
 
Village of Lincolnwood 

Plan Commission 
Meeting 

Wednesday November 6, 2013 
7:00 P.M. 

in the 
Council Chambers Room 

Lincolnwood Village Hall - 6900 Lincoln Avenue 
Amended Agenda 

 
1. Call to Order/Roll Call 

 
2. Pledge of Allegiance 

  
3. Approval of Minutes 

September 24, 2013 Meeting Minutes 
 

4. Public Hearing: Commercial Masonry Requirements - Zoning Code Text 
Amendment 
(Continued from September 11, 2013 and Remanded by Village 
Board and Committee on Ordinances, Rules, and Buildings) 

Request:  Text Amendment to Modify the Commercial Design Standards 
Relative to Masonry Requirements and to Consider Definition of 
“Masonry” 

 
5. Public Hearing: Health Club or Private Recreation and Firearms Shooting 

Ranges - Zoning Code Text Amendment  
(Continued from September, 11, 2013, July 10, 2013, May 1, 
2013, March 6, 2013 and February 6, 2013) 

Request:  Text Amendment to Definition Section to consider Establishing or 
Modifying Certain Definitions Including but Not Limited to Health 
Club or Private Recreation, Firearms Shooting Ranges, or Similar 
Terms; Consideration of Firearms Shooting Ranges as a Special Use 
in M-B District Subject to Certain Restrictions; and, Establishing or 
Modifying Off-Street Parking Requirements for Firearms Shooting 
Ranges, Commercial Recreation Facility, or Other Similar Uses 

 
6. Public Hearing: Final Approval Procedure of Planned Unit Development - 

Zoning Code Text Amendment 
(Continued from August 7, 2013, June 5, 2013, May 1, 2013, 
March 6, 2013 and February 6, 2013) 

Request:  Text Amendment to Consider Requiring Public Hearing for Final 
Approval of Planned Unit Developments 

 



 
7. Public Hearing: 3700 West Devon Avenue – Special Use for Wireless Zoning 

Code Text Amendment 
(Continued from September 11, 2013 and Remanded by Village 
Board and Committee on Ordinances, Rules, and Buildings) 

Request:  Text Amendment to Modify the Commercial Design Standards 
Relative to Masonry Requirements and to Consider Definition of 
“Masonry” 

 
8. Public Hearing: Fence Material Regulations - Zoning Code Text 

Amendment 
Request:  Text Amendment to Consider Requiring Public Hearing for Final 

Approval of Planned Unit Developments 
 

9. Approval of 2014 Plan Commission Schedule 
 

10. Next Meeting 
 

11. Public Comment 
 

12. Adjournment 



   
MEETING MINUTES 

OF THE 
                                       LINCOLNWOOD PLAN COMMISSION                          

September 24, 2013 
    7:00 P.M.   

                                                                                                  

LINCOLNWOOD VILLAGE HALL   
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

6900 NORTH LINCOLN AVENUE 
LINCOLNWOOD ILLINOIS 

 
 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Chairman Paul Eisterhold    Sue Auerbach 
Irving Fishman     
Don Sampen 
Mark Yohanna 
Patricia Goldfein (arriving at 7:12pm) 
Steve Jakubowski 
 
STAFF PRESENT: 
Community Development Manager Aaron N. Cook, AICP 
Community Development Director Timothy M. Clarke, AICP 
 
VILLAGE COUNSEL: 
Hart Passman 
 
OTHER VILLAGE REPRESENTATIVES PRESENT: 
President Turry 
Trustee Cope 
Trustee Klatzco 
Trustee Patel 
Village Clerk Herman 
EDC Chair Persino 
 
DEVELOPMENT TEAM REPRESENTATIVES PRESENT: 
Neal Stein, North Capital Group 
Ross Glickman, Urban Retail Properties 
Joe Antunovich, Antunovich Architects 
Greg Gorski, Antunovich Architects 
Brian Tiemann, Antunovich Architects 
Tony Gosetti, Antunovich Architects 
Luay Aboona, KLOA 

lwolf
Draft
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Richard Kahan, KBRE 
Nick Patera, Teska Associates 
Stephen Schwartz, First Hospitality Group 
Elizabeth Schover, First Hospitality Group 
Jim Prendergast, Kineo Group 
Louis Pukelis, Kineo Group 
Margaret Seid, HORR 
Michael Faron, W.E. O’Neil 
Lou Reiner, W.E. O’Neil 
Jerry Callaghan, Freeborn & Peters  
 
OTHERS PRESENT: 
Barb Faermark, Marc Printing 
Natalie Hayes, Pioneer Press 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
Chairman Eisterhold noting a quorum of five members present, called the meeting to 
order at 7:05 p.m.  Chairman Eisterhold announced that Commissioner Auerbach would 
not be attending tonight’s proceedings due to a schedule conflict. 
 
II. Workshop: Concept Plan for Purple Hotel Site 
Chairman Eisterhold announced the format for the evening’s proceedings, indicating that 
the developer would lead off the meeting by presenting concept plans for the proposed 
redevelopment of the Purple Hotel site, followed by questions and comments from 
Commissioners. 
 
Neal Stein of North Capital Group began by introducing members of the development 
team.  He noted that a world class team had been assembled which included expertise of 
the following firms: Urban Retail Properties, Antunovich Architects, First Hospitality 
Group, KLOA, Teska Associates, Freeborn & Peters, W.E. O’Neil, as well as other firms. 
 
Mr. Stein noted that they welcome input and questions and that he has already had 
meetings with surrounding condominium owners and have briefed the Village Board as 
well on the concept plans.   He noted that the concept plans continue to be refined. He 
stated that they desire that the development should be for everyone, not for any specific 
demographic or economic group.  
 
Members of the development team proceeded to describe various aspects of the concept 
plans and to give an overview of the proposed development.  It was indicated that the 
development site now included 2 existing office properties to the north of the Purple 
Hotel property along Lincoln Avenue.  For the proposed development, it was indicated  
that at the Lincoln and Touhy corner of the development , a fine arts cinema of 6-8 
screens was a possibility, that the many planned corners of the proposed development 
were attractive to retail and restaurants and that a specialty grocer was envisioned for the 
west side of the development, along Touhy Avenue. 
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Ross Glickman of Urban Retail Properties provided background on his firm and stated 
that between 150,000-175,000 square feet of retail for the site was expected, that there 
was strong tenant interest in the site and it was believe that the site would be quickly 
leased.  He stated that the market for the tenants they seek was presently underserved. 
 
Joe Antunovich continued by elaborating on the layout of the development, noting that 20 
foot sidewalks were planned throughout the development. He stated that the architecture 
of the development would allow the design of individual storefronts within a set of 
parameters that will provide an organic environment, much like the traditional main 
street. He stated that the triangle shape of the property was a challenge and that parking 
was planned not only as surface parking along the interior streets, but also underground 
and above ground in a parking deck.  It was noted that a residential building having 110 
units was envisioned at the very north end of the development site, but that this was 
planned for a later phase of the development, with the remainder of the planned 
development occurring at one time during the first phase. 
 
Luay Aboona of KLOA noted that he is studying the traffic impacts of the proposed 
development and were investigating the traffic signals at Touhy and Cicero and Touhy 
and Lincoln for possible ways to improve traffic flow and level of service in the entire 
area.  He stated that conversations with IDOT have already occurred and that IDOT has 
been very receptive thus far to the ideas raised by the development.  He noted that the 
proposed development will contain mixed uses which allows for shared parking, reducing 
the need for parking spaces.  He noted that a traffic signal was proposed for Lincoln and 
Chase.       
 
Steve Schwartz of First Hospitality Group, noted that they have been in business since 
1984 and have developed 25 hotels.  He indicated that a Spring Hill Suites hotel brand 
with about 120 units and an extended stay type hotel of about 90 units, under a dual 
branding concept, was currently planned for the site, along with approximately 4,500 
square feet of banquet space.  It was noted that a banquet kitchen however was not 
planned. 
 
Further description of the proposed development was provided, including describing 
access, parking, traffic circulation, LEED certification and earlier changes incorporated 
into the concept plan based on staff comments. Neal Stein then unveiled the name of the 
proposed development: the Shoppes of Lincoln Point.  It was stated that much time and 
energy was given to selecting this name and that prospective retailers have already 
embraced this name for the development.  It was noted that the developer had already 
received 6 Letters Of Intent (LOI) for approximately 82,000 square feet.  The Developer 
completed his initial presentation at 7:55PM at which time questions and comments from 
commissioners were received.  
 
Commissioner Fishman inquired about market feasibility concerning the number of 
restaurants contemplated for the development. Ross Glickman responded by indicating 
that they believed that the market could support 6-8 restaurants at this location.  He stated 
a market study had been completed and that they desired a mix of restaurant types that 
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included local restaurants such as Psistaria.   He noted that this development would not be 
exclusively high end but would be inclusive and be geared to more of a midrange market.   
 
Commissioner Sampen inquired about the status of the proposed hotel. Steve Schwartz 
indicated that it is a 60-90 day process for a license agreement with a hotel and that they 
are 3 weeks into this process with Marriott. He expected this agreement to be 
consummated in mid- November-early December. 
 
Commissioner Fishman noted the lack of anchors and Mr. Glickman confirmed that there 
would not be any department stores anchoring this development but other planned uses, 
such as the specialty grocery store would serve as such an anchor.  Discussion continued 
on the market for grocery stores at this location.    
 
Commissioner Goldfein inquired on the location of service areas for the development and 
how trucks will maneuver the site. She indicated that as currently conceived, this was a 
concern and believed that as currently planned this could be inadequate.  She also desired 
to know the location of ADA parking spaces, how truck deliveries will occur and if 
conflicts between deliveries vehicles and customer traffic will result.  Mr. Antunovich 
stated these were all great questions, that further plan development still needed to occur 
and that they will provide further details on these items for the Commission.   
 
Commissioner Fishman noted the proposed Chase Avenue traffic signal and speculated 
that concern by residents east of Lincoln Avenue will be voiced.  He suggested that ways 
to inhibit traffic from entering this neighborhood from the development be investigated.  
Commissioner Yohanna responded that left-right only movements onto Lincoln at this 
intersection could resolve this issue.  Commissioner Yohanna continued by indicating 
that he likes the concept plan presented, noting that he expected with any concept plan, 
many tweaks will be needed during plan refinement.  He however expressed a concern 
regarding the size of the possible restaurant spaces.    
 
Commissioner Sampen also voiced support for the Concept Plan, noting the site plan was 
a big improvement over retaining the purple hotel structure.  He expressed concern 
regarding marketability of all of the restaurants envisioned and emphasized the need to 
have a variety of stores in order to be successful.  
 
Commissioner Jakubowski echoed support for the Concept Plan noting however that the 
devil is always in the details.   In response to a question regarding schedule, Ross 
Glickman indicated that they were hopeful to have ground breaking by Summer 2014 and 
occupancy occurring in Fall 2015. 
 
Commissioner Fishman inquired on the plans for, and status of, the Commonwealth 
Edison property concerning the parking shown for this property on the concept plan. Mr. 
Antunovich acknowledged that Commonwealth Edison is a large bureaucracy but that 
their consultant previously worked for them and has intimate knowledge of their leasing 
policies. He stated that the type of long term lease that they desire has been granted in the 
past by Commonwealth Edison. It was stated that as a fallback position, that if such 
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parking on the Commonwealth Edison site became no longer available, the proposed 
parking deck could be expanded by a level to nearly accommodate all such lost parking.      
 
Commissioner Yohanna expressed some concern regarding circulation within and access 
to the development and noted that he believed a recent development in Park Ridge at 
Northwest Highway and Touhy Avenue was overdeveloped. 
 
Commissioner Goldfein also indicated concerns regarding density and the ease of getting 
in and out of the proposed development, noting that if this is difficult it will deter would-
be customers. She also expressed concern that the development appears to turn its back 
on the Commonwealth Edison property and that a major public view of the development 
would be from Touhy Avenue traveling eastbound, viewing across the Commonwealth 
Edison site. 
 
Commissioner Fishman indicated he is overall very excited about the development.  
 
Chairman Eisterhold indicated that he was impressed and pleased with the concept 
prepared for the site.  Chairman Eisterhold proceeded to identify various items and 
suggestions for the development.  He stated that bollards should be considered along, and 
between, the main drive and the landscape/activity areas, such as the play area, in order to 
protect pedestrians and these activity areas from traffic.  He also suggested a canopy for 
the hotel, inquired on where parking for the hotel will occur and suggested that canopies 
be considered in various areas throughout the development.   He further inquired whether 
any deliveries would occur underground and the importance of security for the success of 
the development.  He stated that the Village had been considering some Commonwealth 
Edison property for storm water detention and asked staff to review and clarify Public 
Works comments about tying into only the water main on Lincoln Avenue. Discussion 
ensued on several on these items. 
 
Various other comments were made concerning the development including that roof top 
dining was being considered and that the developer would be seeking an economic 
incentive from the Village for this development.  
 
Staff noted one traffic circulation concern regarding traffic that travels eastbound from 
the main north-south drive onto the planned east-west internal street.  This concern was  
that once traffic passes the entrance to the underground garage, there is no ability for 
traffic to circulate within the development and instead traffic would be forced out onto 
Lincoln Avenue.  Staff believed that having the ability to circulate traffic within the 
development rather than relying on Lincoln and Touhy would improve the project.   
 
At the request of the Chair, staff summarized the written comments provided by 
Commissioner Auerbach, which were generally supportive of the Concept Plan 
presented.  
 
Mr. Stein expressed appreciation to the Commission for their comments and willingness 
to modify their meeting schedule to accommodate this workshop review. He noted that 
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excellent comments were provided and these will assist the development team in refining 
the plans.  He indicated that he was hopeful to submit formal plans in November or 
December.  Chairman Eisterhold noted that an additional workshop could occur on 
October 23rd if the developer thought this would be helpful. 
 
VII. OTHER BUSINESS:  
No other business was raised. 
 
VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 No one in the audience rose to address the Commission. 
 
IX. ADOURNMENT: 
At 9:15PM, Commissioner Yohanna made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 
Jakubowski, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion approved by consensus. 
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 

Timothy M. Clarke, AICP 
Community Development Director 



 

 
 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Eisterhold  

Members of the Plan Commission 
 

FROM: Aaron N. Cook, AICP 
Development Manager 

 

DATE: November 1, 2013 
 

SUBJECT: Remanded Zoning Code Text Amendment:  Commercial, Institutional and Civic 
Building Design Standards and the Lincoln Overly District  

 

 

At the September 11, 2013 meeting, the Plan Commission reviewed the remanded zoning code 
text amendment relative to commercial, institutional and civic building design standards.  More 
specifically, at the Plan Commission considered: 
 

1. Review and enhance proposed definitions related to building materials, 
2. Review pre-cast stone to determine if it is an acceptable material,  
3. Review and possibly develop administrative process for approving other alternative “high 

quality materials” not identified in the Zoning Code, and 
4. Reconfirm the remaining elements of the Plan Commission’s recommendation made at 

the March 6, 2013 PC Meeting. 
 
Summary of September 11, 2013 Plan Commission Discussion 
 
1. Proposed Definitions 
The Commission was generally supportive of the definitions presented.  The Plan Commission 
continued the review of the definitions subject to more specific discussion relative to “high 
quality materials”.  Attached are these proposed definitions.  
 
2. Pre-Cast Stone 
The Commission agreed that pre-cast stone is not appropriate for inclusion as a “high quality 
material”.  Such material however is appropriate as a minor accent.  This discussion led the Plan 
Commission to review and consider panel construction.  To assist with this discussion, the Plan 
Commission Chair has provided photographs of this material/construction type.  Staff also took a 
photograph of a building in Lincolnwood that was identified by the Chair.  This building is 
located at 3924 Devon Avenue.  
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3. Administrative Approval Process 
Staff researched other communities in the region and nationally and was unable to find any 
approval process that occurred on a staff level.  If an alternative material were proposed 
communities handled these requests by either Text Amendment to include the new material or by 
an established Design Review Committee.  The Commission generally agreed that the intent of 
an administrative review may be positive, creating and implementing such a process would be 
difficult. 
 
4. Reconfirm Other Recommendations 
The Plan Commission did not discuss any other items of the prior recommendation.  Below is a 
summary of the prior recommendation. 
 

1. Eliminating “Masonry Only” requirement from the Lincoln Avenue Overlay District; 
2. Establish that the exterior walls of non-residential buildings be constructed with a 

minimum of 75% “high quality materials”.  This includes a requirement that from the 
ground level to the top of the first floor windows must be constructed entirely of “high 
quality materials”; 

3. Establish a list of permitted “high quality materials” which includes: 1) brick with a 
minimum thickness of 2.25 inches, 2) natural stone, 3) sandstone, 4) other native stone, 
and 5) glass; 

4. Add definitions for Brick, Decorative Concrete Block, Masonry, and Stone; and 
5. Add Exterior Insulation Finishing Systems (“EIFS”) and metal and vinyl lap board 

siding as specifically prohibited materials. 
 
As a reminder, except for refinements to the definitions and its recommendation to remand back 
for consideration whether pre cast stone is an acceptable high quality material and consideration 
of an administrative approval process for alternative high quality material, CORB and COTW 
was supportive of the remainder of the Plan Commission recommendation and recommends that 
it be approved by the Village Board.  As part of any motion the Plan Commission should include 
affirmation of the previous recommendation made on March 6, 2013.  
 
Attachments 

1. Excerpt of September 11, 2013 Plan Commission Minutes 
2. Proposed Definitions 
3. Photographs 

a. 3924 Devon Avenue 
b. Chair Submitted – Zoo Under Construction 
c. Chair Submitted – Walgreens Under Construction  
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Agenda Item #5 

 
 

Staff Report 
Plan Commission 

November 6, 2013 
Continued from September 11, 2013, July 10, 2013,  
May 1, 2013, March 6, 2013 & February 6, 2013 

 

Subject Property: N/A (Text Amendment) 
 

Zoning District: Requested action is applicable to the B1, B2, B3, O-1, and M-B 
Districts. 
 

Requested Action: Text Amendment to Various Sections of the Zoning Ordinance 
including but not limited to the Definitions Section, Land Use Table, Off-Street Parking 
Schedule, etc. relative to modifying the definition of Health Club or Private Recreation, 
Firearms Shooting Ranges. 
 

Nature of Request: Consideration to Modify and/or add certain definitions including 
but not limited to Health Club or Private Recreation and Firearms Shooting Ranges; 
Consideration of Firearms Shooting Ranges as a Special Use in the M-B District subject 
to certain restrictions; and the Addition or Modification of Off-street Parking 
Requirements for Firearms Shooting Ranges, Commercial Recreation Facility, or Other 
Similar Uses 
 

Petitioner:  Village Board 
 

Summary 
Since the September 11, 2013 Plan Commission meeting staff has been able to research 
use and parking standards within the region relative to firearms shooting ranges.  
Attached to the staff summary is a memorandum prepared by Ryan Johnson, Community 
Development Department Intern. 
 
Items for discussion from the July 10, 2013 meeting include but are not limited to: 1) 
modification of the definition of “Firearms Shooting Range”, 2) consideration of 
appropriate off-street parking standards; and 3) consideration of additional standards. 
 
Note: Below is the summary provided at the July 10, 2013, May 1, 2013, March 6, 2013 
and February 6, 2013 Plan Commission meeting.  This matter was continued. 
 
On November 9, 2012, the Village Board adopted Resolution No R2012-1710, initiating 
a referral to the Plan Commission for text amendments to the Zoning Ordinance.  These 
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proposed text amendments concern Firearms Shooting Ranges and the existing definition 
found in the Zoning Ordinance for “Health Clubs and Private Recreation”.  The purpose 
of these text amendments is to: 

1. Specifically exclude from the definition of “Health Clubs and Private 
Recreation”, Firearms Shooting Ranges, and  

2. Establish in the Zoning Ordinance, “Firearms Shooting Ranges” as a Special Use 
in the M-B Zoning District. 

 
The adopted Village Board Resolution suggests, but does not identify, that other 
restrictions may be determined to be necessary and desirable in establishing Firearms 
Shooting Ranges as a Special Use in the M-B Zoning District. 
 

Definitions 
Currently, within the Zoning Ordinance the pertinent definition reads: 

HEALTH CLUB or PRIVATE RECREATION 
A building or portion of a building designed and equipped for the conduct of 
sports, exercise, leisure time activities, or other customary or usual recreational 
activities, operated for profit or not-for-profit and which can be open only to 
members and guests of the organization or open to the public for a fee. 
 

For public hearing consideration, staff suggests that this definition be broken down into 
three separate definitions as follows: 

 
Firearms Shooting Range: A specialized indoor soundproof facility, supervised 
by a Range Safety Officer and designed for the safe shooting practice of firearms, 
such as handguns and rifles. 
 
Health Club: A business establishment which promotes physical fitness and 
which contains equipment for body exercising or other facilities intended to 
improve physical fitness, diet, weight control and/or health and which is generally 
utilized by members who pay a periodic fee for facility access and use. 
 
Commercial Recreational Facility: A privately owned for-profit commercial 
facility designed and equipped to provide customary leisure time or recreational 
activities, such as bowling, swimming, miniature golf, ice skating, tennis, 
racquetball and like activities.  
 

If the Plan Commission concurs with this definitional breakdown, staff would further 
recommend that both “Health Club” and “Commercial Recreational Facility” be added to 
the Use table in the Zoning Ordinance to replace the current listing for “Health Club and 
Private Recreation” and that this definition be eliminated altogether from the Ordinance. 
 

Parking Standards 
With the addition of a separate listed use in the Use Table for Firearms Shooting Ranges, 
staff recommends the addition of a parking standard for this use.  Previously, based on 
research, staff recommended a parking standard for shooting ranges as follows: 

2 parking spaces per shooting range station plus 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet of 
floor space not devoted to indoor shooting range. 
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Should the Plan Commission concur with the separation in the Use Table for “Health 
Club” and “Commercial Recreation Facility”, staff would also like to review appropriate 
parking standards for these uses for possible amendment.  Currently, the parking standard 
for “Health club or recreation facility, private” is 1 space per 3 persons+ 1 space per /2 
full time employees.  Staff notes that currently a separate parking standard already exists 
for bowling alleys (5 spaces per lane). 
 

Firearms Shooting Range Use 
The Village Board initiated text amendment proposes that Firearms Shooting Ranges be 
allowed in the M-B District as a Special Use.  Last June, as part of the Shore 
consideration, a proposed text amendment was presented for Firearms Dealers as a 
Special Use in the M-B District.  This proposal also included: 

an 800 foot minimum distance requirement from any “P” Park zoned property or, 
any “R” Residentially zoned property 

 
The effect of enacting a similar 800 foot minimum distance for Firearms Shooting 
Ranges from “P” or “R” zoned property would be a significant reduction in the area of 
the M-B zone in which a shooting range could be located (see attached map). Staff 
believes that this additional locational restriction within the M-B District has merit for 
Firearms Shooting Ranges and suggests its consideration as part of these text 
amendments.   
 
Staff notes that this proposal for an 800 foot minimum distance from R or P zoned 
property is just that, a minimum distance from property which is zoned for Park or 
Residential use, rather than from how a property might be actually used.  This distinction 
is made since previously some in the community mistook the minimum distance proposal 
from P zoned property as meaning a required minimum distance from any type of park or 
open space, such as the proposed bike trail (which is not zoned P).  Staff recommends 
using Zoning Districts and the Village Zoning Map for determining any minimum 
distance, since this is very objective.  
 
In addition to considering this minimum distance requirement, staff suggests that 
performance standards for Shooting Ranges be considered for this use.  Surprisingly, 
while there is an estimated 16,000-18,000 indoor shooting ranges in operation in the 
United States; staff has found few local requirements for them.  In reviewing the 
literature on shooting range uses, the following four areas appear to represent the areas of 
greatest concern with this use: 

1. Customer/Employee Safety 
2. Health concerns (lead exposure) 
3. Property/Business Security Plan  
4. Noise concerns 

To respond to these areas of concern, staff recommends that the following Performance 
Standards for Firearms Shooting Ranges be considered for inclusion in the Zoning 
Ordinance: 
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1. Range design must conform to US Department of Energy’s Range Design 
Criteria, dated June 4, 2012 or subsequent editions. 

2. Range must conform to US Department of Labor Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) requirements 

3. Range must be in conformance with an established and Police Chief approved 
Range Safety Plan, which shall specify range safety requirements and procedures 
for customers and workers. 

4. Range must be in compliance with a Police Chief approved Security Plan for the 
business and property. 

5. Range must comply with any and all applicable US or Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency requirements concerning lead and noise  

6. Range must comply with Village noise restrictions. 

Attached is the US Department of Energy Range Design Criteria as well as a recent 
ordinance which regulates shooting ranges in Richland Township Pennsylvania.  To 
provide additional background, also attached is an August 2012 memorandum prepared 
by the City of Urbana Illinois concerning a proposed text amendment in that city 
concerning firearms dealers and shooting ranges. 
 

Attachments 
1. Shooting Range Parking Requirements - Memorandum 
2. Resolution No. R2012-1710 
3. Map- M-B Parcels not within 800 feet of P or R Zoned Property 
4. Department of Energy Range Design Criteria 
5. Richland Township Shooting Range Ordinance 
6. City of Urbana August 2012 Text Amendment Memo 



 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Tim Clarke, AICP, Community Development Director 

Cc:  Aaron N. Cook, AICP, Community Development Manager 

From:  Ryan N. Johnson, Community Development Intern, with information from former 

Intern Andrea Litzhoff’s August 17, 2012 Memorandum on Local Shooting 

Range Regulations 

Date:  October 18, 2013 

Re:  Shooting Range Parking Requirements  

 
Introduction 
Staff was tasked with gathering common off-street parking requirements for indoor 
shooting ranges including accessory retail of firearm products. Staff sourced established 
parking studies for parking information. Pertinent information from surrounding 
communities was less readily available. Shooting ranges and retail firearms sales are not 
a common use in Chicagoland, and many shooting ranges have been “grandfathered” in 
their present locations. Therefore there are few direct examples of parking requirements 
to cite within the local area. 
 
Des Plaines 
On July 16, 2012, Des Plaines approved an ordinance granting Maxon Shooters a 
conditional use permit to relocate and expand its business within a manufacturing district. 
Des Plaines placed these conditions, among others, on Maxon Shooters: 
 

• Applicant must submit a landscape plan with areas of new and constructed 
parking lot.  

• Applicant must improve the parking lot and interior landscaping in new 
and reconstructed areas and a sidewalk for pedestrians.  

• All parking areas shall be surfaced and striped to meet building code hard 
surface requirements. 

 
This facility includes a retail sales area, two classrooms and two shooting ranges. 
There are 18 shooting positions. The building totals 14,760 square feet. There are 
59 parking spaces on the proposed site plan. Based on these figures the staff 
concludes there are: 
 

• 4.00 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of building space 



• 3.28 parking spaces per shooting position 
 
 
Lombard 
Article II is a firearms dealer and shooting range open to the public located in Lombard. 
Per local ordinance it is considered a “Shooting Gallery & Range, Indoor (with ancillary 
retail sales of associated product).” Staff located the conditional use ordinance for Article 
II shooting range in Lombard. Article II shooting range must maintain the following 
conditions to stay compliant to the ordinance: 
 

• Maximum occupancy must be the lesser of: 103 persons or, as determined 
by building code  

• Provide a minimum of 6 employee parking spaces 
 
This facility has a total of 32 shooting positions. There are approximately 41 off-street 
parking spaces available, based upon visual inspection. There are therefore 
approximately: 
 

• 1.28 parking spaces per shooting position 
 
Staff also gathered information from the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
informational report Parking Generation, 4th edition. This guide provides studies on 
various parking situations including retail, office and industrial. There were no studies 
directly related to shooting ranges or firearm sales.  Staff found businesses with similar 
square footage uses for comparison. 
 
Bowling alleys, suburban 
Bowling alleys have linear stretches of space not intended for foot traffic, relating to 
shooting ranges. These are the results of studies of peak parking demand at 13 sites 
throughout the United States: 

• 4.00 vehicles per bowling lane, non-Friday Weekday. Peak period: 7-8pm. 

• 5.02 vehicles per bowling lane, on a Friday. Peak period: 7-8pm. 

• 3.47 vehicles per bowling lane, on a Saturday (one study).  Peak period: 11pm-
12am. 

 
Bowling alleys, urban: 

• 3.13 vehicles per bowling lane, average demand on non-Friday Weekday. Peak 
period was 7-10pm. 

 
There are important considerations when comparing bowling alleys with shooting ranges: 

• Number of individuals at each bowling lane 

• The extent of ancillary activities at a bowling alley (billiards, lounge, etc.) 

• Traffic increase during the transition between activities (such as bowling leagues) 



 
Health/Fitness Club 
These are categorized as privately owned and “focus on individual fitness or training.” 
The parking for these studies is based on the average demand during peak periods, based 
on building square footage. These studies were conducted at 16 sites. 
 

• 5.27 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA; on a Weekday. Peak period 6-7pm. 

• 2.89 vehicles per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA; on a Saturday. Peak period 9am-12pm and 7-
8pm. 

 



VILLAGE OF LINCOLNWOOD

RESOLUTION NO. R2012- 1710

A RESOLUTION INITIATING AND REFERRING TO

THE PLAN COMMISSION A PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
REGARDING FIREARMS SHOOTING RANGES AND THE DEFINITION OF

HEALTH CLUBS AND PRIVATE RECREATION"

WHEREAS,  the Village of Lincolnwood is a home rule municipal corporation in
accordance with Article VII, Section 6( a) of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970; and

WHEREAS, the Village has the authority to adopt ordinances and to promulgate rules
and regulations that pertain to its government and affairs, and to review, interpret and amend its
ordinances, rules and regulations; and

WHEREAS,  Section 2.02 of " The Village of Lincolnwood Zoning Ordinance,"  as

amended (" Zoning Ordinance"), defines " Health Club or Private Recreation" as " A building or
portion of a building designed and equipped for the conduct of sports, exercise, leisure time
activities, or other customary or usual recreational activities, operated for profit or not-for-profit

and which can be open only to members and guests of the organization or open to the public for
a fee."; and

WHEREAS, The Zoning Ordinance allows health clubs and private recreation facilities
as a permitted use in the B-2 and B- 3 Districts of the Village, and as a special use in the B- 1, O-
1, and M-B Districts of the Village; and

WHEREAS, the Village Staff has historically and consistently interpreted the term
Health Club or Private Recreation" to exclude firearms shooting ranges; and

WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees concurs with the interpretation by Village
Staff of the term "Health Club or Private Recreation"; and

WHEREAS, in connection with a recently withdrawn application for zoning relief for the
operation of a firearms shooting range, the Village Board had the occasion to consider the issue
of shooting ranges, and the appropriate location and zoning of such uses in the Village, and
determined that further deliberation and action on this issue is necessary; and

WHEREAS, the Village Board now desires to initiate an amendment to the Zoning
Ordinance to:  ( i)  formally codify the Village's determination that  " Health Club or Private

Recreation" excludes firearms shooting ranges; and ( ii) establish that firearms shooting ranges
may be allowed as a special use in the M-B District of the Village, subject to distance, location,
and other restrictions that may be determined to be necessary and desirable during the public
hearing, report and recommendation process ( collectively, the " ProposedAmendment"); and

i



WHEREAS, pursuant to Sections 5. 16(2) and ( 3) of the Zoning Ordinance, the Village
Board has determined that it is appropriate and in the best interest of the Village to initiate the

Proposed Amendment and forward it to the Plan Commission for a public hearing and a report
and recommendation back to the Village Board;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF

TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF LINCOLNWOOD,  COOK COUNTY,  ILLINOIS,  as

follows:

SECTION 1.   RECITALS.  The facts and statements contained in the preamble to this

Resolution are found to be true and correct and are hereby adopted as part of this Resolution.

SECTION 2.  INITIATION AND REFERRAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
PLAN COMMISSION.   Pursuant to Sections 5. 16( 2) and ( 3) of the Zoning Ordinance, the
Village Board shall, and does hereby, initiate the Proposed Amendment and refer it to the Plan
Commission for a public hearing and a report and recommendation back to the Village Board.

SECTION 3.  EFFECTIVE DATE.   This Resolution shall be in full force and effect

from and after its passage and approval as provided by law.

PASSED this
91h

day ofNovember, 2012.

AYES: Trustees Patel, Swanson, Heidtke, Elster,Sprogis-Marohn

NAYS: None

ABSENT: Leftakes

ABSTENTION: None

APPROVED by me this
9th

day ofNovember, 2012.

Gerald C. Turry, President
Village of Lincolnwood, Cookaunty, Illinois

ATTESTED and FILED in my office this
9th

day ofNovember, 2012

Beryl Herman, Village Clerk

Village of Lincolnwood, Cook County, Illinois

11786810_vl











































































































































































































Agenda Item #6 

 
 

Staff Report 
Plan Commission 

November 6, 2013 
Continued from August 7, 2013, June 5, 2013, May 1, 2013,  

March 6, 2013 & February 6, 2013 
 

Subject Property: N/A (Text Amendment) 
 

Requested Action: Text amendment to Section 8.05 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining 
to procedure for approval of a Planned Unit Development. 
 

Nature of Request: A text amendment to consider requiring applications for Final 
Planned Unit Development to be heard by the Plan Commission at a public hearing. 
 

Petitioner:  Village Board 
 

Summary 
Staff researched neighboring communities in an effort to determine “best practice” 
relative to approval process for Final Planned Unit Development projects.  Lincolnwood 
currently requires review at a public meeting which is not fully noticed public hearings.   
 
Of the eight communities researched, seven communities review PUD applications the 
same as Lincolnwood; Preliminary PUD is a fully noticed public hearing and Final PUD 
is a public meeting without full notice.  Only one, Wilmette, reviews both Preliminary 
and Final PUD at fully noticed public hearings. 
 
Therefore, staff recommends no change to the Zoning Code relative to procedure for 
Final Planned Unit Development. 
 
Note: Below is the summary provided at the August 7, 2013, June 5, 2013, May 1, 2013, 
March 6, 2013 & February 6, 2013 Plan Commission meeting.  This matter was 
continued. 
Section 8.05 of the Zoning Ordinance outlines the full procedure for review of Planned 
Unit Development applications.  The current process is as follows: 

1. Step 1: Pre-Application Procedure – A mandatory process that include a Pre-
Application Conference with the Board of Trustees.  This is to take place at a 
public meeting however it is not a fully noticed public hearing. 

2. Step 2: Conceptual Plan Procedure – An optional process in which the Plan 
Commission conducts an informal review at a regularly scheduled public meeting.  
Public meetings are not a fully noticed public hearing. 

3. Step 3:  Preliminary Approval Procedure – A mandatory process which is the 
public hearing held by the Plan Commission to consider the Preliminary PUD 
application.  This meeting is held in accordance with all the requirements of 
notification for a public hearing. 



Final PUD Text Amendment  November 6, 2013 

4. Step 4: Final Approval Procedure – A required process to consider the Final PUD 
application to ensure consistency with the Preliminary PUD approval.  
Consideration of the Final PUD application is made by the Plan Commission at a 
regularly scheduled public meeting.  Public meetings are not fully noticed public 
hearings. 

 
Staff seeks consideration of a text amendment to modify the Final PUD approval process 
to require a fully noticed public hearing.  Final PUD review is not necessarily routine in 
nature and as a result staff seeks the Plan Commission’s input on requiring Final PUD 
approval to be a public hearing.  If requested, staff will conduct research of nearby 
communities to determine best practice.  
 



 
 

Staff Report 
Plan Commission 

November 6, 2013 
 

Subject Property: 
3700 West Devon Avenue 

 

Zoning District: MB Light 
Industrial/Business District 

Petitioner:  Bill Schrader on Behalf of 
Verizon Wireless, Tenant 
 
Nature of Request: The petitioner 
seeks approval to replace wireless 
equipment on existing freestanding tower. 

Notification:  Notice of the November 6, 2013 meeting was published in the Lincolnwood 
Review on March 14, 2013. One Public Hearing Sign was installed at 3700 West Pratt Avenue. 
 

Summary of Request 
Bill Schrader as an authorized agent for Verizon is seeking Special Use authorization in order 
to replace three existing antennas with three new antennas as well as add new equipment 
approximately three feet below the existing antennas all on the existing Crown Castle 
freestanding tower at 3700 West Devon Avenue.  The Zoning Code requires Special Use 
approval for wireless facilities. 
 
The replacement antennas will be installed in the same location as the existing panels.  Each of 
the three antenna arrays contains four antennas.  Verizon Wireless proposes to remove and 
replace one antenna per array.  The Zoning Code limits antennas to not exceed a maximum of 
six feet in height.  Based on the information provided, staff has included a request for relief 
from this requirement.  In addition to the three replacement antennas Verizon Wireless seeks 
to install additional equipment immediately below the existing antenna array.  
 
The applicant has stated that the replacement and new equipment is needed in order to improve 
coverage and the quality of service to their customers. 
 
Related Village Action 
A search of Village records did not reveal any prior approval for the existing Verizon Wireless 
equipment.  As a result, it is staff’s interpretation that Verizon Wireless is required at this time 
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to seek the Special Use approval which is required for all wireless equipment sites.  Staff does 
not have concern with the existing site as there are no records of complaints associated with 
the freestanding tower or the Verizon Wireless equipment more specifically.  Since 2009 the 
Village has reviewed and approved four new wireless facilities (all co-location on existing 
structures).  While Verizon Wireless is installing some new equipment, the proposal can 
largely be considered as an upgrade to an existing wireless facility. 
 
Documents Attached 

1. Special Use Public Hearing Application 
2. Drawings Prepared by Terra Consulting Group, Ltd. 
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Agenda Item #8 

 
 

Staff Report 
Plan Commission 

November 6, 2013 
 

Subject Property: N/A (Text Amendment) 
 

Requested Action: Text amendment to Section 2.02 of the Zoning Code pertaining to 
definition of “Fence Material, Unaccepteable” and Section 3.13 of the Zoning Code 
relative to fence design. 
 

Petitioner:  Village Board 
 

Summary 
Earlier this year, the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) considered an application for a 
variation to permit a replacement fence manufactured from custom-blended polyvinyl 
chloride (PVC).  This type of fence would be considered a plastic and/or synthetic fence.  
The Zoning Code defines Unacceptable Fence Material as (underline added for 
emphasis): 
 

“FENCE MATERIAL, UNACCEPTABLE 
Materials such as concrete block, cinder block, plank lumber over six inches in 
width, scrap lumber, scrap materials, barbed wire (except at the top of a fence in 
an M District where not abutting a residential lot or in any zoning district where 
used to enclose utility or telecommunications facilities), pallet lumber, plastic 
pipe, plastic or synthetic materials, exterior insulation finish systems, 
combinations of materials, "chicken wire mesh" (except as allowed immediately 
around compactly planted vegetable gardens, as seasonally needed in rear and 
side yards only, square wire farm fence, in residential zones welded wire fence 
with members less than 1/2 inches in diameter, fabric, burlap, plastic sheets 
(except approved synthetic composite materials), wood and plastic snow fence, 
rubble and debris and open fences with obstructions.” 

 
The ZBA recommended by a 3-2 vote approval of the requested variation.  The Village 
Board during deliberation could not reach a consensus on the requested variation.  The 
Board referred to the Plan Commission consideration of a possible Text Amendment 
relative to the list of Unacceptable Fence Materials.  The Board continued the variation 
request to April 1, 2014 in order to allow the Plan Commission and opportunity to 
conduct the public hearing to consider appropriate fence materials. 
 
Staff seeks consideration of a text amendment to modify the Unaccepted Fence Material 
definition and associated fence design requirements.  More specifically, the Plan 
Commission is tasked with consideration of plastic or synthetic materials.  The Plan 
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Commission may consider the appropriateness of a material based on two primary 
factors: 1) aesthetics and 2) durability.   
 
Research 
Staff reviewed the Zoning Code requirements of the neighboring communities that are 
often reviewed when matters of Text Amendments are considered.  Initial research of 
neighboring communities reveals: 

1. One community (Evanston) permits PVC fences subject to certain criteria,  
2. Seven communities do not clearly restrict PVC fencing, therefore presumed to 

permit,  
3. Two communities do not permit PVC fencing (Glenview and Park Ridge) but do 

allow for other synthetic material such as “faux wood” and “simulated wood”. 
 
Staff also conducted preliminary research on the advantages/disadvantages of PVC 
specifically.  Below is an initial assessment however, staff continues to seek out industry 
professionals and standards to better assist with the “durability” consideration. 

• PVC advantages: 
o Does not require painting or sealing, 
o Won’t warp, rot, splinter or blister (per bobvila.com), 
o Easy to clean, 
o Higher initial cost compared to most woods, but less expensive over time, 
o Manufactured products, so it can be warrantied. 

• PVC fence disadvantages: 
o Can break under force, 
o Limited number of styles, 
o Cannot replace discontinued parts, 
o Complicated construction, 
o Posts and rails may require metal stiffeners, 
o Considered environmentally unfriendly (per bobvila.com) because toxins are 

produced in its manufacture and the material can be difficult to recycle. 

At the November 2, 2013 meeting staff seeks a discussion on the general appropriateness 
of plastic and synthetic fence materials.  If the desire is to continue prohibiting such fence 
materials the motion to the Village Board is to recommend no change; if however, the 
desire is to permit plastic and synthetic materials the Plan Commission should discuss if 
all synthetic materials should be allowed or if a limitation on specific materials should be 
made (i.e. PVC only). 
 



Memorandum 
 
 
To:  Chair and Members 
  Plan Commission 
 
From:  Aaron N. Cook, AICP 
  Community Development Manager 
 
Date:  November 1, 2013  
 
Subject: 2014 Meeting Schedule 
 
Once again, it is that time of year to consider next year’s meeting dates! 
 
Attached for your consideration is the proposed 2014 schedule of Commission meetings.  
This schedule generally follows the Commission’s practice of meeting on the first 
Wednesday with the fourth Wednesday of the month scheduled for Workshops. 
 
In reviewing the proposed meeting dates for 2014, staff found some potential conflicts 
with major national holidays or religious observances and proposes the following 
changes to the Commission’s general meeting schedule: 
 

• January meeting changed to Second Wednesday due to the New Year 
• No Workshop date in March due to Spring Break 
• No Workshop date in September due to Rosh Hashanah 
• No Workshop date in November due to Thanksgiving 
• No Workshop date in December due to Christmas 

 
If upon review Commissioners find no desired changes with these proposed dates, 
adoption of this 2014 meeting calendar is recommended. 
 
Recommended Motion:  Move and second to adopt the 2014 Commission meeting 
schedule as proposed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Lincolnwood  

Plan Commission  
 

2014 Meeting Schedule 
 
Monthly Plan Commission meetings are generally held on the first Wednesday of each 
month with the fourth Wednesday of each month reserved for Workshops.  Unless 
otherwise posted, all Commission meetings begin at 7:00 p.m. and are held in the 
Council Chambers Room of Village Hall, 6900 North Lincoln Avenue, Lincolnwood, 
Illinois. 

 
2014 Calendar of Meetings 

 
Wednesday January 8* 
Wednesday February 5 
Wednesday March 5 
Wednesday April 2 
Wednesday May 7 
Wednesday June 4 
Wednesday July 2 
Wednesday August 6 
Wednesday September 3 
Wednesday October 1 
Wednesday November 5 
Wednesday December 3 

 

2014 Calendar of Workshops 
 

Wednesday January 22 
Wednesday February 26 
March – None  
Wednesday April 23 
Wednesday May 28 
Wednesday June 25 
Wednesday July 23 
Wednesday August 27 
September – None  
Wednesday October 22 
November – None  
December – None  

 

* 2nd Wednesday due to New Year’s Holiday 
 

Workshop meetings are not scheduled in March, September, November or December 
due to Spring Break, Rosh Hashanah, Thanksgiving and Christmas holidays 
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