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CHAIRMAN ENNES: This meeting of the Arlington Heights Plan

Commission is called to order. Would you please all rise and join us in the pledge of allegiance?

(Pledge of allegiance recited.)
CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you. Please be seated, good job. Sam,

would you take the roll?

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Cherwin.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Here.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Dawson.
(No response.)

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Drost.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Here.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Green.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: Here.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Jensen.

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Here.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Lorenzini.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Here.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Sigalos.

COMMISSIONER SIGALOS: Here.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Warskow.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Here.

MR. HUBBARD: Chairman Ennes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Here. Lynn, thank you for filling in for me at the last

meeting, | appreciate that. We have minutes for two topics from our 8/8 meeting, the Chapter 28
Text Amendment, and the 2019 budget for our Commission. Can | have, | assume everybody
received those? Can | have a motion to approve them?

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: I'll make such a motion.
COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Second.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: And a second?
COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Second.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: All in favor?
(Chorus of ayes.)
CHAIRMAN ENNES: Anybody opposed?
(No response.)
COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: | abstain.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: | abstain also, | was not there.
COMMISSIONER GREEN: [ abstain, I was not there.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, moving along, we have two public hearings

tonight. First, we have 1104 South Arlington Heights Road, PC# 18-017. Is the Petitioner here?

MR. BRANKIN: Yes, Mr. Chairman, good evening. Patrick Brankin on

behalf of the Applicant. Also with me is Jill Lindsay of AAEC.

conditions?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, Patrick, are you, have you seen the

MR. BRANKIN: | have.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: Are you agreeable to those?
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MR. BRANKIN: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, and can | ask you, is the young lady going to
speak also?

MR. BRANKIN: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Can I ask both of you to come up? | will swear you
in; right at the podium is fine.

(Witnesses sworn.)

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you. Can | ask that when you start talking, if
you would spell your name for our court reporter?

MR. BRANKIN: Of course, thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, thank you. Tell us about your project.

MR. BRANKIN: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, members of the
Commission. Again, my name is Patrick Brankin, B-r-a-n-k-i-n. I'm from the law firm of Schain
Banks in Chicago. | have the privilege of representing AAEC Credit Union before you this
evening, seeking a land use amendment to the Ordinance 07-036 to allow for the AAEC Credit
Union to operate at 1104 South Arlington Heights Road.

Just a bit of site history with regard to the property itself, in 2007,
there was an ordinance that was adopted to rezone the property and authorize a land use
variation for the establishment of a drive-through banking facility. Unfortunately, that ordinance
has a condition in it that limited it to the People's Bank who was the applicant at that time. In
2015, pursuant to a merger between First Midwest Bank and the People's Bank, that ordinance
was administratively transferred to First Midwest Bank to allow for the operation of First Midwest
Bank. My client is now under contract with First Midwest Bank for the purchase of that property
to be able to operate their credit union at the facility.

Before you on the slide in condition one, actually they're all
numbered one which is a little unfortunate, but the top condition, the land use variation granted
by this ordinance shall only apply to the People's Bank, so that's the condition that we're seeking
to eliminate from the existing ordinance and why we're before you this evening.

There is no change to the building. From the exterior, you won't
notice a change from the neighborhood. The land use is consistent with the existing bank.
There may be some internal shuffling with regard to offices or something of that sort, but nothing
that would be visible from the outside.

Again, Mr. Chairman, as you asked me eatrlier, we have reviewed the
Staff report. We do agree with the Staff comments and the conditions related to landscaping.
We have reviewed the landscape plan that was approved as part of the original ordinance,
investigated the plantings that are out there, and are committed to bringing that up to the
approved landscape plan.

So, with that, | will turn it over to Jill just to give you a bit about a local
business actually, AAEC, and their desire to relocate.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you.

MS. LINDSAY: Good evening. I'm Jill Lindsay, and that is L-i-n-d-s-a-y.
I'm president of AAEC Credit Union. AAEC was started in Arlington Heights in 1955. We have
always been in business in Arlington Heights; originally in someone's home, and then many,
many years ago we moved to the Plaza office complex on Wilke Road just south of the
intersection with Campbell. We've been there for well over 20 years. We would like to offer a

LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES
Chicago & Roselle, lllinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida
(630) 894-9389 - (800) 219-1212



4

few more services to our members, and so that's why we've been looking for a facility that would
allow us to have our own ATM and a drive-through for the convenience of our members.

We were started by a group of educators who wanted to pool their
resources to help their co-workers get loans at reasonable price, and that is basically our
foundation and what we've been doing ever since. We have been open to employees of District
214, Harper College, and all the feeder districts. In the last few years, we've expanded to be
able to allow students and alumni of any schools, public or private, in that area. We are looking
into expanding to be able to offer our services to anybody from the community and look forward
to that, because we think that occupying this building would make that something that would be
attractive to the community.

The financial services that we offer are very similar to those that a
small bank would offer. The big difference is that we are a non-profit. We are not a charitable
organization, but we are a non-profit. So, everything that we earn gets returned to our members
in the form of either lower loan rates or a higher dividend yield or services that we offer. We do
loans for all sorts of reasons; mortgages, home equity loans, student loans, vehicle loans, RVs,
personal loans, bill consolidation. We offer savings and checking accounts and debit cards,
ATM cards, credit cards, things like that, so a lot of the basic things that a small bank would.

So, that's basically who we are and what we're looking to do. We're
really excited that we've been able to find something that would allow us to remain in Arlington
Heights because that's our home base. AAEC stands for Arlington Area Education Community,
just to give you an idea that, you know, definitely we've always been Arlington Heights, you
know, as our base. Any questions or anything?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: We will be asking questions but after the Staff report.

MS. LINDSAY: Okay, all right. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you.

MR. BRANKIN: So, that concludes our presentation. | do have some
handouts to kind of supplement what's up on the board, if | may approach and hand those?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes, please. I'll pass these down, thank you.

MR. BRANKIN: Thank you. With that, that concludes our presentation.
We thank you for hearing us and would respectfully request your consideration. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you, Patrick. Can we have the Staff report?

MR. SCHMIDT: Certainly. Good evening, Chairman Ennes and members
of the Plan Commission. As the Petitioner stated, he is here tonight representing AAEC Credit
Union, a local credit union serving the students, families, and staff of various school districts.
They are seeking relief from a condition in the land use variation ordinance pertaining to the
subject property at 1104 South Arlington Heights Road so that they may purchase and move into
an existing bank building.

The subject property at 1104 South Arlington Heights Road is zoned
B-1 Business District Limited Retail and is designated for commercial uses in the
Comprehensive Plan. The requested action more specifically put is an amendment to Land Use
Variation Ordinance 07-036 in order to remove condition number one from section three of the
said ordinance which restricts the land use variation to the People's Bank of Arlington Heights.
There are no variations required as part of this petition.

Also, some history on the site, the current bank building and site was
developed by a land use variation granted in 2007 to the People's Bank of Arlington Heights by
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Ordinance 07-036. The land use variation was specifically to allow a drive-through facility in
conjunction with the banking facility on the site. Drive-through facilities are not permitted by right
or by a special use permit in the underlying B-1 Zoning District, though bank uses on their own
are a permitted use. The use as a banking facility with a drive-through is compliant with the
designation in the Comprehensive Plan.

As mentioned, the condition number one in section three of said
ordinance restricts the land use variation specifically to the People's Bank of Arlington Heights.
At present, the facility is occupied by First Midwest Bank. The ownership of the property was
transferred to First Midwest by a merger between the People's Bank of Arlington Heights and
First Midwest Bank. Occupation of the facility by First Midwest following this merger was
considered to be compliant with this condition in the ordinance as, through the merger, People's
Bank of Arlington Heights and First Midwest Bank were considered to be the same entity. As
AAEC has no affiliation with the People's Bank or with First Midwest Bank, in order to occupy
and operate out of the facility, an amendment to the land use variation is required.

To provide some context, the subject site is located at the southwest
corner of Arlington Heights and Magnolia Street. It is just south of Central Road and
immediately north of Cypress Park. The site is currently developed with a 4,508 square-foot
banking facility served by two drive-through lanes on the north side of the building, and a 17-
space parking lot on the south side of the facility. The Petitioner is proposing no modifications to
the building or site from approved plans. Operationally, they are planning on hours consistent
with the lobby hours of First Midwest Bank currently, though in the future they may expand their
hours to offer Saturday services which would be consistent with the hours First Midwest Bank
offers.

With respect to parking, per code one space per 300 square feet of
floor area is required for this use. Using this ratio, the 4,508 square-foot bank requires 15 total
parking spaces. As the site currently has 17 parking stalls, there is a surplus of two parking
stalls per code. As part of this petition, no additional bicycle parking spaces are required to be
installed. By code, the provision of bicycle parking spaces is required only when a change in use
results in the requirement for additional off-street motor vehicle spaces. As there is no change to
the use proposed for the facility, hence no change in required vehicular parking, no addition of
bicycle parking spaces are required.

With respect to traffic and parking studies, by code no full traffic and
parking study by a certified traffic engineer is required. Section 6.12-1 of the Zoning Code states
that projects requiring a Plan Commission review do not need to provide a full traffic study if the
project comprises less than 5,000 square feet in floor area and is located along a major or
secondary arterial street as defined by the Village's thoroughfare plan. As the property is located
along Arlington Heights Road which is designated as a major arterial in the Village's
thoroughfare plan, and as no changes are proposed to the existing facility from present, it falls
underneath the 5,000 square-foot threshold outlined in the Zoning Code, and no full traffic study
is required. Section 6.12-1 also states that all developments with a drive-through require a full
traffic study. However, since the drive-through is already constructed and the Petitioner is not
proposing any expansion or additional lanes to the existing drive-through, there is in essence no
new drive-through proposed, and therefore, a full traffic study by a certified traffic engineer is not
required.

With respect to landscaping, Staff has reviewed the existing onsite
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landscaping and identified areas of deficient or missing landscaping, specifically the required
three-foot tall landscape screen along Arlington Heights Road and Magnolia Street were found
to be sparse or missing in areas. As part of this petition, the Petitioner has agreed to replace
any missing or deficient landscaping as identified on the approved landscape plan that was
approved via Ordinance 07-036.

Bearing those information in mind, the Staff Development Committee
recommends approval of the amendment to Land Use Variation Ordinance 07-036, eliminating
condition one from section three of said ordinance which states the land use variation granted by
this ordinance shall only apply to People's Bank. This recommendation shall be subject to one
condition, that being that the Petitioner shall replace the required three-foot tall landscape
screening along Arlington Heights Road and Magnolia Street in addition to any landscaping
missing per the approved landscape plan as approved by Ordinance 07-036. The remaining
conditions as set forth in Ordinance 07-036 shall remain in full force and effect.

That concludes my presentation. I'm happy to answer any
guestions.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you for that presentation. | have one quick
guestion. When the Petitioner, | think it was their second exhibit, they listed | believe the
conditions and they had five items number one.

MR. SCHMIDT: That is from the original ordinance.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, so those are the, that includes the original
provisions that we're not really voting on tonight? Those are staying with it?

MR. SCHMIDT: That's correct. Those are staying previously approved
ordinance with those conditions.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you. Can | have a motion to approve the Staff
report?

COMMISSIONER DROST: I'll make that motion.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: I'll second.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, all in favor?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Anybody opposed?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you. Let's see. Commissioner Jensen, would
you like to start if you have any questions?

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Well, I really don't have any. They did a
thorough job of going over this in the Conceptual Review Committee, and | think they've
addressed all the issues that were brought up at that point. So, I'll just pass.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you. Commissioner Warskow?

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: No traffic issues currently with the drive-
through on Magnolia? | drive to Arlington Heights Road in that area all the time. | know there is
not there but is there thoroughfare issues at all?

MR. SCHMIDT: Police did not mention any issues, no, to that particular
intersection or with either driveway.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Okay, that's my only question. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Commissioner Lorenzini?
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COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Yes. Jake, good presentation. Jill, I do
have a question. So, savings accounts are insured by the NCUA?

MS. LINDSAY: Yes. I'm sorry, you asked if we were insured by NCUA?

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: If they are, your brochure says that.

MS. LINDSAY: Yes, we are.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: So, that's just as good as the FDIC?

MS. LINDSAY: ltis. It's just the credit union side of the federal insurance
program. Banks are FDIC, credit unions are NCUA.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Okay, and what are you currently paying
on savings accounts?

MS. LINDSAY: Pardon me?

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Interest rate that you're currently paying on
savings accounts?

MS. LINDSAY: Currently, it's 0.6 percent that we're paying on savings. We
always traditionally have also paid a bonus dividend at the end of the year; if there's any
remaining funds left over, we disburse it that way with a bonus.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: All right. That's all I had, thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Commissioner Green?

COMMISSIONER GREEN: At the Conceptual Plan, you answered all the
guestions. | think it's a great fit.

MS. LINDSAY: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Commissioner Cherwin?

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: So, Joe, are you opening an account? So, |
think it's a great project, | told you that before. | spend a lot of time in this area. | would say the
traffic is, my in-laws live directly behind it so I'm in there all the time and | don't ever see any
problems with traffic cutting through or anything like that. So, I think it's a great use of the site.
Good luck!

MS. LINDSAY: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Commissioner Sigalos?

COMMISSIONER SIGALOS: Yes, | was also at the Conceptual Plan
Review Committee and | have no further questions. You had a great presentation, Jake, and |
think it's a great, you know, continued use for this site.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Commissioner Drost.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Yes, as Mr. Rogers would say, "Welcome to
the neighborhood."

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Except they've already been here.

COMMISSIONER DROST: But if you'd come up, Ms. Lindsay? Could you
step up? | have got a couple of questions to ask you about your business.

MS. LINDSAY: Yes, sure.

COMMISSIONER DROST: First of all, I agree with Commissioner Cherwin.
It is a great fit and it's really remarkable that you can continue a business in financial services on
Arlington Heights Road. What are your footings right now? What size are you as a --

MS. LINDSAY: The space that we've been renting is roughly 2,200.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Yes, | meant as deposits.

MS. LINDSAY: Oh, I'm sorry.
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COMMISSIONER DROST: Your deposits, your asset base.

MS. LINDSAY: About $83 million.

COMMISSIONER DROST: So, yes, not too much different than the old
People's Bank.

MS. LINDSAY: That | couldn't say, | don't know the size of People's Bank.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Yes, that | can say. | think you're pretty close.
They were a little over $100,000, but it's a great place to grow. How many members do you
have?

MS. LINDSAY: We have just under 4,000 members.

COMMISSIONER DROST: So, it's a good footprint and concentrating in
the Arlington Heights area which is important.

MS. LINDSAY: Yes.

COMMISSIONER DROST: It provides a community accommodation or
service which is very good.

MS. LINDSAY: Yes.

COMMISSIONER DROST: | would make this comment. As you expand
the affinity group of the credit union, add the parents of students or teachers, you know, or are
they able --

MS. LINDSAY: Families are already eligible.

COMMISSIONER DROST: | mean all families? Students, parents of
students?

MS. LINDSAY: Yes, yes.

COMMISSIONER DROST: So, that does extend as far as --

MS. LINDSAY: Yes. Yes, they are.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Okay, well, I have no further questions. But |
wish you a great deal of success.

MS. LINDSAY: Thank you. Thank you very much.

COMMISSIONER DROST: And I hope the deal closes, okay.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: | have no questions. | think we can proceed to a
motion. Is there a motion?

COMMISSIONER GREEN: I'd like to make a motion.

A motion to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of PC# 18-017, an
Amendment to Land Use Variation Ordinance 07-036, eliminating the following condition
from section three of said ordinance:

1. The Land Use Variation granted by this ordinance shall only apply to
the People's Bank.

This recommendation shall be subject to the following condition:

1. The Petitioner shall replace the required three-foot tall landscape
screening along Arlington Heights Road and Magnolia Street, in
addition to any landscaping missing per the landscape plan as
approved via Ordinance 07-036.
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CHAIRMAN ENNES: Allin favor? Well, we should have a roll call vote.
COMMISSIONER SIGALOS: Second. I'll second it.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: Second, okay.
MR. SCHMIDT: Commissioner Cherwin.
COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes.
MR. SCHMIDT: Commissioner Dawson.
(No response.)
MR. SCHMIDT: Commissioner Drost.
COMMISSIONER DROST: Aye, with comment.
MR. SCHMIDT: Commissioner Green.
COMMISSIONER GREEN: Yes.
MR. SCHMIDT: Commissioner Jensen.
COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Yes.
MR. SCHMIDT: Commissioner Lorenzini.
COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Yes.
MR. SCHMIDT: Commissioner Sigalos.
COMMISSIONER SIGALOS: Yes.
MR. SCHMIDT: Commissioner Warskow.
COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Yes.
MR. SCHMIDT: Chairman Ennes.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes. So, you have a unanimous approval from the
Plan Commission. This is preliminary; you get to go before the Village Board now. But good
luck with your business, and we have a comment.
COMMISSIONER DROST: The comment is this, basically for Planning
Department. This I think is another good example of where we don't have to have a Plan
Commission meeting, but we could do it administratively when you're basically just looking at
some procedural aspects of it as opposed to substantive aspects and changes. So, I'd make
that recommendation, that the Planning Department continue to look at avenues to make it
easier for applicants or petitioners to work through our system.
MR. SCHMIDT: If  may? In the context of this petition, since it does
involve the amendment of an ordinance, it does require Plan Commission hearing.
COMMISSIONER DROST: Correct, I'm aware of that. But I think this
would be a cascade of items, but this is not one of those, it's not controversial. It's something
that could be handled in-house. You guys figure it out. But this | think is an example of making
it easier for petitioners to get through the process here.
MR. SCHMIDT: Understood.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: Well, thank you.
MR. BRANKIN: Thank you all very much.
MS. LINDSAY: Thank you.
MR. BRANKIN: We appreciate it.
(Whereupon, at 7:48 p.m., the above-mentioned petition was
adjourned.)
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CHAIRMAN ENNES: We're going to move on to our next petition, which is
608-614 North Haddow Avenue, PC# 18-016. | see the Petitioner is here. Would you like to
come forward and introduce yourselves? Please state your name and spell it for our reporter.

MR. FLUBACKER: By the mic?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Why don't both of you come up? | suspect you're
both going to talk to us.

MR. FLUBACKER: My name is Bob Flubacker of Robert Flubacker
Architects, I'm the project architect.

MR. KURZYNSKI: I'm Terry Kurzynski, I'm also here with my wife Tanis,
owner of 608 and 614.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: And as | recall, we've seen you before.

MR. KURZYNSKI: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes. If you'd like to go ahead with your report?

MR. FLUBACKER: On the screen in front of you --

MR. HUBBARD: Excuse me, are we going to swear in the Petitioners?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes, you're right. Would you both raise your hand?

(Witnesses sworn.)

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, thank you.

MR. FLUBACKER: On the screen in front of you is a pair of site plans. On
the left is the existing site plan which I'll note a couple of things. There is a significant landscape
feature that's in the shape of an ellipse that for years we have been trying to design around to
keep. After much angst and design iterations, we have abandoned and decided to add to the
house to the south into that area, instead of putting, we had a proposal that came before the
Plan Commission several years ago that had multiple detached structures in the backyard. So,
we find this a much better solution to the problem.

So, it's consolidating two existing lots. Currently, the front lot line of
the two lots is at the center line of the road. So, part of the proposal is dedicating that property
to the Village. Part of the proposal includes adding a public sidewalk across the front of the
property which | would like to discuss with you a little bit. If we could go to the next slide?

Similar in format, this is the existing first floor plan on the left which
shows the existing home and the existing detached garage, and then the new floor plan on the
right which has a significant addition again to the south or below the floor plan of the drawing.
Second floor, again what's the addition to the south of the existing house. Third floor or 2.5 floor,
the attic of the existing house is not changing. This is the existing house on the top showing the
existing lot line in the center, and then the proposed house below that.

These are the site statistics for the property which shows that we're
not requesting any kind of relief whatsoever from FAR, lot coverage, impervious surface
coverage, any of those type of criterion.

There is one variation that's in your packet, and that's kind of an
issue that I'd actually like to discuss with you. Again, that interpretation from you, the Plan
Commission, on how do we actually figure established front yard setbacks. Currently, the
established setback is measured from the front wall of the existing house on 614. I've always
used the definition of front yard in the zoning ordinance which says the farthest forward point of
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the principal structure as a measuring point to establish the setback across for the whole block.

In this particular case, we went to the front of the front porch. The
variation that we're requesting is not necessary. But the way it's calculated currently, it's for the
front wall of the house which creates what is a 10-inch or so variation for the garage. So, | just
wanted to ask actually for clarification purposes for this point forward how exactly we should
measure the front yard of existing houses.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: 1 think that's more of a question for Staff.

MR. HUBBARD: Chairman, yes, we've been over it with the Petitioner, the
way that it's been calculated and required the variance as how it's done. This had been
discussed with both of my colleagues and the Deputy Director of Planning. The way it's
calculated which requires a variation is how the front yard setback is calculated.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: The minor 10-inch setback, right?

MR. FLUBACKER: Right, right. Even with the variation, we're still
dramatically farther than the code required, the 25-foot setback of that area.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Excuse me, just to follow-up on the whole
discussion, could you put up the site plan again and kind of point out what you're talking about?

MR. FLUBACKER: If you look on the existing site plan, you'll see there's a
small porch on the front of the house. It's a portico. The portico exceeds the eight by 10, or I'm
sorry, five by 10 roof edge to roof edge exception that's in the zoning ordinance for porticos in
the front of the front lot line. So, technically, you know, at least in my opinion, the front of the
porch would be the front line of the principal structure. But the Village has calculated to the front
wall of the house rather than the front of the portico.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Thank you.

MR. FLUBACKER: So, the issue with the sidewalk, my client has no
objection with putting in a sidewalk as long as it isn't just an extension of the sidewalk that goes
to nowhere. There's currently a sidewalk to the house to the south. There is not anymore
sidewalks on the rest of Haddow | believe all the way up to Hawthorne.

MR. KURZYNSKI: So, of the four lots left, one, two, three, four lots, there's
one that has a sidewalk. The corner one, based on geography, will never have a sidewalk
based on the geography. Then the two lots immediately to the north of me also did not have a
sidewalk. So, I think the challenge is spending all that money on a sidewalk that just really
doesn't go anywhere, it seems to me wasteful.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Sam, can we go to an aerial to show us what they're
talking about?

MR. HUBBARD: | do have an aerial. It's in my communications. We
actually did talk to the neighbor on the corner who said she will never, ever, and they've already
remodeled their house, there's no variations coming in front of the Plan Commission that will
force them to put a sidewalk in. Bear with me here for a moment.

So, the proposed sidewalk would go right across the front of the lot
here and would connect with the existing sidewalk to the south. There is no sidewalk currently
here, but there is a sidewalk on the property to the north.

MR. KURZYNSKI: Then again it breaks up, there is none on the other side
of that property.

MR. HUBBARD: Correct. The sidewalk here is just kind of a floating
sidewalk. There is no sidewalk on this side and there is no sidewalk on the side of the property
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to the north.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: But Sam, so if that owner in 624, if they sold their
house, would it be subject to putting in a sidewalk? Or would they have to be coming in, would a
new owner have to come in for some kind of a change or an addition and then they'd be required
to put in a sidewalk?

MR. HUBBARD: Correct. The trigger for a sidewalk is a plat of subdivision
or consolidation. If this property owner was to consolidate the two lots, let's say they wanted to
bring one large home here, depending on whether or not this is considered a zoning lot, one
zoning lot, | don't know. But if a plat of subdivision was required to consolidate the lots, then
they would be also required to put in a sidewalk as well.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, and the idea is to get sidewalks through the
whole neighborhood eventually?

MR. HUBBARD: Correct.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: And it takes changes to get these done.

MR. HUBBARD: Correct.

MR. KURZYNSKI: But we also note that corner will never, ever change.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Well, somebody else may buy it but that's, okay.

MR. KURZYNSKI: Yes, well, based on geography, | think you saw the
geography, you would see that a sidewalk is virtually impossible on that corner lot.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay.

MR. FLUBACKER: The other, one of the conditions that's listed in the
approval is also a fee in lieu of for a detention. | just would like to ask if that can be waived. It
seems kind of contrary to typical thinking, that going from two lots to one lot would trip a
mechanism that we have to now either put in a detention or pay the fee in lieu of for detention.

MR. KURZYNSKI: Versus subdividing, is that what you mean?

MR. FLUBACKER: Yes, if this was a, you know, large parcel you're
subdividing into, you know, five or 10 lots, it makes more sense there. That's kind of what the
requirement of the watershed management ordinance is. But when it's two existing lots that's
being consolidated into one, it doesn't really seem like an event that would constitute adding
more detention.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, well, let's proceed. We can address that with
guestions from the Commissioners and after we hear the Staff report.

MR. FLUBACKER: Correct, yes, thank you. So, I'm done.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, anything else? No, okay. Thank you. Sam,
can we have the Staff report?

MR. HUBBARD: Certainly. So, the subject property is located at 608-614
North Haddow. It's composed of two existing lots of record. As you've heard, the Petitioner
would like to consolidate both of those lots into one singular lot to allow for the construction of a
large addition to the home. The property is within the R-1 Zoning District, that's the One Family
Dwelling District. The proposed use and continuing use as a single-family home is compliant
with the R-3 designation. Additionally, the Comprehensive Plan states that this property is
appropriate for single-family detached uses, and again the single-family home on the site is
compliant with the Comprehensive Plan.

The Petitioner is requesting this evening a preliminary plat of
subdivision to consolidate the two lots into one. That means that once this, assuming that this is
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approved by the Plan Commission and the Village Board, the Petitioner will ultimately have to
come back before the Plan Commission for final plat of subdivision approval. Once engineering
has been finalized, reviewed and approved by the Village, they would come back before the
Plan Commission. Additionally, as you've heard, one variation is required; that is a variation to
front yard setback from 34.6 feet to 33.9 feet.

Here's the aerial of the property. The subject property is bounded by
ared line. Asyou can see, the thinner kind of beige colored lines represent the existing lots of
record. You can see the original plat of subdivision in the area involved two lots here, and again
the Petitioner is proposing to consolidate them into one lot.

This is a requirement that was placed in the code around 2003.
What was happening around that time was that there were individuals purchasing two lots in
established subdivisions. They were tearing down one or both of the homes on those lots, and
then they were constructing one singular large home on the lot, also what's called a McMansion
if you've heard of that term. The reason this requirement was placed in the code was because
there were some existing single-family neighborhoods with all similar size lots around either 50,
60 or 70 feet wide, and when you have a block that has uniform homes like that and then you
tear down two of the homes and you build one larger home, it kind of disrupts the fabric of a
neighborhood or can be interpreted to disrupt the fabric of a neighborhood and the harmony of
these established neighborhoods. So, for this reason, the Village established a regulation that
gave the public, through the Plan Commission and Village Board process, sort of an oversight on
when that could be done, so as to preserve kind of the established character of some of these
neighborhoods.

The plat of subdivision is shown here. As the Petitioner mentioned,
33 feet of the property actually overlaps into the street and, as part of the subdivision process,
must be formally dedicated as public right of way. The plat of subdivision is showing this. The
resulting lot consolidation would yield one 17,265 square-foot lot. So, any time Staff evaluates a
subdivision or a consolidation, first we make sure that the lot sizes conform to the zoning
regulations. In this case, the proposed lot does with the exception of the front yard setback for
the addition. But beyond that, we also look to make sure that the proposed lot sizes are
consistent with the neighboring lot sizes in the vicinity.

Traditionally, the first place we start is on the frontage, so that would
be all of the homes on the block that front the street between two perpendicular streets. In this
case, there are four homes that front on the western side of Haddow Avenue. The proposed lot
size at 17,000 square feet would not be the largest lot on this frontage, and it's generally
consistent with what's already out there. The average lot size on this frontage is about 12,000
square feet, and a 17,000 square-foot lot size is within the range of what's acceptable. Basically,
what we're trying to do here is make sure that there is not one extremely large lot surrounded by
multiple smaller lots which, you know, could be perceived to disrupt the fabric of an established
neighborhood. So, in this case, we don't believe that's what's happening, and we are supportive
of the proposed subdivision to consolidate.

As mentioned, there is a required variation to reduce the front yard
setback. Relative to the four standards of variation approval, the Petitioner has provided their
justification. Staff believes that the necessary criteria for variation approval have been met.
Specifically, the proposed use as a single-family home will not alter the essential character of the
locality. There are only single-family homes around here. There is no change in the proposed
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use on the site, and it is in harmony with the essential character of the locality.

Additionally, we feel like the plight of the owner is between two
unigue circumstances. In this case, all of the other homes on the frontage which determine what
the required setback is are all set back well beyond the required 25-foot setback, the standard
25-foot setback in the R-3 District. So, when you have an established block with homes already
developed, an average of all those setbacks are what determines the setback for the entire
frontage. In this case, the average is beyond the minimum 25-foot code required standard
setback in the R-3 District, so it creates a unique circumstance just in this area to where we feel
like the variation is justified.

Additionally, the proposed variation is in harmony with the spirit and
intent of the chapter. One of the purposes of the zoning code, and specifically setbacks in
general, is to ensure that all properties have adequate light, air, privacy, and convenience of
access. A 33, basically 34-foot front yard setback is suitable to provide air, light, privacy and
access.

Then finally, visually, the proposed home and building addition will
conform to the average setback of the homes on the west side of Haddow Avenue in the vicinity
of the subject property. The homes here are set back 38.1 feet, 31.1 feet, and 34.4 feet. The
subject property will have a 33.9-foot setback, it's actually right in the range of what's already out
there. Visually, you're really not going to notice that this building addition encroaches eight feet
beyond the front of the home, so, you know, | don't think --

MR. FLUBACKER: Eight inches.
MR. HUBBARD: Eight inches beyond the front of the home, | don't think
anyone would really notice it unless they were looking at it on a plan.

So, that being said, we are recommending approval of the
subdivision and the variation subject to four conditions. One, that the final plat of subdivision is
required. Two, a fee in lieu of onsite detention of roughly $3,800 will be required at the time of
building permit issuance. This is a standard requirement for any subdivision. You know, even a
consolidation, it's also required. The waiver of this fee or a variation to waive this fee would not
be supported by the Planning Department, nor would it be supported by the Engineering
Department. Additionally, we're recommending a condition that all AC units be located in the
rear yard, or alternatively, in the side yard, and screened by landscaping as determined to be
suitable by the Village. Finally, that the Petitioner comply with all federal, state, and Village
codes, regulations, and policies. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you, Sam. Can we have a motion to approve
the Staff report?

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: So moved.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: And a second?

COMMISSIONER SIGALOS: I'll second.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: All in favor?

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Anybody opposed?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Sam, a couple of quick questions before we move
on. This setback question, is this what is triggering the requirement for the sidewalk?
MR. HUBBARD: The setback? No, the subdivision is what triggers the
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requirement for the sidewalk.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: So, the consolidation.

MR. HUBBARD: Correct.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, the fee in lieu of is for floodplains, for
detention. We have these other mansion properties that have been built in the area. Have they
all paid that?

MR. HUBBARD: Any time a property has been subdivided, they would be
required to provide either stormwater detention on the site or through a fee in lieu of that's, you
know, a small subdivision, you can pay the fee in lieu of. So, only if those McMansions went
through a consolidation process would they be required to provide that fee.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, thank you. Commissioner Cherwin, would you
like to start with questions?

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: 1 will, thank you. So, Sam, really quick.
Remind me again, if they were to build the, | guess let me, the delta in the impervious surface
from house existing to proposed house, remind me of that again. Is that, | think, did you put it in
your slide or did the Petitioner put it in their slide?

MR. HUBBARD: That would be 50 percent for the overall lot. That's what
the maximum allowable impervious surface --

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Regarding the change, I'm saying the
change from current state of impervious surface to future state of impervious surface.

MR. HUBBARD: | believe that's in the Petitioner's --

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: | saw it somewhere, | apologize, | don't have
it right in front of me. Mr. Flubacker might have it in his. | saw a grid up there.

MR. HUBBARD: It may have just, let's just double check it.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: | think that was compared to code, not pre
and post.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Oh, is that what it was, compared to code?

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Yes.

MR. FLUBACKER: It's in the round one Staff comments.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Oh, I got you, okay.

MR. FLUBACKER: There is a detention calculation.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes, all right.

MR. FLUBACKER: | mean outside, | can't tell you what it's saying. It's
0.087 acre feet of detention is what --

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: 1 guess the only reason | ask is, is there a
significant increase which, you know, | look at these things and it's always tough to, you know, if
the impervious surface is not, you know, increased or there's not a huge increase in the potential
runoff and everything, you know, | know what's in the code but I think that's just, you know,
always a concern as you don't want to put burden on just for the sake of, you know, the lines are
being redrawn if the surface itself is not generating something that would justify increased
burden on the system.

MR. HUBBARD: Can I, | think | can answer that question for you.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: In order to allow for the building addition, the lots need to
be consolidated.
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COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes, right.

MR. HUBBARD: Because without the building addition, without
consolidation, the second lot is not buildable.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Right, | get that.

MR. HUBBARD: So, essentially, you cannot put any impervious surfaces
on the second lot without consolidating the two lots together.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: So, the consolidation process allows more impervious
surface coverage which in turn generates more stormwater runoff.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes, okay, all right. So, that's fair. | guess
that's just always something that's on my mind when people are administratively going through
things. But now | get where you're coming from.

The other thing would be, you know, | had this issue when we were, |
think there was the house up on Palatine Road where there was a sidewalk. | think the
Petitioner has this sidewalk to nowhere. You know, it's always a concern of mine that we're
forcing these expenses on folks when in reality what does it give us? | don't disagree that it's
nice to then take on the cost of that infrastructure as we go on, as people are coming to us. |
don't know that, you know, another hundred and so feet of sidewalk, you know, to another dead-
end really gets us anywhere.

My preference would be to not put that on the Petitioner at this time,
but potentially put some kind of restriction on the plat or whatever for maybe a special
assessment for when that sidewalk gets completed to the north. Then there's an opportunity for
recapture of costs but not to necessarily put that burden at this time because | don't think there's
really anything that, any benefit that comes out of it for the Village or for the people around the
neighborhood. So, that would be my concern. | am sympathetic to the Petitioner's request to
waive the requirement for sidewalk.

| think that was, | think those were my questions. So, | guess I'll just
defer to the rest of my colleagues.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Commissioner Sigalos?

COMMISSIONER SIGALOS: Yes, | really don't have any further questions.

| was at the Conceptual Plan Review meeting, heard everything, saw everything. | certainly like
this addition much better than what we had, what, a year or two ago with all the accessory
structures and so forth. So, I think this is a great improvement, so | really have no further
guestions at this point.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Commissioner Drost?

COMMISSIONER DROST: Yes, just a comment on the sidewalk. Never
say never, and | think Commissioner Cherwin's solution is a good one, to impose a restriction; in
case that 'never' does occur, that there is some protection for the Village.

Looking at the neighborhood on the west side of the street up
Haddow, there seem to sidewalks that connect up all the way through that block. | always like
symmetry and it would be nice to have sidewalks on the Petitioner's side of the property.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: You mean on the east side of the property?

COMMISSIONER DROST: Yes, right. So, you know, from the standpoint,
and I've been in neighborhoods where, you know, there's sort of a patchwork of sidewalks and
it's sort of annoying when you're walking and then you get kind of spooked because you're
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walking on grass and uneven services. But again, | wouldn't impose that requirement at this
time on the Petitioners to have the addition of the sidewalk, but would perhaps include a
restriction in the ordinance that if the property to the north does get developed, that there would
be a like improvement on the Petitioner's property. Done.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Let's go to Mr. Green. | think you'll have a lot of light
to shed on this. Being the architect.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: | have a question for you, Bob, if you'd just
come up?

MR. FLUBACKER: Fire away.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: It's kind of a simple one. Why didn't you just
move the wall back 8.5 inches?

MR. FLUBACKER: It has to do the vehicles that are in the garage and the
need for storage. We are getting rid of a detached garage that was used as kind of a specialty
building for a specialty car, and the bump-out of the front of the garage is used for that. Again,
our calculations for the established setback did not require the variations. When we got into this
process and started going through it, the requirement for the variation, you know, kind of reared
its head.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: Been there before and experienced similar
things. | was just wondering why, it would be simpler just to move it back, the whole garage
piece. But that was a good enough explanation, Bob, really, it's good.

MR. FLUBACKER: By the way, as best | can determine from the
calculations for the detention, it looks like they're using all impervious surface for their calculation
fee in lieu of rather than a change in impervious surface from the current situation to the
proposed situation. So, | would be penalized for existing, impervious that exists.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: Been there on that one as well, Bob. Thank
you.

MR. FLUBACKER: Yes.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: That's it.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Bob, would you mind going back up
please? | know Bruce is going to kick me when | ask this question, but what is a working pantry?

MR. FLUBACKER: Again, in general terms, it's a kitchen that you don't
want people to see. So, it's where the coffeemaker is, the toaster, the appliances that you keep
out on the cabinets all the time. It's meant for all the kind of clutter that's normally on kitchen
countertops.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Okay, | was just curious.

MR. FLUBACKER: It's also a prep station for the grill.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Yes, what was in that ellipse area before?
Just plantings?

MR. FLUBACKER: There's a couple of trees that are inside the ellipse, and
it's basically a small stone ribbon if you will, some stone blocks that are like a foot, foot-and-a-
half long that kind of created that ellipse.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: All right, thank you. Sam, could you go
back to that site statistics slide? So, I'm still confused about the fee in lieu of. | mean they meet
the FAR requirements, right?

MR. HUBBARD: They do meet the floor area ratio.
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COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: So, what's triggering the cost?

MR. HUBBARD: The fee in lieu of detention? Any time a property is
subdivided, they're required to provide for detention to accommodate for that subdivision, small
subdivisions, rather than impose a requirement for onsite detention on a property like this.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: But you won't need onsite detention if
calculations showed you don't need outside detention. Just because you build something
doesn't necessarily mean you need onsite detention, right, if you have enough pervious surface,
if you're --

MR. HUBBARD: If you're putting impervious surface on the property, you're
going to be creating some sort of stormwater runoff and that's going to be either contained in an
onsite detention area, or if there's none installed, it would go into the Village's system and would
be accommodated in the Village's storm sewer system.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Or is there a third option, that it will just
percolate into the ground if there's enough open area?

MR. HUBBARD: That can happen with any rain event, sure. | mean, you
know, during a large rain event, that's either going to drain off the property or into an onsite
storage facility on the property.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: | mean when | put my addition to my
house, | don't remember having to justify, it's also -- pardon me?

COMMISSIONER GREEN: You didn't consolidate.

MR. HUBBARD: Right, you didn't consolidate. The consolidation process
is allowing this property to accommodate more impervious surface than it would be if it wasn't
consolidated.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: So, we're doing this because of the
consolidation process, not because it's necessarily needed.

MR. HUBBARD: Well, both.

MR. FLUBACKER: If I could interject one other thing? The watershed
management ordinance, the state of Illinois ordinance, this project does not apply. It's below the
threshold for the state watershed management ordinance. But there's actually unique Arlington
Heights requirement that any consolidation or any subdivision, they have detention applicable to
them. So, kind of another reason that | think it's not really all that applicable in this particular
case.

If the calculation were changed to the change in impervious surface
from what's there now to what will be, | think my client would be more amenable to that. For
instance, we were doing a commercial structure in town and we were doing an addition to it, a
detention we would need to provide would be based on the change in impervious surface rather
than all existing impervious surface as well.

MR. HUBBARD: If I may, Commissioner Lorenzini? Without this
consolidation, the vacant lot to the south is unbuildable. They can't put impervious surfaces on
it. When they consolidate both properties, it's all one property. Now you can put additional
impervious surfaces on that southern vacant lot, so the consolidation is increasing their ability to
add impervious surfaces to the property. That's why.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Well, I understand that. But it still doesn't
prove you're creating runoff off the property.

MR. HUBBARD: When you put impervious surfaces on a property, not as
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much rain is going to penetrate into the ground.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Right, but you still have pervious surface
left that could be, it could be adequate to take any rainfall.

MR. HUBBARD: Well, those are still going to take any rainfall that they can
accommodate, but not as much because you are adding additional impervious surfaces.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Okay, so if he was to put a two by two
square-foot building, he'd still have to put or pay for detention because he's putting some
impervious surface on there that's not there now? So, it has nothing to do with the size, it's just
the fact that he's doing it?

MR. HUBBARD: If he, well, he wouldn't be allowed to put a two by two
building on the southern lot.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Well, okay, or maybe four by four or 10 by
10.

MR. HUBBARD: Or 10 by 10. None of that would be allowed on the
southern lot because that's not a buildable lot until the property is consolidated.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Okay, but consolidate it and then you put a
10 by 10 building there, no, you can't convince me that that would require --

MR. HUBBARD: Well, if the lots are consolidated, you'd have the right to
add more impervious surfaces; therefore, you have to pay a fee in lieu because you have the
ability now to add more impervious surfaces. The Village can't tell them no, you can't add
impervious surfaces to the site because it would comply with zoning. He can now add more
impervious surfaces to the site. He may not be physically doing it if he didn't add anything and
just consolidated the lot, but he has the ability to do that now because the lot is consolidated.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Okay, all right. Well, I'm still not totally
convinced but let's move on.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Just a comment on that. Sam, Arlington, we have
special ordinances here because we have floodplain issues that the state might not have. We
have to deal with that on our own. Whether this neighborhood has flood issues or not, if the
amount of ground that is covered is increased with impervious surface, that water in a storm runs
off and it's going to slow down the amount of water that can be taken off of other lots in town, is
that correct?

MR. HUBBARD: Sure.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: So, it's not just what affects your property but it's
what the Village is trying to do within the community as a whole.

MR. HUBBARD: Sure, yes.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Well, that explanation is reasonable, sure.
Okay, Sam, go on to page two. I'm just kind of curious, under Project Background, the first
paragraph, second to the last sentence. The previous owner applied for a variation in 2001, but
was rejected by the Zoning Board of Appeals. Do you know why?

MR. HUBBARD: | do not know why.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Okay, that's fine, just curious. Okay, now
the other side of the coin, as far as the sidewalk goes, I've spent several years on the board
approving improvements, too, and have dealt with a lot of sidewalks and water lines. If a
sidewalk is required, even though it may not go anywhere, | think it needs to go in because the
person to the south had to fill his sidewalk in, he could have asked for the same variance but he
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had to put the sidewalk in. So, I think a sidewalk should go because that's the, you know, the
intent of the Village to eventually get a complete sidewalk through there. That's all | have.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Commissioner Warskow?

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Yes. | just want to ask about the viability
of what Commissioner Cherwin is suggesting in terms of delaying the necessity of the sidewalk
until the northern property is developed. Is that something that the Village can address legally
and relatively easily?

MR. HUBBARD: Sure. The Plan Commission can add a variation to waive
the requirement for installation of a sidewalk during the subdivision process, which sidewalk is a
code requirement. Additionally, the Plan Commission can add a condition of approval that would
require either that sidewalk to be put in at a future time when the sidewalk to the north was
constructed; or what | would recommend as an alternative to that if the Plan Commission did not
feel that the sidewalk was necessary at this time is, and this is consistent with what we've done
in the past, to require the Petitioner to enter into an estoppel agreement that would restrict their
ability to object to a future special assessment on the property for the Village to raise funds to
complete the sidewalk through the entire neighborhood.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Okay, so there are viable options that the
Village can keep track of and implement as the time requires.

MR. HUBBARD: Yes. I think if the Plan Commission wanted to move
forward to waive the requirement, the Planning Department would not be as favorable toward a
condition that required the sidewalk to be constructed when the sidewalk to the north is added
because there is a great chance that that condition is going to be lost in the annals of time.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: That's what I'm getting at, like is there a
situation where that condition gets lost and it's not actually implemented. So, that's what | want
to make sure of is there are triggers to some event and somebody can find this condition and
actually require and have it implemented.

MR. HUBBARD: A condition can be added. If that happens 20 years in the
future when the property to the north puts in a sidewalk and I'm no longer here, Jake isn't here,
then it's very possible that the condition could be lost and nobody would know it exists.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Okay, but your latter option, I'm sorry, I'm
not familiar with the terminology that you used but the latter option about the special
assessment, is that something that could be better tracked? Or is that equivalent in terms of
conditions potentially being lost?

MR. HUBBARD: That could be lost, too, but | think it's more common that
the Village has done that and probably easier to track, although certainly possible that it could be
lost. | think the Planning Department would support the requirement to add the sidewalk at this
time.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Okay, thank you.

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Well, it looks like the Commission could give
you half a loaf of what you want. Basically, you're going to have to pay that fee in lieu of
because of your, you know, you're doing the consolidation. But we can probably give you a little
relief, and | do like what you have proposed and sort of building on what Commissioner Cherwin
originally said. So, | would be in favor of that estoppel so that when the Village wants to develop
that part of the infrastructure, that they would be assessed something as well as the other
people there. So, | would be in favor of doing that, and we're not going to do anything about the

LeGRAND REPORTING & VIDEO SERVICES
Chicago & Roselle, lllinois - Miami & Orlando, Florida
(630) 894-9389 - (800) 219-1212



13

arcane thing related to the fee in lieu of so | don't think there's an issue there.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Thank you, Lynn. The Petitioner, you had I think a
guestion a few minutes ago? You stood up. Did you still want to ask that?

MR. KURZYNSKI: Yes, | think there were some questions going back and
forth. So, for many of you, a couple of years ago when we came to additional plans, we were
removing the two-car garage, putting in a three-car garage on the same lot and adding an
addition. It was suggested from the Plan Commission to actually move that to the south.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: To the other lot.

MR. KURZYNSKI: And consolidate the lots.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Right.

MR. KURZYNSKI: So, we simply did that. We just moved all that building
over to the south.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Right.

MR. KURZYNSKI: We were removing that two-car garage, we're not
keeping it. We're putting in a three-car garage and we're adding space between the two, same
as we would have added to the back of the house. So, from the owner's perspective, we're just
abiding by the suggestions that you had when | was here last time.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Right. We consider the facts, but --

MR. KURZYNSKI: But now we're here for the consolidation of lots. There's
a fee that triggers, and it's not a big fee, you know, I'm not going to cry over it, I'm not going to
not do the project over it.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Right.

MR. KURZYNSKI: But that's the, | just wanted to have that put on the --

CHAIRMAN ENNES: As a homeowner, | understand where you're coming
from.

MR. KURZYNSKI: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: But on the same token, we might make suggestions
but they're subject to the Staff going back and seeing is it possible.

MR. KURZYNSKI: This is not a blame game, I'm just saying instead of
removing it from --

CHAIRMAN ENNES: No, | know.

MR. KURZYNSKI: To me, it seems like the same thing, you know.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Right, right.

MR. KURZYNSKI: But I realize it's triggering special circumstances of
sorts.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: | understand. But okay, I think we have kind of an
agreement here. Do we have a motion?

COMMISSIONER DROST: Nobody from the audience?

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: | don't know the terms. Somebody else
make this motion.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: I'll make a motion.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Wait, excuse me. George raised a point. Is there
anybody from the audience that wanted to make a comment? | didn't think so. So, yes.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: It's an important part of this whole kind of
hearing.
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CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes,itis. ltis.

MRS. KURZYNSKI: I just thought I'd say I'm in agreement with my
husband on the contiguous, I'm not good with the terminology either, but a couple of years ago
we were here and we wanted this project to move forward.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: | remember.

MRS. KURZYNSKI: And just like now, we've got to move this all over here.
Now we've abided by it and we're now moving it over here. You might approve but, oh, here's a
fee. So, that's fine.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: It's good to know you're in agreement.

MRS. KURZYNSKI: I'm in agreement.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: So we just note for the record, the name of
the speaker?

MRS. KURZYNSKI: I'm Tanis Kurzynski, I'm the wife of Terry.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Did you get that for the record?

MRS. KURZYNSKI: T-a-n-i-s.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Real quick. So, Sam, if | were to propose a
relief on that sidewalk, would you want me to put that in the form of an additional number two
essentially there? Or will we put it in condition number five?

MR. HUBBARD: 1 think it should be a condition number five.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Okay, all right. That's fine.

MR. HUBBARD: And | have some language if you want to copy that.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Well, I'll make it general, how's that? Then
you can fill in the blanks, does that sound okay?

MR. HUBBARD: Sure.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Okay, a motion.

A motion to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of PC# 18-016,
Preliminary Plat of Resubdivision to consolidate two lots into one, and the following
variations:

1. Chapter 28, Section 5.2-3.2(a), Required Yards, to reduce the required
front yard setback from 34.6 feet to 33.9 feet.

2. A variation to waive the requirements in the subdivision code for a
sidewalk along the front of the property.

This recommendation shall be subject to the following condition:

=

Final Plat of Subdivision shall be required.

2. Prior to building permit issuance, a $3,805 fee in lieu of onsite
detention shall be required.

3. All AC units shall be located in the rear yard. Alternatively, AC units
may be located within the side yard provided that they be screened
with landscaping as determined suitable by the Village.

4, The Petitioner shall comply with all federal, state, and Village codes,
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regulations, and policies.

5. Prior to building permit, the Petitioner shall enter into an estoppel
agreement with the Village that would restrict their ability to object to a
future special assessment for a sidewalk along the western side of
Haddow, south of Hawthorne, north of Euclid.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: An added condition, that this motion would
approve a conditional waiver of the requirement to build a sidewalk as part of this approval will
be contingent upon the Petitioner entering into an adequate estoppel arrangement with the
Village to provide for the future installation of a sidewalk and the Petitioner being estopped from
objecting to a special assessment for the cost of the installation of a sidewalk, and for the Village
to take whatever steps necessary to either record that estoppel or memorialize that estoppel for
future reference.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Yes, and the triggering would be the
establishment or the creation of the sidewalk to the north?

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes, the trigger --

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: No.

COMMISSIONER DROST: No?

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: | think I'll leave it at what I've said.

MR. HUBBARD: Just to clarify, your motion is to grant or recommend
approval of the preliminary plat of subdivision to consolidate plus the variation to the front yard
setback, and you're adding a second variation to waive the requirements in the subdivision code
for a sidewalk along the front of the property. So, you're adding a variation.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Okay, yes. So, that was kind of my original
guestion. So, that sidewalk would go into number two as a second variation. Does that
adequately --

MR. HUBBARD: Yes, and then you'd be adding the fifth condition to
require, prior to building permit, that the Petitioner enter into an estoppel agreement with the
Village that would restrict their ability to object to a future special assessment for a sidewalk
along the western side of Haddow, south of Hawthorne, north of Euclid. Is that accurate?

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: That sounds good.

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Do you need a second?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes.

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Second.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, could we have a roll call vote?

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Drost.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Aye.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Green.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: Yes, with comment.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Lorenzini.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Yes, with comment.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Sigalos.

COMMISSIONER SIGALOS: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Warskow.
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COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: Chairman Ennes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes, with comment.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Cherwin.

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes, with comment.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Jensen.

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Could you read them back from whomever was the
comment first?

COMMISSIONER DROST: | have no comment on this petition.

MR. HUBBARD: So, Commissioner Drost, Lorenzini, Commissioner Green.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: What kind of car do you put in the garage that
you need extra space for? If you don't mind me asking.

MR. KURZYNSKI: Well, we discussed that before. | have a '69 Camaro.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: Beautiful.

MR. KURZYNSKI: That I've had since | was 16, same exact car.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: In that case, the 8.5-inch variation makes more
sense to me now. Thank you.

MR. KURZYNSKI: If you see my seven and nine-year-olds with bikes, you
would understand.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Wait until he's 16.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: He can't drive that car, forget that.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: You wait. Joe?

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Yes, I think the sidewalk should go on.

The house to the south was made to put a sidewalk in. The intent of the Village is to have
continuous sidewalks when possible. | don't think it's fair to the guy who had to put it in to the
south and not have to put it in now. As far as the way it looks, I think it's going to look even sillier
with the house to the south just having a sidewalk and nobody else. That's all.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: My comment is ditto that. | really think when we pass
an ordinance like this, if they're not done piecemeal as they come up, they're never going to get
done. But I'm not going to hold up the project for that. There was one more comment?

COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes, | was just, mine was kind of the inverse
of Joe where | just, the reason for that is | think it looks, | don't think it's, you know, to have one
house without a sidewalk is kind of an inverse to me to kind of complete it knowing that it's not
going to be completed to really get the feel or the need of the continuous sidewalk. I'm fine with
requiring to complete but | really do think that it should be done somewhat in unison, and there's,
you know, repair and maintenance and everything that goes along with that, too.

So, it's not, you know, | don't want to give the idea that we're letting
people off the hook here. | just think that there's probably a more appropriate time to do it more
comprehensively, and so that's the reason for that.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: You have the unanimous approval of the Plan
Commission, and you get to go to the Village Board now and see if they agree with that change.

MR. KURZYNSKI: Thanks very much.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Good luck with your project though.

MR. KURZYNSKI: Thanks.
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CHAIRMAN ENNES: It should be a nice addition to Arlington Heights.
MR. KURZYNSKI: Hopefully we can get to it.
(Whereupon, at 8:43 p.m., the above-mentioned petition was
adjourned.)
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Item: 703-709 & 715-723 W. Algonquin Rd. - 9/26/18

Department: Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type

703-709 & 715-723 W. Algonquin Rd. - :
9/26/18 Minutes



PLAN
REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF A PUBLIC HEARING
BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS
PLAN COMMISSION
COMMISSION

RE: 703-709 & 715-723 WEST ALGONQUIN ROAD - PC# 17-013
FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION

REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had before the Village of
Arlington Heights Plan Commission Meeting taken at the Arlington Heights Village
Hall, 33 South Arlington Heights Road, 3rd Floor Board Room, Arlington Heights,

lllinois on the 26th day of September, 2018 at the hour of 8:43 p.m.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

TERRY ENNES, Chairman
LYNN JENSEN

MARY JO WARSKOW
JOE LORENZINI

BRUCE GREEN
GEORGE DROST

JOHN SIGALOS

JAY CHERWIN

ALSO PRESENT:

SAM HUBBARD, Development Planner
JAKE SCHMIDT, Development Planner
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CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, we have one more item of business, and that
is going to require Mary Jo and me.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: So, can we have a motion to adjourn?

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Do we have to review the final plat?

COMMISSIONER DROST: What does that mean?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes, we have a plat to sign.

MR. HUBBARD: We have one more --

CHAIRMAN ENNES: For the record you should say that.

MR. HUBBARD: This would be the plat of subdivision?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes, to sign off on the plat. We can do that on the
side after the meeting, right?

MR. HUBBARD: Well, you have to vote on it.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Yes, we should.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Oh, okay. Did you guys all review the plat?

COMMISSIONER GREEN: By that you guys, I'm sure --

CHAIRMAN ENNES: You're going to vote on it. Okay, can | have a motion
to approve the plat of subdivision for PC# 17-013, 703-709 & 715-723 West Algonquin Road?

COMMISSIONER DROST: I'll make that motion.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: And I'll second that.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Any discussion?

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Are there any changes between the
preliminary plat and the final plat?

MR. HUBBARD: There were no changes. It was in substantial compliance
with the preliminary plat.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Okay, thank you.

A motion to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of PC# 17-013, a Final
Plat of Subdivision to consolidate the property at 703-709 & 715-723 West Algonquin
Road into one lot, subject to the following condition:

1. Prior to appearing before the Village Board for Final Plat of
Subdivision approval, the Petitioner shall enter into an estoppel
agreement with the Village, which agreement shall state that the
Petitioner will not object to the establishment of a special assessment
for public improvements within the Meijer Drive right-of-way.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Second.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: Can we have a roll call vote?
MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Cherwin.
COMMISSIONER CHERWIN: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Green.
COMMISSIONER GREEN: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Jensen.
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COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Sigalos.

COMMISSIONER SIGALOS: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Warskow.

COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: Chairman Ennes.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Drost.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Aye.

MR. HUBBARD: Commissioner Lorenzini.

COMMISSIONER LORENZINI: Yes.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Motion to adjourn?

CHAIRMAN ENNES: Okay, we'll sign that and get that to you. So, we
need a motion to adjourn.

COMMISSIONER DROST: I'll make that motion.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: Second. Wait?

MR. HUBBARD: One more thing. | think there was some confusion at
maybe the last meeting that, you know, how we go about with the Vice Chair and then how that
Chair is decided. I've touched base with Attorney Ward, Counsel Ward for the Village, and there
is no requirement to have a Vice Chair. However, the Plan Commission can choose to establish
procedures and policies. Over the course of however many decades, it seems like an informal
policy of establishing a Vice Chair was decided upon, and that's generally voted on | guess or
decided by the Plan Commission.

| believe Commissioner Jensen has been designated the Vice Chair.
There is no requirement for it to be appointed by the Village Board. That's just the policy that
the Plan Commission can choose to establish. That's how that's established. If there is a
different policy you guys would like to go by, I'm all ears, but that's how it's done.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: We did vote Lynn in to be Vice Chair.

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: Yes, a little context, a little context. Sue
Dawson didn't have any trouble with my chairing the meeting. But she had trouble with my being
called the Vice Chair. She said that only the Mayor could appoint a Vice Chair. So, | asked Sam
to find out what the situation was, and he came back after talking with counsel, and there is no
Vice Chair written into the chartering documents for this Commission as | understand it.

MR. HUBBARD: Right.

COMMISSIONER JENSEN: So, you know, it doesn't matter to me one way
or the other. My feelings won't be hurt. So, if you want to choose another person, I'm glad to
have you do it.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Yes, and that was the other confusion. The
budget, that we did not double our fees.

COMMISSIONER GREEN: You didn't get paid for that.

COMMISSIONER DROST: That we continue to be underpaid for this high
degree of service.

CHAIRMAN ENNES: The recommendation has been made to
management and they are looking into it.

COMMISSIONER DROST: Oh, are they? Okay, because they doubled the
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political contributions now, so doing a little catch-up there.
CHAIRMAN ENNES: I'm sorry.
COMMISSIONER DROST: That would get us up to $30 or what.
COMMISSIONER WARSKOW: | thought we had our motion to adjourn.
COMMISSIONER GREEN: We did and | second that. All in favor?
(Chorus of ayes.)
(Whereupon, at 8:46 p.m., the above-mentioned petition was
adjourned.)
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Item: Taco Bell Redevelopment - 1530 W. Algonquin Rd. - PC#18-018

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action

Amendment to Special Use Permit Ordinances #83-14 and #91-082 to allow for
redevelopment of the site.

Variations Required

Variation to Chapter 28, Section 10.2-8, to reduce the required driveway width
from 24’ to 23"

Recommendation

The Staff Development Committee reviewed the application and recommends
approval of an amendment to Special Use Ordinances #83-14 and #91-082 to
allow for redevelopment of the site with a new Taco Bell restaurant including a
drive-thru, and approval of the variation to Chapter 28, Section 10.2-8, to
reduce the required driveway width from 24’ to 23",

This approval shall be subject to the following conditions:

1. At the request of the Village, upon redevelopment of the gas station property
abutting the subject property to the west, the property owner shall cause to be
constructed on the subject property a driveway connection to the gas station
property immediately to the west. Additionally, the property owner shall grant,
and cause to be recorded, an access easement that provides two-way cross
access to the property to the west, which shall only be required if and when the
gas station property is redeveloped and provides reciprocal access to the subject
property.

2. If there are complaints about the speaker volumes, the restaurant operator
and the Village shall work together to resolve the volume issue, which may
include a requirement for face-to-face ordering b between specific hours
overnight.

3. The restaurant operator shall make a good faith effort to reduce late night
noise and other site issues that could impact neighboring residents.



4. The petitioner shall comply with all Federal, State, and Village Codes,
Regulations, and Policies.

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Public Notice Exhibits

Aerial Exhibits
Conceptual Plan Review Minutes 6-27-18 Minutes

DC Staff Report 9-13-18 Board or Commission Report
DC Minutes 9-13-18 Minutes

Project Narrative Correspondence
Plat of Survey Exhibits
Petitioner Parking Study Correspondence
Traffic Study Correspondence
Architectural Plans Exhibits
Engineering Plans Exhibits
Landscape Plan Exhibits
Photometric Plan Exhibits
Stormwater Report Correspondence
Stormwater System Details Exhibits
Department Comments - Round 1 Exhibits
Department Comments - Round 1= gxibits
Department Comments - Round 2 Exhibits
Department Comments - Round 2 - Exhibits

Petitioner Response



VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTs | EileNumber: PC 18-018
Project Title: Taco Bell Redevelopment

STAF’F’ @EVE@@PMEMT Address: 1530 W. Algonquin Rd.
PIN: 08-08-401-064
COMIMIITTEE REPORT

To: Plan Commission

Prepared By: Sam Hubbard, Development Planner
Meeting Date: October 24, 2018

Date Prepared: October 19, 2018

Petitioner: Mario Valentini
MRV Architects, Inc.
Address: 5105 Tollview Dr. — Suite 209
Rolling Meadows, IL 60008
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Existing Zoning: B-2: General Business District
Comprehensive Plan: Commercial

2 4
= 1600 8 1
SURROUNDING LAND USES
Direction | Existing Zoning Existing Use Comprehensive Plan
North B-2, General Business District | Rear access drive to site and Commercial
neighboring grocery store

South - City of Rolling Meadows -
East B-2, General Business District | Grocery Store (Ruffolo Fresh Market) Commercial
West B-2, General Business District | Gas Station (Citgo) Commercial
Requested Action:

1. Amendment to Special Use Permit Ordinances #83-14 and #91-082 to allow for redevelopment of the site.

Variations Required:
1. Chapter 28, Section 10.2-8, to reduce the required driveway width from 24’ to 23’.
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Project Background:

The subject property is 29,298 square feet in size (0.67 acres) and is currently occupied by a Taco Bell
restaurant with a drive-thru. This restaurant and drive-thru were originally granted approval via a Special Use
Permit in 1983, which was amended in 1991 to allow for an expansion of the seating area within the building.
The current building is approximately 2,050 square feet and the site contains 26 parking spaces. Access to
the site comes from a non-signalized full access driveway along Algonquin Road. The property is also served
by a drive aisle at the rear of the site that provides non-signalized full ingress and egress to New Wilke Road.
This drive aisle is located on property owned by the grocery store to the east, however, an existing easement
over the drive aisle gives the subject property the rights for use of the drive aisle.

The petitioner is proposing the demolition of the current Taco Bell and redevelopment of the site with a new
2,112 square foot Taco Bell restaurant, which would include a drive-thru and 23 parking spaces. The building
would contain 40 seats and hours of operation would be tween 7:00am — 1:00am Sunday thru Thursday and
7:00am — 2:00am on Friday and Saturday. The dining room will close at 11:00pm daily, but the drive-thru
would stay open until final closing of the restaurant for the evening. The building will feature the new proto-
type design for Taco Bell, which includes an updated interior and exterior that would be an enhancement
over the current dated design of the building. Access onto Algonquin Road would be modified from full access
to right-in/right-out only, and would remain non-signalized.

Zoning and Comprehensive Plan

The subject property is currently zoned B-2, General Business District and restaurants are classified as special
uses within the B-2 District. The proposed use as a restaurant under the 4,000 square foot threshold would
normally qualify the project for a Special Use Waiver, however, the inclusion of the drive-thru requires the
petitioner to go through the full Special Use Permit approval process via the Plan Commission and Village
Board. The Comprehensive Plan designates this property as “Commercial” and the proposed use is therefore
compatible with the Comprehensive Plan.

A market study is not required since the proposal is to replace the existing Taco Bell restaurant with an
updated restaurant of a similar size, and the existence of the current Taco Bell, along with the desire to
redevelop the site with a similar facility, adequately demonstrates a market demand for the use.

Building and Site:

The proposed development conforms to all setback, bulk, and height restrictions as outlined within the B-2
District. The petitioner received Design Commission approval on September 13, 2018, which approval
required a modification to the tower feature on the building and a modification to the color of a service door
on the side of the building. In order to provide for a future connection to the gas station to the west, the site
has been designed to accommodate for cross access at the southwest corner of the site. If and when the gas
station is redeveloped, it will be required that cross access from the subject property to the gas station be
implemented (at the request of the Village), and reciprocal access will be required from the gas station to
the subject property.

The Village of Arlington Heights, in conjunction with IDOT, is planning for an additional lane of travel on
westbound Algonquin Road to provide a dedicated right turn lane to northbound New Wilke. As a result, it is
likely that an 8-foot wide portion of land will need to be acquired by IDOT along the southern portion of the
site abutting Algonquin Road. Given the anticipated construction of this turn lane, and at the request of staff,
the petitioner has reduced the width of the southern drive aisle on their site to allow for a minimum of three
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feet of landscaping between the future property line abutting Algonquin Road and the edge of the drive aisle.
As a result, the following variations is required:

e Variation to Chapter 28, Section 10.2-8, to reduce the required driveway width from 24’ to 23’.

Staff believes that the necessary criteria for variation approval have been met and is supportive of the
variation for the following reasons:

e The reduction in lane width will allow for a minimum of three feet of greenspace/landscaping in-
between the property line and drive aisle, which landscaping is a code requirement.

e A 23-foot wide drive aisle is still suitable for two-way traffic given the volume of traffic expected in
this location. Furthermore, the drive aisle will only be used for one-way traffic until such time as the
gas station is redeveloped.

e The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances given the necessary acquisition of land that
will be required for the additional lane of travel along Algonquin Road.

The petitioner has made a number of additional modifications to the plans to enhance the development at
the request of staff. These modifications are outlined below:

e The material of the dumpster enclosure has been modified from a wooden fence to a masonry wall
to compliment the architecture of the building.

e The proposed landscape buffer at the rear of the property adjacent to the single-family residential
homes at the north of the site has been increased in size and enhanced with additional landscape
plantings.

e This increase in size has allowed for the preservation of the largest existing tree on the subject
property.

Staff notes that the location of the drive-through speaker box will be pushed 10 feet to the north relative to
its current location, which will be 10 feet closer to the single-family homes across the shared drive aisle.
Additionally, the drive-through lane itself will be shifted closer to said single-family homes. In light of these
changes, staff is recommending the following conditions of approval:

1. If there are complaints about the speaker volumes, the restaurant operator and the Village shall work
together to resolve the volume issue, which may include a requirement for face-to-face ordering
between specific hours overnight.

2. The restaurant operator shall make a good faith effort to reduce late night noise and other site issues
that could impact neighboring residents.

Landscaping:
A code complaint tree preservation and landscape plan has been provided and reviewed by staff. There are

ten existing trees onsite, nine of which will be removed. The largest tree, a 25-inch caliper Austrian Pine that
is in good condition, will be preserved. The petitioner has proposed the installation of 34 new trees on the
site.

Parking and Traffic:
The petitioner has provided a traffic and parking study by a certified traffic engineer, which study has found
that the proposed onsite parking and stacking space within drive-through will be suitable to accommodate
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for the expected traffic that will be generated by the development. Taco Bell does not anticipate an
appreciable increase in traffic as a result of the new restaurant. Moreover, the modification to the
ingress/egress on Algonquin Road (to a right-in/right-out orientation) will eliminate the ability for eastbound
egress from the site, which was a difficult maneuver during peak travel times.

Relative to drive-through stacking, the redeveloped site will create space for nine cars to stack within the
drive-through lane. Surveys from the traffic consultant during peak dining hours indicate that there were
never more than three cars stacked within the drive-through on the subject property. Additionally, surveys

at Taco Bell facilities in comparable locations along major arterials showed a maximum stacking peak of five
cars.

The site is required to provide 14 parking spaces per parking regulations and will provide a total of 23 spaces,
resulting in a nine-space surplus. Table | below shows the parking calculations:

Table I: Parking Calculations

Square | Seating Parking
Address Tenant Use Feet Area Parking Ratio Required
1530 W. Algonguin Taco Bell | Restaurant 2,112 648 1 per 45 SF of Seating 14
Rd. Area
TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE | 2,112 PARKING REQUIRED 14
PARKING PROVIDED 23
SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) 9

The petitioner surveyed parking lot usage during peak meal hours (11:00am — 1:00pm and 5:00pm to 7:00pm)
on six days over a two-week period. Based on this survey, peak parking lot usage occurred between 12:00pm
and 1:00pm, when a total of eight cars were observed parked on the site. In addition, during separate surveys
the traffic consultant observed peak parking occurring at 12:30pm on a weekday when 11 cars were parked
within the parking lot. Given that the size of the proposed restaurant will be substantially similar to what is
currently on-site, staff believes that the 23 proposed parking spaces will be adequate.

Per the Village’s recently adopted bicycle parking regulations, two bicycle parking spaces must be provided.
The site plan shows that the required number of bicycle parking spaces will be provided.

RECOMMENDATION

The Staff Development Committee reviewed the application and recommends approval of an amendment to
Special Use Ordinances #83-14 and #91-082 to allow for redevelopment of the site with a new Taco Bell
restaurant including a drive-thru, and approval of the variation to Chapter 28, Section 10.2-8, to reduce the
required driveway width from 24’ to 23’. This approval shall be subject to the following conditions:

1. Atthe request of the Village, upon redevelopment of the gas station property abutting the subject
property to the west, the property owner shall cause to be constructed on the subject property a
driveway connection to the gas station property immediately to the west. Additionally, the property
owner shall grant, and cause to be recorded, an access easement that provides two-way cross access to
the property to the west, which shall only be required if and when the gas station property is
redeveloped and provides reciprocal access to the subject property.
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2. If there are complaints about the speaker volumes, the restaurant operator and the Village shall work
together to resolve the volume issue, which may include a requirement for face-to-face ordering b

between specific hours overnight.
3. The restaurant operator shall make a good faith effort to reduce late night noise and other site issues

that could impact neighboring residents.
4. The petitioner shall comply with all Federal, State, and Village Codes, Regulations, and Policies.

October 19, 2018
Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development

Cc: Randy Recklaus, Village Manager
All Department Heads
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2018, AT 7:30 P.M. in the Municipal Building, 33 South
Arlington Heights Road, Arlington Heights, lllinois to
consider Petition No. 18-018, an amendment to Special Use
Ordinances #83-14 and #91-082 to aliow for the redevelop-
ment of o restaurant and drive-through on the subject
property, said property located at 1530 West Algonquin
Road, Arlington Heights, IL, legally described as:

THE RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 34 IN CHANTE-

INT AST va OF SEC

=

‘;mem
17
>gg
o0Up5zMO
MpRTFle

NTo
8%
==

).
As part of soid petition, the petitioner is requesting the fol-
lowing variations from Chapter 28 of the Municipal Code:
* Variation to Chapfer 28, Section 6.15-1.2(b), to waive the
requirement for a landscape island including a shade tree
at the ends of certain parking rows.
« Variation to Chupter 28, Section 10.2-8, to reduce the
required driveway width from 24’ to 23°,
And other variations as determined necessary by the Plan
Commission,
All persons desiring fo be heard shall be given the opportu-
nity to be heard. Should any individuai need auxiliary aid
orservice, such as a sign language interpreter or materials
in aifernative formats, please contact the Heaith Depari-
ment at 33 South Arlington Heights Road, Arlingfon

eights, 11linois 60005, (847) 368-5760, T DD# (847) 368-5794.

Terrance Ennes, Chairman
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS PLAN COMMISSION
Published in Daily Herald October 9, 2018 (4510794)
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TACO BELL REDEVELOPMENT - TEMP FILE 1583

REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF
THE CONCEPTUAL PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE

OF THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS PLAN COMMISSION

HELD AT VILLAGE HALL ON: June 27, 2018
Project Title: Taco Bell Redevelopment

Address: 1530 W. Algonquin Rd.

Petitioner: Mario Valentini

MRV Architects, Inc.
5105 Tollview Dr. — Suite 209
Rolling Meadows, IL 60008

Requested Action:

1. Amendment to Special Use Permit Ordinances #83-14 and #91-082 to allow for redevelopment of the site
Variations Required:

o None identified at this time

Attendees:
Mario Valentini, Petitioner
Jay Cherwin, Plan Commissioner
Bruce Green, Plan Commissioner
John Sigalos, Plan Commissioner
Lynn Jensen, Plan Commissioner
Sam Hubbard, Development Planner

Project Summary:

The subject property is 28,750 square feet in size (0.66 acres) and is currently occupied by a Taco Bell restaurant with a
drive-thru. This restaurant and drive-thru were originally granted approval via a Special Use Permit in 1983, which was
amended in 1991 to allow for an expansion of the seating area within the building. The current building is approximately
2,050 square feet and the site contains 26 parking spaces. Access to the site comes from a non-signalized full access
driveway along Algonquin Road. The property is also served by a drive aisle at the rear of the site that provides non-
signalized full ingress and egress to New Wilke Road. This drive aisle is located on property owned by the grocery store to
the east, however, an existing easement over the drive aisle gives the subject property the rights for use of the drive aisle.

The petitioner is proposing the demolition of the current Taco Bell and redevelopment of the site with a new 2,112 square
foot Taco Bell restaurant, which would include a drive-thru and 23 parking spaces. The building would contain 40 seats
and hours of operation would be tween 7:00am — 1:00am Sunday thru Thursday and 7:00am — 2:00am on Friday and
Saturday. The dining room will close at 11:00pm daily, but the drive-thru would stay open until final closing of the
restaurant for the evening. The building will feature the new proto-type design for Taco Bell, which includes an updated
interior and exterior that would be an enhancement over the current dated design of the building.

Meeting Discussion:

Mr. Valentini thanked the Conceptual Plan Review members for the opportunity to appear before them with a redevelopment
concept for the Taco Bell at 1530 W. Algonquin Rd. He explained that the franchisee had an obligation to remodel his stores
after a certain amount of years. Therefore, the petitioner would like to demolish the existing Taco Bell building and rebuild a
new store in the same location. The style of the building was a very old “mission” style prototype from several decades ago
and was now obsolete. Therefore, the building could not be remodeled, but instead had to be torn down and rebuilt.

The owner of the site was the same one who owned the gas station next door (Grahams C Store). At one point a
redevelopment of that site had been contemplated, which would have moved the Taco Bell to where the gas station is
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currently located, but that plan was no longer moving forward.
Commissioner Cherwin clarified that the subject property was leased from Graham’s C Stores to the franchisee.

Mr. Valentini confirmed this to be true. He mentioned that the Graham’s C Store site would likely be redeveloped in the
future, and that the proposed plan would be designed to allow for cross access between the two properties if and when the
gas station site was redeveloped. The existing curb cut from Taco Bell onto Algonquin Road would need to be refurbished
as part of this redevelopment. The proposed architecture would create a new modern appearance for the building, which
would be an enhancement to the site.

Mr. Hubbard explained that the subject property was developed in 1983 and had been approved via a Special Use Permit.
That SUP had been amended in 1991 to allow for a small expansion to the seating area. The proposed demo and
reconstruction of the building and drive-through would require another amendment to the SUP. The building was currently
2,000 square feet in size (approximately), and the new building would be around 2,100 square feet in size. There were 26
parking spaces on the site currently, and the proposed site would have only 23 spaces. The site was zoned B-2, which
allowed for restaurants with drive-through’ s via the special use permit process. The Comprehensive Plan calls for
commercial uses on the site.

Staff was asking for additional information on number of employees, hours of operation, hours for trash collection, and
anticipated delivery times. Mr. Hubbard noted that directly behind the site across from the shared access drive was single-
family homes and the proposed plan was showing that the garbage enclosure was being relocated closer to the rear of the
property. A market study would not be required in this instance since the existence of the Taco Bell and their desire to
redevelop was adequate to prove a market demand for this use.

A preliminary zoning analysis showed that the site would conform to all parking, setback, bulk, and height restrictions within
the B-2 district, however, a comprehensive zoning analysis would be completed once detailed plans were submitted.
Application to the Design Commission was required. Due to several existing trees towards the rear of the site, a landscape
plan and tree preservation plan would be required with the proposed application. Staff would evaluate the removal of the
trees at the rear of the site once a tree preservation plan was submitted. Preliminary engineering and photometric plans
would also be required.

There is an existing drive aisle at the rear of the property, which gives the site access to New Wilke Rd. The drive aisle is
owned by the property owner to the east, however, there is an easement across the drive aisle that gives the subject property
the right to access the drive aisle. The petitioner should provide a copy of the easement document along with their application.
He encouraged the petitioner to reach out to the owners of the grocery store to let them know of the Taco Bell redevelopment
plans. Staff wanted the petitioner to re-evaluate the location of the proposed dumpster enclosure since it was being pushed
further to the rear of the site and closer to the residential homes to the rear. A traffic and parking study would be required as
part of the application, which study should analyze how the change of location of the drive through could impact stacking of
vehicles. Final parking analysis would be completed once the floor plan size has been determined. Two bicycle parking
spaces were required on the site. Staff was generally supportive of the application.

Commissioner Cherwin stated that he lived close to the Taco Bell and agreed that this was a good project and that the
update in architecture would be a welcome enhancement for this area. He thought that stacking would be fine given the
enlargement to the drive aisles and location of the drive through lane. He said he didn’t have any major concerns and he
was glad to see this project move forward.

Commissioner Sigalos asked about the drive through lane and if it would be a double lane drive through.

Mr. Valentini responded that the drive through would not be a double lane drive through with two ordering stations, but
would include a second “bypass” lane now.

Commissioner Sigalos asked about proposed building versus the existing building.
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Mr. Valentini replied that the proposed building would be in the area where the existing building was located (approximately).
The existing building would be closed and demolished to accommodate the new building.

Commissioner Cherwin asked about the floorplan

Mr. Valentini explained that nationally, Taco Bell had a new prototype that was more narrow and a little longer than the
existing building, so there would be a slight change to the floorplan but nothing that was substantial.

Commissioner Sigalos asked about construction time.

Mr. Valentini replied that he would like to have asphalt complete by November. They are currently studying stormwater
management for the site. They have also reached out to IDOT to make sure that IDOT was aware of what they were planning.

Commissioner Cherwin said that he thought that IDOT approval shouldn’t be too extensive since they weren't really
proposing any changes to the access.

Mr. Valentini stated that they would still need a permit from IDOT for work in the ROW.

Mr. Hubbard mentioned that the Village Engineer thought that IDOT may be planning for an additional lane on Algonquin,
and so the petitioner should make sure they discuss this with IDOT so that the site can be designed appropriately if this
improvement is being planned for the future.

Mr. Valentini stated that, based on his understanding, the additional lane to Algonquin was being contemplated for the future
but that there was no plan for it now. He said he’s asked IDOT and they've stated that they don’t have any substantial plan
for it at this time.

Commissioner Cherwin asked if the site could go down to a single lane along the front if land for IDOT was required along
the front of the site.

Mr. Valentini made the point that the only reason the lane is double up now is to accommodate for the future reciprocal
access to the gas station site. If IDOT took some ROW in the future, the reciprocal access would have to become one-
directional.

Commissioner Jensen asked about the rear access road.

Mr. Hubbard stated that he was asking for documents from the petitioner to understand who was responsible for
maintenance of that area.

Commissioner Jensen replied that the access road floods when it rains. He said that if there is an opportunity to improve
this rear drive aisle, he would like to see that opportunity taken.

Mr. Valentini said that the maintenance responsibility of that drive aisle rested with the grocery store.
Commissioner Green said that he thought it was a great project and encouraged the petitioner to move forward.

RECOMMENDATION
The Conceptual Plan Review Committee advised that the petitioner move forward.

Bruce Green, Chair
CONCEPTUAL PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE
Sam Hubbard, Recorder
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Taco Bell
1530 W. Algonquin Rd. (Commercial)

DC#18-083
STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:

Project Name: Taco Bell DC Number: 18-083

Project Address: 1530 W. Algonquin Road Petitioner Name: Mario Valentini
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: MRV Architects Inc.

5105 Tollview Drive, #197
Rolling Meadows, IL 60008
Date Prepared: September 6, 2018 Meeting Date: September 13, 2018

Requested Action(s):
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new Taco Bell restaurant.

Design Commission Responsibility for Projects Being Reviewed by Plan Commission:
The subject design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review pursuant to Chapter 6 of the Municipal Code.

This project requires Plan Commission review and Village Board approval to amend the existing Special Use Ordinances to allow
redevelopment of the site with a new restaurant and drive-through. Because this project is going to the Plan Commission, the role of
the Design Commission is limited. The Design Commission’s responsibility is as outlined in Chapter 28 of the Municipal Code, Section
14.2-1, which states:

“For developments where a public hearing is necessary before the Plan Commission or Zoning Board of Appeals, the
design review process should, if feasible, be completed by the time of the public hearing. Development proposals requiring
rezoning, PUD or other Plan Commission approvals, shall be reviewed by the Design Commission for building and
signage only.”

Summary:
The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing, older Taco Bell restaurant building to allow construction of a new Taco Bell

restaurant. The proposed restaurant will include indoor dining and a drive through. The scope of the project includes a complete
redevelopment of the site including parking areas and landscaping.

Architectural Design:

The proposed design represents the latest national prototype for Taco Bell. The design has a fresh modern aesthetic, and it will
be a significant improvement from the existing dated restaurant. The design includes an all brick exterior, which is complemented
with ‘bronze’ color fiber cement accent panels and a faux ‘rustwall’ tower feature. The exterior materials and colors are very
nicely coordinated. Overall, the proposed design is nicely done, and it will fit in well in this location, especially with the other
adjacent newer national fast food restaurant buildings.

Rooftop Mechanical Unit Screening:
The proposed building has multiple rooftop mechanical units which are required to be fully screened from public view. The
building design includes tall parapet walls to screen the equipment, which is ideal.

Signage:
The proposed design includes three wall signs and one ground sign. Per Chapter 30 sign code, only one wall sign is allowed per

street frontage. There are no previous sign variations approved for this property, and the existing building only has one wall sign.
The number of wall signs should be reduced to comply with code, and the following recommendations should be considered:

1. Itis recommended that the second wall sign on the side of the ‘rustwall’ tower be omitted.

2. The sign above the entry door on the right side of the building should be omitted to comply with code, but it should be
noted that there are numerous other similar fast food restaurant buildings that have obtained sign variations for an
additional wall sign above the side entry door.
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Taco Bell
1530 W. Algonquin Rd. (Commercial)

DC#18-083
3. The maximum allowed height for a ground sign is 16’-6”. The proposed 20’-0” tall ground sign needs to be reduced in
height to comply with code.
RECOMMENDATION:

Itis recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed architectural design for Taco Bell located at 1530 W. Algonquin
Road. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans received 9/5/18, Design Commission recommendations,
compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance of all required permits, and the
following:

1. The petitioner is required to meet the Sign code, Chapter 30 or obtain a sign variation(s).

It is recommended that the second wall sign on the side of the ‘rustwall’ tower be omitted.

It is recommended that the sign above the entry door on the right side of the building be omitted, or pursue a sign variation.
It is recommended that the height of the ground sign be reduced to 16’-6” or less, to comply with code.

This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed to be an approval of, or to have any other
impact on, any other zoning and/or land use issues or decisions that stem from zoning, sign code or building or any other
reviews. In addition to the normal technical review, permit drawings will be reviewed for consistency with the Design
Commission and any other Commission or Board approval conditions. It is the architect/owner/builder’s responsibility to
comply with the Design Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans and sign permit plans comply with all
zoning code, building code and sign code requirements.

kv

September 6, 2018

Steve Hautzinger AIA, Design Planner
Department of Planning & Community Development

Cc: Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Bill Enright, Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development, Sam Hubbard,
Development Planner, Petitioner, DC File 18-083
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APPROVED

MINUTES OF
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS
DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING
33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD.
SEPTEMBER 13, 2018

Chair Fitzgerald called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Members Present: John Fitzgerald, Chair
Kirsten Kingsley
Jonathan Kubow

Members Absent: Ted Eckhardt
Scott Seyer
Also Present: Shaun Harris, South Water Signs for H&R Block

Mario Valentini, MRV Architects Inc. for Taco Bell
Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM AUGUST 28, 2018

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO
APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF AUGUST 28, 2018. ALL WERE IN FAVOR. MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 2. COMMERCIAL REVIEW

DC#18-083 — Taco Bell — 1530 W. Algonguin Rd.

Mario Valentini, representing MRV Architects, was present on behalf of the project.

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments. The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing, older Taco Bell
restaurant building to allow construction of a new Taco Bell restaurant. The proposed restaurant will include indoor
dining and a drive through. The scope of the project includes a complete redevelopment of the site including parking
areas and landscaping.

The proposed design represents the latest national prototype for Taco Bell. The design has a fresh modern aesthetic,
and will be a significant improvement from the existing dated restaurant. The design includes an all brick exterior,
which is complemented with ‘bronze’ color fiber cement accent panels and a faux ‘rustwall’ tower feature. The exterior
materials and colors are very nicely coordinated. Overall, the proposed design is nicely done, and will fit in well in this
location, especially with the other adjacent newer national fast food restaurant buildings. The proposed building has
multiple rooftop mechanical units which are required to be fully screened from public view. The building design includes
tall parapet walls to screen the equipment, which is ideal.

The proposed design includes three wall signs and one ground sign. Per Chapter 30 sign code, only one wall sign is
allowed per street frontage. There are no previous sign variations approved for this property, and the existing building
only has one wall sign. The number of wall signs should be reduced to comply with code, and the following
recommendations should be considered:

1. Itis recommended that the second wall sign on the side of the ‘rustwall’ tower be omitted.

2. The sign above the entry door on the right side of the building should be omitted to comply with code, but it should
be noted that there are numerous other similar fast food restaurant buildings that have obtained sign variations for
an additional wall sign above the side entry door.

3. The maximum allowed height for a ground sign is 16'-6". The proposed 20’-0" tall ground sign needs to be reduced
in height to comply with code.

Staff recommends approval of the proposed design for the existing Taco Bell building with the recommendations
regarding signage as summarized in the Staff report.

Mr. Valentini had no comments at this time.
Chair Fitzgerald noted that there was no one in the audience at this time.

Commissioner Kubow said it was a great design and he liked it; it is very sharp and very modern, and although he
liked the old school Taco Bell look, he understood the change to a contemporary design. He approved of the design
as proposed. With regards to signage, he felt the sign on the west elevation was unnecessary because there is no
turn-in at that point, and the sign on the south elevation will become visible when passing the building to turn in. He
had no other comments other than the design was fantastic, and he approved as proposed, with Staff's
recommendations.

Commissioner Kingsley said it was a really nice design. She liked the brick and the colors being proposed, and
asked if the rustwall panels were standard to the new prototype design. Mr. Valentini explained that the new design
and materials have been a work in progress, with several locations initially having a material that looked galvanized;
however, that material ended up rusting and the rust running down the building, so the material was changed to a pre-
finished “rust” product that has been used successfully in several locations. Commissioner Kingsley said that she
really liked the materials; however, her only hesitation was that the Urbane Bronze color of the Hardie panels and the
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Iron Ore color of the canopy did not go together; one needed to be cooler or one needed to be warmer. Mr. Valentini
explained that the metal sample presented tonight is very large in comparison to the actual small, thin size of the
canopy that will be on the building. He added that the storefront windows would be clear anodized, which helps define
the separation between the fiber cement board and the glazing.

Commissioner Kingsley also asked about the gooseneck lights and what they would light up. Mr. Valentini presented
a building design that they previously considered, which included two areas of mosaics that were proposed to help
break up the monotony of the solid side walls, and gooseneck lighting to illuminate the mosaic areas. The current,
more modern design being presented tonight has eliminated the mosaic areas because they were considered signage;
however, the gooseneck lighting has remained to help break up and wash the wall, as well as highlight the landscaping.
Mr. Valentini said that they were open to discussions about bringing back the mosaic areas as well. Commissioner
Kingsley felt the lighting helped to lighten up that area of the facade in the absence of windows. She added a
suggestion to paint the service door a darker color, and Mr. Valentini replied that it could be painted to match the color
of the surrounding Hardie-board.

Chair Fitzgerald agreed with painting the service door a darker color, and he liked the building design being proposed,
which would stand the test of time. He also felt the two-sided tower element on the building appeared unfinished when
heading west on Algonquin Road, and he suggested something be done to return it, or at least back it up with the same
material on the front. Mr. Valentini was not opposed to using the same material to add a third side to the tower
returning over the parapet wall. Chair Fitzgerald also felt the location of the sign on the east elevation above the
entrance appeared oddly placed on the wall, and he suggested moving it more towards the front of the building.
Commissioner Kingsley felt that moving the sign on the east elevation would help with balance and make it look like
the other facades. Commissioner Kubow agreed, although he understood why the sign was currently located above
the entry door on that side. He also asked for clarification on the concerns about the tower element, and Chair
Fitzgerald explained that he was suggesting the tower element appear more like a 3-sided tower by returning the
material onto the other side.

Mr. Hautzinger reiterated that the sign on the east wall is not allowed by code, and would require a variation. Mr.
Valentini asked if the client wants a wall sign on the east and west elevations, as opposed to a sign on the front (south)
elevation, would it still require a variation. Mr. Hautzinger reiterated that only wall sign is allowed per code, and more
than one wall sign would require a sign variation review by this commission. Commissioner Kubow was in favor of
allowing two wall signs; either on the east and west elevations, or on the south and east elevations. Chair Fitzgerald
agreed.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO
APPROVE THE PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR TACO BELL LOCATED AT 1530 W. ALGONQUIN
ROAD. THIS APPROVAL IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS RECEIVED 9/5/18, DESIGN
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE
CODES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE
FOLLOWING:

1. AREQUIREMENT TO RETURN THE MATERIAL ON THE TOWER TO MAKE IT THREE-SIDED.

2. A REQUIREMENT TO PAINT THE SERVICE DOOR ON THE EAST ELEVATION A COLOR TO MATCH THE
ADJACENT WALL PANEL COLOR.

3. A RECOMMENDATION TO ALLOW TWO WALL SIGNS ON THE BUILDING; ONE ON THE EAST AND ONE
ON THE WEST ELEVATION.

4. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED TO BE
AN APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, NOR REPRESENT ANY TACIT APPROVAL OR
SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSED LAND USE OR ANY OTHER ZONING AND/OR LAND USE ISSUES OR
DECISIONS THAT STEM FROM ZONING, BUILDING, SIGNAGE OR ANY OTHER REVIEWS. IN ADDITION TO
THE NORMAL TECHNICAL REVIEW, PERMIT DRAWINGS WILL BE REVIEWED FOR CONSISTENCY WITH
THE DESIGN COMMISSION AND ANY OTHER COMMISSION OR BOARD APPROVAL CONDITIONS. IT IS

6



9/13/18 DC

THE PETITIONER'S RESPONSIBILTY TO INCORPORATE ALL REQUIREMENTS LISTED ON THE
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS INTO THE PERMIT DRAWINGS, AND TO ENSURE THAT BUILDING
PERMIT PLANS AND SIGN PERMIT PLANS COMPLY WITH ALL ZONING CODE, BUILDING CODE AND SIGN
CODE REQUIREMENTS.

KUBOW, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. MOTION CARRIED.



MWREY ARCHITECTS, INC.

5105 Tollview Dr., Suite 197, Rolling Meadows, IL 60008
Ph. (224) 318-2140 — Email: mariov@mrvarch.com

September 20, 2018

Plan Commissioners

Department of Planning and Community Development
Village of Arlington Heights

33 S. Arlington Heights Road

Arlington Heights, IL 60005

Re: Proposed scrape and rebuild of existing Taco Bell restaurant, Algonquin Road and New
Wilke Road
Plan Commission Review Submittal

Statement of Intent

The applicants, The Twins Group, Inc. / Buddy Bells, intend to scrape and rebuild the existing
Taco Bell building with an accessory drive-thru at the above noted location. Looking ahead, the
development is estimated to be completed by January 2019. As a part of the redevelopment, we
are required to request a review of the Conceptual Plan for the property. We believe that the
development and operation of the restaurant with an updated image will enhance the current
intersection, while providing the typical Quick Services Restaurant service in a high-quality
environment the brands is known to deliver.

The franchise group owns and operates many drive-thru locations throughout the United States.
The Twins Group’s upper management team consists of many multi-unit managers who have
well over 15 years of Quick Service Restaurant experience each.

This location qualifies for the new prototypical style category for Taco Bell. Here, they will be
unveiling a new prototypical design for this building which will have a full menu offering;
functioning as a typical free-standing building.

We understand the sensitivity to create a building with an architecturally pleasing exterior
appearance while also offering a comfortable, while functional, interior environment. The
introduction of more modern elements to the exterior works in combination with interior items
such as soft seating to create a very wholesome experience. The use of quality construction
materials sets these buildings apart from other brands and other buildings within the same
brand.

Items such as directional signs and a menu board are also essential to a well-functioning drive-
thru facility and have been integrated into the overall site design. A drive-thru would be an
added convenience for customers that are not intending on dining in. And, unlike the site’s
current drive-thru configuration, an additional bypass lane will be added to provide relief with
the removal of an otherwise inconvenient choke-point. To help ensure public safety, warning
stripes are to be painted wherever pedestrians may come into contact with drive-thru traffic.

Taco Bell, Arlington Heights, IL Plan Commission Pg.1



MEY ARCHITECTS, INC.

5105 Tollview Dr., Suite 197, Rolling Meadows, IL 60008
Ph. (224) 318-2140 — Email: mariov@mrvarch.com

The drive-thru speaker systems typically used are adjustable to comply with any village
restrictions and can be accessed by a manager at any time as needed to control the volume.
They can also be set for day and night sound levels to prevent any noise from carrying to the
surrounding properties at the quieter hours of the night.

While the building would not be pursuing LEED certification, the building would be utilizing a
number of sustainable/green features. In Taco Bell’s case, this would mainly be in the form of
equipment, plumbing, and lighting choices. In the interior and exterior of the building, LEDs are
chosen in favor of less sustainable lighting options. This choice also applies to all proposed site
lighting. In terms of equipment, rooftop units do have rain sensors as a feature. When rain is
detected, the units are given a signal to shut off. Economizers are another feature to these units
which work to reduce energy consumption. Furthermore, plumbing fixtures such as water
closets, urinals, lavatories, and hand sinks would be considered high-efficiency/green.

In general, the expected number of full-time employees would amount to 30 employees. Hours
of operation would begin at 7am and will close at 1am from Sunday-Thursday. On weekends
however, the closing time would most likely be extended to 2am. When the dining room closes
at 11pm daily, the drive-thru window will operate until closing.

Overall, the addition of this building and drive-thru will prove beneficial to the community by
providing a valuable service. Taco Bell will be able to accommodate the customers as needed
while having little disruption to the surrounding area. The exterior and interior lighting, signage,
materials and proposed plan will maintain the character of the design and surrounding area
while creating a more enjoyable experience. We look forward to presenting this project to you
and hearing your feedback.

Please feel free to contact me with any further questions regarding the request for review.
Sincerely,

ey,
/Q! 7y

Mario Valentini
Principal,
MRV Architects, Inc.

Taco Bell, Arlington Heights, IL. Plan Commission Pg.2
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or 0.8.,95 acres

LOCATION MAP
L0 SeALE

LOT 2 IN THE RESUBDIVISION OF < L 34 IN CHANTECLAIRE SUBDIVISION IN THS GOUTHEAST
/4 OF SECTION &, TOWNSHIP 41 NORTH, RANGE 11, EAS OF THZ THIRD PRINCTPAL
MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, IN COOK COUNTY, TLLINOIS, ACCORDING TO THE
PLAT THEREOF RECORDED SEPTEMBER 1, 1983, AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 26759365 (SKCEPT THAT
PART DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS::

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF LOT 35 OF CHANTECLAIRE SUBDIVISICN, THENCE
NORTHERLY 69 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST ALONG TVE NORTH wINE OF SAID LOT
35, A DISTANCE OF 155.16 FEET THENCE NORTH 0 DEGREES 0 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST
ALONG THE WEST LINE OF LOT 34 A DISTANCE OF 43.11 FEET THENCE SOUTH G5 DEGRE.. 3€
MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST AND PARALLEL WITH THE NORTH LINE OF LOT 34 A DISTANCE OF
155.36 FEET THENCE SOUTHERLY 0 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS A DISTANCE OF 9.11
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS)
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. | . ‘ 1 .
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MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
SAID LOT 2; THENCE NORTH O DEGREES 00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST, 201.83 FEET
TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 35; THENCE CONTINUING NORTH 00 DECREES
00 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST ALONG THE EXTENSION OF THE EAST LINE OF SAID LOT
35 (EAST LINE OF ABOVE DESCRIBED EXCEPTION) 46.97 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE OF
SAID 10T 2; THENCE SOUTH 69 DEGREES 41 MINUTES 42 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID
NORTH LINE 120.98 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 2; THENCE SOUTH
1 DEGREE 26 MINUTES 35 SECONDS ESAT ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID LOT 2, 257.03
T0 THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 2; THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT
130.00 FEET SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIDS OF 2914.79 FEET AND A CHORD THAT
BEARS NORTH 67 DEGREES 18 MINUTES 57 SECONDS WEST, 129.99 FEET TO THE POINT
OF BEGINNING.

T E
NALT Lo B - PAVEMEDT |
| 28880) T o lonep -1l

AsphaLT N

PARCEL § 2

A 24 foot easement for ingress and egress for Lots | & 2, being more particularly
described as follows: Beginning at the Northeast torner of said Lot 2 and beir

. e 69 o 4 .
Ticter 4% sevondy Eace alomg North tine of Lot 3 B610 fesc o the o e

corner of Lot 2; thence South | degree, 26 minutes, 35 seconds East alomg the
Fast line of Lot 2, 25.84 feet, thence North 69 degrees, 41 minutes 42 seconds
Wesc parallel to the North line of Lot 2, 276.83 feer to the said East right-of
aid New Wilke Road; thence North 00 degrees, 00 minutes, 00 seconds
.59 feet to the point of beginning.

NOTE: 2ROPERTY IS LOCATED IN FLOOD ZONE "C" (MINIMAL FLOODING)
PER COMMUNITY-PANEL NUMBER 170056 00108, DATED MARCH 1, 1984,

“ALTA / ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY”

PREPARED UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF:

HAYES & MATTHEWS, INC.

I HEREBY CERTIFY TO TACO BELL CORP, A CALIFORNIA NATIONAL DIVISION - AL.T.A. SURVEYS

CORPORATION AND ITS AFFILIATES, CHICAGO TITLE INSURANC?Z

COMPANY, NBU, CITICORP NORTH AMERICA, INC. AND JOH:" 17220 Newhope Street - Suites 108/109

Plaza Del Lago Bidg.
' KALLERGIS. -,
: THAT THIS PLAT REPRESENTS A SURVEY MADE BY ME OR UNDER MY 714-979-7181
\ SUPERVISION ON THE 20"#DAY OF 1997, OF FAX 714-641-2840
| THE REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED oW AND THAT _raE
; IMPROVEMENTS LOCATED THEREON, IF ANY, HAVE BEEN SHOWN AS
i LOCATED AND THAT THE DISTANCES FROM ALL BUILDINGS TO THE
AsPRALT PAVEMELT ! NEAREST PROPERTY LINE IN EACH DIRECTION ARE SHOWN AND THAT
Ew.Y ROA| : THEPE ARE NO ENCROACHMENTS UPON SAID REAL ESTATE BY ANY i
NEWTWiLKe ° ' IMPPOVEMENTS LOCATED ON, OR FENCES OR WALLS ENCLOSING — T SE:;:;‘T:'SSOC‘[ :::—: :"I-;CT' ORQASACRES)
\ ADJACENT PROPERTIES, EXCEPT AS SHOWN, AND THAT TBERNI_:.SKS go ] L INC.
. L EVIDENCE OF POSSIBLE UNRECORDED EASEME! N, Enamens & sunverons
d 1530 Algonquin Road, Alington Heights, 1L is Zoned B-2, General Business, with v O B oW ThiE SURFACE OF REAT ESTATE DISCERNIBLE PROM
Building Setbacks as follows: Due to abutting Ri Property to the East and North INSPECTION OF THE PROPERTY, EXCEPT AS SHOWN, AND SAID SURVEY L
o Front -40 feet AND PLAT CONFORM TO THE TACO BELL CORP. SURVEY BT s oo 2t 7201213
© Rear - 30 feet RZQUIREMENTS DATED FEBRUARY 1994 AND THE MINIMUM STANDARD -
o Side 10% width DETAIL REQUIREMENTS FOR ALTAIACSM LAND TITLE SURVEYS AS
N ; ADOPTED BY AMERICAN LAND TITLE ASSOCIATION AND A
* Note: if zoned B abutting B, then these set backs would not apply RCRESS O SURVETING AND MAPEING IN 1992, TACO g BELL@
1530 ALGONQUIN ROAD
NOTE

ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL.
In reference to the 24 feet Ingress Egress Easement refer to Plat of The Resubdivision of
Lot 34, in Chanteclaire Subdivision , in the S.E. % of Sec 8-41-11, in Cook County,

STORE NO.: 2189

Hlinois. It was recorded September 1, 1983 per Title Commitment as document T2 e -
N SUALE: DRAWN BY: SHEET:
#26759365 vy ER [FRrEaMPANY
) 40Fd
DATE: GHECKED BY: 5
T.BELL.CRT MAY 20,1997 IR




MRV ARCHITECTS, INC.

5105 Toliview Dr., Suite 209, Rolling Meadows, IL 60008
Ph. (224} 318-2140 — Email: mariov@mrvarch.com

July 31,2018

Pian Commissioners

Department of Planning and Community Development
Village of Arlington Heights

33 5. Arlington Heights Road

Arlington Heights, IL 60005

Purpose of Parking Study

As determined by the Arlington Heights Department of Planning and Community Development,
a parking study is necessary to determining the overall efficiency (or inefficiency) of the existing
parking lot and drive-thru lane. 26 parking spaces have been identified. In order to gather the
following usage data, the restaurant conducted surveys taking note of parking space usage and
drive thru stacking at 30-minute intervals during peak lunch and dinner times over a two-week
period. Surveys were held from Thursdays to Saturdays.

2
of C2vs ovstvvt & u‘ai'wb daive - favu &uﬁv\o Moe

/’I Totul # Y-L -\rouv ?owoé.
Arlington Heights Taco Bell f
Drive-thru Parking space
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[ ej : m GEWALT HAMILTON

ASSOCIATES, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

Traffic and Site Plan Evaluation
625 Forest Edge Drive, Vernon Hills, IL 60061
TeL 847.478.9700 ® Fax 847.478.9701

To: Mario Valenti
MRV Architects, Inc.

www.gha-engineers.com

From: Bill Grieve, P.E., PTOE
Senior Transportation Engineer
Date: August 21, 2018
Subject: Taco Bell Restaurant Replacement
1530 W. Algonquin Road

Arlington Heights, lllinois

Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Inc. (GHA) has conducted a traffic and site plan evaluation of the above
captioned subject. As proposed, Taco Bell would replace their restaurant at 1530 W. Algonquin Road in
Arlington Heights, lllinois (see Exhibit 1) to include the latest design features and improve customer ordering
efficiency; both at the counter and in the drive-thru. The following summarizes our findings and provides
various recommendations for consideration.

Traffic Evaluation

Existing Traffic
e GHA conducted peak period traffic counts during midday (11:00 AM to 1:00 PM) and evening (4:00

PM to 7:00 PM) on Thursday, July 26, 2018 and Saturday midday from 11:00 AM to 1:00 PM on
Saturday, July 28, 2018 at the access drives that serve Taco Bell. These time periods were chosen,
because they represent the busiest Taco Bell hours of operation.

e The peak hours occurred on the weekday midday from Noon to 1:00 PM and evening from 4:45 PM
to 5:45 PM and on the Saturday midday from Noon to 1:00 PM. Exhibit 2 illustrates the existing peak
hour traffic volumes. The Miovision traffic count printouts are in Appendix A.

e As can be seen, the full access drive on New Wilke Road was busiest during all three peak hours.
The heavy through traffic volumes on Algonquin Road (IL 62) limited the ability to make a left turn in
or out of the restaurant to at most only a few vehicles. In addition, the cross connection to the east
at the north end of the site was rarely used by Taco Bell traffic.

Future Traffic

e The new restaurant will have 2,112 square feet of space versus the existing restaurant, which has
1,924 square feet of space, for a slight increase in size of 188 square feet. Taco Bell does not
anticipate any appreciable increase in traffic with the new restaurant. But they do anticipate that the
new restaurant will encourage increased same-customer sales.

e Coordination by the project civil engineer with IDOT indicates that access at the Taco Bell drive on
Algonquin Road will be limited to right turns in and out only. A channeling island will help emphasize
the turn prohibitions.

Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Inc. - Page | 1



Taco Bell - Arlington Heights, IL.

e Exhibit 3illustrates the adjusted traffic volumes. As can be seen:

o Only 2 left turns in will be redistributed to the New Wilke Road during the weekday midday
peak hour and zero left turns in will shift during the weekday evening and Saturday midday
peak hours.

o Only 4 left turns out will shift to the north cross connection during the weekday midday, zero
during the weekday evening, and only 1 during the Saturday midday peak hours.

e Exhibit 4 provides the updated traffic volumes. Increase Taco Bell traffic at the north drive will be 6
vehicles during the weekday midday, zero during the weekday evening, and 1 vehicle during the
Saturday midday peak hours.

Key Finding. Based on the traffic adjustments when the access drive on Algonquin Road gets
restricted to right turns in/out only, there will be virtually a negligible impact on operations at the
access drive on New Wilke Road and the cross connection to the east at the north end of Taco Bell.

On-Site Planning Features

Data Collection
e GHA observed drive-thru stacking and parking demands at the Taco Bell restaurant on Wednesday,
August 1 and Saturday, August 4, 2018. The time periods were chosen to basically coincide with the
traffic count results, to observe peak customer activity. The results are summarized in Exhibit 5.
e GHA also observed drive-thru stacking and parking demands at various other Taco Bell restaurants
in January 2018. Those results are provided in Appendix B. The on-site characteristics are similar
among the Taco Bell restaurants observed.

Drive-Thru Stacking
e The site plan prepared by MRV Architects, Inc. dated May 2018 (see Exhibit 6) indicates that the
drive-thru will have stacking for 9 vehicles plus a bypass lane.
e Our site observations indicate that there were never more than 3 vehicles queued at any one time at
this Taco Bell (see Exhibit 5) and never more than 5 vehicles queued at the other taco Bell
restaurants (see Appendix B).

Key Finding. The drive-thru stacking provided will comfortably accommodate the anticipated
demand. In addition, the bypass lane will provide additional customer flexibility should they decide
to not use the drive-thru.

Parking
e The MRV site plan indicates that there will be 23 parking spaces, including 2 ADA spaces, provided.

This supply exceeds the Village code requirement of 15 parking spaces.

e The GHA observations indicate a peak parking demand of 11 spaces (see Exhibit 5).

e Employees should be encouraged to park in the spaces furthest from the front door. This will
maximize the prime parking available for customers.

Key Finding. The parking supply provided will comfortably accommodate the peak customer and
employee demands.

Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Inc. - Page | 2



Taco Bell - Arlington Heights, IL.

Site Operations
e It may be beneficial to reduce the drive-thru exit to a single lane after the food pick-up window. This
will help “guide” exiting drive-thru traffic onto the north-south circulation aisle. The additional parkway
provided (about 10-12 feet) will help accommodate a potential intersection improvement at the
Algonquin Road / New Wilke Road intersection that is in its initial design considerations.
e Taco Bell traffic should have Stop control at the northern east-west circulation drive.

Technical Addendum

The following Exhibits and Appendices were referenced. They provide support documentation for our study
findings and recommendations.

Exhibits
1. Location Map
Existing Traffic
Adjusted Traffic
Updated Traffic
Parking & Drive-Thru Observations
Site Plan

Sk wd

Appendices
A. Traffic Count Summary Sheets

B. Taco Bell Survey Data Summary

* * * * * * * * * * * *

Please don't hesitate to call me at (847) 478-9700 if you have any questions or need more information. This
traffic and parking evaluation was prepared by:

/%EM G

William C. Grieve, P.E., PTOE
Senior Transportation Engineer
bgrieve@gha-engineers.com

Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Inc. - Page | 3
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Exhibit 5

Parking & Drive-Thru Observations
Taco Bell - Algonquin Road @ New Wilke Road; Arlington Heights, IL.

Wednesday 8/1 /18 | Parked Cars | Wednesday 8/1 /18 Parked Cars Saturday 8/4/18 | Parked Cars
12:00 PM 10 5:00 PM 3 12:00 PM 3
12:10 PM 8 5:10 PM 2 12:10 PM 4
12:20 PM 11 5:20 PM 2 12:20 PM 6
12:30 PM 11 5:30 PM 1 12:30 PM 6
12:40 PM 10 5:00 PM 4 12:40 PM 6
12:50 PM 9 5:10 PM 6 12:50 PM 7
1:00 PM 9 5:20 PM 2 1:00 PM 7
Wednesday 8/1 /18 | Drive Thru * Cut Thru Wednesday 8/1 /18 Drive Thru * Cut Thru Saturday 8/4/18 | Drive Thru * | Cut Thru
12:00-12:10 PM 9 1 5:00-5:10 PM 4 2 12:00-12:10 PM 2 2
12:11-12:20 PM 5 2 5:11-5:20 PM 6 0 12:11-12:20 PM 3 2
12:21-12:30 PM 7 3 5:21-5:30 PM 5 1 12:21-12:30 PM 2 3
12:31-12:40 PM 9 2 5:31-5:40 PM 4 3 12:31-12:40 PM 4 2
12:41-12:50 PM 8 3 5:41-5:50 PM 4 3 12:41-12:50 PM 4 2
12:51-1:00 PM 5 2 5:51-6:00 PM 6 2 12:51-1:00 PM 5 2
Notes:

Parking lot has 24 regular spots and 2 handicap spots.
Drive thru is not well makred so 5+ cars passed by the drive-thru entrance and had to turn around to enter it.
Drive Thru* is total for period. There was a maximum of 3 cars in the drive-thru at any one time.
Some WB cars on Algonquin use the Taco Bell lot as a cut thru to avoid the traffic signal at Algonquin / New Wilke, then turn north on New Wilke..
Three pedestrians entered the Taco Bell at 6:07pm on Wednesday.
At 6:20pm on Wednesday an employee arrived by bicycle and parked in the back of the restaurant.

el

GEWALT HAMILTON

ASSOCIATES, INC.




Exhibit 6 - Site Plan

B-2 District Code Proposed
Required
Setbacks
North (side) 109'-8
South (side) 41'-3
East (rear) 60'—11/16"
West (front) 27'-5 5/16"
F.AR. 250% 130%
Building Lat Coverage No Zoning Requirement 2,112 SF
Impervious Surface Coverage N/A 20,659 SF
Building Height No Zoning Requirement 24-0"
Off—street Parking Spaces 15 Spaces 23 Spaces
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APPENDIX A

Traffic Count Summaries

[ﬂ : m GEWALT HAMILTON Taco Bell

ASSOCIATES, INC. Arlington Heights, IL



Gewalt Hamilton Associates Inc.

625 Forest Edge Drive Count Name: East-West Drive & New Wilke Rd
Site Code:
Vernon Hills, lllinois, United States 60061 Start Date: 07/26/2018
(847) 478-9700 jopitz@gha-engineers.com Page No: 1

Turning Movement Data

New Wilke Rd East-West Dr New Wilke Rd
Start Time Southbound Westbound Northbound
Thru Left U-Turn Peds App. Total Right Left U-Turn Peds App. Total Right Thru U-Turn Peds App. Total Int. Total
11:00 AM 141 2 0 0 143 4 2 0 0 6 1 120 0 0 121 270
11:15 AM 151 0 0 158 4 2 0 1 6 4 138 0 142 306
11:30 AM 188 0 0 192 6 0 0 4 6 4 132 0 0 136 334
11:45 AM 200 0 0 203 7 0 0 2 7 4 173 0 0 177 387
Hourly Total 680 16 0 0 696 21 4 0 7 25 13 563 0 0 576 1297
12:00 PM 201 7 0 0 208 12 0 0 0 12 9 199 0 0 208 428
12:15 PM 191 8 0 0 199 12 3 0 2 15 8 170 0 0 178 392
12:30 PM 173 6 0 0 179 12 1 0 0 13 13 178 0 0 191 383
12:45 PM 212 2 0 0 214 5 2 0 2 7 5 184 0 0 189 410
Hourly Total 777 23 0 0 800 41 6 0 4 47 35 731 0 0 766 1613
*k BREAK *+* - R R - R R R R R R - R R
4:00 PM 198 4 0 1 202 17 5 0 3 22 5 198 0 0 203 427
4:15 PM 187 0 0 0 187 14 2 0 0 16 4 196 0 0 200 403
4:30 PM 213 3 0 0 216 9 1 0 0 10 0 238 0 0 238 464
4:45 PM 198 4 0 0 202 8 2 0 0 10 6 219 0 0 225 437
Hourly Total 796 11 0 1 807 48 10 0 3 58 15 851 0 0 866 1731
5:00 PM 197 4 0 0 201 12 1 0 0 13 2 239 0 0 241 455
5:15 PM 224 0 0 232 19 1 0 2 20 2 265 0 0 267 519
5:30 PM 176 9 0 0 185 20 1 0 1 21 2 234 0 0 236 442
5:45 PM 213 9 0 0 222 26 3 0 1 29 1 221 0 0 222 473
Hourly Total 810 30 0 0 840 77 6 0 4 83 7 959 0 0 966 1889
6:00 PM 178 3 0 0 181 8 1 0 1 9 2 192 0 0 194 384
6:15 PM 192 0 0 194 3 2 0 5 5 3 184 0 0 187 386
6:30 PM 168 0 0 172 5 2 0 2 7 2 167 0 0 169 348
6:45 PM 165 0 0 167 10 0 0 5 10 4 173 0 0 177 354
Hourly Total 703 11 0 0 714 26 5 0 13 31 11 716 0 0 727 1472
Grand Total 3766 91 0 1 3857 213 31 0 31 244 81 3820 0 0 3901 8002
Approach % 97.6 2.4 0.0 - 87.3 12.7 0.0 - 2.1 97.9 0.0 - -
Total % 47.1 1.1 0.0 48.2 2.7 0.4 0.0 3.0 1.0 47.7 0.0 48.8 -
Lights 3718 91 0 3809 210 30 0 240 79 3789 0 3868 7917
% Lights 98.7 100.0 - 98.8 98.6 96.8 - 98.4 97.5 99.2 - 99.2 98.9
Mediums 38 0 0 38 2 0 0 2 2 23 0 25 65
% Mediums 1.0 0.0 - - 1.0 0.9 0.0 - - 0.8 2.5 0.6 - - 0.6 0.8
Articulated Trucks 10 0 0 - 10 1 1 0 - 2 0 8 0 - 8 20
% Articulated Trucks 0.3 0.0 - - 0.3 0.5 3.2 - - 0.8 0.0 0.2 - - 0.2 0.2
Bicycles on Crosswalk - - - 0 - - - - 15 - - - - 0 - -
% Bicycles on Crosswalk - - - 0.0 - - - - 48.4 - - - - - - -
Pedestrians - - - 1 - - - - 16 - - - - 0 - -
% Pedestrians - - - 100.0 - - - - 51.6 - - - - - - -




Gewalt Hamilton Associates Inc.

625 Forest Edge Drive Count Name: East-West Drive & New Wilke Rd
Site Code:
Vernon Hills, lllinois, United States 60061 Start Date: 07/26/2018
(847) 478-9700 jopitz@gha-engineers.com Page No: 3

Turning Movement Peak Hour Data (12:00 PM)
New Wilke Rd East-West Dr New Wilke Rd
Start Time Southbound Westbound Northbound
Thru Left U-Turn Peds App. Total Right Left U-Turn Peds App. Total Right Thru U-Turn Peds App. Total Int. Total
12:00 PM 201 7 0 0 208 12 0 0 0 12 9 199 0 0 208 428
12:15 PM 191 8 0 0 199 12 3 0 2 15 8 170 0 178 392
12:30 PM 173 6 0 0 179 12 1 0 0 13 13 178 0 0 191 383
12:45 PM 212 2 0 0 214 5 2 0 2 7 5 184 0 0 189 410
Total 777 23 0 0 800 41 6 0 4 47 35 731 0 0 766 1613
Approach % 97.1 2.9 0.0 - - 87.2 12.8 0.0 - - 4.6 95.4 0.0 - - -
Total % 48.2 1.4 0.0 - 49.6 2.5 0.4 0.0 - 2.9 2.2 45.3 0.0 - 47.5 -
PHF 0.916 0.719 0.000 - 0.935 0.854 0.500 0.000 - 0.783 0.673 0.918 0.000 - 0.921 0.942
Lights 762 23 0 - 785 41 6 0 - 47 34 722 0 - 756 1588
% Lights 98.1 100.0 - - 98.1 100.0 100.0 - - 100.0 97.1 98.8 - - 98.7 98.5
Mediums 11 0 0 - 11 0 0 0 - 0 1 6 0 - 7 18
% Mediums 1.4 0.0 - - 1.4 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 2.9 0.8 - - 0.9 1.1
Articulated Trucks 4 0 0 - 4 0 0 0 - 0 0 3 0 - 3 7
% Articulated Trucks 0.5 0.0 - - 0.5 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 0.0 0.4 - - 0.4 0.4
Bicycles on Crosswalk - - - 0 - - - - 0 - - - - 0 - -
% Bicycles on Crosswalk - - - - - - - - 0.0 - - - - - - -
Pedestrians - - - 0 - - - - 4 - - - - 0 - -
% Pedestrians - - - - - - - - 100.0 - - - - - - -




Gewalt Hamilton Associates Inc.

625 Forest Edge Drive Count Name: East-West Drive & New Wilke Rd
Site Code:
Vernon Hills, lllinois, United States 60061 Start Date: 07/26/2018
(847) 478-9700 jopitz@gha-engineers.com Page No: 5

Turning Movement Peak Hour Data (4:45 PM)

New Wilke Rd East-West Dr New Wilke Rd
. Southbound Westbound Northbound
StartTime Thru Left U-Turn Peds App. Total Right Left U-Turn Peds App. Total Right Thru U-Turn Peds App. Total Int. Total
4:45 PM 198 4 0 0 202 8 2 0 0 10 6 219 0 0 225 437
5:00 PM 197 0 0 201 12 1 0 0 13 2 239 0 241 455
5:15 PM 224 8 0 0 232 19 1 0 2 20 2 265 0 0 267 519
5:30 PM 176 9 0 0 185 20 1 0 1 21 2 234 0 0 236 442
Total 795 25 0 0 820 59 5 0 3 64 12 957 0 0 969 1853
Approach % 97.0 3.0 0.0 - - 92.2 7.8 0.0 - - 1.2 98.8 0.0 - - -
Total % 42.9 1.3 0.0 - 44.3 3.2 0.3 0.0 - 3.5 0.6 51.6 0.0 - 52.3 -
PHF 0.887 0.694 0.000 - 0.884 0.738 0.625 0.000 - 0.762 0.500 0.903 0.000 - 0.907 0.893
Lights 783 25 0 - 808 58 5 0 - 63 11 956 0 - 967 1838
% Lights 98.5 100.0 - - 98.5 98.3 100.0 - - 98.4 91.7 99.9 - - 99.8 99.2
Mediums 12 0 0 - 12 1 0 0 - 1 1 1 0 - 2 15
% Mediums 15 0.0 - - 15 1.7 0.0 - - 1.6 8.3 0.1 - - 0.2 0.8
Articulated Trucks 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 - 0 0
% Articulated Trucks 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 0.0
Bicycles on Crosswalk - - - 0 - - - - 1 - - - - 0 - -
% Bicycles on Crosswalk - - - - - - - - 33.3 - - - - - - -
Pedestrians - - - 0 - - - - 2 - - - - 0 - -
% Pedestrians - - - - - - - - 66.7 - - - - - - -




Gewalt Hamilton Associates Inc.
625 Forest Edge Drive

Vernon Hills, lllinois, United States 60061
(847) 478-9700 jopitz@gha-engineers.com

Turning Movement Data

Count Name: Taco Bell & Algonquin Rd (IL-62)

Site Code:
Start Date: 07/26/2018
Page No: 1

Taco Bell IL-62 Northbound Approach IL-62
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Peds .?g&l Right Thru Left U-Turn Peds .?gt% Right Thru Left U-Turn Peds .I’Ii\gt% Right Thru Left U-Turn Peds .I’Ii\gt% Int. Total
11:00 AM 1 0 0 1 1 3 222 9 0 0 234 7 0 2 0 3 9 10 231 2 0 0 243 487
11:15 AM 3 0 0 0 1 3 2 194 8 0 1 204 11 0 2 6 13 13 223 0 0 236 456
11:30 AM 3 0 0 0 0 3 3 222 11 0 1 236 9 0 1 0 6 10 25 254 0 0 0 279 528
11:45 AM 7 0 3 0 2 10 8 202 15 0 0 225 15 0 3 0 4 18 14 269 0 0 0 283 536
Hourly Total 14 0 3 0 4 17 16 840 43 0 2 899 42 0 8 0 19 50 62 977 2 0 0 1041 2007
12:00 PM 8 0 1 0 1 9 10 246 17 0 2 273 21 0 1 0 0 22 22 261 1 0 0 284 588
12:15 PM 7 1 0 0 3 8 8 251 15 0 0 274 16 0 1 0 4 17 19 266 0 1 0 286 585
12:30 PM 6 0 0 0 0 6 281 12 0 0 294 21 0 0 0 21 25 301 0 0 0 326 647
12:45 PM 7 0 3 0 0 10 11 269 8 0 0 288 11 0 0 0 1 11 14 305 1 0 1 320 629
Hourly Total 28 1 4 0 4 33 30 1047 52 0 2 1129 69 0 2 0 10 71 80 1133 2 1 1 1216 2449
*4% BREAK ** R R R _ R R R R _ R R R R _ R R _ _ R R
4:00 PM 2 0 0 0 2 2 8 319 3 0 0 330 9 0 0 0 3 9 5 252 0 0 0 257 598
4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 323 3 0 1 328 3 0 0 0 3 3 8 252 0 0 0 260 591
4:30 PM 2 0 0 0 0 2 4 312 6 0 0 322 8 0 0 0 4 8 10 247 0 0 0 257 589
4:45 PM 2 0 0 0 1 2 4 335 2 0 0 341 4 0 0 0 3 4 8 277 0 0 0 285 632
Hourly Total 6 0 0 0 4 6 18 1289 14 0 1 1321 24 0 0 0 13 24 31 1028 0 0 0 1059 2410
5:00 PM 2 0 0 0 2 2 4 289 2 0 1 295 8 0 0 0 0 8 6 298 0 0 1 304 609
5:15 PM 1 0 0 0 2 1 5 310 6 0 1 321 4 0 0 0 2 4 6 281 0 0 0 287 613
5:30 PM 6 0 0 0 4 6 9 337 3 0 0 349 6 0 0 0 1 6 5 266 0 0 0 271 632
5:45 PM 5 0 0 0 0 5 4 333 3 0 0 340 4 0 1 0 1 5 7 264 0 0 0 271 621
Hourly Total 14 0 0 0 8 14 22 1269 14 0 2 1305 22 0 1 0 4 23 24 1109 0 0 1 1133 2475
6:00 PM 1 0 1 0 1 2 4 306 11 1 0 322 9 0 0 0 0 9 6 257 0 0 1 263 596
6:15 PM 4 0 0 0 2 4 255 6 0 0 262 6 0 1 0 8 7 5 303 0 0 1 308 581
6:30 PM 3 0 0 0 1 3 292 5 0 2 298 7 0 0 0 2 7 10 269 0 0 0 279 587
6:45 PM 4 0 0 0 3 4 6 253 2 1 0 262 4 0 0 0 3 4 5 232 0 0 0 237 507
Hourly Total 12 0 1 0 7 13 12 1106 24 2 2 1144 26 0 1 0 13 27 26 1061 0 0 2 1087 2271
Grand Total 74 1 8 0 27 83 98 5551 147 2 9 5798 183 0 12 0 59 195 223 5308 4 1 4 5536 11612
Approach % 89.2 1.2 9.6 0.0 - 1.7 95.7 2.5 0.0 - 93.8 0.0 6.2 0.0 - 4.0 95.9 0.1 0.0 - -
Total % 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.8 47.8 1.3 0.0 - 49.9 1.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.7 1.9 45.7 0.0 0.0 47.7 -
Lights 73 1 7 0 81 97 5438 145 2 - 5682 180 0 12 0 192 220 5171 4 1 5396 11351
% Lights 98.6 100.0 87.5 - 97.6 99.0 98.0 98.6 100.0 - 98.0 98.4 - 100.0 - 98.5 98.7 97.4 100.0 100.0 97.5 97.8
Mediums 1 0 1 0 2 1 66 2 0 - 69 3 0 0 0 3 3 70 0 0 73 147
% Mediums 1.4 0.0 12.5 - 2.4 1.0 1.2 1.4 0.0 - 1.2 1.6 - 0.0 - 1.5 1.3 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.3
Articulated Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 0 0 - 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 67 0 0 67 114
% A{:{fggg‘e“ 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 - 0.8 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.2 1.0
% Bicycles on . - - - 185 . . - - - 0.0 . . - - - 25.4 . - - - - 0.0 . -
Pedestrians - - - - 22 - - - - - 9 - - - - - 44 - - - - - 4 - -




% Pedestrians - - - - 81.5 - - - - - 100.0 - - - - - 74.6 - - - - - 100.0




Gewalt Hamilton Associates Inc.
625 Forest Edge Drive

Count Name: Taco Bell & Algonquin Rd (IL-62)

) . ) Site Code:
Vernon Hills, lllinois, United States 60061 Start Date: 07/26/2018
(847) 478-9700 jopitz@gha-engineers.com Page No: 4
Turning Movement Peak Hour Data (12:00 PM)
Taco Bell IL-62 Northbound Approach IL-62
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Peds .?g&l Right Thru Left U-Turn Peds .?ggl Right Thru Left U-Turn Peds .I’Ii\gt% Right Thru Left U-Turn Peds ‘/I:\gtgl Int. Total
12:00 PM 8 0 1 1 9 10 246 17 0 2 273 21 0 1 0 0 22 22 261 1 0 0 284 588
12:15 PM 7 1 0 0 3 8 8 251 15 0 274 16 0 1 4 17 19 266 0 1 0 286 585
12:30 PM 6 0 0 0 0 6 1 281 12 0 0 294 21 0 0 0 5 21 25 301 0 0 0 326 647
12:45 PM 7 0 3 0 0 10 11 269 8 0 0 288 11 0 0 0 1 11 14 305 1 0 1 320 629
Total 28 1 4 0 4 33 30 1047 52 0 2 1129 69 0 2 0 10 71 80 1133 2 1 1 1216 2449
Approach % 84.8 3.0 12.1 0.0 - 2.7 92.7 4.6 0.0 - - 97.2 0.0 2.8 0.0 - 6.6 93.2 0.2 0.1 - -
Total % 1.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.3 12 42.8 2.1 0.0 - 46.1 2.8 0.0 0.1 0.0 2.9 3.3 46.3 0.1 0.0 49.7 -
PHF 0.875 0250  0.333 _ 0.000 0.825 [ 0.682 0931  0.765 _ 0.000 - 0.960 [ 0.821  0.000  0.500  0.000 0.807 [ 0.800  0.929  0.500  0.250 0.933 | 0.946
Lights 28 1 3 0 32 29 1016 51 0 - 1096 69 0 2 0 71 79 1089 2 1 1171 2370
% Lights 100.0  100.0 75.0 - 97.0 96.7 97.0 98.1 - - 97.1 100.0 - 100.0 - 100.0 98.8 96.1 100.0  100.0 96.3 96.8
Mediums 0 0 1 0 1 1 19 1 0 - 21 0 0 0 0 0 1 21 0 0 22 44
% Mediums 0.0 0.0 25.0 - 3.0 3.3 18 1.9 - - 1.9 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 1.3 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.8
Articulated Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 - 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 0 0 23 35
% A{:{fggg‘e“ 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 11 0.0 - - 11 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.4
% Bicycles on . - - - 25.0 . . - - - 0.0 . . - - - 300 . - - - - 0.0 . -
Pedestrians - - - - 3 - - - 