VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MEETING

Wednesday, August 17, 2016
Village Hall Board Room
40 East Center Avenue
7:00 P.M.

AGENDA

10.

Call to Order and Roll Call

Non-Agenda ltems and Visitors (Public Comment Time)

The Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals Chair and Board Members allocate fifteen (15) minutes during this item for
those individuals who would like the opportunity to address the Board on any matter not listed on the agenda. Each person addressing
the Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals is asked to limit their comments to a maximum of three (3) minutes.

Consideration of the July 20, 2016 PCZBA Reqular Meeting Minutes

Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider: (i) a Variation From the Maximum Gross
Floor Area Regulations of Section 10-5-6 of the Zoning Code; and (ii) a Variation From the
Minimum Accessory Structure Side Yard and Rear Yard Setback Requirements of Section
10-5-9 of the Zoning Code; and (iii) Any Other Zoning Relief as Required to Construct a
Detached Garage in the Rear Yard of the Property at 311 E. Center Avenue

The PCZBA will continue the public hearing to consider this request to the September 21, 2016
PCZBA meeting.

Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider the Following Zoning Relief From the
Following D Residence District (R-6) Requlations: (i) Maximum Floor Area Requlations of
Section 10-51-6 _of the Zoning Code; (ii) Maximum Impervious Surface Coverage
Requlations of Section 10-5I-7 of the Zoning Code; (iii) Maximum Building Coverage
Requlations of Section 10-51-8 of the Zoning Code; and (iv) Any Other Zoning Relief as
Required to Build a One-Story Addition on the Rear of the House at 29721 N. Environ Circle

Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider a Text Amendment to the Village's Zoning
Regulations Establishing Regulations for Planned Mixed-Use Developments as a Special
Use in the B Residence District (R-4), C Residence District (R-5) and Central Business
District (CBD) (Text Amendment)

The PCZBA will take additional testimony and anticipates voting on a recommendation to the
Village Board regarding the proposed Text Amendment.

Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider the Following: (i) a Special Use Permit for a
Planned Mixed-Use Development to Permit the Construction and Maintenance of a 16 Unit
Multi-Family Structure _and Related Improvements (Development) at 120 E. Scranton
Avenue (former PNC Bank Property); and (ii) Any Other Zoning Relief as Required to
Construct and Maintain the Development at the Property

The Petitioner, The Roanoke Group, LLC, has requested the public hearing be continued to the
September 21, 2016 PCZBA meeting.

Commissioner’s Report - Regular PCZBA Meeting Scheduled for September 21, 2016

Staff Report - Status of Comprehensive Plan Amendments
Adjournment

The Village of Lake Bluff is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this
meeting and who require certain accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting, or who have questions regarding
the accessibility of the meeting or the facilities, are requested to contact R. Drew Irvin, Village Administrator, at (847) 234-0774 or TDD number (847) 234-
2153 promptly to allow the Village of Lake Bluff to make reasonable accommodations.



VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
JOINT PLAN COMMISSION & ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
REGULAR MEETING
JULY 20, 2016

DRAFT MINUTES

Call to Order & Roll Call

Chair Kraus called to order the regular meeting of the Joint Plan Commission and Zoning Board
of Appeals (PCZBA) of the Village of Lake Bluff on Wednesday, July 20, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Village Hall Board Room (40 E. Center Avenue).

The following members were present:

Members: Leslie Bishop
David Burns
Mary Collins
Elliot Miller
Gary Peters
Steven Kraus, Chair

Absent: Sam Badger

Also Present: Village Attorney Benjamin Schuster
Drew Irvin, Village Administrator
Jeff Hansen, Village Engineer
Brandon Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator (A to VA)

Non-Agenda Items and Visitors
Chair Kraus stated the PCZBA allocates 15 minutes for those individuals who would like the
opportunity to address the PCZBA on any matter not listed on the agenda.

There were no requests to address the PCZBA.

. Approval of the June 8, 2016 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes

Member Collins moved to approve the June 8, 2016 PCZBA Special Meeting Minutes as
presented. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.

. Approval of the June 15, 2016 PCZBA Reqular Meeting Minutes

Member Bishop moved to approve the June 15, 2016 PCZBA Reqular Meeting Minutes with
corrections to typographical errors. Member Burns seconded the motion. The motion passed on a
unanimous Vvoice vote.

Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider the Following: i) a Special Use Permit for a
Planned Mixed-Use Development to Permit the Construction and Maintenance of a 16 Unit
Multi-Family Structure and Related Improvements (Development) at 120 E. Scranton
Avenue (former PNC Bank Property); and ii) Any Other Zoning Relief as Required to
Construct and Maintain the Development at the Property
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Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and noted this evening The Roanoke Group will provide
updated information in relation to the previous presentation. The PCZBA will take additional
testimony, but will not vote on a recommendation to the Village Board regarding the proposed
development. Additionally, the PCZBA will discuss the specific regulations proposed as part of
the PMD ordinance.

Chair Kraus then commented on the content of an email that was sent before the meeting that he
felt was offensive and encouraged all to tone down the rhetoric being used concerning this
proposed development.

A to VA Brandon Stanick provided a brief update regarding the petition to redevelop 120 E
Scranton Avenue (Block Three of the Central Business District) with a 16-unit multi-family
building submitted by The Roanoke Group (Development). The petition also includes a text
amendment to create planned mixed-use development regulations (Text Amendment). At its
meeting on June 15, 2016 the PCZBA commenced with the public hearing to consider the
proposed draft PMD ordinance and the proposed Conceptual Development Plan. This included a
presentation from the Developer, comments from the public and a discussion among the Members
of the PCZBA. At tonight’s meeting the PCZBA will: i) receive a presentation from the
Petitioner, take additional testimony, but will not vote on a recommendation to the Village Board
regarding the proposed Development; and ii) take additional testimony and anticipates voting on a
recommendation to the Village Board regarding the proposed Text Amendment.

Chair Kraus administered the oath to those in attendance and opened the public hearing.

Mr. Peter Kyte, representative of The Roanoke Group, presented a picture of the current
conditions of the site and expressed his belief the proposal for the redevelopment of Block Three
submitted previously by Uppercross Development did not fit in with Lake Bluff. Mr. Kyte showed
several pictures of the proposal by The Roanoke Group in comparison with what the Zoning Code
would allow as of right. He stated they are currently addressing the feedback received from the
PCZBA from last meeting and will present revisions at the next meeting.

Chair Kraus opened the floor for comments from the Commissioners.

Member Collins expressed her concern the setbacks used with the example shown by the
Petitioner may be incorrect. A discussion followed and A to VA Stanick advised the existing
zoning for the property that was presented by the Petitioner will be reevaluated by Staff.

Mr. Kyte stated a more formal presentation will be presented at the August 2016 meeting.

As there were no further comments from the PCZBA, Chair Kraus opened the floor for public
comment.

Mr. Charles Potter (resident) commented on housing trends in the surrounding area and noted
Lake Bluff has a great mix of housing product with the exception of condominiums. He stated the
proposal has beautiful architectural features that will blend in well with the community. He asked
everyone to provide positive constructive feedback for redevelopment of the property because a
commercial building at this location could negatively impact the community.
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Mr. Peter McGuire (resident) expressed his opinion that the Village is asking the developer to
build this proposal and the Village hasn’t provided sufficient information for the property to be
redeveloped. He inquired of the desire for higher density and stated the existing condominiums
do not fit in the community. He stated this is a bedroom community and there should be three
homes built on the property.

Chair Kraus stated the Village has not asked any developer to present a proposal to redevelop
Block Three. The proposal to redevelop the block is made by the developer. He stated the revised
Comprehensive Plan Downtown Future Land Use Plan classifies Block Three as multi-family and
the north side of Block Two as multi-family.

Ms. Jean Niemi (resident) stated she lives behind the bank parking lot and expressed her
confusion with the zoning process because the proposal is for a three-story building that doesn’t
transition well to the residential neighborhood. Ms. Niemi stated the proposed development does
not accommodate transitional housing. She suggested the PCZBA wait until after August to vote
because many residents are on vacation in August. She expressed her support for maintaining the
green space on the east side of the property. She also inquired how a development of this side
would affect the real estate market.

Ms. Kathryn Briand (resident) expressed her concern with the housing units not being quickly
absorbed in the market. She also inquired what happens if the property fails and goes back to the
lender. She asked if this was the right development for the Village and expressed her opinion it
does not fit the desire to downsize or address a transitional housing need in the Village.

Ms. Karen Royer (resident) expressed her concern with the price points of the units noting that
residents from this community won’t be able to move into the development.

Ms. Julie Capp (resident) stated she has chosen to stay in the community because she loves the
character of Lake Bluff. The stated she does not support the proposed development it is
inconsistent with the character of Lake Bluff. She asked if the developer could revise the proposal
to meet the desired housing needs and not compromise the character of downtown.

Mr. Porter Vargas (resident) stated he conducted an analysis of single-family home sales over the
last eight years in the price range of $925,000 to $1.2 million in Lake Bluff. There have been
approximately nine homes sold in that price range since 2008 and there are currently 21 listed in
the real estate market. He stated the additional 16 units will take approximately 21 months to sell
and will add significant inventory to the Village.

Member Collins inquired how the developer concluded this was the right development for Block
Three. Mr. Kyte explained the concept for the proposed development and why it would be a good
fit with the existing area.

Member Collins asked why it has to be three stories. Mr. Kyte stated for us to make this work
there needs to be 16 units with two parking spaces for each unit; parking for the property is
driving the design. Mr. Kyte stated the owner went through a process with other potential
developers and The Roanoke Group was selected. He stated it is expensive to construct a quality
building and stated that without high density you cannot offer affordable pricing. Mr. Kyte
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responded to comments regarding the Stonebridge Development and showed pictures of some of
the improvements on the property.

Ms. Niemi (resident) stated she is more confused than before and inquired why Member Collins’
questions weren’t being addressed. She asked the PCZBA not to vote on the matter in August as
this is a slippery slope and makes the process appear shady.

Mr. Kyte stated the architectural features will be softened but there will be no dramatic changes to
the proposed development which will be presented at the August meeting.

Member Peters inquired about the width of the northern driveway. Mr. Kyte stated the rear alley
is 20 ft. from curb to curb and noted it does exceed the 18 ft. minimum rear yard setback
requirement. In response to a question from Member Peters, Mr. Kyte presented a graphic
showing an example of a building that can be built currently on the CBD side of the property. He
expressed his opinion the proposed development would be less intrusive as opposed to a 30 ft.
commercial building.

A discussion regarding Downtown Design Guidelines ensued.

Member Burns moved to continue the public hearing regarding a special use permit or a planned mixed-
use development at 120 E. Scranton Avenue to the August 17" PCZBA meeting. Member Miller seconded
the motion. The passed on a unanimous Voice vote.

5. Continuation of a Public Hearing to Consider a Test Amendment to the Village’s Zoning
Reqgulations Establishing Regulations for Planned Mixed-Use, Developments as a Special
Use in the B Residence District (R-4), C Residence District (R-5) and Central Business
District (CBD) (Text Amendment)

Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and requested an update from Staff.

A to VA Stanick reported a draft text amendment to the Zoning Code establishing PMDs as a
special use in the R-4, R-5 and CBD Zoning Districts was included in the PCZBA'’s packet for its
discussion this evening.

Village Attorney Benjamin Schuster stated the PMD Ordinance creates a procedure and process
for which someone can propose a PMD and pursuant to the process they would come before the
Village Advisory Boards for approval. The purpose of the proposed PMD would provide
flexibility to the Village Board and PCZBA to evaluate projects and have certain control over the
development that may not take place under the current as of right regulations. Village Attorney
Schuster reviewed the standards and conditions described in the proposed PMD Ordinance.

At the request of Member Collins, Village Attorney Schuster explained what happens to the
existing zoning classification. He stated the underlying zoning will remain in the event a
petitioner selected the PMD process. A petitioner may also chose not to undergo the PMD
process and undergo review using the standards for review allowed by the existing zoning
classification.

Chair Kraus stated the triggering of this PMD Ordinance for a mixed-use development would be
at the request of a developer and/or property owner and will apply to all portions of Blocks Two
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and Three. He asked if there were any other areas within the Village that this could apply.
Village Attorney Schuster stated the application would be pursuant to an amendment to the zoning
use table and the applicant would have to be in the CBD, R-4 District on lots adjacent to the CBD,
which is the eastern portion of Block Three.

A discussion regarding where a PMD can be used ensued.

Member Miller asked about the advantage of a PMD. Village Attorney Schuster stated it allows a
developer to construct something pursuant to an approved plan that could not be been done as of
right. He stated the PMD gives the Village control to review individual projects to ensure it is the
most approximately use of Village resources.

Village Attorney Schuster reviewed the PMD review process noting PMD petitions are considered
by the PCZBA during a public hearing, after which time the PCZBA will make a recommendation
to the Village Board. A discussion ensued.

Member Collins expressed interest in applicants conducting a preliminary review with the
PCZBA. Village Attorney Schuster stated the preliminary review could occur before the
development conceptual plan and noted the preliminary workshop could be extended to all
petitioners. Chair Kraus asked that at the ordinance allow, at the petitioner’s discretion, a
preliminary workshop meeting prior to the formal public hearing process.

The PCZBA discussed the draft PMD Ordinance further and reached consensus to: i) require that
PMD developments must go through the review process if construction does not occur within one
year of approval; ii) remove the provision allowing the simultaneous review of Conceptual and
Final Plans, and iii) remove the provision that provides the ABR the opportunity to review the
proposed PMD independently of the PCZBA.

Member Peters expressed his preference to formally address height limitations in the PMD
ordinance. A discussion followed.

Following the conclusion of the PCZBA’s discussion, Chair Kraus opened the floor for public
comments regarding the Text Amendment.

Mr. Rick Lesser (resident) expressed his agreement with keeping the discussion civil. There is
confusion because the text amendment and proposal are being considered simultaneously. Mr.
Lesser stated the Letter of Credit (LOC) is a key safeguard in the process but the Village’s history
with a LOC has been insecure. Mr. Lesser commented on the Stonebridge LOC and noted an
LOC used for security is only as good as the Village’s willingness to enforce it. Mr. Lesser stated
a nine page memorandum was submitted to the Village showing the differences between the
Village’s existing PCD Ordinance and the proposed PMD Ordinance. He asked the PCZBA not
to approve the proposed PMD. He expressed his preference to have the Village Board approve an
ordinance before the PCZBA applies the standards to any development.

Comments regarding the status of the Stonebridge LOC ensued.
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Mr. Mark Stolzenburg (resident) showed a redline version of the proposed PMD Ordinance
showing how it differs from the existing PCD regulations. Mr. Stolzenburg stated he has
identified and outlined the differences between the two regulations.

Chair Kraus stated this is the memorandum to which he referred earlier and stated there will be a
response to this prepared by the Village Attorney.

Following a discussion, Village Attorney Schuster stated the memorandum will be transmitted as
part of the record to the Village Board.

Mr. Stolzenburg reviewed the differences between the existing PCD regulations and the proposed
PMD regulations.

Ms. Briand expressed her concern regarding the removal of language from the proposed PMD
Ordinance regarding impact to surrounding property. She stated while there is some subjectivity
if a development would impact neighboring properties it is not impossible to conclude. Ms.
Briand stated residents are asking for transparency in this process and asked the PCZBA to
consider the residents’ recommendations and slow down the process.

Mr. Tom Zarse (resident) expressed his concern regarding the animosity displayed this evening.
He inquired if the proposed regulations could provide some kind of remedy or a right to those
property owners that are most affected by the proposed development. Village Attorney Schuster
stated Illinois State law requires processes that afford neighbors and other residents to opportunity
to be heard without giving them a direct veto to any type of proposal. Mr. Zarse stated removal of
certain provision of the PMD Ordinance lessens the mechanisms in place to protect surrounding
neighbors.

Village Administrator Drew Irvin responded to a comment regarding transparency and reviewed
the application process and how the draft PMD Ordinance was drafted.

In response to a question from Member Miller, Village Attorney Schuster stated there was
communication between the Village Attorney and the attorney for the Petitioner throughout the
process to provide comments on the proposed PMD Ordinance. He stated there was never any
communication with the developer to rig the PMD Ordinance in favor of the developer, but to
improve provisions by giving the Village more protection.

In response to a request from Member Bishop, Village Attorney Schuster read the provision
(paragraph 16) which was removed from the PCD Ordinance. Chair Kraus read the standard
provision in the PMD Ordinance which relates to the removed paragraph.

Chair Kraus reviewed the decisions before the PCZBA, and following a brief discussion, Member
Bishop moved to continue the public hearing to consider a text amendment to the Zoning Code
establishing regulations for planned mixed-use developments as a special use in the B Residence District
(R-4), C Residence District (R-5) and Central Business District (CBD). Member Miller seconded the
motion.
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6. A Public Hearing to Consider: i) a Variation From the R-3 Residence District Minimum
Front Yard Setback Regulations of Section 10-5-3 of the Zoning Code: ii) a Variation From
the Required Front Yard Setback Impervious Surface Limitation Regulations of Section 10-
5-7 of the Zoning Code; and iii) Any Other Zoning Relief as Required to Construct an
Attached Garage by Enclosing the Existing Car Port Located at 225 W. Center Avenue
Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and then requested an update from Staff.

A to VA Stanick reported on July 8, 2016 the Village received a zoning application from SB-
WRA, LLC (Petitioner), property owner of 225 W. Center Avenue (Property), to convert an
existing open walled carport on the west side of the residence into a fully enclosed two car garage
(Project). The support posts of the existing carport are located 18.5 feet off of the westerly lot
line.  The minimum required front yard setback for a residence in the R-3 Zoning District in
which the subject property is 30 feet. Therefore the westerly limits of the carport are located 11.5
feet into the required front yard setback and is considered to be an existing legal nonconforming
condition. As such a front yard setback zoning variation is required because the conversion of the
open carport to a fully enclosed garage is considered to increase the degree of the existing non-
conformity. A front yard setback variation of 38.30% will be required.

Chair Kraus administered the oath to those in attendance and opened the public hearing.

Mr. Dave Block, Architect for the project, stated the request is to convert the existing open walled
carport without enlarging the space and noted the two existing trees will remain.

As there were no comments from the PCZBA, Chair Kraus closed the public hearing.

Member Miller moved to recommend the Village Board approve a 38.30% variation from the R-3
Residence District minimum front yard setback regulations of Section 10-5-3 of the Zoning Code
to allow a garage to encroach 11.5 ft. into the front yard. Member Burns seconded the motion.
The motion passed on the following roll call vote:

Ayes: (6) Collins, Miller, Peters, Bishop, Burns and Chair Kraus
Nays: ()]
Absent: 1) Badger

7. A Public Hearing to Consider the Following Zoning Relief From the Following D Residence
District (R-6) Reqgulations; i) Maximum Floor Area Regulations of Section 10-51-6 of the
Zoning Code; ii) Maximum Impervious Surface Coverage Regulations of Section 10-51-7 of
the Zoning Code; iii) Maximum Building Coverage Regulations of Section 10-51-8 of the
Zoning Code; and iv) any Other Zoning Relief as Required to Build a One-Story Addition
on the Rear of the House at 29721 N. Environ Circle
Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and then requested an update from Staff.

A to VA Stanick stated the lot is located in the R-6 Zoning District in the Sanctuary Subdivision
which is the only area in the Village with the R-6 classification. The petitioner, submitted by Rick
and Vicki Santos (Petitioner) requests zoning relief from the maximum floor area coverage and
the maximum building coverage regulations in the R-6 Zoning District to construct a one-story
addition to the rear of the house to serve as a first-floor bedroom (Project). The Project is 145 sq.
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ft. in size and located in the southwest corner of the Property. He noted the R-6 District is
intended to apply only to the lots in the Sanctuary Subdivision.

A to VA Stanick stated the maximum gross floor area permitted on the Property is 2,504.80 sq. ft.
(0.4 x 6,412) and the existing floor area is 3,479.40 sq. ft. (gross floor area at time of construction
in 1994). Pursuant to Section 10-51-6, any lot existing as of December 11, 2000 that exceeds the
maximum floor area required shall not be deemed non-conforming and the maximum floor area
for any such lot shall be the floor area of the lot as of December 11, 2000. The Project is 145 sq.
ft., but will create a total of 174 sq. ft. of adjusted gross floor area. The adjustment is because of
the requirement that any space (from floor to ceiling) more than 10 ft. in height is increased by
10% for each foot (or fraction thereof) over 10 ft. Also, the existing deck does not count toward
floor area because: i) it is located in the side or rear yard; ii) has a floor elevation of less than 30”;
iii) has no railings; and iv) has an area (233 sq. ft.) of less than 3.5% of the total area of the lot.
Additionally, the maximum building coverage permitted in the R-6 District is the same as that
permitted in the R-4 Zoning District (typical east side lot) which is 1,923.60 sq. ft. The existing
building coverage complies and is 1,854 sqg. ft. The proposed addition will create an additional
145 sq. ft. of building coverage and exceed the maximum building coverage by 75.40 sq. ft.

A to VA Stanick stated the total floor area variation is 174 sq. ft. or 5.00% and total building
coverage variation is 145 sq. ft. or 7.82%.

Mr. Lance Chelsey (Airoom Architects), representing the property owners, stated the proposed
modification will be done in the future and includes extending the dining room in anticipation of
converting a portion of the dining area into a first floor bedroom. All other bedrooms in the house
are on the second floor and the ability to have a first floor bedroom in the future would allow the
Petitioner to age in place and remain in the community.

Member Collins stated the petition is an example of a personal hardship and not a zoning
hardship.

Mr. Santos stated the proposed addition does not extend beyond the back deck and will not impact
existing open space on the property. He stated the neighbors adjacent his property have been
informed and did not express a concern with the Project.

Member Bishop expressed her concern with the PCZBA allowing this because the plans do not
show any walls for a bedroom. All that is provided are plans for an extension of the dining room.
Member Bishop expressed concern for approving plans for the future without seeing the final
plan.

Mr. Santos stated when the time comes to use the space as a bedroom he will put in some type of
separation to allow egress and ingress.

Member Miller stated the proposal is for an extension to the dining room and not a bedroom
because closet space is not being provided. He also inquire if there was a full bath on the first
floor.

Ms. Santos stated there is space near the first floor bathroom that could be converted to a shower
in the future.
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In response to a question from Member Miller, Mr. Santos noted the neighbors on both sides of
his house do not have an issue with the proposal.

Member Collins stated the PCZBA received a letter from a nearby neighbor expressing concern
for the proposed Project. A copy of the letter was shared with Petitioner. Member Collins
inquired if allowing the Project would set a precedent for future projects.

Member Burns stated he does not see any particular physical characteristic of the property that
necessitates building additional square footage.

Chair Kraus asked if the house could be modified without expanding the existing footprint.
A discussion followed.

Chair Kraus offered to continue the public hearing to allow the Petitioner time to work with Staff
to explore other options.

Member Burns moved to continue the public hearing to the Auqust 17, 2016 PCZBA Meeting.
Member Collins seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice Vote.

8. A Public Hearing to Consider: i) a Variation From the Maximum Height Regulations of
Section 10-9-4 of the Zoning Code for Fences on Residential Properties; and ii) any Other
Zoning Relief as Required to Replace an Existing Wall Located Around Portions of the
Perimeter of the Property at 733 Ravine Avenue

A to VA Stanick stated the Petitioner has requested the PCZBA continue the public hearing to the
August 17" meeting.

Member Bishop moved to continue the public hearing to the August 17, 2016 PCZBA Meeting.
Member Collins seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.

9. A Public Hearing to Consider: i) a Variation from the Maximum Gross Floor Area
Requlations of Section 10-5-6 of the Zoning Code; and ii) a Variation from the Minimum
Accessory Structure Side Yard and Rear Yard Setback Requirements of Section 10-5-9 of
the Zoning Code; and iii) any Other Zoning Relief as Required to Construct a Detached
Garage in the Rear Yard of the Property at 311 E. Center Avenue
Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and then requested an update from Staff.

A to VA Stanick stated the Village received a zoning application from the property owner of 311
E. Center Avenue (Property), to build a 440 sq. ft. detached two car garage, at a height of 168", in
the rear and side yards of the property (Project). The Project is located 2° from the easterly
interior side yard lot line and 3’ from the rear yard lot line. According to the Petitioner the
proposed detached garage encroaches into the side and rear yard setbacks to provide for a much
more navigable entry into both garage stalls.

A to VA Stanick stated pursuant to Section 10-5-9C of the Zoning Code the minimum accessory
structure setback from the interior lot line and the rear lot line is 5°. The existing shed (133 sq. ft.)
will be removed and a detached two car garage will be constructed in the southeast corner of the
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10.

Property. As proposed, the construction of the garage (440 sg. ft.) will encroach into the easterly
interior side yard setback by 3’ and encroach into the rear yard setback by 2’. The floor area of
the garage will not count toward the total gross floor area if the requested zoning relief from the
minimum accessory structure setback regulations is granted. By granting the requested zoning
relief the garage would be classified as conforming.

A to VA Stanick stated pursuant to Section 10-5-6 the maximum gross floor area permitted on the
Property is 2,483.20 sg. ft. (0.4 x 6,208) and the existing floor area is 2,982 sq. ft. The Property is
classified as legal nonconforming as it was built prior to the adoption of the Zoning Code. The
floor area on the Property is comprised of the two story principal structure, stoops, deck and steps,
as well as the shed. The Petitioner proposes to demolish the existing deck and steps (463.50 sq.
ft.), as well as the shed (133 sg. ft.). A to VA Stanick stated should the PCZBA vote to
recommend granting the zoning relief from the minimum accessory structure setback regulations,
Staff recommends the PCZBA also consider a condition requiring the Petitioner to remove the
existing deck/steps in addition to the planned demolition of the shed. By requiring this condition
the zoning relief from the maximum gross floor area regulations would not be required.

A discussion ensued regarding the existing tree on the easterly lot line, as well as the neighboring
detached garage in the rear yard.

Member Peters inquired of the impact to any drainage on the site. Neal Gerdes, architect for the
project, expressed his belief there will be no impact to drainage on the property.

Following a request from Mr. Gerdes to poll the PCZBA, the commissioner’s expressed their
desire that more thought be given to the application and contact made with the south and east
neighbors regarding the project.

Member Bishop moved to continue the public hearing to the August 17, 2016 PCZBA Meeting.
Member Collins seconded the motion. The motion passed on a unanimous Voice vote.

A Public Hearing to Consider: i) a Special Use Permit to Allow the Operation of a Physical
Fitness Facility (SIC 7991) at 960 North Shore Drive, Unit #6; and ii) any Other Zoning
Relief as Required to Operate the Physical Fitness Facility

Chair Kraus introduced the agenda item and then requested an update from Staff.

A to VA Stanick stated the Village received a zoning application from Lyft Health and Fitness,
LLC requesting a Special Use Permit (SUP) to allow the operation of a physical fitness facility at
960 North Shore Drive, Unit #6. He stated earlier this year a request from Vlad’s Gym, Inc. for a
SUP to operate a physical fitness facility at 910 Sherwood Drive, Unit #23. The Petitioner will
operate a physical fitness facility in a multi-tenant building mainly comprised of office and service
uses. According to the Petitioner, the physical fitness services are provided in small groups (10 to
15 people). Also, in addition to small group training, the Petitioner provides personal training,
specialty training, sport specific training and youth athletic training. The Petitioner states as part of
the submittal the 2,000 sq. ft. of space will be used for gym equipment and 3,300 sq. ft. for an
indoor turf field. The remaining space will be used as a reception area, athlete lounge and offices.

A to VA Stanick stated it was unclear from the application materials when the fitness facility
closes Monday through Friday and on Saturday. He stated required parking in the L-1 Zoning
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11.

12.

13.

District for production, assembly and office uses is 1 space per 600 sq. ft. of floor area (or 54
spaces) and there are 55 spaces available. Parking requirements related to the requested use are
currently not available in the Zoning Code.

Member Burns asked if there are definitive guidelines on noise. A to VA Stanick stated noise is
one of many standards identified in the code to regulate the performance of buildings.

In response to a question from Chair Kraus, Petitioner Andrea Brown stated the rear loading dock
will not be used. The group classes start at 5:30 a.m. and additional classes are offered throughout
the day. The personal training and open gym time will be conducted in between the classes. She
stated the evening hours maybe extended due to the youth programs but anticipates the facility
will close between 9:00 and 10:00 p.m.

In response to a question from Member Collins regarding parking, Mr. Ted Brown, Property
Owners, stated there is sufficient parking spaces at the building.

Member Miller moved to recommend the Village Board approve a special use permit to allow the
operation of a physical fitness facility at 960 North Shore Dr., Unit 6. Member Burns seconded
the motion. The motion passed on the following roll call vote:

Ayes: (6) Miller, Peters, Bishop, Burns, Collins and Chair Kraus
Nays: 0)
Absent: 1) Badger

Commissioner’s Report
Chair Kraus reported the next regular PCZBA meeting is scheduled for August 17, 2016.

Member Miller expressed his preference to continue the Planned Mixed-Use Development until
the September 21, 2016 PCZBA Meeting. A discussion followed.

Staff’s Report
A to VA Stanick had no report.

Adjournment
As there was no further business to come before the PCZBA, Member Miller moved to adjourn

the meeting. Member Burns seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 12:04 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Brandon Stanick
Assistant to the Village Administrator
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VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF

Memorandum

TO: Chair Kraus and Members of the Joint Plan Commission & Zoning Board of Appeals
FROM: Brandon Stanick, Assistant to the Village Administrator

DATE: August 12, 2016

SUBJECT: Agendaltem #5 - 29721 N. Environ Circle Request for Zoning Relief

Applicant Information:

Rich and Vicki Santos (Petitioner & Owner)

Location:

29721 N. Environ Circle

Existing Zoning:

R-6 Zoning District (single-family residential specific to
Sanctuary Subdivision)

Purpose: To construct a one-story addition to the rear of the house
to serve as first-floor bedroom.

Requested Action: Seeking a zoning variation from the R-6 maximum gross
floor area regulations and the R-6 maximum building
coverage regulations.

Public Notice: Lake County News Sun — July 5, 2016

Lot Area: 6,412 sq. ft.

Existing Land Use:

Single-family residential

Surrounding Land Use:

North: Single-family residential
East: Single-family residential

South: Single-family residential
West: Single-family residential

Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Objectives:

Not applicable. Sanctuary Subdivision annexed in 1998
following the adoption of the Comp Plan in 1997.

Zoning History:

Not applicable

Applicable Land Use Regulations:

e Section 10-51-6: R-6 Maximum Gross Floor Area
Regulations; and

e Section 10-51-8: R-6 Maximum Building Coverage
Regulations.




Background and Summary

On June 17, 2016 the Village received a zoning application from Rich and Vicki Santos (Petitioner),
property owners of 29721 N. Environ Circle (Property), to build a one-story addition to the rear of the
house to serve as a first-floor bedroom (Project). The Project is 145 sq. ft. is size and located in the
southwest corner of the Property. The Property is located in the Sanctuary Subdivision, a fully
developed detached single-family residential subdivision comprised of 177 lots. The regulations in
Chapter 5 of Title 10 of the Zoning Code were adopted in December 2000 (Ord. #2000-20) and are
intended to apply only to the lots in the Sanctuary Subdivision and are not to be mapped in any other
area of the Village.

At its meeting on July 20" the PCZBA conducted a public hearing, and following a presentation by the
Petitioner’s architect, discussed the request for zoning relief. The PCZBA continued the public hearing
to allow time for the Petitioner to explore other options to construct the Project. Attached to this
memorandum is a letter (with attachments) dated August 8, 2016 from the Petitioner’s architect asking
the PCZBA approve the requested zoning relief.

Zoning Analysis

Pursuant to Section 10-5-6 the maximum gross floor area permitted on the Property is 2,504.80 sg. ft.
(0.4 x 6,412) and the existing floor area is 3,479.40 sq. ft. (gross floor area at time of construction in
1994). Pursuant to Section 10-51-6, any lot existing as of December 11, 2000 that exceeds the maximum
floor area required shall not be deemed non-conforming and the maximum floor area for any such lot
shall be the floor area of the lot as of December 11, 2000. The Project is 145 sq. ft., but will create a
total of 174 sq. ft. of adjusted gross floor area. The adjustment is because of the requirement that any
space (from floor to ceiling) more than 10 ft. in height is increased by 10% for each foot (or fraction
thereof) over 10 ft. Also, the existing deck does not count toward floor area because: i) it is located in
the side or rear yard; ii) has a floor elevation of less than 30”; iii) has no railings; and iv) has an area
(233 sq. ft.) of less than 3.5% of the total area of the lot. Additionally, pursuant to Section 10-5I-8, the
maximum building coverage permitted in the R-6 District is the same as that permitted in the R-4
Zoning District (typical east side lot) which is 1,923.60 sq. ft. The existing building coverage complies
and is 1,854 sq. ft. The proposed addition will create an additional 145 sq. ft. of building coverage and
exceed the maximum building coverage by 75.40 sq. ft.

Village Staff has conducted the required zoning analysis and confirms the Proposed Improvements, with
the exception of the standards identified below are in compliance with the Zoning Code:

MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA COVERAGE (in sq. ft.)
Total Floor Area Variation: 174 sq. ft. or 5.00%

Maximum Allowed Existing Proposed Total

Lot Size: 6,412.00 | 1% floor: 1,882.40* 1% floor: 174.00 1% floor: 2,056.40*

Floor Area:  3,479.40 | 2™ floor: 1,278.00 2" floor: 0.00 2" floor: 1,278.00
Attic: 319.00  Attic: 0.00 Attic: 319.00
Total: 3,479.40 Total: 174.00 Total: 3,653.40

* Includes existing attached garage space of 656 sg. ft. and excludes existing deck due to qualifying bonus.



MAXIMUM BUILDING COVERAGE (in sq. ft.)

Total Building Coverage Variation: 145 sg. ft. or 7.82%

Maximum Required Existing Proposed Total

Lot Width (ft.): 83.04 | Bldg. Cov.: 1,854 Bldg. Cov.: 145  Bldg. Cov.: 1,999
Bldg. Coverage: 1,854.00

The Petitioner has provided statements addressing the standards for variation in the attached zoning
application. The PCZBA should consider if the Petitioner’s statements and submitted materials satisfy
the established standards for variation.

PCZBA Authority

The PCZBA has the authority to:
e Approve, approve with conditions or deny the request for:
0 A5.00% variation from the D Residence District (R-6) maximum gross floor area
regulations and
o0 A 7.82% variation from the D Residence District (R-6) maximum building coverage
regulations
to allow for a one-story addition to the rear of the house to serve as a first-floor bedroom.

Recommendation

Following the public hearing to consider the requested zoning relief, the PCZBA should take one of the
following actions:

e If more information is required, continue the public hearing to a date certain to allow the
Petitioner to provide additional information; or
e If more information is not required, vote to approve, approve with conditions or deny the request
for:
0 A 5.00% variation from the D Residence District (R-6) maximum gross floor area
regulations and
0 A 7.82% variation from the D Residence District (R-6) maximum building coverage
regulations
to allow for a one-story addition to the rear of the house to serve as a first-floor bedroom.

Attachments

e Petitioner’s zoning application and related material; and
e Letter (with attachments) Dated August 8, 2016 from the Petitioner’s architect asking the
PCZBA to approve the requested zoning relief.

If you should have any questions concerning the information provided in this memorandum please feel
free to contact me at 847-283-6889.
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... FEE PAID: DATE RECEIVED p
VRECEIPT NUMBER: BY VILLAGE: JUL - 5 2016 |

VILLAGE OF LAKE BLUFF
APPLICATION FOR ZONING VARIATION, SPECIAL USE PERMIT, REZONING, OR PRD

SUBJECT PROPERTY

aggress: 29720 N Envizon Crpe e Zoning District; A (o
(Praperty address for which application is submifted)

Current Use: EFSIDENMTI1A C
(Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Vacan, Etc.)

PIN Number: 121 810008 0000

APPLICANT
RVARVES;
Applicant: ! 'G}! g Vtﬁkl ?OJ\'!"OS
Address: —2’972( N Eﬂwf‘dﬂ ercle_ o

(Address if diferent than subject property)

Relationship of
Applicant to Property: OQuwner
(Owner, Contract Purchaser, Efc.)

Home Telephone: 847 - 60"’( -~ R' ws Business Telephone:

OWNER i .
Owner - Title Holder If Joint Ownership
Name: 2,‘@‘4 94\ ANTOS Joint Owner:
Address: 29121 Environ Cx Qddress:
Lave Bewsr, T (oo .,
Daytime Phone: gq-’ - (04 ~ Pros Daytime Phon'e:_\

If ownership is other than individual and/or joint ownership, please check appropriate eg\legory and provide all
additional ownership information as an attachment. \

O Corporation 01 Partnership
O Land Trust O Trust
QO Other:

Are all real estate taxes, special assessments and other obligations on the subject property paid in full?

ﬁ Yes O No " If No, Explain:




ACTION REQUESTED

To provide time for legal notification requirements, any application requiring a Public Hearing before the Zoning
Board of Appeals must be received at least 25 days prior to the next meeting date.

w Zoning Variation

O Special Use Permit

L Text Amendment

& Rezoning

&1 Planned Residential Development
Q Other:

Applicable Section(s) of Zoni;l_g Ordinance, if known: _{ "
/0-S- & Lepp, ApEd RPATIO

Narrative description of request:
UL A |-SoRey ABDMNON @ gHE PEAR  THAT

it BEComE A BEARoom oM THE  dsr Fiewn. fop c

PURPSE  of THE oLh&L Hussandd T (BE IV THE NE

FUNRE. THE BEDRIM 1§ 12 EE EASILY  ACESSIBLE o Jo Gomet

USING  THE STAIRY T Go T THE 728D FieoR .

STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS AND SPECIAL USE PERMITS

The Zoning Board is required by the lllinois State Statutes fo apply the following standards in reviewing requests
for Variations and Special Use Permits. The Board may only grant a variation or recommend that the Village
Board grant a variation in cases where there are practical difficulties and particular hardships brought about by
the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance and not by any persons, presently or formerly, having an interest in

the property. The applicant has the burden of establishing each of these standards both in wrifing and at
the Public Hearing. Please attach additional materials if necessary.

STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS:

1. Practical Difficulty or Hardship: Describe the practical difficulty or particular hardship that would resuit
from the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance.

THE ADSinon BEWE BureT L/7te BECo +E A RED Roo o
AQino waIER . THIS POOM tizer QERvE A MOij FEDR ovna

@ _GRoun D EVEL.

2. Unique Physical Condition: Describe the unique characteristics of the lot or structures on the subject
property which are exceptional, such as: a) existing unique structures or uses, b) irregular lot shape, size, or
location, ¢) exceptional topographical features, or d) other extraordinary physical conditions.

FHE EX18 700 fHousSE ;;; locarpld aeN A PIE SHAPE Lo 7 WHMHCH

2P A To THE_Si2s of HMHE EMSIWE HOKE W E
ARE anjey ahunG A [HO SF,




3. Special Privilege: Describe how the request will not simply provide the applicant with a special privilege that
other property owners do not enjoy. The request must be for relief from the regulations due to hardship, and
not simply to reduce inconvenience or to provide for financial gain.

Adbing A R\ Rowton_on gail GRoVNN  LEVEL. TOR FIHE Aberi
HomEon €N, Pi Ot Elimin ATE THE REWSons Fop THE flomcorricR.
TO VALK (P 4 XUGHT OF EIows 7 THOIR BE»Revm

4. Code Purposes: Describe how the request does not violate the intentions of the regulations. The applicant
must show that the request does not adversely impact surrounding properties or the general welfare.

L THE NEW  ADDINoN i) THE BEQV IRCD  TETBACKS,
§ NoGS MoT  EaicRosert, WE ARE orviy  ADOING ~ 140 EF 70

THE _BANST i G HOVSS, gHE  A-GToRY PN\ NoN lulve MIT (~PART
ANN  ANEI1CHBORS Lin€E  oF VIew.

5. Public Health and Safety: Describe how the request will not: a) adversely impact the supply of light and air
to adjacent properties, b) increase traffic congestion, ¢) increase the hazard of fire, d) endanger public safety,
e) diminish the value of property within the surrounding area, or f) impair the public health, safety, comfort,
morals, and welfare of the people.

THE ABDNTXOr £S5 A [-SPRY ANNIDON AT it AT (MPACT
ANY  of THE MEsmnonEd BSyES ASevis.

)éTANDARDé"FQR SPECIAL USE PERMITS: ‘
1, General Standard:Describe how the proposed use will not adversely impact adjacent properties.

\\ I
N
N\
AN
2. No Interference with Surrounding De\i‘elgpment: Describe how the proposed use will not hinder or
interfere with the development or use of surfoqnding properties.

N
\\

\ ;-

3. Adequate Public Facilities: Describe how the proposed use will.be served by streets, public utilities, police
and fire service, drainage, refuse disposal, parks, libraries and oiher\gblic services.

N
~




4, No Traffic Congestion: Describe how the proposed use will not cause undue traffic and traffic congestion,

5. No Destruction of Significant Features: Describe how the proposed use will not destroy or damage
natural, scenic or historic features.

/STANDARDS FOR TEXT AMENDMENTS

/

£ \msdom of amending the Village Zoning Map or the text of the Zoning Code is a matter committed to the
sound legssl ive discretion of the Village Board of Trustees and is not dictated by any set standard. In
determining whether a proposed amendment will be granted or denied the Board of Trustees may be guided by
the principle that its\gower to amend this title should be exercised in the public good.

N
TEXT AMENDMENT GUIDING PRINCIPLES:

In considering whether the principle is satisfied in amending the text of the Zoning Code, the Board of trustees may weigh,
among other factors, the following:

1. The consistency of the proposeKmendment with the purposes of this title:

AN

N\

N

N

,
A

\
2. The community need for the proposed amendment’and any uses or development it would allow:

3. The conformity of the proposed amendment with the village's comprehenswe plan and zoning map,
or the reasons justifying its lack of conformity:




APPLICATION MATERIALS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION - MUST BE PROVIDED

Legal Description '
ot 170 in The Sanctuary - Unit 1, Open Space Village Horghe Subdivision, being a Subdivision of part of the Northwest %4 of Sectlon
18, Township 44 North, Range 12 and part of the Southeast % of Section 13, Township 44 North, Range 11 East of the Third i
Prmmpal Meridian, according to the plat thereof recorded May 9, 1994 as Document No, 3537870, in Lake County, lllinois
Commonly Known as: 28721 Environ Circle, Lake BIluff, lliinois .
Area of Land Described: 6,412 Sq. Ft.

Required"
E’ Plat of survey including legal description.
Q3 Evidence of title to property for which relief is sought or written documentation of contractual lease.
19 & Scale site plan showing building locations and dimensions.
% k( Scale site plan showing addition, new construction, modification, etc,
Schematic drawings showing floor plan, elevations, and exterior mechanical equipment.
[ Floor Area Calculation Table (if applicable)
O Other:
Optional
O Landscape Plan
Q1 Photographs of subject property and surrounding properties.

~ @ Testimony from neighbors is strongly encouraged. .
*{5 coples, no larger then 11x17, must be submitied )

SIGNATURES

The undersigned hereby represent, upon all of the penalties of the law, for the purpose of inducing the Village of
Lake Bluff to take the action herein requested, that all statements herein and on all related attachments are true
and that all work here mentioned will be done in accordance with the ordinances of the Village of Lake Bluff and
the laws of the State of Illinois. The owner muat sign the application.

Owner  Signature: l ij @’\74’5 fa// ‘// &
Print Name: ‘Z/é ()“’Z

Applicant Signature: Z d\ POA’}OS . /TJate: (”// A// b

7 (i oiher Baf owner) %

Print Name: ' E-A (‘-’%
= ~

7
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. 3690455
‘@ COLE TAYLOR BANK
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This Indenture, made this __24th_day of 7 R oceess
May .19 93, between Cole d‘ﬁé’ﬁ{ "}Z

Taylor Bank, an lllinois Banking Corporation,

Trustee under the provisions of a deed or

deeds in trust, duly recorded and delivered

in pursuance of a trust agreement dated

the__lst dayof November _ ,19_93

,and known as Trust No. __93-2149 _ party

of the first part, and _Rich Santos and Vicki Santos. husband and wife

parties of the second part,

Address of Grantea(s): 29721 N. Enviromn Circle, Lake Bluff, Tllinois 60044
Witnesseth, that said party of the first part, in consideration of the sum of Ten ($10.00) dollars, and other good

and valuable considerations in hand paid, does hereby Convey and Quit Claim unto said parties of the second part,
not as Joint Tenants or Tenants in Common, but as Tenants By the Entirety

the following described real estate, situatedin _Lake _____ County, lllinois, to wit:

LOT _ 370 IN THE SANCTUARY - UNIT 1, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF

THE SOUTH 1/2 OF THE NORTHWEST l/4 OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH,

RANGE 12 AND PART OF THE EAST 1/2 OF SECTION 13, TOWNSHIP 44 NORTH,

RANGE 11, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT
THEREOF RECORDED MAY 9, 1994 AS DOCUMENT 3537870, AS AMENDED BY

CERTIFICATE OF CORRECTION RECORDED JULY 6, 1994 AS DOCUMENT 3564315,

IN LAKE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. ,

Subject to: Taxes for 1994 and subsequent years, covenants, conditioens,
restrictions and easements of record.

4\ STATE OF ILLINOIS = COUNTY OF LAKE

',;'S:S‘w REAL '5*57:"??“"’*“ TAX = 8 Real Estate Transfer Tax

Nl Jun-_e'gsla'ep?. ori2 335012 o PAID
RO.1Z87 REVENVE 1= 9
Ry

CHicAGO TITLE INSURANCE co
PLN. _12~18-102-008

Together with the tenements and appurtenances thereunto belonging.

To Have and to Hold the same unto said parties of the second part, and to proper use, benefit and behoof
forever of said party of the sacond part.

This deed is executad by the party of the first part, as Trustes, as aforessid, pursuant to and in the exercise
of the power and authority granted to and vestad in it by the terms of said Deed or Deeds in Trust snd the provisions
of said Trust Agreement above mentioned, and of every other power and authority thersunto enabiing.

) Sea Reverse
Doc Number: 3690455 selﬂ: 1




e oL

In Witness Whereof, said party of the first part has caused its corporate seal to be hereto affbmd and has
caused its name to be signed tothese presentsbyits_____________ Vice President and attested by its Trust
Officer, the day and year first above written.

COLE TAYLOR BANK

As Trustee, as aforesaid, M

By:
W e

Attest: M
- &« Trust Officer

STATE OF ILLINOIS

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said County, in the state aforesaid,

88, Do Hambrd?mfy , That o MARTIN-S—SDWARDS . =
COUNTY OF COOK Vice President, and = o mmoiem . Trust Officer,
oF of Cole Taylor Ban Wm fometo be the same persons whose
' narmes are subscribed to the feregoing instrumentsassuch _______.___Vice

President and Trust Officer respectively appeared before me this day in person
and acknowledged that they signed and delivered the sail instrument as their
own free and voluntary act, as the free and voluntary act of said Bank, for uses
and purposes therein set forth; and the said Trust Officer did aiso then and there
acknowledge that said Trust Officer as custodian of the corporate seal of said
Bank, did affix the said corporate seal of saikl Bank to said instrument as said
Trust Officer’s own free and voluntary act, and as the free and voluntary act
of said Bank for the uses and purposes therein set forth,

Given under my hand and Notarial Seal this dmf_l}mi_;; 1995 .

OFFICIAL SEAL
AR 0

STATE OF ILLINCIS
w‘&uﬁm}gﬂ EXPIRES 10:21-08

Notary Public

MailTo: 37 Laree ofomZac) Address of Property:
2PTZS N ERVIROrT &1 R iaes Trrtasts 6008
AP Blusra= 7y This instrument was prepared by:
4 : Martin S. Edvards
HO ——SOLETALON SO
—830 West Jackson Boulevard
— Chicago, Illinpis 6060
5690455 ;

Doc Number: 3690455 Seq: 2
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2-STORY ERICK &
FRAMED RESIDENCE W/
ATTACHED GARAGE

SITE PLAN
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A CUSTOM 1-STORY REAR ADDITION
FOR THE
SANTOS RESIDENCE :
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EX/DEMO BASEMENT PLAN
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ARCHITECTS & BUILDERS
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EX/DEMO ROOF PLAN
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January 18, 2016

Mr. & Mrs. Rich Santos
29721 N. Environ Circle
Lake Bluff, IL. 60044 0159

RE: Arxchitectural Approval

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Rich Santos:

It is our pleasure to inform you that the Board of Directors has approved your request for one
story dining room extension addition, providing you comply with any noted stipulations and the
Association’s Rules & Regulations. Please note it is the owner's responsibility to obtain any
necessary permits from the appropriate governmental agency. For your convenience, we have
enclosed a copy of your approved request for your records.

As a friendly reminder, we cannot emphasize enough the importance of compliance with any
noted stipulations and/or the Association's Rules & Regulations to avoid potential warnings and
fines.

"

If you have any questions, please contact our Resident Services Department at 847.459.0000
or 312.202.9300 and they will gladly assist you.
Sincerely,

SANCTUARY HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

(Lieberman Management Services, Inc. as agent)

enc
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