
 
 

Planning and Economic 
Development Department 

 
 
SUBJECT:   
First consideration of an Ordinance for Conditional Use, 
Final Site Plan Review, and Preliminary Subdivision Approval 
for 1020 Waukegan Road – Heinen’s Fine Foods and Final 
Site Plan Review Approval for 1700-1750 Glenview Road – 
Shoppers Row 

AGENDA ITEM:  11.c 
 
MEETING DATE:  August 20, 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 # :  P2013-050 

 
LOCATION:  1020 Waukegan Road and 1700-1750 Glenview Road 

 
PROJECT NAME: Heinen’s Fine Foods and Shoppers Row  
 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:   
Staff requests Village Board consideration of a Plan Commission recommendation for approval of 
petition for Conditional Use, Final Site Plan Review, and Preliminary Subdivision Approval to allow an 
approximately 43,915 square foot grocery store with 138 customer parking stalls at grade and 80 
employee roof top parking stalls on a 3 acre site currently owned by the Village of Glenview.  Final Site 
Plan Approval is also requested for the adjacent parking lot to the south of Heinen’s and the access road 
to the north for Shoppers Row to allow for such improvements associated with the grocery store 
development.  
 
APPLICANT: 
Process Creative Studios, Inc. 
Greg Ernst 
1956 W 25th Street, Suite 300 
Cleveland, OH 44113 
Tel: (216) 622-2990 
 
OWNER: 
Village of Glenview 
1225 Waukegan Road 
Glenview, IL 60025 
Tel: (847) 904-4330 



PLAN COMMISSION ACTION: 
On July 23, 2013, Commissioner Ruter, seconded by Commissioner Dickson, made a motion to 
recommend approval to the Village Board of Trustees for P2013-050, Heinen’s at 1020 Waukegan Road 
and the associated Shoppers Row improvements at 1700-1750 Glenview Road, by a 4-0 vote, in 
accordance with the following: 
 
1020 Waukegan Road 
A. Final Site Plan Review approval in accordance with the following: 

1. Site Plan Exhibits prepared by Process Creative Solutions, Inc. and dated 07/17/13 (updated 
07/31/13): 

a. Site Plan (Sheet “SITE”) 
b. Second Floor Plans (Sheet SK21.1) 

2. Site Dimensional and Paving Plan (Sheet 2 of 4) prepared by Manhard Consulting, Ltd. and 
dated 07/19/13 (updated 08/05/13). 

3. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on July 9, 2013 and July 23, 2013; and 
associated revisions required by the Plan Commission. 

 
B. Conditional Use approval is granted for the subject property, in accordance with the provisions of 

Chapter 98, Article II, Section 98-50(a)(13) and Article XII, Downtown Development Code of the 
Glenview Municipal Code to allow a retail use comprised of greater than 5,000 square feet in the D-
D Downtown Development District, subject to the following conditions: 

1. There shall be no outdoor displays or attention-getting devices on the premises. 
2. The petitioner shall be in receipt of a building permit within twelve (12) months following 

the adoption of said ordinance, or the conditional use will lapse. 
3. If the conditional use is abandoned or discontinued for more than three (3) months, without 

substantial attempt to resume such use, the conditional use shall be rescinded. 
 

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

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

E. Final Appearance approval of any proposed building, signage, landscaping, and lighting, and the 
granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness prior to construction. 

 
1700-1750 Glenview Road 
A. Final Site Plan Review approval in accordance with the following:  

1. Site Plan Exhibit prepared by Daniel Creaney Company entitled Shoppers Row Parking 
Reconfiguration, dated 05/02/13. 

2. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on July 9, 2013 and July 23, 2013; and 
associated revisions required by the Plan Commission. 

 
B. Final Appearance approval of any proposed building, signage, landscaping, and lighting, and the 

granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness prior to construction. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
PLAN COMMISSION DISCUSSION: 
July 9, 2013 
On July 9, 2013, the Plan Commission reviewed the proposed project and made strong comments about 
adding more architectural details/windows along Waukegan Rd and the west side of the building near 
the parking lot.  The Commission also called for more landscaping in the parking lot, around the building, 
and along the riverbank.  There was a significant amount of time devoted to circulation (vehicles and 
pedestrians), drop-off areas, a pedestrian access door on Waukegan Road, and a safer and a more 
aesthetically pleasing route from Glenview Road (a path along the river) to the storefront entrance on 
the north.  Following the discussion the case was continued to July 23. 
 
July 23, 2013 
On July 23, 2013, the applicant presented revised drawings to the Plan Commission which incorporated 
the Plan Commission comments from July 9 and the Appearance Commission comments from July 17.   
A revised site plan showed a landscape row instead of a few islands that included a path towards the 
parking lot and river.  Additional detailing of brick patterns, metal railing along the parking ramp, a metal 
trellis which provides shadow casting, awnings, and sconce lighting was included on sections of the east, 
south and west elevations, plus more fenestration along Waukegan Road.  The modifications to the plan 
have significantly reduced the number of variance requests and lessened the intensity of several of the 
remaining variances.  The main discussion topic was a revision to the entrance drive proposed by staff 
and the Village’s traffic consultant to include an oversized entrance lane and typical exit lane.  The 
configuration, which was accepted by all parties, allows for vehicles to pass one another if someone is 
being dropped off or picked up near the store entrance without impeding traffic.  There was no public 
comment and the Plan Commission recommended Village Board approval of the proposed requests.   
 
 
UPDATE: 
 Based on minor modifications requested during the Appearance Commission and Zoning Board of 

Appeals Commission reviews, the site plan and engineering drawings originally included in the 
recommendation by the Plan Commission have been replaced and reference the latest exhibits in 
the draft ordinance under consideration. 

 
 The Zoning Board of Appeals Board Report contains the details on the proposed variances that were 

recommended for approval at their August 5 meeting. 
 
 
APPEARANCE COMMISSION DISCUSSION: 
For reference, staff has provided the following summaries from the Appearance Commission’s review of 
the proposed Heinen’s development. The exhibits attached to this report include the modification 
requested by the Appearance Commission at their August 7 meeting. 
 
 
July 17, 2013 
On July 17 the Appearance Commission reviewed the same site plan and similar architecture as the 
plans submitted to the Plan Commission on July 23.  The Appearance Commission was supportive of the 
overall building design, but requested additional detailing at the southeast corner of the site.  While the 
Appearance Commission recognized the grocery store was adjacent to the service area and rear 
entrances to Shoppers Row, they asked for additional architectural massing and/or ornamentation near 



 
 

the southeast corner since it would be very visible.  The landscaping plan and the lighting plan had not 
been updated to match the latest version of the site plan, but the Commission provided few comments 
on those elements.  The Appearance Commission discussed the letter height of the halo-illuminated 
signage and determined the style and size was appropriate for the building design.   
 
August 7, 2013 
The Appearance Commission reviewed an updated site plan which included the landscape row with 
additional trees instead of individual parking islands.  The Commissioners appreciated the incorporation 
of trees into the parking lot.  The Zoning Board of Appeals requested the Appearance Commission 
review two items which included the sight line concerns from Waukegan Road to the vehicles atop the 
roof and whether four parking lot trees that could not be accommodated onsite should be required 
elsewhere onsite.  The Appearance Commission recommended that the remaining four trees be located 
along the river walk but did not feel that the sightlines would become an issue.   
 
The Commission reviewed the architectural elevations and recommended the applicant add more detail 
to the southeast corner of the building facing Glenview Liquors.  The Commission suggested signage and 
also possible incorporation of the stairwell into a more prominent building element.  The applicant also 
questioned whether spandrel glass could be utilized to which the Commission stated they would 
consider. 
 
The Commission suggested mounting fixtures to the parking deck parapet wall instead of the pole 
mounted fixtures to help in removing sight line issues.  The landscape plan included a variety of plants 
which the Commission appreciated.  The signage proposal will need a waiver for letter height 
requirements in the Design Guidelines but should be compliant with maximum signage size.  The 
applicant was reminded that awnings needed a structural engineer’s stamp and noted snow and wind 
loads in addition to Appearance Commission approval. 
 
Heinen’s received preliminary approval for architecture, lighting, landscaping and signage at the 
Appearance Commission on August 7, 2013. 
 
 
RIVERBANK: 
The Village’s engineering consultant is investigating the engineering and access feasibility of providing a 
path along the river section adjacent to Heinen’s to connect the development to Glenview Road.  This is 
in response to comments from the Natural Resources Commission (NRC) and Plan Commission during 
the review of the proposal.  The Village Board will be asked to review the concept plans and cost 
estimates regarding the path, the riverbank landscaping that would be installed by the Village in 
conjunction with the Heinen’s development, and the environmental river improvement plans. 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Plan Commission Report and Exhibits 
2. Plan Commission Minutes from July 9, 2013 (Draft) 
3. Plan Commission Minutes from July 23, 2013 (Draft) 
4. Appearance Commission Minutes from July 17, 2013 (Draft) 
5. Appearance Commission Minutes from August 7, 2013 (Draft) 
6. Draft Ordinance and Exhibits 



 
 

 
 

 
 
CASE #:   P2013-050 
 
LOCATION: 1020 Waukegan Road  
 
PROJECT NAME: Heinen’s Fine Foods 
 

 
 
 
PROPOSAL: 
The applicant, Heinen’s Fine Foods, represented by Process Creative 
Studios proposes to construct an approx. 43,915 square foot grocery 
store with 138 customer parking stalls at grade and 80 employee roof 
top parking stalls on a 3 acre site currently owned by the Village of 
Glenview. 
 
Updated Sections – 07/23/13 

 

STAFF REPORT 
 

July 23, 2013 

 

Village of Glenview 
Plan Commission 

TO: 
Chairman and Plan Commissioners 
 
FROM: 
Planning and Economic 
Development Department  
 
CASE MANAGER: 
Jeff Brady, AICP, Director of 
Planning  
 
SUBJECT:   
Conditional Use, Final Site Plan 
Review, and Preliminary 
Subdivision Approval 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:   
Staff requests consideration of the 
petitioner’s request of a Plan 
Commission recommendation to the 
Village Board. 
 
APPLICANT: 
Process Creative Studios, Inc. 
Greg Ernst 
1956 W 25th Street, Suite 300 
Cleveland, OH 44113 
Tel: (216) 622-2990 
 
OWNER: 
Village of Glenview 
1225 Waukegan Road 
Glenview, IL 60025 
Tel: (847) 904-4330 
 
 
 
 

 
 

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):  04-35-206-028-0000; 04-35-206-032-0000; 04-35-206-036-0000; 04-35-206-049-0000; 
04-35-206-045-0000 
 

Current D-D Downtown Development District 
 
North 

 
D-D Downtown Development District/R-18 Residential District 

East D-D Downtown Development District 
South D-D Downtown Development District 
West R-18 Residential District (OLPH) 
 
 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY: 
 

  
  



 
 

PICTOMETRIC PHOTOGRAPHY:  
 

   
 

East Elevation(s) 
 

SITE PHOTOGRAPHY: 
 

 
 

Looking East 
 

 
 

Looking West 



 
 

 
Project Summary 

 
 
07/23/13 
UPDATE: 
On July 9, 2013, the Plan Commission reviewed the proposed development plans and made strong 
comments about adding more architectural details/windows along Waukegan Rd and the west side of 
the building near the parking lot.  The Commission also called for more landscaping in the parking lot, 
around the building, and along the riverbank.  There was significant discussion devoted to circulation 
(vehicles and pedestrians), drop-off areas, a pedestrian access door on Waukegan Road, and a safer and 
a more aesthetically pleasing route from Glenview Road (a path along the river) to the storefront 
entrance on the north.  Following the discussion the case was continued to the July 23, 2013 Plan 
Commission meeting. 
 
In response to the Plan Commission’s comments, the applicant has furnished revised plans which 
feature a significant number of changes to the site plan and architecture.  The modifications reduced the 
amount of variances by eight and lessen the extent of three other variances.  The changes to the site 
plan are reflected in the final site plan review and variation sections of this report. 
 
The Heinen’s review schedule presently includes a second Plan Commission meeting (7/23), Zoning 
Board of Appeals meeting (8/5), and a second Appearance Commission meeting (8/7) for Preliminary 
Appearance review.  If the Plan Commission requests significant modifications or if modifications are 
needed as a result of the Zoning Board of Appeals review, the case can be continued to the August 13, 
2013 Plan Commission meeting.  When available, both the Plan Commission and Zoning Board of 
Appeals recommendations would appear at the August 20, 2013 Village Board meeting for 
consideration. 
 
 
07/23/13 
APPEARANCE COMMISSION REVIEW: 
On July 17 the Appearance Commission reviewed the same site plan and similar architecture as the 
plans submitted to the Plan Commission in this packet.  The Appearance Commission was supportive of 
the overall building design, but requested additional detailing at the southeast corner of the site.  While 
the Appearance Commission recognized the grocery store was adjacent to the service area and rear 
entrances to Shoppers Row, they asked for additional architectural massing and/or ornamentation near 
the southeast corner since it would be very visible.  The landscaping plan and the lighting plan had not 
been updated to match the latest version of the site plan, but the Commission provided few comments 
on those elements.  The Appearance Commission discussed the letter height of the halo-illuminated 
signage and determined the style and size was appropriate for the building design.  The Appearance 
Commission granted conceptual approval and the applicant will reappear at a later date for Preliminary 
Approval following a complete submission of revised/coordinated plans. 
 
 
  



 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The applicant, Heinen’s Fine Foods, represented by Process Creative Studios, proposes to construct a 
43,915 square foot grocery store with 138 customer parking stalls at grade, with access from a ramp at 
the rear of the property leading to 80 employee roof top parking stalls and adjacent second floor office 
space.  While the Waukegan Road façade exhibits the storefront characteristics of the Downtown Code 
the main entrance to the store will be located on the north side, closest to the customer parking.  The 
service area towards the rear of the site and the access road through the Shoppers Row site to Glenview 
Road has been specifically designed to accommodate the necessary truck turning movements.  A one-
way access drive and new curb cut from Waukegan is being included south of the new building for 
Shoppers Row tenants and customer parking.  The access across the Shoppers Row site and the parking 
on the Village parcel south of the new grocery store are being accommodated through an easement 
agreement between the two property owners. 
 
The applicant requests the following approvals for the proposed development: 
 

Parcel Requested Approvals 
Heinen’s Fine Foods 
(Village Parcel) 

 Conditional Use 
 Final Site Plan Review 
 Preliminary Subdivision Approval 

 Zoning Board of Appeals (separate) 
o Variations 

 Appearance Commission (separate) 
o Building, landscaping, lighting, and signage 

Shoppers Row  Final Site Plan Review 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Village of Glenview purchased the former Dominick’s property in downtown Glenview in 2007 
following a decision by Safeway, Inc. (parent company of Dominick’s Finer Foods) to close this location 
and focus on their store at 1340 Patriot Boulevard in The Glen.    
 
A two-year planning effort for downtown revitalization had recently concluded, during which the public, 
nearby business owners, and the Village’s consultants had provided clear direction that a grocery use 
was an important and valuable anchor for the downtown.  In order to protect that vision and preserve 
options to redevelop this property as catalyst for downtown revitalization, the Village Board made the 
decision to purchase the property and began in earnest to identify a new grocery user for the site.  
Market studies completed in 2008 and 2011 confirmed that market demand continues to exist for food 
service retail in this location, despite a highly competitive marketplace with many independents and 
regional chain grocery stores.   
 
Despite offers by the Village to terminate Safeway’s lease with no continuing financial obligation by 
Safeway in order to facilitate the use of the site by a new grocer, Safeway chose to remain as a tenant of 
the vacant space until the expiration of their lease on December 31, 2012.   Prior to the expiration, the 
Village’s recruitment efforts intensified with many purchase and lease options being explored with 
interested grocery users of various types and sizes, and with a variety of conceptual plans for the 
reuse/redevelopment of the property.    
 



 
 

LEASE AGREEMENT: 
Based on Village Board feedback and direction provided throughout the site marketing period it was 
determined that Heinen’s Fine Foods represented the type of high quality, full-service grocer that was 
envisioned during the Downtown revitalization planning process of 2006/2007.  On December 11, 2012 
the Village Board and Heinen’s entered into a lease agreement, which is attached to this report.  The 
terms of the lease are highlighted below: 
 

 10-year ground lease – Signed December 2012 
o Terms within lease include: 

 136 surface parking stalls 
 Easement secured which allows access to Glenview Road through Shopper’s 

Row property 
 Waukegan Road access 

o 10-year operating covenant; Village receives ownership of all improvements, including 
building, if Heinen’s or a successor grocery acceptable to the Village fails to remain open 
for 10 years 

o Property deeded to Heinen’s in 2023; right to purchase at an earlier date for the amount 
of remaining rent owed 

 Landlord Work performed by Village – Completed May 2013 
o Demolition 
o Site preparation 
o Soil remediation 

 Tenant Work performed by Heinen’s – Underway 
o Regulatory approvals 
o Construction of at least a 35,000 square foot grocery store 
o Building to be located directly on Waukegan Road, consistent with the Downtown 

Revitalization Plan and Development Code 
o Commence building construction by December 13 / occupancy by July 2013 

 
 
SHOPPER’S ROW EASEMENT: 
In accordance with the lease terms the Village secured an easement in March 2103 with the owners of 
Shoppers Row.  The easement agreement is attached to this report, the terms of which are highlighted 
below: 

 Perpetual easement over the Shoppers Row and Village parcels to provide access to Glenview 
Road and Waukegan Road for both properties 

 The parking area to the west of Shoppers Row shall be reconfigured to accommodate truck 
traffic and shall be constructed by the Village 

 Utility improvements shall be made by the Village within the reconfigured area to the west of 
Shoppers Row 

 No loading or unloading of Heinen’s vehicles shall occur within the Shoppers Row parking area 
 The Shoppers Row multi-tenant sign shall be relocated to Glenview Road and Heinen’s shall be 

the tenant listed at the top of the sign 
 Shoppers Row parking is allowed in the 11 parking stalls (designated in yellow below) to the 

north of the building which are located on Village property  
 The Village shall install a new curb cut providing right-in only access off Waukegan Road to the 

11 parking stalls 



 
 

 Employees of the Shoppers Row tenants are allowed to park in the first 5 stalls on the south 
west end of the Village property (designated in yellow below), directly north of the adjacent 
Shoppers Row property 

 
 
NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION: 
The riverbank adjacent to the existing parking lot is proposed to be restored by the Village of Glenview 
and was discussed at the January 21 meeting of the Natural Resources Commission (“NRC”).  A sketch of 
ideas to improve the habitat and the public’s ability to appreciate this portion of the river was reviewed 
by the Commission and included streambank stabilization, native plant management along the slopes, 
and native trees.  The NRC agreed with those improvements and also requested additional in-stream 
habitat structures such as pools-and-riffles, which have been reflected in the attached Restoration Plan. 
The Village has applied for grant funding based on the Restoration Plan for the improvements that are 
to be installed in conjunction with the proposed Heinen’s development.  Some photographs 
demonstrating the types of landscape materials that would be planted along the river are included for 
reference.   
 
The Commission also requested the Village investigate the possibilities of including a walking path along 
the river, however due to the slope of the embankment and the constraints of the existing built 
infrastructure this component was determined to be unfeasible.  Additionally, the NRC requested 
further study on the design of the storm water outfalls for the Heinen’s site, specifically requesting a 
study of means by which the storm water could be filtered prior to it reaching the river, through 
bioswales or permeable pavement.  A request to investigate such methods was made in the attached 
letter from the NRC Chairperson, Henrietta Saunders, and the applicant’s engineer is currently assessing 
the opportunities. 
 
07/23/13 
At the July 23 meeting, the Plan Commission requested consideration of a pedestrian access along the 
river to allow people to walk from Glenview Road to the main door.  The applicant has revised the plans 
to add in a landscaping row with trees which includes a sidewalk and landscaping.  Separately, the 
Village is investigating the feasibility of the engineering and accessibility of having a path or walkway 
along the Chicago River.  After such a path may be determined to be feasible and designed, the NRC will 
review the proposed plans as well as any additional landscaping proposed along the river. Even if the 



 
 

path along the river isn't feasible, the Heinen’s parking lot sidewalk still works to collect people in the 
parking lot and direct them to the main entrance. 
 
 
POTENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACTS:  
The subject property is along Waukegan Road in an existing commercial corridor. The site is adjacent to 
an existing multi-family residential neighborhood to the north, however the proposed grocery store use 
is similar to the previous grocery store use on the property which is buffered from the residential by an 
existing retaining wall and wood fence. 
 
As of press time, staff had not received any correspondence from the public regarding the proposal. 
  



 
 

 
Final Site Plan Review 

 
 
FINAL 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. 
 
D-D Code and Proposed Variances 
The applicant and staff have been conducting coordinated reviews of the concept plans during which 
time many of staff’s comments have been addressed.  Since the proposed development is the first new 
all-retail building to use the new Downtown Development Code and to accommodate the improvements 
identified in the lease terms there are several deviations from the D-D requirements that are being 
requested.  The deviations were expected, as all development scenarios could not be envisioned at the 
time the code was created, however the proposed development meets the intent of the requirements 
and once reviewed by the Plan Commission will exhibit all the traits of best site planning practices.  The 
applicant is requesting several zoning variances from the Zoning Board of Appeals to bring the 
deviations into legal conformance.  These variations are supported by staff and are   identified in the 
Proposed Zoning Variance section listed later in the staff report.  
 
The following is a summary of issues to consider when evaluating compliance with the Site Plan Review 
Ordinance Criteria: 
 

CIRCULATION 
07/23/13 
 The applicant was not able to accommodate a loading lane on the revised site plan, however the 

through lanes across the entire north façade of the building have been widened.  While pick-up and 
drop-off will not be encouraged and is not specifically designated, the configuration allows for it to 
occur while accommodating enough space for a vehicle to pass. 

 With the new exit lane configuration addition stacking is being provided for all lanes. 
 The Plan Commission should consider whether the proposed sidewalk in the new landscaped row 

should remain since vehicles in adjacent stalls would overhang the sidewalk by 2.0 feet.  If provided, 
the sidewalk would need to be 5.0 feet in width which may encroach upon the proposed planting 
beds for proposed trees. 

 
07/09/13 
 The applicant has not included a drop-off or pick-up lane near the front of the building to avoid the 

potential for vehicles standing in the way of entering and exiting traffic. 
 Approximately four vehicles would be able to stack in each of the exit lanes at Waukegan Road. 
 Directional and traffic control signage (stop sign, stop bars, use designations, etc.) are needed on the 

engineering plans to delineate the expected movements of vehicles near the parking ramp 
entrance/exit. 

 The following items are noted: 



 
 

o The proposed curb cut is in the same general location as existing and shall require approval 
from both the Village and IDOT.  A waiver from the Engineering Standards Manual is 
required to allow a curb cut over 30 ft wide, however the spacing proposed is adequate for 
the lanes provided. 

o The applicant has confirmed the Fire Department’s ladder truck can make the turning 
movements on the site without impacting the parked vehicles. 

o Bollards are proposed near the walls of the service area, parking deck, and southeast 
stairwell to protect the edges of the building from potential impacts by vehicles or delivery 
trucks. 

o The pedestrian connections that exist from the residential units to the north would remain, 
keeping a convenient walking link to the residential neighbors.  

 
 

BUILDING AND STRUCTURE LOCATION 
07/23/13 
 The Plan Commission asked the applicant to explore flipping the location of the main door to the 

south side of the building and using the access point to the north of Shoppers Row.   The applicant 
has explained how this configuration creates issues for the store’s operations in the attached memo. 

 
07/09/13 
 The proposed building is located off the build-to line to allow for the introduction of landscaping 

along the front façade, maintain adequate sidewalk and landscaped parkway widths, and allow for a 
more traditional rectangular layout for the interior of the grocery store.  This placement also allows 
for a potential 10 ft wide bike lane, if it were determined feasible along Waukegan Road at some 
point in the future. 
 

 
 

BUILDING SCALE 
07/23/13 
 The Commission commented on the need to add more architectural details to the west elevation of 

the building facing the parking lot and along the southeast corner of the building (adjacent to 
Waukegan and Shoppers Row).  In addition to completely redesigning a majority of the north façade 
and second story space, the applicant added a brick pattern to some of the blank walls in addition to 
a projecting metal canopy which would cast shadows on the building for interest.  The architect also 
added additional windows on the Waukegan Rd. façade.  The Appearance Commission request more 
details at the southeast corner of the building and were complimentary of the architecture. 

 
07/09/13 
 The engineering plans should confirm that the proposed building height is measured from the 

average existing grade, as defined per ordinance. 
 The applicant should confirm what types of mechanical equipment (generators, condensing units, 

etc.) are on the roof and whether the need to be screened based on the proposed location. 
 The proposed building architecture shall be subject to review and approval by the Appearance 

Commission.  For the Appearance Commission meeting provide a perspective of the proposed 
building. 

  



 
 

 
PARKING LOTS 

07/23/13 
 The applicant should identify the location of any cart corrals and reconfirm the number of parking 

stalls available at grade. 
 
07/09/13 
 Will anything be visible in the service area and will it be completely screened with a gate?  
 Identify the areas within the parking lot for snow plowing.  How would the parking deck be cleared 

of snow? 
 The parking ramp should be heated to prevent icing in the winter time.  A waiver from the 

Engineering Standards Manual (reviewed by staff as part of final engineering) is required because 
the slope of the ramp exceeds the standards. It is consistent, however, with other parking decks in 
the area.  

 
 
 

SITE ILLUMINATION 
07/23/13 
 The applicant has furnished a photometric plan which demonstrates compliance with maximum 

illuminance levels at all lot lines, and both an average and maximum illuminance within tolerances 
permitted per ordinance.  A zoning variation will be requested to allow a uniformity ratio of 13.0:1.0 
instead of a maximum uniformity ratio of 4.0:1.0.  

 The final photometric plan shall be subject to review and approval by the Appearance Commission. 
 
07/09/13 
 The proposed photometrics plan and lighting fixtures shall be subject to review and approval by the 

Appearance Commission. 
o Provide a photometric plan and details on the proposed Sternberg fixtures which would 

match the downtown standards. 
o A light pole height of a maximum 14.0 feet is required for those areas within 100 ft of a 

residential district, which requires a variance.   All other areas the maximum height is 18 ft. 
o 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. 

o On the photometric plan, confirm the uniformity ratio for the site does not exceed 4:1. 
o The photometric plan should depict all light levels extending to the property lines and 

demonstrate a maximum fc level of 0.1 fc adjacent to residential and 2.0 fc on all other 
property lines. 

o An average of up to 5.0 fc is permissible.  The maximum fc level should not exceed 12.0 fc. 
 
  



 
 

LANDSCAPING 
07/23/13 
 Landscaped islands and rows have been provided in most areas required per ordinance.  Variations 

are necessary to allow several of the proposed parking areas to omit required islands. 
 
07/09/13 
 Limited landscaping should be located within any drainage easement and is not permitted within 

any area graded with the intent to convey overland stormwater drainage. 
 The Natural Resources Commission is working on a river bank native landscaping plan as described 

above.  A transition in the landscaping design from Waukegan Road (formal) to the river (native) 
should be coordinated.  

 The landscape plan shall be subject to the review and approval of the Appearance Commission. 
 
 
 

GRAPHICS AND SIGNAGE 
07/23/13 
 The Appearance Commission reviewed proposed sign designs and granted conceptual approval.  The 

Plan Commission should consider the location of proposed ground signs and whether any specific 
directional signage should be required to control traffic circulation, provide information, or clarify 
use areas. 

 Landscaped islands and rows have been provided in most areas required per ordinance.  Variations 
are necessary to allow several of the proposed parking areas to omit required islands. 

 
07/09/13 
 A new multi-tenant ground sign is proposed along Glenview Road at the river in accordance with the 

easement agreement.  The Commission should confirm the location is appropriate. 
 All proposed signage shall be subject to the review and approval of the Appearance Commission. 

o Canopy signs are not included in the Downtown area and when installed are not 
recommended to be taller than 24 inches.  While the scale of the signage against the 
proposed building façade appears appropriate the proposal would require a waiver from the 
Appearance Commission of the design guidelines.   

o Internally illuminated signage is not encouraged, however the Appearance Commission has 
accepted reverse channel letters with halo illumination in similar cases. 

 



 
 

 
Technical Review 

 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH VILLAGE PLANS: 

 
 
07/23/13 
LAND USE STATISTICS:  

 Allowed/Permitted Proposed Compliance 

Zoning D-D D-D Yes  
Lot Size N/A 3.09 ac Yes 
Floor Area Ratio N/A 2.7 Yes 

Building Height 
22 ft 1st floor 
12 ft 2nd floor 

5 ft architectural 
37.0 ft Yes 

Front Yard Built To Line (East) 0.0 feet 4.5 ft No 
Minimum Side Yard Setback 
Adjacent to Drive (North) 

10.0 feet 49.56 ft 
Yes 

Side Yard Build To Line (South) 0.0 feet 0.29’ & 40’-2” No 
Minimum Rear Yard Setback (West) 25.0 feet 133 ft Yes 

Loading Berths 3 3 Yes 

Garbage Enclosures N/A 1 N/A 

Village Plan Compliance 
Yes / No / N/A 

Comments 

Comprehensive Plan Yes The Downtown Revitalization Plan became an 
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. 

Official Map Yes The 2011 Official Map shows the existing zoning 
which is D-D Downtown Development District. 

Waukegan Road Corridor Plan Yes There would be a reduction of access by ¾ to 
the combined sites (full curb cut to right-in 
only). 

Milwaukee Avenue Corridor Plan N/A - 
Downtown Revitalization Plan Yes The proposed use is as listed in the 

Revitalization Plan and the building location 
complies with the intentions discussed during 
the process. 

Natural Resources Plan N/A - 
Bike & Sidewalk  Master Plan Yes Streetscape improvements would be required 

in accordance with the D-D Code. Room 
between the building and curb would allow for 
a future 10 ft wide bike lane if determined 
feasible at some time in the future. 

The GNAS Design Guidelines N/A - 



 
 

07/23/13 
PARKING REQUIREMENTS: 
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 

Retail/Service 
Use 

1 stall per 300 sf  
((Total building sf – 
2,000 sf) / 300 sf) 

Ground Floor 
Retail + 2nd story 
office = 43,915 sf 

140 
138 surface 
80 roof top 
218 Total 

Yes 

 
 
07/23/13 
PROJECT TIMELINE: 

A. 12/04/12  Development Meeting 
B. 05/20/13  Preliminary Site Plan Review 
C. 06/07/13   Application Submittal 
D. 06/20/13  Public Notice in Glenview Announcements 
E. 06/20/13  Public Notice Mailed to Neighbors 
F. 07/09/13  Plan Commission Meeting 
G. 07/17/13   Preliminary Appearance Commission Meeting 
H. 07/23/13  Plan Commission Meeting 
I. 08/05/13  Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting 
J. 08/07/13  Preliminary Appearance Commission Meeting 
K. 08/13/13  Plan Commission Meeting 
L. 08/20/13  Village Board of Trustees First Consideration 
M. 09/03/13  Village Board of Trustees Second Consideration 
N.    TBD  Building Permit Application & Final Engineering 
O.    TBD  Final Appearance Commission Meeting 
P.    TBD  Final Subdivision 
Q.    TBD  Plan Commission Meeting 
R.    TBD  Village Board of Trustees Resolution 

 
  2013 
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FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS: 
A fiscal impact study is not required as the proposed development is simply replacing the previous use. 
 
 
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS: 
A traffic impact study is not required as the proposed use is the same as previously existed on the site.  
The Village’s Traffic consultant reviewed the project as part of the development review process prior to 
the Plan Commission meeting and all the requested modifications have been incorporated. 
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CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL: 
A Conditional Use is required for the retail use since it exceeds 5,000 sq. ft.  
 
A Conditional Use is the use of land, building, and/or structure which, because of its unique 
characteristic, can only be permitted in a particular Zoning District through a special approval process.  
There are five standards the Plan Commission uses to evaluate the impact of a particular Conditional 
Use and determine the appropriateness of that use in the designated zoning district. 
 
Per Sec. 98-50 of the Municipal Code, the Plan Commission shall evaluate any petition for Conditional 
Use Permit in accordance with the following standards before offering a recommendation to the Village 
Board of Trustees: 

1. The proposed conditional use at the particular location is necessary or desirable for the public 
convenience; and it will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of property already 
permitted in the immediate vicinity; nor will it diminish or impair property values in the 
neighborhood; nor will it affect a significant change in the character of the neighborhood. 

 
2. The location and size of the conditional use, the nature and intensity of the operation involved 

in or conducted in connection with it, the size of the site in relation to it, and the location of the 
site with respect to streets giving access to it, shall be such that it will be in harmony with 
present development and the appropriate and orderly future development of the district in 
which it is located, as well as other butting districts. 

 
3. The location, nature, and height of buildings, walls, and fences, and the nature and extent of the 

landscaping on the site shall be such that the use will not unreasonably hinder or discourage the 
appropriate development and use of adjacent and nearby land and buildings. 

 
4. Parking areas shall be of adequate size for the particular use, properly located, and suitably 

screened from adjoining residential uses, and the entrance and exit drives shall be laid out so as 
to prevent traffic hazards and nuisances, and minimize traffic congestion in the area. 

 
5. A use which is permitted in another district by conditional use shall comply with all applicable 

bulk regulations of the district in which the use is located. 
 
Please refer to the petitioner’s Conditional Use application within the attached materials for details 
regarding the petitioner’s responses and justifications for the proposed use. 
 
 
PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION APPROVAL: 
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 of the parcels comprising the development area including any new easements 
will be required prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

 Easement Width - Easements should be sufficiently sized to provide at least 4.0 feet from the 
outside edge of any easement to the nearest utility. 

 Detention infrastructure and easements, utilities and easements, and cross-access/ingress-and-
egress easements may be required through the final subdivision review process of the subject 
properties comprising the development site. 



 
 

Any requests for waiver shall be considered 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. 
 
 
DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION PLAN: 
The 2004 Comprehensive Plan recommended doing a specific study of the downtown area to refine the 
Village’s desires for this section of town.  Following through with that recommendation, the Downtown 
Plan Committee met for 2-½ years on specific economic, land use and compatibility issues with a mission 
- “to develop a vision and implementation plan for the revitalization of downtown Glenview that 
balances the community’s diverse interests and reflects the economic health and quality of life that 
characterize the Village”.  The approved Plan stands as a roadmap to guide change as opportunities for 
revitalization occur.  The Downtown Revitalization Plan was considered by the Village Board at a 
workshop held on August 15, 2006, and adopted by resolution #06-152 at the regular meeting of the 
Village Board held that same evening.  
 
The preferred concept showed no changes to the existing grocery store building and a small addition 
onto the northern portion of Shoppers Row.  The alternate concept showing one way in which a new 
building could be placed on the site is shown below.  The proposed new grocery complies with the 
intent of the alternate concept. 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS (FORM BASED CODE): 
Within the body of the Downtown Revitalization Plan are specific recommendations on how to 
implement the vision for downtown using a new regulatory tool called a Form-Based Code.  The FBC 
allows for the downtown characteristics desired by the community to be reinforced through the coding 
of a building’s form in accordance with the Preferred Concepts.  The Plan recommends that a form-
based code be developed as the primary regulatory tool for guiding new development within the 
Downtown.   
 
Form-based codes address the relationship between building facades and the public realm, the form and 
mass of buildings in relation to one another, and the scale and types of streets and blocks. The 
regulations and standards in form-based codes, presented in both diagrams and words, are keyed to a 
regulating plan that designates the appropriate form and scale (and therefore, character) of 
development rather than only distinctions in land-use types. This is in contrast to conventional zoning's 
focus on the segregation of land-use types, permissible property uses, and the control of development 
intensity through simple numerical parameters (e.g., FAR, dwellings per acre, height limits, setbacks, 
parking ratios).   
 
Form-based codes commonly include the following elements:  

 Regulating Plan - A plan or map of the regulated area designating the locations where different building 
form standards apply, based on clear community intentions regarding the physical character of the area 
being coded. 

 Building Form/Envelope Standards - Regulations controlling the configuration, features, and functions of 
buildings that define and shape the public realm. 

 Public Space/Street Standards - Specifications for the elements within the public realm (e.g., sidewalks, 
travel lanes, street trees, street furniture, etc.). 

 Annotation - Text and illustrations explaining the intentions of specific code provisions 
 Architectural Standards - Regulations controlling external architectural materials and quality. 
 Administration - A clearly defined application and project review process. 
 Definitions - A glossary to ensure the precise use of technical terms. 

 
Below are the relevant excerpts from the Downtown Code: 
Land Use: 

       
 
Building Height: 

        



 
 

Setbacks: 

 
 
Design: 
Attached to the staff report is the Design Standards section of the Code.

 
 
07/23/13 
PROPOSED ZONING VARIANCES:   
Since the last Plan Commission meeting the applicant has been made significant modifications to 
incorporate the site plan and architectural modifications suggested by the Commission to reduce the 
amount of variances (shaded row equals compliance) and lessen the extent of other variances (italics).  
The applicant proposes seven (7) less variances and five (5) variances were reduced.  The previous 
variance requests are listed in (parenthesis).  



 
 

On August 5, 2013, the Zoning Board of Appeals is scheduled to hear the applicant’s request to allow variations from the 
provisions of Sections 98-293, 98-294, 98-296, 98-392, 98-591, 98-601, 98-603, 98-605, and 98-611 of the Glenview 
Zoning Ordinance and Downtown Development Code to allow for the construction of a new grocery store.  
 

Variance Request Requirement Proposed/Previous Difference to Plan If Compliant 

Building Placed on the 
Build-to Line 

60% 0% 

The front façade is setback 4.5 ft-7 ft;  the building 
would follow the street; would limit landscaping 
along front; would limit use of sidewalk, parkway 

landscaping, and potential future bike path 

Side Yard Setback 0 ft 40’-2”  (41.27’) 
An odd shaped building would fill in area adjacent 

to Glenview Liquors; reduction in parking and access 
for Shoppers Row 

Stepback along the 
South Lot Line 

10 ft 10 ft   (0 ft) 
The applicant has confirmed the ramp to the second 

floor does not encroach into the limits of the 
second story (22 ft tall) 

Interior Parking 
Setback (Southwest) 

5 ft 0 ft 
A landscape island would be required at the 

southwest corner of the site.  The parking continues 
directly into the Shoppers Row site. 

Rear Yard Parking 
Setback (Northwest) 

& Interior Parking 
Setback (North) 

15 ft 
 

7 ft 

13 ft  (6 ft) 
 

5 ft  (n/a) 

The applicant proposes a parking overhang of 2.0 
feet into the required parking setback. 

Loading Areas 3 3  (2) 
Applicant has two depressed bays and one surface 

bay 

Parking Stall Area 9 ft by 17ft/19 ft 
Base of light 

standards encroach 
into stalls 

Light standards would be located elsewhere, 
possibly leaving lower light levels at interior of lot 

Parking Lot 
Landscape Islands & 

Size 

1 per 15 stalls 
and 

 
At end of row 

2 
 
 

At end of 5 rows 

1 (3) more 9x19 island would be needed along the 
stretch of 20 spaces to the north; less parking stalls 

 
6 (10) more 9x19 islands would be needed; less 

parking stalls 
Parking Lot Landscape 

Rows 
1  1  (0) 

With the parking reconfigured a landscape row was 
added 

Parking Lot Trees 28 31 More trees were added in the new landscaped row, 
along the river, and in the parking lot 

Interior Parking Lot 
Trees 19 15 (10) 

4 more trees; less parking stalls; trees are proposed 
adjacent to river 

Lighting Uniformity 
Ratio 4:1 15:1 

High light levels in the middle of the parking lot and 
low levels at the property line are adversely 

affecting the uniformity. 

Light Pole Height 
14 ft w/in 100 ft of 
Residential & 18 ft 

18 ft 
Proposing to use the downtown Sternberg fixtures. 

Average fc Level 5 fc 1.3 fc ( 5+ fc) Lighting plan confirms compliance. 
Maximum fc Level 12 fc 7.9 fc  (12+ fc) Lighting plan confirms compliance. 

Primary Entrance Front upon (east) 
primary street 

North side The front door would be along Waukegan Road and 
at farthest location from parking. 

Fenestration along 
Waukegan Road 

50% 59%  (49%) Additional windows were added along Waukegan. 

Fenestration along 
Sides and Rear 

Facades 

25% on west and 
south facades 

0% & 0% 
Additional windows or spandrel glass  

would need to be located on both façades 
(along ramp and service area) 

Installation of a Blank 
Wall along Waukegan Not more than 20 ft 62 ft  (81 ft) 

Spandrel glass would need to be included along the 
southern section of building in front of the interior 

coolers 
A Change in Building 

Façade Every 75 ft (2 req’d) No Change 
Single use building would have two different façade 

designs 



 
 

If the Zoning Board Appeals requires modifications to the site plan as part of their review the applicant 
would appear before the Plan Commission to review the modifications.  A recommendation from the 
Zoning Board of Appeals and Plan Commission would be simultaneously forwarded to the Village Board 
for a final determination. 
 
 
ENGINEERING REVIEW COMMENTS: 
No preliminary engineering issues exist that would prevent this project from proceeding to final 
engineering review and approval.  A memo outlining the engineering reviews is included in the attached 
memorandum dated 07/18/13 from Bill Blecke of Baxter and Woodman, the Village’s Engineering 
Consultant. 
 
 

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. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Public Notice 
2. Engineering Memorandum 
3. Excerpt from Downtown Revitalization Plan (Preferred and Alternate) 
4. Letter from Kent Fuller 
5. Letter from Henrietta Saunders, NRC Chair 
6. Letter from Nancy Halliday, NRC Commissioner 
7. Not included, but distributed to Plan Commission 

A. Village Board Report - Lease with Heinen’s Fine Foods 
B. Easement Agreement between Village of Glenview and Shoppers Row 

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 of Occupancy 



 
 

 
VILLAGE OF GLENVIEW 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
P2013-050 

 
Notice is hereby given that a public hearing will be held by the Glenview Plan Commission on July 9, 
2013 at 7:00 P.M., in the Village Hall, 1225 Waukegan Road, Glenview, Illinois to consider a petition by 
the applicant, Heinen’s Fine Foods, requesting a Conditional Use in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter 98, Article II, Section 98-50(a)(13), and Article XII, Downtown Development Code of the 
Glenview Zoning Ordinance to allow a retail use comprised of greater than 5,000 square feet in the D-D 
Downtown Development District, and such other relief as may be necessary or desirable in connection 
with such matters. 
 
The applicant also seeks Final Site Plan Review and Preliminary Subdivision approvals in conjunction with 
their request to construct a new grocery store.  
 
The subject property involved is commonly known as 1020 Waukegan Road and is legally described as 
follows: 
 

BLOCK 7 (EXCEPT THE SOUTH 94 FEET THEREOF AND EXCEPT THAT PART OF THE NORTH 40 FEET OF THE 
SOUTH 134 FEET THEREOF LYING WEST OF THE EAST 200 FEET AS MEASURED FROM THE EAST LINE OF SAID 
BLOCK 7 (CENTER LINE OF WAUKEGAN ROAD) AND EXCEPT THE NORTH 3 ½ ACRES AND EXCEPT A STRIP OF 
LAND 50.0 FEET WIDE MEASURED ON THE WEST LINE LYING SOUTH OF AND ADJOINING THE NORTH 3 ½ ACRES 
OF SAID BLOCK 7) IN HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST  QUARTER OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD 
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, (EXCEPT THE SOUTH 68 FEET WEST OF ROAD) ALL IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; AND 

LOT 1 IN BOUCHERS CONSOLIDATION SAID CONSOLIDATION BEING A RESUBDIVISION OF PART OF BLOCK 3 IN 
HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN (RECORDED MARCH 14, 1888 AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 932154) AND 
ALSO OF LOTS 1 TO 4 TOGETHER WITH VACATED PRAIRIE COURT IN BOUCHER GARDEN COURTS (RECORDED 
OCTOBER 15, 1957 AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 17038892) ALL OF SAID PREMISES BEING IN THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE 
THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT OF SAID CONSOLIDATION RECORDED APRIL 5, 1961 AS 
DOCUMENT NUMBER 18127682, ALL IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; AND 

ALL OF PRAIRIE STREET (EXCEPT THE NORTH 19 FEET OF THE EAST 81 FEET OF THE NORTH HALF THEREOF) IN 
THE VILLAGE OF GLENVIEW, ILLINOIS. LYING WEST OF THE EAST LINE OF LOT 2 EXTENDED SOUTH AND LYING 
EAST OF THE WEST LINE OF LOT 3 EXTENDED SOUTH IN HAUT'S SUBDIVISION OF PART OF BLOCK 7 IN 
HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN, A SUBDIVISION IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ALL IN 
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; AND 

THE NORTH 50 FEET (MEASURED ON THE WEST LINE) OF THAT PART OF BLOCK 7 LYING SOUTH OF THE 
NORTH 3 ½ ACRES OF SAID BLOCK 7 IN HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN, (HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED 
(EXCEPTING FROM SAID 50 FOOT STRIP THE EAST 17.0 FEET THEREOF AS MEASURED AT RIGHT ANGLES FROM 
THE WEST LINE OF THE ORIGINAL WAUKEGAN ROAD AND EXCEPTING FROM SAID 50 FOOT STRIP THAT PART 
THEREOF DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID 50 FOOT 
STRIP WITH THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID BLOCK; THENCE WEST ON SAID SOUTH LINE TO A POINT 62 FEET 
WEST OF THE WESTERLY LINE OF ORIGINAL WAUKEGAN ROAD; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY PARALLEL WITH 
SAID WESTERLY LINE OF ROAD, 21 FEET; THENCE EAST TO A POINT IN THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID BLOCK, 21 



 
 

FEET (MEASURED ON SAID EASTERLY LINE) NORTHERLY OF THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTHERLY 
ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID BLOCK, 21 TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING AND EXCEPTING FROM THE SAID 50 
FOOT STRIP THAT PART THEREOF LYING WEST OF THE EAST LINE OF LOT 4 (AS EXTENDED SOUTH) IN HAUT'S 
SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE NORTH 3 ½, ACRES OF BLOCK 7 IN SAID HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN, 
SAID HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN BEING A SUBDIVISION OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE 
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL 
MERIDIAN, (EXCEPT THE SOUTH 68 FEET OF THAT PART OF SAID QUARTER SECTION. LYING WEST OF 
WAUKEGAN ROAD) IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; AND, 

THAT PART OF BLOCK 7 IN HUTCHING’S ADDTION TO OAK GLEN, A SUBDIVISION OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 35 TOWNSHIP NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE 
THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, (EXCEPT THE SOUTH 68 FEET OF THAT PART OF SAID QUARTER SECTION LYING 
WEST OF WAUKEGAN ROAD) DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE WEST LINE 
OF WAUKEGAN ROAD WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH 50 FEET (MEASURED ON THE WEST LINE OF 
BLOCK 7) OF THAT PART OF BLOCK 7 AFORESAID LYING SOUTH OF THE NORTH 3 ½ ACRES OF SAID BLOCK 7 
RUNNING THENCE WEST ON THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID 50 FOOT STRIP 62 FEET; THENCE NORTHERLY PARALLEL 
WITH THE WEST LINE OF WAUKEGAN ROAD, 21 FEET; THENCE EAST 62 FEET TO THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID 
WAUKEGAN ROAD; THENCE SOUTHERLY ON THE WESTERLY LINE OF WAUKEGAN ROAD, 21 FEET TO THE 
POINT OF BEGINNING IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE EAST 17 FEET OF SAID LAND 
AS CONVEYED TO THE STATE OF ILLINOIS FOR USE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND BUILDINGS 
BY DEED DATED AUGUST 11, 1965 AND RECORDED AUGUST 18, 1965 IN THE RECORDER'S OFFICE OF COOK 
COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 19562008, ALL IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 

 
All persons interested should attend and will be given an opportunity to be heard.  Please contact Jeff 
Brady at (847) 904-4306 with any questions or concerns. 
 

Glenview Plan Commission 
Steven K. Bucklin, Chairman 

 
ATTEST: 
Jeff Brady, AICP 
Director of Planning 
Publication Date: June 20, 2013 



M E M O R A N D U M  
 

Crystal Lake Office 
8678 Ridgefield Road 

Crystal Lake, IL  60012 
Phone:  815.459.1260 

Fax:  815.455.0450 
 

Corporate Website: www.baxterwoodman.com   e-mail:info@baxterwoodman.com 

 
DATE: July 17, 2013 
 
TO: Anthony Repp 
 
FROM: Bill Blecke 
 
SUBJECT: Glenview – Heinen’s Fine Foods, 1020 Waukegan Road 
 
 
Tony: 
 
The following are our comments on the Preliminary Engineering Plans and the Preliminary 
Stormwater Management Summary both dated July 2, 2013 and prepared by Manhard 
Consulting Ltd. It should be noted that none of the comments that follow would prevent this 
project from proceeding to final engineering.  Our comments on the preliminary engineering are 
as follows: 
 
Stormwater Management: 
 
The Preliminary Stormwater Management Summary is satisfactory at this point and includes the 
design to mitigate floodplain compensatory storage in the northwest corner of the proposed 
parking lot.  Village of Glenview floodplain ordinance standards will be complied with.  
 
The proposed subsurface detention vault will need to be detailed and signed and sealed by a 
licensed structural engineer in the State of Illinois. 
 
Water Main: 
 
The proposed water main is shown to be continued offsite to the south and a reference is made 
to plans by Daniel Creaney.  Those plans will be required to be submitted? 
 
Final engineering plans will include the water main connection to the building.  It should be noted 
that fire suppression and potable water connections are to be external and separately valved in 
accordance with engineering standard requirements.  All fire hydrant locations will be reviewed 
for compliance with final engineering; however it appears that an additional hydrant will be 
needed on the west side of the building. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
Traffic Issues: 
 
None are reported here as traffic issues are reviewed by BENES. 
 
 
 
Outside Agency Permits Required:  
 

• MWRD 
• IDOT 
• IEPA 

 
 
Bill Blecke 

 
 

If enclosures are not as noted, please notify us at once. 
Filepath:  C:\Users\arepp\Desktop\Prelim plan rev memo 7-17-13.doc 

















 
 

P2013-050 
Ordinance granting approval of  Conditional Use, Final Site 
Plan Review, and Preliminary Subdivision Approval for 
Heinen’s Fine Foods at 1020 Waukegan Road and Final Site 
Plan Review for Shoppers Row at 1700-1750 Glenview Road  
09/03/13 

 
ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

 
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING APPROVAL CONDITIONAL USE, FINAL SITE PLAN REVIEW,  

AND PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION APPROVALS 
 

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 applicant, Heinen’s Fine Foods, requested approval of Conditional Use, Final Site 

Plan Review, and Preliminary Subdivision Approval to allow an approximately 43,915 square foot 
grocery store with 138 customer parking stalls at grade and 80 employee roof top parking stalls at 1020 
Waukegan Road (the “Property”), and Final Site Plan Approval for the adjacent parking lot to the south 
of the grocery store and the access road to the north for Shoppers Row at 1700-1750 Glenview Road to 
allow for such improvements associated with the grocery store development; 

 
WHEREAS, a notice of public hearing concerning the question of an  Conditional Use was duly 

published on June 20, 2013 in the Glenview Announcements, a newspaper of general circulation in the 
Village, in accordance with the Glenview Zoning Ordinance; 

 
WHEREAS, public hearings were held by the Plan Commission on July 9, 2013 and July 23, 2013 

pursuant to the provisions of the aforesaid published notice, and all persons who desired to be heard 
were heard, including an opportunity given to all persons who desired to make objections thereto, and 
subsequently a recommendation was forwarded to the Glenview Board of Trustees;  

 
WHEREAS, a final site plan review pursuant to the criteria of Chapter 54, Article IV of the 

Glenview Municipal Code (the “Code”) was conducted by the Plan Commission on the aforementioned 
meeting dates and times, 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 approval of Conditional Use, Final Site Plan Review, 
and Preliminary Subdivision, 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 recitals 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:  The approvals as described in Sections 3 and 4 below are hereby granted to the 

Property, legally described as: 
 
BLOCK 7 (EXCEPT THE SOUTH 94 FEET THEREOF AND EXCEPT THAT PART OF THE NORTH 40 FEET OF THE 
SOUTH 134 FEET THEREOF LYING WEST OF THE EAST 200 FEET AS MEASURED FROM THE EAST LINE OF SAID 
BLOCK 7 (CENTER LINE OF WAUKEGAN ROAD) AND EXCEPT THE NORTH 3 ½ ACRES AND EXCEPT A STRIP OF 
LAND 50.0 FEET WIDE MEASURED ON THE WEST LINE LYING SOUTH OF AND ADJOINING THE NORTH 3 ½ ACRES 
OF SAID BLOCK 7) IN HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST  QUARTER OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD 
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, (EXCEPT THE SOUTH 68 FEET WEST OF ROAD) ALL IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; AND 
LOT 1 IN BOUCHERS CONSOLIDATION SAID CONSOLIDATION BEING A RESUBDIVISION OF PART OF BLOCK 3 IN 
HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN (RECORDED MARCH 14, 1888 AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 932154) AND 
ALSO OF LOTS 1 TO 4 TOGETHER WITH VACATED PRAIRIE COURT IN BOUCHER GARDEN COURTS (RECORDED 
OCTOBER 15, 1957 AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 17038892) ALL OF SAID PREMISES BEING IN THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE 
THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT OF SAID CONSOLIDATION RECORDED APRIL 5, 1961 AS 
DOCUMENT NUMBER 18127682, ALL IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; AND 
 
ALL OF PRAIRIE STREET (EXCEPT THE NORTH 19 FEET OF THE EAST 81 FEET OF THE NORTH HALF THEREOF) IN 
THE VILLAGE OF GLENVIEW, ILLINOIS. LYING WEST OF THE EAST LINE OF LOT 2 EXTENDED SOUTH AND LYING 
EAST OF THE WEST LINE OF LOT 3 EXTENDED SOUTH IN HAUT'S SUBDIVISION OF PART OF BLOCK 7 IN 
HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN, A SUBDIVISION IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ALL IN 
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; AND 
 
THE NORTH 50 FEET (MEASURED ON THE WEST LINE) OF THAT PART OF BLOCK 7 LYING SOUTH OF THE 
NORTH 3 ½ ACRES OF SAID BLOCK 7 IN HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN, (HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED 
(EXCEPTING FROM SAID 50 FOOT STRIP THE EAST 17.0 FEET THEREOF AS MEASURED AT RIGHT ANGLES FROM 
THE WEST LINE OF THE ORIGINAL WAUKEGAN ROAD AND EXCEPTING FROM SAID 50 FOOT STRIP THAT PART 
THEREOF DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID 50 FOOT 
STRIP WITH THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID BLOCK; THENCE WEST ON SAID SOUTH LINE TO A POINT 62 FEET 
WEST OF THE WESTERLY LINE OF ORIGINAL WAUKEGAN ROAD; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY PARALLEL WITH 
SAID WESTERLY LINE OF ROAD, 21 FEET; THENCE EAST TO A POINT IN THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID BLOCK, 21 
FEET (MEASURED ON SAID EASTERLY LINE) NORTHERLY OF THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTHERLY 
ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID BLOCK, 21 TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING AND EXCEPTING FROM THE SAID 50 
FOOT STRIP THAT PART THEREOF LYING WEST OF THE EAST LINE OF LOT 4 (AS EXTENDED SOUTH) IN HAUT'S 
SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE NORTH 3 ½, ACRES OF BLOCK 7 IN SAID HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN, 
SAID HUTCHING'S ADDITION TO OAK GLEN BEING A SUBDIVISION OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE 
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL 
MERIDIAN, (EXCEPT THE SOUTH 68 FEET OF THAT PART OF SAID QUARTER SECTION. LYING WEST OF 
WAUKEGAN ROAD) IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; AND, 
 
THAT PART OF BLOCK 7 IN HUTCHING’S ADDTION TO OAK GLEN, A SUBDIVISION OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 35 TOWNSHIP NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE 
THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, (EXCEPT THE SOUTH 68 FEET OF THAT PART OF SAID QUARTER SECTION LYING 
WEST OF WAUKEGAN ROAD) DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE WEST LINE 
OF WAUKEGAN ROAD WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH 50 FEET (MEASURED ON THE WEST LINE OF 
BLOCK 7) OF THAT PART OF BLOCK 7 AFORESAID LYING SOUTH OF THE NORTH 3 ½ ACRES OF SAID BLOCK 7 
RUNNING THENCE WEST ON THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID 50 FOOT STRIP 62 FEET; THENCE NORTHERLY PARALLEL 



 
 

WITH THE WEST LINE OF WAUKEGAN ROAD, 21 FEET; THENCE EAST 62 FEET TO THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID 
WAUKEGAN ROAD; THENCE SOUTHERLY ON THE WESTERLY LINE OF WAUKEGAN ROAD, 21 FEET TO THE 
POINT OF BEGINNING IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE EAST 17 FEET OF SAID LAND 
AS CONVEYED TO THE STATE OF ILLINOIS FOR USE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND BUILDINGS 
BY DEED DATED AUGUST 11, 1965 AND RECORDED AUGUST 18, 1965 IN THE RECORDER'S OFFICE OF COOK 
COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 19562008, ALL IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 
 

Section 3: Final Site Plan Review and Preliminary Subdivision approval is granted for the 
subject property, in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 54, Article IV of the Code and 
subject to the following: 

1. Site Plan Exhibits prepared by Process Creative Solutions, Inc.: 
c. Site Plan (Sheet “SITE” – Dated 07/31/13) 
d. Second Floor Plans (Sheet SK21. 1 – Dated 08/13/13) 

2. Site Dimensional and Paving Plan (Sheet 4 of 16) prepared by Manhard Consulting, Ltd. and 
revised 08/13/13. 

3. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on July 9, 2013 and July 23, 2013; and 
associated revisions required by the Plan Commission. 

4. Final engineering approvals through the building permit process for the parcels and 
improvements comprising the development site. 

5. Preliminary Subdivision approval in accordance with the approved final site plan. 
6. Final Appearance Commission approval for any proposed signage, landscaping, and lighting 

is required which may include the review and approval of any documents referenced during 
the Plan Commission’s review. 

 
Section 4:   Conditional Use in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 98, Article II, 

Section 98-50(a)(13) and Article XII (Downtown Development Code) of the Code to allow a retail use 
comprised of greater than 5,000 square feet in the D-D Downtown Development District, subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. There shall be no outdoor displays or attention-getting devices on the premises. 
2. The petitioner shall be in receipt of a building permit within twelve (12) months following 

the adoption of said ordinance, or the conditional use will lapse. 
3. If the conditional use is abandoned or discontinued for more than three (3) months, without 

substantial attempt to resume such use, the conditional use shall be rescinded. 
 

Section 5: Final Site Plan Review and Preliminary Subdivision approval is granted for 1700-
1750 Glenview Road (Shoppers Row), in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 54, Article IV of 
the Code and subject to the following: 

1. Site Plan Exhibit prepared by Daniel Creaney Company entitled Shoppers Row Parking 
Reconfiguration, dated 05/02/13. 

2. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on July 9, 2013 and July 23, 2013; and 
associated revisions required by the Plan Commission. 

3. Final engineering approvals through the building permit process for the parcels and 
improvements comprising the development site. 

4. Final Appearance Commission approval for any proposed signage, landscaping, and lighting is 
required which may include the review and approval of any documents referenced during the 
Plan Commission’s review. 

 



 
 

Section 6:   Appropriate notice shall be taken in the Office of the Director of Planning and 
Economic Development and any other affected departments of the Village of the conditional use hereby 
authorized and suitable records shall be maintained to guarantee such conditional use of the premises 
heretofore described.  
 

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 _____________, 2013. 
 

AYES:           
 

NAYS:           
 

ABSENT:           
 
 
 
 

APPROVED by me this ____ day of _____________, 2013. 
 

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

 
 
ATTESTED and FILED in my office the 
____ day of ________________, 2013. 
 
       
Todd Hileman, Village Clerk of the 
Village of Glenview, Cook County, Illinois 
  



 
 

 
Excerpt from Draft Minutes of 07/09/2013 Plan Commission Meeting 
 
P2013-050 1020 Waukegan Road – Heinen’s Fine Foods (Public Hearing) 
Chairman Bucklin reviewed what the applicant is proposing, stating that this used to be a 
former Dominick’s site on Waukegan and Glenview Road. He welcomed Heinen’s Foods to the 
Village, noting that the site has been empty for a long time.  Mr. Brady provided a brief 
description of the case, saying it is for conditional use, final site plan review and preliminary 
subdivision for address.  An aerial shot was shown from GIS showing the former building on the 
site which showed the property lines being fairly easy to see.  It runs along the south side of a 
funeral home’s parking lot, the eastern property line is Waukegan Road and the southern 
property line is the edge of the building, which is the Glenview liquor store. There is no access 
to those parking stalls in that area as they won’t exist in the future.  The site has an unusual 
property line on the western side. The applicant is looking for consideration for conditional use, 
final site plan review, preliminary subdivision approval and ZBA and final site review by the 
Appearance Commission.  The lower left hand corner shows what the site looks like as it exists 
today.  The previous building has been demolished and the embankment has been cleared.  The 
Natural Resource Commission is reviewing the landscaping proposal.   
 
Two options were included; the third was just leaving the old grocery store there.  
Commissioner Ruter noticed that the store is shown at 23,000’ square feet, but the proposal is 
different. He wanted to know if the drawing is accurate. Mr. Brady explained that the drawing 
was simply one of the alternate concepts, so it was one of many ways of developing the site.  
He also explained that as part of the purchase of the site, the Village was looking for another 
grocer user to occupy the site. He reviewed the ten-year Lease Agreement terms.  He stated 
that the applicant will build a new grocery store on the site with a ten-year covenant, and at the 
conclusion there is an opportunity for Heinen’s to purchase the site. Other items relate to who 
has to do what with improvements to the site.   
 
Mr. Brady next reviewed the Easement Agreement and explained that is why the Village is 
proposing modifications to the site.  Commissioner Fallon asked how Glenview Liquors feels 
about this situation, since anyone coming from the west needs to go around the block and it is 
fairly complicated. Mr. Brady stated that the only other way to get there coming from a 
different location would be going through the parking lot and going out to Waukegan Road and 
coming in.  As far as the liquor store, the parking is not on their property.  Commissioner Ruter 
inquired about how many square feet the Leasing Agreement indicates.  Mr. Brady responded 
that the minimum size that had to be built was a 35,000’ square feet grocery store, and there 
was just an error in the PowerPoints. It should say “up to AT LEAST a 35,000’ square feet…” 
 
Mr. Brady then showed site plan with new access which is a right-in only off Waukegan Road to 
the existing diagonal spots. Delivery vehicles could still back up to do deliveries and garbage 
trucks could enter. There are four additional spaces adjacent to the building, and there is two-
way access in front of the service locations.  The proposal of the sign is raising the height so 
there are three tenants on Shoppers Row in addition to Heinen’s. The street and driveway 



 
 

landscaping design includes additional on-street public parking.  There is one way in and one 
way out and parking is funneled to the rear of the site.  The entrance is on the northern side of 
the property, and the striping allows them to consolidate the parking in a drive aisle 
configuration.  Going further south is access to the Shoppers Row site.  The curb cut allows 
truck turning.  The landscape plan was included in the packet and has some additional trees. 
Landscaping is included underneath the utility area. The Natural Resource Commission looked 
at the embankment, and what is being proposed is inclusion of nature trees in the packet.      
 
The architect for the project was present, Mr. Greg Ernst.  He briefly went through the 
elevations and updates to the design, stating the building is about 35’ feet tall. Their main 
design along Waukegan Road was to draw people more toward the north.  There are opaque 
walls that start to open up more and draw people to the corner. As you turn the corner, the 
north entry is not facing anything per say. To generate more interest they introduced height 
with a canopy and tower.  All of the north façade and most of the west façade is modular face 
brick. Since they gave elevations they’ve continued to develop it and introduce some 
architectural sandstone along the base and started to emphasize the entrance along the north 
façade.  For the most part, all of the public facing facades will be face brick. Where the ramp is 
and the service bays are will be stamped precast panels.   
 
Commissioner Ruter was surprised at how plain the west and south elevations look. Mr. Ernest 
stated that both elevations are very visible as you go down Glenview Road. Chairman Bucklin 
thought they looked a little different from the plans the Commission saw in their packets and 
asked for an explanation of the differences.  Mr. Ernst explained that for all elevations, the 
biggest difference is adding the vertical line and capstone element to help break up the rhythm 
a little more.  He agreed it works along Waukegan, but it wasn’t terribly dynamic and they knew 
they wanted sconces in that location but needed another vertical element. The other difference 
is the old elevations had a row of three soldier courses. They decided to pull those out just to 
separate the building and because of the fact they had blank wall along Waukegan. They 
started to play around with patterning of brick colors to generate more fabric into that area.  At 
their Barrington location, they have a lot of patterning elements such as weaving that are 
overlaid on top of each other.  Commissioner Witt stated that the south elevation appears to be 
hundreds of feet of solid brick with no interest at all.  She thinks they should have some 
architectural interest along the west elevation since people will be parking there.   
 
Commissioner Igleski thought the main entrance was at the northeast corner where the two 
sided glass element is and it’s not, but he understands why it is not since they are catering to 
the parking lot.  He believes the pedestrians are being ignored, as they are walking more than 
halfway west before they get to the entrance.  He would like to think the building is being built 
for pedestrians they hope to see in the downtown area as well as those who need to drive. He 
asked if there can be two corner entries along the north façade rather than one central one to 
cater to pedestrian traffic. That would also help the west façade in his opinion. He realizes it is a 
difficult site and it seems that northeast corner is being ignored. He agrees about the expansive 
solid masonry, but feels there are other things that could be done to break up the solid wall. He 



 
 

is more concerned about the west and the prominent view of the back of the grocery store 
which isn’t typically very attractive. 
 
Commissioner Dickson proposed flipping the plan so the north would go south. She said the 
applicant may consider the back of the Shoppers Row to be an alley, but it is something people 
use very consistently to get into all those businesses. She suggested taking some of that extra 
circulation and extra ingress and egress to give those businesses a proper store front which 
would provide a front for the grocery store as well.  She knows IDOT will have an opinion but 
feels uncomfortable with that northern elevation being the entrance. If they flip it, she thinks 
they get all the loading and trash at the further most remote point of the customer traffic.  She 
pointed out there is no back on Shoppers Row, and that the Village residents use the front and 
back equally.  Mr. Ernst was concerned about where people would park if it were flipped. 
Commissioner Dickson noted that they exceed the required parking by almost 50%.  The Village 
Code requires 136 and they have 219 total. Mr. Brady said that it goes back to the lease 
agreement. When the Village was working with Heinen’s to layout a site design, Heinen’s was 
willing to come to the site if there were certain parameters that could be met, one being they 
wanted 136 surface parking stalls for their employees.  They are over parked because they are 
parked in accordance as to how their business is run as opposed as how the code is.  Mr. Brady 
stated that with IDOT allowing for access to the site in the downtown revitalization plan, the 
access was as far north as the Village could get it and it was in the hopes of having a mid block 
connection. If it were to be moved, the main access into the site would occur at that location, 
and there cannot be a dedicated left-hand turn lane into the site.  He agrees this is a primary 
access point for people because of the fact they are using this parking lot. Mr. Brady noted that 
the Village gets continual complaints when it double loads any retail stores about where the 
retailers keep their inventory. If the Village is trying to encourage pedestrians using the front 
door, flipping it and having everyone access the rear door gets away from the pedestrian 
activity on the street.  The focus on working out the lease agreement was to have the most 
advantage access point to the site. Commissioner Dickson agrees with the other Commissioners 
that not enough attention is being placed on the pedestrian. The approach sequence for people 
going to the store is not very pleasant.  It will be difficult if coming from the south on Waukegan 
Road and from the east on Glenview Road. She is not convinced they have to have the front 
door at the back of the building and expressed concerns about the elderly and those with 
children lining up. Commissioner Dickson thinks the only thing the Village is getting now that is 
good urban design is that the building is up to the Waukegan Road edge. After that it is falling 
apart.  Mr. Brady stated that a 5’ feet curb edge walk currently exists and that what the code 
states is to have a parkway and a sidewalk section.  The sidewalk was widened out to be 6’ feet 
and they purposely moved the building to the west to allow for additional landscaping.  
Chairman Bucklin said he agrees with the comments referencing the south wall, and feels they 
have to do something to eliminate the look of a long wall. Commissioner Bucklin then asked if 
there were any other comments about the building itself.  Commissioner Ruter stated that he 
supports Commissioner Dickson’s idea of switching it around.   
 
The next item discussed were the parking lots. Commissioner Igleski stated he is uncomfortable 
deviating so dramatically from the ordinance regarding landscape.  This combined with the 



 
 

rooftop parking is a lot of impervious lot coverage with very little green.  He then asked about 
the left turn out onto Waukegan since it can be a tough turn at certain times of day.  He asked if 
a traffic study had been done. Mr. Ernst stated it had not and that they will stack four cars 
safely as far as getting to the right turn lane. Commissioner Igleski is concerned about 5:00 p.m. 
and all the left turners and what that might do to circulation.   
 
Commissioner Fallon expressed concerns about there not being a location for dropping off and 
picking up people. He then inquired about a valet service.  He also commented on impervious 
and wanted to know if the petitioner had looked at swales and asphalt or pervious concrete.  
Mr. Ernst said they have been looking at that and have a large detention basin right in the 
middle of the parking lot.  With the system they have now with all water drifting into that 
detention basin, any surface oils and greases will get collected and put into that tank.  After a 
while it does collect and they are looking into the best solution for cleaning it out.  As for the 
valet, Mr. Ernest stated that some of their stores have parcel pickup, and they work great 
where there’s a lot of land and circulation around the building. The challenge here is for a way 
to pay homage to the urban site. They shuffled things around to get as many windows facing 
Waukegan as possible. They want to honor pedestrian traffic, but the reality is they don’t see a 
lot of pedestrian traffic out there right now, as Waukegan is pretty intimidating for pedestrians.  
What they are proposing here will make a huge improvement but the vast majority of their 
traffic will be vehicle traffic.  As much as they want to have pedestrians, they will be driving.  
They are really are concerned about the customer and it behooves them to have as many 
parking places as possible, particular around the holidays.  He stated they are not anti-tree; 
however, everything is about balance and compromise. They tried to hide all of the opaque 
things that support their store and put them up against Shoppers Row to use the big wall that 
was there. The area to the west or to the back is a blank wall admittedly, but they have used 
every other wall to put windows in and ran out of walls to put windows. It’s a very challenging 
site and if they wanted to build a smaller store and under serve the community, that could be 
done. Commissioner Dickson commented that more trees are better for keeping cars cooler in 
warm weather.  She would rather see more landscaping in the back of the lot rather than along 
the northern edge of the property line shed.  That could be used to screen the western face and 
the extra space could be used to create a drop-off for people to pull over.  Commissioner 
Dickson suggested sprinkling trees in the northern part of the parking lot and eliminating some 
parking spots.  Commissioner Fallon proposed placing them by the handicapped spaces and 
hiding the big wall.  Commissioner Dickson said she wants the easement to be very shaded.  
Chairman Bucklin commented that the Natural Resource Commission is looking for grants for 
beautifying the riverbank. He asked if there is going to be some real improvements for this 
project along the riverbank any time in near future. Mr. Brady responded that the goal is to 
obtain those funds and do in conjunction with improvements planned for Heinen’s.   
 
Chairman Bucklin agrees most traffic will come from vehicles, but that the units to the west and 
33 to the north will change the pedestrian traffic.  He would like to see something to spur 
potential growth. Mr. Ernst stated that there is nothing precluding a Heinen’s associate from 
bringing out a shopper’s cart. In Barrington they assist customers all the time.  The point of the 
north entry is to strike a balance between the pedestrian and parking. Commissioner Ruter 



 
 

suggested a possible idea for the south elevation would be to create some sort of valet station 
so people would know where to go to meet the store associate.  He noted that Waukegan Road 
is daunting and problematic, but because of that this grocery store is unique in Glenview since 
people can walk there. It’s the only grocery store located among so many homes and that 
enables people to choose to walk.  He pointed out that there are also numerous middle 
schoolers who ride bikes around Glenview, so a place for bicycle racks would be a good 
addition.  
 
Mr. Ernst asked if the main issue is that the entrance is all the way on the north side.  He 
wanted to know if this would not become such an issue if it was a nicer experience   
Commissioner Witt said they should not underestimate traffic coming in off of Glenview Road 
since it is much easier to get in there.  She said that what they are doing now is going to the 
back of the store.  Mr. Ernst said they walked down Waukegan and feel that one of the great 
opportunities would be to create some kind of boardwalk to hug the back of that curb about 4’ 
or 5’ feet wide up on posts to get people off of Glenview and get them to a point where they 
could walk up.  The Commission liked that idea.  Mr. Brady stated that was a concept that 
Natural Resources also looked at for a downtown revitalization plan, and the Village can 
continue to look at how that can become feasible by putting a path along the river there. 
 
Mr. Ernst addressed illumination and reported they are still going through studies and have 
recalculated initially.  In the report it states they are going with 18’ feet poles, but they came 
back with a proposal of 20’ feet poles and are now back to 18’ feet poles. They still need a 
variance for it since it’s within 100’ feet of the apartment building.  Essentially they are using a 
circular fixture with 100% cutoff.  They also need a variance because base pole will be in the 
parking spot itself.  They are in the middle of making an adjustment and are having some 
challenges there. Commission Dickson wanted to know if the 14’ foot pole is in the lease 
agreement. Mr. Brady stated that wasn’t called out when the lighting modifications were done 
a few years ago.  In the downtown district, there is a 100’ feet requirement when adjacent to 
residential where lights have to be 14’ feet tall.  The previous Dominick’s had much taller lights 
at almost 30 feet.  Under the new requirements, 100’ feet is the requirement so they’d be 
requesting a variation for that.  Commissioner Fallon comments that he has never seen any 
project with 20 variances on it before and asked if a lot of those items are because of the Lease 
Agreement.  Mr. Brady explained it was because of the Lease Agreement and the downtown 
form based code was primarily for the mixed use buildings, so these issues are coming about 
with one large single user building. It’s not a rectangle site, but has so many different angles.  A 
lot of those unusual circumstances that occur were meant for mixed use development for more 
traditional configurations. Mr. Brady explained why so many variances.  Commissioner Ruter 
asked if the Zoning Board will be reviewing these variances collectively or individually; Mr. 
Brady stated they will be done collectively. They could zero in on some and there could be 
additional compromises. Commissioner Dickson was wondering why this isn’t a PUD. Mr. Brady 
said that was discussed and under the DD, if all variations were granted based upon the review 
between the two Commissioners they would all be legal conforming.  If there were any 
modifications to occur, they wouldn’t have to go through Plan Development.  
 



 
 

Chairman Bucklin asked if anyone was present for the Public Hearing.  With no one present to 
speak, he closed the Public Hearing at 8:46 p.m.   
 
Commissioner Fallon stated this is great for the Village and wants it to be the best it can be.  
Commissioner Burton agreed that it is good for the Village. 
 
Commissioner Witt made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Ruter, to continue Case P2013-
050 to July 23, 2013. 
 

YEAS:  Commissioners Igleski, Ruter, Witt, Fallon, Burton, Dickson  
NAYS:  None 
ABSTAINED: None 

  



 
 

Excerpt from Draft Minutes of 07/23/2013 Plan Commission Meeting 
 
P2013-1020 1020 Waukegan Road – Heinen’s Fine Foods 
 
Chairman Bucklin commended the petitioner’s response to the requested changes made at the last 
Plan Commission meeting.  Mr. Brady summarized that the proposal is for a conditional use, final 
site plan review and preliminary subdivision approval and the public portion of the meeting is 
continued from the last Plan Commission meeting.  The petitioner is requesting to build a 43,915 
square foot grocery store with 138 customer parking stalls at grade and 80 employee roof top parking 
stalls.  Mr. Brady explained that while the Waukegan Road façade exhibits the storefront characteristics 
of the Downtown Code, the main entrance to the store would be located on the north side, closest to 
the customer parking.  The service area towards the rear of the site and the access road through the 
Shoppers Row site to Glenview Road has been specifically designed to accommodate truck-turning 
movements.  A one-way access drive and new curb cut from Waukegan is being included south of the 
new building for Shoppers Row tenants and customer parking.  The access across the Shoppers Row site 
and the parking on the Village parcel south of the new grocery store are being accommodated through 
an easement agreement between the two property owners.  Utilizing an aerial photo, he explained 
that the subject property is north of Glenview Road, west of Waukegan Road, riverbank and 
Shoppers Row.  The property was the previous Dominick’s (Safeway) location that had been vacant 
for several years.  The current tentative 2013 schedule was reviewed: 
 

 7/9   Plan Commission Meeting (Discussed and Continued)  
 7/17  Appearance Commission Meeting (Conceptual Approval)  
 7/23   Plan Commission Meeting  
 8/5   Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting 
 8/7   Preliminary Appearance Commission Meeting  
 8/13   Plan Commission Meeting (If necessary)  
 8/20   Village Board of Trustees First Consideration  
 9/3   Village Board of Trustees Second Consideration 

 
The Appearance Commission was supportive of the petitioner’s proposal.  Mr. Brady briefly 
touched on the proposal, easement and lease agreements: 
 



 
 

 
 
Of particular note, Mr. Brady outlined the changes in the petitioner’s proposed variances, which are 
a reflection of the petitioner’s appearance at the last Plan Commission meeting. 
 

Parcel Requested�Approvals 
Heinen’s Fine Foods 
(Village Parcel) 

Conditional Use 
Final Site Plan Review 
Preliminary Subdivision Approval 
Zoning Board of Appeals (separate) 
o Variances 

Appearance Commission (separate) 
o Building, landscaping, lighting, and signage 

Shoppers Row Final Site Plan Review 



 
 

 
 
Of the original 20 variances requested, the above chart reflects changes made by the petitioner.  Village 
Staff has categorized the changes as either unchanged, lessened or eliminated.  Site plans were shown 
for the previous plans, current plans and Shoppers Row.  The overall site plan was shown along side the 
current proposed site plan.  The drop off area in front of the proposed front door reflects Village Staff 
modifications based on feedback from the Village’s Traffic Consultant.   
 
Mr. Brady showed the larger sidewalk that runs through a new landscape island that includes trees 
in the parking lot.  This sidewalk has the ability to go out onto Glenview Road as well as the 
riverbank, which would be a more pedestrian-friendly way to get people to the grocery’s front door.  
The applicant has revised their original plans and included additional landscaping in the parking lot 
to include more shade trees.   
 
Village is working with it’s Engineering consultant to explore the feasibility and financial impact to 
get a path along the riverbank based on slopes, potential ADA accessibility, storm water 
compensatory storage, detention, etc.  Mr. Brady added that the riverbank area is the Village’s 
responsibility so work is ongoing to investigate all options on how the path could potentially work.  
The site plan also illustrated the connection to Shoppers Row, which formalizes the striping pattern 
that currently exists to the north.   The service area to the rear of the property would remain.  
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Delineation of a left & right turn was shown which allows tractor-trailers to turn and channels 
traffic to the service area. 
 
Heinen’s entranceway design was discussed at great deal.  Mr. Brady utilized the following 
rendering to illustrate Village Staff’s recommended changes (in red). 
 

 
 
Village Staff was concerned that the original proposal customers picking up and dropping off either 
groceries or customers in the loading lane.  Customers would need to cross 2 lanes of traffic to get 
to the sidewalk. Widening the drive aisle by 4-6 ft. was discussed as well as landscaping and a wider 
sidewalk in front of the store.  In relation to parking, it was noted that parking is also available on 
Waukegan Avenue. 
After much discussion, Chairman Bucklin asked the petitioner if they would incorporate Village 
Staff’s recommended design changes as relation to the aforementioned chart.  The petitioner, Mr. 
Bill Wells of Heinen’s, Inc. agreed that yes, they would incorporate Staff’s recommended 
improvements in the front of the building. 
 
Mr. Brady continued his presentation by showing the landscape plan and riverbank restoration 
plan.  In relation to the building elevations, he showed the new version that incorporates additional 
architectural designing on the Waukegan Road side of the building.  The Appearance Commission 
has reviewed the proposed signage and has granted conceptual approval.  The east elevation 
rendering showed the arched canopy, awnings, brick patterns and a metal trellis that is the same 
shape as the canopy and will offer interesting sun and shade shadows on the brick.  The west 
elevation (service area) also features the continued canopy and trellis.  The south elevation is 
where the precast starts and metal has been added, especially on the ramp going to the top of the 
building.  Mr. Brady continued to show renderings from different angles and the proposed floor 
plan for inside the store. 
 
The petitioner, Mr. Greg Ernst, Architect on the project discussed many of the revisions to the 
project in response to the Plan Commissions recommendations.  The Commissioners were 
supportive of the many changes and complimented Mr. Ernst on his hard work.  Mr. Ernst showed a 
slide illustrating the building’s topography with an angled railing which will help reduce the 



 
 

massive feel of the back of the building.  A bay has also been removed.  It was inquired if the front 
door could be moved to the corner of the building; Mr. Ernst replied that no, this was not an option 
for Heinen’s.  In relation to the floor plan, it was inquired if there could be a recess on the south 
elevation; Mr. Ernst replied that it would be a possibility.  The emergency door swinging out on the 
sidewalk was briefly mentioned, however in an emergency, this would not be an issue. 
 
The Commissioners addressed both pedestrian and vehicle access from the west, adding that some 
sort of pedestrian experience/building entrance along the river would be pleasing.  It would also 
improve the experience accessing the site through Shoppers Row to the west.  It was inquired if a 
door would be included in the dining area.  Mr. Ernst replied that several scenarios have been 
explored for this area and in order to engage the public more, a walled off café has been placed on 
the first floor in the corner because it is in a prominent location, but it would not include a door.  
They are also toying with the possibility of adding fencing around the outside patio.  The 
Commissioners also again confirmed that plenty of space existed on the sidewalk for several 
shoppers.  They also confirmed the location of handicapped parking spaces. 
 
Chairman Bucklin opened the public portion of the meeting.  No one spoke so he 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 98, Article II   of the Municipal Code, in the case of P2013-050, Heinen’s 
at 1020 Waukegan   Road and the associated Shoppers Row improvements at 
1700-1750 Glenview   Road, the Plan Commission recommend the Village Board 
of Trustees grant   approval subject to the following conditions:   

 
1020 Waukegan Road 
F. Final Site Plan Review approval in accordance with the following: 

4. Site Plan Exhibits prepared by Process Creative Solutions, Inc. 
and dated 07/17/13: 

e. Site Plan (Sheet “SITE”) 
f. Second Floor Plans (Sheet SK21.1) 

5. Site Dimensional and Paving Plan (Sheet 2 of 4) prepared by 
Manhard Consulting, Ltd. and dated 07/19/13. 

6. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on July 9, 2013 
and July 23, 2013; and associated revisions required by the Plan 
Commission. 

 
G. Conditional Use approval is granted for the subject property, in 

accordance with the provisions of Chapter 98, Article II, Section 98-
50(a)(13) and Article XII, Downtown Development Code of the Glenview 
Municipal Code to allow a retail use comprised of greater than 5,000 
square feet in the D-D Downtown Development District, subject to the 
following conditions: 

4. There shall be no outdoor displays or attention-getting devices 
on the premises. 

5. The petitioner shall be in receipt of a building permit within 
twelve (12) months following the adoption of said ordinance, or 
the conditional use will lapse. 



 
 

6. If the conditional use is abandoned or discontinued for more 
than three (3) months, without substantial attempt to resume 
such use, the conditional use shall be rescinded. 

 
H. Preliminary Subdivision approval in accordance with the approved final 

site plan. 
 

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

J. Final Appearance approval of any proposed building, signage, 
landscaping, and lighting, and the granting of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness prior to construction. 

 
1700-1750 Glenview Road 
C. Final Site Plan Review approval in accordance with the following:  

3. Site Plan Exhibit prepared by Daniel Creaney Company entitled 
Shoppers Row Parking Reconfiguration, dated 05/02/13. 

4. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on July 9, 2013 
and July 23, 2013; and associated revisions required by the Plan 
Commission. 

 
D. Final Appearance approval of any proposed building, signage, 

landscaping, and lighting, and the granting of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness prior to construction. 

 
 Commissioner Dickson seconded the motion. 
 

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

 ABSTAIN: None 
 
  



 
 

Excerpt from Draft Minutes of 07/17/2013 Appearance Commission Meeting 
 
A2013-089  1020 Waukegan Rd – Heinen’s Fine Foods 

- Architecture, Lighting, Landscaping, and Signage 
Greg Ernst, Architect, and Bill Wells, with Heinen’s Inc., were present to petition for the 
Heinen’s Fine Foods proposal.  Petitioner thanked the AC for hearing the case.  Mr. Brady 
presented an overview of the proposal.  He mentioned the location and showed photos of the site 
and elevations via power point.  He stated that the site was presented to the PC on July 9, 2013.  
Comments made by the PC were related to the parking lot and the addition of landscaping 
around the lot, building, and the river bank.  Also, there was concern for vehicle circulation, 
potential drop off/pick up areas, and increasing pedestrian access from Glenview Road.  
Comments were also made regarding the architecture, such as:  breaking up blank wall along 
Waukegan Rd., the SE corner adjacent to Shoppers Row, and the L-section adjacent to the 
parking lot (rear of site).    .   
 
Continuing, Mr. Brady referenced the river bank plan included in the commissioners’ packet that 
included natural landscape material and five (5) trees.  Sample material was also included.  
However, the Natural Resource Commission had proposed the concept of introducing more 
native landscape materials and river bank stabilization.  Also, to add some riffle ponds and items 
of that nature within the river to increase the oxidation.  Based on NRC and PC comments, 
applicant has added:   

 Additional landscaping along the river bank 
 Pathway from front door thru parking lot to river bank 
 River improvements along river bank are village responsibility and village was 

working to increase landscaping in terms of shade trees and inclusion of potential 
path to Glenview Road  

 Parkway along Waukegan Rd was compliant with DT Code 
 Required streetscape improvements were made 
 Revised curb cut for one way in and left and right out of site proposed on north 

portion; south of site has one way to west for right in only (access point to Shoppers 
Row) 

 Angled parking B was pointed out and was Glenview property easement for parking 
for Shoppers Row and five (5) spots at the SW corner of Heinen’s development 
would be available for Shoppers Row, employees and owner parking  

 West reconfiguration of access has wider drive aisle with left and right out and allows 
for Heinen’s truck traffic from Glenview Road to service area / loading docks and 
local deliveries to the 3rd loading area at the north of the site.   

 
Mr. Brady pointed out that the applicant was requesting several variations related to the form 
base code.  Such as: 

 Requirement of fenestration on all four sides.   
 Parking requirements as part of the lease agreement with the village. 
 Number of surface stalls provided for site limited amount of landscaping required per 

code.   
o Applicant has provided entire landscape row and added more landscape islands at 

ends that increased entire parking lot tree requirement 



 
 

 Variation requests were requested for setback requirements due to odd configuration of 
the lot 

 Interior store layout was shown for understanding of variation requests for blank wall  
o Required cooler space or internal prep space, for example, limits fenestration  

 Main door was oriented to north along Waukegan  
 Not able to work out man door as required 
 Significant drop from main road to river resulting in finished floor for grocery store at 

Waukegan lot line being several feet below grade. 
 Rooftop parking for employee parking only  
 Second floor is office area 

Since Plan Commission review, revisions made were: 
 Additional bank of windows added to Waukegan Road elevation to break up three panel 

sections on southern section of building  
 Main elevation with front door element and revised canopies 
 Second story space for office and employee  

 
Mr. Brady presented the ramp and architectural details.  He pointed out that the revised 
landscape plan was not specific and applicant would return at a later date with some revisions.  
Lighting plan includes Sternberg fixtures at 18 foot height, different rooftop fixtures, and 
photometric were submitted.  Mr. Brady stated that the revision to the code requires 14 foot light 
poles adjacent to residential and revised lighting would be submitted at a later date.   
 
Because schedule was compressed and applicant has been working to incorporate ideas discussed 
at the PC, staff and applicant feel that plans are likely to change and AC should consider review 
tonight to be conceptual with comments to be taken into consideration.  Applicant would return 
at the August 7th meeting for preliminary approval of revised plans that have continuity of all 
plans.  
 
In response to Chairman McJilton, petitioner stated that the roof top parking would be employee 
only and not open to the public.  He also added that the building would be erected with precast 
concrete panels and that ¾’s of the building would have face brick over the panels.  Petitioner 
stated that stamped panels appearing as masonry would be installed along the ramp/south side 
and along the west side where docks are located.   
 
Questions and comments regarding the architecture were: 

 Commissioner Demsky commented that overall the building was interesting and 
confirmed that the masonry pieces would be individual.  He added that he liked the way 
the different heights were broken up and felt that the building was nicely designed.   

 Commissioner Hebson commented that he liked the building, but he was concerned about 
the south elevation and would like to see it broken up a bit.  He felt that this elevation 
was very visible at a main intersection of the downtown Glenview.   

o Petitioner stated that the building would be obscured somewhat and that only a 
portion of the west and south façade would be seen.   

 Commissioner Demsky commented on the man door at the south end of the east 
elevation. 

o Petitioner would consider recessing it or moving it to the south side of the area 



 
 

 Commissioner Reynolds clarified with petitioner that the canopy was changed because 
initially it appeared boxy.  It was felt that the curve or barrel roof softens the building 
appearance.   

 Awnings would be cloth and possibly in a green color 
 Building was moved to the street for pedestrian and vehicle attraction.   
 Commissioner Reynolds was in agreement with Commissioner Hebson regarding the 

main S/SE corner to see if it could be reviewed and revised to add more interest.   
 Petitioner stated that the two sections of windows or two or three window banks are 

being reviewed.  The window bay was moved because customer service area was moved.  
The plan was still being reviewed and not yet finalized.   

 Chairman McJilton confirmed that the mechanicals would be on the roof over the dock 
area.  There would be a five (5) foot parapet wall and mechanicals would not be visible.  
Petitioner would submit sight studies for AC review. 

 
Regarding lighting, petitioner would submit lighting plan when finalized. 
 
Regarding landscaping, petitioner stated that the landscape plan was being updated and would 
submit when finalized.  Mr. Brady stated that the NRC plan was coming from the Village of 
Glenview.  Staff was working on modifications for the downtown district.   
 
Regarding signage, Mr. Brady asked for comments on the proposal with the six foot tall upper 
case letters and lower case letters with three (3) diamonds above it.  He stated that a two foot tall 
letter appeared too miniscule with the size of the canopy.  The six foot tall letter was appropriate 
for the size of the canopy.  Commissioners Hebson and Demsky felt that the proposed sign was 
scaled appropriately and the typeface was good for the façade.   
 
Commissioner Reynolds confirmed that the tagline would not be proposed for the building under 
discussion.  It was felt that it could be added in one of the middle glass sections.  Petitioner 
responded that if the tagline was worked in, it would be okay but that they were okay if it were 
not approved.  He added that Heinen’s was a grocery store and not a specialty store.  Mr. Brady 
stated that the sign would be halo illuminated.   
 
Regarding the parking lot lighting, Chairman McJilton asked petitioner to confirm the number of 
18 foot light poles.  Petitioner was not sure but was estimating at least ten (10) 18 foot poles, 
some double loaded and some with third arm.  A variance may be needed.   
 
Chairman McJilton confirmed that there were no issues to the property to north of the building 
under discussion.   
 
There were no other questions and Mr. Brady stated that staff recommended conceptual approval 
for building, lighting, landscaping and signage at this time.   
 
Commissioner Shaw moved in the matter of A2013-089, Heinen’s Fine Food, 1020 Waukegan 
Rd., that the Appearance Commission grant conceptual approval of the proposed building 
architecture, signage, landscaping, and lighting subject to discussion this evening.  
Commissioner Demsky seconded the motion.  Upon voice vote, motion carried 



 
 

Excerpt from Draft Minutes of 08/07/2013 Appearance Commission Meeting 
 
A2013-089 1020 Waukegan Road – Heinen’s Fine Foods 
Proposal:    Architecture, Signage, Lighting and Landscaping   
 
Mr. Rogers summarized the current zoning board and plan commission approval status for the 
subject property. Mr. Rogers also presented preliminary plans for architecture, landscaping, 
signage, and lighting. Of note, staff identified changes to the northwest and southeast building 
elevations, the addition of a landscape row in the parking lot and addition interior parking lot 
trees added by the applicant. Staff requested Appearance Commission review of two issues 
discussed by the Zoning Board of Appeals including potential line of sight concerns from 
Waukegan Road to vehicles atop the roof and whether four parking lot trees that cannot be 
accommodated should be required elsewhere on site. Chairman McJilton requested comments 
regarding the proposed building architecture. Commissioner Hebson expressed concerns about 
the southeast corner of the building and the lack of interest at this corner facing the intersection 
of Waukegan and Glenview Roads. Commissioner Demsky suggested modification to the south 
building elevation to better incorporate the stairwell into a more prominent building element.  
Greg Ernst, architect for the applicant, confirmed options would be presented at a later meeting 
including possible addition of spandrel glass or modifications consistent with Commissioner 
Demsky’s recommendation. Commissioner Hebson confirmed he would hope to see attention 
given to that elevation to ensure that the building would have a prominent presence facing the 
intersection. This presence could potentially include a wall sign. Staff confirmed that a wall sign 
would be permitted since the adjacent property was a commercial property and the applicant 
confirmed that Heinen’s would be interested in signage on the south elevation. Commissioner 
Shaw requested confirmation of the color of the proposed downspouts. Mr. Ernst confirmed that 
the intended color would be black and that these would be added to future elevations in time for 
final Appearance Commission Review.  
 
Chairman McJilton then requested comments on the proposed landscaping design. 
Commissioner Shaw confirmed that the proposed plant seemed appropriate, included a healthy 
amount of variety of species and would provide ground cover in each of the areas on site. In 
response to the ZBA’s concerns, Commissioner Shaw recommended that the four trees be 
required to be installed west of the subject property in conjunction with the Village’s plans for 
the rehabilitation of the riverbank in this area. Commissioner Shaw confirmed that rooftop 
planters may not be the best solution and that there seemed to be opportunity to accommodate 
the four trees west of the property. Chairman McJilton requested confirmation of the color of the 
proposed cart corral base. Mr. Ernst confirmed that the option for forest green would be selected 
and would not include any Heinen’s branding or signage.  
 
The applicant presented proposed signage plans. The proposed multi-tenant sign along Glenview 
Road was confirmed only to have four panels due to the change in elevation from Glenview 
Road and an existing fence to the sign location. The proposed sign would be limited to four 
panels to ensure adequate line of sight over the existing fence south of Glenview Road. 
Commissioner  Shaw requested clarification of the structure comprising the canopy signs. The 
applicant confirmed that the signs would be flush with the front of the canopies and installed 



 
 

upon a system of steel brackets painted to match the brick on the wall behind the canopy. The 
Commission requested additional exhibits of this element for final signage approval.  
 
Chairman McJilton requested Commissioner comments regarding the proposed lighting and 
photometric plans. The applicant confirmed that each of the proposed fixtures would be full cut 
off, that the Sternberg fixture would include a full shade. The lighting fixtures mounted to the 
building would provide up lighting on the building. Staff confirmed this would be allowed since 
the fixtures were full cut off. Commissioner Demsky questioned whether any decorative fixtures 
may be considered on the Waukegan Road elevation. Mr. Ernst suggested that decorative 
fixtures may not meet the full cut off requirement. Commissioner Hebson inquired about the 
height of the proposed light poles on top of the roof. The applicant confirmed that the proposed 
pole height was ten feet. In response to ZBA concerns, the Commission considered line of sight 
views to the light poles and vehicles parked atop the roof. The applicant confirmed that the 
proposed parapet wall height would be four feet eight inches and parking would be setback from 
the north wall of the rooftop parking deck. Staff confirmed that there may be sight lines that may 
allow for viewing of both vehicles and light elements to the east of the rooftop parking deck. 
Commissioner Demsky recommended consideration of light fixture on the west side of the east 
parapet wall rather than the use of pole fixtures in close proximity to the front building elevation. 
The applicant confirmed that this would be considered as part of the final plan. Commissioner 
Hebson and Demsky agreed that visibility of automobiles on the rooftop deck may provide 
additional interest to the building. The applicant confirmed that access to the rooftop deck would 
be restricted by a gated entrance to be used by employees accessible with a fob. Staff confirmed 
that the ZBA supported a variation for fixture height and uniformity ratio to accommodate the 
proposed lighting plan which achieves a maximum 0.1 foot-candles at the north and west lot 
lines. The applicant confirmed that the proposed Gotham fixtures would be black or dark bronze 
and not white as depicted in materials submitted to the Commission.  
 
Lastly, the Chairman requested comments regarding the proposed awnings. The applicant 
distributed a material sample. Staff clarified that final plans for the proposed awnings should be 
prepared by an architect and have authorization from a structural engineer confirming wind and 
snow loads would be acceptable and safe.  
 
There were no additional questions of comments from the Commission. 
  
Commissioner Demsky moved in the matter of A2013-089, Heinen’s, the Appearance 
Commission grants Preliminary Approval, based upon the findings the petitioner, through 
testimony and application materials, has demonstrated compliance with Section 54-64 
Appearance Plan and in accordance with the following conditions:   
 
1. Preliminary Approval in compliance with the following: 

A. The documents prepared by Process Creative Studios and dated 05/24/2013 
1. Exterior Elevations – Page EL 1.1 

B. The documents prepared by Process Creative Studios and dated 06/12/2013 
1. Perspective Renderings – Page SK 21.2 
2. Perspective Renderings – Page SK21.3 
3. Proposed Site Plan – Page SITE 



 
 

C. The documents prepared by Process Creative Studios and dated 07/31/2013 
1. Preliminary Landscape Plan – Page 1 of 1 
2. Electrical Site Plan – Page E1.0 
3. Proposed Signage  
4. Proposed Window Signage 

D. The documents prepared by Process Creative Studios and dated 08/01/2013 
1. Exterior Finish Schedule 

E. The documents prepared by Manhard Consulting and dated 07/31/2013 
1. Site Dimensional and Paving Plan – Page 4 of 12 

F. Manufacturer’s specifications submitted by the petitioner 
1.Lithonia Lighting D-Series Size 1 LED Area Luminaire 
2.Sternberg Lake Bluff Series 
3.Windscape Collins LED – LED-32 
4.Gotham 6” Incito Cylinder 
5.McCue Cart Park Covered 

 
Commissioner Shaw seconded the motion. Upon voice vote, the motion carried. 
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