one color will be slightly lighter.  Nothing 
that she doesn’t mind the stucco, Commissioner Dickson asked that the Appearance Commission 
address the brick color situation. 
She also asked for clarification on the sides of the building, there is a difference on the rendering 
(on the screen) on the north - heavy cornice and 2 heavy bands vs. the rendering in the 
Commissioners packet.  
The differences were shown to the petitioner and they agreed to go with the Commissioners 
preferred style on the heavy cornice and 2 heavy bands. 
 
Commissioner Igleski stated that the building looks better than the last time the petitioner attended 
the Plan Commission meeting in May.  In relation to the rendering elevations – shows glass in the 
wall to the north of the double door entry – but the plan shows it to be a solid wall; Commissioner 
Igleski prefers the glass.  The petitioner concurred that it will be glass.  The Commissioner inquired 
about mechanical ventilation in the parking garage.  The petitioner replied that there would be two 
louvers.  There will be two air holes to allow for air intake that will site @ 10 ft. above the ground 
on the rear.  The Commissioner was not concerned about the appearance, rather was inquiring 
about drawing out the exhaust and the potential affects it could have on neighbors.  The petitioner 
stated that there would be two louvers and a fan behind that will be inside the building.  The fan 
units will be so large that cars would not be able to park underneath them.  This might be a 
potential issue if the fans take away a parking stall, then the project may be out of code in relation 
to parking numbers.  The decibel noise was unknown.  It was noted that the petitioner should 
update the most recent rendering when they attend the next Appearance Committee and provide 
details about the correct elevations, size and location of the fans, and decibel levels.  The petitioner 
added that the fans are motion activated so they would not be running 24/7 (in relation to noise).   
 
Commissioner Dickson noted that her packet contained different drawings that were shown 
visually tonight.  She inquired about the overhead garage door location.  The petitioner replied that 
it was moved north so it would be centered on the windows overhead.  The rendering on the screen 
was the most current.   
 
Commissioner Fallon inquired if any additional signage would be utilized; the petitioner replied no, 
other than a clearance sign that will appear in the garage interior. 
 
The building height of 45 ft. was addressed; the petitioner replied that their surveyor reported that 
45 ft. is the average grade, with the exception of the building peaks.  Commissioner Fallon asked 
about the sloped roof behind the peaks; Commissioner Igleski noted that he’d like to see a little 
behind the gable and front wall.  The petitioner concurred. 
 
CIRCULATION 
The petitioner utilized the Basement Floor Plan to address the myriad of questions about parking 
stalls and how those spaces can be maneuvered in/out of.  The petitioner has hired a national 
consultant who felt that the parking situation meets standards (memo included in packets from 
Carl Walker, dated 6-25-13).  The memo states that a maximum of 10% is recommended before a 
car bottoms out; the petitioner’s proposal is between 6.5% & 8%, which is more than adequate.  
The petitioner agreed to adhere to the consultant’s recommendations. 
 
The width of the circular ramp was discussed in reference to page 77 of The Dimensions of Parking, 
Fifth Edition, National Parking Association.  Commissioner Dickson quoted the document: 



 
“The exterior diameters of circular ramps range 
from 65 to 10 feet; drive aisles are @ 15 ft. wide, 

with an outer curb width of 18 inches and an inner 
curb width of 12 inches.” 

 
When doing the math, she noted that in following these guidelines, 32.5 ft. was needed vs. the 24 ft. 
that is included in the petitioner’s proposal.  The petitioner replied that the parking consultant had 
approved their proposal adding that 2-way traffic is not always present.  After much discussion, 
Commissioner Igleski noted that perhaps there is different criteria for this type of building and the 
size of the parking lot vs. a parking structure that has much more frequent daily use.  He added that 
obviously, it would be a disaster if folks couldn’t use the parking area.  Mr. Brady concluded the 
discussion by stating that the Village Traffic Department would work with the petitioner on this 
area. 
 
Timing of garbage pick-up was discussed as the Plan Commission would want this done at a time 
that does not conflict with high traffic times.  The petitioner agreed by stating that it would need to 
be scheduled, but perhaps it would take place mid-morning.   
 
The difficulty of maneuvering around in parking stalls #20 & #21 were once again discussed, the 
Commissioners pointing out that this is something that should be looked at closer.  The petitioner 
added that these spaces would be temporarily assigned to visitors, anticipating also that the 
parking garage would never be occupied 24.7. 
 
Commissioner Fallon inquired about page 16 of the Village Staff report that addresses the fiscal 
impact.  Mr. Brady clarified that in developments such as this proposal, the owner is required to 
make the following donation that would be paid to the Glenview school and park districts.   
 

 1 bedroom - $4441.40 
 2 bedroom - $6800.00 
 3 bedroom - $13,170.04 

 
This is a Village requirement of any development that adds units and it is in addition of taxes.  This 
is a capital, one time cost. 
 
Visitor parking was once again discussed.  There are 50 marked (numbered) parking spaces and 7 
visitor parking spaces inside the garage for overnight parking, in addition to public parking spaces 
in front of the building and across the street.  The management of visitor parking was discussed and 
the petitioner replied that there would be a communication mechanism (intercom) at the automatic 
parking entrance as well as a card reader and decal.  Residents will utilize a garage door opener to 
access the garage.  Cameras will also be installed to record 24/7 activities for safety. 
 
LANDSCAPING 
The petitioner stated that there is not much space available for landscaping, but at the base of the 
building, landscaping will be added (azaleas for color as an example as suggested by the 
Appearance Commission). 
The petitioner will be planting trees in strip of parking between the curb and sidewalk that will also 
have grass.  Nothing is planned for the rear of the building. 
 



A fence in the back was discussed.  The petitioner stated that it would be built at the neighbor’s 
discretion.  If they want a fence, the petitioner will erect it, but the fence will be the neighbor’s 
responsibility.  Mr. Brady added that the Appearance Commission can address this situation.  The 
neighbors are glad that they don’t have to give up any of their property to have a fence erected. 
 
LIGHTING 
There is very little site illumination.  The Appearance Commission made a suggestion that the 
petitioner change balcony wall lighting to lighting below the bulkhead of the rail so that it would be 
solid and there would be no lighting spill-over for neighbors.   
 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
 

Chairman Bucklin opened up the meeting to the public. 
 
Denise Abraham 
Ms. Abraham’s property is to the rear of the subject property.  She stated that the petitioner had done a 
good job on the project and stated that she does not have any objections.  She addressed the fence 
issue and added that the subject property only affects her home.  She talked about the desire to have 
landscaping added and asked if the petitioner could plant trees on her property to provide shade. 
 
The petitioner said that yes, small trees could be planted on the neighbors property.  Again, Mr. Brady 
stated that the Appearance Commission could negotiate this situation between the neighbor and 
petitioner.  It was discussed that different species grow much faster than others; Chairman Bucklin 
added that the Appearance Commission has a landscape architect that would be a great resource. 
 
Jim Farellson 
The parking garage situation was discussed further and the Commissioners added that everything 
discussed so far was meeting code requirements.  Visitor parking was discussed and it was clarified that 
the current situation is a rental environment vs. condos, therefore, residents would not purchase their 
parking stalls (which would typically be addressed in condo bylaws).  Mr. Farellson discussed on-street 
parking restrictions; the Commission added that if any concerns arise, the Village Traffic Committee 
should be contacted. 
 
Tom Colton 
Mr. Colton expressed his appreciation for how the proposal has been managed by the Plan Commission 
adding that he was pleased with how the Commission was very open to neighbors’ feedback. 
 
Chairman Bucklin closed the public portion of the meeting. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Ruter stated that based upon the petitioner’s application materials,  
  testimony, and discussion relating to the petition which together demonstrate 
compliance   with Chapter 54, Article IV, and Chapter 66 of the Municipal Code, in the case of  
   P2013-018, Riverforest at 1160-1200 Waukegan Road, the Plan Commission 
recommend   the Village Board of Trustees grant approval subject to the following conditions: 
   A. Final Site Plan Review approval in accordance with the following:  
    1. Site Plan Exhibits prepared by Baranyk Associates, Ltd.: 
     a. Site Plan (Sheet A-1) dated 05/21/13  
     b. 1st Floor Plan (Sheet A-2) dated 06/04/13  
     c. Basement Plan (Sheet A-3) dated 06/04/13  



     d. 2nd Floor Plan (Sheet A-4) dated 05/21/13  
     e. 4th Floor Plan (Sheet A-5) dated 05/21/13  
     f. Building Section Plan (Sheet A-7) dated 06/04/13  
     g. Alley Access Revision (Sheet A-8.1) dated 06/04/13 
    2.  Preliminary Engineering Exhibits prepared by Double M Civil Engineering  
     and dated 03/22/13: 
     a. Topographic Map (Sheet 1)  
     b. Topographic Map (Sheet 2)  
     c. Preliminary Site Improvement Plan (Sheet 3)  
     d. Preliminary Site Improvement Plan (Sheet 4) 

3. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on May 28, 2013 and 
June   25, 2013; and associated revisions required by the Plan 
Commission. 
4. A covenant agreement and escrow for the estimated cost of site   
  improvements associated with future alley improvements and closure of  
  existing Waukegan Road access, and building costs associated with  
  enclosing the Waukegan Road entrance. 
5. Parking ramps shall be constructed in accordance with the Tory 
Thompson   memo dated 6/25/13 and accompanied by relevant textural 
excerpts from   the Carl Walker memo. 
6. The applicant shall provide confirmation from a professional parking   
  consultant stating that the ramp to the basement is of acceptable width 
  for 2-way traffic with this confirmation to be reported and evaluated by 
  the Village Traffic Consultant. 
7. Garbage truck shall pick up refuse off-street, not on Waukegan Road. 
8. Fencing along the western property line shall be reviewed in 
consideration   of neighbor preferences for materials. 
9. Seven visitor stalls shall be designated for the site. 

   B. Preliminary Subdivision approval in accordance with the approved final site 
plan.    C. Final Engineering approval through the building permit process associated with  
    the development site. 

D. Final Appearance approval of any proposed building, signage, landscaping, and 
 lighting, and the granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness prior to 
construction,  including the following plans presented to the Plan Commission: 

1. Exhibits prepared by Baranyk Associates, Ltd.: 
a.  The use of brick, not stucco on the center 4th floor elevation. 
b.  Retain all banding and cornice on both north and south wings as 
in      
      renderings submitted. 
c.  Revision of all plans for consistency with building elevations as 
submitted. 
d.  Provision by applicant of trees to residential property owners 
adjacent   
     to west boundary parcel as determined by the Appearance 
Commission. 

 
 
 Commissioner Igleski seconded the motion. 



 
YEAS:  Commissioners Dickson, Ruter, Fallon & Igleski 
NAYS:  None  

 ABSTAIN: None 
 
 

 
 


















































