PLAN COMMISSION / ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

AGENDA
Thursday, April 27, 2023 Frankfort Village Hall
6:30 P.M. 432 W. Nebraska Street (Board Room)
Call to Order
Roll Call

Approval of Minutes of April 13, 2023

Plat of Dedication for Pfeiffer Road Extension

Request: Plat of Dedication for a public street and public utilities to the Village of Frankfort, to accommodate
the proposed future extension of Pfeiffer Road, from its current terminus between the Lighthouse Pointe
Phase Two and Lighthouse Point Phase Five Subdivisions, to the intersection of Lincoln Highway/U.S.
Route 30 and Pfeiffer Road, with said dedication containing approximately 4.217 acres. (PINS: 19-09-22-
200-004-0000, 19-09-200-006-0000, 19-09-23-100-002-0000)

Public Hearing: 7 N. White Street — Integrus Development Multi-Tenant Commercial Building (Ref.
#107)

Request: Special Use Permit for a restaurant, full-service, with liquor sales for Senso Sushi for the property
located at 7 N. White Street (pending new address assignment of 3 N. White Street) (PIN: 19-09-22-305-
035-0000).

Workshop: 20500 S. La Grange Road, Unit 6A — Sage Salon
Future Public Hearing Request: Special Use Permit for Personal Services (Hair Salon) in the B-4 Office
District (PIN: 19-09-16-400-031-0000).

Workshop: 165 Industry Avenue, Unit 3— CNC Lawncare

Future Public Hearing Request: One Special Use Permit for a Landscape Business and one Special Use
Permit for Outdoor Storage of uncontained bulk materials in the 1-2 General Industrial District (PINS: 19-
09-34-103-009-1001, 19-09-34-902-000-0000, 19-09-34-100-071-0000).

Workshop: 10043 W. Lincoln Highway — Action Behavior Centers

Future Public Hearing Request: Proposed Major Change to the President’s Row Planned Unit Development
to create a fenced-in, outdoor Autistic Environmental Therapy area from five parking spaces next to the
south entrance of the building in the B-4 Office District (PIN: 19-09-21-307-004-0000).

Workshop: 108 Walnut Street — Demolition and New Home Construction
Future Public Hearing Request: Demolition and rebuild of single-family home for the property located at
108 Walnut Street, zoned R-2, requiring at least 6 variances. (PIN: 19-09-28-211-006-0000)

10. Public Comments

11. Village Board & Committee Updates

12. Other Business



A. Notification of a Minor Change to the Cedarhurst PUD for the property located at 21507 S. Wolf Road
(PIN 19-09-20-301-063-0000)

13. Attendance Confirmation (May 11, 2023)

14. Adjournment

All applicants are advised to be present when the meeting is called to order. Agenda items are generally reviewed in the order
shown on the agenda, however, the Plan Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals reserves the right to amend the agenda and consider
items in a different order. The Commission may adjourn its meeting to another day prior to consideration of all agenda items. All
persons interested in providing public testimony are encouraged to do so. If you wish to provide public testimony, please come
forward to the podium and state your name for the record and address your comments and questions to the Chairperson.
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MINUTES

MEETING OF VILLAGE OF FRANKFORT PLAN
COMMISSION / ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

April 13, 2023 -VILLAGE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
432 W. NEBRASKA STREET
Call to Order: Chair Rigoni called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM

Commissioners Present: ~ Chair Maura Rigoni, Brian James, Dan Knieriem, Nichole
Schaeffer

Commissioners Absent: Will Markunas, David Hogan, Jessica Jakubowski

Staff Present: Director of Community and Economic Development Mike
Schwarz, Senior Planner Chris Gruba, Planner Drew Duffin

Elected Officials Present:  None
A. Approval of the Minutes from February 2379, 2023
Motion (#1): To approve the minutes from February 23", 2023.
Motion by: Knieriem Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (4-0)

B. Plat of Resubdivision and Minor Change to a PUD: Resubdivision of Lots 26-1 and
26-2 in the 15t Resubdivision of Lighthouse Pointe Phase 3

Chris Gruba gave the staff report.

Applicant Shawn O’Malley approached the podium and was available to answer any
questions.

Chair Rigoni asked if there were any questions from the other members of the Plan
Commission.

There were none.

Motion (#2): Recommend the Village Board approve a Plat of Resubdivision for Lots
26-1 and 26-2 within Lighthouse Phase 3 in accordance with the reviewed plans, subject
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to any technical revisions prior to recording and conditioned on final engineering
approval.

Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (4-0)

. Public Hearing: 7 N. White Street — Integrus Development Multi-Tenant
Commercial Building (Ref. #107)

Chair Rigoni swore in all those in the audience who wished to speak.
Chris Gruba presented the staff report.
Chair asked the applicant to come to the stand.

Jim Olguin, the attorney representing the applicant, approached the stand. Also present
were Dan Elliot, the applicant, Jason Nuttelman, the architect, and Rick Sanaa, the
project engineer.

Mr. Olguin thanked staff for their thorough report.

Mr. Elliot approached the stand and also thanked staff. He explained that he wanted to
give some background on project. He has lived in town for five years, and has 20 years of
experience in real estate. He knew that there was an opportunity for development in the
downtown area. Part of the reason he and his family moved to Frankfort was because of
the downtown. Through conversations with others, he had learned that there was a
concern that the downtown could become stale over time. In response to that concern, he
wanted to add amenities to the downtown in a way that the Village would be proud of,
and he felt that this project would achieve that goal. Mr. Elliot added that the proposal
before the Plan Commission was very different from other projects he had worked on. He
added that his original proposal had been for the property at 2 Smith Street. During that
process, he had been asked by the Village Board to relocate his project, to allow for the
possibility of two downtown development projects. He noted that there had been many
changes to the plans since they were last brought before the Plan Commission, and that a
lot of feedback from many people had been taken under consideration. Most recently, the
project received a Certificate of Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation
Commission. He was proud of the progress he and his team had made with the project,
but he said that he ultimately wanted the residents of Frankfort to be proud of it.

Mr. Olguin said that he wanted to reiterate the exceptions they were requesting. One
group of exceptions was related to the building and its location on the proposed Lot 1. He
explained that when they were negotiating the details of the land that the Village would
sell, there was never really an intent for any proposed building to meet the typical setback
requirements. The same could be said for landscaping and lighting requirements. Because
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the property line was so close to building, he noted that any light fixtures on the building
would exceed Village requirements. The next exception was related to the required
fencing around the proposed outdoor seating areas along White Street. Fencing in those
areas did not seem appropriate, and was a topic of discussion with the Historic
Preservation Commission. The important thing to consider was that the proposed outdoor
seating areas were small. Another exception they were requesting was in regard to the
dimensions of the required loading area. He noted that many delivery vehicles were
parked on public right-of-way when making deliveries in the downtown area. The future
tenants for the proposed building planned to utilize smaller box trucks, as opposed to the
larger semi-trucks commonly seen delivering to the downtown, which could fit within the
loading area the applicant was proposing. The last exceptions were related to the
proposed signage. These topics were also discussed with the Historic Preservation
Commission. Because of the design of the roofline, maintaining a common centerline for
all the proposed tenant signage would look wrong. The same was true if all the signs
were equally sized. Based on the design of the building, the sign for the southernmost
tenant space was enlarged proportionally, so as to fit the larger gable area, which in his
opinion looked good. Turning to the requested variation, Mr. Olguin noted that staff had
outlined the relevant information available on parking in the downtown. All of the
information that was presented showed that there was plenty of parking available for the
uses the applicant was proposing. He believed that the code-required parking was
overstated for the proposed building. The parking regulations in the Zoning Ordinance
were designed for businesses outside the downtown area, in places where walking and
cycling weren’t options for accessing the site. He added that some of the proposed uses
had different peak times, such as the proposed sushi restaurant and proposed dentist’s
office. In regard to the dentist’s office in particular, he noted that the Zoning Ordinance
required three parking spaces per exam room. In his opinion, that figure was excessive, as
the proposed dentist’s office would primarily have children as patients. He stated that he
believed there was sufficient parking in the downtown area, and that the overall demand
for parking that would be generated would less than what the code would require. If
parking demand did increase, he believed there was sufficient space in the downtown for
parking to be added in the future, including on Village owned property. For those
reasons, he believed that the requested variation was justified. Mr. Olguin also reiterated
that his client and his client’s team had spent a lot of time with the Historic Preservation
Commission working on the aesthetic aspects of the project, and that it took three
meetings to get approval. Between those three meetings they had continually
incorporated the feedback from the Historic Preservation Commission, and that the time
spent with them had resulted in a better building.

Jason Nuttelman, the architect for the project, approached the stand. He echoed Mr.
Olguin’s comments about their time spent with the Historic Preservation Commission. He
noted that they wanted to respond to the location of the Old Plank Road Trail with the
proposed location of the outdoor seating. In a previous set of plans, they had proposed a
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90-degree angle on the southwest corner of the building. That had since been changed to
an angled corner entrance. They had also relocated the proposed garbage enclosure, and
added a connection to the trail from the parking lot. A large portion of the discussions
with the Historic Preservation Commission talks were focused on the design and
materials proposed for the building. One of the documents they had submitted for the
Historic Preservation Commission highlighted the architectural features found in the
downtown area that they incorporated into the design of the current set of plans. They
tried to incorporate elements from other downtown buildings including dormer windows,
glass windows with muntins, headers on windows, building materials, building colors and
shingle roofs. Another important set of considerations they made when designing the
building was the proposed tenant mix, particularly the proposed sushi restaurant. They
wanted to emphasize their space in particular. On the south roofline, he had added some
dormers to the metal roof to help soften the appearance of the roof on that side, as well as
to introduce natural light into the tenant space. Another change they made was to the
wood trellis system, which was designed in response to Prairie Park. He noted that on the
page with the elevations for the White Street facade, the proposed materials were listed.
The colors that were listed on that page ware named dark and light gray, but Mr.
Nuttelman explained that the actual materials did not necessarily appear as gray in real
life.

Mr. Nuttelman showed the members of the commission the physical material samples
they had brought to the meeting, including different colored brick, the composite siding,
roof shingles, and metal roof.

Commissioner Schaeffer noted that there was a light and dark tone on the sample for the
composite siding and asked which color would be on the building.

The architect noted that it would be the darker tone. He added that the other thing which
would soften the appearance of the building would be the addition of the proposed wood
planters. They would be made of a softer material, and the plants would be well-
maintained and beautiful. On north elevation, they also proposed similar design elements
such as gooseneck lights, and another recess for additional landscaping to further soften
the appearance of the building.

Commissioner James asked if all the proposed dormers acted as skylights.

The architect responded that only the dormers on the southern roof would be skylights.
The others were decorative.

The attorney then gave responses to the Findings of Fact standards for both Special Use
Permits and variation, suggesting that the proposed development and tenants would meet
the standards laid out in the Findings of Fact for both the Special Use Permits and the
variation.

Plan Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals Minutes: 4/13/23 | Page 4



Chair Rigoni asked for initial questions from the other members of the Plan Commission.

Commissioner Schaeffer noted that a bench on the northwest corner of the site plan was
going to be removed. She asked if it could be relocated to somewhere else nearby.

Chair Rigoni suggested that the relocation of the bench could be a condition of approval.
She asked staff to confirm that the Special Use Permits the applicant was requesting at
the time were only for Outdoor Seating and for a Full-Service restaurant, and that there
was no current request for Liquor Sales.

Chris Gruba said that was correct. The applicant would be requesting a Special Use
Permit for a Full-Service Restaurant with Liquor Sales at the next Plan Commission
meeting.

Chair Rigoni asked if there were any members of the public who wished to give
comments.

Kirk Nissen, a resident who lives at 49 Elwood Street, approached the stand. He stated
that he was concerned with parking and traffic. He said that he had lived on Elwood
Street for 42 years. He had no reason to doubt that the proposed restaurants would be
successful. One thing he had noticed about the proposed plans was that parking spaces
would be lost in order to construct the new building. He noted that the lot behind the
proposed building would still be Village owned, meaning that the parking lot would be
open to anyone. The lot was currently used for concerts, the Farmer’s Market, the car
show, Bluegrass Fest, and Fall Fest. If the current proposed building were constructed in
that parking lot, he wondered where the customers would park. He also noted that there
was only one way in or out of the parking lot, facing Elwood Street. He expected that that
part of downtown could become becoming crowded, as it is currently. Folks could get
lost. On the west side of White Street, between W. Bowen Street and Elwood Street were
many on-street parking spaces which were often filled. He suggested that a similar
situation would arise as a result of three new restaurants along White Street. Visibility
was limited when driving along that part of White Street because of the parked cars. That
problem would increase with the development of this property. Personally, he would not
allow on-street parking along the west side of White street. The existing problem would
get worse on weekends with the addition of the new development. Parking would also be
obscured because of its location behind the proposed the building, which would result in
more people parking on the street.

Deborah Hardwick, a resident at 110 Kansas Street, approached the stand. She was
concerned about Prairie Park, as she wanted it to remain passive, with no more new
seating. She had advocated to keep the park passive in years past. The proposed
development would impact the park, and she suggested that the Village would need to get
a handle on what could be located near the park. She reiterated that she was concerned
about the proximity. She was also concerned about the Old Plank Road Trail users. She
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traveled along White Street frequently and would always stop for trail users crossing
White Street. She asked if the Plan Commission had considered the sight line impacts the
proposed building would have on those using the trail. She recalled that the old proposal
had a diagonal corner on the southwest corner of the building, and she had found it
comforting to know there was a better sightline for trail users, especially since that part of
the trail was pretty heavily trafficked. She wondered how far the outdoor seating could be
located from the front of the building. Ms. Hardwick then gave her concerns related to
parking. She asked how many employees would work at the four proposed
establishments. She noted that Fat Rosie’s and Francesca’s had quite a few employees.
She said that she did not know the size of the proposed sushi restaurant, but she believed
it would be comparable in area to Fat Rosie’s. She stated that she did not know the
number of employees that would work at the proposed sushi restaurant, and did not know
how big the restaurant would be. She noted that there is an existing parking lot behind Fat
Rosie’s and Francesca’s, which was full by 9:00 AM, as that was where all the
employees for those restaurants would park. In regard to the current proposal, she said
that if the proposed building were built, 45 parking spots would remain in the parking lot.
If there were 20 employees working at the proposed building, 25 spots would remain,
which would not be a lot of space for the residents. By her estimate, there were currently
about 15 parking spaces with cars in them each morning. She noted that the parking study
had observed employees working downtown would park along Elwood Street. She
believed that employees of downtown businesses would not want to walk far from their
cars to their jobs, and she was worried they would fill most of the lot behind the proposed
building. She was also concerned about traffic moving in or out of that lot, since it was a
tight opening, especially during the farmer’s market. She stated that parking was a big
concern for her, and suggested that the Village needed to look into building another
parking lot. She was also concerned with the safety of the trail users. She said that
lighting at the trail crossing on White Street was poor and said she wanted brighter bulbs
installed for visibility.

llene LeRosa, a resident in Suttondale, approached the stand. She said that she had some
concerns about safety and parking. She asked what the plan was for the empty lots the
Village owned in the downtown area. She said that from what she knew, work on the
Mech House was cost prohibitive. She asked about the properties at the corner of White
Street and Elwood Street, as well as the FraMilCo building.

Chair Rigoni explained that the use and sale of Village property was the purview of the
Village Board, not the Plan Commission.

Ms. LeRosa asked if the Village Board would consider creating a new parking lot if the
Plan Commission approved the current proposal.

Chair Rigoni reiterated that creating a new public parking lot in the downtown would be
a decision made by the Village Board.
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Ms. LeRosa stated that the parking issue could not be detached from the decision to
approve this building. She added that it was a good problem to have.

Dawn Shields, a resident living in Kaffel Court, approached the stand. She asked if other
restaurants in the downtown area had outdoor seating located on public property.

Chair Rigoni said that Trail’s Edge, Fat Rosie’s, and Francesca’s all had lease agreements
on with the Village to rent space on public right-of-way for outdoor seating.

Ms. Shields asked if there were any liability issues with leasing the space for seating.
Chair Rigoni responded, saying that part of the lease agreement included insurance.

Ms. Shields noted that the proposed uses had changed since the project’s initial proposal
was brought to the Plan Commission. At first, there was only one restaurant proposed,
where there were now three. Three times as many restaurants would mean three times as
many deliveries. Downtown residents had complained about trucks making deliveries in
the downtown in the mornings. She asked if there were any considerations being made to
reduce the noise generated by these trucks.

Chair Rigoni stated that that would fall under the purview of the Village Board.

Ms. Shields asked how close the proposed dumpster would be to the building and the
outdoor seating area. Staff noted that it would be located on the southeast corner of the
building.

She stated that disposing of raw fish from the sushi restaurant near outdoor seating would
likely require extra garbage pickups. She also had concerns about wildlife from the park
being attracted to the smells of the garbage enclosure and coming to investigate them.
She hoped that the applicant could secure the dumpster lids to prevent animals from
getting in. She said that she was mostly concerned about the smell and proximity of the
enclosure to the trail and the outdoor seating area. She also asked how the proposed
landscaping, outdoor seating, and reduced-width sidewalks would make White Street too
congested. She then asked if the applicant was planning to have a drive-thru window for
cyclists.

Chair Rigoni said she did not believe the applicant was planning to have a drive-thru
window, as there was nothing indicated on the site plan.

Ken Rieman, a Frankfort resident living near the downtown area, approached the stand.
He said that he did not know the applicant when the initial Request for Proposals was
posted by the Village, but that he did know the applicant’s wife at the time. From there,
he took an interest in the project and followed the progress of this proposal. He stated that
it meant a lot to him when people who lived in Frankfort wanted to support the town. He
added that many of the people involved with the building and proposed uses were local to
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Frankfort. He commended the applicant for his patience in the planning and zoning
process. He said that it was not easy to get projects built in Frankfort, which he believed
to be a good thing. He was confident that the Village Board would address the parking
concerns raised by other members of the public.

Motion (#3): To close the Public Hearing.
Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (4-0)

Chair Rigoni asked the other members of the Plan Commission if they had any comments
or questions related to the proposed restaurant uses.

Commissioner Knieriem said he was in support of the proposal. He believed that there
was a for need more restaurants in the downtown area, as evidenced by the hour-long
waits at other restaurants on the weekend.

Commissioner Schaeffer agreed, and added that she also wanted to see variety in the
restaurants in the downtown, such as daytime grab-n-go type establishments.

Commissioner James agreed. He said that having restaurant options along the trail was
desirable. The proposal was also in line with the goal to promote infill development, as
mentioned in the Comprehensive Plan.

Chair Rigoni added that restaurant uses would bring people to the downtown, and that
they wanted people in the downtown. She asked staff how many outdoor seating areas
were proposed.

Chris Gruba explained how the proposed outdoor seating was laid out on the site plan.

Chair Rigoni recalled that for Planned Unit Developments approved in the past, outdoor
seating areas would be granted “as identified on the site plan” in the motion.

Chris Gruba explained that he had thought that the Special Use Permit for Outdoor
Seating would be applied to the whole site, and had written the legal notice to reflect that.
After talking with Village Administration, it was suggested that a Special Use Permit for
Outdoor Seating be granted individually to each of the proposed restaurants.

Mike Schwarz added that Village Administration had asked that each Ordinance granting
a Special Use Permit for Outdoor Seating be tied to a specific tenant space. The Plan
Commission could make one motion to recommend approval of outdoor seating as shown
on plans for the three specific units as the Chair suggested, but that individual Special
Use ordinances for each restaurant to have Outdoor Seating would be considered by the
Village Board.
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Chair Rigoni said that since the proposal was part of a Planned Unit Development, the
applicants need to have their site plan approved. She added that the proposed tenants
might change before the building was open. She noted that the southernmost restaurant
space’s outdoor seating area was fenced in to meet the regulations for liquor sales and
consumption, and that the other outdoor seating areas were not fenced in. She said that
liquor could not be served at those outdoor seating areas. She asked the other members
of the Plan Commission if they were comfortable with approving the outdoor seating
areas in one motion by using the language “as defined on the plan.”

The other members of the Plan Commission said they were comfortable with that course
of action.

Chair Rigoni noted that the request for a Major Change to the Planned Unit Development
went hand-in-hand with the variation request, and that the approval for the Preliminary
and Final Plat of Subdivision was separate. She asked if the other members of the Plan
Commission had any comments on the proposed site plan.

Commissioner Schaeffer stated that she would like to see the bench that was proposed to
be relocated elsewhere nearby. She suggested it be located somewhere along the trail.

Chris Gruba said that it could be made as a condition of approval.

Commissioner Schaeffer also noted that one light pole that has to be removed on the lot.
She asked if it would need to be replaced.

Chris Gruba said he was unaware of a minimum lighting requirement for a parking lot.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the remaining lights would be adequate to meet code
requirements for light levels in the parking lot.

Chair Rigoni noted that the removal of a light pole would become a safety concern. She
wanted to be sure there were not any dark spots, especially given that there was a lot of
traffic in the area. She asked if any other Commissioners had any comments.

Commissioner James recalled that one of the members of the public has a question about
the location of the trash enclosure. He recalled that at the workshop, the trash enclosure
was proposed on the east side of the parking lot, closer to the park. The Village asked that
it be moved, so trash would not be carried across the lot. He suggested that the Plan
Commission require the applicant mitigate potential smell and animal issues as a
condition of approval.

Commissioner Knieriem said that he would expect that the proposed uses would not want
the trash enclosure to smell either.

Chair Rigoni asked how often trash would be picked up.
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The applicant said he expected it would be about twice a week. In regard to the concern
about the sushi restaurant, he believed they would do their best to not just throw away
product, and that they would take any step they needed to in order to mitigate any
concerns about smell.

Chair Rigoni asked the applicant when he anticipated deliveries and garbage pickup
would take place.

The applicant said he expected that deliveries would take place in the morning, prior to
businesses in the downtown opening. He added that they had located the proposed
loading area in the parking lot so as to avoid traffic impacts on White Street. He added
that there would be no semi-trucks making deliveries to the site, and that the largest
vehicles would be box trucks.

Chair Rigoni asked the applicant to be more specific about what he meant by morning.

The applicant responded that he did not intend morning to suggest a time such as 4:00
AM.

Commissioner Schaeffer noted that there was a trash enclosure near the outdoor seating
at the Wine Thief. She said she was not aware of any issues with smell at that location.

Chair Rigoni asked if the alignment of the proposed path connection on the southeastern
corner of the site plan was similar to the connection proposed in 2018. She recalled that
there were concerns about how that connection was offset from another connection
nearby, coming from the south. She said that the parking lot was heavily utilized by trail
users. She asked the applicant to make sure the two trail connections lined up. She stated
that she also would want to look at where the ADA-accessible parking spots were
located, as the spots they were losing were those with the closest access to the Old Plank
Road Trail. She acknowledged that there were not many ADA-accessible spots in the
downtown, and few of them had direct access to the trail.

The architect said they would confirm the dimensions and design of the trail connection
with their engineers.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the two trail connections needed to be aligned.

Chair Rigoni noted that the curve in the trail where the connection was proposed was a
busy one. She said she would defer to the engineers on the alignment of the trail
connection, but she believed that a 90° intersection would be best at that location. There
was a need to address also that curve in the trail, since cyclists could be moving quickly
around it. She restated that it was a topic discussed at length back in 2018. She noted that
there was a positive aspect to locating a building so close to the Old Plank Road Trail, but
that it came with extra considerations as well.
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The applicant stated that he and his team would accommodate whatever consensus the
Village came to on the topic.

The architect added that their design did address the trail, even more so in the most recent
revisions.

Chris Gruba clarified that, in reference to the earlier question regarding parking lot light
standards, the Zoning Ordinance required a minimum of 0.25 foot-candles across the area
of the parking lot. According to the photometric plan, it appeared that that requirement
would be met, even with the removal of one light pole.

Chair Rigoni thanked Mr. Gruba for confirming the requirements. She stated that the lot
was a public lot, it was important to ensure there was an adequate amount of light. She
asked if the other Commissioners had any comments on the architecture or the materials.

Commissioner Schaeffer stated that she was concerned about the proposed colors at first,
but that the samples made her more comfortable with the proposal. She acknowledged
that the design had come a long way since the workshop. She thanked the applicant for
accepting Village feedback and incorporating the design elements seen elsewhere in the
downtown. For the sign alignment, she believed it made sense to both the height and size
of the sign change for the southernmost restaurant.

Commissioner Knieriem agreed with Commissioner Schaeffer. He added that he
appreciated the addition of the planters, and that he thought they would look great.

Commissioner James acknowledged that architectural preferences were subjective. He
agreed with Commissioner Schaeffer that the plans had come a long way since the initial
submission. He said that the location of the proposed building was an important spot in
the downtown, as it is where the park meets the downtown. The building ought to reflect
that meeting point. In his opinion, the proposed building did. He added that he was
initially torn, and preferred another streetscape at the time, but that he had since changed
his mind.

Chair Rigoni said that the thought it was a beautiful building, but that it’s not appropriate
for this specific location. When she looked at the design of the building, the word
“contemporary” came to her mind. She noted that the Historic Preservation Commission
was split on whether to approve a Certificate of Appropriateness, where their decisions
were usually unanimous. The Historic Preservation Commission looked at 11 standards
when evaluating a Certificate of Appropriateness, and their opinions were split on the 2
most relevant standards. In her opinion, there were design elements on the south side of
the building which could be softened. She stated that she would also prefer if the two
center windows between each tenant entrance were combined to add to the commercial
look. She added that the design would not need to replicate what was found in the newer
buildings downtown, but that it should draw inspiration from them. She felt that the
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building needed more details that would better match the feel of the downtown. She
asked staff if there had ever been a request for a sign variation in the downtown.

Chris Gruba said nothing came to mind.

Chair Rigoni noted that a sign variation would require Historic Preservation Commission
approval before coming to the Plan Commission.

Chris Gruba added that the proposal was also a Planned Unit Development, but that sign
variations were seldom requested.

Chair Rigoni asked the other members of the Commission if they had any comments
about parking. She also asked staff if they knew of any plans to expand parking in the
downtown.

Chris Gruba said he was not aware of any plans to expand parking.
Chair Rigoni asked about the changes proposed in the 2018 proposal.

Chris Gruba noted that they had incorporated the property to the north in the design,
which added parking spaces.

Commissioner James asked if the proposed additional parking would have been owned
by the Village.

Chris Gruba confirmed that it would have been.
Chair Rigoni asked if there were any other comments on parking.

Commissioner Schaeffer thanked staff for looking at time-lapse video recordings for
parking over the course of a few weeks last summer. She noted that there would be
different levels of demand for parking over the course of the day, based on the hours of
operation for the proposed and existing businesses.

Commissioner James said that downtown Frankfort had a special events parking issue
rather than a parking issue, and that downtown Frankfort held a lot of special events. He
understood the concern about employees parking in downtown spaces for extended
periods of time, and suggested that the Village Board might look into setting time limits
for parking in public lots even though it might be difficult to enforce.

Chair Rigoni stated that she thought 119 required parking spaces was a high figure. She
stated that there would be shared parking between the proposed businesses. She liked the
idea of putting a building on the east side of White Street, where parking was
underutilized. She added that there had been discussion at Village about building another
parking lot somewhere else at one point. She thought it would become a more important
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conversation as more development took place in the downtown. She asked if there were
any comments related to the proposed landscaping.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if a fourth parkway tree could be installed along White
Street.

Chair Rigoni said that planting a tree where the code required one might not be desirable,
in order to maintain the sightline at the Old Plank Road Trail crossing.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the applicants could plant another tree in another
location instead.

Chair Rigoni noted that according to the proposed plans, there would be a net loss of four
trees. She asked why each tree was not being replaced.

The applicant explained that the main concern was where the trees would be located.

Commissioner Schaeffer clarified that she did not necessarily want the trees to be
replaced on-site, just that they were replaced with trees somewhere.

Chair Rigoni added that they were proposing to remove public trees. She said she would
like to see them replaced on a one-for-one basis.

Chris Gruba asked if the Plan Commission wanted to note their preference for certain
types of trees.

Commissioner Schaeffer said she would be comfortable with whatever was considered
appropriate by the Village.

The applicant asked if they would consider accepting payment in lieu of planting trees.

Chair Rigoni said that staff could work with the applicant to determine the best course of
action as far as planting replacement trees on the Village-owned Prairie Park property.

Mike Schwarz stated that the tree planting location decision would be up to the Public
Works Department.

Chair Rigoni said that she appreciated the planters along White Street. They added to the
beauty of the downtown. She asked if there were any comments from the other
Commissioners on lighting.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the proposed lights would be too bright.

Chris Gruba said that the proposed building-mounted lights would not be too bright in his
opinion, just that it did not meet the code requirements.
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Chair Rigoni added that the brightness of the lights at the lot lines were mostly
determined by the size of lot. In her opinion, exceeding the light requirements was
acceptable as it helped alleviate visibility and safety concerns. She asked if the other
members of the Plan Commission had any other comments.

There was some discussion on the various motions before the Plan Commission.

Chair Rigoni asked the applicant what the anticipated hours of operation would be for the
proposed uses.

The applicant responded that they would all operate within normal business hours,
though their peak times would be staggered.

There was some discussion on the conditions the Plan Commission could add to the
motions they would consider.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if a condition could be added to require a rental
agreement for the proposed trash enclosure.

Chair Rigoni said that it would be subject to a lease agreement in the same manner as the
outdoor seating.

Commissioner James recalled there was a question from one of the members of the public
regarding sightlines on the southwest corner of the building.

Chair Rigoni suggested adding a condition requiring engineering approval related to
adequate sightlines for pedestrians.

Commissioner James added that on the submitted plans, the southwest corner of the
building was not designed as a right angle, even though the roof had a right angle at that
corner.

Mike Schwarz noted that there was an inadvertent error in the legal notice for one of the
requested Special Use Permits. He asked the Plan Commission if they wished to defer
their vote on the Special Use Permit for a Full-service Restaurant to their next meeting,
where they could also make a recommendation on accessory liquor sales. If not, they
could vote on the Special Use Permit without accessory liquor sales and vote on the
liquor sales separately at the next Plan Commission meeting.

Chair Rigoni said that she didn’t want to table the motion, since it was possible to operate
a restaurant without liquor sales.

The applicant’s attorney stated that they also wished for the Plan Commission to vote of
the Special Use Permit for the proposed restaurant, since that approval was an important
part of the overall project.
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Motion (#4): Recommend to the Village Board to approve a Special Use Permit to allow
a Major Change to a PUD on Lots 1 and 2 of the Old Plank Trail Commons Subdivision,
in accordance with the reviewed plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact,
conditioned on final engineering approval and the following eleven (11) exceptions (page
numbers refer to Zoning Ordinance unless otherwise specified):

a. Front yard setback of 14’ required, with 4’ proposed (page 127)

b. Side yard setback (north) of 5’ required, with 1.2” proposed (page 127)
c. Side yard setback (south) of 5’ required, with 1.2* proposed (page 127)
d. Rear yard setback of 10’ required, with 0.5’ proposed (page 127)

e. In-ground landscaping required in the front yard, with two landscape planters
proposed (page 128)

f. Fencing required that completely encloses all outdoor seating areas, with no fencing
proposed around the western outdoor seating area along White Street (page 86)

g. One loading space measuring 12°x50° required, with one space measuring 10°x30’
is proposed. (page 158)

h. Light levels up to 0.5 foot-candles along any property line permitted, with up to 6.1
foot candles proposed (page 168)

I. Four street trees required within the right-of-way of White Street, with 3 proposed
(page 32 of Landscape Ordinance)

j. Wall signage must align along one common centerline (page 37 of Sign Ordinance)

k. Wall signage up to 15 square feet in area permitted, with one sign measuring 25
square feet (page 37 of Sign Ordinance)

Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (3-1, Chair Rigoni voted no)

Motion (#5): Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow a
2,800 square foot full-service restaurant use on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons
Subdivision, commonly known as 7 N. White Street, in accordance with the reviewed
plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James

Approved: (4-0)
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Motion (#6): Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow a
1,900 square foot carry-out restaurant use on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons
Subdivision, commonly known as 7 N. White Street, in accordance with the reviewed
plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James
Approved: (4-0)

Motion (#7): Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow a
1,100 square foot carry-out restaurant use on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons
Subdivision, commonly known as 7 N. White Street, in accordance with the reviewed
plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (4-0)

Motion (#8): Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow
outdoor seating associated with a permitted restaurant, on Lots 1 and 2 of the Old Plank
Trail Commons Subdivision, in accordance with the reviewed plans, public testimony,
and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James
Approved: (4-0)

Motion (#9): Recommend the Village Board approve a variation for relief of all required
off-street parking on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons Subdivision, in accordance
with the reviewed plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James
Approved: (4-0)

Motion (#10): Recommend the Village Board approve the Preliminary/Final Plat for the
Old Plank Trail Commons Subdivision, subject to any necessary technical revisions prior
to recording.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James
Approved: (4-0)

Chair Rigoni explained that her reason for voting against the Major Change to the
Planned Unit Development was not because she did not like the idea of developing the
site. She was in favor of development, as indicated by her votes in favor of the Special
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Use Permits. She voted no on the motion for the Major Change to the Planned Unit
Development because she felt that the proposed architecture did not meet the standards of
the Village. She asked the Village Board to continue to look at the parking situation in
the downtown.

Mike Schwarz made the Plan Commission aware that the draft ordinances approving the
Special Use Permits would specify the appropriate new addresses assigned to the tenant
spaces when there are brought before the Village Board.

There was some discussion on when the proposal would be brought before the Village
Board.

Chair Rigoni stated for those members of the public who were interested in the project
that the Village Board agendas are posted online, and to keep an eye on them for updates.
Monday’s Village Board agenda would be posted by Friday evening.

. Workshop: 20855 S. La Grange Road — Edge Music Academy
Drew Duffin presented the staff report.

The applicant, Jason Thompson, approached the stand. He said that there will be no
entertainment or live performances at the proposed location. His business has been
operating for almost two years in an office space in Homer Glen. They have received no
complaints during that time, even though the operate near an oral surgeon. Due to
advancements in technology, electronic instruments are much quieter, and volume can be
controlled more precisely. It was true that the proposed business has the potential to make
more noise, but volume is controlled.

Chair Rigoni stated that the Plan Commission could consider a condition for no recitals
or performances, as similar conditions have been placed on other Indoor Entertainment
and Indoor Recreation uses.

Commissioner Knieriem suggested adding a condition to have soundproofing installed as
well.

Chair Rigoni agreed, as the Plan Commission had asked a previous applicant located in
the same development to do the same. She added that the current tenants may not have
issues with the noise, but that future tenants might have concerns.

Commissioner Knieriem asked the applicant if they were building the interior walls
shown on the floorplan.

The applicant said they were not planning to undertake any construction work, and that
the walls were currently there. He said that he could add some acoustic panels to the
walls to help with noise.
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Commissioner James noted that, in regard to a previous Indoor Entertainment applicant
in the same shopping center (Facen4Ward), their business was based on the idea of
having a lot of people in a small space. He asked the applicant to consider adding some
soundproofing materials to the walls.

Chair Rigoni asked the applicant if he had any soundproofing material installed at the
Homer Glen location.

The applicant said that they did. He added that his neighbors at that location included oral
surgeons and therapists, and that he had not received any complaints.

Commissioner Knieriem asked if the Plan Commission could condition approval on the
installation of acoustic panels.

Chair Rigoni said that they could. She added that one of the differences between the
present application and the one previously heard by the Plan Commission was in the
number of people who would be on-site at once. The current proposed use would have
fewer people and their noise would be volume-controlled.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked the applicant to provide photos of the acoustic paneling
they would install in the space to be included in the Public Hearing packet.

Commissioner Knieriem suggested the applicant ask his current neighbors if they could
write letters of support for the Public Hearing.

Chair Rigoni asked if the Public Hearing date was set.

Staff said that no date was confirmed, but that May 11" was an option.
Chair Rigoni told the applicant to ask the landlord to pave the parking lot.
. Workshop: 99 N. White Street — Quinlan/Aarts Residence

Drew Duffin presented the staff report.

Kimberly Quinlan, the applicant, approached the podium. She stated she had nothing to
add.

Chair Rigoni asked staff if the applicant was requesting any other variances.
Drew Duffin said that the proposed home met all other standards.

Chair Rigoni asked if the request for a variation to reduce the lot area would have been
required by any other applicant.

Drew Duffin said that any other applicant would need to make the same request.
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Commissioner Knieriem asked the applicant if she owned the property.

The applicant said that they had bought the property from the previous owner roughly six
months after they decided not to build on the property.

Commissioner Knieriem asked the applicant how soon they wanted to break ground.
The applicant said as soon as possible.

Commissioner Knieriem asked the applicant include color renderings of the proposed
home for the next meeting. He also asked if there was room to sit on the porch.

The applicant said that there would be.

Commissioner Knieriem asked for that detail to be clear in the renderings.

The applicant said they would have that detail.

Commissioner Knieriem asked if the porch was open on the sides.

The applicant said it was.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked what color the proposed shingles would be.

The applicant said they would be gray.

Commissioner James asked about the loss of one parking space on White Street.

Drew Duffin said that the Traffic Advisory Committee recommended the parking space
could be removed to accommodate the proposed driveway.

Chair Rigoni noted that each proposal brought before the Plan Commission on this
property required fewer and fewer variations. She also said that she appreciated staff and
the applicant going through design guidelines for analysis and design, respectively. She
also stated her appreciation for the side-loaded garage.

. Public Comments

There were no public comments.
. Village Board & Committee Updates
Mike Schwarz notified the Plan Commission of two recent Village Board approvals:

e On March 20", the Village Board approved the 2023 Official Zoning Map
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e On April 3" the Village Board approved an agreement with McGuire, Igleski, &
Associates, Inc. to conduct a Historic Buildings Survey in and around the Original
Town of Frankfort.

Commissioner Knieriem asked about the purpose of the survey.

Mike Schwarz said that the purpose for the survey was to serve as a decision-making
tool, in future cases where property owners wished to construct additions, alter or remove
existing buildings. It would be an update to a similar survey done in the 1990s.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the survey would only look at the buildings in the H-1
Historic District.

Mike Schwarz noted that the survey boundary extended beyond the H-1 Historic District,
and that the specific boundaries were discussed with the HPC.

Chair Rigoni asked if the survey boundary matched the boundaries listed in the
Downtown Residential Design Guidelines.

Mike Schwarz said that they mostly followed those boundaries but there are differences.
Drew Duffin noted the boundaries verbally.
. Other Business

Commissioner Knieriem asked if staff knew what tenants would open up shop at the
commercial development at the southwest corner of Wolf Road and Laraway Road.

Mike Schwarz said he was not aware of who the tenants would be, though he had sent
some prospective tenants to the property owner.

Chair Rigoni noted the year-end review was in the packet.

Mike Schwarz explained that the review helped summarize the Plan Commission’s
activities over the previous year.

Commissioner Knieriem congratulated Chair Rigoni on her near-perfect attendance at the
Plan Commission last year.

Chair Rigoni asked what the Plan Commission could expect at the April 27" Plan
Commission meeting.

Staff noted that there would be one Public Hearing for a Special Use Permit for a full-
service restaurant with liquor sales for 7 N. White Street and some workshop items.
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Commissioner Schaeffer reminded the other members of the Plan Commission that their
Statement of Economic Interest forms were due to Will County sometime in May.

Attendance Confirmation (April 27t, 2023)

Chair Rigoni asked the members of the Plan Commission to notify staff if they know they
would not be able to attend the April 27" meeting.

Motion (#11): Adjournment 9:40 P.M.

Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
The motion was unanimously approved by voice vote.
Approved April 271, 2023

AsPresented ~ As Amended

/sl Maura Rigoni, Chair

/sl Secretary
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Memo

To: Plan Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals
From: Michael J. Schwarz, AICP, Director of Community and Economic Development
Date: April 27, 2023

Re: Plat of Dedication for Pfeiffer Road Extension

Overview

On June 15, 2020, the Village Board approved Resolution No. 20-23 authorizing execution of
a development and dedication agreement between the Village of Frankfort and Silver Cross
Hospital and Medical Centers pertaining to the proposed future Pfeiffer Road extension
project. The agreement sets forth the process for the dedication of right-of-way to construct
the proposed roadway extension, from its current terminus between the Lighthouse Pointe
Phase Two and Lighthouse Point Phase Five Subdivisions, to the intersection of Lincoln
Highway/U.S. Route 30 and Pfeiffer Road. Silver Cross Hospital is the current property owner
of the land upon which the roadway extension is planned. Currently, there is no firm timeline
for construction of the Pfeiffer Road extension. The project currently is being prepared for bid
letting. Depending on the bids and cost estimates that are received, the Village Board
ultimately would decide whether or not to proceed with the project.

The attached Plat of Dedication establishes a corridor of property to accommodate the public
street and public utilities and contains approximately 4.217 acres (PINS: 19-09-22-200-004-
0000, 19-09-200-006-0000, 19-09-23-100-002-0000). The Plat was prepared and reviewed
by the Village’s Consulting Engineer. The owner of the property has already signed the Mylar
version of the Plat for the eventual recording with the Will County Recorder.

Background

The Village’s Your Frankfort Your Future 2040 Comprehensive Plan which was adopted on
December 16, 2019, includes Goal 6.1 that reads in part “Increase roadway connectivity to
meet the need for mobility and accessibility. Extend South Pfeiffer Road northward to fill the
gap between US 30 and Colorado Avenue.” The extension of Pfeiffer Road also is
mentioned on Pages 60, 63, 64, 73, and 106 of the Plan, and is graphically depicted on Page
102 of the Plan.

Recommendation

Village staff requests that the Plan Commission recommend to the Village Board approval of
the Plat of Dedication subject to any necessary additional technical review prior to recording.






Ordinance No,

adopted the

20
State of lllinois )
) SS
County of Will )

Approved by the Plan Commission of the Village of Frankfort, lllinois on

PLAT OF DEDICATION

FOR PUBLIC STREET AND PUBLIC UTILITIES TO THE VILLAGE OF FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS

OF

THAT PART OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22, SOUTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE, IN TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF FRACTIONAL SECTION 23, SOUTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE IN SAID TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN;
THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID NORTHWEST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 23 ALSO BEING THE EAST LINE OF THE SAID NORTHEAST
FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22 A DISTANCE OF 117.11 FEET, TO A NORTHERLY LINE OF PROPERTY CONVEYED PER AGREED FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER RECORDED MAY 22, 2013 AS DOCUMENT NO.
R2013—-060542; THENCE NORTH 88 DEGREES 27 MINUTES 49 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE A DISTANCE OF 76.84 FEET, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 46 DEGREES 13
MINUTES 14 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 32.85 FEET, TO A LINE 53.00 FEET WEST OF AND PARALLEL WITH SAID EAST LINE OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22; THENCE NORTH 00
DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID PARALLEL LINE A DISTANCE OF 158.89 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE
LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 447.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 115.00 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 114.68 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 07 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 39 SECONDS WEST, TO A
NON—TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE SOUTH 75 DEGREES 01 MINUTES 08 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID NON—TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 10.00 FEET, TO A NON—-TANGENTIAL CURVE; THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG
SAID NON-TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 437.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 112.43 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 112.12 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH Q07 DEGREES 36
MINUTES 39 SECONDS EAST, TO A NON-TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE SOUTH 89 DEGREES 45 MINUTES 34 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID NON—TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 10.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 0O
DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 143.41 FEET, THENCE SOUTH 46 DEGREES 13 MINUTES 14 SECONDS WEST A DISTANCE OF 53.72 FEET, TO SAID NORTHERLY LINE OF PROPERTY
CONVEYED PER AGREED FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER RECORDED MAY 22, 2013 AS DOCUMENT NO. R2013-060542; THENCE SOUTH 88 DEGREES 27 MINUTES 49 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE A
DISTANCE OF 35.16 FEET, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN WILL COUNTY, ILLINGIS.

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT #1 LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

CONTAINING 5,242 SQUARE FEET OR 0.120 ACRES

AFFECTS PINS 19-09-22-200-006—0000

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT #2 [EGAL DESCRIPTION:

THAT PART OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22, SOUTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE, IN TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF FRACTIONAL SECTION 23, SOUTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE IN SAID TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN;
THENCE NORTH OO0 DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID NORTHWEST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 23 ALSO BEING THE EAST LINE OF THE SAID NORTHEAST
FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22 A DISTANCE OF 117.11 FEET, TO A NORTHERLY LINE OF PROPERTY CONVEYED PER AGREED FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER RECORDED MAY 22, 2013 AS DOCUMENT NO.
R2013—060542; THENCE NORTH 88 DEGREES 27 MINUTES 49 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE A DISTANCE OF 76.84 FEET, THENCE NORTH 46 DEGREES 13 MINUTES 14 SECONDS EAST A
DISTANCE OF 32.83 FEET, TO A LINE 53.00 FEET WEST OF AND PARALLEL WITH SAID EAST LINE OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26
SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID PARALLEL LINE A DISTANCE OF 158.89 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF
447.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 435.00 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 418.04 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 28 DEGREES 07 MINUTES 10 SECONDS WEST, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE
CONTINUING ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 447.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 113.92 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 113.61 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 83
DEGREES 17 MINUTES 57 SECONDS WEST, TO A TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE NORTH 70 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 45.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 19
DEGREES 24 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST A DISTANCE OF 20.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 70 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 45.00 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT;
THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 427.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 108.82 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 108.53 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF
SOUTH B3 DEGREES 17 MINUTES 57 SECONDS EAST, TO A NON—TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE NORTH 34 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 06 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID NON—TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 20.00 FEET,
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN WILL COUNTY, ILLINQIS.

CONTAINING 3,127 SQUARE FEET OR 0.072 ACRES

AFFECTS PINS 19-09-22-200-006-0000

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT #3 LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

THAT PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22, NORTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE, IN TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF FRACTIONAL SECTION 23, SOUTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE IN SAID TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE
THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID NORTHWEST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 23 ALSO BEING THE EAST LINE OF THE
SAID NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22 A DISTANCE OF 117.11 FEET, TO A NORTHERLY LINE OF PROPERTY CONVEYED PER AGREED FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER RECORDED MAY 22, 2013 AS
DOCUMENT NQO. R2013-060542; THENCE NORTH 88 DEGREES 27 MINUTES 49 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE A DISTANCE OF 76.84 FEET; THENCE NORTH 46 DEGREES 13 MINUTES 14 SECONDS
EAST A DISTANCE OF 32.83 FEET, TO A LINE 53.00 FEET WEST OF AND PARALLEL WITH SAID EAST LINE OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES
26 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID PARALLEL LINE A DISTANCE OF 158.89 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS
OF 447.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 548.92 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 515.07 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 35 DEGREES 25 MINUTES 13 SECONDS WEST, TO A TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE
NORTH 70 DEGREES 38 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 101.63 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE
TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 553.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 235.00 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 233.24 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 58 DEGREES 25 MINUTES 33 SECONDS WEST, TO
THE PQINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 553.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 324.92 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 320.26 FEET, AND
A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 29 DEGREES 25 MINUTES 11 SECONDS WEST, TO A TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE NORTH 12 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 15 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF
329.23 FEET, TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF LIGHTHOUSE POINTE PHASE TWO, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER AND SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 15 AND PART OF THE
NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED OCTOBER 13, 2004 AS DOCUMENT
NO. R2004—-188115, SAID POINT BEING 13.23 FEET WEST OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PFEIFFER ROAD AS DEDICATED IN SAID LIGHTHOUSE POINT PHASE TWO, AS MEASURED ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE;
THENCE SOUTH 88 DEGREES 03 MINUTES OO0 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 10.17 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 12 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 15 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 331.11 FEET,
TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 563.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 100.00 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF
99.87 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH 17 DEGREES 40 MINUTES 33 SECONDS EAST, TO A NON-—TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE SOUTH 67 DEGREES 14 MINUTES 08 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID
NON—TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 10.00 FEET, TO A NON-—TANGENTIAL CURVE; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID NON—-TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 573.00 FEET, AN ARC
LENGTH OF 234.89 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 233.25 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH 34 DEGREES 30 MINUTES 28 SECONDS EAST, TO A NON—-TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE NORTH 43 DEGREES 44
MINUTES 53 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID NON-TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 20.00 FEET, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

CONTAINING 8,909 SQUARE FEET OR 0.205 ACRES

AFFECTS PINS 19-09-22-200-004—0000

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT #4 |EGAL DESCRIPTION:

THAT PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22, NORTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE, IN TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF FRACTIONAL SECTION 23, SOUTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE IN SAID TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE
THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID NORTHWEST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 23 ALSO BEING THE EAST LINE OF THE
SAID NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22 A DISTANCE OF 117.11 FEET, TO A NORTHERLY LINE OF PROPERTY CONVEYED PER AGREED FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER RECORDED MAY 22, 2013 AS
DOCUMENT NQO. R2013-060542; THENCE NORTH 88 DEGREES 27 MINUTES 49 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE A DISTANCE OF 76.84 FEET; THENCE NORTH 46 DEGREES 13 MINUTES 14 SECONDS
EAST A DISTANCE OF 32.83 FEET, TO A LINE 53.00 FEET WEST OF AND PARALLEL WITH SAID EAST LINE OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES
26 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID PARALLEL LINE A DISTANCE OF 158.89 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS
OF 447.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 548.92 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 515.07 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 35 DEGREES 25 MINUTES 13 SECONDS WEST, TO A TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE
NORTH 70 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 101.83 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE
TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 553.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 559,92 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 536.30 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 41 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 37 SECONDS WEST, TO
A TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE NORTH 12 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 15 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 329.23 FEET, TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF LIGHTHOUSE POINTE PHASE
TWO, BEING A SUBDIVISION QF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER AND SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 15 AND PART OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH,
RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED OCTOBER 13, 2004 AS DOCUMENT NO. R2004-188115, SAID POINT BEING 13.23 FEET WEST OF THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PFEIFFER ROAD AS DEDICATED IN SAID LIGHTHOUSE POINT PHASE TWQO, AS MEASURED ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE; THENCE NORTH 88 DEGREES 03 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST ALONG
SAID SOUTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 107.85 FEET, TO A POINT 13.23 FEET EAST OF THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID PFEIFFER ROAD, AS MEASURED ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE; THENCE SOUTH 12 DEGREES 35
MINUTES 15 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 309.32 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 447.00 FEET, AN
ARC LENGTH OF 205.00 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 203.21 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH 25 DEGREES 43 MINUTES 33 SECONDS EAST, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING ALONG
SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 447.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 100.00 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 99.79 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH 45 DEGREES 16 MINUTES
23 SECONDS EAST, TO A NON—TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE NORTH 38 DEGREES 19 MINUTES 05 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID NON—TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 10.00 FEET, TO A NON—-TANGENTIAL CURVE;
THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID NON-TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 437.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 97.76 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 97.56 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF
NORTH 45 DEGREES 16 MINUTES 23 SECONDS WEST, TO A NON-TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE SOUTH 51 DEGREES 08 MINUTES 09 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID NON-TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 10.00
FEET, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN WILL COUNTY, ILLINQIS.

CONTAINING 989 SQUARE FEET OR 0.023 ACRES

AFFECTS PINS 19-09-22-200-004—-0000

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT #5 LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

THAT PART OF THE NORTHWEST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 23, SOUTH OF THE INDIAN BOUNDARY LINE, IN TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SAID FRACTIONAL SECTION 23; THENCE NORTH 00 DECREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID NORTHWEST
FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 23 ALSO BEING THE EAST LINE OF THE SAID NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22 A DISTANCE OF 117.11 FEET, TO A NORTHERLY LINE OF PROPERTY CONVEYED
PER AGREED FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER RECORDED MAY 22, 2013 AS DOCUMENT NO. R2013—060542 AND THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 88 DEGREES 27 MINUTES 49 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID
NORTHERLY LINE A DISTANCE OF 76.84 FEET; THENCE NORTH 46 DEGREES 13 MINUTES 14 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 32.83 FEET, TO A LINE 53.00 FEET WEST OF AND PARALLEL WITH SAID EAST LINE
OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID PARALLEL LINE A DISTANCE OF 158.89 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO
THE LEFT; THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 447.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 548.92 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 515.07 FEET, AND A CHORD
BEARING OF NORTH 35 DEGREES 25 MINUTES 13 SECONDS WEST, TO A TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE NORTH 70 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 101.63
FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 553.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 559.92 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF
536.30 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 41 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 37 SECONDS WEST, TO A TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE NORTH 12 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 15 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL
LINE A DISTANCE OF 329.23 FEET, TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF LIGHTHOUSE POINTE PHASE TWO, BEING A SUBDIVISICN OF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER AND SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION
15 AND PART OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED OCTOBER 13,
2004 AS DOCUMENT NO. R2004-188115, SAID POINT BEING 13.23 FEET WEST OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PFEIFFER ROAD AS DEDICATED IN SAID LIGHTHOUSE POINT PHASE TWO, AS MEASURED ALONG
SAID SOUTH LINE; THENCE NORTH 88 DECREES 03 MINUTES OO0 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 107.85 FEET, TO A POINT 13.23 FEET EAST OF THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID
PFEIFFER ROAD, AS MEASURED ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE; THENCE SOUTH 12 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 15 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 309.32 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT; THENCE
SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 447.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 452.59 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 433.50 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH 41
DEGREES 35 MINUTES 37 SECONDS EAST, TO A TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE SOUTH 70 DECGREES 36 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 101.63 FEET, TO A TANGENTIAL
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 553.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 490.00 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 474.13 FEET, AND A
CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH 45 DEGREES 12 MINUTES 57 SECONDS EAST, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUING SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF
553.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH OF 189.09 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 188.17 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING SOUTH 10 DEGREES 02 MINUTES 10 SECONDS EAST, TO A TANGENTIAL LINE, SAID TANGENTIAL LINE
BEING 53.00 FEET EAST OF AND PARALLEL WITH SAID EAST LINE OF THE NORTHEAST FRACTIONAL QUARTER OF SECTION 22; THENCE SOUTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES 26 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID PARALLEL
LINE A DISTANCE OF 162.30 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 44 DEGREES 50 MINUTES 03 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF b58.53 FEET, TO A NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID PROPERTY CONVEYED PER AGREED FINAL
JUDGMENT ORDER RECORDED MAY 22, 2013 AS DOCUMENT NO. R2013-060542; THENCE NORTH 88 DEGREES 37 MINUTES 13 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE A DISTANCE OF 235.17 FEET, TO
THE EAST LINE OF PROPERTY CONVEYED PER DOCUMENT NO. R2006-059535; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 40 MINUTES 07 SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID EAST LINE A DISTANCE OF 10.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
B89 DEGREES 37 MINUTES 13 SECONDS WEST A DISTANCE OF 216.91 FEET; THENCE NORTH 44 DEGREES 50 MINUTES 03 SECONDS WEST A DISTANCE OF 70.18 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 14 MINUTES
26 SECONDS WEST A DISTANCE OF 143.95 FEET, TGO A TANGENTIAL CURVE TGO THE LEFT; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 563.00 FEET, AN ARC LENGTH
OF 192.51 FEET, A CHORD LENGTH OF 191.57 FEET, AND A CHORD BEARING NORTH 10 DEGREES 02 MINUTES 09 SECONDS WEST, TO A NON—-TANGENTIAL LINE; THENCE SOUTH 70 DEGREES 10 MINUTES 07
SECONDS WEST ALONG SAID NON—TANGENTIAL LINE A DISTANCE OF 10.00 FEET, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

CONTAINING 6,987 SQUARE FEET OR 0.160 ACRES

AFFECTS PINS 19-09-23-100-002-0000

Temporary Construction Fasement Provisions:

A Temporary Construction Easement is hereby reserved for and granted to the VILLAGE OF FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS, their successors and assigns, for the temporary right, privilege, and authority for the
construction of a public street including culverts and end sections and related qrading over, under, across, and along the surface of the property shown on the plat marked "TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT” together with right of access across the property for necessary emplayees, contractors, sub—controctors and equipment to construct saoid public street.

The terms of said "Temporary Construction Easements” are to be in effect for a period of six (6) months after the completion and acceptance of construction of the public street.

day of

State of lllinois )
) ss
County of )

The undersigned, Silver Cross Hospital and Medical Centers, an lllinois Not for Profit

Corporation, does hereby certify that they are the owners of the property described
hereon and that they have caused said property to be dedicated for Public Street

and Public Utilities and granted for Temporary Construction Easements as shown

this day of 20 hereon.
Chairman Dated this —____ day of , 20 R
Silver Cross Hospital and Medical Centers
1200 Maple Road
Secretary Joliet, lllinois 60432
By:
State of lllinois )
) SS Attest.
County of Will )
Approved by the Village President and the Board of Trustees of the Village of State of lllinois )
ss
Frankfort, lllinois this ______ day of 20 . County of )
This instrument was acknowledged before me on the day of
By:
Village President
20 by .
Attest:
Village Clerk
Notary Public
My Commission Expires
State of lllinois ) o y ssion EXxpi
) SS Q no o originai plat.
County of Will ) Upon recordation of this document,
return SJ'gned_ origina/ or copy thereof
| find no deferred installments of outstanding unpaid special assessments due to the following:
against any of the land included in the above plat. Robinson Engineering, Lid.
717000 South FPark Avenue
i South Holland, /lfinor
Dated this ——— day of ’ (708) 331-6700 ROBINSON ENGINEERING, LTD. REVISIONS
CONSULTING REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS
Attention: SIJWE)/ Deparfmenf AND PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS
17000 SOUTH PARK AVENUE  SOUTH HOLLAND, ILLINOIS 60473 No. Date Remarks

Village Treasurer

Exempt from transfer tax by:

(708) 331-6700

(© COPYRIGHT 2023
ILLINOIS DESIGN FIRM REGISTRATION NO. 184001128,

FAX (708) 331-3826

FOR:
VILLAGE OF FRANKFORT
DISCLAIMER: 432 WEST NEBRASKA STREET
Name Robinson Engineering, Ltd., and the employees do not warrant or guarantee the accuracy FRANKFORT, ILLINGIS 60423
of the information relative to the ownership of the property covered by this instrument.
- A thorough search of the title should be made prior to any reliance on the ownership . .
Signature indicated herein. Use of this instrument as evidence of title is done at the user's risk. Drawnby: _B.K.L. Date: 2-16-2023
Checked by: K.E.M. Scale: 1" = 100'
20-R0558.01-DEDICATION-01.DWG | Sheet 2 of 2 Project No. 20-R0558.01




Planning Commission / ZBA

Project:
Meeting Type:

New Multi-Tenant Commercial Building

Public Hearing

Requests: Special Use Permit for a restaurant, full-service, with liquor sales (Senso Sushi)
Location: 3 N. White Street (pending address assignment, currently 7 N. White Street)
Applicant: Integrus Development, LLC

Prop. Owner: Village of Frankfort

Representative:

Site Details

Dan Elliot

Lot Size (existing):

Lot Size (proposed):

68,825 sq. ft. (1.58 acres)
10,519 sq. ft. (0.24 acres)

PIN: 19-09-22-305-035-0000
Existing Zoning: H-1

Proposed Zoning: N/A

Future Land Use: Mixed-Use

Buildings: 1

Total Sq. Ft.: 8,500 sq. ft. (bldg.)

Adjacent Land Use Summary:

Figure 1. Location Map

April 27, 2023

Land Use Comp. Plan Zoning
Subject Property Parking lot Mixed Use H-1
North Single-Family/ Mixed Use H-1, R-2

Park

South Commercial Mixed Use H-1
East Public parking Mixed Use H-1
West Commercial Mixed Use H-1
Project Summary

The applicant, Integrus Development, LLC., is proposing to construct a one-story, 8,500 square foot multi-tenant
commercial building within the downtown, east of White Street and south of Elwood Street. The building would
be divided into 4 tenant spaces, including a dentist office, a full-service restaurant (sushi restaurant) and two carry-
out restaurants. The building would be located within the existing Village-owned parking lot and would require
the sale of a portion of Village-owned property. The applicant is proposing to subdivide the existing parcel through
a Plat of Subdivision, separating 0.24 acres from the existing 1.58-acre parcel for the construction of the building.

On April 13, 2023, the PC/ZBA recommended several approvals for this project, including a Major Change to a PUD,
four (4) Special Use Permit requests, a variance for parking and a Plat of Subdivision. Most of these
recommendations were unanimous, although the recommendation for a Major Change to a PUD was split 3-1, (still
a positive recommendation). These PC/ZBA recommendations are tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Village
Board on May 1, 2023. At this time, the applicant is requesting a Special Use Permit for a restaurant, full-service,
with liquor sales, for Senso Sushi. This request would be added to the other requests heard on April 13* and
possibly reviewed by the Board on May 1%%. No changes have been proposed to the plans since the April 13t public
hearing.



Attachments
1. Aerial Image 1:2000 (Village of Frankfort GIS)

2. Plan Commission draft meeting minutes excerpt, April 13, 2023
3. Applicant’s responses to Findings of Fact for Special Use Permit request
4. Submittal, received March 24, 2023, including:

Site Plan

Roof Plan

Floor Plan

Building Elevations with Uniform Sign Plan

Photometric Plan

Civil Site Plan

Landscape Plan

Tree Preservation Plan

Truck turning plans

5. Certificate of Appropriateness plans, approved by HPC on 1.18.23
Building Overlay Plan

Site Plan

Floor Plan

Building Elevations

Sign Plan

Details of lighting, dumpster enclosure and outdoor seating fence
3-D Color Renderings

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0oODOo

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOo

History

e QOctober 19, 2022: Historic Preservation Commission meeting #1 (Discussed and Tabled)

e QOctober 27, 2022: Plan Commission Workshop meeting

e December 21, 2022: Historic Preservation Commission meeting #2 (Discussed and Tabled)

e January 18, 2023: Historic Preservation Commission meeting #3 (Approved, 3-2)

e April 13, 2023: Plan Commission Public Hearing (Recommended approval of all requests, although the
request for the Major PUD change was a split 3-1 vote)

Analysis

Land Use

The property is zoned H-1, Historic District. This zone district is primarily intended to “preserve and enhance the
historic downtown commercial area” and is mostly a commercial district by nature. The applicant is proposing a
mix of commercial uses, including a dentist office and three restaurant uses. The applicant is requesting a full-
service restaurant with liquor sales for Senso Sushi, located in the tenant space at 3 N. White Street. This use will
require a Special Use Permit in the H-1 zone district.

On April 13, 2023, the Plan Commission recommended approval of a Special Use Permit for a full-service
restaurant and a Special Use Permit for outdoor seating associated with a permitted restaurant for Senso Sushi.
The only difference is that liquor sales would be added as a component of the Special Use. The applicant has
stated that Senso Sushi would only be open during normal business hours, between 7 am — 11 pm. The two carry-
out restaurants within this building located at 5 & 7 N. White Street would not serve alcohol. Alcohol could only be
consumed within the restaurant for Senso Sushi or on the fenced outdoor patio south of the building pending the
Village Board approval of a liquor license. Alcohol could not be consumed on the smaller unfenced outdoor
seating area along the west side of the building adjacent to White Street.



Parking

The topic of parking for the proposed multi-use building was discussed at the April 13, 2023, PC/ZBA meeting. At
that meeting, the PC/ZBA recommended unanimous approval of a variance to waive all required off-street parking.
The information regarding parking has been included again below, as it may relate to the current request for the

full-service restaurant with liquor sales.

request remains unaffected by the potential sales of liquor for the restaurant.

The following table lists the parking required for the anticipated uses:

However, the total number of parking spaces related to the variance

. . Spaces
Use Parking Requirement Data Required

Growing Smiles Dental 3 spaces for each exam room, plus 1 space for each | © €xa@m rooms, 8 employees 2%
(Office, Healthcare) employee during the largest working shift.
Senso Sushi (Restaurant, | 1 space for each 100 square feet of gross floor area, | 2,800 SF, 20 employees
full-service with liquor plus 1 space for each employee during the largest 48
sales) working shift.
Nautical Bowls 1 space for each 75 square feet. of gross floor area, 1,100 SF, 3 employees

plus 0.5 for each employee during the largest 17
(Restaurant, carry-out) . .

working shift.
Undetermined 1 space for each 75 square feet. of gross floor area, 1,900 SF, 3 employees

plus 0.5 for each employee during the largest 28
(Restaurant, carry-out) . .

working shift.
Total 119

Findings of Fact — Special Use Permits

The following findings of fact are used to judge the merit of a Special Use Permit request.
responses to the following findings of fact have been included with this report.

Findings of Fact:

The applicant’s

1. No special use shall be recommended by the Plan Commission, unless such Commission shall find:

2. That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the special use will not be detrimental to, or

endanger, the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.

3. That the special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the immediate

vicinity for the purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair property values within

the neighborhood.

4. That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development and
improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.

5. That the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure will not be so at

variance with either the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of the structures already

constructed, or in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the character of the

applicable district, as to cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the neighborhood.

6. That the adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or are being

provided.




7. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so designed as to
minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

8. That the special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the district in

which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified by the Village Board,
pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission.

Affirmative Motions

1. Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow a restaurant, full-service, with liquor
sales, on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons Subdivision, commonly known as 3 N. White Street, in
accordance with the reviewed plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.
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to any technical revisions prior to recording and conditioned on final engineering
approval.

Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (4-0)

. Public Hearing: 7 N. White Street — Integrus Development Multi-Tenant
Commercial Building (Ref. #107)

Chair Rigoni swore in all those in the audience who wished to speak.
Chris Gruba presented the staff report.
Chair asked the applicant to come to the stand.

Jim Olguin, the attorney representing the applicant, approached the stand. Also present
were Dan Elliot, the applicant, Jason Nuttelman, the architect, and Rick Sanaa, the
project engineer.

Mr. Olguin thanked staff for their thorough report.

Mr. Elliot approached the stand and also thanked staff. He explained that he wanted to
give some background on project. He has lived in town for five years, and has 20 years of
experience in real estate. He knew that there was an opportunity for development in the
downtown area. Part of the reason he and his family moved to Frankfort was because of
the downtown. Through conversations with others, he had learned that there was a
concern that the downtown could become stale over time. In response to that concern, he
wanted to add amenities to the downtown in a way that the Village would be proud of,
and he felt that this project would achieve that goal. Mr. Elliot added that the proposal
before the Plan Commission was very different from other projects he had worked on. He
added that his original proposal had been for the property at 2 Smith Street. During that
process, he had been asked by the Village Board to relocate his project, to allow for the
possibility of two downtown development projects. He noted that there had been many
changes to the plans since they were last brought before the Plan Commission, and that a
lot of feedback from many people had been taken under consideration. Most recently, the
project received a Certificate of Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation
Commission. He was proud of the progress he and his team had made with the project,
but he said that he ultimately wanted the residents of Frankfort to be proud of it.

Mr. Olguin said that he wanted to reiterate the exceptions they were requesting. One
group of exceptions was related to the building and its location on the proposed Lot 1. He
explained that when they were negotiating the details of the land that the Village would
sell, there was never really an intent for any proposed building to meet the typical setback
requirements. The same could be said for landscaping and lighting requirements. Because
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the property line was so close to building, he noted that any light fixtures on the building
would exceed Village requirements. The next exception was related to the required
fencing around the proposed outdoor seating areas along White Street. Fencing in those
areas did not seem appropriate, and was a topic of discussion with the Historic
Preservation Commission. The important thing to consider was that the proposed outdoor
seating areas were small. Another exception they were requesting was in regard to the
dimensions of the required loading area. He noted that many delivery vehicles were
parked on public right-of-way when making deliveries in the downtown area. The future
tenants for the proposed building planned to utilize smaller box trucks, as opposed to the
larger semi-trucks commonly seen delivering to the downtown, which could fit within the
loading area the applicant was proposing. The last exceptions were related to the
proposed signage. These topics were also discussed with the Historic Preservation
Commission. Because of the design of the roofline, maintaining a common centerline for
all the proposed tenant signage would look wrong. The same was true if all the signs
were equally sized. Based on the design of the building, the sign for the southernmost
tenant space was enlarged proportionally, so as to fit the larger gable area, which in his
opinion looked good. Turning to the requested variation, Mr. Olguin noted that staff had
outlined the relevant information available on parking in the downtown. All of the
information that was presented showed that there was plenty of parking available for the
uses the applicant was proposing. He believed that the code-required parking was
overstated for the proposed building. The parking regulations in the Zoning Ordinance
were designed for businesses outside the downtown area, in places where walking and
cycling weren’t options for accessing the site. He added that some of the proposed uses
had different peak times, such as the proposed sushi restaurant and proposed dentist’s
office. In regard to the dentist’s office in particular, he noted that the Zoning Ordinance
required three parking spaces per exam room. In his opinion, that figure was excessive, as
the proposed dentist’s office would primarily have children as patients. He stated that he
believed there was sufficient parking in the downtown area, and that the overall demand
for parking that would be generated would less than what the code would require. If
parking demand did increase, he believed there was sufficient space in the downtown for
parking to be added in the future, including on Village owned property. For those
reasons, he believed that the requested variation was justified. Mr. Olguin also reiterated
that his client and his client’s team had spent a lot of time with the Historic Preservation
Commission working on the aesthetic aspects of the project, and that it took three
meetings to get approval. Between those three meetings they had continually
incorporated the feedback from the Historic Preservation Commission, and that the time
spent with them had resulted in a better building.

Jason Nuttelman, the architect for the project, approached the stand. He echoed Mr.
Olguin’s comments about their time spent with the Historic Preservation Commission. He
noted that they wanted to respond to the location of the Old Plank Road Trail with the
proposed location of the outdoor seating. In a previous set of plans, they had proposed a
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90-degree angle on the southwest corner of the building. That had since been changed to
an angled corner entrance. They had also relocated the proposed garbage enclosure, and
added a connection to the trail from the parking lot. A large portion of the discussions
with the Historic Preservation Commission talks were focused on the design and
materials proposed for the building. One of the documents they had submitted for the
Historic Preservation Commission highlighted the architectural features found in the
downtown area that they incorporated into the design of the current set of plans. They
tried to incorporate elements from other downtown buildings including dormer windows,
glass windows with muntins, headers on windows, building materials, building colors and
shingle roofs. Another important set of considerations they made when designing the
building was the proposed tenant mix, particularly the proposed sushi restaurant. They
wanted to emphasize their space in particular. On the south roofline, he had added some
dormers to the metal roof to help soften the appearance of the roof on that side, as well as
to introduce natural light into the tenant space. Another change they made was to the
wood trellis system, which was designed in response to Prairie Park. He noted that on the
page with the elevations for the White Street facade, the proposed materials were listed.
The colors that were listed on that page ware named dark and light gray, but Mr.
Nuttelman explained that the actual materials did not necessarily appear as gray in real
life.

Mr. Nuttelman showed the members of the commission the physical material samples
they had brought to the meeting, including different colored brick, the composite siding,
roof shingles, and metal roof.

Commissioner Schaeffer noted that there was a light and dark tone on the sample for the
composite siding and asked which color would be on the building.

The architect noted that it would be the darker tone. He added that the other thing which
would soften the appearance of the building would be the addition of the proposed wood
planters. They would be made of a softer material, and the plants would be well-
maintained and beautiful. On north elevation, they also proposed similar design elements
such as gooseneck lights, and another recess for additional landscaping to further soften
the appearance of the building.

Commissioner James asked if all the proposed dormers acted as skylights.

The architect responded that only the dormers on the southern roof would be skylights.
The others were decorative.

The attorney then gave responses to the Findings of Fact standards for both Special Use
Permits and variation, suggesting that the proposed development and tenants would meet
the standards laid out in the Findings of Fact for both the Special Use Permits and the
variation.
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Chair Rigoni asked for initial questions from the other members of the Plan Commission.

Commissioner Schaeffer noted that a bench on the northwest corner of the site plan was
going to be removed. She asked if it could be relocated to somewhere else nearby.

Chair Rigoni suggested that the relocation of the bench could be a condition of approval.
She asked staff to confirm that the Special Use Permits the applicant was requesting at
the time were only for Outdoor Seating and for a Full-Service restaurant, and that there
was no current request for Liquor Sales.

Chris Gruba said that was correct. The applicant would be requesting a Special Use
Permit for a Full-Service Restaurant with Liquor Sales at the next Plan Commission
meeting.

Chair Rigoni asked if there were any members of the public who wished to give
comments.

Kirk Nissen, a resident who lives at 49 Elwood Street, approached the stand. He stated
that he was concerned with parking and traffic. He said that he had lived on Elwood
Street for 42 years. He had no reason to doubt that the proposed restaurants would be
successful. One thing he had noticed about the proposed plans was that parking spaces
would be lost in order to construct the new building. He noted that the lot behind the
proposed building would still be Village owned, meaning that the parking lot would be
open to anyone. The lot was currently used for concerts, the Farmer’s Market, the car
show, Bluegrass Fest, and Fall Fest. If the current proposed building were constructed in
that parking lot, he wondered where the customers would park. He also noted that there
was only one way in or out of the parking lot, facing Elwood Street. He expected that that
part of downtown could become becoming crowded, as it is currently. Folks could get
lost. On the west side of White Street, between W. Bowen Street and Elwood Street were
many on-street parking spaces which were often filled. He suggested that a similar
situation would arise as a result of three new restaurants along White Street. Visibility
was limited when driving along that part of White Street because of the parked cars. That
problem would increase with the development of this property. Personally, he would not
allow on-street parking along the west side of White street. The existing problem would
get worse on weekends with the addition of the new development. Parking would also be
obscured because of its location behind the proposed the building, which would result in
more people parking on the street.

Deborah Hardwick, a resident at 110 Kansas Street, approached the stand. She was
concerned about Prairie Park, as she wanted it to remain passive, with no more new
seating. She had advocated to keep the park passive in years past. The proposed
development would impact the park, and she suggested that the Village would need to get
a handle on what could be located near the park. She reiterated that she was concerned
about the proximity. She was also concerned about the Old Plank Road Trail users. She
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traveled along White Street frequently and would always stop for trail users crossing
White Street. She asked if the Plan Commission had considered the sight line impacts the
proposed building would have on those using the trail. She recalled that the old proposal
had a diagonal corner on the southwest corner of the building, and she had found it
comforting to know there was a better sightline for trail users, especially since that part of
the trail was pretty heavily trafficked. She wondered how far the outdoor seating could be
located from the front of the building. Ms. Hardwick then gave her concerns related to
parking. She asked how many employees would work at the four proposed
establishments. She noted that Fat Rosie’s and Francesca’s had quite a few employees.
She said that she did not know the size of the proposed sushi restaurant, but she believed
it would be comparable in area to Fat Rosie’s. She stated that she did not know the
number of employees that would work at the proposed sushi restaurant, and did not know
how big the restaurant would be. She noted that there is an existing parking lot behind Fat
Rosie’s and Francesca’s, which was full by 9:00 AM, as that was where all the
employees for those restaurants would park. In regard to the current proposal, she said
that if the proposed building were built, 45 parking spots would remain in the parking lot.
If there were 20 employees working at the proposed building, 25 spots would remain,
which would not be a lot of space for the residents. By her estimate, there were currently
about 15 parking spaces with cars in them each morning. She noted that the parking study
had observed employees working downtown would park along Elwood Street. She
believed that employees of downtown businesses would not want to walk far from their
cars to their jobs, and she was worried they would fill most of the lot behind the proposed
building. She was also concerned about traffic moving in or out of that lot, since it was a
tight opening, especially during the farmer’s market. She stated that parking was a big
concern for her, and suggested that the Village needed to look into building another
parking lot. She was also concerned with the safety of the trail users. She said that
lighting at the trail crossing on White Street was poor and said she wanted brighter bulbs
installed for visibility.

llene LeRosa, a resident in Suttondale, approached the stand. She said that she had some
concerns about safety and parking. She asked what the plan was for the empty lots the
Village owned in the downtown area. She said that from what she knew, work on the
Mech House was cost prohibitive. She asked about the properties at the corner of White
Street and Elwood Street, as well as the FraMilCo building.

Chair Rigoni explained that the use and sale of Village property was the purview of the
Village Board, not the Plan Commission.

Ms. LeRosa asked if the Village Board would consider creating a new parking lot if the
Plan Commission approved the current proposal.

Chair Rigoni reiterated that creating a new public parking lot in the downtown would be
a decision made by the Village Board.
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Ms. LeRosa stated that the parking issue could not be detached from the decision to
approve this building. She added that it was a good problem to have.

Dawn Shields, a resident living in Kaffel Court, approached the stand. She asked if other
restaurants in the downtown area had outdoor seating located on public property.

Chair Rigoni said that Trail’s Edge, Fat Rosie’s, and Francesca’s all had lease agreements
on with the Village to rent space on public right-of-way for outdoor seating.

Ms. Shields asked if there were any liability issues with leasing the space for seating.
Chair Rigoni responded, saying that part of the lease agreement included insurance.

Ms. Shields noted that the proposed uses had changed since the project’s initial proposal
was brought to the Plan Commission. At first, there was only one restaurant proposed,
where there were now three. Three times as many restaurants would mean three times as
many deliveries. Downtown residents had complained about trucks making deliveries in
the downtown in the mornings. She asked if there were any considerations being made to
reduce the noise generated by these trucks.

Chair Rigoni stated that that would fall under the purview of the Village Board.

Ms. Shields asked how close the proposed dumpster would be to the building and the
outdoor seating area. Staff noted that it would be located on the southeast corner of the
building.

She stated that disposing of raw fish from the sushi restaurant near outdoor seating would
likely require extra garbage pickups. She also had concerns about wildlife from the park
being attracted to the smells of the garbage enclosure and coming to investigate them.
She hoped that the applicant could secure the dumpster lids to prevent animals from
getting in. She said that she was mostly concerned about the smell and proximity of the
enclosure to the trail and the outdoor seating area. She also asked how the proposed
landscaping, outdoor seating, and reduced-width sidewalks would make White Street too
congested. She then asked if the applicant was planning to have a drive-thru window for
cyclists.

Chair Rigoni said she did not believe the applicant was planning to have a drive-thru
window, as there was nothing indicated on the site plan.

Ken Rieman, a Frankfort resident living near the downtown area, approached the stand.
He said that he did not know the applicant when the initial Request for Proposals was
posted by the Village, but that he did know the applicant’s wife at the time. From there,
he took an interest in the project and followed the progress of this proposal. He stated that
it meant a lot to him when people who lived in Frankfort wanted to support the town. He
added that many of the people involved with the building and proposed uses were local to
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Frankfort. He commended the applicant for his patience in the planning and zoning
process. He said that it was not easy to get projects built in Frankfort, which he believed
to be a good thing. He was confident that the Village Board would address the parking
concerns raised by other members of the public.

Motion (#3): To close the Public Hearing.
Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (4-0)

Chair Rigoni asked the other members of the Plan Commission if they had any comments
or questions related to the proposed restaurant uses.

Commissioner Knieriem said he was in support of the proposal. He believed that there
was a for need more restaurants in the downtown area, as evidenced by the hour-long
waits at other restaurants on the weekend.

Commissioner Schaeffer agreed, and added that she also wanted to see variety in the
restaurants in the downtown, such as daytime grab-n-go type establishments.

Commissioner James agreed. He said that having restaurant options along the trail was
desirable. The proposal was also in line with the goal to promote infill development, as
mentioned in the Comprehensive Plan.

Chair Rigoni added that restaurant uses would bring people to the downtown, and that
they wanted people in the downtown. She asked staff how many outdoor seating areas
were proposed.

Chris Gruba explained how the proposed outdoor seating was laid out on the site plan.

Chair Rigoni recalled that for Planned Unit Developments approved in the past, outdoor
seating areas would be granted “as identified on the site plan” in the motion.

Chris Gruba explained that he had thought that the Special Use Permit for Outdoor
Seating would be applied to the whole site, and had written the legal notice to reflect that.
After talking with Village Administration, it was suggested that a Special Use Permit for
Outdoor Seating be granted individually to each of the proposed restaurants.

Mike Schwarz added that Village Administration had asked that each Ordinance granting
a Special Use Permit for Outdoor Seating be tied to a specific tenant space. The Plan
Commission could make one motion to recommend approval of outdoor seating as shown
on plans for the three specific units as the Chair suggested, but that individual Special
Use ordinances for each restaurant to have Outdoor Seating would be considered by the
Village Board.
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Chair Rigoni said that since the proposal was part of a Planned Unit Development, the
applicants need to have their site plan approved. She added that the proposed tenants
might change before the building was open. She noted that the southernmost restaurant
space’s outdoor seating area was fenced in to meet the regulations for liquor sales and
consumption, and that the other outdoor seating areas were not fenced in. She said that
liquor could not be served at those outdoor seating areas. She asked the other members
of the Plan Commission if they were comfortable with approving the outdoor seating
areas in one motion by using the language “as defined on the plan.”

The other members of the Plan Commission said they were comfortable with that course
of action.

Chair Rigoni noted that the request for a Major Change to the Planned Unit Development
went hand-in-hand with the variation request, and that the approval for the Preliminary
and Final Plat of Subdivision was separate. She asked if the other members of the Plan
Commission had any comments on the proposed site plan.

Commissioner Schaeffer stated that she would like to see the bench that was proposed to
be relocated elsewhere nearby. She suggested it be located somewhere along the trail.

Chris Gruba said that it could be made as a condition of approval.

Commissioner Schaeffer also noted that one light pole that has to be removed on the lot.
She asked if it would need to be replaced.

Chris Gruba said he was unaware of a minimum lighting requirement for a parking lot.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the remaining lights would be adequate to meet code
requirements for light levels in the parking lot.

Chair Rigoni noted that the removal of a light pole would become a safety concern. She
wanted to be sure there were not any dark spots, especially given that there was a lot of
traffic in the area. She asked if any other Commissioners had any comments.

Commissioner James recalled that one of the members of the public has a question about
the location of the trash enclosure. He recalled that at the workshop, the trash enclosure
was proposed on the east side of the parking lot, closer to the park. The Village asked that
it be moved, so trash would not be carried across the lot. He suggested that the Plan
Commission require the applicant mitigate potential smell and animal issues as a
condition of approval.

Commissioner Knieriem said that he would expect that the proposed uses would not want
the trash enclosure to smell either.

Chair Rigoni asked how often trash would be picked up.
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The applicant said he expected it would be about twice a week. In regard to the concern
about the sushi restaurant, he believed they would do their best to not just throw away
product, and that they would take any step they needed to in order to mitigate any
concerns about smell.

Chair Rigoni asked the applicant when he anticipated deliveries and garbage pickup
would take place.

The applicant said he expected that deliveries would take place in the morning, prior to
businesses in the downtown opening. He added that they had located the proposed
loading area in the parking lot so as to avoid traffic impacts on White Street. He added
that there would be no semi-trucks making deliveries to the site, and that the largest
vehicles would be box trucks.

Chair Rigoni asked the applicant to be more specific about what he meant by morning.

The applicant responded that he did not intend morning to suggest a time such as 4:00
AM.

Commissioner Schaeffer noted that there was a trash enclosure near the outdoor seating
at the Wine Thief. She said she was not aware of any issues with smell at that location.

Chair Rigoni asked if the alignment of the proposed path connection on the southeastern
corner of the site plan was similar to the connection proposed in 2018. She recalled that
there were concerns about how that connection was offset from another connection
nearby, coming from the south. She said that the parking lot was heavily utilized by trail
users. She asked the applicant to make sure the two trail connections lined up. She stated
that she also would want to look at where the ADA-accessible parking spots were
located, as the spots they were losing were those with the closest access to the Old Plank
Road Trail. She acknowledged that there were not many ADA-accessible spots in the
downtown, and few of them had direct access to the trail.

The architect said they would confirm the dimensions and design of the trail connection
with their engineers.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the two trail connections needed to be aligned.

Chair Rigoni noted that the curve in the trail where the connection was proposed was a
busy one. She said she would defer to the engineers on the alignment of the trail
connection, but she believed that a 90° intersection would be best at that location. There
was a need to address also that curve in the trail, since cyclists could be moving quickly
around it. She restated that it was a topic discussed at length back in 2018. She noted that
there was a positive aspect to locating a building so close to the Old Plank Road Trail, but
that it came with extra considerations as well.

Plan Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals Minutes: 4/13/23 | Page 10



The applicant stated that he and his team would accommodate whatever consensus the
Village came to on the topic.

The architect added that their design did address the trail, even more so in the most recent
revisions.

Chris Gruba clarified that, in reference to the earlier question regarding parking lot light
standards, the Zoning Ordinance required a minimum of 0.25 foot-candles across the area
of the parking lot. According to the photometric plan, it appeared that that requirement
would be met, even with the removal of one light pole.

Chair Rigoni thanked Mr. Gruba for confirming the requirements. She stated that the lot
was a public lot, it was important to ensure there was an adequate amount of light. She
asked if the other Commissioners had any comments on the architecture or the materials.

Commissioner Schaeffer stated that she was concerned about the proposed colors at first,
but that the samples made her more comfortable with the proposal. She acknowledged
that the design had come a long way since the workshop. She thanked the applicant for
accepting Village feedback and incorporating the design elements seen elsewhere in the
downtown. For the sign alignment, she believed it made sense to both the height and size
of the sign change for the southernmost restaurant.

Commissioner Knieriem agreed with Commissioner Schaeffer. He added that he
appreciated the addition of the planters, and that he thought they would look great.

Commissioner James acknowledged that architectural preferences were subjective. He
agreed with Commissioner Schaeffer that the plans had come a long way since the initial
submission. He said that the location of the proposed building was an important spot in
the downtown, as it is where the park meets the downtown. The building ought to reflect
that meeting point. In his opinion, the proposed building did. He added that he was
initially torn, and preferred another streetscape at the time, but that he had since changed
his mind.

Chair Rigoni said that the thought it was a beautiful building, but that it’s not appropriate
for this specific location. When she looked at the design of the building, the word
“contemporary” came to her mind. She noted that the Historic Preservation Commission
was split on whether to approve a Certificate of Appropriateness, where their decisions
were usually unanimous. The Historic Preservation Commission looked at 11 standards
when evaluating a Certificate of Appropriateness, and their opinions were split on the 2
most relevant standards. In her opinion, there were design elements on the south side of
the building which could be softened. She stated that she would also prefer if the two
center windows between each tenant entrance were combined to add to the commercial
look. She added that the design would not need to replicate what was found in the newer
buildings downtown, but that it should draw inspiration from them. She felt that the
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building needed more details that would better match the feel of the downtown. She
asked staff if there had ever been a request for a sign variation in the downtown.

Chris Gruba said nothing came to mind.

Chair Rigoni noted that a sign variation would require Historic Preservation Commission
approval before coming to the Plan Commission.

Chris Gruba added that the proposal was also a Planned Unit Development, but that sign
variations were seldom requested.

Chair Rigoni asked the other members of the Commission if they had any comments
about parking. She also asked staff if they knew of any plans to expand parking in the
downtown.

Chris Gruba said he was not aware of any plans to expand parking.
Chair Rigoni asked about the changes proposed in the 2018 proposal.

Chris Gruba noted that they had incorporated the property to the north in the design,
which added parking spaces.

Commissioner James asked if the proposed additional parking would have been owned
by the Village.

Chris Gruba confirmed that it would have been.
Chair Rigoni asked if there were any other comments on parking.

Commissioner Schaeffer thanked staff for looking at time-lapse video recordings for
parking over the course of a few weeks last summer. She noted that there would be
different levels of demand for parking over the course of the day, based on the hours of
operation for the proposed and existing businesses.

Commissioner James said that downtown Frankfort had a special events parking issue
rather than a parking issue, and that downtown Frankfort held a lot of special events. He
understood the concern about employees parking in downtown spaces for extended
periods of time, and suggested that the Village Board might look into setting time limits
for parking in public lots even though it might be difficult to enforce.

Chair Rigoni stated that she thought 119 required parking spaces was a high figure. She
stated that there would be shared parking between the proposed businesses. She liked the
idea of putting a building on the east side of White Street, where parking was
underutilized. She added that there had been discussion at Village about building another
parking lot somewhere else at one point. She thought it would become a more important
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conversation as more development took place in the downtown. She asked if there were
any comments related to the proposed landscaping.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if a fourth parkway tree could be installed along White
Street.

Chair Rigoni said that planting a tree where the code required one might not be desirable,
in order to maintain the sightline at the Old Plank Road Trail crossing.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the applicants could plant another tree in another
location instead.

Chair Rigoni noted that according to the proposed plans, there would be a net loss of four
trees. She asked why each tree was not being replaced.

The applicant explained that the main concern was where the trees would be located.

Commissioner Schaeffer clarified that she did not necessarily want the trees to be
replaced on-site, just that they were replaced with trees somewhere.

Chair Rigoni added that they were proposing to remove public trees. She said she would
like to see them replaced on a one-for-one basis.

Chris Gruba asked if the Plan Commission wanted to note their preference for certain
types of trees.

Commissioner Schaeffer said she would be comfortable with whatever was considered
appropriate by the Village.

The applicant asked if they would consider accepting payment in lieu of planting trees.

Chair Rigoni said that staff could work with the applicant to determine the best course of
action as far as planting replacement trees on the Village-owned Prairie Park property.

Mike Schwarz stated that the tree planting location decision would be up to the Public
Works Department.

Chair Rigoni said that she appreciated the planters along White Street. They added to the
beauty of the downtown. She asked if there were any comments from the other
Commissioners on lighting.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if the proposed lights would be too bright.

Chris Gruba said that the proposed building-mounted lights would not be too bright in his
opinion, just that it did not meet the code requirements.
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Chair Rigoni added that the brightness of the lights at the lot lines were mostly
determined by the size of lot. In her opinion, exceeding the light requirements was
acceptable as it helped alleviate visibility and safety concerns. She asked if the other
members of the Plan Commission had any other comments.

There was some discussion on the various motions before the Plan Commission.

Chair Rigoni asked the applicant what the anticipated hours of operation would be for the
proposed uses.

The applicant responded that they would all operate within normal business hours,
though their peak times would be staggered.

There was some discussion on the conditions the Plan Commission could add to the
motions they would consider.

Commissioner Schaeffer asked if a condition could be added to require a rental
agreement for the proposed trash enclosure.

Chair Rigoni said that it would be subject to a lease agreement in the same manner as the
outdoor seating.

Commissioner James recalled there was a question from one of the members of the public
regarding sightlines on the southwest corner of the building.

Chair Rigoni suggested adding a condition requiring engineering approval related to
adequate sightlines for pedestrians.

Commissioner James added that on the submitted plans, the southwest corner of the
building was not designed as a right angle, even though the roof had a right angle at that
corner.

Mike Schwarz noted that there was an inadvertent error in the legal notice for one of the
requested Special Use Permits. He asked the Plan Commission if they wished to defer
their vote on the Special Use Permit for a Full-service Restaurant to their next meeting,
where they could also make a recommendation on accessory liquor sales. If not, they
could vote on the Special Use Permit without accessory liquor sales and vote on the
liquor sales separately at the next Plan Commission meeting.

Chair Rigoni said that she didn’t want to table the motion, since it was possible to operate
a restaurant without liquor sales.

The applicant’s attorney stated that they also wished for the Plan Commission to vote of
the Special Use Permit for the proposed restaurant, since that approval was an important
part of the overall project.
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Motion (#4): Recommend to the Village Board to approve a Special Use Permit to allow
a Major Change to a PUD on Lots 1 and 2 of the Old Plank Trail Commons Subdivision,
in accordance with the reviewed plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact,
conditioned on final engineering approval and the following eleven (11) exceptions (page
numbers refer to Zoning Ordinance unless otherwise specified):

a. Front yard setback of 14’ required, with 4’ proposed (page 127)

b. Side yard setback (north) of 5’ required, with 1.2” proposed (page 127)
c. Side yard setback (south) of 5’ required, with 1.2* proposed (page 127)
d. Rear yard setback of 10’ required, with 0.5’ proposed (page 127)

e. In-ground landscaping required in the front yard, with two landscape planters
proposed (page 128)

f. Fencing required that completely encloses all outdoor seating areas, with no fencing
proposed around the western outdoor seating area along White Street (page 86)

g. One loading space measuring 12°x50° required, with one space measuring 10°x30’
is proposed. (page 158)

h. Light levels up to 0.5 foot-candles along any property line permitted, with up to 6.1
foot candles proposed (page 168)

I. Four street trees required within the right-of-way of White Street, with 3 proposed
(page 32 of Landscape Ordinance)

J. Wall signage must align along one common centerline (page 37 of Sign Ordinance)

k. Wall signage up to 15 square feet in area permitted, with one sign measuring 25
square feet (page 37 of Sign Ordinance)

Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (3-1, Chair Rigoni voted no)

Motion (#5): Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow a
2,800 square foot full-service restaurant use on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons
Subdivision, commonly known as 7 N. White Street, in accordance with the reviewed
plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James

Approved: (4-0)
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Motion (#6): Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow a
1,900 square foot carry-out restaurant use on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons
Subdivision, commonly known as 7 N. White Street, in accordance with the reviewed
plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James
Approved: (4-0)

Motion (#7): Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow a
1,100 square foot carry-out restaurant use on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons
Subdivision, commonly known as 7 N. White Street, in accordance with the reviewed
plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: James Seconded by: Schaeffer
Approved: (4-0)

Motion (#8): Recommend the Village Board approve a Special Use Permit to allow
outdoor seating associated with a permitted restaurant, on Lots 1 and 2 of the Old Plank
Trail Commons Subdivision, in accordance with the reviewed plans, public testimony,
and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James
Approved: (4-0)

Motion (#9): Recommend the Village Board approve a variation for relief of all required
off-street parking on Lot 1 of the Old Plank Trail Commons Subdivision, in accordance
with the reviewed plans, public testimony, and Findings of Fact.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James
Approved: (4-0)

Motion (#10): Recommend the Village Board approve the Preliminary/Final Plat for the
Old Plank Trail Commons Subdivision, subject to any necessary technical revisions prior
to recording.

Motion by: Schaeffer Seconded by: James
Approved: (4-0)

Chair Rigoni explained that her reason for voting against the Major Change to the
Planned Unit Development was not because she did not like the idea of developing the
site. She was in favor of development, as indicated by her votes in favor of the Special
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Use Permits. She voted no on the motion for the Major Change to the Planned Unit
Development because she felt that the proposed architecture did not meet the standards of
the Village. She asked the Village Board to continue to look at the parking situation in
the downtown.

Mike Schwarz made the Plan Commission aware that the draft ordinances approving the
Special Use Permits would specify the appropriate new addresses assigned to the tenant
spaces when there are brought before the Village Board.

There was some discussion on when the proposal would be brought before the Village
Board.

Chair Rigoni stated for those members of the public who were interested in the project
that the Village Board agendas are posted online, and to keep an eye on them for updates.
Monday’s Village Board agenda would be posted by Friday evening.

. Workshop: 20855 S. La Grange Road — Edge Music Academy
Drew Duffin presented the staff report.

The applicant, Jason Thompson, approached the stand. He said that there will be no
entertainment or live performances at the proposed location. His business has been
operating for almost two years in an office space in Homer Glen. They have received no
complaints during that time, even though the operate near an oral surgeon. Due to
advancements in technology, electronic instruments are much quieter, and volume can be
controlled more precisely. It was true that the proposed business has the potential to make
more noise, but volume is controlled.

Chair Rigoni stated that the Plan Commission could consider a condition for no recitals
or performances, as similar conditions have been placed on other Indoor Entertainment
and Indoor Recreation uses.

Commissioner Knieriem suggested adding a condition to have soundproofing installed as
well.

Chair Rigoni agreed, as the Plan Commission had asked a previous applicant located in
the same development to do the same. She added that the current tenants may not have
issues with the noise, but that future tenants might have concerns.

Commissioner Knieriem asked the applicant if they were building the interior walls
shown on the floorplan.

The applicant said they were not planning to undertake any construction work, and that
the walls were currently there. He said that he could add some acoustic panels to the
walls to help with noise.
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VILLAGE OF

FRANKFORT

NC+1879

Application for Plan Commission / Zoning Board of Appeals Review
Special Use Permit Findings of Fact

Article 3, Section E, Part 6 of the Village of Frankfort Zoning Ordinance lists “findings” or “standards” that
the Plan Commission must use to evaluate every special use permit request. The Plan Commission must
make the following seven findings based upon the evidence provided. To assist the Plan Commission in
their review of the special use permit request(s), please provide responses to the following “Findings of
Fact.” Please attach additional pages as necessary.

1. That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the special use will not be detrimental to, or
endanger, the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.

Confirmed the Special Use will not detrimental or endanger public health, safety,
morals, comfort or general welfare.

2. That the special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair
property values within the neighborhood.

Confirmed the special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other
property in the immediate vicinity.

3. That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development and
improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.

Confirmed the special use will not impede the noraml and orderly development and
improvement of the surrounding property.

4. That the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure will not be so at
variance with either the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of the structures already
constructed, or in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the character of the
applicable district, as to cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the
neighborhood.

The construction will not in any way cause a substantial depreciation of property
values within the neighborhood.



5. That the adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or are being
provided.

All adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necassary facilities will be
provided.

6. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so
designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

Confirmed adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and
egress so designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

7. That the special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the district
in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified by the Village
Board, pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission.
Confirmed that the special use will conform to the applicable regulations of the district
in which it is located, except as such regulation may be modified by the Village Board,
pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission.
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FParking Table Site Coverage
Number of Stalls 42

Existing Proposed
Number of 2

20 0 20 40 60
Impervious Area 8,0/4 sf 10,385 sf E!;:d
Accessible Stalls Pervious Area 2 445 sf 136 of Scale: 1"=20’
Stall Width (ft) 9

Percent Imperv. 77 99%
Stall Length (ft) 18 - mESERP |_1 d d {‘
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CANOPY TREES BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME COND SIZE QTY
CEL occ CELTIS OCCIDENTALIS / COMMON HACKBERRY B&B 25" CAL 1
UNDERSTORY TREES BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME COND SIZE QTY
SYR VO SYRINGA RETICULATA ‘IVORY SILK' / IVORY SILK JAPANESE TREE LILAC B & B 2" CAL 3
DECIDUQUS SHRUBS  BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME COND. Sizi QTY
CcoT ACU COTONEASTER ACUTIFOLIUS / PEKING COTONEASTER B & B 48" HT. 5
HYD ANN HYDRANGEA ARBORESCENS ‘ANNABELLE' / ANNABELLE HYDRANGEA B & B 30" HT. 6
RHU GRO RHUS AROMATICA ‘GRO—-LOW' / GRO—LOW FRAGRANT SUMAC B & B 18" HT. 5
RIB GRE RIBES ALPINUM ‘GREEN MOUND' / GREEN MOUND ALPINE CURRANT B & B 24" HT. 3
EVERGREEN SHRUBS  BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME COND. Sizi Q1Y
TAX TAU TAXUS X MEDIA ‘TAUNTONII' /' TAUNTON'S ANGLO—JAPANESE YEW B & B 30" HT. 23
THU SMA THUJA OCCIDENTALIS 'SMARAGD® /' EMERALD GREEN ARBORVITAE B&B 6'HT 4
THU WoOo THUJA OCCIDENTALIS ‘WOODWARDII® / WOODWARD ARBORVITAE B & B 48" HT. 1
GRASSES BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME COND. SIZE QTY
CAL KAR CALAMAGROSTIS X ACUTIFLORA 'KARL FOERSTER' / FEATHER REED GRASS CONT. #1 41
PAN NOR PANICUM VIRGATUM ‘NORTH WIND® / NORTHWIND SWITCH GRASS CONT. #1 38
SPO HET SPOROBOLUS HETEROLEPIS / PRAIRIE DROPSEED CONT. #1 35
GROUND COVERS BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME COND SIZE QTY
LIR CRE LIRIOPE SPICATA / CREEPING LILYTURF CONT. 4" POTS 33
PERENNIALS BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME COND SIZE QTY
HEM ORQO HEMEROCALLIS X ‘STELLA DE ORO' / STELLA DE ORO DAYLILY CONT. #1 5
RUD GLZ RUDBECKIA FULGIDA ‘GLODSTRUM' / BLACK—EYED SUSAN CONT. QUART 13
SYM PU6 SYMPHYOTRICHUM NOVAE—ANGLIAE ‘PURPLE DOME' / NEW ENGLAND ASTER  QUART QUART 12
TURF GRASS BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME COND SiZi QTY
TUR KE3 TURF SOD BLUEGRASS / KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS SoD S.F. 845 SF

SITE MATERIALS SCHEDULE

[T
;‘M PAVERS 2,196 SF
I=IliF -

EXISTING TURF GRASS 763 SF
NN
N MULCH 1,212 SF
DAY -

LANDSCAPE NOTES:

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.
23.
24.

PLANT QUANTITIES SHOWN IN THE PLANT SCHEDULE ARE FOR CONVENIENCE ONLY. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING AND
INSTALLING ALL MATERIALS SHOWN ON THE PLAN AND SHOULD NOT RELY ON THE PLANT SCHEDULE FOR DETERMINING QUANTITIES.

ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE NURSERY GROWN STOCK AND SHALL BE FREE FROM ANY DEFORMITIES, DISEASES OR INSECT DAMAGE. ANY
MATERIALS WITH DAMAGED OR CROOKED/DISFIGURED LEADERS, BARK ABRASION, SUNSCALD, INSECT DAMAGE, ETC. ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE AND
WILL BE REJECTED. TREES WITH MULTIPLE LEADERS WILL BE REJECTED UNLESS CALLED OUT IN THE PLANT SCHEDULE AS MULTI-STEM. NO
PRUNING TO BE DONE AT THE TIME OF INSTALLATION EXCEPT FOR DEAD OR BROKEN LIMBS.

ALL LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS SHALL MEET MUNICIPALITY REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDELINES, WHICH SHALL BE VERIFIED BY MUNICIPAL
AUTHORITIES.

ALL PLANTING OPERATIONS SHALL BE COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH STANDARD HORTICULTURAL PRACTICES. THIS MAY INCLUDE, BUT NOT
BE LIMITED TO, PROPER PLANTING BED AND TREE PIT PREPARATION, PLANTING MIX, PRUNING, STAKING AND GUYING, WRAPPING, SPRAYING,
FERTILIZATION, PLANTING AND ADEQUATE MAINTENANCE OF MATERIALS DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIMITIES.

ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE INSPECTED AND APPROVED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. ANY MATERIALS INSTALLED
WITHOUT APPROVAL MAY BE REJECTED.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GUARANTEE PLANT MATERIALS FOR A PERIOD OF ONE YEAR FROM DATE OF ACCEPTANCE BY OWNER. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL OUTLINE PROPER MAINTENANCE PROCEDURES TO THE OWNER AT THE TIME OF ACCEPTANCE. DURING THE GUARANTEE
PERIOD, DEAD OR DISEASED MATERIALS SHALL BE REPLACED AT NO COST TO THE OWNER. AT THE END OF THE GUARANTEE PERIOD THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN FINAL ACCEPTANCE FROM THE OWNER.

ANY EXISTING TREES TO BE RETAINED SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM SOIL COMPACTION AND OTHER DAMAGES THAT MAY OCCUR DURING
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES BY ERECTING FENCING AROUND SUCH MATERIALS AT A DISTANCE OF 8.5’ FROM THE TRUNK.

ALL GRASS, CLUMPS, OTHER VEGETATION, DEBRIS, STONES, ETC.. SHALL BE RAKED OR OTHERWISE REMOVED FROM PLANTING AND LAWN AREAS
PRIOR TO INITIATION OF INSTALLATION PROCEDURES.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES PRIOR TO INITIATING PLANTING OPERATIONS. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR/ REPLACE AND UTILITY, PAVING, CURBING, ETC.. WHICH IS DAMAGED DURING PLANTING OPERATIONS.

. SIZE AND GRADING STANDARDS OF PLANT MATERIALS SHALL CONFORM TO THE LATEST EDITION OF ANSI Z60.1, AMERICAN STANDARDS FOR

NURSERY STOCK, BY THE AMERICAN NURSERY & LANDSCAPE ASSOCIATION.

. REFER TO PLAT OF SURVEY FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION, BOUNDARY DIMENSIONS AND EXISTING CONDITIONS.

. ALL PLANT MATERIAL ON THIS PLANTING PLAN REPRESENTS THE INTENTION AND INTENSITY OF THE PROPOSED LANDSCAPE MATERIAL. THE EXACT

SPECIES AND LOCATIONS MAY VARY IN THE FIELD DO TO MODIFICATIONS IN THE SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND THE AVAILABILITY OF PLANT MATERIAL
AT THE TIME OF INSTALLATION. ANY SUCH CHANGES MUST FIRST BE APPROVED BY THE CITY IN WRITING

. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE PLANTED WITH A MINIMUM OF SIX INCHES OF ORGANIC SOIL AND MULCHED WITH A SHREDDED BARK MATERIAL

TO A MINIMUM 3" DEPTH.

. ALL BEDS SHALL BE EDGED, HAVE WEED PREEMERGENTS APPLIED AT THE RECOMMENDED RATE.
. ALL PARKWAYS SHALL HAVE LAWN ESTABLISHED WITH SEED A GROUNDCOVER, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

ALL LAWN AREAS ON THIS PLAN SHALL BE GRADED SMOOTH AND TOPPED WITH AT LEAST 6" OF TOPSOIL. ALL LAWN AREAS TO BE
ESTABLISHED USING SEED BLANKET UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. BLANKET TO BE S75 OR APPROVED EQUAL

THIS LANDSCAPE PLAN ASSUMES THE SITE WILL BE PREPARED WITH TOP SOIL SUITABLE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE LANDSCAPE MATERIAL
PRESENTED ON THIS PLAN. IF ADDITIONAL TOP SOIL IS REQUIRED IT IS UP TO THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR ON THE PROJECT TO PROVIDE,
SPREAD AND PREPARE THE SITE AS NEEDED FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS LANDSCAPE PLAN.

CONTRACTORS MUST VERIFY ALL QUANTITIES AND OBTAIN ALL PROPER PERMITS AND LICENSES FROM THE PROPER AUTHORITIES.

ALL MATERIAL MUST MEET INDUSTRY STANDARDS AND THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT HAS THE RIGHT TO REFUSE ANY POOR MATERIAL OR
WORKMANSHIP.

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR UNSEEN SITE CONDITIONS.

ALL PLANTINGS SHALL BE SPACED EQUAL DISTANT, BACK FILLED WITH AMENDED SOIL IN A HOLE TWICE THE ROOTBALL DIAMETER, WATERED,
FERTILIZED, PRUNED, AND HAVE ALL TAGS AND ROPES REMOVED.

LAWN AND BED AREAS SHALL BE ROTOTILLED, RAKED OF CLUMPS AND DEBRIS.
REMOVE ALL DEAD AND DISEASED PLANT MATERIAL FROM SITE AND DISPOSE OF PROPERLY.

PLANTS TO BE PLANTED SO THAT ROOT FLARE IS AT THE GRADE OF THE AREA WHERE PLANTED. NO PRUNING TO BE DONE AT THE TIME OF
INSTALLATION EXCEPT TO REMOVE DEAD OR BROKEN LIMBS.

SEEIS

DESIGN + ARCHITECTURE

935 W CHESTNUT ST, SUITE 206
CHICAGO, IL 60642

(312) 761-8174 www.seek.design

7 N WHITE

7 NORTH WHITE STREET
FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS 60423

CLIENT

INTEGRUS DEVELOPMENT
3057 W DIVERSEY AVE,
CHICAGO, IL 60647

CONSULTANTS

CIVIL

ERIKSSON ENGINEERING
ASSOCIATES, LTD

135 S JEFFERSON ST SUITE 135
CHICAGO, IL 60661

STRUCTURAL

REX ENGINEERING GROUP
325 W HURON ST, SUITE 412
CHICAGO, IL 60654

MEP

DMK DESIGN GROUP
CHICAGO, IL

4 PLAN COMMISSION SUBMITTAL 03.10.2023
3 PLAN COMMISSION SUBMITTAL 02.28.2023
2 PLAN COMMISSION SUBMITTAL 02.02.2023
1 ZBA SUBMITTAL 10.12.2022

# DESCRIPTION DATE

{ STEVENS. ™
GREGORY

%0eqenese®s

NDSCAPE,

Expiration: 08/31/2023

LANDSCAPE PLAN

L-01
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TREE PRESERVATION NOTES:

1. ANY EXISTING TREES TO BE RETAINED SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM SOIL COMPACTION AND OTHER DAMAGES

THAT MAY OCCUR DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES BY ERECTING FENCING AROUND SUCH MATERIALS AT THE
DRIP LINE OF THE PROTECTED TREE.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES PRIOR TO INITIATING

PLANTING OPERATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR/ REPLACE AND UTILITY, PAVING, CURBING, ETC..
WHICH IS DAMAGED DURING PLANTING AND TREE REMOVAL OPERATIONS.

REFER TO PLAT OF SURVEY FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION, BOUNDARY DIMENSIONS AND EXISTING CONDITIONS.

»

CONTRACTORS MUST VERIFY ALL QUANTITIES AND OBTAIN ALL PROPER PERMITS AND LICENSES FROM THE
PROPER AUTHORITIES.

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR UNSEEN SITE CONDITIONS.

REMOVE ALL DEAD AND DISEASED PLANT MATERIAL FROM SITE AND DISPOSE OF PROPERLY.
PRUNE AND FERTILIZE ALL EXISTING VEGETATION TO REMAIN ON SITE.
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TREE SYMBOL WITH NUMBER INDICATES EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN.
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DO NOT CUT LEADERS ON
EVERGREENS OR PYRAMIDAL TREES.

PRUNE 1/3 OF INNER CROWN,
MAINTAINING NATURAL SHAPE.

WRAP TRUNK WITH APPROVED
TREE WRAP TO FIRST BRANCH.

SET ROOTBALL APPROXIMATELY
3" HIGHER THAN FINISHED GRADE.
SET ROOT FLARE AT SOIL GRADE.

3" DEEP MULCH
DO NOT PLACE MULCH
AGAINST TREE TRUNK

CUT ANY SYNTHETIC CORDS,
WIRE, OR TWINE AROUND
ROOTBALL AND TRUNK AND
REMOVE. IF WRAPPED IN BURLAP
CUT OPEN AND REMOVE.

PREPARE A 3" MIN. SAUCER
AROUND PIT. DISCARD EXCESS
EXCAVATED MATERIAL.

STAKE AND GUY (IF NEEDED)
SEE SPECIFICATIONS.

BACKFILL PIT WITH PLANTING
PIT SOIL.

SUBGRADE

RS IIRTRTS]
ESRERT
XRISIKELIKEE]

Se%etetoletedete et
REBKEEKELL

SET ROOTBALL ON
SR UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE.
= EEEIEEL S T TEST PLANTING PIT FOR
’ PROPER DRAINAGE. ALERT
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IF
THERE ARE ANY CONCERNS.
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TREE PIT WIDTH L
2X BALL DIA. MIN.

TREE PLANTING DETAIL
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UNILOCK HOLLAND PREMIER
NOTE: PAVERS — COLOR: GRANITE
1. PAVERS TO BE LAID IN HERRINGBONE CONFIRM WITH OWNER

PATTERN WITH ONE BRICK SOLDIER
COURSE AROUND PERIMETER AND ALL
CONCRETE ELEMENTS WHERE CONCRETE IS
BROUGHT TO FINISHED GRADE.

JOINT SAND
SAND SETTING BED

17(25mm,)—3 L RN e TOPSOIL
VARIES: <% CONCRETE CURB
SEE CHARTES AGGREGATE BASE
b N 4,4“, 4‘. z\g‘%

4

#4 REBAR, CONTINUOUS;
4” CLEAR (TYP.)

SUBGRADE

GEOTEXTILE; AS REQUIRED,
WRAP UP FACE OF CURB

NOTES:

1. A 17 EXPANSION JOINT SHALL BE INSTALLED AT ALL POINTS OF
CURVATURE FOR SHORT RADIUS (UNDER 25 FT.) CURVES. MAXIMUM
EXPANSION JOINT SPACING IS 50'. EXPANSION JOINTS SHALL BE
CONSTRUCTED WITH1" THICK PREFORMED EXPANSION JOINT FILLER
CONFORMING TO THE CURB AND GUTTER CROSS SECTION AND SHALL
BE PROVIDED WITH ONE 1—1/4" DIAMETER, 18" LONG, COATED SMOOTH
DOWEL BAR. THE DOWEL BAR SHALL BE FITTED WITH A CAP WITH A
PINCHED STOP WHICH PROVEDES A MINIMUM OF 1" OF EXPANSION.

2. MAXIMUM CONTRACTION/CONTROL JOINT SPACING SHALL BE (20') TWENTY

COMMERCIAL USE | MINIMUM BASE THICKNESS
SIDEWALK | 6" (100 mm)
PLAZA | 8” (200 mm)
OTHER | CONTACT UNILOCK

FEET.
COMMERCIAL APPLICATION /TVhQTES-‘ o i CROSS SECTION
is cross section is
' PAVER DETAIL itended for preiminary | vy FLUSH GONGRETE -
- lesign purposes only. CURB
CREATED:\ MARCH_ 1, 2011 Confirm site conditions and
REVISED: | MARCH 6, 2014 It with a qualified
design professional or ')"lm.
installer prior to installatic
FIE e COW—PAVER DG P DESIGNED TO CONNECT.

PAVER WITH CONCRETE CURB

Not To Scale
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LIMIT PRUNING TO DEAD AND
BROKEN BRANCHES AND
SHOOTS.

SET ROOTBALL AT OR SLIGHTLY
ABOVE, FINISHED GRADE. ROOT
FLARE AT SOIL GRADE.

PREPARE A 3" MIN. DEEP
SAUCER AROUND PIT. DISCARD
EXCESS EXCAVATED MATERIAL.

3" DEEP MULCH
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ORI TSGPGS ARG RETT oo
UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE T W ’ BACKFILL PIT WITH PLANTING PIT
I~ } BACKFILL SOIL.
— U
CUT_AND REMOVE ANY Mﬁ A SET ROOTBALL ON UNDISTURBED

SYNTHETIC CORDS AND
BURLAP AROUND
ROOTBALL AND TRUNK.

SUBGRADE. TEST PLANTING PIT
FOR PROPER DRAINAGE. ALERT
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IF THERE
ARE ANY CONCERNS.

SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL

2

Not To Scale 329333—01

SET PLANTS AT SAME LEVEL AS
GROWN IN CONTAINER.

3" DEEP MULCH WORK MULCH
UNDER BRANCHES.

RAISE PLANT BED 2" ABOVE FINISH
GRADE.

PREPARE ENTIRE PLANT BED TO A 8”

=TT 1T T\ - <‘
il | / MIN. DEPTH WITH AMENDED TOPSOIL.
Ly | ' ' UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE. TEST
Rl PLANTING BED FOR PROPER DRAINAGE.

ALERT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IF THERE
ARE ANY CONCERNS.
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WINDOW MUNTINS
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SIGN A - SENSO SUSHI SIGN SIGN B - NAUTICAL BOWLS SIGN
SIGN AREA: 3'-10" x 3'-10" = 14.69SF SIGN AREA: 3'-10" x 3'-10" = 14.69SF
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S e S e SEE UPDATES
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Plan Commission / ZBA

Project:
Meeting Type:
Request:
Location:
Subdivision:
Applicant:
Prop. Owner:
Representative:

Sage Boutique Salon

Workshop

Special Use (Personal Services)
20500 S. La Grange Road, Suite 6A
None (Mannheim Square)

Talitha Hennison

3D Frankfort Il, LLC

Same as applicant

April 27, 2023

Report by: Drew Duffin

Site Details

Lot Size: 1.29 acres Figure 1. Location Map
PIN: 19-09-16-400-031-0000

Existing Zoning:

B-4 Office District

Proposed Zoning: B-4 Office District with a Special Use for Personal

Services
Buildings: 1 building (11,500 square feet)
Total Sq. Ft.: 600 square feet (tenant space)

Adjacent Land Use Summary:

Land Use FLU Map Zoning
Subject Property Offices General B-4
Commercial
North RV Rentals General B-2
Commercial
South Restaurant General B-4
Commercial
East Retail General B-2 PUD
Commercial
West Offices General B-4
Commercial

Project Summary

The applicant currently operates a salon within the office building known as Mannheim Square at 20855 S. La
Grange Road. According to the applicant, the space is used as both a salon and an office. The 600-square foot
tenant space includes three stylist stations, two washing stations, and an office.

Attachments

e Location Map, prepared by staff

e Site Plan for Mannheim Square with tenant space outlined in red

e Special Use Findings of Fact prepared by applicant

e Floorplan for the proposed tenant space prepared by the applicant
e Site photos taken on 04.06.23

Analysis

In consideration of the request, staff offers the following points of discussion:



Use, Oc

Parking

cupancy, and Space

The business operates between 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM on Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday, and between
8:00 AM and 3:00 PM on Saturdays. The salon is closed on Sunday, Monday, and Tuesday, though the
applicant has indicated that she uses the tenant space as an office (and does not see any clients) when the
salon is closed.

The submitted floorplan depicts three stylist stations in the tenant space, in addition to two washing
stations. The applicant has indicated to staff that she would hire no more than two stylists to work in the
space simultaneously. This would result in, at most, six people to be on site at any time. However, she has
also noted that most often, only one stylist works at a time, suggesting that fewer than six people are on-
site at a time. As noted above, the applicant also uses the space as an office outside of salon hours.

Per the Zoning Ordinance, Personal Services require 1 parking space per 200 square feet of gross floor
area and one space per employee in the largest shift. The tenant space is 600 square feet in area, and as
noted above, the business would have at most three employees on-site at one time. Therefore, the
proposed use would require six parking spaces.

The existing parking lot for Mannheim Square has a total of 43 parking spaces. The two lots on site have a
shared total of 41 parking spaces, with an additional two spaces located in a garage on the northwest
corner of the building. The following table breaks down the parking requirements for the other existing
units within Mannheim Square.

Tenant Spaces Per Employee Spaces Per Square Zoning Ordinance
Footage Required Parking per
Tenant
Lash & Brow House 7 (7 employees in the 6 (1 per 200 SF) 13
largest shift)
Farmers Insurance N/A 5 (1 per 200 SF) 5
Le Studio Salon 3 (estimated) 5 (1 per 200 SF) 8
Vacant 0 0 0
Sage Salon (applicant) 3 (3 employees in the 3 (1 per 200 SF) 6
largest shift)
IDOT N/A 3 (1 per 200 SF) 3
A+ Dental N/A 24 (3 per exam room, 8 24
exam rooms; estimated)
All Smiles Orthodontist N/A 24 (3 per exam room, 8 24
exam rooms)
Residence and N/A 9 (1 per 200 SF) 9
Management Office
Infinite Global N/A 3 (1 per 200 SF) 3
Management
Total Zoning Ordinance 95 Parking Spaces (43
Required Parking Existing)

Even though the existing parking is not sufficient to meet the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, staff
has not observed any shortage of parking at Mannheim Square during the week. This includes the parking




demand generated by the applicant’s business, which is currently in operation. In addition, the Village’s
Code Enforcement Officer has not received any complaints related to insufficient parking.

e A majority of the Zoning Ordinance required parking results from the orthodontist and dentist offices. At
the time of writing, staff was able to determine the required parking for the orthodontist, but has been
unable to contact the dentist to confirm the number of exam rooms at their location. Staff instead has
estimated the number of exam rooms based on the information received from the orthodontist’s office,
which occupies a suite the same size as the dentist’s office. Each use then requires 24 parking spaces per
the Zoning Ordinance. Combined, these two uses make up half of the -required parking spaces.

Adjustments to Required Parking

For reference during the workshop, Article 7, Part 5 of the Village of Frankfort Zoning Ordinance describes the
circumstances in which the Plan Commission may adjust the minimum number of required parking spaces in the
business and industrial districts on a case-by-case basis.

a. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to allow adjustments to the minimum number of parking spaces
required to avoid construction of unnecessary and excessive off-street parking facilities. Reducing the
requirements for off-street parking facilities is intended to provide for more cost-efficient site
development, to minimize impervious surface, to minimize storm water runoff, to avoid construction of
unnecessarily large storm water management facilities, and to provide more landscape areas and open
space on business and industrial sites. To achieve these purposes, the Plan Commission may reduce the
minimum number of required off-street parking spaces in specific cases as described in this Part 5.

b. Adjustments. In all business and industrial districts, the minimum number of required parking spaces may
be adjusted by the Plan Commission on a case-by-case basis. The petitioner for such an adjustment shall
show to the satisfaction of the Plan Commission that adequate parking will be provided for customers,
clients, visitors, and employees. The following provisions and factors shall be used as a basis to adjust
parking requirements:

1. Evidence That Actual Parking Demands will be Less Than Ordinance Requirements. The petitioner
shall submit written documentation and data to the satisfaction of the Plan Commission that the
operation will require less parking than the Ordinance requires.

2. Availability of Joint, Shared or Off-Site Parking. The petitioner shall submit written documentation to
the satisfaction of the Plan Commission that joint, shared or off-site parking spaces are available to
satisfy the parking demand.

a) Agreements shall be provided which demonstrate evidence that either parking lots are large
enough to accommodate multiple users (joint parking) or that parking spaces will be shared at
specific times of the day (shared parking, where one activity uses the spaces during daytime
hours and another activity uses the spaces during evening hours.)

b) Off-site parking lots may account for not more than 50-percent of the required parking and shall
be located not more than three-hundred (300) feet from the principal use that it is intended to
serve.

When a reduction of parking spaces attributable to shared parking or off-site parking is requested, the petitioner
shall submit written verification that such parking is available and shall include copies of any contracts, joint lease
agreements, purchase agreements, and other such documentation to show that shared parking can be
accomplished. Off-site shared parking spaces shall be clearly posted for the joint use of employees, and/or tenants,
or customers of each respective use sharing those spaces.



3. Use of Alternative Transportation. Upon demonstration to the Plan Commission that effective
alternative transportation to the automobile will occur, the Plan Commission may reduce parking
requirements. Alternative transportation may include, but is not limited to, bus transit, van pool
operations, car pool/ride sharing, and bicycles. Proposals for adjustments of parking under this
section shall show how the alternative transportation modes will be implemented, the permanency
of such modes, extent of the program, the number of vehicles the mode will replace, and other
pertinent information.

c. Banked Parking Spaces. As a condition of a reduction in parking requirements, the Plan Commission may
require banked parking spaces. In such cases, the site plan for the business or industrial use shall provide
sufficient open space on the subject site to accommodate the additional parking space otherwise required
by this Ordinance. Such open space shall be in addition to required yards, setbacks, driveways, private
streets, loading and service areas. Sufficient open space shall be provided which, if converted to parking
spaces, would:

1. provide off-street parking to meet the full requirements of this Ordinance at the time of application,
and
2. ensure that the site shall not exceed the maximum impervious lot coverage as set forth in Article 6.

Based on observation, staff believes that the existing parking lot with 43 available spaces is large enough to
accommodate the current mix of tenants (joint parking). From a practical standpoint, the Plan Commission/Zoning
Board of Appeals is not being asked to approve a parking adjustment for the proposed hair salon/office. Instead,
the Plan Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals may wish to acknowledge the existing parking condition for the
record.

Standards for Special Use

No special use shall be recommended by the Plan Commission, unless such Commission shall find:

a. That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the special use will not be detrimental to, or
endanger, the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.

b. That the special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the immediate
vicinity for the purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair property values within
the neighborhood.

c. That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development and
improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.

d. That the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure will not be so at
variance with either the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of the structures already
constructed, or in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the character of the
applicable district, as to cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the neighborhood.

e. That the adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or are being
provided.

f. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so designed as to
minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

g. That the special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the district in
which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified by the Village Board,
pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission.
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5. That the adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or are being

provided. >/ 3.

6. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so
designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets. €§ ﬁ;éé
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7. That the special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the district
in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified by the Village
Board, pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission. \/fg



28'—4),"

2" AFF,

CUTTING

ASEA

-~ 40" —=

6! .—.0"

6'—86"

- 35" -

9'-3%6"

P
P
Fd
ff !
; I._ B el |
1 ! t —y 1
1
-— 4’ | '\ - 10°=10" ™
\
b
b
B




Northwest side of the front parking lot

Southwest side of the front parking lot



Southeast side of the front parking lot

Northeast side of the front parking lot



Applicant’s tenant space (in red)

Rear parking lot



Plan Commission / ZBA

April 27, 2023

Project: CNC Lawncare, Inc.

Meeting Type: Workshop

Request: 2 Special Use Permits (Landscape Company and Outdoor Storage of uncontained bulk
materials)

Location: 165 Industry Avenue, Unit 3

Subdivision: 165 Industry Avenue Condos

Applicant: Chad Uthe, President of CNC Lawncare, Inc.

Prop. Owner: Al Inter Estate, LLC

Representative: Same as applicant

Report by: Drew Duffin

Site Details

Lot Size: 2.52 acres Figure 1. Location Map

PIN: 19-09-34-103-009-1001 (Condo Unit),

19-09-34-902-000-0000 (Common Area),
19-09-34-100-071-0000 (Storage Area)

Existing Zoning: I-2, General Industrial

Proposed Zoning: I-2 with a Special Use for a Landscape Company
and a Special Use for Outdoor Storage of
uncontained bulk materials

Buildings: 1 building, 2 parcels

Total Sq. Ft.: 6,500 square feet +/- (tenant space)

Adjacent Land Use Summary:

Land Use Comp. Plan Zoning
Subject Property Industrial Business Park -2
North Undeveloped/Industrial Business Park 1-2
South Industrial Business Park -2
East Industrial Business Park 1-2
West Industrial Business Park 1-2

Project Summary

The applicant proposes to operate a landscape company with accessory outdoor storage of uncontained bulk
materials at 165 Industry Avenue. The property at 165 Industry Avenue is subdivided into three different
condominium units within the principal structure and includes a common area around the principal structure. The
applicant would locate his operations in Unit 3 and would have access to the common area around the building.
The applicant is proposing outdoor storage on a separate parcel of land immediately adjacent to the north, which
is under the same ownership.

Attachments

e Location Map, prepared by staff
e Plat of Survey of all subject parcels
e Site Plan for all subject parcels



Analysis

Special Use Findings of Fact prepared by applicant
Site photos taken on 04.20.23

In consideration of the request, staff offers the following points of discussion:

Proposed Uses

Landscape companies and outdoor storage of uncontained bulk materials are both permitted as special
uses in the I-2, General Industrial District.

Per the Zoning Ordinance, all outdoor storage facilities must comply with the setback requirements and
bulk regulations of the I-2 District. All outdoor storage areas shall also be located on a paved surface,
unless the storage area is located in the rear yard and behind the rear facade of the primary structure, and
is enclosed by a fence. There is currently no fencing around the uncontained bulk materials located on site.

Based on conversations with the applicant, staff has been informed that the proposed outdoor storage will
be located on the north side of the property on a separate parcel, behind the front facade of the building
at 165 Industry Avenue. At the time of writing, no additional detail has been provided to staff on the
location of the storage area.

During the site visit that staff conducted on April 20, 2023, staff observed a CNC Lawncare sign applied to
the inside of a window in Unit 3. A CNC Lawncare pickup truck also was parked on the site. Finally, staff
notes that the CNC Lawncare website reflects a shop address of 165 Industry Avenue. Although a Business
License was applied for, it has not yet been issued pending the outcome of the subject zoning application.

Parcel Layout, the Zoning Ordinance, and the Subdivision Ordinance

The Special Use Permit requests involve two parcels of land (Parcel 1, which includes Units 1, 2 and 3 in 165
Industry Avenue Condominium, on Lot 3 in Empire’s Subdivision; and Parcel 2 which is unsubdivded
property that may at one time have been part of the property located at 1000 and 1018 Lambrecht Road to
the east. Staff researched and discovered that the PIN for this parcel was assigned in October 1992. The
underlying land was annexed into the Village of Frankfort prior to 1974, which means that the land would
have been subject to the 1976 Subdivision Regulations. Parcels 1 and 2 are currently under the same
ownership, but are legally separate from one another.

The proposed landscape business would operate out of the condominium unit (the PIN ending 009-1001 on
Parcel 1) and is considered the principal use of that unit on the property. Meanwhile, the proposed
outdoor storage would be located on the northern parcel of land (the PIN ending in 071-0000 on Parcel 2),
and would be accessory to the landscape company use. Per the Zoning Ordinance, accessory uses and
structures must be in connection with a principal use which is permitted within such district.

The applicant has permission from the property owner to use both the condominium unit and the northern
plot of land to operate his business. However, based on a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance, the
proposed outdoor storage would not be permitted on the northern parcel, as it is not associated with a
principal use on the same parcel.

The parcel to the north also does not meet the requirements of the Subdivision Regulations (Ord. 921).
Section 9.5-5 states that “[e]very lot shall front on or abut a public street. Lots with access only to private
drives or streets shall be permitted only with the approval of the Planning Commission.” Today, the only
way to access the parcel to the north is by driving through the common area of the condominiums to the



south. However, since the two parcels of land are legally separate, it is possible that they may be held by
different property owners at some point in the future. In that case, any potential future owner of the
parcel to the north would not be able to access a public street.

e Staff has identified several options for the Plan Commission to consider how to rectify the above situation.

0 One option (preferable) is for the property owner to consolidate both Parcels 1 and 2 via a Plat of
Resubdivision, and amend the condominium documents, so that the northern parcel is brought
into compliance with the Subdivision Ordinance. This option would also address the | provision
stated in the Zoning Ordinance relating to principal and accessory uses being in connection with
one another.

0 Another option may be to require the recording of a cross access easement, in which the owner
of the condominium property (Parcel 1) grants the owner of parcel to the north (Parcel 2) access
to Industry Avenue. This option would require the approval of the Plan Commission per Section
9.5-5 of the Subdivision Regulations, and it would also not resolve the Zoning Ordinance issue.
There is also some uncertainty regarding the legality of granting an easement to oneself.

e Staff has communicated with the property owner and his attorney about these options. At the time of
writing, the property owner has not indicated how he wishes to proceed in addressing the situation in
order for the proposed landscape company to proceed through the Special Use process.

e Based on available aerial photographs, it appears that there is a driveway on the north end of 1000 and
1018 Lambrecht Road that runs to Parcel 2. The property owner has suggested that the proposed tenant
could use that driveway to access the parcel. However, it is unclear to staff whether the property owner
of 1000 and 1018 Lambrecht Road granted a cross-access easement along the driveway to the owner of
Parcel 2. The eastern half of the driveway (the half which directly connects to Lambrecht Road and runs
along 1018 Lambrecht) is paved, while the western half (which connects to Parcel 2) is gravel. As seen on
the aerial photo and the site photos, the driveway narrows to a single travel lane over a culvert as it
crosses onto the subject property.

Standards for Special Use

No special use shall be recommended by the Plan Commission, unless such Commission shall find:

a. That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the special use will not be detrimental to, or
endanger, the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.

b. That the special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the immediate
vicinity for the purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair property values within
the neighborhood.

c. That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development and
improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.

d. That the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure will not be so at
variance with either the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of the structures already



constructed, or in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the character of the
applicable district, as to cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the neighborhood.

That the adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or are being
provided.

That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so designed as to
minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

That the special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the district in
which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified by the Village Board,
pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission.
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Unit 3 of 165 Industry Avenue Condominiums

The north end of Parcel 1 and all of Parcel 2



Northwest Corner of Parcel 1

Driveway from 1000 and 1018 Lambrecht Road to Parcel 2



North end of Parcel 2, facing west

West side of Parcel 2 and NWC of Parcel 1



North end of Parcel 2, facing south

Units 1 and 2
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Plan Commission / ZBA April 27, 2023

Project: Action Behavior Centers, LLC

Meeting Type: Workshop

Request: Major Change to a Planned Unit Development
Location: 10043 W. Lincoln Highway

Subdivision: President’s Row Unit 1

Applicant: Action Behavior Centers, LLC

Prop. Owner: MDM James, LLC

Representative: Jacquelyn Fara

Report by: Drew Duffin

Site Details

Lot Size: 1.64 acres Figure 1. Location Map
PIN: 19-09-21-307-004-0000

Existing Zoning: B-4, Office District with a Special Use Permit for a

PUD (Ord. 1308)
Proposed Zoning: B-4, Office District with a Special Use Permit for a

PUD
Buildings: 1 building/1 lot
Total Sq. Ft.: 8,782 square feet +/- (tenant space)

Adjacent Land Use Summary:

Land Use Comp. Plan Zoning
Subject Property Medical Office General B-4 PUD
Commercial
North Single Family Single Family R-2
Residential Detached
Residential
South Single Family Single Family R-2
Residential Detached
Residential
East Day Care General B-4 PUD
Commercial
West Professional General B-4
Offices Commercial

Project Summary

The applicant is requesting a Major Change to a Planned Unit Development in order to install a fence, bollards, and
a turf pad around five parking spaces near the south entrance of the building for use as a safe outdoor play space
for Action Behavior Center’s clients.

Attachments

e Location Map, prepared by staff

e ALTA Survey of property

e Application letter submitted by applicant

e Floorplan for the building prepared by the applicant, received on 3.27.23
e Site photos taken on 04.06.23



Analysis

In consideration of the request, staff offers the following points of discussion:

Proposed Changes

Parking

Five parking spaces to the east of the southern entrance of to 10043 W. Lincoln Highway will be
repurposed into an outdoor play space for the business’ clients.

The applicant is proposing a black, wrought iron style fence which will wrap around the five parking
spaces, enclosing an area of approximately 828 square feet. The applicant has indicated to staff that they
are looking into installing bollard-type improvements along the southern edge of the outdoor areas as an
additional safety measure, given the proximity of the outdoor area to a drive aisle. However, the design,
materials, and location of the bollards has not yet been finalized by the applicant. Final details will be
provided at a future Public Hearing.

There in an ADA-accessible ramp which runs from the parking lot to the southern entrance of the building.
The applicant has indicated to staff that they do not intend to change the layout of that entrance, and
that their clients might make use of that ramp to access the outdoor play space. As a result, the gate into
the outdoor play space would likely be located on the southern side, near the drive aisle. In our initial
conversations, staff indicated to the applicant that it would preferable to have the gate access into the
new outdoor play space come directly from the existing ramp, which would require modification of the
existing pavement. This would allow direct access from the ramp without the need for pedestrians to use
the drive-aisle.

The underlying asphalt will not be removed. However, the applicant plans to install a layer of synthetic
turf on top of the asphalt to serve as additional padding in the space, in case of falls. At the time of
writing, the applicant has not selected a particular brand or type of turf, but product specifications will be
made available once the applicant has selected a vendor.

The letter submitted by the applicant lists a number of outdoor play structures which have been installed
at other locations. Given the dimensions of the proposed outdoor play area at this location, however, the
applicant has stated that they will not have any permanent play structures. The only permanent changes
to the site will include the fence, bollards, and synthetic turf. The only equipment the applicant plans to
use (e.g., a picnic table, a small play house, a water table) could be moved out of the play area as needed.

Based on the available definitions in the Off-Street Parking and Loading section of the Zoning Ordinance,
Action Behavior Centers most closely resembles a health clinic/office. The parking requirements,
therefore, are three (3) parking spaces for each exam room, plus one (1) for each employee in the largest
shift. The applicant occupies the entire first floor of 10043 W. Lincoln Highway, and both the second floor
and basement are currently vacant. Based on the submitted floorplan, Action Behavior Centers could have
as many as 32 “exam rooms,” requiring 96 parking spaces. The applicant has indicated that the largest
shift will have approximately 30 people on staff, for a total parking requirement of 126.

Staff believes that the parking requirement set by the Zoning Ordinance is higher than the anticipated
parking demand for several reasons. First, Action Behavior Centers’ services are offered to children
between 18 months and 13 years of age, and it conducts all-day therapy sessions, rather than
appointments. There is no turnover like one would see with another health clinic use. As a result, staff



anticipates that the actual parking demand would be approximately 60 parking spaces, slightly less than
half of the 126 required by the Zoning Ordinance. This smaller figure accounts for the 30 employees on-
site, and enough spaces for 30 children to be dropped off or picked up at the same time. In early
correspondence with staff, the applicant indicated that the standard business hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m. weekdays.

e The existing parking lot for 10043 W. Lincoln Highway has a total of 103 parking spaces. Action Behavior
Centers is currently the sole occupant of the building, located on the first floor. In addition, the submitted
ALTA survey notes that the subject property has a cross-parking easement with the property to the east,
which was a part of the same Planned Unit Development. There are an additional 42 parking spaces
located on that property. Therefore, a total of 145 parking spaces are available for the proposed use.

0 KinderCare, who occupies the building to the east of the subject property, requires 44 parking
spaces per the Zoning Ordinance. With the addition of Action Behavior Centers, the Zoning
Ordinance requirement is 170 parking spaces, whereas 145 are available.

0 The proposed change to the site would reduce the total number of available parking spaces on-
site to 99, and the total number of available spaces in the PUD to 141.

e The Plan Commission may wish to consider approving a parking adjustment for the subject property,
based on the availability of shared parking and the understanding that the actual demand for parking on-
site may be significantly less than what is required by the Zoning Ordinance. The section of the Zoning
Ordinance regarding parking adjustments is provided in the next section below for reference.

e There are currently four ADA-accessible parking spaces in the parking lot on the subject property. One
ADA-accessible parking space would be removed from the lot as part of the proposed change, leaving
three ADA-accessible spaces on the lot. However, the Zoning Ordinance and the lllinois Accessibility Code
requires that any parking lot with between 101 and 150 spaces have at least five ADA-accessible spaces.
Therefore, in addition to replacing the one removed space, a second space would need to be designated
as ADA-accessible, which would result in a total of 97 ADA-accessible and non-ADA accessible parking
spaces on the subject lot, and 139 in the overall PUD.

Parking Adjustments

Adjustments. In all business and industrial districts, the minimum number of required parking spaces may be
adjusted by the Plan Commission on a case-by-case basis. The petitioner for such an adjustment shall show to the
satisfaction of the Plan Commission that adequate parking will be provided for customers, clients, visitors, and
employees. The following provisions and factors shall be used as a basis to adjust parking requirements:

1. Evidence That Actual Parking Demands will be Less Than Ordinance Requirements. The petitioner shall submit
written documentation and data to the satisfaction of the Plan Commission that the operation will require less
parking than the Ordinance requires.

2. Avadilability of Joint, Shared or Off-Site Parking. The petitioner shall submit written documentation to the
satisfaction of the Plan Commission that joint, shared or offsite

parking spaces are available to satisfy the parking demand.
a) Agreements shall be provided which demonstrate evidence that either parking lots are large enough
to accommodate multiple users (joint parking) or that parking spaces will be shared at specific times



of the day (shared parking, where one activity uses the spaces during daytime hours and another
activity uses the spaces during evening hours.)

Off-site parking lots may account for not more than 50-percent of the required parking and shall be located not
more than three hundred (300) feet from the principal use that it is intended to serve.

Standards for Planned Unit Developments
(also applicable to Major Changes to Planned Unit Developments)

For reference during the workshop, Article 3, Section F of the Village of Frankfort Zoning Ordinance refers to
Planned Unit Developments (refer to complete Article 3 attached). Part 4 of said Section F refers to the review
standards the must be considered.

In granting or withholding approval of Preliminary Plans and Final Plans, the Plan Commission and the Village
Board shall consider the extent to which the application fulfills the requirements of this Ordinance and the
following standards:

a. The planis designed to protect the public health, welfare, and safety.

b. The proposed development does not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the
immediate area.

c. The plan provides for protection of the aesthetic and function of the natural environment, which shall
include, but not be limited to, flood plains, streams, creeks, lakes, ponds, wetlands, soil and geologic

characteristics, air quality, vegetation, woodlands, and steep slopes.

d. The plan provides for and ensures the preservation of adequate recreational amenities and common open
spaces.

e. Residential use areas may provide a variety of housing types to achieve a balanced neighborhood.

f.  The planned unit development provides land area to accommodate cultural, educational, recreational,
and other public and quasi-public activities to serve the needs of the residents thereof.

g. The proposed development provide for the orderly and creative arrangement of all land uses with respect
to each other and to the entire Village.
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Location of the Proposed Site Change

SWC of the parking lot, facing east



SEC of parking lot facing north, east parking lot

North of building, facing NEC of parking lot



North entrance to building

North of building, facing NWC of parking lot



NWC of parking lot, facing south, west parking lot
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Planning Commission / ZBA

Project:
Meeting Type:
Request:
Location:
Applicant:
Prop. Owner:
Representative:
Staff Reviewer:

Site Details

Ruzich Residence
Workshop

April 27, 2023

6 Variations related to the tear down/rebuild of a single-family home

108 Walnut Street

Jim Sleeman

Sleeman Construction, Inc.

Jim Sleeman

Christopher Gruba, Senior Planner

Lot Size:
PIN(s):
Existing Zoning:

Proposed Zoning:

Buildings / Lots:
Proposed house:

Proposed garage:

6,357 sq. ft.
19-09-28-211-006-0000

R-2

N/A

1 house w/ attached garage
3,330 sq. ft. (gross living area)
500 sq. ft.

Adjacent Land Use Summary:

Figure 1. Location Map

Land Use Comp. Plan Zoning
Subject Property Residential Single-Family R-2
North Residential Single-Family R-2/R-4
South Residential Single-Family R-2
East Residential Single-Family R-2
West Residential Single-Family R-2
Project Summary

The applicant, Jim Sleeman, seeks to construct a new single-family home to replace the existing smaller home on
the lot. The architect has described the style of the proposed house as Modern Farmhouse. The house would
have a full basement. To accommodate the proposed new house, the applicant is requesting the following six (6)
variations:

1. Front Yard Setback

2. Side Yard Setback (north)

3. Side Yard Setback (south)

4. Maximum Lot Coverage

5. Impervious Lot Coverage

6. 1% Floor Building Materials
Attachments

1. Location Map, prepared by staff (VOF GIS) scale 1:1,500
2. Downtown Boundary Map (excerpt from 2019 Comprehensive Plan) with subject property noted
3. Downtown Residential Guidelines (Quick Checklist excerpt)
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4. Variance Findings of Fact, submitted by applicant
5. Photographs of newer homes in the immediate area, provided by applicant:

a.
b.
c.

117 Maple
122 Walnut
140 Walnut

6. Submittal prepared by Ideal Designs, received 4.20.23, containing the following:

a.

"0 o0 o

Site Plan

Survey

Building Elevations

Floor Plans

3D architectural rendering of house, with adjacent homes for comparison
Color overhead view of proposed house with lot lines

Analysis

Summary of Variation Requests

The six variations requests can be summarized in the chart below:

Variance Request Code Requirement Existing House Proposed House
Front Yard Setback 30’ from front property line 21.88' 21.4'
Side Yard Setback (north) 10’ ea. side, total 25’ both 6.4’ 8.2
Side Yard Setback (south) 10’ ea. side, total 25’ both 6.4’ 5.5’
Maximum Lot Coverage 20% maximum (1,271 SF) 23.70% (1,507 SF) 37.3% (2,372 SF)
Impervious Lot Coverage 40% max (2,542 SF) 30.50% (1,941 SF) 47.6% (3,027 SF)
1st Floor Materials Masonry Wood Wood composite

Existing, Non-Conformities

The existing home and lot have several existing non-conforming features:

1. The R-2 zone district requires a minimum lot size of 15,000 square feet, 100’ width and 150’ depth. The
existing lot is 6,357 square feet in area, 50’ wide and 129.74’ deep and is therefore non-conforming

regarding lot size, width and depth. Since there are no underlying lots for this property, nor is there a

need to dedicate any additional right-of-way, a Plat of Resubdivision is not required and therefore a

variation is not required to permit a new undersized lot.

2. The existing house is set back 21.88’ from the front property line, whereas 30’ is required.

3. The existing house is set back 6.4’ from both the north and south side property lines, whereas at least 10’
is required on each side with a total of 25’ on both sides.

4. The existing house and garage result in a lot coverage of 23.7%, exceeding the maximum coverage of 20%.

5. The Village ordinance requires two-story homes within the R-2 zone district provide a minimum square
footage of 2,600 square feet of floor area (1 and 2™ floor areas). The existing house is 1,308 square feet
in livable area and is considered existing, non-conforming.

6. The existing detached garage is set back approximately 6’ from the north side property line, whereas the
minimum required setback is 10°.

7. The existing gravel driveway is located approximately 3’ from the side property line, whereas at least 5’ is
required. Driveways must meet this setback requirement whether they are paved or gravel.

8. The existing house has wood siding, whereas the entire 1° floor is required to be wrapped in masonry.
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Variation requests, enumerated

Front Yard Setback:

The applicant is proposing a 21.4’ setback for the new house, whereas 30’ is required. In consideration of this
request, staff has calculated the approximate setbacks for all homes on both sides of Walnut Street, for the
entire length from Kansas Street to Pacific Street. As per the chart below, the average setback of homes on
the west side of Walnut Street (where 108 Walnut is located) is approximately 18.4’, which is closer to the
street than the requested 21.4’ setback. The average for both sides of Walnut Street is even closer at 16.6’.

Address Front Yard Setback Approximation (feet)
16 Walnut 12
203 Nebraska 20
200 Nebraska 16
108 Walnut (exist) 22
112 Walnut 15
122 Walnut 19
130 Walnut 18
P 140 Walnut 14
5| 142 Walnut 16
g 150walnut 18
= 202 Walnut 18
210 Walnut 16
216 Walnut 25
228 Walnut 14
234 Walnut 14
236 Walnut 24
250 Walnut 28
256 Walnut 22
AVERAGE WEST 18.4
144 Kansas 5
143 Nebraska 19
144 Nebraska 9
115 Walnut 8
119 Walnut 8
133 Walnut 23
2 139 Walnut 17
2| 143 Walnut 18
S 151 Walnut 16
142 Utah 14
213 Walnut 19
223 Walnut 11
231 Walnut 12
233 Walnut 12
235 Walnut 10




245 Walnut 17

255 Walnut 34
AVERAGE EAST 14.8
AVERAGE BOTH 16.6

Side Yard Setbacks:

The applicant is proposing decreased side yard setbacks on both sides of the house. Staff offers the following
comments:

1. The north side setback would be 8.1’ (not measured to the chimney bump-out) and the south side setback
would be 5.3’. A 10’ side yard setback is required on both sides of the house, with a total of 25’ on both
sides. The total setback distance from both sides is 13.4’, less than the 25’ required.

2. The existing homes to the north and south do not meet the required side yard setbacks. The house to the
south is set back approximately 7° from the side property line. The house to the north is set back

approximately 0’ from the side property line.

Maximum Lot Coverage:

The proposed lot coverage for the new house would be 37.3% (2,372 SF), whereas 20% is the maximum allowed.
1. The Zoning Ordinance permits a maximum lot coverage of 20% for a two-story home within the R-2
zoning district resulting in a permitted coverage of 1,271 square feet for the subject property. Any

structures with a roof count toward lot coverage.

2. If the lot were a standard 15,000 square-foot lot, the proposed lot coverage would be 15.8%, complying
with the 20% maximum lot coverage requirement.

Maximum Impervious Lot Coverage:

The proposed impervious lot coverage for the new house would be 47.6% (3,027 SF), whereas 40% is the
maximum allowed.

1. The Village of Frankfort Zoning Ordinance permits a maximum impervious lot coverage of 40% for a two-
story home within the R-2 zoning district resulting in a permitted coverage of 2,542 square feet for the
subject property. On-site driveways, sidewalks, patios and all structures with a roof count toward lot
coverage.

2. If the lot were a standard 15,000 square-foot lot, the proposed lot coverage would be 20.2%, complying
with the 40% maximum impervious lot coverage requirement.

First Floor Building Materials:

The proposed house would mostly be covered with LP-Smart Siding, a wood composite. The Zoning Ordinance
requires that all homes in the R-2 zone district be faced with masonry on all sides of the 1 floor.

1. There would be board & batten accent features in the roof gables on three sides. The roof over the porch
and over the 1% floor bay windows would be metal. Historically, these smaller metal roofs over windows
and porches have been considered decorative and permitted per code, whereas a metal roof over the
primary structure would require a variance. The main roof would be shingle.



2. Building height is measured to the peak of a building roof. The proposed two-story house will measure
32’ 7” to the peak, which is below the 35" maximum height permitted. The existing house is a modest
two-story, measuring 22’ 4” tall.

3. The two-story house to the south is fully sided with brick. The two-story house to the north is a wood or
wood composite, with some stone wainscot on part of the house.

4. It should be noted that most of the homes along both sides of Walnut Street are non-masonry in
construction.

Trees & Landscaping

There are currently at least 5 trees on the existing property, all of which would be removed as part of the variation
requests. Staff has asked the applicant to verify the species of the existing trees to determine whether any of
them are classified as preservation trees, which would require tree mitigation on-site.

Downtown Residential Design Guidelines (2019 Comp Plan)

The site is located within the boundary of downtown, as illustrated in the Downtown Residential Design Guidelines
(see attached map).

The proposed site improvements employ some desirable elements as listed in the Downtown Frankfort Residential
Design Guidelines of the 2019 Comprehensive Plan. There are also proposed elements that do not meet the
guidelines. The “Quick Checklist” from these guidelines have been included with this report. The identifier in the
parenthesis signifies the page number within the guidelines.

Meets Guidelines:

e The house has multiple-pane windows. (B-2)

e The house employes columns around the porch. (B-2)

e The garage access is from the rear alley. (B-2)

e There is a well-defined entryway, with a front porch and columns. (B-2)

e The proposed front setback would be about the same as those along Walnut Street. (B-4)

Does not meet Guidelines:

e The garage is attached, not detached. (page B-1)

e There are no roof dormers. (page B-2)

e The driveway is not narrow. (B-2)

e The house may be oversized for the lot at 3,330 SF (total living area) on lot that is 6,357 SF. The house to
the north is 2,438 SF and the house to the south is 1,819 SF, both notably smaller. (B-2)

e The house would be notably larger than other homes along Walnut Street. (B-4)

e The house does not adhere to a single, historical style from the late 1800s to early 1900s (Victorian,
Colonial, Revival, Craftsman, American Foursquare). (B-5 through B-7)

e Not all design elements are found on all four sides of the house. (B-5)

e The height of the porch should be comparable to the houses on either side, which have a few steps up to
their porches. (B-8, B-16)

e A full second story constructed over the same fagade plane presents a boxy appearance. Building “step
backs” are encouraged. (B-16)

Partial history of variations for downtown homes

The subject property, as well as most of all single-family homes within the downtown, are zoned R-2, single-family
residential. There are a few homes in the downtown zoned H-1, R-3 and R-4. The subject property is located
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adjacent to the only R-4 zoned house in the downtown to the north at 218 W. Nebraska, but this property looks
and functions like a single-family home. The R-2 zone requirements are as follows:

Standard (R-2) Requirement
Lot Size 15,000 square feet
Lot Width 100’
Lot Depth 150’
Front Yard Setback 30’
Side Yard Setback At least 25’ total, not less than 10’ each side
Rear Yard Setback 30’
Building Height 35’
Lot Coverage Max (%) 20% (25% for a one-story house)
Impervious Coverage Max (%) | 40%
Driveway setback 5' (4' side loaded)
Accessory structure setback 10’ from side or rear lot lines

The following is a partial list of recent variances granted for homes in the downtown:

213 Kansas (Kirsch) (PC review 1.24.19)
Lot Size: 6,183 square feet

Lot Width: 61.83’

Lot Depth: 100’

Variations granted:

Front yard setback: 13.4'

Side yard setbacks: of 10' and 10'

Rear yard setback: 15.1'

Lot coverage: 30%

Driveway setback: 0.5'

First floor building materials (masonry required)

oA wNRE

215 Kansas (Gallagher) (PC review 8.14.08)
Lot Size: 4,950 square feet

Lot Width: 50’

Lot Depth: 100’

Variations granted:

1. Lot Coverage: 38.3% (20% max permitted)
2. First floor building materials for accessory structure (masonry required)
3. Detached garage side yard setback: 0’ (10’ required)

140 Walnut (McLean) (PC review 1.25.18)
Lot Size: 6,275 square feet

Lot Width: 50’

Lot Depth: 125.5’

Variations granted:

1. Frontyard setback: 15.67’ (30’ required)
2. Side yard setback: 5’ (10’ required)



3. Lot coverage: 33.5% (20% max permitted)
4. First floor building materials (masonry required)

200 W. Nebraska (Leonard) (PC review 11.8.12)

Standard Provided
Lot Size: 15,000 SF min 7,000
Lot Width: 100" min 70’
Lot Depth: 150’ min 100’

Variations granted:

Lot Coverage: 34% (20% max permitted)

Driveway setback: 0’ (5’ required)

Detached garage setback: 0’ from south lot line, 4.1’ from west lot line (10’ required)
Detached garage height: 21’ 4” (15’ max permitted)

k.

210 Walnut (Winters) (PC review 3.10.11)

Standard Provided
Lot Size: 15,000 SF min 11,044
Lot Width: 100" min 90’ (approximate)
Lot Depth: 150’ min 130’ (approximate)

Variations granted:

Front yard setback: 19’ (30’ required)

Building height: 36’ (35’ max permitted)

Lot Coverage: 29% (20% max permitted)

Driveway setback: 2’ (5’ required)

First floor building materials (masonry required)

Accessory structure setback: 2’ to both north and west property lines (10’ required)

oA wWNE

23 W. Bowen Street (Gander) (PC review 8.22.13)

Standard Provided
Lot Size: 15,000 SF min 8,720
Lot Width: 100" min 52’ (approximately)
Lot Depth: 150" min 172’ (approximately)

Variations granted:

Side yard setback: 6.4’ (10’ required)

Lot Coverage: 26% (20% max permitted)

Driveway setback: 2’ (5’ required)

First floor building materials (masonry required)

Accessory structure setback from side property line: 5’ (10’ required)

ukwN e



147 White Street (Lalley) (PC review 7.8.10)

Standard Provided
Lot Size: 15,000 SF min 21,484
Lot Width: 100" min 130’
Lot Depth: 150’ min 165’

Variation granted:

1. Detached garage setback 6.5’ from side property line (10’ required)

44 W. Bowen Street (Carroll/Watson) (PC review 8.12.10)

Standard

Provided

Lot Size: 15,000 SF min

16,175

Lot Width: 100’ min

100’ (approximately)

Lot Depth: 150’ min

160’ (approximately)

Variation granted:

1. Accessory structure (shed) 0’ setback from rear property line (10’ required)

140 Maple (Triezenberg) (PC review 9.8.16)

Standard

Provided

Lot Size: 15,000 SF min

6,250

Lot Width: 100’ min

50’ (approximately)

Lot Depth: 150’ min

130’ (approximately)

Variation granted:

1. Driveway setback 0’ (5’ required)

143 Kansas Street (Brown) (PC review 3.25.21)

Standard Provided
Lot Size: 15,000 SF min 5,000
Lot Width: 100’ min 50’
Lot Depth: 150’ min 100’

Variations granted:

PN AWM R

Front yard setback: 10’ (30’ required)
Side yard setback: 5’ (13’ required)
Detached garage setback from rear property line: 0.5’ (10’ required)
Detached garage setback from side property line: 2’ (10 required)
Driveway setback: 2’ (5’ required)

Lot coverage: 41% (20% max permitted)
Impervious lot coverage: 46% (40% max permitted)
First floor building materials (masonry required)
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213 Nebraska Street (Plantz) (PC review 10.27.22)

Standard Provided
Lot Size: 15,000 SF min 6,687
Lot Width: 100" min 67.5’
Lot Depth: 150’ min 99’

Variations granted:

Noukrwne

Front Yard Setback: 12’ 7” (30’ required)

1%t Floor Building Materials (masonry required)
Detached Garage Setback: 5’ 7”7 (10’ required)
Rear Yard Coverage: 32% (30% maximum)

Lot Coverage: 32.8% (20% maximum)
Impervious Lot Coverage: 41.9% (40% maximum)
Garage Height: 20’ 5 %" (15" maximum)

240 Center Street (Oltman) (PC review 10.3.22)

Standard Provided
Lot Size: 15,000 SF min 38,350
Lot Width: 100" min 100’
Lot Depth: 150" min 370.4

Variations granted:

1.
2.
3.

Affirmative Motions (for future public hearing only)

Side Yard Setback
Driveway Setback
1%t Floor Building Materials

Recommend the Village Board approve the variance request to reduce the required front yard
setback for the primary structure from 30’ to 21.4°, on the property located at 108 Walnut Street, in
accordance with the reviewed plans and public testimony.

Recommend the Village Board approve the variance request to reduce the required north side yard
setback for the primary structure from 10’ to 8.1’, on the property located at 108 Walnut Street, in
accordance with the reviewed plans and public testimony.

Recommend the Village Board approve the variance request to reduce the required south side yard
setback for the primary structure from 10’ to 5.3’, on the property located at 108 Walnut Street, in
accordance with the reviewed plans and public testimony.

Recommend the Village Board approve the variance request to exceed the maximum lot coverage to
allow 37.3% instead of 20%, on the property located at 108 Walnut Street, in accordance with the
reviewed plans and public testimony.

Recommend the Village Board approve the variance request to exceed the maximum impervious lot

coverage to allow 47.6% instead of 40%, on the property located at 108 Walnut Street, in accordance
with the reviewed plans and public testimony.
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6. Recommend the Village Board approve the variance request for 1 floor building materials to allow
non-masonry siding on the property located at 108 Walnut Street, in accordance with the reviewed
plans and public testimony.
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108 Walnut - house tear down/rebuild
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Downtown Frankfort Boundary Map
(Downtown Residential Design Guidelines - 2019 Comp Plan)

Subject property
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B | downtown residential design guidelines

QUICK CHECKLIST

The set of questions listed below are framed in such a way that if
your answer is “yes” - it is likely that the design is on the right track
towards contributing to the type of character and quality Frankfort
seeks to maintain. The photos shown to the right are examples of
residences that fulfill these design ideals. If the answer is not clear,
or is questionable, you should look for ways to improve upon this
design element.

Note: All new residential construction, building additions, and

development in general must comply with the Zoning Ordi-

i nance regulations including but not limited to setbacks, height,

lot coverage, and building materials.

1. Does the building architecture complement and fit the character of g X;:S

surrounding structures - consider scale, setback, building height?

0 Maybe
2 Does the structure’s architecture delineate and highlight the g XI:S
primary entrance? I Maybe

3. Are the proposed building materials consistent with the intended [ Ves
architectural style of the home and complementary to the O No
materials utilized on the homes in the surrounding area? [ Maybe

4. Are simplified roof forms provided that are consistent with both O Yes
the intended architectural style and roof forms of homes in the O No
surrounding area? 0 Maybe

5. Are there step-backs to the facade and / or architectural details that g Iﬁs

add depth and dimension, i.e. porches, bay windows?

I Maybe

6. Are there interesting architectural details and landscape L1 Yes

: : : I Ne

treatments integrated on site that complement the residence?

I Maybe

7. Are the predominate facade colors / building materials of a [ Yes

natural color palette that is complementary to the homesinthe 1 No
surrounding area. 0 Maybe

B-4

YOUR FUTURE YOUR FRANKFORT
The Village of Frankfort | 2040 Comprehensive Plan






That the conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable,
generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

The current structure is undersized in width compared to surrounding homes and a
variance is needed to bring the petitioned home to current required standards, ie.,
size, width, etc

That the purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money out of
the property;

The proposed variation(s) would improve the standard Franfort has set fourth. This

has nothing to do with making more money but more to do with enhancing the area.

That the alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an
interest in the property;

The home was bought as is, with the possibility of rehabbing the existing structure.
Due to the unsafe nature of same it is best to tear the home down and rebuild to
provide a safe residence for the future homeowner.

That the granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or unduly injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located;

On the contrary, granting approval for the variation, will vastly improve the
neighborhood

That the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure will not be so at
variance with either the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of the structures already
constructed, or in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the character of the
applicable district, as to cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the
neighborhood; or

The proposed variance(s) does fall within the Village specifications.

That the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of air to adjacent property,
substantially increase the danger of fire, otherwise endanger the public safety or substantially
diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.

The proposed variation will not interfere with the air quality and/or increase any
danger to the properties in or around the site.
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117 Maple



140 Walnut
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ZONING DATA
ZONING DISTRICT: R-2 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT
USE: SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING
DENSITY, DIMENSIONAL, AND OTHER STANDARDS

REQUIRED
DWELLING UNITS: 2.25 MAX.
LOT SIZE: 15,000 S F.
LOT WIDTH: 100 FT. MIN.
LOT DEPTH: 150 FT. MIN.
MINIMUM REQUIRED YARDS:

REQUIRED MINIMUM

FRONT YARD 30 FT.

SIDE YARD (SOUTH)

12.5'NOT LESS THAN 10 FT. ON ANY SIDE

SIDE YARD (NORTH)

12.5"NOT LESS THAN 10 FT. ON ANY SIDE
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REAR YARD 30 FT.
BULK DIMENSIONS:
REQUIRED
HEIGHT: 35 FT. MAX.
MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE: 1,271 S.F. MAX. (20% MAX.)
IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE: 2,542 S.F. MAX (40% MAX.)
GROSS FLOOR AREA: MORE THAN ONE STORY = MIN. 2,600 S.F.
BASEMENTS: EACH DWELLING UNIT REQUIRES A
BASEMENT EQUAL TO 80% OF THE
GROUND FLOOR AREA OF
THE FIRST STORY
HOUSE GROSS SQ. FT. AREAS
EXISTING TO REMOVE PROPOSED
BASEMENT: 770 770 1,506
FIRST FLOOR: 914 914 1,656
SECOND FLOOR: 394 394 1,674
TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA (1ST + 2ND): 1,308 1,308 3,330
IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE CALCULATION
SHED 58 58 0
GARAGE 535 5635 500
FRONT STOOP 27 27 0
REAR YARD CONC WALK 114 114 76
REAR BRICK PATIO 93 93
REAR CONC PATIO 70 70
CONC AT GARAGE 49 49
FRONT PROPERTY WALK 81 81 40
FIRST FLOOR: 914 914 1,656
FRONT COVERED PORCH: 110
REAR COVERED PATIO: 106
DRIVEWAY: 539
TOTAL: 1,941 1,941 3,027
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NEBRASKA STREET

SITE LOCATION

OREGON STREET

MAPLE STREET
WALNUT STREET z

HICKORY STREET

UTAH STREET

SITE LOCATION MAP

NO SCALE

LAND DESCRIPTION
LOT 3, EXCEPT THE SOUTH 3 FEET OF THE WEST 40 FEET THEREOF, IN BLOCK 8 IN THE
ORIGINAL TOWN OF FRANKFORT, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF A PART OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE
NORTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 35 NORTH, RANGE 12 EAST OF THE THIRD
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED JANUARY 9, 1856 IN
BOOK 43, PAGE 168, AS DOCUMENT NO. 228771, IN WILL COUNTY, ILLINOIS

BULK REQUIREMENTS TABLE

TOTAL AREA = 6,357 SQ.FT.
EXISTING / PROPOSED ZONING: R-2

EXISTING / PROPOSED USE: SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
REQUIRED REQUESTED VARIANCE
MINIMUM FRONT YARD 30 FT 21FT
MINIMUM SIDE YARD 10 FT MIN (TOTAL OF 25-FT) 8FT
MINIMUM REAR YARD 30 FT NONE
MINIMUM LOT AREA 15,000 SQ.FT. 6,357 SQ.FT.

MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE 20%

OVERALL LOT COVERAGE TABLE
LOT AREA = 6,357 SQ.FT.

2,156 /6,357 = 34%

PROPOSED (SF)

BUILDING FOOTPRINT AREA (inc. porches) 2,372
DRIVEWAY 539
SIDEWALK 116
TOTALS 3,027
PERVIOUS AREA 3,330
IMPERVIOUS LOT COVERAGE 48% (40%=2,542 ALLOWABLE)
LEGEND
+730.00 — EXISTING SPOT ELEVATION ——w——w——— PROPOSED WATER SERVICE, 1.5 MIN. TY K COPPER
~——730-——- = EX. GROUND CONTOUR (PRE-SUBDIVISION)—<<—<—  — PROPOSED SANITARY SERVICE, 6" MIN. PVC
(WATER & SEWER SERVICES TO BE CONSTRUCTED PER
—C——— — EXISTING STORM SEWER LOCAL REQUIREMENTS. FIELD VERIFY EX. SERVICE
— < — EXISTING SANITARY SEWER LOCATIONS & SIZING PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION)
© — EXISTING STORM CATCH BASIN
O — EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLE
e — PROPOSED FLOW DIRECTION ARROW ABBREVIATIONS

PXXX.X x - PROPOSED SPOT ELEVATIONS
TCXXX.XX x — PROPOSED TOP OF CURB ELEVATIONS

FGF-XXX.XX~ SUGGESTED FINISHED GARAGE FLOOR ELEVATION
T/F-XXX.XX - SUGGESTED TOP OF FOUNDATION ELEVATION
FBF-XXX.XX - SUGGESTED FINISHED BASEMENT FLOOR ELEVATION

P.U. or P.U.E. - PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT
B.S.L. - BUILDING SETBACK LINE
D.E. - DRAINAGE EASEMENT
PCC - PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE

THE EXISTING GROUND CONTOURS ARE BASED UPON A TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY OF THE ORIGINAL GROUND. ANY DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE GRADED TO
MATCH THE ORIGINAL GROUND TOPOGRAPHY AND PROPOSED GROUND CONTOURS. THE TOPOGRAPHY OF DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE CHECKED BY THE

INDIVIDUAL BUILDER.

DUE TO THE UNCERTAINTY OF SEASONAL GROUND WATER TABLES AND THE GEOPHYSICAL CONDITIONS AFFECTING GROUND WATER MOVEMENT, M. GINGERICH,

GEREAUX & ASSOCIATES TAKES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF GROUND WATER

ASSOCIATED WITH SUB—GRADE CONSTRUCTION.  BASEMENTS

OR OTHER LIKE FACILITIES CONSTRUCTED BELOW THE FINISHED SURFACE GRADE OF THE PROPERTY ARE AT THE RISK OF THE BUILDER/OWNER

129.74
SERVICE WALK ) = [j 21.7
40P OVERED
v *F~v — "N PATIO
30.1° 78.17'
S~ -
4T . ;iva o PR. NEW 5 ———
Sk 177 R
<| | ’v - "'_. __v’g'. ®)) CE DI
| .’_PCG DRW’EWAY . E RESIDEN EICJ ) PROP. 2'
R S B © (#108) j LI>J% SERVICE
v=_~_."v b S O 80_
io'.:r NI ""+O e E 214
40.00’ | 50.00°
3.00°
0 10 20
e e —
PROPOSED OVERLAY w/ EXISTING CONDITIONS
SCALE: 1"=10'
129.74’
SERVICE WALK ) = m 21.7
+c: 5| COVERED
v *F-v —J| PATIO
E‘J 30,1 78.17'
™~ o)
2 § NS V,v : ..v ”_'_." 1 O PR- NEW g ' .44 K :
OV | ’ - et . - 2]
UL b LSS URSA N =2 RESIDENCE B =
N P AV . ™ ‘ Lﬂ
2 || [ PeOPRWEVAY dll 5 #108) | 5§ o ~
.. }qv '.~ .. . . b.._:. i >._. (D 80- B
B t:;0'_;- e 'jH'O 12 E 214 n
& - ~
40.00 , >
, 90.00 >
3.00 R
<
=

Z
e EHE
=N EIEE
O|L | o fw | w
= [22]
2 RINEIE
L wlis|s
='mc:,’,u:nc
EDQEE
=z
o
ax|z|z |z
LIJ mjmjo
Z
] Ll B R B
Flcla|s
e
Alelele
O/ ?® QY
22 E S&3
> g S48
Ll - ON _j
wi> Q Y=
EII @) GDQZR
ol B =2
< < ik
L n <
1 o3 S %%
S X © <o
= D I =g
o < ¢ Ql
Ll — O
= =
X i .=
1T c O3
(O) o s
» 3
L Jdo<
- g;ogw
Q> ﬁm§?8
= 5RO
238 2g
SRCRSRE:
SSaad
o oc T T
el 8| & &
b ) E
. Z LIJ >
Z Z v 3
O < O ha
(7)) < L o
| o4 T o
a) ) O <
I Z
o2 7
= 2 o
O H
—_ —
= @p]
|_
> o O
Z Q o
i
—l X —
<< Z =
= o
T
LLl
(0 0) O
o
—

SHEET NO.

T o 1

JOB NO. 235-027

© 2020 M.GINGERICH, GEREAUX & ASSOCIATES



AutoCAD SHX Text
16' ALLEY

AutoCAD SHX Text
RSR

AutoCAD SHX Text
JOB NO. 23-027

AutoCAD SHX Text
BPH

AutoCAD SHX Text
RSR

AutoCAD SHX Text
BPH

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
10'

AutoCAD SHX Text
20'

AutoCAD SHX Text
- PROPOSED WATER SERVICE, 1.5" MIN. TY K COPPER

AutoCAD SHX Text
- PROPOSED SANITARY SERVICE, 6" MIN. PVC 

AutoCAD SHX Text
(WATER & SEWER SERVICES TO BE CONSTRUCTED PER LOCAL REQUIREMENTS.  FIELD VERIFY EX. SERVICE LOCATIONS & SIZING PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION) 

AutoCAD SHX Text
- PROPOSED TOP OF CURB ELEVATIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
- EX. GROUND CONTOUR (PRE-SUBDIVISION)

AutoCAD SHX Text
- EXISTING SPOT ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
- PROPOSED SPOT ELEVATIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
- PROPOSED FLOW DIRECTION ARROW

AutoCAD SHX Text
730

AutoCAD SHX Text
- SUGGESTED TOP OF FOUNDATION ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
- SUGGESTED FINISHED GARAGE FLOOR ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
- EXISTING STORM CATCH BASIN

AutoCAD SHX Text
- EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
- EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

AutoCAD SHX Text
- EXISTING STORM SEWER

AutoCAD SHX Text
730.00

AutoCAD SHX Text
+

AutoCAD SHX Text
- SUGGESTED FINISHED BASEMENT FLOOR ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
THE EXISTING GROUND CONTOURS ARE BASED UPON A TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY OF THE ORIGINAL GROUND. ANY DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE GRADED TO MATCH THE ORIGINAL GROUND TOPOGRAPHY AND PROPOSED GROUND CONTOURS. THE TOPOGRAPHY OF DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE CHECKED BY THE INDIVIDUAL BUILDER. DUE TO THE UNCERTAINTY OF SEASONAL GROUND WATER TABLES AND THE GEOPHYSICAL CONDITIONS AFFECTING GROUND WATER MOVEMENT, M. GINGERICH, GEREAUX & ASSOCIATES TAKES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF GROUND WATER ASSOCIATED WITH SUB-GRADE CONSTRUCTION.  BASEMENTS OR OTHER LIKE FACILITIES CONSTRUCTED BELOW THE FINISHED SURFACE GRADE OF THE PROPERTY ARE AT THE RISK OF THE BUILDER/OWNER

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
10'

AutoCAD SHX Text
20'


BOARD & BATTEN
SIDING

1"x2" TRIM ON 1°x8”
FASCIA BOARD

1"x4” FRIEZE BOARD
12

12

N\’

COLOR COATED 157

ALUMINUM GUTTERS

AND DOWNSPOUTS

/H H H HHEN

/

6" CORNER
\

L.P. SIDING —~__

BOARD

1"X12” BAND\ ~

BOARD

ASPHALT
SHINGLES 1 :

—— ARCHITECTURAL GRADE

ASPHALT SHINGLES W/50
YR. GUARANTEE ——

1"x2" TRIM ON 1°x8"
FASCIA BOARD
1"x4” FRIEZE BOARD~\

/ DECORATIVE BRACKET

\ \ A

— 7
\_\ /
— /

2 —————1"X2" TRIM BD.

ideal

DESIGNS

ARCHITECTS / DESIGNERS

20960 FRANKFORT SQ. RD.
SUITE A
FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS
T: (708) 407-8028
F: (779) 333—7960

gabe@idealcustomdesigns.com
www.idealcustomdesigns.com

SLEEMAN BUILDERS
108 WALNUT STREET
FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS

A CUSTOM HOME FOR

7 > DECORATIVE
ALUM. SOFFIT & / \ BRACKETS
/ FASCIA AN
AN
L I I\ II
T——1"X2" TRIM BOARD
ON 1”X6” TRIM
< BOARD
0] [¢ ]
4 4 [ ——DECORATIVE
| I | I | T | | | | SHUTTERS
METAL ROOF  — , . 6” CORNER BD.
\\ /‘/_
~\\\
\
| ~— 1"X12” BAND BOARD
[ 1 | | |
T/WINDOW — [ =] ] x ASPHALT SHINGLES
17X2” TRIM BOARD | — 2 -
ON 1”X6” TRIM = ' H ]
BOARD L ]
1. | LP SMART SIDING
DECORATIVE — | ] —
SHUTTERS = . H ]
LP SMART SIDING— L = . — [ 6" CORNER BD.
36" H. RAILNG — || ]
,F "i - H—
/ |
6"x6” WOOD POSTJ
TRIMMED OUT TO 10”
COLUMN (TYP.)
FRONT ELEVATION R
DECORATIVE BRACKET
ROOFING SHINGLES
BOARD & BATTEN SIDING ‘\
N
N

12
1"X8" TRIM BOARD — 6=

WINDOW TRIM

12
QG

i

|

1"X12" BAND BOARh —

mE ==

LEFT ELEVATION

1/8"

T
] I g ON 1”X6” TRIM
] BOARD
] L.P. SIDING
L //_
P ”
— - 6” CORNER
| 4+ BOARD
A\
\—6"x6" WOOD POST
TRIMMED OUT TO 10”
COLUMN (TYP.)
REAR ELEVATION e

DECORATIVE BRACKET

12

s

>

x,

_|

A ws]
(@)

= >

w X

o o

>

) 12

o @
>
_|
_|
m
=z
%2}
S

- =

N O
D)

ROOFING SHINGLES

»

_—1"X12" BAND BOARD

il

0 M

DIRECT VENT

RIGHT ELEVATION

1/8" — 1’—0”

DESIGN FIRM REG. NO.
184.006972

EXP. DATE
4-30-23

REVISIONS

REV #DATE: REV. PER:

DATE:
03-29-23

DRAWN BY: PAP

PREVIOUS NO. -

PROJECT NO.
22088

SHEET NUMBER

A-2



AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
L.P. SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" CORNER BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
WINDOW TRIM

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X12" BAND BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
ARCHITECTURAL GRADE ASPHALT SHINGLES W/50 YR. GUARANTEE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DECORATIVE BRACKET

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"x2" TRIM ON 1"x8" FASCIA BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"x4" FRIEZE BOARD 

AutoCAD SHX Text
6"x6" WOOD POST TRIMMED OUT TO 10" COLUMN (TYP.)

AutoCAD SHX Text
L.P. SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" CORNER BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASPHALT SHINGLES

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X2" TRIM BD. ON 1"X6" TRIM BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
L.P. SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOARD & BATTEN SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOFING SHINGLES

AutoCAD SHX Text
DECORATIVE BRACKET

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X12" BAND BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X8" TRIM BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
WINDOW TRIM

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOFING SHINGLES

AutoCAD SHX Text
DECORATIVE BRACKET

AutoCAD SHX Text
L.P. SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X12" BAND BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X8" TRIM BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
DIRECT VENT

AutoCAD SHX Text
L.P. SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOARD & BATTEN SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
16

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
16

AutoCAD SHX Text
12

AutoCAD SHX Text
LP SMART SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
ALUM. SOFFIT & FASCIA

AutoCAD SHX Text
T/WINDOW

AutoCAD SHX Text
6"x6" WOOD POST TRIMMED OUT TO 10" COLUMN (TYP.)

AutoCAD SHX Text
COLOR COATED ALUMINUM GUTTERS AND DOWNSPOUTS

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"x2" TRIM ON 1"x8" FASCIA BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"x4" FRIEZE BOARD 

AutoCAD SHX Text
DECORATIVE SHUTTERS

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOARD & BATTEN SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X2" TRIM BOARD ON 1"X6" TRIM BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
36" H. RAILING

AutoCAD SHX Text
METAL ROOF

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" CORNER BD.

AutoCAD SHX Text
LP SMART SIDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
DECORATIVE BRACKETS

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X2" TRIM BOARD ON 1"X6" TRIM BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
DECORATIVE SHUTTERS

AutoCAD SHX Text
1"X12" BAND BOARD

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASPHALT SHINGLES

AutoCAD SHX Text
6" CORNER BD.

AutoCAD SHX Text
REAR ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
1/4" = 1'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
LEFT ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
1/8" = 1'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
RIGHT ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
1/8" = 1'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
A-2

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
ARCHITECTS / DESIGNERS 

AutoCAD SHX Text
T: (708) 407-8028

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
REV #

AutoCAD SHX Text
REV. PER:

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROJECT NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
F: (779) 333-7960

AutoCAD SHX Text
gabe@idealcustomdesigns.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
PREVIOUS NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
www.idealcustomdesigns.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWN BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
PAP

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXP. DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DESIGN FIRM REG. NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
184.006972

AutoCAD SHX Text
4-30-23

AutoCAD SHX Text
-

AutoCAD SHX Text
FRONT ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
1/4" = 1'-0"


UNEXCAVATED
@ UNEXCAVATED
I BASEMENT
S|
L1
[ J[
N o< olNN
/N ©
UNEXCAVATED
L —1
FOUNDATION PLAN

ideal

DESIGNS

ARCHITECTS / DESIGNERS

20960 FRANKFORT SQ. RD.
SUITE A
FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS
T: (708) 407-8028
F: (779) 333—7960

gabe@idealcustomdesigns.com
www.idealcustomdesigns.com

A CUSTOM HOME FOR
SLEEMAN BUILDERS
108 WALNUT STREET
FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS

DESIGN FIRM REG. NO.
184.006972

EXP. DATE
4-30-23

REVISIONS

REV #DATE: REV. PER:

DATE:
03-29-23

DRAWN BY: PAP

PREVIOUS NO. -

PROJECT NO.
22088

SHEET NUMBER

A-3



AutoCAD SHX Text
FOUNDATION PLAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
1/4"=1'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
%%uUNEXCAVATED

AutoCAD SHX Text
%%UBASEMENT

AutoCAD SHX Text
F.D.

AutoCAD SHX Text
%%UUNEXCAVATED

AutoCAD SHX Text
%%uUNEXCAVATED

AutoCAD SHX Text
A-3

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
ARCHITECTS / DESIGNERS 

AutoCAD SHX Text
T: (708) 407-8028

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
REV #

AutoCAD SHX Text
REV. PER:

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROJECT NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
F: (779) 333-7960

AutoCAD SHX Text
gabe@idealcustomdesigns.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
PREVIOUS NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
www.idealcustomdesigns.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWN BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
PAP

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXP. DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DESIGN FIRM REG. NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
184.006972

AutoCAD SHX Text
4-30-23

AutoCAD SHX Text
-


33’—6"

- - deal

...................................... DESIGNS

ARCHITECTS / DESIGNERS

20960 FRANKFORT SQ. RD.
SUITE A
FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS
T: (708) 407-8028
F: (779) 333—7960

gabe@idealcustomdesigns.com
www.idealcustomdesigns.com

2—CAR GARAGE
21-0"x22'-0"

= MASTER
MUDROOM DINING_ROOM SeRtD BEDROOM :
SR 14-0"x11-5" 17-11"x17-0" 1 wic

9 —4"xI1'-5"

108 WALNUT STREET
FRANKFORT, ILLINOIS

A CUSTOM HOME FOR
SLEEMAN BUILDERS

EE—

FAMILY ROOM
14-5"x19'-9"

KITCHEN } k
11-11"x19'-9" o BEDROOM 3
/\ 14-0x16-0"
S

@)
i

N A A

LT i MASTER
i i BATH
10'-11"x13'-11"

551_711

DESIGN FIRM REG. NO.

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII EXP. DATE
N I e e it 4—-30-23

T  CETRCR I J : 184.006972
T 5 ()| ==

Az, REVISIONS

'@ M \_o ' REV #DATE REV PER

s [ e T BEDROOM 2

LOFT
i e = | AUN

i it 2 10'-3"x9'-5"
= GUEST SUITE 7'—3"x8'=10"

FOYER 14-0"x12'-5"

DATE:
COVERED 03-29-23

18—4"6~0" DRAWN BY: PAP
i e i H PREVIOUS NO. -

EH PROJECT NO.
il 7 22088

[

SHEET NUMBER

SECOND FLOOR PLAN
FIRST FLOOR PLAN A_4



AutoCAD SHX Text
FIRST FLOOR PLAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
1/4"=1'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
FOYER

AutoCAD SHX Text
KITCHEN

AutoCAD SHX Text
DINING ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
FAMILY ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
GUEST SUITE

AutoCAD SHX Text
OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
COVERED PORCH

AutoCAD SHX Text
MUDROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
COVERED PATIO

AutoCAD SHX Text
2-CAR GARAGE

AutoCAD SHX Text
BATH 4

AutoCAD SHX Text
8'-7"x`5'-7"

AutoCAD SHX Text
21'-0"x22'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
14'-0"x11'-5"

AutoCAD SHX Text
9'-4"x11'-5"

AutoCAD SHX Text
11'-11"x19'-9"

AutoCAD SHX Text
14'-5"x19'-9"

AutoCAD SHX Text
8'-7"x5'-11"

AutoCAD SHX Text
14'-0"x12'-5"

AutoCAD SHX Text
11'-6"x9'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
18'-4"x6'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
PAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
SECOND FLOOR PLAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
1/4"=1'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
LOFT

AutoCAD SHX Text
BEDROOM 2

AutoCAD SHX Text
BEDROOM 3

AutoCAD SHX Text
MASTER BEDROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
MASTER BATH

AutoCAD SHX Text
W.I.C.

AutoCAD SHX Text
LAUN

AutoCAD SHX Text
W.I.C.

AutoCAD SHX Text
BATH 2

AutoCAD SHX Text
17'-11"x17'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
14'-0"x11'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
14'-0"x16'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
10'-11"x13'-11"

AutoCAD SHX Text
8'-8"x5'-10"

AutoCAD SHX Text
4'-11"x5'-11"

AutoCAD SHX Text
10'-3"x9'-5"

AutoCAD SHX Text
7'-3"x8'-10"

AutoCAD SHX Text
14'-0"x14'-0"

AutoCAD SHX Text
W.I.C.

AutoCAD SHX Text
4'-11"x5'-11"

AutoCAD SHX Text
BATH 3

AutoCAD SHX Text
8'-8"x5'-10"

AutoCAD SHX Text
A-4

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
ARCHITECTS / DESIGNERS 

AutoCAD SHX Text
T: (708) 407-8028

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
REV #

AutoCAD SHX Text
REV. PER:

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROJECT NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
F: (779) 333-7960

AutoCAD SHX Text
gabe@idealcustomdesigns.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
PREVIOUS NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
www.idealcustomdesigns.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWN BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
PAP

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXP. DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DESIGN FIRM REG. NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
184.006972

AutoCAD SHX Text
4-30-23

AutoCAD SHX Text
-


	Binder1 - 7 N White.pdf
	Staff Report Public Hearing 4.27.23
	1. Aerial GIS map 1-2000
	2. PC Minutes 4.13.23 EXCERPT
	3. Findings of Fact - SUP 4.19.23
	4. Submittal 4.6.23 (pieced together old & new) cgg edits
	9. Submittal 4.6.23 (pieced together old & new)
	Elevations 4.6.23
	Submittal 3.24.23 (pieced together old & new)
	Submittal 3.13.23
	SEEK_22115_Frankfort_7 N White_PLAN COMMISION SUBMITTAL_03.10.2023
	SEEK_22115_Frankfort_7 N White_PLAN COMMISION SUBMITTAL_02.02.2023
	21122_7 N WHITE-G0.1-RENDERINGS_04.19.2022
	SEEK_22115_Frankfort_7 N White_PLAN COMMISION SUBMITTAL_02.02.2023
	SEEK_22115_Frankfort_7 N White_PLAN COMMISION SUBMITTAL_02.02.2023
	SEEK_22115_Frankfort_7 N White_PLAN COMMISION SUBMITTAL_02.02.2023
	CEX-01 B-40 AUTOTURN
	Sheets and Views
	Autoturn


	CEX-02 SU-30 AUTOTURN
	Sheets and Views
	Autoturn






	L-02 Tree Preservation Plan
	Sheets and Views
	Tree Preservation Plan


	L-03 Landscape Details
	Sheets and Views
	Landscape Details



	22115_Frankfort_7 N White_Design Updates_01.10.2023_high res_EXHIBIT A

	Roof Plan 3.24.23
	Site Plan 3.24.23




	Binder1 - 108 Walnut.pdf
	Staff Report WORKSHOP 4.27.23
	1. GIS aerial 1-1500
	2. Downtown Boundary Map
	3. Quick Checklist excerpt Comp Plan
	4. Findings of Fact - variance
	5. All pics
	Pic - 108 Walnut
	Pic - 117 Maple
	Pic 140 Walnut

	6. Submittal 4.20.23
	Sheets and Views
	22088_FINAL(Rev4)REVISED BLDG & SITE-A001
	OLE1
	OLE4
	OLE5


	Sheets and Views
	A2 FOR PRESENTATION

	Sheets and Views
	A3 FOR PRES

	Sheets and Views
	A4 FOR PRES






