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Planning & Community 
Development Dept. Review  
December 3, 2018 

 

REVIEW ROUND 1 

Project: Goddard School – Amirali Khowaja 

1316 N. Arlington Heights Rd. 

Case Number: PC 18-021 

General: 
 

7. The Plan Commission must review and approve the following actions: 
a. Rezoning of the subject property from the R-3 District to the O-T District. 
b. Planned Unit Development approval to allow a day care facility on the subject property. 
c. Land Use Variation to allow a day care facility within the O-T District. 
d. Variation to Chapter 28, Section 5.1-9.3(b), to reduce the required side yard setback on the north 

from 20 feet to UNKNOWN feet. The extent of this variation will be determined once additional 
information has been provided. See comment #12. 

e. Variation to Chapter 28, Section 6.5-2, to allow accessory structures (playground equipment) in the 
front yard where accessory structures are restricted to the rear yard only. 

f. Variation to Chapter 28, Section 6.13-3(a) to allow a 6’ tall open fence in the front yard where code 
restricts open fences in the front yard to 36-inches in height. 

 
8. Projects cannot be scheduled to appear before the Plan Commission until an executed contract for purchase has 

been provided. Please provide an executed contract for purchase of the site. Sensitive information from the 
contract can be redacted. 
 

9. Will there be any daily/weekly deliveries expected? If so, what will be delivered and what time will deliveries 
occur? What size of delivery truck will be used? Where will delivery vehicles park? 

 
10. Please provide specifications on the proposed retaining wall (materials, color, spec sheet). 

 
11. Section 9.8(i)4 requires that all PUD’s provide a preliminary construction staging plan. Please provide said plan. 

 
12. What times of day are the outdoor play areas used? 

 
13. On all future revisions, please ensure that all plans and studies include a revision date. 

 
Site Plan: 

 

14. On sheet PC-6, it appears that the front yard setback is not measured from the closest point of the building to the 
property line abutting Arlington Heights Rd. Please add a measurement from the closest point on the front of the 
building to property line abutting Arlington Heights Road and adjust the data in the “Site Calculations” on sheet 
PC-6 accordingly. 
 

15. Where an attached porch exists on a building, the building setback must be measured from the exterior of the 
column of said attached porch. Please provide a measurement on PC-6 that shows the shortest distance from the 
exterior porch column to the northern property line. Additionally, please do the same for the rear yard relative to 
the western property line. Please adjust the data in the “Site Calculations” accordingly. Finally, eaves can only 
encroach 4’-2” passed the required 20’ side yard setback. Please clarify how far the eaves on the porch project 
passed the face of the column base to the north. 
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16. All roofed surfaces must be included in the building lot coverage calculation. Please update this calculation in the 
“Site Calculations” to include the all roofed surfaces (covered porches, roofed entryways, roofed accessory 
structures, etc.). 

 
17. The visibility triangle on sheet PC-6 is incorrect (it is flipped). Additionally, it does not appear to start at the 

property line. The 12’ must be measured north along the property line from the intersection of the property line 
and drive aisle, and then west from the drive aisle at the intersection of the drive aisle and the property line. Then 
the legs of these dimensions can be connected to create the triangle. Please add said triangle on the southern side 
of the access drive as well. 

 
18. The proposed 6’ tall wood fence is not shown on the engineering site plans. 

 
19. The perspective renderings make the retaining wall appear to be 5’-6’ in height. However, the engineering plans 

show the proposed retaining wall to be, on average, about 2.5’-3’ tall. What will the maximum height of the 
retaining wall be, and where will this occur? What will the average height of the retaining wall be along the 
north, west, and southern elevations? There appears to be an error in the retaining wall measurements in the 
northwest corner of the site. Please correct. Please add additional T/W and B/W measurements to the retaining 
wall along the northern property line. 

 
20. Please explore an alternative layout for the rear parking spaces, similar to below, which would create more 

greenspace in the rear, reduce impervious surfaces, and allow for less stormwater runoff. Essentially, the rear 
drive and parking areas would be more parallel to the circle drive, with the green area below (approximately) 
as increased greenspace. If the existing configuration is necessary, you’re encouraged to reduce the length of the 
parking stalls to 16.5’ to allow for 6.5’ of landscaped area at the rear of the site. 
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Landscaping: 
 

21. Along the northern property line, the eastern terminus of the wooden fence should stop where the proposed metal 
fence connects to it (i.e. it should not continue east towards Arlington Heights Road). Please substitute plantings in 
this area instead of the fence to provide for the required screen. 

 

22. Please clarify why there is a note on PC-7 that says internal fencing is to be 4’ tall. All other documents indicate 
that internal fencing (i.e. the metal fences around the play areas) will be 6’ tall. 

 
23. Please identify any proposed ground mounted mechanical equipment (AC units, generators, transformers, utility 

pedestals, switchgear, etc.) on the site plans and landscape plans and screen all units appropriately. 

 
 

Parking/Traffic: 
24. The KLOA study contained minimal information on the adequacy of the proposed parking areas. Please provide 

details on similar Goddard School facilities in the Chicagoland area, including the square footage of each facility, 
the licensed capacity of children, the number of employees, and the number of parking spaces. 
 

25. Will certain spaces be dedicated for employee parking? Page 20 of the KLOA study states that “parents or 
guardians will enter the turn-around from the east and travel along the south side of the site, stopping to park in 
one of the 14 spaces provided on the interior of the turn-around.” This comment alludes to the rear 10 spaces 
along the western side of the site being reserved for employee parking. Would the 14 parking spaces be 
adequate for drop-off/pick-up parking? Given the one-way orientation of the eastern parking spaces, if no 
spaces can be found in the turn-around area, then a parent would need to leave the site to access the additional 
parking spaces in front of the building. It is strongly encouraged that the petitioner re-evaluate the site circulation 
as per Engineering comment #25d, which would appear to address this concern. 

 
26. The KLOA study states that the northern access drive will be a right-in access drive only. The site plans appear to 

show a full access drive in this location. Please clarify and adjust the plans accordingly. 
 

27. The Illinois Accessibility Code has recently been amended to allow accessible spaces to share an accessible aisle. 
One additional parking space can be gained by orienting the accessible spaces in this manner. It is recommended 
the plans be modified to accommodate for this change. 

 
Market Study: 
28. What characteristics of the Goddard School set it apart from the other day care facilities that are within the 

study. Are there services, prices, features, etc., that Goddard provides that are not provided by their competitors? 
 

29. Please note that several of the other day care facilities included in the market study have informed the Village 
that they are not at capacity, however, the market study indicates that they are full. 
 

  

Prepared by: ____________________________ 

 




