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VILLAGE OF RIVERSIDE, ILLINOIS
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING
Monday February 28, 2022 at 7:00 PM
Riverside Township Hall, Room 4, 27 Riverside Rd., Riverside, IL 60546
Public comments are welcome on any topic when received by email or in writing by the Village Planner
prior to 5:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting. Emailed comments may be sent to Francisco Jimenez at
fjimenez@riverside.il.us. Written comments may be submitted to the attention of the Planner at 27
Riverside Road, Riverside, Illinois.

AGENDA

I.

Call to Order

II.

Roll Call

III.

Approval of Minutes:
A. Planning & Zoning Commission Regular Meeting minutes of January 26, 2022.

IV.

Visitors, Petitions, Citizen Requests, and Communications:

V.

Liaison Report:
A. Village Board Update

VI.

Public Hearing and Recommendation: PZ22-02 – 490 Uvedale Rd – Variation – A variation from
Section 10-7-3(D)(2) (Accessory Structures and Uses) of the Riverside Zoning Ordinance to allow the
construction of a deck addition five feet (5’) from grade and from Section 10-10-4(C)
(Nonconforming Buildings and Structures) of the Riverside Zoning Ordinance to allow an existing
nonconforming deck to be enlarged by 238 square feet.
A. PUBLIC HEARING to consider an application for a variation from Section 10-7-3(D)(2) (Accessory
Structures and Uses) of the Riverside Zoning Ordinance, which states that decks shall not be
raised more than four feet(4’) above the established grade. The current deck is five feet (5’) from
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the established grade and the proposed deck addition would match the existing deck height
from grade. Consideration for a variation from Section 10-10-4(C) (Nonconforming Buildings and
Structures) of the Riverside Zoning Ordinance, which states that a building or structure that is
nonconforming with respect to its bulk shall not be added to or enlarged, unless permitted by
certain other specified subsections. The proposed addition would enlarge the current
nonconforming deck by 238 square feet.
B. DISCUSSION, MOTION AND RECOMMENDATION by the Planning and Zoning Commission to the
Village Board regarding the request for a variation set forth in 6.A above.
VII.

Old Business:
A. Continue discussion and review of Transit Oriented Development Code Update
B. Continue discussion of pervious and impervious surface zoning calculations
C. Consideration of revised proposal regarding a variation at 40 Kimbark Rd for a fence in a street
yard and corner lot. Link to meeting can be found here: https://youtu.be/5ASyYJjKMhQ?t=2426

VIII.

New Business:

IX.

Information:

X.

Adjournment:

This meeting was conducted by Zoom based on the ongoing public health emergency, and
consistent with the Governor’s most recent emergency declaration, various Executive Orders
entered by the Governor, and the recent amendments made to the Open Meetings Act in Public
Act 101-640. The meeting was streamed live via Zoom. Public comments received by email or in
writing by the Village Clerk prior to 5:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting were welcome on any
topic. Public comments were also allowed live during the Zoom Meeting.

VILLAGE OF RIVERSIDE
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
Minutes

I.

Call to Order: The Regular Meeting of the Village of Riverside Planning and Zoning
Commission was held on Wednesday, January 26, 2022. Chairperson Mateo called the
Regular Meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. This meeting took place electronically, via Zoom.

II.

Roll Call:

Present:

Chairperson Mateo
Commissioner Brom
Commissioner Miller
Commissioner Mathews
Commissioner Marhoul
Commissioner Pelletier
Commissioner Henaghan
(arrived at 7:16)

Absent:
Also Present: Village Planner Francisco Jimenez
Assistant Village Manager Ashley Monroe
Attorney Michael Marrs

III.

Approval of Minutes:
A. Planning & Zoning Commission Special Meeting minutes of January 5, 2022.
Commissioner Marhoul made a motion to approve the Minutes. Commissioner
Pelletier seconded the motion.
AYES: Commissioners Marhoul, Miller, Brom, Pelletier, Mathews, Mateo
NAYS: None
Motion Passed
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IV.

Visitors, Petitions, Citizen Requests, and Communications
None.

V.

Liaison Report:
A. Village Board Update – Village Board approved the Special Use and Variation for
2710 S. Harlem to allow a parking lot as a primary use and variations from buffer
yard requirements – Petitioner: Milad Nourhamadi.

VI.

Public Hearing and Recommendation
A. PZ22-01 – 40 Kimbark Rd. – Variation – A variation from Section 10-7-3(F)(2)(a)
(Accessory Structures and Uses) of the Riverside Zoning Ordinance to build a
fence, up to 6’ in height, on a corner lot and street yard.
Chairperson Mateo opened the public hearing portion of the meeting and Village
Planner Jimenez called the roll. Village Planner Jimenez gave a brief overview of
the petitioner’s request to build a fence on a corner lot and street yard. Planner
Jimenez informed the Commission that staff researched other properties in the
village that have fences in street yards and are also corner lots, but also made the
distinction that those fences, as opposed to the petitioner’s request, are all
shorter in height and placed further back on the property.
Commissioner Henaghan joined the meeting at 7:16 p.m.
The petitioner, John Schiemann, showed exhibits of properties throughout the
village that are corner lots and have fences similar to what he is proposing. The
petitioner informed the Commission that he believes his property is on a busy
intersection of the village and his proposal came about due to following the
ordinance of the village. Assistant Village Manager Monroe informed staff that
two properties mentioned by the petitioner do not have fence permits in the
system, but were built at some time in the past to replace something that may
have existed in the same place. Commissioner Marhoul asked the petitioner if his
plans changed when seeing other properties with a 4’ non-privacy fence. The
petitioner told the Commission that he did not think about changing the plans as
he was following what the ordinance allows in terms of height and style.
Village Planner Jimenez drew the sight plan triangle onto an existing survey to
show to the Commission, as Commissioner Marhoul wanted clarification about
dimensions for the sight triangle on the property. Asst. Village Manager Monroe
informed the Commission that Public Safety Director Matt Buckley made
comments regarding the proposed fence. He stated that there would be a safety
benefit to the resident of the house if enclosing the yard and there is no concern
from a traffic standpoint. As there is a stop sign, there is less concern about cars
driving erratically. The concern Director Buckley had were the use of the driveway
and any cars that back out into traffic and the placement of the fence causing
visibility issues.
The petitioner clarified his hardship to the Commission as certain members
expressed that they were having difficulty understanding what it is. Petitioner
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stated that the location of the house and property is what is causing the hardship
and not allowing him to build the proposed fence. Chairperson Mateo noted that
she had researched properties in the village and did not think that the hardship is
unique to this property. Commissioner Mathews believed that the hardship is due
to the location of the lot and the location of the house. He stated that given how
much traffic runs along Forest Ave, this also leads to the difficulty that would
justify a hardship.
Village Planner Jimenez read the comments that were submitted to the village
opposing the proposed fence on 40 Kimbark Rd. All of the comments were in
opposition to the fence with no letters being in favor of the proposal. Attorney
Marrs informed the Commission that past fence permits issued for replacements
of existing non-conforming fences and for fences that did not otherwise need
zoning relief do not bind the current Commission to recommend approval for the
proposal in front of them. He also noted that any fence variations that had come
before the Commission in the past were approved or denied based on the set of
information for that individual property and application that was given at the time
and past approvals do not bind the current Commission to approve this proposal.
The petitioner reiterated that he is trying to improve his property and make the
property safe for his family.
Commissioner Miller stated that her interpretation of the ordinance has the street
yard ending at the rear of the house facing Forest Ave. Any portion of the
property past that would, to her, be the rear yard. Attorney Marrs agreed that the
definition could be clearer, but that past interpretations made by staff would
serve as a guide as to how a street yard is defined when reviewing permits,
particularly on corner lots in the village. Attorney Marrs stated that the diagrams
in the ordinance support the text definition utilized by staff. Commissioner
Pelletier also stated that ordinance tries to preserve the front yard space with
how it is worded. Chairperson Mateo closed the public hearing after the
petitioner gave their final statement to the Commission. Chairperson Mateo
informed the petitioner that the remainder of the meeting will be between the
Commission members and the recommendation will then be made to approve or
deny the variation.

Commissioner Heneghan made a motion to close the public hearing.
Commissioner Miller seconded the motion.
AYES: Commissioners Marhoul, Miller, Brom, Pelletier, Mathews, Mateo, Heneghan
NAYS: None
Motion Passed
B. DISCUSSION, MOTION AND RECOMMENDATION by the Planning and Zoning
Commission to the Village Board regarding the request for a variation set forth in
6.A.1 above.
Chairperson Mateo opened the discussion and asked the Commission for initial
thoughts about the petition. Commissioner Marhoul clarified why the Commission
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had approved a permit at 106 Northgate several years ago. The fence was approved
with conditions as it is also on a corner lot and on a busy intersection. The fence is 4’
in height and is pushed back from the property line and does not obstruct vision.
Commissioner Pelletier also said that the hardship for that property was the
intersection and the amount of traffic. Commissioner Miller stated that the
conditions to receive the variance had not been met here, but the way the ordinance
is currently worded, there would be no requirement, in her opinion, for a variance
for a fence in the rear yard.
Commissioner Henaghan did not see any special circumstances that differentiated
this property from others in the village. She said that granting the variation would set
precedent for other homeowners that want a street yard. Commissioner Marhoul
did not believe that the current proposal fit with village standards, but does agree
that the safety aspect is a legitimate concern. Commissioner Mathews believed that
a variance could be supported based on a safety aspect and a privacy aspect.
Commissioner Mathews commented on the streets that are included on the
ordinance that allow fences, and suggested that Forest Ave might be considered in
that short list of exceptions. Commissioner Pelletier pointed out that even though
this property was not a part of the Olmsted plan, it was still a part of the National
Historic Landmark District. The ordinance is worded to protect the village from losing
its national landmark status and to preserve the status of the district. Chairperson
Mateo brought up the concern with allowing the variance to be approved and that it
would set precedent for other property owners and have fences in front yards.
Commissioner Pelletier clarified that if the variance is denied, the petitioner can still
build a fence on their property for their family, it just wouldn’t be in the street yard.
Commissioner Marhoul stated that he could not support the variance in its current
proposal, but if the petitioner came back with revisions that limited the scope, he
might be more open to that. The standards were read aloud and the majority of the
Commission believed that some were not met.
Commissioner Pelletier made a motion to recommend denial of the variation as
proposed. Commissioner Marhoul seconded the motion.
AYES: Commissioners Marhoul, Miller, Brom, Pelletier, Heneghan, Mateo
NAYS: Commissioner Mathews
Motion Passed

Chairperson Mateo informed the petitioner that the motion was denied, that the
Commission was just a recommending body, and that the recommendation will go in
front of the board at the February 17, 2022 meeting for the final vote.

VII.

Old Business:

VIII.

New Business:
Chairperson Mateo opened the discussion regarding the Transit Oriented Development
(TOD) Zoning and Sign Code Updates and discussion. Asst. Village Manager Monroe
began the discussion by addressing the updates from the consultants. Asst. Village
Manager Monroe informed the Commission that the reason for this update was to adopt
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standards that support development and clarity for standards. Asst. Village Manager
Monroe went over the timeline of this project to get the Commission caught up on what
has been done up this point in time. She also informed the Commission that any changes
would go to their respective commissions to ensure that the changes are in line with the
village and considerate of the village’s unique status as a landmark. The updates went
over several concerns that were identified by the consultants and these changes were
recommended. The first district that was reviewed was the B-1 Zoning and the slides
presented demonstrated the updates that have been proposed by the consulting firm.
The steering committee has also recommended a new sub-district in the existing B-1
Zoning district and would support a number of uses. The steering committee brought the
recommendation of incorporating a minimum building height. This was included to
better accommodate whatever use the building is intended for.
Chairperson Mateo told the Commission that this TOD project was brought in front of
them to review and to discuss at the next meeting. She stated that many of the changes
will be minor, but there are some issues that will be of substance. She asked staff how
changes would be tracked. Asst. Village Manager Monroe told Chairperson Mateo that
going over changes topic by topic would be the easiest way to track changes. A possibility,
she stated, might be to bring a topic in front of the Commission every time they meet.
Commissioner Marhoul wanted clarification on who to contact if there are any questions
regarding how some of the updates were made. Asst. Village Monroe stated that past
meeting minutes and notes might give clarity. Staff clarified questions the Commission
had regarding where to find information for the TOD update packets and web links for
past meeting videos.

IX.

Information: Village Planner Jimenez informed the Commission that there is a variation on
the February PZC agenda for enlarging a non-conforming structure. Asst. Village Manager
Monroe also stated that the variation may not be on the agenda due to timeline concerns.

X.

Adjournment
Commissioner Marhoul made a motion to adjourn. Commissioner Pelletier seconded.
AYES: Commissioners Marhoul, Miller, Brom, Mateo, Pelletier, Mathews, Heneghan
NAYES: None
Motion passed.
Chairperson Mateo declared the meeting adjourned at 9:22 p.m.

Respectfully submitted:

Village Planner, Francisco Jimenez

Date Approved
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MEMORANDUM—COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

To:
Chairperson Mateo & Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
From:
Francisco Jimenez, Village Planner
CC:
Ashley Monroe, Assistant Village Manager; Jessica Frances, Village Manager
Re:
PZ 22-02 – 490 Uvedale Rd - Variation – Accessory Structures and Uses and
Nonconforming Buildings and Structures
Date:

February 28, 2022

Petitioner
Martin and Deborah Lubeck
Subject Property
490 Uvedale Rd
Request
A Variation from Section 10-7-3(D)(2) (Accessory Structures and Uses) of the Village of
Riverside Zoning Ordinance, which states that decks shall not be raised more than four feet
(4’) above the established grade. The current deck is five feet (5’) from the established grade
and the proposed deck addition would match the existing deck height grade.
A variation from Section 10-10-2 (C) (Nonconforming Buildings and Structures) of the
Riverside Zoning Ordinance, which states that a building or structure that is nonconforming
with respect to its bulk shall not be added to or enlarged, unless permitted by certain other
specified subsections. The proposed addition would enlarge the current nonconforming deck
by 238 square feet.
Background
1. The Public Notice was posted in the local newspaper on Wednesday, February 9, 2022.
2. Letters were sent to the appropriate neighbors on February 9, 2022. As of this writing,
no communication, positive or negative, has been received by village staff.
3. The subject property is zoned R-1-A Single Family Residence District.
4. The Zoning ordinance (Section 10-7-3(D)(2) states decks shall not be raised more than
four feet (4’) from the established grade. The existing deck is currently five feet (5’) in
order to accommodate an existing door in the rear that allows access to the house.
5. The Petitioner is seeking the variation in order to enlarge the existing nonconforming
deck in order to accommodate a hot tub on the property. Prior property research
indicates that the existing deck was built between 2004 and 2017. There was no more
information found regarding the existing deck being built.
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6. The Certificate of Compliance from December of 2017 indicates that “Deck exceeds the maximum height
of 4ft. as measured from grade allowed by code.”
7. If the variation is approved, the Petitioner could submit a building permit to enlarge the existing deck,
and keep it at a non-conforming current height of 5’ above grade.
Recommendation
According to Section 10-2-2-2(A) of the Zoning Ordinance, the Village Board may vary the application of the
regulations set forth in the Zoning Ordinance in specific cases where there are “practical difficulties or particular
hardships” in carrying out the strict letter of the regulations. The Planning and Zoning Commission may
recommend varying the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance upon making the following findings:
(a)

Because of a particular physical or other unusual condition of the specific property involved, a particular
hardship or practical difficulty to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if
the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried out. Such conditions may include, but are not limited
to:
1. The presence of an existing use or structure, whether conforming or nonconforming; irregular or
substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical features; or other extraordinary physical
condition peculiar to and inherent in the subject property that amounts to more than a mere
inconvenience to the owner and that relate to or arises out of the lot and/or the structures thereon
rather than the personal situation of the current owner of the lot; or

(b)

2. Situations in which the ordinance prevents the owner from reestablishing, restoring, or
maintaining a material feature or significant architectural feature related to the lot or structure, or
from maintaining the architectural integrity of the lot or structure.
The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase financial gain;
The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an interest in the
property;
The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable generally to other
property within the same zoning classification;
The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property
or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located;
The granting of the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood; and
The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light or air to adjacent property or
substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or impair natural
drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent properties, or endanger the public safety, or
substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

A variation shall be recommended only if the evidence, in the judgment of the Planning and Zoning Commission,
sustains each of the seven (7) conditions enumerated above.
Attachments:
A.
B.
C.
D.

The public notice, list of surrounding property owners notified, and photograph of public notice sign
Location map and Aerial Photo
Variation application with cover letter
Exhibits including the plat of survey and photos of the property.
2|Page

VILLAGE OF RIVERSIDE, ILLINOIS
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
Notice is hereby given to all interested persons that a public hearing before the Planning
and Zoning Commission of the Village of Riverside will be held on Monday, February 28,
2022 at 7:00 p.m., or as soon thereafter as the business of the Planning and Zoning
Commission may permit, in the Riverside Township Hall, Room 4, 27 Riverside Road,
Riverside, Illinois, to consider an application for a variation from Section 10-7-3(D)(2)
(Accessory Structures and Uses) of the Village of Riverside Zoning Ordinance to allow the
construction of a deck addition five feet (5’) above grade and from Section 10-10-4(C)
(Nonconforming Buildings and Structures) of the Riverside Zoning Ordinance to allow an
existing nonconforming deck to be enlarged by 238 square feet.
Application No.: PZ22-02
Petitioner: Martin and Deborah Lubeck
Property Commonly Known As: 490 Uvedale Road, Riverside, Illinois
PIN: 15-25-403-046-0000
The Property is legally described as follows:
LOT 1431 IN BLOCK 39 IN THE THIRD DIVISION OF RIVERSIDE IN SECTION
25, TOWNSHIP 39 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST IN THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
Proposed Variations:
1. A variation from Section 10-7-3(D)(2) (Accessory Structures and Uses) of the
Riverside Zoning Ordinance, which states that decks shall not be raised more than
four feet (4’) above the established grade. The current deck is five feet (5’) from
the established grade and the proposed deck addition would match the existing deck
height from grade.
2. A variation from Section 10-10-4(C) (Nonconforming Buildings and Structures) of
the Riverside Zoning Ordinance, which states that a building or structure that is
nonconforming with respect to its bulk shall not be added to or enlarged, unless
permitted by certain other specified subsections. The proposed addition would
enlarge the current nonconforming deck by 238 square feet.
The above application is available for inspection at the office of the Village Clerk, 27
Riverside Road, Riverside, Illinois 60546. During the Public Hearing the Planning and
Zoning Commission will hear testimony from and consider any evidence presented by
persons interested to speak on these matters. Persons wishing to appear at this hearing may
do so in person or by attorney or other representative and may speak for or against the
proposed variations. Communications in writing in relation thereto may be filed at such
hearing or with the Planning and Zoning Commission in advance by submission to Village
Planner Francisco Jimenez via email at fjimenez@riverside.il.us or delivered to the

attention of Village Planner Francisco Jimenez at the Village Offices at 27 Riverside Road,
Riverside, Illinois prior to 4:00 p.m. on the day of the public hearing.
The Public Hearing may be continued from time to time without further notice, except as
otherwise required under the Illinois Open Meetings Act. The proposal and zoning relief
sought may be added to, revised, altered or eliminated as a result of the Public Hearing
and prior to final action by the Board of Trustees of the Village of Riverside.
Dated this 9th day of February, 2022.
Jill Mateo, Chairperson
Planning and Zoning Commission

HELENIA MADRIGAL

SINGH & CANTERO

ROBERT & KIM DIXON

474 UVEDALE RD

477 UVEDALE RD

478 UVEDALE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

KELLER ALAN

DOMINIC CACCAVARI

NATIONAL RESID NOMINEE

479 UVEDALE RD

481 UVEDALE RD

482 UVEDALE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

JEAN M DUNNE

AURA K PLATAKIS

DEBORAH S LUBECK & MAR

486 UVEDALE RD

489 UVEDALE RD

490 UVEDALE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

GAIL BARBARA MUTCHMORE

NATALIA LINARES

DOMINIC LISA CAPONE

493 UVEDALE RD

497 UVEDALE RD

498 UVEDALE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

NICK & CHRIS CAPUTO

SARAH GIBBS PATELLI

JAMES BRADY

500 UVEDALE RD

501 UVEDALE RD

505 UVEDALE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

ROBERT J KUNKEL

JOHN V MUNTEAN

SCOTT & AMANDA MCKAY

506 UVEDALE RD

509 UVEDALE RD

510 UVEDALE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RUSSELL OSUCH

JASON A SWICIONIS

JUAN S ORTIZ & ILDA OR

515 SELBORNE RD

519 SELBORNE RD

523 SELBORNE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

REED & FERGUSON

TRUST 10341

MARIA G ENRIQUEZ

527 SELBORNE RD

531 SELBORNE RD

535 SELBORNE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

ROBERT ORR

VIKAS POPAT PATIL

CINDY FERNANDEZ

539 SELBORNE RD

543 SELBORNE RD

547 SELBORNE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

JOHN A MADEJCZYK

I & H CLOET

551 SELBORNE RD

555 SELBORNE RD

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546

RIVERSIDE, IL 60546
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COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

To:
From:
CC:
Re:
Date:

Chairperson Mateo & Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
Ashley Monroe, Assistant Village Manager
Francisco Jimenez, Village Planner, Jessica Frances, Village Manager
Riverside Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Zoning Code Update
January 26, 2022

Background
The Village has a vested interest in supporting development with updated and appropriate
standards, promoting walkability and transit-oriented development (TOD) in the Riverside
Central Business District (CBD), and preparing the Harlem Avenue Corridor, within Village
boundaries, for Pace’s Pulse rapid transit service. The opportunity to revise the code for
these purposes was attractive. To accomplish these ideals, the Village of Riverside was
awarded a technical assistance grant through CMAP/RTA in 2019 for assistance with zoning
code updates. The RTA selected Savoy Consulting Group and Egret & Ox Planning as the
consultants for this project and this group has assisted the five member Steering Committee
with review of public outreach response, sorting through existing code, and recommending
changes to the village’s zoning standards.
The appointed Steering Committee, consisting of staff, Village stakeholders and
representatives from RTA, METRA and PACE, met several times at the end of the year to
discuss the readiness of proposed changes, as the process moves to the next phase. This
phase now requires discussion and review by the Village’s Planning and Zoning Commission,
before any zoning text amendments are proposed for approval by the Village Board of
Trustees.

Primary Issues

The consultant team and staff identified some areas that required further examination and
these factors shaped the proposed code changes which are included in this meeting’s agenda
packet. A non-exhaustive list of these issues included:
• Density, height, and bulk regulations to support development (See page 4-5, 59, and
throughout Code Memo)
• Parking, alleys, and loading in business districts (See page 6, 11-12, throughout Code Memo)
• Bulk regulations for non-residential uses in residential districts (e.g.,
schools, churches, etc.) (See page 4, 43, 54, 57, 61, 73-78)
• Performance standards for commercial/non-residential uses and accessory uses in
business districts (See page 97-99, 110)
• Townhouses and multi-family housing (See page 58, definitions begin on 164, and parking
sections)
• Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) (See page 7, 62, 73, definitions begin on 164)
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• Restrictions on % of professional offices on ground floor (See page 6, 9, 60, 81, definitions begin on 164)
• Property maintenance standards for storefront windows (See page 7 and 65)
• Outdoor storage regulations (See page 97-98, and 108, 115-116, 119-120, definitions begin on 164)
• Establish B1-TOD Zoning District (see page 15, 41, and throughout B-1 use tables)
• Revised Sign Code (See Sign Code Memo attachment)
It should be noted that some of these issues might veer into concerns of policy, and therefore could require
additional input from the Village Board. Out of the identified issues for this project, topics that commonly
reside under the purview of an appointed zoning board may include revision of zoning districts, sign
requirements, property use, encroachments, and transportation-related zoning requirements. While this
Commission should plan to discuss and make recommendations on all areas of proposed changes, topics
such as building heights and bulk standards, permitted and special uses, and parking, occasionally spark
additional interest and need additional public discussion before landing on final recommendations. Should
that additional discussion be necessary, feedback from the public and the Village Board will bring proposed
changes back to Planning and Zoning for final code language development.

Public Feedback Received

The public outreach for these issues resulted in the following factors being highlighted by respondents.
Consideration for this public feedback may be helpful in devising recommended changes:
Central Business District:
• Physical appearance of vehicle parking in CBD
• Availability of bike parking
• Signage to provide wayfinding and enhance buildings
• Acceptance of building height of 3 stories (possibly up to 5 stories in some areas)
• Improvements to safety and physical appearance (e.g., lighting, safe walking environment, landscaping,
public art/murals, etc.)
Harlem Avenue:
• Excessive parking footprint
• Mixed feelings on illuminated and neon signs
• Acceptable building height of 4 to 5 stories, preference for high-quality development
• Need a more pedestrian-/bike-friendly corridor in the mixed-use environment
• A desire to limit the amount of ground floor office space
• Limitations of small front yards/setbacks
Next Steps
Based on this feedback, the consultant team and Steering Committee need additional guidance from the
Planning and Zoning Commission. The Commission should review the proposed changes through
comprehensive discussion (red lines attached) and resolve whether the proposed changes could be applied
to the Village of Riverside. The consultant memos show the most recent updates to the proposed language
in blue text. The Commission may recommend changes to be incorporated into final draft text amendments.
Although staff has highlighted some areas of concentration, the presentation made to the
2|Page
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Village Board on December 2, 2021 offers a quick glance at high-level changes proposed.
The consultant agreement with CMAP and RTA runs through May 2022, therefore the hope is to present
code changes for adoption to the Village Board of Trustees in late spring. Should additional discussion be
required at Board and Commission level, staff and these boards will likely be working through the last
revisions without the consultant.
Attachments:

•
•
•
•
•

Summary Memo on Sign Code Amendments from consultant January 12, 2022
Summary Memo on Proposed Text Amendments from consultant January 12, 2022
Role of Zoning to Support Transit supplement sheet
Presentation Materials (December 2, 2021 Village Board Meeting)
Initial draft amendments, along with Steering Committee history and actions to-date can be found
on the Village’s website: https://www.riverside.il.us/512/Riverside-TOD-Zoning-Code-SteeringCommi
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COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

To:
From:
CC:
Re:
Date:

Chairperson Mateo & Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
Ashley Monroe, Assistant Village Manager
Francisco Jimenez, Village Planner, Jessica Frances, Village Manager
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Zoning Code Update - Discussion
February 28, 2022

Background
At the January 26, 2022 meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission, members were
walked through the initial introduction for the planned update to the Riverside Zoning Code.
Changes are proposed throughout Chapter 10 (Zoning) of the Riverside Municipal Code and
will be updated in any other applicable area referring to Zoning Code regulations. Topics
range from the density and bulk regulations, parking, clarity regarding commercial use of
space, and signage. Many of the proposed updates incorporate Complete Streets
philosophies and transit-friendly design for purposes of enhancing accessibility, safety, and
accommodations for pedestrians, bicyclists, and mass-transit users.
At this stage in the code update process, the proposed text amendment language should be
discussed at the Planning and Zoning Commission and, upon agreement by the commission,
brought for a Public Hearing to review proposed text amendments that will eventually go to
the Board of Trustees for final adoption and incorporation into village Code.
Schedule of discussion and public hearings
As the grant agreement with the RTA for support of a consultant team comes to a close at
the end of May 2022, staff plans to bring as much of the project as possible, to a close before
that date. Meeting this schedule means that discussion of new proposed language will be
brought to the commission, followed by a scheduled public hearing at the next meeting of
the Planning and Zoning Commission. For example, the discussion planned for the February
28 meeting includes the proposed Sign Code revisions and the adoption of a new TOD-B1
Zoning District. Pending Commission discussion, a Public Hearing on these items will be
scheduled for the March 23, 2022 meeting. At that meeting, Commissioners will also discuss
new language proposed, and will schedule a public hearing on those items, for the April 27
meeting. Materials will be broken into manageable sections by combining related ideas and
issues, and considering breadth of content to review.
Goals for review and implementation
Project scope goals and current deficiencies may be helpful in assessing what staff goals are,
in updating each of these code sections. Applicable issues to be discussed this meeting, are
highlighted.
Current zoning code deficiencies and conflicts between the adopted Plan and current zoning
regulations include:
• inconsistencies in use lists for B1 & B2 Districts including higher density residential types
• no parking requirements for changes in intensity of use
• no outdoor storage regulations
• fence regulations do not address non-residential districts
• limited lighting standards for commercial districts
• sign code for B1 Districts not consistent with zoning
• no bulk regulations for drive-through canopies or free-standing canopies
• performance standards for commercial/non-residential uses
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additional approval or permitting from the Village.
b. The purpose of this provision is to prevent any inadvertent favoring of commercial speech over noncommercial speech or favoring of any particular non-commercial message over any other non-commercial
message.
c. This provision does not create a right to increase the total amount of signage on a parcel or allow the
substitution of an off-site commercial message in place of an on-site commercial message.”
4-3-3 Definitions
The inclusion of a definition for how to determine the natural grade will help in establishing the allowed height
of a sign.

Changes to definitions also help to reduce duplication or confusion about allowed sign types and will incorporate
additional imagery to support plan review.
4-3-4 Exempt Signs
Exempt signs section clarifies and removes some narrow or too specific designations. The section also
acknowledges signage that may be required by the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) as 4-3-4-T.
4-3-7 Height
Graphics and improved explanations are included in this section.
4-3-11 Non-Conforming Signs
The proposed language specifies requirements for how to handle transitions of property uses and business sign
changes.
4-3-13-F-7 Temporary Signs in B-2
A new section gives guidance on temporary signage for businesses with a pop-up nature or month-to-month
lease.
Staff notes:
Other aspects of the sign code revisions are generally proposed for purposes of clarification and necessary
correction of current practices.
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2) Property Maintenance for Storefront Windows

10-5-7-(D)-5 Storefront Window Displays

Staff notes:
This section provides guidance for how to manage window signage in B-1 and B-2 districts. Not many
changes are proposed for the B2 District, but quite a few changes are proposed for B1. The table below
clarifies these issues.
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3) Establish a B1-TOD Zoning District

Section 10-3-1 proposed:
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10-3-2 Zoning Map
Proposed Map change, defining the B1-TOD District area

Staff notes:
Zoning Map colors have been updated and will look slightly different than shown here. The proposed B1-TOD
area closely mirrors Business District 2 (shown on next page for comparison), set in place for economic
development purposes, with the exception of a handful of properties currently zoned as B1-Transitional
Commercial. The proposed area for B1-TOD includes the businesses within Business District 2, in which higherdensity activity and transportation modes are adopted, but allows for lower-density commercial operations to
remain zoned as such (B1-TC), as Burlington Street transitions to a predominantly residential area.
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Business District 2
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10-5-2 B1 Business District Subdistricts
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Staff notes:
Addition of 10-5-2-C defines B1-TOD zoning.
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10-5-9: Use and Bulk Requirement Tables
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10-5-9 continued
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Staff notes: The proposed changes add the B1-TOD Subdistrict to the Use tables and set Permitted and Special
Use requirements, as well as new or modified uses. The majority of uses match the standard B1 commercial
and may allow some special uses that are not allowed in any form within B1-TC zoning.
Next Steps
Based on this feedback, staff will prepare public hearing notice and materials for review of agreed upon text
changes in the Sign Code and any other changes generally agreed upon at the February 28 meeting. The public
hearing will be held on March 23.
Attachments:
•
•
•
•

Summary Memo on Sign Code Amendments from consultant January 12, 2022
Summary Memo on Proposed Text Amendments from consultant January 12, 2022
Introductory memo from staff to Planning and Zoning Commission – January 26, 2022
Initial draft amendments, along with Steering Committee history and actions to-date can be found on the
Village’s website: https://www.riverside.il.us/512/Riverside-TOD-Zoning-Code-Steering-Commi

16 | P a g e

MEMORANDUM—COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

To:
From:
CC:
Re:
Date:

Chairperson Mateo & Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
Francisco Jimenez, Village Planner
Ashley Monroe, Assistant Village Manager; Jessica Frances, Village Manager
Impervious Surface Calculations
February 28, 2022

Request
The Planning and Zoning Commission directed staff to research how nearby communities
calculate impervious surfaces in their respective communities.
Background
At the November 22, 2021 meeting, the Planning and Zoning Commission asked that staff
further research nearby communities and the policies that they have in place regarding
impervious surface calculations. After doing some research, along with some information
from Commissioner Brom, staff found that most communities have a maximum percentage
of impervious surface that is allowed. Some communities take into consideration the surface
material. With surface material information, the communities remove a percentage of the
total impervious surface coverage on a property. Other communities, like Riverside,
approach impervious surface as an all or nothing approach. There is no consideration for the
type of surface material used. The attached chart shows how researched communities
determine impervious surface coverage.
Next Steps
Before moving forward with a specific approach, staff would like to gather additional
feedback from the Planning and Zoning Commission regarding elements of example
requirements that may be appropriate for consideration in Riverside.

Comparable Communities
Community

Riverside, IL

Maximum Impervious Coverage

Between 45% and 65%

% discount depending on materials

Evanston, IL

Between 45% and 60%

Pervious receive 25%, other paving blocks 20%

Morton Grove, IL

60% in residential districts

N/A

Brookfield, IL

75% for residential districts

If pavers are installed correctly

Oak Park, IL

Between

No

Berwyn, IL

85% for residential districts

No

No
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To:
From:
CC:
Re:
Date:

Chairperson Mateo & Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
Francisco Jimenez, Village Planner
Ashley Monroe, Assistant Village Manager; Jessica Frances, Village Manager
PZ 22-005 - 40 Kimbark Rd - Variation – Accessory Structures and Uses
February 28, 2022

Petitioner
John Schiemann
Subject Property
40 Kimbark Rd
Request
A Variation from Section 10-7-3(F)(2)(a) Accessory Structures and Uses of the Village of
Riverside Zoning Ordinance, which states that fences and walls shall be prohibited in street
yards, except where the street yard adjoins a nonresidential use or along 26th Street, 31st
Street or York Road, subject to further review by village staff. Along street yards that adjoin
26th Street, 31st Street or York Road, a fence shall not exceed six feet (6’) in height.
Background
At their February 17, 2022 meeting, the Board of Trustees reviewed the proposal of a fence
at 40 Kimbark Rd and the recommendation of a denial from the Planning and Zoning
Commission from their regular meeting on January 26, 2022. Village Planner Jimenez gave
the Board an overview of the proposal and what the Petitioner was seeking. Discussion at
the Board level included concerns regarding placement and height of the proposed fence
and that allowing a fence in the street yard on this property would set a precedent. After the
Board concluded initial discussion, Trustee Marsh-Ozga motioned to follow the denial
recommendation that was set forth by the Planning and Zoning Commission.
Village Planner Jimenez informed the Board that Trustee Pollock had met with staff and
proposed a revised version of what the petitioner is seeking. This proposal would move back
the fence from the property line and have it extend five feet (5’) from the house, run parallel
to the property line, and then close off at the front of the detached garage. The proposal also
would allow the petitioner to enclose the yard with short spans of fencing from the garage
and house, without installing a new section of privacy fencing in place of the existing 4’ fence
at 44 Kimbark.
The Board preferred the design proposed by Trustee Pollock rather than the original proposal
recommended for denial by the Planning and Zoning Commission. The Petitioner also
submitted a revised proposal to the Board, but they were not receptive to the placement of
the fence and there were concerns regarding traffic and obstructions. The Board asked the
Petitioner if they were open to Trustee Pollock’s proposal, and if they did find it acceptable,
that it go back to Planning and Zoning for further discussion. The Petitioner stated that they
were open to Trustee Pollock’s proposal and having the revised proposal go back to Planning
and Zoning for discussion. After this discussion, the Board took a vote to follow the
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recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission and denied the variance. After
the discussion and denial of the variance, the Board discussed the revised proposal put forth
by Trustee Pollock and were receptive to this version of the variance. Attorney Marrs stated
that the Board had the ability to approve Trustee Pollock’s revisions as it was a lesser version
than what the Petitioner proposed. After discussing the options, the Board decided that it
would be best to send the revised proposal back to Planning and Zoning to allow them to
discuss and go through the required standards. After this, the Planning and Zoning
Commission can modify the initial recommendation or decide to reaffirm their original
recommendation.
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