PUBLIC NOTICE
In Accordance with the Statutes of the State of Illinois and the Ordinances of the City of Highland Park, a
Regular Meeting of the Highland Park Plan Commission is scheduled to be held at the hour of 7:30 P.M.
on Tuesday, December 3, 2013 at the Highland Park City Hall, 1707 St. Johns Avenue, Highland Park,
Illinois, during which it is anticipated there will be a discussion of the following:
City of Highland Park
Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission
Highland Park City Hall, 1707 St. Johns Avenue
December 3, 2013
7:30 P.M.
MEETING AGENDA (Revised)
I.

Call to Order

II.

Roll Call

III.

Approval of Minutes
A. Regular Meeting of November 19, 2013

IV.

Scheduled Business
A. The Plan Commission will Open these Public Hearings Concurrently:
Public Hearing 13-10-REZ-003 for a proposed Zoning Map Amendment from R6
Medium Density Single Family Residential to RM2 High Density Multiple Family
Residential District
Public Hearing 13-SUP-005 to allow an Assisted Living Facility as a Conditional Use at
the Southwest Corner of Livingston Street and Compton Avenue.
The Plan Commission will concurrently open these public hearings to accept public comment
and then will discuss and deliberate on these applications from Spectrum Acquisition
Highland Park, LLC, as represented by Stephen Cross, P.E., to rezone a 2.9 acre parcel to
allow an assisted living facility use for 89 resident living units.
B. The Plan Commission will Resume these Public Hearings Concurrently:
Public Hearing 13-10-ZTA-004 for a Proposed Text Amendment to Chapter 150, Articles
II (Interpretations and Definitions), IV (Conditional and Permitted Uses), V (Planned
Developments), VII (Area, Bulk and Density), VIII (Off-Street Parking and Loading) to
establish a new Article XXIII (Downtown Form and Design) of City of Highland Park
Zoning Code of 1997 (as Amended); and,

Public Hearing 13-08-REZ-002 for a Proposed Zoning Map Amendment to Properties
Currently Zoned RM1 Medium to High Density Multiple Family; RO Residential Office
District; and, B4 Service Business District
The Plan Commission will resume these public hearing to accept public comment, and then
will discuss and deliberate on its own application, for proposed text and map amendments to
implement recommendations of the Downtown Land Use and Urban Design Report, prepared
for the City of Highland Park and the Downtown Property Owners’ Association. Three
elements of the proposed zoning recommendations will be the topics of discussion: (1)
proposed zoning map amendments; (2) text amendments related to Article V Planned
Developments; and, (3) text amendments related to Article VII Area, Bulk and Density.

V.

Other Business
A. Next Regular Meeting- December 17, 2013
B. Case Briefing

VI.

Business from the Public

VII.

Adjournment

Posted at City Hall before 5:00 p.m. on November 27, 2013

CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK
Tuesday, November 19, 2013
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF
THE PLAN COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK, IL

MEETING DATE:

Tuesday, November 19, 2013

MEETING LOCATION:

Council Chambers, City Hall, 1707 St. John’s Avenue
Highland Park, IL

I.

CALL TO ORDER

At 7:30 PM Vice Chair Stolberg called the meeting to order and asked Director Fontane to call
the roll.
II.

ROLL CALL

Members Present: Bilotti, Glazer, Glenner, Kaplan, Reinstein, Stolberg
Members Absent: Rubin
Director Fontane took the roll and declared a quorum present.
Staff Present: Fontane, Sloan, Smith
Student Rep. Absent: Goodman
Council Liaison: Blumberg
III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission, November 5, 2013
Vice Chair Stolberg entertained a motion to approve the minutes of the Regular Meeting
of the Plan Commission held on November 5, 2013. A motion for approval was made by
Commissioner Glenner and seconded by Commissioner Kaplan. On a voice vote, the
minutes were approved unanimously. Vice Chair Stolberg voted present.

IV.

SCHEDULED BUSINESS
A. Consideration of a Request to Extend the Required Deadline to Submit a Final Plan
of Development in accordance with Section 150.535(C) for a Preliminarily
Approved Commercial Planned Development and Conditional Use of a Gasoline
Station with a Convenience Food Mart and Motor Vehicle Washing Facility at 1333
Half Day Road.
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Mr. Walter Hainsfurther, Kurtz Associates Architects, 701 Lee St., Des Plaines, IL, stated
they have an agreement between Buchanan Energy and the Semersky Group for crossaccess. He explained further that the Semersky development approval required a plat
consolidation and IDOT needs to sign off on the plat. IDOT has asked to review the
driveways which will complicate the cross-access agreement and they are working to
resolve this. Therefore they are asking for extra time for the Bucky’s PUD. He stated
that final engineering is approved and that once this issue is resolved they will be ready to
return to the Commission.
Vice Chair Stolberg entertained a motion to grant the extension as requested.
Commissioner Glenner so motioned; the motion was seconded by Commissioner Bilotti.
On a voice vote, the motion was approved unanimously.
B. Concurrent Public Hearings for 807- 833 Laurel Avenue:
Public Hearing 12-05-REZ-001 for a proposed Zoning Map Amendment from
RM1A Medium-to-High Density Multiple Family Residential District to RO High
Density Residential/Office District; and,
Public Hearing 12-05-PUD-002 for a Special Use in the Nature of a Preliminary and
Final Planned Development with Subdivision (12-05-SUB-002) for a Proposed 52Unit Multiple Family Building to be Constructed in Two Phases, with Requested
Modifications from the Zoning Requirements Regulating Front and Side Yard
Setback, Building Height, and Lot Coverage.
Vice Chair Stolberg read the public hearing opening statement and asked for proof of
publication. Director Fontane verified proof of publication. Vice Chair Stolberg asked if
staff had a presentation.
Planner Smith made a presentation for the above item including such topics as: project
background, site and adjacent conditions, alley access, zoning districts within a .5 mile
radius from 807-833 Laurel Ave., proposed central business district zoning amendments,
comparison of existing RM1A and RO zoning and building bulk, landscape plan,
elevations, site plan, applicable zoning requirements, proposed one-lot subdivision, open
space, underground off-street parking plan - Alternatives A & B, traffic study conclusion
and recommendations, affordable housing requirements, proposed public benefit, zoning
modifications requested, departments reviews, other commission processes, standards for
map amendments, and standards for conditional uses.
Commissioner Glazer asked about the lack of demand for larger units and if this was
consistent with Planner Smith’s knowledge of the market.
Planner Smith stated that under the current zoning densities developers still build to the
maximum building envelope. This building would only satisfy a portion of the market.
The Lakota study identified the practicality of providing a range of housing sizes.
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Commissioner Glazer asked about the idea of preliminary and final approval at the same
time and if there was precedent for this.
Planner Smith stated there has been not precedent for it, but the Code allows for it. The
risk is borne by the developer.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked about the proposed change from the B4 to the B4-5-6, and, if
the proposed B4-5 is located where the subject site is located.
Planner Smith stated it is just outside the area recommended for the new B4
classification.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the RO zoning change would still be a lesser density than
the B4-5 and B-4-6 they are proposing.
Planner Smith stated this was correct.
Commissioner Bilotti asked about the 4 single homes that would remain east of the
subject site along Laurel and their zoning status.
Planner Smith stated they are zoned RM1A. If the owners of those properties believe that
RO zoning is an appropriate change for those properties, they may also request a
rezoning.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked about the phasing intent and the proposal for one building
being built in two phases; and, if there was a provision in terms of time if the
development did not proceed as planned and they were left with an empty half-built
development.
Planner Smith stated this is different than the development across street since in this case
the building and underground parking can function on their own as a single development
entity.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked about the mix of two-bedroom and one-bedroom units and
proposed affordable housing of 100% one-bedrooms; and, specifically if there was an
opportunity for a fee-in-lieu if they are all one-bedrooms.
Planner Smith stated this could be a modification under the planned development and
was not sure of the outcome. The Housing Commission will need to come to an
agreement with the applicant with an affordable housing provision that is compliant with
the Code.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the Code is specific about what is affordable.
Planner Smith confirmed this.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if they were asking for relief.
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Planner Smith stated they did not specifically ask for relief.
Councilman Blumberg mentioned the possibility of not completing the second phase of
the project and the imposition of a bond to fund maintenance of the phase II portion in a
park-like condition. He stated the City prefers the project to be completed and the actual
presence of affordable housing units.
Commissioner Kaplan mentioned the proposed central business district zoning
amendments and the zoning district boundary lines relating to the six single family
houses in the RM1A.
Planner Smith stated the focus of the central business district study was mostly the B4-5
and it did not look at the multiple family districts.
Commissioner Kaplan asked if the RO zoning was granted and the required 25’ setback
was met and with a 45’ building height would they be left with a smaller building.
Planner Smith stated this was true.
Commissioner Kaplan asked about the two remaining houses to the east of the project
and if they added up to 21,700 sq. ft., which would enable them to also seek a rezoning
for a different multi-family zoning district.
Planner Smith stated a future plan commission would have to decide what could be built
there. Planner Smith stated he did not have the information about the square footage of
the three lots but could provide it at a later date.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if they granted the zoning change would it change the idea of
the proposed R4-6 along Central Ave.
Planner Smith stated it would have no specific impact.
Mr. Elliot Wiczer, Forman & Friedman, 500 Skokie Blvd., Northbrook, IL, attorney on
behalf of Fulton Developers, made a presentation stating the project is 100% funded and
they do not have to worry about the second phase being built. He addressed the curb cut
into the parkway and explained that it is intended for dropping people off and deliveries.
The parking would make the project nicer with larger spaces.
Commissioner Glazer asked if they would have an objection to bonding requirements.
Mr. Wiczer stated he did not know what the City would require, but that the applicant
would agree with anything that is reasonable. He mentioned the affordable units and
whatever the Housing Commission decides the applicant would comply with. He stated
they sought relief for the side and front yards so the buildings would align with the
building to the west. He asked if the DRC could waive the side yard requirement for the
upper stories of the building above 15’ in height.

Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission
Tuesday, November 19, 2013
4 of 19

Manager Sloan stated the Code allows the DRC to approve readjustment of the upper
story bulk so long as the volume of bulk is the same as required by the Code.
Mr. Wiczer stated they would have a better development by granting the relief requested.
He stated there is a market demand for smaller units and Highland Park needs rental
units. It is the perfect project for the property and it will fill the need for smaller units.
Mr. Mark Muller, Fulton Developers, 600 Central, Highland Park, IL, the applicant,
made a presentation where he highlighted the differences in the project since he last
presented it in a preapplication discussion. The changes included: a changed exterior,
side yard setback, energy efficient green roof, workout room, and affordable units. He
also spoke of his prior successful development of the building to the west, market
demands, self-funding of the project and traffic study. They have made substantial
changes to the exterior of the building and want to start the project as soon as possible.
The project is consistent with the recommendation of Lakota Group. They have included
final engineering drawings.
Commissioner Glazer mentioned the city engineer’s comments on the parking bay curb
cut on Laurel Ave., i.e., elimination of the existing parkway, removal of the trees and
snow removal.
Mr. Muller stated there is no parking in front of the building and the residents would like
a cut out in front of the project for school buses and to provide a drop-off area.
Commissioner Glazer mentioned the concerns of the city engineer: snow removal,
removal of the trees and thought there should be consideration given to the engineer’s
comments to gain his approval. He noted they needed proper ingress/egress and they
would have to have something that suggested they could do this without interfering with
City services.
Mr. Muller stated he was not able to speak with the engineer before the meeting and was
not sure how the drop off spaces affected snow plowing. He stated they could shrink it
from four to two spaces.
Commissioner Glazer asked if there had been dialogue with the neighbors.
Mr. Muller stated he lives in the building to the east and had been talking to his neighbors
and the homeowners to the east.
Commissioner Kaplan asked to hear from neighbors before the hour was too late. He
thought the indented area did get rid of the parkway and did not see a conflict with snow
removal. He thought it would help the functionality to allow people to pull over, though
he wanted elimination of the green space minimized. He thought maybe the striped
island could be reconfigured so that any reduction of the current parkway could be
minimized. He mentioned the green roof and asked if it was with greenery, or if it was a
true green roof with a certain depth of soil to retain water and reduce runoff.
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Mr. Muller stated it was a true green roof and the residents will be able to walk through it
and it will also have a green roof system.
Commissioner Kaplan asked if it would retain some of the water.
Mr. Muller stated this was correct.
Commissioner Glenner stated he appreciated the preliminary and final engineering at
same time so they could cover all questions that may arise. He mentioned the parking
garage Option B and if it was a striping matter and not an additional physical cost.
Mr. Muller stated this was correct and the neighbors would be happier with a little more
stall area and less car dents.
Commissioner Glenner stated it was a marketing decision and could be changed if there
was a problem later. He asked what caused the additional relief regarding the height.
Mr. Muller stated the last time they were before the Commission they were not seeking
height relief because of the method of calculation of grade and height. They had used the
average of the two lots separately, not together as one lot. However, when the average is
for one lot there is a 12’ grade difference. They thought 9’ ceilings were better rather
than 8’ ceilings.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if there was a curb cut for the townhouse project off
Laurel Ave.
Mr. Muller stated there is no parking in that section. If they did not provide a drop-off
area there would no place for school buses to discharge. The Laurel Court homeowners
would be able to use it as well.
Commissioner Reinstein asked where the school buses stopped now.
Mr. Muller stated they pull along the curb next to Laurel Court.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the space between the townhouse project and the
proposed project.
Mr. Muller stated from building to building there would be 29’.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if there could be a drive there.
Mr. Muller stated no because it would interfere with the sidewalk.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the City did not allow that parkway curb cut would the
alley be an alternative.
Manager Sloan stated the alley would be an unlikely solution but a 15 minutes loading
space might be an alternative. She explained that Public Works was concerned about the
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plows running curb to curb and filling the cut out or scraping the cut out and throwing the
snow onto the sidewalk.
Councilman Blumberg stated it is wide and a rush hour thoroughfare. A 15 min. space
would have to be restricted for a certain time period. He mentioned a small drive
between the buildings and thought a drive which was one car length past the sidewalk
might work and would avoid a curb cut.
Mr. Wiczer stated it would interfere with the sidewalk unless it was deep enough.
Councilman Blumberg stated it would have to be deep enough so a car would not block
the sidewalk.
Mr. Wiczer stated that if City Council says no to the curb cut they would comply, but
they think the parkway cut would enhance the project.
Vice Chair Stolberg appreciated the applicant’s willingness to come back multiple times.
He liked the proposed changes and what it would provide to the residents of Highland
Park. Regarding the snow removal and cut out, he thought the 15 min. loading zone
would become more of an enforcement problem for the police. He thought the city
engineer would look more favorably on it if it was two spaces instead of four. He asked
about car chargers for the garage.
Mr. Muller stated they could provide car chargers and that they now have bike storage
also.
Vice Chair Stolberg swore in members of the public interested in speaking to the
commission.
Ms. Louise Caron, 859 Laurel, Highland Park, IL, stated she was in favor of the project
and hoped it proceeds. She thought it would be good for property values.
Mr. Richard Goldstein, 1649 Hickory, Highland Park, IL, was concerned about zoning,
the setback, higher density, bulk, blockage of sun in the courtyard of his building,
interference with light, that utility lines in alley should be buried, size of the apartments,
the building not generating enough rent, and that if unit sizes were small it could become
a low rent property.
Mr. James Mordini, 801 Laurel, Highland Park, IL, stated he supported the project and
wants to see improvement to Laurel Ave. He stated his house was next to the project and
asked about the change from three to four stories with the rezoning and why the same
zoning change should not be applied to his property.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated the applicant is seeking relief only for his property. He stated
Mr. Mordini’s property would remain the same as it is now until he sought a change in
zoning.
Manager Sloan confirmed this.
Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission
Tuesday, November 19, 2013
7 of 19

Mr. Mordini stated a four-story building does not make sense and was concerned about
property value.
Mr. Bob Kopka, 1643 Hickory, Highland Park, IL was in favor of the project. He stated
the project would add to the beauty of the neighborhood and thought Mr. Muller was very
concerned about the aesthetics of the project. He thought the setback should be
considered and made sense. He supported the idea that a bus or car should be able to stop
on Laurel for passengers. He was comfortable with the height of the building, and
thought that maybe the alley traffic would warrant speed bumps.
Mr. Greg Crecos, 857 Laurel, Highland Park, IL, was in favor of the project and thought
Mr. Muller was very attentive to the neighborhood and did quality work. He thought the
cut outs were a good idea, as people now park illegally on the street.
Mr. Jack Balkey, 863 Laurel, Highland Park, IL was in favor of the project and looked
forward to it proceeding. He agreed with the cut outs. He thought Mr. Muller did high
quality work.
Mr. Jerry Meister, 1901 York Ln., Highland Park, IL, thought the density was too much.
He was concerned about the scale of the building, the bulk, floor size, apartment layouts,
code compliance of egress, green space and thought they should not rush into it.
Mr. Mitch Miller, 1338 McDaniels, Highland Park, IL, stated there was a dearth of
affordable housing and a high demand for quality rental units. He supported the project.
Vice Chair Stolberg entertained a motion to close the public comment portion of the
public hearing. Commissioner Glenner motioned for such and the motion was seconded
by Commissioner Reinstein. On a voice vote, the motion carried unanimously.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if they could recommend to City Council bonding so that
a future date could be identified when it would be advisable to bury the utility lines if
there is a development on other adjoining sites.
Manager Sloan stated it would be difficult to maintain the bond over a period of years.
Commissioner Reinstein stated it sounded like it was going to be difficult to accomplish
due to transformers and other properties being involved.
Planner Smith stated maybe he was reading the developer’s write-up.
Manager Sloan stated this should be addressed in their engineering plans.
Councilman Blumberg stated there is a recommendation about burying utility lines
adjacent to the development including two poles in the alley and an existing pole near
Hickory which engineering feels should be buried as part of the development.
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Planner Smith stated the engineering department does allow recapture agreements for
other type of improvements.
Manager Sloan stated the Code requires only burying what is abutting the subject
property.
Planner Smith stated a recapture agreement requires the expenditure and then the
recapture.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the City waived this requirement for the townhouse
development.
Manager Sloan stated they did because poles were serving the post office and bank and
the net loss of poles has to be positive.
Planner Smith stated they were required and did take a couple down on Hickory.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if there would still be poles in the alley and if there was a
requirement at a later time to remove the two poles.
Manager Sloan stated there are no outstanding requirements from Laurel Court.
Commissioner Kaplan stated the issue is whether to grant the zoning request to RO. He
asked if this was an example of spot zoning.
Manager Sloan stated not really because there is still multi-family land use abutting the
property, but of lesser density.
Planner Smith stated a cursory examination of the remaining properties to east is that they
are together more than 21,780 s.f. and could be developed multi-family.
Commissioner Kaplan asked if they were open to considering this in the future.
Planner Smith stated if they came to the conclusion that RO was appropriate at this
location they could get direction from City Council about future consideration of
rezoning of the remaining properties to the east.
Commissioner Kaplan stated they could go forward and approve the RO zoning change
and not necessarily approve the setback variances; and; there is the possibility that the
building will have fewer units and then the applicant would have to decide if it was
economically feasible to go ahead.
Planner Smith stated granting the zoning did not give the right to build any building. The
PUD requires the DRC to review the case and provide a written report to the Plan
Commission which has not been done. The engineer has not issued a final
recommendation on the engineering. A major issue is the calculation of the capacity of
the sanitary sewer line along Central and whether an increased capacity would be
necessary.
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Commissioner Glazer asked if they would hear from the Housing Commission.
Planner Smith stated they are not required to provide a report to the Plan Commission but
they could ask for one.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated the applicant stated they would abide by the Housing
Commission’s recommendation.
Planner Smith mentioned the affordable housing units and that the Code has a formula for
minimum sizes.
Commissioner Glazer stated he would be interested in hearing from the Housing
Commission but maybe it would not be necessary. He asked the applicant about the
affordable housing units.
Mr. Muller stated they submitted the plan with the four one-bedroom units and had a
meeting with Planner Smith and are trying to get a meeting with the Housing
Commission and intend to comply with their requirements. He stated they would be able
to provide two-bedroom units instead of one-bedroom units. He mentioned the capacity
of sewer and had submitted plans. The engineers were also working on the detention
problem. He felt they were at a point where they needed a recommendation to City
Council.
Commissioner Glazer stated there was a concern about density. He thought 52 units
seemed like a lot of units for the space and would have an impact on the neighborhood.
He asked how the 52 units was an appropriate number.
Mr. Muller replied initially they were looking at the same building box last year and how
many square feet they could build. He stated there was no demand for larger units today.
He stated the units would be high end.
Commissioner Kaplan asked about the management of the building.
Mr. Muller replied that Fulton Developer would take care of the management.
Commissioner Kaplan asked if they would have a long term financial interest in the
building.
Mr. Muller stated they are committed long term.
Commissioner Kaplan asked if Mr. Muller lived on Hickory or Laurel.
Mr. Muller replied he lives at 1661 Hickory St.
Commissioner Kaplan mentioned Mr. Goldstein’s concern about the side yard setback
because it would interfere with the sun deck.
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Mr. Muller stated the deck was on the property line and before they tore down the house
they never had sun in the morning on the deck until maybe around 11:00. With the new
project they would have sun for most of the afternoon.
Commissioner Kaplan stated this was a unique situation in that he was a homeowner and
the building would affect him also.
Commissioner Glenner asked how they would proceed tonight in light of the DRC having
yet to complete its review and recommendation.
Manager Sloan stated that since they want to do preliminary and final engineering
together it means that a final okay from the City Engineer is necessary; that has not yet
occurred. They also need to have the DRC report. Assuming the DRC report does not
affect the site plan, the Commission could discuss recommended conditions to forward to
the City Council. This would be the next decision to be made.
Mr. Wiczer asked for some idea of the Plan Commission’s thinking.
Vice Chair Stolberg mentioned the zoning amendment and the relief. He thought the
recommendation would be subject to no material changes to the site plan from DRC,
satisfactory final engineering, an acceptable bond for the completion of the project,
compliance with the affordable housing, parking, and a decision on the parking cut out.
Manager Sloan stated they could address the standards for rezoning and give the
applicant some indication of the Commission’s thoughts, since this is critical.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the Commission was comfortable with a recommendation
for or against.
Manager Sloan stated they needed to look at the standards for rezoning.
Commissioner Glenner motioned to direct staff to prepare findings of fact pursuant to
public hearing 12-05-REZ-001, to prepare a zoning map amendment from RM1A
medium to high density multiple family residential to RO high density residential/office
district as it affects the subject property. The motion was seconded by Commissioner
Reinstein.
Commissioner Kaplan stated there were many comments from the public that the project
would have a positive impact on the property. He thought the standards were met.
Commissioner Glenner thought the project composed well with the proposed central
business changes and with the existing zoning.
Director Fontane called the roll:
Ayes: Reinstein, Bilotti, Glazer, Glenner, Kaplan, Stolberg
Nays: None
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Motion passed 6-0.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated they needed to clarify the final plan.
Manager Sloan stated they had not discussed the public benefit (bike path) and the relief
requested.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if it would be appropriate to make a motion to draft findings of
fact without that information.
Manager Sloan stated it would be presumptuous.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if they could make the motion conditional upon the
information.
Manager Sloan stated they would have to wait until the engineering information comes
back to know whether or not they need significant public improvements.
Planner Smith suggested they could prepare findings in advance that they may or may not
accept at the time of new information.
Commissioner Glenner stated staff could go ahead and prepare findings in draft form. He
stated the least they were trying to do is let the applicant know the sense of the board on
each of the issues. He suggested they start with the public benefit and move on to the
bonding, parking plans, burying the utilities and the curb cut out.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated the only thing they had not talked about in detail was the
public benefit.
Manager Sloan suggested they also talk about the phasing plans and time frame for each.
Commissioner Reinstein asked the applicant why they are not building the whole project
in one phase.
Mr. Muller replied the way they are funding the project is to build Phase I first and then
Phase II.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the money was raised would it be more economical to build
both buildings at the same time.
Mr. Muller replied they have told the investors they will need the money for one building
first and then the second.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if there are a percentage of units that have to be leased in the
first phase prior to funding the second phase.
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Mr. Muller replied there was no specific amount of units that had to be leased. They
were confident if the building was up today it would be fully leased.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the building was fully leased in six months when would they
start the next building.
Mr. Muller replied they would start right away with the next phase.
Manager Sloan asked if the building was 80-90% leased would there be a time frame that
started the clock ticking.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if this was a condition that upon a certain percentage of Phase
I being leased, they would commit to starting Phase II.
Manager Sloan stated perhaps within a certain number of months.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if this worked for the applicant.
Mr. Muller replied yes.
Director Fontane asked what the development would look like while waiting for Phase II.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if that was the purview of the Plan Commission or City
Council’s.
Manager Sloan stated they should consider the landscaping plans for Phases I and II
Planner Smith stated the two houses will remain until Phase II starts. He stated not
proceeding with Phase II would not render the second part of the property vacant.
Mr. Muller stated this was correct.
Planner Smith thought this provided some protection in that it would not be a vacant lot if
Phase II did not proceed.
Councilman Blumberg asked if the houses were going to be vacant during that period of
time.
Planner Smith stated the houses are occupied now and it is the intention to keep them
occupied.
Mr. Muller stated the houses have been up for 100 years and if they are standing for a
few more years it would not make a difference. It is in their interest to use those
properties.
Councilman Blumberg stated he just wanted to make sure they were not going to be
sitting there empty.
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Commissioner Kaplan asked how long the applicant had owned the four lots.
Mr. Muller stated they were not bought together since there were different owners. They
bought the first one in 2008 after the completion of Laurel Court.
Commissioner Kaplan asked if they were owner occupied.
Mr. Muller stated some were and some not.
Commissioner Kaplan stated there are many properties in that part of town, not owner
occupied and are blighted. He thought it was in the City’s best interests that property
owners keep up their properties. He thought it necessary to include some clause such as
when 75% of the property is rented construction would start on the second phase.
Manager Sloan stated another concern is if there is no Phase II for a considerable time
and the two houses become vacant they should be torn down.
Planner Smith stated another issue is that if they set a trigger for Phase II and they do not
start should there be a fine or some other penalty.
Manager Sloan stated that in that case there is a need for stabilization of the property.
Commissioner Glazer mentioned they could post a bond.
Planner Smith asked what the bond would do.
Commissioner Glazer stated the bond is there to insure that Phase II is built. If the bond
is invoked it could be done in stages to prompt development.
Planner Smith stated he was not sure what the money would be used for.
Commissioner Glazer it would go to the City.
Planner Smith stated it is essentially a fine.
Councilman Blumberg stated it is a protection against the unlikely event that there is an
economic catastrophe for the developer. The City wants to make sure the property is
maintained.
Planner Smith stated they appreciated the protection from what has occurred across the
street. He suggested something be incorporated in the development agreement.
Commissioner Glenner stated he was not sure the bonding amount was meant to be
punitive. It was meant to protect the City’s interest so if the property was no longer
occupied it could be demolished and kept in a safe condition.
Planner Smith asked if they reached 75% occupancy and within four months they are to
start Phase II. What would happen if the development is not started?
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Commissioner Glenner stated if the applicant had that success you could leave it to the
developers in general and if it makes economic sense they will pull the trigger. He
thought they were talking about protecting the public welfare and safety.
Planner Smith stated there was no real reason to have a trigger since the marketplace will
trigger it.
Commissioner Glenner stated if they are not going to reach a conclusion tonight maybe
the applicant will continue to work with staff on something that makes sense to everyone.
Mr. Wiczer stated the applicant will work with engineering staff to determine if the
engineering is acceptable. They could agree on a bond and whatever City Council
recommends. They could say when Phase I is 95% occupied they would start Phase II.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated the thing that concerns him with the trigger and percentage of
occupancy is that the normal turnover in the building could prevent them from ever
reaching the 95%. He asked if there was an option to build the project all at once.
Mr. Muller stated they do not have that option right now.
Mr. Wiczer stated if they did not like the 95% they could recommend another figure and
they would live with it. They needed help on the parking cut out, public benefit and
alternative A or B in the parking lot.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated he thought if the developer is meeting the standard either way
regarding parking he thought option B would be more attractive.
Commissioner Kaplan stated he would agree but thought it was a question of striping. He
stated if they developed it under alternative B, and later it was found out there were not
quite enough spaces what would happen. He asked if they were assigned spaces.
Mr. Wiczer stated they were assigned spaces but it would not change the footprint.
Commissioner Kaplan stated it did not seem to be a big issue. He thought they could go
with B and if it did not meet expectations they could change it to alternative A.
Planner Smith stated it is 92 spaces vs. 98.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if everyone agreed they would prefer B.
Vice Chair Stolberg mentioned the cut out in front. He stated there were a lot of issues
and they are seeking a lot of relief. He mentioned the bike lane striping and cost. He
thought there was some public benefit to the cut out and it could free up some traffic. He
asked the applicant about the cost for the bike lane.
Mr. Muller stated he did not have those figures.
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Planner Smith stated he did not recall what the cost value would be.
Commissioner Reinstein stated it was harder to do this without the context of the larger
bike plan.
Planner Smith stated the bike walk plan identified projects from Laurel Ave. to Green
Bay Rd. They could seek the applicant’s contribution at the time the improvement was
done.
Commissioner Glazer stated a few stripes did not sound like a tremendous public benefit
considering the density being added to the neighborhood. The thought the public benefit
could be more substantial in light of the change proposed. He asked if there was a
precedent for finding a more substantial public benefit.
Planner Smith stated the Laurel Park development was supposed to improve the park
across the street, but that development has not completed and the park has not yet been
improved.
Manager Sloan stated that the Laurel Court project to the west did improve the
landscaping in the triangular shaped public right of way in front of the building.
Planner Smith stated they could consider installing the bike walk improvements along
Laurel Ave. from Green Bay to Hickory. The bike walk public benefit idea was the
applicant’s proposal not the City’s. He stated in the PUD requirements it mentions
environmentally sustainable features in a development can be utilized to offset or be a
part of the public benefit. He thought they needed more explanation from the applicant
as to specific aspects of sustainable development practice that would be occurring in his
building.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated they had given the applicant some guidance on the public
benefit.
Planner Smith asked if they wanted to recommend the bike lane as a public benefit. He
stated there is also engineering design cost associated with it.
Commissioner Kaplan asked if there would be any payment for the trees being removed.
Manager Sloan stated there had not been a tree removal assessment.
Commissioner Kaplan stated this was not part of the public benefit, but needs to be
addressed.
Commissioner Glazer asked how many trees were being removed.
Mr. Muller stated there are no substantial trees on the property.
Councilman Blumberg stated they might want to consider placement of a significant
number of deciduous trees in the green areas as a public benefit.
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Commissioner Glenner stated they needed to address the burying of the utilities.
Manager Sloan stated it was a requirement not a condition.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated he did not think they were prepared to direct staff to draft
findings of fact and asked if they should continue the hearing.
Manager Sloan stated they could draft findings which they can act on at the next meeting.
To prepare the findings there are a number of issues to be addressed including an
acceptable bond, engineering plan, phasing, cut out, parking, DRC, affordable housing,
burial of utilities and modifications to height.
Planner Smith asked about support for the convenience of providing the cut out.
Manager Sloan stated the concept was comparable to one on St. John’s which is about the
length of two cars.
Commissioner Kaplan mentioned the enforcement issues.
Manager Sloan stated the one on St. John’s was a loading zone and not for parking.
Commissioner Kaplan stated they wanted to minimize the size of the cut out.
Manager Sloan stated Laurel Ave. is very wide and might be able to accommodate a
loading zone without a cut out.
Planner Smith stated that is one reason it can accommodate a bike lane.
Commissioner Reinstein stated he was in favor of the cut out.
Commissioner Bilotti stated he thought the engineer was saying it is right there at the
beginning of the striped median and curve.
Planner Smith stated it could be more to the east.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if someone would be comfortable making a motion to direct
staff to draft findings of fact and they could go through it subject to the different points acceptability of the cut out for loading zone only, parking option B, public benefit,
compliance with affordable housing, burying utility lines, bond and some type of trigger
to ensure Phase 2 is built.
Commissioner Glazer stated he thought they needed more information.
Commissioner Reinstein asked what would happen to the developer if they waited.
Mr. Wiczer stated that he thought they had enough direction and they could move it to
the first meeting in January.
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Manager Sloan asked when they went to the DRC.
Mr. Wiczer stated in December.
Manager Sloan stated they would be coming back to the Plan Commission January 7,
2014.
Planner Smith stated he had not heard any objections to the requested setback relief.
Commissioner Reinstein had no objection to setback, height or coverage.
Commissioner Kaplan stated he had no issue with height. He was a little uncomfortable
with the setback and was not sure about the side yard. He thought the original building
looked bulky and the present building looks less imposing.
Commissioner Bilotti stated he did not have a particular issue and thought they had
covered a lot of ground.
Commissioner Glazer stated he was troubled by Mr. Goldstein’s testimony and the
impact if the setbacks are allowed. He was not troubled by the height.
Commissioner Glenner stated he could support the requested relief.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated he had no issue with the height. He thought it would be a nice
project and better than what is there now. He had no opposition to the setbacks.
Manager Sloan stated they would continue to work with applicant to reach an acceptable
phasing trigger and finalize the items related to the DRC and engineering.
Commissioner Bilotti asked if they would have input from the engineer by January 7.
Manager Sloan replied they would.
Commissioner Bilotti made a motion to continue the hearing until January 7, 2014 and to
direct staff to prepare findings of fact with conditions and work with the applicant. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Kaplan. On a voice vote the motion passed
unanimously.
C. Public Hearing 13-11-ZTA-006 for a Proposed Text Amendment to Chapter 150,
Article XII of the City of Highland Park Zoning Code of 1997 (as Amended) to:
Modify the List of Authorized Variations, Create an Administrative Variation
Review Process; Create a Special Zoning Permit Process; and, Establish a One
Year Waiting Period between Duplicate Applications for Zoning Relief.
Vice Chair Stolberg entertained a motion to continue this item to a Special Meeting on
December 3, 2013 meeting at 6:30 PM. Commissioner Kaplan so moved; the motion was
seconded by Commissioner Glazer. On a voice vote the motion carried unanimously.
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V.

OTHER BUSINESS
A. Next Regular Meeting - December 3, 2013.
B. Case Briefing.
There was none.

VI.

BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC
There was none.

VII.

ADJOURNMENT
Vice Chair Stolberg entertained a motion to adjourn. Commissioner Kaplan so motioned,
which was seconded by Commissioner Bilotti. On a voice vote, the motion passed
unanimously.
The Plan Commission adjourned at 11:20 PM.

Respectfully submitted,
Joel Fontane, Director
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REQUEST FOR PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
DATE REFERRED:

December 3, 2013

ORIGINATED BY:

Department of Community Development

SUBJECT:

Concurrent Public Hearings for the Southwest Corner of Compton Avenue and
Livingston Street:
Public Hearing 13-10-REZ-003 for a proposed Zoning Map Amendment from R6
Medium Density Single Family Residential to RM2 High Density Multiple Family
Residential District
Public Hearing 13-SUP-005 to allow an Assisted Living Facility as a Conditional Use at
the Southwest Corner of Livingston Street and Compton Avenue.

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:
Project
Description:

Construction of a new 89-room
assisted living facility

Process:

Rezoning and a Conditional/
Special Use

Applicant:

Spectrum Acquisition Highland
Park, LLC
200 Spruce Street, Ste 200
Denver, CO 80230

Representative: Steven Cross, P.E., Cross
Engineering & Associates, Inc.
Site Location: Southwest Corner of Livingston
Street & Compton Avenue
Site Area:
Lot Coverage:

126,990 sq. ft. (2.9 acres)
22% (maximum of 33% allowed)

Current Zoning: R6 – Medium Density Single Family
Proposed Zoning: RM2 – High Density Multiple Family
Current Use: Vacant (approved for 18 single-family townhomes)
Proposed Use: 89-room Assisted Living Facility
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Surrounding Zoning
and Land Uses:

Direction

Land Use

Zoning

North

Single-Family Residential

R1

West
South & East
Parking Requirement:

se

Highland Park Public
Works Campus
Highland Park CC Golf
Course

Nursing Home Care Facility
(including Skilled Nursing
Facility… or
Sheltered Care Facility)

R1
R1 & R6

Required

Proposed

33

48

BACKGROUND
Spectrum Retirement Communities, a Colorado-based company, is proposing to build a three-story 89room senior assisted living facility on the 2.9-acre site previously approved for townhome development
on a lot adjacent to the City’s Public Services Campus on Half Day Road (Highway 22). To the north of
the subject site is a block of single-family housing with 9 single-family homes. Both the south and east
sides of the property abut the Highland Park Country Club Golf Course.
Fourteen of the 89 proposed resident rooms are designated exclusively for memory care residents. The
remaining 75 beds provide housing for residents who need assistance with activities of daily living. None of
the resident rooms have a full kitchen; all dining will take place in a centralized dining area.
This project was discussed by the Plan Commission in a Pre-application discussion on October 1, 2013 as
a Planned Development. At the time a Planned Development was contemplated to accommodate the
zoning relief that the building required. The site plan has been revised and the building’s front yard
setback now conforms to the 25-foot requirement in the RM2 zoning district. The project no longer
requires any zoning variations, so the Planned Development process is not needed. However, the
applications for the rezoning and conditional/special use are still relevant.
Existing Conditions
The site is currently vacant. This property was approved for a Planned Unit Development in 2006 known
as the “Compton/Livingston Townhomes”. The project proposed 18 attached single-family townhomes
on the site and included a resubdivision of the property and a rezoning from R1 Country Estate to R6
Medium Density Single Family. The subdivision and rezoning were completed, as the property lines on
the current land title survey illustrate. As a consequence of the economic downturn around 2008,
however, the project was abandoned and construction of the townhomes did not commence; the site has
since been restored to a predevelopment state. The applicants have provided a photo exhibit of the
existing site, which is included in the attachments to this memo.
Previous Consideration
The Plan Commission discussed this project in a pre-application context on October 1, 2013. While
supportive of the reuse of the vacant property, the Commission asked for additional information on
several elements of the plan, including:
• Stormwater management and flood plain information on the property
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•
•
•
•

The architectural design of the building, its bulk and visual impact on the lot
Input from neighborhood residents
Research identifying market demand for additional senior housing in Highland Park
Financial assurance that Spectrum will be able to complete the project

The applicants have provided information addressing many of the Commission’s comments and concerns.
An exhibit provided identifies how much of the subject property is currently within a flood plain and
provides details about the proposed underground stormwater detention tank shown on the engineering
drawings. The building’s architecture has been redesigned to reduce the institutional school-like
appearance of the building and provide a softer residential feel. The applicant held a meeting at the
Highland Park Recreation Center on October 22nd to solicit input from neighbors about the project.
Details on the meeting are provided in this report.
Rezoning
The subject property was rezoned from R1 to R6 in 2006. That zoning designation brought the density on
the property to six units/acre, which was consistent with the approved planned development for the
property.
The Spectrum Assisted Living development is proposing to rezone the property to RM2 – High Density
Multifamily. This district establishes a minimum of 1,442 square feet of lot area per multi-family unit
and allows for a 40’ building height. Based on the 126,990 square foot proposed lot size, the subject
property is eligible for 88 conventional dwelling units if rezoned to RM2. The Spectrum Senior Living
development is proposing 89 resident rooms which are not complete dwelling units, as they lack full
kitchens, and all dining in the facility is communal. As such, the resident rooms do not meet the
definition of Dwelling Units in Article II of the Zoning Code. The zoning district’s density limitations
are not applicable in this instance, but other area and bulk limitations are applicable, such as height,
setbacks, and lot coverage.
Code Requirement
40
Height
Front Yard
25
Setback
Rear Yard
25
Setback
Side Yard
10
Setback
Maximum of
Lot
33.3 %
Coverage

Proposed
40’

Variance (if any)
None

25’

None

64.3’
62.4’ & 43.3’
22.7%

None
None
None

Residential Density
The 89 rooms in the Spectrum facility do not meet the definition of residential Dwelling Units. As a
result, the residential density limit for the RM2 zoning district does not apply to this project. The
applicants have requested a rezoning to the RM2 based on the allowable building height in the district, not
the allowable density. The RM1 multifamily district would also be sufficient for the proposed assisted
living facility at the proposed density, but not sufficient for the proposed height; the RM1 district has a
35’ building height limit.
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If the project were to convert from assisted living units to independent living dwelling units in the future,
the quantity of units would need to conform to the limit of 88 established for the RM2 zoning district, or
30 units/acre. At the RM1 residential density, the allowable multifamily units would be limited to 44, or
15 units/acre.
Future Land Use Conversion to Conventional Dwellings
As a control on future residential density on the property, the Commission could discuss a condition on
the future conversion of the Spectrum building to independent dwelling units. Parking supply could be a
useful limiting factor on future density, so the Commission may consider requiring two parking spaces for
any independent dwelling units on the property in the future.
Special Use
The assisted living land use is considered a “Sheltered Care Facility” in Articles II and IV of the Zoning
Code. It is a C – Conditional Use in the RM2 zoning district and allowable only with the issuance of a
Special Use Permit (SUP). The Special Use process allows the Plan Commission to address zoning issues
specific to the development and work with the applicants to mitigate development impacts through
conditions approved with the Permit. Standards for a Special Use are enumerated in Section 150.1404
and included at the end of this report. The applicant has drafted a summary stating how the proposed
Spectrum development satisfies the Special Use Standards.
Access & Private Drive
Access to the site will be from Livingston Street and Compton Avenue via Half Day Road. As part of the
project, the applicants are proposing to improve Compton Avenue from the project’s north property line
to Half Day Road. Compton will continue southward as a private lane and continue around the facility
providing access to the main entrance (south façade) and circulation to east-bound Livingston Street.
Livingston will also be improved along the development’s north property line and will remain a public
right-of-way.
The design of entry drive from Compton Avenue has changed since the pre-application discussion and no
longer incorporates the 18-foot wide piece of Highland Park Country Club land. The present site plan
shows the private entry-drive south of Compton Avenue jogging westward at the northern property line of
the development. The principal building was narrowed slightly to allow this reconfiguration. This
adjustment resulted in the one less bedroom than in the plan submitted for preapplication review.
Parking Supply & Overflow Planning
Article 8 of the Zoning Code, “Off-Street Parking and Loading”, establishes an off-street parking supply
requirement for the proposed assisted living facility of .33 parking spaces per resident. The Spectrum
project will accommodate 100 residents, so the parking requirement is 33 spaces. The applicants are
proposing 48 spaces, which exceeds the amount of off-street parking spaces required by Code.
Two comparable facilities in Highland Park, Sunrise Assisted Living on Green Bay Road and Silverado
Memory Care Community on Richfield Avenue (formerly Highland Park Manor), have similar parking
quantities. Sunrise has 33 parking spaces for 75 living units and Silverado has 50 parking spaces for 64
living units. Each facility has indicated that the parking supply is sufficient for day-to-day operations,
although Sunrise regularly purchases 40 RE- Remote Employee parking stickers from the City. During
holidays and family-oriented events, however, each facility indicated that the on-site parking supply was
insufficient and overflow parking arrangements have been necessary.
The applicants for the Spectrum assisted living facility have been asked to provide a plan for overflow
parking that would be implemented for special visiting days/events. Locations for off-site parking may
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include the Public Works campus on Half Day Road during nights and weekends and the JCYS
recreational facility on Half Day Road and Trail Way during non-summer months. Visitors could either
walk or utilize a shuttle to reach the Spectrum facility from the off-site overflow parking locations.
Comments from the Police Department indicated that overflow parking on the surrounding public streets
should be avoided.
Traffic Impact
Gewalt Hamilton Associates conducted a traffic study for the proposed assisted living facility. The study
projected the addition of 13 morning peak hour trips and 20 evening peak hour trips related to the new
development. The study indicates that the street system in the area is adequate to handle this additional
traffic. It also states that the additional traffic will have a minimal impact on the Level of Service (LOS)
at the Compton Avenue / Half Day Road intersection.
The applicants have been asked to provide information about anticipated truck traffic related to deliveries
and refuse removal at the facility. Trucks will enter off Half Day Road on Compton Avenue, but will
likely exit on Livingston Street and be visible to residents along this street.
The assisted living facility will have a maximum of 22 employees on site during a shift change. There is
adequate parking to accommodate the associated number of vehicles. The trips generated at these times
will fall within the maximum anticipated by the traffic impact analysis.
A traffic study was completed for the Compton Livingston townhome development proposed in 2006.
Seventeen units were proposed on the site and the study estimated this would result in the addition of nine
peak hour trips in the morning and evening. At the time of this study, the result of nine peak-hour trips
was a significant decrease in traffic from the landscaping business that had previously occupied the site.
The traffic analysis provides estimates of the anticipated levels of traffic, but does not indicate when the
peak times may be. The applicants have provided a more detailed summary of the anticipated levels of
traffic on the premises. The following table clarifies when the development will experience peak on-site
traffic:
On-Site Staff (22 maximum on-site)
Monday through Friday
6am–2pm
14 staff
2pm–10pm
14 staff
10pm–6am
8 staff
9am–5pm
8 department heads

Saturday and Sunday
6am–2pm
16 staff
2pm–10pm
16 staff
10pm–6am
8 staff
No department heads

By way of comparison, Silverado of Highland Park was anticipated to produce 20 AM peak-hour trips
and 35 PM peak-hour trips. The employee shift schedule did not directly coincide with the peak hours of
area street traffic, so conservative estimates were made for visitation and delivery traffic. Sunrise
Assisted Living also maintains an employee shift schedule that does not coincide with peak traffic times
for street traffic. Shift changes occur between 2:30 and 4:30 PM, but peak street traffic hours are between
4:00 and 6:00 PM. The peak trip estimates for Sunrise include the highest total volume on the adjacent
street and access driveways. The estimate is 17 trips in both the AM and PM peak hour.
The traffic summary also clarifies the frequency and type of anticipated truck traffic at the facility: “The
facility will be served by a large-size truck (semi truck) of kitchen supplies once a week, a medium-size
truck of produce and dairy twice a week, a small-size laundry truck for dining room linens twice a week.
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Trash pickup will be twice a week as well. UPS and FedEx deliveries are similar to a typical
neighborhood.”
Emergency Services
Residents living near the proposed Spectrum development voiced a concern about the amount of
Emergency Medical Service (EMS) calls that the facility will generate and the potential nuisance that
such calls could create in the residential neighborhood. To provide a reference for the quantity of
ambulance calls that may be anticipated from the Spectrum development, staff evaluated the number of
incidents where a Police Officer was dispatched to either Sunrise Assisted Living on Green Bay Road and
Silverado Memory Care Community on Richfield Avenue to assist on a Fire Department call. The Fire
Department is responsible for EMS responses in Highland Park and a Police Officer is dispatched to
every ambulance call.
Sunrise Assisted Living at 1601 Green Bay Road has 75 assisted living units. From 2008 to present, a
Police Officer has been dispatched 130 times to assist with a Fire Department call. It’s important to note
that the number of calls varied considerably from year to year. In 2008, there were 45 incidents, but 2011
and 2012 had only five and nine calls respectively. On average, there were 1-2 calls per month.
Silverado Memory Care Community at 1651 Richfield has 64 units. They have been open for about a
year and beginning in 2013 there have been eight incidents where the Police Department dispatched an
officer to assist on a Fire Department emergency call. This is consistent with the average amount of calls
at Sunrise Assisted Living.
Design Review & Building Design
The Design Review Commission discussed the Spectrum site plan, building design, lighting, and
landscaping at the November 18, 2013 meeting. The Commission was supportive of the project, noting
that the changes to the building design were an improvement over the previous iteration. Efforts were
made in the building design to reduce the industrial, school-like presence of the building and provide a
residential feel reminiscent of the townhouse project approved in 2008. Some key changes to the building
architecture include:
 Changing the principal exterior cladding to fiber-cement clapboard siding instead of brick and
cultured stone.
 Incorporating hipped and gable roof elements along the perimeter of the building. These
incorporate screening of rooftop mechanical equipment.
 Balconies and railings to augment a residential feel.
The RM2 zoning district establishes a maximum building height of 40 feet. The flat roof (deck) height of
the proposed building is 33 feet, but there are several rooftop projections that reach 40 feet in height. The
highest peak of a parapet wall is 43 feet, but that is used as a screening element for rooftop equipment.
The Zoning Code exempts specific architectural features from building height requirements if they are
aesthetic design features, which can include structures for equipment screening.
The Design Review Commission approved the project with the following conditions:
1) The lighting plan must be revised to conform to the illumination standards in Article 6 of the
zoning code (brightness levels exceeded the .5-footcandle limit at several locations along the
front property line).
2) Several minor changes must be made to the landscape plan improving plant locations and
speciation.
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Revisions were made to the plans addressing these conditions. The applicant has provided two sets of
elevations and perspective renderings for the Commission’s consideration. The set dated October 28,
2013 has general building heights noted and includes all the prospective landscaping on the property. The
second set of elevation drawings (dated November 6, 2013) shows more detailed building heights and
does not show any landscaping. The building design is the same on each set.
Police & Fire Input
The Police Department reviewed the proposed site plan for the Spectrum development. Their comments
noted that the parking supply appeared adequate, but there should be no parking overflow onto the side
streets. Similarly, delivery trucks must not park and unload on the side streets. This will ensure the
streets are kept open for emergency vehicle ingress and egress and will minimize the impact of the facility
on the surrounding neighborhood.
Review comments from the Fire Department on the Spectrum plans related to building safety and
requested detailed information on proposed fire hydrant locations, elevator sizes and locations, Knox Box
locations, and alarm systems. The applicants will supply this information as the project moves forward.
Market Demand
At the pre-application meeting, the Plan Commission requested information documenting the market
demand for additional assisted living facilities in Highland Park. The applicants have submitted a report
indicating that factors such as aging and population result in a demand for 105 additional assisted living
units and at least 35 additional memory care units in the Highland Park Market. Two existing facilities,
Sunrise Assisted Living and Silverado of Highland Park, are located in the central city/downtown and the
south side of Highland Park respectively. The proposed Spectrum development will serve the north side
of the City where no similar facilities currently exist. The applicant’s full market analysis write-up is
included in the attachments to this report.
Engineering & Stormwater Control
The Engineering Division has reviewed Spectrum’s plan and submitted review comments for the
applicants. The comments note that the proposed pond will provide compensatory floodplain storage.
The re-alignment of Compton Avenue is also discussed, noting that the revised plans places north and
southbound traffic in conflict with each other at the junction of the public and private portions of
Compton Avenue. This junction can be made safer with improvements in and around the intersection.
Subdivision / Lot Consolidation
The applicants have submitted an application to resubdivide the existing townhome parcels on the subject
property to a single 2.9-acre lot. The subdivision will be reviewed in an expedited review process for
compliance with subdivision requirements of Chapter 151.
Signs
A monument sign is proposed at the northeast corner of the subject property to identify the development
to traffic driving south on Compton Avenue. The sign will conform to the regulations for ground signs in
the RM2 zoning district: it is limited to 25 square feet in size and six feet in height. The sign can have
external illumination and is required to have plantings around the base. Other signage proposed around
the site is utilitarian in nature. It will identify handicapped-accessible parking, No Parking areas, etc.
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Green Building Features
The applicants have supplied a list of the sustainable elements of construction and site design that are
incorporated into the Spectrum project. The project will not be seeking official LEED certification, but
many of the techniques and standards noted on the list are based on nationally recognized standards.
Neighborhood Feedback
On October 22, 2013, the Petitioner held a neighborhood informational meeting at the Highland Park
Recreation Center. Thirteen invitations were mailed the homes most proximate to the property, as well as
the association officers of the Legacy Club. Four people representing three homes attended the meeting.
The sign-in sheet from the meeting is included in the Attachments to this memo. There were very few
questions asked, and most of the comments by the attendees were assertions supporting their position that
this was an inappropriate use for the residential neighborhood.
POLICY:
The proposed project will require a Conditional/Special Use Permit and a Zoning Map Amendment in
accordance with the standards set forth in Chapter 150, the Zoning Code.
Section 150.1404: Standards for Special Uses:
Per Article 14 of the Zoning Code, the Plan Commission shall not recommend a Special Use Permit to the
City Council for consideration unless it shall make findings of fact based upon the evidence presented at
the hearing in response to these standards:
(1)

The special use will serve the public convenience at the location of the subject property; or the
establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special use will not be detrimental to or endanger
the public health, safety, morals, comfort, or general welfare;

(2)

The location and size of the special use, the nature and intensity of the operation involved in or
conducted in connection with the special use, the size of the subject property in relation to such
special use, and the location of the site with respect to streets giving access to it, shall be such that it
will be in harmony with the appropriate, orderly development of the zoning district in which it is
located;

(3)

That the special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity of the subject property for the purposes already permitted in such zoning
district, nor substantially diminish and impair the value of other property in the neighborhood;

(4)

The nature, location, and size of the buildings or structures involved with the establishment of the
special use will not impede, substantially hinder, or discourage the development and use of adjacent
land and buildings in accord with the regulations of the zoning district within which they are
located;

(5)

Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage, and other necessary facilities have been or will be
provided;

(6)

Parking areas of adequate size for the special use shall be properly located and suitably screened
from adjoining residential uses, and the entrance and exit driveways to and from these parking areas
shall be designed to prevent traffic hazards, eliminate nuisance, and minimize traffic congestion in
the public streets;
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(7)

The special use shall in all other respects conform to the applicable regulations of the zoning
district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified as
provided in this Chapter;

(8)

There is reasonable assurance that the special use will be completed and maintained as and if
authorized; and

(9)

The special use shall comply with all applicable requirements set forth in this Chapter.

Sec. 150.1505: Standards for a Zoning Map Amendment
(A) In making its recommendations to grant or its recommendations to deny any specific application for
an amendment rezoning any given parcel of land, the Plan Commission shall consider:
(1) The existing uses and zoning of nearby properties;
(2) The extent to which property values are diminished by the existing zoning;
(3) The extent to which the existing zoning and/or proposed zoning promotes the general health,
safety, and welfare of the citizenry of the City;
(4) The relative gain to the public as compared to the hardship imposed upon the petitioner;
(5) The suitability of the subject property for the purposes for which it is presently zoned;
(6) The length of time that the subject property has been vacant, as presently zoned, considered in the
context of the land development in the area in which the property is located;
(7) The compatibility of existing zoning as compared to the compatibility of the proposed zoning
with the existing Master Plan; and
(8) The evidence or lack of evidence of community need for the use proposed by the petitioner which
would require the zoning amendment.
(B) No amendment to this Chapter shall be recommended by the Plan Commission for approval by the
City Council unless the Commission shall make findings of fact based upon the evidence presented to it
in each specific case with respect to the following matters:
(1) Zoning Code. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the intent and general regulations
of this Chapter;
(2) Master Plan. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the intent and actual text and
drawings of the Master Plan;
(3) Type of Change. Whether the proposed amendment corrects an error or omission, adds
clarification to existing requirements, or reflects a change in policy;
(4) Implementation. Whether the proposed amendment provides a more workable way to achieve the
intent and purposes of this Chapter and the Master Plan; and
(5) Persons Benefited. That the proposed amendment will benefit the residents of the whole City, not
just the petitioner, property owner(s), neighbors of any property under consideration, or other
special interest groups.
(6) Development Trend. The trend of development, if any, for the general area of the subject
property, including changes, if any, which have taken place in its present zoning classification.
(7) Zoning. The zoning classification of property within the general area of the subject property.
(8) Public Facilities. Whether adequate public facilities including, but not limited to, schools, parks,
police and fire protection, roads, sanitary sewers, storm sewers, and water lines exist or are
reasonably capable of being provided prior to the development of the uses which would be
permitted on the subject property if the amendment were adopted.
RECOMMENDATION:
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REQUEST FOR PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
The Department of Community Development recommends that the Plan Commission open the public
hearing, accept public testimony, and discuss and deliberate on the request to rezone the subject property
to RM2 – High Density Multiple Family and for consideration of a Conditional/ Special Use Permit to
allow the use of an Assisted Living Facility (“Sheltered Care Facility” 1) on the property at the southwest
corner of Compton Avenue and Livingston Street.

DOCUMENTS ATTACHED:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Project Narrative
Site Survey
Photographic Exhibit of Existing Conditions
Preliminary Site Plan, dated 10/31/13
Preliminary Engineering drawings, 3 pages dated 10/31/13
Schematic Building Elevations & Renderings, six pages dated October, 28 2013
Schematic Building Elevation without Landscaping, one page dated October 31, 2013
Schematic Building Elevations, three pages dated November 6, 2013
Landscape Plan, four pages dated 10-25-13
Sign Plan
Sign-In Sheet for the 10/22/13 Neighborhood Meeting
Memo from the City Engineer dated November 21, 2013
Market Analysis Summary for a Highland Park Senior Care Facility
Applicant Summary of the Special Use and Rezoning Standards
Flood Plain Exhibit
List of Sustainable Construction and Design Techniques
Plan Commission Minutes from the Pre-Application Discussion 10/1/13
Plat of Consolidation
Traffic Impact Analysis Study dated August 27. 2013
Spectrum Traffic Summary

1

A Sheltered Care Facility is defined differently in the City’s Zoning Code, Article II, than it is defined by the
Illinois Compiled Statutes where Sheltered Care is regulated by (210 ILCS 45/1-101) the Nursing Home Care Act.
The proposed use is an Assisted Living Facility as defined by (210 ILCS 9/1) the Assisted Living and Shared
Housing Act.
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PUBLIC WORKS
MEMORANDUM

DATE:

November 21, 2013

TO:

Andy Cross, Planner

FROM:

John Welch, City Engineer

SUBJECT:

Spectrum Assisted Living Development (Compton Avenue/Livingston Street)

Comments regarding the plan for the proposed Spectrum development, dated October 31, 2013,
are as follow:
The site is within the Highland Park floodplain and compensatory floodplain storage is being provided
in the pond south of the proposed building.
The private road south of the Compton/Livingston intersection does not align with Compton Avenue,
north of Livingston Street. North and southbound vehicles are in conflict with each other. The
proposed development includes a stop sign for northbound traffic, but the private drive should be
aligned with Compton Avenue so that opposing vehicle paths do not conflict.
Compton Avenue, north of Livingston Street is being re-paved to be closer to the Base Flood
Elevation. The westerly end of Livingston Street is being re-paved with a cul-de-sac at the end of the
street.
Please contact me with any comments.

c:

Ramesh Kanapareddy, Director of Public Works
William Stewart, Deputy Director of Public Works

MARKET ANALYSIS (Highland Park Senior Care Facility).
Spectrum has carefully examined the overall market for its proposed facility at the
intersection of Compton Avenue and Livingston Street in Highland Park, Illinois, and its
conclusions are set forth below.
Highland Park has a population of approximately 30,000, about 20% of which are age 65 or
older; a percentage that has nearly doubled since 1980. The increased extended life and
aging of our general population is a well established and publicized fact. This has had a
profound impact on the need for senior care, particularly in communities like Highland Park
which sustains long time residents and multiple generations. However there are very few
seniors housing options in this primary market. The only assisted living and memory care
options are the Sunrise of Highland Park and the recently completed Silverado of Highland
Park, with an aggregate of less than 135 units. Further, the Sunrise development is located
in central Highland Park, Silverado in the southwest part of Highland Park and the
Spectrum development will on the north side, so there is and will continue to be some
separate servicing of three slightly different primary market areas.
Spectrum’s external independent consultant specializing in demand estimates, has
calculated a need for at least 105 additional Assisted Living units and 35 additional
memory care units in the Highland Park market. He also believes the Independent Living
market is un-served as well, with as many as 300 units required to meet the demand.
Therefore, there is a significant un-served market which supports the development and
viability of our proposed project.

{1090 MSC A0360853.DOCX 3}

Standards for Rezoning and Zoning Map Amendments; Article XV Amendments;
Section 150.1505 Standards of the Highland Park Zoning Code
1. The existing uses and zoning of nearby properties;
The land use to the north includes the transportation use of Livingston Street, a public street.
Roads can be considered as a transportation land use. The right‐of‐way are zoned R‐1. Single
Family residential homes are located north of Livingston Street and zoned R1 Country Estate.
The area located to the east is the Highland Park Country Club Golf Course, zoned R6 Medium
Density. The area located to the south of the subject property is the Highland Park Country
Golf Course zoned R‐1, Country Estate. The property contiguous to the west is the Highland
Park Public Works Campus also zoned R‐1, Country Estate, but which consists of the existing
municipal office building, fire station, recycling center and vehicle, snow plow and bus
storage.
2. The extent to which property values are diminished by the existing zoning;
The diminishment in value is difficult to quantify; however, the current zoning classification of
R6PD is restrictive and permits only development of a project that has already failed as a viable
use of the parcel. The property has existed in its current vacant state for many years under the
current zoning classification and unless appropriately developed, will remain unproductive and
of little or no value to the property owner or the community. The subject property is best
suited to another use such as that proposed by Spectrum, which would be compatible with the
existing underlying residential land use classification, but would allow for successful
development.
3. The extent to which the existing zoning and / or proposed zoning promotes the general
health, safety, and welfare of the citizenry of the City;
The general health, safety and welfare of the community will be promoted and protected with
the proposed zoning as it will provide an opportunity to develop the property in a proper and
sound manner that will comply with all applicable zoning and subdivision standards set forth in
the zoning code. Moreover, the residential character and integrity of the community will be
preserved with proper planning and site circulation, compatible residential architecture,
visually pleasing landscaping, adequate stormwater management, and appropriate lighting.
4. The relative gain to the public as compared to the hardship imposed upon the petitioner;
The subject property, comprising approximately 3 acres, will be planned as a unified
development with high quality, attractive architecture, and significant landscaping. The
rezoning will permit the development of a residential facility for which there is a significant
market demand within the City of Highland Park. The community does not currently benefit
from the current vacant land which is, frankly, tainted by a failed development.. The site also
presents severe developmental restrictions because almost the entire parcel is located in the
flood plain. Any benefit to be derived from the property will require a creative, marketable
residential development that can bear the physical and financial burden of the requisite
stormwater management. Spectrum believes that his proposal represents such a development.
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5. The suitability of the subject property for the purposes for which it is presently zoned;
The subject property is presently zoned to permit development of the townhome project
approved per Ordinance No. 70‐06. The failure of that project and the inability to attract other
development over the past 5 years supports the conclusion that the property is not suitable for
development as currently zoned.
6. The length of time that the subject property has been vacant, as presently zoned,
considered in the context of the land development in the area in which the property is
located;
The subject property has been vacant for almost six years (i.e. since the time construction on
the approved townhome planned development was halted). The prior active use (retail sales
and landscaping business) was abandoned and the buildings razed in preparation for
construction of the townhome development. Some utilities were installed and foundations
poured, which were subsequently removed. There has been no other significant development
activity on contiguous properties.
7. The compatibility of existing zoning as compared to the compatibility of the proposed zoning
with the existing Master Plan; and
The subject property is located within Highland Park’s North Central Neighborhood District, the
Master Plan for which was adopted in 2001. The area south of Half Day Road is predominately
zoned residential, R1 and R6. However, the land use within this area varies significantly. Quite
frequently zoning district boundaries are defined by streets, land uses and natural
environmental factors. The subject property is bound by a dedicated public street to the north,
a public golf course to the east and south and a public works campus located directly west. The
proposed use is for the most part similar in nature and impact to the existing townhome
zoning. Both uses are compatible with nearby residential uses, because a higher residential
zoning classification is not incompatible with a less intense residential development. Moreover,
the proposed zoning classification is defined by Livingston Street to the north which is an
acceptable and reasonable division between two residential districts. The proposed use will
retain the residential nature of development in this district which is a defined goal of the
Master Plan.
8. The evidence or lack of evidence of community need for the use proposed by the petitioner
which would require the zoning amendment.
Between 1980 and 2010, the percentage of Highland Park residents 65 and older has more than
doubled. It is estimated that 20% of the Highland Park population is 65 years or older.
Spectrum has also recognized that adult children want to have parents remain in the
community and many seniors who are long time residents would prefer to remain. As stated
above, Spectrum’s market analysis indicates that the current number of assisted living units in
Highland Park is approximately 50% of the market demand.
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Standards for Special Uses; Article XIV; Section 150.1404 Standards of the
Highland Park Zoning Code
1. The special use will serve the public convenience at the location of the subject property; or
establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special use will not be detrimental to or
endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort, or general welfare;
The senior assisted living and memory care facility has been planned to preclude any adversity
to natural light, clean air, privacy, safe environment, and adequate ingress and egress. The
proposal will promote the public health, safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the
community and will serve to provide a needed format of housing for the City’s aging
population.
2. The location and size of the special use, the nature and intensity of the operation involved in
or conducted in connection with the special use, the size of the subject property in relation to
such special use, and the location of the site with respects to streets giving access to it, shall
be such that it will be in harmony with the appropriate, orderly development of the zoning
district in which it is placed;
The subject property consists of approximately 3 acres and is located south of Half Day Road at
the southwest intersection of Compton Avenue and Livingston Street. The proposed special use
is a 90 unit three story senior assisted living and memory care facility. The proposed facility will
provide amenities to residents such as central dining area, lounges, a theater, bistro, and salon
and wellness center. Attractive landscaped gardens will be located around the building
complimenting the residential architectural character of the development. Senior assisted living
developments are a lower intensity land use that may be developed under the provisions of the
RM2 District as a conditional use permit. As the vast majority of the residents do not drive, the
land use will produce a small volume of traffic on City streets. The residential use will not place
any burden on the school districts within the area and will generate substantial surplus revenue
to these school districts with no offsetting costs. In addition, the tax revenues generated from
the senior community will produce sufficient revenue to compensate for services provided by
the Highland Park Police and Fire Departments.
The subject property a unique parcel of land set back from Half Day Road, a major arterial road
in Highland Park. Compton Avenue will be the primary means of ingress and egress to the
proposed senior facility. The subject property has been planned to facilitate efficient vehicular
circulation from the existing street system and will not have any adverse impact on nearby
driveways or streets.
3. That the special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity of the subject property for the purposes already permitted in such zoning
district, nor substantially diminish and impair the value of other property in the
neighborhood;
The senior community is a reasonable residential land use that will not adversely impact nearby
properties from a land use perspective nor will it adversely impact drainage, traffic or the
enjoyment and use of nearby properties.
{1090 MSC A0360823.DOCX 2}
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4. The nature, location, and size of the buildings or structures involved with the establishment
of the special use will not impede, substantially hinder, or discourage the development and
use of adjacent land and buildings in accord with the regulations of the zoning district within
which they are located;
The proposed senior assisted living and memory care facility is appropriately scaled for the
subject property allowing adequate stormwater management areas, parking, internal vehicular
circulation, walkways, and landscaping. The proposed use will not impede, substantially hinder,
or discourage the development and use of adjacent land and buildings.
5. Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage, and other necessary facilities have been or will be
provided;
The existing infrastructure systems, consisting of public water supply and sanitary sewer are
adequate for the proposed use and will not overburden the systems. This application is
accompanied by preliminary engineering plans that illustrate the connections with existing
water and sanitary sewer lines. The proposed engineering plans for this development also
provide proper storm water detention in order to avoid any hazards from flooding, proper
geometry for all proposed roads to allow ingress and egress for emergency vehicles and
adequate light levels for safety complying with City lighting provisions of the City zoning code.
6. Parking areas of adequate size for the special use shall be properly located and suitably
screened from adjoining residential uses, and the entrance and exit driveways to and from
these parking areas shall be designed to prevent traffic hazards, eliminate nuisance, and
minimize traffic congestion in the public streets;
The plan for the subject property locates all parking areas for staff employees, visitors and
residents behind the proposed facility and out of view from the residential areas located to the
north of the subject property. Parking areas are sufficient for the proposed land use and are
screened from adjoining land uses by landscaping. The internal road geometry provides safe
access to the parking areas without disrupting existing traffic on Compton Avenue or
Livingston Street. The proposed use does limit the intensity of traffic generation since it is a
senior housing community for individuals 62 years and older, with the typical resident ranging
between 75‐90+ years old. Thus, the number of residents actually driving will be very limited.
A traffic report has been made part of this application which illustrate that the proposed use
will have a nominal impact on the existing major roads, or other local residential streets within
the City.
7. The special use shall in all other aspects conform to the applicable regulations of the zoning
district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified
as provided in this Chapter;
{1090 MSC A0360823.DOCX 2}
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The development will conform to such standards.
8. There is reasonable assurance that the special use will be completed and maintained as and
if authorized; and
Spectrum Retirement Communities, LLC is the petitioner, developer and operator for the
proposed senior assisted living and memory care facility. Spectrum is privately owned and
funded company and has been in business for more than a decade and successfully operates 26
communities in 9 states. Presently, Spectrum operates a facility in Cary and a new facility is
under construction in Lake Zurich. Land Use approvals have also been obtained for projects in
Lombard and Streamwood, with construction scheduled to start in 2014. The company is well
funded from both private investment sources and 5 major financial institutions.
9. The special use shall comply with all applicable requirements set forth in this Chapter.
The development will comply with all applicable special use requirements.
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List of Sustainable Construction & Design Elements
Spectrum Senior Assisted Living Facility
December 3, 2013

1. Sustainable Site Selection
1. Development Density & Community Connectivity. The site is situated in the
community such that residents of Highland Park will have easy access options for
staying near home as they age. Families will be able to keep their elders close to
home, enhancing the connectedness of the community. The density of the
development allows more people in the community to enjoy these benefits as well
as reducing the net land impact.
2. Alternative Transportation. We will be only half of a block away from public
transportation. Additionally, our residents will have daily access to our private
community shuttle which is available for local shopping trips and outings.
3. Heat-Island Effect. The 'flat' roof portion of the building is not visible from
anywhere on the ground but constitutes the majority of our roof surface. The roof
membrane will be white so that it does not accumulate heat.
4. Light Pollution Reduction. Our lights are designed with low pole heights and
the photometric study demonstrates that we are not projecting light off of our
property.
2. Energy & Atmosphere
1. Optimize Window Performance. The building is oriented such that our largest
windows are to the North which reduces solar gain during the Summer. Our
largest South facing windows feature a porch element which will eliminate solar
gain in the Summer.
2. Building Envelope. The building will feature R-21 insulation in the walls and at
least R-30 at the roof. The foundation perimeter will feature a 'thermal break'
which reduces temperature wicking into the building. Windows will all feature
double-pane insulated glazing and low-thermal-wicking frames.
3. Energy Inspections. This project will be inspected to ensure compliance with
the design requirements for air infiltration and insulation.
3. Materials & Resources
1. Recycled Content. We anticipate that at least 10% of the materials in this
building will consist of recycled (post-consumer & pre-consumer).
2. Regional Materials. Chicago has a wealth of regional manufacturing where we
plan to source primary building materials such as brick, cast stone, fiber-cement
siding, roofing, etc. We anticipate that the majority of our main building
components will be sourced within the region. This cuts down significantly on
transportation impact to the environment and has the added benefit of
4. Indoor Environmental Quality
1. Indoor Air Quality. Modern buildings can be too tight. Our building HVAC
system is designed to mechanically supply outside fresh air to the interior of the
building to ensure excellent air quality.
2. Construction Phase Indoor Air Quality. Smoking is not allowed during
construction.

3. Low-Emitting Materials. Adhesives, Paints, Coatings, Carpets, etc. are all
specified to be low-emitting VOCs.
4. Controllability. Our HVAC system is highly "zoned" which allows different
parts of the building to be tempered as-needed. This increases energy efficiency
and resident comfort.
5. Daylight & Views. Approximately 90% of our building spaces have natural light
and views

E.

Preapplication Discussion for a Proposed Rezoning from R6 Medium Density
Single-family Residential to RM2 High Density Multiple Family Residential, to
Develop an Assisted Living (Long-Term/Sheltered Care) Facility as a Conditional
Use and as a Planned Development at the Southwest Corner of Livingston Street
and Compton Avenue.
Planner Cross made a presentation for the above item including the background
information, location, surrounding zoning and land uses, aerial photos, previous
development, proposed development, site plan, elevations, color rendering, land use
compatibility, Compton Ave. right-of-way alignment, traffic study, police and fire
comments, rezoning request, conditional use, planned development,
resubdivision/consolidation, development review process, Design Review Commission
review and recommendation.
Commissioner Glazer asked about the previous developer and why the project was
abandoned.
Planner Cross stated the vacated right-of-way is part of the property illustrated on the
plan.
Manager Sloan stated there was a vacation of rights-of-way for the previously approved
development and the land was resubdivided with the plat filed so that all the land was
absorbed in the private property. The previous developer paid the City for the property
that was vacated.
Commissioner Glazer asked who owns the property.
Manager Sloan stated it is owned by a bank; the applicant is the contract purchaser.
Commissioner Glazer asked about the water retention and what their approach was.
Planner Cross stated an underground storage system will be installed and will not reduce
the amount of parking. It will hold any excess water the pond cannot handle. There will
be no negative impact on the site plan.
Commissioner Glazer asked if it was part of the plan.
Planner Cross stated that the underground system is what they will do if the pond cannot
accommodate the amount of stormwater detention that the impervious surface causes.
Commissioner Bilotti asked if the City Engineer had seen this.
Planner Cross stated he had and had not commented on the preliminary plans. As the
proposal moves to public hearing the applicant will be working with him more closely on
the engineering drawings.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the R6 is for townhouse zoning.
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Manager Sloan stated it was a single-family category and townhomes are attached singlefamily dwellings; however, at the time of the townhome approval there was a rezoning
from R1 to R6.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if there were other R6 available in Highland Park.
Planner Cross stated R6 is a very common zoning designation.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the golf course and how the project would fit in.
Planner Cross stated there was consideration of open space zoning designation for the
golf courses a while back but that did not happen and it is zoned R1.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the notes on the aerial, i.e., R1 country estate, R6
and R7 and was not sure what these meant.
Planner Cross referred to the zoning graphic for an explanation.
Commissioner Reinstein asked Planner Cross if he would locate this use there in
conjunction with R1 or R6.
Planner Cross stated this was not the first time a higher density had been considered for
this property. He showed the Legacy Club condo development with 88 units with 176
parking spaces.
Manager Sloan stated the R1 zoning in the center of City is the result of previous
iterations of the zoning map; R1 zoning was assigned to the flood plain because they did
not have a flood plain zoning district. A good portion of this property is in the flood
plain.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the Legacy Club was townhomes and condos.
Manager Sloan it is a mix of housing types.
Councilman Blumberg stated the Highland Park Country Club golf course has a number
of restricted covenants, overlays and environmental restrictions so it was unlikely to be
developed.
Commissioner Glenner asked if additional property was acquired would that make it a
PUD.
Planner Cross stated the 3-acre threshold is for single-family and this would not put it
over the threshold.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked about the piece on Compton Ave. that was sold and runs with
the land; and, if the proposal to extend Compton Ave. 18’ to the east was in addition to
the previous purchase. He also asked if the plan was to obtain an easement or purchase
the 18’ strip to the east.
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Planner Cross replied this was correct, the previous purchase runs with the land, and sale
or easement is yet to be decided.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the additional impervious pavement would present any
flooding issues to the golf course.
Planner Cross stated that had not been discussed.
Commissioner Bilotti asked if the whole lot is in the flood plain.
Manager Sloan stated only a portion was, and they could have this information at the next
meeting.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the size of the Compton right of way.
Manager Sloan stated it is 33’ and the standard right of way is 66’.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the plan would keep the right of way at 33’.
Manager Sloan stated there would be no reason to widen it to 66’.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if it would ever go all the way through.
Manager Sloan stated no. The Highland Park Country Club is largely covered in
easements which would prevent development unless extraordinary decisions were made.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the City owns the land.
Manager Sloan replied yes.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if the City could develop the land.
Manager Sloan replied there are conservation easement restrictions over it.
Commissioner Glazer asked if there had been preliminary feedback from neighbors.
Planner Cross replied one neighbor had called with questions about traffic.
Mr. David Shaw, attorney for Spectrum Acquisition, 321 N. Clark St., Chicago, IL stated
the project was not a nursing home, but assisted living and memory care facility. He
stated all of the proposed improvements lie to the west of the existing hedge row so there
would not be any interference with the golf course.
Mr. Andrew Royster, Spectrum Retirement Communities, Denver, CO stated they are a
nationwide developer, owner/operator and maintain and manage their properties. They
have approximately 20 communities in 7-8 states coast to coast. They offer many levels
of care.
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Commissioner Glazer asked if they were related to Spectrum Health Care.
Mr. Royster replied no, they were privately held. They do not have buy-ins for their
residents, but operate on a month-to-month rent basis.
Commissioner Chair Stolberg asked if they could be compared to Sunrise.
Mr. Royster said it was similar to Sunrise.
Mr. Shaw stated Spectrum currently operates a facility in Cary, IL, are under construction
with a facility in Lake Zurich and have received approvals from Lombard and
Streamwood to construct 2 additional facilities. The sizes were from 80 units to 140
units. He stated this was their second attempt to come to Highland Park. The first was a
site west of Rt. 41 which generated neighborhood opposition. They consider this an
excellent site in an appropriate location. He mentioned stormwater management which
was a major consideration and expense and stated Mr. Cross, the engineer, had worked
with staff and would explain the situation.
Mr. Steve Cross, Cross Engineering, 1955 Raymond Dr., Northbrook, IL, stated the site
had little FEMA regulated flood plan on it and 90-95% was above the flood plain.
Highland Park does have a higher flood plain elevation. By using the higher elevation
the entire site is within the flood plain. The previous project was designed to
accommodate that and they had a large stormwater pond and also an underground storage
facility. They are proposing to model the site after that plan to mimic what was
previously approved. They have performed extensive calculations to reach this point.
The pond will provide a certain amount of stormwater storage. Also, there will be a large
underground storage tank and they can accommodate all required stormwater storage.
Commissioner Glazer asked if the City Engineer agreed this would accommodate the
stormwater detention.
Mr. Cross stated he had, and the concept is sound.
Commissioner Glazer asked what the cost would be.
Mr. Cross stated they estimated the cost would be $500,000 - $600,000. The old
chamber had been torn out.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the plan was similar to Target with the underground
chamber would the fire trucks be able to navigate and if he could provide calculations.
Mr. Cross replied they could and that would be designed by a structural engineer to
accommodate the 85,000 lb. fire truck.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if they went with the deck method instead of the underground
vaults would the pavement be more pervious.
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Mr. Cross stated it would be a concrete deck.
Commissioner Bilotti asked if it would have to be pumped.
Mr. Cross stated they are trying to set it up so it is by gravity flow.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked about the landscaping and if they intended to draw water from
the pond to irrigate the site, or would they use city water.
Mr. Cross stated they had not talked about it, but they would probably use city water for
irrigation.
Commissioner Glenner asked if the pond was designed to be wet or dry retention.
Mr. Cross replied it would be wet. It would be a feature of the facility and there would
be open water with an aeration system.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the only relief they were seeking was building height by just
under 2’.
Mr. Shaw stated that was correct and it appears they could eliminate the necessity.
Councilman Blumberg asked Mr. Shaw if there was a view of the facility from Compton
Ave. with elevations. He stated he would like the Commission to be able to ask questions
with an understanding of how the development is going to sit on the space.
Mr. Shaw stated if they looked at the renderings of the site plan previously approved,
their building is similarly situated in terms of the elevations. In terms of the architectural
features it is basically the same.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the balconies were not for occupancy.
Mr. Shaw stated this was correct.
Commissioner Glazer asked about the south elevation and said there was a lot of brick on
the right side.
Mr. Brian Van Winkle, architect, Vessel Architecture, 600 Emerson Rd., St. Louis, MO,
said they could put in some windows there.
Commissioner Glazer stated the project is not unattractive but it did represent more
density than what currently exists in the neighborhood. He thought it was a rather stark
addition to the area and was interested in the neighbors’ comments. He asked what the
extra height was being used for.
Mr. Van Winkle stated it was a parapet wall to add an extra feature so the facade was not
just one straight line. They are currently 7’ above the 33’. In their experience these
facilities are very quiet.
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Commissioner Glazer stated they were tucked behind Rt. 22 and if it fronted Rt. 22 it
would be more difficult to accept.
Mr. Shaw stated the previous project was very similar and thought it was a little shorter.
Commissioner Glazer asked Councilman Blumberg if he was on the Plan Commission at
that time.
Councilman Blumberg stated he was, and at that time there was concern about traffic. He
stated he did not recall the architecture and did not remember how similar it was.
Mr. Cross showed an illustration of what was previously approved and how it has been
enhanced.
Commissioner Glenner asked if there were 3 buildings.
Mr. Cross replied there were with a 15’ separation in between.
Commissioner Glenner asked if they had spoken with the neighbors.
Mr. Cross stated he understood the applicant was going to schedule a neighborhood
meeting.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if it would be appropriate to hear from the public present.
Manager Sloan stated it was at their discretion.
Commissioner Glenner asked about licensing requirements.
Mr. Royster stated they would need licensing for this level of care from the State and for
the kitchens.
Commissioner Glenner asked if this was based on a certificate of need.
Mr. Royster stated he did not believe it was.
Commissioner Glenner asked about the size of the units.
Mr. Van Winkle stated the units ranged from 400 s.f to 600 s.f.
Commissioner Reinstein asked for an overall schedule of the project and licensing.
Mr. Royster stated it happens after the certificate of occupancy is issued and varies from
2-8 weeks. It generally takes about 1 month to get licensing.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if they intended to start construction next year.
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Mr. Royster stated they wanted to start as soon possible and it would probably in the
spring.
Commissioner Reinstein how long construction would last.
Mr. Royster replied about 15 months. They hoped to open in 2015.
Commissioner Reinstein why they picked Highland Park.
Mr. Royster stated they used a third party demographer to verify their in-house research.
They have a team that looks into the demographics of the area and looks for these types
of sites. They like to provide senior housing where people have grown up and spent their
adult years. They typically have an 90% occupancy rate in their communities.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if they could provide more supply and demand
information when they return. He asked how many senior care units there are in
Highland Park.
Manager Sloan stated she did not have that information.
Mr. Shaw stated communities the size of Highland Park have 600-1,100 senior care units.
People like to stay in Highland Park. It is a market that should be met and there is a
major demand. He stated they would have more specifics when they returned.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked for financial information for Spectrum and assurance the
project will be completed.
Mr. Royster stated they can provide that.
Director Fontane asked the dollar value of the project.
Mr. Van Winkle replied between $15-$20 million.
Mr. Peter McCarthy, 1053 Livingston, Highland Park, IL stated he had concerns about
the number of employees, the number of weekend visitors and garbage truck and delivery
trucks that will go past their residence. He wanted to see more info on the golf course,
water retention, entrance to the structure, and loss of residential feel of neighborhood. He
wanted to know what percentage of land is in the flood plain and conservation
restrictions. He thought there were a lot of “ifs” and that the building was a vanilla box.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated Mr. McCarthy’s concerns were valid and would allow the
applicant to provide more facts and less “what-ifs.”
Commissioner Glazer stated Mr. McCarthy could meet with the applicant privately to
express his concerns.
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Manager Sloan stated the Mr. McCarthy would receive notice of the public hearing as his
property is within the 400’ notice area. She noted that next Monday was the DRC preapp meeting.
Commissioner Glenner asked about flipping the whole building so the pond is on the
north side and this would bring more relief to the properties to the north.
Mr. Cross stated one of the challenges is the stormwater and the outlet is at the southwest
corner of the property. They have tried to work with the land the way it is and the way it
was previously approved.
Commissioner Glenner stated he thought the parking and activity could be treated in a
reverse manner.
Mr. Cross stated it would be very difficult to do that because of the lay of land.
Commissioner Bilotti stated the natural grading was not set up for that.
Mr. Cross stated there would be more pavement and it would compound everything.
Commissioner Glenner asked if the water problems to the north needing improving.
Mr. Cross stated they are accommodating the Highland Park flood plain which level is far
exceeded above the FEMA flood elevation and required additional storage than the lower
elevation. He thought this would help the neighborhood.
Commissioner Bilotti stated he did not know if there would be any flow toward the
residences across the street.
Mr. Cross stated the pond would be lower than the residences.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked for other questions.
Planner Cross stated the DRC would be looking at exterior features and the Plan
Commission would be looking at parking and rezoning. The DRC meeting would be Oct.
7.
Commissioner Glazer stated the structure does seem imposing which may be due to the
height. The reason may be the parapets and he was not sure they work.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated it was a question of trying to find an aesthetic balance. He
thought this was under the DRC’s purview.
Mr. Van Winkle stated he appreciated the comments and the original design did not
include the parapets. They included them to respond to the townhome look and were
trying to enhance the vertical look. They were prepared to show other options.
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Vice Chair Stolberg stated if you looked at the top roof line maybe some stone copings
might break up the strong straight line.
Mr. Van Winkle stated he appreciated the suggestions.
Commissioner Glenner stated he wanted to hear the DRC’s comments and thought it was
a composition issue.
Director Fontane asked where the mechanicals would be located.
Mr. Van Winkle replied they were planned to be located on the roof.
Director Fontane asked if they were trying to screen this with the parapets.
Mr. Van Winkle stated he did not think they needed the full 7’ to accomplish that but
they would have some larger units in some areas.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if there was any consideration for LEED certification.
Mr. Van Winkle stated they will be required to comply with the 2012 national energy
conservation code. They will not seek formal LEED certification but elements of the
project will comply with the LEED guidelines.
V.

OTHER BUSINESS

A.

Next regular meeting October 15, 2013.

B.

Case Briefing: None

C.

Business from public. None
Manager Sloan stated October 15th is the scheduled public hearing for the zoning
changes for the B4 and B5 district recommended by the Lakota Group and encouraged
everyone on the Commission to attend.

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
Vice Chair Stolberg entertained a motion to adjourn. Commissioner Glazer so motioned;
the motion was seconded by Commissioner Bilotti. On a voice vote, the motion passed
unanimously.
The Plan Commission adjourned at 9:30 PM.

Respectfully submitted,
Joel Fontane, Secretary
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
To:

Michael Longfellow
Spectrum Retirement Communities, LLC

From:

Amanda Larson, Transportation Engineer
Tim Doron, Director of Transportation

Date:

August 27, 2013

Subject:

Spectrum Senior Living
Highland Park, Illinois

PART I. PROJECT CONTEXT
GEWALT HAMILTON ASSOCIATES, INC. (GHA) has conducted a traffic impact study (TIS) and a parking
analysis for the above captioned project. As proposed, the 90-unit assisted living facility would be built
south of Half Day Road along Livingston Street and immediately west of Compton Avenue
The following summarizes our findings and provides various recommendations for your consideration.
Exhibits referenced are located at the end of this document. Briefly summarizing, our opinion is that the
Spectrum Senior Living traffic can be easily accommodated on the adjacent roadways without a disruption
to normal traffic operations. Our reasons for this opinion are:
 Because of the use, which is oriented towards seniors, the project will generate only moderate
amounts of traffic both during the peak hours, and on a daily basis.
 The access system, which has the roadways directly travelling into the site, allows for easy
navigation and circulation.
 On Site circulation, loading, and parking are efficiently designed with more than an adequate
supply of parking that exceeds Village code requirements as well as industry best practices.

PART II. EXISTING CONDITIONS
Site Location Map and Photo Inventory
Exhibit 1 provides a location map of the site vicinity and Exhibit 2 provides an aerial image of the site.
Pertinent comments follow:


The approximately 3 acre subject site is located south of Half Day Road along the south side of
Livingston Street and the west side of Compton Avenue.



Half Day Road is an east-west minor arterial under local jurisdiction. It provides one lane in each
direction and a continuous two-way center left turn lane.

Spectrum Senior Living
Highland Park, Illinois



Compton Avenue (north-south) and Livingston Street (east-west) are both local streets. Compton
Avenue is located along the eastern border of the site and will be improved extending directly into
the site. South of the Livingston Avenue right of way Compton Avenue will be a private roadway
serving the site. Livingston Street will be extended further west to intersect the north south access
drive for the property. Livingston Avenue will remain public.



Regional access to the site is provided by US 41 (Skokie Valley Road) and Illinois Route 22, for
use by visitors to the site.



The immediate surrounding area is primarily residential with other institutional uses in the area.
Single family homes are located immediately north of the property, the Highland Park Country
Club is located to the east, and the City of Highland Park Public Works Department is located to
the north and west.

Photo Inventory
Exhibit 3 is a photo inventory of the site vicinity. The photo inventory shows a number of perspectives
along the site frontage, along the roadways and in the immediate study area.

Existing Traffic
Exhibit 4 summarizes the existing Weekday Morning and Evening Peak Hour traffic. Traffic counts were
conducted by GHA on August 20, 2013. The peak hours of the roadways in the morning and evening were
respectively 8:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:30 to 5:30 PM.

PART III. TRAFFIC EVALUATION
Site Plan
Exhibit 5 illustrates the preliminary site plan prepared by Cross Engineering & Associates, Inc. dated July
31, 2013. Our comments and recommendations follow.
Parking


48 parking spaces are provided, which represent 0.53 spaces per unit. This supply should readily
accommodate the busiest resident, employee, and visitor needs. The parking supply exceeds the
City of Highland Park requirements of 0.33 spaces per resident and is well in excess of industry
standards, which average only .41 spaces per dwelling unit (Source: Institute of Transportation
Engineers, Parking Generation, 4th Edition).



Employees should be encouraged to park in the 10 spaces located south of the building
immediately west of Compton Avenue, or in the more remote spaces from the front door.

Circulation and Loading
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Spectrum Senior Living
Highland Park, Illinois



The access drives combined with the public streets creates a loop around the building.
Accordingly, it provides options and separation for residents, visitors and delivery/loading. All
internal drives will be two way.



Loading and trash pickup is located on the west side of the building with a 21’ wide drive.This will
separate loading, trash removal and deliveries from most general traffic. Trucks should be
directed to enter off of Livingston Street at the far west side, to avoid circulating through the entire
parking lot. However, it should be noted that smaller delivery type vehicles i.e. Federal Express or
UPS will use the front entrance.. Signage should be strategically placed clearly directing visitors
and autos to Compton Drive and deliveries to the designated loading area.

Project Traffic Characteristics
Exhibit 6 – Part A lists the traffic generation calculations for the proposed 90 Unit Assisted Living
Community. The trip generation is based on trip rate data published by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) in the most recent, 9th Edition of the manual Trip Generation.
Exhibit 6 – Part B provides the anticipated trip distribution which was based in large part on existing traffic
flow. It is estimated that about 45% of site traffic will be oriented to/from the east and 55% will be oriented
to/from the west on Half Day Road.

Traffic Assignments
Exhibit 7 illustrates the site traffic assignment, which is based on the traffic characteristics summarized in
Exhibit 6 Parts A and B (i.e. traffic generations and trip distribution).
Site traffic and existing traffic volumes (Exhibits 7 and 4) were combined to produce the Total Traffic
Assignment, which is illustrated in Exhibit 8.

Capacity Analysis
Capacity analyses are a standard measurement in the industry that identifies how a particular intersection
operates. They are measured in terms of level of service (LOS). LOS A is the best rating with LOS F
being the worst. LOS C is considered acceptable for design purposes. The amount of traffic that was
added due to this proposed development has minimal impact on the LOS of the intersection of Half Day
Road and Compton Avenue and will continue to operate efficiently at an excellent level of service. Exhibit
9 shows the existing and future LOS.
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Spectrum Senior Living
Highland Park, Illinois

PART IV. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION
Traffic to and from the site will be easily accommodated within the existing roadway section and onto
the Compton Avenue roadway extension. Additionally the internal design of the drives provides a
continuous loop around the building to allowing an optimum circulation pattern for visitors, staff,
emergency services, and deliveries. In summary, the planned use will work very well within the
context of the regional and local roadway system.

PART V. TECHNICAL ADDENDUM
The following Exhibits were previously referenced. They provide technical support for our observations,
findings, and recommendations discussed in the text.
Exhibits
1. Site Location Map
2. Aerial Photography
3. Photo Inventory
4. Existing Traffic
5. Site Plan
6. Project Traffic Characteristics
7. Site Traffic
8. Total Traffic
9. Capacity Analysis
Appendices
I. Capacity Analysis Worksheets
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TECHNICAL ADDENDUM

Spectrum Senior Housing – Compton Avenue – Highland Park, Illinois

Exhibit 1

Location Map

Spectrum Senior Housing – Compton Avenue – Highland Park, Illinois

Exhibit 2

Aerial Photography

Looking north along Compton Ave towards Half Day Rd

Looking south along Compton Ave towards Site

Looking south along Compton Ave towards site

Looking southwest along Livingston St towards Site

Exhibit 3

Photo Inventory
Page 1 | 1

Exhibit 5

Site Plan

Exhibit 6

Project Traffic Characteristics
Spectrum Senior Housing - Highland Park, Illinois

Part A. Traffic Generation Calculations

Assisted Living

ITE
Code

Units

#254

90 Units

Morning Peak Hour
In
Out
Sum

Totals =

Evening Peak Hour
In
Out
Sum

9

4

13

9

11

20

270

9

4

13

9

11

20

270

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual; 9th Edition

Part B. Trip Distribution
Percent Use by Route
Route & Direction

Arrive From/Depart to

Half Day Road
- East of Site
- West of Site
Totals =

Daily
Sum

45%
55%
100%

Exhibit 9

Intersection Capacity Analyses
Spectrum Senior Living - Highland Park, Illinois

Part A. Parameters - Type of Traffic Control

(Source: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual)

I. Traffic Signals
LOS Delay (sec / veh)
A
10
B
>10 and  20
C
>20 and  35
D
>35 and  55
E
>55 and  80
F
>80

II. Stop Sign
Description

LOS
A
B
C
D
E
F

All signal phases clear waiting vehicles without delay
Minimal delay experienced on select signal phases
Some delay experienced on several phases; often used as design criteria
Usually considered as the acceptable delay standard
Very long delays experienced during the peak hours
Unacceptable delays experienced throughout the peak hours

Part B. Results

>50

LOS Per Movement Group By Approach

Roadway
Conditions

> = Shared Lane
- = Non Critical or not Allowed Movement
TRT - Shared Through/Right lane (with an additonal Through
lane)

Eastbound

1. Half Day Rd @ Compton Ave

Delay (sec / veh)
10
>10 and  15
>15 and  25
>25 and  35
>35 and  50

TWSC - NB Stops

Westbound

Northbound

Southbound

Intersection /
Approach
Delay
(sec / veh)

LOS

LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT NB Approach Delay

A. Weekday Morning Peak Hour
Existing Traffic (See Exhibit 4 )

• Current

-

-

-

A

-

-

>

B

<

-

-

-

11.5

B

Total Traffic (See Exhibit 8)

• Current

-

-

-

A

-

-

>

B

<

-

-

-

11.6

B

Existing Traffic (See Exhibit 4 )

• Current

-

-

-

A

-

-

>

B

<

-

-

-

12.1

B

Total Traffic (See Exhibit 8 )

• Current

-

-

-

A

-

-

>

B

<

-

-

-

12.7

B

B. Weekday Evening Peak Hour

APPENDICES

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
Site Information

General Information

Analyst
ALL
Intersection
COMPTON @ HALF DAY
Agency/Co.
GHA
Jurisdiction
Date Performed
8/26/2013
Analysis Year
2013
Analysis Time Period
AM PEAK HOUR
Project Description AM EXISTING - SPECTRUM SENIOR HOUSING
East/West Street: HALF DAY RD
North/South Street: COMPTON AVE
Intersection Orientation: East-West
Study Period (hrs): 0.25

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street
Movement
Volume (veh/h)
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/h)
Percent Heavy Vehicles
Median Type
RT Channelized
Lanes
Configuration
Upstream Signal
Minor Street
Movement
Volume (veh/h)
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/h)
Percent Heavy Vehicles
Percent Grade (%)
Flared Approach
Storage
RT Channelized
Lanes
Configuration

1.00

Eastbound
2
T
320
1.00

3
R
1
1.00

4
L
1
1.00

Westbound
5
T
415
1.00

1.00

0

320

1

1

415

0

0

--

--

--

1
L

0

1

-0
Two Way Left Turn Lane
0
0
1
TR
L

6
R

0
0

0

1
T
0

Northbound
8
T

12
R

10
L

1.00

9
R
1
1.00

Southbound
11
T

1.00

1.00

1.00

2

0

1

0

0

0

0

0
0
N
0

0

0

0
0
N
0

0

7
L
2
1.00

0

0
LR

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach
Eastbound
Westbound
Movement
1
4
Lane Configuration
L
v (veh/h)
1
C (m) (veh/h)
1250
v/c
0.00
95% queue length
0.00
Control Delay (s/veh)
7.9
LOS
A
Approach Delay (s/veh)
--Approach LOS
--Copyright © 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

0
0

7

0

Northbound
8
LR
3
555
0.01
0.02
11.5
B
11.5
B
HCS+TM Version 5.6

0
0

0

9

10

Southbound
11

Generated: 8/26/2013

12

9:54 AM

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
Site Information

General Information

Analyst
ALL
Intersection
COMPTON @ HALF DAY
Agency/Co.
GHA
Jurisdiction
Date Performed
8/26/2013
Analysis Year
2013
Analysis Time Period
AM PEAK HOUR
Project Description AM TOTAL - SPECTRUM SENIOR HOUSING
East/West Street: HALF DAY RD
North/South Street: COMPTON AVE
Intersection Orientation: East-West
Study Period (hrs): 0.25

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street
Movement
Volume (veh/h)
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/h)
Percent Heavy Vehicles
Median Type
RT Channelized
Lanes
Configuration
Upstream Signal
Minor Street
Movement
Volume (veh/h)
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/h)
Percent Heavy Vehicles
Percent Grade (%)
Flared Approach
Storage
RT Channelized
Lanes
Configuration

1.00

Eastbound
2
T
320
1.00

3
R
6
1.00

4
L
4
1.00

Westbound
5
T
415
1.00

1.00

0

320

6

4

415

0

0

--

--

--

1
L

0

1

-0
Two Way Left Turn Lane
0
0
1
TR
L

6
R

0
0

0

1
T
0

Northbound
8
T

12
R

10
L

1.00

9
R
2
1.00

Southbound
11
T

1.00

1.00

1.00

4

0

2

0

0

0

0

0
0
N
0

0

0

0
0
N
0

0

7
L
4
1.00

0

0
LR

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach
Eastbound
Westbound
Movement
1
4
Lane Configuration
L
v (veh/h)
4
C (m) (veh/h)
1245
v/c
0.00
95% queue length
0.01
Control Delay (s/veh)
7.9
LOS
A
Approach Delay (s/veh)
--Approach LOS
--Copyright © 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

0
0

7

0

Northbound
8
LR
6
551
0.01
0.03
11.6
B
11.6
B
HCS+TM Version 5.6

0
0

0

9

10

Southbound
11

Generated: 8/26/2013

12

9:54 AM

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
Site Information

General Information

Analyst
ALL
Intersection
COMPTON @ HALF DAY
Agency/Co.
GHA
Jurisdiction
Date Performed
8/26/2013
Analysis Year
2013
Analysis Time Period
PM PEAK HOUR
Project Description PM EXISTING - SPECTRUM SENIOR HOUSING
East/West Street: HALF DAY RD
North/South Street: COMPTON AVE
Intersection Orientation: East-West
Study Period (hrs): 0.25

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street
Movement
Volume (veh/h)
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/h)
Percent Heavy Vehicles
Median Type
RT Channelized
Lanes
Configuration
Upstream Signal
Minor Street
Movement
Volume (veh/h)
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/h)
Percent Heavy Vehicles
Percent Grade (%)
Flared Approach
Storage
RT Channelized
Lanes
Configuration

1.00

Eastbound
2
T
518
1.00

3
R
1
1.00

4
L
3
1.00

Westbound
5
T
461
1.00

1.00

0

518

1

3

461

0

0

--

--

--

1
L

0

1

-0
Two Way Left Turn Lane
0
0
1
TR
L

6
R

0
0

0

1
T
0

Northbound
8
T

12
R

10
L

1.00

9
R
3
1.00

Southbound
11
T

1.00

1.00

1.00

1

0

3

0

0

0

0

0
0
N
0

0

0

0
0
N
0

0

7
L
1
1.00

0

0
LR

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach
Eastbound
Westbound
Movement
1
4
Lane Configuration
L
v (veh/h)
3
C (m) (veh/h)
1057
v/c
0.00
95% queue length
0.01
Control Delay (s/veh)
8.4
LOS
A
Approach Delay (s/veh)
--Approach LOS
--Copyright © 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

0
0

7

0

Northbound
8
LR
4
513
0.01
0.02
12.1
B
12.1
B
HCS+TM Version 5.6

0
0

0

9

10

Southbound
11

Generated: 8/26/2013
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
Site Information

General Information

Analyst
ALL
Intersection
COMPTON @ HALF DAY
Agency/Co.
GHA
Jurisdiction
Date Performed
8/26/2013
Analysis Year
2013
Analysis Time Period
PM PEAK HOUR
Project Description PM TOTAL - SPECTRUM SENIOR HOUSING
East/West Street: HALF DAY RD
North/South Street: COMPTON AVE
Intersection Orientation: East-West
Study Period (hrs): 0.25

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Major Street
Movement
Volume (veh/h)
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/h)
Percent Heavy Vehicles
Median Type
RT Channelized
Lanes
Configuration
Upstream Signal
Minor Street
Movement
Volume (veh/h)
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR
(veh/h)
Percent Heavy Vehicles
Percent Grade (%)
Flared Approach
Storage
RT Channelized
Lanes
Configuration

1.00

Eastbound
2
T
518
1.00

3
R
5
1.00

4
L
7
1.00

Westbound
5
T
461
1.00

1.00

0

518

5

7

461

0

0

--

--

--

1
L

0

1

-0
Two Way Left Turn Lane
0
0
1
TR
L

6
R

0
0

0

1
T
0

Northbound
8
T

12
R

10
L

1.00

9
R
8
1.00

Southbound
11
T

1.00

1.00

1.00

6

0

8

0

0

0

0

0
0
N
0

0

0

0
0
N
0

0

7
L
6
1.00

0

0
LR

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Approach
Eastbound
Westbound
Movement
1
4
Lane Configuration
L
v (veh/h)
7
C (m) (veh/h)
1054
v/c
0.01
95% queue length
0.02
Control Delay (s/veh)
8.4
LOS
A
Approach Delay (s/veh)
--Approach LOS
--Copyright © 2010 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

0
0

7

0

Northbound
8
LR
14
480
0.03
0.09
12.7
B
12.7
B
HCS+TM Version 5.6

0
0

0

9

10

Southbound
11

Generated: 8/26/2013

12

9:53 AM

2013 November
PROJECTED TRAFFIC FOR A 89 UNIT ASSISTED LIVING COMMUNITY (AL, MC) IN HIGHLAND PARK, ILLINOIS
Resident Vehicles
Fewer than 10% of our Assisted Living (AL) residents have cars (which equates to roughly 7 vehicles), and AL residents usually
do not drive on a regular basis. Memory Care (MC) residents do not have cars.
On-Site Staff (22 maximum on-site)
Monday through Friday
6am–2pm
14 staff
2pm–10pm
14 staff
10pm–6am
8 staff
9am–5pm
8 department heads

Saturday and Sunday
6am–2pm
16 staff
2pm–10pm
16 staff
10pm–6am
8 staff
No deparment heads

Staff traffic is highest between 1:55pm and 2:05pm. IMPORTANT NOTE: While this peak shift change theoretically involves a
total of 28 weekday staff (or 32 weekend staff), with half of this staff arriving & half departing, some staff change a few hours
before or after shift changes. The actual staff traffic at the 2pm shift change on a weekday is really anywhere between 14-21 total
staff (7-10 staff arriving & 7-10 staff departing); on a weekend it is between 16-24 total staff. The number of staff vehicles is
difficult to project given the acces toPACE transportation
Guest Vehicles
Typically only 10% of our residents have a regular weekly visitor, so for 90 units, we could expect 9 guests throughout the week
(or just over 1 guest a day). In this environment, guest traffic may be higher, but even a significant multiple (e.g. 30%) can be
easily accommodated. There are more guests on weekends and on a few holidays throughout the year. Spectrum will make
arrangements for off-site parking (utilizing its own shuttle bus) on intense visiting days such as Mothers Day, Christmas and
Easter.
Parking Needs
Calculating the correct ratio of parking spaces to units is important to the operation of our communities - too many spaces makes
the community look empty, isolated, & inactive, while too few spaces can obviously cause frustration when parking. In operating
our many communities nationwide, Spectrum has found that providing anywhere between 0.50–0.75 parking spaces per unit is
the optimal parking ratio, depending on the mix of unit types & levels of care provided at a community. For the proposed
community in Highland Park, we are using a ratio of 0.53 spaces per unit, which equates to 48 spaces. If we examine our parking
needs using the weekday numbers for resident & staff cars as outlined above, 9am-5pm we could expect to have 7 AL resident
cars, 14 staff cars, & 8 department head cars. At peak shift change between 1:55pm and 2:05pm, we could see an additional 14
staff cars, for a maximum possible total of 43 cars. At its absolute busiest, the proposed parking still provides 5 empty spaces,
which will easily accommodate the occasional visits by family & friends.
Delivery & Service Vehicles The facility will be served by a large-size truck (semi truck) of kitchen supplies once a week, a
medium-size truck of produce and dairy twice a week, a small-size laundry truck for dining room linens twice a week. Trash
pickup will be twice a week as well. UPS and FedEx deliveries are similar to a typical neighborhood.
Emergency Response Vehicles
The number of emergency response vehicle visits to our community is comparable to a typical suburban neighborhood, although
there are generally fewer police calls. Our staff is capable of identifying potential medical issues before they develop into
emergencies. In such a situation, our staff can inform a resident’s contact person of a potential medical issue, and that person
will frequently choose to come & pick up the resident & take them to receive any necessary care. If emergency response
vehicles do visit our community, we ask that they turn off sirens as they approach, if they are allowed to do so by local codes.
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REQUEST FOR PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
DATE REFERRED: December 3, 2013
ORIGINATED BY:
SUBJECT:

Department of Community Development

Continuation of Public Hearing 13-10-ZTA-004 for a Proposed Text Amendment to
Chapter 150, Articles II (Interpretations and Definitions), IV (Conditional and
Permitted Uses), V (Planned Developments), VII (Area, Bulk and Density), VIII
(Off-Street Parking and Loading) to establish a new Article XXIII (Downtown Form
and Design) of City of Highland Park Zoning Code of 1997 (as Amended); and,
Continuation of Public Hearing 13-08-REZ-002 for a Proposed Zoning Map
Amendment to Properties Currently Zoned RM1 Medium to High Density Multiple
Family; RO Residential Office District; and, B4 Service Business District

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:
The Plan Commission public hearing for the above-referenced cases was opened on October 15, 2013. At that
time the Plan Commission considered a presentation on the proposed zoning text and map amendments and
accepted both written and verbal testimony from the public. The minutes of that discussion and all of the written
testimony and public input submitted on these matters is attached to this report. Following the conclusion of the
public testimony the Commission asked a number of questions and had some dialogue about the issues and
merits of the proposed amendments and then continued the matter to December 3, 2013 for additional
consideration.
At this continuation of the public hearing the Plan Commission is asked to consider three elements of the
proposed zoning recommendations: (1) the proposed zoning map amendments; (2) the text amendments
related to Article V Planned Developments; and, (3) the text amendments related to Article VII Area,
Bulk and Density. At a future meeting the Commission will be asked to focus their discussion on the
issues of the proposed text amendments to Article VIII Off-Street Parking and Loading and the new
Zoning Code Article XXIII Downtown Form and Design.
The following reviews and summarizes the proposed amendments to Article V Planned Development and
Article VII Area, Bulk and Density and the zoning map.
Article V Planned Developments
Several changes are proposed to the existing planned development thresholds, all of which are intended to
be consistent with a heightened emphasis on walkable, mixed-use development and greater levels of
downtown residential growth. The changes would result in additional reviews for low-intensity autooriented development projects, projects that might prevent the types of street network modifications
identified in the study, projects that do not comply with new minimum building height requirements and
projects that exceed new maximum off-street parking ratios. Projects that are proposed to be taller than
new increased height and floor area thresholds would also be subject to planned development review,
which will provide an opportunity for public review of projects that exceed typical levels.
The following proposed thresholds, are those that when exceeded, would require a project to be reviewed
under the Planned Development section of the Zoning Code:
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Downtown Developments (RO, B4 and B5 zoning districts)
-

New developments with a gross floor area of 50,000 square feet or more in B4, B5, or RO Zoning
Districts.
Any new principal building in the RO zoning district that exceeds the maximum height limitation set
forth in the zoning code
New nonresidential development or additions to an existing development in the B4, B5 or RO zoning
districts that provides more than 3.33 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area.
Any new principal building in the B4 or B5 zoning districts that exceeds the maximum as-of-right
height limits established in the subject zoning district.
Any new principal building that does not comply with the applicable minimum height requirements
of the subject zoning district.
Any development in the B5 Zoning District that includes any Auto-Oriented Use.
Any Auto-Oriented Use with driveway access onto a pedestrian frontage or neighborhood frontage
Any development that would render impossible the completion of a roadway or pedestrian connection
depicted in the Downtown Future Connectivity Map.

Article VII Area Bulk and Density
The proposed zoning text amendments to the development regulations for the RO, B4 and B5 districts are the
following:
Proposed Revisions to RO High Density Residential/Office
Zoning District
Current RO
Proposed RO
Maximum Height
45 ft
4 stories and 50 feet
Max Height under
5 stories
No limitation
(no specific footage
Planned Unit
height limitation)
Development

Minimum Lot Area
Minimum Lot Width
Residential Density
Maximum Height

Proposed Revisions to B4 Service Commercial Zoning
Current B4
Proposed B4-4
Proposed B4-5
none
none
15,000 sq/ft (1)
none
none
125 ft
15 du/ac
50 du/ac
66 du/ac
3 stories/40 ft
4 stories and 50 ft
4 stories and 50 ft
(Consultant
(Consultant
recommendation: 3
recommendation: 4
stories/45 feet)
stories/45 fee)

Proposed B4-6
25,000 sq/ft (1)
200 ft
81 du/ac
4 stories and 50 ft
(Consultant
recommendation: 5
stories/45 feet)

Max Height under
4 stories no specific
5 stories no specific
6 stories no specific
4 stories/45 feet
footage height
footage height
footage height
Planned Unit
limitation)
limitation)
limitation)
Development
Minimum Height
none
2 stories
3 stories
3 stories
(1)
Lots with less lot area than the minimum required in the B4-5 and B4-6 districts shall be governed by
and subject to the district regulations applicable in the B4-4 zoning district.
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Proposed Revisions to B5 Central Business District Zoning
Current B5
Proposed B5
Minimum Lot
Area
Minimum Lot
Width
Residential
Density
Maximum Height
Max Height under
Planned Unit
Development
Minimum height

None

0 – 14,999 sq ft

15,000 + sq ft

None

none

125 ft

15 du/ac

50 du/ac

66 du/ac

3 stories/40 ft

4 stories and 50 ft

4 stories and 50 ft

4 stories/50 feet

4 stories (no
specific footage
height limitation)
2 stories

5 stories (no
specific footage
height limitation)
2 stories

none

PROPOSED ZONING MAP AND TEXT AMENDMENTS
The recommended zoning map
identifies the location of sites in the
Central District proposed for zoning
map amendments. The Frontage
Map classifies each of the streets in
the downtown into a specific
“frontage type”: Pedestrian,
Vehicular and Neighborhood. The
proposed text amendments
incorporate various development
regulations based on street frontage
classification.
Pedestrian: The pedestrian
frontage designation is applied
along downtown’s primary
pedestrian-shopping streets where
the highest level of walkability is
expected and desired.
Vehicular: The vehicular frontage
designation is applied along streets
that generally carry the greatest
volumes of traffic, typically at
higher speeds than along other
downtown streets.
Neighborhood: The neighborhood
frontage designation is applied
along downtown streets that are not
classified as pedestrian or vehicular
streets.
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Follow-Up from October 15, 2013 Public Hearing
At the public hearing and following, a number of issues and questions have been raised relative to the proposed
zoning map amendments. These questions have been sorted by subject category and are listed here for the Plan
Commission consideration of the proposed amendments. Questions are shown in bold text and answers or
commentary where warranted are italicized.
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Questions related to the Article VII Area, Bulk and Density Standards Modifications


Does the Plan Commission generally support the proposed zoning text amendments to the standards
for the existing B4 and B5 districts that would create the B4-4, B4-45 and B4-5 Districts and a B5
district with varying bulk and density standards depending upon the area of a particular
development site? Would it be better to just set the density range for the B4 zoning district of 30 to 40
dwelling units per acre with an increase to building height to 4 stories? Alternatively, would it be
better to allow for project density to be increased as a modification allowed through the Planned
Development process?

The base density for the B4 districts is proposed to be increased from 15 du/ac to 50 du/acre. This is the
same density as is currently permitted in the RO zoning district. The proposed base density is consistent
with the recommendation made by the Downtown Property Owners Association throughout the visioning
and planning process. The project consultants have advised that the higher densities recommended will
result in a greater likelihood of having developments which provide a range of unit size and pricing
levels. During the course of the planning process and in working with the project consultant and
prospective developers in the community, City staff has heard on numerous occasions that lower densities
yield developments with larger, more expensive residential units, that are not presently in demand in the
market. Higher densities do not preclude developers from building and marketing high end units with
plenty of square footage, but the higher densities also offer the potential of providing smaller dwelling
units or a mix of larger and smaller units. In contrast, lowermaximum densities can preclude the
provision of smaller, more affordably priced dwelling units.
With regard to allowing density modifications through the Planned Development process, at present,
residential density is one of two items that cannot be modified as part of the Planned Development
process; the other prohibited being land use. The rationale behind this restriction is that the zoning of a
property which specifically controls the use and broadest parameters of the intensity of development
provides assurance to adjacent property owners of what can or cannot be built next to or across the street
from their own property. In addition, the zoning provides a property owner and developer some basic
certainty of the permitted density and intensity of development allowed on a property. That type of
assurance would not be provided by having density of development be the outcome of an entitlement
granted through a discretionary Planned Development process. Many developers have come before the
City on numerous occasions and stated that one of the most important aspects of zoning is that it provides
some certainty to the development process. A property’s zoning is the best indicator of the future
development that may occur on a certain site. When greater intensity of development is proposed for a
site, the mechanism of that change should be through rezoning, as is proposed in the matters currently
under discussion, not through a specific development review process.


In lieu of the above, should increased building density only be available for properties of 30,000
square feet or more and should those density incentives be available on a time limited basis, such as
for a period of two to three years from adoption of the zoning text amendments?

The proposed amendments establish that the B4-4, B4-5, B4-6 and the B5 district all be allowed to have a
minimum density of 50 du/acre with a maximum permitted height of 4 stories and 50 feet. In the proposed
B4-5, B4-6 and B-5 amendments, additional residential density is already recommended to be permitted
on larger or consolidated development sites. The Plan Commission should review the recommended lot
size thresholds as it considers this matter.
‘
Regarding the idea of time limiting the density increases, the issue here seems to be one of providing
some certainty of zoning for the long-term to property owners and prospective developers. As noted
previously with regard to the RO zoning district, the zoning text amendments that increased the density in
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that district were established in 1978 and the redevelopment to RO district standards did not begin until
the 1990s. The intent of the Central District zoning study was to set future zoning and development
regulations for the areas in and around downtown for the foreseeable future. Would a two or three year
zoning entitlement window achieve this intent?


Does the Commission agree that additional building height be granted (such as for the B4-6 district)
for development sites that are located at lower elevations, in order to take advantage of the “natural
terrain”?

Incorporated into the Lakota recommendations is the recognition of the sensitive nature of building
height and its effect on the overall perceived character of an area. The preferred visions and zoning
recommendations take care to locate taller buildings in locations that will not have a negative impact on
surrounding areas. Consequently, there is only one location for recommended B4-6 zoning and that is at
the intersection of Hickory and Central Avenue, a low point leading into downtown.


Should the zoning code set a standard for the percentage of units in a building that are below a
certain square footage threshold (for example, no more than 20% of units can be less than 1,100
square feet)?

Such a recommendation could be incorporated into the regulations, As previously stated, the intention of
recommendation in the Lakota Study is to provide permitted densities that will allow for a range of unit sizes to
be developed. The proposed zoning amendments impose no limitations that would preclude a developer from
building large units if that is the segment of the housing market that they choose to target. During the planning
process the consultant did note that there is a market for smaller units for smaller households.


Should the Plan Commission recommend a strict limitation on maximum building height in the
recommended B4-4; B4-5; and B4-6 and the B5 zoning districts so that building height cannot be
modified as part of the Planned Development process?

As currently recommended, development of property located in the B4-5 and B4-6 and on lots larger than
15,000 square feet in the B5 district can be granted additional building height through the Planned
Development process. The proposed zoning text raises two issues:
(1) Is the additional building height an entitlement automatically allowed through the Planned
Development process or is it discretionary? and,
(2) Is the listed additional building height the maximum that can be granted or can even more
additional building height be allowed through Planned Development modifications?
The Commission is asked to clarify its recommendation in this regard. If the Commission is of the belief
that building height should not be permitted to be modified beyond the limitations set out in the bulk
regulations, then building height in the B4 and B5 districts should be added a as Prohibited Modification
in the Planned Development regulations or the maximum height in a Planned Development should be
specified.
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 Can buildings built under the proposed B4 sub-districts be all residential?
At present, ground floor residential is not permitted in the B4 and B5 zoning district and that prohibition is
recommended to be carried over to the B4-4, B4-5, B4-6 zoning districts. The purpose of the B4 and B5 districts
is to provide zoning that will allow for mixed use projects. The Plan Commission could consider an amendment
that might, for example, allow ground floor residential which does not front on a street or only occupies a
portion of the total building ground floor space.

Questions Related to the Proposed Zoning Map Amendments


Can the property located at the southeast corner of Central and Hickory (First Midwest Bank)
location be rezoned to the B4-5 category instead of the proposed B4-6 category?

The purpose of the B4-6 zoning was previously discussed. At the October 15th meeting, a neighbor to this
property stated that a lower intensity zoning would be preferable at this location. The adjacent property to the
south, the Laurel Court development, is situated across a 20-foot wide alley from the property in question.


Can the properties located immediately north of
1660 First Street, proposed to be zoned in the B4-5
district, be retained in the RO High Density
Multiple Family/Office zoning district?

The area in question, 1694 – 1710 First Street is
proposed to be rezoned to the B4-5 District. Currently
some non-residential uses exist on those properties
(Hadassah Resale Shop; Epilepsy Society offices). The
subject properties contain more than 21,780 square
feet, so taken together they meet the minimum lot area
for multiple family developments in the RO zoning
district. The Plan Commission should discuss whether
expanding the commercial district south from the
Laurel Avenue frontage and rezoning to the B4-5
district is necessary in the proposed location.

General Questions


Will smaller housing units associated with higher density housing reduce property values of nearby
residences? Is there a market for smaller housing units?

The first question is rightly answered by a real estate appraiser. It should be noted that in many areas
surrounding downtown Highland Park, there are a range of housing unit types and staff is unaware of
any reports that smaller housing units have a generally negative effect on property values of adjacent
larger homes.
Regarding the market for smaller units, in discussions with potential project developers, staff has
consistently heard of the demand for, and lack of supply of, smaller housing units, in particular, for rental
housing. It should be reiterated that, by establishing zoning that will allow for the creation of smaller
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housing units, this does not preclude the development of larger housing units, should that be the market a
developer chooses to target.


Will increased traffic have a negative and dangerous impact on pedestrians, particularly school
children, on their way to and from schools near downtown?
Staff notes that future development based on the proposed zoning will occur over a long period of time and will
be incremental. At each step of the future development process, the City will have the opportunity to review
potential traffic impacts and identify potentially hazardous conditions and incorporate pedestrian improvements
through traffic signage or infrastructure improvements to assure the safety of drivers and pedestrians alike.


Was a traffic study performed as a part of the planning study? A traffic study was not
performed

The Lakota team project scope of services did not call for a downtown traffic study. In lieu of a traffic
study, the Lakota team performed an existing conditions assessment including review of parking studies
previously done for the City and identified opportunities and strategies for improved circulation and
roadways.


Are there examples of comparable communities considering or implementing development on a
scale such as Highland Park

Based on the Lakota teams input, details of a number of developments in the Chicago area have been
researched and collated for consideration by the Commission. While not exactly alike in terms of density,
building height and parking requirements, attached are development case study examples from Des
Plaines, Evanston, Orland Park, Downers Grove, Elmhurst and Wheaton which illustrate the
development potential that might be realized if the zoning amendments proposed are implemented.

DOCUMENTS ATTACHED:









Excerpted 10-15-13 Plan Commission Minutes
Letters submitted from the following: Steve Mandel (2157 St. Johns Ave.); Armand Dann (2121
St. Johns Ave.); Jeff Richardson (1660 First Street); Lawrence Hillman (1945 Sunnyside
Avenue); Joy Fiorini
Development Case Sheets
10-15-13 Plan Commission Action
Proposed Zoning Map and Map Amendments
Central District Land Use + Urban Design Study Final Report - Lakota Group Team – Weblink
Only http://tinyurl.com/k9sfbl8
State of the Central District Report – Lakota Group Team – Weblink Only
http://www.thelakotagroup.com/highlandpark/sodReport.pdf

RECOMMENDATION::
The Department of Community Development recommends that the Plan Commission continue discussion
on the proposed zoning map and text amendments to Chapter 150 of the City of Highland Park Zoning
Ordinance.
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Minutes (10-15-13) related to PH#13-10-ZTA-004 and 13-08-REZ-002 for
Central District Zoning Map and Zoning Text Amendments
Vice Chair Stolberg requested a motion to close the public comment portion of the public
hearing. Commissioner Glenner so motioned which was seconded by Commissioner
Bilotti.
Commissioner Kaplan motioned to direct staff to prepare findings of fact to approve the
application to establish a conditional use of a sports training facility at 3570 Western Ave.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Bilotti.
On a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.
B. Concurrent Public Hearings:
13-10-ZTA-004 for a Proposed Text Amendment to Chapter 150, Articles II
(Interpretations and Definitions), IV (Conditional and Permitted Uses), V (Planned
Developments), VII (Area, Bulk and Density), VIII (Off-Street Parking and Loading)
to establish a new Article XXIII (Downtown Form and Design) of City of Highland
Park Zoning Code of 1997 (as Amended); and,
13-08-REZ-002 for a Proposed Zoning Map Amendment to Properties Currently
Zoned RM1 Medium to High Density Multiple Family; RO Residential Office
District; and, B4 Service Business District.
Vice Chair Stolberg read the Public Hearing Statement into the Record to open the Public
Hearing and the members present introduced themselves. Director Fontane read into the
record that proof of publication was on file at the Community Development office.
Planner Smith made a presentation for the above items that included: the amendment
process, context of recommendations as they relate to the vision statement for downtown
Highland Park, strategic issues for redevelopment, Lakota Group team project study area,
identified redevelopment constraints, build-out renderings for the North Triangle and
Sunset Park, new zoning district concepts, current and proposed zoning text and map,
proposed increase in permitted building heights, building height definition for the RO, B4
and B5 zoning districts, historic and proposed building height restrictions, proposed offstreet parking amendments for RO, B4 and B5 zoning districts, proposed off-street
parking amendments multi-family residential, retail and service parking requirements,
planned development thresholds, new Article XXIII - Downtown Form and Design, future
connectivity and frontage classification map, downtown form guidelines, and street
classifications.
Vice Chair Stolberg thanked Planner Smith for his presentation.
Commissioner Bilotti asked about the planned development recommendation from the
consultant and asked what the Community Development Dept. recommends.
Planner Smith stated it was not their place to evaluate the consultant’s, but that direction
depended on the approach the Commission wanted to take as a policy matter.
Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission
Tuesday, October 15, 2013
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Vice Chair Stolberg invited members of the audience who desired to speak on the matter
to rise for the oath. Counsel Burkland administered the oath.
Mr. Dan Wattick, 1660 First St., Highland Park, read a letter from the president of the
Sheridan Square Condo Association stating they were opposed to a change in the zoning.
Mr. Ron Lesky, 1660 First St., Highland Park, stated businesses on Laurel are on a natural
line of separation from Second St. He thought the area around his condo development
should stay the same so it would not affect the residential character.
Mr. Richard Goldstein, 1649 Hickory, Highland Park, referred to the B4-6 next to his
building and stated he objected to the change since his building is only three stories and he
was concerned if a developer were to build a five or six story building it would dwarf their
property and be an eyesore. He suggested making the area a B4-5.
Mr. Bill Dietrich, 1930 Dale, Highland Park, former Chair of the Plan Commission,
thanked Manager Sloan, Planner Smith and staff for their efforts in the study. He thought
the product produced by the Lakota group met the high expectations of the City. Their
objective was to develop regulations that promote the City’s vision statement and
reinvestment in the downtown. The comprehensive map and text amendment proposals
are the results of this effort. In the process one of his concerns was parking. Lending
institutions are very concerned about this and are a constraint on how much parking a
developer will provide. Tenants are a second constraint and the last thing they want is not
enough parking. He thought that what was proposed is a good way to balance between the
overly prescriptive parking requirements and recognizes in the marketplace the City does
have allies who want to achieve the same results the City wants.
Mr. Hal Emalfarb, 100 Laurel, Highland Park, was excited about the process of
revitalizing the community and hoped they would deliberate this issue carefully.
Mr. Rob Rowe, 858 Baldwin, Highland Park, representative for the owner of the 76
Station at Central and McGovern. The owner has acquired other property in the area and
they are currently in discussions with developers. They are looking at apartments. He
stated there is a shortage of smaller units in Highland Park and a number of people are
moving out of their houses and want smaller units. He stated he supported the study.
Ms. Mag Sibbernsen, 574 Vine, Highland Park, asked about the economic impact on the
small housing units and would there be a decrease in value. If so, what provisions is the
City going to make.
Mr. Lawrence Levin, 2021 St. John’s, Highland Park, stated there are a lot of children
who walk along Elm Pl. and Sheridan Rd. and any zoning which would affect the traffic in
that area would be detrimental to them. He asked the Plan Commission to consider this.
Ms. Ann Israel, 2021 St. John’s, Highland Park asked about density and the 800 s.f.
apartment size. She asked who would live in an apartment of that size. She asked if there
had been cost analyses of the infrastructure changes involved.
Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission
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Director Fontane stated they had received a letter from Lawrence Hillman regarding this
matter which was entered into the record.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked for a motion to close the public comment portion of the public
hearing. Commissioner Bilotti so moved; the motion was seconded by Commissioner
Reinstein.
Vice Chair Stolberg thanked the public for their input.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the different B4 categories and if the zoning
classification would apply to residential, retail and office.
Planner Smith replied the B4 is a mixed zoning district and allows commercial, office and
residential above the first floor. There is no proposal to change what can be built in the
B4. The difference of the B4-4, B4-5, and B4-6 relates to the intensity of development
that can be built.
Commissioner Reinstein asked what the ground floor would be.
Planner Smith replied non-residential. It could be office, service or retail.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the second floor and up.
Planner Smith replied it could be office or residential.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if could be a six-story office building.
Planner Smith replied it depends upon the district. He stated there is no requirement that
the building be mixed use.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if there is a project which meets the minimum size and it is
all office, would a parking deck count as a story.
Planner Smith stated if it was underneath, it would not. If it was decked above ground it
would count as a story.
Commissioner Reinstein stated the Lakota study handled parking by putting it
underground. He asked if that was the look they want should the code address it.
Planner Smith stated the code does address it. While the code does not require
underground parking, some of the items in proposed Article XXIII indentify where
parking lots can be.
Manager Sloan stated if you look at the drawings and the study they made assumptions
about some parking being indoors and some surface parking. This is described in the new
Article XXIII.
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Planner Smith stated a vehicular frontage street provides for increased setbacks from the
street and a limited area for surface parking. One concept is not to have a field of parking
in front of a building.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about more density for sites with multiple uses, daytime
traffic and residents. He wanted to know how the zoning code would change if there was
more density for residential.
Planner Smith stated the increases are predominantly about residential.
Commissioner Reinstein stated he favored granting higher heights and more density for
residential only. He did not want to establish Highland Park as the center for the north
shore office market. He asked what the zoning code would look like to prevent this.
Manager Sloan stated they had to change the proposed policies so they do not end up with
multi-story office or retail.
Planner Smith asked if Commissioner Reinstein’s vision for the areas out of the core was
multi-story residential. He stated one of theories behind form based codes is the design
character of the buildings within broad parameters.
Manager Sloan stated if asked, the land use policy for any given building could be
adjusted, they could do that, but not doing it leaves it open to the market.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if you were a developer and wanted to forego the ground
floor commercial space, would that be possible.
Planner Smith stated B4 does not allow for ground floor residential space. He stated you
might find the management office on the ground floor. If you desire strictly residential the
alternate is re-zoning.
Commissioner Glenner asked how they should address the transition areas.
Manager Sloan asked if he meant along Central where the B4-6 was recommended.
Planner Smith stated the zoning map Lakota recommended is not sacrosanct.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated these were not unique questions – height, traffic, parking, and
asked if the City had commissioned a traffic study.
Planner Smith stated a traffic study was not performed.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked about parking and people saying it is tight. He thought this
referred to street parking. However, Renaissance Place and Port Clinton report under
utilized parking.
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Planner Smith stated Renaissance Place is not fully occupied and if it was there would be
a higher percentage of use. During the peak hours there is presently readily available
parking.
Vice Chair Stolberg mentioned the new zoning B4, B5 and B6 and new method of
calculating height rather than to the middle of the peak. He asked where the height is
calculated at 50’ it is feasible that the peak is 59’. He stated this space would not be
occupied but an architectural aesthetic.
Planner Smith confirmed this.
Vice Chair Stolberg mentioned Laurel Ave. and the possibility of changing the western
portion from B4-6 to B4-5. He asked if the maximum height in the district was 50’.
Planner Smith stated they have raised it from three-stories and 40’ to four-stories and 50’
as the permitted zoning.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if a permissible use in the B4-6, would be four-stories, 50’.
Planner Smith stated they would not regulate the height in terms of feet in this district.
Commissioner Glenner asked what other commissions were involved at this point.
Planner Smith replied it was just the Plan Commission now.
Commissioner Glenner asked if they had talked to police and fire departments.
Planner Smith replied yes.
Vice Chair Stolberg requested a motion to continue the hearing to December 3, 2013. A
motion to continue the hearing to December 3rd, at 7:30pm in the Council Chambers was
made by Commissioner Reinstein and seconded by Commissioner Glenner. On a voice
vote the motion passed 4-1. Commissioner Bilotti voted no.
C. Preapplication Discussion for a Proposed Planned Development of Mixed-Use Retail
and Multi-Family Residential Building at 515-555 Roger Williams Ave.; and,
Proposed Zoning Code Text Amendments to Modify the Area, Bulk and Density
Requirements for the B2 Ravinia Commercial District and B2-RW Roger Williams
Overlay District.
Planner Cross made a presentation for the above item including summary information,
proposed mixed-use building and site plan, PUD relief vs. code text amendments,
proposed parking, issues for consideration, parking recommendations, shared public
parking, building height and density, district build-out scenarios, master plan consistency,
and policy considerations.
Commissioner Bilotti asked if these units would be rental.
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Manager Sloan stated they would present that information at public hearing and the
application and would have to supply a parking study showing vacancy rates.
Commissioner Reinstein asked what would happen during the Ravinia season.
Manager Sloan stated Ravinia has moved its shuttle parking to different places over the
years and that would be something to consider with more redevelopment.
Commissioner Glenner asked if the applicant had compelling reasons to go forward.
Manager Sloan stated they asked the City Council to look at it and asked staff to make
recommendations in regards to the feasibility of policy change. They would collectively
work on this with the applicant.
Commissioner Glenner asked about the hidden parking to the north and how much it is
used.
Manager Sloan stated every time she had been there no one was using it. At one time
Ravinia Plumbing filled the spaces with their vans but since they have left it is usually
open.
Commissioner Glenner stated the shared parking made sense and thought they should be
exploring it. He would like to see something happen at this site.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the building height and if the Ravinia advisory group
had been consulted.
Manager Sloan stated they encouraged the applicant to give them the best architectural
result and they wanted the Commission to see what this would look like. They could
compare it to the building across the street which was built to meet current code and think
about which form is the desired going forward.
Vice Chair Stolberg agreed this meeting should be done so as not to slow the applicant
down and would be in favor of a policy change rather than specific relief. In terms of the
height, this is probably the best corner for a higher building and it would not be offensive
to the block. He asked about the mechanicals on roof. He asked if they had done
anything similar relating to shared parking; and, that if the applicant is seeking parking
relief, what would be the public benefit in exchange. He thought maybe the City could
defray some of the maintenance costs and save the developer the cost of building parking
spaces. Maybe there could be some annual contribution to maintenance of the shared
parking lot.
Manager Sloan stated this was a PUD regardless of policy change and any relief would
include the discussion of a public benefit.
Commissioner Reinstein mentioned the location of the site and the height and asked if
they proposed to zone the rest of the block at different height.
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Manager Sloan stated part of the policy discussion would be to set a height. They would
find the right height for the entire block and see if this particular project would still needed
relief.
Vice Chair Stolberg asked if the current permissible height is 35’. Manager Sloan
confirmed this.
Mr. Alfred Klairmont, applicant, 2233 Egandale Rd., Highland Park, made a presentation
for the above item and asked for the Commission’s guidance.
Commissioner Bilotti asked if there would be street parking in front.
Manager Sloan stated there would be and they would be closing one of the driveways.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the unit sizes compared to the building the east side
of tracks.
Mr. Klairmont stated there would be eight units on each floor, two-bedroom, two-bath.
There would two one-bedrooms on each floor. He stated they would be condo quality
apartments.
Commissioner Reinstein asked who they expected to rent the units.
Mr. Klairmont stated they expected a transit oriented tenant. He stated the developer is
not asking for any financial assistance.
Commissioner Kaplan asked what the site included and if it included the insurance office
and sushi restaurant.
Mr. Mike De Rouin, Fitzgerald Assoc. Architects, 912 W. Lake St., Chicago, IL, stated
these were not included.
Commissioner Kaplan asked about the traffic pattern and if everyone enters from Roger
Williams and exit onto Pleasant.
Mr. Klairmont confirmed this.
Commissioner Kaplan asked some if the residents might be concerned about this.
Mr. Klairmont stated he thought they would be excited about an improved Ravinia district.
Commissioner Kaplan stated it was something to take into account.
Vice Chair Stolberg stated the traffic would not be what it used to be. They would await
the results of the traffic study. He thought the target market were tenants who would take
the train.
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Manager Sloan mentioned the affordable housing north of the alley and their only means
of ingress and egress was through the alley. So there is already regular residential traffic.
Commissioner Kaplan asked about the six units of affordable housing.
Manager Sloan stated they are required to have an affordable housing component.
Commissioner Kaplan asked if these would be the one-bedroom units.
Manager Sloan replied they have to be in proportion to the number of market rate units
and there would be some two-bedrooms and some one-bedrooms.
Commissioner Reinstein asked about the area in the back for proposed paved parking –
quantity to be determined. He stated it was almost like a ravine.
Mr. Joe Villanti, Imperial Realty, stated he had walked it off and it was about 125’ where
they could put parking closest to the east.
Commissioner Reinstein stated it did not look like there was 10’ from the north edge of
the alley into the brush without dropping down 3’.
Mr. Valenti stated it lined up with the parking farther to the west.
Councilman Blumberg asked the applicant for renderings that showed the building in
relationship to the actual surroundings.
Commissioner Glenner asked what direction they should give staff.
Manager Sloan stated that if there was support for a scenario for a policy change and that
applicant will proceed with that.
Councilman Blumberg stated he thought that if this proposal was discussed at a Ravinia
association meeting. He thought they would have someone here to comment on it.
Mr. Klairmont stated he had presented this to the Ravinia Neighbors board members but
not yet at a meeting.
Commissioner Reinstein asked if they had any comments on the height of the building.
Mr. Klairmont stated it was a positive meeting with a small group.
V.

OTHER BUSINESS
A. 2014 Meeting Resolution
Manager Sloan stated the meeting schedule was the regular schedule with one exception
in April with back to back meetings on the first and second Tuesdays.
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Commissioner Reinstein stated April 1st will fall on spring break.
Manager Sloan stated they could have an early quorum call for that date.
Commissioner Reinstein motioned to recommend adoption of the 2014 meeting schedule
to City Council; the motion was seconded by Commissioner Kaplan. On a voice vote,
the motion carried unanimously.
B. Next Regular Meeting - November 5, 2013.
C. Case Briefing.
Manager Sloan stated that there was no briefing.
VI.

BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC
There was none.

VII.

ADJOURNMENT
Vice Chair Stolberg entertained a motion to adjourn. Commissioner Bilotti so motioned,
which was seconded by Commissioner Kaplan. On a voice vote, the motion passed
unanimously.
The Plan Commission adjourned at 10:45 PM.

Respectfully submitted,
Joel Fontane, Secretary
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October 26, 2013
Mayor and City Council
Plan Commission
1707 St. Johns Avenue
Highland Park, IL 60035
Re: Downtown zoning recommendations
Dear Mayor, City Council, and Plan Commissioners,
As a lifelong resident, past Councilman and Plan Commissioner, I would like to make the following concerned
comments on the proposed zoning change.
I would suggest that staff recommendations to increase unit densities from 15 units per acre up to 81 units and
increase height from 40 feet to 60 is extreme over kill and reflective of zonings only seen in larger cities or other
towns that have very little in common with the culture and values of Highland Park. One does not need a sledge
hammer to our zoning when a minor adjustment was requested to modestly increase residential use of the CBD
area.
In the current B4 district (which was the intended focus of this study) 30 to 40 units per acre with a 4th story
(which is set back) is enough of an increase to tweak future residential build out.
In the late 90’s, after 100’s of neighborhood and property owner meetings, zoning was reduced from a
maximum 60 foot height to 40 feet and 3 stories (a 4th story allowed in PUD with setback), reflecting the
character of the North Shore and Highland Park. This was the resident’s response to the Optima building and
concern of the changing character in the community.
The concept of modestly increasing density within a similar historic vision and bulk of our town center is
reasonable. The proposed changes from the staff are not and need to be rejected as proposed. It was also
notable that a traffic and retail capacity studies of this area, whether done in the past or present were not
considered. Highland Park’s lack of major arterial connections has always played a major factor in the analysis of
future growth capacity. This capacity directly relates to our enjoyment. I again suggest a modest adjustment
instead of the promotion of the significant changes proposed by staff. If one was to hold public meetings across
the city on this issue the response would be very similar to mine. Please call me if you wish to discuss.
Sincerely,

Steven W. Mandel
2157 St. Johns Ave.
Highland Park, IL 60035
847.831.0373 home
847.456.6933 cell

F&M PROPERTY HOLDINGS

Contact: Joy Fiorini
Phone: 847-308-1157
Fax: 720-596-9183
Email: joyfiorini@comcast.net

November 14, 2013
Mayor Nancy Rotering
City of Highland Park
Dear Mayor,
I write to you in connection with the proposed Zoning Map and Text Amendments put forth by the Planning
Division and currently under consideration by the Plan Commission. I am an owner of an assembled one acre
parcel in the triangle north of Renaissance Place, an area significantly impacted by this plan. My family has
owned multiple properties, operated a number of businesses, and lived in Highland Park since the 1930’s.
I believe there are significant benefits to the city contained in this plan, many of them spelled out in the Lakota
Group study and expressed in various forums by its proponents. I stand firmly behind most of the
recommendations and am very much in favor of the majority of changes presented in the study.
However, there is one glaring element that impacts my property directly (and others such as mine) which I
would like amended: the plan proposes improving connectivity by offering exact locations for streets
which do not exist today. The drawing of these new streets is a fundamental departure from the tone and
intent of the rest of the plan. While so much of it lays the foundation for private enterprise and free commerce to
advance the city’s long range vision, mapping new streets positions the city as a financial and legal partner with
developers at the expense of existing owners.
For the affected owners, having these streets as part of the public record has a number of adverse effects:
• It implies that the city will one day purchase the land for the creation of these roadways;
• It introduces the threat of a possible act of coercion;
• It picks winners and losers among existing properties by giving clear frontage to some and the prospect
of condemnation or a declaration of blight to others, thereby lowering the property value of the losers
and raising that of the winners;
• It makes it harder for owners in affected locations to find long term tenants, further reducing property
valuation;
• It limits current owners’ own redevelopment plans - the city’s plan specifically calls for a critical
review of “any development that would render impossible the completion of a roadway or pedestrian
connection depicted in the map”.
I completely understand the need for connectivity, and for the plan to state a desire for street frontages,
vehicular & pedestrian movement, and block forms conducive to future development. However, drawing
specific streets through existing parcels is an overly prescriptive way of expressing it. Shouldn’t the city
acknowledge that there are many ways for connectivity to happen? Shouldn’t these many ways be given equal
weight? Shouldn’t a long range vision reflect this understanding? As it stands, the plan has veered toward
making these exact streets an essential condition of its concept. I hope this was not the intent.
I ask that you re-examine the range of options studied by the Lakota Group, later amended and presented by city
planning staff, and see if better alternatives were proposed. You may also find examples around the country of
city plans that express a desire for connectivity without prescribing specific roadways. I very much hope you
will review this component of the plan and advocate for the necessary changes. My family and I remain
otherwise strongly behind the vision itself and the future of Highland Park.

Sincerely,

Joy Fiorini

Selected Development Cases
Development

Fort Sheridan Place (2010, Occ.)

River 595 (2011, Occ.)

City

Highwood, IL
No
0.5 mi from Highwood Station
UP-N
3
252
571 - 1172 square feet
$1019 - $1549
1, 2, 3

Des Plaines, IL
No
0.3 mi from Des Plaines Station
UP-NW
8
60
860 - 1660 square feet
$1599 - $2279
1, 2, 2+flex
0
5
55
0
Rental
Planned Unit Development (R-4)
0.6
100.00 (> recommended in HP)

Mixed Use
Location
Metra Line
Stories
Units
Unit Size
Rent Range
Bedrooms
Studio
1 BR
2 BR
3 BR
Unit Type
Zoning District
Acreage
Units / Acre
Off Street Parking / Req’d
by Local Code

Rental
Planned Unit Development
7.64
32.97 (< recommended in HP)

94 / 120
133
94
Covered above ground parking garage

Current HP Code Parking
Proposed B4/B5 Parking
Type of Parking

Parking Spaces / Unit
Bike Parking
Nearby Public Parking
Retail?
Developer
Sale Date
Additional Notes

Bike Rooms
No
No
Morningside USA
1/20/2009
Fort Sheridan Place was renovated substantially in 2010. Non transit-oriented
development.

1.57 (Comparable to recommended in
HP)
Protected Bike Storage
Des Plaines Metro Square (0.2 mi)
No
Morningside USA
10/7/2010
Transit-oriented development
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Selected Development Cases
Development

AMLI Evanston (2013, In Progress)

City

Evanston, IL
Orland Park, IL
Yes
Yes
0.2 miles from Main St. Station
0.1 mi from Orland Park Station
UP-N
SWS
6 (comparable to max recommendation in Varies, 3 or 6 stories; max 70' comparaHP)
ble to max recommendation in HP)
214
295
500 - 1557 square feet
746 - 1512 square feet
$1575 - $3620
$1350 - $2400
S, 1, 2, 3
1, 2
5
0
134
177
44
118
12
0
Rental
Rental
C1a
VCD (Village Center District)
1.8
3.45
122 (Higher than recommended in HP) 85 (Higher than recommended in HP)

Mixed Use
Location
Metra Line
Stories
Units
Unit Size
Rent Range
Bedrooms
Studio
1 BR
2 BR
3 BR
Unit Type
Zoning District
Acreage
Units / Acre
Off Street Parking / Req’d
by Local Code
Current HP Code Parking
Proposed B4/B5 Parking
Type of Parking

Parking Spaces / Unit
Bike Parking
Nearby Public Parking
Retail?
Developer
Sale Date
Additional Notes

310 / 507
418
244
Structured
1.45 (Approx equal to recommended in
HP)
Bicycle Storage Rooms
On Street
7900 Sq Ft
AMLI
Unavailable
Bought and demolished three vacant or
distressed buildings. LEED Silver certification. Transit-oriented development.

Ninety7Fifty (2013, Partially Occ.)

389 / 590
576
343
Structured
1.32 (Less than recommended in HP)
Yes, surrounding Metra station
Yes, 4200 sq ft
Flaherty & Collins
Unavailable
Transit-oriented development.
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Selected Development Cases
Development
City
Mixed Use
Location
Metra Line
Stories
Units
Unit Size
Rent Range
Bedrooms
Studio
1 BR
2 BR

The Residences at the Grove (2009, Occ.) Central Station Aparts. (2013, In Progress)

Downers Grove, IL
No
3.9 mi from Belmont Station
BNSF
8 (> than recommended in HP)
318
507 - 1735 square feet
$1015 - $3080
S, 1, 2, Townhomes (2BR)
24
144
153 (24 Townhomes)
Rental
R6
2.49

Evanston, IL
Yes
400 ft from Central Station
UP-N
4 (comparable to recommended in HP)
80
590 - 1485 square feet
Unlisted at this point.
S, 1, 2, 3
8
32
30
10
Rental
B1a
1.00

127.71 (> than recommended for HP)

80.00 (comparable to max recommended
for HP)

3 BR
Unit Type
Zoning District
Acreage

Units / Acre
Off Street Parking / Req’d
by Local Code
Current HP Code Parking
Proposed B4/B5 Parking
Type of Parking
Parking Spaces / Unit

111 structured + ? Lot Parking / 636
628
362
Structured, 1 above grade, one below
Unknown
No
No
RMK Management
N/A

81 / 115
158
93
Indoor
1.01 (less than recommended for HP)
Bicycle Storage
On Street
Yes; 10,000+ sq ft.
RMK Management
N/A

Non transit-oriented development

Transit-oriented development.

Bike Parking
Nearby Public Parking
Retail?
Developer
Sale Date
Additional Notes
Photo
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Selected Development Cases
Development

Wheaton 121 (2013, In Progress)

Crescent Court I & II (2005-6, Occ.)

City

Wheaton, IL
No
0.4 mi from Wheaton Station
UP-W

Elmhurst, IL
No
0.2 mi from Elmhurst Station
UP-W

6 (comparable to max recommendation
for HP)
306
558 - 1509 square feet
$1260 - $3350
S, 1, 2, 3

5 (comparable to recommendation for
HP)
112
Unknown
N/A - Owner Occupied Units
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Condo
C4 - Central Business
3.34
33.53 (< recommended for HP)

Mixed Use
Location
Metra Line

Stories
Units
Unit Size
Rent Range
Bedrooms
Studio
1 BR
2 BR
3 BR
Unit Type
Zoning District
Acreage

Rental
C4
2.57
119.07 (> than recommended for HP)

Units / Acre
Off Street Parking / Req’d by
400+
Local Code

127 / 224

Current HP Code Parking
Proposed B4/B5 Parking
Type of Parking
Parking Spaces / Unit
Bike Parking
Nearby Public Parking
Retail?
Developer
Sale Date
Additional Notes

Protected Indoor Bike Storage
On Street
No
Morningside USA
1/1/2012
Transit-oriented development

Some Structured
0.88 (less tha recommended for HP)
Unknown
On Street
No
Morningside USA
N/A
Transit oriented development
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Selected Development Cases
Development

AMLI Deerfield

City

Deerfield, IL
No
1.3 mi from Lake Cook Station
MD-N
4 stories
240
527-1350
Not Available
S, 1, 2
22
128
90

Mixed Use
Location
Metra Line
Stories
Units
Unit Size
Rent Range
Bedrooms
Studio
1 BR
2 BR
3 BR
Unit Type

Rental

Zoning District
Acreage
Units / Acre
Off Street Parking / Req’d
by Local Code
Current HP Code Parking
Proposed B4/B5 Parking
Type of Parking
Parking Spaces / Unit
Bike Parking
Nearby Public Parking
Retail?
Developer

6.07
39.54
421 / 405
460
271
Structured, Surface
1.75
Not Known
No
No
AMLI

Sale Date
Additional Notes

Photo
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REQUEST FOR PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
DATE REFERRED: October 15, 2013
ORIGINATED BY:
SUBJECT:

Department of Community Development

Public Hearing 13-10-ZTA-004 for a Proposed Text Amendment to Chapter 150,
Articles II (Interpretations and Definitions), IV (Conditional and Permitted Uses), V
(Planned Developments), VII (Area, Bulk and Density), VIII (Off-Street Parking
and Loading) to establish a new Article XXIII (Downtown Form and Design) of City
of Highland Park Zoning Code of 1997 (as Amended); and,
Public Hearing 13-08-REZ-002 for a Proposed Zoning Map Amendment to
Properties Currently Zoned RM1 Medium to High Density Multiple Family; RO
Residential Office District; and, B4 Service Business District

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:
The planning process for the proposed zoning text and map amendments for these Plan Commission public
hearings began in 2009. At that time, the City Council authorized the Department of Community Development
to oversee a “visioning” process involving the community at large by engaging stakeholders (residents, property
owners, business owners, etc.) in focused discussion related to the current conditions of the central district (
downtown) of the community and to establish future goals for the area.
The planning process to develop the vision statement included a community review of background reports on
existing conditions in the central district, a community survey responded to by more than 350 people,
community open houses on downtown planning and zoning ideas, and roundtable discussions related to the
following topic areas:
-

Creating a Vibrant Downtown (Issues Focus: Land use and zoning; preservation vs. new
development; building form; public spaces and community activities)

-

Promoting Commerce and Service (Issue focus: Character of the central district; land use and
zoning; parking supply and traffic/parking regulation and enforcement; central district identification
and wayfinding; and business incentives)

-

Advancing a Sustainable Downtown (Issue Focus: Resource conserving and energy efficient
buildings and public improvements; bicycle and pedestrian facilities; open space; public
transportation)

-

Assuring a Well Functioning Downtown (Issue Focus: Infrastructure including parking; streets,
sidewalks and lighting; traffic and vehicle/pedestrian safety, and utility systems (sewer, water, etc.)

The roundtables were facilitated by Mayor-appointed community leaders and staffed by the Planning Division.
Each roundtable group was provided with a briefing book outlining current conditions and issues related to then
current land use; retail business, sustainability issues and parking conditions. Each of the roundtable groups met
three times in order to allow community members to participate in more than one subject discussion area. All
told nearly 300 people participated in the community open houses and roundtable meetings. The Vision
Statement and Strategic Objectives (which follow) were ultimately accepted by the City Council in May 2010.
During the summer of 2010 the Roundtable Advisory Group composed of the community members led that the
roundtable process worked to refine the strategic issues into a series of Strategies to be developed into a future
work program.
Out of the roundtable process the following vision statement and strategic issues were formulated.
k:\plan commission 2013\central district plan zoning text & map amendments\10-15-13 plan commsion\10-15-13 pca central
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Vision Statement
Downtown Highland Park will be a vibrant, easily accessible and sustainable place for people to live,
work and engage in commerce, cultural arts and entertainment activities. Future planning and
development will promote the Downtown pedestrian and historic character, and adapt to ongoing
challenges and opportunities. Downtown will be:
Vibrant Lively, diverse, and engaging
- Provides a variety of shopping and dining
experiences
- Contains spaces that are diverse and inviting
- Hosts a mix of activities at a range of times
throughout the day and year
- Incorporates a broad mix of uses including
residential, retail/service and office (live,
work and play downtown)
Accessible Easy to get to and move through
- Accessible by a variety of transportation
modes (car, bus, train, bike, walk)
- Easy to safely navigate to and within
- On-street and off-street parking is available
and well identified (automobiles and
bicycles)
- Signage is attractive and understandable
Sustainable Can meet present needs without
compromising the ability of future generations
to meet their needs. This requires the
reconciliation of the three pillars of
sustainability - environmental social and
economic demands. The three pillars are not
mutually exclusive and can be mutually
reinforcing.
- Cognizant of the need for resource
conservation (water, energy, materials)
- Encourages compact and mixed land use and
future development (commercial,
residential, institutional and public)
- Accessible and functional open spaces,
parks, and streetscapes
- Containing social, supportive, and medical
services and activities leading to
demographic diversity
- Balances economic growth with social and
environmental concerns

Entertainment An activity designed to give
people a diversion
- Providing leisure opportunities
- A broad range of dining experiences
including outdoor dining
- Music and art festivals

Pedestrian Character A sense of place that is
pleasant, safe and interesting in which to walk
and linger.
- Unified streetscape and pedestrian
connections
- Appropriate signage and wayfinding
- Site furnishings (bike racks, lighting
standards,
- bollards, newspaper racks, etc)
- Interesting and accessible building
- Design at the pedestrian level
- Buildings oriented toward the sidewalk
- Designed for safety
- Landscape & streetscape improvements
- Activity on the street (e.g. outdoor dining,
public gathering places)
Commerce Buying and selling goods and
services
- Offering a variety of retail, service and
office opportunities
Cultural Arts Encompasses art forms including
visual arts, literature, music, theatre, film, and
dance.
- A range of institutions which support the
arts
- including the Highland Park Arts Campus
(Art Center and Community House) and the
Public Library
- Live programs and a variety of festivals
- A place for Not-for-profit arts organizations
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Geographic Features The location and defining
physical elements of a place and its general
surroundings
1. Proximity to Lake Michigan
2. Presence of nearby ravine systems
3. The community park: Sunset Park
4. North shore location

5. Highly accessible within the region:
6. Commuter Rail Service including the train
station and railroad tracks
7. Regional Access (Highway 41/Tollway
8. Access to greenway trails
9. Public squares

Strategic Issues
1. Balance the functions in the Downtown by concentrating retail and personal services in the Pedestrian
Core and support the Core with office, service and residential uses in the broader Downtown.
2. Establish regulations with respect to building height, development intensity and residential density
that will maintain pedestrian and historic character, promote variety in architecture and urban design,
and foster continued reinvestment in Downtown.
3. Advance Economic Development in Downtown by increasing commercial (retail and service)
convenience, office and employment opportunities, consumer variety, and marketing efforts.
4. Energize the Downtown with community facilities and institutions, gathering events and social
destinations throughout the day and year.
5. Increase collaboration among stakeholders to advance the Downtown Vision
6. Improve the experience and safety for all transit modes in Downtown (especially non-motorized
travel for pedestrians, bicyclists and persons with disabilities).
7. Balance the supply of off-street public parking with the demand throughout the Downtown.
8. Increase employment opportunities, office/service and residential uses Downtown.
9. Improve neighborhood linkages to Downtown through wayfinding and other urban design
improvements
10. Promote sustainability in all forms - demographic, economic and environmental.
Following the completion of the visioning process, in September 2011 the City in partnership with the
Downtown Property Owners’ Association (POA), issued a request for proposal for planning, zoning and
urban design services for the Central District. In April 2012, the City of Highland Park and the Highland
Park Central Business District Property Owners Association (POA) engaged The Lakota Group, Duncan
Associates and Gewalt Hamilton Associates to evaluate and develop recommended land use and urban
design strategies for Downtown Highland Park. More specifically, the primary driver of the study was to
address land use and zoning regulations within the B4 (Commercial Service) zoning district, which is
adjacent to substantial portions of the Central District on the north and west, and other multifamily and
office zoning districts that are also adjacent to the B5 Central District .
Between April 2012 (project initiation) and February 2013 (submission of the final report) the consultant
team engaged the community in downtown walking tours, community open houses, focus groups and
individual stakeholder interviews and worked with a group of City staff and representatives of the POA to
develop the basis for the zoning text and map recommendations at issue in the public hearings.
In order to achieve the desired quality and character of the B4 districts and to gain support of a defined
community vision for Downtown, The Lakota Team initiated a three-phase land use and urban design
study. This process included:
1. Existing Conditions Assessment
2. Site Development Scenarios
3. Planning and Zoning Amendments
During this three-phase process, the Lakota Team evaluated:
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-

Existing land use patterns
Bulk and density characteristics
Physical appearance and character
Zoning metrics
Parking availability and strategy
Access and circulation

CONSULTANT TEAM KEY TOPICS/CORE ISSUES
The following findings were identified by the Lakota Team and these guided the formulation of the
team’s proposed zoning and land use recommendations:
-

Significantly more density and intensity can be supported in the B4 zoning districts congruent with
the RO zoning district.
Additional height allowances should be considered within the B4 area managed and coupled with
clear and concise urban design goals, guidelines and zoning parameters.
PD standards and minimum lot sizes should be reconsidered in the B4/B5 zoning districts to allow for
more efficient redevelopment opportunities.
A more fluid and comprehensive overall parking strategy should be provided for the Central District
as a whole.
Land use mix in the B4 zoning area should focus more on multi-family residential, mixed-use office,
service and entertainment uses.
Current access limitations within the B4 district provide encumbrances to redevelopment.
The two-pronged approach to height regulations (stories and feet above grade) may limit design
options and consideration should be given to re-addressing these bulk limitations.

The resulting Central District Land Use and Urban Design Study was issued on February 15, 2013 and
forwarded to the City Council in May 2013, following the City Council elections. The City Council was
presented with the findings and recommendation of the Lakota Study in June 2013 and at that time
directed that public hearings be held on the proposed recommendations.
IDENTIFIED ZONING CONSTRAINTS
Based on an analysis of the existing zoning code, the Lakota Team identified five zoning “constraints” to
achieving the preferred vision for the B4 land areas in the central district. The proposed zoning
amendments address each of these constraints/issues:
Constraint #1 – Density
The preferred visions for the North Triangle and Sunset Park Character Areas show conceptual project
densities ranging from approximately 30 to 50 units per acre. While the current ordinance allows such
levels of residential density in the RO (residential-office) zoning category, the B4 category that is applied
to most of the North Triangle and Sunset Park areas allows a maximum of only 14.5 units per acre. This
is a density level more commonly associated with townhouse developments rather than mixed-use
residential buildings in a walkable, downtown, transit-oriented setting. The preferred visions are
fundamentally unattainable without revisions to the maximum density limits now in place in the B4
district.
Constraint #2 – Building Height
The preferred visions for North Triangle and Sunset Park include conceptual projects with building
heights ranging from 3 to 5 stories. Taking advantage of location and topography, there is at least one 6k:\plan commission 2013\central district plan zoning text & map amendments\10-15-13 plan commsion\10-15-13 pca central
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story building scenario identified in the Sunset Park Character Area. These building heights are not
allowed under B4 zoning, which currently imposes a 3-story limit on building heights (4-stories if
approved as a planned development).
Recognizing the sensitive nature of building height and its effect on the overall perceived character of an
area, the preferred visions take care to locate taller buildings in locations that will not have a negative
impact on surrounding areas. Conceptual building designs also include techniques to mask or mitigate the
effect of taller buildings through upper floor building step-backs and floors integrated into roof forms.
Constraint #3 – Parking Requirements
Ordinance requirements for on-site parking play an important role in determining the type of building or
development that is feasible. The preferred visions for the two character areas show conceptual
development projects that provide on-site parking at the rate of one to two spaces per residential dwelling
unit and three spaces per 1,000 square feet of commercial floor area. Highland Park’s current zoning
ordinance requires on-site parking at much higher levels.
Existing parking requirements range from 1.25 to 3 space per dwelling unit and from 3.3 to 4 spaces per
1,000 square feet of commercial space (far higher for restaurants). Not only do these requirements greatly
exceed the reasonable supplies of centrally located parking shown in the preferred visions, they also
exceed observed demand from the Rich & Associates parking study prepared for Downtown Highland
Park. Ordinance requirements for on-site parking play an important role in determining the type of
building
Constraint #4 – Planned Development Thresholds
The zoning ordinance’s current planned development “thresholds” (trigger points for requiring PD
review) run counter to the preferred visions. While the visions emphasize the benefits of promoting
mixed-use development projects on larger, consolidated parcels, the current ordinance works to
discourage such patterns by requiring that any mixed-use project or building over 10,000 square feet in
area undergo more rigorous, time-consuming and unpredictable planned development review. To achieve
the city’s current visions, the consultant recommendation is that PD review should be used to provide
extra scrutiny for projects that work against the city’s goal of a denser, more pedestrian friendly and
economically viable Central District.
Constraint #5 – Lack Of Urban Form Controls
The vision illustrations for the main B4 areas of downtown identify the need for ensuring high-quality
streetscapes, well-designed buildings at the sidewalk level and other traditional urban form elements. The
existing zoning ordinance does not include guidelines or regulations to promote or ensure the provision of
these vital urban form elements.

PROPOSED ZONING MAP AND TEXT AMENDMENTS
In order to address the identified zoning constraints to fulfilling the vision and objectives established by
the City in the Downtown Highland Park Vision Statement and Goals, the Lakota Team provided
recommendations for changes to zoning code language. The proposed text and map amendments are
based on the Lakota Team’s recommendations; but, have been revised to minimize the potentiality of
conferring non-conforming status on existing lots, and to assure that building height and off-street parking
requirements are workable within the context of current conditions in Highland Park.
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REQUEST FOR PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
The consultant team Final Report and recommended zoning text and map amendments can be found at the
following link: http://tinyurl.com/k9sfbl8. The staff-refined proposed zoning text and map amendments
are attached.
The following two maps are pertinent to understanding the discussion of the proposed zoning map and
text amendments. The recommended zoning map identifies the location of sites in the Central District
proposed for zoning map amendments.

The Frontage Map classifies each of the streets in the downtown into a specific “frontage type”:
Pedestrian, Vehicular and Neighborhood. The proposed text amendments incorporate various
development regulations based on street frontage classification.
Pedestrian: The pedestrian frontage designation is applied along downtown’s primary pedestrianshopping streets where the highest level of walkability is expected and desired. The regulations that apply
to pedestrian frontages are intended to help ensure that buildings are pulled up to the front property line
and that buildings are designed to promote pedestrian interest, comfort and safety.
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REQUEST FOR PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
Vehicular: The vehicular frontage designation is applied along streets that generally carry the greatest
volumes of traffic, typically at higher speeds than along other downtown streets. Because it is often
impractical to pull buildings all the way up to the abutting street (sidewalk) along vehicular frontages, the
regulations allow greater flexibility in terms of building location and site design.
Neighborhood: The neighborhood frontage designation is applied along downtown streets that are not
classified as pedestrian or vehicular streets. Because such streets typically include a mix of residential and
Non-residential building types, the regulations allow flexibility in terms of building location and site
design.

Overview of Draft Amendments
The changes proposed by the consultant team in the Final Report are intended to help ensure consistency
with and implementation of the adopted Vision Statement for downtown Highland Park. They are also
intended to:
-

facilitate mixed-use development, including increased residential development in areas surrounding
the central business (B5) district that will support existing businesses and future economic growth;
and,
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-

reinforce and enhance downtown’s existing walkable, transit-oriented character.

The zoning ordinance text amendments would result in changes to four Zoning Code articles and the
creation of one entirely new article. These changes, which are proposed, are described generally below.
Article II: Interpretations and Definitions
New and modified definitions are included Article II. These support the changes proposed in other
articles.
Article V: Planned Developments
Several changes are proposed to the existing planned development thresholds, all of which are intended to
be consistent with a heightened emphasis on walkable, mixed-use development and greater levels of
downtown residential growth. The changes would result in additional reviews for low-intensity autooriented development projects, projects that might prevent the types of street network modifications
discussed during the study, projects that do not comply with new minimum building height requirements
and projects that exceed new maximum off-street parking ratios. Projects above new increased height and
floor area thresholds would also be subject to planned development review, which will provide an
opportunity for public review of projects that exceed typical levels.
The following proposed thresholds, are those that when exceeded, would require a project to be reviewed
under the Planned Development section of the Zoning Code:
Downtown Developments (RO, B4 and B5 zoning districts)
-

New developments with a gross floor area of 50,000 square feet or more in B4, B5, or RO Zoning
Districts.
Any new principal building in the RO zoning district that exceeds the maximum height limitation set
forth in the zoning code
New nonresidential development or additions to an existing development in the B4, B5 or RO zoning
districts that provides more than 3.33 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area.
Any new principal building in the B4 or B5 zoning districts that exceeds the maximum as-of-right
height limits established in Sec. 150.705(A).
Any new principal building that does not comply with the applicable minimum height requirements
of the subject zoning district.
Any development in the B5 Zoning District that includes any Auto-Oriented Use.
Any Auto-Oriented Use with driveway access onto a pedestrian frontage or neighborhood frontage
Any development that would render impossible the completion of a roadway or pedestrian connection
depicted in the Downtown Future Connectivity Map.

Article VII Area, Bulk and Density
Article VII includes proposed changes to area, bulk, and density standards for the RO, B4 and B5 zoning
districts. For the RO zoning district, modifications are proposed for the regulations related to building
height. Some of the regulations proposed are modified from the consultant’s recommendation (Final
Report) based on the discussions of a working group of City-staff, Plan Commission representatives and
members of the Property Owners Association. Where such a modification has been recommended, the
initial consultant team recommendation is noted and shown in italicized text.
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Proposed Revisions to RO High Density Residential/Office
Zoning District
Current RO
Proposed RO
Maximum Height
45 ft
4 stories and 50
feet
Max Height under
No limitation
5 stories
Planned Unit
Development
In the B4 and B5 zoning districts, the proposed modifications of standards relate to both residential
density and building height. In the case of the B4 district, the recommended approach is to create new
districts with varying intensity options; the tiers of intensity are named with sub-district titles: B4-4, B4-5
and B4-6. These districts would be distinguished solely by the maximum allowed intensity of
development (i.e., residential density and building height). Under this approach, property now zoned B4
would be rezoned to one of the new categories with commensurate increased residential density and
building height.

Minimum Lot
Area
Minimum Lot
Width
Residential
Density
Maximum Height

Proposed Revisions to B4 Service Commercial Zoning
Current B4
Proposed B4-4
Proposed B4-5
none
none
15,000 sq/ft (1)

Proposed B4-6
25,000 sq/ft (1)

none

none

125 ft

200 ft

15 du/ac

50 du/ac

66 du/ac

81 du/ac

3 stories/40 ft

4 stories and 50 ft
(Consultant
recommendation:
3 stories/45 feet)

4 stories and 50 ft
(Consultant
recommendation:
4 stories/45 fee)

4 stories and 50 ft
(Consultant
recommendation:
5 stories/45 feet)

Max Height under
4 stories/45 feet
4 stories
5 stories
6 stories
Planned Unit
Development
Minimum Height
none
2 stories
3 stories
3 stories
(1)
Lots with less lot area than the minimum required in the B4-5 and B4-6 districts shall be governed by
and subject to the district regulations applicable in the B4-4 zoning district.

Two intensity designations are included for the current B5 district, based on the lot area of the proposed
development. The preliminary consultant recommendation was to create two districts, B5-4 and B5-5, but
not to indicate any locations for rezoning on the recommended zoning map. On the advice of Corporation
Counsel, it was recommended to not create these two districts but to instead, develop, two different
intensity tiers, based on the size of the development parcel. In this way no new zoning districts are created
without some land being zoned into them. Consequently, there are no zoning map amendments proposed
for the B5 zoning district.

k:\plan commission 2013\central district plan zoning text & map amendments\10-15-13 plan commsion\10-15-13 pca central
Page 9 of 15
dist zta & map amendments.docx

REQUEST FOR PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
Proposed Revisions to B5 Central Business District Zoning
Current B5
Proposed B5
Minimum Lot
Area
Minimum Lot
Width
Residential
Density
Maximum Height
Max Height under
Planned Unit
Development
Minimum height

None

0 – 14,999 sq ft

15,000 + sq ft

None

none

125 ft

15 du/ac

50 du/ac

66 du/ac

3 stories/40 ft

4 stories and 50 ft

4 stories and 50 ft

4 stories/50 feet

4 stories

5 stories

none

2 stories

2 stories

ARTICLE VIII OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING
Recommended changes to minimum residential and non-residential required off-street parking ratios in
the RO, B4 and B5 zoning districts are included in Article VIII. These proposed modifications are based
on the transit-oriented nature of downtown and a perspective that downtown parking issues are best
addressed as an overall district, rather than on parcel-by-parcel consideration. This approach promotes
park-once behavior, which promotes treating the entire downtown area much like a large shopping center
where patrons park-once in the center’s lot and walk from store to store. In addition, the proposed
recommendations to modify off-street parking ratios are based on best practice research and reflect the
belief that Highland Park’s parking requirements for multiple family dwellings in and near the downtown
can be reduced without an individual formal relief process for every new building.
The project consulting team has expressed the opinion that the proposed modifications to off-street
parking provide the minimum requirements; and, are predicated on the understanding that it is very
expensive to provide parking ($15,000 - $25,000 per surface space and much more for structured parking)
and, that Highland Park’s present requirements for off-street parking in the downtown are not consistent
with best practices. In addition, most of the required off-street parking space rates are equalized when
considering the collective variety of land uses in a downtown district; meaning, that any change in land
use for an existing building at a given location, should not be made more difficult due to differing
parking rates that must be accommodated by increases in required off-street parking.
In conjunction with consideration and potential adoption of these parking recommendations, the
consultant’s also recommend a comprehensive review of the existing parking supply in and around
downtown, so as to identify shared public-private and private-private parking opportunities, expansion of
overnight public parking opportunities and other shared parking arrangements.
The consultant’s proposed modifications to the required off-street parking rates for dwellings in the RO,
B4 and B5 zoning districts have been slightly revised by the working group (Plan Commission, POA and
staff) for these public hearings. The group has recommended and incorporated into the proposed
amendment an increase in the off-street parking rates for dwelling units.
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Proposed Parking Rates for Land Uses in the RO, B4 and B5 Zoning Districts
Land Use
Current Highland
Consultant
Revised Recommendation
Park Code
Recommendation
for Public Hearing
Parking Spaces
Multiple Family
Dwellings (in RO, B4
and B5)

Studio 1.25/du
One bedroom 1.5/du
Two or more 2

0 to 999 sq. ft. = 1/du
1,000–1,699 sq. ft. = 1.5/du
1,700 sq. ft. or larger = 2/du

Residential Guest
Parking in RO, B4
and B5
General retail sales
and related service
uses in the RO, B4
and B5 Zoning
Districts
Personal services
establishments and
custom craft uses in
the RO, B4 and B5
Zoning Districts
Food product uses in
the RO, B4 and B5
Zoning Districts
Food and beverage
service uses in the B4
and B5 Zoning
Districts
Financial Uses in the
RO, B4 and B5
Zoning Districts
Business Service
Uses in the RO, B4
and B5 Zoning
Districts
Office and
Professional Uses in
the RO, B4 and B5
Zoning Districts

0.25/du if > 5 units
0.5/du if < 4 units

0.1/du if > 10 units
0.2/du if < 10 units

Typically
3.3/1,000 sq ft gfa

None for first 3,000 sq. ft.
GFA, then 2.5 spaces per
1,000 sq. ft. GFA

No change from consultant
recommendation

Typically
2 – 4/1,000 sq ft gfa

None for first 3,000 sq. ft.
GFA, then 2.5 spaces per
1,000 sq. ft. GFA

No change from consultant
recommendation

Typically
3.3/1,000 sq ft gfa

None for first 3,000 sq. ft.
GFA, then 2.5 spaces per
1,000 sq. ft. GFA
None for first 3,000 sq. ft.
GFA, then 2.5 spaces per
1,000 sq. ft. GFA

No change from consultant
recommendation

None for first 3,000 sq. ft.
GFA, then 2.5 spaces per
1,000 sq. ft. GFA
None for first 3,000 sq. ft.
GFA, then 2.5 spaces per
1,000 sq. ft. GFA

No change from consultant
recommendation

None for first 3,000 sq. ft.
GFA, then 2.5 spaces per
1,000 sq. ft. GFA

No change from consultant
recommendation

Range from 4 – 20
spaces/1,000 sq ft
Restaurants =
10.8/1,000 sq ft
Typically
2.5-4/1,000 gfa
Typically
2.5-4/1,000 gfa

4/1,000 sq. ft

The greater of 1.4 parking
spaces per dwelling unit or the
amount calculated using the
following parking rates:
0 to 999 sq. ft. = 1/du
1,000–1,699 sq. ft. = 1.5/du
1,700 sq. ft. or larger = 2/du
No change from consultant
recommendation

No change from consultant
recommendation

No change from consultant
recommendation

In addition to the proposed modifications of the off-street parking requirements, the proposed amendment
incorporates small off-street parking reductions when a development allows for or incorporates the
following programmatic or physical improvements:
-

On-site reserved parking for car-share vehicles;
Provision of valet parking
On-site long-term bicycle parking
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ARTICLE XXIII DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN (NEW)
Proposed Article XXIII is entirely new. It includes building regulations intended to help protect and
enhance pedestrian character by imposing strict, prescriptive limits on building form along downtown’s
most walkable streets (referred to as “pedestrian frontages” in the draft ordinance) and less strict but still
meaningful controls on building form in other areas of downtown.
It is important to note that the pedestrian frontages map also identifies a number of roadway connections
that do not exist at the present time. These connections include the following future-developed streets that
will extend from Green Bay Road to First Street: Glenview Avenue, Homewood Avenue and Park
Avenue West. In addition, the frontage map identifies a roadway which could connect Park Avenue West
to Central Avenue in a location to the east of Sunset Park. The consultant has recommended these
roadway connections both to facilitate vehicular and pedestrian movement in and around the Central
District and also to create block-forms that are more conducive to future redevelopment projects.
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Proposed Article XXIII also o provides new “form-based” regulations for buildings, by establishing new
design standards that include the following development concepts:
-

Build-to-Zone: the area on the lot in which a minimum percentage of the front building facade must
be located, measured as a minimum and maximum yard (setbacks) range from the edge of the rightof-way.

-

Transparency: the percentage of a street-facing building façade that must be covered by glazing (e.g.,
transparent windows and doors)

-

Blank Wall Area: areas on the exterior facade of a building that do not include a substantial material
change; windows or doors; columns, pilasters or other articulation greater than 12 inches in depth.

The following table and illustration is an example of what would be contained in the zoning code to
depict the proposed regulations for a vehicular frontage street.

Build-to-Zone
A Minimum/maximum (in 5/25
feet)
B Minimum percent of
building in build-tozone (%)

60[1]

Minimum Parking
Setback
C Minimum (feet)

30

Transparency
D Minimum ground story
(%)
Mixed‐use or
nonresidential
building

40

Residential building 20
E Minimum upper story
(%)

20

F Maximum blank wall
length (feet)

35

Pedestrian Access
G Street-facing building
entrance required?

Yes
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As the Commission and City Council move forward with the proposed amendments, they need to be
cognizant of the fact that the proposed zoning map amendments are predicated on the proposed text
amendments for density, height, and the form-based design standards. The zoning map cannot be
modified unless there is a concurrent text amendment to establish the new zoning sub-districts B4-4, B4-5
and B4-6.
Standards for Plan Commission Consideration
Pursuant to Article XV of the Zoning Code, the Plan Commission must hold a public hearing to discuss
the proposed text amendment and map amendment and forward a recommendation to the City Council for
final consideration. According to Sec. 150.1505 (A) and (B), the Plan Commission cannot recommend a
zoning text or map amendment to the City Council without first making Findings of Fact based upon the
presented evidence. The Commission must therefore take the following matters into account when
considering the proposed Text Amendments:
1. Zoning Code. Proposed amendments are consistent with the intent, text and
drawings of Chapter 150;
2. Master Plan. Proposed amendments are consistent with the intent, text and
drawings of the Master Plan;
3. Type of Change. Proposed amendments correct an error or omission, clarifies
existing requirements or reflects a chance in policy;
4. Implementation. Proposed amendments provide a more workable way to achieve
the intent and purpose of Chapter 150 and the Master Plan;
5. Persons Benefited. Proposed amendments benefit the whole City;
6. Development Trend. The trend of development for a subject property include
changes, if any, which have taken place in the present zoning classification;
7. Zoning. The zoning classification of a property within the general area of the
subject property is considered; and
8. Public Facilities. Adequate public facilities exist or are capable of existing prior
to the development permitted through the adoption of the amendment.
The Commission must take the following matters into account when considering the proposed Map
Amendments:
1. The existing uses and zoning of nearby properties;
2. The extent to which property values are diminished by the existing zoning;
3. The extent to which the existing zoning and/or proposed zoning promotes the general health,
safety, and welfare of the citizenry of the City;
4. The relative gain to the public as compared to the hardship imposed upon the petitioner;
5. The suitability of the subject property for the purposes for which it is presently zoned;
6. The length of time that the subject property has been vacant, as presently zoned, considered in the
context of the land development in the area in which the property is located;
7. The compatibility of existing zoning as compared to the compatibility of the proposed zoning
with the existing Master Plan; and
8. The evidence or lack of evidence of community need for the use proposed by the petitioner which
would require the zoning amendment.
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REQUEST FOR PLAN COMMISSION ACTION
DOCUMENTS ATTACHED:





Proposed Zoning Map and Map Amendments
Central District Land Use + Urban Design Study Final Report - Lakota Group Team – Weblink
Only http://tinyurl.com/k9sfbl8
State of the Central District Report – Lakota Group Team – Weblink Only
http://www.thelakotagroup.com/highlandpark/sodReport.pdf

RECOMMENDATION::
The Department of Community Development recommends that the Plan Commission open the public
hearing, accept public testimony, and then discuss and deliberate the proposed text and map amendments
to Chapter 150, Articles IV of the City of Highland Park Zoning Ordinance.
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Proposed Zoning Text Amendments

Proposed changes are identified by underlined text of any color (new/changed material) and (deleted
material) text.
ARTICLE II. INTERPRETATION AND DEFINITIONS
Sec. 150.202 Definitions.
Whenever in this Chapter the following words and phrases are used, they shall, for the purposes of this
Chapter, have the meanings respectively ascribed to them in this Section, except when the context
otherwise clearly indicates. Whenever in this Chapter other words are used, those other words shall
have the meanings normally ascribed to them.
AUTO‐ORIENTED USE: Either (i) any Transportation or Related Use, as identified in the Table of Allowable
Uses of Article IV, or (ii) any Drive‐Through Facility, as defined in this section.
CAR‐SHARE PROGRAM: a program in which a fleet of cars or other motor vehicles is made available for
use by members of the car‐share program and that exhibits all of the following characteristics:
1. members are permitted to use vehicles from the car‐share program fleet on an hourly or other
short‐term basis;
2. car‐share vehicles are generally available 24 hours a day and 7 days a week to members in
parking spaces at dispersed locations; and
3. no separate written agreement is required each time a member reserves and uses a car‐share
vehicle.
CAR‐SHARE VEHICLE: a motor vehicle used as part of a car‐share program fleet.
DOWNTOWN FUTURE CONNECTIVITY
MAP: The map depicting generalized,
proposed locations of future roadway
and pedestrian transportation routes.
(See Figure 150‐23‐2 in Section
150.2330 of this Chapter)
DOWNTOWN FRONTAGE MAP: A map
depicting downtown street frontage
character. (See Figure 150‐23‐1 in
Section 150.2310 of this Chapter)
HEIGHT, MAXIMUM: For structures
located in the R1‐R7 zoning districts,
inclusive, the vertical distance measured
from grade to the highest point of a
roof; in the RO, B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐6 and B5
zoning districts, the vertical distance
measured from grade to the top of the

Measurement of Building Height in RO, B4 and B5

DRAFT ZONING AMENDMENTS FOR PUBLIC HEARING CONSIDERATION (OCTOBER 15, 2013)
1

Proposed Zoning Text Amendments

cornice or parapet on buildings with a flat or nearly flat roof, to the eave of buildings with a peaked roof,
or to the deck line of buildings with a mansard roof; and in all other zoning districts, the vertical distance
of a building measured from grade to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof or the deck line of a
mansard roof or to the mean level between the eaves of the ridge of a gable, hip or gambrel roof, or to
the highest point of a shed roof; provided that antenna towers with a maximum height of 60 feet and
antenna tower structures (including mast and antenna) having an overall height of not more than 70
feet; and aesthetic design features (including dormer windows), equipment penthouses, steeples,
chimneys, or similar features, or other towers, shall not be counted in measuring the height of buildings.
NEIGHBORHOOD FRONTAGE: See Sec. 150.2310.
PEDESTRIAN FRONTAGE: See Sec. 150.2310.
VEHICULAR FRONTAGE: See Sec. 150.2310.
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ARTICLE V. PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS
Sec. 150.505 Applicability.
The requirements of this Article shall apply to the following types of developments in the City:

(A) Residential Developments.
(1) Residential developments on a tract or tracts of land at least three acres in size and located in
a Single Family Residential District, except for developments consisting solely of one single‐
family detached residence;
(2) Residential developments consisting of 10 or more dwelling units and located in a Single
Family Residential District;
(3) Multiple‐family residential developments consisting of more than one principal building on a
Legal Lot of Record, except for townhouse and other attached single‐family developments;
(4) Townhouse developments consisting of three or more dwelling units in any Single Family
Residential District; and
(5) Townhouse developments consisting of 10 or more dwelling units in any Zoning District.
(6) Any new principal building in the RO zoning district that exceeds the maximum height
limitation set forth in Section 150.704(A) of this Chapter.
(B) Downtown Developments.
(1) New developments with a gross floor area of 50,000 square feet or more in B4‐4,B4‐5,B4‐6,
B5, or RO Zoning Districts.

Deleted: 10,000

(2) Any development in the B5 Zoning District that includes any Auto‐Oriented Use. (Ord. 18‐10,
J. 36, p. 022‐028, passed 2/8/10) 1

Deleted: (F) Drive‐Through Facilities in
the B5 Zoning District.

(3) Any Auto‐Oriented Use with driveway access onto a pedestrian frontage or neighborhood
frontage (See Figure 150‐23‐1 in Section 150.2310 of this Chapter).
(4) New nonresidential development or additions to an existing development in the B4‐4, B4‐5,
B4‐6, B5 or RO zoning districts that provide more than 3.33 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet
of gross floor area.
(5) Any development that would render impossible the completion of a roadway or pedestrian
connection depicted in the Downtown Future Connectivity Map.
(6) Any new principal building that does not comply with the applicable minimum height
requirements of the subject zoning district.

1

Editor’s Note: The B5 portion of this provision is not new; just moved from its previous location (Sec.
150.505(F).
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Deleted: or one or more Drive‐
Through Facilities
Deleted: Drive‐Through Facility or

Proposed Zoning Text Amendments

(7) Any new principal building in the B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐6 or B5 zoning districts that exceeds the
maximum as‐of‐right height limits established in Sec. 150.705(A).

(C) Skokie Highway Business District Developments. New developments within the B3 or I Zoning
Districts that include either (1) multiple principal structures, or (2) a single building consisting of 25,000
square feet or more of new floor area.

Deleted: (C) Mixed Use Developments.
Developments that contain both (1)
commercial, institutional, or office uses,
and (2) residential uses.

(D) Voluntary Participation. Developments for which the applicant chooses to utilize the Planned
Development process set forth in this Article, in order to achieve a superior design and site planning
flexibility.

...

Sec. 150.520 Site Planning Constraints and Design Standards.
The applicant for a Planned Development must demonstrate that the proposed Planned Development satisfies and
incorporates, to the greatest extent practicable, the following site design standards:
...

(R) Upper‐Story Building Design. For new buildings and additions to existing buildings that exceed the
maximum height limitation in the RO, B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐6 or B5 Zoning Districts, the Plan Commission and
the Design Review Commission may recommend, and the City Council may require, that building stories
above the maximum height limitation be designed to reduce the apparent overall height of the building
by:
(1) locating one or more upper stories back from the front façade of the building to reduce
visibility from sidewalks at grade level;
(2) integrating usable floor space within architectural roof forms; or
(3) using other design techniques, as depicted in Figure 150‐5‐1 below.
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Deleted: (F) Drive‐Through Facilities in
the B5 Zoning District. Any development
in the B5 Zoning District that includes
one or more Drive‐Through Facilities.
(Ord. 18‐10, J. 36, p. 022‐028, passed
2/8/10)
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Figure 150‐5‐1 Techniques for Reducing Apparent Overall Building Height

Integrating Useable Floor Space within Architectural Roof Forms

Using Upper Story Step Backs and Architectural Roof Forms
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ARTICLE VII. AREA, BULK, AND DENSITY
Sec. 150.704 Multiple Family Residential and Health Care District Regulations.
(A) The following table specifies the general maximum and minimum requirements of area, bulk, yards,
and density for the Multiple Family Residential and Health Care zoning districts. These requirements
may be modified as permitted elsewhere in this Chapter. (Ord. 81‐07, J. 33, p. 694‐703, passed
11/13/07)
MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL AND HEALTH CARE DISTRICT REGULATIONS 2
RO
BULK
Maximum height of principal structure not to exceed

If approved as Planned Development (stories)

4 stories
and 50
feet
5

...

2

Table excerpts only; no changes proposed to regulations not shown.
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Sec. 150.705 Commercial and Light Industrial District Regulations.
(B) The following table specifies the general requirements of area, bulk, yards, and density for the
commercial and light industrial zoning districts. These requirements may be modified as permitted
elsewhere in this Chapter.
COMMERCIAL AND LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT REGULATIONS

3

Zoning District
B5
B4‐4

B4‐‐5

B4‐6

None

15,000‐
24,999*

25,000 or
more*

0 ‐
14,999

None

125

200

None

15,000
or
more
125

871

665

540

871

665

See Sec. 150.2310
10
10

10

LOT SIZE
Minimum lot area (sq. ft.)

Minimum lot width (feet)
DENSITY
Minimum lot area per multi‐family unit (square
feet)
YARDS
Minimum front yard (feet)

Maximum front yard (feet)
Minimum side yard adjacent to residential
district (ft.)
Minimum rear yard adjacent to residential
district (ft.)
Min. rear yard adjacent to nonresidential
district (ft.)
BULK
Maximum height of principal structure
Not to exceed (stories and feet)

See Sec. 150.2310

10

10

20

20

20

20

20

0

0

0

0

0

4 and
50
4

4 and
50
5

4 and 50

4 and 50

4 and
50
5

6
4
If approved as Planned Development
(stories)
Minimum height of principal structure (stories)
2
3[5]
3[5]
2
2
Maximum height of accessory structure (feet)
40[4]
40[4]
40[4]
40[4]
40[4]
Table Notes:
* Lots with less lot area than the minimum required in the B4‐5 and B4‐6 districts shall be governed by and
subject to the district regulations applicable in the B4‐4 zoning district.
[5] Lower minimum building heights may be approved through the planned development process, provided that
the subject building must be at least 2 stories in height.
(B) For residential structures over fifteen (15) feet high in the B1 and B2, zoning districts, the minimum side and
rear yard distance between a wall containing openings for light and air and a lot line shall be ten (10) feet plus
one (1) foot for every three (3) feet of height above twenty (20) feet. For these purposes, the "height of the
building wall" shall be measured from the floor level of the lowest story containing a dwelling unit.
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Sec. 150.708 Special Height Considerations.
The height requirements below further qualify the requirements in the preceding tables.
...

(E) The maximum story‐based height limitations set forth in this Article VII do not apply to uninhabited
structures, such as parking garages. Uninhabited structures are regulated exclusively by the applicable
maximum height in feet.
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ARTICLE VIII. OFF‐STREET PARKING AND LOADING
Sec. 150.804 Joint Parking Facilities.
ARTICLE VIII. OFF‐STREET PARKING AND LOADING
Sec. 150.804 Joint Parking Facilities.
(3) Captive Market. Parking requirements for retail and restaurant uses may be reduced where it
can be determined that some portion of the patronage of these businesses comes from other
uses (i.e. employees of area offices) located within a maximum walking distance of 1,320 feet.
However, in lieu of an independent parking study, the following factors for captive market
adjustments may be employed for uses in the B5, Central Business District.
Retail/Service 15% Reduction
Food and Beverage 15% Reduction
General Offices 5% Reduction
Financial Institution 5% Reduction

(4) Alternative Transportation Reductions.
(a) A reduction of up to fifteen percent (15%) of the required parking, based on
substantiated projections of reduction in parking demand, may be granted for any use,
building or complex located within 1,320 feet of any regularly scheduled bus route or
commuter train station.
(b) A reduction of up to ten percent (10%) of the required parking, based on
substantiated projections of reduction in parking demand, may be granted for any
building or complex exceeding fifty thousand (50,000) square feet of gross floor area or
has a minimum of one hundred (100) employees on site at one time and that also
institutes and maintains a carpooling/vanpooling program in association with a Chicago
Area Transportation Survey (CATS) approved program.
(c) A reduction of up to fifteen percent (15%) of required parking, based on
substantiated projections of reduction in parking demand, may be granted for any
building or complex that institutes and maintains a continuous, personalized shuttle
service, or contracts with a local agency to provide said service.
(d) A reduction of up to one space or ten percent (10%) of the overall number of
required parking spaces, whichever is greater, may be granted for any development that
provides reserved parking for use by car‐share vehicles. Parking for car‐share vehicles
may be provided in any required or non‐required off‐street parking space.
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ARTICLE VIII. OFF‐STREET PARKING AND LOADING
TABLE OF PARKING AND LOADING REQUIREMENTS
(e) Valet parking may be approved as a means of satisfying off‐street parking
requirements when an attendant is provided to park vehicles during all business hours of
the subject use.
(f) A reduction of up to one nonresidential parking space may be granted for every 10
long‐term bicycle parking spaces provided on‐site. In order to qualify for this reduction,
the long‐term bicycle parking must:
(i) be protected from weather and access by unauthorized persons;
(ii) consist of bike racks or lockers anchored so that they cannot be easily removed;
(iii) be of solid construction, resistant to rust, corrosion, hammers, and saws;
(iv) allow both the bicycle frame and the wheels to be locked with the bicycle in an
upright position using a standard U‐lock;
(v) be designed so as not to cause damage to the bicycle;
(vi) facilitate easy locking without interference from or to adjacent bicycles; and
(vii) have minimum dimensions of 2 feet in width by 6 feet in length, with a
minimum overhead vertical clearance of 7 feet. Bicycle lockers are exempt from
overhead clearance requirements referenced herein.
(g) Electric vehicle charging stations may be located in required off‐street parking spaces
and be counted toward satisfying minimum off‐street parking space requirements.
...

TABLE OF PARKING AND LOADING REQUIREMENTS
In the following table, GFA is an abbreviation for Gross Floor Area and GLA is an abbreviation for Gross
Leasable Area. Loading spaces are calculated on the basis of gross floor area.
PARKING SPACES

LOADING SPACES

RESIDENTIAL USES
Dwelling units in the RO, B4‐4, B4‐5,
B4‐6 and B5 Zoning Districts

The greater of 1.4 parking spaces per As specified for the specific
dwelling unit or the amount calculated residential use types below
using the following parking rates:
0 to 999 sq. ft. = 1 space
1,000–1,699 sq. ft. = 1.5 spaces
1,700 sq. ft. or larger = 2 spaces
GENERAL RETAIL SALES AND RELATED SERVICE USES
General retail sales and related service None for first 3,000 sq. ft. GFA, then 2.5 As specified for specific general
retail sales and related service use
uses in the RO, B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐6 and B5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
Zoning Districts
(option for consideration: increase ratio types below
to 3.0 west of Green Bay Road)
PERSONAL SERVICES ESTABLISHMENTS AND CUSTOM CRAFT USES
Personal services establishments and None for first 3,000 sq. ft. GFA, then 2.5 As specified for specific personal
custom craft uses in the RO, B4‐4, B4‐ spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
services establishments and
5, B4‐6 and B5 Zoning Districts
custom craft use types below
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ARTICLE VIII. OFF‐STREET PARKING AND LOADING
TABLE OF GUEST PARKING REQUIREMENTS
PARKING SPACES
LOADING SPACES
FOOD PRODUCT USES
Food product uses in the RO, B4‐4, B4‐ None for first 3,000 sq. ft. GFA, then 2.5 As specified for specific food
5, B4‐6 and B5 Zoning Districts
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
product use types below

10.80 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
Delicatessens
without Drive‐in Facilities ~

Restaurants, Drive‐in ~

One with indoor seating area; none
with no seating area provided +

Deleted: FOOD AND BEVERAGE
SERVICE USES Within the Central
Business District *
Deleted: None for the first 10,000 sq.
ft., then 1 per¶
30,000 sq. ft. up to 70,000 sq. ft. plus 1
per¶
80,000 sq. ft. thereafter
Deleted: Catering Service Facilities
Deleted: 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
Deleted: Frozen Dessert Stores,

20 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA for
One with indoor seating area; none
kitchen area, serving counter and
with no seating area provided
waiting area, plus 0.5 spaces per seat +

Deleted: None for the first 10,000 sq.
ft., then 1 per¶
30,000 sq. ft. up to 70,000 sq. ft. plus 1
per¶
80,000 sq. ft. thereafter
Deleted: 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
Deleted: 10.80 spaces per 1,000 sq.ft.
GFA
Deleted: One with indoor seating area;
none with no seating area provided

FOOD AND BEVERAGE SERVICE USES
Food and beverage service uses in the
B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐6 and B5 Zoning
Districts
FINANCIAL USES
Financial Uses in the RO, B4‐4, B4‐6,
B4‐6 and B5 Zoning Districts
BUSINESS SERVICE USES
Business Service Uses in the RO, B4‐4,
B4‐6, B4‐6 and B5 Zoning Districts
OFFICE AND PROFESSIONAL USES
Office and Professional Uses in the RO,
B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐6 and B5 Zoning
Districts

None for first 3,000 sq. ft. GFA, then 2.5 As specified for specific food and
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
beverage service use types below

None for first 3,000 sq. ft. GFA, then 2.5 As specified for specific financial
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
service use types below
None for first 3,000 sq. ft. GFA, then 2.5 As specified for specific business
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
service use types below
None for first 3,000 sq. ft. GFA, then 2.5 As specified for specific business
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA
service use types below

TABLE OF GUEST PARKING REQUIREMENTS
RESIDENTIAL USES *
GUEST PARKING SPACES
Multiple family dwellings
Market Rate Units in the following quantities: 0.1 spaces per dwelling unit if 10
and mixed‐use buildings in or more; 0.2 spaces per dwelling unit if less than 10 units
the RO, B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐6
and B5 Zoning Districts
including Planned
Developments
Multiple Family Dwellings in Market Rate Units in the following quantities: 0.25 spaces per dwelling unit if ≥ 5
RM‐1, RM1‐A, RM‐2 Zoning units; 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit if ≤ 4 units
Districts
Dwellings as Part of a
Market Rate Units in the following quantities:
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Deleted: Outdoor Restaurants
Deleted: Restaurants, Fast‐food or¶
Carry‐out
Deleted: 20 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
GFA for kitchen area, serving counter and
waiting area, plus 0.5 spaces per seat +
Deleted: One with indoor seating area;
none with no seating area provided
Deleted: Restaurants, Excluding¶
Dancing & Entertainment
Deleted: 10.80 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
GFA
Deleted: 1 space per 40,000 sq. ft.
Deleted: Restaurants, With Dancing &
Entertainment
Deleted: 20 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
GFA plus banquet room and meeting
rooms +
Deleted: 1 space per 40,000 sq. ft.
Deleted: *Food and Beverage Service
Uses within the Central Business District
added by Ordinance No. 55‐01, adopted¶
9/24/01¶
+ Amended by Ordinance No. 30‐09,...J.[1]
Deleted: Outside the Central Business
District *
Deleted: Food and beverage service
uses
Deleted: Food and beverage service
uses
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ARTICLE VIII. OFF‐STREET PARKING AND LOADING
TABLE OF GUEST PARKING REQUIREMENTS
GUEST PARKING SPACES
Planned Unit Development
Detached Single Family Units: 0 if development includes new parking on a newly
in Zoning Districts Other
than the RO, B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐ dedicated public street or 0.4 spaces per unit if development includes no new
parking on a newly dedicated public street;
6 or B5
Attached Single Family Units: 0.4 spaces per unit;
Multi‐family 0.25 spaces per dwelling unit if ≥ 5 units in entire development or
0.5 spaces per dwelling unit if ≤ 4 units in entire development; or
Multifamily Units: 0.25 spaces per dwelling unit if ≥ 5 units; 0.5 spaces per
dwelling unit if ≤ 4 units

Single Family Dwellings

Two Family Dwellings

Notwithstanding anything in this Table to the contrary, no guest parking spaces shall
be required for any property that is developed as a Planned Unit Development and
for which a public hearing of the Plan Commission regarding the Planned Unit
Development was opened on or before April 26, 2009
Market Rate Units in the following quantities (if not a Planned
Development): 0 if development or subdivision includes new parking spaces on a
newly dedicated public street; or, if development
includes no new parking on a newly dedicated public street parking, no less than 1
space per unit.
Market Rate Units: 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit"

*Table of Guest Parking Requirements – Residential Uses added by Ordinance No. 30‐09, J. 35, p. 088‐
095, passed 4/27/09
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ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2305 General
ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2305 General
(A) Purpose
The purpose of the downtown form and design regulations of this Article is to help maintain and
enhance the transit‐oriented, walkable character of downtown Highland Park.

(B) Applicability
The downtown form and design regulations of this Article apply within the B4‐4, B4‐5, B4‐6, B5 and RO
Zoning Districts to: (1) all new buildings; and (2) renovations of, or additions to, existing buildings that
result in an increase of 50% or more in the building’ gross floor area. In the event of a conflict between
the regulations of this Article XXIII and the area, bulk, and density regulations set forth in Article VII of
this Chapter, the regulations of this Article XXIII shall control.
Sec. 150.2310 Frontage Classifications
Streets frontages in the downtown area are classified according to their existing and proposed future
character. Three frontage types are designated and shown in Figure 150‐23‐1 below:
(A) Pedestrian
The pedestrian frontage designation is applied along downtown’s primary pedestrian‐shopping streets,
where the highest level of walkability is expected and desired. The regulations that apply to pedestrian
frontages are intended to help ensure that buildings are located at the front property line and that
buildings are designed to promote pedestrian interest, comfort and safety.
(B) Vehicular
The vehicular frontage designation is applied along streets that generally carry the greatest volumes of
traffic, typically at higher speeds than along other downtown streets. Because it is often impractical to
locate buildings immediately adjacent to the abutting street or sidewalk along vehicular frontages, the
regulations allow greater flexibility in terms of building location and site design.
(C) Neighborhood
The neighborhood frontage designation is applied along downtown streets that are not classified as
pedestrian or vehicular frontages. Because such streets typically include a mix of residential and
nonresidential building types, the regulations allow flexibility in terms of building location and site
design.
(D) Changing Classifications
A change in frontage classification is considered a rezoning, and is subject to the zoning map amendment
procedures of this Chapter.
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ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2310 Frontage Classifications

Figure 150‐23‐1
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ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2315 Pedestrian Frontage Regulations

Sec. 150.2315 Pedestrian Frontage Regulations
The following regulations apply to all pedestrian frontages. Exceptions and rules of measurement are
established in Section 150.2335 of this Article.
Build‐to‐Zone
A Minimum/maximum (in feet)

0/10

B Minimum percent of building in build‐to‐zone (%)

80

Parking Setback
C Minimum (feet)

30

Transparency
D Minimum ground story (%)

75

E Minimum upper story (%)

20

F Maximum blank wall length (feet)

20

Pedestrian Access
G Street‐facing building entrance required?

Yes
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ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2320 Vehicular Frontage Regulations

Sec. 150.2320 Vehicular Frontage Regulations

The following regulations apply to all vehicular frontages. Exceptions and rules of measurement are
established in Section 150.2335 of this Article.
Build‐to‐Zone
A Minimum/maximum (in feet)

5/25

B Minimum percent of building in build‐to‐zone (%)

60

Minimum Parking Setback
C Minimum (feet)

30

Transparency
D Minimum ground story (%)
Mixed‐use or nonresidential building

40

Residential building

20

E Minimum upper story (%)

20

F Maximum blank wall length (feet)

35

Pedestrian Access
G Street‐facing building entrance required?

Yes
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ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2325 Neighborhood Frontage Regulations
Sec. 150.2325 Neighborhood Frontage Regulations

The following regulations apply to all neighborhood frontages. Exceptions and rules of measurement are
established in Section 150.2335 of this Article.
Build‐to‐Zone
A

Minimum/maximum (feet)

5/25

B

Minimum percent of building in build‐to‐zone (%)

65[1]

Parking Setback
C

Minimum (feet)

30

Transparency
D

Minimum ground story (%)
Mixed‐use or nonresidential building

40

Residential building

20

E

Minimum upper story (%)

20

F

Maximum blank wall length (feet)

35

Pedestrian Access
G

Street‐facing building entrance required?

Yes
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ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2330 Future Street and Pedestrian Connections
Sec. 150.2330 Future Street and Pedestrian Connections
The Future Connectivity Map (Figure 150‐23‐2 below) depicts the generalized, proposed location of
future roadway and pedestrian transportation routes in the downtown area. Any development that
would render impossible the completion of any roadway or pedestrian connection shown on the Future
Connectivity Map is subject to Planned Development review and approval.
Figure 150‐23‐2
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ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2335 Measurements and Exceptions
Sec. 150.2335 Measurements and Exceptions
(A) Build‐to‐Zone
(1) The build‐to‐zone is the area on the lot in which a minimum percentage of the front building
facade must be located, measured as a minimum and maximum yard (setbacks) range from the
edge of the right‐of‐way.
(2) The required percentage specifies the amount of the front building facade that must be
located in the build‐to‐zone, based on the width of the front building façade divided by the
width of the lot.
(3)_Outdoor open space, plazas and outdoor dining areas are counted as part of the building for
the purpose of measuring compliance with build‐to‐zone requirements, provided that:
(a) The area does not exceed one‐third the length of the building face or 35 feet, whichever
is less;
(b) The area is no more than 35 feet in depth; and
(c) No more than one such feature may be counted per frontage.
(4) On corner lots, the minimum requirement governing the minimum percent of building that
must be in the build‐to‐zone may be reduced by 60% along one of the frontages, at the property
owner’s option, provided that:
(a) a building facade must be placed in the build‐to‐zone for the first 30 feet along each
street extending from the corner (the intersection of the build‐to‐zones); and
(b) the requirements may not be reduced on pedestrian frontages.
(B) Transparency
(1) Transparency regulations govern the percentage of a street‐facing building façade that must
be covered by glazing (e.g., transparent windows and doors)
(2) The transparency of a ground story facade is measured between 2 and 12 feet above the
adjacent sidewalk.
(3) The transparency of an upper story facade is measured from top of the finished floor to the
top of the finished floor above. When there is no floor above, upper story transparency is
measured from the top of the finished floor to the top of the wall plate.
(4) All glazed elements must be clear and non‐reflective and not be painted or tinted
(transparent, low‐emissivity glass is permitted).
(C) Blank Wall Area
(1) Blank walls are areas on the exterior facade of a building that do not include a substantial
material change; windows or doors; columns, pilasters or other articulation greater than 12
inches in depth.
(2) Blank wall area regulations apply in both a vertical and horizontal direction.
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ARTICLE XXIII. DOWNTOWN FORM AND DESIGN
Sec. 150.2335 Measurements and Exceptions
(3) Blank wall area applies to ground and upper‐story street‐facing facades.
(D) Street‐facing Building Entrances
(1) Required street‐facing building entrances must provide ingress and egress for residents and
customers, Additional entrances located along another street, pedestrian area or internal
parking area are also permitted.
(2) An angled entrance may be provided at either corner of a building along the street to meet
the street‐facing entrance requirements.
(E) Street‐facing Building Entrances
(3) Required street‐facing building entrances must provide ingress and egress for residents and
customers, Additional entrances located along another street, pedestrian area or internal
parking area are also permitted.
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*Food and Beverage Service Uses within the Central Business District added by Ordinance No. 55‐01,
adopted
9/24/01
+ Amended by Ordinance No. 30‐09, J. 35, p. 88‐95, passed 4/27/09
~ Amended by Ordinance No.18‐10, J. 36, p. 022‐028, passed 2/8/10

