AGENDA
Village Of Hinsdale
Plan Commission
Wednesday, November 11, 2015
Memorial Hall, Memorial Building
7:30 PM

1. Minutes - Minutes of October 14, 2015

2. Findings and Recommendations

a.
b.
c.

d.

e.

w

a.

Case A-22-2015 — 12 Salt Creek —Med Properties -Major Adjustment (Trex)
Case A-23-2015 — 10 Salt Creek—Med Properties—Major Adjustment (Dumpster)
Case A-24-2015 — 120 N. Oak St. — SprintCom Inc.— Exterior Appearance and
Site Plan for new Telecommunication Equipment at existing cell box location
Case A-26-2015 - 125 S. Vine St. — Vine Academy — Major Adjustment for 90
Students

Case A-30-2015 — 50 S. Washington Ave. — Lee Wisch - Exterior Appearance
for Facade Improvements to commercial building in the B-2 business district

. Scheduling of Public Hearing — No discussion will take place except to determine a

time and date of hearing.

Case A-35-2015 — 20 E. Ogden Ave. — LaMantia — Text Amendment to allow
Showrooms for Interior Design and Remodeling in the O-2 Limited Office
District. This item is for scheduling for a public meeting.

4, Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review

a.

b.

Case A-36-2015 — 222 E. Ogden Ave. — AMITA Health — Exterior Appearance
and Site Plan for Main Entrance Removal for new Fagade Wall and Sign. An
ADA ramp at the front entrance is also proposed. This is a Public Meeting item
that has followed the Notice Requirements for Nonresidential properties within
250 feet from a single family zoning district. '

Case A-40-2015 — 25 E. Hinsdale Ave. (Downtown Train Station) — Casa
Margarita - Exterior Appearance and Site Plan for Restaurant at Brush Hill Train
Station

5. Other Business

6. Adjournment

The Village of Hinsdale is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990. Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and who require certain
- accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting, or who
have questions regarding the accessibility of the meeting or the facilities, are requested to
contact Darrell Langlois, ADA Coordinator at 630.789-7014 or by TDD at 789-7022 promptly
to allow the Village of Hinsdale to make reasonable accommodations for those persons.

Web Site: www.villageofhinsdale.org




Approved

MINUTES

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
PLAN COMMISSION
October 14, 2015
MEMORIAL HALL
7:30 P.M.

Chairman Byrnes called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m., Wednesday, October 14, 2015 in
Memorial Hall, the Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale, Illinois.

PRESENT: Chairman Byrnes, Commissioner Crnovich, Commissioner Ryan and
Commissioner Fiascone, Commissioner Krillenberger, Commissioner
Cashman, Commissioner Unell and Commissioner McMahon

ABSENT:

ALSO PRESENT: Chan Yu, Village Planner
Applicant Representatives for Cases: A-21-2015, A-33-2015, A-30-2015
and A-26-2015 :

Approval of Minutes

Chairman Byrnes asked the Plan Commission (PC) to review the minutes and for any
comments from the September 9, 2015 meeting. With no comments, Chairman Byrnes asked
for a motion to approve the minutes. Commissioner Fiascone motioned and Commissioner
Cashman seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Sign Permit Review

Case A-21-2015 - 54 S. Washington — Luxxe Organix — Sign Color Revisions

Chairman Byrnes welcomed back Luxxe Organix and asked the applicant to please review the
revised color scheme.

Jennifer Del Giudice introduced herself and highlighted some of the services and retail offered
at her new business. She next asked the PC for any comments in regards to the two (2) sign
revisions. Ms. Giudice explained that they made the signs a few shades darker. She then
reiterated the importance of the sign on the turret.

Commissioner Ryan asked to clarify, if the background color was more beige and the fonts
changed from black to blue.

Ms. Giudice replied yes. She also added it looks classier, nice against the building, and that
her landlord is happy.

Commissioner Ryan commented that she likes it better.
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Chairman Byrnes asked if the sign has increased in size.

Ms. Giudice replied yes, and referenced feedback from friends that it was not visible. For this
reason, the proposed sign has increased in size.

Commissioner Ryan asked if the exhibit shown in the application portrays the proposed sign.
Ms. Giudice replied yes.
Village Planner Chan asked Jim, the sign company representative in attendance to verify.
Jim verified it is accurate.
Chan also explained the new entrance nameplate sign exhibit better portrays the sign
compared to the one in the initial application. The dimensions did not change. However, the
illustration is more accurate.
Jim concurred.
Commissioner McMahon acknowledged it is a lot different.

- Ms. Giudice explained that she plans to make the sign smaller. |
Chairman Byrnes expressed that’d be good since it is out of scale compared to the wall.
Ms. Giudice agreed and proposed 'decreasing the sign by six (6). inches.
Chairman Byrnes proposed twenty (20) percent smaller.
Ms. Giudice said agreed.
Chairman Byrnes commented it looks good now, and asked the PC for their thoughts.
Commissioner Krillenberger agreed and complimented the pictures in the application.
Commissioner Crnovich agreed with Commissioner Krillehberger.

Commissioner Cashman commented that it was nice that she’s been open for business for the
past few weeks.

Ms. Giudice thanked Commissioner Cashman and asked the PC for help with spreading the
word.
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Chairman Byrnes asked the PC for any further comments. With none, he asked for a motion to
approve the proposed two (2) signs with the caveat for the nameplate sign to be twenty (20)
percent smaller.

Commissioner Krillenberger motioned to approve. Commissioner Crnovich seconded. The
motion passed unanimously.

Case A-33-2015 - 1 and 16 Grant St. —- Evergreen Bank Group - 5 Wall Signs

Chairman Byrnes introduced this case and asked the applicant to please review the proposed
signs.

Al Santa Maria introduced himself from Aurora Sign Company, and presented the proposed
signs at 1 Grant Street. The materials, sizes and locations were also reviewed to the PC.

Commissioner Crnovich commented that she has concerns for the number of signs in the
application. She explained that she interprets the Zoning Code to allow two wall signs on the
building. She referred to section 9-106(1)(3)(b), and believes a wall sign can be proposed on the
west and north side of the building. However, the proposed wall sign facing east should not be
allowed because it does not face a street or parking lot.

Commissioner Krillenberger commented good point.

Commissioner Crnovich added the west side of the building should only be allowed one wall
sign, and that once the building changes ownership, any legal nonconforming signs would lose
its status.

Chairman Byrnes asked about the height.

Commissioner Crnovich explained her concern for the proposed height at 24 feet, because the
maximum height allowed is 20 feet, or below the second story window (whichever is less).

Mr. Maria replied correct.

Chairman Byrnes asked if it is 24 feet to the top or bottom of the sign.
Mr. Maria replied it is 24 feet to the top of the sign.

Chairman Byrnes asked staff what the regulation is.

Chan replied 20 feet is the highest a wall sign is allowed to be.

Mr. Maria asked if they could lower it to 20 feet.
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Commissioner Cashman asked if the location is in the middle of the gable.
Mr. Maria replied yes.

Commissioner Cashman responded that he wouldn’t have a problem with the proposed
location.

Mr. Maria mentioned it would be more aesthetically pleasing in the middle.
Commissioner Crnovich explained her concern for the height is due to it being the highest
signs in the Village, even though the PC 1s able to grant a small variation. She asked Chan if

he could explain this.

Chan explained that the PC is allowed to consider a maximum height increase of 20%. Thus,
the proposed 24 feet can be approved by the PC.

Commissioner Crnovich pointed out that the applicant would need to reference a hardship.
Chan concurred.

Commissioner Cashman asked the applicant what the height of the wall sign is.

Mr. Maria replied 24 feet.

Chairman Byrnes asked if this was to the top of the sign.

Mr. Maria responded yes.

Chairman Byrnes asked to clarify, in this case, if the PC can consider the modification to the
maximum height.

Commissioner Cashman replied yes.
Commissioner Unell asked if the Evergreen Bank tree is the third sign.
Commissioner Cashman replied yes, but that is the second sign on the wall facing west.

Commissioner Crnovich explained that she has an issue with this, and the height and location
of the third sign.

Chan explained that Commissioner Crnovich’s interpretation of the number of signs is correct.
After speaking with the Village attorney, the Code allows for one wall sign per face only. Chan
explained his initial interpretation allows for one sign per entrance. However, the (separate)
entrance turned out to be the prerequisite to allow for a wall sign. In short, you are allowed
one wall sign per building face.
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Commissioner Cashman asked if the proposed wall sign facing east could be requested on the
wall facing north (Chicago Ave.).
Chan replied yes.

Chairman Byrnes expressed due to the building layout, it may not be the best location for a
sign. '

Commissioner Crnovich referenced other examples of denied signs based on similar heights
and added there needs to be a hardship.

Chairman Byrnes mentioned again the building layout and gable could be a hardship.

Commissioner McMahon mentioned it doesn’t look like the sign could be any lower due to the
gable.

Mr. Maria asked if the building to the east is the reason why there cannot be a sign facing
east. : ~

Commissioner Cashman explained that it doesn’t face a street or parking lot. The sign would
face private property. However, in lieu of one, they could propose a ground sign.

Commissioner Crnovich stated that they could still put a wall sign facing Chicago Avenue.

Chan explained the wall sign height on Chicago Avenue however, would be dictated by the
height of the windows, and must be below them.

Chairman Byrnes expressed that he has an issue with the “tree” sign at the second entrance.
Commissioner Cashman reflected that the “tree” sign is out of the picture.

The notion of a hardship based on the building design and trees for the wall sign facing west
ensued.

Mr. Maria asked if there are any directional signs at the property.
The PC in general expressed uncertainty.
Mr. Maria explained that may be the reason his client is proposing for the signage.

Chairman Byrnes and Commissioner Cashman stated there is a sign with a list of tenants at
Grant Square.

Commissioner McMahon believes a ground sign would make sense at the north side of the
property.
5
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Commissioner Cashman agreed and explained it may work better than a wall sign due to all
the trees and plants near the wall.

Mr. Maria asked for clarification of the north side of the propefty.

Chairman Byrnes and Commissioner Cashman explained that it is the side facing Chicago
Avenue.

Commissioner Crnovich asked if that is permitted.

Commissioner Cashman responded yes.

Commissioner McMahon asked if Evergreen Bank purchased the building.
Mr. Maria said he wasn’t sure.

Chan believes they will be tenants, since the owners have been paying “rent” with no tenants
for a while.

Chairman Byrnes moved the discussion to the proposed wall signs at the 16 Grant Street
location.

Commissioner Cashman clarified that the proposed two wall signs face the parking lot and
roughly Chicago Avenue due to the angle of the building.

Chairman Byrnes asked if the proposed wall sign on each side of the building meets Code.

Commissioner Cashman reiterated that he believes it faces the parking lot and the streets
given the corner location and angle of the building (which he noted is a bit unusual).

Commissioner Crnovich also reviewed that each wall facing a parking lot or street can
potentially propose a sign.

Commissioner Cashman added these signs make functional sense based on the flow of traffic.
Chairman Byrnes agreed.

Chairman Byrnes reviewed the signs considered for the motion, which includes the suggested
hardship due to the building design for the proposed 24’ height of the “gable” sign.

Commissioner Krillenberger concurred the building design is a hardship.
Commissioner Crnovich expressed that she still wished the PC would stick with the 20’

maximum height.
6
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Commissioner Cashman disagreed, and believes it looks odd due to the gable height and
pointed out that there was a sign previously in the location.

Commissioner Crnovich suggested possibly a hanging sign between the pillars in the cénter.
Chairman Byrnes also believes a hanging sign would look odd.

Mr. Maria asked if the columns are wooden.

Commissioner Cashman expressed he is against a hanging sign and prefers a sign on the
gable.

Commissioner Crnovich explained that she admits that she is a bit of a purist with respect to
the Zoning Code, and wished that the applicant could come up with another solution.

Commissioner Cashman believes this is a situation where the PC can grant a small variation
that fits the relief purpose of the Code for an existing building such as this one.

Commissioner Krillenberger asked if this is called a “variation”.

Commissioner Crnovich asked what it is referred to in the Code.

Chan replied a “modification”.

Chairman Byrnes asked the PC for a motion to approve the (“gable”) wall sign facing west,
with the modification to allow the height as submitted (20% increase), with no sign facing
east, or secondary entrance facing the west side of the building, and approving the 2 wall signs
at the 16 Grant Street (“ATM”) location.

Commissioner Krillenberger motioned to approve. Commissioner Crnovich seconded The

motion passed 7 Ayes, 1 Nay and 0 absent.

Exterior Appearance Review

Case A-30-2015 - 50 S. Washington St. - Lee Wisch - New Awning, Windows and
Paint at a Commercial Building in the B-2 District

Lee Wisth introduced himself as the owner of the property and proposed the project as a
means to clean the facade up. The scope of work he presented includes new windows, shutters »

awning and beige paint.

Chairman Byrnes asked what the dark color is.
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Lee Wisth replied black, and further explained that the colors he chose, he beheves looks nice
and would be an improvement to the bulldlng
Chairman Byrnes agreed.

Commissioner McMahon concurred and added it is easy on the eyes and truly an
improvement.

Commissioner Cashman asked when the building was originally built.
Lee Wisth replied 1978 and mentioned it was one of the first buildings downtown.
Commissioner Cashman complimented Lee on the improvement plans

Chairman Byrnes asked to clarify if this is only up for exterior appearance review with no site
plan component.

Chan replied correct.
Chairman Byrnes asked the PC for a motion to approve the exterior plan as submitted.

Commissioner Cashman motioned to approve. Commissioner Crnovich seconded The motion
passed unanimously.

Case A-26-2015 - 125 S. Vine Street — Vine Academy — Major Adjustment — Enrollment
for up to an additional 130 Students (180 total)

Chairman Byrnes introduced the next item on the agenda and asked Chan to clarify what the
Board has already approved and what the PC is considering.

Chan replied that the Board has already approved the major adjustment for 20 additional
students (70 total). The PC is considering the applicant’s request for an additional 130
students.

Commissioner Krillenberger asked if the applicant can approach the podium and introduce
the request.

While the applicant approached the podium, Chairman Byrnes summarized the application
and what the PC will be considering.

Amanda Vogel introduced herself as the director and owner of Vine Academy. She explained
that the private school has been slowly growing and been a tenant of Zion Lutheran for the
last 3 years. The school started with 11 students and now has around 50 students. She
revealed that the school building used to hold a little over 200 students when Zion Lutheran

8
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utilized it. She explained another purpose of the request is to plan for when the school will
potentially outgrow the space. Thus, finding out what is allowed will serve the schools
planning process. She wants to remain a small school and does not anticipate the school
exceeding 180 students. Ms. Vogel also mentioned that the community has always been
welcoming and that she likes Hinsdale.

Commissioner Cashman asked if the school changed its name at some point.

Ms. Vogel replied yes. Nurturing Wisdom Tutoring, she explained was the parent company.
However, she mentioned her boss recommended to her being more independent and branching
out. '

Commissioner McMahon asked which geographical area your students are from.

Ms. Vogel replied 26% are from Hinsdale, and the next largest populations are from Burr
Ridge, Oak Brook, Westmont, Clarendon Hills, Western Springs and Westchester. Only about
10 to 15% are from further suburbs. She also explained they are not a therapeutic school or
have a high needs population. Therefore, people are not coming from far distances for specific
services. :

Commissioner Crnovich stated that she asked that question (to staff) and reviewed the
breakdowns as: Hinsdale (26%), Western Springs (20%), Burr Ridge (8%), Clarendon Hills
(8%), Westmont (6%), Downers Grove (6%), LaGrange (6%), Oakbrook (6%), and other (14%).

Commissioner Krillenberger concluded that the school serves the area, which is great.

Chairman Byrnes asked about traffic and drop off coordination, and referenced the
application’s staggered plan.

Ms. Vogel explained that there are 4 distinct, grade based programs that already follow
staggered pick-up times. She also intends to plan for ways to prevent wrapping around the
block as the school grows. Currently, students are dropped off on Second Street but she will
have a plan as the school grows.

Chairman Byrnes asked if students are being dropped off coming from Grant Street.

Ms. Vogel replied yes, and parents use a block on Second Street too. She estimates about 35
cars come to pick up the children. A shared bus was also referenced, and it takes away from
the aforementioned 35 car figure. She explained that there is no spill over and no guidance
needed during the transportation period.

Commissioner Cashman asked if the current school year is already at 70 since it was approved
for 70 students.

Ms. Vogel replied no, we are right over 50 students. However, we continue to enroll students
throughout the year.
9



Plan Commission Minutes
October 14, 2015

- Commissioner Cashman asked when she believes the school will surpass the 70 student mark.

Ms. Vogel explained that she doesn’t know if they would reach that figure this year. However,
that means they should be OK for the current school year. She mentioned again that she does
not want the school to grow as fast as it has recently. And given the current staff, she would
not exceed more than 70 students.

Commissioner Cashman asked what the issue would be if she were to come back next July
after experiencing the logistics of 70 students. The reason for the question is due to concerns
by some residents; it has nothing to do with the school, and more about traffic and parking in
~ the neighborhood. He also believes parents, traffic and plans do not necessarily always work
as expected. He also pointed out that there is no traffic study in the application.

Ms. Vogel replied the school at full capacity, with over 200 students, used to be released all at
the same time. However, she’s OK with reapplying next year. She also reiterated, that part of
the application reflects her long term plan for the space.

Chairman Byrnes asked if the old school used to contain more neighborhood kids, and thus
have less traffic in the area.

Commissioner Cashman recalled growing up, most of the people he knew were from town. He
also reiterated the issue is the potential traffic in the area. A traffic study by an engineer
would help his comfort level to consider the full 180 student request. Commissioner Cashman
also asked what the issues were by the Board.

Ms. Vogel replied there was some confusion with which body the application should go to. At
the meeting, she explained it was a mixture of how major the application appeared to the
Board. On the one hand, they were comfortable with 20 additional students. However, the full
180 requested was referred to the PC.

Commissioner Crnovich stated her concern for the full 180 students and potential 30 staff
members as too much for the school and neighborhood. She also explained that the area serves
as a buffer zone between the business and residential districts. Commissioner Crnovich also
referenced the high number of applications in the buffer zone the PC reviews. She’d also like
to know who the other tenants are at the school.

Ms. Vogel replied staff should have emailed that to you, and asked if she received it.
Commissioner Crnovich said yes.

Commissioner Cashman asked if the tutoring school is still operating.

Ms. Vogel respon.ded yes, and they occupy one room. And over time she explained, the church
would like the school to take over the building. Ms. Vogel also explained the gym is rented out

10
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by another group during after school hours and a private tutor also uses a room. Eventually,
once the entire school is Vine Academy’s, the plan is to invest in the building.

Commissioner Crnovich reiterated that she likes the idea of a school in the building.
However, again, she believes the school would be too large for the building. The planned
development, is so built up and features very little open space. The buffer zone was mentioned
again, and offers little relief between the residential district and business district. She
explained that she’d like to protect the residents’ property value. Lastly, she believes the
school is trying to grow too fast and 200 students is too much.

Ms. Vogel replied that she does not want to grow over 180 students in that building. Moreover,
she does not believe it fits the building, and again, is not requesting over 180.

Commissioner Crnovich explained even if you stagger the drop off times, you are still
nevertheless dealing with 60 cars, and that will be a problem.

Commissioner Cashman likes the idea of growing into the space. He also reflected that 180 is
considered a small school. In addition, he likes the services it provides for the community.

Commissioner Crnovich reiterated her concerns for theAneighborhood and the potential traffic
and parking by the proposed amount of students. To wrap up, she believes, as the PC, it
should look out for the residents in the area.

Chairman Byrnes stated that he likes Commissioner Cashman’s suggestion for a two-step
-~ process. He also mentioned he'd hate to propose the expense of a traffic study for the
applicant.

Commissioner Crnovich added that traffic studies aren’t always accurate.

Commissioner Cashman commented that’s why a growth period to next July to see the results
would be more meaningful.

Ms. Vogel explained again that her staff number is set, so she would not want the school to
grow any faster.

Commissioner Cashman replied that’s good because we have a couple of concerned neighbors
who’d prefer the school to grow organically. With a more gradual approach, he believes the
neighbors will eventually warm up to the higher number of students. But at this time, he is
not comfortable with recommending the full 180 student figure.

Commissioner Crnovich added she doesn’t believe she ever will. The reason being other
- schools have more open and green space.

Commissioner Krillenberger expressed, on the other hand, the neighbors moved into an area
with an existing school. And to that end, would love to see the school flourish, for the reasons
Commissioner Cashman mentioned earlier.

11
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Commissioner Crnovich reminded everyone, that it is still a for profit business. She also
referenced the standards for special use permits in Zoning Code section 11-602.

Commissioner Krillenberger asked what it says in the code.

Commissioner Crnovich read section 11-602(E)- (1) parts (b), (c), (), and (3)(a); and she
concluded we must review the project as a whole, protect the residential community and
consider the buffer zone. ‘

Commissioner Krillenberger explained but we must also consider the educational and
diversity of educational opportunities that are offered here.

Commissioner Cashman agreed, and stated it would better the educational system here.
However, the location of the school is the primary concern.

Chairman Byrnes asked what if we met half way to the proposed 180 students. -

Commissioner Fiascone mentioned Union Preschool for example, is well over 150 students,
grew organically and was able to control their parking and drop off issues. She dislikes
" potentially hindering the schools growth. However, she would like to see a long term parking
lease. ’

Ms. Vogel concurred, and wants the teachers to know they have parking available for them.
This is something she aims to put in the annual parking lease.

Commissioner Fiascone also expressed the need for a detailed drop off and pick up plan, since
she is dealing with the same issues despite a plan in place at another school.

Ms. Vogel reviewed that letters were sent out by Chan, on the school’s behalf for the public
hearings. She was pleased to hear no complaints about the proposal or anyone showing up at
the meeting.

Commissioner Cashman explained there were concerns by residents who could not attend the
meetings. The letters supported slower growth, versus against the use in general.

Commissioner Fiascone stated that she’s been inside the school and feels 180 isn’t a reach for
the building. :

Ms. Vogel replied that she doesn’t know if she’d want over 120 students, and is still
configuring class sizes.

Commissioner Fiascone expressed that she understands the importance to plan for the growth
of the school. In unfortunate cases, some schools fail due to low attendance.

12
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Ms. Vogel explained last year, the school was around 30 to 32 students. This year, the school
year began around 50 students. ~

Commissioner Cashman asked if she could get through an additional school year if the PC
considered an additional 20 students (over the approved 20 additional by the Board).

Ms. Vogel expressed support for that.

Commissioner Cashman explained this would allow you to gradually grow and continue to be
successful; and get a feel for 2 years of experience with the additional parking and traffic.

Commissioner Krillenberger asked if the PC can recommend this.

Chairman Byrnes explained the PC can decide on an interim number, and as an advisory
committee, makes a recommendation to the Board of Trustees.

Commissioner Crnovich stated that she would like to stay at the 70 student mark, and in the
meantime, ask the applicant to talk to the neighbors. Thereafter, come back with a growth
and parking plan. :

Commissioner Cashman asked the PC for their comfort level for 40 additional students (90
students total). This figure, would allow the school to grow incrementally for 2 years.

Commissioner Krillenberger asked the church staff, which may be neighbors themselves, for
any comments. :

A representative from the church property board, Keith Larson expressed support for the
application. He also expressed support for a single tenant rather than multiple tenants in the
building.

Commissioner Krillenberger asked if he has received any feedback from the residents.

Mr. Larson replied no.

Commissioner Crnovich recommended having church enrollment figures ready for the Board
meeting. And reiterated that as Plan Commissioners, it is our job to follow the Zoning Code,
versus whether or not we like something. Thus, she urged everyone to read the section on
special use permits (11-602). ’

Commissioner Cashman mentioned hosting neighborhood meetings half way through the
school year to discuss potential issues and what’s worked, should they surpass the 90 total
students.

Chairman Byrnes asked how many students the Board approved.

Commissioner Cashman replied 70 students.
13
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Commissioner Crnovich reflected that she likes 70 because that s the number the Board came
up w1th

Commissioner Krillenberger commented that’s as arbitrary as anything.
Commissioner Cashman reiterated 90 students, to allow the potential for progressive growth.
Several other Commissioners concurred with the 90 figure.

Ms. Vogel explained this would allow for an additional classroom at the start of next school
year.

Commissioner Cashman continued, and that you would not need to reapply for relief next
year. He asked how many students there was initially.

Ms. Vogel responded 11 students, and reflected that these types of schools typically start out
at 2 to 4 kids. She added Nurturing Wisdom has been in the community for 10 years. She
continues to be the vice president of Nurturing Wisdom, and they chose Hinsdale because of
the support shown by the families here.

Commissioner Cashman asked how the school grows.

Ms. Vogel responded, word of mouth. That’s the only thing that appears to work she
explained.

| Commissioner Ryan supports the additional 20 students over the approved 70 because it
allows the school to plan in advance. She expressed concern if the school were to fail and
vacated the building. A middle ground at 90 is a number she supports.

Commissioner Crnovich and Commissioner Cashman reiterated hosting a neighborhood
meeting for feedback to address any potential concerns.

Chairman Byrnes asked the PC for number they are comfortable with.
The PC showed general support for 90 students.

Chairman Byrnes asked for a motion to approve the special use major adjustment for an
additional 40 to allow a maximum of 90 students.

Commissioner Cashman motioned to approve. Commissioner Krillenberger seconded. The
motion passed unanimously.

The meeting was adjourned after a motion was made by Commissioner Krillenberger and
seconded by Commissioner Cashman at 8:38 p.m.

14
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Respectfully Submitted,

Chan Yu, Village Planner
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HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

RE: Case A-22-2015, 12 Salt Creek Ln. - Applicant: Med Properties, Bill Dvorak

Request: Major Adjustment review to previously approved Exterior Appearance and Site Plan (02015-05).

DATE OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES Referral: July 30, 2015
DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: September 9, 2015
DATE OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES 1°" READING: October 6, 2015

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
I. FINDINGS

1. The applicant representative, Kenton Rehmer (Eckenhoff Saunders Architects) reviewed that the new brick
masonry columns have not changed in the original plan. However, the major adjustment application reflects
Trex fencing material in lieu of the initially proposed aluminum mechanical louver screening.

2. The generator and its Trex screening material is located in the parking lot and confirmed to not add to the
total lot coverage.

3. The Plan Commission showed general support for the look of the generator screening compared to the
others in the area. However, one Commissioner voted against the use of Trex for the enclosures.

4. After discussing the height of the screening and the generator, the PC has requested the fence screening to
be a foot taller than the height of the generator.

5. The PC has requested an updated generator landscape plan by the next Board meeting, to show additional
and adequate landscaping around the generator enclosure. '

IL RECOMMENDATIONS

Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed exterior appearance plans, the Village of Hinsdale Plan
Commission, on a vote of seven (7) “Ayes,” one (1) “Nay,” and two (2) “Absent,” recommends that the President
and Board of Trustees approve the exterior appearance plans to use Trex fencing for the mechanical equipment
and generator screening subject to the following condition;

¢ The generator fence screening must be a foot taller than the generator.
Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed site plans, the Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, on
a vote of seven (7) “Ayes,” one (1) “Nay,” and two (2) “Absent,” recommends that the President and Board of
Trustees approve the site plans to use Trex fencing for the mechanical equipment and generator screening subject
to the following condition:

¢ An updated landscape plan must be submitted for landscaping details around the generator (attached).

PC 11.11.15 Agenda ltem 2(a)



THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of , 2015.

PC 11.11.15 Agenda ltem 2(a)
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HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

RE: Case A-23-2015, 10 Salt Creek Ln. — Applicant: Med Properties, Bill Dvorak

Request: Major Adjustment review to previously approved Exterior Appearance and Site Plan (02015-04).

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: September 9, 2015
DATE OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES 15" READING: October 6, 2015

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
l. FINDINGS

1. The applicant representative, Kenton Rehmer (Eckenhoff Saunders Architects) reviewed that the purpose for
the new proposed trash loading area is to serve the 12 Salt Creek building.

2. The applicant confirmed there is no net change in impervious area (Iot coverage) by removing a parking
space and shrinking the drop off zone at the north east corner of the lot. This was verified later again during
the presentation regarding the “Area Reserved for Future Equipment” labeled on the site plan.

3. The applicant reviewed the two additional sidewalks on the north end of the lot, as a request by the Village.
(in question currently, email sent to applicant)

4. The applicant reviewed Trex as the proposed material for both trash enclosures on the north east and south
east ends of the lot. The architect also reviewed other similar enclosure examples of the area.

5. The applicant pointed out the additional landscaping, including 3 additional (net gain on the site) trees and
new shrubbery on all sides of the new loading zone and trash enclosure.

6. The PC asked to clarify the function of the loading zone. The applicant explained it would serve as the
loading zone for deliveries for 12 Salt Creek Ln. (building north of 10 Salt Creek Ln.).

7. The applicant reviewed removing a parking spot and replaced it with an off-lot space owned by Med
Properties. This was later asked by the PC if this was allowed. Staff reviewed the initial staff report
referencing Section 9-104 (D)(3), allowing remote parking spaces. Staff asked the applicant to confirm the
required 108 parking spaces of the new site plan. The applicant replied that this is correct.

8. The PC asked about the area labeled “Area Reserved for Future Equipment by Tenant’. The applicant
explained this area would serve cooling equipment for imaging equipment. The applicant acknowledged that
future exterior appearance review approval would be necessary in the future.

9. The PC asked why the use of Trex. The applicant replied it matches with the existing cedar enclosures
nearby. Moreover, he explained that cedar wears down while Trex was specifically designed to retain its
color.

10. General disapproval, per the 2 nay votes revolved around the use of Trex material.

PC 11.11.15 Agenda Iltem 2(b)



IL. RECOMMENDATIONS

Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed exterior appearance plans, the Village of Hinsdale Plan
Commission, on a vote of five (5) “Ayes,” two (2) “Nayes,” and two (2) “Absent,” recommends that the President
and Board of Trustees approve the exterior appearance plans to use Trex fencing for the trash enclosures and new
loading zone.

Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed site plans, the Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, on
a vote of five (5) “Ayes,” two (2) “Nayes,” and two (2) “Absent,” recommends that the President and Board of
Trustees approve the site plans to use Trex fencing for the trash enclosures and new loading zone.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of , 2015.
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HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

RE: Case A-24-2015 — Applicant: CCSI Agent for Sprint

Request: Exterior Appearance Plan Review within 250 feet of a Single-Family Residential District for
additional cell phone equipment at an existing location and on existing infrastructure.

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: September 9, 2015

DATE OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES 1°" READING: October 7, 2015
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

l. FINDINGS

1. The Plan Commission heard testimony from the applicant’s proposal to install: two (2) new antennas, (2) new
remote radio units (RRU) on an existing antenna mount on an existing Hinsdale Hospital smokestack with a
new hybrid cable routed on the exterior of the smokestack, vertically, using new hoisting grips on existing J-
hooks. The applicant also reviewed the proposed new growth cabinet on an existing steel platform next to
existing equipment cabinets and concrete pad.

2. The applicant stressed that the new equipment will be placed in locations consistent with the existing
hardware and colored to match.

3. The applicant explained the reason for the new telecommunications equipment is due to an engineering
analysis that showed a gap in the coverage area.

4. The Plan Commission showed general interest for a comprehensive list of existing cell phone equipment
locations and its carrier/equipment owners; in particular, if it is located near residential districts.

5. The Plan Commission asked if there was a public notice sent for the application and meeting. Staff replied
yes, a 250 foot notice was necessary per the Code and received no questions or comments relevant to the
equipment. Further, there were no comments after the Chairman asked if there were any public comments
from the audience.

6. The Plan Commission, in general, expressed that the proposed equipment appears to make no noticeable
difference to the appearance of the smokestack.

7. A few members of the Plan Commission expressed concern for approving future new telecommunication
equipment, without a long term Village plan to potentially limit the number of them. A vote against the
application stems from this premise.

IL RECOMMENDATIONS

Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed exterior appearance plans, the Village of
Hinsdale Plan Commission, on a vote of six (6) “Ayes,” one (1) “Nay,” and two (2) “Absent,” recommends that
the President and Board of Trustees approve the exterior appearance plan for additional new cell phone
equipment on existing infrastructure at 120 N. Oak Street — Hinsdale Hospital.

Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed site plans, the Village of Hinsdale Plan
Commission, on a vote of six (6) “Ayes,” one (1) “Nay,” and two (2) “Absent,” recommends that the President

PC 11.11.15 Agenda Item 2(c)



and Board of Trustees approve the site plan for additional new cell phone equipment on existing
infrastructure at 120 N. Oak Street — Hinsdale Hospital.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of , 2015.
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HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

RE: Case A-26-2015 — Applicant: Vine Academy (Amanda Vogel) at 125 S. Vine St.

Request: Major Adjustment to Planned Development/Special Use for up to 180 Students in IB District

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: October 14, 2015

DATE OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES 1°" READING: November 3, 2015

10.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

|. FINDINGS
The Plan Commission heard testimony from the applicant's proposal to increase the maximum student
enrollment from 50 to 180. It was clarified however, that the Board of Trustees approved the request for 20
additional students for a maximum of 70.

The applicant explained the reason for additional students was due to growth in the school. Ms. Vogel

“introduced herself as the director and owner of Vine Academy. She indicated that she has been at the

location for the last 3 years, starting with 11 students to the current 50. Ms. Vogel also explained the building
at 125 S. Vine (former Zion Lutheran School building) used to hold a little over 200 students.

The applicant explained another function of the request is to plan for when the school will potentially outgrow
the space. Thus, finding out what is potentially allowed will serve its planning process.

The Plan Commission asked if the name of the school was ever “Nurturing Wisdom Tutoring”. This was
confirmed by the applicant.

The Plan Commission asked how they plan to stagger the drop off times to prevent potential traffic issues.
Ms. Vogel explained that there are 4 distinct, grade based programs that already follow staggered pick-up
times. She also intends to plan for ways to prevent wrapping around the block as the school grows.

The Plan Commission asked the applicant how long they expect the approved 70 maximum students to be a
limitation at Vine Academy. She replied it should be OK for the current school year. She also noted that she
does not want the school to grow any faster, as experienced recently.

The Plan Commission asked if there would be an issue with seeing how the 70 students would affect the
area, and to subsequently apply again next summer based on the experience. Ms. Vogel replied she’'s OK
with that. However, her goal was to secure a long term plan goal for the space.

The Plan Commission strongly expressed concern for the potential tfaffic and its affect to the residential
neighborhood. It was also brought up that the area is a buffer zone between businesses and the residential
district.

The Plan Commission, in general, explained that they are not comfortable with the requested full amount of
180 students. Zoning Code section 11-602(E) was referenced- by a Commissioner, to be considered when
reviewing special use permits. However, the Commission also wanted to make sure the school would be
allowed to grow, should the demand exceed 70 students during the school year.

For consideration of additional students over 90, the Plan Commission would like to see a detailed traffic,
pick-up and drop off plan. In addition, neighborhood meeting(s) was also requested for any potential
requests. :



11. The Plan Commission asked a representative of Zion Lutheran Church if any resident has approached them
in regards to the proposal. He responded no. In response to another question, he explained that the school
building has been there since 1930 and an addition was completed in 1960.

IL RECOMMENDATIONS
Following a motion to recommend approval for up to a maximum of 90 students, the Village of Hinsdale Plan
Commission, on a vote of eight (8) “Ayes,” and zero (0) “Nay,” (a Commissioner resigned) recommends that

the President and Board of Trustees approve the major adjustment to a planned development/special use for
up to a maximum of 90 students.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this dayof __ , 2015.




HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

RE: Case A-30-2015 - Applicant: Lee Wisch (Property Owner of 50 S. Washington St.)

Request: Exterior Appearance Plan Review for Fagade improvements to a Commercial Building at 50 S.
Washington

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: October 14, 2015

DATE OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES 15" READING: November 3, 2015

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

I. FINDINGS

1. The Plan Commission heard testimony from the applicant’s proposal to replace the 4 windows, shutters,
awning, and complete tuckpointing and new paint on the fagade of his building at 50 S. Washington Street.

2. Chairman Byrnes asked for clarification of the color on the windows and awning. The applicant replied it is
black.

3. The Plan Commission asked when the building was built. The applicant responded in 1978, and pointed out
that it is one of the first buildings downtown.

4. The Plan Commission expressed support for the proposed work and commented that it is an improvement of
the current facade.

IL RECOMMENDATIONS
Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed exterior appearance plan, the Village of Hinsdale
Plan Commission, on a vote of eight (8) “Ayes,” and zero (0) “Absent,” recommends that the President and

Board of Trustees approve the Exterior Appearance Plan Review for Facade Improvements to a Commercial
Building at 50 S. Washington.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of , 2015.
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Memorandum

To: Chairman Byrnes and Plan Commissioners
From: Chan Yu, Village Planner &y
Cc: Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager

Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner
Date: November 2, 2015
Re: 20 E. Ogden — Esposito & Staubus LLP on behalf of Anthony LaMantia

Scheduling of Public Hearing for Text Amendment to allow Remodeling and Showrooms
in the O-2 District as a Permitted Use or Special Use

BACKGROUND

Summary

The applicant, LaMantia Design & Construction Company, needs a text amendment to allow showrooms
in the O-2 district. Currently, the Code only allows interior design and decorating services in the 0-2
district, not showrooms. The applicant’s business plan includes “Remodeling” services and showrooms -
for “Interior Design, Remodeling and Decorating Services.” If this is approved by the Board of Trustees,
LaMantia plans to purchase and establish its business at 20 E. Ogden Ave (O-2 district).

The first step for a text amendment application is preliminary consideration by the Board of Trustees
(BOT) to determine as to whether it merits a hearing and review by the Plan Commission (PC). On
October 20, 2015, the Board unanimously approved to refer the application to the PC for a public
hearing of the text amendment, to allow remodeling services and showrooms in the 0-2, Limited Office
District, as a permitted use or a special use.

Application

Currently, the permitted uses in the office districts 0-1, 0-2 and O-3 allow, “Interior design and
decorating services, but not including painters and paperhangers or showrooms or retail sales on the
prémises," per Section 6-103(E)(14). The Village of Hinsdale has received a Zoning Code Text
Amendment application from Nicholas Esposito, Burr Ridge, Illinois, an attorney on behalf of Anthony
LaMantia, requesting to allow (proposed in bold) “Interior design and remodeling and decorating
services including showrooms, but not including painters and paperhangers or showrooms or retail
sales on the premises” in the 0-2 Limited Office District (Attachment 1).

Analysis

Per the Zoning Code, the O-2 district is designed to provide for the general needs of business and
professional offices and related business uses on smaller sites in scattered areas throughout the Village.



Bulk and height regulations encourage development that is architecturally consistent with smaller sites
and compatible with nearby residential uses. Staff has counted seven (7) scattered O-2 districts in the
Village. Six (6) of the seven (7) districts abut arterials such as Ogden Avenue and Chicago Avenue
(Attachment 2). Six (6) of the seven (7) are surrounded by both residential and non-residential zoning
districts. The subject property in particular abuts R-4 Single Family Residential to the north and south
and O-2 Limited Office to its east and west. '

The applicant’s text amendment application explains and illustrates the proposal, per the factors the PC
should weigh, among other factors, according to Section 601(E):

1) The consistency of the proposed amendment with the purposes of this code.
2) The existing uses and zoning classifications for properties in the vicinity of the subject property.

3) The trend of development in the vicinity of the subject, including changes, if any, in such trend since
the subject property was placed in its present zoning classification.

4) The extent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished by the existing zoning
classification applicable to it. '

5) The extent to which any such diminution in value is offset by an increase in the public health, safety,
and welfare,

6) The extent, if any, to which the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties would be affected by the
proposed amendment. ‘

7) The extent, if any, to which the value of adjacent properties would be affected by the proposed
amendment.

8) The extent, if any, to which the future orderly development of adjacent properties would be affected
by the proposed amendment.

9) The suitability of the subject property for uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning
classification. '

10) The availability of adequate ingress to and egress from the subject property and the extent to which
traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of the subject property would be affected by the proposed
amendment.

11) The availability of adequate utilities and essential public services to the subject property to
accommodate the uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning classification.

12) The length of time, if any, that the subject property has been vacant, considered in the context of
the pace of development in the vicinity of the subject property. )

13) The community need for the proposed amendment and for the uses and development it would

allow.



14) The reasons, where relevant, why the subject property should be established as part of an overlay
district and the positive and negative effects such establishment could be expected to have on persons
residing in the area.

Process

Pursuant to Article 6, Section 11-601(D)(2)(a) of the Village of Hinsdale Zoning Ordinance, every properly
filed and completed application for an amendment to this code, before being processed in any other
manner, shall be referred to the Board of Trustees for a determination as to whether the application
merits a hearing and consideration by the Plan Commission or should be summarily denied.

At the October 20, 2015, BOT meeting, the Board unanimously approved to refer the application to the
PC for a public hearing of the text amendment to allow remodeling services and showrooms in the 0-2,
Limited Office District, as a permitted use or a special use.

The purpose of the application at the November 11, 2015, Plan Commission meeting is to schedule the
public hearing to consider both the text amendment and special use. No discussion will take place
except to determine the time and date of the hearing.

Attachments:

Attachment 1 — Text Amendment Application Request and Exhibits
Attachment 2 - Special Use Permit Criteria Application
Attachment 3 — Zoning Map with 0-2 Limited Office Districts Highlighted



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

G CODE TEXT AND MAP
AMENDMENT APPLICATION

Must be accompanied by completed Plan Commission Application
Isthisa:  Map Amendment O Text Amendment @
Address of the subject property 20 East Ogden, Hinsdale, IL
Description of the proposed request: Text Amendment to Hinsdale Village Code, Title 6, Sec.

6-103: Permitted Uses: E. Setvices: 14. Interior design
REVIEW CRITERIA ‘ and Decorating Services - to include Showroom

Section 11-601 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Amendments. The amendment process
established is intended to provide a means for making changes in the text of the Zoning Code and in
the zoning map that have more or less general significance or application. It is not intended to relieve
particular hardships nor to confer special privileges or rights. Rather, it is intended as a tool to adjust
the provisions of the Zoning Code and the zoning map in light of changing, newly discovered, or
newly important conditions, situations, or knowledge. The wisdom of amending the text of the Zoning
Code is a matter committed to the sound legislative discretion of the Board of Trustees and is not
dictated by any set standard. However, in determining whether a proposed amendment should be
- granted or denied the Board of Trustees should be guided by the principle that its power to amend
this Code is not an arbitrary one but one that may be exercised only when the public good demands
or requires the amendment to be made. In considering whether that principle is satisfied in any
particular case, the Board of Trustees should weigh, among other factors, the below criteria.

Below are the 14 standards for amendments that will be the criteria used by the Plan Commission
and Board of Trustees in determining the merits of this application. Please respond to each
standard as it relates to the application. Please use an additional sheet of paper to respond to
questions if needed. If the standard is not applicable, please mark N/A.

1. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the purpose of this Code.
See Attached Rider, Par. 1.

2. The existing uses and zoning classifications for properties in the vicinity of the subject property.
See Attached Rider, Par. 2.

3. The trend of development in the vicinity of the subject property, including changes, if any, such
trend since the subject property was placed in its present zoning classification.

See Attached Rider, Par. 3.



4,

10.

1.

The extent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished by the existing zoning
classification applicable to it. '

See Attached Rider, Par. 4.

The extent to which any such diminution in value is offset by an increase in the public health,
safety, and welfare.

See Attached Rider, Par. 5.

The extent, if any, to which the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties would be affected by
the proposed amendment.

See Attached Rider, Par. 6.

The extent, if any, to which the value of adjacent properties would be affected by the proposed
amendment.

See Attached Rider, Par. 7.

The extent, if any, to which the future orderly development of adjacent properties would be
affected by the proposed amendment.

See Attached Rider, Par. 8.

The suitability of the subject property for uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning
classification.

See Attached Rider, Par. 9.

The availability of adequate ingress to and egress from the subject property and the extent to
which traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of the subject property would be affected by the
proposed amendment.

See Attached Rider, Par, 10.

The availability of adequate utilities and essential public services to the subject property to
accommodate the uses permitted or permissible under the present zoning classification.

See Attached Rider, Par. 11.



12. The length of time, if any, that the subject property has been vacant, considered in the context of
the pace of development in the vicinity of the subject property.

See Attached Rider, Par. 12,

13. The community need for the proposed amendment and for the uses and development it would
allow.

See Attached Rider, Par. 13.

14. The reasons, where relevant, why the subject property should be established as part of an
overlay district and the positive and negative effects such establishment. could be expected to
have on persons residing in the area.

See Attached Rider, Par. 14.



Rider to
Text Amendment Application
Title 6, Sec. 6-103:
Permitted Uses: E. Services: 14. Interior design and Decorating Services

1. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the purpose of this
Code.

The current text states: Hinsdale Village Code, Title 6, Sec. 6-103: Permitted
Uses: E. Services: 14. Interior design and decorating Services (7389), but not
including painters and paperhangers or showrobms or retail sales on the premises.

Applicant/Purchaser requests a text amendment to state: “Interior design and
remodeling and decorating services including showroomsbut not including painters
and paperhangers or showrooms or retail sales on the premises.”

The office districts accommodate a range of suburban office space alternatives
in keeping with the residential and local business atmosphere in the village.

The requested Text Amendment of the O-2 District meets the general needs
of businesses and is compatible with the needs of Sec. 6-101.

The Text Amendment would permit a s!ovroom within the premises adjacent
to office and conference rooms for ~urposcs of displaying kitchen cabinetry and
related products. No products are sold retail. No products will be warehoused or
fabricated on site. The building is setback from Ogden Avenue and therefore the

proposed Showroom will have limited it any street visibility.



The subject site is an existing one-story split-level office building West of
York Road on the South side of Ogden Avenue. It is currently owner-occupied. It
has been primarily Ieased‘by medical practitioners to medical practitioners. The
owner-seller, including Dr. Helge Frank, states that a majority of the building has
been vacant for almost two years.

Adjacent property to the North across Ogden includes a gas station, office
buildings, and residential. To the East there is a variety of retail, commercial and
office business. The adjacent property to the West is zoned O-2. The adjacent
property to the South is zoned R-4.

The O-2 limited office district is designed to provide for the general needs of
business and professional offices and related business uses on smaller sites in
scattered areas throughout the village. Bulk and height regulations encourage
development that is architecturally consistent with smaller sites and compatible with
nearby residential uses.

Upon purchase, the site will be owner-occupied. Applicant/Purchaser intends
to maintain and enhance the existing architcciurally consistent and compatible
structurc and landscaping. The requésted Text Amendment will have no negative
impact on the surrounding properties, but rather will upgrade and enhance the

existing building and exterior site features.

~



2. The existing uses and zoning classifications for properties in the vicinity
of the subject property.

The Text Amendment wQuld allow flexible office use and other existing uses
in the area, including similar to the substantially similar office and showroom to the
East of York Road, except that Applicant’s showroom would be far less visible than
that of the substantially similar office to the East of York Road.

To the East of York Road are a. grbcerjz store, car dealerships, rug cleaners, a
bank, and insurance company, a vwellness. clinic, a shredding company, a medical
officc, and a gas station. From York Road west to the subject premises there is a
donut shop, a tire shop, an office building with various businesses including a
construction company, and a retail audio store. To the North of Ogden is gas station,
office buildings and residential. To the South of the premises is residential. To the
West of the premises is a parcel zoned O-2 and then residential.

3.  The trend of development in the vicinity of the subject property,
including changes, if any, such trend since the subject property was placed in
its present zoning classification.

See 2 above. The trend of development is {/arious forms of flexible office and
other business uses, some retail. Thé text amendment is consistent with the trend
including the fact that, among other varied businesses, East of Ogden is a

substantially similar business.



4.  Theextent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished
by the existing zoning classification applicable to it.

The subject property has been mostly vacant for almost two (2) years. Its
tenants were/arc medical prac'tic{es. Because of substantial additional construction
and new construction in the vicinity, medical praétitionérs are moving into larger
medical parties or larger medical practitioner use buildings. The current owners,
doctors, have been unable to lease and/o; sell the building to other medical
practitioners.

The value of the subject pn‘operiy is diminished by the existing O-2
classification in that it inhibits office use flexibility including as here non-over-the-
counter product display which is incidental to sales functionality.

5. The extent to which any such diminution in value is offset by an increase
in the public health, safety, and welfare.

The purchaser intends to renovate and upgrade the exterior, interior, parking
lot and landscaping, and thereby enhance the site. Further, there will be sales tax
revenue which currently does not exist from the site.

There would be no emissions, no noxious odors; no off-street parking; no
change in the character of the general office use of the site.

6. The extent, if any, to which the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties
would be affected by the proposed amendment.

There should be no negative affect to adjacent properties. Rather, the text

amendment will enhance the ability for the mostly empty building to be sold for

4



office use. It will have no effect on the use and enjoyment of adjacent property
owners. The building is setback from Ogden. The proposed Showroom is thus also
setback and with limited effecl upon adjacent property owners across Ogden Avenue
to the North.

Further, the exterior 'a.nd landscaping upgrades and enhancements will
increase the visible enjoyment of the premises.

7. The extent, if any, to which the value of adjacent properties would be
affected by the proposed amendment.

There should be no negative affect to the value of the adjacent properties.
Furtber, the exterior and landscaping upgrades and enhancements will increase the
visual appeal of the premiscs.

8. The extent, if any, to which the future orderly development of adjacent
properties would be affected by the proposed amendment.

This is not applicable to the Application.

9. The suitability of the subject property for uses permitted or permissible
under its present zoning classification.

In office sales will be the primary function of the Applicant/Purchaser. The
showroom is an integral part of the office and conference setting for those sales.

Among other uses, the site is presently zoned for: "Interior design and
decorating services (7389), but not imcluding painters and paperhangers or
showrooms or retail sales on the premises.” Essentially, the purchaser will be using

offices and confcrence rooms to sell design and installation services for kitchen and

5



other interior remodeling. The Showroom is ancillary to its central function and is
used to display and demonstrate the type of products being offered.

The products are shipped from an off-site facility directly to the home-sites
being remodeled, and are not sold “over-the-counter.” No product will be fabricated
or warchoused at the site. Product will be shipped direct from the manufacturer to
the remodeling customer. There will be limiied if any retail out-the-door sales on
the premises; except for the occasional pick-up of a handle, drawer stop and the like.

By comparison, there is a retail over-the-counter audio business with
Showroom just to the East of the subject site within the same O-2 district.

10. The availability of adequate ingress to and egress from the subject
property and the extent to which traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of
| the subject property would be affected by the proposed amendment,

Most business is Conducted via appointment and telephone. There is limited -
walk-in business. There exists a wide entry point for ingress to and egress from a
large parking lot and code-sufficient outdoor parking to the North, East and
Northeast of the cxisting building. The text amendment in and of itself will not
impact ingress and egress, nor traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity any more
than other current use of the site medical patients.

11.  The availability of adequate utilities and essential public services to the

subject property to accommodate the uses permitted or permissible under the
present zoning classification.



The existing building has adequate utilities and essential public services to
accommodate the uses permitted or permiissible under the present zoning
classification.

12.  The length of time, if any, that the subject property has been vacant,
considered in the context of the pace of development in the vicinity of the
subject property. ‘

The facility has been more than fifty percent (50%) vacant for almost two (2)
year, resulting from the consolidation and pihysical move of a medical practice.
There is a single smaller medical practice tenant that will vacate when the sale is
closed.

There are new major medical facilities being constructed and/or remodeled
within one mile and primarily to the East of the site. On information and belief from
the Seller, Dr. Helge Frank, medical groups would not purchase such a small facility.

Seller has also been unable to find replacements tenants.

13.  The community need for the proposed amendment and for the uses and
development it would allow.

a. Like the substantially similar business located on Ogden Avenue just
East of York Road, the Applicant/Purchaser has done and continues to do business
with Hinsdale residents and residents in the s* "rounding communities.

b.  Where the site occupants currently do not pay sales tax to any material
degree, the proposed amendment will allow a sales tax paying occupant to display

its products to existing and prospective Hinsdale and other arca customers.

7



¢.  The amendment will allow the Applicant/Purchaser to move his office
closer to his customer base for his and their mufual benefit. The purchaser intends
to enhance the exterior 100‘k 'va the building, parking lot and landscaping.
14. The reasons, where relevant, why the subject property should be
established as part of an overlay district and the positive and negative effects
such establishment could be expected to have on persons residing in the area.

The proposed text amendment intends to maintain current codes while
addressing a special need that has minimal if any impact to the surrounding
properties and the permitted uses, while providing business opportunity consistent
with the needs of the commun’ity.

Ingress and egress will not be materially greater than the current medical

practitioner use when the site was fully occupied. There is more than code-required

on-site parking.



VIL LAGL

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

OF HINSDALE ... PLAN COMMISSION APPLICATION
I, GEONERAL INFORMATION
Applicant Owner
Name: Anthony LaMantia Name: Same

Address: 9100 Ogden Ave.

City/Zip: Brookfiled, IL 60513

Phone/Fax: (") 387 /9900

E-Mail:

Address:
City/Zip:
Phone/Fax: (__) /
E-Mail:

u Others, if any, involved in the project (i.e. Architect, Attorney, Engineer)

i -
';‘ Name: Peter F. Tromp

Title: Principal, Tromp Architects

Address: 4711 Willow Spirngs Rd., Ste. 8

City/Zip: La Grange, IL 60525

Phone/Fax: (%) 588-1956 ,
E-Mail: tromparchitects@sbcglobal.net

Address: 7095 Veterans Blvd., Unit B
City/zip: Burr Ridge, IL 60527
Phone/Fax: (%¢) 323-6310 ,

E-Mail: Nfe@eslaw500.com

1) None

Disclosure of Village Personnel: (List the name, address and Village position of any officer or employee
of the Village with an interest in the owner of record, the Applicant or the property that is the subject of this
application, and the nature and extent of that interest)

2)

3)

Name: Nicholas F. Esposito
Title: Partner, Esposito & Staubus LLP




M, S INFORMATION

Address of Subject property; 20 East Ogden Avenue, Hinsdale, IL

Property identification number (P.I.N. or tax number); 99 - 01 . 120 - 003

Brief description of proposed project; Purchase and Renovation of Exising Office Building and Landscaping

with no building additions or other structural improvements, Purchaser to retain the office use for purposes of display and sale of

remodeling and home improvement services in the greater Hinsdale area. The site will be owner-occupied.

General description or characteristics of the site: The site is a mostly vacant medical practice office building.

There is one medical practice tenant. The site contains an underground garage and ample exterior code-compliant parking.

The site has an existing exterior handicap ramp.

Existing zoning and land use: O-2 Office

Surrounding zoning and existing land uses:

North: 0-2 Office and R-4 Residential (across Ogden Ave.) South: R-4 Residential

- East; 0-2Office West: 0-2 Office

Proposed Zoning and land use: ©-2E.14. Office - interior Design Services (with Showroom)

Please mark the approval(s) you are seeking and attach all applicable applications and
standards for each approval requested:

Q Site Plan Approval 11-604 Map and Text Amendments 11-601E
Amendment Requested: TextAmendment

Q Design Review Permit 11-605E

Q Exterior Appearance 11-606E
QO Planned Development 11-603E
Q Special Use Permit 11-602E
Special Use Requested: . O Development in the B-2 Central Business
District Questionnaire




TABLE OF COMPLIANCE

Address of subject property: 20&astogen insdate

The following table is based on the o=

Zoning District.

Information

Minimum Code Proposed/Existing
Requirements Development
Minimum Lot Area (s.f.) 25,000 S.F. 40,902 SF.
Minimum Lot Depth 125 FT. 250 FT.
Minimum Lot Width 100 FT. 201.7FT.
Building Height 40 FT. 22 FT.
Number of Stories 3 1

Front Yard Setback 25 FT. 79.9FT.
Corner Side Yard Setback N/A NIA
Interior Side Yard Setback 10 FT/OFT. 14.4 FT /24.6 FT.
Rear Yard Setback 20 FT. 36.9FT.
Maximum Floor Area Ratio ~
FARY 20,451 S.F. (50%)| 13,617 S.F.
Maximum Total Building
Maximum Total Lot Coverage*  32,721.6 SF. (80%) 23425 S F.
Parking Requirements 33 STALLS 33 STALLS
Parking front yard setback 25 FT. 32 FT.
Parking corner side yard
setback N/A N/A
Parking interior side yard
setback N/ A N/A
Parking rear yard setback NIA N/A
Loading Requirements 1 1

|- Accessory Structure N/A N/A

* Must provide actual square fo'otage number and percentage.

Where any lack of compliance is shown, state the reason and explain the Village's authority, if any, to approve the
application despite such lack of compliance:




CERTIFICATION

- The Applicant certifies and acknowledges and agrees that:

A.

to abide b i
'/,

The statements contained in this application are true and correct to the best of the Applicant's knowledge and
belief. The owner of the subject property, if different from the applicant, states that he or she consents to the filing
of this application and that all information contained in this application is true and correct to the best of his or her
knowledge.

The applicant understands that an incomplete or nonconforming application will not be considered. In addition,
the applicant understands that the Village may require additional information prior to the consideration of this
application which may include, but is not limited to, the following items:

1. Minimum yard and setback dimensions and, where relevant, relation of yard and setback dimensions
to the height, width, and depth of any structure.
2. A vehicular and pedestrian circulation plan showing the location, dimensions, gradient, and number of

all vehicular and pedestrian circulation elements including rights-of-way and streets; driveway
entrances, curbs, and curb cuts; parking spaces, loading spaces, and circulation aisles; sidewalks,
walkways, and pathways; and total lot coverage of all circulation elements divided as between
vehicular and pedestrian ways.

3. All existing and proposed surface and subsurface drainage and retention and detention facilities and
all existing and proposed water, sewer, gas, electric, telephone, and cable communications lines and
easements and all other utility facilities.

Location, size, and arrangement of all outdoor signs and lighting.

5. Location and height of fences or screen plantlngs and the type or kink of building materials or
plantings used for fencing or screening.

6. A detailed landscaping plan, showing location, size, and species of all trees, shrubs, and other plant
material.

7. A traffic study if required by the Village Manager or the Board or Commission hearing the application.

The Applicants shall make the property that is the subject of this application available for inspection by the Village
at reasonable times;

If any information provided in this application changes or becomes incomplete or inapplicable for any reason
following submission of this application, the Applicants shall submit a supplemental application or other
acceptable written statement containing the new or corrected information as soon as practicable but not less than
ten days following the change, and that failure to do so shall be grounds for denial of the application; and

The Applicant understands that he/she is responsible for all application fees and any other fees, which the Village
assesses under the provisions of Subsection 11-301D of the Village of Hinsdale Zoning Code as amended April
25, 1989.

THE OWNER OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AND, IF DIFFERENT, THE APPLICANT ARE JOINTLY AND
SEVERALLY LIABLE FOR THE PAYMENT OF THE APPLICABLE APPLICATION FEE. BY SIGNING THE
APPLICATION, THE OWNER HAS AGREED TO PAY SAID FEE, AND TO CONSENT TO THE FILING AND
FORECLOSURE OF A LIEN AGAINST SUBJECT PROPERTY FOR THE FEE PLUS COSTS OF COLLECTION,
IF THE ACCOUNT IS NOT SETTLED WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER THE MAILING OF A DEMAND FOR
PAYMENIQ_

/Zo il day of }Lﬂ’!&«/‘u\ .20 JS/INVe have read the above cetification, understand it, and agree

¥ zémv—ﬁé—

Name of appllcant/ or authorized agent

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN o P

to before me this _ 26 ¥ day of

OFFICIAL SEAL

LAS F ESPOSITO
Nota:y Public - Stats of tHingis
y Commission Expires Jan 14, 2019

yee (X

Notary Plblic
A



VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
19 East Chicago Avenue
Hinsdale, lllinois 60521-3489
630.789.7030

Application for Certificate of Zoning Compliance

You must complete all portions of this application. If you think certain
information is not applicable, then write “N/A.” If you need additional
space, then attach separate sheets to this form.

Applicant’s name: Anthony LaMantia
Owner’s name (if different): Same
Property address: 20 East Ogden, Hinsdale, IL

Property legal description: [attach to this form]
Present zoning classification: O-2, Limited Office District

Square footage of property: 40,902 SF

Lot area per dwelling: N/A
Lot dimensions: 209 x 299
Current use of property:  Offices for Interior Design Services & Kitchen Showroom
Proposed use: [_Isingle-family detached dwelling
[v]|Other:  Office/Kitchen Showroom
Approval sought: [ Building Permit [ Variation
[ Special Use Permit L1 Planned Development
[ Site Plan CIExterior Appearance
[J Design Review

Other:  O-2 Text Amendment to Allow Showroom

Brief description of request and proposal:

Site purchaser seeks text amendment to allow kitchen showroom along with offices/conference rooms

Plans & Specifications: [submit with this form]
Provided: Required by Code:
Yards:
front: 79.9' 25'

interior side(s) 14.4'/24.6' 10" /10'



Provided: Required by Code:
corner side N/A N/A
rear 36.9' 20'
Setbacks (businesses and offices):
front: 79.9' 25'
interior side(s) 14.4'/24.6' 10' 710"
corner side N/A N/A
rear 36.9' 20'
others: N/A N/A
Ogden Ave. Center: 112.9' 100
York Rd. Center: N/A N/A
Forest Preserve: N/A N/A
Building heights:
principal building(s):  22' 40' or 3 st.
accessory building(s): NA 15’
Maximum Elevations:
principal building(s): 22' 40'or 3 st.
accessory building(s): NA 18'
Dwelling unit size(s): N/A N/A
Total building coverage:  N/A N/A
Total lot coverage: 23,425 SF 32,7216 S
Floor area ratio: 13,617 SF 20,451 SF
Accessory building(s): N/A

Spacing between buildings:[depict on attached plans]

principal building(s):

accessory building(s):

N/A

N/A

Number of off-street parking spaces required: 33
Number of loading spaces required: 1

Statement of applicant:

I swear/affirm that the information provided in this form is true and complete. |

understand that any omission of applicable or relevant information from this form could

be a ba%m of Zoning Compliance.

ca SSI hature '

Anthony LaMantia
Applicant's printed name

Dated: 9/30 ,2015 .
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PECIAL USE PERMIT CRITERIA

e FOUNDEDIN 1873

Must be accompanied by completed Plan Commission Application

Address of proposed request: 20 East Ogden Avenue, Hinsdale, IL

Proposed Special Use request: See Aftached Rider, Par. 1

Is this a Special Use for a Planned Development? (®) . No O Yes (If so this submittal also
requires a completed Planned Development Application)

REVIEW CRITERIA

Section 11-602 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Special use permits. Standard for Special
Use Permits: In determining whether a proposed special use permit should be granted or denied the
Board of Trustees should be guided by the principle that its power to amend this Code is not an
arbitrary one but one that may be exercised only when the public good demands or requires the
amendment to be made. In considering whether that principle is satisfied in any particular case, the
Plan Commission and Board of Trustees should weigh, among other factors, the below criteria Please
respond to each criterion as it relates to the application. Please use an additional sheet of paper to
respond to questions if needed.

FEES for a Special Use Permit: $1,225 (must be submitted with application)

1. Code and Plan Purposes. The proposed use and development will be in harmony with the
general and specific purposes for which this Code was enacted and for which the regulations
of the district in question were established.

See Attached Rider, Par. 1

2. No Undue Adverse Impact. The proposed use and development will not have a substantial or
undue adverse effect upon adjacent property, the character of the area, or the public health,
safety, and general welfare.

See Attached Rider, Par. 2




. No Interference with Surrounding Development. The proposed use and development will be
constructed, arranged, and operated so as not to dominate the immediate vicinity or to
interfere with the use and development of neighboring property in accordance with the
applicable district regulations

See Attached Rider, Par. 3

. Adequate Public Facilities. The proposed use and development will be served adequately by
essential public facilities and services such as streets, public utilities, drainage structures,
police and fire protection, refuse disposal, parks, libraries, and schools, or the applicant will
provide adequately for such services.

See Attached Rider, Par. 4

. No Traffic Congestion. The proposed use and development will not cause undue traffic
congestion nor draw significant amounts of traffic through residential streets.

See Attached Rider, Par. 5

. No Destruction of Significant Features. The proposed use and development will not result in
the destruction, loss, or damage of any natural, scenic, or historic feature of significant
importance.

See Attached Rider, Par. 6

. Compliance with Standards. The proposed use and development complies with all additional
standards imposed on it by the particular provision of this Code authorizing such use.

See Attached Rider, Par. 7

. Special standards for specified special uses. When the district regulations authorizing any
special use in a particular district impose special standards to be met by such use in such
district.

Not Applicable.



9. Considerations. In determining whether the applicant’s evidence establishes that the foregoing
standards have been met, the Plan Commission shall consider the following:

Public benefit. Whether and to what extent the proposed use and development at the particular
location requested is necessary or desirable to provide a service or a facility that is in the
interest of the public convenience or that will contribute to the general welfare of the
neighborhood or community.

See Attached Rider, Par. 9

Alternate locations. \Whether and to what extent such public goals can be met by the location
of the proposed use and development at some other site or in some other area that may be
more appropriate than the proposed site.

See Attached Rider, Par. 9

Mitigation of adverse impacts. Whether and to what extent all steps possible have been taken
to minimize any adverse effects of the proposed use and development on the immediate
vicinity through building design, site design, landscaping, and screening.

See Attached Rider, Par. 9



Rider to
Special Use Permit Criteria
Title 6, Sec. 6-103:
Permitted Uses: E. Services: 14. Interior design and Decorating Services
1. Code and Plan Purposes. The proposed use and-development will be in
harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this Code was
enacted and for which the regulations of the district in question were
established.
The Applicant/Property Purchaser LaMantia seeks a Special use Application
to Hinsdale Village Code, Title 6, Sec. 6-103: Permitted Uses: E. Services: 14.
Interior design and Decorating Services -- to include Showroom.
The office districts accommodate a range of suburban office space alternatives
in keeping with the residential and local business atmosphere in the village.
The requested special use Application of the O-2 District meets the general
needs of businesses and is compatible with the needs of Sec. 6-101.
A. The special use application would permit a showroom within the premises
adjacent to office and conference‘roo‘ms for purposes of displaying kitchen
cabinetry and related pr.oducts.,

No products are sold retail.

No products will be warehoused or fabricated on site.

O 0w

. The building is setback from Ogden Avenue.

The proposed Showroom will have limited if any street visibility.

t



The subject site is an éxisting one-sibry office buﬂding on the South side of
Ogden Avenue, West of York ‘Road.‘ :

The site is currently ownef;o.céupied.

It has been primarily ‘le_;ase}d. by rﬁedical .pféctitionerst to medical practitioners.

The owner-seller, incéluding Dr. Helgé Frank_, states that a majority of the
building has been vacant for }alinostvtwo years. .

The adjacent property to the West is zoned 0-2.

The adjacent property to the'South is; zonéd R-4.

The O-2 limited office distriét is deéigned t0 prdvide for the general needs of
business and professional offices and felated businéss uses on smaller sites in
scattered areas throughout the Vﬂ’lage.~ -

Bulk and height regulations encourage dévelopme;lt that is architecturally
consistent with smaller sites aﬁd conipatible with nearby residential uses.

Upon purchase, the site will be OWner—ocqupied. For the first time, there will
be sales tax revenue from the ?rdperty: .

Applicant/Purchaser ‘intends to maintain and enhance the existing
architecturally consistent andjc'ompatible‘ structure and landscaping.

Applicant/Purchaser’s architect is Peter Tromp of La Grange. Peter has
worked often with the Village bn other pfojects and understands the Village needs

and requirements.



The requested special.use Apﬁiication will have no negative impact on the
surrounding properties, but réther will upgrade and enhance the existing building
and exterior site features (WhiCh air_é 1n generai disrépair).

2.  No Undue Adverse Impact. ‘Th_e pl;oposgﬁ use and development will not
have a substantial or undue adverse effect upon adjacent property, the
character of the area, or the public health, safety, and general welfare.

The purchaser intends to rénovate and‘uvpgréde the exterior, interior, parking
lot, and landscaping, and theréby er;héncé the site. |

There would be no emissions, no ﬁoxious odors; no off-street parking; no
change in the character of the gen'erai office use of the site.

The special use application will enhance the ability for the mostly empty
building to be sold for office use. It will have no effect on the use and enjoyment of
adjacent property owners. The building is setback from Ogden. The proposed
Showroom will have limited if any street visibility dr visibility by adjacent property
Owners.

The exterior and landscaping upgrades and enhancements will increase the
visible enjoyment of the pre;mises. There should be no négative affect to adjacent
properties. |

Further, the exterior and léndscaping upgrades and enhancements will

increase the visual appeal of the premises.- There should be no negative affect to the

value of the adjacent properties



%

3.  No Interference with Surrounding Development. The proposed use and
development will be constructed, arranged, and eperated so as not to dominate
the immediate vicinity or to interfere with the use and development of
neighboring property in accordance with the applicable district regulations.

The special use Application would allow flexible office use and other existing
uses in the area, includihg similar to the Normandy Builders office and showroom
to the East of York Road, except that Applicant/Purchaser’s showroom would be far
less visible than that of Normandy ‘Builders. The proposed showroom will not be
similarly visible.

The trend of development is various forms of office and other business, some
retail.

To the North across Ogden includes a gas station, office buildings, and
residential.

To the South of the premises is residential.

To the East, there is a variety of retail, commercial and office business
including a grocery store,, car dealerships, rug cleaners, a bank, and insurance
company, a wellness clinic, a shré‘dding company, a medical office, and a gas station.

West from York Road to the subject premises there is a donut shop, a tire
shop, an office building with Varioﬁs businesses including a construction company,
and a retail audio store. |

To the West of the premises is a parcel zoned O-2 and then residential.

4



4.  Adequate Public Facilities. The proposed use and development will be
served adequately by essential public facilities and services such as streets,
public utilities, drainage structures, police and fire proiection, refuse disposal,
parks, libraries, and schools, or the applicant will provide adequately for such
services.

The existing building has adequate utilities and essential public services to
accommodate the uses permitted - or permissible under the present zoning
classification. The property slopes to Ogden Avenue at its northern border. Ingress
and egress is easily accessible from the Ogden Avenue entrance and the parking
garage runs along the east and southern sides of the building adjacent to the building
and also has an existing handicap ramp making it accessibly to police and fire
personnel and equipment. There is a fenced and shielded refuse disposal area in the
southeast corner of the parking lot away from the building.

5. NoTraffic Congestion. The proposed use and development will not cause
undue traffic congestion nor draw significant amounts of traffic through
residential streets.

Most business is conducted via appointment and telephone. There is limited
walk-in business. There exists a wide entry point for ingress to and egress from a
large parking lot and code-sufficient outdoor parking to the North, East and
Northeast of the existing building. There is also an underground indoor garage.

The special use will not impact ingress and egress, nor traffic conditions in

the immediate vicinity any more than other current use of the site medical patients.



6. No Destruction of Significant Features.» The proposed use and
development will not result in the destruction, loss, or damage of any natural,
scenic, or historic feature of significant importance.

None; other than necessary to -enhance the existing architecturally consistent
and compatible structure and landscaping.
7. Compliance with Standards. The propoSed use and development complies
with all additional standards imposed on it by the particular provision of this
Code authorizing such use.

The proposed special use application intends to maintain current codes while
addressing a special need that has minimal if any impact to the surrounding

properties and the permitted uses, while providing business opportunity consistent

with the needs of the community.

8.  Special standards for specified special uses. When the district regulations
authorizing any special use in a particular district impese special standards to
be met by such use in such district.

Not applicable.
9. Considerations. In determining whether the applicant’s evidence
establishes that the foregoing standards have been met, the Plan Commission
shall consider the following:

Public benefit. Whether and to what extent the proposed use and development

at the particular location requested is necessary or desirable to provide a



service or a facility that is in the interest of the public convenience or that will
contribute to the general welfare ofathe‘ neighbdfﬁood oN\r community.

a. Like Normandy' Builders located on Ogden Avenue just East of York
Road, the Applicant/Purchasef has ddne and confimies to do business with Hinsdale
residents and residents in the suf-rounding conimunities.. |

b. Where the sitei0c01‘1pants .c:urr‘cantly»do not pay sales tax to any material
degree, the proposed applicz_(tién vs}il_l alléw a éaleé tax paying occupant to display its
products to existing and prosﬁective Hinsdale ahd .other area customers.

C. The application will allow the Applicant/Plirchaser to move his office
closer to his customer base for ‘his and fheif mutual benefit. The purchaser intends
to enhance the exterior look of the building, parking lot and landscaping.

Alternate locations. Whether and to what extent such public goals can be met
by the location of the proposed use and development at some other site or in
some other area that may be more appropriate than the proposed site.

See 9.a.-c. above.

Mitigation of adverse impacts. ‘Whetheri and. to _What extent all steps possible
have been taken to minimize any adverse effects of the proposed use and

development on the immediate vicinity through building design, site design,
landscaping, and screening. -

Most business is c;onduc,.ted via appdintment and telephone. There is limited
walk-in business. There exists a wide enfry. point for ingress to and egress from a
large parking lot and code-Sufficient outdoor parking to the North, East and

Northeast of the existing building. There is also an underground indoor garage.

7



The special use application in and of itself will not impact ingress and egress,
nor traffic conditions in the immediate .Vicin"ity any more than other current use of
the site medical patients. | o |

The subject property haé.b‘een mostly vacant for almost two (2) years.

Its tenants were/are 'medicai praétices. .'

Because of substantiél éddiﬁoheil construction and new construction in the
vicinity, medical practi;tionefsv afe mofing into larger medical parties or larger
medical practitioner use buildings. |

The value of the subje’ct ﬁroperty 1S : diminished by the existing O-2
classification in that it inhibits office u.se ﬁexibility including as here non-over-the-
counter product display which is incidental to sales functionality.

In-office sales will be the primary functioﬁ of the Applicant/Purchaser. The
showroom is simply an integral part of the ofﬁcv:e,and conference setting for those
sales. }A

The site is presently zoﬂéd for "Interior desigﬁ and decorating services (7389),
but not including painters aﬁd peltper}jlangersa-or showrooms or retail sales on the
premises." Essentially, the pufchaser- will be using offices and conference rooms to
sell design and installation éervices for kitéheh and other interior remodeling. The
Showroom is ancillary to its central function énd is used to display and demonstrate

the type of products being offered.



The products are shipped from an off-site facility directly to the home-sites
being remodeled, and are not sold “over—the-¢011ﬁter.” ;No product will be fabricated
or warehoused at the site. Product will be Shipped direct from the manufacturer to
the remodeling customer. There will be limited if any retéil out-the-door sales on
the premises; except for the occasional pick-up of a handle, drawer stop and the like.

By comparison, there is a Aretail ‘over.-the-counAter audio business with

Showroom just to the East of the subject site within the same O-2 district.
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Memorandum

To: Chairman Byrnes and Plan Commissioners
From: Chan Yu, Village Planner e ==—
Cc: Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager

Robert McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner
Date: November 2, 2015

Re: 222 E. Ogden Avenue — Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review to Remove and
Construct a New Entrance, Wall, Wall Sign and ADA Ramp in the B-3 District

BACKGROUND

Summary

The Village of Hinsdale has received an application from Cathy Harvey-Slawkin of Elm Creek Property
Management, requesting for an exterior appearance and site plan review to remove the existing porch,
ADA ramp and columns at the main entrance at 222 E. Ogden Avenue. The applicant also proposes to
subsequently construct a new fagade wall to install a new wall sign. The final component of the
application includes constructing a new ADA ramp to the west of the main entrance, to repiace the one
to the east of the entrance (Attachment 1).

The public meeting notice requirements have been followed since the nonresidential property is within
250 feet from a single-family zoning district (Attachment 2).

Application and Analysis

The building is located on a major arterial at 222 E. Ogden Avenue in the B-3 General Business District.
It abuts the {0-3) General Office district to the north, (R-4) Single Family Residential to the south, (B-3)
General Business to the east and (B-3) and Design Review Overlay district to the west (Attachments 3
and 4). Of note, the Design Review Overlay district is mapped in areas that have the potential to provide
cultural and civic benefits for the residents of the Village by reason of the prevalence of at least two of
the following factors: historical interest, special character, historical architectural style, local
architectural value, distinguished buildings or structures and/or transitional areas (Section 8-103).

The current building entrance features a four (4) column porch and a Palladian window feature that
projects a classical expression (Attachment 5). Per the application, the proposed project would eliminate
the front entry to construct a new masonry and aluminum entrance. For color, it will be dark charcoal
and light grey. The two awnings over the side windows have been removed from the scope of work. The
new wall above it would be flush with the building face, where an internally illuminated wall sign is
proposed to be installed.



The sign is a discussion item to review the color gradient (also known as “color progression”) feature
that transitions from green, to teal, to blue. Per Section 9-106(E)(2), signs shall not employ more than 3
colors. An exhibit of the proposed color gradient is attached to the sign application in Attachment 1. The
proposed size is 14 feet 10 inches wide by 3 feet tall for an area of 44.5 square feet.

The final component of the application includes removing an existing ADA ramp on the east side of the
entrance and constructing a new one on the opposite side. The applicant plans to relocate the
landscaping from one side to the other. The new ramp is longer and adds 100 square feet to the lot
coverage, which increases the total lot coverage ratio to 86 percent. However, this is under the
maximum total lot coverage of 90 percent allowed in the B-3 district.

Per Section 11-606(E) and 11-605(E), the Plan Commission and Board of Trustees shall be guided by the
following standards and considerations in passing upon applications for exterior appearance review:

. 1. Quality Of Design And Site Development: New and existing buildings and structures and
appurtenances thereof which are constructed, reconstructed, materially altered, repaired, or moved
shall be evaluated under the following quality of design and site development guidelines:

(a) Open Spaces: The quality of the open spaces between buildings and in setback‘spaces between street
and facade.

(b) Materials: The quality of materials and their relationship to those in existing adjacent structures.

(c) General Design: The quality of the design in general and its relationship to the overall character of
neighborhood.

(d) General Site Development: The quality of the site development in terms of landscaping, recreation,
pedestrian access, automobile access, parking, servicing of the property, and impact on vehicular traffic
patterns and conditions on site and in the vicinity of the site, and the retention of trees and shrubs to
the maximum extent possible.

2. Visual Compatibility: New and existing buildings and structures, and appurtenances thereof, which are
constructed, reconstructed, materially altered, repaired, or moved shall be visually compatible in terms
of the following guidelines:

(a) Height: The height of the proposed buildings and structures shall be visually compatible with
adjacent buildings.

(b) Proportion Of Front Facade: The relationship of the width to the height of the front elevation shall be
visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related.

(c) Proportion Of Openings: The relationship of the width to height of windows shall be visually
compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which the building is visually related.

(d) Rhythm Of Solids To Voids In Front Facades: The relationship of solids to voids in the front facade of a
building shall be visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related.



(e) Rhythm Of Spacing And Buildings On Streets: The relationship of a building or structure to the open
space between it and adjoining buildings or structures shall be visually compatible with the buildings,
public ways, and places to which it is visually related.

(f) Rhythm Of Entrance Porch And Other Projections: The relationship of entrances and other projections
to sidewalks shall be visually compatible with the buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually
related.

(g) Relationship Of Materials And Texture: The relationship of the materials and texture of the facade
shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials used in the buildings and structures to
which it is visually related.

(h) Roof Shapes: The roof shape of a building shall be visually compatible with the buildings to which it is
visually related.

(i) Walls Of Continuity: Building facades and appurtenances such as walls, fences, and landscape masses
shall, when it is a characteristic of the area, form cohesive walls of enclosure along a street to ensure
visual compatibility with the buildings, public ways, and places to which such elements are visually
related.

(i) Scale Of Building: The size and mass of buildings and structures in relation to open spaces, windows,
door openings, porches, and balconies shall be visually compatible with the buildings, public ways, and
places to which they are visually related.

(k) Directional Expression Of Front Elevation: A building shall be visually compatible with the buildings,
public ways, and places to which it is visually related in its directional character, whether this be vertical
character, horizontal character, or nondirectional character.

Process

Pursuant to Section 11-604, the Chairman of the Plan Commission (PC) shall at the public meeting on the
application for site plan review allow any member of the general public to offer relevant, material and
nonrepetitive comment on the application. Within 60 days following the conclusion of the public
meeting, the PC shall transmit to the Board of Trustees its recommendation, in the form specified in
subsection 11-103(H) of this article, recommending either approval or disapproval of the exterior
appearance and site plans based on the standards set forth in subsection F1 of this section (11-604) and
section 11-606.

Attachments:

Attachment 1 — Exterior Appearance/Site Plan and Sign Application (and 11”x17” colored exhibits)
Attachment 2 - Public Hearing Notice and Certification of Proper Notice

Attachment 3 - Design Review Overlay District Map

Attachment 4 - Zoning Map and Project Location

Attachment 5 - Building Elevation Photos

Attachment 6 - Plat of Survey
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
LB N S T A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
vl R ey e sy DEPARTMENT

OF HINSDALE wowoone:  pLAN COMMISSION APPLICATION

I. GENERAL INFORMATION

| Applicant Owner
Name: Cathy Harvey-Slawkin Name: Adventist Midwest Health
Address: 15 Spinning Wheel Rd #124 Address: 120 N. Oak Street
City/zip: Hinsdale, IL 60521 City/zip: Hinsdale, IL 60521
Phone/Fax: (%) 371-1043 Phone/Fax: (&) 856-7525
E-Mail: Cathy.Harvey-Slawkin@ahss.org E-Mail:

1' Others, if any, involved in the project (i.e. Architect, Attorney, Engineer)

Name: Jefirey A. Myers Name:

Title: Architect Title:

Address: 10395 Glen Abbey Close Address:

City/Zip: Rockford, IL 61107 City/Zip:

Phone/Fax: (815) 540-5823 / Phone/Fax: () /
E-Mail: j-@-myers@mchsi.com E-Mail:

Disclosure of Village Personnel: (List the name, address and Village position of any officer or employee
of the Village with an interest in the owner of record, the Applicant or the property that is the subject of this
application, and the nature and extent of that interest)

1
2)

3)
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II. SITE INFORMATION

Address of subject property: 222E. Ogden Avenue

Property identification number (P.I.N. or tax number); 08 - 01 - 209 - 0a3

Brief description of proposed project: New handicapped ramp and entrance. New facade at entry for new signage.

General description or characteristics of the site: Business - no change

Existing Zoning and land use: B-3 General Business District

Surrounding zoning and existing land uses:

North: 0-3 General Office South: B-1 Community Business District and B-3

» B-3 General Business District + B-3 General Business District
ast. est.

Proposed zoning and land use: No change to existing use.

Please mark the approval(s) you are seeking and attach all applicable applications and
standards for each approval requested:

O Site Plan Approval 11-604 O Map and Text Amendments 11-601E
Amendment Requested:

O Design Review Permit 11-605E

Exterior Appearance 11-606E
@ Planned Development 11-603E
Q Special Use Permit 11-602E
Special Use Requested: U Development in the B-2 Central Business
District Questionnaire

Attachment 1




TABLE OF COMPLIANCE

Address of SUbject property. 222 E. Ogden Avenue

The following table is based on the 83

Zoning District.

Information

Minimum Code Proposed/Existing

Requirements Development
Minimum Lot Area (s.f.) 6,250 SF 54,764 SF
Minimum Lot Depth 125 FT 241.1 FEET
Minimum Lot Width 50 FT 215.1 FEET
Building Height 30 FT 19-10"

Number of Stories 2 STORIES 2 STORIES

Front Yard Setback 25 FT 66 FEET
Corner Side Yard Setback 25 FT NA
Interior Side Yard Setback 10 FT 19 FEET
Rear Yard Setback 20 FT . 84 FEET
Maximum Floor Area Ratio . -
;(F.A.R.)* 0.50 0.24
Maximum Total Buildin P '
Coverage* ° NA 13,000 SF
Maximum Total Lot Coverage* 90% 47,097 sf=86%
Parking Requirements 1FOR EACH 275 SF=48 |66 CARS

CARS
Parking front yard setback 0FT NO CHANGE
Parking corner side yard | AR _
 otback y 10 FT NO CHANGE
Parking interior side yard _ ,
 otback y 10 FT NO CHANGE
Parking rear yard setback 10 FT NO CHANGE
Loading Requirements 10FT NA
Accessory Structure 15 ET NA

* Must provide actual square footage number and pércentage.

Where any lack of compliance is shown, state the reason and explain the Village’s authority, if any, to approve the

application despite such lack of compliance:

Attachment 1




CERTIFICATION

The Applicant certifies and acknowledges and agrees that:
A

to abide by its conditi

The statements contained in this application aré true and correct to the best of the Applicant's knowledge and
belief. The owner of the subject property, if different from the applicant, states that he or she consents to the filing
of this application and that all information contained in this application is true and correct to the best of his or her
knowledge.

The applicant understands that an incomplete or nonconforming application will not be considered. In addition,
the applicant understands that the Village may require additional information prior to the consideration of this
"application which may include; but is not limited to, the following items:

1. Minimum yard and setback dimensions and, where relevant, refation of yard and setback dimensions
to the height, width, and depth of any structure.

2. A vehicular and pedestrian circulation pian showing thie location, dimensions, gradient, and number of
all vehicular and pedestrian circulation elements including rights-of-way and streets; driveway
entrances, curbs, and curb cuts; parking spaces, loading spaces, and circulation aisles; sidewalks,
walkways, and pathways; and total lot coverage of all circulation elements divided as between
vehicular and pedestrian ways.

3. All existing and proposed surface and subsurface drainage and retention and detention facilities and
all existing and proposed water, sewer, gas, electric, telephone, and cable communications lines and
easements and all other utility facilities.

Location, size, and arrangement of all outdoor signs and lighting.

5. Location and height of fences or screen plantings and the type or kink of building materials or
: plantings used for fencing or screening.
6. A detailed landscaping plan, showing location, size, and species of all trees, shrubs, and other plant
material.
7. A traffic study if required by the Village Manager or the Board or Commission hearing the application.

The Applicants shall make the property that is the subject of this application available for inspection by the Village
at reasonable times;

if any information provided in this application changes or becomes incomplete or inapplicable for any reason
following submission of this application, the Applicants shall submit a supplemental application or other
acceptable written statement containing the new or corrected information as soon as practicable but not less than
ten days following the change, and that failure to do so shall be grounds for denial of the application; and

The Applicant understands that he/she is responsible for all application fees and any other fees, which the Village
assesses under the provisions of Subsection 11-301D of the Village of Hinsdale Zoning Code as amended April
25, 1989.

THE OWNER OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AND, IF DIFFERENT, THE APPLICANT ARE JOINTLY AND
SEVERALLY LIABLE FOR THE PAYMENT OF THE APPLICABLE APPLICATION FEE. BY SIGNING THE
APPLICATION, THE OWNER HAS AGREED TO PAY SAID FEE, AND TO CONSENT TO THE FILING AND
FORECLOSURE OF A LIEN AGAINST SUBJECT PROPERTY FOR THE FEE PLUS COSTS OF COLLECTION,
IF THE ACCOUNT IS NOT SETTLED WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER THE MAILING OF A DEMAND FOR
PAYMENT.

539"‘" ,dayof DCTODRER 2015, I/We have read the above certification, understand it, and agree

r authorized agent Signature of applicant or authorized agent

CA; . ' ;
Name df applicant or‘authorized agent Name of applicant or authorized agent
SUBSCRIBED AND C?WORN ; .
to before me this day of OFFICIAL SEAL
CCTOBER " QoI5 777/21/7/4’/%“'(/5 é (Mﬂé ot MARGARET A COSPER
Notary Public - NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF LLINOIS
4 mcomssmmswrws
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
CERTIFICATION OF PROPER NOTICE

REGARDING APPLICATION FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS AND
MEETINGS

l, &&H\v HAUPJJ ~ g[ a4 I(M , being first duly sworn on oath, do hereby
certify that | caused Written notice of the filing of my application for a public hearing and or meeting to
be given to owners of record of property within 250 feet of any part of the subject property. | further
certify that | gave such notice in the form required by the Village (Certified Mail) and that | gave such

noticeon__ OcToReR. |9 ' 20lp.

Attached is a list of all of the addresses of property to whom | gave such notice and the
receipts of mailings.

As Agewr R

Name:

Address:

Subscribed and sworn to before me AN APAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA

AP AN 4

T Mwm 4
This A& day of JCTOGER___, 2015 § mm-,,m.c;smsw‘w;s ;
g MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:
By: ijzuaf G. e oen_ STl |
Notary/Public 7 '

Attachment 1



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT
EXTERIOR APPEARANCE AND
SITE PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA

SN Y B Fé LN
A5 g
- 2 S

VILLAGE -
@gj HEN@@A&E FOUNGED N 1573

Address of proposed request: QZZ *Ew 0 6?066’/111 A\(@WWE/

REVIEW CRITERIA

Section 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Exterior appearance review. The exterior appearance
review process is intended to protect, preserve, and enhance the character and architectural heritage and
quality of the Village, to protect, preserve, and enhance property values, and to promote the health, safety, and
welfare of the Village and its residents. Please note that Subsection Standards for building permits refets to
Subsection 11-605E Standards and considerations for design permit review.

#++pL EASE NOTE*** If this is a non-residential property within 250 feet of a single-family
residential district, additional notification requirements are necessary. Please contact the Village
Planner for a description of the additional requirements.

FEES for Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review:
Standard Application: $600.00
Within 250 feet of a Single-Family Residential District: $800

Below _are the criteria that will be used by the Plan Commission, Zoning and Public Safety
Committee_and Board of Trustees in reviewing Exterior Appearance Review requests. Please
respond to each criterion as it relates to the application. Please use an additional sheet of paper
to respond to questions if needed. ’ '

1. Open spaces. The quality of the open space between buildings and in setback spaces
between street and facades. . ‘

Extieting , no change.
2. Materials. The quality of materials and their relationship to those in existing adjacent
Stfuagre?f Masonv dind aluminwim S‘fw‘efvm{—. Siwlav
‘l(ad ad J dcenit strpctuies.

3. General design. The quality of the design in general and its relationship to the overall
character of neighborhood.

(/ﬂ»éa‘mc) Wasenry & alwminum %’roveffo/af I
0\'%@ a clean and ident Frable entrance.

.1-
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. General site development. The quality of the site development in terms of landscaping,
recreation, pedestrian access, auto access, parking, servicing of the property, and impact on
vehicular traffic patterns and conditions on-site and in the vicinity of the site, and the retention
of trees and shrubs to the maximum extent possible.

No  chamge. Relocating awy distucbed landscaping.

. Height. The height of the proposed buildings and structures shall be visually compatible with
adjacent buildings. . . l’l R h‘}‘ .
Remoying ald pediment and, colwmns, The new Neig
W i’“ be com Wﬁc{,b ‘6/ UU(‘H/L ‘H"\-e LZdA' @Cgl}'ﬁ- b(/u {/di lflfaér
. Proportion of front fagade. The relationship of the width to the height of the front elevation
shall be visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually

related - -

“The entry Facade has been lowe ved, and i6 move
V?é‘u,a,\\lj Cowm Fa-l-?\a le worHa acz \fc‘kC»@Vl‘i(’ bui ldfwa .

. Proportion of openings. The relationship of the width to the height of windows shall be visually

compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which the building is visually related.

No &hcwvﬁ% 1 exrs#frg windows,

. Rhythm of solids to voids in front facades. The relationship of solids to voids in the front
facade of a building shall be visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to
which it is visually related.

No changes exiting reationehip of so(ids 1o voids.

. Rhythm of spacing and buildings on streefs. The relationship of a building or structure to the
open space between it and adjoining buildings or structures shall be visually compatible with
the buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related.

NG UfS%Cb, FOMW%?\% 'fa @‘Pm 6?616‘% ﬂi’\CL d«dzjﬂéé"ff bbl}-]dfl/ﬁs,

10. Rhythm of entrance porch and other projections. The relationship of entrances and other

projections to sidewalks shall be visually compatible with the buildings, public ways, and
places to which it is visually related.

Coveved Pow:-h dmd. Colwmns fo be reimo ‘\WLV

11. Relationship of materials and texture. The relationship of the materials and texture of the

fagade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials to be used in the buildings
and structures to which it is visually related. )

The masonry and. aluminum ertrance materials
ave Visially compatible with the existing and
ad jacout buildi ngs-

2 -
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12.Roof shapes. The roof shape of a building shall be visually compatible with the buildings to
which it is visually related.

£liminating old colonial ‘Cd\ferea[ @Vrﬁﬂ, New gignage
with a loweyr voot ‘/xe?@ W

13.Walls of continuity. Building facades and appurtenances such as walls, fences, and landscape
masses shall, when it is a characteristic of the area, form cohesive walls of enclosure along a
street to ensure visual compatibility with the buildings, public ways, and places to which such
elements are visually related.

Exishig steuctue, N/A.

14. Scale of building. The size and mass of buildings and structures in relation to open spaces,
windows, door openings, porches, and balconies shall be visually compatible with the
buildings, public ways, and places to which they are visually related.

L owuexing e em)ﬂrg facade and M&éfnﬂ new 62‘3 hage..

15. Directional expression of front elevation. The buildings shall be visualiy compatible with the
buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related in its directional character,
whether this be vertical character, horizontal character, or nondirectional character.

Nt ,ckmwa’m +he horizowtal chavaster of--+he
existi g butding.
16. Special consideration for existing buildings. For existing buildings, the Plan Commission and

the Board of Trustees shall consider the availability of materials, technology, and
craftsmanship to duplicate existing styles, patterns, textures, and overall detailing.

u'%mﬁ mdaeonry amd alwminum erfrance toTie inte
e exist Mj matevials-

REVIEW CRITERIA - Site Plan Review ~— N/A
Below are the criteria that will be used by the Plan Commission and Board of Trustees in
determining is the application does not meet the requirements for Site Plan Approval. Briefly
describe how this application will not do the below criteria. Please respond to each criterion as it
relates to the application. Please use an additional sheet of paper to respond to questions if
needed. ™

Section 11-604 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Site Plan Review. The site plan review
process recognizes that even those uses and developments that have been determined to be
generally suitable for location in a particular district are capable of adversely affecting the
purposes for which this code was enacted unless careful consideration is given to critical design
elements.
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

APPLICATIO}N FOR SIGN PERMIT

Name aJ’W}i H‘{\x— %Icwbkm,
| Address: [B SPiving Wieel £4 *2 i

| City/Zip: H VL‘:L’L@;J{:’/, = QO"-? I
| Phone/Fax: (3§ %‘H / )‘L“‘f"z‘
| E-Mail: Caﬂm Hcmﬁu Slawkin@

ﬂh%ﬁ:(m'ﬁ

ame 7 a"l’é_ CQ&\raa |

| Address: 922 6. 10N Siveet

| City/Zip: Vet {\lh%, L
| Phone/Fax: (45t 415 |
i E-Mail: WOL’\wu(G ?C\a\ﬂthsum

1Hoi¢

Contact Name: Cﬁﬂ* bi | Contact Name: Ka‘i‘w Gen Yoy

] ADDRESS OF SIGN LOCATIO’\T /) “‘} !”’ E. Cq ([ ‘é«\'\ A\’ ek‘y\m ¢
| ZONING DISTRICT: Please SelectOne 1B
| SIGN TYPE: Please SelectOne  \\/a %‘q) .

| ILLUMINATION Please Select One T itke e nally Tllwwihaled

Sign Information: ’-} .5 s{ Iﬁ Jo'x3" | | Site Information: |
QOverall Size (Square Feet).‘?,q‘?-.' (%’L’ x % ) Lot/Street Frontage: 5’4)764 5“"/ '2%3 Lﬂ
Overall Height from Grade: __ + {’2. Fi. U'fl) -5 ; :
Proposed Colors (Maximum of Three Colors):

e_Light Blue
e_5 l afe (avey

Building/Tenant Frontage:

Existing Sign Information:

Business Name:

Size of Sign: Square Feet

Business Name:

Size of Sign: Square Feet

| | hereby acknowledg,e that I have reaci thls apphr.at:on and the anachcd mstmcnon sheet and state that it is correct |
: agree 10 coynply with all V@age of Hinsdale Ordinances. -

Date

Rrév S
t¢/ of Buildin ;: Date
,95 ﬁéENT_ ,eﬁwéu*z{’” MIM@QT ﬁZEﬁﬁ?f’

B iz oSF

L Total square footage: 0 x$4.00=10 (Minimum $75.00)

Plan Commission Approval Date: Administrative Approval Date:
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CORPORATE COLORS

CORPORATE COLOR THREE COLOR GRADIENT

£5Y

The main color of AMITA Health is a light
blue. It should be used with white for a clean,
friendly look on various materials, collateral,
typography, broadcast and signage where
an additional color is desired or necessary.

P659

RGB 123-163-220
CMYK 51-28-0-0
#7BA3DC

AMITA Health uses a gradient in the logo that can also
be used sparingly in marketing materials. The gradient
is constructed from the AMITA GREEN to AMITA TEAL to
AMITA BLUE. It is very important to use the colors in that
order only.

SUPPORTING COLORS MARKETING COLOR PALETTE
There are four supporting corporate colors. In addition to the corporate colors, six supporting colors are also
Two are also used in the AMITA Health logo. available for use in marketing efforts when more colors are necessary
They compliment the corporate color and such as signage and infographics. For body copy in marketing
are to be used sparingly in marketing and materials, black or 90% black should be used to optimize legibility.
signage materials. ’
P3252 P716 Cool Gray 11
RGB 27-207-201 AMITA RGB 237-135-78 AMITA RGB 123-124-128
CMYK 65-0-29-0 n O CMYK 3-57-77-0 DARKEST CMYK 0-0-0-75
ORANGE' -
#1BCFC9 R #EDS74E GREY #7B7C80
P375 P186
RGB 148-213-0 RGB 216-80-91
CMYK 46-0-100-0 CMYK 11-83-58-1 D AF\TEETREY 90% BLACK
#94D500 #D8505B
Cool Gray 6 p2582 Black
RGB 169-168-169 RGB 191-118-206 RGB 0-0-0
CMYK 0-0-0-30 CMYK 29-61-0-0 CMYK 0-0-0-100
#A9A8BA9 #BF76CE #00000
Cool Gray 9
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE

NOTICE OF PLAN COMMISSION
PUBLIC MEETING

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to all persons that the Village of Hinsdale
Plan Commission shall conduct a public meeting on Wednesday, November 11, 2015 at
7:30 p.m. in the Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale, Illinois for the
purpose of considering an application for site plan and exterior appearance review to
remove the existing porch and columns at the main entrance at 222 E. Ogden Avenue, in
the B-3 General Business District, and known as application A-36-2015. The applicant is
subsequently requesting to construct a new lower fagade wall and to install an internally
illuminated 44.5 square foot wall sign. The last component of the request is to install an
ADA ramp at the front entrance.

The petitioner is: Cathy Harvey-Slawkin, Elm Creek Property Management/, Jeffrey
Myers, Architect/, Brent Johnson, Contractor and Kathy Conroy, Sign Contractor. Copies
of documents relating to the proposed request are on file and available for public
inspection during regular Village business hours in the Memorial Building, 19 East
Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale, Illinois.

The common address is 222 E. Ogden and legally described as follows:

“Schwendener’s ReSubdivision of part of the Northeast ¥4 of Section 1, Township 38
North, Range 11, East of the Third Principal Meridian, According to the Plat Thereof
Recorded September 14, 1970 as Document R70-33025, in DuPage County, Illinois”

At said public meeting, the Plan Commission shall accept all testimony and evidence
pertaining to said application and shall consider any and all possible zoning actions,
including the granting of any necessary special permits, variations, other special
approvals, or amendments to the Zoning Code that may be necessary or convenient to
permit development of the proposed type at the described property. All interested persons
-are invited to attend and be heard.

Dated: October 16, 2015

| Christine M. Bruton, Village Clerk

Published in the Hinsdalean on October 22, 2015

Attachment 2



VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
CERTIFICATION OF PROPER NOTICE

REGARDING APPLICATION FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS AND
MEETINGS

~Slaw /(] n , being first duly sworn on oath, do hereby
certify that | caused Wwritten noti¢e of the filing of my application for a public hearing and or meeting to
be given to owners of record of property within 250 feet of any part of the subject property. | further
certify that | gave such notice in the form required by the Village (Certified Mail) and that | gave such

noticeon __ OcToneR 19, 2010.

Attached is a list of all of the addresses of property to whom | gave such notice and the
receipts of mailings.

As Asewr R

By: &s blem.‘li-}-
Name: Oamflﬁﬁmf-_ﬂﬂk:h
Address: E£C 1 INNNG WH SUITE (2

HivsdALle T GoS2f

Subscribed and sworn to before me o AAAAAPAAANNAAA

" " OFFICALSEAL -~ §
This __ A0 dayof LCTOBER | Roi5 & normw‘ssg‘%ﬂsumﬁwms 1
MY COMM EXPIRES:
By W{MA&?’Q Q‘/\I/ﬁe/l/ AAAPANAANS VA '
Notary/Public
5
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Attachment 3: Village of Hinsdale Design Review Overlay
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Attachment 4: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location*
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Memorandum

To: Chairman Byrnes and Plan Commissioners
From: Chan Yu, Village Planner &7’—
Cc: Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager

Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/BwIdlng Commissioner
Date: November 6, 2015

Re: 25 E. Hinsdale Avenue — Brush Hill Train Station
Casa Margarita Exterior Appearance & Site Plan for Awnings and Ventilation Screening

BACKGROUND

Application

Margarita Blue, Inc., a restaurant DBA Casa Margarita, has entered into a lease agreement ‘with the
Village at 25 E. Hinsdale Avenue. The commercial space is a 3,224 square foot one-story building
commonly known as the Brush Hill Train station, and is located along the Burlington, Northern and Santa
Fe Railway (BNSF).

The lease identifies that the project is subject to the regular permitting review and process. Thus, the
Plan Commission will review Casa Margarita’s Exterior Appearance and Site Plan application
(Attachment 1). Per Section 11-606 of the Zoning Code, the exterior appearance review process is
intended to protect, preserve, and enhance the character and architectural heritage and quality of the
Village.

The applicant is requesting awnings on all four (4) sides of the building, as well as screen enclosures for
ventilation equipment on the south face of the building.

Process

~ Within 60 days following the conclusion of the public meeting, the PC shall transmit to the Board of

Trustees its recommendation, in the form specified in subsection 11-103(H) of this article,
recommending either approval or disapproval of the exterior appearance and site plan review based on
the standards set forth in section 11-604 and subsection 11-606.

Attachments: ,
Attachment 1 — Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Application and Colored Exhibits (received Nov. 6, 2015)



VELLAGE
OF HHNSDALE FOUNDED IV 1873 )

L. GENERAL INFORMATION

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

PLAN CQMMISSION APPLICATION

, E-Mail: /7)

—

Applicant Owner

Name: Onase, Lo*lg P Name: ,4/ /4/—?

Address: A Address: 95 Bavbropd /h.
City/Zip: Qﬂ’ gf Jﬂ 55/ 7.3 City/Zip: 0%;25)/ 6’4& %5/ 2.3
Phone/Fax: (@) f%’ / %7{ | Phone/Fax: (éy ) 1@5" / 7/ 27

E—Mall. 4M Z 2 kﬁ/&.éé‘l_&z

', Others, if any, involved in the project (i.e. Architect, Attorney, Engineer)

Name: SK«/? MI'PF
1 Title: Ql{,hés/
Address: j/ y <. %J%MW 74/@ '
City/Zip: @M Ié é/ I g
Phone/Fax: @) ?5/.3 | 772 &
E-Mail: 56—;[7 it 74%’/‘41"/4. Ldp,

L

Name:
‘Title:
Address:
City/Zip:
Phone/Fax: (__ ) /
E-Mail:

application, and the nature and extent of that interest)

1)

| Disclosure of Village Personnel: (List the name, address and Village position of any officer or employee
of the Village with an interest in the owner of record, the Ap

plicant or the property that is the subject of this

2)

3)




II.  SITE INFORMATION

Address of subject property: _ Z§ g‘ //l;’lfﬁ/ﬂ/ﬂ I4Vf .

Property identification number (P.L.N. or tax number) - -

Brief description of proposed project: 7’775{’4// /2% ﬁéyﬂwﬁﬁ W/é //L”VMA

ngh«é Wt . . \W‘*‘Xﬂ\ﬂm ?cwoh\m.a S‘?r“b’

General description or characteristics of the site: \DW«'\"OWV\ ’}Y F;\\r\ ‘)}MM -

Existing zoning and land use: A‘Q)/Z—

Surrounding zoning and existing land uses: _ @2
North: ﬂs South:

East: %/)/ ‘ West: %,)/-

Proposed zoning and land use: &Wﬂufﬂjﬁ‘

Please mark the approval(s) you are seeking and attach all applicable applications and

standards for each approval requested:

%; Site Plan Approval 11-604 O Map and Text Amendments 11-601E
Amendment Requested:

O Design Review Permit 11-605E

%] Exterior Appearance 11-606E
O Planned Development 11-603E

O Special Use Permit 11-602E

Special Use Requested: U Development in the B-2 Central Business

District Questionnaire




TABLE OF COMPLIANCE

Address of subject property: 25/ 5 . %hé&ég_ﬁé

The following table is based on the /)/ Zoning District.

Minimum Code Proposed/Existing
Requirements Dgvelopmen [ﬁ,\

.

TXT ¥

Minimum Lot Area (s f.)
Minimum Lot Depth
Minimum Lot Width
Building Height

Number of Stories
Front Yard Setback
Corner Side Yard Setback
Interior Side Yard Setback
Rear Yard Setback
Maximum Floor Area Ratio
F.AR.)*
Maximum Total Building
Coverage* ;
Maximum Total Lot Coverage*
Parking Requirements

Parking front yard setback
Parking corner side yard
setback

Parking interior side yard
setback

Parking rear yard setback
Loading Requirements
Accessory Structure

Information ,
* Must provide actual square footage number and percentage.

Where any lack of compliance is shown, state the reason and explain the Village's authority, if any, to approve the

* Mmeaemf a2 1505 Jr 101 Japisal bill 1F 2 Bl
jgﬁl@ @nd W{[Z (W)MWME




CERTIFICATION

The Applicant certifies and acknowledges and agrees that:

A. The statements contained in this application are frue and correct to the best of the Applicant's knowledge and
belief. The owner of the subject property, if different from the applicant, states that he or she consents to the filing
of this application and that all information contained in this application is true and correct to the best of his or her
knowledge. :

B. The applicant understands that an incomplete or nonconforming application will not be considered. In addition,
the applicant understands that the Village may require additional information prior to the consideration of this
application which may include, but is not limited to, the following items:

1. Minimum yard and setback dimensions and, where relevant, relation of yard and setback dimensions
to the height, width, and depth of any structure.

2. A vehicular and pedestrian circulation plan showing the location, dimensions, gradient, and number of
all vehicular and pedestrian circulation elements including rights-of-way and streets; driveway
entrances, curbs, and curb cuts; parking spaces, loading spaces, and circulation aisles; sidewalks,
walkways, and pathways; and total lot coverage of all circulation elements divided as between
vehicular and pedestrian ways.

3. All existing and proposed surface and subsurface drainage and retention and detention facilities and
all existing and proposed water, sewer, gas, electric, telephone, and cable communications lines and
easements and all other utility facilities. '

Location, size, and arrangement of all outdoor signs and lighting.

5. Location and height of fences or screen plantings and the type or kink of building materials or
plantings used for fencing or screening.
6. A detailed landscaping plan, showing location, size, and species of all trees, shrubs, and other plant
material. _
7. A traffic study if required by the Village Manager or the Board or Commission hearing the application.
C. The Applicants shall make the property that is the subject of this application available for inspection by the Village

at reasonable times;

D. If any information provided in this application changes or becomes incomplete or inapplicable for any reason
following submission of this application, the Applicants shall submit a supplemental application or other

E. The Applicant understands that he/she is responsible for alf applicétion fees and any other fees, which the Village
assesses under the provisions of Subsection 11-301D of the Village of Hinsdale Zoning Code as amended April
25, 1989.

IF THE ACCOUNT IS NOT SETTLED WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER THE MAILING OF A DEMAND FOR
PAYI\,/LENT.

On the Q,,’l ‘ @ny of j Cémf 2.0 1S IWe have read the above certification, understand it, and agree

to abide by its con W W

Sigﬁ:re o\“épplicmthorized agent Signature of applicant or authorized agent

hetot. [,

Name of applicant or authorized agent Namj

of applicant or authorized agent

SUBSCRIBED AND SW@RN

to before me this 232 day of
Qbﬁgc , ;gng.

Notary Public
4

Official Seal
Karen L Moreng
Notary Public State of Hlinis
My Gommission Expires 10/04/2017




COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT
EXTERIOR APPEARANCE AND
SITE PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA

OF HINSDALE‘ F:;UNDED IN 1872

Address of proposed request: 26 [ * /%75/4 // A/ﬂ‘ )

REVIEW CRITERIA ‘ '

Section 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Exterior appearance review. The exterior appearance
review process is intended to protect, preserve, and enhance the character and architectural heritage and
quality of the Village, to protect, preserve, and enhance property values, and to promote the health, safety, and
welfare of the Village and its residents. Please note that Subsection Standards for building permits refers to
Subsection 11-605E Standards and considerations for design permit review.

***PLEASE NOTE*** [f this is a non-residential property within 250 feet of a single-family
residential district, additional notification requirements are necessary. Please contact the Village
Planner for a description of the additional requirements.

EFEES for Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review:

Standard Application: $600.00
Within 250 feet of a Single-Family Residential District: $800

Below are the criteria_that will be used by the Plan Commission, Zoning and Public 'Safetv

Committee and Board of Trustees in reviewing Exterior Appearance Review requests. Please

respond to each criterion as it relates to the application. Please use an additional sheet of paper
to respond to questions if needed.

1. Open spaces. The quality of the open space between buildings and in setback spaces
between street and facades. ~ :

g

2. Materials. The quality of materials and their relationship to those in existing adjacent

structures. W M{ .},0 %’ H .

3. General design. The quality of the design in general and its relationship to the overall

character of neighborhood. ﬂ[ é/ h A}( H



. General site development. The quality of the site development in terms of landscaping,
recreation, pedestrian access, auto access, parking, servicing of the property, and impact on
vehicular traffic patterns and conditions on-site and in the vicinity of the site, and the retention
of trees and shrubs to the maximum extent possible.

Vo xtmiing any - etihifate-

. Height. The height of the proposed buildings and structures shall be visually compatible with

adjacent buildings.
’ BN

. Proportion of front facade. The relationship of the width to the height of the front elevation
shall be visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually

related.
&

. Proportion of openings. The relationship of the width to the height of windows shall be visually
compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which the building is visually related.

N

- Rhythm of solids to voids in front facades. The relationship of solids to voids in the front
facade of a building shall be visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to
. which it is visually related.m

| )

\ﬂk Cnﬁlowb Wil he /oh/m})\o\!y i
AN N

. Rhythm of spacing and buildings on streeé‘t The relationship of a building or structure to the
open space between it and adjoining buildings or structures shall be visually compatible with
the buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related.

R

10. Rhythm of entrance porch and other projections. The relationship of entrances and other

projections to sidewalks shall be visually compatible with the buildings, public ways, and
places to which it is visually related. \

11.Relationship of materials and texture. The relationship of the materials and texture of the

facade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials to be used in the buildings

and structures to which it is visually related. ‘ .
QW(M W“l; Awiing MV ol be cadikom vy Feaingition
W) )/[fnm

Wq/ MM y{MMﬂvfh lo




12.Roof shapes. The roof shape of a building shall be visually compatible with the buildings to
which it is visually related. )

13. Walls of continuity. Building facades and appurtenances such as walls, fences, and landscape
masses shall, when it is a characteristic of the area, form cohesive walls of enclosure along a
street to ensure visual compatibility with the buildings, public ways, and places to which such

- elements are visually related.

Bl 10 ¥\

14.Scale of building. The size and mass of buildings and structures in relation to open spaces,
windows, door openings, porches, and balconies shall be visually compatible with the
buildings, public ways, and places to which they are visually related.

N

15. Directional expression of front elevation. The buildings shall be visually compatible with the
buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related in its directional character,
whether this be vertical character, horizontal character, or nondirectional character.

un

16. Special consideration for existing buildings. For existing buildings, the Plan Commission and
the Board of Trustees shall consider the availability of materials, technology, and
craftsmanship to duplicate existing styles, patterns, textures, and overall detailing.

ai

REVIEW CRITERIA - Site Plan Review
Below are the criteria that will be used by the Plan Commission and Board of Trustees in
determining is the application does not meet the requirements for Site Plan Approval. Briefly
describe how this application will not do the below criteria. Please respond to each criterion as it
relates to the application. Please use an additional sheet of paper to respond to questions if
needed.

Section 11-604 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Site Plan Review. The site plan review
process recognizes that even those uses and developments that have been determined to be
generally suitable for location in a particular district are capable of adversely affecting the
purposes for which this code was enacted unless careful consideration is given to critical design
elements.



- The site plan fails to adequately meet specified standards required by the Zoning Code with
respect to the proposed use or development, including special use standards where

applicable. On l1 o @\ﬂh fﬁpoéf/”b’mé@ M#f VMZ@HB%\ Sbrfé/b"ﬁ.

. The proposed site plan interferes with easements and rights-of-way.
hot ke b mwﬁ»g Hup, e &U}Hhﬂ l,/(r//.

. The proposed site plan unreasonably destroys, damages, detrimentally modifies, or interferes
with the enjoyment of significant natural, topographical, or physical features of the site.

N

. The proposed site plan is unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the use and enjoyment of

surrounding property. \ ,
N4

. The proposed site plan creates undue traffic congestion or hazards in the public streets, or the
circulation elements of the proposed site plan unreasonably creates hazards to safety on or off
site or disjointed, inefficient pedestrian or vehicular circulation paths on or off the site.

'Séh@;’n" [""“ bﬁ ‘ﬂ"ffomrl/é/ £l7 curb , 5/4146 15 nﬁL Ih ‘#‘6 /ﬂ‘ﬁ,

1A

. The screening of the site does not provide adequate shielding from or for nearby uses. _"

M

. The proposed structures or landscaping are unreasonably lacking amenity in relation to, or are
incompatible with, nearby structures and uses. '

W

. In the case of site plans submitted in connection with an application for a special use permit,
the proposed site plan makes inadequate provision for the creation or preservation of open
space or for its contim)ﬁi maintenance.

b,

- The proposed site plan creates unreasonable drainage or erosion problems or fails to fully qnd
satisfactorily integrate the site into the overall existing and planned ordinance system serving

the community. W '



10.The proposed site plan places unwarranted or unreasonable burdens on specified utility
systems serving the site or area or fails to fully and satisfactorily integrate the site’s utilities into
the overall existing and planned utility system serving the Village.

v

-11.The proposed site plan does not provide for required public uses designated on the Official
Map. M/+
12.The proposed site plan otherwise adversely affects the public health, safety, or general
welfare. '
/iﬁl Sirttning ﬂaﬁl@mﬂfé wit ’Yﬁ’”h’/ ol Sy,
o a cosbanats
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
' 19 East Chicago Avenue
Hinsdale, lllinois 60521-3489
630.789.7030

Application for Certificate of Zoning Compliance

You must complete all portions of this application. If you think certain
information is not applicable, ‘then write “N/A.” If you need additional
space, then attach separate sheets to this form.

Applidant’s name: Al 4M
Owner’s name (if different): __/ - b

Property address: 75 £ té//ﬂs’f/ﬁﬂé /4‘ Ve

Property legal description: [attach to this form]

Present zoning classification: IB, Institutional Buildings
Square footage of property:

Lot area per dwelling:

Lot dimensions:

X '
Current use of property: /géf;ﬁﬁ/’%”f

Proposed use: DSingle—family detached dwelling
[lother: .
Approval sought: [] Building Permit 1 Variation
[]Special Use Permit [ Planned Development
HlSite Plan X Exterior Appearance
[1Design Review
[ Other:

Brief description of request and proposal:

/mi/(;j;s, 4»;3@51' o VM‘)al"jde/h/‘“f .

Plans & Specifications: [submit with this form]
v Provided: Required by Code:
Yards:

front:

interior side(s) / /



ey

- principal building(s):
accessory building(s):
Dwelling unit size(s):
Total building coverage: ‘
Total lot coverage: M /f
Floor area ratio: M, ' '

Provided: Required by Code:

corner side Nin
rear 2;1 % ﬂ
A

Setbacks (businesses and offic s):
front: 7
interior side(s) i
corner side
rear
others:

Ogden Ave. Center:
York Rd. Center:
Forest Preserve:

Building heights:

principal building(s):
accessory building(s):

Maximum Elevations:

b |

=

Accessory building(s): N
Spacing between buildings:[depict on attached p;ans]

principal building(s): i /ﬁ
accessory building(s): _A/JA A

7
Number of off-street parking spaces required: /V[A
Number of loading spaces required:

Statement of applicant:
I swear/affirm that the information provided in this form is true and complete. |

understand that any omission Af applicable or relevant information from this form could
be a basis for denafdlor revofation of the Certificate of Zoning Compliance.

Applicant's signature
(Do Lyl

Applicant's printed name

Dated: ﬁ% z/ , 20/;

By:

2-
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