Public comments are welcome on any topic when received by email or in writing by the Community Development Director
prior to 5:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting. Emailed comments may be sent to Community Development Director Sonya
Abt at sabt@riverside.il.us. Written comments may be submitted to the attention of the Community Development Director at
27 Riverside Road, Riverside, Illinois. While emailed or written comments or testimony are strongly encouraged, comments
may also be made in person. Physical spacing will be observed, and public access to the physical meeting site may be limited
due to the ongoing public health emergency, and based on Executive Order 2020-38, issued by Governor Pritzker on May 29,
2020, but access to the meeting location for public commenters will be facilitated. A live stream of the meeting will be
available to the public on https://riversidetv.us/ and on Riverside TV on Xfinity Channel 6, AT&T U-Verse Channel 99.
Please check the Village’s website for more information www.riverside.il.us.

VILLAGE OF RIVERSIDE, ILLINOIS
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING

Wednesday, June 24, 2020
7:00 PM
Riverside Township Auditorium
27 Riverside Rd., 2nd Floor, Riverside, IL 60546
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call

AGENDA

Chairperson
Jill Mateo
Commission Members
Jennifer Henaghan
Joel Marhoul
Sean May
John Mathews
Jacqueline Miller
Theresa Pelletier

3. Approval of Minutes:
A. Planning & Zoning Commission Regular Meeting and Public Hearing minutes of May 27, 2020
4. Visitors, Petitions, Citizen Requests, and Communications:
5. Liaison Report:
A. Village Board Update
6. New Business:
A. Preliminary discussion of proposed Riverside Swim Club redevelopment – 100 Bloomingbank
Rd. and related zoning items.
7. Old Business:
8. Information:
9. Adjournment:

Public comments received by email or in writing by the Community Development Director prior to
5:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting were welcome on any topic. Public comments or testimony
were also allowed during the electronic meeting using the Zoom Meeting ID and Access Code that
was posted on the Village’s website at least 2 hours before the meeting. The meeting and public
hearing was conducted electronically via Zoom and broadcast live via Riverside TV due to the
ongoing public health emergency, and based on the authority provided by Executive Order 202007, issued by Governor Pritzker on March 16, 2020, as most recently extended by Executive Order
2020-33, dated April 30, 2020, and Executive Order 2020-32, issued by Governor Pritzker on April
30, 2020, limiting public gatherings and suspending the Open Meetings Act physical presence
requirement.

VILLAGE OF RIVERSIDE
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING
Minutes

I.

Call to Order: The Regular Meeting of the Village of Riverside Planning and Zoning

II.

Roll Call:

III.

Commission was held on Wednesday, May 27, 2020, electronically via Zoom. Chairperson
Mateo called the Regular Meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Present:

Chairperson Mateo
Commissioner Heneghan
Commissioner Marhoul
Commissioner May
Commissioner Mathews
Commissioner Miller
Commissioner Pelletier

Also Present:

Village Attorney Marrs
Community Development Director Abt

Also on the Meeting:

Mgmt. Analyst Bouman
Petitioners Shelley & Bart Richards

Approval of Minutes:

A. Planning & Zoning Commission Special Meeting and Public Hearing minutes of
March 11, 2020
Commissioner Pelletier made a motion to approve the minutes of the Special
Meeting and Public hearing of March 11, 2020. Commissioner Mathews seconded
the motion.
AYES: Pelletier, Mathews, Marhoul, May, Miller, Heneghan, Mateo.
NAYS: None.
Motion passed.

B. Planning & Zoning Commission Regular Meeting and Public Hearing minutes of
February 26, 2020
Commissioner Marhoul made a motion to approve the minutes of the Regular
Meeting and Public hearing of February 26, 2020. Commissioner Miller seconded
the motion.
AYES: Pelletier, Mathews, Marhoul, May, Miller, Heneghan, Mateo.
NAYS: None.
Motion passed.

IV.

Visitors, Petitions, Citizen Requests, and Communications:
There was none.

V.

VI.

Liaison Report:

A. Village Board Update
Trustee Pollock was not in attendance. Chairperson Mateo asked Director Abt if
there was any update. Director Abt noted that the Board approved the Special Use
and Variations for Ames School.

Public Hearings and Recommendations:

A. PZ20-001 – 711 & 715 Arlington Road – Request for Variation from the Fence and
Wall Location street yard requirement to build a 4 ft. aluminum fence that
encroaches approximately 12.5 ft. into the required street yard from Lindberg Road.
1. PUBLIC HEARING to consider an application for a variation from Section 10-73(F)2(a) (Fence and Wall Location in Residential Districts) of the Village of
Riverside Zoning Ordinance to allow a 4-ft aluminum fence in the street yard in
the R1-A Single-Family Residence District. Petitioners: Shelly & Bart Richards.
Chairperson Mateo opened the public hearing and entered the public notice into
the record as Exhibit A.
Chairperson Mateo swore in the Petitioners.
Director Abt gave a brief outline of the variation request. She explained that the
Zoning Ordinance prohibits fences in the street yards. Therefore, a variation is
necessary for the proposed fence. The proposed fence is a 4 foot aluminum
fence and would encroach 12.5 feet into the Petitioners’ required street yard
from Lindberg. Director Abt explained that the property is comprised of two
parcels. The house is located on the southern parcel. The owners purchased the
northern parcel after the home was built. This purchase has created a new
zoning lot. This new zoning lot is a corner lot. A corner lot is a lot that has two
intersecting street yards. The street yard is determined by where the house is
located. Since this is a corner lot it has two street yards, one from Arlington and
one from Lindberg. A street yard is considered the open space between the
closest point of the principal building to any portion of a property line that abuts
a street. In this case for the Petitioners to install a fence it would need to start
at the rear (northwest) corner of their house and extend straight back to their
rear (west) property line. Alternately they could connect the southern edge of

the garage to the house and enclose the portion of their rear yard south of the
driveway. To bring the fence any closer to Lindberg than the house is, a variance
is necessary. She also explained that considering the 711 Arlington property
individually does not help either, because accessory structures cannot be built
on a lot without a principal structure. The proposed fence will be approximately
45 feet from the north property line along Lindberg. If the variation is approved,
a building permit for the fence could be issued.
The Petitioners, Shelley and Bart Richards, explained that they want to enclose
their back yard and doing that is not really feasible without the variance. They
noted they will be encroaching 12 ½ feet into the street yard, but the majority of
that is their driveway. The fence will be about 1 ¾ feet north of the driveway
and they plan on landscaping along the fence.
Chairperson Mateo asked if the Commissioners had any questions of Staff or the
Petitioners.
Chairperson Mateo asked if the Petitioners had considered an invisible fence.
The Petitioners stated they had a small dog and there are coyotes in the area;
they want to not only keep the dog in but also to protect it by keeping coyotes
out.
Commissioner Marhoul asked why the garage did not define the setback from
Lindberg. Staff noted that the Zoning Code is written such that it is the principal
structure that determines the setbacks, not accessory structures. Since the
garage is detached it is an accessory structure.
Commissioner Mathews questioned whether the size of encroachment was 12.5
feet or 2 feet? Staff stated the encroachment into the required street yard is
12.5 feet, however the fence would be located only 2 feet further north than the
driveway which is located along the northern property line of the southern
parcel (715 Arlington). Therefore the fence would only be encroaching 2 feet or
so onto the northern parcel (711 Arlington). Commissioner Miller noted that the
driveway is also encroaching however that is considered an allowed
encroachment.
Commissioners also had questions about the implications of building something
on the second parcel if that parcel is sold off separately in the future and
whether that lot was a buildable lot. Director Abt noted that as the lot meets
the minimum frontage requirement, it is a buildable lot and that the Zoning
Code prohibits creating a new nonconformity with the division or sale of a
parcel. Therefore the fence would need to be removed.
The Commissioners asked if any consideration was given to placing the fence
along the driveway so that it was on the 715 Arlington parcel. The Petitioners
stated that they had considered it however given the narrowness of the
driveway with young drivers they wanted to avoid issues with the fence and
provide additional space. Chairperson Mateo noted that narrow driveways are
fairly typical in Riverside. Director Abt said that considering the 715 Arlington

property independently they could install the fence on their property line
however doing so would preclude them from making any further improvements
on the 711 Arlington Road property. Either they need to be looked at as one
property or two independent properties. Commissioner Miller asked if there
was any idea how many corner lots in town are more than one lot of record.
How many other corner lots would have this option to consider either being one
lot or two? Director Abt stated she was not aware of any other lots like this in
town where there is a separate buildable lot that is on the corner like this one.
Commissioner Marhoul asked if anything were to be built on that northern
parcel property would it need a variance. Director Abt noted there were a few
things that are allowed to be built in street yards, such as walkways, driveways
and patios, however anything that it is above grade, such as a deck or pool or
shed would require a variance.
The Petitioners provided the PZC with some background on the property. Their
understanding was that before their house was built there was a ranch home
that was centered on the property. A developer bought the property and tore
down the house and turned it into two lots. They are unsure if it was two lots at
that time or if the developer subdivided the lot. They purchased the new house
that was built on the 715 Arlington property. The lot to the north was intended
to have a house built on it, however the developer was unable to sell that lot
and approached them about purchasing it. They did and have invested in
landscaping it to make it a nice part of their property. The Petitioners noted that
the practical difficulty or hardship they are experiencing is that the entire
northern parcel is considered part of the required street yard which really limits
what they can do in trying to locate a fence on their property. They also stated
they have no intention of selling the adjacent property.
Commissioner Miller asked if the fence could be connected to the house at a
different point closer to the garage to provide more room. The Petitioners were
unsure if that was feasible due to the stairs and also noted that would shorten
the area the cars have to turn to move past the house.
Chairperson Mateo verified that there was no guests on the Zoom call that
wished to speak.
Chairperson Mateo stated that they had received several comments via email on
this petition which were included in the packet and Director Abt noted one had
been received that evening. The comments were read for the Commission and
were entered into the record as Exhibit B.
Several of the comments received from neighbors were in favor of the variation
request and did not feel it would have a negative impact on the neighborhood.
One comment was not in favor of the request. That commenter expressed
concern about the loss of open space and view and potential precedent the
granting of the variation would set for adding fences to the neighborhood.
There were no additional comments.
Commissioner Marhoul made a motion to close the public hearing.

Commissioner Mathews seconded the motion. Voice vote. All Ayes. Motion
passes.
The public comment portion of the hearing was closed.
2. DISCUSSION, MOTION AND RECOMMENDATION by the Planning and Zoning
Commission to the Village Board regarding the request for variation set forth in
6.A.1 above.
The Commissioners discussed the standards and that the larger zoning lot with
the structure built entirely on only one parcel and the fact that the two parcels
together created a corner lot created a unique situation and a practical difficulty
in the application of the code. It was noted by Commissioner Mathews that this
was an extraordinary physical condition peculiar to this property. It was also
noted by Commissioners that the proposed location of the fence shows an
intention to meet the intent of the code, which is to leave street yards open.
The new fence will be setback 45 feet from the property line still leaving a large
open street yard. Commissioner Miller was not convinced this was that unique
of a situation as there are many lots, including corner lots, which are comprised
of more than one parcel. She believed this was more a failing of the code than a
unique situation. She believed this was a reasonable request however looking at
the standards, she could not vote in favor of the variation. She suggested that
perhaps this is a situation where the code needed to be amended. Perhaps the
Village needs to reevaluate what is allowed to encroach into the street yard.
The Commissioners determined that the variation will not result in a financial
gain to the Petitioners. There was a consensus among the Commissioners that
the proposed fence would not have a detrimental impact on other properties
and that given the height of the fence and its large setback from the lot line, it
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The Commissioners
did not believe the fence would impair an adequate supply of light or air to the
adjacent properties nor would it increase the danger of fire to adjacent
properties or create any drainage problems.
Commissioner Pelletier made a motion to recommend approval of the variation
from Section 10-7-3(F)2(a) (Fence and Wall Location in Residential Districts) to
allow a fence to be constructed that encroaches 12.5 feet into the required
street yard (Lindberg) on the Property located at 711-715 Arlington Road.
Commissioner Marhoul seconded the motion.
AYES: Pelletier, Mathews, Marhoul, May, Heneghan, Mateo.
NAYS: Miller
Motion passed.
Director Abt stated she would notify the petitioners when this would appear on a
Village Board agenda.
The Petitioners thanked the Commission for their thoughtful consideration.
B. PZ20-02 Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments – Planned Unit Developments

1. PUBLIC HEARING to consider an application from the Village of Riverside for
text amendments to the Village of Riverside Zoning Ordinance regarding Planned
Unit Developments. Petitioner: Village of Riverside.
Chairperson Mateo opened the public hearing and entered the public notice into
the record as Exhibit C.
Director Abt explained that in 2019 they began to look at comparable
communities that have experienced redevelopment investment in their
downtowns and other commercial areas to review the zoning tools they are
utilizing and how their zoning regulations compare to the Village. These
communities include: Brookfield, River Forest, LaGrange, LaGrange Park,
Western Springs, Clarendon Hills and Hinsdale. Some of the zoning regulations
these other communities utilize include PUDs and denser bulk regulations such
as maximum building heights up to six (6) stories. This information was
presented to the Village Board. The Village Board was in favor of exploring the
idea of PUDs. They asked the PZC to look into this further and provide
recommendations on locations in the Village where PUDs might be appropriate.
Director Abt summarized the Commission’s discussion on PUDs over the past
several months, including a draft PUD Ordinance prepared by the Village
Attorney as a framework for facilitating further discussion and direction about
the possible use of PUDs in Riverside. After discussion and review of the draft
ordinance and other communities’ PUD Ordinances, the Commission
recommended allowing PUDs in the Village and recommended to the Village
Board moving forward with the draft ordinance. Director Abt shared that at their
March 5, 2020 meeting, the Village Board directed Staff and the PZC to move
forward with a public hearing on the Proposed Text Amendments.
Director Abt explained that PUDs are a zoning tool intended to encourage and
allow more creative and flexible development of land that results in better
development and design than might otherwise be accomplished under the strict
application of the Zoning Code. They are typically allowed where the
development provides for compensating amenities to the Village such as
additional open space, aesthetic amenities which will enhance the character of
the site and facilitating the implementation of adopted Village land use policies.
She explained that the Proposed Text Amendments include the following
changes which have incorporated the commission’s recommendations from
previous discussions:
• Adds “Planned Unit Developments” to the Use Table for the Residential and
Business Zoning Districts. It designates them as Special Uses.
• Creates a new Chapter 10-13 “Planned Unit Developments” that creates the
procedures and requirements for PUDs to allow flexibility in the application
of the standards of this zoning ordinance based upon procedural protections
providing for detailed review of individual significant proposals that are in
the public interest and provide a public benefit.
• References the new PUD process in the Administration Chapter under Special
Uses.

•
•
•

•

Precludes single family residences from being eligible for PUDs,
No minimum size requirement for a PUD.
The PUD is subject to the underlying district regulations unless an exception
is specifically granted. Exceptions from district regulations may only be
granted, if the village board finds that such exceptions meet certain
requirements/qualifications such as provide a public benefit, promotes the
objectives of the village, enhances the quality of the design, etc.
Lists preferred design characteristics and amenities as guidance.

Director Abt further explained that PUDs are considered a type of Special Use
and are therefore approved by the Village Board after a public hearing and
comprehensive review by the PZC. Steps include:
• Pre application meeting(s)
• Optional concept plan consultation with PZC/Village Board
• Preliminary Plan approval – requires a public hearing before PZC including
notification of surrounding property owners. The Commission will make a
formal recommendation to the Village Board. The Village Board shall
approve, approve with conditions or deny the special use for a planned unit
development.
• Final Plan approval – applicant must submit a Final Plan within one year of
approval of the Preliminary Plan. The Zoning Administrator will review for
conformance with the Preliminary Plan. If it is in substantial compliance with
the preliminary plan the zoning administrator will forward to the Village
Board for approval. The Ordinance and Final Plan will be recorded with the
Cook County Recorder of Deeds.
• Any major changes to the Final Plan will require a public hearing by the PZC
and Village Board approval. The Village Board may also decide that the
request for a major change is so significant that it must be considered a new
PUD application and should be resubmitted as such.
• The Final Plan governs all construction/modifications to the property.
Chairperson Mateo verified that there was no guests on the Zoom call that
wished to speak.
Commissioner Miller asked Attorney Marrs about the use of the term
“substantial compliance” and whether it needed to be defined. She noted this
was as it relates to the Zoning Administrators review of the Final Plan. Her
concern was what if the applicant does not agree with the Zoning
Administrator’s determination. Attorney Marrs noted that it may be defined by
case law, but he would be hesitant to try to define that any more. There are a
lot of details with a final plan, that ultimately it really is more of a common sense
kind of determination. He also clarified that based on some feedback received
from a local developer on the draft text, there were some areas that could use
some clean up including the approval of the Final Plan. He noted that part of the
process is for the Zoning Administrator to review the Final Plan for conformance
with the approved Preliminary Plan. The Zoning Administrator then makes a
determination, “is the plan in substantial compliance with the approved
Preliminary Plan”. Then they certify that to the Board. The proposed ordinance

only talks about the Board approving the plan. It was noted that it does not
address any denial option. Attorney Marrs envisioned there being a scenario
where the Board disagreed with the Zoning Administrator’s determination and
thought that a subparagraph should be added with the option for the Board to
disagree and find that the plan is not in substantial conformance with the
Preliminary Plan and deny a Final Plan. This would give the developer the
opportunity then to take the matter up to a circuit court.
Director Abt also noted that there is a list of major changes in the ordinance in
regards to “Final Plans”. This can provide some guidance as well into what
would be considered “not in substantial compliance”. It talks about changes in
gross floor area, number of dwelling units, building height. She outlined some
scenarios that would be a substantial change and those that would not be.
Chairperson Mateo noted that she had sent the a copy of the draft ordinance
from their February meeting to a local developer for some feedback back before
the Village Board had given their directive to move forward with a public hearing
and before the public notice had been sent which is why it was not included in
the packet. She stated she would mention any of those comments as they
reviewed those sections of the proposed amendment.
The Commission began going through the proposed ordinance page by page.
Chairperson Mateo asked about what plans or policies of the Village the code
would be referencing and would it just be the CMAP Plan. Director Abt agreed
that would be the only plan currently. Commissioner Henghan had a question
about the optional concept plan consultation. Is this something where the
developer would come and present to the Commission and they could ask
questions of the developer or would it be Staff presenting a proposal to the
Commission. Attorney Marrs said the idea would be for the developer to be
presenting so they can get direct feedback from the Boards and Commissions
that will be reviewing the project. It doesn’t require it but it is to their benefit to
attend and present themselves. She expressed some concern about that
happening outside the public hearing process. Attorney Marrs stated it was
similar to what some other communities do where they have a meeting to set a
public hearing where an applicant gives a quick overview of the project before
the public hearing is set. The idea is to provide an opportunity to make sure
everybody is comfortable before the developer invests a lot of money and time
in creating the plans and studies needed to apply. Chairperson Mateo noted
that it was still part of a public meeting and would be posted on an agenda and
would allow for public comment. Attorney Marrs agreed stating it was not a
private meeting with the Commission. Commissioner Miller stated it seemed
similar to what they did with the Ames School project.
Chairperson Mateo asked about the requirement to show the improvements
within 300 ft. of the subject property. She had received a comment that this
seemed excessive. She noted she had looked at other codes and there were
some that did not have this requirement and others that required more and
some that required less. Director Abt stated that if the Commission wants to be
consistent, the requirements for a rezoning state a site plan showing all

properties and rights-of-way within 250 ft. of the subject property be submitted.
She suggested they could change the 300 ft. requirement to 250 ft. if they
wanted to be consistent. Commissioner Heneghan stated she thought 250 ft.
was adequate and favored being consistent. Commissioner Marhoul stated that
he thought a PUD has a larger impact than a simple variation and was in favor of
keeping 300 ft. The remainder of the Commissioners did not feel strongly one
way or the other and decided to keep it at 300 ft.
Chairperson Mateo also had some questions about the term “qualified
professional” and who that means for various plans for the Preliminary Plan
review. Would it be the architect? Attorney Marrs and Director Abt noted that
certain things such as a traffic study or drainage plan should be prepared by
engineers not architects. She also asked about the timing for resubmittals. She
asked if 30 days was sufficient time to get on an agenda. The Commission
discussed and determined that 60 days would be more appropriate.
Chairperson Mateo questioned subsection “d” of Preliminary Plan procedures
where it states that if the application is not acted upon by the Village Board
within 60 days of receiving the findings of fact and recommendation from the
Planning and Zoning Commission, the application shall be deemed to have been
denied. She noted that this language is not found anywhere else in the Village’s
code. She asked why that is there. Attorney Marrs stated that it is there to give
an applicant conclusion and keep things moving along. He noted that it could be
argued that a developer deserves a reason for a denial. He stated he would be
ok with removing that language and just say that the Board must act within 60
days and provide written reasons for the denial. Commissioner Miller asked
what would happen if a pandemic happened again and the Board couldn’t act
within 60 days. Attorney Marrs noted that this did happen recently in other
communities he works with and the developers were willing to work with the
Villages to postpone hearings or meetings given the circumstances and health
risks. He also noted that several communities declared local emergencies and in
doing that the mayors typically suspend these types of deadlines due to the
emergency. He noted that courts likewise understand that municipalities are
doing the best they can under the circumstances. The Commissioners had no
issue with changing the language to require the Board to take action and felt it
was both fair and consistent with existing zoning procedural language.
Attorney Marrs asked the Commissioners if the denial of the Final Plan should be
added as a new subsection or combined with the approval section. The
Commission was fine with either option but agreed it should be added. Director
Abt stated she thought it would be better to have it separated.
There were no further comments by the Commission and no guests that wished
to speak.
The public comment portion of the hearing was closed.
2. DISCUSSION, MOTION AND RECOMMENDATION by Planning and Zoning
Commission to the Village Board regarding the request for a variation set forth in

6.B.1 above.
The Commissioners discussed the text amendment standards.
The
Commissioners agreed the amendment would promote the general welfare of
the Village and that it was consistent with the CMAP CBD Plan. The
Commissioners also found that the amendments were consistent with the intent
and general regulations of the zoning ordinance and are consistent with the
overall structure of the Zoning Ordinance. They also reflect a policy directive of
the Village Board. The Commissioners also noted that the text amendment
would benefit the residents of the Village as a whole as it would apply Village
wide.
Commissioner Pelletier made a motion to recommend approval of proposed text
amendments to add a new Chapter 13 (Planned Unit Developments) to Title 10
of the Zoning Ordinance with the revisions discussed by the Commission and
adding PUDs as Special Uses in Sections 10-4-5 (Use and Bulk Requirement
Tables) Table 2: Residential District Permitted Uses and 10-5-9 (Use and Bulk
Requirement Tables) Table 4: Business Districts Permitted Uses and to add a
reference to the Planned Unit Development Procedures in Section 10-2-2-3(B)
Special Uses. Commissioner Miller seconded the motion.
AYES: Pelletier, Mathews, Marhoul, May, Miller, Heneghan, Mateo.
NAYS: None.
Motion passed.

VII.

Old Business:

VIII.

New Business:

IX.

Information:

X.

Adjournment

Chairperson Mateo asked about the RTA grant. Director Abt shared that they had put
out the RFQ back in late 2019 however they received no proposals. Since then they
reposted the RFQ and actually received seven respondents this time. It is supposed to
be on the June agenda of the RTA Board to select the consultant. Hopefully once the
contract is signed we will hear from RTA what the next steps will be.
Chairperson Mateo asked for a motion and second to adjourn the Meeting.
Commissioner May made a motion to adjourn. Commissioner Miller seconded.
AYES: Pelletier, Mathews, Marhoul, May, Miller, Heneghan, Mateo.
NAYES: None.
Motion passed.
Chairperson Mateo declared the meeting adjourned at 9:03 p.m.

Respectfully submitted:
____________________________________
Community Development Director Abt

___________________________________
Date Approved

06/19/2020 (R1)

VIA EMAIL

Sonya Abt
Community Development Director
Community Development Department
Village of Riverside
RE

Riverside Swim Club New Facility
Architect’s Project Number: 220062
RE: Proposed Redevelopment: Riverside Swim Club Facility

Ms. Abt,
The Board of Directors of the Riverside Swim Club and their project development team
are requesting to schedule an informal presentation to the Village of Riverside Planning
and Development Committee. Please find below general project information and we
have also provided a package of design drawings for your review (90% CD).
The Project Development Team would like to discuss the following items with the
Planning and Development Committee:
1. The overall development plans including site plan and elevations of the
proposed project.
2. The potential for zoning variances as indicated on the zoning variance matrix on
AP1 provided to the Village on 6/12/20. These include maximum impervious
surface, use group, side yard setback, rear yard setback, and street yard
setbacks.
General Project Information
• Project address: 100 Bloomingbank Rd, Riverside, IL 60546
• Schedule: construction intended to begin Fall 2020
• Zoning Variances: see schedule on drawing provided AP1 indicating the
requested zoning variances.
• The project scope entails removal and replacement of existing site paving, 2
pools, pool equipment, and poolhouse. The poolhouse will contain restroom and
changing areas; lifeguard, management, and storage rooms, and a gathering
room with a snack bar. The majority of the pool equipment will be placed at a
basement level.
• The project has been designed to meet current Riverside codes and additionally
applicable codes (MWRD, IDPH).

Sonya Abt
Development: Riverside Swim Club
06/12/20
Page 2 of 2
Project Contacts
• Riverside Swim Club.
o Jason Burns, 708-473-1266, jasonburns171@gmail.com
• Legat Architects , Architect of Record.
o Loren Johnson, 312-756-1251. Ljohnson@legat.com
• Construction Manager. Helios Construction Services.
o Peter Lutz. 847-826-2091. plutz@heliosconstruction.com

We hope this letter finds you well and that we will be able to discuss this project with the
Committee at an upcoming meeting.

Sincerely,
Loren Johnson, AIA
Project Architect
Legat Architects, Inc.
549 W Randolph, Suite 602
Chicago, Illinois 60661

ATTACHMENTS

Riverside Swim Club Project Drawings (AP1, AS001, A101, A201,
A202, A901)

Village of Riverside
Riverside Swim Club - New Facility
Zoning Variations Exhibit
Proposed
Change

Variance Required Variance Required
R1-A (Current)
R-4 (Former)

85,251 SF
11.3% of Lot Area =
9,664 SF
78.4% of Lot Area =
66,822 SF
1 Story
Max Peak 31'-6"

None

No

No

None
78.4% of Lot
Area

No

No

Yes

Yes

None

No

No

Special Use

38'-0"
Special Use

None
Special Use

No
Yes

N/A
Yes

31'-0"
35'-9"

25'-0"
9'-0"

25'-0"
9'-0"

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

28-0"

1'-6"

1'-6"

Yes

Yes

N/A
None
None
None

67 None
None
None
None
None

No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No
No

R1-A Requirement R-4 Requirement

Existing

Proposed

85,251 SF

Building Height Setback Plane
Use Group: Recreation

7,000 SF
30% of Lot Area
25,575 SF
50% of Lot Area
42,626 SF
32 FT or 3 stories
Max peak 38 FT
Plane begins 20'-0"
above side lot line,
45 degree angle up
to 38'-0"
Special Use

Side Yard Requirement
Rear Yard Requirement

10% of Lot Width or 5'-0", whichever is
greater. Measured from width at street lot
line
25% of Lot Depth

Lot Area
Maximum Building Coverage
Maximum Impervious Surface
Maximum Building Height

Street Yard Requirement
Minimum Off-Street Parking
Parking Setbacks
Deck in Street Yard Setback
Fence in Street Yard Setback
Pool in Street Yard Setback

Legat Architects
6/22/20

N/A
30% of Lot Area
25,575 SF
45% of Lot Area
38,363 SF
35 FT or 3 stories
Max peak 40 FT

None
Special Use

Minimum Distance from street to
foundation of existing building
1 per 250 SF of ground floor area: 30 spaces
minimum
None
Prohibited
Prohibited
Prohibited

67
N/A
None
Yes
None

