Approved:
DRAFT

MINUTES
VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
PLAN COMMISSION
APRIL 13, 2011
MEMORIAL HALL
7:30 P.M.

Chairman Byrnes called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m., Wednesday, April 13, 2011 in
Memorial Hall, the Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale, Illinois.

PRESENT: Chairman Byrnes, Commissioner Stifflear, Commaissioner Johnson,
Commissioner Moore Commissioner Brody, Commissioner Nelson,
Commissioner Kluchenek and Commissioner Crnovich

ABSENT: Commissioner Sullins

ALSO PRESENT: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner, Ken Florey, Village Attorney

Approval of Minutes

The Plan Commission reviewed the minutes from the March 9, 2011 meeting.
Commissioner Moore motioned to approve the minutes of March 9, 2011 as amended.
Commissioner Crnovich seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Scheduling of Public Hearings

A-08-2011 - 149 E. Ogden (BP) - Design Review Overlay Permit, Special Use for
Carryout and Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review for a New Quick Serve
Restaurant Facility. ' ‘

Chairman Byrnes stated the public hearing would be scheduled for May 11, 2011.

Sign Permit Review
11 E. First Street - J Bees — One Wall Sign

Chairman Byrnes provided a brief explanation of the new sign approval process and
indicated that he thought this sign looked good, but wanted to get some input from the
Commissioners. Gil Algarin, applicant, provided a brief description of the proposal.
General discussion ensued regarding the location and scale of other signs along First Street.
Commissioner Stifflear asked what the maximum height could be. Mr. Gascoigne indicated
twenty feet or the bottom of any second story window, whichever was less. Commissioner
Kluchenek motioned for the approval of signage for 11 E. First Street — J Bees — One Wall
Sign. Commissioner Nelson seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
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Public Hearings

A-33-2010 - Doug Fuller - Text Amendment to Section 6-106, to allow Real Estate
Offices with a Maximum of 10 Agents, in the O-1 District as Special Uses and A-34-
2010 - Special Use Permit to allow a Real Estate Office, with a Maximum of 10
Agents, at 22 N. Lincoln Street.

Chairman Byrnes opened the public hearing, introduced the case and gave a brief summary
as to why the case was back in front of the Commission. He indicated that there was not a
real concern with the request, but that there was some miscommunication in terms of the
language in the submittal. He explained that he clarified with staff, what he felt the
Commission was looking for and what the concerns were so that they could be addressed
appropriately in the draft ordinance. He proceeded to open the public hearing and ask if
the applicant was present.

Doug Fuller, owner and applicant, introduced himself and summarized the request,
elaborating on some of the areas that raised concerns previously.

General discussion ensued regarding the terms and conditions of the original temporary use
approval.

Commissioner Stifflear expressed his support for the request and identified that he had
voted for it previously. He summarized to the applicant, what he felt were some of the
Commissions concerns previously. He then offered suggestions as to how the language
could be structured.

Commissioner Crnovich agreed with Commissioner Stifflear’s thoughts and also suggested
some language changes.

Matt Klein, attorney for Ms. Feinstein, offered his thoughts on how the language could be
structured.

Chairman Byrnes suggested that the text amendment language be changed to remove the
restriction of personnel and offering that those issues would be better suited for the special
use discussion on a case by case basis.

Chairman Byrnes asked for a motion on the text amendment.
Commissioner Nelson motioned to approve a text amendment to Section 6-106, to allow
Real Estate Offices as a Special Use, in the O-1 District. Commissioner Brody seconded.

The motion passed unanimously.

Chairman Byrnes then summarized how the language had been amended regarding the
special use.

Discussion ensued regarding the special use request and how to enforce the personnel
limitations.
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Mr. Klein expressed his clients concerns with the limitation of 10 personnel, stating that
the original language was 10 agents and they would need additional allowances for support
staff.

Discussion ensued regarding how to best address the total personnel allowances. The
applicant indicated that they would need an allowance for 3 additional support staff.

Mr. Florey recommended that to avoid confusion regarding classification of the employees,
they leave the language as is but change the number to allow 13 personnel as defined in the
ordinance.

General discussion ensued regarding the different options for structuring the language in
the ordinance. The Commission concurred with Attorney Florey’s recommendation.

Commissioner Stifflear motioned for the approval of a Special Use Permit to allow a Real
Estate Office, with a Maximum of 13 Personnel, at 22 N. Lincoln Street. Commissioner
Nelson seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Commissioner Crnovich requested clarification as to why this public hearing was not
scheduled by the Plan Commission.

Mr. Florey indicated that this case was remanded back from the Village Board and that the
requirements were different than those of a new public hearing.

A-05-2011 - 10 N. Washington Street — Eden Supportive Living — Major Adjustment
to a Planned Development and a Special Use for a Personal Care Facility.

Chairman Byrnes introduced the case and summarized the request. He indicated that one
of the decisions the Commission was going to need to make was whether this request should
be treated as a new Planned Development. He opened the public hearing and asked the
applicant to proceed.

Mike Hamblet, attorney and owner for Eden Supportive Living, introduced himself,
provided a general description of Eden and the summarized this specific request and how it
differed from their other facilities. He then explained differences in licensing, financing
and classifications of general care facilities. He identified the original interest the agency
had with accepting applications for residents with Autism or Asperger’s Syndrome, but
have since decided not to pursue that option.

Chairman Byrnes asked Mr. Hamblet to define the private pay concept.

Mr. Hamblet provided an explanation of the private pay system and explained the extensive
level of financial and criminal background checks the agency undergoes when selecting its
residents. In addition, he identified the considerable amount of licensing required for the

. facility to operate.

Commissioner Brody questioned if this model was the first of its kind for Eden.
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- Mr. Hamblet indicated it was the first.

Commissioner Nelson asked the applicant to elaborate on the level of disability associated
with the physical disabilities Eden was proposing to accept.

Mr. Hamblet indicated that a potential resident would be required to have two physical
disabilities.

Commissioner Kluchenek questioned what would happen in the event that the applicant
wanted to alter the licensing at some point in the future.

Mr. Florey indicated that the special use permit would mirror the application and requests
being made by the applicant and that any deviation from that would require an amendment

to the special use.

Commissioner Crnovich questioned if the applicant had applied for the appropriate
licensing.

Mr. Hamblet confirmed they had.

Matt Murer, counsel for the applicant, introduced himself and provided a more in depth
explanation on funding and licensing for agencies such as Eden.

Commissioner Crnovich clarified one additional point and asked if the two, newly proposed
facilities in the South Shore and Champaign had started construction.

Mitch Hamblet indicated they hadn’t broken ground yet, but they were close.
Commissioner Nelson questioned the changes proposed for the Washington Square facility.
Mr. Hamblet expressed concern that their were still some lingering concerns regarding a
previous question and clarified that they would not be permitted to accept any form of
mental illness. He then explained the improvements to the existing facility would be
mainly internal including accessibility issues and redecorating, but that they would also be

focusing on landscaping and other maintenance issues.

Commissioner Nelson confirmed that the proposal didn’t include going up or out on any
portion of the building.

Mr. Hamblet confirmed they would not. He then indicated how well the existing facility
suited their needs as it existed.

Commissioner Brody confirmed the changes were mainly cosmetic.
Commissioner Moore asked for clarification on how a two-bedroom unit would be utilized.

Mr. Hamblet provided several scenarios in which this could happen.
4
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Commissioner Moore expressed some concern with the private pay requirement and how
they would address the cost issue without any type of additional funding.

Mr. Hamblet cited examples of how residents are typically funded, but also explained that
while uncommon due to the extensive financial checks, it is not impossible to exhaust
funding and in these cases they try to relocate an individual to one of their facilities that
accepts additional funding options.

Commissioner Brody asked how they would handle a situation where someone ran out of
funds.

Mr. Hamblet indicated that there first option would be to relocate the individual to a
different facility, but if that option was not available, eviction was possible.

Commissioner Crnovich questioned if Eden would have an age limit.

Mr. Hamblet indicated they would have a minimum age, but no maximum.
Commissioner Kluchenek asked how many beds were in the facility.

Mr. Hamblet indicated there were 71 units and 83 beds.

Commissioner Kluchenek questioned if there was a visitation policy and if the applicant
had given any thought to the potential impact on the surrounding community.

Mr. Hamblet identified the potential population at the facility and the parking demand that
would be required as well as confirming that visitors are not permitted over night.

General discussion ensued regarding the population distribution amongst the different
facilities.

Commissioner Brody questioned if the business model being proposed for Hinsdale was
unique to Eden.

Mr. Hamblet indicated that there are other agencies out there that can accept a similar
population, but they feel they have a strong grasp of the physically disabled population and
choose to focus on that.

Michael Hamblet clarified that there are several agencies out there that accept an elderly
or aged population, but Eden is unique in that they are the first to also welcome a younger
population as well.

Commissioner Stifflear expressed concern with the limited space at the Hinsdale location,
compared to that of Aurora.

Mr. Hamblet indicated that when comparing the usable space at all three sites, they
weren’t too terribly different.
5
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Commissioner Moore addressed parking for staff members and where they would park.

Michael Hamblet indicated that the staff members would be parking on-site and that the
current parking configuration would more than satisfy parking for all residents, staff and
visitors.

Commissioner Kluchenek asked if the applicant had done a traffic study.

Carol Wroble indicated that the proposed use will have the exact same density as
Washington Square and that there was no reason to believe that the traffic impact of the
proposed use would be any different than that of Washington Square.

Chairman Byrnes confirmed that he couldn’t recall a time when Washington Square
experienced any parking problems and that he anticipated that the proposed use would be
about the same.

Commissioner Stifflear asked the applicant to address why they should be afforded the
same code flexibility as Washington Square, who he believed was given those flexibilities
because they were a philanthropic use.

Mr. Hamblet felt that the whether or not the previous use was philanthropic, he believed
Washington Square was afforded that density based on the proposed use and that it
provided a public good, which they believe carries the same social merit as what they are
- proposing. He then indicated that another large factor was that this building is existing
"and they are not looking to start from the beginning.

Commissioner Stifflear confirmed with the Village Attorney that the request was for a new
Planned Development.

Mr. Florey indicated that if the Plan Commission agreed with counsel, that the original PD
had expired, they should consider this a new Planned Development.

Commissioner Stifflear felt that if they were to consider this a new Planned Development,
they were bound by the code to mandate certain documents, which were not submitted, to
offer a recommendation.

Chairman Byrnes asked to take public comment.

Commissioner Crnovich asked how many handicap spaces were being provided.

Mr. Hamblet indicated two if that’s what was required.

Michael Hamblet then indicated that all feedback they had received in regards to the
proposal had been positive. He stated that in talking with the lender’s attorney and the

time table afforded to them based on the current financial status of the property, a
neighborhood meeting was just not possible.
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Chairman Byrnes welcomed public comment.

Mr. Adamec expressed concern regarding background checks and who would undergo them.

Mr. Hamblet indicated that anyone living or working at the facility would be subject to an
extensive background check.

Mr. Adamec questioned if the applicant would be paying taxes.

Mr. Hamblet indicated they are a for-profit agency and would most definitely be paying
taxes.

Mr. Adamec confirmed that there would be no structural changes to the exterior of the
building.

Mr. Hamblet confirmed that there would be no structural changes to the existing building.
Chairman Byrnes asked for other questions.

Laurel Haarlow, resident, expressed her skepticism in helping distressed interests find
potential relief in change of use and zoning variations. She expressed her relief to find out
that the proposal is far different than that floating around the neighborhood, but still had
concerns regarding the use and the parking situation.

Joyce Skoog, resident and Washington Square board member, indicated that the needs of
the population they were trying to serve had changed. She stated that people now prefer to
be in a campus-type facility that offers continual care, including independent, assisted and
full service care. She responded to the parking concern indicating that the vehicles were
being permitted to park there in exchange for the maintenance of the property which
Washington Square no longer has the finances or staff to keep up with. She then stated
that Eden Supportive Living would reuse an existing building to bring a needed service to
the community and replace a use that is no longer viable.

Mr. Adamec expressed concern with the applicant maintaining the existing courtyard.

Mr. Hamblet indicated that they would be cleaning up the landscape and improving all
open space areas on the site with additional landscaping.

Commissioner Crnovich asked if this would be considered a single building PD.
Mr. Florey confirmed it was not.
Commissioner Crnovich agreed that this would be a new PD and expressed concern with

the change from supportive living to assisted living changing the scope of the application
which needed to be submitted seven days prior to the meeting.
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Mr. Gascoigne confirmed that all information identifying their current proposal was
submitted at least seven days prior. He then stated that his memo also addressed the
proposed changes.

Commissioner Crnovich asked if the public notice was affected by this change.

Mr. Gascoigne indicated that the zoning code does not get that specific and only
differentiates between a personal care facility and senior living.

Laurel Haarlow requested clarification regarding the three-tiered model that Ms. Skoog
referred to.

Ms. Skoog indicated that the need Ms. Haarlow was referring to was for people over 65.
She summarized the differences between the Washington Square model and the Eden
model and stated they were entirely different in terms of who they were looking to serve.
She indicated that the age group Washington Square was looking to attract are the ones
that are now looking for continuum care allowing them to step up the level of care as they
age without having to leave the facility.

Ms. Haarlow acknowledged Ms. Skoog’s comments, but questioned what was going to
happen to the aging population of Eden and if the community would be faced with a crisis if
they all needed the next tier of service. She then asked how the applicant was going to
address the need of a public amenity under the definition of a Planned Development.

Ms. Scudiero indicated that the ultimate objective is for the residents to return to the
community. She stated that when that’s not possible, they try to bring on additional
services to meet the needs of the residents. When that’s not possible they would look for
other settings for them.

Commissioner Johnson expressed concern with the interchanging use of the terms
supportive and assisted living.

General discussion ensued regarding the residents need for occupational or physical
therapy, and its potential impact on parking.

Mr. Hamblet addressed Commissioner Johnson’s concerns regarding the potential demand
for extra parking.

Commissioner Johnson questioned the types of physical disabilities the residents would
have.

Mr. Hamblet provided several examples.

Commissioner Johnson questioned how they would address those with declining health
issues such as Huntington’s, MS or Parkinson’s.
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Mr. Hamblet indicated Eden would know these conditions from the beginning and the
resident would be aware of the potential implications. He stated that there are times where
the nurse determines that the individual is not appropriate for this level of care and they
are forced to tell them that can’t be accepted.

Commissioner Crnovich asked if there was any issue with the building being R-5 and the
parking lot being O-1.

Mr. Gascoigne indicated that the parking lot is accessory to the primary use and would be
permitted.

Commissioner Crnovich asked if the proposal required Site Plan or Exterior Appearance
Review.

Mr. Gascoigne indicated they were not changing anything and that they could use the
existing plat of survey as a site plan. He stated that the Commission could request an
application if they so desired, but nothing on the site was changing.

Chairman Byrnes closed the public hearing and offered some thoughts regarding the
proposal. He stated it was semantics and the applicant had covered both options, but based
on everything he had heard, this should be treated as a new Planned Development. He
indicated that this was a different animal in that even though it is being considered a new
Planned Development, they were dealing with existing structures and conditions.

Mr. Florey clarified that there were two special use permits being considered. One for a
personal care facility and one for the Planned Development.

Commissioner Johnson asked if one could be considered without the other.
Mr. Florey recommended handling them together.
Chairman Byrnes asked for thoughts on the Planned Development.

Commissioner Johnson indicated that she did not feel that they had sufficient information
to consider this a complete PD application.

Commissioner Stifflear and Commissioner Crnovich agreed.

Commissioner Stifflear indicated he was sympathetic to the situation however they still
needed to adhere to the process.

Commissioner Nelson stated that he was on the other side and that provided there not
changing anything on the outside of the building other than landscaping, he didn’t see any
great risk.

Commissioner Moore stated that she agreed with Commissioner Nelson, but would have
more comfort if they went to the ZPS and Board with a striping plan for the parking lot and
9
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a landscape plan. She felt that they had a good idea as to what was going on here since the
buildings were not changing.

Commissioner Stifflear agreed, but stated that his concern was not from a use stand point,
but a procedural standpoint.

Commissioner Kluchenek indicated that for the purpose of guidance, it was important for
Commissioner Stifflear to articulate what, besides a site plan, should be provided.

Mzr. Florey provided examples of typical documents and encouraged the Commission to
engage in discussions to provide the applicant with the necessary items to provide.

Commissioner Crnovich identified a traffic study, landscaping plan and parking lot striping
plan and indicated she would like to see a list of waivers.

Commissioner Nelson indicated that all the waivers would be those already approved.

Chairman Byrnes stated that even though the structure wasn’t changing, there were a few
waivers required that were unique to a senior living facility and would not be to Eden.

Commissioner Stifflear addressed the issue of open space contribution.

Commissioner Kluchenek acknowledged Commissioner Stifflear’s comments but indicated
that this is a little different because it’s an existing structure. He then identified the
generation of property tax as another benefit.

Chairman Byrnes offered that the overall benefit is the reuse of an existing facility that has
sat vacant and continues to be vandalized. He acknowledged that there was a public
concern that this facility could be torn down, making way for something bigger and more
dense. And while it would be great to get additional open space, it may not be as applicable
here.

Commissioner Brody acknowledged Commissioner Stifflear’s concerns and indicated he was
torn because he continues to fall back on the fact that the Commission knew this was an
existing building.

Commissioner Stifflear indicated he could get behind this concept if the Village got some
benefits. He stated that he felt there was potential to decrease the density of the project
and provide additional open space, thereby reducing the parking problem.
Commissioner Brody stated that he didn’t feel the parking was an issue.

Commissioner Kluchenek stated that he generally agreed with Commissioner Brody and

was generally comfortable with the request, but would have like to hear a little bit more
about the impact of the proposal with the change of use.

10
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Commissioner Johnson indicated that she didn’t feel this was a matter of supporting the
reuse, but rather being sure the process was followed for the purpose of future Planned
Development requests. She felt that another 30 days, with some direction would be
appropriate.

Commissioner Crnovich thought it would be helpful for the applicant to reach out to the
neighbors.

Commissioner Johnson agreed and cited specific examples of where applicants had done
this and had been successful.

Chairman Byrnes indicated that a landscape plan was something that he felt the applicant

could provide, but did not believe that requiring a traffic study would provide any benefit.
He stated that while he wasn’t aware of any huge outcry, contacting some of the neighbors
may not be a bad idea. He confirmed that Washington Square also paid property taxes and

indicated that he wasn’t sure what to do on the open space contribution since there is really

nothing more to give.

Commissioner Moore questioned what type of community involvement Eden had at their
other facilities.

Ms. Scudiero cited several examples of community involvement including their residents
going to the Ronald McDonald House to prepare lunches for the families, having haunted

houses for the community and providing use of their facility for voting amongst others.

Michael Hamblet clarified a prior point, stating that close to 40% of their residents do use
wheelchairs.

Chairman Byrnes recognized the number of Commissioners that referenced adherence to
the code and asked the Commissioners what additional information they would need.

Commissioner Crnovich requested a revised striping plan for the parking lot showing how
many spaces could be provided.

Commissioner Stifflear requested that the applications reflect the removal of Autism and
Asperger’s Syndrome and inclusion of the 100% pay model.

Chairman Byrnes confirmed that all of that would be spelled out in the license.
Commissioner Stifflear indicated that he would like to see it in the PD.

Chairman Byrnes indicated that the PD would require the appropriate licensing and the
license would reflect these conditions.

Commissioner Stifflear indicated that he wanted to have their regulatory body encapsulate

that.

11
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Chairman Byrnes confirmed with Attorney Florey that all these things will be documented
in the ordinance.

Commissioner Stifflear suggested they require elevations of the buildings.

General discussion ensued regarding the elevations and Chairman Byrnes indicated that
elevations seemed like a lot of needless work and expense for something that was already
there.

Discussion ensued as to what historical documents exist and are available to include as part
of the packet. The applicant confirmed that they only had elevations of the atrium addition.
Discussions continued regarding the information that should be required.

Commissioner Moore stated that it was not her point to require the applicant to go through
more expense for elevations but that she was surprised that the elevations didn’t exist
somewhere.

Commissioner Kluchenek confirmed that it is part of establishing a record.

Mr. Gascoigne apologized and indicated that he could not speak for the archiving and
record keeping over the last 35 years. He explained the difficulties involved in finding what
they had in their packets, but indicated he would continue to look.

Discussion ensued regarding what information was available to make the application more
complete.

Chairman Byrnes asked Attorney Florey his thoughts on the legal strength of a PD case
with this level of information.

Mr. Florey indicated this was not a round peg in a round hole project, so the Plan
Commission had a lot of discretion as to whether the information in front of them was
enough or whether to require additional information. He suggested that regardless of
whether they decide to send the application on tonight or not, the applicant should provide
a site plan application moving forward.

Discussion ensued amongst the commissioners as to the need to be consistent with the
process.

Commissioner Stifflear noted the difficulty they were having with obtaining information, so
they should get it all now.

Commissioner Nelson stated that he still felt they had enough to send it on. He indicated
they have an existing facility that’s falling apart, the opportunity to serve a portion of the
community that’s underserved, in a facility that’s not changing the footprint.

Commissioner Brody agreed.

12
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Commissioner’s Johnson and Crnovich disagreed. Commissioner Johnson indicated that 30
days wasn’t a lot to ask.

Commissioner Brody questioned what they would like to see and how much hardship they
wanted to impose on the applicant.

Commissioner Nelson indicated if that was the case, then they needed to be very specific as
to what they wanted and then they were done. He indicated what he didn’t want to see was
the commission imposing additional requirements after the applicant was given direction.
Commissioner Johnson indicated they she felt they did have a burden of being specific.
Commissioner Kluchenek indicated he was inclined to believe they had enough information
in front of them and the key was what went in the conditions however he would rather not

see a 4-3 outcome if all it took was 30 days to get everyone on board.

Chairman Byrnes confirmed Commissioner Kluchenek’s point and asked the
Commissioners to indicate what they needed for next month.

The Commissioners indicated a landscape plan, a plan showing the parking lot
configuration and elevations.

Discussion ensued regarding what the applicant should provide for elevations.

Chairman Byrnes confirmed they had come up with a landscape plan, a plan showing the
parking lot configuration and elevations.

Mr. Gascoigne confirmed the Commission wanted a site plan application.
General discussion ensued regarding what details should be provided.
Commissioner Kluchenek asked if photographs would suffice.

Mr. Florey indicated that was the Commission’s discretion.

Commissioner Kluchenek indicated that given the standards for exterior appearance and
the fact that the building is existing, bare minimum for the record was ok.

Commissioner Moore confirmed that she was fine with pictures of all four sides of the
building serving as the public record.

Chairman Byrnes confirmed.
The Commissioners concurred.
Commissioner Nelson agreed and indicated that if they had pictures of the building, along

with the elevation of the tower, they could put everything into reference.
13
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Commissioner Johnson asked Attorney Florey if doing this set a precedence for any other
development in town.

Mr. Florey indicated it would not and that each PD stood on its own. He indicated the
process should be the same, but once you got into the process, each PD stood on its own.

Chairman Byrnes confirmed that so far he had the parking lot plan, elevations and site
plan application with photographs.

Commissioner Brody requested the elevation of the tower.

Commissioner Moore indicated that in terms of the parking plan, she was looking for the
applicant to better identify where the parking spots are.

Discussion ensued regarding the parking lot and whether to provide a larger buffer or the
additional spots.

Mr. Gascoigne indicated the Commission would need to give direction as to whether they
wanted to maximize parking or wanted additional buffer because increasing one would
inevitably cause the need for a waiver on the other.

- Commissioner Nelson pointed out that the Aurora facility utilized less spots than what the

Hinsdale location currently has, and the population of the Aurora facility was better than
double that of the proposed Hinsdale location, therefore he felt providing the buffer made
the most sense.

Mr. Gascoigne clarified that the application did not need to be changed because the changes
Mr. Stifflear was referring to were not specifically mentioned.

The Commission concurred and confirmed those conditions would be in the Special Use
permit.

Mr. Florey confirmed.

Chairman Byrnes requested that the conditions regarding Autism and Asperger’s
Syndrome and the age restrictions, be included in the draft ordinance.

General discussion ensued regarding what the license covered and what should be in the
draft ordinance.

Commissioner Nelson motioned to continue the public hearing to May 11th, Commissioner
Brody seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Adjournment

14
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Commissioner Nelson moved to adjourn. Commissioner Brody seconded and the meeting
adjourned at 10:15 p.m. on April 13, 2011.

Respectfully Submitted,

Sean Gascoigne
Village Planner
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HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

RE: Case A-33-2010 - Applicant: Doug Fuller — Request: Text Amendment to Section 6-106, to
allow Real Estate Offices in the O-1 District as Special Uses.

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW:  April 13, 2011

DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: April 25, 2011
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

I. FINDINGS

1. The Applicant, Doug Fuller, submitted an application to Article VI (Office Districts), Section 6-106
(Special Uses), to allow Real Estate Offices with a Maximum of 10 Agents, in the O-1 District as
Special Uses. '

2. The Plan Commission heard testimony from applicant regarding the proposed text amendment at the
Plan Commission meeting of April 13,2011.

3. The Commission recommended the removal of the restriction for 10 agents from this portion of the
request finding this more appropriate to be discussed as part of the Special Use process.

4. The Plan Commission specifically finds that the Application satisfies the standards in Section 11-
601 of the Zoning Code applicable to approval of the amendments.
IL. RECOMMENDATIONS
The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, by a voté of eight (8) “Ayes”, zero (0) “Nays” and one (1)

“Absent” recommends to the President and Board of Trustees that the Hinsdale Zoning Code be amended
as proposed.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of , 2011.




HINSDALE PLAN COMMISION

RE: Case A-34-2010 - Applicant:Doug Fuller - Location: 22 N. Lincoln: Special Use Permit to
allow a real estate office, with a maximum of 10 agents, at 22 N. Lincoln Street.

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: April 13, 2011
DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: April 25, 2011
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

L FINDINGS

1. The applicant, Doug Fuller, has submitted an application for a Special Use to allow a real estate
office, with a maximum of 10 agents, at 22 N. Lincoln Street.

2. The property is located within the O-1, Specialty Office District and improved with a 2-story home
used for office.

3. The Plan Commission heard testimony from the applicant regarding the proposed request at the Plan
Commission meeting of April 13, 2011.

4.  The applicant expressed concern with the new language in the ordinance stating “personnel” rather
than “agents” indicating the need for additional allowances for their staff.

5. The Plan Commission recommended leaving the language as written, but increasing the permitted
number to 13, instead of 10 to accommodate support staff.

6.  The Plan Commission specifically finds that the Application satisfies the standards in Section 11-
602 of the Zoning Code applicable to approval of a special use permit.

II. RECOMMENDATION

The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, by a vote of eight (8) “Ayes,” 0 “Nay,” and one (1) “Absent”
recommends that the President and Board of Trustees approve the Application for a special use permit to
allow a real estate office, with a maximum of 13 personnel, at 22 N. Lincoln Street.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of , 2011,




Memorandum

To: Chairman Byrnes and Plan Commissioners
. B 2
From: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner %

Ce:  Robb McGinnis, Building Commissioner
David Cook, Village Manager

Date:  May 11, 2011

Re:  Scheduling Public Hearing for Case A-11-2011
Applicant: Village of Hinsdale
Request: Text Amendment to Article III (Single-Family Res1dent1a1 DlStI‘lCtS) Section
3-110 (Bulk, Space and Yard Requirements) of the Hinsdale Zoning Code as
it relates to the Elimination of the Floor Area Ratio Requirement for New
Single-Family Residences that Receive Design Review Approval from the
Design Review Commission.

The Applicant, the Village of Hinsdale, has submitted an application to amend Sections 3-110 of
the Zoning Code, as it relates to the elimination of the maximum Floor Area Ratio for New

- Single-Family Residences that Receive Design Review Approval from the Design Review
Commission. In addition, the proposal includes changes to Title 2 of the Village Municipal
Code to designate a Commission to implement the review process and establish standards and
guidelines.

It should be noted that if the ZPS and Village Board choose to refer this matter on for further
consideration, amendments and changes to the Villages’ Municipal Code are considered and
voted on only by the ZPS and Village Board. Therefore, if this item is referred to the Plan
Commission, the Commission should only discuss the appropriateness of including the additional
language into Section 3-110 of the Zoning Code, before referring any recommendation on to the
ZPS and Village Board where the appropriateness of the language change to Title 2 and Chapter
15 of the Municipal Code can then be addressed, along with the Plan Commission’s
recommendation of the text amendment to the Zoning Code for final consideration.

On May 3, 2011, the Village Board of Trustees moved, unanimously, to recommend the
aforementioned request be scheduled for a public hearing at the next regularly scheduled Plan
Commission meeting.

It is requested that the public hearing be scheduled for June 8, 2011.

Attachment

Cc:  President Cauley and Village Board of Trustees
David Cook



VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

I. GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant ﬂ Owner II

Name: Village of Hinsdale Name: N/A

Address: 19 E. Chicago Ave. - Address:

City/Zip: Hinsdale, II. 60521 City/Zip:

Phone/Fax: (630) 789-7030___/ Phone/Fax: (__) /

E-Mail: E-Mail: J
'I Others, if any, involved in the project (i.e. Architect, Attorney, Engineer) 1]

Name: Name:

Title: Title:

Address: Address:

City/Zip: City/Zip: _

Phone/Fax: (__) / Phone/Fax: (__) /

E-Mail: 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) Robert McGinnis, Director of Community Dévelop_ment/Building Commissioner

2) Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner

3) David Cook, Village Manager




SN SR

' East: N/A West: N/A

II. SITE INFORMATION

Address of subject property: N/A

Property identification number (P.I.N. or tax number): - - -

Brief description of proposed project: Text amendment to Atticle lll, Section 3-110 of the Hinsdale

Zoning Code, as it relates to the elimination of the floor area ratio requirement for new single family

residences that receive design review approval from the Design Review Commission.

General description or characteristics of the site: N/A

Existing zoning and land use: N/A
Surrounding zoning and existing land uses:

North: N/A South: N/A

Proposed zoning and land use: N/A

Existing square footage of property: N/A square feet

i—

Please mark the approval(s) you are seeking and attach all applicable applications and
standards for each approval requested: ,
, , M Map and Text Amendments 11-601E
Q Site Plan Disapproval 11-604 Amendment Requested: Elimination of FAR for
new homes receiving design review approval.
Q Design Review Permit 11-605E . 4 -

O Planned Development 11-603E
Q Exterior Appearance 11-606E velop

. @ Development in the B-2 Central Business
W 'SpeCial Use Permit 11-602E : District%uestionnaire

Special Use Requested:

O Major Adjustment to Final Plan Development




TABLE OF COMPLIANCE

Address of subject property: N/A

The following table is based on the N/A Zoning District.

Minimum Code Proposed/Existing
Requirements Development

Minimum Lot Area

Minimum Lot Depth Text Amendment:

Minimum Lot Width Not Applicable

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 v
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
“application despite such lack of compliance: .




CEHTIFICATION

The Applicant certifies and acknowledges and agrees that:

A. 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.

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 commumcatlons lines and
easements and all other utility facilities.

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

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
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

E. 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. :

F. 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
On the oz/ "" , day of %ﬂ/ ,2.¢ ¢! |/We have read the above certification, understand it, and agree
to abide by |tscﬁtlo?§

Slgnature of applicant or authorized agent Signature of applicant or authorized agent

Name of applicant or authorized agent Name of applicant or authorized agent
SUBSCRIBED AN S(WORN !
to before me this _A (S Tday of ' S W @

éﬂ%j R0 @AAM / DS
CAREIAI A A ublic

§

; OFFICIAL SEAL
}  CHRISTINEMBRUTON 4
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS
‘ MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:03/30/14

AAPVAALA LA
\AAAAAY ANA "

WAAAAY AN
WA AN




COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

P SR Ny . .. DEPARTMENT
g P T " ZONING CODE TEXT AND MAP
AL AMENDMENT APPLICATION

S

OF HINSD ALE FOUNDED IN 1873

Must be accompanied by completed Plan Commission Application

Address of the subject property or description of the proposed request: Text amendment to
Article 111, Section 3-110 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code, as it relates to the elimination of the floor area
ratio requirement for new single family residences that receive design review approval from the
Design Review Commission.

REVIEW CRITERIA

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.

The proposed text amendment has been recommended by the Design Review Commission to be

the most appropriate course of encouragement for residents to obtain design review approval for

new single-family homes.

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




5.

10.

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.
N/A

The extent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished by the existing zoning
classification applicable to it. Through discussion, the Design Review Commission

determined that eliminating the requirement for FAR does little, if anything to impact the exterior

aesthetics of a single-family home, given the application of existing bulk requirements for

setbacks, height and elevation. For this reason, the value of propetrties should not be affected at

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

The extent, if any, to which the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties would be affected by
the proposed amendment. As stated previously, the Design Review Commission felt that

eliminating the FAR requirement was an appropriate incentive for single-family homes to_go

through design review approval based on the fact that it does nothing to affect the exterior

appearance of a home. Therefore, the use of adjacent properties would not be affected at all by

this text amendmeht.

The extent, if any, to which the value of adjacent properties would be affected by the proposed
amendment. The value of adjacent properties should not be affected for the same reasons stated

in_question 6.

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

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

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. N/A




11.

12.

13.

14.

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.

N/A

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. N/A

The community need for the proposed amendment and for the uses and development it would
allow. The 2025 Plan identified the desire of the residents to impose some type of residential

design review. This interest prompted the creation of the Design Review Commission. After

several meetings and deliberations on how to proceed with the process, it was determined that

the appropriate course of action was to make the process voluntary and provide an incentive for

residents to go through the process. The result was the proposed text amendment.

The reasons, where relevant, why fhe 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. N/A




Memorandum

Toe:  Chairman Byrnes and Plan Commissioners
From: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner

Cc:  Robb McGinnis, Building Commissioner
David Cook, Village Manager

Date: May 11,2011

Re:  Public Hearing for Case A-05-2011
Applicant: Eden Supportive Living
Request: Major Adjustment/Reinstatement of a Planned Development, Special Use
Permit to allow a Personal Care Facility at 10 N. Washington and Exterior
Appearance/Site Plan Review Approval

On April 13®, as part of discussions regarding the public hearing for Eden Supportive Living,
the Commission agreed that the appropriate course of action would be to consider this current
request a new Planned Development. As a result, several comments and concerns were
discussed regarding the standards of the Planned Development process and what, if anything,
the applicant should be required to provide to satisfy these standards. In addition to the
information already provided, it was requested that the applicant provide the following
information, which the Commission agreed would satisfy the standards for the requested
application:

Landscape Plan

Parking lot striping plan

Elevations (while the Commission agreed that photos of the building would

suffice, staff was able to locate reasonable elevations)

Site Plan/Exterior Appearance Application, and;

Draft ordinance

As such the applicant has provided the requested information and is reappearing before the
Commission for approval of the above requested proposal.

Cc:  President Cauley and the Village Board of Trustees
David Cook
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—--HINCOLN-AVE--—

17 PARKING STALLS
1 HANDICAP PARKING STALLS
18 TOTAL PARKING STALLS

TOTAL LOT AREA - 8,269 S.F.
VEHICULAR USAGE AREA - 7,981 SF.
LANDSCAPED AREA- 288 SF.

AL DIMENSIONS NEED TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD
BEFORE CONSTRUCTION STARTS
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ILLINOIS COMPLIANT
HANDICAP PARKING SIGNAGE

EXISTING PARKING

Scale: 1/16* = 1 (11x17)

NOTIGE OF COPYRIGHT

YOU ARE HEREBY ADVISED THAY THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED BY THE DESIGH PROFESSIONAL IDENTIFIED HERE(N AND ARE T0
8E CONSIDERED {NSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE FOR USE SOLELY WATH RESPECT TO THIS PROVECT. THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS THE
AUTHOR AND OWNER OF THESE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVIGE AND RETAINS ALL COMMON LAW, STATUTORY AND GTHER RESERVED
'RIGHTS, INCLUDING COPYRIGHTS. ACCORDINGLY, ANY REPRODUCTION OR USE OF THESE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVACE FOR THE
PURPUSE OF FACILITATING THE BIDDING OR CONSTRUCTING OF THIS PROJECT BY ANYONE OTHER THAN THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL,
7S ASSIGNEE OR DESIGNEES WITHOUT THE EXPRESS PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, OR ITS ASSIGNEE,
‘SHALL CONSTITUTE A VIGLATION OF THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL'S RESPECTIVE RIGHTS AND SHALL ENTIFLE EACH TO RECOVERALL
DAMAGES AS ALLOWED FOR BY LAW ARISING, WHETHER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, FROM SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR
USE. IN THE EVENT OF SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE, THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL OR ITS ASSIGNEE, SHALL NOT BE
RESPONSTBLE FOR THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS OR CONSTRUCTABILITY OF THE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE, ACCORDINGLY, IN THE
EVENT OF SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE, THE PERSON OR ENTITY REPRODUCING ORUSING THE INSTRUMENTS OF
SERVIGE WATHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AGREES, AS EVIDENCED BY SUCH REPRODUCTION O USE, TOINDEMMIFY, DEFEND
AND HOLD HARMLESS ABSOLUTE ARCHITECTURE, PG, ITS OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, EMPLOYEES AND THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, TO
THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW, FROM ANY DAMAGES, LIABILITIES OR COSTS, INCLUDING REASONABLE ATTORNEYS' FEES
AND DEFENSE COSTS, ARISING OR ALLEGEDLY ARISING FROM SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE,

7N

ABSOLUTE

ARCHITECTURE PC
913 GREEN BAY RO, SUITE 202

10 N. WASHINGTON
HINSDALE, ILLINOIS
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1 HANDICAP PARKING STALLS BICYCLE PARKING
23 TOTAL PARKING STALLS NORTH
5BICYCLE STALLS

TOTAL LOT AREA - 8,269 SF.
VEHICULAR USAGE AREA- 7,981 SF.
LANDSCAPED AREA- 288 S.F.

ALL DIMENSIONS NEED TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD
BEFORE CONSTRUCTION STARTS

PROPOSED PARKING

O ®

Scale: 1/16" = 1" (11x17)

NOTICE OF COPYRIGHT ,

YOU ARE HEREBY ADVISED THAT THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED BY THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IDENTIFIEQ HEREIN AND ARE T0
BE GONSIDERED INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE FOR USE SOLELY WITH RESPECT T0 THIS PROJECT. THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS THE
AUTHOR AND OWNER OF THESE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVIGE AND RETAINS ALL COMMON LAW, STATUTORY AND OTHER RESERVED
RIGHTS, INCLUDING COPYRIGHTS. ACCORDINGLY, ANY REPRODUCTION OR USE OF THESE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE FOR THE
PURPOSE OF FACILITATING THE BIDDING OR CONSTRUCTING OF THIS PROJECT BY ANYONE OTHER THAN THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL,
115 ASSIGNEE OR DESIENEES WITHOUT THE EXPRESS PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, OR ITS ASSIGNEE,
‘SHALL CONSTITUTE A VIGLATION OF THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL'S RESPECTIVE RIGHTS AND SHALL ENTITLE FACH TO RECOVER ALL
DAMAGES AS ALLOWED FOR BY LAW ARISING, WHETHER DIREGTLY OR INDIRECTLY, FROM SUCH UNAUTHORIZED AEPRODUCTION OR
USE. IN THE EVENT OF SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE, THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL QR ITS ASSIGNEE, SHALL NOT BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS OR CONSTRUCTABILITY OF THE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE. ACCORDINGLY, IN THE
EVENT OF SUCH UNALTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE, THE PERSON OR ENTITY REPRODUCING OR USING THE INSTRUMENTS OF
SERVICE WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AGREES, AS EVIDENCED BY SUCH REPRODUCTION OR USE, TO INDEMMIFY, DEFEND
ANDHOLD HARMLESS ABSOLUTE ARCHITECTURE, PC, ITS OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, EMPLOYEES AND THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, T0
‘THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW, FROM ANY DAMAGES, LIABILTIES OR COSTS, INCLUDING REASONABLE ATFORNEYS' FEES
AND DEFENSE COSTS, ARISING OR ALLEGEDLY ARISING FROM SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE.

/N

ABSOLUTE
ARCHITECTURE PC
914 GREEN BAY AD, SUITE 202
WINNETKA, ILLINGIS 60093
PH:312.2637345
FAX: 12.263.7346

10 N. WASHINGTON
HINSDALE, ILLINOIS

PROPOSED PARKING FOR EDEN ASSSISTED LIVING

PROPOSED PARKING
PLAN
90 DEG. PARKING
AND PARALLEL

A1.0
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TOTAL LOT AREA - 8,269 S F.
VEHICULAR USAGE AREA - 7,981 SF.
LANDSCAPED AREA- 288 S F.

ALL OIMENSIGNS NEED TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD
BEFORE CONSTRUGTION STARTS

M G

Scale: 1/16" = 1' (11x17)

NOTICE OF COPYRIGHT

YOU ARE HEREBY ADVISED THAT THESE DOCUIMENTS WERE PREPARED 8Y THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IDENTIFIED HEREIN AND ARE TO
'BE CONSIDERED INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE FOR USE SOLELY WATH RESPECT T0 THIS PROJECT, THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS THE
AUTHOR AND OWNER OF THESE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVIGE AND RETAINS ALL GOMMON LAW, STATUTORY AND OTHER RESERVED
RIGHTS, INCLUDING COPYRIGHTS. ACCORDINGLY, ANY REPRODUCTION OR USE OF THESE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE FOR THE
PURPOSE OF FACILITATING THE BIDDING OR CONSTRUCTING OF THIS PROJECT BY ANYONE OTHER THAN THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL,
TS ASSIGNEE OR DESIGNEES WITHOUT THE EXPRESS PRICR WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, OR ITS ASSIGNEE,
SHALL GONSTITUTE A VIOLATION OF THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL'S RESPECTIVE RIGHTS AND SHALL ENTITLE EAGH TO RECOVER ALL
DAMAGES AS ALLOWED FOR BY LAW ARISING, WHETHER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, FROM SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR
USE. IN THE EVENT OF SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE, THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL OR ITS ASSIGNEE, SHALL NOT 8E
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS OR CONSYRUCTABILITY OF THE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE, ACCORDINGLY, IN THE
EVENT OF SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE, THE PERSON OR ENTITY REPRODUCING OR USING THE INSTRUMENTS OF
SERVICE WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AGREES, AS EVIDENCED BY SUCH REPRODUCTION OR USE, TO INDEMNIFY, DEFEND
AND HOLD HARMLESS ABSOLUTE ARCHITECTURE, PC, ITS OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, EMPLOYEES AND THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL T0
THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW, FAOM ANY DAMAGES, LIABILITIES OR COSTS, INCLUDING REASONABLE ATTORNEYS' FEES
AND DEFENSE COSTS, ARISING OR ALLEGEDLY ARISING FROM SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE.

/N

ABSOLUTE
ARCHITECTURE PC
914 GREEN BAY RO. SUNE 202
VINNETKA, LLINOIS £0093
9H: 312.2637345
FAX 3122637345

10 N. WASHINGTON
HINSDALE, ILUNOIS

PROPOSED PARKING FOR EDEN ASSSISTED LIVING

PROPOSED PARKING
PLAN
60 DEG. PARKING
AND PARALLEL

A1.0
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PROVIDE STATE OF
ILLINOIS COMPLIANT
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YSPACES @ 12 8 = 1463

20 PARKING STALLS

1 HANDICAP PARKING STALLS
21 TOTAL PARKING STALLS

5 BICYCLE STALLS

TOTALLOT AREA - 8,269 S.F.
VEHICULAR USAGE AREA - 7,981 SF.
LANDSCAPED AREA - 288 S.F.

. ALL DIMENSIONS NEED TO BE VERIFIED IN FIELD
BEFORE CONSTRUCTION STARTS
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NOTIGE OF COPYRIGHT

'YOU ARE HEREBY ADVISED THAT THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED 8Y THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IDENTIFIED HEREIN AND ARE TO
BE CONSIDERED INSTRUMENTS OF SERVIGE FOR USE SOLELY WITH RESPECT T0 THIS PROJECT, THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL IS THE
AUTHOR AND OWNER OF THESE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVIGE AND RETAINS ALL COMMON LAW, STATUTORY AND OTHER RESERVED
RIGHTS, INCLUDING COPYRIGHTS. ACCORDINGLY, ANY REPRODUCTION OR USE OF THESE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE FOR THE
PURPOSE OF FACILITATING THE BIDDING OR CONSTRUGTING OF THIS PROJECT BY ANYONE OTHER THAN THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL,
TTS ASSIGNEE OR DESIGNEES WITHOUT THE EXPRESS PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, OR ITS ASSIGNEE,
SHALL GONSTITUTE A VIOLATION OF THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL'S RESPECTIVE RIGHTS AND SHALL ENTITLE EAGH TO RECOVERALL
DAMAGES AS ALLOWED FOR BY LAW ARISING, WHETHER DIREGTLY OR INDIRECTLY, FROM SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR
USE. N THE EVENT OF SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE, THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL OR ITS ASSIGNEE, SHALL NOT BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS OR CONSTRUCTABILIFY OF THE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE. ACCORDINGLY, IN THE
EVENT OF SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE, THE PERSON OR ENTITY REPRODUCING OR USING THE INSTRUMENTS OF
SERVICE WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AGREES, AS EVIDENCED BY SUCH REPRODUCTION OR USE, T0 INDEMNIFY, DEFEND
AND HOLD HARMLESS ABSOLUTE ARCHITECTURE, PC, ITS OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, EMPLOYEES AND THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, 10
THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW, FROM ANY DAMAGES, LIABILITIES OR COSTS, INCLUDING REASONABLE ATTORNEYS' FEES
AND DEFENSE COSTS, ARISING OR ALLEGEDLY ARISING FROM SUCH UNAUTHORIZED REPRODUCTION OR USE.

N

ABSOLUTE
ARCHITECTURE PG
914 GREEN BAY RD, SUITE 202
WINNETKA, ILUNOIS 60953
PH: 312.263.7345
FAX: 3122637346

10 N. WASHINGTON
HINSDALE, ILUNOIS

PROPOSED PARKING FOR EDEN ASSSISTED LIVING

PROPOSED PARKING
PLAN
45 DEG PARKING

A1.0
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COMMUMITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT
EXTERIOR APPEARANCE AND

Address of proposed request: __ 10 N. Washington St. Hinsdale, IL 60521

REVIEW CRITERIA

-

Section 11-806 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Exterior appezrance review. The exterior appearance
review process is intended to protect, preserve, and enhance the character znd architectural bavitage and
qualify of the Village, to profect, preserve, and enhance property valuss, and to promote the health, safety, and
welfare of the Village and its rezidentz. Please note, that Subsection Standards for building permit= refars do
Subsection 11-605E Standards and considerations for design permst review.

#2EPLFASE NOTE*** If this is a non-residential property within 250 feet of a single-family
residential diztriet, additional notifieation requirements are wecessary. Please rondnct the Village
Planner for a description of the additional requirements.

1. Open spaces. The quality of the open spar:e I:rerween irw{dmgs and in etbar:k spaces
hetween strest and facades. qp

current set backs or space between burldmgs or the street and facades ‘

2. Materials. The quality of matenrials and their relafionship fo those in existing adjacent

sirueiures. __ Not Applicable Structures and their relationship to adjacent structures will remain the same

3. General design. The quality of the design in general and its relationship to the overall
character of neighborhcod. _Not Applicable. Structures and desian of current structures are not changing

4. Geaneral site development. The qualily of the site development in terms of landscaping,
recraation, pedestrian access, auto aceess, parking, servicing of the property, and impact on
vehicular traffic patterns and condificns on-site and in the vicinity of the site, and the retention
of trees and shrubs to the maximum extent pﬂsﬁll}IE All recreation, pedestrian access, auto access,

trees and shrub maxrmrzatlon and parkmg plan for proposed re strlpplng
Height. The height of the proposed bulldings and structures shall be visually compatible with

adjacent buildings. __Not applicable. No structural change to existing buildings or structures.

L

-1-
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6. Froportion of front fagade. The relalicnship of the widih to the height of the front elevation
shall be visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and placss fo which i is visually
related. _Not Applicable. Relationship of the width to the height of the front elevation is not changing.

7. Proporiion of openings. The relationship of the width o the height of windows shall be visually
cﬁmpatablza with i}mrﬁmgs puﬁn{m way“, and p!ﬁﬁﬁ fo whach tha huﬂcimg is "ﬂsuaﬁly related.

8. Rhythm of sofids to voids in front facades. The relationship of solids to voids in the front
fagade of a building shall be visuall ; mmpa%xble mth hun}dmg@, puhl;a: ways and piace** to
which it iz visuslly related. [he relationshif olids to ve > front facade are

changmg T

9. Rfwihm of spacing and buildings on siresfs. The relationship of a building or structure fo the
cpen space between it and adjoining buildings or structures shall be visually compatible with
the bu“?idims, public ways, and places to which it is visually related.

unchangung

10. Akythm of entrance porch and other projections. The relationship of entrances and other
projections fo sidewalks shall be visually compatible with the buzlﬂmg&, public ways, a:nd
places to which it is visuslly related.

the sidewalk will remain “as is” and will not change

11. Relationship of materals and texifure. The relationship of the materials and texture of the
facade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials to be uged in the bulldings
and structurss fo which it is visually related. _Not Applicable. The facade will not be changing.

12. Roof shapes. The roof shape of a building shall be visually compatible with the buildings to
which it is visually related. _ Not Applicable. No changes will be made to the roof.

13. Walls of continuily. Building facades and appurtenances such as walls, fences, and landscape
masses shall, when it iz a characteristic of the arsa, form cchesive walls of enclosure slong a
zireet to ensure visual compafibility with the buildings, puldic ways, and places to which such
elements are visually related. _Not Applicable. There are no changes to the facade. No new

fences, walls or masses will be erected.

14. Scafe of building. The size and mass of bulldings and structuras in relafion to open spaces,
windows, door cpenings, porches, and balconies shall ke visually compatible with the
buildings, pméﬂm ways mm:l placas to whmh tney are u,,uaﬁ';.r ;na!ated

windows, door openings, porches and balconies wull not be changed
15. Directional expression of front elevation. The buildings shall be visually compatible with the
buildings, public ways, and places fo which it is visually related in its directional character,
whether this be vertical character, horizontsd character, or nondirectional character.

Not Anplicable.The directional ion of the front elevation is not changing




16. Special consideration for existing buildings. For exisfing buildings, the Plan Commission and
the Board of Trustess ahall consider the availability of materials, technology, and
craftsmanship to duplicaie existing siyles, pattemns, textures, and overall defailing.

All existing structure will remain in current condition. No exterior work will be done to facade or
foundation.

REVIEW CRITERIA — 5ite Plan Review

Below are the criteria that will be used by the Plan Commission and Board of Trustees in
determining is the application dogs 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 if
relates to the application. Plesse use an addifional shest of paper to respond to guestions if
neaded.

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 fo be
generally suitable for location in & particular distict are capable of adversely afiecting the
purposes for which this code was enacled unless earsful consideration is given to crifieal design
glzments.

1. The site plan fails to adequately meet specified standards required by the Zoning Code with
raspect to the proposed use or developmend, including special use standards where
applicable.__ Please see waivers in attached supplemental material.

2. The proposed site plan interferes with easements and rights-of-way.
The proposed site plan does not interfere with easements or right-of-ways. All easements

and right-of-ways will remain as they currently exist.
3. The proposed site plan unreasonably destroys, damagss, detrimentally modifiss, or interferes
with the emmmem of significant namra'i m}mgraphmai or physical ﬁeeturer of the site.

of the site in a negative fashion. Eden intends to replace unhealthy shrubslplants around the
parameter of the existing buildings which will increase enjoyment of the site . Please see

4. The {S58R% A% plan is unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the use and enjoyment of
sirrounding property.
The proposed site plan includes new shrubs/plants and year round maintenance of the property grounds by
Eden.

5. The propossd site plan creates undue fraffic congestion or hazards in the public sireets, of the
circulation elements of the proposed site plan unreasonably creates hazards o f'afety an or
off site or disicintad, inefficient pedestrian or vehicular circulation paths on or off the site.

No changes to traffic flow, public right away, sidewalks or vehicular circulation paths on or off the

site are proposed.

6. The soree-ning of the sﬁte does not prow.‘ide adequate shielding from or for nearby uses.

the grounds through year round landscapmg Please see landscape plan

. The proposed structures or landscaping ars unreascnably [ar:%ung amernity in relation to, or ars

mmmm%}:de with, nearby sfructures and uses.
= attached landscape plan.



8. In the case of silte plans submitied in conneclion with an application for a special use permi,
the proposed site plan makes ingdequate provision for the cresfion or preservation of open
space of for its continued maintenance.

No additional structure are proposed. All opens space will remain as it exists, Eden will take
ownership of the grounds and maintain the property grounds year round.

9. The proposed site plan creates unreasonzble drainage of erosion problems or fails to fully and
safisfactorly integrate the site into the overall existing and planned ordinance gysiem sanding
the community. _All structures will remain as they exist. Current dramaggﬂm erosion systems will

remain and be unaltered.

10.The proposed site plan places unwarranted or unreasonabls burdens on specified utility
sysiems serving the aite or area or fails to fully and safisfactorily integrate the site’s utilities into
the overall existing and planned utility system serving the “illage.
Proposed development will not increase the required services already in place or place undue burden on the
Village of Hinsdale.

11.The proposed site plan does not provide for required public usss designated on the Official
Map. The proposed development will not alter the existing designation of public use on the Official Map.

12. The propossd cite plan otherwise adversely affects the public hsalth, safsly, or general
waifare.

The proposed site plan does not include any changes to the current structures, right-a-ways, pedestrian
traffic, vehicle circulation or adversely affect public health. The site plan will increase aesthetic value and
enjoyment through landscaping.
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CERTIFICATION

The Applicant certifies and acknowledges and agrees that:

Onthe __ 14

to abide by its cenditio bw;@mmténs

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.

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.

, day of /le' J , 2041, IMWe have read the above certification, understand it, and agree

Signature of apphean’( or authorized agent Signature of applicant or authorized agent
Pawi Webetin &
Name of applicant ot authorized agent Name of applicant or authorized agent
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN AT A,
OFFICIAL SEAL
to befor me this Z day of / W
‘7 =i il .l KELLY U ANBACH

NOTARY PUSBLIC -
Notary Public mmw

4 AAAAAAAAAMAAAAAA A
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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.

Applicant’s name: EDEN SUTYOETWE  (L\WING-
I (APPLICANT HAS SiGRED
Owner’s name (if different): _ WASWKWGETON SO ORE. \NC . codTRAcT T© PURHAE)
Property address: \O N wASYOIN G
Property legal description: [attach to this form]
. o e !
_Present zoning classification: S 0|
Square footage of property: Hnq 262
Lot area per dwelling: 20,000
Lot dimensions: 207,92 x \LS R\ x 247, LS x 134y’
Current use of property: L
Proposed use: O Single-family detached dwelling
B Otherr PssisE0 L)y \/fw(} FAG LTy
Approval sought: 0O Building Permit (] Variation

KN Special Use Permit X Planned Development
X Site Plan(@) 4/+/s  $4 Exterior Appearance @“/M/u

(] Design Review

® Other: _Manae WDy W YD
o CE W STIEmer v
Brief description of request and proposal:

ASSISTED WG STAC L “THAT  SERVED ADYLTS

W RSO TEY DNCGES =22 -6YH

Plans & Speciﬁcggions: [submit with this form]
i Provided: Required by Code: N
(ExisTiN C-:)
Yards: ' W
]
front: ¥ 9.8 25 145

interior side(s) 2. | 2 R-AA-9
-1-



Provided:

(ex\sring)

Required by Code:

35 1%5@
25

corner side Q
rear ‘e

Setbacks (businesses and offlces) @)
front: 9.8 é, \4 5
interior side(s) X | R\ ‘14'@ @,
corner side & z( =1%8.5
rear \ 2S
others: (&) N/ZA
Ogden Ave. Center:
York Rd. Center:
Forest Preserve: \V

Building heights:

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

Maximum Elevations:

principal building(s): N/

accessory building(s): Y 3%
Dwelling unit size(s): LN T/ @ IN T
Total building coverage: _ud gL BCDS =RV
Total lot coverage: M/ N /A
Floor area ratio: i\ M5
Accessory building(s): N '/A

F i

N
3 :
._PLH*_'
i

Spacing between buildings:[depict on attached plans]

principal building(s): 4z \3 29
accessory building(s): NI = ZENSED %[i\fl\’l
Number of off-street parking spaces required: __ 25 (¥Q &XIST \WED =2

Number of loading spaces required: \

Statement of applicant: @z\ns =\) 5\\;‘ \\ @

Ci EX\S‘T\NC—.—E

@w&SeA “/lq/u @

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

understand that any omissiernref.applicable or relevant information from this form could
W of the Certificate of Zoning Compliance.

be a basis forée

ﬂ) cant’s signature

By:

Dated:

Mtk l—f/im&a’l' CENERGL. MANDCGER.

Applicant’s printed name

Mpg i |

EDeN SUPPORTWE

.20 11 .

ZISHAN ZAHID
OFFICIAL SEAL
Notary Public, State ot lilinois
My Commission Expires
May 07, 2014




VILLAGE OF HINSDALE

Certificate of Zoning Compliance

Subject to the statements below, the Village has determined that, based
on the information included in Application # A-05-2011 for a Certificate
of Zoning Compliance, the proposal described in this certificate appears
to comply with the standards made applicable to it by the Hinsdale
Zoning Code.

This certificate is issued to:

Eden Supportive Living

Address or description of subject property:
10 N. Washington Street, Hinsdale Illinois 60521

Use or proposal for subject property for which certificate is issued:
Operation of a Personal Care Facility.

Plans reviewed, if any: See attached plans, if any. — PC Case A-05-2011

Conditions of approval of this certificate:

¢ The petitioner must apply for and obtain a Major Adjustment/
Reinstatement of a Planned Development, including all necessary
waivers.

e The petitioner must apply for and obtain a Special Use Permit to
operate a Personal Care Facility.

The Board of Trustee’s adopt an Ordinance that grants the following
requests: ‘
¢ Subsection 11-602E pertaining to Standards for special use
permits;
¢ Subsection 11-603E pertaining to Standards for planned
developments (including all necessary waivers);
¢ Section 11-604 of the Zoning Code governing Site Plan Review.
¢ Section 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code pertaining to the
Exterior Appearance Review.



Note: other conditions may be attached to approval of any pending
zoning application.

NOTE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING CAREFULLY:

This approval granted in this certificate has been granted
based on the information provided to the Village and the
Village’s understanding of the facts and circumstances related
to the proposal at this time. If (a) any information provided to
the Village changes, (b) any new information is becomes
available or is discovered, or (c) the Village’s understanding of
the facts and circumstances otherwise changes, then this
certificate may be rescinded.

This certificate does not signify Building Code Review or
approval and is not authorization to undertake any work
without such review and approval where either is required.
See the Hinsdale Building Code for details.

Before any structure to which this certificate is applicable may
be occupied or used for any purpose, a Certificate of Occupancy
must be obtained. See Section 11-402 of the Hinsdale Zoning
Code and the Hinsdale Building Code for details.

Subject to an extension of time granted pursuant to the
Hinsdale Zoning Code, this certificate shall become null and
void six months after the date on which it was issued unless
construction, reconstruction, remodeling, alteration, or moving
of a structure is commenced or a use is commenced.

If this certificate is issued in violation of the provisions of the
Hinsdale Zoning Code, whether intentionally, negligently, or
innocently, then it shall be void ab initio and shall give rise to
no rights whatsoever.

By: %) (-

Village Manager
f% 7 on 2/
Dated: J _,20
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR A PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT, A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR A PERSONAL CARE
FACILITY, AND SITE PLAN AND EXTERIOR APPEARANCE PLAN
FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 10 NORTH WASHINGTON STREET
(Plan Commission Case No. A-05-2011)

WHEREAS, Eden Supportive Living (the “Petitioner”) is the legal title owner
of the parcels of property generally located at 10 North Washington Street (the
“Subject Property”), which Subject Property is legally described in Exhibit A,
attached and incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, the Petitioner has applied for a planned development, which is
required to be processed as a special use in the R-5 Multi-Family District; and

WHEREAS, the Petitioner has also applied for a special use permit to operate
a personal care facility at the Subject Property (the “Application”); and '

WHEREAS, a planned development was originally approved for the Subject
Property in 2002 for senior citizen housing, and that facility ceased operations in
2009; and

WHEREAS, the Petitioner proposes to operate a personal care facility at the
Subject Property to provide assisted living for adults with disabilities, ages 22-64
(“Facility”), and seeks the approval of a new planned development for the Subject
Property; and

WHEREAS, the Hinsdale Plan Commission conducted a public hearing and
deliberated on the Application on April 13, 2011 and on May 11, 2011, pursuant to
notice thereof properly published in the Hinsdalean on March 24, 2011, and, after
considering all of the testimony and evidence presented at the public hearing, the
Plan Commission recommended approval of the Application subject to numerous
conditions and recommendations, all as set forth in the Plan Commission’s Findings
and Recommendations for Plan Commission Case No. A-05-2011; and

WHEREAS, the Hinsdale Plan Commission, at a regular meeting on
, 2011, approved its Findings and Recommendations for Plan
Commission Case No. A-05-2011; and

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Hinsdale
have reviewed the recommendation of the Zoning and Public Safety Committee, the



Findings and Recommendation of the Plan Commission, and all of the materials,
facts, and circumstances related to the Application, and they find that the
Application satisfies the standards set forth in the Hinsdale Zoning Code relating to
the requested approvals, but only subject to the conditions set forth in this
Ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of
Trustees of the Village of Hinsdale, DuPage and Cook Counties and State of Illinois,
as follows:

Section 1.  Recitals. The foregoing recitals are incorporated into this
Ordinance by this reference as findings of the President and Board of Trustees.

Section 2. Approval of a Special Use Permit for a Planned Development.
The Board of Trustees, acting pursuant to the authority vested in it by the laws of
the State of Illinois and by Sections 11-602 and 11-603 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code,
approves a special use permit authorizing a Planned Development for the Subject
Property, and approves the planned development detailed plan prepared by Burke
Engineering Corp. dated September 9, 2009, in the form attached to, and by this
reference incorporated into, this Ordinance as Exhibit B (the “Approved Detailed
Plan”). The approval granted in this Section 2 is subject to the conditions set forth
in Section 7 of this Ordinance.

Section 3. Approval of a Special Use Permit for a Personal Care Facility.
The Board of Trustees, acting pursuant to the authority vested in it by the laws of
the State of Illinois and by Sections 4-107 and 11-602 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code,
approves a special use permit for a personal care facility in the in the R-5 Multi-
Family District for the Subject Property. The approval granted in this Section 3 is
subject to the conditions set forth in Section 7 of this Ordinance.

Section 4. Modifications of Certain Zoning Code Regulations for the
Subject Property. The Board of Trustees, acting pursuant to the authority vested in
it by the laws of the State of Illinois and by Subsection 11-603H of the Hinsdale
Zoning Code, modifies the following provisions of the Hinsdale Zoning Code for the
Subject Property, subject to the conditions set forth in Section 7 of this Ordinance:

A. The total floor to area ration shall be 1.16 in lieu of .45.
B. The total building coverage of 43.816% in lieu of 35%.

C. The rear yard setback shall be 14’ in lieu of 25”.



D. The Petitioner shall be permitted to have a total of 84 units at
the Facility at the Subject Property in lieu of the allowable 24
units .

E. The overall height of the Facility located at the Subject Property
shall be 34’-0” and three (3) stories in lieu of 30’-0” and two (2)
stories.

F. The personal care facility approved pursuant to this Ordinance
shall be permitted to be located across the street or contiguous
to an R-4 District.

The front yard setback shall be 9.78 in lieu of 14.5’.

H. The corner side yard setback for the Subject Property shall be 0’-
0”.

I The side yard setback shall be 1.74’ in lieu of 8.
dJ. There shall be 32 parking spaces in lieu of the 35 required.

K. The requirements of Section 4-110 of the Zoning Code shall be
waived as it relates to any required buffers or landscaping of
existing primary or accessory structures or uses.

Section 5. Approval of Site Plan. The Board of Trustees, acting pursuant
to the authority vested in it by the laws of the State of Illinois and by Section 11-604
of the Hinsdale Zoning Code, hereby approves the site plans for the proposed
development in the form attached to and by this reference incorporated into this
Ordinance as Exhibit C (the “Approved Site Plan”), subject to the conditions set
forth in Section 7 of this Ordinance.

Section 6. Approval of Exterior Appearance Plans. The Board of Trustees,
acting pursuant to the authority vested in it by the laws of the State of Illinois and
by Section 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code, hereby approves the exterior
appearance plans for the proposed development in the form attached to and by this
reference incorporated into this Ordinance as Exhibit D (the “Approved Exterior
Appearance Plans”), subject to the conditions stated in Section 7 of this Ordinance.

Section 7. Conditions on Approvals. The approvals granted in Sections 2
through 6 of this Ordinance are granted expressly subject to all of the following
conditions:
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A. No Authorization of Work. This Ordinance does not authorize the
commencement of any work on the Subject Property. Except as otherwise
specifically provided in writing in advance by the Village, no work of any kind
shall be commenced on the Subject Property until all conditions of this
Ordinance precedent to such work have been fulfilled and after all permits,
approvals, and other authorizations for such work have been properly applied
for, paid for, and granted in accordance with applicable law.

B. Engineering Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permit for
any work on the Subject Property, the Applicant shall submit to the Village
Engineer detailed final engineering plans (the “Engineering Plans”). After
approval by the Village Engineer, the Engineering Plans shall, automatically
and without further action by the Village, be deemed to be incorporated in
and made a part of the Approved Site Plan.

C. Compliance with Codes, Ordinances, and Regulations. Except as

specifically set forth in this Ordinance, the provisions of the Hinsdale
Municipal Code and the Hinsdale Zoning Code shall apply and govern the
development of the Subject Property. All such development shall comply
with all Village codes, ordinances, and regulations at all times.

D. Compliance with Approved Plans. All development within the Subject
Property shall be undertaken only in strict compliance with the Village-
approved planned development plans, including without limitation the
Approved Site Plans, the Approved Exterior Appearance Plans, and other
Village-approved plans.

E. Building Permits. The Applicant shall submit all required building
permit applications and other materials in a timely manner to the
appropriate parties, which materials shall be prepared in compliance with all
applicable Village codes and ordinances.

F. Services Provided at the Facility. The Petitioner has determined to not
accept residents or treat individuals with Autism and Asperger’s Syndrome
at the Facility.

G. Age of Residents. The Petitioner has determined that no more than
20% of Petitioner’s residents at the Facility, or 14 in total, shall be under the
age of 55.

H. License for Facility. The Petitioner shall pursue licensing for the
Subject Property that shall provide that its facility shall be 100% private pay
and that its license shall be subject to the age restriction set forth in
subsection 9(G) above.




Section 8.  Violation of Condition or Code. Any violation of (i) any term or
condition stated in this Ordinance or (ii) any applicable code, ordinance, or
regulation of the Village shall be grounds for the immediate rescission by the Board
of Trustees of the approvals made in this Ordinance.

Section 9.  Severability and Repeal of Inconsistent Ordinances. If any
section, paragraph, clause or provision of this Ordinance shall be held invalid, the
invalidity of such section, paragraph, clause or provision shall not affect any of the
other provisions of this Ordinance, and all ordinances, resolutions or orders, or
parts thereof, in conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are to the extent of
such conflict hereby repealed.

Section 10. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect
from and after its passage, approval, and publication in pamphlet form in the
manner provided by law.

PASSED this ____ day of 2011.
AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

APPROVED this __ day of 2011.

Thomas K. Cauley, Jr., Village President

ATTEST:

Christine M. Bruton, Deputy Village Clerk

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND AGREEMENT BY THE PETITIONER TO THE
CONDITIONS OF THIS ORDINANCE:

Date: , 2011

By:
Its:

Z:\PLS\Village of Hinsdale\Ordinances\2011\11-XX 10 North Washington 05-03-11.doc
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EXHIBIT A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PARCEL 1: THE NORTH 82% FEET OF LOT 1 BLOCK 4 IN STOUGH'S
ADDITION TO THE TOWN OF HINSDALE, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF THE
SOUTH % OF THE SOUTHWEST % OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH,
RANGE 11 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO
THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED MAY 29, 1868 AS DOCUMENT 9593, IN
DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. AND;

PARCEL 2: THE SOUTH % OF LOT 1 AND THE NORTH ¥ OF LOT 2 IN BLOCK
4 IN STOUGH'S ADDITION TO THE TOWN OF HINSDALE, BEING A
SUBDIVISION OF THE SOUTH % OF THE SOUTHWEST % OF SECTION 1,
TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 11 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED MAY 29, 1868
AS DOCUMENT 9593, IN DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. AND;

PARCEL 3: THE NORTH % OF THE SOUTH % OF LOT 1 IN BLOCK 4 IN
STOUGH’S ADDITION TO THE TOWN OF HINSDALE, BEING A SUBDIVISION
OF THE SOUTH % OF THE SOUTHWEST % OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 38
NORTH, RANGE 11 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORED MAY 29, 1868 AS
DOCUMENT 9593, IN DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

PARCEL 4: THE NORTH 50 FEET OF THE SOUTH 100 FEET OF LOT 4 IN
STOUGH’S ADDITION TO THE TOWN OF HINSDALE, BEING A SUBDIVISION
OF THE SOUTH % OF THE SOUTHWEST % OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 38
NORTH, RANGE 11 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED MAY 29, 1868 AS
DOCUMENT 9593, IN DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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Washington Square :
10 North Washington Street
Hinsdale, lllinois 60521

South Perspective:

33 g g i , -
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South perspective facing east.
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Memorandum

To: Chairman Byrnes and Plan Commissioners

From: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner

Cc:  Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development
David Cook, Village Manager
Date: May 11, 2011

Re:  Public Hearing for Case A-08-2011
Applicant:  BP/Parent Petroleum
Location: 149 E. Ogden Avenue
Request: Design Review Permit for Exterior Improvements and a Special Use for a
Carryout Facility

The applicant, Parent Petroleum, is requesting design review approval and a special use permit for
carryout, to allow for the construction of a 700 square foot Quick Serve Restaurant (QSR) as well
as additional site improvements to the gas station and mini-mart at 149 E. Ogden Road, which is
located in the B-3 General Business District. The building is located on the corner of York Road,
and Ogden Road, and is located within the “Historic Graue Mill Gateway” Design Overlay
District, which, in addition to the special use request, requires a public hearing for any exterior
alteration to the property. Article VIII of the Zoning Code provides information regarding the
purpose of the district and Section 11-605 provides additional information for procedures and
review criteria.

ZONING HISTORY/CHARACTER OF AREA

The site is located in the B-3, General Business District and improved with a gas station and
convenient store. The property to the east is zoned O-3, General Office District. To the north is
0-2, Limited Office District. To the west are properties zoned O-2, Limited Office, while the
south is B-3, General Business District

GENERAL STAFF COMMENTS

Special Use Permit for a Carryout Facility

Currently the Zoning Code regulates carryout eating places as Special Uses in the B-3 District.
The eating place independently is a permitted use however the carryout component would require
a special use.

Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review

As illustrated in the attached drawings, the petitioner proposes to construct the addition to the west
of the existing convenient store to house a new America’s Dog, QSR. Besides the addition, the
scope of substantial site changes would include the addition of three new parking spaces, updating
the existing monument sign, two new wall signs and wrapping the existing canopy poles with
decorative brick. In addition, the applicant is also proposing to install new lighting under the
canopy that is more energy efficient and produces less spillover.
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Parking
The applicant is proposing to add three additional parking spaces. The on-site parking

requirements and the total number of spaces available are as follows:

Total Required:
1 for each 200 square feet of net floor area: 2,986sf/200 = 14.93
TOTAL 15 parking spaces required
TOTAL AVAILABLE 19 spaces provided
Signage

As illustrated in the attached drawings, the applicant is proposing to use the existing monument
sign and only replace the “box” portion with the newly designed signage. While both the newly
proposed monument sign and the existing monument sign are 9°-6” tall (only 8’-0” is permitted),
the applicant feels that this is a direct replacement due to the fact that they are only replacing a
portion of the sign, they are not increasing the overall height or square footage of the sign and in
they would actually be reducing the overall massing of the sign by bringing the top of the center
limestone cap down to match those of the two end columns. Should the Plan Commission take the
position that this is not a direct replacement, the applicant has indicated they would likely request
a variation for the structures height as they feel the proposed design fits better with the scale of the
existing portion of the monument sign that is to remain unaltered. The structure would be
masonry and contain illuminated signage for both BP and America’s Dog. As depicted in the
drawings, the BP sign would be green and yellow and the America’s Dog Sign would be red,
yellow and blue. The applicant has been advised that the liquor code prohibits the advertisement
of liquor, beer and wine visible from any place outside and as such, has agreed to remove this
from the monument sign. When determining the square footage permitted for signage, it is
determined by the overall height and width of the actual sign face and does not take into
consideration the base or frame of the monument sign. As such, the sign is 50 square feet (9.6’ x
5.6"). Also illustrated in the attached drawings, the applicant is proposing two wall signs. The
first is a sign for the convenient store which would read “The Pride” and would be blue with white
trim and have an overall square footage of 9.25 square feet (1’-6 %" x 6’-0”) . The second is a
sign for America’s Dog which would contain the same colors as those in the monument sign and
would be a total of 19.68 square feet (3°-0” x 6’-6 %”).

Subsection 9-106J of the Zoning Code provides the requirements for ground signs in the B-3
District and allows a maximum of 50 square feet per sign face and an overall height of 8 feet.
Should the Plan Commission find the portion of this sign being modified to be a direct
replacement, it would be approved as such. If not, the sign would not meet the height requirement
and a variation for overall height would be required.

Subsection 9-106J of the Zoning Code provides the requirements for wall signs in the B-3 District
allows two wall signs per user and a maximum of one square foot per foot of building frontage, up
to a maximum of 100 square feet. As such, the proposed sign applications meet the requirements
of Section 9-106 — Signs of the Zoning Code.

Variations
It should be noted that should these improvements be recommended for approval, the applicant
will be seeking zoning variations for the west landscape buffer as well as the requirement for a



single loading space which currently does not exist. In the event that the Plan Commission would
not find the monument sign to be a direct replacement, the applicant will also pursue a variation
for the overall height of the sign.

Review Criteria

In review of the application submitted the Commission must review the following criteria as stated

in the Zoning Code:

1. Subsection 11-602E pertaining to Standards for special use permits; and

2. Subsection 11-604F pertaining to Standards for site plan disapproval; and

3. Subsection 11-605 pertaining to Standards for design review permit; and

4, Subsection 11-606E pertaining to Standards for building permits (exterior appearance review),
which refers to Subsection 11-605E Standards and considerations for design review permit.

Cc:  President Cauley and Village Board of Trustees
David Cook
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