DRAFT MINUTES
VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE
MONDAY, JUNE 23, 2014
MEMORIAL HALL
7:30 p.m.

Present: Chairman Saigh, Trustee Haarlow, Trustee Angelo, Trustee Elder
Absent: None

Also Present: Robert McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner,
Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager

Chairman Saigh called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m. and summarized the agenda.

Minutes — April 2014

Trustee Elder moved to approve the minutes as amended for the May 19, 2014 meeting. Second by
Trustee Angelo. Motion passed unanimously.

Monthly Reports — April 2014

Fire Department
No report.

Police Department
No report.

Community Development
The Committee had no questions for Robert McGinnis on the Community Development monthly
report.

Referral to Plan Commission

Recommend that Case A-15-2014, 5601 S. County Line Road be Referred to the Plan
Commission for Review and Consideration of a Map Amendment.

Chairman Saigh introduced the item and asked if anyone was present to speak on the item. Ken
Pavola of RML introduced himself and provided background on both RML in general and the request
before the Committee. He stated that this process generally started with a request for more on-site
parking, but that due to the fact that they were zoned R-2, there was no way that staff could approve
the request as they would be increasing the degree of non-conformity.

Mr. Pavola stated that the history of how the property came to be R-2 is unclear. He stated the
property was annexed in 1977, but that there was apparently no annexation agreement. He stated
that that his best guess is that the TB District owned the property at the time of rezoning and that they
felt that they did not have to comply with any of the zoning regulations of the time. In 2006 the TB
District was dissolved and the property reverted back to Cook County. RML took over in 2007 and
has a long term lease on the property.

Mr. Pavola then provided background on the hospital itself and described their operation. ‘



Mr. Pavola stated that the immediate need was for additional parking and that they do not meet the
minimums per code now due to Cook County selling off a portion of the property to Sedgwick.

Mr. Pavola stated that the building is outdated and that under the current rules they cannot expand or
modernize the facility.

Mr. Pavola stated that after consulting with Staff, they had three options available to deal with these
issues; a Map Amendment, a Variation, or a Text Amendment. He stated that they felt the Map
Amendment was the most straight forward means to handle this and why they felt a Variation or Text
Amendment would not be appropriate or approved.

Trustee Angelo asked about the sale of the land to the developer and whether they were involved in
any of the discussions.

Jim Prister of RML introduced himself and stated they did have discussions with Cook County about
acquiring a portion of the land that was sold to the developer, but that the County was not interested
in selling any portion of that property to the hospital. They did not have an opportunity to bid on it nor
is the County interested in selling the hospital the property it is occupying now.

Trustee Elder asked about the parking problem now and what steps have been taken to try and
address it.

Mr. Pavola stated that they had been issued permits for parking in the past, but that this time it was
denied. He stated that they have an alternative parking agreement with KLM.

Chairman Saigh asked if they had been working with a parking consultant about alternatives.
Mr. Pavola stated that they had not and that they had only been working with a contractor to date.

Ron Cope introduced himself as the attorney representing RML. He stated that trying to meet the R-2
standards here is impossible. He stated that it meets none of the standards. This makes it almost
impossible for the hospital to do anything in the way of improvements. He stated that it makes no
sense to try and meet those standards when the appropriate designation is HS. He stated that even
the process makes no sense. He stated that the issue goes beyond just the parking. It limits their
ability to make any improvements and is like try to fit a square peg in a round hole. He stated that he
did not want to focus solely on the parking.

Chairman Saigh asked about prior approvals for parking and the KLM lot.

Mr. Pavola stated that the last time any paving work was done was six or seven years ago and that
they have people park at KLM a couple times a year.

Trustee Angelo asked if it was fair to state that the parking problems were exacerbated with the
recent affiliations with other hospitals and clinical rotations.

Mr. Pavola stated that most of the parking problem is tied to students from area hospitals and that the
congestion issues were pretty routine.

Trustee Elder asked about their overall plans for improvements at the site and what changes would
happen to the building.
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Mr. Pavola stated that their grand plans were not approved and that they were resigned to making
interior improvements.

Robert McGinnis stated that under the non-conforming section of the code, that the applicant would
be limited to ordinary repairs.

Trustee Elder stated that remapping for something like this would be like letting the horse out of the
barn and that once it was zoned to HS, that they would lose an opportunity to weigh in on something
and that they needed to be cognizant of that.

Trustee Angelo stated that under the HS district regulation they could buiid up to 70’ and build parking
garages which would be a huge expansion there.

Mr. Pavola stated that although this was one side of the coin, the other is that if the hospital found
that they could not survive there and had to relocate, that the big empty building would revert back to
County and that they could do whatever they wanted to with it.

Trustee Angelo stated that he was very leery of a request for a Map Amendment when the immediate
need was for a solution to a parking problem.

Mr. Prister stated that it was their opinion that this was the only way to get the parking approved.

Trustee Angelo stated that he had overarching concerns on what the HS district allowed and that he
was perplexed as to why these bulk regulations were not included in the staff report and that the
Committee should be informed on issues like this before the meeting.

Mr. Cope stated that he understood the concerns but asked what the hospital could possibly do in
that area that could be bad. He asked what possible harm could come to the surrounding properties
by rezoning the property to that which it already was. He stated that whatever they did would have to
comply with the applicable district zoning regulations. He stated that it was commonplace to have
residential areas around hospitals. He stated that the hospital provided a valuable service to the
community.

Chairman Saigh asked if they could tailor or limit the services they provided.

Mr. Prister stated that the challenge there was economics. He stated that the cost of providing care
to this particular segment was very expensive and that those costs had to be spread out over a larger
population. He stated that the volume of the business was integral to their ability to stay in business.

Trustee Elder stated that he was surprised by the number of employees at 450 and asked if that was
evenly split over three shifts.

Mr. Prister responded that the largest percentage of employees there were Monday thru Saturday
during normal business hours.

Chairman Saigh stated that there is a real wariness when it comes to any change in zoning based on
history in Hinsdale.

Ron Cope 6ffered that conditions could be placed on zoning and that restrictions could be included to
protect the Village.
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Chairman Saigh asked if there was anyone else that wanted to speak on the request.

Trustee Haarlow stated that he felt the difficulties the Trustees were facing was genuine and that a
wholesale change to the zoning would make certain procedural issues like the parking, easier. On
the other hand, no one knows what the future holds and that they would have no particular recourse
with the HS zoning in place. That the property could look far different than what anyone imagined.
He stated that there ought to be a way to approve that parking without a wholesale change to the
zoning and that this has nothing to do with the good work the hospital is doing now.

Chairman Saigh stated that under the code, non-conformities should ultimately be eliminated. He
stated that that was something the Committee had to consider.

Mr. Pavola stated that there were other controls in place to keep any future expansion in check.

Mr. Cope stated that the code was hamstringing the hospital and that a simple parking request led
them to this application and that they had spent months getting the request to this point.

Trustee Haarlow made a motion to Recommend that Case A-15-2014, 5601 S. County Line Road be
Referred to the Plan Commission for Review and Consideration of a Map Amendment. Second by
Chairman Saigh. The Committee voted 4-0 to deny the request.

Recommend that Case A-17-2014 be Referred to the Plan Commission for Review and
Consideration of a Text Amendment to Section 6-106 (Special Uses), to Allow Cooking
Classes as Special Uses in the 0-1, Specialty Office District.

Chairman Saigh introduced Peter Coules on behalf of the applicant.

Mr. Coules gave background on the request and stated that the request was for a text amendment
and a Special Use for cooking classes in this location. It would be a low impact use and be limited to
10 students. He stated that the parking lot contained six spaces and would remain open. He stated
that the classes would generally be finished by 7PM.

Trustee Elder asked about the non-classroom space and what it would be used for.

Mr. Coules responded that it would be used for meetings on nutrition and room for Mrs. Napleton's
office.

Trustee Angelo made a motion to Recommend that Case A-17-2014 be Referred to the Plan
Commission for Review and Consideration of a Text Amendment to Section 6-106 (Special Uses), to
Allow Cooking Classes as Special Uses in the 0-1, Specialty Office District. Second by Trustee
Elder. Motion passed unanimously.

Recommend that Case A-19-2014, 543 N. Madison Street be Referred to the Plan Commission
for Review and Consideration of a Map Amendment.

Chairman Saigh introduced the item and stated that he and Trustee Eider had some familiarity with
the request and had met with the developer on the proposal. He summarized the request and asked
the applicant, Paul McNaughton to provide details.

Paul McNaughton stated that this was a smaller in-fill property and that the request was to rezone the
property from R-2 to R-4 and subdivide the property into 4 single family lots.
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Mr. McNaughton stated that there was no change in use and thét the overwhelming number of lots in
the area are more reflective of R-4 lots rather than R-2 lots. He stated that in the immediate area,
only 4 lots actually met the standards of the R-2 district.

Mr. McNaughton stated that the trend of development dictated that people did not want a 20,000
square foot lot. He stated that that the costs associated in building two houses on this property would
be cost prohibitive.

Scott Shriner of Design Tec Engineering discussed the preliminary site plan and provided information
on existing drainage patterns and what engineering improvements would be incorporated into the
site. He stated that the goal was to force almost all of the runoff to Ogden Avenue.

Mr. Shriner went on to answer questions on the detention pond along the east side of the property.

Havier Milan of KLOA spoke on the traffic study that was provided and discussed the number of trips
per day at Ogden and Madison and how many vehicles typically stack at the intersection.

He discussed the eyebrow feature that was being proposed and how it would facilitate smoother
turning movements into the subdivision.

Mr. McNaughton stated that he had discussed the proposal with the neighbors and would hold
additional meetings as the case moved forward.

Chairman Saigh asked if there was support from the neighbors polled so far for both the site plan as
presented as well as a less-dense alternative.

Jacklyn Olson of 412 Warren Terrace stated that she has significant drainage problems and does not
understand how this proposal would do anything but make her problems worse. She stated that she
thinks the homes should be given the land they deserve and not packed in so tightly. She went on to
say that she disagreed with the notion that people do not want a 100’ wide lot.

Gary Moberly of 420 Warren Terrace stated that considering zoning changes on Ogden Avenue
would open a can of worms and that while he could consider an alternative, that four houses on the
property was a problem and that it was too dense.

Mr. Moberly went on to discuss typical lot sizes in the area and recent sales in the area making the
point that houses on larger lots were in fact, marketable.

Mr. Moberly stated that he felt that the neighbors were excited about new construction, but that four
lots did not make any sense. He said that he could support three lots.

Jacklyn Olson stated that there are many times where north bound traffic on Madison backs up to
Warren Terrace.

Rosanne McCarty of 409 Warren Terrace had questions on the design of the new homes being
proposed at the property, how tall they would be, and where construction traffic would park.

Ted Parsons of 415 Warren Terrace asked why the Village would consider a zoning change at all.
He stated that he had concerns over traffic and walkability.



Trustee Elder asked about the allowable height of homes in this area. Robert McGinnis responded
that the allowable height was a function of lot size and setback and that two homes on the property
could be slightly taller than four homes on the same property.

John Grock of 600 Warren Terrace stated that he was in general support of the plan but is concerned
about any increase in water runoff. He stated that something ultimately needs to be done with the
property.

Trustee Elder asked about construction parking.
Mr. McNaughton stated that the construction vehicles would be kept on site.

Scott Shriner discussed runoff concerns and the design of the detention pond. He stated that the
goal was to try and minimize the amount of runoff to the south and to the east and drain as much as
possible to Ogden.

Chairman Saigh asked about the height of the property and the overall heights of the houses.

Mr. McNaughton stated that the code had hard stops on overall height, but that the top of foundations
had not been set yet.

Mr. McNaughton stated that there were good questions raised at the meeting and that some of these
were questions that will be discussed as the process moves forward.

Chairman Saigh stated that he had a problem with the density and did not support the request at least
as presented.

Trustee Elder stated that he could not support the request at least not without supporting a three lot
alternative.

Trustee Angelo stated that he felt the developer had a point regarding the lot sizes in the area and
that he could probably support a three Iot alternative should that be entertained by the Plan
Commission.

Trustee Haarlow stated that he appreciated the efforts made by the developer thus far. He stated
that although he appreciated the work done on the plan thus far, he could not think of another case in
town where an “eyebrow” feature was used anywhere in the Village and did not think it was
something that Hinsdale should consider. He stated that he could not support a request to rezone the
property but would consider a less dense alternative. He stated that this Board was not interested in
changing zoning to make this work.

Trustee Elder made a motion to Recommend that Case A-19-2014, 543 N. Madison Street be
Referred to the Plan Commission for Review and Consideration of a Map Amendment. Second by
Trustee Angelo. The Committee voted 1-3 to deny the request.

Request for Board Action

Recommend Approval of an Ordinance Approving Site Plans and Exterior Appearance Plans
for the construction of a New Two-Story Office Building with a Surface Lot at 330 Chestnut
Street - '



Chairman Saigh introduced the item and the vetting that this project received at both the Zoning
Board of Appeals and the Plan Commission.

Bernie Bartelli of Culligan Abraham provided some background on the building and site plan being
proposed for this site along with changes that were made to date.

Chairman Saigh asked about concerns over parking and lighting.

Mr. Bartelli stated that these concerns were taken into account and addressed during the approval
process.

Trustee Haarlow asked about changes made to the south fagade.

Mr. Bartelli responded that elements incorporated into this facade were done to specifically address
comments received from the neighbors on the south side of the tracks.

Trustee Elder stated that the industrial look actually fit better in this area.

Trustee Elder made a motion to Recommend Approval of an Ordinance Approving Site Plans and
Exterior Appearance Plans for the construction of a New Two-Story Office Building with a Surface Lot
at 330 Chestnut Street. Second by Trustee Angelo. Motion passed unanimously.

Other Business

Robert McGinnis stated that the Historic Preservation Commission discussed what had
happened at 206 N. Washington Street at their meeting of June 10" and what safeguards
might be put in place in order to try and keep something like this from happening again. They
discussed a requirement for a Structural Engineer to provide a bracing and shoring plan when
historic homes undergo significant renovation. Staff agreed to look into it and Robert McGinnis
stated that staff had come up with an option that would provide the additional oversight all felt
was important while keeping the Village out of a direct supervision role.

Mr. McGinnis stated that if the Trustees felt that this had merit, he would bring it back as a
discussion item for the July ZPS meeting. The Trustees agreed and said they thought it
should.

Adjournment

With no further business to come before the Committee, Chairman Saigh asked for a motion to
adjourn. Trustee Elder made the motion. Second by Trustee Angelo. Meeting adjourned at
10:22PM.

Respectfully Submitted,

Robert McGinnis, MCP
Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner
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Memorandum

To: Chairman Saigh and Members of the Zoning and Public Safety Committee
From: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner Ss> ’%

Cc: Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager

Robert McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner
Date: July 28, 2014
Re: Request for Board Action

907 N. Elm Street — Med Properties— Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review

Approval for Exterior Modifications and Fagade Improvements.

BACKGROUND

Application

The Village of Hinsdale has received an application from Med Properties of Northbrook lllinois on behalf
of Salt Creek Campus LLC., requesting approval of exterior appearance and site plans to allow for site
and fagade improvements to the existing office building at 907 N. Elm Street. The site is improved with
a multi-story commercial building in the O-3, General Office District that will be home to varying medical
office uses. The owner Med Properties, are also owners of 10, 11 and 12 Salt Creek, as well as 901 N.
Elm Street.

In addition, Med Properties is concurrently requesting a Planned Development for the Salt Creek
Medical Campus, as well as Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review approvals for the property located
at 10 Salt Creek Lane.

Process

The applicant Med Properties is proposing exterior improvements and fagade changes at 907 N. Elm,
within the Salt Creek Medical Campus which medical offices are a permitted use in the O-3 District. The
site plan review process recognizes that even those uses and developments that have been determined
to be generally suitable for location in a particular district are capable of adversely affecting the
purposes for which the code was enacted unless careful consideration is given is given to critical design
elements. As such, site plan review is required in this case due to the following provisions:

1. Section 11-604 C2
2. Section 11-606

Due to the nature of the request, this application would require a meeting before the Plan Commission
and does not require public notification. The Village Board has 90 days from receiving the



recommendation of the Plan Commission to act on its recommendation. Failure by the Board to act
within 90 days is considered a denial of the Plan Commission’s recommendation. Section 11-604F of the
Zoning Code details the standards for site plan approval. The applicant provides its response to the Site
Plan Review criteria on pages 3 and 4 of its application. The applicant filed its submission on June 6,
2014.

Description of property and existing use

The property is currently zoned O-3 which is a general office district intended to accommodate the
needs of business and professional offices and related business uses requiring a somewhat wider range
of office space with a somewhat higher intensity of pedestrian and vehicular traffic movements, Bulk
and height regulations are consistent with a moderate amount of development. The O-3 district shall be
mapped only on property lying north of Ogden Avenue and east of York Road.

Section 6-103E16 provides that offices and clinics of doctors of medicine, dentists are a permitted use in
the O-3 district.

The 907 N. Elm location is bordered in all directions to properties zoned O-3 Professional Office.

The applicant has been before the Plan Commission and the Village Board for two of the five properties.
The property at 12 Salt Creek received approval in July 2013 for exterior modifications and site plén
improvements and most recehtly, the property located at 901 N. Elm received the same approvals in
April of 2014.

The attached Hinsdale Zoning map highlights the specific subject property.

Request

The applicant is requesting site plan/exterior appearance approval for exterior improvements and
facade changes to the existing structure at 907 N. Elm. The changes being proposed are similar in scope
to those that were considered by the Commission for the buildings at 12 Salt Creek and 901 N. EIm in
the recent past, however due to varying architectural elements on each structure, they are only
comparable when considering the degree of work being proposed and not necessarily the specific
changes to architectural elements. While the building is existing, and several of the non-conforming
conditions are not impacted by this request, the Commission should consider the architectural elements
and changes being proposed to the elevations, as well as the new landscaping plan and any
reconfiguration of the parking lot due to landscaping improvements.

Based on the illustrations provided, the substantial changes being proposed to the site consist of a new
metal and glass canopy over the entrance, as well as new glass entrance doors and new landscaping
throughout the site. Besides the general landscaping improvements, the applicant has indicated that
the site contains 73 trees, of which they plan to remove 32 and install 20, for a net loss of 12 trees. The
applicant had originally intended to reconfigure the parking lot as an element of this request however
the proposed reconfiguration of the lot would result in a loss of parking spaces bringing them under the
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number of spaces (102 in lieu of 105) required by the code. As such, they have submitted a revised site
plan to maintain the code compliant number of spaces and will revisit this as part of their Planned
Development request in September. The revised site plan and a cover memo with a detailed
explanation of the revisions have been attached for your reference. '

Property History

A review of the zoning maps finds that the property has been zoned 0-3 since at least 1989.

, Existing Requirement Existing Development
Lot Area 20,000 s.f. 97,600 s.f.
Lot Width 80’ 240’
Front Yard 25’ 45’
Int. Side Yard 10 49’
Corner Side Yard 25’ 52’
Height 60’ 42’
Number of Stories 5 3
Total Bldg. Coverage  N/A : 10.9%
Total Lot Coverage 50% | 55%%**

**Reflects Total Lot Coverage as it relates to 907 N. Elm independently.
Plan Commission Action

At the July 9, 2014 Plan Commission meeting the Commission reviewed the application submitted for
907 N. Elm Street regarding exterior modifications and fagade improvements. While certain
Commissioners expressed concern regarding the number of trees being removed, others felt that the
removal of most of the trees was appropriate given their condition and location, as,wells as the
amount of newly proposed landscaping. Following a motion to approve the exterior appearance, the
Plan Commission, on a 5-0 vote, recommended approval of the request for exterior appearance
review. Following a motion to approve the site plan, the Plan Commission, on a 3-2 vote,
recommended denial of the request for site plan approval. While the site plan request received a 3-2
vote in favor, Section 11-103D establishes that “the concurring vote of a majority of the plan
commission, consisting of at least four (4) members, shall be necessary on any motion to recommend
approval of any matter or application. Any lesser vote on any such motion, even if a majority of those
voting, shall be considered a final decision to recommend denial of such matter or application.



Motion

Should the Committee and Board feel the request is appropriate, the following motion would be
recommended: :

MOTION: Move that the request be forwarded to the Board of Trustees, to approve an “Ordinance
Approving Site Plans and Exterior Appearance Plans for the Exterior Modifications and Fagade
Improvements at 907 N. Elm Street”

Attach:
‘Draft Ordinance

Draft Findings and Recommendations



Sean Gascoigne

From: ’ John Finnell

Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 9:16 AM
To: Sean Gascoigne

Cc: michael@trippiedidesign.com
Subject: RE: Tree Review - 911 N Elm St.
Sean,

I emailed you at Michael’s request. We did not inspect every tree so I can not say they all
fall under a certain category. I would say that the proposed removals are not arbitrary and
thought has gone into the removal and replacement plans.

John R. Finnell

Village Forester

Village of Hinsdale

ISA Certified Arborist IL-1111A

0: 630 789 7043
F: 630 789 7046
- E: jfinnell@villageofhinsdale.org

From: Sean Gascoigne
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 8:58 AM
To: John Finnell

Cc: michael@trippiedidesign.com
Subject: RE: Tree Review - 911 N Elm St.

John,

Your explanation isn’t quite clear to me. Are you indicating that, as a result of the site visit and your review of the
landscape plan, that all of the trees that are proposed to be removed fall under one of these three categories and
therefore you agree with their removal and the recommended replacements? If you could clarify the intent of these
three categories/subjects, | would appreciate it. Thanks John!

Sean

Sean Gascoigne

Village Planner

Village of Hinsdale

19 E. Chicago Ave.

Hinsdale, Il. 60521
sgascoigne@villageofhinsdale.org
P:630-789-7035

From: John Finnell
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Sean Gascoigne



Cc: michael@trippiedidesign.com
Subject: Tree Review - 911 N Eim St.

Sean,

I met with Michael Trippiedi this morning to survey the trees at 911 N Elm St. Michael’s
goal was to review the reasoning for the proposed tree removals on the property. He asked
me to make contact with in order to provide a general review of the plan of our

inspection. After reviewing the tree removal plan and tree replacement plan and walking
the property; my general conclusions for the tree removals are:

1. Insect Damage — for example ash trees infested with Emerald Ash Borer.

2. Structural/Health decline - for example age or drought related decline in young and
older trees.

3. Good Forestry Practices — for example removing trees planted to close to the building
or removing trees to provide additional growing space for the trees scheduled to be
preserved.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
John

John R. Finnell

Village Forester

Village of Hinsdale

ISA Certified Arborist IL-1111A

0: 630 789 7043
F: 630 789 7046
E: ifinnell@villageofthinsdale.org
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING SITE PLANS AND EXTERIOR APPEARANCE
PLANS FOR EXTERIOR MODIFICATIONS AND FACADE IMPROVEMENTS TO A
COMMERCIAL BUILDING AT 907 ELM STREET

WHEREAS, the Village of Hinsdale has received an application (the
“Application”) for site plan approval and exterior appearance review relative to facade
and site improvements at an existing office building located at 907 EIm Street, Hinsdale,
linois (the “Subject Property”), from applicant Med Properties, on behalf of Salt Creek
Campus LLC (the “Applicant”); and ‘

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located in the Village's O-3 General Office
Zoning District and is currently improved with a multi-story commercial building. The
Applicant proposes to improve the building fagade with a new metal and glass canopy
over the entrance, new glass entrance doors, and new landscaping throughout the site.
The landscaping changes include the removal of thirty two (32) of the existing seventy
three (73) trees on site, and the planting of twenty (20) new trees in their place
(collectively, the facade and site changes shall be referred to as the “Proposed
Improvements”). The Proposed Improvements are depicted in the site plan and exterior
appearance plans attached hereto as Exhibit A and made a part hereof; and

WHEREAS, the Application was considered by the Village of Hinsdale Plan
Commission at a public meeting held on July 9, 2014. After considering all of the
matters related to the Application, the Plan Commission recommended, on a vote of
five (5) in favor, zero (0) against, and two (2) absent, approval by the Board of Trustees
of the Exterior Appearance Plan relative to the Proposed Improvements. The Plan
Commission also recommended denial of the Site Plan. While the vote on
recommending approval of the Site Plan was three (3) in favor, two (2) against, and two
(2) absent, a minimum of four (4) members must cast concurring votes for there to be a
positive recommendation. Anything less than four (4) concurring votes is a
recommendation for denial. The recommendations and a summary of the related
proceedings are set forth in the Plan Commission’s Findings and Recommendation in
this matter (“Findings and Recommendation”), a copy of which is attached hereto as
Exhibit B and made a part hereof; and

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees, having considered the
Findings and Recommendation of the Plan Commission, find that the Application
satisfies the standards established in both Sections 11-604 and 11-606 of the Hinsdale
Zoning Code governing site plans and exterior appearance plans, subject to the
conditions stated 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:
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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 Site Plan and Exterior Appearance Plan. The Board of
Trustees, acting pursuant to the authority vested in it by the laws of the State of lllinois
and Sections 11-604 and 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code, approves the site plan
and exterior appearance plan attached to, and by this reference, incorporated into this
Ordinance as Exhibit A (the “Approved Plans”), relative to the Proposed Improvements,
subject to the conditions set forth in Section 3 of this Ordinance.

SECTION 3: Conditions on Approvals. The approvals granted in Section 2 of
this Ordinance are expressly subject to all of the following conditions:

A. Compliance with Plans. All work on the Subject Property shall be
undertaken only in strict compliance with the Approved Plans attached as
Exhibit A. :

B. Compliance with Codes, Ordinances, and Regulations. Except as
specifically set forth in this Ordinance or as otherwise specifically
authorized by the Village, the provisions of the Hinsdale Municipal Code
and the Hinsdale Zoning Code shall apply and govern all development on,
and improvement of, the Subject Property. All such development and
improvement shall comply with all Village codes, ordinances, and
regulations at all times.

C. 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.

SECTION 4: Violation of Condition or Code. Any violation of any term or
condition stated in this Ordinance, or of any applicable code, ordinance, or regulation of
the Village, shall be grounds for rescission by the Board of Trustees of the approvals set
forth in this Ordinance.

SECTION 5: Severability and Repeal of Inconsistent Ordinances. Each section,
paragraph, clause and provision of this Ordinance is separable, and if any section,
paragraph, clause or provision of this Ordinance shall be held unconstitutional or invalid
for any reason, the unconstitutionality or invalidity of such section, paragraph, clause or
provision shall not affect the remainder of this Ordinance, nor any part thereof, other
than that part affected by such decision. 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 6: Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from
and after its passage, approval, and publication in the manner provided by law.
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ADOPTED this day of , 2014, pursuant to a roll call
vote as follows: '

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

APPROVED by me this day of , 2014, and
attested to by the Village Clerk this same day. -

- Thomas K. Cauley, Jr., Village President

ATTEST:

Christine M. Bruton, Village Clerk

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

By:

Its:

Date: , 2014

332379_1 3



EXHIBIT A

APPROVED SITE PLANS AND EXTERIOR APPEARANCE PLANS
(ATTACHED)

332379_1
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EXHIBIT B

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
(ATTACHED)
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Euhzm B

DRAFT

RE: 907 N. EIm Street — Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review

HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: June 9, 2014

DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: June 28, 2014

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION ON REMAND FROM THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
I. FINDINGS

1. Med Properties (the “Applicant”) submitted an application to the Village of Hinsdale for
exterior appearance and site plan review at 907 N. Elm Street (the “Subject Property”).

2. The Subject Property is located in the O-3 General Office District and is improved with a
multiple-story office building that will be home to general medical offices.

3. At the June 9™ Plan Commission meeting, the Plan Commission reviewed the applicant’s
site plan and exterior appearance plans relative to redevelopment of the site, which
included:

e A new metal and glass canopy over the entrance
o New glass entrance doors
e New landscaping throughout the site

4. Certain Commissioners expressed concern with the number of trees being removed and
an interest in seeing additional trees on the site to offset those being removed. Other
Commissioners felt that the remaining and proposed plantings were sufficient given the
layout of the site, the existing landscaping and the reason a majority of the trees were
being removed which was largely due to insect damage, declining structure or health, as
well as their proximity to the building and overgrowth as expressed by the applicant.

5. The Commission agreed that the proposed fagade changes were appropriate and
consistent with the other improvements being made on the applicant’s other buildings.

6. The Plan Commission generally finds that based on the Application and the evidence
presented at the public meetings, and based on the Applicant’s plan revisions and
efforts to address concerns raised, the Applicant has partially satisfied the standards in
Sections 11-604 and 11-606 of the Zoning Code applicable to approval of site plan and
exterior appearance approval, respectively. While the Commission was unanimously in
support of the facade changes, they were not entirely supportive of the site plan, as
reflected in the vote, due to the large number of trees being removed. Among the
evidence relied upon by the Plan Commission were the site plans and various plans
submitted and considered for the June 9, 2014, Plan Commission meeting, prepared by
Eckenhoff Saunders Architects and Trippiedi Design.

Il. RECOMMENDATIONS



Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed exterior appearance plans, the
- Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, on a vote of five (5) “Ayes,” zero (0) “Nayes,” and two
(2) “Absent,” recommends that the President and Board of Trustees approve the exterior
appearance plans for 907 N. Eim Street .

Following a motion to recommend approval of the proposed site plan, the Village of
Hinsdale Plan Commission, on a vote of three (3) “Ayes,” two (2) “Nay,” and two (2)
“Absent,” recommends on remand that the President and Board of Trustees deny the site
plan plans for 907 N. Elm Street. While the request received a 3-2 vote in favor, Section 11-
103D establishes that “the concurring vote of a majority of the plan commission, consisting
of at least four (4) members, shall be necessary on any motion to recommend approval of
any matter or application. Any lesser vote on any such motion, even if a majority of those
voting, shall be considered a final decision to recommend denial of such matter or
application.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of ,2014.
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MedProperties
July 1, 2014

Ms. Sean Gascoigne

Village Planner

Village of Hinsdale

19 East Chicago Avenue

_ Hinsdale, IL 60521

(630) 789-7035
sgascoigne@villageofhinsdale.org

RE: 907 NORTH ELM EXTERIOR APPEARANCE REVIEW AND SITE PLAN REVIEW

Sean-

On behalf of MedProperties and Salt Creek Medical Campus, Eckenhoff Saunders Architects
(“"ESA") submitted an Exterior Appearance Review and Site Plan Review Application for 907
Elm Street in Hinsdale on June 6, 2014. This building is one of five that are comprise the
Salt Creek Medical Campus.

The submittal included proposed changes to the building exterior including a new canopy at
the entrance, new entry doors, a reconfigured drop-off zone and landscaping upgrades. As
a result of these changes, the quantity of parking spaces at the property was proposed to
be reduced from a total of 107 spaces to 102. However, this reduction is only temporary, or
Phase 1 of a larger redevelopment of the Salt Creek Medical Campus. Phase 2 is a full
Planned Development encompassing all 5 buildings that are owned by MedProperties. Once
all of the work is completed as part of the Planned Development, the 907 EIlm project wiil
actually have a total of 108 parking spaces, more than Code requires. The Planned
Development documents were submitted to the Village of Hinsdale on the same date, and
will be introduced at the July meeting. However, the Planned Development will not be open
for public discussion until the September meeting.

Recognizing that the 907 Elm application is currently separate from the Planned
Development, and that the interim site plan generates a parking quantity which is lower
than the Code required minimum, we have opted to adjust the site plan to retain the
minimum parking required by Code. The revisions depicted in the Planned Development will
still generate a parking quantity in excess of Code, we simply will not have a deficiency in
the interim.



Please contact us if you should require any more information or clarification on the changes
to the submission.

Sincerely,

Director, Development Services
MedProperties Group, LLC

cc: Steve Saunders, Eckenhoff Saunders Architects
Kent Rehmer, Eckenhoff Saunders Architects
John George, Schuyler, Roche & Crisham
Chris Leach, Schuyler, Roche & Crisham
Mike Trippiedi, Trippiedi Design
Matt Campbeli, MedProperties Group
Anthony Davidson, MedProperties Group

40 Skokie Boulevard, Suite 410 2
Northbrook, IL 60062 MedProperties
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|

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

¥ x5 1ee o DEPARTMENT
8
y VILLAGE
OF HINSDALE wcovvn  pran COMMISSION APPLICATION
»
.+ I. GENERAL INFORMATION
1
/| Applicant ‘Owner
| Name: Med Properties - Bill Dvorak Name: Salt Creek Campus LLC
| Address: 40 Skokie Bivd., Suite 410 Address. 40 Skokie Blvd, Suite 410

City/Zip: Northbrook, IL 60062

)
. J| Phone/Fax: (347) 897-7310 ,897-7333

E-Mail: bdvorak@medpropertiesgroup.com

City/Zip: Northbrook, IL 60062

Phone/Fax: (347) 897-1310 ,897-7333

E-Mail: bdvorak@medpropertiesgroup.com

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

Name: Eckenhoff Saunders Architects-Steve Saunders

Title: Architect

- ~
4
T ——]

1 Address: 700 S. Clinton Suite 200

| city/zip: Chicago, IL 60607

Phone/Fax: (312) 786-1204 /786-1838

E-Mail: ssaunders@esa-inc.com

i

Name: Schuyler, Roche & Crisham, P.C. - John J. George

Title: Aftorney

Address: 180 N. Stetson Avenue, Suite 3700

City/Zip: Chicago, IL 60601

Phone/Fax: (312) 565-8439 /(312) 565-8300

E-Mail: Jgeorge@srcattorneys.com

N

> |l application, and the nature and extent of that interest)

1) Not Applicable

Disclosure of Vlllage Personnel: (List the name, address and Village pos1t10n 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

12

3)




 II.  SITE INFORMATION

Address of subject property: 907 EIm Street
M 06 -36 -405 -019
| Property identification number (P.I.N. or tax number): 09 - 01 - 207 - 009

r1{l Brief description of proposed project: Renovation of the existing entrance by adding a canopy, and reconfiguring the
|
J

drop off area and landscaping.

& General description or characteristics of the site: The site is in the Salt Creek Medical Campus and includes the

center line of Elm Street to the west and Tower Lane to the south and is adjacent to a pond to the north. Existing landscaping is

l\J OVer grown.

" Existing zoning and land use: 0-3/ Prof. Office

- Surrounding zoning and existing land uses:

;

j North: 0-3/Prof. Office South: 0-3/Prof. Office
(} East: 0-3/Prof. Office West: 0-3/vacant

; Proposed zoning and land use: 0-3/Prof. Office

|

g I Please mark the approval(s) you are seeT(ing and attach all applicable applic-ations and
~ || standards for each approval requested:

! Site Plan Approval 11-604 0 Map and Text Amendments 11-601E
- Amendment Requested:

O Design Review Permit 11-605E

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




TABLE OF COMPLIANCE

Address of subject property: 907 Elm Street

The following table is based on the

0-3 Zoning District.

Minimum Code
Requirements

Proposed/Existing
Development

Minimum Lot Area (s.f.) 20,000 SF 97,600 SF

Minimum Lot Depth 125" 324.5'

Minimum Lot Width 80" 240'

Building Height 60' 42
Number of Stories 5 3

Front Yard Setback 25' 45

Corner Side Yard Setback 25' 52"

Interior Side Yard Setback 10 49'

Rear Yard Setback 20" 76.5'

?'/I:a;\qgl;? FIOOF Area Rath 35 32,000 SF /97,600 SF = .33

Maximum Total Building N/A 10,670 SF /97,600 SF = 10.9%

Coverage*

Maximum Total Lot Coverage*

50%

54,514SF/97 600SF(Existing) =55%

Parking Requirements 1/275 NSF 102 Proposed Stalls
28,800 /275-105

Parking front yard setback 25' 37"
Parking corner side yard

25' 28'
setback
Parking interior side yard o None
setback
Parking rear yard setback 20' 20"
Loading Requirements 1 0 - Existing Non Conforming
Accessory Structure N/A NA

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: Loading Zone - None Existing Modifications do not warrant adding loading zone.

Rear Yard Parking Setback - Existing parking lot is on both sides of property line. Non conforming lot coverage is existing.

Parking Count is 3 stalls shy of the requirements. When work at 10 Salt Creek is complete. These stalls will be restored. Additionall

there are 25 stalls in this same lot but on 12 Salt Creek Property.

3




L

The Ap
A

On the

to abide by/\s ¢

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN
to before me this (g1~ _day of

CERTIFICATION

plicant certifies and acknowledges and agrees that;

The statements contalned 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 of 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 nhumber 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.

4, Location, size, and arrangement of all outdoorsigns and lighting.

5. Location and height of fences or screen plantings and the type or kink of bullding materials or
plantings used for fencing or screenlng.

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 respdnslble 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 Agpril
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 ACCOU NOT SETTLED WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER THE MAILING OF A DEMAND FOR

PAYMENT, e/}
day of_Jun , 2014, We have read the above certification, understand it, and agree

P

Q

Sigrature g‘::?‘bént or authorized agent Signature of applicant or authorized agent

William D ;
Name of applicant or authorized agent Name of applicant or authorized agent

OFFICIAL SEAL

ol ~ KARIN J WALTER

L RN

W N e VT WARMAAAAAANNAA

' NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS
N~ Wotary Pbllc MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:09121/14

§.

AL




COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT
EXTERIOR APPEARANCE AND
SITE PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA

VILLAGE
OF HINSDALE FOUNDED IN 1873

Address of proposed request: 907 Elm Street, Hinsdale, lllinois

REVIEW CRITERIA

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

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

FEES for Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review:
Standard Application: $600.00

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

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

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

Existing open spaces will be preserved. No new construction in these areas.

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

Existing construction will be preserved. The new canopy will be made of aluminum framing (white) and glass.

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

The new entry canopy will bring a modern update to the building while preserving the existing character
that predominates the business park.



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

The parking lot will be modified to include a wider landscaped area in front of the entrance with a drop-off
lane - to improve vehicular safety. Over grown landscaping will be removed and replaced with appropriately
scaled new landscaping. '

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

The existing building height will not be modified.

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

The existing street front facade will not be modified.

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

The existing fenestration is unchanged.

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

The existing solids and voids will remain unchanged.

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

The existing relationship of buildings and structures to open space will remain unchanged.

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

11.

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

The existing porches and projections are unchanged except for the addition of a canopy within the porte cochere.

Relationship of materials and texture. The relationship of the materials and texture of the
facade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials to be used in the buildings
and structures to which it is visually related.

Existing materials are unchanged. New aluminum (painted white) and glass canopy within the porte cochere
will modernize the entry.



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

The existing roof is unchanged.

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

The existing exterior walls are unchanged.

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

The size and mass of the existing building are unchanged.

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

Horizontal and vertical character are unchanged.

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

See above comments.

REVIEW CRITERIA - Site Plan Review

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

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



.

.

. The site plan fails to adequately meet specified standards required by the Zoning Code with

respect to the proposed use or development, including special use standards where
applicable.

Parking is 3 stalls shy of requirements but will be restored with 10 Salt Creek improvements.

. The proposed site plan interferes with easements and rights-of-way.

No modifications to easements or right-of-ways are being requested.

. The proposed site plan unreasonably destroys, damages, detrimentally modifies, or interferes

with the enjoyment of significant natural, topographical, or physical features of the site.

No madifications to existing topography is being proposed.

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

surrounding property.

The new design does not adversely impact surrounding properties.

. The proposed site plan creates undue traffic congestion or hazards in the public streets, or the

circulation elements of the proposed site plan unreasonably creates hazards to safety on or off
site or disjointed, inefficient pedestrian or vehicular circulation paths on or off the site.

There are no modifications to the use of the building which could cause traffic congestion . Drop-off lane at
entrance improves vehicular circulation within the site.

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

New landscaping will provide adequate screening for nearby buildings which are all of similar use.

. The proposed structures or landscaping are unreasonably lacking amenity in relation to, or are

incompatible with, nearby structures and uses.

Existing landscaping is overgrown and consumes the appearance of the building. New landscaping will compliment
the building.

In the case of site plans submitted in connection with an application for a special use permit,

- the proposed site plan makes inadequate provision for the creation or preservation of open

space or for its continued maintenance.
No special use is being requested.

. The proposed site plan creates unreasonable drainage or erosion problems or fails to fully and

satisfactorily integrate the site into the overall existing and planned ordinance system serving
the community.

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

Existing utilities remain unchanged.

11.The proposed site plan does not provide for required public uses designated on the Official
Map.

No modifications to public uses is proposed.

12.The proposed site plan otherwise adversely affects the public health, safety, or general
welfare.

Revisions to the site will not adversely affect public health, safety or welfare.



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: MedProperties

Owner’s name (if different): _Salt Creek Campus LLC

Property address: 907 Elm Street

Property legal description: [attach to this form]
Present zoning classification: O-3, General Office District

Square footage of property: 97,600 GSF

Lot area per dwelling: N/A

Lot dimensions: 240 x 3245

Current use of property: Professional Office

Proposed use: |:|Single-family detached dwelling
[v]Other;  Professional Office

Approval sought: Building Permit [] Variation
1 Special Use Permit [ Planned Development
[ Site Plan Exterior Appearance
[ Design Review
[ Other:

Brief description of request and proposal:
Renovation of building entrance, drop off area and landscaping

Plans & Specifications: [submit with this form]
Provided: Required by Code:
Yards:
front: 37' 25'

interior side(s) 0 /0 10 /10



Provided: Required by Code:

corner side 28' 25'
rear 0 25
Setbacks (businesses and offices):

front: 45 40"
interior side(s) 49° |/ 10' /10
corner side 52' 40'
rear 76.5' 40'
others: N/A N/A
Ogden Ave. Center: N/A N/A
York Rd. Center: N/A N/A
Forest Preserve: N/A 100'

Building heights:

principal building(s): 42' 60'

accessory building(s): NA N/A
Maximum Elevations:

principal building(s): N/A N/A

accessory building(s): _N/A N/A
Dwelling unit size(s): N/A N/A
Total building coverage:  10.9% N/A
Total lot coverage: 55% (existing) 50%
Floor area ratio: .33 | .35

Accessory building(s):

Spacing between buildings:[depict on attached plans]

principal building(s): N/A
accessory building(s): NA

Number of off-street parking spaces required: _105
Number of loading spaces required: _ 1

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

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

By:

Applicant’s signature

William Dvorak

Applicant’s printed name
Dated: _June6 , 2014 |




EXHIBIT “A”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

LOT 4 IN OFFICE PARK OF HINSDALE, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF SECTION
36, TOWNSHIP 39 NORTH, RANGE 11, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
AND PART OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 11, EAST TO THE THIRD
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED
SEPTEMBER 20, 2002, AS DOCUMENT R2002-243817, IN DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS,



)

[

ZONING CONFIRMATION OF AUTHORITY

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

The undersigned, 11 Salt Creek Campus LLC, the property owner of the property
commonly known as 11 Salt Creek Lane, Hinsdale, Illinois, hereby confirms that the Zoning
Applicant, MedProperties, is authorized by the undersigned to file a Planned Development

Application for 11 Salt Creek Lane, Hinsdale, Illinois.
Dated this ﬁ day of June, 2014,

PROPERTY OWNER:

11 SALT CREEK CAMPUS LLC

By, /ner /<o P3cre,

Title: A« 77702 1220 f/wwwm i




ZONING CONFIRMATION OF AUTHORITY
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

The undersigned, Salt Creek Campus LLC, the property owner of the property
commonly known as 901 N, Elm Street, 907 N. Elm Street, 10 Salt Creek Lane and 12 Salt
Creek Lane, Hinsdale, Illinois, hereby confirms that the Zoning Applicant, MedProperties, is
authorized by the undersigned to file an Exterior Appearance / Site Plan Review Application for
907 N. Elm Street and 10 Salt Creek Lane, Hinsdale,‘ Illinois, and a Planned Development
Application for 901 N. Elm Street, 907 N. Elm Street; 10 Salt Creek Lane and 12 Salt Creek

Lane, Hinsdale, Illinois.
Dated this _%53 day of June, 2014,

PROPERTY OWNER:

SALT CREEK CAMPUS LLC

%//W

By, S Lopitr,”

Title: SVt R
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EXHIBIT “A”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

LOT 4 IN OFFICE PARK OF HINSDALE, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF SECTION 36,
TOWNSHIP 39 NORTH, RANGE 11, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, AND PART
OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 11, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED SEPTEMBER 20, 2002, AS
DOCUMENT R2002-243817, IN DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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Memorandum

To: Chairman Saigh and Members of the Zoning and Public Safety Committee
From: - Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner ]

Cc: Kathleen A. Gargand, Village Manager

Robert McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner
Date: . July 28, 2014 |
Re: Request for Board Action
54 S. Washington Street — Einstein Bagels — Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review Approval

for Facade Improvements.

BACKGROUND

Application

The Village of Hinsdale has received an application from Awning, Sign and Lighting Group of Addison, lllinois on
behalf of Einstein Bagels, requesting approval of exterior appearance and site plans to allow for fagade
improvements to the existing office building at 54 S. Washington Street. The site is improved with a multi-
story commercial building in the B-2, Central Business District. '

Process

The applicant, Einstein Bagels, is proposing facade improvements at 54 S. Washington Street. The site plan
review process recognizes that even those uses and developments that have been determined to be generally
suitable for location in a particular district are capable of adversely affecting the purposes for which the code
was enacted unless careful consideration is given is given to critical design elements. As such, site plan review
is required in this case due to the following provisions:

1. Section 11-604
2. Section 11-606

Due to the nature of the request, this application would require a meeting before the Plan Commission and
does not require public notification. The Village Board has 90 days from receiving the recommendation of the
Plan Commission to act on its recommendation. Failure by the Board to act within 90 days is considered a
denial of the Plan Commission’s recommendation. Section 11-604F of the Zoning Code details the standards
for site plan approval. The applicant provides its response to the Site Plan Review criteria on pages 3 and 4 of
its application. ’

Description of property and existing use

The property is currently zoned B-2, which is the central business district intended to serve the entire Hinsdale
suburban community with a wide variety of retail and service uses. It is intended to serve as the primary
shopping area of the Village. This district is located in the center of the village, adjacent to commuter facilities,

1



and at the convergence of primary thoroughfares. The bulk standards are intended to reflect the generally
more intense development of property in this area.

While this use has existed for several years, Section 5-102C(26} provides that eating places are a permitted use
in the B-2 district.

The 54 S. Washington location is bordered in all directions by properties zoned B-2, Central Business District.
Request

The applicant is requesting approval of exterior appearance and site plans to allow for building fagade
improvements. The site is improved with a three-story commercial building in the B-2 Central Business District.

The applicant is proposing improvements to the building elevations, which includes re-skinning of the two
existing awnings and three new signs (two valance signs and a single wall sign).

The applicant is proposing to remove the burgundy fabric on the two existing awnings and replace it with a
black fabric, as well as replace the two existing valance signs. In addition, the application includes the
replacement of the existing wall sigh immediately above the main entrance. The proposed changes can be
seen in the attached illustrations. The proposed valance signs are 1.74 square feet (4” x 62.5”) and would be
gold text. The company’s corporate disc logo would be 2.25 square feet (18” x 18”) and would be gold, black
and white. All three signs would be a total of 5.73 square feet. |

Property History
A review of the zoning maps finds that the property has been zoned B-2 since at least 1989.
Plan Commission Action

At the July 9, 2014 Plan Commission meeting the Commission reviewed the application submitted for 54 S.
Washington Street regarding the proposed fagade improvements. Following a motion to approve site plans
and exterior appearance, the Plan Commission, on a 5-0 vote, recommended approval of site plans and
exterior appearance. Plan Commission has the final authority on signage and as such, only the awnings
require further consideration.

Motion

MOTION: Move that the request be forwarded to the Board of Trustees, to approve an “Ordinance
Approving Site Plans and Exterior Appearance Plans for Fagade Improvements at 54 S. Washington
Street” '

Attach:
Draft Ordinance

Draft Findings and Recommendations



DRAFT

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SITE PLAN AND EXTERIOR APPEARANCE PLAN
FOR FACADE IMPROVEMENTS TO A COMMERCIAL BUILDING AT
. 54 S. WASHINGTON STREET

WHEREAS, the Village of Hinsdale has received an application (the
“Application”) for site plan approval and exterior appearance review relative to fagade
improvements at an existing commercial building located at 54 S. Washington Street,
Hinsdale, llinois (the “Subject Property”’), from applicant Einstein Bagels (the
“Applicant’); and

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located in the Village's B-2 Central Business
Zoning District and is currently improved with a multi-story commercial building. The
Applicant proposes to improve the building fagade by reskinning the two (2) existing
burgundy awnings with black canvas (the “Proposed Improvements”). Other
improvements already approved by the Plan Commission pursuant to their final
approval authority over signage includes replacement of the existing valance signs, as
well as replacing the existing disk wall sign above the main entrance to the building the
Proposed Improvements, as well as the signage improvements approved by the Plan
Commission, are depicted in the site plan and exterior appearance plans attached
hereto as Exhibit A and made a part hereof; and

WHEREAS, the Application was considered by the Village of Hinsdale Plan
Commission at a public meeting held on July 9, 2014. After considering all of the
matters related to the Application, the Plan Commission recommended, on a vote of
five (5) in favor, zero (0) against, and two (2) absent, approval by the Board of Trustees
of the Site Plan and Exterior Appearance Plan relative to the Proposed Improvements.
The recommendation for approval and a summary of the related proceedings are set
forth in the Plan Commission’s Findings and Recommendation in this matter (“Findings
and Recommendation”), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B and made a
part hereof; and A

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees find that the Application
satisfies the standards established in Sections 11-604 and 11-606 of the Hinsdale
Zoning Code governing site plans and exterior appearance plans, subject to the
conditions stated 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 findivngs of the President and Board of Trustees.
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SECTION 2: Approval of Site Plan and Exterior Appearance Plan. The Board of
Trustees, acting pursuant to the authority vested in it by the laws of the State of lllinois
and Sections 11-604 and 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code, approves the site plan
and exterior appearance plan attached to, and by this reference, incorporated into this
Ordinance as Exhibit A (the “Approved Plans”), relative to the Proposed Improvements,
subject to the conditions set forth in Section 3 of this Ordinance.

SECTION 3: Conditions on Approvals. The approvals granted in Section 2 of
this Ordinance are expressly subject to all of the following conditions: :

A. Compliance with Plans. All work on the Subject Property shall be
undertaken only in strict compliance with the Approved Plans attached as
Exhibit A.

B. Compliance with Codes, Ordinances, and Regulations. Except as
specifically set forth in this Ordinance or as otherwise specifically
authorized by the Village, the provisions of the Hinsdale Municipal Code
and the Hinsdale Zoning Code shall apply and govern all development on,
and improvement of, the Subject Property. All such development and
improvement shall comply with all Village codes, ordinances, and
regulations at all times. ’ '

C. 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.

SECTION 4: Violation of Condition or Code. Any violation of any term or
condition stated in this Ordinance, or of any applicable code, ordinance, or regulation of
the Village, shall be grounds for rescission by the Board of Trustees of the approvals set
forth in this Ordinance.

. SECTION 5: Severability and Repeal of Inconsistent Ordinances. Each section,
paragraph, clause and provision of this Ordinance is separable, and if any section,
paragraph, clause or provision of this Ordinance shall be held unconstitutional or invalid
for any reason, the unconstitutionality or invalidity of such section, paragraph, clause or
provision shall not affect the remainder of this Ordinance, nor any part thereof, other
than that part affected by such decision. 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 6: Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from
and after its passage, approval, and publication in the manner provided by law.

332119_1 , 2



ADOPTED this | day of , 2014, pursuant to a roll call
vote as follows: : - ,

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

APPROVED by me this day of __,2014, and
attested to by the Village Clerk this same day.

Thomas K. Cauley, Jr., Village President

ATTEST:

Christine M. Bruton, Village Clerk

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

By:

Its:

Date: , 2014

332119 1 3



EXHIBIT A

APPROVED SITE PLAN AND EXTERIOR APPEARANCE PLAN
(ATTACHED)
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EXHIBIT B

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
(ATTACHED)
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DRAFT

RE: 54 S. Washington Street — Einstein Bagels — Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review

HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: July 9, 2014
DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: July 28, 2014

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
I. FINDINGS

1. ASL, Inc. on behalf of Einstein Bagels (the “Applicant™) submitted an application to the
Village of Hinsdale for exterior appearance and site plan review at 54 S. Washington Street
(the “Subject Property™).

2. The Subject Property is located in the B-2 Central Business District and is improved with a
multiple-story commercial building.

3. The applicant presented the proposed changes to the fagade which included reskinning the two
existing burgundy awnings with black canvas and replacing the existing valance signage, and
replacing the existing disk wall sign above the main entrance to the business.

4. The Plan Commission was complimentary of the elevations and the proposal as a whole. -

5. The Plan Commission finds that the plan submitted by the Applicant complies with the
standards set forth in Section 11-604 of the Zoning Code governing site plan review.

6. The Plan Commission finds that the plan submitted by the Applicant complies with the
standards set forth in Section 11-606 of the Zoning Code governing exterior appearance review
which included the installation of a third sign. Among the evidence relied upon by the Plan
Commission were the site plans and various plans submitted and considered for the June 9%,
2014, Plan Commission meeting.

II. RECOMMENDATION
The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, on a vote of five (5) “Ayes,” zero (0) “Nays,” and two (2) “Absent”
recommends that the President and Board of Trustees approve the site plan and exterior appearance plans for 54
S. Washington Street — Einstein Bagels.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:
Chairman

Dated this day of ,2014.




April 9, 2014

Armando Cesarini

Property Manager

Cesarini Family Trusts

54 S. Washington St., Ste. 4
Hinsdale, IL 60521
630-325-3090

Village of Hinsdale
19 E. Chicago Avenue
Hinsdale, IL 60521

RE: Permission from propeﬁy owner’s manager for Einstein Bagels to replace awnings and add sign
according to enclosed/attached 3-page 1/7/2014 elevation drawings by Awning & Sign
Contractors previously approved & signed by Property Manager on 1/8/2014

Gentlemen:

The is to confirm that as the legal Property Manager of the property at 54 S. Washington Street,
Hinsdale, IL, held in trust in the Cesarini Family Trusts permission has been granted to tenant Einstein
Bagels to replace the existing awnings and to add a new sign according to enclosed/attached 1/7/2014
elevation drawings by Awning & Sign Contractors previously approved & signed by Property Manager on
1/8/2014.

Regards,

/%(Cum" ;

Armando Cesarini
Property Manager
Cesarini Family Trusts

Enclosed/attached 3-page 1/7/2014 elevation drawings by Awning & Sign Contractors previously
approved & signed by Property Manager on 1/8/2014



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: M&ﬁ&.@&&ég_&__
Owner’s name (if different): ALMANDD CESARI NI
Property address: S S (DALUINSETDN

Property legal description: [attach to this form]

Present zoning classification:

Square footage of property: . 3.2 00 S £ .
Lot area per dwelling:
Lot dimensions: [28. D X 25,0

Currentuse of property: _Z/NSTE0 BRoS. AALes s

Proposed use: Single-family detached dwelling
Other: _osgrrzRas 4 L

Approval sought: Building Permit Variation
Special Use Permit Planned Development
Site Plan Exterior Appearance
Design Review
Other: “ { é.
CQoLol OF AwninNeGs .

Brief description of request and proposal:

ADD CLRAULAR. SiQn-Nopd ~TLlLOMINVATED TO FRoNI

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

front: A4Z,A
/ /

interior side(s) A



Provided: Required by Code:

. 2
corner side I Q,S’
rear 20 *

Setbacks (businesses and offices):

front: 5’5"

interior side(s) Y Y A
corner side Q' "

rear '

others:

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

Building heights:
principal building(s): ad STORY —_—
accessory building(s): ,2_&1:139_01\[ vogr¥

Maximum Elevations:

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

Dwelling unit size(s):

Total building coverage: 3300 £% Fr.

Total lot coverage: 3300 82 Fr

Floor area ratio:

pob- iS 2 STo |
Spacing between buildings:[depict on attached plans]

Accessory building(s):

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

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

Statement of applicant: -

| swear/affirm that the information provided in this form is true and complete. |
understand that any omission of applicable or relevant information from this form could
be a basis for denial orW of the Certificate of Zoning Compliance.

By: . /‘94‘

Applicant’s signature

3
Applicant’s printed name

Dated: , 20




VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

Gt N

VILLAGE .-
OF HgNgﬁ%E FOUNDGED IN 1873

PLAN COMMISSION APPLICATION

I. GENERAL INFORMATION -

| Phone/Fax: (630 =326 -~ B DYO
| N/A-vA-‘u. .

dress and Village position of any

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)




II. - SITE INFORMATION

General description or characteristics of the site: B AGEL SToRG

Existing zoning and land use: O,QM MERcigL

Surrounding zoning and existing land uses:

North:

 East: _ ~

U Map and Text Amendments 11-601E
Amendment Requested:

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

Q Special Use Permit 11-602E
Special Use Requested: 0 Development in the B-2 Central Business
District Questionnaire

-)V NOT& LLANDLORO HHAS STALpPep $333MU.)
pLL DRGwINcG&-



TABLE OF COMPLIANCE
S5 S. WASHINGTDA &T. — CoRrRNER

Address of subject property:

The following table is based on the Zoning District.
Minimum Code Proposed/Existing
' Requirements Development
Minimum Lot Area (s.f.) 3', 202
Minimum Lot Depth [2p
Minimum Lot Width 2 £
Building Height 4¢
Number of Stories S
Front Yard Setback <7
Corner Side Yard Setback EJ
Interior Side Yard Setback 2
- Rear Yard Setback -
Maximum Floor Area Ratio
(F.ARD*

Maximum Total Building
Coverage*

Maximum Total Lot Coverage*

Parking Requirements

JiA

_Parking front yard setback

NA-

Parking corner side yard
setback

NA.

Parking interior side yard
setback

N.A-

Parking rear yard setback NS
Loading Requirements N.A-
Accessory Structure .

Information SE¢ D/t

*Must provide actual square footage number and percentage.

Where any lack of compliance is shown, state the reason and ex
application despite such lack of compliance:

pléin the Village's authority, if any, to approve the




CERTIFICATION

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:

13

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.

4. Location, size, and arrangement of all outdoor signs and lighting.
5. Location and height of fences or screen plantings and the type or kink of building materials or
plantings used for fencing or screening.
6. A detailed landscaping plan, showing location, size, and species of all trees, shrubs, and other plant
materiat.
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.

onthe__ Db | day of _2-0ci\ 201U, IWe have read the above certification, understand it, and agree

to abide bW&
v/

Si?nature of applicant or authorized agent Signature of applicant or authorized agent

R_[JEsex

Name of applicant or authorized agent Name of applicant or authorized agent
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN /
to before me this 22 &> day of
D\ pes\ L 208 . !
: Notary Public ANA MELARAL 2
4 @ NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF iLUINOIS ¢

gMy Commission Expires 02/28/2017¢




COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Lo DEPARTMENT

Bt EXTERIOR APPEARANCE AND

VILLAGE S SITE PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA
OF H!NSDALE FOUNDED IN 1873 T -

Address of proposed request: 5 H 8 [7®) QS&;’M&T oN -~ CoRrnpeEn.

REVIEW CRITERIA

Sec

wel
Sub

*edeok

Pla

review process is intended to protect, preserve, and enhance the character and architectural heritage and
qual

resirllential district, additional netification requirements are necessary. Please contact the Village

ion 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Exterior appearance review. The exterior appearance

ity of the Village, to protect, preserve, and enhance property values, and to promote the health, safety, and
Fare of the Village and its residents. Please note that Subsection Standards for building permits refers to
section 11-605E Stanidards and considerations for design permit review.

PLEASE NOTE*** [f this is a non-residential property within 250 feet of a single-family

ner for a description of the additional requirements.

FEES for Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review:
Standard Application: $600.00

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

C
r

2

low are the criteria_that will be used by the Plan Commission, Zoning and Public Safety
mmittee and Board of Trustees in_reviewing Exterior Appearance Review requests. Please
spond to each criterion as it relates to the application. Please use an additional sheet of paper

ta respond to questions if needed.

Open spaces. The quality of the gpen space between buildings and in setback spaces
between street and facades. EMENS. kTSI

11,«/4/ z:n/.{f Oaf MY Zew?né

Materials. The quality of materlals and their relgtionship to those in existing adjacent
structures. _ LA WBVE 0N BlocC

General design. The quality of the desi gn in gqeneral and its relationshi to the overall
character of elghborhood /A/ e

scaz«s_ylé_.zmm&:flf e L_Oc&

General site development. The quality of the site development in terms of landscaping,
recreation, pedestrian access, auto access, parking, servicing of the property, and impact on
vehicular traffic patterns and conditions on-site and in the vicinity of the site, and the retention
of trees and shrubs to the maximum extent possible. /%’ E &I T E

-1-




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

adjacent buildings. __ 7 9= e WE’ o BoTlom

Proertlon of front facade. The relationship of the width to the height of the front elevation
shall be vusua&y compatible with buildings, public w. zs and places to which it is visually

related. AME  AS Exz STI

Proportion of openings. The relationship of the width to the height of windows shall be visually
compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which the building is visually related.
ANl A5 EactiT It

<

Rhythm of solids to voids in front facades. The relationship of solids to voids in the front

facade of a building shall be visually compatible with b gldm pubhc ways and places to
which it is visually related. ‘_;:mp

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

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

projections to sidewalks shall be visually I{:/on}.tatible with the buildings, public ways, and
places to which it is visually related.

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

13

1%

facade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materigls to be used in f@ buildings
and structures to which it is visually related. lA_/_ 6UEY M L EC/ CoMeLe

AE A8 X1 8T

12. Roof shapes. The roof shape of a building shall be visually compatible with the buildings to

which it is visually related. EXTS

3. Walls of continuity. Building facades and appurtenances such as walls, fences, and landscape
masses shall, when it is a characteristic of the area, form cohesive walls of enclosure along a

street to ensure visual compatibility with theguildin s, public ways, and places to which such
elements are visually related. éz/f!”". ,4% E_KMWC |

14. Scale of building. The size and mass of buildings and structures in relation to open spaces,

windows, door openings, porches, and balconies shall be visually compatikle with the
buildings, public ways, and places to which they are visually related.
TEnA

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

-9.-
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REVI
Be

whether this be vertical character, horizontal character, or nondirectional character.

.Special consideration for existing buildings. For existing buildings, the Plan Commission and
the Board of Trustees shall consider the availability of materials, technology, and

craftsmanship to duplicate existing styles, patterns, textyres, and ovg?ll detailing.
f %Zﬁc@i! g t./é'" ér-”::f&( 0a K1 0CC

=W CRITERIA - Site Plan Review
low are the criteria that will be used by the Plan Commission and Board of Trustees in

d

termining if the application meets the requirements for Site Plan Approval. Briefly describe how

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

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

el

1.

ments.

The site plan adequately meets specified standards required by the Zoning Code with respect
to the proposed use or development, including special use standards where applicable.

The proposed site plan does not interfere with easements and rights-of-way.

The proposed site plan does not unreasohably destroy, damage, detrimentally modify, or
interfere with the enjoyment of significant natural, topographical, or physical features of the
site.

The proposed site plan is not unreaso