
Agenda  
Village of Arlington Heights

Design Commission
Community Room, 3rd Floor

Arlington Heights Village Hall
33 S. Arlington Heights Road
 Arlington Heights, IL 60005

May 23, 2017
6:30 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Minutes - 4/25/17

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. DC#17-059 - 1715 N.Mitchell Ave. - SF/Teardown

B. DC#17-058 - 1831 N. Mitchell Ave. - SF/Teardown

C. DC#17-056 - Stonebridge Village Apartments - 600 W. Rand
Rd. - Multi-Family

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

A. 221 S. Evergreen Ave. - Multi-Family
Preliminary Review

VIII. ADJOURNMENT

Persons with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services, such as an
American Sign Language interpreter or written materials in accessible
formats, should contact David Robb, Disability Services Coordinator, at 33
S. Arlington Heights Road, Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005, (847)368-
5793 (Voice), (847)368-5980 (Fax) or drobb@vah.com.



Item: Minutes - 4/25/17

Department:  Planning & Community Development Department

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Minutes 4/25/17 Minutes
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DRAFT 
 
 

MINUTES OF 
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING 
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD. 
APRIL 25, 2017 

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

Members Present: Ted Eckhardt, Chair 
   Anthony Fasolo 
   John Fitzgerald 
   Kirsten Kingsley 
   Jonathan Kubow 
          
Members Absent:  None 
    
Also Present:  Jamie O’Donnell, Owner of 419 N. Hickory Ave. 
   Keith Ginnodo, Kingsley/Ginnodo Architects for 419 N. Hickory Ave. 
   Gary Wronkiewicz, Stonefield Custom Homes for 1017 N. Beverly Ln. 
   Joe Wronkiewicz, Stonefield Custom Homes for 1017 N. Beverly Ln. 
   Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison 

 
 

Chair Eckhardt recognized Commissioner Fasolo who is resigning after tonight’s meeting, and thanked him for his 
dedication and service to the Design Commission. 
 
 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM APRIL 6, 2017 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FASOLO, TO 
APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF APRIL 6, 2017.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 1. SINGLE-FAMILY ADDITION REVIEW 

DC#17-039 – 419 N. Hickory Ave. 
 
Commissioner Kingsley recused herself from the discussion of this project that her architectural firm is 
representing. 
 
Keith Ginnodo, representing Kingsley-Ginnodo Architects, and Jamie O’Donnell, the homeowner, was present on 
behalf of the project. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  The petitioner is proposing to add a second-floor addition and a new 
front porch to an existing single-story home.  The existing one-car garage will also be demolished.  This project went 
before the Zoning Board of Appeals on April 17, 2017 and received a variation to allow a 20.9’ front yard setback to 
accommodate the new front porch, where 24.9’ is required.  The project does comply with all other R-3 zoning 
requirements. 
 
The existing block consists of primarily single-story, mid-century homes with one-car attached garages.  The homes 
on the block have a very consistent and uniform appearance because there have been very few changes to the 
existing homes on the block, although the property directly south of the subject property was expanded with a 
second-floor addition, as well as one other 2-story home at the north end of the block.  
 
The proposed renovation and addition has a one-and-a-half story scale that fits well with the overall scale of the 
block.  The proposed design has a Craftsman style that Staff recommends the commissioners evaluate with the 
context of the block and the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Ginnodo said they are trying to mediate between the 2-story addition next door and the rest of the neighborhood, 
which are one-story ranch homes, and trying to taper up to the home to the south without dwarfing the home to the 
north.  The materials being proposed are not out of context with the existing home, which consists of stone and 
siding. 
 
Commissioner Fasolo felt it was a nice addition to the existing home.  He asked about the color of the shake siding, 
and Mr. Ginnodo replied that it would be the same material and color as the sample, but instead of clapboard it 
would be shingle style.  Commissioner Fasolo suggested adding a first-floor window to the left of the front door to 
help balance the entrance and front elevation, although he acknowledged the difficulty with the interior staircase.  He 
had no further comments. 
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald felt the addition was nicely designed and the scale of it will fit in with the neighborhood.  
He felt the style being proposed is just updated and not one specific style, and the colors are nice.  With regards to 
the adjacent home to the left, he suggested adding a small ornamental tree to help soften the impact of the addition, 
and he thanked the petitioner for the details on all four sides of the home.   
 
Commissioner Kubow commented that the petitioner appears to be very mindful of context with their projects, 
which is much appreciated by the commission.  He acknowledged the difficulty and challenges when adding on to a 
small ranch home, and he appreciates when a home is added on to instead of torn down and that the petitioner goes 
out of their way to design something tasteful and respectful of the neighbors.  He felt the addition was fantastic and 
he loved the color palette and the materials.  He had no further comments. 
 
Chair Eckhardt agreed with the comments made by the other commissioners.  He felt the four sides of the home 
looked great and he appreciated that the rear of the home has a covered area.  He suggested blue stone or slate for 
the front porch material, to complement the colors of the home and the stone entrance, and he agreed with 
Commissioner Fitzgerald’s suggestion to add a small ornamental tree to help soften the front corner of the home.  
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A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FASOLO, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, TO 
APPROVE THE PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR THE ADDITION TO THE EXISTING SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME LOCATED AT 419 N. HICKORY AVENUE, AS SUBMITTED.  THIS APPROVAL IS BASED ON THE 
ARCHITECTURAL PLANS DATED 3/08/17 AND RECEIVED 3/14/17, 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. 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 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.  

2. COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS AND 
POLICIES. 

 
Chair Eckhardt referred to the previous suggestion to add an ornamental tree. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FASOLO, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, TO 
AMEND THE MOTION TO ADD THE FOLLOWING: 
 
3. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD AN ORNAMENTAL TREE IN THE LEFT (NORTH) SIDE YARD. 
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald clarified that a small ornamental tree on the left side of the home to help soften that 
corner of the home. 

 
FASOLO, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; KINGSLEY, RECUSE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 2. SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW 
 
DC#17-044 – 1017 N. Beverly Ln. 
 
Gary Wronkiewicz & Joe Wronkiewicz, representing Stonefield Custom Homes, were present on behalf of the 
project. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single story residence 
and detached one car garage to allow construction of a new two story residence with an attached, two car garage.  
The project received ZBA approval on July 11, 2016 for a zoning variation to allow a 10 foot exterior side setback, 
where 23.3 feet is required.  However, the proposed design does not comply with the following zoning requirements, 
which will either need to be corrected or additional variations requested from the Zoning Board of Appeals: 
 

- The proposed FAR (Floor Area Ratio) is approximately 3,272 sf, where 3,133 sf is the maximum allowed. 
- The proposed shed has a rear setback of 3 feet, where a minimum 5 foot rear setback is required. 
- The proposed driveway is 24 feet at the widest point, where 22 feet is the maximum allowed width. 
- The proposed 4 foot tall fence is located on the north property line, where a 5 foot minimum setback is 

required, with landscaping required to be a minimum 3 feet high spaced a maximum of 4 feet on center 
along the street side of the fence. 
 

The project does comply with the other R-3 zoning requirements.   
 
Mr. Hautzinger stated that the existing neighborhood consists of primarily single-story homes with a mix of attached 
and detached garages.  However, there have been numerous teardowns completed on this block, one of which is 
directly south of the subject property. 
 
Overall, the proposed design is of similar scale and character as the other newer homes in the neighborhood.  The 
property is a corner lot, and the location of the covered front entry porch facing the corner is nicely done.  However, 
the garage does project about 10 feet in front of the porch, so it is recommended that the garage be further recessed, 
and/or the porch depth be increased to place the focus on the front porch instead of on the garage. 
 
In regards to the exterior elevations, Staff would offer the following: 

- The proposed brick base wraps around the sides and onto the rear, which is nicely done. 
- Window grilles (grids) on the front elevation should be provided on all sides of the house. 
- Additional detailing is recommended to add interest to the north elevation since it faces the street; consider 

adding windows in the stairwell at the landings. 
- The tall dormer on the front elevation (above the front entrance door) has odd proportions that should be 

further studied. 
- The proposed “Iron Gray” siding and “Moire Black” roofing are very dark, and should be evaluated with the 

context of the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger said that Staff recommended approval with the required revisions stated in the Staff report. 
 
Gary Wronkiewicz presented photos of a similar home he recently built in Palatine that represents the siding and 
roof color being proposed on the home being reviewed tonight.  He also provided revised drawings that address the 
zoning issues as follows: 

 The FAR was reduced to meet code. 
 The rear setback for the shed was adjusted to the 5’ minimum. 
 The driveway was reduced to 17’ wide and will no longer be curved around an existing parkway tree that 

was recently removed by the Village. 
 The 4’ tall open fence on the north side of the property was reduced to 3’ tall.   
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In response to the suggestions from Staff, Gary Wronkiewicz said that the garage was recessed back approximately 
1’ and the porch was brought out, with approximately 9’ between the porch and the edge of the garage, and all of the 
windows will have grills in the upper sash.  With regards to providing additional detailing on the north elevation, a 
window will be added in the bedroom to help balance the elevation; however, they envision artwork in the stairwell on 
the north elevation instead of windows, as well as concerns for privacy.  He pointed out the window next to the front 
door and the window above the front entry as other sources of natural light in the stairway, as well as the existing 
parkway tree and how it relates to the north elevation.  The height of the dormer above the front door was reduced to 
be consistent with the entry dormer on the home to the south.  With regards to the concerns about the siding color, 
he referred to the photos of the home he recently built in Palatine that has the same siding color, which he has 
received many favorable comments about.  Joe Wronkiewicz added that this neighborhood has a mix of light to dark 
colors, and he pointed out a home located one block west at 1013 N. Hickory with very similar colors to the new 
home being proposed.    
 
Commissioner Fasolo felt that overall the new home is nicely designed.  He liked the porch element facing Oakton, 
although he suggested continuing the porch out to the line of the garage, as well as further recessing the garage.  
Gary Wronkiewicz replied that the porch was already brought out as much as possible without affecting the pitch of 
the roof, and recessing the garage further would negatively impact the size of the living room and dining room.  He 
felt the home was well designed for a corner lot with the way it steps back and follows the curve of the corner.  
Commissioner Fasolo also said that while he appreciated the window that was added in the bedroom on the north 
elevation, he felt that a window should also be added at the second-floor stairway, to match the height of the arch 
window on the front elevation and help balance the north elevation.  He also suggested adding a belly band to 
separate the first and second-floor on the north elevation and continue it on the south and east elevations as well.  
He felt that the window grills help tie all sides of the home together, and he was okay with the dormer above the front 
entry and the colors being proposed.   
 
Commissioner Kingsley agreed with much of what Commissioner Fasolo stated, although she was unsure about 
adding the belly band trim on the north and south elevations because it might look horizontal with the stone base.  
She agreed with some of the petitioner’s comments about having the garage pushed forward and following the site, 
and having the porch on the corner; however, it was unfortunate that what the petitioner stated about not wanting to 
add windows on the north elevation because of the traffic on Oakton, yet a porch is being proposed out there, which 
the petitioner states is a really important feature, and yet you are really turning your back on the porch.  She felt the 
petitioner should look at Oakton as a walking street and not just a driving street.  She pointed out that having the 
porch on the north side and the garage pulled out so far on the south, meant that the porch will always be in shadow; 
Staff’s suggestion to push the garage back as much as possible would be very beneficial for the front porch and the 
entry.   
 
Commissioner Kingsley strongly recommended that the head height of the entire front porch, front door and garage 
be lowered, which would bring down the scale of the home, and she suggested using a stone material for the porch 
floor, since it is adjacent to stone and would finish off the porch.  She agreed with Staff’s concerns about the dormer 
above the front entry door, which she felt should be eliminated and replaced with a square window, and she felt that a 
window should be added at the west end of the north elevation above the first-floor stairway landing, which would not 
get in the way of artwork or cause privacy concerns.  She further suggested that the awning window and the small 
windows in the master bedroom be operable and more in proportion to the double-hung windows, and that some type 
of roof cover be added above the doors on the rear elevation.  She asked for clarification on the color of the shake 
siding and the Hardi board siding, and Mr. Wronkiewicz said that all of the siding is the same ‘Iron Gray’ color.  
Commissioner Kingsley reiterated that she felt the dormer above the front door should be eliminated and the gutter 
should go all the way across and the window should be straight up; it fights with all the other roofs and would be nicer 
if it just went straight across.  
 
Commissioner Kubow said he was fine with the overall massing of the home and he understood the placement of 
the garage, which he was okay with on this corner lot.  He was also in favor of the muntins that were added to the top 
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of all the windows.  His major concern was with the lack of details on the north elevation, which he felt was the ‘front’ 
of the home.  He suggested wrapping the porch around to the north elevation up to the transom window in the 
bathroom, which Staff indicated would require a zoning variation.  Commissioner Kubow felt that adding a 
horizontal trim board that was suggested by Commissioner Fasolo made sense and the existing parkway tree on the 
north side helped, but something more was still needed on the north elevation; perhaps adding a dormer.  He agreed 
with Commissioner Kingsley that the dormer above the front entry was too tall and did not fit with the overall aesthetic 
of the front elevation.  For the most part, he was in agreement with the other commissioners, and added that the 
north elevation needs more detail, whether it be a window to the foyer, the horizontal trim band, or a dormer added.  
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald agreed with most of the comments made by the other commissioners.  He agreed with 
Commissioner Kingsley about removing the tall dormer above the front door, and was also in favor of having no 
arches on the home at all because they do not look appropriate.  He pointed out that all of the details on the north 
elevation are at the west end; there is nothing to look at when coming east on Oakton and turning south on Beverly.  
He was in favor of any type of architectural details being added at the east end of the north elevation.   He felt the 
north elevation as currently proposed was not appropriate to face the street and almost looked like an apartment 
building.  He also suggested adding a window on the north side of the garage.  He appreciated that the brick base 
was extended from the north elevation around to the rear elevation; however, he felt that it would look unusual from 
the backyard and suggested stopping the brick at the northeast corner of the home instead.  He liked Commissioner 
Kingsley’s suggestion to add a covering above the doors on the rear elevation, and he really liked the colors being 
proposed.   
 
Chair Eckhardt was in favor of the adjustments that were made on the revised drawings with the shingle style siding 
on the front gables.  He felt the dormer above the front door was too tall and should be brought down; he suggested 
removing the arch window and making it a volume space, or squaring it off and adding a clerestory window, which 
would give validity to the tall element.  He also had concerns about the north elevation, which is really a ‘front’ 
elevation, and lacked the details that the front (west) elevation has.  Landscaping will be an important part of the 
north elevation, and the existing parkway tree will help.  He agreed with the suggestion to add a roof cover above the 
patio doors on the rear elevation, and he liked the materials and colors being proposed. 
 
In response to the commissioners’ concerns about the tall dormer above the front door, Mr. Hautzinger suggested 
omitting the dormer and providing a double gable instead, which would allow for the same stepping wall arrangement 
as proposed, while addressing the issues and concerns about the proportions of the dormer.  With regards to the 
north elevation, he felt that it was missing gables and shingle siding as shown on the west (front) elevation, which 
would add architectural interest to the elevation.  He added that bay windows are an allowable encroachment in the 
exterior side yard, which could be considered at the west end of the north elevation in the stairway, or in place of the 
window above the kitchen sink. 
 
Mr. Wronkiewicz suggested removing the dormer from above the front door and moving it to the north elevation.        
Commissioner Kingsley said she was looking for something that would break down the lack of rhythm on the north 
elevation and reduce the scale of the elevation; she liked the idea of increasing the size of the kitchen window and 
making it a box bay with a shed roof, even if the height of the brick base had to be lowered to accommodate this.  
She added that the awning window above the box bay should be the same proportion as the upper sash, so the 
divisions could be the same.  Commissioner Fitzgerald agreed with the suggestion to increase the size of the 
kitchen window, which would be consistent with the large size of the kitchen.   Mr. Hautzinger cautioned that the bay 
window projection be no more than 1-foot due to the previous setback variation already granted on the exterior side. 
 
Mr. Wronkiewicz was concerned about the costs associated with adding too many gables to the home; however, he 
was not opposed to moving the dormer from the west elevation to the north elevation. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL 
DESIGN FOR THE NEW SINGLE-FAMILY HOME TO BE LOCATED AT 1017 N. BEVERLY LANE.  THIS 
APPROVAL IS BASED ON THE REVISED ARCHITECTURAL PLANS DATED 4/22/17 AND RECEIVED 4/25/17, 
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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. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE UPPER SASH OF ALL THE DOUBLE-HUNG WINDOWS HAVE MUNTINS, 

AND THAT ANY CASEMENT WINDOWS WILL APPEAR LIKE DOUBLE-HUNG WINDOWS WITH MUNTINS 
THAT MATCH THE REST OF THE HOME. 

2. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE ENTRY DORMER OVER THE FRONT DOOR BE REDUCED TO A STRAIGHT 
ACROSS EAVE WITH A SQUARED WINDOW BELOW. 

3. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE HEIGHT HEAD OF THE FRONT PORCH AND GARAGE BE BROUGHT 
DOWN. 

4. A REQUIREMENT THAT A WINDOW BE ADDED IN THE STAIRWELL ON THE NORTH ELEVATION, 
WHETHER IT BE AT THE FIRST-FLOOR OR SECOND-FLOOR LEVEL, TO BREAK UP THE ELEVATION. 

5. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD A BOX BAY ON THE KITCHEN WINDOW ON THE NORTH ELEVATION AT 
MINIMUM, AND POTENTIALLY ALSO ADD A BOX BAY TO THE SECOND-FLOOR WINDOW ON THE 
NORTH ELEVATION. 

6. A RECOMMENDATON THAT A CANOPY OF SOME SORT BE ADDED ABOVE THE BACK DOOR. 
7. A RECOMMENDATION THAT SOME KIND OF TILE OR STONE BE PUT ON THE PORCH FLOOR, TO TIE 

IN WITH THE STONE ON THE REST OF THE HOME. 
8. A RECOMMENDATION TO LOOK AT THE AWNING WINDOWS IN THE MASTER BEDROOM TO MAKE 

THEM BE PROPORTIONAL TO THE DOUBLE-HUNG WINDOWS ON THE HOME.  
9. 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 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.  

10. COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS AND 
POLICIES. 

 
Commissioner Kubow said that he agreed with all of the recommendations, but with only 3 of the 5 requirements.  
He did not agree with the requirement to drop the head height of the front porch and the garage, and the requirement 
to add a window in the stairway on the north elevation, which the petitioner made a strong case against.  Chair 
Eckhardt asked for clarification on what is being lowered on the front elevation.  Commissioner Kingsley explained 
that the height of the front door appears higher than the window height and she is suggesting that it be lowered to the 
same height as the window, and that the entire first floor plate height across the front of the home be brought down.  
Mr. Wronkiewicz was concerned that this would make the entry too low when entering the home.  Commissioner 
Fasolo pointed out that there was nothing in the motion about the type of roof (shed) on the box bay window on the 
north elevation, or about the brick base on the east elevation.  Commissioner Kingsley added a suggestion to add 
a window in the garage on the north elevation. 
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Fasolo reiterated his previous comments, and added that bringing the height of the front door down 
to 7-feet is enough for him; he was not on board with dropping the entire first floor eave height because the height is 
consistent with the home next door.  Commissioner Kubow agreed.  Commissioner Fitzgerald was in favor of 
making the kitchen window on the north elevation larger and adding a shed roof above it, as well as adding a gable 
roof above the second-floor double-hung window on the north elevation, and he really liked the idea of adding a 
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window on the north side of the garage.  Chair Eckhardt agreed with Commissioner Fasolo that lowering the height 
of the front door is enough, and he was okay with the head height of the front porch and garage as proposed.  He 
agreed with Commissioner Kingsley’s comments about the front dormer; however, he was unclear if adding a dormer 
above the double windows on the second-floor north elevation was meant to be included in the motion.  He 
presented a sketch of what he envisioned for the dormer above the second-floor window that included a shadow box, 
which created some decoration on the north elevation, although he felt the west side of the north elevation still looked 
like it needed something more.  He agreed with the rest of the comments about adding a window in the garage on the 
north elevation, and stopping the brick base at the northeast corner of the home.   
 
Commissioner Kingsley said that the motion still stands at having the roof lowered and having a window added on 
the stairway.  She understood the petitioner’s reasons for not having a window there; however, adding a window at 
the west end of the north elevation is not going to be any different than the window on the front elevation, because it 
is at the same elevation.  Her intent is to allow the petitioner to detail the north elevation so that if the kitchen window 
ends up being a large window that they are not required to put something in on second-floor that might not be in 
keeping with the larger kitchen window.  Her motion stands, with the addition of a requirement to add a window on 
the north elevation of the garage.   
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY TO AMEND THE MOTION TO ADD THE FOLLOWING: 
 
11. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD A WINDOW ON THE NORTH ELEVATION OF THE GARAGE. 
 
Commissioner Fitzgerald clarified that the intent of #5 of the motion is that the second-floor window on the north 
elevation is being left open so the petitioner can decide one or the other, or both, to be approved by Staff, and 
Commissioner Kingsley agreed.   
 
COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD SECONDED THE AMENDED MOTION. 
 
Mr. Hautzinger pointed out that the comment about the second-floor box bay window on the north elevation is really 
a recommendation, and he suggested using the sketch drawn by Chair Eckhardt as an example of the general idea 
being suggested.  Commissioners Fitzgerald and Fasolo were in favor of the sketch drawn by Chair Eckhardt.  
Chair Eckhardt asked for clarification on the placement of the additional window on the north elevation, and 
Commissioner Kingsley stated that the intent is that a window be added somewhere in the stairwell on the north 
elevation, at the same head height as the adjacent windows.  Chair Eckhardt said he was concerned about too 
much window in the platform of the stairwell; however, a first-floor window at the stairway platform would be very 
attractive and provide a lot of light.  Commissioner Kingsley added that the window should be at the same head 
height as the adjacent windows.   
 
The commissioners all understood the motion as it stands. 
 

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

 
Mr. Wronkiewicz asked for clarification on the final motion.  Mr. Hautzinger stated that the following items are 
required to be on the plans submitted for permit: 
 
1. A requirement that the upper sash of all the windows have the decorative grills, including casement windows. 
2. A requirement that the dormer on the front elevation be reduced to be straight across the eave, with a square 

window. 
3. A requirement to lower the roofline of the front porch and garage, although no amount was specified.  Chair 

Eckhardt said the intent is to allow clearance for a screen door; lowered approximately 6 to 8-inches. 
4. A requirement to add a window on the north elevation, somewhere in the area of the stairwell.  
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5. A requirement to add a box bay to the kitchen window on the north elevation, and a suggestion to add a box 
bay to the second-floor window on the north elevation. 

6. A requirement to add a window on the north side of the garage. 
7. A recommendation to add a cover/canopy over the patio door on the rear elevation. 
8. A recommendation to add stone flooring material to the front porch. 
9. A recommendation to study the proportions of the awning windows in both the bathroom and the Master 

Bedroom, to be more in keeping with the scale and proportion of the upper sash. 
 
Commissioner Kingsley cautioned the petitioner about the dimensions of the garage to be sure that the interior 
dimensions meet the minimum requirement; they look a bit small.   
 
There were no further comments. 
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ITEM 3.  OTHER BUSINESS 
 
2017 Alan F. Bombick Excellence in Design Award – Nominations Discussion 
 
Mr. Hautzinger presented the commissioners with photographs of potential nominations to be considered for the first 
Alan F. Bombick Excellence in Design Award, with one single- family and one commercial project to be selected.  
Five completed single-family nominations were presented, which included 2 teardown projects and 3 addition 
projects; and six completed commercial projects were presented, which included a multi-family project.  Possible 
conflict of interest (nominated projects that a commissioner was involved with) still needs to be discussed with the 
Village Legal Department.   
 
The commissioners felt that a design should stand on its own regardless of conflict of interest.  A suggestion was 
made to vote tonight, regardless of conflict of interest, and because tonight is Commissioner Fasolo’s last meeting.  
Chair Eckhardt suggested the commissioners keep in mind ‘what would Alan pick’ when voting on the nominations.   
 
The commissioners reviewed and discussed the single-family home projects being nominated, and a final selection 
was made, 1216 E. Mayfair Road.  Comments made about this project were that it was a challenging addition that 
was very well executed, and Commissioner Bombick really liked this particular design when it was brought before the 
Design Commission for review.   
 
The commissioners reviewed and discussed the commercial projects being nominated, and a final selection was 
made, Starbucks Coffee at 1808 S. Arlington Heights Road.  Comments made about this project were that it was a 
very successful adaptive re-use of an existing old bank building into a modern and contemporary building design that 
is strong and bold.  Commissioner Fitzgerald commented that no one would ever know that it used to be a bank. 
 
Chair Eckhardt stated that he would assist Staff by obtaining the award plaques, as well as work with the Bombick 
family on the appropriate timing of the award presentation.  He also felt the Design Commissioners should present 
the award to the recipients at the Village Board meeting, and the commissioners agreed.  It was further suggested 
that the name of the award recipients, along with a photo of each project, be displayed within the Planning 
Department and used as examples by Staff when meeting with petitioners, as well as on the Village website.   
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



    4/25/17 DC 

11 
 

ITEM 4. GENERAL MEETING 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FASOLO, TO 
ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 8:45 P.M.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 

 
 



Item: DC#17-059 - 1715 N. Mitchell Ave. - SF/Teardown

Department:  Planning and Community Development Department

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family
residence.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new
single-family residence to be located at 1715 N. Mitchell Avenue.  This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated
2/27/17 received on 5/2/17, and the following:
 
1.  Reduce the roof pitch on the sides from 10:12 to 8:12.
 
2.  Add a window in the side of the garage.
 
3. Add windows in Bedroom 3 and Bedroom 4 on the right side elevation.
 
4. Add detailing to the rear elevation.  Consider a portico roof above the patio
door or a small box bay window at the kitchen sink.
 
5. 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, 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 the
architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the Design
Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all
zoning code, building permit and signage requirements.
 
6. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations
and policies. 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report



Drawings & Documents Exhibits
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S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  
 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITION INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  1715 N. Mithcell Ave.  DC Number:  17-059 
Project Address: 1715 N. Mitchell Ave. Petitioner Name: John Sorenson 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: US Shelters LLC 

31632 N. Ellis Dr. #213 
Volo, IL  60073 

Date Prepared: May 17, 2017 Meeting Date: May 23, 2017 
 

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family residence. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Summary  
The proposed design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review to determine if it meets the standards, requirements, and 
intent of the Village of Arlington Heights Single-Family Design Guidelines, and Chapter 28 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Village of Arlington 
Heights Municipal Code.   
 
The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single story residence and two car detached garage to allow the construction of a 
new two story residence with an attached, two car garage.  The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property 
has a total land area of 8,778 square feet and the proposed residence will have 3,860 square feet.  This project does comply with the R-
3 zoning requirements as summarized below. 
   

 ALLOWED PROPOSED 
Setbacks Front: 32.2 feet 

Side: 7.7 feet 
Side: 7.7 feet 
Rear: 30 feet 

Front: 32.5 feet 
Side: 7.9 feet 
Side: 9.8 feet 

Rear: 31.9 feet 
Building Height  25 feet to the midpoint 25 feet to the midpoint 
FAR 3,949 SF 3,860 SF 
Building Lot Coverage  3,072 SF 2,581 SF 
Impervious Surface Coverage Total 4,389 SF 3,854 SF 

 

 
The existing neighborhood consists primarily of single-story homes with one car attached garages.  This project is appearing before the 
Design Commission due to past concerns in this neighborhood regarding teardown/new construction, and to evaluate the proposed 
architectural design with the context of the neighborhood.  Although the neighborhood is predominantly single story homes, it should be noted 
that there are a few other teardowns previously completed on this block, and numerous teardowns completed throughout the neighborhood. 
 
The proposed house is on a 77 foot wide lot, and there is abundant space between the adjacent homes.  However, the house does have a 
large, wide appearance as it relates to the context of the smaller homes in the neighborhood.  The front porch is nicely aligned with the 
garage, but the gable roof above the garage is somewhat prominent.  Staff offers the following comments to enhance the design: 
 

1.    Reduce the scale of the gable above the garage and the overall roof by reducing the roof pitch on the sides from 10:12 to 8:12. 
2.    The stone is nicely returned down the side of the garage.  To further enhance the appearance, it is recommended to add a window 

in the side of the garage. 
3.    The right side elevation second floor has no windows.  It is recommended to add a window in Bedroom 3 and Bedroom 4. 
4.    The rear elevation needs some detailing to tie it in with the rest of the design.  Consider a portico roof above the patio door or a 

small box bay window at the kitchen sink. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 1715 N. Mitchell Avenue. 
 This recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated 2/27/17 received on 5/2/17, and the following:  

 

1. Reduce the roof pitch on the sides from 10:12 to 8:12. 
2. Add a window in the side of the garage 
3. Add windows in Bedroom 3 and Bedroom 4 on the right side elevation. 
4. Add detailing to the rear elevation.  Coonsider a portico roof above the patio door or a small box bay window at the kitchen sink. 
5. 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, 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 the architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the Design 
Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code, building permit and signage 
requirements. 

6. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations and policies.  
 
 
 

                       May 17, 2017 

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

 
 
 

Cc:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 17-059 
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PIN: 03-19-206-036-0000

BENCHMARK: NGS PID: DM3897

STAINLESS STEEL ROD IN SLEEVE LOCATED NEAR THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF

THE INTERSECTION OF NORTH CHICAGO AVENUE AND SOUTH WILKE ROAD.

STATION IS LOCATED 164 FEET NORTH OF WATER PUMPING STATION AT 1720

NORTH CHICAGO AVENUE, 72' SOUTH OF THE SOUTH EDGE OF PAVEMENT OF

NORTH WILKE ROAD AND 18 FEET WEST OF THE WEST EDGE OF PAVEMENT OF

NORTH CHICAGO AVENUE.

ELEVATION = 734.95' (NAVD 88)

BENCHMARK: (ON-SITE)

CROSS CUT IN CONCRETE WALK 6.02' SOUTH AND 3.85' WEST OF THE SOUTHWEST

CORNER OF LOT 35 AS SHOWN HEREON.

ELEVATION = 714.45' (NAVD 88)

713.97' RIM

VALVE VAULT

WATERMAIN

SITE BENCHMARK

WOLF PACK CONSULTING, LLC

BOUNDARY AND TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY

PREPARED FOR:

DATE:

SCALE:

JOB#

DRAWN BY:

FLD. BK/PG:

THIS COPY NOT VALID WITHOUT EMBOSSED SEAL.

ALL DISTANCES ARE IN FEET AND DECIMAL PARTS THEREOF.

BUILDING LINES AND EASEMENTS ARE SHOWN ONLY WHERE THEY ARE

SO RECORDED IN THE MAPS. COMPARE THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION, 

BUILDING LINES, AND EASEMENTS AS SHOWN HEREON WITH YOUR DEED

OR TITLE POLICY.

CONSULT THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES FOR ADDITIONAL SETBACK LINES AND 

RESTRICTIONS NOT SHOWN HEREON. COMPARE ALL POINTS PRIOR TO

CONSTRUCTION AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES AT ONCE.

DO NOT ASSUME DISTANCES FROM SCALED MEASUREMENTS MADE HEREON.

NOTES:

STATE OF ILLINOIS)

COUNTY OF DUPAGE)

SS.

I, MICHAEL J. NELSON, AN ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR,

DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE SURVEYED THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED

ABOVE, AND THAT THE PLAT HEREON DRAWN IS A CORRECT REPRESENTATION

OF SAID SURVEY.

WESTMONT, ILLINOIS._______________________________

ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR NO. 3095

THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT

ILLINOIS MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A BOUNDARY SURVEY.

PROFESSIONAL DESIGN FIRM LICENSE NO. 184.007246-0010  EXPIRES 04/30/2017

THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT

ILLINOIS MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEYS.

418 South Cass Avenue, Westmont, IL 60559

Office: (815) 436-8520  wolfpackdg.com

Illinois Professional Design Firm No. 184-007246

LEGEND

      MONUMENT FOUND

        RECORD DIMENSION

        PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT

        DRAINAGE EASEMENT

(50.0')

P.U.E.

DE.

        STORM SEWER INLET

        STORM SEWER MANHOLE-INLET

        SANITARY MANHOLE

        WATERMAIN VALVE VAULT MANHOLE

        WELL CAP

        STREET LIGHT 

        UTILITY POLE

        STORM SEWERLINE

        SANITARY SEWERLINE

        WATERMAIN LINE

        OVERHEAD WIRES

        WATERMAIN VALVE BOX

        STORM SEWER FLARED END-SECTION

        FIRE HYDRANT

        SIGN

        MONITORING WELL

        TREE AND DIAMETER

12"

        WATERMAIN B-BOX

FIELD WORK COMPLETED ON FEBRUARY 22, 2017

FEBRUARY 22, 2017

LOT 35 IN BLOCK 2 HASBROOK SUBDIVISION UNIT NO. 2, OF PART OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE NORTHEAST 1/4 OF

SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 11, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE

PLAT THEREOF RECORDED OCTOBER 17, 1957 AS DOCUMENT NUMBER 17041013, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

COMMON ADDRESS: 1715 NORTH MITCHELL AVENUE, ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS
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Single Family Home Exterior Selections 

Address: 1715 Mitchell  

17-April-17 

Material Schedule 

Item Material  Manufacturer  Color/Selection 

Roof Architectural Shingle Owens Corning - Artisan Series Estate Gray 

Siding / Wall Shake Wood LP Smart Siding / Shake Gray Mist 

Gutters/Fascia/Soffit Aluminum American Construction Metals "White" Rainware Colors 

Windows Vinyl Jeld Wen White 

Garage Door  Steel Clopay White 

Stone Rademan Stone Fond Du Lac   "Stone Ridge" 

Exterior Trim Wood  LP Smart Trim White - SW7006 

 

LP “Gray Mist” 

 

 

Owens Corning “Estate Gray” 

 



Rademan Stone – Fond Du Lac “Stone Ridge” 

 



Item: DC#17-058 - 1831 N. Mitchell Ave. - SF/Teardown

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family
residence.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new
single-family residence to be located at 1831 N. Mitchell Avenue.  This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated and
received 5/17/17, and the following:
 
1.  Reduce the roof pitch on the sides from 10:12 to 8:12.
 
2. Pull the porch forward a couple of feet.
 
3.  Omit the dormer on the roof.
 
4.  Extend the stone down the side of the garage.
 
5.  Add a window in the side of the garage.
 
6. Extend the stone a few feet on the east elevation.
 
7. Add grids to all of the windows to match the front elevation.
 
8. 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, 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 the architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the
Design Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all
zoning code, building permit and signage requirements.
 
9. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations and
policies.



ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Drawings & Documents Exhibits
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S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  
 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITION INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  1831 N. Mitchell Ave.  DC Number:  17-058 
Project Address: 1831 N. Mitchell Ave. Petitioner Name: Tom Abbatemarco 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Prestigious Homes 

237 W. Hillside 
Barrington, IL  60010 

Date Prepared: May 17, 2017 Meeting Date: May 23, 2017 
 

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family residence. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Summary  
The proposed design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review to determine if it meets the standards, requirements, and 
intent of the Village of Arlington Heights Single-Family Design Guidelines, and Chapter 28 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Village of Arlington 
Heights Municipal Code.   
 
The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single story residence with one car attached garage to allow construction of a new 
two story residence with an attached, three car garage.  The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a 
total land area of 9,900 square feet and the proposed residence will have 4,127 square feet.  This project does comply with the R-3 
zoning requirements as summarized below. 
   

 ALLOWED PROPOSED 
Setbacks Front: 30 feet 

Side: 7.5 feet 
Side: 7.5 feet 
Rear: 30 feet 

Front: 30 feet 
Side: 7.5 feet 
Side: 7.9feet 

Rear: 40.7 feet 
Building Height  25 feet to the midpoint 24.8 feet to the midpoint 
FAR 4,398 SF 4,127 SF 
Building Lot Coverage  3,465 SF 2,735 SF 
Impervious Surface Coverage Total 4,950 SF 3,886 SF 

 

 
The existing neighborhood consists primarily of single-story homes with one car attached garages.  This project is appearing before the 
Design Commission due to past concerns in this neighborhood regarding teardown/new construction, and to evaluate the proposed 
architectural design with the context of the neighborhood.  Although the neighborhood is predominantly single story homes, it should be noted 
that there are a few other teardowns previously completed on this block, and numerous teardowns completed throughout the neighborhood. 
 
The proposed house is on a 75 foot wide lot, and there is abundant space between the adjacent homes.  However, the house does look tall 
compared to the context of the smaller homes in the neighborhood.  Although, the single story front porch does help to relate to the adjacent 
single story homes.  Staff offers the following comments to enhance the design: 
 

1.    Reduce the scale of the gable above the garage and the overall roof by reducing the roof pitch on the sides from 10:12 to 8:12. 
2.    Pull the porch forward a couple of feet so that the garage is not the most prominent feature. 
3.    The dormer on the roof gives the house a three story appearance, so it is recommended to be omitted. 
4.    The side of the garage will be highly visible, so it is recommended that the stone be returned all the way down the side and a 

window added. 
5.    The stone should be returned a few feet down the east side elevation, to align with the second floor wall above. 
6.    All windows should have window grids to match the front elevation. 

  
RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 1831 N. Mitchell Avenue. 
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 This recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated and received 5/17/17, and the following:  
 

1. Reduce the roof pitch on the sides from 10:12 to 8:12. 
2. Pull the porch forward a couple of feet. 
3. Omit the dormer on the roof. 
4. Extend the stone down the side of the garage. 
5. Add a window in the side of the garage. 
6. Extend the stone a few feet on the east elevation. 
7. Add grids to all of the windows to match the front elevation. 
8. 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, 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 the architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the Design 
Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code, building permit and signage 
requirements. 

9. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations and policies.  
 
 
 

                       May 17, 2017 

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

 
 
 

Cc:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 17-058 
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shautzinger
Text Box
Proposed Exterior Materials and Colors



Genauldi Residence  
1831 N Mitchell  
Arlington Heights, IL  
 
 
MATERIAL LIST  
 
James Hardie Trim & Siding  
White Trim / Night Gray Siding  color to match submitted photo 
 
James Hardie Shake Shingle Siding  
Night Gray color to match submitted photo 
 
4” Full Stone Masonry –  Stratford Cross stone & color to match submitted photo  
 
Therma Tru Stained fiberglass front door – stained to match submitted photo 
 
Clopay garage door – style & color to match submitted photo 
 
Aluminum Gutters & downspouts – white  
 
30yr Architectural Shingle – Black  
 
Marvin Integrity Window – Dark Bronze color to match submitted photo  

 



Item: DC#17-056 - Stonebridge Village Apartments - Multi-Family

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
1. Approval of the proposed architectural design for exterior modifications to six
existing apartment buildings and new ground sign designs.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed
architectural design and signage designs for the exterior modifications to
Stonebridge Village Apartments located at 600 W. Rand Road.  This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans received 4/25/17,
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. Evaluate the scale, profile, and color of the proposed cornices.  Consider
incorporating a slope into the bottom of the profile to add more interest to the
design.  
 
2. Consider alternate color schemes without painting the existing brick.
3. Evaluate the proposed “Napery” and “Night Owl” paint colors.
 
4. Evaluate the overall style and appearance of the proposed new signs as they
relate to the proposed updated style of the development.  All signs shall comply
with code or with previously approved variations.
 
5. 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 the architect/homeowner/builder’s
responsibility to comply with the Design Commission approval and ensure that
building permit plans comply with all zoning code, building permit and signage
requirements.
 



6. The petitioner is required to meet all landscape and parking requirements per
Chapter 28.
 
7. All signage must meet code, Chapter 30.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Drawings & Documents Exhibits



600 W. Rand Rd. DC: 17-056 
PIN # 03-18-202-002 

 (Multi-Family)  
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S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  
PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITIONER INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  Stonebridge Village Apartments DC Number:  17-056 
Project Address: 600 W. Rand Rd. Petitioner Name: Jonathan W. Clark 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Clark Associates Architects 

1811 Business Park Drive  
Clarksville, TN  37040 

Date Prepared: May 15, 2017 Meeting Date: May 23, 2017 
 
Requested Action(s): 

1. Approval of the proposed architectural design for exterior modifications to six existing apartment buildings and new 
ground sign designs.  

ANALYSIS 
Summary:  

The subject design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review pursuant  to Chapter 6 of the Municipal Code, 
specifically Section 6-501 (e)(1), which states that the Design Commission "shall review all Plan Commission, Zoning Board of 
Appeals, Building Permit and Sign Permit applications for new construction and those improvements which affect the architectural 
design of the building, site improvements or signage to determine whether it meets with the standards, requirements and purposes 
of the Design Guidelines and Chapter 30, Sign Regulations." 

Stonebridge Village Apartments is an existing residential apartment community with six, four-story apartment buildings with a site 
area of approximately 40 acres.  The apartment community is under new ownership, and numerous improvements to the property 
are proposed including an exterior makeover for all six apartment buildings, replacement of the covered porte-cochere canopies at 
the entrances to each building, and replacement of three existing ground signs facing Rand Road.  

 
 
Site: 
 

       

Aerial View of Subject Site              Zoning Map 

 

 

Subject Property 



600 W. Rand Rd. DC: 17-056 
PIN # 03-18-202-002 

 (Multi-Family)  
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Preliminary Design Commission Review: 

This project received a preliminary Design Commission review on September 9, 2016.  At that time, the proposed design included 
adding pitched roofs to the existing flat roofed buildings.  The pitched roofs added to the height of the building which did not 
comply with code, and would have required a height variation.  In general, the Design Commission liked the pitched roof scheme.   
Architectural Design: 

At this time, the petitioner has changed the design concept from adding pitched roofs to adding decorative cornices around the 
existing parapet walls.  The proposed design also includes painting all of the exterior brick in a cream color, painting the brick 
spandrel panels below the windows in a dark gray color, and replacing all of the existing black metal balcony railings with new off-
white vinyl railings.  Finally, the proposal includes replacing the existing mansard style porte-cochere canopies with new modern 
sloped canopy design. 

Overall, Staff is very pleased with the proposed investment and planned improvements for the property to create a fresh updated 
appearance.  However, there are some concerns about the details of the proposed design that need to be evaluated: 

1. Cornices.  Overall, Staff is in support of the concept to use a bold decorative cornice to give the buildings a fresh, modern 
appearance.  However, portions of the proposed cornice design look a bit heavy and bulky, especially in the dark black 
color.  Additionally, the profile of the cornices is a simple stepped design.  Consider incorporating a slope into the bottom 
of the profile to add more interest to the design.  The scale, profile, and color of the proposed cornices should be 
evaluated by the Design Commission.   

2. Brick.  The existing brick walls do have a dull appearance, but painting of the brick will result in life-long maintenance to 
keep the buildings looking good.  The Design Commission should evaluate the long-term outlook of this proposal. 

3. Paint Colors.  If the Design Commission concurs with the proposal to paint the brick, the proposed color scheme should be 
evaluated. 

a. Walls.  Staff is concerned that the creamy “Napery” color for the body of the building will be too yellow.  A light 
gray, or off-white color should be considered. 

b. Spandrels.  The proposed “Night Owl” has a greenish gray appearance that should be evaluated for compatibility 
with the wall color. 

Landscaping:  

The existing development has an abundance of mature landscaping.  The petitioner has indicated that it is their intention to 
perform some trimming and maintenance of the existing landscaping, but specific plans have not been provided. 
 
Signage:  

The Design Commission should evaluate the overall style and appearance of the proposed signs as they relate to the proposed 
updated style of the development.  All signs are required to comply with Chapter 30 sign code, and separate permits are required 
for each sign. 

1. Ground Signs.  In 1977, a sign variation was approved for this property to allow three ground signs to face Rand Road, 25 
sf maximum for each.  The existing signs have a rustic and somewhat dated appearance so they are proposed to be 
replaced with contemporary new designs.  The overall scale and signage area on of the new monument style signs are 
substantially compliant with the original approved signs, so new sign variations are not required.  This review is for the 
overall style and appearance of the proposed signs as they relate to the proposed updated style of the development.  The 
signs are only allowed to display the name of the development.  Therefore, the signage layout should be revised to read 
“Stonebridge Luxury Apartments” instead of “Luxury Apartments Stonebridge”. 

2. Leasing Center Sign.  The proposed design has a consistent appearance with the primary ground sign designs.  However, 
additional information is required to evaluate the replacement of any internal directional/address signage.  Village records 
do not show permits for the existing signs.  The proposed sign(s) are required to meet code. 

 

3. Building Addresses.  Wall signs are not allowed in residential zoning districts, so the large proposed address numbers on 
the building walls are not allowed.  It is recommended that smaller address numbers be provided at each of the building 
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entrances. 

As a note, fluttering temporary signs, etc (previoulsy installed and removed at this location) are not allowed. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed architectural design and signage designs for the exterior 
modifications to Stonebridge Village Apartments located at 600 W. Rand Road.  This recommendation is subject to compliance with the 
plans received 4/25/17, 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. Evaluate the scale, profile, and color of the proposed cornices.  Consider incorporating a slope into the bottom of the 
profile to add more interest to the design.   

2. Consider alternate color schemes without painting the existing brick. 
3. Evaluate the proposed “Napery” and “Night Owl” paint colors. 
4. Evaluate the overall style and appearance of the proposed new signs as they relate to the proposed updated style of the 

development.  All signs shall comply with code or with previously approved variations. 
5. 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 the architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the Design Commission 
approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code, building permit and signage requirements. 

6. The petitioner is required to meet all landscape and parking requirements per Chapter 28. 
7. All signage must meet code, Chapter 30. 
 
 

______________________________________ May 15, 2017 

Steve Hautzinger AIA, Design Planner 
 
Cc:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner,  DC File 17-056 







Stonebridge Apartment Buildings - Existing Site Photos



Stonebridge Apartments - Existing Site Photos - View from Rand Road / Main Property Entry



Stonebridge Apartment Buildings - Existing Site Photos / Railing Mockup



Existing Adjacent Developments - Site Photos and Location Legend

Fountain of Arlington Apartment Complex - Property 2 Retail Development - Property 1

Retail Development - Property 3
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 1/16" = 1'-0"A 3.1

1 Renovated Front Elevation

 1/8" = 1'-0"A 3.1

2 Typical Wing Side Elevation

 1/8" = 1'-0"A 3.1

3 Typical Wing Side Elevation

 1/8" = 1'-0"A 3.1

4 Typical Wind End Elevation
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2 Enlarged Canopy Elevation
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1 Overall Roof Plan
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