Agenda
Village of Arlington Heights
Design Commission
Community Room, 3rd Floor

Arlington Heights Village Hall

33 S. Arlington Heights Road

Arlington Heights, IL 60005
March 31, 2015

6:30 PM
I. CALL TO ORDER
II. ROLL CALL
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Minutes - 3/10/15
IV. REPORTS
V. OLD BUSINESS
A. DC#14-042 - 1805 N. Fernandez Ave. - SF/Teardown
B. DC#14-120 - 428 S. Evanston Ave. - SF/Addition
C. DC#15-001 - Patton Elementary School - 1616 N. Patton Ave. -
Sign Variation (continued from 2/24/15)
D. DC#11-112 - Arlington Downs - Exterior Lighting
VI. NEW BUSINESS
A. DC#15-020 - Teleflex - 900 W. University Dr. - Commercial
B. DC#15-025 - Christina Court Subdivision - 1306/1310 E. Olive

St. - Single-Family

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.
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Members Present:

Members Absent:

Also Present:

DC 3/10/15

DRAFT

MINUTES OF
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS
DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING

HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING

33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD.
MARCH 10, 2015

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

Ted Eckhardt, Chair
John Fitzgerald
Anthony Fasolo
Jonathan Kubow
Alan Bombick

None

Michael & Beth Stibgen, Owners of 1104 S. Vail Ave.

Chris Russo, ALA Architects for 1104 S. Vail Ave.

Sean Kelly, Rize Properties for 918 N. Yale Ave.

Joe LaBelle, Rize Properties for 978 N. Yale Ave.

David Deichl, Village Green for Central Park East Apts.

Larry Dziurdzik, Allen Kracower & Associates for Central Park East Apts.
Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM FEBRUARY 24, 2015

Chair Eckhardt said that during the discussion regarding the sign variation for Patton School, he strongly
suggested the petitioner obtain a sample mock-up of the sign to locate on the wall of the school and to seek
neighbors’ opinion about its intensity, its brightness, and any other things they want to comment about,
especially the neighbor who was present at the meeting that lives across the street, which the petitioner
was in favor of trying to do that. He asked that these comments be added to the minutes.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER
FASOLO, TO APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 24, 2015. ALL WERE IN FAVOR.
THE MOTION CARRIED.
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1. SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW
DC#15-009 - 1104 S. Vail Ave.

Mr. Chris Russo, representing ALA Architects, and Michael & Beth Stibgen, the owners, were present on
behalf of the project.

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

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments. The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing one-story
home and detached two-car garage to build a new two-story home with an attached three-car garage. The
project does comply with all zoning requirements. Overall, the front elevation of the home has a very nice
appearance and is a great example of applying all materials and details on all sides of the home. The
proposed colors and materials have a nice appearance as well. The proposed new home is large as
compared to many of the existing adjacent homes, although there are other 2-story homes in the
neighborhood and it does fit comfortably on the large corner lot. The Design Commission should look at
the scale of the new home as compared to the surrounding adjacent homes. Staff's primary concern is the
size and orientation of the three-car garage on this corner lot. The garage projects forward approximately
21-feet from the front wall of the home and is orientated towards the open corner of the site facing Magnolia
Avenue. As proposed, the garage wing becomes the focal point of the design, blocking the view of the
front of the home from the corner. It is recommended that the location of the garage on the site be
evaluated and revised.

Mr. Russo said they have been working on the project for the last couple of years, and the new home was
originally proposed as one-story. The concerns about the garage were discussed with the homeowners;
however, they have specific requirements with views and prefer not to have the garage on the left side.
They also commented that the driveway would not work if the garage location were changed. Mr. Russo
also presented a revised right side elevation (Magnolia Ave.) elevation, Option 2, which was enhanced with
more detailing to be a stand-alone front elevation, while still working with the homeowners’ requirements for
access of the garage. Dormers were added, windows were moved, and materials were brought from the
front elevation to this elevation, which they felt was a nice compromise. Mr. Stibgen added that the entire
layout of the first-floor was designed in consideration with their special needs son, along with the garage
space and the way it fits into the home, relative to the elevation shaft and the accessible room for him on
the first-floor. He added that he liked the revised elevation presented tonight better than the original
elevation.

Commissioner Fitzgerald felt the new home was beautiful with nice details, and the revisions presented
tonight were nice as well. He liked that the garage doors were high end and attractive, and he was okay
with the current location of the garage; however, he might want to require landscaping in the 6-10’ range
from the walkway going to the front door to the property line along the driveway and then something to
balance that on the side, which will help to soften the garage doors.

Commissioner Fasolo agreed that the new home was very nicely designed. He liked the materials and
the colors, and felt that Option 2 presented tonight was much better than the originally proposed elevation.
He had no concerns about the location of the garage, and pointed out that other homes across the street
have frontload garages, as does the home located to the west. He commented that the window trim on the
new dormers above the garage in Option 2 appeared wider than elsewhere and should be consistent.
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Commissioner Kubow agreed with the other commissioners. He felt it was obvious that the architect went
out of his way to detail and elevate the home, knowing the garage would be a focal point, which he
commended the petitioner on. He acknowledged that the 3-car garage was large and stuck out at the
corner, and he questioned the possibility of somehow bringing back the single bay, although it would affect
the grade elevation there. Otherwise, he felt the new home was fantastic.

Chair Eckhardt concurred with the comments made by the commissioners, and he particularly felt it was
important to add a requirement to add landscaping to soften the garage.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER
KUBOW, TO APPROVE THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED NEW SINGLE-FAMILY HOME TO BE
LOCATED AT 1104 S. VAIL AVENUE. THIS RECOMMENDATION IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE
WITH THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS DATED 11/21/14, RECEIVED 2/03/15, 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. APPROVAL OF THE REVISED RIGHT SIDE ELEVATION (OPTION 2) PRESENTED TONIGHT;

2. A REQUIREMENT THAT LANDSCAPING BE ADDED FROM THE FRONT WALKWAY ALONG
THE DRIVEWAY TO THE PROPERTY LINE, AS WELL ON THE OTHER SIDE OF THAT TO
BALANCE IT, PARTS OF IT TO BE A MINIMUM 6’ TALL, TO BE APPROVED BY STAFF.

3. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE 2 DORMERS ABOVE THE GARAGE DOORS HAVE SHAKE
SHINGLES WRAP AROUND THE FRONT OF THE THEM AND THE WINDOW TRIM BE SMALLER
THAN SHOWN IN THE DRAWING.

4. THIS REVIEW REPRESENTS DESIGN APPROVAL 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.

5. IT IS THE PETITIONER'S RESPONSIBILITY TO SUBMIT THE APPROPRIATE PERMIT
APPLICATION(S) TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO
PROCEEDING WITH ANY WORK. 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.

FITZGERALD, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 2. SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW

DC#15-014 — 918 N. Yale Ave.

Mr. Sean Kelly & Mr. Joe LaBelle, representing Rize Properties, were present on behalf of the project.

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

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments. The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing one-story
home with an attached one-car garage to allow construction of a new two-story home with an attached two-
car garage. The project does comply with all R-3 zoning requirements. The existing neighborhood consists
primarily of smaller scale one and two-story homes with a mix of detached and attached garages. The
homes with attached front loading garages are primarily one-car garages. This project is appearing before
the Design Commission to evaluate the proposed design for compatibility with the context of the
neighborhood, because it will be the first teardown on this block, and will be one of only a few houses that
have attached two-car garages.

Overall, Staff felt the proposed massing and composition were well done. The hipped main roof helps to
diminish the overall height of the house as it relates to the existing adjacent single story residence to the
south, and the front porch projects out in front of the garage, placing emphasis on the entry rather than on
the garage.

The following revisions were recommended by Staff, which the petitioner has addressed in the elevations
being shown tonight:

1. The laundry room windows and grille pattern (above the front porch) are out of proportion with the rest
of the windows on the front elevation. It is recommended to slightly revise the window size and adjust
the grille pattern to better match the top half of the adjacent double hung windows.

2. The stone base should be wrapped on both sides for approximately 5’ down the side walls.

3. A window should be added on the side of the garage to break up the empty wall space.

Staff has concerns about the proposed “iron gray” siding color, which they feel is too dark for this large
house in this neighborhood, and recommend a much lighter shade of gray or tan siding; otherwise, Staff
recommends approval of the new home.

Mr. Kelly said they received the comments and suggestions from Staff and integrated them into the revised
design, with the exception of the siding color. Although they like the current color palette and want a siding
color that compliments the neighborhood, they are open to suggestions from the commissioners. Mr.
LaBelle added that the ultimate goal is to have the new home fit the scale and character of the
neighborhood and they appreciate the comments and feedback.

Commissioner Fasolo liked that the petitioner addressed the comments and suggestions made by Staff.
He felt the proposed siding color was not much of a concern, and he pointed out that there are a few
homes on the block with grey siding. He would approve the new home as presented tonight.

Commissioner Kubow agreed with Commissioner Fasolo. He liked the proposed siding color and how it
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mixed with the other homes that consist of mostly light blue, light grey, and light beige. In terms of the
elevations, he appreciated the revisions that were made by the petitioner. He recommended carrying the
stone base around the home, although it might be an unnecessary expense. He felt the new home fit in
well with the neighborhood, fit in with the context and has a nice front elevation.

Commissioner Fitzgerald appreciated that some concerns were previously addressed by Staff, which
added a lot to the new home. He liked the proposed siding color a lot and was not in favor of changing it.
He was in favor of the suggestion to carry the stone base all the way around the home, and pointed out that
the side and rear elevations were not as nicely detailed as the front elevation. He suggested details be
added to the rear of the home to be consistent with the front.

Chair Eckhardt appreciated the petitioner responding to the comments made by Staff, which he agreed
with. With regards to the stone base, he suggested adding landscaping at the juncture of where the stone
stops to help soften the change in materials.

Chair Eckhardt asked if there was any public comment on the project and there was a response from the
audience.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Beverly Krams, 910 N. Yale Avenue, said that she lives 2 homes south of the site. She is concerned about
the close proximity of the new home to the adjacent home to the south, which her friend lives in,
specifically, the first-floor window on the left side of the new home and whether it would face directly into
the kitchen bay window of the adjacent home, which is a very small home. Mr. Kelly replied that the
double window is located in the dining room and is approximately 22-feet back, roughly the mid-point of the
left side elevation of the new home. Ms. Krams was concerned about reduced natural light and privacy
issues on the adjacent home, with a bay window located in the main eating area of the home.
Commissioner Kubow pointed out that the left side of the new home is the south elevation, which is the
most important elevation of a home in terms of having windows for natural light. Commissioner
Fitzgerald asked about the distance from the existing bay window to the property line, and Commissioner
Kubow replied that the adjacent home was located approximately 9-feet from the property line.

Commissioner Bombick arrived at the meeting.

Chair Eckhardt said that adding landscaping along the south elevation of the new home would provide
visual screening between both homes. Mr. Kelly understood and agreed with the privacy concerns for both
homes and was open to the idea of adding year-round screening on the south elevation. Arbor Vitae were
suggested as a solution for rear-round screening between the two homes. Ms. Krams suggested adding a
long piano window similar to a transom window up at the top of the dining room instead of the window
currently proposed. Mr. Kelly pointed out that the setback on the left side of the new home would ease the
close proximity of the two homes. He also reiterated that they are more than open to adding plantings to
screen between the two homes. Ms. Krams also asked how far back the new home went into the rear yard
and Mr. Kelly replied that there would be over 50-feet from the rear of the home to the property line.

Mike Schneider, 922 N. Yale Avenue, said that he lives directly north of the site, and he is concerned
about damage to the large Oak tree in his rear yard during construction of the new home. Commissioner
Fitzgerald replied that construction should be kept within the property of the new home, with soil, materials
and machinery kept off the top of the existing root system, and the drip line protected with fencing. He
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suggested the petitioner contact an arborist who can do selective pruning of the roots and fertilize the tree
prior to construction. Mr. Kelly reiterated that they want to be a good neighbor and are willing to make
accommodations to protect the adjacent properties during construction.

Kelly Schneider asked if the existing fence would be replaced for the new home and the petitioner stated
that a new fence was not being proposed at this time.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER
FITZGERALD, TO APPROVE THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED NEW SINGLE-FAMILY HOME TO BE
LOCATED AT 918 N. YALE AVENUE. THIS RECOMMENDATION IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE
WITH THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS DATED 1/23/15, RECEIVED 2/11/15, 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. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD LANDSCAPE SCREENING AT THE DINING ROOM WINDOW ON THE
SOUTH ELEVATION TO PROVIDE YEAR ROUND SCREENING, SUCH AS ARBOR VITAE.

2. A REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE ACCOMMODATIONS TO PROTECT THE EXISTING OAK TREE
LOCATED IN THE REAR YARD OF THE ADJACENT HOME TO THE NORTH DURING
CONSTRUCTION.

3. THIS REVIEW REPRESENTS DESIGN APPROVAL 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.

4. IT IS THE PETITIONER'S RESPONSIBILITY TO SUBMIT THE APPROPRIATE PERMIT
APPLICATION(S) TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO
PROCEEDING WITH ANY WORK. 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.

Chair Eckhardt clarified that once the new home is built, the petitioner should communicate with the
adjacent neighbor to the south regarding the placement and location of the landscape screening on the
south elevation.

FASOLO, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE; BOMBICK, ABSTAIN.
THE MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 3. SIGN VARIATION REVIEW

DC#15-016 — Central Park East Apartments — 1551 E. Central Rd.

Mr. David Deichl, representing Village Green, and Mr. Larry Dziurdzik, representing Allen Kracower &
Associates, were present on behalf of the project.

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

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments. The petitioner is seeking the following sign variations for one
additional ground sign facing Central Road to be located near the center of the property:

1. A variation from Chapter 30, section 30-203g to allow a total of four (4) development identification
ground signs, where only one (1) sign is allowed per street frontage.

2. A variation from Chapter 30, section 30-203g to allow a development identification ground sign to be

located near the middle of the site, where signs are only allowed to be located at the points of ingress to

the development.

A variation from Chapter 30, section 30-203g to allow a 27 sf ground sign, where 0 sf is allowed.

4. A variation from Chapter 30, section 30-302a, to allow a ground sign with separation distances of
approximately 500 feet and 477 feet, where 800 feet of separation is required between ground signs.

w

Central Park East Apartments is an existing 204 unit apartment community consisting of two 3-story
buildings on approximately 12 acres of land which was approved as a Planned Unit Development in 1986.
At this time, the petitioner is proposing to install an additional ground sign facing Central Road to be located
near the center of the property. The property currently has two ground signs facing Central Road located
adjacent to each of the access driveways on the east and west ends of the site. The petitioner is seeking
approval for an additional ground sign at the center of the property to increase the visibility of the property
in order to attract new residents.

The petitioner appeared before the Design Commission on October 10, 2014, and presented preliminary
plans for the proposed new ground sign. At that time, the petitioner proposed to remove the existing sign
and brick wall at the west entry drive, and replace it with a new, smaller directional sign to match the
existing directional sign at the east entrance driveway. At that time, Staff felt that the proposed new sign
had a corporate feel, and should be redesigned to have a more inviting, residential feel.

Highlights of the Design Commissioners comments at the preliminary review were as follows:
1. The proposed sign design is too corporate looking and too tall.
2. The Commissioners preferred the design of the existing monument sign at the west entry drive.
3. Concern that removal of the existing west entry monument sign would leave a void at the entry.
4. Petitioner should consider keeping the existing west entry monument sign and provide a similar,
low, wide sign in the middle of the property.
5. Not opposed to the idea of a lower profile sign in the center of the property.

In response to the preliminary review feedback, the petitioner is now proposing to keep the existing wall
and signage at the east entry, and the height of the proposed new ground sign has been reduced.
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Mr. Hautzinger provided a summary of the existing and proposed ground signs for the development, as
well as a comparison of signs to similar apartment developments.

With regards to the design of the proposed new signage, Mr. Hautzinger explained that the lettering will
match the existing sign at the main east entry with illuminated reverse channel lettering. This style of
signage has a very commercial feel, but it is softened at the main entrance by the textured brick wall that it
is mounted on. However, the structure for the proposed sign will be a large, smooth, white aluminum
cabinet that has a very modern aesthetic and does not match the character of the existing main entry sign
or the residential development. Staff has concerns about the mismatch of the proposed sign with the two
existing signs. The existing sign at the east entry drive does have the smooth aluminum cabinet style, but it
is much smaller and has a different arrangement of text. Staff recommends that the design of the proposed
new sign and the two existing signs be reworked to have a more coordinated and consistent appearance
that is softer and more appropriate for a residential development. A coordinated set of signs will help to
establish the identity and visibility of the overall apartment development.

The petitioner submitted a letter addressing the sign variation hardship criteria, with the primary hardship
identified as a need for a sign in the middle of the site to more effectively identify the property.

Staff has evaluated the proposed sign package and has concerns regarding the appropriateness of the
proposed sign design as compared to the essential character of the residential property, the lack of
cohesiveness of the overall signage package, the number of signs proposed, and the total square footage
of signage proportionate to the number of apartment units. As a result, Staff recommends the following
options for Central Park East Apartments located at 1551 E. Central Road:

Option 1. Denial of the request as submitted.

Option 2. Revise the request to have one main ground sign centered in the property with directional
signage at each driveway, subject to:
¢ An overall cohesive sign package that is in character with the residential property.
e Removal of the existing ground sign and logo at the west entry drive, and replace with a directional
sign consistent with the east entry drive.
e Variation for a center ground sign and two directional ground signs.

Mr. Dziurdzik referred to the 2 existing ground signs and directional ground sign located at the east and
west end of the site on Central Road, which received variations in 2012. The new ground sign being
proposed near the middle of the development on Central Road will be centered between 2 trees and match
the existing signs on the property in design and color. The new ground sign will have a granite base,
consistent with the modern and contemporary materials being used in the new lobbies, the new paving
leading into each building, and the new canopies. He explained that the height of the new ground sign has
been reduced by 2-feet as a result of concerns stated at the preliminary review, and the granite base would
return into the grade along Central. Mr. Deichl added that they strongly believe the new ground sign
should be located in the center of the property for both visibility and symmetry. Mr. Dziurdzik reiterated
that their first proposal was to remove the existing masonry sign at the west end of the property and replace
it with a directional sign similar to the sign at the east side of the development; however, the commissioners
encouraged them to keep the existing masonry sign, which they are now proposing to do.
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Commissioner Bombick questioned the need for more signage, and pointed out that the existing signage
at the main entrance was given a variation for a larger sign. He also asked why the new ground sign was
not more consistent in style and color to the existing signage, such as the blue edge on the sign box and
the curved corners, and he commented that it is a bad branding scheme to have mismatched signage.

Commissioner Fitzgerald said that he would not vote to approve the proposed sign and keep the existing
entry signs. He still liked the existing masonry sign and was not in favor of removing it and replacing it with
a directional sign to match the sign at the east end of the property. If a new ground sign was approved for
the middle of the property, although he felt it would not help, he would insist on a directional sign at the
west end as well.

Commissioner Fasolo had the same question as Commissioner Bombick about the need for new signage
in the center of the property; he was unsure if this signage was necessary. He also agreed that the blue
edge and rounded corners on the existing sign should be reflected throughout all signage for the
development. He was glad to see that the existing masonry wall was staying.

Commissioner Kubow said that part of him liked the proposed new sign a lot more than some of the
existing directional signage; it is pretty clean and pretty crisp. He pointed out that the new ground sign
would face a high speed road and commercial area across the street, and if the signage is needed that
badly, he was not totally opposed to it. However, he also felt that there was already a lot of other signage
for the development and he was struggling to give proper direction. He would almost rather see the open
space be nicely landscaped instead.

Chair Eckhardt clarified that at the last review the commissioners suggested keeping the existing masonry
wall/signage because it is located at the main entrance to the development. He also felt that removing the
existing masonry wall/signage would result in the development becoming secondary to the adjacent Dana
Point development, and would leave an out of balance void at the main entry. He felt signage was
necessary at both ends of the development; however, he questioned whether more signage was necessary
in the middle. He agreed with Staff that the new slick metal box design being proposed on Central Road
was not appropriate because of the established masonry signage theme at the west end of the property.
He could only support a new ground sign that consists of painted brick to tie in with the existing sign at the
main entrance. He added that he understood why the petitioner wants to have the name of the
development in the middle of the property since it is a long property; however, he questioned the necessity
of it.

Mr. Dziurdzik explained the reasons for the new ground sign; Central is a very busy, high speed road, and
drive-by traffic is a big source of rentals, with most renters not being from the area. The new ground sign
will help pull people into the community and help them recognize this is an apartment development.

Mr. Hautzinger commented that the petitioner has chosen to place the new ground parallel to the road;
whereas more commonly, ground signs are perpendicular to the road so they are visible upon approach.
He pointed out that he recently drove by the site at night and noticed the existing directional sign at the east
end of the site was not illuminated. He asked for the commissioners’ thoughts about replacing the
directional sign at the east end of the site with a mirror image of the existing masonry sign at the west end,
and perhaps a small ground sign in the middle of the property, perpendicular to the road.
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Commissioner Bombick questioned why a ground sign would be located where there was no driveway.
This was a constant source of frustration for him, and he felt it was a disservice to the public to allow signs
that do not guide you to the entrance. Mr. Hautzinger clarified that the sign code allows a 25 sf sign on
each side of an entry drive, but only one per street. The petitioner’s situation is unique because the
driveway at the west end is being shared; therefore, the petitioner is only allowed a sign on one side, at the
main entrance, as opposed to 2 signs. Mr. Dziurdzik replied that the entrance at the east end of the
property is more of a resident entrance, and they want people to enter at the west end of the property.

Commissioner Bombick felt that a big angled ground sign at the east end of the site to catch traffic
coming from the east was more appropriate, which by the time they reach the stoplight, they will have
figured out where the main entrance is. He also pointed out that the address of the development was not
on the sign.

Commissioner Kubow said that he understood the need for signage and he could possibly get behind
signage in the middle of the property; however, he would prefer to see signage that was minimal,
something a little longer, something masonry, maybe 3’ high, and with the name Central Park East. A
simpler type of sign would draw attention and still allow the clubhouse and amenities to be seen. This was
the only way he could possibly support a sign here, although he acknowledged that he was in the minority
with this opinion.

Commissioner Fasolo felt that the directional sign located at the east end of the site should be
illuminated, since it is located at a secondary entrance to the development. Commissioner Kubow asked
about the current vacancy rate at the development and Mr. Deichl replied it is 2%. Mr. Dziurdzik
explained that the proposed new ground sign was not considered a wayfinding sign; it is more or less an
architectural announcement for people driving down Central and not necessarily an announcement to turn
here. This is why signage is important at both ends of the property. They like the horizontal nature of the
new sign, the granite material, and how it works with the grade change. Perpendicular signage was
explored; however, they do not like the look of it on the long expanse of Central Road. They also created a
mock-up of the new sign and drove up and down Central Road at various speeds before deciding on the
appropriate size for the sign. He added that the grade drops off behind the sign, and reducing the height of
the sign would no longer allow the text on the sign to be at eye level from a car.

Commissioner Bombick asked about the hardship for the variations. Mr. Dziurdzik explained that the
hardship is complicated because they are looking at the entire property and all the improvements being
done for the property. It comes down to being competitive in the apartment rental business in Arlington
Heights. Because of the beautiful frontage along Central Road, they felt that in light of all the
improvements being done on the property and the future lobby improvements, it would be a disservice to
not have a redeveloped landscape plan and new architectural monument feature. He pointed out that most
of the competitors have received variances for signage, and he did not necessarily agree with Staff's
comparison of the # of units versus square footage of signage. He also referred to their response to Item ¢
in the hardship criteria.

Chair Eckhardt asked if there was a motion at this time, and there was no response. He said that it
appeared as though there is one definite no, maybe 2 soft no’s, maybe 1 yes, and maybe a yes/no. He
asked the commissioners if there was any shape/form/color/height/orientation of ground sign in the middle
of the property that they could support. Commissioners Kubow, Fasolo and Fitzgerald replied yes.
Commissioner Bombick replied yes, only if someone could explain why the sign is necessary.
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While Chair Eckhart completely understood Commissioner Bombick’s concerns about confusion with the
entrance, he understood why the petitioner would want the new ground sign in the middle of the property to
designate that this is the development, similar to what many golf courses and large developments do with
their signage. Whether the sign is located near the street and closer to the clubhouse, he felt it was the
same message. He asked the commissioners to state what size/shape/color of sign could be supported, if
it were approved.

Commissioner Fasolo felt that a ground sign about the same size as the one at the main entrance was
appropriate, with the same type of sign construction as the existing masonry sign; rounded edge, blue
border, and white masonry wall, rather than the granite. Commissioner Kubow agreed, and preferred to
see a more horizontal sign, lower in height, and well landscaped to help draw attention to the amenities
beyond. He also suggested reducing the amount of text on the sign to include only ‘Central Park East’;
even just the letters on top of the masonry without a border, or a sign design similar to the existing masonry
sign at the west end that faces north.

Commissioner Fitzgerald did not see any hardship. He reiterated that he liked the existing masonry wall
and felt the new ground sign was unnecessary. If the petitioner wants a new ground sign in the middle of
the property, he would insist that the existing masonry wall come down, which he would not be happy
about. He felt the new ground sign, in addition to the existing signs, would give the petitioner a competitive
edge.

Commissioner Bombick felt that removing the existing masonry wall would not work at all because it
would unbalance the entrance for Dana Point. He was fine with whatever the other commissioners felt was
appropriate for the center ground sign, although he felt it needed a brick background.

Chair Eckhardt felt that management always did a wonderful job with the change-out of the flowers at the
development, and similar treatment of the new ground sign in the middle would be an important element
and commitment as well. He could support a sign that was lower in height, understated, with masonry, and
painted to match the existing sign, and he felt the word ‘Apartments’ was important on the sign. He did not
want to see the existing masonry wall/signage removed because it is part of the main entrance to the
development. Although he appreciated Commissioner Fitzgerald’s concerns about unfair advantage, he
felt it probably would not be an issue because the property is so long.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE
VILLAGE BOARD OF TRUSTEES FOR THE SIGN VARIATION REQUESTS FOR CENTRAL PARK
EAST APARTMENTS LOCATED AT 1551 E. CENTRAL ROAD. THIS RECOMMENDATION IS
SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH PLANS RECEIVED 2/13/15, DESIGN COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE
CODES, REGULATIONS AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE
FOLLOWING:

1. A VARIATION TO ALLOW A GROUND SIGN TO BE LOCATED IN THE CENTER OF THE
PROPERTY, AS DEPICTED IN THE EXIHIBIT, WITH LETTERING STYLE AND SIZE TO MATCH
THE EXISTING SIGN ON THE MASONRY WALL, AND THE WORD ‘APARTMENTS’ BENEATH IT,
IN A SMALLER, LEGIBLE SIZE MATCHING THE BLUE COLOR.

2. A CONDITION THAT THE EXISTING METAL BOX SIGN ‘CENTRAL PARK EAST APARTMENTS’
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FACING CENTRAL ROAD ON THE MASONRY WALL BE REMOVED, AND A NEW DIRECTIONAL
SIGN BE ADDED AT THE WEST ENTRANCE, THE SAME SIZE AS THE DIRECTIONAL SIGN AT
THE EAST ENTRANCE, AND ADJUSTED IN HEIGHT TO NOT EXCEED THE HEIGHT OF THE
MASONRY WALL.

There was no second to the motion.

Clarification of the motion was given. Commissioner Bombick supported a new ground sign in the middle
of the property, to be the same design and color of the existing ‘Central Park East Apartments’ wall sign on
the masonry wall; and he supported the removal of the existing ‘Central Park East Apartments’ sign on the
masonry wall (logo to remain), and the addition of a new directional sign on the masonry wall at the main
entrance. Commissioner Fitzgerald pointed out that this would result in 4 signs on the front of the
property, which he was opposed to. Commissioner Bombick said it was only 3 signs because the logo
and the new directional sign text should be counted as one sign. Chair Eckhardt was not in support of the
arrow on a directional sign at the main entrance; he felt it looked cheesy. Commissioner Bombick was in
support of eliminating the arrow at the main entrance.

Mr. Hautzinger said that although the commissioners’ feedback was beneficial, he would suggest that
instead of making a detailed motion to approve the sign with extensive revisions required for the proposed
and existing signs, the petitioner should take the feedback, revise their sign proposal accordingly, adjust
the variations requested as needed, and then return for a final review. Chair Eckhardt agreed with the
suggestion, and reiterated that the petitioner has not been convincing on the need and hardship for the new
ground sign. He explained the process of continuing the project to a specific date so that public re-
notification would not be required.

Commissioner Bombick asked for clarification on the sign code. Mr. Hautzinger read from the code,
which states: “Development identification signs which display the name of the project shall be permitted.
Permanent ornamental signs or entry gates shall be permitted only at one point of ingress to the
development from each adjacent street, with one sign on each side of the point of ingress being allowed.
Such signs shall be limited to the name of the subdivision or development and shall be no more than 25
square feet in area and 6 feet in height.” He clarified that only one of the driveways is allowed to have
signage on both sides, and the main entrance is shared with a different development (Dana Point). The
existing directional sign at the east entrance was previously approved with a variation.

Chair Eckhardt felt that removing the existing ‘Central Park East Apartments’ sign from the masonry wall
at the main entrance would make the entrance feel off balance, and he was unsure if this was a good idea.
Commissioner Fitzgerald said that if the petitioner comes back with this suggestion, the logo and new
directional signage should look as though it was designed as one sign. Based on this direction, it appeared
as though there would be 3 completely different signs across the front of the property, which would take a
lot for him to support. He preferred the new ground sign be changed to include brick, the existing masonry
wall be kept without any signage, and a new directional sign be added at the main entrance to match the
east side. Chair Eckhardt reiterated the importance of signage at the main entrance and his preference to
keep the existing ‘Central Park East Apartments’ sign on the masonry wall. Commissioner Fasolo
agreed. Commissioner Fitzgerald reiterated that this would include too many variations for his liking.

Mr. Hautzinger reiterated that if the proposed sign in the middle of the property were omitted, and instead
the existing masonry wall and signage at the main entrance could be replicated at the east end of the
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property, it would accomplish the petitioner’s goal of giving the entire property a stronger presence along
Central Road with the two signs acting as book ends to the property instead of having one sign in the
center. This would be more in keeping with the spirit of the sign code, which is to locate signage at the
entry driveways. Furthermore, it would satisfy the Design Commissioners desire to keep the existing west
entry sign as is, and also provide a cohesive sign package appearance.

Chair Eckhardt asked the petitioner for their preference on either making a motion tonight to recommend
to the Village Board, or making a motion to continue the project to a specific date in the future for further
discussion. Mr. Dziurdzik said their preference is to consider the comments and suggestions made tonight
and return in two meetings for another review. Mr. Hautzinger said that two meetings would be April 14,
which already has 2 sign variations scheduled for that agenda.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW,
TO CONTINUE THE SIGN VARIATION REQUEST FOR CENTRAL PARK EAST APARTMENTS (DC#15-
016) UNTIL THE APRIL 14,2015 DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING.

Mr. Hautzinger commented that the April 28t meeting is also available, which would allow the petitioner
more time to prepare their final proposal and submit to Staff 2 weeks prior to the meeting. The petitioner
stated their preference to return on April 14.

BOMBICK, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE.
ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.
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ITEM 4. GENERAL MEETING

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW,
TO ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 8:25 P.M. ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.
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Item: DC#14-042 - 1805 N. Fernandez Ave. - SF/Teardown
Department: Planning & Community Development
BACKGROUND

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

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new single-
family residence to be located at 1805 N. Fernandez Avenue. This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated
5/18/14 and received on 5/13/14, and the following:

1. Recommend adding metal roofing to the bay window on the right side
elevation.

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, 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.

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

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Report

Drawings & Documents Exhibits



PIN#: 03-19-200-013
Single-Family (Teardown) DC 14-042

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:

Project Name: 1805 N. Fernandez Ave. DC Number: 14-042

Project Address: 1805 N. Fernandez Ave. Petitioner Name: Sean Rafferty, Greenscape Homes

Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: 4355 Weaver Parkway
Warrenville, IL 60555

Date Prepared: August 5, 2014 Meeting Date: March 31, 2015

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

ANALYSIS:

Summary

The proposed design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review to determine if it meets the standards, requirements, and
intent of the Village of Arlington Heights Single-Family Design Guidelines, and Chapter 28 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Village of
Arlington Heights Municipal Code.

The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single story residence to allow the construction of a new two story residence with an
attached, three car garage. The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of 8,910
square feet and the proposed residence will have 3,602 square feet. The project does comply with all R-3 zoning requirements as
summarized below.

ALLOWED PROPOSED
Setbacks Front: 30 feet Front: 30 feet

Side: 6.6 feet Side: 7 feet

Side: 6.6 feet Side: 7.3 feet

Rear: 30 feet Rear: 43 feet
Building Height 25 feet to the midpoint 24.6 feet to the midpoint
FAR 4,002 SF 3,602 SF
Building Lot Coverage 3,119 SF 2,170 SF
Impervious Surface Coverage Total 4,455 SF 3,210 SF

The existing neighborhood consists of primarily single story homes. This project is appearing before the Design Commission due to past
concerns in this neighborhood regarding teardown/new construction, and to evaluate the proposed architectural design with the context of
the neighborhood. The hipped main roof and single story front porch help the design of the proposed house to fit into the neighborhood.
Finally, although this neighborhood is predominantly single story homes, it should be noted that there are a few other similar scale, newer
two story home on the block.

The proposed design is generally nicely done with varying roof lines, varied materials, and good proportions. The hipped main roof helps to
diminish the overall height and mass of the proposed home as it relates to the adjacent single story homes. The proposed third car garage
is of some concern, but it is set back a few feet from the front of the home which helps minimize its appearance. The architectural details on
the front of the home are continued on the side and rear elevations such as: decorative window grilles in all double hung windows, stone
base wall treatment, metal accent roofing, windows on the side of the garage, and continuous horizontal trim bands. The only comment on
the design is to provide metal roofing at the bay window on the right side of the home.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 1805 N. Fernandez
Avenue. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated 5/18/14 and received on 5/13/14, and the
following:

1. Recommend adding metal roofing to the bay window on the right side elevation.
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, signage or any other reviews. In

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\6F C2ADAB-69D5-41F4-8F E4-F34542582BF8\Arlington Heights.2850.1.Staff_Report_3-31-15.doc



PIN#: 03-19-200-013
Single-Family (Teardown) DC 14-042

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.

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

March 18, 2015

Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner
Department of Planning and Community Development

Cc: Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 14-042
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Utility o Concrete (6" @ Driveways) " : = ' MAXIMUM LOT BLD COVERAGE (%): 35.0% [D)SRBAWN BY:
Locating ) 5” Portland Cement Concrete on MIN. SLOPE 1.0% _ (g 1601 31.0 LOT AREA (SF): 8929
Information for 4" Compacted CA-6 4" Aggregate Base AVERAGE 317 PROPOSED LOT BLD COVERAGE (SF): 2361 COPYRIGHT. 2013, o Lic
Excavators bel (6" @ Driveways) PROPOSED LOT BLD COVERAGE (%): 26.4%
Know what's DEIOW. MAXIMUM LOT IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE (%): 55%
CALL 811 Call before you dig SIDEWALK SECTION DRIVEWAY SECTION SUMP/DS CONNECTION AT BLDG PROPOSED FRONT SETBACK FOR PROPOSED LOT IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE (SF): 266
1805 N. FERNANDEZ AVENUE = 31.70' PROPOSED LOT IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE (%): 41%
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

TYPICAL SIDING SHALL BE CEMENT BOARD SIDING.
TRIM SHALL BE CEMENT BOARD TO MATCH SIDING.

TYPICAL CORNERBOARDS SHALL BE 5/4x6
FACING FRONT AND REAR w/ 5/4x4 AT SIDES.

TYPICAL FRIEZE SHALL BE 1x4 ON 5/4x8.
TYPICAL WINDOW WRAP/SILL SHALL BE 5/4x4.
TYPICAL DOOR WRAP SHALL BE 5/4x6.

TYPICAL WINDOW/DOOR HEAD SHALL BE
1x4 ON 5/4x12 w/ ALUM. FLASHING ABOVE.

TYPICAL EAVE SHALL BE ALUM. WRAPPED 1x8 w/
CONTINUOUSLY VENTED ALUM. SOFFIT. SEE DETAIL.

PROJECTED RAKE SHALL BE 1x3 ON 1x8
w/ ALUM. SOFFIT AND 5/4x8 SUBRAKE.

TYPICAL ROOF SHALL BE CERTAINTEED XT 25 YEAR

SHINGLES OR 30 YEAR ARCHITECTURAL PER SELECTIONS.

PROVIDE 48" WIDE ICE & WATER SHIELD STARTER
AND AT ALL VALLEYS AND EAVES.

PROVIDE ALUMINUM FLASHING AT ALL ROOF/WALL
INTERSECTIONS, ABOVE WINDOW/DOOR HEADS AND
BAND BOARDS, AND SIMILAR PENETRATIONS.

GUTTERS AND DOWNSPOUTS SHALL BE SEAMLESS
ALUMINUM. DISCHARGE INTO STORM SEWER OR SPLASH
TO GRADE w/ 3’ EXTENSIONS AND SPLASHBLOCKS.

PROVIDE CONTINUOUS RIDGE VENT AND / OR 50 s.i.
ALUM. ROOF VENTS NEAR RIDGE w/ EQUAL AREA OF
SOFFIT VENTILATION. MINIMUM 1/300th OF ATTIC AREA.

WINDOW MANUFACTURER TO VERIFY EGRESS WINDOW
AREA OF 5.7 s.f. PROVIDED IN EACH BEDROOM.

FIREPLACE FLUE TO MEET MANUFACTURER'S CLEARANCE
RECOMMENDATIONS.

PROVIDE OSB SADDLES AT ROOF AND WALLS WHERE
WATER FLOW OR SNOW BUILDUP MAY CAUSE DAMAGE.
PROVIDE ICE AND WATER SHIELD ON ROOF / WALL.

PROVIDE BUILDING WRAP ON ALL WALL SHEATHING.
ALL SEAMS TO BE LAPPED AND TAPED PER
MANUFACTURER. LAP AND TAPE OVER FLASHING.

PROVIDE 6” CONTRASTING ADDRESS NUMBERS
ABOVE GARAGE DOOR OR PER ELEVATION.
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19.

TYPICAL SIDING SHALL BE CEMENT BOARD SIDING.
TRIM SHALL BE CEMENT BOARD TO MATCH SIDING.

TYPICAL CORNERBOARDS SHALL BE 5/4x6
FACING FRONT AND REAR w/ 5/4x4 AT SIDES.

TYPICAL FRIEZE SHALL BE 1x4 ON 5/4x8.
TYPICAL WINDOW WRAP/SILL SHALL BE 5/4x4.
TYPICAL DOOR WRAP SHALL BE 5/4x6.

TYPICAL WINDOW/DOOR HEAD SHALL BE
1x4 ON 5/4x12 w/ ALUM. FLASHING ABOVE.

TYPICAL EAVE SHALL BE ALUM. WRAPPED 1x8 w/
CONTINUOUSLY VENTED ALUM. SOFFIT. SEE DETAIL.

PROJECTED RAKE SHALL BE 1x3 ON 1x8
w/ ALUM. SOFFIT AND 5/4x8 SUBRAKE.

TYPICAL ROOF SHALL BE CERTAINTEED XT 25 YEAR

SHINGLES OR 30 YEAR ARCHITECTURAL PER SELECTIONS.

PROVIDE 48" WIDE ICE & WATER SHIELD STARTER
AND AT ALL VALLEYS AND EAVES.

PROVIDE ALUMINUM FLASHING AT ALL ROOF/WALL
INTERSECTIONS, ABOVE WINDOW/DOOR HEADS AND
BAND BOARDS, AND SIMILAR PENETRATIONS.

GUTTERS AND DOWNSPOUTS SHALL BE SEAMLESS
ALUMINUM. DISCHARGE INTO STORM SEWER OR SPLASH
TO GRADE w/ 3’ EXTENSIONS AND SPLASHBLOCKS.

PROVIDE CONTINUOUS RIDGE VENT AND / OR 50 s.i.
ALUM. ROOF VENTS NEAR RIDGE w/ EQUAL AREA OF
SOFFIT VENTILATION. MINIMUM 1/300th OF ATTIC AREA.

WINDOW MANUFACTURER TO VERIFY EGRESS WINDOW
AREA OF 5.7 s.f. PROVIDED IN EACH BEDROOM.

FIREPLACE FLUE TO MEET MANUFACTURER'S CLEARANCE
RECOMMENDATIONS.

PROVIDE OSB SADDLES AT ROOF AND WALLS WHERE
WATER FLOW OR SNOW BUILDUP MAY CAUSE DAMAGE.
PROVIDE ICE AND WATER SHIELD ON ROOF / WALL.

PROVIDE BUILDING WRAP ON ALL WALL SHEATHING.
ALL SEAMS TO BE LAPPED AND TAPED PER
MANUFACTURER. LAP AND TAPE OVER FLASHING.

PROVIDE 6” CONTRASTING ADDRESS NUMBERS
ABOVE GARAGE DOOR OR PER ELEVATION.
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1805 N Fernandez Ave Arlington Heights
Material Schedule

Roof Landmark Weathered Wood
Metal Roof Alsco Terra Bronze
Siding James Hardie Monterey Taupe
Stone Fond Du Lac Country Squire
Gutters/Trim/Fascia Norandex White
Windows Silver Line White
Front Door Stained Dark Walnut




Item: DC#14-120 - 428 S. Evanston Ave. - SF/Addition
Department: Planning & Community Development
BACKGROUND

Approval of a revision to the previously approved architectural design for an
addition to an existing single-family residence.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed revision to
the previously approved design for an addition to the single-family residence
located at 428 S. Evanston Avenue. This recommendation is based on the
previously approved architectural plans dated and received 12/9/14, 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 Report

Drawings & Documents Exhibits



PIN#: 03-33-213-015
Single-Family (Addition) DC 14-120

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT
RE-REVIEW (2)

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITION INFORMATION:

Project Name: Espinal Residence DC Number: 14-120

Project Address: 428 S. Evanston Ave. Petitioner Name: Joosung “Joe” Sohn
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Sohn Architects

1122 N. Clark St. #2407
Chicago, IL 60610
Date Prepared: March 18, 2015 Meeting Date: March 31, 2015

Requested Action(s): Approval of a revision to the previously approved architectural design for an addition to an existing single-family
residence.

ANALYSIS:

Summary

The proposed design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review to determine if it meets the standards, requirements, and
intent of the Village of Arlington Heights Single-Family Design Guidelines, and Chapter 28 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Village of
Arlington Heights Municipal Code.

This project is a second floor and rear addition to an existing single story home, and it was previously approved on December 9, 2014
with a requirement, “to continue a horizontal trim board at the second floor line around all sides of the home.” At this time, the house is
under construction, and the petitioner is requesting approval to not add the horizontal trim board on the rear addition to the home, as
well as to omit the horizontal stone trim band on all other sides of the home.

The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of 8,977 square feet and the proposed
residence will have 3,579 square feet. The project complies with the R-3 zoning requirements.

ALLOWED PROPOSED
Setbacks Front: 25 feet Front: 25.09 feet
Side: 6.8 feet Side: 6.8 feet
Side: 6.8 feet Side: 6.8 feet
Rear: 30 feet Rear: 57.41 feet
Building Height 25 feet to the midpoint 23.6 feet to the midpoint
FAR 4,028 SF 3,579 SF
Building Lot Coverage 3,142 SF 1,952 SF
Impervious Surface Coverage Total 4,489 SF 2,521 SF

The stone band on the front elevation does help the design to relate to the adjacent single story homes, and the horizontal trim board
on the rear addition helps to break up the two story wall of siding. However, this is a relatively minor detail on an otherwise nicely
designed home.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed revision to the previously approved design for an addition to the
single-family residence located at 428 S. Evanston Avenue. This recommendation is based on the previously approved architectural plans
dated and received 12/9/14, 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

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\ABD9IEA51-100A-4CBE-8158-488F04D00E67\Arlington Heights.2854.1.Re-Review_(2)_Staff_Report.doc



PIN#: 03-33-213-015
Single-Family (Addition) DC 14-120

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.

March 18, 2015

Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner
Department of Planning and Community Development

Cc: Charles Witherington-Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 14-120

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\ABD9IEA51-100A-4CBE-8158-488F04D00E67\Arlington Heights.2854.1.Re-Review_(2)_Staff_Report.doc



ADJACENT BRICK

HOUSE
-
hi
s W sé
| - - - - - - - < - - - - ¢
|’% 2 =X EXISTNG CONC—f— « .
gmg i © EXISTING LAWN '
e U »
5 VoSl wmmn =2 $
N\ o%f-’ | I % P
) - = v = |
i
| Z 35'_0” '; Z |
NEW FRAME ~ | EXISTING CONC | EXISTING CONC N
5 2 CAR NEW CONC o > | PAVEMENT @ £ DRIVEWAY R}
S GARAGE DRIVEWAY . GROUND LEVEL L‘%‘P (259 SF)
y / E: 77 3ot |70 | 4
b; AV | —F - - - -_— -
of;q,- 24'-3" 22'-2" 184" ! I
¢ = = = EXSTG |
1 CONC
N ST -
® ' : NEW EXISTNG LAWN .
174 -
1L S )'/ ) WNoow NEW, EXISTING
NEW LAWN——I & EXISTING
I Eg WINDOW wsu.i\[' % e |
— - Y
CONDENSERS -E|-—| N
ON CONC PAD | R %/k o
EXISTING LAWN ROOF | )
OVERHANG @ NEW CONC PAD—~ ! 4
¢ (4sH_ ] L& Z ' 8 CONC WALKWAY
| EXISTING HOUSE | |
| " :P FOOTPRINT g%
y b o . (1409 GSF / |-'|.)7 AR S
Ly % P ~_ | | ! @
N | j ) ]
, 4 \ | | % 2
: ROOF =
| \ o | | LJEO'—OVER— '9
/ o ! HANG 7
\ A ' | EXISTING LAWN z
| O ! NEW =
| I | BAY .
\ EXISTING TREE | WINDOW L
| \ (24" DIA) y | | |
I
EXISTING A
\ Ve L =+ WINDOW E%
\ / 2 ‘% ! % o|m . T — — \ —
R N - R =T \ / R
SO 57-5"~ — — — a4 N @ 260" 4P %H el B 25'-2" —F 09‘5&'? 25'-5"
> > f n T 0 ™5 p) — Q
Eé" & [fe} N i [fe) 0%;;\:']'
LOT = 8976 GSF ¥
()
ADJACENT BRICK
HOUSE

Sie' PLAN N
1 SCALE: 3/307 = 170" @

(©) COPYRIGHT 2014 BY SOHN ARCHITECTS, LTD.

ISSUED FOR DESIGN REVIEW, NOVEMBER 05, 2014
ISSUED FOR DESIGN COMMISSION REVIEW, NOVEMBER 25, 2014 A 1 . O
ISSUED FOR DESIGN COMMISSION REVIEW, DECEMBER 09, 2014

N

SOHN ARCHITECTS, LTD. PROJECT:
@ 4728 S. EVANSTON AVE. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, IL 60004

(]
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4 EXISTING CONTEXT ELEVATION

| SCALE: 1/16” = 1"-0"

246 1/2"

1'=7 1/2] 1'-8 1/2]

2 PROPOSED CONTEXT ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
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Item: DC#15-001 - Patton Elementary School - 1616 N. Patton Ave. / Sign Variation

Department: Planning & Community Development

On January 27, 2015, the Design Commission reviewed a sign variation request for
Patton Elementary School to allow replacement of their existing manual change
bulletin board with a new electronic LED changeable sign. At that time, the Design
Commission decided to defer action and continue the request to February 24, 2015
to allow time for a Village wide re-review of electronic LED signhage, as well as to
allow time for the petitioner to more clearly define how they are proposing to use
the sign, and for Staff to research electronic signage options and recommend
operational restrictions.

At the February 24, 2015 Design Commission, the Design Commission decided to
continue the request to the March 31, 2015 Design Commission meeting to allow
the petitioner time to conduct additional research regarding the proposed sign.

At this time, the petitioner is requesting to continue the review of their
request to the June 9, 2015 Design Commission meeting.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type

No Attachments Available



Item: DC#11-112 - Arlington Downs - Exterior Lighting

Department: Planning & Community Development

REQUEST

Approval of proposed exterior architectural lighting to be added to the previously
approved architectural design for Tower One of the Arlington Downs mixed use
development located at 3400 W. Euclid Avenue.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed exterior
lighting for Tower One of the Arlington Downs mixed use development located at
3400 W. Euclid Avenue. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the
plans received on 3/5/15, 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. 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.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Report

Drawings & Documents Exhibits



Arlington Downs
3400 W. Euclid Ave. DC 11-112
PIN # 02-25-100-021, 026 & 02-26-201-019, 020 ; (Mixed-Use)

RE-REVIEW(2)
STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT
PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITIONER INFORMATION:
Project Name: Arlington Downs DC Number: 11-112
Project Address: 3400 W. Euclid Ave. Petitioner Name: Gary Wendt
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address:  Arlington Devco LLC
3400 W. Euclid Ave.
Arlington Heights, IL 60005
Date Prepared: March 19, 2015 Meeting Date: March 31, 2015

Requested Action(s):
1. Approval of proposed exterior architectural lighting to be added to the previously approved architectural design for
Tower One of the Arlington Downs mixed use development located at 3400 W. Euclid Avenue.

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."

Tower One of the Arlington Downs mixed use development is a new luxury rental apartment building that was converted from the
old Sheraton hotel building. The design received Design Commission approval on August 13, 2013. At this time, the petitioner is
seeking approval to add exterior architectural lighting to the top and sides of the building.

Site:

-

e i

N SALT CREER LN

ROHLWING RD

r
E

Aerial Image Zoning Map

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\D097A66C-6D26-403E-B265-A702834946EC\Arlington Heights.2865.1.Staff_Report_Re-Review_(2).doc 1



Arlington Downs
3400 W. Euclid Ave. DC 11-112
PIN # 02-25-100-021, 026 & 02-26-201-019, 020 ; (Mixed-Use)

The proposed exterior lighting is called “Neon-Flex”. It is a flexible plastic rope containing LED lights spaced at approximately
every 1/2" on center resulting in the appearance of a continuous line of light. The petitioner is proposing to install the “Neon-Flex”
lighting continuously around the top of the building parapet wall and with two lines running up each side of the building.

The issue with the proposed lighting is that, as proposed, the actual strip light will be exposed to direct view creating a crisp,
bright line. The Village’s Design Guidelines state that, “(Lighting) fixtures, standards and all exposed accessories shall be
concealed...” Similar proposals in the past have been consistently required to conceal the light source from direct view, but the
light can wash the building wall. It is recommended that the proposed installation details be revised to create a recess for the
strip lighting to conceal the actual light source, but will allow the light to wash and highlight the building walls. However, since this
is a tall building, glare from the exposed fixture is less of a concern then it would be for a similar proposal on a building at street
level.

RECOMMENDATION:

Itis recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed exterior lighting for Tower One of the Arlington Downs mixed
use development located at 3400 W. Euclid Avenue. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans received on 3/5/15,
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. 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 architecthomeowner/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.

March 19, 2015

Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner

c: Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 11-112

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\D097A66C-6D26-403E-B265-A702834946EC\Arlington Heights.2865.1.Staff_Report_Re-Review_(2).doc 2
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Item: DC#15-020 - Teleflex - 900 W. University Dr. - Commercial
Department: Planning & Community Development
BACKGROUND

Approval of the proposed architectural design for an addition to an existing
manufacturing facility.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed architectural
design for an addition to Teleflex to be located at 900 W. University Drive.

This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans dated 2/17/15 and
received 2/23/15, Design Commission recommendations, compliance with all
applicable Federal, State, and Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance
of all required permits, and the following:

1. This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed to
be an approval of, or to have any other impact on nor represent any tacit approval
or support for the proposed land use or any other zoning and/or land use issues or
decisions that stem from zoning, building, signage or any other reviews. In
addition to the normal technical review, permit drawings will be reviewed for
consistency with the Design Commission and any other Commission or Board
approval conditions. It is the 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. The petitioner is required to meet all landscape and parking requirements per Chapter
28.

3. All signage must meet code, Chapter 30.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Report

Drawings & Documents Exhibits



Teleflex Medical

900 W. University Dr.
DC 15-020
(Commercial)

PIN #: 03-07-200-010

STAFF DESIGN COMMISSION REPORT

PROJECT INFORMATION: PETITIONER INFORMATION:

Project Name: Teleflex Medical DC Number: 15-005

Project Address: 900 W. University Dr. Petitioner Name: Chad McRoberts

Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address:  Catalyst GC & Development Inc.

2514 W. Armitage, Suite 208
Chicago, IL 60647
Date Prepared: March 13, 2015 Meeting Date: March 31, 2015

Requested Action(s):
1. Approval of the proposed architectural design for an addition to an existing manufacturing facility.

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 to ensure that
the proposed design is in character with the area.

The petitioner is proposing a 7,113 sf two story addition to an existing 87,856 sf manufacturing facility. Teleflex is a global
provider of medical supplies and equipment. This facility produces pure water for use in medical respirators. Construction of the
existing building was completed in 1976. The scope of the project includes the building addition, new driveway, and
corresponding landscape restoration and improvements. The property is zoned M-1, Research, Development, and Light
Manufacturing District. The overall site area is approximately 6 acres. The proposed addition complies with the M-1 zoning
setback and floor area requirements.

Site Subject Property
ANALYSIS
\' | ‘ I
.............-} /| I —
! _
M-1 |
4 | ;
!. |l
R t o
L-l' EEEl ”.‘.;s« ;
ANGLEWOOD DF [ sy
LLLETT L]
Zoning Map of Subject Property Aerial View of Subject Property
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Teleflex Medical

900 W. University Dr.
DC 15-020
(Commerecial)

PIN #: 03-07-200-010

Surrounding Land Uses:

Direction Existing Zoning Existing Use Comprehensive Plan

North M-1, Research, Development, & Light Manufacturing | Office / Industrial R&D, Manufacturing, Warehouse

South M-1, Research, Development, & Light Manufacturing | Office / Industrial R&D, Manufacturing, Warehouse

East M-1, Research, Development, & Light Manufacturing | Office / Industrial R&D, Manufacturing, Warehouse

West M-1, Research, Development, & Light Manufacturing | Office / Industrial R&D, Manufacturing, Warehouse
Architectural Design:

The proposed addition will be constructed with precast concrete exterior walls, whereas the existing manufacturing building is
corrugated metal siding. However, the proposed addition will be painted to match the same color scheme used on the existing
building which will help to tie the new and existing portions of the building together. The proposed addition will fill in the southeast
corner of the overall rectangular building footprint, but it will be recessed from the one story office area, leaving the office area as
the focal point of the design. Overall, the proposed addition is appropriately designed for the M-1 zoning district.

Landscaping:
The petitioner is removing existing trees to accommodate the new addition and new driveway, however they are providing ten

(10) replacement trees pursuant to the exchange rate in Chapter 28, Section 6.15. They are also proposing a new landscape bed
with a mix of trees and shrubs at the southeast corner which will buffer the new driveway. Overall, the proposed landscaping
works well with the proposed addition.

Rooftop Mechanical Screening:
One new rooftop mechanical unit will be located away from the front wall of the proposed addition, and it will be screened by the
new continuous parapet wall.

RECOMMENDATION:

Itis recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed architectural design for an addition to Teleflex to be located at
900 W. University Drive. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans dated 2/17/15 and received 2/23/15, Design
Commission recommendations, compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes regulations and policies, the issuance
of all required permits, and the following:

1. This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed to be an approval of, or to have any other
impact on nor represent any tacit approval or support for the proposed land use or any other zoning and/or land use
issues or decisions that stem from zoning, building, signage or any other reviews. In addition to the normal technical
review, permit drawings will be reviewed for consistency with the Design Commission and any other Commission or
Board approval conditions. It is the architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the Design Commission
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