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 22, 2018
6:30 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER
II. ROLL CALL
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Minutes - 4/24/18
B. Minutes - 5/8/18

IV. REPORTS
V. OLD BUSINESS

A. DC#17-126 - 1625 N. Chestnut Ave. - SF/Teardown
VI. NEW BUSINESS
A. DC#18-040 - 939 N. Salem Ave. - SF/Teardown
B DC#18-042 - 739 N. Belmont Ave. - SF/New
C. DC#18-038 - Arlington Market/Phase 2 - SF/New
D DC#18-046 - Vib Hotel - Arlington Downs / 3400 W. Euclid

Ave. - Commercial

VII. OTHER BUSINESS
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 - 4/24/18

Department: Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Minutes - 4/24/18 Minutes



Members Present;

Members Absent;

Also Present;

DRAFT

MINUTES OF
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS
DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING
33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD.
APRIL 24, 2018

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

John Fitzgerald, Chair
Aaron Coon

Kirsten Kingsley
Jonathan Kubow

Ted Eckhardt

None
Daniel Poloz, Owner of 915 S. Dunton Ave.

Ken Youhn, Gillespie Design Group for Arlington Downs FRC
Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM APRIL 10, 2018

4/24/18 DC

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO
APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF APRIL 10, 2018. MOTION CARRIED. COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT

RECUSED.
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ITEM 1. SINGLE-FAMILY ADDITION RE-REVIEW

DC#18-024 — 915 S. Dunton Ave.

The project was moved to the end of the agenda since the petitioner was not yet present.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO MOVE
THE PROJECT TO THE FINAL ITEM ON THE AGENDA.

KUBOW, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; COON, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 2. COMMERCIAL REVIEW

DC#18-032 — Arlington Downs/Family Recreation Center — 3400 W. Euclid Ave.

Ken Youhn, representing Gillespie Design Group, was present on behalf of the project.

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments. The petitioner is proposing to convert a former indoor water park into a
new Family Recreation Center at the Arlington Downs Planned Unit Development. The proposed facility will include
two separate uses: ‘Funtopia’ will be an indoor adventure playground for children, and ‘First Ascent’ will be an indoor
climbing facility and fitness center for all ages. As part of the conversion, a new entrance and mezzanine addition are
proposed on the west side of the building.

The proposed new entrance addition is designed to complement and fit in with the existing building, and to provide
separate entrances for the two separate interior uses. The exterior colors have been selected to match the existing
building, and the new blue metal roof coordinates very well with the overall color palette.

With regards to signage, the primary wall signs are placed on the existing building wall above, which is recessed about
9-feet from the mezzanine addition parapet wall below. The visibility of the signs is a concern, because they will be
blocked from view as you get closer to the building. One wall sign is allowed per business, so the petitioner will have
to confirm that Funtopia and First Ascent are separate businesses, otherwise a sign variation may be required to have
two separate wall signs. The small, round “FRC" sign in the gable at the entrance is unremarkable, and its necessity
should be evaluated since it would not be allowed by code.

The proposed entrance design fits in seamlessly with the existing building, and Staff has no objections to it, and it
meets the intent of the Design Guidelines. However, the possibility of creating a more exciting entrance as a focal
point, and to coordinate with the exciting uses in the building should be considered, such as the following:

An exterior design that is inspired by the unique use of the building.

A taller entrance massing for an enhanced focal point.

A more dramatic sense of arrival with an emphasis on fun and excitement.
Creative signage designed as an integral part of the facade.

Staff recommends approval of the proposed exterior design and entrance addition at the Family Recreation Center,
with comments and suggestions as noted in the Staff report.

Mr. Youhn said their approach to the big building was not to pull away from its big character and to let the building be
itself. The front entrance is meant to be a small gathering point for visitors, and there are separate entrances on the
left and on the right for each of the two separate entities that share a common lobby. There are also two very large
existing glass areas on the front of the building, with climbing walls located directly behind them that will be lit on the
inside. The wall signs shown in the rendering are only placeholders to show their client that signage could fit on the
high wall, and they are willing to work with the Village on the final placement of the signs. They are also not opposed
to eliminating the small round ‘FRC’ sign in the gable, which has no significant meaning.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was any public comment on the project and there was no response from the audience.

Commissioner Eckhardt said that after recently visiting the site prior, he was inclined to help the petitioner as much
as possible to improve the existing building. He acknowledged that the building is massive and does speak for itself,
and the front entrance is so far back from anything else that it will not be seen from any of the major roads and have
no impact on anything. Although he appreciated Staff's suggestion to do something fun with the outside entrance, he
felt what was being proposed was fine. He agreed with the concerns about signage, pointing out that Village code
would allow for a much larger wall sign on the left side of the building between the windows, and on the wall to the right
of the new entrance; however, he agreed that this is a destination building and visitors know where they are going by
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the time they approach the building. Commissioner Eckhardt also felt the petitioner had a very convincing argument
to have more signs up high on the building because of how far away the building is from the road, and he would support
a variation if necessary. Commissioner Eckhardt had no issues with the design being proposed and suggested using
paint colors to embellish the proposed entry design.

Commissioner Kingsley agreed with Staff about the possibility to create a more exciting entrance as a focal point,
whether it be the examples shown by Staff or something similar that will draw the eye to the elevation. Mr. Youhn
clarified that the exterior color of the existing building will remain as is, with touch-up repairs done where necessary
and the water slide tubes removed. Commissioner Kingsley understood the petitioner’s point about seeing through
the two large windows, but felt that would only happen at night. It would be nice if the entrance reflected the fun
atmosphere inside; however, if the petitioner decides to move forward with what is being proposed, she would rather
see the front entrance completely simplified by eliminating the gable/hip roof and making it more modern.
Commissioner Kingsley also suggested doing something in the center entry windows, if the front entrance remains
as proposed.

Commissioner Coon said that he would have a completely different opinion of this building if it were more visible from
the street. He is in support of what the petitioner is proposing and felt the front entrance had nothing to do with the
building. With regards to signage, he suggested eliminating the center roof portion and come in with signs located high
and low so that it is more visible. Once the other buildings on the site go in and once all the landscaping goes in and
the entire site is fully improved, it will not make much of a difference. With these comments, he is in support of the
project.

For the most part, Commissioner Kubow agreed with the other commissioners’ comments. Part of him wants to go
with something big and bold at the entrance; however, after further study, he felt it was unnecessary and he agreed
with Commissioner Kingsley to consider something simpler and more modern, which could be more cost effective and
open up the entrance as well. He applauded the petitioner for the adaptive re-use of this building, because something
needs to happen here and this type of experiential retail is a great call. He suggested the petitioner consider a more
contemporary and simple front entrance, but was in full support of what was being proposed because the building is
set back so far that any visual impact is minimal.

Commissioner Eckhardt asked how important the clerestory directly above the entrance was to the whole design,
and Mr. Youhn replied that there is a large mezzanine located there, which is a gathering point for visitors to look down
into the entertainment area. Commissioner Eckhardt reiterated that he was okay with what was being proposed and
felt the petitioner self-created some problems for signage with the standing seam roof; if a high parapet wall was located
in front, then signage could be located there. He added that the parapet could be colorized to make it more visible and
include architectural lighting to have fun with it.

Mr. Youhn reiterated that their intent when designing the front entrance was to keep it simple and use the proposed
blue roof as an indicator to the entry point to the building. They would take all the comments and suggestions made
tonight into consideration.

Chair Fitzgerald said he was okay with the way the front entrance is being presented tonight, although he also liked
the idea of simplifying the form, as well as making it more fun. He would recommend these changes be reviewed by
Staff.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO
APPROVE THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED NEW ENTRANCE ADDITION AT THE ARLINGTON DOWNS FAMILY
RECREATION CENTER LOCATED AT 3400 W. EUCLID AVENUE. THIS APPROVAL IS SUBJECT TO
COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND
POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE FOLLOWING 2 OPTIONS:

1. OPTION A: AS PRESENTED BY THE PETITIONER BASED ON THE PLANS RECEIVED 4/6/18.
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2. OPTION B: A MODIFIED VERSION OF THE PROPOSED DESIGN WITH THE FRONT ENTRANCE ROOF
CHANGED TO A 6 TO 7-FOOT TALL PARAPET WALL TO PROVIDE FOR A SIGNABLE AREA, AND
CONSIDER COLORIZING THE HEAD WALL IN BLUE TO MAKE IT MORE VISIBLE AND TO PICK UP SOME
OF THE VERTICAL LINES THAT THE BUILDING HAS, TO BE REVIEWED BY STAFF.

3. A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE PETITIONER EXPLORE OTHER OPPORTUNITIES FOR SIGNAGE, TO
MAKE THE SIGNS MORE CONNECTED TO THE FRONT DOOR, AS WELL AS PROVIDE FOR THE NEED TO
HAVE VISIBILITY FROM THE LONG VIEW.

4. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTUDESIGN 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.

Commissioner Kingsley asked for clarification that the petitioner has the option of doing either Option A or Option B,
and Commissioner Eckhardt said yes. Chair Fitzgerald questioned whether the commissioners wanted the project
to come back for a re-review if the petitioner decides to revise the front entrance to be something fun, and Mr. Youhn
was agreeable to coming back with revisions.

AMOTION WAS MADE BY COMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSION KUBOW, TO AMEND THE
MOTION TO ADD THE FOLLOWING:

5. OPTION C: A MORE SCULPTURAL AND EXCITING FRONT ENTRANCE DESIGN THAT REFLECTS THE
INTERIOR FUNCTIONS OF THE BUILDING, TO BE BROUGHT BACK TO THE DESIGN COMMISSION FOR
RE-REVIEW.

Mr. Hautzinger asked for clarification on the signag to confirm that the commissioners are not asking to see the signage
come back if it is code compliant. Commissioner Eckhardt said that revised code compliant signage did not need to
come back, and he supported a sign variation for this property because of its very difficult location behind the other
building, tucked way in; it is a very difficult site and needs all the help it can get. Commissioner Kingsley said it was
nice that the petitioner is being given three different options for the front entrance; however, she had a problem with
Option A and would have to vote against it. Commissioner Eckhardt pointed out that this is not the usual and
customary project seen by the commission; it is a most difficult project to be successful in this area.

KUBOW, AYE; COON, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; KINGSLEY, NAY.
THE MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 3. SINGLE-FAMILY ADDITION RE-REVIEW

DC#18-024 — 915 S. Dunton Ave.

Mr. Daniel Poloz, the architect and owner of the home, was present on behalf of the project.

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments. The petitioner is proposing a second floor addition to an existing single-
story house. The existing one-car attached garage will remain. The subject site is zoned R-3 and does comply with
the R-3 zoning requirements. The project was previously reviewed by the Design Commission on April 10, 2018, at
which time the project was continued to allow concerns with the proposed design to be addressed. A summary of key
issues discussed at the meeting is as follows:

e  Primary concern was the empty wall space above the kitchen window.

o0 Consider changing the stone around the kitchen window to hardie panels.
o0 Consider lowering the eave height above the kitchen window.

e  Recommendation to join the windows in the dormer together to match the other windows on the front elevation.

e Recommendation to paint the existing kitchen window to match the color of the new windows.

e  Suggestion to increase the pitch of the existing garage roof to match the house. However, Staff explained that the
garage is encroaching into the required side yard setback, so the roof is not allowed to be enlarged unless a zoning
variation is granted.

e Recommendation to coordinate the garage fascia trim and soffits to match the house.

In response to the previous comments, the following changes have been made to the design:

e  The dormer was moved forward, lowered, and connected with the kitchen wall below using hardie panel siding to
match the detailing on the right side of the front elevation.

e  The windows in the dormer were joined together to match the other windows on the front elevation.

e The kitchen window is shown in a gray color to match the new windows on the front elevation.

e  There have been no changes to the existing garage roof, fascia, or soffits.

Overall, Staff felt the revisions addressed the primary concerns and the revised design now has a cohesive appearance;
however, it is recommended that the fascia and soffits on the garage be coordinated to match the detailing of the home.
Mr. Poloz replied that the soffit and eaves around the garage will be changed and the roofing will be replaced.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was any public comment and there was a response from the audience.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Scott Rowader, 909 S. Dunton, lives directly north of the site. He and his wife agree with the recommendation to approve
the design of the addition; however, they oppose the design of the balcony on the rear of the addition, and oppose the
inclusion of any balcony. They have enjoyed their privacy for the 28 years they have lived here, which includes a privacy
fence separating their yard from the adjacent home, and if the design for the balcony is approved, they will lose that
privacy. They surveyed the neighborhood and found no balconies that were similarly designed, and found no second-
floor balconies at all. He pointed out Commissioner Coon’s comment at the last review on April 100 where he suggested
reducing the depth of the balcony and dropping in a column to lessen the impact of the balcony. He and his wife are
supportive of development in their neighborhood, but not at the expense of their privacy. Tonight they are asking the
commissioners to approve the design for the addition without the inclusion of this balcony. If the majority of the
commissioners do not agree with their request, they then ask the commissioners to consider approving a design that
would either recess the balcony or reduce its size.

Commissioner Kingsley thanked the petitioner for considering the comments and suggestions previously made by the
commissioners and for revising the design of the addition, as well as the statement made tonight about redoing the
soffits and fascia at the garage, which she felt would make a big difference. She acknowledged the changes that were
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made to the front elevation and felt they were a step in the right direction, but also felt there were things that still needed
to be resolved with regards to actually building it. She pointed out that corner boards were shown on all of the siding
areas, with the exception of the second-floor dormer in the library; so that area could end up with no siding on the front
elevation (if corner boards are added), which might want to be detailed slightly different. She was also worried about
the details of the large panels on both sides of the front elevation, and how they will remain looking smooth and
seamless; maybe a new panel system or a different design to help break down those large areas. Commissioner
Kingsley liked the rear elevation a lot better than the front because it was nicely balanced, and preferred to see that
kind of expression on the front elevation. She understood the neighbors’ concerns about the balcony, which is allowed
by code, and pointed out that the 42-inch depth could not be reduced without making the balcony unusable. She felt
the length of the balcony should be extended all the way across the windows below, or shortened so that it stops at the
other side of the windows below. She suggested adding a privacy screen to the north end of the balcony, whether it be
open and semi-transparent, or adding grillwork, both of which would be sensitive to the neighbors’ privacy concerns.
Commissioner Kingsley also suggested no muntins on the back door.

Commissioner Kubow said that he always appreciates a renovation/addition in lieu of a teardown, and what is being
proposed tonight is a vast improvement from the original design. He agreed with Commissioner Kingsley that reducing
the length of the balcony would go a long way to minimize exposure to the neighbors, and adding a privacy screen was
a fantastic idea. He felt the metal railing design was too commercial and he had concerns about the color of the bright
blue panels on the front elevation. Mr. Poloz explained that the panel color was more of a gray/blue then the bright
blue shown in the rendering; the color was intended to be toned down. Commissioner Kubow said that in general he
liked what was being proposed, although it was a little stretched, but for a renovation and addition it was nice looking.

Commissioner Coon spoke to the neighbors’ concerns about the balcony. While he understood the fear of the unknown
and loss of privacy, he pointed out that bedroom windows will also see into their backyard, and the actual use of the
balcony might be minimal by the homeowners. Ways to be a good neighbor are to shorten the length of the balcony,
add a privacy screen, or plant a pear tree for screening. He felt that the balcony would not be as big of a concern as
the neighbors anticipate. Commissioner Coon liked the changes that were made to the front of the home, and agreed
with Commissioner Kingsley’s concerns about the corner trim on the dormer, which he felt the petitioner could resolve
by incorporating the corner trim into that corner of the dormer and then transition to siding. He also questioned why the
siding was stopped at a certain level on the north elevation of the garage, and Mr. Poloz explained that the intent is to
either incorporate the existing brick and paneling with the lap siding, or remove it entirely. Commissioner Coon had
no further comments.

Commissioner Eckhardt said that he was not at the last review of this project. He liked the 2-story solution being
proposed on the front elevation, but felt the extension of the roof eaves looked like giant flat pork chops and needed
more detailing within the returns, although it could be an error in the rendering. He questioned how large the roof eaves
actually are and Mr. Poloz said 3-feet. Commissioner Eckhardt also questioned the purpose of the balcony and Mr.
Poloz replied that they currently have a condo in Evanston with a balcony, and they want to continue to enjoy the nature
of their backyard from their master bedroom with an outdoor space that is protected, while also providing protection for
the door below. Commissioner Eckhardt said that adding an arbor-type screen for plants to grow up on one or both
sides would provide privacy, and he cautioned the petitioner about the dangers of the proposed railing design being
used as a ladder by children. Mr. Poloz had no issues with adding a privacy screen. Commissioner Eckhardt
otherwise supported the project.

Chair Fitzgerald liked the revisions that were made to the front elevation and hoped the petitioner liked them as well.
He reiterated his comments from the previous review that he likes the size of the balcony as proposed, and added that
his previous home had a second-floor balcony off the master bedroom and he planted a pear tree next to it to for privacy.
He suggested adding screening on both sides of the balcony, as well as a species of columnar tree, which both the
petitioner and the neighbor will appreciate.
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AMOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO APROVE
THE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR THE PROPOSED ADDITION AT 915 S. DUNTON AVENUE. THIS APPROVAL
IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS DATED 2/27/18 AND RECEIVED 3/8/18,
REVISED EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS RECEIVED 4/13/18, 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 THAT THE FASCIA AND SOFFITS ON THE GARAGE BE COORDINATED TO MATCH THE
DETAILING ON THE HOME.

2. AREQUIREMENT TO ADD A PRIVACY SCREEN TO THE BALCONY.

3. ARECOMMENDATION TO SHORTEN THE WIDTH OF THE BALCONY.

4, A RECOMMENATION TO CONSIDER A DIFFERENT MATERIAL FOR THE BALCONY TO BE CONSISTENT
WITH THE PORCH MATERIAL BELOW IT.

5. ARECOMMENDATION TO CHANGE THE BALCONY RAILING DESIGN, FOR SAFETY CONCERNS.

A RECOMMENDATION TO ADD A PEAR TREE FOR ADDITIONAL SCREENING OF THE BALCONY.

7. THIS REVIEW DETALS 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.

o

Chair Fitzgerald felt the recommendation to add a tree for privacy of the balcony should allow for a tree species of the
petitioner’s choice. Commissioner Eckhardt questioned the amount to shorten the width of the balcony and
Commissioner Kubow suggested a length that aligned the balcony between the first floor double windows on the left
and between the window and the door on the right; however, this was only a recommendation. Commissioner
Eckhardt was in support of the suggestion to shorten the balcony on the left side, but felt it should remain where it is
at the end of the home on the right side because it provides for cover over the door below. He also pointed out the
different detailing shown on the left and right sides of the front elevation, and the petitioner clarified that the detailing
will match. Commissioner Kingsley reiterated concerns about the detailing around the dormer on the left side of the
front elevation as it comes up through the roof needs to be looked at by the petitioner, and the seams in the full panels
on the front elevation needs to be addressed.

Commissioner Coon wanted to add a requirement that the petitioner resolve the front elevation so that one side
matches the other, because it is apparent that the revised elevations presented tonight might be somewhat incomplete.
Mr. Poloz confirmed his intent is to have the trim details match on the front elevation, as well as have the fascia trim
return around the porch chop details.

AMOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER COON, TO AMEND THE
MOTION AS FOLLOWS:

6. ARECOMMENDATION TO ADD A TREE OF THE PETITIONER’S CHOICE, TO SCREEN THE BALCONY.
8. AREQUIREMENT FOR ADDITIONAL FASCIA DETAILING ON THE PORK CHOP ENDS BELOW THE FRONT

DORMER, AS WELL AS FOR THE DETAILING ON THE LEFT AND RIGHT FRONT ELEVATION FEATURES TO
MATCH EACH OTHER, TO BE APPROVED BY STAFF.
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Mr. Hautzinger asked for clarification on the requirement for the privacy screen; is it to be built into the side of the
balcony or on the edge of the property; on one side of the balcony or both sides? Commissioner Kubow said he
would leave it up to Staff to determine what would be a good screening, and the other commissioners said it should be
part of the balcony railing system. The screening should be on one side only and it is important to have some light go

through it.

COON, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 4. OTHER BUSINESS

Arlington Downs — 3400 W. Euclid Ave. — Multi-Family Preliminary Review

Mr. Hautzinger said that the preliminary review of this project is canceled because the petitioner informed Staff today
that they were not able to attend.

After reviewing the exhibits submitted for tonight’s review, the commissioners had the following comments:

Commissioner Eckhardt felt that the parking garage was very plain. Commissioner Coon was not in support of the
VTAC louvers shown on the elevations, which Commissioner Kubow was fine with as long they match the material
they can be hidden. Commissioner Eckhardt asked if every apartment building was going to look like this because
it is all the same, and Commissioner Coon said he was getting very tired of the lap siding, which Commissioner
Kubow said is consistent with what is seen today and is cost effective. Commissioner Kingsley said that the details
of the panel system need to be provided. Commissioner Kubow pointed out that there is no grand entrance to the
building, and the entrance is pushed off to the north side. He was also surprised by the orientation of the building, and
Commissioner Eckhardt felt the building appeared very close to the neighboring office building to the east.
Commissioner Coon asked about any life safety requirements for having so many units facing the interior courtyard
where no firetrucks can access. Commissioner Kingsley said that if the goal of the Village is to have green
sustainability, then the petitioner should be required to provide a list of sustainable design features being implemented
into the new building, similar to her comments made for the 4 N. Hickory project. She also felt the Family Recreation
Center should do this. Commissioner Coon felt this was a great suggestion, and referenced the Village of Oak Park
that requires any PUD project over 20,000 sf to show how the project is meeting the basic LEED checklist; he felt this
was a good example for Arlington Heights.
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ITEM 4. GENERAL MEETING

After the recent reviews of 915 S. Dunton Avenue and 4 N. Hickory Avenue projects, Chair Fitzgerald said he realized
that when a petitioner is given a lot of direction by the commissioners and some commissioners are not at the meeting,
the petitioner returns with revisions only to be given different direction from the commissioners that were not at the
previous review, requiring the project to come back yet again. Depending on the scope of the project, he felt this was
unfair and wanted the commissioners to do their best to have any new requirements made by the commissioners
reviewed and approved by Staff, instead of making the petitioner come back again. He asked that the commissioners
try to make this a goal going forward. Commissioner Eckhardt asked if a commissioner could provide Staff their
comments about a project when they are not able to attend, to be shared at the meeting, and Mr. Hautzinger said he
would look into it, but did not see an issue with that.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO
ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 7:45 PM. ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.

11



Item: Minutes - 5/8/18

Department: Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Minutes 5/8/18 Minutes



5/08/18 DC

DRAFT

MINUTES OF
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS
DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING
33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD.
MAY 8, 2018

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

Members Present: John Fitzgerald, Chair
Aaron Coon
Kirsten Kingsley
Jonathan Kubow

Ted Eckhardt
Members Absent: None
Also Present: Mike Fitzgerald, OKW Architects for Arlington Downs

Joan Russick, OKW Architects for Arlington Downs
Paul Bilger, OKW Architects for Arlington Downs
Doug Rikell, Tartan Realty for Arlington Downs
Chris George, Tartan Realty for Arlington Downs
Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM APRIL 24, 2018

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO
APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF APRIL 24, 2018.

Commissioner Coon had an issue of concern about the minutes. He stated that Staff reported a desire for the Design
Commission to approve the Arlington Downs Family Recreation Center project, which he felt was new territory and was
not included in the minutes. He wanted Staff to review that portion of the meeting, which he felt was about three
minutes that did not show up in the meeting minutes. Mr. Hautzinger said that the recording would be reviewed, and
the minutes would be brought back to the next meeting for approval.
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ITEM 1. MULTI-FAMILY REVIEW

DC#18-025 — Arlington Downs Apartment Building — 3400 W. Euclid Ave.

Mike Fitzgerald, Joan Russick, and Paul Bilger, representing OKW Architects, and Doug Rikell and Chris George,
representing Tartan Realty, were present on behalf of the project.

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments. The petitioner is seeking approval of the architectural design for a new
five-story apartment building and attached parking garage as part of the Arlington Downs mixed-use development. The
existing site is currently vacant. This project requires Plan Commission review and Village Board approval for an
amendment to the previously approved Arlington Downs Planned Unit Development (PUD). Because this project is
going to the Plan Commission, the role of the Design Commission is limited to building and signage only; however,
there is no signage included in this particular proposal.

An image of the overall site was presented, which includes the proposed 5-story apartment building being reviewed
tonight, the existing renovated “One Arlington” apartment building in the center of the site, a future hotel being proposed
on the left side of the site, and four future buildings for general retail space. Staff recently received the petitioner's
proposal for the future hotel, which will be presented to the Design Commission in the near future; however, no details
have been received on the future retail buildings.

With regards to the overall design for the new apartment building being reviewed tonight, the proposed design is nicely
done with a modern aesthetic that is appropriate in this location. The overall massing and variety of materials is nicely
designed, and it fits well with the overall vision for the development, including the existing “One Arlington” apartment
tower, the proposed hotel, and the proposed retail buildings. However, to further enhance the design, the following
details should be evaluated:

1. Brick Color. The proposed “cedar” brick color has an orange tone that does not complement the three siding
colors. Itis recommended that a different brick color be selected which has more contrast with the orange siding
color, and better complements the “Cobblestone” and “Iron Gray” colors. Consider a gray tone brick color, similar
to an earlier rendering for the project, which Staff presented. The petitioner presented an actual sample of the
‘cedar’ brick color being proposed, which appeared more orange in the rendering than in reality.

2. Balconies. The prefabricated metal balconies have a nice appearance that fits the character of the building. The
balconies on the south wall are semi-recessed, which is a very nice detail to break up the large flat wall. It is
recommended that the balconies on the other elevations be semi-recessed in this same way. At a minimum, the
balconies on the west wall facing the roadway should be semi-recessed.

3. Pergola. The metal pergola feature on the west wall is a nice detail that follows the curve of the adjacent building
and roadway. To enhance the design, consider angling the support columns to complement the existing entrance
canopy at the adjacent “One Arlington” apartment tower.

4. Entrance. The main building entrance is somewhat understated and lacks interest. A wider and more unique
canopy design is recommended to create a more prominent entrance feature. Consider a design to complement
the entrance at the existing adjacent “One Arlington” apartment tower.

5. VTAC Louvers. The plans do not identify the finish of the VTAC wall louvers, but the petitioner has clarified that
the louvers will be painted to match the adjacent wall surface. Staff agrees with this approach to downplay the
appearance of the louvers.

6. Parking Garage. The parking garage will be visible from Euclid Avenue and from the adjacent roadways. It has
nice detailing including reveals, recessed panels, and different sandblast textures, but it has a monochromatic
appearance that does not complement the apartment building design.

a. Itis recommended that additional color be added at the base and top of the garage to better complement
the apartment building design.
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b. Additionally, the center portion of the east wall should be enhanced with the same level of detailing as the
north and south garage walls.

All rooftop mechanical equipment will be screened from view by sound absorbing screen walls finished to complement
the dark gray wall color. There is no signage included in this proposal, however, all signage shall comply with Chapter
30 Sign Code, and separate permits required.

Overall, Staff is in support of the project and recommends approval.

Mr. Fitzgerald introduced the team of people present for the review of the project tonight. He addressed the comments
in the Staff report, beginning with presentation of the material samples. Brick in a ‘Cedar’ color is being proposed at
the first-floor base, extending up vertically through floors 2, 3 and 4, primarily at the main corners. The brick has a
range of color that does not come across in the rendering.  Two fiber cement panels are being proposed on top of the
brick base; the light grey color on Floors 2, 3 and 4, and a darker color at the top floor, with the same panel reveal
system and fastener detail being used for both colors. Athird fiber cement siding panel is being proposed as an accent
at the top floor of the corner elements and as the spandrel inside the brick in the corner elements. This color will be in
the pumpkin/orange/brown range, with the exact color to be determined based on how the color reacts with sunlight
and shade, and what works best with the brick tones. Mr. Fitzgerald also presented the ‘Gull Grey" window color;
‘Charcoal Grey’ for the balconies, railings, guard rail system and slab edge; and the ‘Band’ color for the cast stone
coping.

With regards to the balconies, Mr. Fitzgerald clarified that the balconies on the south elevation facing Euclid will be
recessed to provide more privacy from the busy street, and the remaining three elevations will have fully projected
balconies suspended from above to help visually break up the facade. Staff comments about the pergola and entrance
canopy were considered and deemed appropriate, and the details for both elements were modified. Mr. Fitzgerald
presented a revised sketch of the pergola detail with angled posts, similar to the ‘One Arlington’ building. With regards
to the entrance canopy, he said that the width of the canopy could be expanded to cover the masonry piers on the
sides and provide some angled support columns, although this is an element they want to further study.

In response to the comments about the parking garage, Mr. Fitzgerald said that they studied adding color to the garage
to be more in keeping with the apartment building, and are now proposing to stain the lower level with a color to
complement the brick, while continuing all of the reveals for visual texture and as a base to ground the parking structure.
A paint color to match the light Hardie color above that for the remaining part of the tower is also now being proposed,
with the stained spandrels to be a darker tone to pick up the darker tones of the Hardie. They considered a darker
band at the top of the parking garage, but felt it looked top heavy. They also looked at carrying the darker color at the
elevator stair tower, or carrying the brick color extended up through the elevator stair tower all the way to the
stringcourse; a variety of things were considered. They felt that grounding the building and providing this articulation
of the spandrels was sufficient to bring the parking garage more in keeping with the apartment building itself. To
complement that, their intent on the east facade of the parking deck in the zone where the ramp occurs, is to continue
the punched window articulation in the three bays, and to step it, to pick up the stepping of the ramp, as well as further
articulate it by opening up the open air portion. This will also maximize the amount of open areas because the parking
deck is naturally ventilated. Mr. Fitzgerald concluded their responses to the issues brought up by Staff.

Commissioner Coon began with the entry experience off the entry drive and the pergola; he wanted to get an
understanding of what kind of spaces are behind that, and the floor plan shows residential units. He asked how the
space under the pergola will be utilized, and Mr. Fitzgerald replied that these areas would be private areas used by
the renters of the ground floor units. Commissioner Coon also asked about the location of the amenity spaces that
are shown off the ground-floor courtyard, and Mr. Fitzgerald said that amenity spaces were studied in almost every
part of the building to determine the best fit, including amenity spaces along the west end, and the team ultimately
decided to group all the amenity spaces up near the front lobby on the ground floor, with the remaining courtyard
wrapped around with ground-floor units having an outdoor trellis area for privacy. Commissioner Coon preferred the
pergola design with the angled posts, and the angle design of the canopy.

3
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Commissioner Coon had concerns about the VTAC louvers and asked if the line of louvers on the central access of
the entry could be removed. His experience with these louvers was to try to bury them in recessed balcony walls,
keeping them off of the elevation, and although painting the louvers to match will help them to blend in, his preference
would be to not see them at all and go with a different mechanical system. Commissioner Coon recognized the effort
put into the design of the new building and felt it was a very attractive building, but he wanted the petitioner to look at
ways to streamline the location of the louvers that are next to a balcony; perhaps group them together to make them
more pleasing and less awkward. He agreed with Staff that the balconies on the west elevation should be recessed
because it was part of the entry experience into the site; however, he questioned how much of the east elevation would
be visible when driving west on Euclid and whether those balconies should be recessed as well. His preference was
to recess the balconies 18 to 24-inches on the east, west and south elevations, but for sure recess them on the two
main walls on the south and west elevations. Commissioner Coon also liked that the proposed brick was not the
standard utility size brick; however, he had concerns about the orange color of the James Hardie siding and whether
or not it would fade. He really wanted to see brick instead of siding as an accent, although he understood the associated
costs.

Commissioner Coon questioned the rationale behind setting the corners of the building apart. He liked the curved
steel element that brings you around into the hidden entry way and sets the area apart as a place that you want to go,
but he had a problem with the awkward symmetry happening with the two corners, which he felt starts to diminish the
impact of the front entry. He suggested this element and the brick tie in at the base and only at the corner, the courtyard,
and on the other side where the garage is; this could be a nice dividing piece between the apartment building and the
garage. He also suggested eliminating the brick element here and at the corner, and recessing the balconies, so this
entire element could be brick, getting away from using the orange siding and using a blend of brick instead. An easy
way to solve the concerns about the entry being hidden would be to put this emphasis into this element, which would
draw you into the entry. He was trying to find ways to enrich the front elevation without trading dollars elsewhere.

Mr. Fitzgerald was not opposed to further studying this area, and he appreciated the thoughtfulness of understanding
costs. He commented about the structural implications of extending the height of the brick above the fourth floor
window heads, or replacing the orange siding with masonry. Commissioner Coon was concerned that the orange
siding color was a little trendy on an apartment building that will be here a long time, as opposed to a retail building.
Mr. Fitzgerald was not opposed to further studying this and added that they previously looked at carrying the dark
Hardie color solely at this corner, letting the corner be the accent pop, which Commissioner Coon said was an
interesting approach. Commissioner Coon also commented that the apartment wings flanking the entry shown on
the rendering seemed off balance. He also had safety concerns about the lack of windows in the stair towers, and he
had serious reservations of not commenting on that.

Commissioner Kubow asked if the parking garage would be used by only the renters of the new apartment building,
and the petitioner stated that the garage would be available to visitors of the apartment building as well, but not to the
retail users. Commissioner Kubow asked if the petitioner considered wrapping the apartment building around the
parking garage, similar to a Texas wrap, which eliminates the need to fenestrate the parking garage. The petitioner
said they considered a number of iterations in planning the site, with the thought being that the courtyard and the units
facing the courtyard were a more valuable experience than doing the typical ‘Texas wrap’. The geometry of the site
also lends itself to isolating the parking garage, and having the main entrance between the garage and the apartment
building in the northeast corner so they are near each other. Given both the footprint of the garage and the desire to
have an internal courtyard, was what dictated this modified partial ‘Texas wrap’ that is not fully encasing the garage.

Commissioner Kubow understood the cost factors involved with the building, and in terms of the design, he liked it.
He liked the pop of orange color, as opposed to typically seeing browns and dark greys, and he was not going to
comment on the design because he felt the petitioner was doing a great job. He had some big picture questions such
as the parking garage, although it helps that it is set back, and he liked the compromise with the modified wrap.
However, he had concerns about the entrance being tucked into the north side of the building, away from the main
entrance to the development; he felt the entrance was tucked too far back and with the architecture being proposed,
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he felt that everything should be reversed and the entrance should be facing the main ring road. The orientation of the
building feels like it wants to be southwest and not north. Commissioner Kubow also agreed with Commissioner
Coon's comments about the southwest elevation; this prominent elevation has to have something more at the corner.
Commissioner Kubow liked the colors, but felt there was a missed opportunity with the 2 book end corners; more
could be done there. With regards to the VTAC louvers, he understood that they are a good cost effective
heating/cooling solution, and if they are painted to match the material they are next to, they do fade away relatively
well. To reiterate, his big picture comments are the corner along Euclid Avenue and the orientation of where the front
entrance is located, but overall, he liked the design and really liked the color palette.

Commissioner Kingsley could see the amount of work done by the petitioner and she appreciated the petitioner
coming here with designs that respond to Staff's comments. She also concurred with the other commissioner’s
comments. She liked the angled columns being suggested for the pergola and she liked the recessed balconies on
the south elevation, and wanted to see the balconies recessed on the east elevation as well. She liked the angled
columns for the canopy and almost wanted to see them engaged in the wall, similar to the ‘One Arlington’ building, and
she suggested raising the canopy up above the windows as well. She liked the brick size being proposed and the color
palette; however, she had some reservations with the orange siding and the brick; maybe the brick color could be more
cool. She did not like the warmth of the paint being suggested for the garage base, and the coolness of the stained
spandrel panels. She also pointed out that while the orange color is being used as an accent, it aimost seems that the
petitioner is using the least noble material in those accented areas; she had some concerns about the lap siding, and
felt that the material palette could be simplified, which might help unify the building more.

Commissioner Kingsley also questioned the details of the dark grey panel system; it did not appear panelized as the
light color siding was shown in the rendering. The petitioner explained that they were hoping to get more of a vertical
V-groove or ribbed siding, but the manufacturer does not offer that system in the Midwest, and the drawings have not
been updated per the manufacturer’s limitations; however, what they are proposing tonight is actually to do a flat panel
system similar to the light color shown, although the top floor may not have the continuous reveal at the window heads.
Commissioner Kingsley was not in favor of the courtyard being proposed and had concerns about the courtyard
itself, which she assumed would meet the requirements for separation, for light, and for fire. Mr. Hautzinger
commented that preliminary comments from the Building & Life Safety Department are to add a second dedicated
means of egress out from the courtyard, similar to the one that is shown. The petitioner said they will comply with all
requirements from the Fire Department. Commissioner Kingsley concluded that the courtyard should be as light
filled and as green as possible.

Further comments from Commissioner Kingsley were that she wanted to see an actual distinction between where
the apartment building and the parking garage meet; she agreed with the concerns about safety in the stairwells and
the suggestion to add light; and although she liked the idea to break down the elevation of the garage that is void of
details, she felt that a combination of verticals was a better solution than all verticals as stated by the petitioner. She
said that she almost liked the original submittal for the east elevation better than the alternate one presented tonight,
which looked too busy. Commissioner Kingsley had no further comments.

Commissioner Eckhardt questioned if the courtyard units will have balconies, because although the courtyard space
is 112 x 127 feet, without large trees in the courtyard, it will be a real sound chamber, with sound bouncing all over. He
also expressed concerns about the global aspect of the new building, and was disappointed that the adjacent Federated
Foods office building was not integrated into the renderings and elevations because it is an important element and it is
very close to the new parking garage. He was concerned about the proximity of the lot line, with the new building being
located right up against the lot line and the residences right up against the office building parking lot. He also felt there
should be two entrances to the new building instead of one, and was concerned about cars stacking up at the entrance,
as well as concerns about the entrance being hidden. Additionally, the parking garage is off on the corner and there
are no elevators for residents to use to get to their units quickly by coming in a side door; he was very concerned about
the big picture of that.



5/08/18 DC

Commissioner Eckhardt’s comments about the building design were as follows:

He prefers the corners to be something different and be matching bookend-like.

He supports the recessed balcony detail.

The entry is too plain.

Consider decorating the corner of the building that connects the parking garage and the entrance wing to look
like the *Arlington One’ building.

The garage should have coloration and tie in with the building.

The building needs a lot of design.

He was not opposed to a dark top, a light middle, and a brick bottom to the building.

He had no preference on the straight versus angled element of the canopies, although he cautioned the safety
concerns of bumping into the angled columns.

Commissioner Eckhardt clarified that he was most concerned with the global problems with the building. Although
he liked the direction the building design was going in, there were things that needed to be resolved. In general, he
was okay with four colors being proposed for the building, and he was curious to know why over 100 units around the
courtyard will have no balconies.

Chair Fitzgerald liked the project and was a little surprised to hear a lot of the comments being made tonight. He liked
the brick color and the pop of pumpkin color as an accent, which could be painted in the future if necessary. He liked
the idea of the balconies being recessed on all elevations, although it could compromise the inside of the units, and he
liked the courtyard and felt the petitioner could decide whether those units should have balconies or not. Chair
Fitzgerald really liked the location of the front entrance and how it is somewhat hidden but still very accessible, and
added that if the area to the west gets built up in the future, it will be nice that the front entrance is off to the side. He
agreed that the entrance canopy should be bigger, bolder and more exciting, and he agreed with the concerns that the
parking garage feels like it is stuck on to the corner of the apartment building. He was okay with either the angled or
the straight columns of the pergola, and he really liked the corner aspects of the building and how there will be 3 major
corners when driving by. He also pointed out that landscaping was shown on one of the drawings, which he felt there
was a lot of that will help soften so many of the things that are being talked about tonight. Overall, Chair Fitzgerald
liked the project.

Commissioner Kingsley asked for clarification of the colors in the interior courtyard, and Mr. Fitzgerald replied that
the final colors of the courtyard elevations have not yet been decided; their focus has been on the more public
elevations. However, they anticipate using one or more of the materials and colors being used on the main body of
the building, whether it be a combination of the light and dark Hardie without any orange accent in that area; it will most
likely be a light weight material in a couple different tones. Commissioner Kingsley felt the courtyard facades should
look similar to the exterior facades of the building, with the same color palette, so if the corners of the building end up
being the orange accent color, then there should be something similar in the courtyard as well. Her overall global
feeling about the building is that there needs to be another element to break it up, whether it is on the corners or some
where else. She referenced the other proposed buildings on this site, which although not yet approved, all have that
smooth edged feel to them, similar to the ‘One Arlington’ building. She felt that the proposed design looks very busy
compared to the other buildings.

Commissioner Eckhardt wanted to make a motion to ask the petitioner to come back because of the many issues
that have been brought up tonight, giving them an opportunity to work on the garage, and work on some of the
connections. He explained that the commissioners are here to critique the design and not say that the building does
not work, although he felt the building did not work, and if he were the petitioner’s client he would have issues with it.
He was very concerned about not having enough elevators, circulation issues, and difficulty for tenants to get in and
around the building. Access to the courtyard is also a serious concern with fire and police. Since these concerns are
not under the purview of this commission, he would comment about the design, which he likes. He likes the major
direction the design is going in, but he does not like the way the garage attaches to the apartment building; the garage
is not decorated enough and needs to be camouflaged to be part of the building somehow. He felt the apartment
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building was a cool design and the garage is a failure, which is a real concern and why he did not want to vote on the
project tonight. Commissioner Eckhardt felt the other comments made tonight could be worked out, but the big
pieces have him concerned.

Commissioner Coon wanted the final landscape plan to include screening the transformers from Euclid Avenue, which
Mr. Hautzinger replied that it is already being addressed as part of the Plan Commission review.

Mr. Fitzgerald understood the commissioners’ concerns about the parking garage and its visual connectivity to the
apartment building, and its fenestration and decoration, and the concerns about the balconies. With regards to the
comments about the corners on Euclid, he said that they would probably modify the corners by creating a little bit of
hierarchy with them, without losing the idea of bookends along Euclid. Commissioner Coon said he would be satisfied
with creating a hierarchy at the corners. Chair Fitzgerald was okay with the way the corners as proposed, but he liked
the idea of glass in the penthouse that was previously suggested; he was okay with all 3 corners being similar and felt
they should not be downplayed. Commissioner Eckhardt liked that the corners match, and he would not make one
corner more important than the other. Mr. Fitzgerald said that in general, they will address these corners, which are
an important part of the building, but he could not commit to coming back with something different.

Commissioner Eckhardt commented about the balconies only being recessed on the south elevation, which he
understood is an expensive detail from a building standpoint, as well as a loss of space inside the units. The stacked
materials running up the north, east and west elevations help to highlight the balconies, which for him is probably
enough, although he suggested off-setting the brick a little, or recessing the balconies 18-inches. He stated that he
felt that some parts of the building design were close, but some areas needed further study, such as the parking garage,
and he wanted to see the petitioner work on these and come back.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER COON, TO TABLE
THE PROJECT FOR ARLINGTON DOWNS APARTMENT BUILDING AT 3400 W. EUCLID AVE. (DC#18-025), TO
ALLOW THE PETITIONER ADEQUATE TIME TO CONSIDER THE COMMENTS MADE TONIGHT AND RETURN
TO AFUTURE DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING.

Commissioner Coon thanked the petitioner for providing information about the sustainable features of the new
building, which he spent time reviewing, but were not discussed tonight.

The petitioner expressed concerns about their timeline for Plan Commission review if the project has to come back to
this commission. Mr. Hautzinger said that the Design Commission meets every two weeks, but he would recommend
this project come back in one month to allow the petitioner and Staff adequate time to prepare. Commissioner
Eckhardt encouraged the petitioner to go before the Plan Commission as soon as possible, regardless of the
comments made tonight by the Design Commission.

Mr. Hautzinger summarized the key points and concerns made by the commissioners tonight: further design
development of the parking garage, including colors and details; further study of recessing the balconies; further study
the corners of the building; enhancement of the front entrance and canopy design and distribution of materials there.
Commissioner Kingsley felt the front entrance tied in with the corners and should be more important than the corners.
Commissioner Coon asked the petitioner to consider eliminating the lap siding and using a panelized product instead,
to be consistent with the residential feel of the building and the surrounding buildings. Mr. Hautzinger finished
reviewing the summary of key points with the comments made about the angling of the support columns for the pergola.
Commissioner Eckhardt encouraged a more thorough review with the Fire and Police Departments about the
courtyard access.

KINGSLEY, AYE; COON, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 2. GENERAL MEETING

Mr. Hautzinger provided the commissioners with potential nominations for the 2018 Alan F. Bombick Design Award.
He encouraged the commissioners to submit any recent single-family and commercial projects as well. A final
nomination list and voting will take place in the next few months.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO
ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 8:30 P.M. ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.



Item: DC#17-126 - 1625 N. Chestnut Ave. - SF/Teardown

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action

Removal of the Design Commission condition requiring protection of the existing
22-inch parkway tree, associated with an approved new (teardown) single-family
residence.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate removing the previous
condition requiring protection of the existing 22-inch parkway tree, associated
with the approved new single-family residence located at 1625 N. Chestnut
Avenue. This recommendation is based on compliance with the proposed
driveway plan and landscape plan received on 4/17/18, 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, 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 Desigh Commission and any other Commission
or Board approval conditions. Itis 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.

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

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Exhibits 5-2-18 Exhibits

Exhibits 10-24-17 Exhibits

Minutes 10-24-17 Minutes



PIN#: 03-19-205-031
Single-Family (Teardown) DC 17-126

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT

RE-REVIEW

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:
Project Name: 1625 N. Chestnut Ave. DC Number: 17-126
Project Address: 1625 N. Chestnut Ave. Petitioner Name: John Haran
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: E&J Builders

346 N. Ferndale Ave.

Elmhurst, IL 60126
Date Prepared: October 18, 2017 Meeting Date: October 24, 2017
Date Revised: May 11, 2018 Re-review Meeting Date:  May 22, 2018

Requested Action(s): Removal of the Design Commission condition requiring protection of the existing 22-inch parkway tree,
associated with an approved new (teardown) single-family residence.

ANALYSIS:

Summary

The proposed request 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 received Design Commission approval on October 24, 2017 for the design of a new (teardown) single-family residence
with attached three-car garage. The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of
9,240 square feet and the proposed residence will have approximately 4,038 square feet. The project does comply with all R-3 zoning
requirements as summarized below.

ALLOWED PROPOSED
Setbacks Front: 30 feet Front: 30.7 feet
Side: 8.8 feet Side: 10 feet
Side: 8.8 feet Side: 12.2 feet
Rear: 30 feet Rear: 30 feet
Building Height 25 feet to the midpoint 24.9 feet to the midpoint
FAR 4,134 SF 4,038 SF
Building Lot Coverage 3,234 SF 2,655 SF
Impervious Surface Coverage Total 4,620 SF 3,530 SF

The Design Commission approval on October 24, 2017 included the following conditions regarding the orientation of the house,
driveway, parkway tree, and landscaping:

1. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE HOME BE FLIPPED SO THAT THE DRIVEWAY WILL BE ON THE NORTH SIDE
OF THE SITE, AND THAT THE EXISTING 22-INCH PARKWAY TREE BE PROTECTED DURING
CONSTRUCTION.

2. AREQUIREMENT THAT SUBSTANTIAL LANDSCAPING BE ADDED TO SOFTEN THE NEW HOME, TO BE
WORKED OUT WITH STAFF.

The requirement to flip the house was in response to neighbor concerns about the new house blocking sunlight. The house plans have
been flipped, and it is currently under construction.

At this time, the petitioner is requesting removal of the existing 22-inch parkway tree to accommodate a wider driveway for the three-car

garage. The Village Forestry Department has evaluated the tree and reported that it is a healthy Silver Maple in good condition. As a
matter of course, the Village strives to preserve all healthy established parkway trees. However, the Village Forestry Department does not
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Single-Family (Teardown) DC 17-126

consider a Silver Maple to be a high quality type of tree, so they are not firmly opposed to removal and replacement with a higher quality
tree at the petitioner’s expense. The petitioner is also proposing to plant a new River Birch tree in the front yard of the property.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate removing the previous condition requiring protection of the existing 22-inch
parkway tree, associated with the approved new single-family residence located at 1625 N. Chestnut Avenue. This recommendation is
based on compliance with the proposed driveway plan and landscape plan received on 4/17/18, 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, 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.

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

May 11, 2018

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

Cc: Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 17-126
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Anita Kaufmann

1625 N. Chestnut Avenue
Arlington Heights. IL. 60004
April 12,2018

Charles

Director of Planning and Community Development
Village of Arlington Heights

33 S. Arlington Heights Road

Arlington Heights, IL 60005

Dear Charles.

As per our discussion. we are asking that the tree in the parkway at 1625 N. Chestnut Avenue be
removed so that we are able to widen the apron on the driveway to accommodate a 3-car garage
on a new home that is in the process of being built.

As you are aware, there is a street light on the south side of the driveway and a silver maple on
the north which will limit the apron width to just under 12" (normal width is 22"). Because of
this, it would be difficult to navigate a vehicle between these 2 large obstacles on a daily basis.
In addition, we would not be able to use the south stall of the garage as there would not be
enough room to navigate out of the garage because of the sharp angel on the driveway. and will
cause constant landscape damage from having to drive on the front lawn. Additionally. silver
maples have a very destructive root system and are already causing the sidewalk and sewer drain
in front of the house to buckle. This will only continue to worsen as the tree gets bigger and
create ongoing issues. Lastly, silver maples are not a strong tree and will likely die due to the
construction process. Should this happen. it will be a financial burden on us as we will then have
to have the driveway removed and replaced at a later date to accommodate the wider apron.

The lot is 88" wide and there is plenty of room to plant another tree. The builder has agreed to
pay for the removal of the silver maple and plant a tree of substance in the parkway which would
be more centered on the house and more visually appealing.

As your new neighbors, we would appreciate that this request be granted.

Sincerely,

ﬁ?«ju ﬂ\%//)@w/"bf/—\_

Anita Kaufmann
Mobile: 847-274-1450 / Email: abkaufmann(@comcast.net
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Representative Landscape Photos

(from Homeowner’s Previous Home)
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DOWNSPOUTS AND SUMP PUMP DISCHARGE

ENERGY CONSERVATION NOTES:

THIS DRAWING HAS BEEN PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
ILLINOIS STATE PUBLIC ACT 096-0778 AND THE ADOPTED 2015 IECC CODE.

RESIDENTIAL BUILDING CODES

THE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS HEREON HAVE BEEN
PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL

7

S.G. Architects, Inc.
ARCHITECTS-PLANNERS

1401 BRANDING, SUITE 270
DOWNERS GROVE, IL 60515

ph. 630.969.9279
fax 630.969.0692
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Members Present:

Members Absent:

Also Present;

DC 10/24/17

APPROVED

MINUTES OF
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS
DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING
33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD.
OCTOBER 24, 2017

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

John Fitzgerald, Chair
Jonathan Kubow
Aaron Coon

Kirsten Kingsley

Ted Eckhardt

Ross Duncan, BR Design & Architecture for Pal-Win Shopping Center
Indre Gliaudelyte, Owner of 918 N. lllinois Ave.

Thomas Budzik, Thomas Architects for 133 S. Highland Ave.

Mark & Mary Ericksen, Owners of 133 S. Highland Ave.

John Haran, E and J Builders for 1625 N. Chestnut Ave.

Karen Kristianson, Newman Architecture for St. James Parish

Fr. Matt Foley for St. James Parish

Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM OCTOBER 10, 2017

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO
APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF OCTOBER 10, 2017. ALL WERE IN FAVOR. MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 4. SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW

DC#17-126 — 1625 N. Chestnut Ave.

Mr. John Haran, representing E and J Builders, was present on behalf of the project.
Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was any public comment and there was a response from the audience.

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments. The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single story residence
and one car attached garage to allow construction of a new two-story residence with an attached, three-car garage.
The project does comply with all R-3 zoning requirements. The existing neighborhood consists of primarily single story
homes with a mix of one car and two car attached garages. However, there have been numerous teardowns previously
completed in this neighborhood, including multiple teardowns on this block.

Overall, the proposed design is nicely done and consistent with the other newer homes approved in this neighborhood.
Features such as the single story front porch and single story garage roof help the design to fit in with the adjacent
single story homes, and the hipped main roof keeps the height of the side walls from being too tall. The proposed
three-car garage fits comfortably on the wide lot.

Staff felt that the side elevations lack detail, and the following recommendations should be considered to enhance the
design:

Stone Base. The stone base should be continued around all sides of the house, or at least be returned down
the sides to a natural break point.

Right Elevation. Add one window to the side of the garage.

Left Elevation. Add windows in Bedroom 2, Bedroom 3, and the Flex Room.

Staff recommends approval of the proposed design, with these recommendations listed in the Staff report.

Mr. Haran said he had no problem adding a window in the garage on the right side elevation, and returning the stone
based down the side of the garage, as well as adding a window in the flex room on the left side elevation. The bedrooms
did not have much wall space to allow for more windows on the left side elevation; however, he was not opposed to
adding a window in the flex room.

Commissioner Coon said there was nothing to dislike about the design of the new home, it is very attractive, and
proportionately, the arrangements of the gable elements on the front elevation are also attractive. He felt the new
home fit in with the neighborhood, considering it is next to one-story homes. This neighborhood is in transition and
looking at the new homes that are being here, he felt the new home fits in well and eventually the entire street will look
like this with a mix of homes like this. He had nothing critical to say about the design.

Commissioner Kubow said that initially he felt that the 3-car garage seemed unnecessary; however, after seeing the
new home in context with the 2 ranch homes next door, it almost helps to have some transition towards the smaller
homes. This neighborhood is very much a transitional neighborhood with a lot of these big teardowns. He also agreed
with Staff's recommendations about the left side elevation; he suggested adding transom windows if possible that will
work well with furniture placement. He was in support of the project.

Commissioner Kingsley said it was a nicely designed home and she agreed with the comments made by the other
commissioners. She felt the new home was rather large in the immediate context of the 2 adjacent homes, and any
way the feel of that could be reduced would be greatly appreciated, such as lowering the eave height of the porch, the
eaves of the garage, and the one-car garage. She also suggested lowering the closet space above the garage, as
well as adding more fenestration on either of the facades. She pointed out that the front elevation has a lot going on,
as opposed to the rear and side elevations, which is unfortunate. She suggested doing something with the materials
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on the rear elevation, to tie it in better with the front elevation.

Chair Fitzgerald agreed with the comments made so far. He added that the space between the larger garage and the
change in shingles is big, and felt that adding a smaller ornamental tree on each side of the home would go a long way
to help soften it with the homes on either side, even without lowering the eave height.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Ryan Guilfoil, 1638 N. Chestnut Avenue, lives 3 homes to the north and across the street from this site. He has lived
here for 7 years and is very familiar with the neighborhood. He lives in a single-story home and immediately south of
him is a really big home that blocks the sun onto his home, which he presented photos of; however, his garage is
located on the south elevation. The new home being proposed will do the same thing to the home located north of it,
which has the majority of their living space on the south elevation, which will also impact heating costs to the home
located north of the site, with most of the shade occurring during the winter. Another environmental concern is that
when a small home is replaced with a much larger home, the amount of permeable surface is significantly decreased
on the lot, resulting in significantly more water run-off, which is something he experiences on the south edge of his lot.
He asked how the new large home is going to manage all the water run off that will now be pooling on the home next
to it. That being said, he also wanted to note that while this is a neighborhood that has seen some teardowns, it is not
a neighborhood of complete teardowns, and in fact, the majority of the neighborhood consists of small one-story ranch
homes, some of which have additions that have been nicely done that do not impose such a large and domineering
structure that close to a neighborhood of other small structures. He pointed out that the new home is not being built
for a specific owner, and given the fact that a small structure is being replaced with something so large without having
anyone in mind to occupy the new home, he felt it was a little out of place. He wants the Design Commission to think
about the people who currently live in this neighborhood and take that into consideration when thinking about who is
going to be moving into the new home; we do not know who will be moving into this new home and what it is that they
want or need. He disagreed with the statement that this neighborhood is in transition; he felt it was a neighborhood in
transition, which then stopped, and now it seems like some of this transition is being thrust back upon the neighborhood.
Although he is the only one standing up here, he knows that he is not alone in that many of his neighbors feel the same
way. He explained that a neighbor of his bought the home next to him and rented it out for many years in the height of
teardowns, simply to prevent the home from becoming a teardown and to preserve the character of the neighborhood,
which he felt demonstrated the lengths that some of the residents will go to keep things a little bit less than that. He
was not saying that the new home was a bad design; just that it was not a good design for this neighborhood. He felt
that something just as great could be done with a lot less and fit in better with the neighborhood, that would make the
other neighbors who live there a little more content.

Chair Fitzgerald stated that issues and concerns about water run-off can be directed to the Village Engineering
Department. He also pointed out that the new home is 12-feet from the property line and the adjacent home is at least
10-feet from the property line, which is quite a bit of distance between the 2 homes. Commissioner Kingsley felt the
neighbor brought up some good points; this neighborhood is not in transition, there are still a lot of ranch style homes
and people who will be living in them, and the commission should take that seriously when looking at this design. The
point made about sunlight is a very good point and flipping the home on the site could help both the adjacent home
and the new home itself, because the living space would be on the south side and the garage would be on the north.
She asked the petitioner how he felt about that, as well as whether or not there is a buyer for the new home. Mr. Haran
replied that there is a buyer interested in the home, but a formal proposal has not been made. He added that they
initially had the home flipped, but there is a large existing mature parkway tree that a driveway would have to go around.
Mr. Hautzinger added that existing obstacles in the parkway include a streetlight, a manhole, and a 22-inch mature
tree, which the petitioner initially proposed to remove to accommodate the driveway; however, the Village does not
allow a healthy mature tree to be removed to accommodate a driveway, and there would be a significant taper from
the existing apron to the 3-car garage, so the petitioner opted to flip the home to avoid the tree. Commissioner
Kingsley felt this would be one thing that would be nice for at least the home to the north, it will get a better sun angle.
She asked if the potential buyer talked about a 3-car garage, and Mr. Haran said that separate buyers have expressed
interest in this lot, and because it is so wide, they have all asked for a 3-car garage, which is what he envisioned when
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he bought this lot.

Commissioner Kubow appreciated the neighbor coming in and expressing his concerns, which helps the
commissioners feel the passion for this neighborhood. On the other hand, the petitioner is willing to adjust the design
to try to accommodate the sunlight needs, which will help significantly during the summer. Commissioner Kingsley
clarified that the resident who spoke tonight actually lives across the street from the site, and spoke on behalf of the
neighbor who is not here that lives directly north of the site. Commissioner Kubow reiterated his support for the new
home and recommended the petitioner flip the home. Mr. Hautzinger presented the existing plat of survey that showed
a narrow driveway apron that cannot be enlarged because it would impact the health of the existing 22-inch tree, and
if the new home was flipped, the new driveway would need to be tapered out to meet the 3-car garage. Mr. Haran
said that he would rather not flip the home; however, he could make it work if it was a requirement. Commissioner
Coon was in favor of flipping the home and keeping the existing driveway apron.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO
APPROVE THE PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR THE NEW SINGLE-FAMILY HOME TO BE
LOCATED AT 1625 N. CHESTNUT AVENUE. THIS APPROVAL IS BASED ON THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS
DATED AND RECEIVED ON 10/19/17, 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. AREQUIREMENT THAT THE HOME BE FLIPPED SO THAT THE DRIVEWAY WILL BE ON THE NORTH SIDE
OF THE SITE, AND THAT THE EXISTING 22-INCH PARKWAY TREE BE PROTECTED DURING
CONSTRUCTION.

2. AREQUIREMENT THAT SUBSTANTIAL LANDSCAPING BE ADDED TO SOFTEN THE NEW HOME, TO BE
WORKED OUT WITH STAFF.

3. AREQUIREMENT TO LOWER THE FIRST FLOOR EAVE HEIGHT ON THE PORCH, TO BE WORKED OUT
WITH STAFF.

4, AREQUIREMENT TO ADD MORE FENESTRATION TO BOTH SIDE ELEVATIONS, TO BE WORKED OUT
WITH STAFF.

5. ARECOMMENDATION THAT SOME OF THE FINISH MATERIALS ON THE FRONT ELEVATION BE ADDED
OR WRAPPED AROUND THE HOME, TO BE WORKED OUT WITH STAFF.

6. THISREVIEW 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.

KUBOW, AYE; KINGSLEY, AYE; COON, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.
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Item: DC#18-040 - 939 N. Salem Ave. - SF/Teardown

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action

Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family
residence.

i!ecommendation

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new
single-family residence to be located at 939 N. Salem Avenue. This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans received 4/25/18, and
the following:

1. It is recommended that the pitch of the main roof be reduced from 10:12 to
8:12 to better fit the scale of the neighborhood, and to comply with code.

2. It is recommended that additional windows be added to the side elevations in
the first floor Study, Garage, and second floor Bedroom 4.

3. Evaluate the proposed dark “"Night Gray” siding color against the context of
the neighborhood, and consider a more subtle earth tone color siding to better
complement the existing houses.

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, 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 Desigh Commission and any other Commission
or Board approval conditions. Itis 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.

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

ATTACHMENTS:



Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Exhibits Exhibits



PIN#: 03-30-202-008
Single-Family (Teardown) DC 18-040

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:

Project Name: 939 N. Salem Ave. DC Number: 18-040

Project Address: 939 N. Salem Ave. Petitioner Name: Joseph Labelle

Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Rize Properties LLC
784 Busse Highway
Park Ridge, IL 60068

Date Prepared: May 17, 2018 Meeting Date: May 22, 2018

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.

The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single-story residence with a one-car attached 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 6,603 square feet and the proposed residence will have 2,962 square feet. The project complies with all R-3
zoning requirements as summarized below, except that it slightly exceeds the maximum allowed height which will be required to be
corrected for building permit approval.

ALLOWED PROPOSED
Setbacks Front: 25 feet Front; 25.3 feet

Side: 5 feet Side: 6.1 feet

Side: 5 feet Side: 6.2 feet

Rear: 30 feet Rear: 53.5 feet
Building Height 25 feet to the midpoint | 25-0 3/4" feet to the midpoint
FAR 2,971 SF 2,962 SF
Building Lot Coverage 2,311 SF 1,867 SF
Impervious Surface Coverage Total 3,630 SF 2,442 SF

The existing neighborhood consists primarily of smaller scale, single-story and one-and-a-half-story homes with a mix of attached and
detached garages. There are five teardowns previously completed on this block, and two other houses that have been expanded with full
second floors.

The proposed design is generally consistent with the other previously approved teardowns on this block. The single story porch roof across
the front of the proposed house is a nice feature to help fit in with the scale of the adjacent single-story homes, and the hipped main roof
helps to keep the height of the side walls from being too tall.

However, the proposed height slightly exceeds the maximum allowed, so it is recommended that the pitch of the main roof be reduced from
10:12 to 8:12 to better fit the scale of the neighborhood, and to comply with code. Additionally, it is recommended that additional windows
be added to the side elevations to help break up large blank wall areas. It is recommended that windows be added in the first floor Study,
Garage, and second floor Bedroom 4. Finally, the Design Commission should evaluate the proposed dark “Night Gray” siding color against
the context of the neighborhood, and consider a more subtle earth tone color siding to better complement the existing houses.

J\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-040 - 939 N. Salem Ave\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc



PIN#: 03-30-202-008
Single-Family (Teardown) DC 18-040

RECOMMENDATION:
Itis recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 939 N. Salem Avenue.
This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans received 4/25/18, and the following:

1.

2.

It is recommended that the pitch of the main roof be reduced from 10:12 to 8:12 to better fit the scale of the neighborhood, and
to comply with code.

It is recommended that additional windows be added to the side elevations in the first floor Study, Garage, and second floor
Bedroom 4.

Evaluate the proposed dark “Night Gray” siding color against the context of the neighborhood, and consider a more subtle earth
tone color siding to better complement the existing houses.

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.

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

May 17, 2018

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

Cc: Charles Witherington-Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 18-040

J\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-040 - 939 N. Salem Ave\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc



PLAT OF SURVEY

03-30-202-008
STRUCTURE INFORMATION

F:\PROJECTS\4291-Rize Properties\939 N Salem - Arlington Heights\DWG\SA000001.dwg;csalazar;February 28, 2018
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939 N Salem

Siding: James Hardie — Night Gray
Roofing: Owens Corning — Estate Gray
Trim: LP SmartTrim - White
Gutters/Downspouts: Aluminum - White




Material Schedule
939 N. Salem Ave
Arlington Heights

ITEM MATERIAL MANUFACTURER COLOR
Roof Asphalt Shingles Owens Corning Estate Gray
Siding Fiber Cement James Hardie Night Gray
Trim/Fasica LP Smart Trim LP White
Gutters Aluminum ACM White
Windows Vinyl Pella White
Garage Door Steel Clopay White




Item: DC#18-042 - 739 N. Belmont Ave. - SF/New

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action

,_Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new single-family residence.
Recommendation

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new
single-family residence to be located at 739 N. Belmont Avenue. This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated
4/24/18 and received 4/25/18, 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, 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.

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

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report

Exhibits Exhibits



PIN#: 03-29-118-025
Single-Family (New) DC 18-042

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:

Project Name: 739 N. Belmont Avenue DC Number: 18-042

Project Address: 739 N. Belmont Avenue Petitioner Name: Gary Geisler

Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: 4130 Coyote Lakes Circle
Lake in the Hills, IL 60156

Date Prepared: May 11, 2018 Meeting Date: May 22, 2018

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

The petitioner is proposing to build a new two-story residence with an attached two-car garage on an existing vacant lot. The subject
site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of 9,237 square feet and the proposed residence
will have approximately 3,969 square feet. This project does comply with the R-3 zoning requirements as summarized below.

ALLOWED PROPOSED
Setbacks Front; 25 feet Front: 26 feet
Side: 7 feet Side: 8.13 feet
Side: 7 feet Side: 7 feet
Rear: 30 feet Rear: 47 feet
Building Height 25 feet to the midpoint 25 feet to the midpoint
FAR 4,133 SF 3,969 SF
Building Lot Coverage 3,233 SF 2,671 SF
Impervious Surface Coverage Total 4,619 SF 3,687 SF

The existing neighborhood is primarily two-story homes with a mix of attached and detached garages. The proposed design fits well
with the scale of the context in this location. Overall, the proposed design is nicely done in a traditional style that fits well on this block.
The front elevation is nicely composed with a variety of materials and varied rooflines.

The only concern with the proposed design is that the front entry is recessed behind the face of the garage, whereas it is generally
recommended that the front entry be the focal point. However, it is a wide lot and the garage elevation is nicely designed, so thisis a
minor concern.

RECOMMENDATION:
Itis recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 739 N. Belmont Avenue.
This recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated 4/24/18 and received 4/25/18, 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, 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 architectthomeowner/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.

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

J\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-042 - 739 N. Belmont Ave\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc



PIN#: 03-29-118-025
Single-Family (New) DC 18-042

May 11, 2018

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

Cc: Charles Witherington-Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 18-042

J\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-042 - 739 N. Belmont Ave\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc
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I L N [
| |
( OEXIST.
TREE
“ 1000
SITE PLAN )
NORTH (r AY4 N N 7 N
B kRESIDENCE W/ BASEMENT) \ DESIGN COMMISSION REVIEW Iy RESIDENCE )
( HOMAS Y4 ARCHITECT'S CERTIFICATION YA )
T UCKLEY | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED -[3q NORTH BELMONT
ARCHITECT L CIS IO S || ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, I
(2018-020DC )
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CONCRETE CURB
AND GUTTER

NORTH BELMONT AVENUE

PREPARED FOR: GARY GEISLER

THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT
ILLINDIS MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A BOUNDARY SURVEY.

PLAT IS VOID IF IMPRESSED SEAL DOES NOT APPEAR

STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF cOOK>

I, TERENCE R. CAHILL, AN ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR,
HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE SURVEYED THE PROPERTY AS HEREIN
DESCRIBED, AND THAT THIS PLAT IS A CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF
SAID SURVEY.

ALL DIMENSIONS ARE GIVEN IN FEET AND DECIMAL PARTS THEREDF.

DATE:
LIC. EXP. 11-30-18

TERENCE R. CAHILL
ILLINDIS P.L.S. #35-2859

BASIS OF BEARING
PER RESUBDIVISION PLAT

PLAT OF SURVEY

LOT 2 IN THE T & J ANDERSON PLAT OF RESUBDIVISION, BEING A RESUBDIVISION OF THE NORTH 165.00 FEET
OF THE WEST HALF OF BLOCK 8 IN D.W. MILLER'S ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ACRE ADDITION IN THE EAST HALF OF
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 11 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED FEBRUARY 25, 2008 AS DOCUMENT 0805622057 IN
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

COMMONLY KNOWN AS: 739 NORTH BELMONT AVENUE, ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL.
PIN: 03—-29-118-023

/FOUND 1" IRON PIPE

EX. RESIDENCE #743 s

S89°37'14”E(R)

~
<

4.4

2V CONTINENTAL
ENGINEERS &
“4 SURVEYORS, INC.

/FOUND 1” IRON PIPE

NOO°00’'00”E(R&M) 70.00(R) 70.08(M)

L

=z

—

X

O

<

o

A

O

=z

()

-

2 LOT 2
i 9237 SF
N (VACANT)

7' BUILDING SETBACK LINE

30" BUILDING SETBACK LINE

5" PUBLIC UTILITY & DRAINAGE EASEMENT
SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH 165.0° OF BLOCK 8 \

S00°00’00"E(M) 70.00(R) 69.93(M)
S00°01°26”E(R)

15" PUBLIC UTILITY & DRAINAGE E/—\SEMENT/

EAST LINE OF THE WEST 1/2 OF BLOCK 8

>-6" WOOD FENCE

\FOUND CONCRETE
MONUMENT

e ©
<+ <+

N89°39'08"W(M) 131.95(M) 131.89(R)
S89°37'14”"E(R)

EX. RESIDENCE #733

LEGEND
R = RECORD
M = MEASURED

NOTE:

EASEMENTS AND BUILDING LINES INDICATED ARE TAKEN FROM ORIGINAL RECORDED
SUBDIVISION PLAT. FOR SUBSEQUENT EASEMENTS AND BUILDING LINES, ADDED,
ALTERED, OR NOT DEPICTED UPON RECORDED SUBDIVISION PLAT, REFER TO TITLE
POLICY, DEED OR INSTRUMENT CREATING SAME.

FIELD SURVEY DATE: _12/26/17

FOUND 1/2” IRON ROD/

COPYRIGHT©2017 BY CES, INC.
CONTINENTAL ENGINEERS & SURVEYORS, INC.

Consulting Engineers e Land Surveyors e Planners
lllinois Professional Design Firm #184—003402
1315 FAIRMONT ROAD, HOFFMAN ESTATES, ILLINOIS 60169
(847>885-3326 FAXi(847>885-3496

17-183




SAN/STM MH

j RIM=695.23
INV=686.06

N/

|

|

I

|
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|

|

|

|

|

|

l

|

|

\

*

11/2" Y K

LEGAL DESCRIP

TION

LOT 2 IN THE T & J ANDERSON PLAT OF RESUBDIVISION, BEING A RESUBDIVISION OF THE NORTH 165.00 FEET

OF THE WEST HALF OF BLOCK 8 IN D.W. MILLER’S ARLINGTON HEIGHTS ACRE ADDITION IN THE EAST HALF OF
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 11 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL

MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED FEBRUARY 25, 2008 AS DOCUMENT 0805622057 IN
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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ENGINEERS &
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CONCRETENCURB AND GUTTER

o — L <7 — —

APPROX. LOCATION OF PLUG
(FIELD VERIFY)

6" PVC(SDR 26)
SANITARY SERVICE

/

/0.00

0s69

®
o ©)
> i
IS
|
EX. RESIDENCE #743 \
TOP /FDN=696.18 |
S A
FOUND 1" IRON PIPE Q STM INL i FOUND—+*TRON PIPE
RIM=694.28
INV.N=690.68 ‘
W?ﬂ 86 INV.S=690,/5 &|
695‘0W \
VA )y (X\\
7BUILDING SETBACK LINE |
(X\\
\
\
L&
\ —
N
| L
o,
(X\_D
<
| S
.
=>
e g
Y \ " O
|} \ 2 O
5 = O
& : \ 3
? © N
3 " ‘ E
o} n X D
.m o | 9
Te] =z —
(POOR CONDITION) ~ = \ a
= a
3 | £
[ (R
™M T
(N
\
\
rl\
\ =
\
(l\
7" BUILDING SETBACK LINE \ 6’ WOOD FENCE
B N\ HEDGE ROW N T~ [—\.:I‘\z\STM B
5 PUBLIC UTILITY & DRAINAGE EASEMENT RIM=693.28
INV=691.03
\ 131.89 /
FOUND-CONCRETE S~
MONU(i/IENT FOUND 1/2” IRGN_ROD
EX. RESIDENCE #733
TOP/FDN=693.34
1) SITE BM: "X" CUT IN CONCRETE CURB
ON THE NORTH PROPERTY LINE
IMPORTANT

EXTENDED WEST.
ELEVATION = 693.10 (NAVD 88 DATUM)

VERIFY BUILDING LINES AND EASEMENTS
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

oY CONTINENTAL
ENGINEERS &
“4 SURVEYORS, INC.

LEGEND

EXISTING CONTOUR

696 ~— PROPOSED CONTOUR
65(
XQ)'\‘D’ EXISTING SPOT ELEVATION
©693.5 PROPOSED SPOT ELEVATION
—_— DIRECTION OF SURFACE WATER
— A= EXISTING SWALE
— A N\— PROPOSED SWALE
—SF—-CLF—— COMBINATION SILT/CHAINLINK FENCE
SL SILT LOGS
— - — — EX. STORM SEWER
—_—) PROPOSED STORM SEWER
r— PROPOSED UNDERDRAIN
- <= EX. SANITARY SEWER
b PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER
- — - — —— EX. WATERMAIN/SERVICE
—  — — — —— PROPOSED WATERMAIN/SERVICE
o— DOWNSPOUT W/DIRECTION OF FLOW

INDEX TO SHEETS

1.) EXISTING CONDITIONS
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

)
) CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
)
)

EROSION CONTROL DETAILS

PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS & SOIL EROSION
AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL NOTES

PLANS PREPARED FOR:

PLATINUM CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPERS, INC.
GARY GEISLER

4130 COYOTE LAKE CIRCLE

LAKE IN THE HILLS, IL.

PH: 847-529-7651

E—MAIL: garygeislerT@gmail.com

PROJECT ENGINEER AND SURVEYOR:
CONTINENTAL ENGINEERS & SURVEYORS, INC.
TERRY CAHILL  (847) 885—-3326

E—MAIL: terryrc@ces—consultants.com

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 739 NORTH BELMONT AVENUE
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL

PIN: 03—29-118-023 COPYRIGHT©2018 BY CES, INC.

CONTINENTAL ENGINEERS & SURVEYORS, INC.
Consulting Engineers e Land Surveyors e Planners
Illinois Professional Design Firm #184—003402

1315 FAIRMONT ROAD, HOFFMAN ESTATES, ILLINOIS 60169
(8475>885-3326 FAX:(847>885-3496

CALL JULIE TOLL FREE
1(800>892-0123

OPERATES 24 HOURS A
DAY 365 DAYS A YEAR N e)

Revision By|Date

WARNING

@

EXISTING CONDITIONS

CALL BEFORE|
YOU DIG

Designed By TRC Approved By MCR

CALL
1¢800>892-0123

48 HOURS BEFORE
YOU DIG

17-183
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Date 3/15/18 Drawn By WJB Sheet 1 Of 5




2V CONTINENTAL
ENGINEERS &
“4 SURVEYORS, INC.

PROPOSED SANITARY SERVICE CONSTRUCTION PROPOSED WATER SERVICE CONSTRUCTION

ONNECT TO EX. 6” PVC SERVICE @ PLUG (1) CONNECT TO EX. BUFFALO BOX(BBOX). PROVIDE 2' X 2' BOX OUT
CONNEC ¢ ¢ AROUND BBOX W/FULL DEPTH(6") EXPANSION JOINT OF CONTINUOUS
PREFORMED 1/2” JOINT FILLER.

42" +/— OF 6" PVCP(SDR 26) @ 1% MIN. W/CLEANOUT TO FINISHED

@ ©®O

GRADE = 695.0 +/— , .,
) @ 62" +/— OF 1 1/2” TYPE K COPPER WATER SERVICE
Scole 17 = 107 8 +/— OF 6” DIP(CL52) @ 1% MIN. CONNECT TO 6” DIP STUB
BY PLUMBER @ 10’ OF 4" PVC(SCH 80) SLEEVE. EXTEND SLEEVE THRU FULL WIDTH
OF INNER FOUNDATION WALL & HYDRAULIC CEMENT BOTH ENDS OF
SLEEVE PRIOR TO BACKFILLING THE WATER SERVICE.
SAN/STM MH
RIM=695.23
i INV=686.06
N CONCRETE /ASPHALT NOTES
I Lj CONCRETE WORK SUCH AS: PATIOS, PRIVATE WALKS, ETC. PLACED AT GRADE:
| o, — INSPECTIONS PERFORMED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND HEALTH
| ° SERVICES (847) 368—5560
| e — MINIMUM 4" THICKNESS OF CONCRETE FOR PRIVATE WALKS, PATIOS, ETC.
| \ — MINIMUM 6 BAG MIX WITH WATER REDUCER.
\ | ® o — EXPANSION AND CONTROL JOINTS AS REQUIRED.
o > -~ WELDED WIRE REINFORCEMENT IS OPTIONAL IN ALL WORK.
| \‘/ < NOTE: INSTALL SILT FENCE(SF) INSIDE OF s ~ PITCH ALL WORK AWAY FROM HOUSE FOR DRAINAGE.
[ g 6’ CHAINLINK FENCE(CLF) = - MINIMUM 4” GRAVEL BASE BELOW ALL CONCRETE; NO PEA GRAVEL ALLOWED.
| & | — ANY CONCRETE WORK ON AN EASEMENT WILL REQUIRE PERMISSION FOR ALL
| | i EX. RESIDENCE #743 / 1 UTILITIES INVOLVED.
| Ny | B | TOP /FDN=696.18 4 | - A MINIMUM OF 3" IS REQUIRED BETWEEN THE TOP OF CONCRETE SLAB AND
‘ I | Z | ound \ IRON PIPE & s ex. onoes @ e(re) ST N | N S PIPE THE TOP OF THE EXISTING FOUNDATION.
) @ CORNER ' = :
| P |FUT/  URLG LTI & BRANAGE. EAseiENT INV.N=690.68 | FOR CONCRETE WORK ON: DRIVEWAYS, DRIVEWAY APPROACHES AND PUBLIC
‘ o) 6037 E 6238 SF—CLE oL ] 131.86 S oLF o INV.S=69045 I%I SIDEWALKS:
| <[ S ] > - i . SF— — INSPECTIONS PERFORMED BY THE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT (847) 368—5250.
‘ I w2 AN T S S T 5 \ RAOE LoGALLY — FORMS IN APPROACH TO BE A MINIMUM OF 6” IN DEPTH.
| | 2 N | M ) _ e oo ————Il T (~ ok To INLET(TYP) — CONCRETE TO BE A MINIMUM 6.1 BAG MIX, CLASS PV, OR EQUIVALENT.
U al | AN N le P el s == Tdessol .\ T N /S R —/— W SN S ey N | — EXPANSION JOINTS 6” x %" REQUIRED BETWEEN SIDEWALK AND DRIVEWAY
‘ [T Teoz7s0N, = —~essah N e oz 555.0 S < * N APPROACH, AND CURB AND DRIVEWAY APPROACH, OR AS DIRECTED.
DEPRESS T/C BY < ' \ A \ 6oy N — DRIVEWAY APPROACHES AND AREAS WHERE A PUBLIC SIDEWALK CROSSES A
SAWCUTING =~ \ S \ | CONCRETE STOOP SN X [ = » »
‘ METHOD ~~ \ S \ \ \ / N ‘O = DRIVEWAY REQUIRE A MINIMUM CONCRETE THICKNESS OF 6” AND 2
. | _ \ \ - N (™ \ Z COMPACTED CA—6 GRAVEL BASE (NO WIRE MESH ALLOWED; NO PEA GRAVEL
’ - N -0 T -7 \ \\ASF‘HALT DRIVEWAﬂ\ o N \\ \\ \\ S ALLOWED) (
| w .
‘ | S \ 5% es | Jeos. | ~—sce- — s% NANRAY g - PUBLIC SIDEWALKS NOT INTERSECTING A DRIVEWAY REQUIRE A MINIMUM
| | I BN st ' L - LOT 2 o - AT z CONCRETE THICKNESS OF 5", AND 2" COMPACTED CA—6 GRAVEL BASE (NO
‘ U by \ 4 @ 2 : T2 N WIRE MESH ALLOWED; NO PEA GRAVEL ALLOWED).
Y ) 2, q . L - - PRIVATE DRIVEWAYS (FROM HOUSE TO PUBLIC RIGHT—OF—WAY) REQUIRE THE
\ o Al Axe S AT | — % 0 & o \ 2 FOLLOWING MINIMUMS: 4” FORMS, CONCRETE THICKNESS OF 4", COMPACTED
| < - \ \‘ COVERED CONCRETE. FORCH 696.04f7] L ]| | e \ o CA—6 GRAVEL BASE; WIRE MESH OPTIONAL; NO PEA GRAVEL ALLOWED.
\ 69239(D) .o\ / | R z
_ i Ry TN 00 _sse1s/ cos2n PROPOSED 2 STORY RESIDENCE || Nl E TR ASPHALT WORK ON DRIVEWAYS:
2 = f 0 TOP OF FDN=695.5 I AN 0/ o INSPECTIONS PERFORMED BY THE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT (847) 368—5250.
5\ ° | , FIN 1ST FL=696.54 o %0 S — MINIMUM 2 %” COMPACTED DEPTH OF SURFACE MIX OVER 6” COMPACTED
= 2 | ey -2 o BSMT FL=686.83 sos.0alsl | SRS CA—6 GRAVEL; NO PEA GRAVEL ALLOWED.
= ‘ \ 7/ E : 3 = . oo [ o i 20’ | | \ \
v 2 se | Eq = 6" DIP STUSBED & PLUGGED 6350 " o R ALL FLAT WORK REQUIRES A PREPOUR/BASE INSPECTION AND A FINAL
‘ © | © - BY PLUMBER A/C NS » [ \ 3 J INSPECTION
‘ q © &E 2 \ 2 ) | N AL — PRIOR TO SCHEDULING A FINAL INSPECTION THE FORMS MUST BE REMOVED AND
L N b < - B /o N \A THE AREA BACKFILLED.
‘ S = T 2§ & R @6 1/2 © : A \
S %) | QE 3 695.0s % / I l\\ \\
=) >
‘ Lé\‘ / Eg E 696.21 : \ // : ,\\ \\ /
= O 0 . \
: S T EQE g Q== _r/ron=69s5 695.0 // é ‘\ e \\l
= O _ s 6,
‘ § | qu | - j/STEF’ OR SLOPE_FDN DOWN SUMP PUT%PR%E[';ISCHARGE . /R|SER INV=693.0 gb:) P £ 693.6 \\ '\\
+e] |
N | - Tg T/EDN=693.5 —695. m | \
‘ o T E | ———— [ JADN=6955 TOP/ww 693?_6265 (TYP)\ ?ET‘ /// 4 PVCP(SDR26) @ 1% MIN: ‘\ V=692 27 \\ \ko‘&
| SR . | -1 | omggrones o~ S pgy /U F == T =R b e GENERAL NOTES
0 Q \6‘92 | S e .70 7 BYILDING SETBACK LUNE__ = —— e — e — i | - \ . \6933 \
‘ \T/ > | TN e ey L6935 ——______ \ /B =694 _ 4/}&9“ l Ttk 1) SWALES SLOPES SHALL BE 1.0% OR GREATER
‘ =~ | X ~<\  — —/ — A —_—= — —— — Y STM |cB
| | +|\\ 2l 2| |~ 157 ) N 1o 6935,,J oo T w7 {%xrggzsggpu S Rimdsos.2s 2) ALL GROUND SLOPES SHALL BE 3:1 OR FLATTER
A SR ; g HEDGE ROW v LR L INV=691.03
\ \J N sL = sfif SF Ol ————————————{ 5r—CIF SF—clF de== SF—GLF T\ R 3) ALL DOWNSPOUTS SHALL DISCHARGE TO GRADE ONTO CONCRETE SPLASH BLOCKS
1 DO CoRALE | | \ 131.89 4) ALL UNDERGROUND WATER SERVICE PIPING SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH A MINIMUM
‘ ‘ | | FOUND-CONCRE TG, INSTALL WOOD NAILERS IN FDN » OF 12” OF SAND
| | INSTALL SLT LOBS(SL) PRIoR 103 | MONOMENT WALL FOR DROP DOWN' SIDING FOND 1/2" IRONEQD 5) PROPERTY ZONING IS R—3:SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
| N ANY REGRADING IN_PARKWAY EX. RESIDENCE #733 ’
| I TOP /FDN=693.34 6) ANY OFFSITE DRAINAGE THRU THE SITE SHALL REMAIN UNIMPEDED
‘ | 7) ALL CHAIN LINK FENCING SHALL BE NO LESS THAN 6’ IN HEIGHT WITH LOCKING GATE PER
‘ U VILLAGE REQUIREMENTS
f 8) CONTACT THE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT (847-368-5250) AND THE PUBLIC WORKS
| | DEPARTMENT (847—368—5800) TO ARRANGE FOR SCHEDULING WATER TAPS, INSPECTIONS, ETC.
\
\
\T/ é NOTE: INSTALL SILT FENCE (SF), CHAINLINK FENCE(CLF)
‘ | AND STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE (SCE)
| PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES !!! SITE DATA
N/ LOT ZONING DISTRICT: R—3
[ LOT AREA=9,231 SF(SUBD PLAT)
| MAXIMUM IMPERVIOUS SURFACE COVERAGE
50% OF 9,231 SF = 4,616 SF
PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS SURFACE COVERAGE=3,907 SF
3,907/9,231 = 42.3% < 50%
SAN/STM MH MAXIMUM BUILDING LOT COVERAGE
i 35% OF 9,231 SF = 3,231 SF
PROPOSED BUILDING LOT COVERAGE COPYRIGHT@ 2018 BY CES. INC.
2,870/9,231 = 31.1% < 35% ’
MAXIMUM IMPERVIOUS 25’ FRONT YARD COVERAGE CDL\'TIZENTAL: I':.NGINEELESdi‘, SURVEYElRS' INC.
50% OF 1 750 SF(25, X 70,) _ 875 SF ons mg ngineers e vqr urveyors o anners
’ lllinois Professional Design Firm #184—003402
PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS FRONT YARD COVERAGE = 578 SF CALL JULIE TOLL FREE 1315 FAIRMONT ROAD, HOFFMAN ESTATES, ILLINOIS 60169
578/1,750 = 33% < 50% LBO0vE92-0123 (847)885-3326  FAXi(847>885-3496
’ - OPERATES 24 HOURS A R
DAY 365 DAYS A YEAR No. Revision By[Date
WARNING
@ SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
1 CONTINENTAL CAIY_IETUB%EERE
IMPORTANT CALL ; TRC MCR
ENGINEERS & VERIFY BUILDING LINES AND EASEMENTS 45;1(3(6%283238}%?@; Des‘gme? By’ Apprg\/ed By
J SURVEYORS INC PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. YOU DIG Scale: 1"=10 Book No. Project No. 17-183
’ ) Date 3/15/18| Drawn By WJB Sheet 2 0Of 5




GEISLER RESIDENCE

739 NORTH BELMONT AVENUE
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142 NORTH BELMONT AVENUE

129 NORTH BELMONT AVENUE

122 NORTH

BELMONT AVENUE

LEFT
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142 NORTH BELMONT AVENUE

129 NORTH BELMONT AVENUE

LEFT SUBJECT RIGHT
PROFPOSED ELEVATION STUDY
SCALE /78" = |I'-0O"
( |l GEISLER
PROPOSED TWO-STORY
4-24-18 RELEASED FOR
~PRES ST UVE S A RAER T || DESIGN COMMISSION REVIEW PESIDENCE
J o J
e by 129 NORTH BELMONT
 ARCHITECT | ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, I
P.O. BOX 95424 J::=OIS—O2ODCJ ﬁ _ @
HOFFMAN ESTATES, IL 40195 \.
TEL. 847-210-9530 (
tom®thomasbuckleyarchitect.com . 4-24-18 ] OF 8IX
J VAN Jj

122 NORTH BELMONT AVENUE




2/

J

OF SIX

Rl =5

|

J
)

CONTINUOUS RIDGE VENT

129 NORTH BELMONT
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL

4-24-18

((2018-020DC
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18 RELEASED FOR
DESIGN COMMISSION REVIEW

4-24-
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e—mail:

UCKLEY
ARCH}[T}ECT

HOMAS

PROPOSED TWO-STORY
BRICK, STONE + FRAME
RESIDENCE W/ BASEMENT

P.O. BOX 95424

HOFFMAN ESTATES, IL 60195
TEL. 847-3|10-9530
tom®thomasbuckleyarchitect.com
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r
\.
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CONTINUOUS RIDGE VENT

CONTINUOUS RIDGE VENT

Il_ou

TOWARD FRONT OR
REAR OF SITE

NORTH ELEVATION

DOWNSPOUT W/
SPLASHBLOCK
DIVERT WATER

SCALE 174"

MANUF.
INDIANA
LIMESTONE
PINE HALL
BRICK
MENARDS
KO
ACM
CLOPAY
CRESTLINE
ACM

SHINGLES

IN COLOR
OCWN IN COLCOR
OWN IN COLOR
OCWN IN COLCOR

K
K
K

VINYL
DARK BROWN IN COLOR

DESCRIPTION

HATCH

SIDING
[1]
ROOFING
WINDOWS
GUTTERS +
DOWNSPOUTS

ELEVATION MATERIALS
LOCATION

TRIM + FASCIA

GARAGE DOOR

Il_ou

EAST ELEVATION

SCALE 174"

t CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION
AVE EGRESS HARDWARE t FOLLOW EGRESS REQ'MNTS

I[ONS.

LASS SIZES TO BE FOLLOWED AS CLOSE AS POSSIBLE PER DIFFERENT MANUF.
WINDOWS IN WHICH THE BOTTOM EDGE OF THE WINDOUW IS LESS THAN 18" ABOVE

THE TOP OF THE FLOOR ARE REQUIRED TO BE TEMPERED.
FIELD VERIFY EMERGENCY ESCAPE ¢ RESCUE OPENINGS IN SLEEPING ROOMS

WINDOW SIZES BASED ON GLASS SIZES: ROUGH OPENINGS TO BE VERIFIED

W/ CHOSEN WINDOW MANUF.
A SILL HEIGHT OF LESS THAN 44" AFF

EGRESS WINDOW REQUIREMENTS
PROVIDE A NET CLEAR OPENING OF
5.1 SF OR GREATER, ACHIEVED

BY SIMPLY OPENING THE WINDOUW
PROVIDE A NET CLEAR OPENING OF
5.0 SF OR GREATER, FOR

GRADE LEVEL WINDOWS

A MINIMUM CLEAR WIDTH OF 20"

A MINIMUM CLEAR HEIGHT OF 24"
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Featured Color
Weatherwood




Item

Brick

Roof

Siding

Gutters
Trim/fascia

Windows

Garage Door
Stone

Material

Clay

Asphalt Architectural Shingles

Wood Siding

Aluminum

Vinyl

Aluminum
Limestone

Manufacturer

Pine Hall Brick

IKO

Menard’s

ACM

Crestline

Clopay

Indiana Limestone

Color

Botany Bay
Sample attached to display board

Weather Wood
Sample attached to display board

Dark Cream
Sample attached to display board

Dark Brown

Dark Brown

Dark Brown
Cream



Item: DC#18-038 - Arlington Market/Phase 2 - SF/New

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action

Approval of the proposed architectural design package for 17 new single-family
residences at the Arlington Market Planned Unit Development.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed architectural
designs for the single-family residences for Arlington Market, Phase II located at 1-52
N. Beverly Lane. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans dated
5/4/18 and received 5/9/18, Desigh Commission recommendations, compliance with
all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance of
all required permits and resolution of the following:

1. Itis recommended that all front porches be 5-0” deep for a consistent
appearance and better usability.

2. The front and sides under all front and back porches should be enclosed
with masonry or lattice.

3. Elevation 2C. Itis recommended that the entry portico be changed to a full
front porch to coordinate with the side elevations and floor plans.

4. Elevations 3A & 3B. It is recommended that the sides of the covered entry
enclosure be opened up as shown on the floor plan.

5. Utility Equipment. If feasible, all utility equipment, including pedestals and
transformers, shall be located behind the houses, away from the front yards, to
be reviewed and confirmed by Staff.

6. The petitioner is required to seek final Design Commission approval for
each residence through the Administrative Approval process.

7. The petitioner shall meet all previous approvals and amendments to
Ordinance 06-043, including Ordinance 14-015

8. The petitioner shall abide by the previously approved appeal for monotony



allowing the same floor plans to be built adjacent to each other, but that the
exterior elevations must adhere to the monotony code restrictions, which states

that like designs must be separated by two lots and cannot be directly across the
street from each other.

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, 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 Desigh Commission and any other Commission
or Board approval conditions. Itis the architect/homeowner/builder’s
responsibility to comply with the Design Commission approval and ensure that
building permit plans comply with all zoning code requirements.

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type

Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Exhibits Exhibits

Previous DC Reports & Approvals Exhibits



Arlington Market, Phase Il - DC#18-038
1-52 N. Beverly Lane

PIN # 03-29-411-056 thru 068, & 155 thru 159
(Single-Family Homes)

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCES

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:
Project Name: Arlington Market, Phase Il - DC Number: 18-038
Single-Family Residences
Project Address: 1-52 N. Beverly Lane Petitioner Name: Tom Buckley
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: ~ Tom Buckley Architects
PO Box 95624
Hoffman Estates, IL 60195
Date Prepared: May 17,2018 Meeting Date: May 22, 2018
Requested Action(s):

Approval of the proposed architectural design package for 17 new single-family residences at the Arlington Market Planned Unit
Development.

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

The Arlington Market development was previously reviewed by the Plan Commission and approved by the Village Board as a Planned
Unit Development (PUD) and Plat of Subdivision. Because this development was reviewed by 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 and Background:

The Arlington Market development was originally approved as a Planned Unit Developmentin 2006. However, at that time, the single-
family residences were never built, and the site remained vacant. Then, in 2014 the PUD was amended, and plans for 54 new single-
family residences were approved. Construction of the first 37 homes was completed in 2015.

At this time, the petitioner is seeking approval of the architectural designs for the remaining 17 single-family residences to be built
under the existing amended PUD. Design Commission approval is required because the new plans and elevations are different from
the previously approved designs.

Subject
Property

P:\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-038 - Arlington Market - Phase 2\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc 1



Arlington Market, Phase Il - DC#18-038
1-52 N. Beverly Lane

PIN # 03-29-411-056 thru 068, & 155 thru 159
(Single-Family Homes)

The current proposal shall meet all previous Village Board approvals through Ordinance 06-043 and subsequent amendments,
including Ordinance 14-015, pertaining to the subdivision such as landscape approvals, street layout and design, lot sizes and
zoning variations.

Monotony:
In 2006, an appeal was granted from the monotony section in Chapter 23, Section 23-203 of the Municipal Code to allow the

same floor plans to be built adjacent to each other, but that the exterior elevations must adhere to the monotony code restrictions
which states:

Section 23-203 Repetition of Design No contractor or builder shall construct two or more buildings of like exterior design
on the same side of any street unless such buildings are separated by two or more buildings or building sites, or a
combination thereof, of completely dissimilar design. Buildings of like exterior design may not be erected directly across the
street from each other.

All buildings shall be considered to be of “like exterior design” unless they have substantially different floor plans, elevations,
and are substantially different in exterior appearance in the opinion of the Code Official.

The current petition shall abide by the previously approved appeal for monotony. The petitioner has provided three different floor
plans with four different elevations for each plan, totaling 12 different elevations, which is consistent with the number of floor plans
and elevations approved for the 37 completed homes, per Ordinance 14-015.

Architectural Design:

The petitioner is seeking overall approval for the package of designs for the single-family residences, and if the Design Commission
concurs, then each individual elevation will be submitted and reviewed for Administrative Approval by Staff as the plans for each site
are developed in final form.

Staff feels that the package of proposed designs is nicely done. The designs and exterior materials have a similar and consistent
character as the 37 existing completed homes. The enhanced side elevations for the corner lots include first floor bumpouts which add
nice interest to the designs.

Design recommendations are as follows:

e Front Porches. Some front porches are too shallow, which has an odd appearance and will reduce functionality. It is
recommended that all front porches be 5'-0” deep for a consistent appearance and better usability.

e Porches. The front and sides under all front and back porches should be enclosed with masonry or lattice.

e Elevation 2C. The front elevation is not coordinated with the side elevations. It is recommended that the entry portico be
changed to a full front porch to coordinate with the side elevations and floor plans.

o Elevations 3A & 3B. Itis recommended that the sides of the covered entry enclosure be opened up as shown on the floor
plan.

Utility Screening:
All utility and mechanical equipment is required to be screened from view.

o Air Conditioning Units. The location of the air conditioning units is not shown on the plans, but they are not allowed within the
required side yards, so they must be located in the rear yards.

o Utility Equipment. Iffeasible, all utility equipment, including pedestals and transformers, shall be located behind the houses,
away from the front yards, to be reviewed and confirmed by Staff. Note: This matter will require further review as final site
engineering plans are developed to determine if adequate space is available.

P:\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-038 - Arlington Market - Phase 2\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc 2



Arlington Market, Phase Il - DC#18-038
1-52 N. Beverly Lane

PIN # 03-29-411-056 thru 068, & 155 thru 159
(Single-Family Homes)

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed architectural designs for the single-family residences for
Arlington Market, Phase Il located at 1-52 N. Beverly Lane. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans dated 5/4/18
and received 5/9/18, Design Commission recommendations, compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes
regulations and policies, the issuance of all required permits and resolution of the following:

1.
2.
3.

It is recommended that all front porches be 5’-0” deep for a consistent appearance and better usability.
The front and sides under all front and back porches should be enclosed with masonry or lattice.

Elevation 2C. Itis recommended that the entry portico be changed to a full front porch to coordinate with the side elevations
and floor plans.

Elevations 3A & 3B. Itis recommended that the sides of the covered entry enclosure be opened up as shown on the floor
plan.

Utility Equipment. If feasible, all utility equipment, including pedestals and transformers, shall be located behind the houses,
away from the front yards, to be reviewed and confirmed by Staff.

The petitioner is required to seek final Design Commission approval for each residence through the Administrative Approval
process.

The petitioner shall meet all previous approvals and amendments to Ordinance 06-043, including Ordinance 14-015

The petitioner shall abide by the previously approved appeal for monotony allowing the same floor plans to be built adjacent
to each other, but that the exterior elevations must adhere to the monotony code restrictions, which states that like designs
must be separated by two lots and cannot be directly across the street from each other.

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. Itis the architectthomeowner/builder’s responsibility to
comply with the Design Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code
requirements.

May 17, 2018

Steve Hautzinger AlA, 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 18-038

P:\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-038 - Arlington Market - Phase 2\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc 3
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ZONING CALCULATIONS

REQUIRED

LOT AREA

3.080 SF

MAX F.AR. [£5%]

1940 SF

MAX BUILDING COVERAGE [50%]

1540 SF

MAX IMPERVIOUS COYERAGE [54%]

1.124.8 SF

PROPOSED

PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR

983.0 SF

PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR

9%2.08 SF

BASEMENT ) 50% BELOW GRADE

N/A

PROPOSED TOTAL FLOOR AREA

|1945.08 SF

PROPOSED FAR

£3.15%

PROPOSED OPEN PORCHES

.17 SF

PROPOSED DETACHED GARAGE

442 SF

PROPOSED TOTAL
BUILDING COVERAGE

151617 SF

PROPOSED SIDEWALK, PATIO
AND DRIVEWAY

99.¢ SF

PROPOSED TOTAL
IMPERVIOUS SURFACE

1615.17 SF
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OPTION NO. 2 SITE PLAN
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OPTION NO. 2E SITE PLAN
SCALE 1/8* = I'-0O"
ZONING CALCULATIONS LOT 52 ZONING CALCULATIONS LOT 53
REQUIRED REQUIRED
LOT AREA 40129 sf LOT AREA 3.850.00 SF
MAX F.AR. [49%] 19995 SF MAX F.AR. [52%] 2,002.00 SF
MAX BUILDING COVERAGE [38%] 1550.34 SF MAX BUILDING COVERAGE [40%] 1540.00 SF
MAX IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE [5¢%]1 | 2.284.14 SF MAX IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE [54%1 | 2/56.00 SF
PROPOSED PROPOSED
PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR 101333 PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR 101333
PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR 914.55 SF PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR 919,55 SF
BASEMENT ) 50% BELOW GRADE N/A BASEMENT ) 50% BELOW GRADE N/A
PROPOSED TOTAL FLOOR AREA 1992.88 PROPOSED TOTAL FLOOR AREA 1992.88
PROPOSED FAR 48.84% PROPOSED FAR 5%
PROPOSED OPEN PORCHES 8452 SF PROPOSED OPEN PORCHES 8452 SF
PROPOSED DETACHED GARAGE 442 SF PROPOSED DETACHED GARAGE 442 SF
PROPOSED TOTAL PROPOSED TOTAL
BUILDING COVERAGE 1539.65 SF BUILDING COVERAGE 1529.85 SF PG ED o ST oRY 5-8-18_RELEASED FOR RESIDENTIAL
T BASEENT DESIGN COMMISSION REVIEW DEVELOPMENT
PROPOSED SIDEWALK, STEPS, PATIO PROPOSED SIDEWALK, STEPS, PATIO L
AND DRIVEWAY l05.3¢ SF AND DRIVEWAY 105.3¢ SF TTONLAS
— = — = THOMAS WING ST. ¢ BEVERLY LN.
PROPOSED TOTAL PROPOSED TOTAL L .
IMPERYIOUS SURFACE 1445.21 SF IMPERVIOUS SURFACE 1645.21 SF NLHHE&T ARLINGTON HEIGHTS

P.O. BOX 95624
HOFFMAN ESTATES, IL ¢OIN5
TEL. 841-310-9530 e—nail:

tom®thomash t.com
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MATERIALLIST FOR

ROUSE OFPTION [A

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION

MATERIAL

+
DOUWNSPOUTS

VINYL ~WHITEINCOLOR

DESCRIPTION MANUF.
[—
SIDING HARDIEFPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] PEARL GRAY INCOLOR HARDIE
SIDING HARDIESHINGLE JAMES
[2] NIGHT GRAY IN COLOR HARDIE
SIDING FACE BRICK ILLINOIS
[3] GLENGERY CABERNET INCOLOR BRICK
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES CAE
(1] NICKEL GRAY INCOLOR
TR_{_M HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SOEE|T HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SHERWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS




MATERIALLIST FOR

~OUSE OFPTION IB

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUFE.
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] SAILCLOTH INCOLOR HARDIE
—
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
[2] WOODSTOCK BROWNIN COLOR HARDIE
wooD
ST AIN EBONY INCOLOR MINWA X
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES GAF
1] BARKWOOD IN COLOR
TR_{_M HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SOEE|T HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SHERWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS

+

DOUWNSPOUTS

VINYL —WHITEIN COLOR




MATERIALLIST FOR

~OUSE OFPTION IC

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUF.
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] WOODSTOCK BROWN IN COLOR HARDIE
SIDING HARDIESHINGLE JAMES
(2] TIMBER BARK IN COLOR HARDIE
SIDING FACE BRICK JAMES
(3] HEBRON CASTLEWOOD IN COLOR HARDIE
_ ol
SOOEING ASPHALT SHINGLES ILLINOIS
1] BARKWOOD IN COLOR BRICK
T%m HARDIETRIM JAMES
chocin MONTEREY TAUPE IN COLOR HARDIE
comE T HARDIESOEEIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
MONTEREY TAUPE IN COLOR HARDIE
CEDAR - STAINED
COLUMNS - AGANDIRARa ISt MINWA X
GUTTERS
s VINYL - TANIN COLOR
DOUNSPOUTS




MATERIALLIST FOR

~OUSE OFPTION D

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUF.
SIDING HARDIEFPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] COUNTRYLANE RED INCOLOR HARDIE
SHUTTERS BLACKINCOLOR
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES CAE
(1] CHARCOALINCOLOR
ROOFING STANDING SEAMMETAL ROOFING
[2] BLACKINCOLOR INTERLOCK
TR_{_W HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SOFE|IT HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SHERWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS.
GUTTERS

+
DOUWNSPOUTS

VINYL —WHITEIN COLOR




MATERIALLIST FOR

ROUSE OFPTION 2A

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUF.
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
[1] EVENING BLUE INCOLOR HARDIE.
MTQYWErfwmn
i i,
SIDING Vg a LK NATURAL STONE VENEER ILLINOIS
[2] it LB | HALQUIST FONDULAC LEDGE BUFF BRICK
B | |
= -
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES CAE
[1] SLATEINCOLOR
ROOFING STANDING SEAMMETAL ROOFING
[2] CHARCOALINCOLOR NTESLOCK
T%m HARDIETRIM JAMES
= ASCIA ARCTIC UHITEINCOLOR HARDIE
SORET HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC UHITEINCOLOR HARDIE
SHERUWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS
+ VINYL - WHITE INCOLOR
DOWNSPOUTS




MATERIALLIST FOR

ROUSE OFPTION 2B

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUF.
f—
SIDING HARDIEFPLANK LARP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
1] = PEARL GRAY INCOLOR HARDIE
: )
SIDING HARDIEFPLANK LARP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
[2] NIGHT GRAY IN COLOR HARDIE
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES GAF
1] SLATEINCOLOR
TR_{_[M HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SOEEIT HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC WHITE INCOLOR HARDIE
SHERUWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS

+
DOUWNSPOUTS

VINYL —WHITEINCOLOR




MATERIALLIST FOR

HOUSE OFPTION 2C

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION | MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUE.
SIDING HARDIEFPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SIDING FACE BRICK ILLINOIS
[2] GLENGERY CABERNET INCOLOR BRICK
WwoobD
ST AIN EBONY INCOLOR MINWAX
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES GAF
(1] CHARCOALINCOLOR
TRJM HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTICUWHITEINCOLOR HARDIE
SOFEIT HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTICUWHITEINCOLOR HARDIE
SHERUWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS
+ VINYL —WHITEIN COLOR
DOUWNSPOUTS




MATERIALLIST FOR

~OUSE OFPTION 2D

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION

MATERIAL

+
DOUWNSPOUTS

VINYL —WHITEIN COLOR

DESCRIPTION MANUF.
SIDING HARDIEFPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SIDING HARDIEFPANEL VERTICAL SIDING JAMES
[2] SMOOTH HARDIE
ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR
SIDING FACE BRICK ILLINOIS
[3] GLENGERY CABERNET INCOLOR BRICK
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES CAE
(1] CHARCOALINCOLOR
TR_{_W HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SOFEIT HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SHERWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS




MATERIALLIST FOR

—OUSE OPTION 2 A

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUF.
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAR SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] NIGHT GRAY INCOLOR HARDIE
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAR SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
[2] ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
—
W"r" ¥ k]
W?fb;_
SIDING F 0 4 NATURAL STONE VENEER ILLINOIS
[3] i HALQUIST FONDULAC LEDGE BUFF BRICK
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES CAE
(1] CHARCOALINCOLOR
ROOFING STANDING SEAMMETAL ROOFING
[2] CHARCOALINCOLOR INTERLOCK
TRJM HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SOEEIT HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SHERWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS
+ VINYL - WHITE IN COLOR
DOWNSPOUTS




MATERIALLIST FOR

—OUSE OPTION 2B

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUFE.
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] EVENING BLUE INCOLOR HARDIE
E‘;’IF‘""‘? i _._.["-_"'F;vgr.‘rj
.[.;.‘" } = -{E, :I
SIDING AT AT, ) NATURAL STONE VENEER ILLINOIS
[2] e | HALQUIST FONDULAC LEDGE BUFF BRICK
SHUTTERS BLACKIN COLOR
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES GAF
(1] NICKEL GRAY INCOLOR
TR_{_W HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTIC WHITEINCOLOR HARDIE
SOEEIT HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC WHITEINCOLOR HARDIE
SHERWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS

+

DOUWNSPOUTS

VINYL —WHITEIN COLOR




MATERIALLIST FOR

—OUSE ORPTION 3C

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUF.
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] WOODSTOCK BROWN IN COLOR HARDIE
SIDING HARDIEPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(2] TIMBER BARK IN COLOR HARDIE
SIDING FACE BRICK ILLINOIS
(3] HEBRON CASTLEWOOD IN COLOR BRICK
SOOEING ASPHALT SHINGLES s
1] BARKWOOD IN COLOR
TRIT HARDIETRIM JAMES
chocin MONTEREY TAUPE IN COLOR HARDIE
SN HARDIESOFEIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
MONTEREY TAUPE IN COLOR HARDIE
CEDAR - STAINED SHERWIN
COLUMNS - EBONY IN COLOR WILLIAMS
GUTTERS
s VINYL - TANIN COLOR
DOUNSPOUTS




MATERIALLIST FOR

—OUSE OFPTION 32D

ELEVATIONMATERIALS

LOCATION MATERIAL DESCRIPTION MANUF.
SIDING HARDIEFPLANK LAP SIDING SMOOTH JAMES
(1] COUNTRYLANE RED INCOLOR HARDIE
SHUTTERS BLACKINCOLOR
ROOFING ASPHALT SHINGLES CAE
(1] CHARCOALINCOLOR
TR_{_W HARDIETRIM JAMES
EASCIA ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SOEE|T HARDIESOFFIT VENTED SMOOTH JAMES
ARCTIC WHITEIN COLOR HARDIE
SHERWIN
COLUMNS CEDAR - PAINTED WHITE UILLIAMS
GUTTERS

+
DOUWUNSPOUTS

VINYL -—WHITEINCOLOR




Adington Market - DC#13-107
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
{Single-Family Homes)

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:
Project Name: Arlington Market - Single-Family DC Number: 13-107
Residences
Project Address: Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave. Petitioner Name: Greg Collins
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: M/l Homes of Chicago LLC

400 E. Diehl Road, Suite 230
Naperville, IL 60563

Date Prepared: September 18, 2013 Meeting Date: September 24, 2013

Requested Action(s}):
1. Approval of the proposed general architectural designs for the single-family residences at Arlington Market,

ANALYSIS:

Summary

The subject design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review pursuant te Chapter & 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...to determine whether it meets with the standards, requirements and

purposes of the Design Guidelines and Chapter 30, Sign Code."

The Arlington Market development was previously approved as a Planned Unit Development in 2006. However, the single-family
residences were never built, and the site is currently vacant. A copy of the 2006 Design Commission staff report and
corresponding motion is attached to this report for reference. The current petitioner is proposing a new series of single-family
residences to be built under the existing PUD approval. However, Design Commission approval is required because the new
plans and elevations are different from the previously approved designs.
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Arlington Market - DC#13-107
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
{Single-Family Homes)

The current proposal shall meet all previous Village Board approvals through Ordinance 06-043 and any subsequent
amendments pertaining to the subdivision such as landscape approvals, street layout and design, lot sizes and any variations that
were granted through the Plan Commission process.

In January 2011, a different developer brought the previously approved project back to the Design Commission for approval of
design modifications to the originally approved plans. One of the significant changes was the removal of all brick from the sides
and rear of the homes. The project was approved, but was also never built. A copy of the staff report and motion are attached to
this report for reference.

Site:
The property is located at the northwest comer of Kensington Road and Dryden Avenue. The square footage of the entire site is
636,942 square feet or 14.62 acres. Currently the lot is vacant. The petitioner is proposing 50 single-family homes on the site.

It shouid be noted that the recently approved Hickory/Kensington plan calls for the extension of Campbell Street across the
subject property. However, if this petition is approved and buiilt, then the Campbell Street extension will become void.

Landscaping:

Landscaping was previously approved as part of the original PUD. The petitioner shall retain all elements of this approval, so
landscape is not covered under this review. Design review for landscape will only be required if the petitioner decides to make

changes to the previously approved landscape plans.

Monotony:

In 2006, an appeal was granted from the monotony section in Chapter 23, Section 23-203 of the Municipal Code to allow the
same floor plans to be built adjacent to each other, but that the exterior elevations must adhere to the monotony code restrictions
which states; like designs must be separated by two lots and cannot be directly across the street from each other. This appeal
was conditioned by the Design Commission such that the same elevation wouid not be repeated within 4 lots on either side of the
subject lot or within 4 lots directly across the street from the subject lot. However, the subsequent proposal in 2011 received
approval for separation of like designs per the monotony code, and the 4 lot separation was not required. The current petition
shall abide by the previously approved appeal for monotony, without the 4 lot separation requirement. The petitioner has
provided 3 different floor pians with 4 different elevations for each plan, totaling 12 different elevations (previously there were 4
different floor plans with a total of 15 different elevations).

Section 23-203 Repetition of Design No contractor or builder shall construct two or more buildings of like exterior design
on the same side of any street unless such buildings are separated by two or more buildings or building sites, or a
combination thereof, of completely dissimilar design. Buildings of like exterior design may not be erected directly across the

street from each other,

All buildings shall be considered to be of “like exterior design” unfess they have substantially different floor plans, elevations,
and are substantially different in exterior appearance in the opinion of the Code Official.

Architectural Design

The petitioner is seeking approval for the general design of the single-family residences, and if the Design Commission concurs, then
each individual elevation will be resubmitted and reviewed for Administrative Approval by staff as the plans are developed in final form.
The overali elevations are nicely designed and will create a nice character for the development.

Design recommendations are as follows:

Corner Lots. Per the original Design Commission approval, the exterior side elevations of the homes located on comner lots shall be
fully detailed and articulated, with wrap around porches. The current plans do not show these requirements.

Side & Rear Elevations. The originally approved project included a mix of brick and siding on the side and rear elevations. Consider
adding brick to some of the proposed side & rear elevations.
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Arlington Market - DC#13-107
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
{Single-Family Homes})

Siding. The approved PUD requires all exterior cladding to be a fire rated material such as masonry or fiber-cement siding. The
material list indicates vinylfaluminum siding which is not allowed.

Garages. Garage color and roof form shall match the principal building. To create additional variety, it is recommended to add a
window to the elevation that faces the house on some of the garages. The window should be detailed to match the house. Garages
are not allowed fo exceed 15' in height to the highest point.

. Air Conditioning Units. Air conditioning units shall be located on grade in the rear yard and are not allowed within the required
setbacks.

Plan A - Elevation 1. No comments,

Plan A - Elevation 2. It is recommended to provide a second floor window sill trim board on the sides and rear to align with the top of
the masonry on the front.

Plan A - Elevation 3. Brick on the first floor of the front only looks odd. if is recommended to omit the brick.

Plan A - Elevation 4. Brick on the first floor of the front only looks odd. It is recommended to either omit the brick or use brick on the
entire front elevation.

Plan B - Elevation 1. Itis recommended to add the second floor window sill trim board across the rear elevation to allow the two-tone
siding color.

Plan B - Elevation 2. Clarify how the two different siding colors will be applied to the sides and rear.

Pian B - Elevation 3. Clarify if the two different siding colors will apply fo the sides and rear. If so, then a continuous herizontal trim
board is recommended to separate the two colors.

Plan B - Elevation 4. The small window above the entry looks odd. It is recommended to lower the window on the wall.

Plan C - Elevation 1. The brick entry looks odd with an all siding home. Itis recommended to provide a typicai porch stoop similar to
plans A &B.

Plan C — Elevation 2. The curved entry roof looks out of context with the rest of the development. Also, clarify if the wall above the
entry will be brick or siding. Brick is shown on the side elevation.

Plan C - Elevation 3. Itis recommended to add panels between the first and second floor windows on the rear elevation to match the
front.

Plan C - Elevation 4. The wall space between the first and second floor windows looks large. Itis recommended to add a continuous
horizental trim band midpoint between the windows to break up the wall. The brick entry looks odd with an all siding home. Itis
recommended to provide a typical porch stoop similar to plans A & B.

RECOMMENDATION:

Itis recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed general architectural designs for the single-family residences
for Arlington Market (M/l Homes of Chicago LLC) located at Kensington Road & Dryden Avenue. This recommendation is subject to
compliance with the plans received 9/18/13, Design Commission recommendations, compliance with all appiicable Federal, State, and
Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance of all required permits and resolution of the following:

1. Design recommendations as noted in Architectural Design section above.
2. The petitioner shall meet all previous approvals and amendments to Ordinance 06-043.

3. The petitioner is required to seek final Design Commission approval for each residence through the Administrative Approval
process.

4. The petitioner shall abide by the previously approved appeal for monotony allowing the same floor plans to be built adjacent to
each other, but that the exterior elevations must adhere to the monotony code restrictians, which states that like designs must
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Arlington Market - BC#13-107
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.
PIN # 03-29-411-006,012,013,015
(Single-Famlly Homes)

be separated by two lots and cannot be directly across the street from each other. An updated site plan shall be submitied
with each individual design approval submittal indicating the location of each elevation type to facilitate enforcement of the
monotony code.

5. This review deals with architectural design only and shouid 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/homeowner/builder's responsibility
to comply with the Design Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code
requirements.

L
Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

¢ Wiliam C. Dixon, Village Manager, Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Communily Development, James McCalister, Acting Director of Building, Paul Butt,
Fire Insp Safety Supervisor, Chuck Kobus, Pemmit Inspector, Matt Dabrowsid, Development Pianner, Petitloner, DC File 10-095
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Arlington Market - DC#13-107
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave,
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
(Slngle-Family Homes)

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT

RE-REVIEW
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES
PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:
Project Name: Arlington Market - Single-Family DC Number: 13-107
Residences

Project Address: Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave. Petitioner Name: Greg Collins

Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: M/l Homes of Chicago LLC
400 E. Diehl Road, Suite 230
Naperville, IL 60563

Date Prepared: December 3, 2013 Meeting Date: December 10, 2013

Requested Action(s): :
1. Approval of the proposed general architectural designs for the single-family residences at Arlington Market including the

exterior material color scheme packages and exterior side elevations for comer lots.

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...to determine whether it meets with the standards, requirements and
purposes of the Design Guidelines and Chapter 30, Sign Code.”

The Arlington Market development was previously approved as a Planned Unit Development in 2006. However, the single-family
residences were never built, and the site is currently vacant. The current petitioner is proposing a new series of single-family
residences to be built under the existing PUD approval. However, Design Commission approval is required because the new
plans and elevations are different from the previously approved designs.
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Arington Market - DC#13.107
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
(Single-Famlly Homes)

The current proposal shall meet all previous Village Board approvals through Ordinance 06-043 and any subsequent
amendments pertaining to the subdivision such as landscape approvals, street layout and design, lot sizes and any variations that
were granted through the Plan Commission process.

Site:

The property is located at the northwest corner of Kensington Road and Dryden Avenue. The square footage of the entire site is
636,942 square feet or 14.62 acres. Currently the lot is vacant. The petitioner is proposing 54 single-family homes on the site.

It should be noted that the recently approved Hickory/Kensington plan calls for the extension of Campbell Street across the
subject property. However, if this development continues and is buitt, then the Campbell Street extension will not occur in this
portion of the project area.

Landscaping:

Landscaping was previously approved as part of the original PUD. The petitioner shall retain all elements of this approval, so
landscape is not covered under this review. Design review for landscape will only be required if the petitioner decides to make
changes to the previously approved landscape plans.

Monotony:

In 2006, an appeal was granted from the monotony section in Chapter 23, Section 23-203 of the Municipal Code to allow the
same floor plans to be built adjacent to each other, but that the exterior elevations must adhere to the monotony code restrictions
which states; like designs must be separated by two lots and cannot be directly across the street from each other. This appeal
was conditioned by the Design Commission such that the same elevation would not be repeated within 4 lots on either side of the
subject lot or within 4 lots directly across the street from the subject lot. However, the subsequent proposal in 2011 received
approval for separation of like designs per the monotony code, and the 4 lot separation was not required. The current petition
shall abide by the previously approved appeal for monotony, without the 4 lot separation requirement. The pefitioner has
provided 3 different floor plans with 4 different elevations for each plan, totaling 12 different elevations (previously there were 4
different floor plans with a total of 15 different elevations).

Section 23-203 Repetition of Design No contractor or builder shall construct two or more buildings of like exterior design
on the same side of any street unless such buildings are separated by two or more buildings or building sites, or a
combination thereof, of completely dissimilar design. Buildings of like exterior design may not be erected directly across the
street from each other.

All buildings shall be considered fo be of “like exterior design” unless they have substantially different floor plans, elevations,
and are substantially different in exterior appearance in the opinion of the Code Official.

Architectural Design

This proposal received Design Commission approval on Sep. 24, 2013 with requirements to return to the Design Commission for
further review of the exterior material color scheme packages and the development of designs for the exterior side elevations on
comer lots.

Summary of Revisions since Sep. 24, 2013:
1. Revisad color schemes are provided,

2. Atotal of six different exterior side elevations are provided for the comner lots. Note: The comer lots allow 4 additional feet of
buildable area to accommodate wrap around porches and bay windows.

3. All exterior design revisions required by the Sep. 24 motion have been addressed.
4, Detached garage heights have been reduced to 15 feet to comply with code.
5. A double door option has been added to the rear of the detached garages facing the house.
The revised color schemes include a variety of siding colors which will add interest to the overall development. The exterior side
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Arlington Market - DC#13-107
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
(Single-Family Homes)

elevations for the corner lots have been nicely developed with bay windows and wrap around porches. The additional garage option
will add a welcome variety.

RECOMMENDATION:

Itis recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed general architectural designs for the single-family residences
including the exterior material color scheme packages.and exterior side elevations for corner lots for Arlington Market (Ml Homes of
Chicago LLC) located at Kensington Road & Dryden Avenue. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the revised plans
dated 11/8/13 and received 11/14/13, Design Commission recommendations, compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and
Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance of all required permits and resolution of the following:

1. The petitioner shall meet all previous approvals and amendments to Ordinance 06-043.
2. The petitioner is required to seek final Design Review for each residence through the Administrative Approval process.

3. The petitioner shall abide by the previously approved appeal for monotony allowing the same floor plans to be built adjacentto
each other, but that the exterior elevations must adhere to the monotony code restrictions, which states that like designs must
be separated by two lots and cannot be directly across the street from each other. An updated site plan shall be submitted
with each individual design approval submittal indicating the location of each elevation type to facilitate enforcement of the
monotony code.

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, any other zoning and/or land use issues or decisions that stem from zoning, sign code or building or any other
reviews. In addition fo the normal technical review, permit drawings will be reviewed for consistency with the Design
Commission and any other Commission or Board approval conditions. [t 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
requirements.

Steve Hautzinger, Design Wlanner

¢ Willam C. Dixon, Vitlage Manager, Charles Wilherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Developmant, James McCalister, Director of Building & Health Services,
Kate Lockerby, Development Flanner, Petitioner, DC File 13-107
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DESIGN COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

D.C. Number: 13-107 PIN&  Multiple
Project Name: Arlington Market / Single-Family Homes
Address: NW comner of Dryden Ave. & Kensington Rd.
Petitioner Name: M/l Homes Chicago LLC / Greg Collins
400 E. Diehl Rd.
Naperville, IL 60563 Date: December 10, 2013

On December 10, 2013 the Design Commission met to review the proposed general architectural designs for the proposed single-family
residences at Arlington Market including the exterior material color scheme packages and exterior side elevations for comer lots.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, TO
RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED GENERAL ARCHITECTURAL DESIGNS FOR THE SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENCES FOR ARLINGTON MARKET (M/| HOMES OF CHICAGO LLC) LOCATED AT KENSINGTON ROAD AND
DRYDEN AVENUE. THIS RECOMMENDATION IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS DATED 11/8/13
AND RECEIVED 11/14/13, 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 SOFTEN THE 'HARRIS CREAM’ SIDING COLOR IN PORTRAIT COLLECTION #3, TOBE
REVIEWED BY STAFF.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, TO
AMEND THE MOTION AND ADD THE FOLLOWING:

2, THE PETITIONER SHALL MEET ALL PREVIOUS APPROVALS AND AMENDMENTS TO ORDINANCE 06-043,

3. AREQUIREMENT THAT THE PETITIONER SEEK FINAL DESIGN REVIEW FOR EACH SINGLE-FAMILY HOME
THROUGH THE ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL PROCESS.

4. THE PETITIONER SHALL ABIDE BY THE PREVIOUSLY APPROVED APPEAL FOR MONOTONY ALLOWING THE
SAME FLOOR PLANS TO BE BUILT ADJACENT TO EACH OTHER, BUT THAT THE EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
MUST ADHERE TO THE MONOTONY CODE RESTRICTIONS, WHICH STATES THAT LIKE DESIGNS MUST BE
SEPARATED BY TWO LOTS AND CANNOT BE DIRECTLY ACROSS THE STREET FROM EACH OTHER. AN
UPDATED SITE PLAN SHALL BE SUBMITTED WITH EACH INDIVIDUAL DESIGN SUBMITTAL INDICATING THE
LOCATION OF EACH ELEVATION TYPE TO FACILITATE ENFORCEMENT OF THE MONOTONY CODE.

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, 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/HOMEOWNER/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.

6. THE PETITIONER SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND
POLICIES.

ECKHARDT, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; BOMBICK, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.
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Steve Hautzinger, Deslgn Planner
December 17, 2013

¢ Charles Witherington-Perking, Director Planning and Community Development, James McGalister, Diractor Building 8 Health Sarvices, Chuck Kobus, Building Services, Debbie Curkin,
Building Services, Mark Dodgson, Buliding Senvices, Mius Mclntyre, Bullding Seyvices, Petiionsr, DC Fila 13-107

1. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the petitioner is responsible to fulfll all requirements on the C.0.A. and incorporale into revised drawings.

2. Once adesign approval is received, the petitioner is responsible for submitting updated and approved drawings to the Building Department for
permit review, consistent with the design approval. If the petitioner makes changes afier the design is approved, the petitioner is then required
to submit revised drawings for review and approval.

3. The Certificate of Approval shall be effective for no more than 12 months from the date it was issued. Unless a building permit has besn issued
and construction commenced within this time period, the COA shall be vold. An extension of up to 12 months can be obtained by submitling a
detailed request to the Planning & Community Development Depariment.
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Arlington Market - DC#10-095
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave,
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
(Single-Famlly Homes)

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT
SINGLE FAMILY HOMES

PROJECT INFORMATION.: PETITION INFORMATION:
Project Name: Arlington Market DC Number: 10-095
Project Address: Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave. Prepared By: Afshan Hamid
Petitioner Name: Brian Nagorsky Petitioner Address: 425 Huehl Road
Red Seal Development Corp. Building 18
Northbrook, IL 60062
Date Prepared: January 4, 2011 Meeting Date: January 11, 2011
Requested Actien(s):
1. Approval of the proposed architectural design for single-family homes.
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...to determine whether it meets with the standards, requirements and

purposes of the Design Guidelines and Chapter 30, Sign Code."

The Design Commission reviews commercial buildings fo ensure that the design proposed is in character with the area. The
property was re-zoned from B-2, General Business District to R-6 Multiple Family Dwelling District in 2006, Currentiy the lot is
vacant where a former hardware store, smail retail buildings and associated parking were located. The petitioner is proposing

single family homes on the site.

1L Subject Property

Site
ANALYSIS

Aerial Map of surrounding properties

Zoning Map
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Arlington Market - DC#10-095
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave,
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
{Single-Famlly Homes)

Background:
Previously, in 2006 the Design Commission reviewed and approved Single Family homes for the site under the developer The

Elliot Group. The project never moved forward due to foreclosure. A new owner PB & J IV, LLC, has ownership of the site and is
proposing a scheme simifar to the previously approved Elliot Group development. The new owner is proposing to retain all
previous approvals. The current proposai shall meet all previous Village Board approvals through Ordinance 06-043 and any
subsequent amendments pertaining to the subdivision such as landscape approvals, street layout and design, lot sizes and any
variations that were granted through the Plan Commission process. The pelitioner is however proposing to modify the elevations
so that value engineering and marketing of the single family home product is viable in the current economy. Because of the

number of changes, the modified elevations are requiring a Design Commission review.

Single-Family Homes:

The property is located off Kensington Road and Dryden Avenue. The square footage of the entire site is 636,942 square feet or
14.62 acres, Currently the lot is vacant. The petitioner is proposing 50 single-family homes on the site.

Monotony section
Previously in 2006 an appeal was sought from the Design Commission from the monotony section in Chapter 23, Section 23-203
of the Municipal Code and approved by the Village Board. The current petitioner shall abide by the previously approved appeal
for monotony. Chapter 23 states:
Section 23-203 Repetition of Design No contractor or builder shall construct two or more buildings of like exterior design
on the same side of any street unless such buildings are separated by two or more buildings or building sites, or a
combination thereof, of completely dissimitar design. Buildings of like exterior design may not be erected directly across the
street from each other.
Al buildings shall be considered to be of “like exterior design” unfess they have substantially different floor plans, elevations,
and are substantially different in exterior appearance in the opinion of the Code Official.

The petitioner has provided a matrix of the variables for the elevations, however, because of the limitations of the (of width only a
limited number of plans can be generated. The petitioner has provided 2 different floor plans with 15 different elevations
{previously there were 4 different floor plans with 15 elevations). The two different floor plans may be applied to any of the 15
different elevations. The petitioner is stating that they wifl meet the monotony code for the elevations. However, the floor plans
would not meet the Village monotony cade. The current proposal is generally consistent with the prior approaches.

Elevations

This report details the single-family development only. The petitioner is seeking approval for the general design of the single-family
elevations, and if the Design Commission concurs then each individual elevation will be reviewed for approval Administratively by staff
as the plans are developed in final form. The petitioner has provided 15 elevations, with 5 elevations for each plan, Plan A, Plan B,

Plan C.
The current project has appeared before the Design Commission for a preliminary review on December 14, 2010. Atthe
December 14, 2010 meeting, the comments from the Commission are listed first, and a response from the petitioner follows in
italics:

The Commission raised a concern that the rear elevations would look the same because of the garages, and feff it would be

beneficial to have different colors for the garages.
The petitioner has provided garage elevations with 4 different fypes of garage efevations, and garage doors. The drawings

state that the garage colors (roof shingles, siding and trim etc.) will match the principle residence.

It was recommended that corner lots have fwo front elevations on the proposed single family homes.
The petitioner’s drawings are indicating that the 8 comer lots on the site will have 3 possible elevations with architectural
elements such as a wrap around porch, brick or stone veneer at the water table course level, and fenestration, and gable

return, see elevations 4.1, 5.1, and 15.1.

X1
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Arlington Market - DC#10-095
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave,
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,613,015
{Single-Family Homes}

The Commission requested that the petitioner evaluate a richer color palette because it would give the new development more

character, alleviate monotony, and make it more interesting for buyers.
The petitioner has provided a colored rendering with the proposed elevations and has provided color sample boards for the

Commissions review. Staff is recommending that elevations 1.1, 6.1 and 11.1 be re-svaluated with richer color tones.

Some of the Commissioners commented that a brick return is encouraged on all units.
The petitioner is providing fenestration on alf side efevations, a band board, in some cases a gable retum. The petitioner has

explained that brick on the side elevations is part of the value engineering of the product. Brick refums are being provided on
the corner unils.

There was comment and question from the Commissioners regarding fences provided for the project and it was suggested to

provide fence options at the formal review.
The 2006 Village Board Ordinance approvals included a fence variation only along Dryden Avenue for a decorative metal

fence. All ofher fences are required to meef code requirements Chapter 28, 6.13.

Overall the petitioner has been working with staff to balance a marketable product along with a well designed neighborhood. The
petitioner has given care and attention to the all elevations, material palette, and the home entrances.

General Design Comments:

The overall elevations will suit the character of the development, however additional details will need fo be elaborated for
Administrative review.

The petitioner shalf vary materials on each elevation so that they are not repeated on 2 elevations next to and across the subject
property to meet the monotony cade for the exterior elevations.

The elevations depict mostly raised homes which received a variance for height. Staff is questioning the lower height on
elevations 1.1, 6.1, and 11.1 and how this will fit into the overall dense urban fabric that this development is trying to creafe, or

whether a consistent height with a raised first floor will better suit the development.
The garage elevations are well done. The garages should match the principle building in overall form, mass, details and material

It is recommended that front porches and wrap around porches should have a minimum depth of 5' to 6' feet or a usable
dimension that meets code.

The columns and rails on the entrances should be drawn with detail and care to proportions.

Itis strongly recommended that the proposed metal on the porch roofs be eliminated unless they are copper. The petitioner
should consider alternates such as shingles.

Landscaping:
Landscaping was approved previously as part of the Plan Commission approvals with drawings from the Laflin Group dated
12/14/2006. The petitioner shall retain all elements of the approval. As part of permit approvais the following items should be

provided:
Landscaping near each building entry and at the foundations should be developed to help break up the mass of each
building. The landscaping near the foundation should be layered, dense and provide for year round color. This should

include a rich range of perennials, shrubs, and annuals.
Homes which face the entry drive info the subdivision should have a rich and generous amount of fandscaping with year
round color,

General Comments:

The petitioner is required to screen any rooftop mechanical units, with a screening method that is similar to the principle building
in material and detail. If there are any utility meters, they must be located away from the front elevation and screen with

landscaping or another appropriats method of scraening.
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Arlington Market - DC#10-035
Kensington Rd., & Dryden Ave,
PIN # 03-29-411.008,012,013,015
(Single-Famlly Homas)

Mechanical and electrical equipment or other utility hardware on the roof, ground, or within buildings shall be completely
screened from public view with sound absorbent materials harmonious with the building, and shall be located so as not fo be
visible from any public streets, Whenever possible, the screen should be designed as an architectural component of the
structure such as but not limited to increasing the height of a parapet wall or mechanical penthouse.

Design Guidelines, page 10

The petitioner will be required to demonstrate compliance during permit review through proper details and sections.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the preliminary elevations for the current proposal for the single-family
buildings for Arfington Market (Red Seal Development) located at Kensington Road & Dryden Avenue. This recommendation is

subject to compliance with the plans received 12/27/10, Design Commission recommendations, compliance with all applicable Federal,
State, and Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance of all required permits and resolution of the following:

1. Staff comments are as follows:
a, The petitioner shall meet all previous approvals and amendments to Ordinance 06-043.

b. The approval if granted will allow the petitioner to develop more detailed drawings of each elevation, which will list the
materials, details, trim. The petitioner will have to seek final approval of each elevation through the Administrative Approval

process.
¢. The overall elevations will suit the character of the development, however additional details will need to be elaborated. Staffis
requesting that the petitioner ensure details of the homes be carried out into construction, such as a 1x8 or 1x 10 band board,

corner boards, well designed entrances with detailed columns and rails.

d. The petitioner shall vary materials and colors on each elevation so that they are not repeated on 2 elevations next to and
across the subject property as per the monotony code.

e. Staff is requesting that the petitioner consider all raised first floors to fit into the overall dense urban fabric that this development
is frying to create.

f. The garages should match the principle building in overall form, mass, details and material. The details and character of the
front elevations need to be applied {o all elevations of the garage.

g. Front porches and wrap around porches should have a minimum depth of 5'to 6' fest or a usable dimension that meets code.

h. The petitioner should evaluate a richer material palette color for elevations 1.1, 6.1 and 11.1.

i. Itis strongly recommended that the proposed metal on the porch roofs for elevation 15-C be eliminated uniess itis copper. The
petitioner should consider alternates such as shingles.

2. Landscaping comments are as follows:
a. Homes which face the entry drive into the subdivision should have a rich and generous amaunt of landscaping with year

round color.

b. Landscaping near each building entry and at the foundations should be developed to help break up the mass of each
building. The landscaping near the foundation should be layered, dense and provide for year round color. This should

include a rich range of perennials, shrubs, and annuals.

3. General Comments: The petitioner is required to screen any rooftop mechanical units, with a screening method that is
similar to the principie buiiding in material and dstail, If there are any utility meters, they must be located away from the

front elevation and screen with landscaping or another appropriate method of screening.

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, 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. 1t is the architecthomeowner/builder's responsibility
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Arlington Market - DC#10-095
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.
PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015

(Single-Family Homes) .
to comply with the Design Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code
requirements.

Afshan Hamid

Design Planner

¢ Willlam C. Dixon, Village Manager, Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, James McCalister, Acting Director of Building, Paul Bult
Fire Insp Safely Supervisor, Chuck Kobus, Permit Inspector, Matt Dabrowskl, Develapment Planner, Petitioner, DC File 10-035
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DESIGN COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

D.C. Number: 10-095 PINg:  03-32-100-005
Project Name: Arlington Market/Red Seal Development/Singte-Family New
Address: NWC of Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.
Petitioner Name: Red Seal Development - Brian Nagorsky
425 Huehl Rd. Bldg. 18
Northbrook, IL 60062 Date: January 11, 2011

On January 11, 2011 the Design Commission met to review the proposed architectural design for 50 new single-family homes at
the Arlington Market site.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER TINAGLIA, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO APPROVE THE
PRELIMINARY ELEVATIONS FOR THE PROPOSED NEW SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES FOR ARLINGTON MARKET (RED SEAL
DEVELOPMENT) TO BE LOCATED AT KENSINGTON ROAD & DRYDEN AVENUE. THIS RECOMMENDATION IS SUBJECTTO
COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS RECEIVED 12/27/10, DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COPMLIANCEWITHALL
APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED

PERMITS AND RESOLUTION OF THE FOLLOWING:

1. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE 4 PRE-SET COLOR PALETTES {WHICH ARE PART OF THE 15 APPROVED COLOR
PALETTES) BE AS FOLLOWS:

A. COLOR SCHEME 2: JAMES HARDIE NAVAJO BEIGE SIDING, CHARLESTON BRICK/ENGINEER SIZE,
WEATHERED WOOD BLEND ROOF SHINGLES, WHITE GARAGE DOOR, WHITE TRIM, SOFFIT, FASCIA,
GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS;

B. COLOR SCHEME 4: JAMES HARDIE MONTEREY TAUPE SIDING, KEYWEST BRICK/ENGINEER SIZE,
GEORGETOWN GREY ROOF SHINGLES, WHITE GARAGE DOOR, TRIM, SOFFIT, FASCIA, GUTTERS &
DOWNSPOUTS;

C. COLOR SCHEME 8 JAMES HARDIE KHAKI BROWN SIDING, ELLSWORTH BRICK/ENGINEER SIZE,
GEORGETOWN GREY ROOF SHINGLES, HARTFORD GREEN METAL ROOF, SANDSTONE GARAGE DOOR,
NAVAJO BEIGE TRIM, JEFFERSON TAN SOFFIT, FASCIA, GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS;

D. COLOR SCHEME 9: JAMES HARDIE NAVAJO BEIGE SIDING, ST. CHARLES BRICK/ENGINEER SIZE, BURNT
SIENNA ROOF SHINGLES, DESERT TAN GARAGE DOOR, SAIL CLOT 77 TRiM, ALMOND SOFFIT, FASCIA,

GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS;
2. A REQUIREMENT THAT ANY ALTERNATE CHANGES TO THE 15 APPROVED COLOR PALETTES BE REVIEWED BY

STAFF;

IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO ELIMATE THE METAL ROOFS BEING PROPOSED ON THE FRONT PORCHES;

IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO CONSIDER ALL RAISED FIRST-FLOORS FOR ALL ELEVATIONS BECAUSE OF THE

IMPORTANCE OF OFFERING VARIETY TO BUYERS;

THE PETITIONER SHALL MEET ALL PREVIOUS APPROVALS AND AMENDMENTS TO ORDINANCE 06-043;

THE APPROVAL WILL ALLOW THE PETITIONER TO DEVELOP MORE DETAILED DRAWINGS OF EACH ELEVATION,

WHICH WILL LIST THE MATERIALS, DETAILS, TRIM. THE PETITIONER WILL HAVE TO SEEK FINAL APPROVAL OF EACH

ELEVATION THROUGH THE ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL PROCESS;

7. THE OVERALL ELEVATIONS WILL SUIT THE CHARACTER OF THE DEVELOPMENT; HOWEVER, ADDITIONAL DETAILS
WILL NEED TO BE ELABORATED, STAFF IS REQUESTING THAT THE PETITIONER ENSURE DETAILS OF THE HOMES
BE CARRIED OUT INTO CONSTRUCTION, SUCH AS A 1 X 8 OR 1 X 10 BAND BOARD, CORNER BOARDS, WELL
DESIGNED ENTRANCES WITH DETAILED COLUMNS AND RAILS;

8. THE PETITIONER SHALL VARY MATERIALS AND COLORS ON EACH ELEVATION SO THAT THEY ARE NOT REPEATED
ON 2 ELEVATIONS NEXT TO AND ACROSS THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, PER THE MONOTONY CODE;

9. THE GARAGES SHOULD MATCH THE PRINCIPLE BUILDING IN OVERALL FORM, MASS, DETAILS AND MATERIAL. THE
DETAILS AND CHARACTER OF THE FRONT ELEVATIONS NEED TO BE APPLIED TO ALL ELEVATIONS OF THE GARAGE;

10. FRONT PORCHES AND WRAP AROUND PORCHES SHOULD PREFERABLY HAVE A MINIMUM DEPTH OF 5' TO 6’ FEET
lof2
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OR A USABLE DIMENSION THAT MEETS CODE;
11. HOMES WHICH FACE THE ENTRY DRIVE INTO THE SUBDIVISION SHOULD HAVE A RICH AND GENEROUS AMOUNT OF

LANDSCAPING WITH YEAR ROUND COLOR; _

12, LANDSCAPING NEAR EACH BUILDING ENTRY AND AT THE FOUNDATIONS SHOULD BE DEVELOPED TO HELP BREAK
UP THE MASS OF EACH BUILDING. THE LANDSCAPING NEAR THE FOUNDATIONS SHOULD BE LAYERED, DENSE AND
PROVIDE FOR YEAR ROUND COLOR, WHICH SHOULD INCLUDE A RICH RANGE OF PERENNIALS, SHRUBS AND
ANNUALS;

13. A REQUIREMENT THAT ALL ROOFTOP MECHANICAL UNITS BE SCREENED WITH A SCREENING METHOD THAT IS
SIMILAR TO THE PRINCIPAL BUILDING IN MATERIAL AND DETAIL, AND ANY UTILITY METERS MUST BE LOCATED
AWAY FROM THE FRONT ELEVATION AND SCREENED WITH LANDSCAPING OR ANOTHER APPROPRIATE METHOD OF
SCREENING;

14. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED TO BE ANAPPROVAL
OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, ANY OTHER ZONING, SIGN CODE OR BUILDING OR ANY OTHER REVIEWS.
IN ADDIT!ON 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 AND SIGN PERMIT PLANS COMPLY WITH ALL ZONING CODE, BUILDING

CODE AND SIGN CODE REQUIREMENTS.

AMOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER TINAGLIA, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KINGSLEY, TO AMEND THE MOTION
TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

15. THE PETITIONER HAS STATED THAT THE 8 CORNER UNITS COULD POSSIBLY BE NOT ONLY THOSE THAT WOULD
INCLUDE ELEVATIONS 4, 5 & 15, BUT THAT ANY ONE OF THOSE ELEVATIONS WILL BE MODIFIED IN SUCH A WAY TO
MEET THE SPIRIT OF THE MATERIALS AND PORCHES TURNING THE CORNERS, WITH PORCHES TO BE ADDED.

KINGSLEY, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; TINAGLIA, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.

it

shan Hamid, Staff tiaison
January 20, 2011

Charles Witherington-Perkins, Directar Planning and Community Development, James McCalister, Acting Director Building Department, Chuck Kobus, inspection Ser. Supervisor, Debbis
Durkin, Bidg Insp, Mark Dodgson, Bldg Insp, Mika Mclntyre. Bldg Insp, Viola Ulev, Bldg insp, Mike Cannally, Bidg Insp, Petiloner, DC File 10-035

Prior o issuance of a building permit, the petitioner is responsible to fulfill all requirements on the C.0.A, and incorporate nto revised drawings.

2. Once adesign approval Is received, the pefitioner is responsible for submitting updated and approved drawings to the Building Department for
permit review, consistent with the design approval. If the petitioner makes changes after the design is approved, the petitioner is then required
to submit revised drawings for review and approval.

3. The Cerfificate of Approval shall be effective for no more than 12 months from the date it was issued. Unless & building permit has been issued

and construction commenced within this time period, the COA shall be vaid. An extension of up to 12 months can be obtained by submitting a

detailed request to the Planning & Community Development Department.
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Arlington Market
Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave,
DC 05-231 PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015

(Single-family homes)
STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT
SINGLE FAMILY HOMES

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITIONER INFORMATION:
Project Name: Arlington Market DC Number: 05-231
Project Address: Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave. Prepared By: Afshan Hamid
Petittoner Name: Mark Elliott Petitioner Address:  Elliott Group

1440 Lee St.

Des Plaines, IL 60018
Date Prepared: April 10, 2006 Meeting Date: April 18, 2006
Requested Action(s):

1. Approval of the proposed architectural design single-family homes.
2. Appeal from Chapter 23 of the Municipal Code from the monotony section, 23-203.

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, Bullding
Permit and Sign Permit applications for new construction...to determine whether it meets with the standards, requirements and

purposes of the Design Guidelines and Chapter 30, Sign Code."

The Design Commission reviews commercial buildings to ensure that the design proposed is in character with the area. The
property is zoned B-2, General Business District. Currently on the lot is an existing hardware store, small reail buildings and
associated parking. The petitioner is proposing a new commercial/retail center, single family homes and multi-family buildings on

the site.
Site : Subject Property
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Arlington Market

Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.

DC 05-231 PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
{Single-family homes)

Single-Family Homes:
The property is located off Kensington Road and Dryden Avenue. The square footage of the entire site is 636,942 square feet or

14.62 acres. Currently on the site is an existing retail development with associated parking. The petitioner is proposing a
commercial development, 53 single-family hame development as well as 2 multi-family buildings on the site.

Monotony section
The petitioner is seeking an appeat from Chapter 23, Section 23-203 of the Municipal Code as follows:

Section 23-203 Repetition of Design No contractor or builder shall construct two or more buildings of like exterior design
on the same side of any street unless such buildings are separated by two or more buildings or building sites, or a
combination thereof, of completely dissimifar design. Buildings of like exterior design may not be erected directfy across the
street from each other.

All buifdings shall be considered to be of “like exterior design” unless they have substantially different floor plans, elevations,
and are substantially different in exterior appearance in the opinion of the Code Official.

The petitioner has provided a matrix of the variables for the elevations, however, because of the limitations of the lot width only a
limited number of plans can be generated. The petitioner has provided 3 different flocr plans with 15 different elevations. The
petitioner has provided one possible matrix, and is stating that the matrix may change however, the same elevation will not be
repeated within any of the 4 lots on either side of the subject lot nor within any of the 4 lots directly across the street from the
subject lot (see petitioners attached diagram for Monotony Restriction). However, the floor plans would not meet the Village
monotony code. Therefore, the petitioner is requesting an appeal from the monotony code. Under most development scenarios
the Village would not support an appeal for single-family hormes, however since this is a site with narrow lots and high density, the
circumstance is unigue. Itis recommended that Design Commission approve the appeal.

Elevations

This report details the single-family development only. The petitioner is seeking approval for the general design of the single-
family elevations, and will return to the Design Commission for each individual elevation as the pians are developed in final form.
Once an elevation is approved by the Design Commission and it is meeting the requirements for the monotony code, then an
Administrative Approval may also be sought. The project has appeared before the Design Commission on November 11, 2003,
December 13, 2005 and January 10, 2006. At the January 10, 2006 meeting, t he comments were as foliows:

The commission appreciated the pefitioner's effort to revise the single-family elements to be friendlier and add walkways
throughout the site; however, they were still disappointed with how the site plan worked off of Dryden Avenue. The commission
wanted fo see something more “College Park, Maryland” that would have green in the middle with the homes around it. The
commission was not opposed fo the building type being proposed and it was understood the product being propesed for the site
was less dense than a typical town home development; however, it was felt there was an opportunity for the site to open itself and
be more inviting to one of the major streets, not Kensington Avenue or the interior road being proposed, and create a more visual

neighborhood with an element that the community could call their own.

The commission questioned the style of architecture being proposed for the single-family homes, which was meant to be an urban
design. It was felt that how the single-family homes worked together was more important than the style of each home individually.
It was explained that in similar developments such as Philadelphia Rowhomes and Beacon Hill Rowhomes, the individual designs
for the single-family homes were dull; however, when the homes were put together they created a phenomenal environment.

There was a preference for the revised single-family elevations presented tonight over the previous elevations that were
reviewed at the last meeting; however, there was concern about the height of the first-floor of the homes, how and where they
were raised, because some of the homes appeared very tall as a result of the English basement. Overall, the commission was in
favor of the revised single-family elevations, although different than anything eise in the Village, which they agreed with.

The peitioner has provided 15 elevations, with 5 elevations for each plan, Plan A, Plan B, Plan C. The petitioner has sought a
variation for height to allow for the raised first floor with an Engiish basement. The variation was unanimously approved by the Plan
Commission. The following are staff comments on the single-family home elevations:

General Design Comments:
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Arlinglon Market

Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.

DC 05-231 PIN # 03-29-411.008,012,013,015
{Single-family homes)

The overall elevations will suit the character of the development, however additional details will need to be elaborated. Staffis
concerned that the petitioner ensures details of the homes be carried out into construction.

The approval if granted will allow the petitioner to develop more detailed drawings of each elevation, which will list the materials,
details, trim. The petitioner will have to return to the Design Commission for final approval of each elevation or Administrative
Approval if the Design Commission concurs,

The petitioner should vary materials on each elevation so that they are not repeated on 4 elevations next to and across the
subject property.

A detail sheet has been submitted for Elevation B, English, as well as Elevation C English. However, the Elevation C English is

not depicted on the overall elevation scheme. The pefitioner is required to resolve the discrepancy. Consistent elevations and
plans need to be provided. Some elevations are depicting wrap around porches or projecting bays, yet none of the plans shown

have wrap around porches or bays.

The elevations depict some raised homes and others that that are meeting the height code. Typical dense brownstone or
rowhome developments referred to by the commission such as Beacon Hill or Philadelphia Rowhomes have a consistent height,
and the elevations vary. Staff is questioning the varying height and how this will fit into the overall dense urban fabric that this

development is trying to create, or whether a consistent height will better suit the development.

The garage elevations are well done. The garages should match the principle building in overall form, mass, details and material.
If brick is depicted on the front then the details and character needs to be applied to all elevations of the garage.

Front porches and wrap around porches should have a minimum depth of 5' to 6' feet or a usable dimension.

Additional details should be incorporated, such as transitioning between materials. For example between the stone base and the
brick there can be a band of soldier course, or row lock. Below the stone trim on the gables, there can be corbelling of the brick.

Elevation A, Standard
The overall elevation is flat and requires greater articulation. Staff is concerned that there are no details or character to this

elevation.

Elevation B, English:

The front elevation depicts a double gable with one gable recessed. However the plan does notindicate a step in the elevations.
The plans should be consistent, and a step back of 2 to 4 feet should be shown for the gables.

Brick is shown to wrap around the sides and end info siding. The brick should have a natural end, such as a setback. Or the
gable in the side can be the terminus for the brick and sethack as well, Alternatively, brick or stone can be considered as a 4' foot

water table course to wrap around the sides and rear elevations.

The columns and rails should be drawn with detail and care to proportions.

It is strongly recommended that the proposed metal on the porch roofs be eliminated unless they are copper. The petitioner
should consider alternates such as shingles,

|l:1 tzrmslpf the Engineered Wood Trim, it should have a nominal depth of 3", fo give depth to the materials and produce good
shadow lines.

Elevation C English:

Staff has commented previously on this elevation. This elevation out of all the elevations is the most row house type. However
that character is lost on the side and rear elevations. The staff does not support designs with stick-on fronts.

The elevation needs to be depicted as part of the matrix.

Landscaping:
The detailed blow-ups of the landscaping should list the species and quantities.

Landscaping near each building entry and at the foundations should be developed to help break up the mass of each
building. The landscaping near the foundation should be layered, dense and provide for year round color. This should
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Arlington Market

Kensington Rd. & Dryden Ave.

DC 05-231 PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
{Single-family homes)

include a rich range of perennials, shrubs, and annuals.

Homes which face the entry drive info the subdivision should have a rich and generous amount of landscaping with year
round color.

General Comments:
The petitioner is required to screen any rooftop mechanical units, with a screening method that is similar to the principle building
in material and detail. Ifthere are any utility meters, they must be located away from the front elevation and screen with
landscaping or another appropriate method of screening.
Mechanical and elactrical equipment or other utility hardware on the roof, ground, or within buildings shall ba completely
screened from public view with sound absorbent matsrials harmonious with the building, and shall be located so as not fo be
visible from any public streets. Whenever possible, the screen should be designed as an architectural component of the
structure such as but not limited to increasing the height of a parapet wall or mechanical penthouse.

Design Guidelines, page 10

The petitioner will be required to demonstrate compliance during permit review through proper details and sections.

RECOMMENDATION:

itis recommended that the Design Commission approve the appea! from the monotony code, Section 23-205 and conditionally
approve the preliminary elevation subject to requesting that the petitioner address the overall design concerns and provide
revisions to the current proposal for the single-family buildings for Arlington Market located at Kensington Road & Dryden Avenue.
This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans received 03/23/06, Design Commission recommendations, compliance
with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes requlations and policies, the issuance of all required permits. If the Design
Commission approves the elevations then the petitioner should provide and resolution of the following:

1. Architectural comments are as foliows:

General Comments:

a. The overall elevations will suit the character of the development, however additional details will need to be elaborated. Staffis
concerned that the petitioner ensures details of the homes be carried out into construction.

b. The approval if granted will allow the petitioner to develop more detailed drawings of each elevation, which will list the
materials, defails, trim. The petitioner will have to return to the Design Commission for final approval of each elevation or seek
Administrative Approval.

¢. The petitioner should vary materials on each elevation so that they are not repeated on 4 elevations next to and across the
subject property.

d. A detail sheet has been submitted for Elevation 8, English, as well as Elevation C English. However, the Elevation C English is
not depicted on the overall elevation scheme. The pelitioner is required to resolve the discrepancy.

e. Consistent elevations and plans need to be provided. Some elevations are depicting wrap around porches or projecting bays,
yet none of the plans shown have wrap around porches or bays.

f. The elevations depict some raised homes and others that that are meeting the height code. Typical dense brownstone or
rowhome developments referred to by the commission such as Beacon Hill or Philadelphia Rowhomes have a consistent

height, and the elevations vary. Staff is questioning the varying height and how this will fit into the overall dense urban fabric
that this development is trying to create, or whether a consistent height will better suit the development.

g. The garage elevations are well done. The garages should match the principle building in overall form, mass, details and
material. The details and character of the front elevations need to be applied to all elevations of the garage.

h. Front parches and wrap around porches should have a minimum depth of 5' to 6' feet or a usable dimension.

i. Additional details should be incorporated, such as transitioning between materials, For example between the stone base and

the brick there can be a band of soldier course, or row lock. Below the stone trim on the gables, there can be corbelling of the
4
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Arlington Market

Kensington Rd, & Dryden Ave,

DC 05-231 PIN # 03-29-411-008,012,013,015
{Single-famlly homes)

brick.

Elevation A, Standard
j. The overall elevation is flat and requires greater articulation. Staff is concerned that there are no details or character to this

elevation.

Elevation B, English;
k. The front elevation depicts a double gable with one gable recessed. However the pian does not indicate a step in the
elevations. The plans should be consistent, and a step back of 2 to 4 feet should be shown for the gables.

|. Brick is shown to wrap around the sides and end into siding, The brick should have a natural end, such as a setback. Orthe
gable in the side can be the terminus for the brick and setback as well. Alternatively, brick or stone can be considered as a 4'
foot water table course to wrap around the sides and rear elevations.

m.The columns and rails should be drawn with detail and care to proportions.

n. Itis strongly recommended that the proposed metal on the porch roofs be eliminated unless they are copper. The pefitioner
should consider alternates such as shingles.

0. In terms of the Engineered Wood Trim, it should have a nominal depth of 3", to give depth to the materials and produce good
shadow lines.

Elevation C English:

p. This elevation out of all the elevations is the most row house type, However that character is lost on the side and rear
elevafions. The side and rear elevations are not approved. The staff does not support designs with stick-on fronts.

2. Landscaping comments are as follows:
a. Homes which face the entry drive into the subdivision should have a rich and generous amount of landscaping with year
round color.

b. Landscaping near each building entry and at the foundations should be developed to help break up the mass of each
building. The landscaping near the foundation should be Iayered, dense and provide for year round color. This should

include a rich range of perennials, shrubs, and annuals.
¢. The detailed blow ups of the landscaping shouid list the species and quantities of plant materials.

3. General Comments: The pefitioner is required to screen any rooftop mechanical units, with a screening method that is similar
to the principle building in material and detail. If there are any utility meters, they must be located away from the front elevation
and screen with landscaping or another appropriate method of screening.

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, any other zoning and/for 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/homeownerfbuilder's responsibility to comply with the Design

Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code requirements.

ST

Afshan Hamid
Design Planner

c. William C. Dixon, Village Manager, Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Cevelopment, Nicholas Gadzekpo, Director of Bullding, Jack Treanor,
Permit ivislon Supervisar, Matt Dabrowski, Development Planner, Petitioner, OC File 05-231
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Dc# o5-.23)
DC 04/18/06 MINUTES

REQUIREMENTS AS LISTED BELOW TO BE WORKED OUT BETWEEN THE PETITIONER AND STAFF, OR
URN TO THE DESIGN COMMISSION IF NECESSARY AS DETERMINED BY STAFF;
a. A'REQUIREMENT THAT THE PETITIONER ADHERE TO THE COMMENTS IN THE STAFF REPORT DATED

AT THE PETITIONER FURTHER ARTICULATE THE LARGE BRICK FIELDS ON THE

EITHER DIFFERENT COLORS OF BRICK OR SLIGHTLY RECESSED AREAS, IN
ORDER TO DEVELOP MO ETAIL AND TEXTURE ON THE ELEVATIONS;

c. A REQUIREMENT THAT TH TITIONER PROVIDE FOR CONTINUITY IN THE AWNING COLORS,
ALTHOUGH THEY CAN BE DIFFERENL.COLORS;

d. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE ARCH ENTR¥X.ON THE SOUTH ELEVATION BE FURTHER ARTICULATED WITH
BRICK CORBELLING AND ADDITIONAL RESGESSED ELEMENTS, AND THAT EITHER SPANDURAL OR
VISION GLASS OR VISION GLASS BE PROVIDEDNABOVE THE DOORS, TO FOLLOW THE SHAPE OF THE
ARCH;

e. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE WEST ELEVATION OF BUIL
GIVEN SPECIAL ATTENTION TO CONNECT THE BUILDING
GATHERING PLACE", OUTDOOR SEATING OR OTHERWISE;

THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHO

APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, ANY OTHER ZONIN

DECISIONS THAT STEM FROM ZONING, BUILDING OR ANY OTHER REVIEWS. ! DITION TO THE NORMAL

TECHNICAL REVIEW, PERMIT DRAWINGS WILL BE REVIEWED FOR CONSISTE 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 REQWREMENTS.

b. A REQUIREMEN
SIGNABLE AREAS

G B-1, ADJACENT TO THE PLAZA AREA, BE
THE OPEN PLAZA AREA TO CREATE “A

NOT BE CONSTRUED TO BE AN
D/OR LAND USE ISSUES OR

WARD, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; BOMBICK, AYE; TINAGLIA, AYE.
THE MOTION CARRIED.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER WARD, TO RECOMMEND
CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF THE 15 PRELIMINARY ELEVATIONS AND 3 FLOOR PLANS FOR THE SINGLE-FAMILY
HOMES TO BE LOCATED AT ARLINGTON MARKET. THIS RECOMMENDATION IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH
THE PLANS RECEIVED ON 03/23/06, 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.

2

o

% Files\MINUTES\Des_Comm\2006\4_18_06.doc

A REQUIREMENT THAT EACH HOME BE SUBMITTED ON AN INDIVIDUAL BASIS FOR DESIGN COMMISSION

REVIEW;
A REQUIREMENT THAT THE SIDE ELEVATIONS OF THE HOMES LOCATED ON CORNER SITES BE FULLY

DETAILED AND ARTICULATED;

A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE PETITIONER DEVELOP A FEW ‘URBAN; DESIGNS WITH FLAT ROOFS;

A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE PROPOSED COLOR PALLETTES BE CONSIDERED BY THE PETITIONER,;

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 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

15



DC 04/18/06 MINUTES

APPROVAL AND ENSURE THAT BUILDING PERMIT PLANS COMPLY WITH ALL ZONING CODE REQUIREMENTS.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, TO AMEND
THE MOTION TO INCLUDE A REQUIREMENT TO ALLOW STAFF TO DETERMINE WHETHER EACH SINGLE-FAMILY
HOME WOULD REQUIRE EITHER DESIGN COMMISSION OR ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL, WITH THE
UNDERSTANDING THAT THE FIRST FEW HOMES BE REQUIRED TO COME BEFORE THE DESIGN COMMISSION.

WARD, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; BOMBICK, AYE; TINAGLIA, AYE.
THE MOTION CARRIED.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER WARD, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, TO RECOMMEND
APPROVAL OF THE APPEAL FROM THE MONOTONY CODE, SECTION 23-203, FOR THE SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES TO
BE LOCATED AT ARLINGTON MARKET. THIS RECOMMENDATION [S SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS
RECEIVED ON 03/23/06, 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 THAT ALL EXTERIOR ELEMENTS OF THE MONOTONY CODE BE ENFORGED;

2. 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 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. [T 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 REQUIREMENTS.

Commissioner Eckhardt questioned what the commissioners were committed to with regards to how many diflerent
elevations the petitioner would be allowed to build. Ms. Hamid clarified that the pefitioner agreed that the same elevation
wouid not be repeated within 4 lots on either side of the subject lot or within 4 lots directly across the street from the subject

lot.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER WARD, TO AMEND THE
MOTION TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

1. A REQUIREMENT THAT ALL OF THE EXTERIOR ELEMENTS OF THE MONOTONY CODE BE ENFORCED;
2. AN ACKNOWLEDGEMENT THAT THE PETITIONER STATED THAT THE SAME ELEVATION WOULD NOT BE
REPEATED WITHIN 4 LOTS ON EITHER SIDE OF THE SUBJECT LOT OR WITHIN 4 LOTS DIRECTLY ACROSS

THE STREET FROM THE SUBJECT LOT,

WARD, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; BOMBICK, AYE; TINAGLIA, AYE.
THE MOTION CARRIED.

X:\ Files\MINUTES\Des_Comm\2006'4_18_06.doc 16



DC#18-046 - Vib Hotel - Arlington Downs - 3400 W. Euclid Ave. /

Item: .
Commercial

Department: Planning & Community Development

Requested Action

Approval of the architectural design for a new hotel at the Arlington Downs
Planned Unit Development.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the design of the
proposed Vib Hotel to be located at 3400 W. Euclid Avenue. This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans dated 9/15/17 received
5/1/18, material list dated 5/14/18 received 5/15/18, 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. West Wall. Itis recommended that the design of the west wall (first and
second floors) be further developed to be similar to the east elevation. Consider
adding curtain wall windows in the Offices, Fireplace Lounge, and Meeting
Rooms at the first floor and mezzanine.

2. Entrance Doors. Consider changing the color of the entrance doors to red to
draw more attention to them.

3. Mechanical Equipment Screening. Verify that the rooftop mechanical unit next
to the elevator will be fully screened from view.

4. Signage. Either omit two of the four wall signs, or seek a sign variation.

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, 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.

6. All signage shall comply with the Sign code, Chapter 30, or approved sign
variations.

ATTACHMENTS:

Description Type
Staff Report Report
Vib Hotel Exhibits Exhibits
Vib Hotel Site Photos Exhibits

Vib Hotel Sustainable Building Features Exhibits



3400 W. Euclid Ave. (Commercial)
DC#18-046

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:

Project Name: Arlington Downs Vib Hotel DC Number: 18-046

Project Address: 3400 W. Euclid Avenue Petitioner Name: David Gillespie
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Gillespie Design Group

5307 Business Parkway, Suite 101
Ringwood, IL 60072
Date Prepared: May 16, 2018 Meeting Date: May 22, 2018

Requested Action(s):
Approval of the architectural design for a new hotel at the Arlington Downs Planned Unit Development.

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 for an amendment to the previously approved Arlington
Downs Planned Unit Development (PUD). Because this projectis 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 seeking approval of the architectural design for a new five-story hotel building as part of the Arlington Downs mixed-

use development. The existing site is currently vacant.

Architectural Design:

Overall, the proposed design is nicely done with a modern aesthetic that is appropriate in this location. The unique facades and
variety of materials are nicely designed, and will fit well with the overall vision for the development, including the existing “One
Arlington” apartment tower, the proposed multi-family building, and the proposed retail buildings.

To further enhance the design, the following details should be evaluated. However, the petitioner has indicated that any revisions
will require approval by Best Western:

1. West Wall. The west wall will be highly visible facing Rohlwing Road, but the first and second floors are large and
lacking detail. The petitioner has indicated that landscaping, including overstory and foundation plantings, will be used
to soften the wall. However, it is recommended that the design of the wall be further developed to be similar to the east
elevation. Consider adding curtain wall windows in the Offices, Fireplace Lounge, and Meeting Rooms at the first floor
and mezzanine.

2. Entrance Doors. The main entrance doors get lost in the large glass storefront. Consider changing the color of the
doors to red to draw more attention to the main entrance.

Mechanical Equipment Screening:

All mechanical equipment is required to be screened from view. The petitioner has indicated that the design includes minimum 24”
high parapet walls, which will screen the mechanical equipment located at the center of the roof. However, there is one mechanical
unit located near the elevator that will need to be further evaluated to verify adequate screening.

Signage:
The proposed design includes four wall signs. The two primary wall signs are located on the east and west walls mounted on red

P:\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-046 - Vib Hotel - Arlington Downs\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc 1



3400 W. Euclid Ave. (Commercial)
DC#18-046

fiber cement wall panels. The secondary wall signs are located on the north and south walls, and are designed to be more subtle
with lighter colors. The signs are designed to be consistent with Vib Hotel's national brand standards, and overall they are nicely

designed and work well with the overall building appearance. However, only one wall sign is allowed per street frontage, so only

two signs are allowed. The petitioner will either need to omit two of the signs or seek a sign variation.

Separate permits are required for all signage.

RECOMMENDATION:

Itis recommended that the Design Commission approve the design of the proposed Vib Hotel to be located at 3400 W. Euclid Avenue.
This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans dated 9/15/17 received 5/1/18, material list dated 5/14/18 received
5/15/18, 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. West Wall. Itis recommended that the design of the west wall (first and second floors) be further developed to be similar to the
east elevation. Consider adding curtain wall windows in the Offices, Fireplace Lounge, and Meeting Rooms at the first floor and
mezzanine.

Entrance Doors. Consider changing the color of the entrance doors to red to draw more attention to them.

Mechanical Equipment Screening. Verify that the rooftop mechanical unit next to the elevator will be fully screened from view.
Signage. Either omit two of the four wall signs, or seek a sign variation.

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.

6. All signage shall comply with the Sign code, Chapter 30, or approved sign variations.

kv

May 16, 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 18-046

P:\DESIGN COMMISSION PROJECTS\2018\DC18-046 - Vib Hotel - Arlington Downs\2. Minutes-Reports-COA\Staff Report.doc 2
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: 29 |--- - - - -
13 | ALUM. CURTAINWALL KAWNEER 2 AN N g‘?hll_?)ss LiGHT GREY | A0E 90 =
14 | DECORATIVE ALUM. TUBE 2" - - BRONZE -
3l |--- - - - -
15 | DECORATIVE ALUM. TUBE 4" - 2" X 4" TUBE, 1/4" THK. BRONZE -
32 |--- - - - -
16 |FIBER CEMENT PANELS NICHIHA ILLUMINATION SERIES | VIB RED —
*NOTE: EIFS AT HIGH IMPACT ZONES TO BE REINFORCED PER MFR RECOMMENDATIONS. A HIGH IMPACT ZONE 1S AN 8'-0" RADIUS FROM THE DOOR FRAME AT A201
GRADE TO A HEIGHT OF 6'-0", AND 6'-0" HIGH AT WALKS ABUTTED AGAINST EIFS.
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—— TAG ITEM MANUF. MODEL COLOR REMARK
il | |METAL COPING PETERSON ALUMINUM PAC-CONTINUOUS CLEAT |--- -—
ALUM. COATING TO BE
17 INISHED ALUM. SH M ALUMINUM -_— ATINUM
2 | METAL ROOF EDGE CETERSON ALUMINUM . . . PREFINISHED ALUM. SHEET MTL |PETERSON ALUMINU PLATINU SELF-CLEANING
BR " _ SMOOTH FINISH, PRIME AND PAINT 18 |VIB SIGN — —— —— _—
3 |8" LAP SIDING (COLOR 1) LOUISIANA-PACIFIC LP SMARTSIDE BENJAMINE MOORE SER SIDING MFR INSTRUCTIONS
_ SMOOTH FINISH, PRIME AND PAINT 19 |NOT USED — - - —
1 4 |6" CORNER BOARD LOUISIANA-PACIFIC LP SMARTSIDE BENJAMINE MOORE SER SIDING MER INSTRUCTIONS
o "
5 |EIFS-1% DRYVIT . gll;gl OP7A6I1\12'I'$- ASH MEDIUM SAND TEXTURE 20 |GLASS GUARDRAIL DURARAIL COMPONENT GLASS |--- 1/4" TEMPERED GLASS, SEE 11/A502
[ PPG PAINTS: STONE'S 21 | PREFINISHED ALUM. SHEET MTL |PETERSON ALUMINUM -— -— -—
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] _
| | 7 |NoT useD . . - - 22 |2'" CORNER BOARD LOUISIANA-PACIFIC LP SMARTSIDE BENJAMINE MOORE PER SIDING MFR INSTRUCTIONS
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27 | --- _— —_— _— _—
TRIFAB 451T CENTER |(ALUM: CLEAR ANOD.) 1" INSUL GLASS TEMP. (MAXIMUM
ERONT VIEW SIDE VIEW 12 JALUM. STOREFRONT KAWNEER SET-OUTSIDE I' GLAZING | (GLASS: CLEAR) SHGC < 0.40) » |l - - - -
\A503/ ALUM: CLEAR ANOD.)
1620 CURTAIN WALL 6" |§ 1" INSUL GLASS TEMP. (MAXIMUM
13 | ALUM. CURTAINWALL KAWNEER (GLASS: LIGHT GREY 29 |--- - - - -
SYSTEM I' GLAZING | T1\T) SHGC < 0.40)
n n 30 |--- _— _— _— _—
m SCARF" ELEVATIONS 14 | DECORATIVE ALUM. TUBE 2" - ——- BRONZE ——-
Qz_oy SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0" 3 |eee —— —— —— ——
15 |DECORATIVE ALUM. TUBE 4" -—- 2" X 4" TUBE, 1/4" THK. | BRONZE -
32 |--- -_— -_— -_— -_—
16 |FIBER CEMENT PANELS NICHIHA ILLUMINATION SERIES |VIB RED -

*NOTE: EIFS AT HIGH IMPACT ZONES TO BE REINFORCED PER MFR RECOMMENDATIONS. A HIGH IMPACT ZONE IS AN 8'-0" RADIUS FROM THE DOOR FRAME AT

GRADE TO A HEIGHT OF 6'-0", AND 6'-0" HIGH AT WALKS ABUTTED AGAINST EIFS.
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MATERIAL LIST

ARLINGTON DOWNS PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL

EIFS Exterior Finish:

Manufacturer: Dryvit

Finish: Medium sand texture

Color #1: PPG paints - Ash (PPG1076-2)

Color #2: PPG paints - Stone's Throw (PPG1008-7) Ash

Curtain Wall:

Manufacturer: Kawneer
Material: Aluminum
Color: Clear anodized - clear glass

Stone’s Throw

Storefront Windows:

Manufacturer: Kawneer
Material: Aluminum
Color: Clear anodized - light gray tinted glass

Decorative Alum. Tubes:

Model: 2" x 2", 1/4" thick & 2" x 4", 1/4" thick
Color: Bronze anodized

Metal Coping:

Manufacturer: Petersen Aluminum
Material: Stone White

Lap Siding/Corner Boards:
Manufacturer: Louisiana-Pacific

Model: LP Smartside
Color: Sierra

Fiber Cement Panels:

Manufacturer: Nichiha
Model: lllumination Series
Color: Vib Red

GILLESPEE|

DESIGN
5.14.2018 CROUP

ARCHITECTS * PLANNERS
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DESIGN
GROUP

BEST WESTERN

MATERIAL LEGEND

TAG ITEM MANUF. MODEL COLOR REMARK
1 |METAL coPiNG PETERSON ALUMINUM PAC-CONTINUOUS CLEAT |STONE WHITE —
2 |METAL ROOF EDGE PETERSON ALUMINUM - STONE WHITE -
p SMOOTH FINISH, PRIME AND PAINT
3 |8 LAP SIDING (COLOR 1) LOUISIANA-PACIFIC LP SMARTSIDE SIERRA e, P e
SMOOTH FINISH, PRIME AND PAINT
4 |6 CORNER BOARD LOUISIANA-PACIFIC LP SMARTSIDE SIERRA P e e
PPG PAINTS:
5 |EIFs-1s DRYVIT - P Phaiore-2 MEDIUM SAND TEXTURE
PPG PAINTS: "STONE'S
6 |EIFs-2¢ DRYVIT o e ioom g = 2| MEDIUM SAND TEXTURE
7 |NoT useD - - - -
8 |CONTROL JOINT (EIFS) DRYVIT _— MATCH WALL —
a |REVEAL (EIFs) DRYVIT - MATCH WALL -
10 |HOLLON METAL DOOR/FRAME  |--- _— MATCH WALL —
11 |ALUM. DOOR/FRAME KAWNEER — — -—
TRIFAB 45T CENTER |ALUM: CLEAR ANOD. |I" INSUL GLASS TEMP,
12 |ALUM. STOREFRONT KARNEER SET-OUTSIDE 1" GLAZING |GLASS: CLEAR (MAXIMUM SHGC < 0.40)
ALUM: CLEAR ANOD. |
1620 CURTAIN WALL 6" 1" INSUL GLASS TEMP.
13 |ALUM. CURTAINWALL KAWNEER SYSTEM I GLATING | GEASS: LIGHT GREY | il shice < 0.40)
14 |DECORATIVE ALUM. TUBE 2 - 2' x 2' TUBE, 1/4" THK. |BRONZE ANODIZED  |---
15 |DECORATIVE ALUM. TUBE 4" -— 2' X 4' TUBE, I/4" THK. |BRONZE ANODIZED  |---
16 |FIBER CEMENT PANELS NICHIHA ILLUMINATION SERIES |VIB RED -
ALUM. COATING TO BE
17 |PREFINISHED ALUM. SHEET MTL |PETERSON ALUMINUM - PLATINUM i NG
18 |viB siGN PANTONE - RED #179C VIB BRAND STANDARDS
PANTONE _— ORANGE #021C
PANTONE - SANDSTONE 7536C
VIB SIGN - SUPPORT ACCENT | PANTONE - AGUA BLUE #7713¢C
PANTONE - PITCH BLACK #BLACKC
1@ |NoT useD _— — _— —
20 |GLASS GUARDRAIL DURARAIL COMPONENT GLASS - 1/4' TEMPERED GLASS
21 |PREFINISHED ALUM. SHEET MTL |PETERSON ALUMINUM - STONE WHITE -
SMOOTH FINISH, PRIME AND PAINT
22 |2' CORNER BOARD LOUISIANA-PACIFIC LP SMARTSIDE SIERRA T e, PR D
23 |sPouT _— _— _— SEE DETAIL 1/A504
DATE: 05-14-2018

VIB HOTEL BY BEST WESTERN

ARLINGTON DOWNS PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS







4/27/2018 3400 West Stonegate Boulevard - Google Maps

3400 West Stonegate Boulevard

view of property from West Stonegate Blvd

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Jul 2017

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0902905,-88.0262477,3a,75y,177.15h,75.97t/data=!3m6!1e113m4!1sCxwPHb6FQS194CnJo0xEvw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Jul 2017 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 3400 West Stonegate Boulevard - Google Maps

3400 West Stonegate Boulevard
view of One Arlington and FRC

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Jul 2017

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0902836,-88.0256388,3a,75y,56.5h,72.01t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1seO0H5PBAO-GSJr2hgrNeqNg!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Jul 2017 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 3400 West Stonegate Boulevard - Google Maps

3400 West Stonegate Boulevard

view of One Arlington from West Stonegate Blvd

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Jul 2017

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0902905,-88.0262477,3a,75y,96.94h,80.56t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1sCxwPHb6FQSI94CnJoOxEvw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Jul 2017 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 3400 West Stonegate Boulevard - Google Maps

3400 West Stonegate Boulevard

view of property to the north of Vib property

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Jul 2017

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0902905,-88.0262477,3a,75y,359.97h,75.71t/data=13m6!1e1!3m4!1sCxwPHbEFQSI94CnJo0xEvw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Jul 2017 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 Rohlwing Rd - Google Maps

Rohlwing Rd
view of Vib property from Rohlwing Rd

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Jul 2017

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0899152,-88.0267757,3a,75y,110.55h,72.63t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1s56 FsUdY GptlcQduArFrkbw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Jul 2017 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 1829 Rohlwing Rd - Google Maps

1829 Rohlwing Rd

view of properties on west side of Rohlwing Rd

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Jul 2017

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0903328,-88.0266699,3a,75y,254.47h,77.12t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1szQWc9g4we3gbMdVX9fqTNA!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Jul 2017 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 Rohlwing Rd - Google Maps

Rohlwing Rd

view of properties on west side of Rohlwing Rd

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Jul 2017

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0893272,-88.0267707,3a,75y,268.98h,79.74t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1su9LudO5¢c_yGTs9Kq9eot5Q!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Jul 2017 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 Rohlwing Rd - Google Maps

Rohlwing Rd

view of property from intersection of Rohlwing Rd and Euclid Ave

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Sep 2012

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0886982,-88.0266722,3a,75y,43.43h,74.9t/data=13m6!1e1!3m4!1svIBBL6LNU464j5klaeNLIQ!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Sep 2012 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 Euclid Ave - Google Maps

Euclid Ave

view of property from Euclid Ave

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Aug 2012

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0884689,-88.0247225,3a,75y,330.49h,92.86t/data=!3m6!1e 113m4!1sprwldlO-Oi7 8fliL8 TAIMw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Aug 2012 © 2018 Google

7



4/27/2018 Rohlwing Rd - Google Maps

Rohlwing Rd

view of property on south side of Euclid Ave

Arlington Heights, Illinois
Google, Inc.

Street View - Sep 2012

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.0886982,-88.0266722,3a,75y,140.57h,88.45t/data=!3m6!1e113m4!1svIBBL6LNU464j5klaeNLIQ!2e0!7i13312!8i6656

Image capture: Sep 2012 © 2018 Google

7



GILLESPIE]

DESIGN
GROUP
MEMORANDUM
Date: May 14, 2018
To: Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

Village of Arlington Heights

Cc: David Trandel/Springbank Capital Advisors
Chris George/Tartan Realty Group

From: Dave Gillespie

RE: Sustainability
VIB HOTEL

Arlington Downs Planned Development
Euclid Avenue and Rohlwing Road
Arlington Heights, Illinois

This memo is to outline the energy efficient elements and features included in the
design of the above referenced project. Gillespie Design Group is committed to
architectural design that is environmentally friendly: that is, buildings that make a
positive impact on the health and well-being of its occupants and lessen the negative
impact construction has upon the environment.

The goal of environmentally friendly design, of course, is not only to make a
positive impact on the public health and the environment, but also to reduce operating
expenses, enhance marketability, increase occupant productivity, and further our goal of
creating a sustainable community.

In every project, there are fundamental and practical elements that can be
incorporated to make a building more environmentally conscious. We routinely make
these elements part of our design as appropriate to the use and construction of the
building.

With rapidly changing technologies and implementation of building products,
along with the continual development of energy related codes, a building designed to
comply with the 2015 lllinois Energy Conservation Code/International Energy
Conservation Code (IECC), as this was, represents a very environmentally conscious
building. The following include some of the features in the building design.

5307 Business Parkway, Suite 101 Ringwood, lllinois 60072 phone 815.653.7100 fax 815.653.7700
www.gillespiedesigngroup.com



GILLESPIE

DESIGN

GROUPY" (Mr. Hautzinger, 5/14/18; page 2)

1. Building Envelope Design
Walls — the walls have a combination of continuous insulation, represented
by 1-1/2” thick of exterior insulation finish system (EIFS) as well as
batt insulation. Together, along with the rest of the wall assembly,
the exterior walls have a thermal resistance in excess of R-25.

Roof — the roof is a white TPO roof membrane to minimize the effect of
heat islands. The roof includes R-30 of insulation.

2. Electrical Design

The fixtures are LED except for a few decorative fixtures. Lighting is governed
by automated lighting controls, utilizing occupancy sensors throughout the interior and
photocell for exterior lighting fixtures.

3. Mechanical Design

The bulk of the mechanical system is driven by a VRF system, which exceeds
the energy code requirements. The common spaces also have economizers utilizing
outside air when available for cooling loads.

4. Plumbing Design
The plumbing fixtures are low water usage fixtures.

5. Other Sustainable Features
The site offers electric car charging stations and bike racks.

Please note that the ComCheck report for this building exceeds the 2015 IECC
standards by 24%. Contact us if you have questions or require further information. We
look forward to meeting with the Design Commission on May 22 to discuss this exciting
project.

5307 Business Parkway, Suite 101 Ringwood, lllinois 60072 phone 815.653.7100 fax 815.653.7700
www.gillespiedesigngroup.com
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