AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING
VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK
PLAN COMMISSION

June 1, 2017 — 7:30 P.M.
Council Chambers
Village Hall — 16250 S. Oak Park Avenue

Regular Meeting Called to Order

Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call Taken
Communications

Approval of Minutes: Minutes of the May 18, 2017 Regular Meeting

Item #1

Item #2

Good of the Order

PUBLIC HEARING: PARALLEL VERIZON CELL TOWER - 6775 PROSPERI
DRIVE - SITE PLAN APPROVAL, SPECIAL USE PERMIT, AND A VARIATION
FOR MAXIMUM HEIGHT

Consider granting Site Plan Approval and consider recommending that the Village Board
grant the Petitioner, Kathleen Groark of Insite, Inc. as agent for Pl Tower Development
LLC, Parallel Infrastructure, and Verizon Wireless, a Special Use Permit for a new
personal wireless service facility (cell tower) in the southeast corner of the site at 6775
Prosperi Drive in the ORI (Office and Restricted Industrial) Zoning District. Additionally,
the Village of Tinley Park proposes to co-locate antennas on the aforementioned cell tower
which brings the overall height of the cell tower to one hundred fourteen feet (114°);
therefore, the Petitioner also requests a fourteen foot (14’) Variation from Section
I11.V.2.a. of the Zoning Ordinance where the maximum allowable height for a personal
wireless service facility is one hundred feet (100°).

PUBLIC HEARING: THE RESIDENCE AT BROOKSIDE GLEN - SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF MAGNUSON LANE AND 191°" STREET - SITE PLAN
APPROVAL AND SPECIAL USE PERMIT

Consider granting Site Plan Approval and consider recommending that the Village Board
grant the Petitioner, Andrea Crowley of Griffin & Gallagher, LLC on behalf of Karli
Mayher and KJM-Vandenberg Brookside Joint Venture, a Special Use Permit for a
Substantial Deviation from the Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development and any related
Exceptions to develop a one hundred forty-four (144) unit multi-family residential project
(a.k.a. The Residence at Brookside Glen) at the properties generally located west of
Magnuson Lane and John Michael Drive in the R-5 PD (Low Density Residential) Zoning
District.

Receive Comments from the Public

Adjourn Meeting
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MINUTES OF THE PLAN COMMISSION

VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK,
COOK AND WILL COUNTIES, ILLINOIS

MAY 18, 2017

The Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission was held in the Council Chambers of Village Hall on May
18, 2017 at 7:30 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
ROLL CALL

Plan Commission: Mark Moylan
Kevin Bergthold
Peter Kroner
Tim Stanton
Lori Kappel
Ken Shaw
Anthony Janowski (arrived at 7:34 p.m.)
Ed Matushek 111, Chairman

Absent Plan Commissioner(s): None
Village Officials and Staff: Michael Glotz, Trustee
Tom Condon, Village Attorney
Paula Wallrich, Interim Community Development Director
Stephanie Kisler, Planner |
Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary
CALL TO ORDER
PLAN COMMISSION CHAIRMAN MATUSHEK called to order the Regular meeting of the Plan
Commission for May 18, 2017 at 7:30 p.m.
COMMUNICATIONS

There were none.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

COMMISSIONER STANTON stated in the May 4, 2017 minutes he asked about security cameras being
installed at McDonald’s and would like the minutes to be amended to state that question and the
Petitioner’s answer.

Minutes of the May 4, 2017 regular meeting of the Plan Commission were presented for approval. A
Motion was made by COMMISSIONER KRONER, seconded by COMMISSIONER
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MOYLAN to approve the Minutes as amended. The Motion was approved unanimously
by voice call. CHAIRMAN MATUSHEK declared the Motion approved.
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TO: VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM: VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PLAN COMMISSION
SUBJECT: MINUTES OF THE MAY 18, 2017 REGULAR MEETING

ITEM #1: PLAT APPROVAL: FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH - 7025 179™ STREET - PLAT
OF CONSOLIDATION

Consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, First Baptist Church,
approval for a Plat of Consolidation upon Annexation. The proposed Plat of
Consolidation would combine PIN 28-31-300-013-0000 and PIN 28-31-300-014-0000
into a single parcel encompassing approximately 66,573 square feet (1.53 + acres).

Present were the following

Plan Commissioners: Mark Moylan
Kevin Bergthold
Peter Kroner
Tim Stanton
Lori Kappel
Ken Shaw
Anthony Janowski (arrived at 7:34 p.m.)
Ed Matushek 111, Chairman

Absent Plan Commissioner(s): None

Village Officials and Staff: Michael Glotz, Trustee
Tom Condon, Village Attorney
Paula Wallrich, Interim Community Development Director
Stephanie Kisler, Planner |
Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary

PAULA WALLRICH, Interim Community Development Director, stated the Applicant proposes to
consolidate their two (2) parcels into one (1) single lot at the time that the property annexes into the
Village. The Annexation Agreement has already been drafted. There is a minimum lot size for churches
of two (2) acres. The Agreement acknowledges that the combined parcel is less than the two (2) acre
minimum requirement for churches; however, the Agreement notes this as a legal nonconformity.

COMMISSIONER KRONER asked why two (2) acres are necessary. MS. WALLRICH replied that this
is possibly due to the attendance a church may have on Sunday and the need to accommodate parking.

COMMISSIONER MOYLAN asked if there were plans for sidewalks in the future. MS. WALLRICH
replied that when 179" Street is improved, the Annexation Agreement does provide for that. When this
property expands, redevelops, or has a different use than its existing structure, they would have to
participate in the development of 179™ Street.

CHAIRMAN MATUSHEK, with there being no further comment, asked for a motion.

Motion was made by COMMISSIONER MOYLAN, seconded by COMMISSIONER KRONER, to
recommend that the Village Board grant approval for a Plat of Consolidation to the Applicant, First
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Baptist Church, to combine PIN 28-31-300-013-0000 and PIN 28-31-300-014-0000 into a single parcel
encompassing approximately 66,573 square feet (1.53 + acres), located at 7025 179" Street.

AYE: PLAN COMMISSIONERS TIM STANTON, PETER KRONER, KEN SHAW,
ANTHONY JANOWSKI, LORI KAPPEL, MARK MOYLAN, KEVIN BERGTHOLD,

AND CHAIRMAN ED MATUSHEK

NAY: NONE
The Motion was approved by roll call. CHAIMAN MATUSHEK declared the Motion approved.
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TO: VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM: VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PLAN COMMISSION

SUBJECT: MINUTES OF THE MAY 18, 2017 REGULAR MEETING

ITEM #2: WORKSHOP: PARALLEL VERIZON CELL TOWER - 6775 PROSPERI
DRIVE - SITE PLAN APPROVAL, SPECIAL USE PERMIT, AND A
VARIATION FOR MAXIMUM HEIGHT

Consider granting Site Plan Approval and consider recommending that the Village Board
grant the Petitioner, Kathleen Groark of Insite, Inc. as agent for Pl Tower Development
LLC, Parallel Infrastructure, and Verizon Wireless, a Special Use Permit for a new
personal wireless service facility (cell tower) in the southeast corner of the site at 6775
Prosperi Drive in the ORI (Office and Restricted Industrial) Zoning District. Additionally,
the Village of Tinley Park proposes to co-locate antennas on the aforementioned cell
tower which brings the overall height of the cell tower to one hundred fourteen feet
(11247); therefore, the Petitioner also requests a fourteen foot (14°) Variation from Section
I11.V.2.a. of the Zoning Ordinance where the maximum allowable height for a personal
wireless service facility, which is one hundred feet (1007).

Present were the following

Plan Commissioners: Mark Moylan
Kevin Bergthold
Peter Kroner
Tim Stanton
Lori Kappel
Ken Shaw
Anthony Janowski (arrived at 7:34 p.m.)
Ed Matushek 111, Chairman

Absent Plan Commissioner(s): None

Village Officials and Staff: Michael Glotz, Trustee
Tom Condon, Village Attorney
Paula Wallrich, Interim Community Development Director
Stephanie Kisler, Planner |
Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary

Guest (s): Kathleen Groark, Insite, Inc.

STEPHANIE KISLER, Planner I, stated the proposed cell tower will primarily service the amphitheater
area. The initial carrier will be Verizon and the Village will add some antennas on the top of the structure
for Village needs. There is additional room on the monopole for another co-location in the future. She
stated to the west of the proposed site is Oak Park Avenue, to the north is Prosperi Drive, and the property
just north of the site is the Tinley Park Corporate Center, which is just south of 1-80. She said south of
the proposed site is the north access road to the amphitheater.
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MS. KISLER added that the zoning is ORI (Office and Restricted Industrial). It is currently owned and
operated by a Community Services Foundation which is a non-profit organization. The nearest residential
structure is over 2,000 feet away from the proposed cell tower, so the cell tower will not negatively
impact any residential dwellings if constructed at this location. She said the Site Plan includes the
proposed cell tower and the related ground equipment, a six foot tall vinyl privacy fence will surround the
ground equipment, and improvements to landscaping. The proposed cell tower will have Verizon
antennas centered at seventy feet and three antennas for the Village of Tinley Park — one centered at
eighty feet and two at the top of the monopole with a maximum height of one hundred fourteen feet.
There is also room for a future co-location at ninety feet. There will also be a lightning rod which will be
five feet tall bringing the total height up to 114 feet. The Village code states the maximum height is 100
feet, so there will be a Variance required for the Village antennas. Staff recommends an eight foot tall
fence to give more coverage of the ground equipment. Staff also recommends improvements to
landscaping at the site in the north bufferyard per the approved Landscape Plan for 6775 Prosperi Drive.

KATHLEEN GROARK, Insite, Inc., gave a presentation of the proposed cell tower plan. MS. GROARK
noted that the eight foot tall fence is acceptable and she has been working with the property owner on the
improvements to the Landscape Plan.

CHAIRMAN MATUSHEK agreed that the eight foot fence is a good idea for security purposes.

COMMISSIONER SHAW asked if the small sliver of property adjacent to the site is a buildable lot and
who owns the property. He also noted he agrees with the need for an eight foot fence. MS. KISLER
replied the triangular property to the east of the site is owned by the same person that owns the
amphitheater.

COMMISSIONER KRONER asked if the notification was made to Community Service Foundation. MS.
GROARK replied that this was brought before their Board and was acceptable.

COMMISSIONER JANOWSKI asked if there are wetlands on this property. MS. GROARK replied that
a Wetland Delineation was done on this site and they are reaching out to the Army Corp of Engineers and
the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District regarding this location.

COMMISSIONER JANOWSKI noted there are two sites where the approved fences were never erected

around the cellular ground equipment. MS. KISLER replied that the work is not complete and final
inspections have not been done at these locations and she will follow-up.
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TO: VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM: VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PLAN COMMISSION
SUBJECT: MINUTES OF THE MAY 18, 2017 REGULAR MEETING

ITEM #3: WORKSHOP: THE RESIDENCE AT BROOKSIDE GLEN - SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF MAGNUSON LANE AND 191°" STREET - SITE PLAN
APPROVAL AND SPECIAL USE PERMIT

Consider granting Site Plan Approval and consider recommending that the Village Board
grant the Petitioner, Andrea Crowley of Griffen & Gallagher, LLC on behalf of Karli
Mayher and KJM-Vandenberg Brookside Joint Venture, a Special Use Permit for a
Substantial Deviation from the Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development and any
related Exceptions to develop a one hundred forty-four (144) unit multi-family residential
project (a.k.a. The Residence at Brookside Glen) at the properties generally located west
of Magnuson Lane and John Michael Drive in the R-5 PD (Low Density Residential)
Zoning District.

Present were the following

Plan Commissioners: Mark Moylan
Kevin Bergthold
Peter Kroner
Tim Stanton
Lori Kappel
Ken Shaw
Anthony Janowski (arrived at 7:34 p.m.)
Ed Matushek 111, Chairman

Absent Plan Commissioner(s): None
Village Officials and Staff: Michael Glotz, Trustee
Tom Condon, Village Attorney
Paula Wallrich, Interim Community Development Director
Stephanie Kisler, Planner |
Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary

Guest (s): Andrea Crowley, Griffin & Gallagher, LLC
Karli Mayher, KIM-Vandenberg Brookside Joint Venture
Scott Shalvis, The Shalvis Group

CHAIRMAN MATUSHEK stated he had a letter to read to the Commission from MAYOR
VANDENBERG:

May 18, 2017

To: Plan Commission of The Village of Tinley Park
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It has come to my attention that certain social media sites have alleged that | have some sort of
interest in the “Residences” at Brookside Glen which is before you tonight. | want to be clear
that this information is patently false.

First, 1 have no interest in this property to project whatsoever. That includes financial or
otherwise as defined by the Tinley Park Village Code or any other ethics statute I’m aware of.
My uncle, my father’s brother, is the owner of the property in question. | want to reiterated that |
personally am not involved nor do | have any interest in this endeavor or any other company or
endeavors that my uncle, Scot Vandenberg, is involved in.

Moreover, | have never and will never use my position, either as Trustee or Mayor, to advocate
for or against this project or any other project that a family member may be involved in. | hope
this information helps you in analyzing this project like all others before you in accordance with
the Zoning Code of Tinley Park and all other State and Federal laws.

Respectfully,

Jacob C. Vandenberg
Mayor

cc: Village Board
David Niemeyer, Village Manager
Patrick Connelly, Village Attorney

COMMISSIONER STANTON stated, pursuant to the Village of Tinley Park’s Code of Ethics, “I hereby
disclose that | have an indirect family relationship with the owner of the subject property.
| have spoken to the Village Attorney and he has advised me that in the interest of
caution | should avoid any occurrence of impropriety, that | should refrain from
participating in any conversation or deliberation regarding this Petition and abstain from
any vote taken.”

CHAIRMAN MATUSHEK noted that this is Workshop, not a Public Hearing. He noted there will be
time for Public Comment at the end of the meeting.

PAULA WALLRICH, Interim Community Development Director, stated the approved Planned Unit
Development (PUD) for this area allows for nine (9) 16-unit structures for a total of 144 units. The
developer has a right to develop according to the approved plan. As a consequence of the Petitioner’s
Market Study which outlined current market trends, the market is different than it was back in 2000 when
the Substantial Deviation was approved. She noted that the Village is trying to attract young
professionals to the area. The Petitioner has proposed a plan that complies with the approved density and
unit count; however, instead of nine (9) structures, they are proposing two (2) multi-family structures. The
reduction in the number of structures will provide for more green space with luxury amenities.

MS. WALLRICH stated when the PUD was approved in 1990 there were plans for community shopping
(commercial uses) adjacent to 191% Street and 80" Avenue, south of the commercial was planned to be
office and restricted industrial, and south and west of that was planned for condo and apartments. A
Substantial Deviation was approved in 2000 which identified nine (9) structures with sixteen (16) units in
each structure. In 2007, a developer proposed nine (9) buildings with eight (8) units each and one (1)
building with sixteen (16) units. This proposal did not obtain Plan Commission approval and did not
make it to the Village Board for approval. In 2014, a proposal was submitted for 123 units in seventeen
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(17) buildings comprised of between four (4) to fifteen (15) attached single-family attached rowhouse-
style dwelling units per building. The developer did not consider the pipeline that traversed the property
and therefore the project did not move forward with revised plans. Thus, the PUD plan that was approved
in 2000 still stands which included 144 units in nine (9) buildings.

MS. WALLRICH noted the subject property is surrounded by the R-5 Zoning District. Across Magnuson
Lane is commercial zoning and then to the south is R-2 single-family residential zoning. There is a pump
station on the south end of the proposed site and detention on the north. The PUD notes commercial sites
located both at the southwest and southeast corners of 191 Street and 80" Avenue. There are condos
over to the east of 80" Avenue along Greenway Boulevard which are similar in height and architectural
design in that they are 4-story buildings with semi-underground garages. In addition to straight R-5
zoning there is an Overlay District in this area, which is an Urban Design Overlay (UDO) District. The
whole point of this district is to prioritize the architecture and the streetscape and not the vehicle. There
are specific guidelines that are required, such as making sure that the property is not fronted with parking
along the public right-of-way In negotiating with this Developer, Staff made sure that the building was
moved up to the front and the parking was pushed back behind and to the side the structures.

MS. WALLRICH stated the Brookside Glen PUD was originally 828 acres in 1990 when the original
builder came in and Master Planned the area. They did their best to plan how the area might develop;
however, with market and economic changes since that time, developers have had to adapt to what the
market is dictating. A PUD it is flexible regarding zoning regulations and anything can be negotiated at
the time of the approval of the PUD. If it was straight zoning they would have to abide by the regulations
within the Zoning Ordinance. With a PUD, the developer and the Village negotiate to comprehensively
master plan an area and exceptions from the Zoning Ordinance can be considered. When the Plan
Commission looks at a Variation they must consider the burden of proof on the developer to prove that
there is a hardship for that Variation. They also must look at the precedence that it is setting. The beauty
of a PUD is that it is not a straight Variation; it is looked at as an exception. The burdens of proof and
the Finding of Facts are not the same. When the Plan Commission looks at these types of exceptions,
they will look and judge and make the decisions based on the original intent of the PUD.

STEPHANIE KISLER, Planner I, discussed the Site Plan. She noted that the buildings wrap around
Magnuson Lane. She noted that Magnuson Lane will connect north to 191% Street. There are two (2)
residential buildings with a one-story clubhouse structure in the middle with many amenities on the site.

MS. KISLER said originally when this developer came to the Village the plans showed two (2) residential
buildings but behind the buildings there were long rows of garages. There was no first floor subterranean
level parking under the building — it was all surface parking and garages. This presented an issue with
fire code and with the overall aesthetics of the project. Staff worked with the developer to improve the
Site Plan and reconfigure parking. Staff also suggested changes to the access points near the proposed
dog park. Staff worked with the developer to increase the greenspace and amenities at the site. The
developer removed the garages and now there are 144 indoor parking spaces and 144 surface parking
spaces which allow for two (2) parking spaces per dwelling unit. The developer proposes to land bank
additional parking. There are outdoor grilling stations with a sink, Frisbee golf and many other amenities.

MS. KISLER showed the current Site Plan with improvements. She said the developer has reconfigured
the access points to the garage so there are two (2) entrances to the main parking garages. They have also
land banked some of the parking spaces. In the latest proposal, there is no parking in front of the
buildings. They are proposing 72 land banked parking spaces if additional parking becomes necessary.
Currently there are two (2) parking spaces per unit (one interior and one exterior) and if more parking is
needed the land banked spaces with make it 2 %2 spaces per dwelling unit. There are 48 two bedroom units
and 24 one bedroom units per building.
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MS. KISLER stated the Urban Design Overlay District requires a maximum building setback of 20 feet.
Proposed building setbacks range from 14 to 36 feet from the property line along Magnuson Lane. In this
case, the intent of the overlay district is to push the buildings forward, but we want to make sure the
building is respectful of the scale of the building and the character of the street. There will be green space
between the street and the building. Additionally, the curvature of the street and the resulting sight lines
along with the curvature of the building provides for a more pedestrian scale to the streetscape.

COMMISSIONER KRONER asked what the setback is on the existing condo buildings. MS. KISLER
replied the setback for the condos is about 24-30°.

COMMISSIONER JANOWSKI asked about the locations for snow removal. MS. WALLRICH replied
that the land banking will provide areas for the snow removal and more green space.

MS. KISLER showed a view of the Landscape Plan with a plentiful number of plantings and green space.
There will be berming around the base of the structures to mitigate appearance of the blank walls of the
parking structure. The developer has incorporated a lot of amenities, including a clubhouse with an
outdoor pool. Inside the clubhouse there will be a fitness center, locker rooms, meeting rooms, lounge,
computer room with free Wi-Fi and a great room with kitchen. Outside by the pool there will be cabanas.
There will be outdoor grilling areas for each building which include a grill station, fire pits, outdoor
seating, a pergola and a service sink. There will be Frisbee golf baskets around the site, interior and
exterior bike storage, electric car charging stations, exterior exercise circuit equipment, an arboretum area
with seating, a dog park with seating and a water fountain, a bike trail connection to a major bike trail
system which will meet up with the Old Plank Road Trail. There will be a landscape buffer around the
dog park. Each unit has at least one private balcony.

COMMISSIONER KRONER asked about underground parking shown in yellow on her diagram. MS.
KISLER replied this is additional garage space to make sure there is one indoor parking space per unit.
This also gives the residents a rooftop terrace area which is an additional amenity. COMMISSIONER
KRONER also asked about the size of the parking spaces. MS. KISLER replied that the parking spaces
meet the Village’s size requirements.

COMMISSIONER MOYLAN asked about moving the dog park from the area close to the townhouses to
the other side. SCOTT SHALVIS, The Shalvis Group, architect on behalf of the developer, replied that is
not possible as there is a retention area on the other side.

MS. KISLER stated there will be adequate lighting for the parking lot with no light spilling on the
neighboring properties. There will be decorative light fixtures. Staff has asked them to add wall sconces
near the entry doors and garage doors to add to the aesthetics and the residential character of the building.

MS. KISLER stated the Applicant has provided an interior trash room for the tenants. They will have a
management company handle the trash collection from interior to the exterior trash enclosures. The
outdoor trash enclosures will be constructed with materials matching the facade of the buildings with
sturdy gates and landscaping around them.

MS. WALLRICH stated condo financing has become very difficult. The developer must have at least 80-
90% of the units sold before starting construction. This is what is steering the market right now to start to
look at rental properties rather than ownership. The market studies state Tinley Park has low vacancy rate
in terms of apartments. This is what is pushing the market towards a rental project on this site. A
concern could be the long term upkeep and maintenance of these facilities. She stated that staff reviewed
the quality of the materials and the development and the amenities on the property. Staff reviewed this
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project and worked with the developer to increase the number of luxury amenities and improve the
architecture, and thereby the cost of the buildings. This somewhat insures a certain rate of return the
owner is going to want.

MS. WALLRICH said Staff worked with the developer on the architecture.  Staff requested some
modulation of the roof line, a better demarcation of the entryway, and to make sure the parking floor was
screened and somewhat mitigated in terms of the height. The street facade had a central architectural
feature to identify the street access. Staff appreciated the floor to ceiling windows adding to the overall
luxury feeling of the building. The top floor has 13" ceilings. The amount of balcony space was
increased with one to two balconies per unit. There is a roof deck with no HVAC units on the roof. Each
unit has its own HVAC unit.

COMMMISSIONER KRONER asked about the HVAC units. He said it reminds him of a hotel HVAC
system. He stated he doesn’t remember any luxury apartments in Chicago having this type of unit; usually
it is a water based unit or their own furnace with one thermostat per room. MR. SHALVIS replied that
this is not his experience. He stated these are vertical units that are self-contained. He said this is like a
furnace that has duct work to it. With this system, it is possible to have extra compressors on site for
maintenance. If something goes out they can replace the one unit. It is a maintenance and efficiency
issue. He said there will be one thermostat per unit. It also makes conversion to condominiums easier.

MS. WALLRICH stated the following unit types are proposed:
e 44 two bedroom, two bath units with square footages of 1,286 — 1,356
e 4 two bedroom, two bath units with a study with square footages of 1,616
e 4 one bedroom, one and a half bath units with square footages of 1,073
e 20 one bedroom, one bath units with square footages of 924 — 987
She noted all units exceed the minimum size requirements.

MS. WALLRICH stated on the first floor, there will be landscaping trained against the wall on the
parking garage. Staff wanted to see something that broke up the expanse of each facade through the
articulation and the insets and the outsets of the building and the undulating roof line and the modulating
berm across the front. There is a pergola structure over both entrances on the east and west side. The
terrace over the garage is 47 x 93 feet. This is a common terrace for everyone to enjoy. The outside
corner units have wrap-around balconies. The standard balconies are 13 x 6 feet.

MS. WALLRICH added that one of the considerations when you look at the R-5 district is that the
maximum building height is 35’. The existing condos on Greenway Boulevard are 62’ tall. When this
was originally approved in 2000, there was an allowance in building height from 3 stories to 4 stories
along with underground parking. Later, in the agreement it mentions 56’ in height; subsequent to that the
buildings were built at 62°. It is important to look at the scale of these buildings in relationship to those
buildings. In the proposed structure at the tallest peak over the entrances it is 71’ but building height is
defined as the mean height. In that case, the tallest roof would be 65’ and the most predominant thing you
would see is the ridge at 64’ which is 2’ taller than the existing condos. When you judge height, it is the
perception from the street from the pedestrian scale that is important. .

COMMISSIONER KRONER asked about building setbacks. These existing buildings average 24-30’, an
average of 27’ plus or minus 3 feet with a variance of 11% rounded to 10%. He said the developer is
asking us to go to a 14’ setback in some instances. To keep consistent with the units around there, the
developer is proposing plans with 14-36’ building setbacks. This is 25’ plus or minus 11’ or a variance of
over 40%. MS. WALLRICH replied it is not so much the average because the way the Urban Design
Overlay District is written it encourages the buildings to be closer to the street. The intent of the District

Page 11 of 16



Minutes of the Village of Tinley Park Plan Commssion
May 18, 2017

is to make sure the automobile and parking is not dominating the streetscape. In terms of setbacks, the
ordinance states a maximum of 20’. The existing buildings have a maximum of 34’ which is 14’ further
back from the ROW. The buildings being proposed here are 16’ beyond the maximum of 20’, so there is
only 2’ difference between the setback of the proposed structures and the existing condos. She noted that
a 14’ setback meets code and anything under 20” meets code. She added that this is not a straight zoning
issue, because the property is part of a PUD and you have to consider the context of what is already
constructed in the area. The existing structures are 2’ less in height and 2’ less in setback. The
predominant horizontal line of the proposed building is 64’ and the predominant horizontal line of the
existing building is 62’. The setback of these buildings is 14" out of maximum conformance which is in
code. She also noted how buildings curve along Magnuson Lane will mitigate the scale and setback of
those buildings.

MS. WALLRICH noted the exceptions that the Plan Commission needs to consider would be building
height and building setbacks. The other structure on site is the clubhouse. Staff felt the original proposed
elevation of the clubhouse was not consistent with the architecture proposed on the residential buildings.
The architect was asked to modify the east facade to reflect more of a street presence. The building
materials are consistent with the residential structures and the clubhouse measures 19’ in height.

MR. SHALVIS gave a presentation on the building materials. The proposed plans call for using precast
panels with embedded thin brick on the fagades.

COMMISSIONER KRONER asked what type of construction materials were used on the existing
buildings on Greenway Boulevard. He inquired about using pre-cast on the proposed buildings.

MR. SHALVIS stated the existing buildings are brick and block. The proposed buildings are using
precast because of the quality of material and speed and time of construction. This will be a true brick on
the exterior. You could not build the proposed buildings the way the existing buildings were built. The
clubhouse will be a brick and block construction. He stated he has built other luxury buildings with this
type of construction and they are beautiful. The precast is more expensive but will take less time. He
added the precast shell is $7.5 million.

ANDREA CROWLEY, CGriffin & Gallagher, LLC, attorney on behalf of the developer, gave a
presentation regarding the proposed development. She stated this Project is on a piece of property that
currently supports the zoning. She stated they are not asking for any deviations from the density that was
approved. She stated constructing the two (2) buildings looks better than what was originally proposed.
She noted a Market Study was done and was made available to Staff just prior to the meeting.

KARLI MAYHER, KJM-Vandenberg Brookside Joint Venture, developer, gave a presentation regarding
the proposed development. She stated the rents will be from $1,500 to $2,500 based on the other rents in
the area.

COMMISSIONER MOYLAN asked about the 3% vacancy rate in Orland Park at the 9750 apartment
building.

COMMISSIONER SHAW asked about the current plan and whether it is a single-phase development. He
also asked if the proposed amenities will be what is truly offered and if they will be available to the first
occupants versus being added later on. He noted the hallways seem very long and straight. He asked if
this be 100% rental and are there any plans to convert to condo at a later date if the market changes?
Lastly, he asked about the height of the parking.
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MS. MAYHER responded that these are the amenities and they will be there right from the start. There
are no plans to convert to condos in the future but is would be possible. The units are all self-contained.

MR. SHALVIS responded that the hallways will have areas that will break up the hallways with seating
areas and elevators. The parking height was raised to 13’.

COMMISSIONER KRONER asked about public transportation and proximity to the train stations. He
also noted he would really like to see the Market Study.

MS. MAYHER replied that people could use bikes to get to the train station.

MS. WALLRICH stated that the Village is looking at plans to extend the bike trails in the area and there
will be future bike improvements along 80™ Avenue.

COMMISSIONER KAPPEL asked about the anticipated construction schedule. She noted that she
would like to see details on the pool fencing prior to the Public Hearing.

MS. MAYHER stated they would like to break ground this fall and the construction would take 10 to 12
months. She noted the pool will be fenced in.

COMMISSIONER JANOWSKI asked why the 2014 proposal was not approved. He said he looked at
the Plan Commission minutes from that time and there was nothing in the minutes.

MS. WALLRICH replied that the issue was related to the pipeline on the property and it never went
further.

COMMISSIONER SHAW asked about security cameras.

MS. MAYHER stated there will not be security cameras; all the residents will have key fobs. There will
be a system at the main entrance where you can be buzzed in with your cell phone.
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RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

Resident #1- Had comments regarding the Pumping Station in his back yard. He stated a request to go
from 3 stories to 4 stories never got to a vote. If it didn’t get to 4 stories it didn’t require anelevator.
They were concerned about set back from the people. He felt it was odd that this was all approved in
1990 but never voted on. On Pumping station itself — there are major swale issues. That building was
put up 10 ft. higher than what it was approved for. Foundation poured 10 ft. too high and it was
determined at that point that it’s too to change. 100 year flood plane in our back yard adding 10 ft. where
this apartment building is, what will that do? It is already a cyclone there, what will that do to rain. No
one here on this board can say a rental community in Tinley Park is good. He is concerned about residents
on the 4™ floor looking in his window. He questioned what is going to happen with schools? He felt it
would be difficult to try to get tax dollars out of people who don’t live here.

Resident #2 — Treasurer of Homeowners Association. He asked if the negotiations on PUD, includes the
issue of ownership vs. rental. Is that something that has to be a variance? He stated that the reason he
moved to Brookside Glen was because of all the amenities it had to offer and rental was not one of them.
He feels that bicycling to the train is not going to happen. He felt that at $1500 To 2500 rents anyone can
get a home in Brookside Glen, so how can they command those rents.

Resident #3 — Stated they reside in a townhouse adjacent to the property right across from the proposed
parking lot. An influx of 144 to 300 transient residents in our community does not support the mission or
core values of what we built and tried to maintain for so many years. They stated they oppose the
construction of 144 units that will bring people to our community who are not invested.

Resident #4 — Questioned if this project is on the White Board?

Resident #5 — Stated that this project has not been mentioned before. He mentioned that on March 9" ™ he
attended a meeting on 80" Ave. improvementsand asked someone from the building department if there
were any plans for this property. Person said no one has shown interest in this land.

Resident #6 — stated that the 2014 US Census indicates a population of 57280 in Tinley Park , and 58,656
in Orland Park; the number of rental units in Orland Park is 1621, the number of rental units in Tinley
Park is 2654. He noted that with 1000 more rental units the Village is saturated with rental units. He
feels that rental units have an impact on property values. Too many renters stagnate or decrease home
values. This is unfair to the Brookside Glen Community to have more renters. | ask that you side with
the homeowners rather than one builder.

Resident #7 — Echoed comments by other residents — and expressed concerns on the part of the
Commission to look at the Market Study. He stated that when the density was approved in 1990 — none
of the Commissioners were around then. What was approved in 1990 has no bearing on what is
happening now. What is the purpose of the Plan Commission?

Can this support $1500 — 2500 per month rent?

ATTORNEY CONDON noted this Commission has Limitations of Section 7 relating to PUD

Resident #3 (AGAIN) — Section 7, sub section 2J, dictates it has to be within public interest. The fact that
this is above the current Ordinance in height, means we can say we do not prefer it. | would like to
change it and have it set back 24 ft.

Resident #8 — There is a substantial deviation from the plan. The primary justification seems to be if you

do not deviate from the plan you will not be able to build this? The resident stated the project has a direct
impact on them; they areas close to it as you can be. There may be a lighting nuisance. A large platform
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parking garage will be about 50 yards from where | live and probably about as tall as my townhouse. |
will lose any sense of privacy. This will reduce my property values. My back deck is right there. There
are really strict guidelines in our HOA. Will the guidelines apply to this complex?

Resident #9 — The addition of 144 cars in our neighborhood will be a hazard to the children in the
neighborhood.

Resident #10 — Why is the dog park right behind our property?

Resident #11 — | live on the east side of OP Avenue. The amount of homes for sale in Tinley Park now is
499. There are 2000 rental units. Homes and condos are being rented out. There are abandoned and
foreclosed homes. Why will someone come back and rent a luxury apartment in Tinley Park? When you
do the Market Analysis, please note all the rentals in TP. Please listen to the citizens. Delay the next
meeting because of the June 1* graduation.

Resident #12 — VP of Condo Assn. On the special use Permit five of the issues fail to meet the criteria for
this Site Plan. Ingress and egress traffic out of this subdivision is impossible. Once the bridge is
completed this will make it worse. There are only 2 entrances.

Resident #3 (Again) - There will be a 232% increase in residential living units for one single entrance and
exit.

Resident #13 — 2 huge buildings are not good to look at.

Resident #14 — Will there be a signal needed on 191" and Magnuson?
Another traffic study needs to be done — times have changed from the last study. Will the Village be
responsible for snow removal? Does the developer own the section to the East?  Have you considered
Village costs for the future? Police, fire, Public Works...we will be covering that cost value.

Resident #15 — Are there any other complexes in TP that have an in-ground pool? | ask for safety sake?
Will the developer have liability insurance?

Resident #16 - Graduation is on June 1, you are missing out on 200 families. The next meeting needs to
be rescheduled for 4 weeks.
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ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, a Motion was made by COMISSIONER MOYLAN, seconded by
COMMISSIONER KAPPEL, to adjourn the Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission of May 18, 2017 at

10:30 p.m. The Motion was unanimously approved by voice call. PLAN COMMISSION CHAIRMAN
MATUSHEK declared the meeting adjourned.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Applicant, Kathleen Groark of Insite, Inc. as agent for PI Tower Development LLC,
Parallel Infrastructure, and Verizon Wireless, is seeking a Special Use Permit for a new
personal wireless service facility (cell tower) in the southeast corner of the site at 6775
Prosperi Drive in the ORI (Office and Restricted Industrial) Zoning District. Additionally,
the Village of Tinley Park proposes to co-locate antennas on the aforementioned cell
tower which brings the overall height of the cell tower to one hundred fourteen feet
(114); therefore, the Applicant also requests a fourteen foot (14’) Variation from Section
[IL.V.2.a. of the Zoning Ordinance where the maximum allowable height for a personal
wireless service facility, which is one hundred feet (100").

The proposed cell tower stands ninety-five feet (95’) tall at the top of the monopole and
one hundred feet (100’) tall at the top of the lightning rod. Additionally, the Village has
requested to add antennas at the top of the structure, which would result in a total height
of one hundred fourteen feet (114’). The proposed Verizon antennas would be at a height
of about seventy feet (70’). The proposed cell tower would primarily serve the
amphitheatre and adjacent roadways (I-80, Oak Park Avenue, Harlem Avenue, Ridgeland
Avenue, 191st Street). Additionally, the cell tower can accommodate at least one other co-
location on the monopole in the future.

UPDATES FROM THE 5/18/2017 STAFF REPORT ARE IN RED



Parallel Verizon Cell Tower — 6775 Prosperi Drive

EXISTING SITE

The Applicant proposes to locate the new cell tower at the southeast corner of the site. The site is owned by
Community Services Foundation (CSF), which is a nonprofit agency that provides services to individuals with
intellectual disabilities and chronic mental health disorders.

The site (shown in yellow below) was constructed in the early 2000s. The site includes a 40,000 * square foot
building, about 50 parking spaces, landscaping, and a retention pond.
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ZONING & NEARBY LAND USES

The site (pictures with a red border below) is zoned ORI, which stands for Office and Restricted Industrial. The
purpose of this zoning district is to provide land for medium to large office buildings, research activities, and non-
objectionable industrial activities which are attractively landscaped and designed to create a “park-like” setting.
The low intensity and limiting restrictions are intended to provide for permitted uses which will be compatible
with adjacent residential and commercial developments.

The site is also within the Urban Design Overlay District (UD-1), which is intended to establish and promote
specific design standards concerned with the character and placement of non-residential buildings within the
district, including parking and other accessory uses, as well as the role and nature of the spaces between the
buildings and the public streets. The intent of this district is to create development patterns that accommodate the
automobile, but are primarily designed to promote non-motorized and public transportation movements to, within,
and among properties. This particular site was constructed prior to the adoption of UD-1.

Surrounding zoning includes M-1 (General Manufacturing) to the north, west, and east, and ORI and M-1 to the

south. Business zoning districts are located further to the west. The closest residential structure is about 2,000 feet
away (located north of I-80).
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN

The Site Plan includes the proposed cell tower and the related ground equipment, a six foot (6") tall vinyl privacy
fence around the ground equipment, and improvements to landscaping.

Proposed Site Plan for Personal Wireless Service Facility Overlaid on Aerial Image

Staff’s Rendering of the Proposed Cell Tower Site
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The proposed cell tower will have Verizon antennas centered at seventy feet (70’) and three antennas for the
Village of Tinley Park: one centered at eighty feet (80’) and two at the top of the monopole with a maximum height
of one hundred fourteen feet (114’). There is also room for a future co-location at ninety feet (90’).

Proposed Elevation Showing Different Antennas in Color

There will be an emergency generator and equipment cabinets at the base of the monopole. The Applicant has
included a six foot (6’) tall beige vinyl privacy fence. The Plan Commission may wish to consider requesting the
Applicant increase the fence height to eight feet (8’) tall to provide maximum screening of the ground equipment.
The Zoning Ordinance allows up to eight foot (8') tall fencing when screening open storage (Section
[IL.N.1.b.(5.)(a.)(iii.)). Since the intent of the Applicant’s privacy fence is to screen the equipment at the base of the
monopole, a taller fence will aid in achieving optimal screening.

Open Item #1: Consider increasing the height of the vinyl privacy fence to eight feet (8’).

The Applicant agreed to increase the height of the vinyl privacy fence to eight feet (8’) at the Plan Commission
meeting on May 18, 2017.
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LANDSCAPING

Staff notes that there is existing vegetation surrounding the site, which provides additional screening toward the
subject site for the proposed cell tower. The Village’s Landscape Architect recommends concentrating on the
landscaping in the north bufferyard (closest to Prosperi Drive) that has not been maintained over time. The
Applicant has been directed to work with the property owner to make improvements to the landscaping per the
previously approved Landscape Plan. However, the Village’s Landscape Architect reviewed the original Landscape
Plan and offers two suggestions for changes: (1) update the cultivar of crabapple they are specifying because there
are better options currently; (2) rather than doing a solid row of junipers along the edge of the parking lot, they
need to break that up with other groupings of deciduous shrubs mixed in there as well so that there is not a solid
evergreen wall.

Open Item #2: Update the Landscape Plan to reflect improvements to the north bufferyard per the original
Landscape Plan and suggestions from the Village’s Landscape Architect.

The Applicant is working with the property owner to make the necessary landscape improvements to the north
bufferyard. The Plan Commission should consider approval of a final Landscape Plan by Staff prior to issuance of a
Building Permit as a condition of Site Plan Approval.

p pAnS

.?A: Bl “: .{ S 2
Excerpt from the Approved Landscape Plan for 6775 Prosperi Drive (Showing the North Bufferyards)

Aerial Image of North Bufferyards at 6775 Prosperi Drive (Spring 2016)
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SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUEST

Personal Wireless Service Facilities (cell towers) must have a Special Use Permit per Section I11.V.1.b. of the Zoning
Ordinance. Section IIL.V.1.b. states:

b. Except as provided in Subsection V.1.a above, a Special Use Permit is required and may be
requested pursuant to the Special Use process set forth in Section X.] for any use that satisfies the
definition of personal wireless service facility, as defined herein, provided that the proposed
location satisfies any one of the criteria listed below:

(1) The proposed facility is a new structure on Village-owned property pursuant to an agreement
with the Village and further provided that such facilities are so designed so as to allow and
encourage co-location by other potential users;

(2) The proposed facility is a new structure and is on property owned by a municipal body or
district (e.g. library district, park district, school district, etc.). The Petitioner must perform its
due diligence and demonstrate there are no locations available that satisfy the criteria provided
in V.1.a and V.1.b(1) above;

(3) The proposed facility is within the M-1 General Manufacturing District and (a) is not within
one thousand (1,000) feet of a Residential Zoning District, or (b) is separated from
Residential Zoning Districts by a freeway or principal arterial as defined by the Village of
Tinley Park Comprehensive Plan. Further, the Petitioner must perform its due diligence and
demonstrate there are no locations that satisfy the criteria provided in V.1.a, V.1.b(1) and
V.1.b(2) above. If any such locations do exist, the Special Use Permit may be denied; and

(4) The proposed facility is attached to an existing structure within a non-residential or non-
historic District. The Petitioner must perform its due diligence and demonstrate there are no
locations that satisfy the criteria provided in V.1.a, V.1.b(1), V.1.b(2), and/or V.1.b(3) above. If
any such locations do exist, the Special Use Permit may be denied.

The Zoning Ordinance does not provide explicit direction for new cell towers on sites that are not on property
owned by a municipal body or district and properties that are not zoned M-1. In this instance, Staff determined that
a Special Use Permit should be considered for the project so that the proposed cell tower can be properly evaluated
by Village Staff, the Plan Commission, and the Village Board.

The proposed cell tower meets the intent of Section I11.V.1.b.(3). because is located on a site surrounded by parcels
that are zoned M-1 (although the site itself is zoned ORI) and it is about 2,000 feet from residential properties.
Additionally, the site is owned by a nonprofit agency. The Applicant did their due diligence and worked with Staff
to identify the best option to serve the target area. Regarding the need for the proposed cell tower, Staff is awaiting
an additional review by an outside consultant to determine if there is a valid necessity for the cell tower in this
area. Staff notes that the Village of Tinley Park has a need for additional antenna equipment to service this area and
the Applicant has accommodated the Village’s needs on the proposed cell tower.

The Village’s Technology Consultant, Max Machuta of Municipal Consulting Services, Inc. provided Staff with an
analysis of the proposed cell tower. Mr. Machuta concluded:

“Parallel Infrastructure/Verizon has provided the “proof of need” for the Prosperi Drive Tower Site. The area
of proposed coverage has an existing need for increased communications capability especially during
concerts and other outside events that occur in this area.

Height restrictions are exceeded. The Village requires a maximum height for structures at 100’. The
monopole is listed at 95’ with the antenna supporting system and antennas rising to a height of 114’ overall.
The intent of the Ordinance is to regulate the maximum overall height of a structure plus all appurtenances.
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The Village requested collocation on the top of the structure to support Village communication
requirements. The Village antennas must be placed in a location that is not impeded by other
appurtenances on the structure.

The tower design, site plan layout and usage have been provided and meet the needs of the site and site
users.

Upon completion of the build out the Applicant shall conform to the site safety plan requirements for both
RF (MPE) radiation and physical site safety documentation and signage. A statement must be included in

the “Site Plan” that states compliance to this requirement.

The Site Plan and application meet the requirements of the 1996 Telecommunications Act as provided in
Appendix “A” appended.”
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VARIANCE REQUEST

Personal Wireless Service Facilities (cell towers) are limited to a maximum height of one hundred feet (100’) per
Section IILV.2. of the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed monopole, lightning rod, and necessary equipment for the
Verizon antennas meet the height limitation. The Village of Tinley Park has requested to install necessary antennas,
one of which is at a height of eighty feet (80’) and the others are at the top of the monopole and bring the overall
height of the cell tower structure to one hundred fourteen feet (114’).

According to the Village’s Technology Consultant, Max Machuta of Municipal Consulting Services, Inc., the Village
needs the new antennas because:

1. The Village requires additional coverage for the VHF Police, Fire and Public Safety Systems in the
area to assist in communications for the Amphitheater and shopping complex adjacent to Harlem
Avenue south of I-80. The proposed antenna site placement provides coverage for this area.

2. The Village is implementing a new system for the Water and Sewer Department. One major issue is
the ability to transmit data from the site at 183rd Street and Ridgeland Avenue to the primary
collection site at the 84t Avenue Water Tower. Additionally, this site will house the South Side
Water Meter Monitoring System.

3. The placement of antennas is critical to the success of the site transceivers and microwave path
systems. The antennas utilized by the Village for transceivers are omni-directional and require
placement in a location that is not obstructed by other tower antennas or mounting hardware. The
microwave dish placement is critical to where no obstructions of any type are in the path of the
dishes on each. Therefore, open clearance on the tower is required as well as appropriate height to
clear buildings and tree line tops. Note: The antennas are built in a manner called “shorted dipole” to
prevent static discharge for lightning suppression.

4. A cell-carrier tower is built to house cellular frames designed to hold multiple (sectorized) antennas
(antennas that radiate 120 degrees) in a horizontal pattern encumbering ten feet (10’) of vertical
space on the structure with five feet (5’) of vertical separation between frames. The Village is
required to utilize space that will not obstruct the cellular frames or radiation patterns. Due to the
length of the Village’s antennas, the space above all other frames at the top of the monopole is ideal
because it allows for antennas that are longer than eight feet (8) in length.

The Village’s Technology Consultant also added that the study that was performed indicated that these heights
were acceptable. By placing the antennas in this geographic location at the specified heights it will dramatically
improve the radio communications (voice and data) in this area of the Village.

In summary, Staff notes that the variance request is due to the Village’s need for improved coverage and the

proposed locations of the Village’s antennas will adequately provide the necessary improvements without
interfering with cellular carriers elsewhere on the monopole.
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SUMMARY OF OPEN ITEMS

Staff has identified the following open items for discussion at the workshop:

1. Consider increasing the height of the vinyl privacy fence to eight feet (8).
o The Applicant has agreed to install an eight foot (8’) tall fence instead of a six foot (6’) tall fence
around the ground equipment site.

2. Update the Landscape Plan to reflect improvements to the north bufferyard per the original Landscape Plan
and suggestions from the Village’s Landscape Architect.
e The Applicant will work with the property owner to complete the necessary landscape
improvements to the north bufferyard.
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STANDARDS FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL

Section III.T.2. of the Zoning Ordinance requires that Planning Staff must find that the conditions listed below must
be met.

a. That the proposed Use is a Permitted Use in the district in which the property is located.
e The Applicant is seeking a Special Use Permit to allow the use of a personal wireless service facility.

b. That the proposed arrangement of buildings, off-street parking, access, lighting, landscaping, and
drainage is compatible with adjacent land uses.

o The proposed plans locate the cell tower to the southeast of the existing light industrial building.
The proposed location screens the base of the cell tower from Prosperi Drive and Oak Park Avenue.
Existing natural landscaping and the proposed privacy fence will aid in screening the ground
equipment from adjacent uses.

c. That the vehicular ingress and egress to and from the site and circulation within the site provides for
safe, efficient, and convenient movement of traffic, not only within the site but on adjacent roadways as
well.

e The proposed cell tower will be accessed through a driveway that connects to the existing parking
lot.

d. That the Site Plan provides for the safe movement of pedestrians within the site.
e The proposed plans do not reflect any changes to the site that would impede pedestrian safety. The
south side of Prosperi Drive does not have sidewalks.

e. Thatthere is a sufficient mixture of grass, trees, and shrubs within the interior and perimeter (including
public right-of-way) of the site so that the proposed development will be in harmony with adjacent land
uses and will provide a pleasing appearance to the public; any part of the Site Plan area not used for
buildings, structures, parking, or access-ways shall be landscaped with a mixture of grass, trees, and
shrubs.

e The existing natural landscaping and the proposed privacy fence will aid in screening the ground
equipment from adjacent uses. The Applicant is working with the property owner to make
improvements to the landscaping in the north bufferyard. Over time, the original landscaping in that
area was not properly maintained.

f. That all outdoor trash storage areas are adequately screened.
e The Applicant is not proposing any outdoor trash enclosures for the cell tower site.
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STANDARDS FOR A SPECIAL USE

Section X.J.5. of the Zoning Ordinance lists standards that need to be considered by the Plan Commission. The Plan
Commission is encouraged to consider these standards (listed below) when analyzing a Special Use request.

X.].5. Standards: No Special Use shall be recommended by the Plan Commission unless said 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;

o The proposed cell tower will provide necessary cellular reception to the vicinity. Additionally, it will
allow for Village antennas to improve municipal communications. The proposed cell tower is about
2,000 feet from residential uses.

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;

e The proposed cell tower will will enhance cellular coverage in the vicinity. This will help concert-

goers and passersby communicate effectively.

That the establishment of the Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly development and

improvement of surrounding property for uses permitted in the district;

e The property at 6775 Prosperi Drive is already developed. Other adjacent properties are also
already developed, except for an unincorporated parcel about 1,500 feet to the east. This parcel
would likely be zoned ORI or M-1 in the future when it is annexed in order to be compatible with
the existing zoning patterns.

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

provided;

e The existing site is currently served by utilities, access, and drainage. The proposed improvements
will not increase the need for additional access. Any improvement to existing utilities or drainage
will be required as part of the building permit approval process.

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; and

e The existing site provides the necessary ingress and egress to reach the proposed cell tower.

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 recommendation of the Plan Commission. The Village Board shall impose such
conditions and restrictions upon the premises benefited by a Special Use Permit as may be necessary to
ensure compliance with the above standards, to reduce or minimize the effect of such permit upon
other properties in the neighborhood, and to better carry out the general intent of this Ordinance.
Failure to comply with such conditions or restrictions shall constitute a violation of this Ordinance.

e The proposed cell tower meets all applicable codes other than the maximum height, which is a

consequence of the Village’s antennas at the top of the monopole. A Variation is requested for the
increase in height.

The extent to which the Special Use contributes directly or indirectly to the economic development of
the community as a whole.
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e The proposed cell tower will provide for better cellular coverage for the citizens and passersby,
including concert-goers. The proposed cell tower also supports the Village’s music brand by
enhancing service to the musicians and concert-goers at the nearby amphitheatre.

It is also important to recognize that a Special Use Permit does not run with the land and instead the Special Use
Permit is tied to the Applicant. This is different from a process such as a variance, since a variance will forever
apply to the property to which it is granted. Staff encourages the Plan Commission to refer to Section X.J.6. to
examine the conditions where a Special Use Permit will expire.
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STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION

Section X.G.4. of the Zoning Ordinance states the Plan Commission shall not recommend a Variation of the
regulations of the Zoning Ordinance unless it shall have made Findings of Fact, based upon the evidence presented
for each of the Standards for Variations listed below.

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the
conditions allowed by the regulations in the district in which it is located.
e The requested Variation allows the Village of Tinley Park to place antennas at the top of the

monopole. The proposed cell tower meets all other Village codes because the monopole stands 95’
tall with a 5’ tall lightning rod for a total of 100’ which is the maximum allowable height. The Village
requires the additional 14’ in height to accommodate the antennas to meet municipal
communication needs.

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.
e The request for the increase in height is unique because it is for the benefit of the Village’s

communications. The antennas added beyond 100’ are for the Village’s use.

3. The Variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
e The Variation will not alter the character of the area because the area is predominantly

commercial/industrial. The base of the proposed cell tower will be adequately screened. The closest
residential property is over 2,000 feet away

4. Additionally, the Plan Commission shall also, in making its determination whether there are practical
difficulties or particular hardships, take into consideration the extent to which the following facts
favorable to the Applicant have been established by the evidence:

a. The particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition of the specific property
involved would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out;

b. The conditions upon which the petition for a Variation is based would not be applicable,
generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

c. The purpose of the Variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money out of
the property;

d. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by the owner of the property, or by a
previous owner;

e. The granting of the Variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located; and

f. The proposed Variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to an adjacent
property, or substantially increase the congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of
fire, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within
the neighborhood.

The Plan Commission must provide findings for the first three standards; the remaining standards are provided to
help the Plan Commission further analyze the request.

Page 14 of 17



Parallel Verizon Cell Tower — 6775 Prosperi Drive

RECOMMENDED MOTION

If the Plan Commission wishes to take action, an appropriate wording of the motions would read:

Site Plan Approval:

“...make a motion to grant the Applicant, Kathleen Groark of Insite, Inc. as agent for PI Tower Development LLC,
Parallel Infrastructure, and Verizon Wireless, Site Plan Approval for ground equipment accessory to a personal
wireless service facility (cell tower) at 6775 Prosperi Drive within the ORI (Office and Restricted Industrial) Zoning
District in accordance with plans as noted on the List of Reviewed Plans within the Staff Report. The Plan
Commission also adopts the Standards for Site Plan Approval proposed in the Staff Report and discussed at this
meeting.”

..with the following conditions:
1. That the Applicant installs an eight foot (8’) tall vinyl privacy fence around the ground equipment.
2. That the final Landscape Plan be approved by Village Staff prior to release of the Building Permit.
3. [any conditions that the Commissioners would like to add]

Special Use Permit:
“...make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant a Special Use Permit to the Applicant, Kathleen Groark

of Insite, Inc. as agent for PI Tower Development LLC, Parallel Infrastructure, and Verizon Wireless, for a personal
wireless service facility (cell tower) at 6775 Prosperi Drive within the ORI (Office and Restricted Industrial) Zoning
District. The Plan Commission also adopts the Findings of Fact proposed in the Staff Report and discussed at this
meeting.”

..with the following conditions:
1. [any conditions that the Commissioners would like to add]

Variation:

“..make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant the Applicant, Kathleen Groark of Insite, Inc. as agent
for PI Tower Development LLC, Parallel Infrastructure, and Verizon Wireless, a fourteen foot (14’) Variation from
Section II1.V.2. of the Zoning Ordinance where the maximum allowable height for a personal wireless service facility
(cell tower) is one hundred feet (100’). This Variation will allow the cell tower to be maximum height of one
hundred fourteen feet (114’) in order to accommodate the Village of Tinley Park’s antennas at the top of the
monopole. The Plan Commission also adopts the Findings of Fact proposed in the Staff Report and discussed at this
meeting.”

...with the following conditions:
1. [any conditions that the Commissioners would like to add]
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Parallel Verizon Cell Tower — 6775 Prosperi Drive

LIST OF REVIEWED PLANS
Submitted Sheet Name Prepared By Date On Sheet
T-1 Title Sheet Cellco 5/1/2017
C-1 Overall Site Plan Cellco 5/1/2017
C-1.1 Site Plan Cellco 5/1/2017
C-2 Enlarged Sheet Plan Cellco 5/1/2017
C-2.1 Demolition Plan and Notes Cellco 5/1/2017
C-3 Equipment Concrete Skid Foundation Plan Cellco 2/9/2017
C-4 Generator Foundation Details Cellco 3/16/2017
C-4.1 Gas Piping Details Cellco 5/1/2017
ANT-1 Tower Elevation and Notes Cellco 5/1/2017
ANT-2 Antenna Information Cellco 1/27/2017
ANT-3 Antenna Information Cellco 3/13/2017
ANT-4 Antenna Information Cellco 1/27/2017
ANT-5 Antenna Information Cellco 2/9/2017
EQ-1 Equipment Concrete Skid Floor Dimension Plan Cellco 2/9/2017
EQ-2 Equipment Concrete Skid Elevations Cellco 1/27/2017
EQ-3 Equipment Concrete Skid Elevations Cellco 1/27/2017
D-1 Site Grounding Plan and Notes Cellco 5/1/2017
D-2 Site Grounding Profile Cellco 1/27/2017
D-3 Site Details Cellco 2/9/2017
D-4 Grounding Details Cellco 2/9/2017
D-5 Grounding Details and Notes Cellco 1/27/2017
D-6 Fencing Details Cellco 5/1/2017
E-1 Utility Site Plan and Notes Cellco 5/1/2017
E-1.1 Utility Site Plan and Notes Cellco 5/1/2017
E1.2 Generator Utility Routing Plan Cellco 5/1/2017
E-2 Utility Routing Profile and Notes Cellco 3/16/2017
E-3 Concrete Skid Utility Details Cellco 1/27/2017
E-4 H-Frame and Trench Details Cellco 1/27/2017
SP-1 Specifications Cellco 1/27/2017
SP-2 Specifications Cellco 1/27/2017
P-1 Site Photos Cellco 1/27/2017
NTC-1 Notice To Contractors Cellco 2/9/2017
NTC-2 Notice To Contractors Cellco 2/9/2017
LS-1 Lessee Cellco 5/1/2017
LS-1-1 Lessee Cellco 5/1/2017
LS-1.2 Lessee Cellco 5/1/2017
1.0 Manufactured Skid Data Sheet Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-1 Floor Plan Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-2 Roof View Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-3 Elevation A Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-4 Elevation C Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-5 Elevation B & D Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-6 Elevation E Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-7 Elevation F Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-8 OVP & RRH Cable Roof View Fibrebond 4/7/2016
1-9 OVP & RRH Cable Elevations Fibrebond 4/7/2016
2-1 Electrical Schematic #1 Fibrebond 4/7/2016
2-2 Electrical Schematic #2 - ATS Fibrebond 4/7/2016
2-2.1 Electrical Schematic #2 - ATS/MTS Fibrebond 4/7/2016
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Parallel Verizon Cell Tower — 6775 Prosperi Drive

Submitted Sheet Name Prepared By Date On Sheet
2-2.2 Electrical Schematic #2 - Camlock Fibrebond 4/7/2016
2-3 Electrical Schematic #3 Fibrebond 4/7/2016
3-1 Alarm Wiring #3 Fibrebond 4/7/2016
3-2 Alarm Wiring #2 Fibrebond 4/7/2016
4 Item List Fibrebond 4/7/2016
5-1 Grounding Roof View Fibrebond 4/7/2016
5-2 Grounding Roof View Fibrebond 4/7/2016
5-3 Grounding Elevation “A” Fibrebond 4/7/2016
5-4 Grounding Elevation “C” Fibrebond 4/7/2016
5-5 Grounding Elevation “B&D” Fibrebond 4/7/2016
5-6 Grounding Elevation “E” Fibrebond 4/7/2016
5-7 Grounding Elevation “F” Fibrebond 4-7-2016
5-8 Misc Details Fibrebond 4/7/2016
6 Misc Details Fibrebond 4/7/2016
7-1 Foundation Plan Round Pier Fibrebond 4/7/2016
7-2 Foundation Plan Slab Configuration Fibrebond 4/7/2016
7-3 Foundation Plan Gravel or Compacted Soil Fibrebond 4/7/2016
7-4 Foundation Plan Square Pier Fibrebond 4/6/2016
8-1 Roof, Stair & H-Frame Options Fibrebond 4/6/2016
8-2 Handrail Options Fibrebond 4/6/2016
LED Wall Pack Lighting Features & Specifications Lithonia No date on sheet
LED Wall Pack Photometric Diagrams Lithonia No date on sheet
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Applicant
Andrea Crowley, on

behalf of Karli Mayher
and KJM-Vandenberg
Brookside Joint Venture

Property Location
SWC of Magnuson Lane and
191st Street

Parcel Size
7.65 ac

Zoning
R-5 PD
Brookside Glen PUD

PINs
19-09-11-200-015-0000
19-09-11-200-013-0000

Approvals Sought
Site Plan Approval, Special

Use Permit for a
Substantial Deviation from
a PUD (which includes
exceptions from Zoning
Ordinance)

Project Planners
Paula J. Wallrich, AICP

Interim Community
Development Director

Stephanie Kisler, AICP
Planner I

PLAN COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
June 1,2017

THE RESIDENCE AT BROOKSIDE GLEN
SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Applicant, Andrea T. Crowley, on behalf of Karli Mayher and KJM-Vandenberg
Brookside Joint Venture, seeks Site Plan Approval and a Special Use Permit for a
Substantial Deviation from the approved Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development
(PUD). The Applicant proposes to construct two (2) multi-family structures with
seventy-two (72) one and two bedroom rental units in each building for a total of
144 units.

The approved PUD (2000) provided for nine (9) 16-unit structures for a total of 144
units. The density and unit count remain the same as originally approved; however,
reducing the number of structures allows for additional green space and amenities
such as a club house, pool, cabanas, dog park, outdoor recreation and fitness areas,
walking path, grilling areas, arboretum, Frisbee golf, and fire pits. Each unit is
provided with an indoor parking space.

The property is zoned R-5 PD (Low Density Residential, Planned Unit Development)
and is located in the Urban Design Overlay District. As a PUD, deviations from the
Zoning Ordinance are considered exceptions rather than variations; therefore, these
exceptions are reviewed in context of the original intent of the PUD rather than strict
adherence to the Village’s Zoning Ordinance. The following table outlines the
exceptions according to the proposed plans:

Exception Requirement Proposed
Building Setback 20’ maximum 14’ - 36’
Parkine Setbac] 2 rin TBD
Building Height 56’ maximum 62’

UPDATES FROM THE 5/18/2017 STAFF REPORT ARE IN RED



The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

BACKGROUND

Excerpt from the Original Brookside Glen PUD

(A more thorough outline of the chronology for the subject parcel is attached as Exhibit A - Timeline.)

The Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development (PUD) was approved as part of an annexation of 828 acres in 1990.
Since that time there have been amendments to the Agreement as well as several PUD modifications and rezonings.
This is not atypical for a property of this size that has had to respond to market trends and fluctuating economic
conditions over time. The subject property was originally planned for a mixture of commercial, office, restricted

industrial, and residential uses (condo/apartments).

In 2000, a Substantial Deviation from the PUD was approved
for nine (9) 4-story, 16 unit condo buildings similar to the
housing types that currently exist on Brookside Glen Drive
and Greenway Boulevard. This project was never built and,
Staff has been unable to locate plans for the project; however,
an exhibit that accompanied the legal notice for this project is
provided in the attached timeline (Exhibit A). Since that time,
there have been a few other proposals including a
condominium development scheme with nine 8-unit
buildings and one 16-unit building (submitted in 2007; see
image below). In 2014, a proposal was submitted for 123
units in 17 buildings comprised of between 4 to 15 attached
single-family rowhouse dwelling units per building (see image
on next page). Neither project was approved.
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

Proposed Plans from 2007 (by others)

Proposed Plans from 2014 (by others)

In February, 2016, the Village was approached by the Applicant, Karli Mayher, to develop the same 7.65 acre parcel
(application submitted in July 2016). However, her proposal was for two (2) buildings instead of nine (9), yet
maintained the same density (18.8 du/ac) and unit count (144 dwelling units). As part of the Applicant’s study of
the residential market they discovered that financing for condo developments is becoming increasingly more
difficult due to the subprime mortgage crisis and the trend was moving away from home ownership (condos).
(Please see attached articles regarding obtaining mortgages for condominium ownership,

http://www.hsh.com/finance/mortgage /how-to-buy-a-condo.html, &

http://www.investopedia.com/university/condo-buyers-guide/condo-buyers-guide9.asp - Exhibit B).

Tinley Park is becoming more attractive to the young professional wanting luxury housing without the
maintenance responsibilities. These renters are looking to live close to public transportation and shopping
opportunities. The Applicant is seeking to capitalize on this housing trend and develop upscale rental units that
provide modern amenities not commonly found in rental housing. Please see attached article regarding trends in
Multi-Family rental housing, https://www.bdcnetwork.com/5-intriguing-trends-track-multifamily-housing-game -
Exhibit C).
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

Rental developments have been known to struggle with maintaining value over time. There are many examples in
the south suburbs that experience a decline in building condition as maintenance costs increase. One way to
insulate against such decline is to ensure there is an inherent cost or value to the development that necessitates a
certain Rate of Return (ROI) over time. The subject parcel has proposed significant amenities beyond what is
expected or required of multi-family developments. Such things as a clubhouse, pool, exercise areas and fitness
center, dog park, walking paths, outdoor grilling area, roof decks, and cabanas not only contribute to the overall
character of the development but contribute to a higher operating cost that in turn commands a certain lease rate
to guarantee an expected rate of return. The Applicant has also referenced market research that indicates that the
amenities of a development that distinguish one development from another, thus, increasing its leasing market. The
Applicant has commissioned a market study by Tracy Cross that will be presented at the Public Hearing.
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

ZONING, ADJACENT LAND USE, & COMPLIANCE WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The property is zoned R-5 PD (Low Density Residential) and is part of the Brookside Glen Planned Unit
Development (PUD). Upon further research by Staff it has been determined that the original PUD approved an R-6
zoning for this property; there is no documentation of rezoning to R-5, see Exhibit A). It is bordered by the ComEd
transmission lines to the west, B-3 PD (General Business and Commercial District) to the east, R-5 PD to the south
and southeast and R-2 PD (Single-Family Residential) to the far south. The site is located within the Urban Design
Overlay District (UD-1) that is intended to “accommodate the automobile, but are primarily designed to promote
non-motorized and public transportation movements to, within, and among properties”. UD-1 attempts to create a
streetscape that is defined by buildings rather than parking lots.

Graphic Showing Zoning in the Vicinity of the Site

Surrounding land wuses include vacant
property to the east that is planned and
zoned for commercial uses. A municipal
pump station is located immediately to the
south and a townhome development exists to
the southeast with 2-story structures
housing 4-6 units. East of 80th Avenue, multi-
family uses continue with similar
townhomes and 4-story condominium
buildings of 16 units each. These structures
are designed similarly to the proposed
project in that they are effectively 5-story
buildings due to the ground floor parking
garage. A detention pond is located to the
north and functions as a buffer to 191st
Street. The Wolverine Pipeline traverses the
site (east to west), just north of the proposed
dog park.

The underlying zoning district of R-5 provides for certain bulk regulations, as does the UD-1. As a Planned Unit
Development, deviations from these requirements are considered ‘exceptions’ and are not reviewed as a ‘true’
variation from the Zoning Ordinance; instead, they are reviewed in context of the approved PUD. The Commission
may wish to evaluate these deviations using the PUD Standards and Criteria for a PUD (Sections VII.C.1. and
VII.C.3). As a Special Use, Staff will provide Findings of Fact at the Public Hearing consistent with the Special Use
standards in Section X.J.5 of the Zoning Ordinance. Any exceptions that Staff has noted during the review are
identified throughout this report.

The Village’s Comprehensive Plan indicates the subject area as residential.
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street
SITE PLAN REVIEW

The proposed Site Plan shows two (2) multi-family residential structures (each with seventy-two (72) dwelling
units) and a club house in between the residential structures. The buildings follow the curve of Magnuson Lane.
The Applicant has worked cooperatively with Staff to create an optimal Site Plan, resulting in several revisions to
the original submittal. There will be a few additional revisions presented at the workshop meeting on May 18t

Excerpt of the Applicant’s Color Site Plan

Staff’s Graphic Showing the Site Plan Over an Aerial Image
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

The Applicant has provided an updated Site Plan based on comments from the 5/18/2017 Plan Commission
meeting. This revised Site Plan is different from the Site Plan shown on the previous page because it shows the
southern access point being combined. Additionally, parking has been land banked near the proposed private dog
park to reduce the number of vehicles near the adjacent townhomes and closest to Magnuson Lane to effectively
place all parking behind the building setback.

Excerpt of the Applicant’s Revised Color Site Plan

Setbacks

The buildings are located closer to the street in order to meet the intent of the Urban Design Overlay District, which
establishes a maximum front yard setback of twenty feet (20). Staff notes that Building 1 has a front yard setback
that ranges from 14’ to 24’ and Building 2 has front yard setbacks ranging from 22’ to 36’ It is important to
consider the scale of the building when thinking about the most suitable setbacks. Due to the height and scale of the
buildings, increased setbacks provide opportunity for additional landscaping and berming against the foundation
wall. Additionally, the curvature of the street and the resulting sight lines along with the curvature of the building
facade serve to minimize the scale of the building. This all contributes to the mitigation of the scale of the building
and provide for a more pedestrian scale to the streetscape. As a point of reference, there are condominiums of
similar scale with respect to height located along Brookside Glen Drive and Greenway Boulevard which have
setbacks ranging from 24-30..

Exception #1: Front yard setback. The Urban Design Overlay District requires a twenty foot (20’)
maximum setback for the front yard. The proposed structures do not meet this requirement in all
instances.

Additionally, in an attempt to meet the intent of the Urban Design Overlay District’s regulations, the Applicant has
located the majority of the surface parking behind the buildings. The regulations call for parking to be set back a
minimum of twenty-five feet (25’) in front yards. Staff has recommended that all parking areas meet this
requirement. A revised Site Plan will be presented at the workshop meeting. Parking is discussed further in the
Parking section of the Staff Report.

Exception #2: Parking setback. The Urban Design Overlay District requires a twenty-five foot (25°)
minimum setback for parking. The Applicant is encouraged to design all parking areas to meet this
requirement.
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

The Applicant has relocated parking spaces to meet the twenty-five foot (25’) minimum setback for parking.
This exception is no longer necessary.

Landscape
The Applicant has provided a Landscape Plan that meets the spirit of the Landscape Ordinance, according to the

Village’s Landscape Architect. Staff recommends some minor revisions to the Landscape Plan, which will be
resubmitted for final review prior to the Public Hearing. The minor revisions include re-arranging the plantings to
be grouped rather than planted in a linear pattern and correcting specifications for plant material sizes. Staff will
continue to work with the Applicant to achieve a satisfactory Landscape Plan.

Excerpt from the Proposed Landscape Plan

Parking & Access
Some of Staff’s suggested revisions to the Site Plan include land banking some parking spaces and reconfiguring

the access drive at the south end of the property. The Site Plan currently contains 360 parking spaces (144 of which
are in the ground floor garages in the residential buildings), which meets the Village’s parking regulations in
Section VIIL.A.10. (2.5 parking spaces/DU).STEPHANIE- NEED TO UPDATE

The Applicant does not anticipate the need for 2.5 parking spaces per unit, especially since there are one-bedroom
units. In addition, the development will be marketed to young professionals that are seeking access to public
transportation and therefore often require only one (1) vehicle per household. The Applicant has agreed to land
bank parking spaces and construct them if needed in the future. This requires the providing space for parking but
not improving it until a need is established. As a result this will create additional green space for the development
until such time as the parking is needed (or not needed). The parking areas that will be land banked will be spaces
located nearest Magnuson Lane, thereby parking will primarily be located behind the structures to meet the intent
of the Urban Design Overlay District This would not necessarily constitute an exception since the total number of
required parking spaces will be provided. This is an acceptable practice within the context of a PUD. Staff
recommends notation of the land banking as part of the Special Use conditions.

Staff also suggested that the Applicant reconfigure the south curb cuts on Magnuson Lane and consolidate them
into one single access point. This will preserve access to the municipal pump station and create a safer entry into
the residential site. Additionally, Staff requested that the parking garages have access out each end of the
residential buildings to improve the maneuverability within the garages. This change will create new garage entry
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

points on the south side of Building 1 and the north side of Building 2. The Applicant will revise the plans
accordingly.

The plans show the addition of public sidewalk along the west side of Magnuson Lane. Staff recommends the
sidewalk also be added along the south side of Magnuson Lane/Greenway Boulevard to link John Michael Drive to
Brushwood Lane via public sidewalk. The Applicant has provided sidewalks and carriage walks within the site itself
to serve the residents and guests. Staff has encouraged the Applicant to add crosswalks to further improve the
pedestrian safety within the site.

The Applicant has provided a bike connection to the Frankfort Square Park District’s bike trail system that is just
south of the municipal pump station. The bike trail meanders through residential areas and eventually leads south
to the Old Plank Road Trail.

Lighting

The Photometric Plan indicates adequate lighting in the parking areas, which is provided by decorative light
fixtures. Staff recommends the Applicant add decorative wall sconces near the entry doors and garage doors to add
to the aesthetics and the residential character of the buildings.

Trash Enclosures

The Applicant has provided an interior trash room for the tenant’s to dispose of their waste. A management
company will handle the trash collection from the trash room to the outdoor trash enclosures. The exterior trash
enclosures will be constructed with materials matching the fagade of the buildings.

Security
The Applicant originally stated that security cameras will not be used. The residents will have key fobs to enter the

building and will be able to buzz in guests via cell phone. The Plan Commission encouraged the use of security
cameras at the Plan Commission meeting on May 18, 2017.
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

Amenities
In order to create and preserve value for the residential dwelling units, the Applicant proposes many amenities on-
site, including but not limited to:

Indoor ground-level parking garages with at least one space per dwelling unit;

A club house including an outdoor pool with cabanas, a fitness center, locker rooms, free WiFi, a lounge, a
meeting room, a computer room, and a great room with a kitchenette.

Outdoor grilling areas for each building, including grill stations, fire pits, outdoor seating, pergolas, and a
service sink;

Outdoor televisions on roof decks;

Disc golf baskets;

Bike storage (interior and exterior);

Electric car charging stations;

Exterior exercise circuit equipment;

A dog park (for private use by the residents) including a large and small dog area, complete with seating
area, a drinking fountain, and training fixtures such as a jump bar and weave poles;

An arboretum area at the north end of the site featuring outdoor seating;

A bike trail connection to a major bike trail system;

Over 4 acres of open space; and

Outdoor terraces available to the residents in addition to their own private balconies.

Rendering of the Outdoor Terrace and Grilling Stations

Close View of Grilling Stations
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The Residence at Brookside Glen - SWC of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street

ARCHITECTURE

The two (2) residential structures bookend the site with mirror images of each other. The structures are 4-stories
of residential uses over a ground-level parking garage. The building height ranges from 57’ to 71’ with the highest
range reflecting the elevation of the highest peak measured from floor grade to maximum peak while the lowest
height reflects the ground elevation to the lowest roof elevation. The site has been graded to minimize the exposed
ground level elevations. (see the Building Height section for further discussion).

The street facade had a central architectural feature to identify
the street access; it also has increased roof height and projects
5’ from the front facade. A wood trellis frames the doorway on
both the front and rear facades with tapered stone columns.
The top floor unit is set back to create a roof deck and includes
the floor to ceiling windows. The west entrances will function
as the main entrance to the facility; however, the east facade is
also designed with a similar entry feature as required by the

UD-1.
There are 72 units per structure with the following breakdown
of unit type:
Unit Type Area (SF) # of Units

2 bedroom/2 bath 1,286-1,356 44

2 bedroom/2 bath/study 1,616 4

1 bedroom/1.5 bath 1,073 4

1 bedroom/1 bath 924-987 20

The smallest unit is 924 SF (1 bedroom) with the largest 2 bedroom/2 bath/study unit measuring 1,616 SF. All
units exceed the Village's minimum size requirements for usable floor area. In addition to the generous unit size, all
units have at least one (1) balcony with some units having two (2) balconies, private terraces, or large private roof
decks. The outside end units of each building have terraces measuring 23’ x 31’, plus a balcony.

The architecture provides for varying roof heights, which help to break up the expanse of the roof line but also
allow for several units to have increased ceiling heights in excess of 13 feet. These same units also are enhanced
with floor to ceiling windows and private roof decks. Each structure reflects the curvature of the roadway.
Articulation is provided throughout each facade with inset and projecting balconies.

The ground floor parking garage provides one (1) interior parking space per unit. Vehicular access will be
provided at each end of the structure. A separate garage is provided at the rear outer edge of each building that
provides 10 parking spaces and an expansive roof deck on top (47’ x 93’) and includes seating areas and grilling
stations.
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Building Height
The height of the main ridge line of the proposed multi-family structures is 62’+ with the peak of the roof of the

central entrance features measuring 69’+. However, building height is measured as “the mean height level between
eaves and ridge of gable, hip, and gambrel roofs”; therefore, the height of the tallest roof (at the entrance) is
considered 62’. For comparison, the height of the main ridge of the condominium units on Brookside Glen Drive
and Greenway Boulevard is 62’ in height. While the maximum height allowed in the R-5 District is 35’, as part of a
PUD and the Substantial Deviation request the Commission may consider this as an exception to the Zoning
Ordinance.

Support for this exception is found through the analysis of the various approving documents for this PUD and is
presented as follows:

The Annexation Agreement of the original PUD (1989) provided for 122.8 acres of townhomes zoned R-5 and 21.5
acres of condominiums zoned R-6 (see graphic of the proposed allotment of zoning districts under ‘Background’
above). The maximum height in each of these districts is 35’ and 40’ respectfully. There were several amendments
to the original Agreement over the following years that continued to alter the original zoning and master planning
for the area, including an amendment and approval of a Substantial Deviation of the PUD in 2000 which increased
the allowable density, unit count, and height of the condominium units. The ordinance reads:

“The original Planned Unit Development called for 429.9 acres of single-family residential lots with a total of
1,127 lots, while the revised Planned Unit Development proposed herein would provide for 460 acres of single-
family residential lots with a total of 1,192 lots. The original Planned Unit Development also provided for
123.3 acres of townhome development with a total number of 740 dwelling units, while the revised Planned
Unit Development reduces the townhome development to a total of 94.6 acres and a total of 527 dwelling
units. Finally, the original Planned Unit Development provided for 21.5 acres of condominium development
with a total of 258 dwelling units, while the revised Planned Unit Development will have 27 acres of
condominium development with 352 dwelling units. Thus, there is an overall reduction in density of 54
dwelling units. The proposed substantial deviation also provides for an increase in the building height for
the proposed condominium units from three to four stories, and each condominium building will have
underground parking (at least one parking stall per condominium unit) and elevators. There will be 16
condominium buildings with 22 units in each building.”
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The same document also states:

“to allow an increase in the building height in the condominium portion of the Planned Unit Development (in
the R-5 Low Density Residential District of the Planned Unit Development) to allow for four story buildings not
to exceed 56 feet in height.” (Staff questions whether the height limitation of 56’ is in reference to a four story
building only or a 4 story building with parking underneath).

It is unclear as to how the existing condominiums (on Brookside Glen
Drive and Greenway Boulevard) were approved at 62’. However,
despite the height restrictions of the underlying zoning district (35’ for
R-5), the proposed height can be supported by the amended ordinance
which provides for four stories with underground parking and the
precedence of the existing condos of a similar height.The Commission
may wish to consider this as an exception from the maximum allowable
building height per Section V.C.II. of the Zoning Ordinance and approve
it as part of the Special Use Permit for a Substantial Deviation from the
PUD.

Both the proposed structure and the existing condos on Greenway

Boulevard have exposed foundations for the interior parking areas. The

Applicant has elected to berm the foundation walls at varying heights

to mitigate the exposed foundation walls. In addition, extensive foundation landscaping has been provided to
soften the look. The Applicant has also agreed to provide climbing landscaping treatments where possible.
Providing the undulating landscape along with the partial burial of the ground floor parking areas also allows for
increased security and privacy for the first floor units.

Exception #3: Building height. Allow for a building height ranging between 57’-71’ with the mean
height of the highest roof measuring 62’.

HVAC
The HVAC units are installed as wall units; the metal louvers are painted to match the brick color. There will be no
roof or ground units.

Building Materials
The proposed multi-family structures are constructed

predominately of masonry materials. The facade of the
residential units is constructed of a thin brick embedded in
precast panels that will be installed as horizontal panels
thereby eliminating section lines or noticeable vertical
breaks. Color samples will be available at the meeting but
the renderings closely reflect the actual color. The accent
brick is beige with matching precast accent strips serving as
lintels above the windows. The accent brick highlights the
main entrances and is repeated along the fagcade highlighting
some of the balcony areas. The ground floor includes a
stamped precast stained panel that matches the accent areas
of the club house.
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Clubhouse
The Clubhouse is centrally located with easy access on the north and south sides for each building. The architect

has been requested to modify the east fagcade to reflect more of a street presence with front facade features. This
will be presented at the meeting. The building materials are consistent with the residential structures and

measures 19’ in height.

Previous Rendering of the Proposed Clubhouse

Updated Rendering of the Proposed Clubhouse
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STANDARDS FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL

Section III.T.2. of the Zoning Ordinance provides conditions for approval. Staff has provided draft findings for each
condition below.

a. That the proposed Use is a Permitted Use in the district in which the property is located.
e The proposed use, Multi-Family residential, is a permitted use in the R-6 Zoning District and
was contemplated in the original PUD and Substantial Deviation (2000).

b. That the proposed arrangement of buildings, off-street parking, access, lighting, landscaping, and
drainage is compatible with adjacent land uses.
e The proposed site plan increases the amount of green space and distance from existing
residential structures.
e Off-street parking meets the required setback of the UD-1 and is screened from public view.
e Lighting meets Village photometric requirements.

c. That the vehicular ingress and egress to and from the site and circulation within the site provides
for safe, efficient, and convenient movement of traffic, not only within the site but on adjacent
roadways as well.

e The existing street configuration was approved with the original PUD (90-R-002).
Ordinance 2000-0-006 (the Substantial Deviation from the PUD) approved 144 dwelling
units on the subject parcel.

d. That the Site Plan provides for the safe movement of pedestrians within the site.
e Sidewalks are provided along the right-of-way as well as throughout the site to connect
parking areas with residential structure and amenity areas.

e. That there is a sufficient mixture of grass, trees, and shrubs within the interior and perimeter
(including public right-of-way) of the site so that the proposed development will be in harmony
with adjacent land uses and will provide a pleasing appearance to the public; any part of the Site
Plan area not used for buildings, structures, parking, or access-ways shall be landscaped with a
mixture of grass, trees, and shrubs.

e Landscaping has been provided consistent with the intent of Village Code; additional
landscaping has been provided in those areas adjacent to existing residential areas.

f. That all outdoor trash storage areas are adequately screened.
e Outdoor trash areas are screened.
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STANDARDS FOR A SPECIAL USE

Section X.J.5. of the Zoning Ordinance lists standards that need to be considered by the Plan Commission.
The Plan Commission is encouraged to consider these standards (listed below) when analyzing a Special
Use request. Staff has provided draft Findings in the Staff Report for the Public Hearing that can be
supplemented as a result of testimony and discussion at the Public Hearing.

X.].5. Standards:

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;
e The proposed use is consistent with the use and density of the approved PUD (and
Substantial Deviation) with 144 multi-family units, however the 144 units are provided in
two (2) structures instead of nine (9).

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;

e The proposed use increases the amount of green space and distance from existing
residential uses. As part of the proposed development, ROW improvements for Magnuson
Lane will be completed including its intersection with 191st Street thereby improving
circulation and access for existing residential units. Landscape buffers have been designed
to screen off-street parking areas.

¢. That the establishment of the Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly development and
improvement of surrounding property for uses permitted in the district;
e The proposed development is consistent with land use and density approvals in the original
PUD.

d. That adequate utilities, access roads, drainage, and/or other necessary facilities have been or are
being provided;
e Existing road and utility infrastructure is in place; ROW improvements including sidewalks
will be completed as part of the proposed development.

e. 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;
e The density has not changed from original approvals.

f. 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 recommendation of the Plan Commission. The Village Board shall impose
such conditions and restrictions upon the premises benefited by a Special Use Permit as may be
necessary to ensure compliance with the above standards, to reduce or minimize the effect of such
permit upon other properties in the neighborhood, and to better carry out the general intent of this
Ordinance. Failure to comply with such conditions or restrictions shall constitute a violation of this

Ordinance.
e Two exceptions are requested with the proposed development: Building height and building
setback.

g. The extent to which the Special Use contributes directly or indirectly to the economic development
of the community as a whole.
e The existing property has remained vacant since the 1990 adoption of the PUD. The
proposed development will increase property tax revenue and has potential to increase the
sales tax revenue of commercial uses in the Village.
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RECOMMENDED MOTIONS
If the Plan Commission wishes to take action, an appropriate wording of the motions would read:

Site Plan Approval:

“..make a motion to grant the Applicant, Andrea T. Crowley, on behalf of Karli Mayher and KJM-Vandenberg
Brookside Joint Venture, Site Plan Approval to construct two (2) four-story multi-family structures with seventy-
two (72) units in each building for a total of 144 dwelling units on the subject site, generally located in the
southwest corner of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street in the Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development, in
accordance with plans as noted on the List of Reviewed Plans as of MM/DD/YYYY (Note to Plan Commission: We are
still awaiting the final full set of plans and will update the List of Reviewed Plans once a final set has been submitted).
Each multi-family structure will include semi-underground parking garages that provide one (1) interior parking
space per unit. The project also includes a clubhouse with an outdoor pool and cabanas, outdoor grilling areas, a
private dog park, and an outdoor terrace among other amenities. The Plan Commission also adopts the Standards
for Site Plan Approval proposed in the Staff Report and discussed at this meeting.”

...The Site Plan Approval is granted with the following conditions:

1. That 144 parking spaces are provided within semi-underground garages below the residential
dwelling units, 144 surface parking spaces are provided, and 72 parking spaces are land banked
until such time as the Village identifies that there is a need for additional parking;

2. [any conditions that the Commissioners would like to add]

Special Use Permit:

“..make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant a Special Use Permit to the Applicant, Andrea T.
Crowley, on behalf of Karli Mayher and K]M-Vandenberg Brookside Joint Venture, for a Substantial Deviation from
the Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development (as approved in Ordinance 2000-0-006) to allow for the
construction of two (2) four-story multi-family structures with seventy-two (72) units in each building for a total of
144 dwelling units on the subject site, generally located in the southwest corner of Magnuson Lane and 191st Street
in the Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development, in accordance with plans as noted on the List of Reviewed Plans
as of MM/DD/YYYY (Note to Plan Commission: We are still awaiting the final full set of plans and will update the List
of Reviewed Plans once a final set has been submitted). The Plan Commission also adopts the Findings of Fact
proposed in the Staff Report and discussed at this meeting.”

..with the following exceptions:

1. Building Height: That the maximum building height of the structures can exceed the maximum
building height per the PUD in Ordinance 2000-0-006 in accordance with the plans submitted on
the List of Reviewed Plans; and

2. Building Setback: That the setback of the structures can exceed the maximum setback the Urban
Design Overlay District in accordance with the plans submitted on the List of Reviewed Plans.
...The Special Use Permit is recommended with the following conditions:
1. That the Applicant provides the following amenities for the residents:
a. Indoor ground-level parking garages with at least one space per dwelling unit;

b. A club house including an outdoor pool with cabanas, a fitness center, locker rooms, free
WiFi, a lounge, a meeting room, a computer room, and a great room with a kitchenette.
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¢. Outdoor grilling areas for each building, including grill stations, fire pits, outdoor seating,
pergolas, and a service sink;

Outdoor televisions on roof decks;

Disc golf baskets;

Bike storage (interior and exterior);

Electric car charging stations;

Exterior exercise circuit equipment;

A dog park (for private use by the residents) including a large and small dog area,
complete with seating area, a drinking fountain, and training fixtures such as a jump bar
and weave poles;

j. An arboretum area at the north end of the site featuring outdoor seating;

k. A bike trail connection to a major bike trail system;
L
m.

=~ e T e A

Over 4 acres of open space; and
Outdoor terraces available to the residents in addition to their own private balconies.

The provision of security cameras;
That adequate landscape screening be provided as a buffer to the adjacent townhomes;
That decorative wall sconces be added to the structures;

That right-of-way and drainage improvements are completed along Magnuson Lane to connect to
191t Street, including the roadway, street lighting, sidewalks, and stormwater;

[any conditions that the Commissioners would like to add]
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LIST OF REVIEWED PLANS
Submitted Sheet Name Prepared By Date On Sheet

Plat of Survey AS 06/13/2016
A-0.0 Cover Sheet AS 06/13/2016

Color Site Plan AS 06/13/2016
A-1.0 Schematic Site Plan B&W/Color AS 01/25/2017
A-11 Signage Plan AS 01/25/2017
A-1.2 Refuse Enclosure Plan & Elevation AS 01/25/2017
A-1.3 Photometric Site Plan AS 01/25/2017
A-14 Exterior Light Fixture Cut Sheets AS 01/25/2017
A-2.0 Building Elevation B&W/Color Bldg 1 AS 01/25/2017
A-2.1 Building Elevation B&W/Color Bldg 1 AS 01/25/2017
A-2.2 Building Elevation AS 06/13/2016
A-2.3 Building Elevation AS 06/13/2016
A-3.0 Partial Lower Level Bldg 1 AS 01/25/2017
A-3.1 Partial Lower Level Bldg 1 AS 01/25/2017
A-3.2 Partial Lower Level Plan Bldg 1 B&W/Color AS 01/25/2017
A-3.3 Partial First Floor Plan Bldg 1 B&W/Color AS 01/25/2017
A-34 Unit Floor Plans AS 01/25/2017
A-35 Unit Floor Plans AS 01/25/2017
A-4.0 Building Elevation Bldg 2 AS 01/25/2017
A-4.1 Building Elevation Bldg 2 AS 01/25/2017
A-4.2 Building Elevation AS 06/13/2016
A-4.3 Building Elevation AS 06/13/2016
A-5.0 Partial Lower Level Bldg 2 AS 01/25/2017
A-5.1 Partial Lower Level Bldg 2 AS 01/25/2017
A-5.2 Partial Lower Level Plan Bldg 2 B&W/Color AS 01/25/2017
A-5.3 Partial First Floor Plan AS 01/25/2017
A-5.4 Unit Floor Plans AS 01/25/2017
A-55 Unit Floor Plans AS 01/25/2017
A-6.0 Common Area Details AS 01/25/2017
A-6.1 Club House Elevation AS 06/13/2016
A-7.0 Club House Elevations AS 01/25/2017
A-7.1 Club House Elevations AS 01/25/2017
A-7.2 Club House Rendering AS 01/25/2017
A-8.0 Club House Floor Plan AS 01/25/2017
A-8.9 Site Plan AS 06/13/2016
L-1 Landscape Plan EEA 04/27/2017
L-1 Color Landscape Plan EEA 04/27/2017

Partial Color Rendering

AS Architectural Studio, Ltd.
EEA Eriksson Engineering Associates, Ltd.
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Brookside Glen PUD Timeline
In Relation to the Proposed Residences at Brookside Glen Development

As of May 26, 2017

Summary of Brookside Glen History:

e 1989: A Pre-Annexation Agreement was adopted as Ordinance 89-0-052. Minutes from the Plan Commission
regarding the proposed Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development (PUD) reflect that the “Condo/apartment
portion [of the proposed Brookside Glen PUD] is 12 du/acre.”

This is important because the area was recognized with potential for either condo or apartments.

e 1990: The Annexation Agreement (Resolution 90-R-002) was adopted on January 11, 1990. This agreement
also accounted for the Special Use Permit for the Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development. This agreement
noted “21.5 acres for condominiums under the R-6 Medium Density Residential District” and “258
condominiums in the R-6 zoned portion”.

This is important because the property may actually be zoned R-6 rather than R-5 as referenced in later
documents and on the Zoning Map. This also establishes the entitlement for 21.5 acres of condominiums with
258 units allowed.

Also, the Brookside Glen property was officially annexed under Ordinance 90-0-004 and Ordinance 90-O-
005. The first amendment to the Brookside Glen Annexation Agreement was adopted on February 6, 1990
(90-R-004).

Excerpt from Exhibit C from 90-R-002

e 1994: Another amendment to the Brookside Glen Annexation Agreement was approved on October 25, 1994
as Resolution 94-R-030 (labeled in error as 94-0-030). This amendment included changes to some of the
standards for the single-family residential lots, updated fees, discussed requirements for dedication of public
streets and sidewalks, and discussed water mains and sanitary sewers.

e 1998: A parcel is annexed and added to the Brookside Glen PUD per Ordinance 98-0-018 and Ordinance 98-
0-019 on March 17, 1998. A 200’ x 209’ parcel was annexed and added to the Brookside Glen PUD. The
parcel was not available in 1990 when the original PUD was approved. The property that was annexed is



Brookside Glen PUD Timeline

located near approximately 19501 88" Avenue (currently this is approximately Brookside Glen Drive and 88"
Avenue).

1999: Staff notes that the November 4, 1999 Plan Commission meeting minutes indicate that the New Lenox
Pumping Station was considered for a Special Use Permit. The minutes discuss the property as being zoned
R-6 PD.

This supports that there might be an error on the Zoning Map. Staff has not found any record of the
condominium/apartment portion of the PUD being rezoned from R-6 to R-5 (as shown on the current Zoning
Map).

2000: A Substantial Deviation to the original Brookside Glen Planned Unit Development was approved on
February 15, 2000 as Ordinance 2000-0-006. This Substantial Deviation amended the acreage and dwelling
units for single-family, townhomes, and condominiums. The allowable acreage of condominiums increased
from 21.5 acres to 27 acres and the allowable number of dwelling units increased from 258 to 352 dwelling
units. The Ordinance also allowed for an increase in the allowable building height for the condominium
buildings (from three stories to four stories with underground parking). The Substantial Deviation was
considered at the Plan Commission meetings on 4/15/1999, 5/6/1999,8/5/1999 and 9/16/1999 and the
Village Board meetings on 9/7/1999, 9/21/1999, 1/4/2000, 1/18/2000, 2/1/2000, and 2/15/2000.

Staff notes that this Ordinance may have an error because it states “there will be 16 condominium buildings
with 22 units in each building.” Plan Commission meeting minutes from September 16, 2000 note
“..proposed 4-story, 16-unit, 56’ high building. There would be a total of 22 buildings, for a total of 352
dwelling units.” Staff believes that the Ordinance should state “there will be 22 condominium buildings with
16 units in each building.” Additionally, the Ordinance refers to the condominium portion of the PUD as being
zoned R-5 rather than R-6 as indicated in 90-R-002. Staff has not found any record of the condominium
portion of the PUD being rezoned from R-6 to R-5. Exhibits were not attached to the Village’s copy of the
Ordinance; however, Staff located some plans that were included with the paperwork for the 1999 Legal
Notice for the Substantial Deviation.

D

Excerpt from the Site Plan for the Southwest Corner of 191° Street and 80" Avenue
(Staff believes this was included with the Legal Notice for the Substantial Deviation in 1999)
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Excerpt from the Site Plan for the Southeast Corner of 191° Street and 80" Avenue
(Staff believes this was included with the Legal Notice for the Substantial Deviation in 1999)

2001: The Plat for Brookside Place Phase | was recorded on January 12, 2001 and included the first seven (7)
multi-family buildings (see buildings 1-7 on the image on the following page). The buildings had sixteen (16)
units each for a total of one hundred twelve (112) dwelling units. The Plan Commission recommended
approval of the Plat on October 5, 2000.

2002: The Plat for Brookside Place Phase Il was recorded on June 28, 2002 and included two (2) multi-family
buildings (see buildings 8-9 on the image on the following page). The buildings had sixteen (16) units each

for a total of thirty-two (32) dwelling units. The Plan Commission recommended approval of the Plat on
February 21, 2002.

Excerpt from Engineering Plans for Brookside Place (2002)
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e 2004: The Plat for Brookside Place Phase Il was recorded on August 5, 2004 and included four (4) multi-
family buildings (see buildings 10-13 on the image below). The buildings had sixteen (16) units each for a
total of sixty-four (64) dwelling units. The Plan Commission recommended approval of the Plat on May 20,
2004.

Staff notes that at this point there are a total of thirteen (13) buildings developed and each building has
sixteen (16) dwelling units for a total dwelling unit count of 208. Per Ordinance 2000-0-006 (as intended) the
remaining number of buildings allowed on the remainder of the condo/apartment portion of the PUD is nine
(9) and the remaining number of dwelling units allowed is one hundred forty-four (144) (see buildings 14-22
on the images below).

Image Showing the Brookside Place Structures

Image Showing Remainder of the Multi-Family Structures Aerial Image Showing Remainder of the Multi-Family
as Denoted on the 2002 Engineering Plans Structures as Denoted on the 2002 Engineering Plans
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2007: Planning Staff notes that a project called “Brookside Ridge” was proposed in 2007 that called for nine
(9) two-story, eight (8) unit townhome-style condominium buildings and one (1) four-story, sixteen (16) unit
condominium building. The project had eighty-eight (88) dwelling units. This project would have required a
Substantial Deviation from the Brookside Glen PUD due to the change in dwelling type and reduction in
number of dwelling units. This project was not approved by the Plan Commission and was not viewed
favorably due to concerns about the building orientation and architecture. The project was tabled to a date
uncertain at the November 15, 2007 Plan Commission meeting. Staff notes that a letter was sent to the
Planning Department from RBT Development, Inc. that indicated that the existing 4-story condominium
buildings were 63’6” tall.

Proposed Site Plan for Brookside Ridge Development (2007)

Rendering of a Proposed Structure within the Brookside Ridge Development (2007)
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Brookside Glen PUD Timeline

2014: Planning Staff notes that a project was proposed at this site in 2014 that called for up to one hundred,
twenty-three (123) three-story single-family attached row houses within a total of seventeen (17) structures.
This plan was well-received by the Plan Commission; however, the developer did not proceed with obtaining
approvals from the Village due to issues with the location of the pipeline and a proposed row house
building.

Proposed Site Plan for the Brookside Ridge Row House Development (2014)

Color Elevation of a Proposed Structure within the Brookside Ridge Row House Development (2014)
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Brookside Glen PUD Timeline

2016: The Applicant formally submitted a complete application (“The Residences at Brookside Glen”) on July
5, 2016 for two (2) four-story, one hundred, forty-four (144) unit multi-family apartment buildings, with
surface parking and parking in garages at the rear of the site and an accompanying clubhouse building. Each
building had seventy-two (72) units with a mixture of one, two, and three-bedroom layouts. This plan is 18.8
dwelling units per acre but is a different product from what was approved in the Substantial Deviation to the
Planned Unit Development (2000-0-006) in 2000.

Staff met with the Applicant to discuss the proposed plans on the following dates:
0 February 11, 2016 (pre-application meeting)

May 11, 2016 (pre-application meeting)

May 17, 2016 (pre-application meeting)

August 31, 2016

September 21, 2016

December 13, 2016

O OO0 O0Oo

Proposed Site Plan from Submittal #1 of the Residences of Brookside Ridge Development (2016)

Partial Rendering of a Proposed Structure from Submittal #1
of the Residences of Brookside Ridge Development (2016)
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Brookside Glen PUD Timeline

2017: The Applicant submitted revised plans based on Staff’'s comments. The plans indicate two (2) four-
story, one hundred, forty-four (144) unit multi-family apartment buildings and an accompanying clubhouse
building. The buildings also include semi-underground parking on the bottom floor and provide one indoor
parking space per unit. Each building has seventy-two (72) units with a mixture of one and two-bedroom
layouts. There are no longer plans for any three-bedroom units. The Applicant made substantial
improvements to the Site Plan with respect to parking, circulation, architecture, roof line, additional green
space, and landscaping. The Applicant also added more amenities to the plans. The Applicant made
substantial improvements to the architecture of the buildings, including increasing the amount of brick,
adding articulation along each fagade, raising the building height in key sections of the buildings, offering
floor-to-ceiling windows on the top floor, and adding sizeable balconies/terraces/patios to both the private
units and as common spaces. The changes to the building height amount to about 64’ along the main ridge
line and about 71’ at the peak of the taller features of the roof.

Staff met with the Applicant to discuss the proposed plans on the following dates:
0 May 11,2017
0 May 23,2017

The project was scheduled for the following Plan Commission agendas:
0 May 18, 2017 (Workshop)
0 June 1, 2017 (Public Hearing)

Proposed Site Plan from Submittal #10 of the Residences at Brookside Glen Development (2017)

Partial Renderings of a Proposed Structure from Submittal #10
of the Residences at Brookside Glen Development (2017)
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
COUNTY OF C O O K ) SsS.
COGUNTY OF W I L L )

CLERK'S CERTIFICATE

I, FRANK W. GERMAN, JR., the duly elected, qualified, and
acting Village Clerk of the Village of Tinley Park, Cook and Will
Counties, Illinois, do hereby certify that attached hereto is a
true and correct copy of that Resolution now on file in my
office, entitled:

RESOLUTION NO. 89-R-052

"RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PREANNEXATION AGREEMENT
BROOKSIDE GLEN"

which Resolution was passed by the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Tinley Park at a regular meeting held on the 21lst day

of November 1989, at which meeting a quorum was

present, and approved by the President of the Village of Tinley

Park on the 21lst day of November , 1989.

I further certify that the vote on the question of the
passage of the said Resolution by the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Tinley Park was taken by the Ayes and Nays and
recorded in the Journal of Proceedings of the Board of Trustees
of the Village of Tinley Park, and that the result of said vote
was as follows, to-wit:

AYES: FULTON, HANNON, MATUSHEK, REA, SEAMAN, VANDENBERG

NAYS: NONE

ABSENT: NONE

I do further certify that the original Resolution, of which
the attached is a true copy, is entrusted to my care for safe-
keeping, and that I am the lawful keeper of the same.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed
the seal of the Village of Tinley Park, this 25th day of

November , 1989.
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RESOLUTION NO. 89-R-052

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PREANNEXATION AGREEMENT
BROOKSTDE GLEN

WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities of the Village of Tinley
Park, Cook and Will Counties, Illinois, did hold a public hearing
to consider a preannexation agreement for the annexation of
certain property not presently within the corporate limits of any
municipality but contiguous to the Village of Tinley Park, a true
and correct copy of which is attached hereto and made a part
hereof as EXHIBIT 1; and

WHEREAS, the aforesaid public hearing was held pursuant to
legal notice as required by 1law, and all persons desiring an
opportunity to be heard were given such opportunity at said
public hearing; and

WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities of the Village of Tinley
Park, Cook and Will Counties, Illinois, have determined that it
is in the best interests of said Village of Tinley Park that said
Agreement be entered into by the Village of Tinley Park;

NOW, THEREFORE, Be It Resolved by the President and Board of
Trustees of the Village of Tinley Park, Cook and Will Countjes,
Illinois, as follows:

Section 1: That this President and Board of Trustees of the
Village of Tinley Park hereby find that it 1is in the best
interests of the Village of Tinley Park and its residents that
the aforesaid "Preannexation Agreement (Brookside Gleﬁ)" be
entered into and executed by said Village of Tinley Park, with
said Agreement to be substantially in the form attached hereto
and made a part hereof as EXHIBIT 1.

Section 2: That the President and Clerk of the Village of
Tinley Park, Cook and Will Counties, 1Illinois are hereby
authorized to execute for and behalf of said Village of Tinley
Park the aforesaid Agreement.

Section 3: That this Resolution shall take effect from and

after its adoption and approval as provided by law.



TMB:ajh
11/8/89

ADOPTED this 21st day of November

4

the Corporate Authorities of the Village of Tinley Park on a roll

call vote as follows:

AYES: FULTON, HANNON, MATUSHEK, REA, SEAMAN, VANDENBERG
NAYS: NONE
ABSENT: NONE

APPROVED this 21Stgay of

_— ’

the President of the Village of Tinley Park.

ATTEST:

AJH\A:TINLEY\RESOLUTIONS\BROOKSIDE.PRE
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10/25/89
PREANNEXATION AGREEMENT
THIS AGREEMENT entered into this day of
\50 c 1989, by and between the VILLAGE OF TINLEY

PARK, Illinois, a municipal corporation (hereinafter referred to
as the "Village");;énd the MARQUETTE NATIONAL BANK as Trustee
under a Trust Agreement dated March 11, 1980, and known as Trust
Number 4908 and JOHN E. MALONE being the sole beneficiary
thereof, and MARQUETTE NATIONAL BANK as Trustee under Trust
Agreement dated November 18, 1976 and known as Trust Number 7565
and MALONE MOLONEY BUILDERS, INC., an Illinois corporation
and CRANNA CO STRUCTION COMPANY, INC., an Illinois corporation
being the sole beneficiaries of said Trust Number 7565, and
RICHARD R. (hereinafter collectively referred to as
"Owner"), and MALONQ AND MOLONEY BUILDERS, INC., an Illinois
Corporation, and CRANNA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC., an Illinois
Corporation (hereinafter referred to <collectively as
"Developer").

WHEREAS, the parties hereto h ve negotiated and agreed upon
the terms of an which provides for the
annexation of the Subject Property to the Village of Tinley Park,
which property is described in EXHIBIT . said Annexation .
Agreement; and

WHEREAS, a true and correct g said Annexation
Agreement is attached hereto and hereby made a part hereof as
EXHIBIT 1; and

WHEREAS, the parties hereto wish to enter into this
Preannexation Agreement providing for the nnexation of the
Subject Property under the terms and ¢ nditions of said
Annexation Agreement, provided that the and Developer are
able to provide for satisfactory and treatment of
sanitary sewerage from the Subject Property in a manner
acceptable to the Village;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and

agreements set forth below, and other good and valuable
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consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby
acknowledged, the parties hereto agree as follows:

1. Oowner and Developer shall obtain a commitment for the
transmission and treatment of the sanitary sewerage in a manner
acceptable to the Village. Once the Village has accepted the
method of treatment, which acceptance shall be subject to the
sole and absolute discretion of the Village, the Owner and
Developer shall sign and enter into the attached Annexation
Agreement and submit the same to the Village for signature.

2. owner and Developer shall petition for a special use
for a planned unit development for that portion of the Subject
Property that is to be rezoned to the R-2 Single-Family Residence

classification as more specifically described in EXHIBIT A

attached hereto. It is recognized by both parties that a planned
unit development in the R-2 category was contemplated by both
parties, but that such was inadvertently omitted from the legal
notice for the hearing before the Plan Commission of the
Village. Upon filing of such petition, the Village will consider
the issuance of a special use permit for a planned unit
development in accordance with the standards of its ordinances
and other applicable law. If approved by the Plan Commission of
the Village and the Village Board, it is contemplated that the‘
attached Annexation Agreement shall be amended to so provide.

3. Owner and Developer shall further petition for the
inclusion of certain uses as permitted uses within the B-2 and B-
3 zoned portions of the Subject Property which otherwise are not
permitted uses within the particular underlying zoning
classification, but which would be consistent with the uses
contemplated and which are allowed under the Tinley Park Zoning
Ordinance as a part of a planned unit development in each of said
Districts. If approved by the Plan Commission of the Village and
the Village Board, it 1is contemplated that the attached

Annexation Agreement shall be amended to so provide.
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4. Upon approval of the method of transmission and
treatment of the sanitary sewerage from the Subject Property, and
upon receipt of a fully executed (by all parties except the
Village) Annexation Agreement with the terms set forth on EXHIBIT
1, the President and Clerk of the Village are hereby authorized
to sign and enter into said Annexation Agreement on behalf of the
Village.

5. In the event that the Owners determine that the method
of treatment deemed acceptable to the Village renders the
development economically unviable, or in the event that the
method of treatment acceptable to the Village is not secured
within two (2) years from the date of this Agreement, then this
Agreement shall be deemed null and void without further action by
the parties. Nothing herein shall prevent the Owner, Developer
and Village from mutually agreeing to an extension of the time
limits provided herein.

6. This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the
benefit of the parties hereto, successor owners of record of the
Subject Property, assignees, 1lessees and upon any successor
municipal authorities of said Village and successor
municipalities, for a period of twenty (20) years from the date
of execution hereof and any extended time that may be agreed to
by amendment.

7. This Agreement shall be signed last by the Village and
the President (Mayor) of the Village shall affix the date on
which he signs this Agreement on page 1 hereof which date shall
be the effective date of this Agreement.

ATTEST: VILLAGE OF

pATED: | ).%Q
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g

ATTEST:

By:_
Its

MALONE AND MOLONEY BUILDERS,
INC., individually as
Developer and also as Sole
Beneficiary wunder Trust No.
7565, and also as legal title
holder of record of Parcel A
on EXHIBIT A

CRANNA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,
individually as Developer
and also as Sole Beneficiary
under Trust No. 78686, and also
as legal title holder of
record of Parcel A 1legally
described on EXHIBIT A

Its

MARQUETTE NATIONAL BANK, AS
TRUSTEE UNDER TRUST AGREEMENT
DATED MARCH 11, 1980 AND KNOWN
AS TRUST NO. 4908 and JOHN E.
MALONE being the sole
beneficiary thereof and not
Individually, and not personally

This Instrument Is executed by the Marquette Naﬂonalvaa_p‘k,
not personally, but only &35 Trust. v, #rd uo .rs_oml firkiiity
Is assumed by or shail b2 enimead sgsinst s, id Moranitte
National Eank because of or on atccunt of the making of this
Instrument.
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MARQUETTE NATIONAL BANK, AS
TRUSTEE UNDER TRUST AGREEMENT
DATED NOVEMBER 18, 1976 and
KNOWN AS TRUST NUMBER 7565 and
MAILONE AND MOLONEY BUILDERS,
INC., an ILLINOIS CORPORATION
and CRANNA CONSTRUCTION
COMPANY, INC., an ILLINOIS
CORPORATION being the sole
beneficiaries thereof, and’
not -persondlly.: ,

8

ATTEST:

DATED: 11/24/89

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

STATE OF ILLINOIS)
) Ss
COUNTY OF C O O K)

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County

and State aforesaid, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the above-named
Anne M. ) and - B8l
Secretary of the Marquette National Bank as

Trustee under the two Trust Agreements dated March 11, 1980 and
November 18, 1976 and known as Trust Nos. 4908 and 7565, and not
individually, personally known to me to be the same persons whose
names are subscribed to the foregoing instrument as such
. _President and Assistant _  Secretary
respectively, appeared before me this day in person and
acknowledged that they signed and delivered the said instrument
as their own free and voluntary act and as the free and voluntary
act of said Bank for the uses and purposes therein set forth; and

the said Assistant Secretary then and there acknowledged
that said Assistant Secretary, as custodian of the
corporate seal of said Bank caused the corporate seal of said
Bank to be affixed to said instrument as said Assistant

Secretary'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 Notary Seal this day of
November , 1989.

Commission expires

"OFFICIAL SEAL"

JOZEPHINE ROTI -5-
Notary Public, State of llinois
MY vo—— . Expizes 2[26/91
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STATE OF ILLINOIS)
) ss
COUNTY OF C O O K)

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County
and State aforesaid, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the above-named
personally
known to me to be the _ ESIDENT and .

Secretary of the Malone and Moloney Builders, Inc., an Illinois
corporation, as beneficiary under Trust No. 7565 dated November
18, 1976, and also personally known to me to be the same persons
whose names are subscribed to the foregoing instrument as such
and Secretary
respectively, appeared before me this day in person and
acknowledged that they signed and delivered the said instrument
as their own free and voluntary act and as the free and voluntary
act of said corporation, both individually and as sole
beneficiary of the aforesaid Trust No. 7565, for the uses and
purposes therein set forth; and the said
Secretary then and there acknowledged that said
Secretary, as custodian of the corporate seal of said corporation
caused the corporate seal of said corporation to be affixed to
said instrument as said Secretary's own free and
voluntary act and as the free and voluntary act of said

corporation for the uses and purposes therein set forth.

.\ GIVEN under my hand and Notary Seal this 24T day of
, 1989.

Commission expires _ , 19<?O .

Notary Public

STATE OF ILLINOIS)
) SS
COUNTY OF C O O K)

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County
and DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the above-named
and personally .-

Secretary of the Cranna Construction Company, an Illinois
corporation, and as beneficiary under Trust No. 7565 dated
November 18, 1976 and also personally known to me to be the same
persons whose names are subscribed to the foregoing instrument as
such De and Secretary
respectively, appeared before me this day in person and
acknowledged that they signed and delivered the said instrument
as their own free and voluntary act and as the free and voluntary
act of said corporation, both individually and as sole
beneficiary of the aforesaid Trust No. 7565, for the uses and
purposes therein set forth; and the said
Secretary then and there acknowledged that said
Secretary, as custodian of the corporate seal of said corporation
caused the corporate seal of said corporation to be affixed to
said instrument as said Secretary's own free and
voluntary act and as the free and voluntary act of said
corporation for the uses and purposes therein set forth.

| GIVEN under my hand and Notary Seal this day of

' W/
Commission expires v 19 70 . ‘ _}dfj \,/%ﬂékﬁxj;_

Notary Public
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) Ss
COUNTY OF C 0 O K )

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County
and State aforesaid, DO HEREBY CERTIFY, that the above-named
JOHN E. MALONE, as beneficiary under Trust No. 7908, personally
known to me to be the same person whose name is subscribed to the
foregoing instrument as such appeared before me this day in
person and severally acknowledged that he signed and delivered
the said instrument as his own free and voluntary act for the
uses and purposes therein set forth.

under my hand and Notary Seal this L date of

Commission expires
Notary Public

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) Ss
COUNTY OF C O O K )

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County
and State aforesaid, DO HEREBY CERTIFY, that the above-named
Richard R. Been, . Toa L et 0. w877 . personally
known to me to be the same person whose name is subscribed to the
foregoing instrument as such appeared before me this day in
person and severally acknowledged that he signed and delivered
the said instrument as his own free and voluntary act for the
uses and purposes therein set forth.

under my hand and Notary Seal this clé/tc‘date of
1989.

- s B ’

Commission expires , 19 70,

Notary Public

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS
COUNTY OF C O O K )

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public, in and for the County
and State aforesaid, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that Edward J. Zabrocki,
personally known to me to be the President of the Village of
Tinley Park, and Frank W. German, Jr., personally known to me to
be the Village Clerk of said municipal corporation, and
personally known to me to be the same persons whose names are
subscribed to the foregoing instrument, appeared before me this
day in person and severally acknowledged that as such President
and Village Clerk, they signed and delivered the said instrument
and caused the corporate seal of said municipal corporation to be
affixed thereto, pursuant to authority given by the Board of
Trustees of said municipal corporation, as their free and
voluntary act, and as the free and voluntary act and deed of said
municipal corporation, for the uses and purposes therein set
forth.

under my hand and
1989.

L

Commissio

“OFFICIAL SEAL” -7-
SHIRLEY M. SCHWARTZ
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS
My Commission Expires 9/7/92



STATE OF ILLINOIS
COUNTY OF C O O K SS.
COUNTY OF W I L L

CLERK'S CERTIFICATE

I, FRANK W. GERMAN, JR., the duly elected, qualified, and
acting Village Clerk of the Village of Tinley Park, Cook and Will
Counties, Illinois, do hereby certify that attached hereto is a
true and correct copy of that Ordinance now on file in my office,

entitled:

ORDINANCE NO. 90-0-004

"AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING PROPERTY
(BROOKSIDE GLEN - EASTERN PORTION)"

which Ordinance was passed by the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Tinley Park at a special meeting held on the:

day of 1990, at which meeting a quorum was

present, and approved by the President of the Village of Tinley

Park on the 11th day of

-z ., 1990.

I further certify that the vote on the question of the
passage of the said Ordinance by the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Tinley Park was taken by the Ayes and Nays and
recorded in the Journal of Proceedings of the Board of Trustees

of the Village of Tinley Park, and that the result of said vote

was as follows, to-wit:

AYES: Rea, Fulton, Seaman, Vandenberg
NAYS: Hannon
ABSENT:

I do further certify that the original Ordinance, of. which
the attached is a true copy, is entrusted to my care for safe-
keeping, and that I am the lawful keeper of the same.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed

the seal of the Village of Tinley Park, this 11th day of
January 1990.

V-1l
PN g e
09- Il- 300 - 00k
09-11-300 -009~ .
Prepared by and Mail To:

P Y 0G--200-003
Terrence M. Barnicle oq-12- 300 -00| ('\,
Klein, Thorpe & Jenkins, Ltd. - L
180 N. LaSalle Street - Suite 1600 OQ 12-)oo -oo| c'-
Chicago, IL 60601 oq-12-1oo-c04 O

09~ |2 ~200-002

- - 200-
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R90-02804

ORDINANCE NO. _90-0-004

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING PROPERTY
. GLEN - EASTERN

BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the

Village of Tinley Park, Cook and Will Counties, Illinois, as

follows:

Section 1: That this President and Board of Trustees find

as follows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

A Petition has been filed with the Village Clerk and
presented in proper form to the President and Board of
Trustees of the Village of Tinley Park, requesting that
the territory described on EXHIBIT A which is attached
hereto and hereby made a part hereof, be annexed to the
Village of Tinley Park, Cook and Will Counties,
Illinois;

The aforesaid Petition is in proper form under oath,
signed by all owners of record of all the land within
the territory there being no electors residing within
or on said territory;

That there is no highway adjacent to or located within
the aforesaid land which is under the jurisdiction of
any Township or its Commissioner of Highways, and
therefore no notice of the proposed annexation has been
served upon and given to any Commissioner of Highways
or Board of Town Auditors;

That all notices of the annexation of the territory
described on EXHIBIT A have been given in the manner
and time required by law;

Such territory described on EXHIBIT A is solely within
Will County and not within the corporate limits of any
municipality, but 1is contiguous to the Village of
Tinley Park, Cook and Will Counties, 1Illinois, a
municipality existing under the laws of the State of
Illinois.

" Section 2: That the territory legally described on EXHIBIT

A attached hereto and which is hereby made a part hereof, be and

is hereby annexed to the Village of Tinley Park, Cook and Will

Counties.

Section 3: That the Village Clerk is hereby and herewith

instructed to record with the Recorder of Deeds of Will County,

Illinois,
Illinois:

(a)

-~ (b)

and to file with the County Clerk of Will County,

a copy of this Ordinance certified as correct by the
Clerk of said Village of Tinley Park; and

a plat of the land included in this annexation, as
required by law, said plat to be attached to the
aforesaid certified copy of this Ordinance.
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Section 4: That this
effect immediately upon its
PASSED this 11th

majority of the Corporate

follows:
AYES: Rea, Fulton,
ABSENT; None
APPROVED this 11th

President of the Village of

ATTEST:

R90-02804

Oordinance shall be in full force and
passage and approval.
day of ,

1990, by a

Authorities on a roll call vote as

Seaman, Vandenberg, Matushek

day of , 1990, by the

Tinley Park.

‘AJH\A:TINLEY\ORDINANCES\BROOKSIDE.EAS
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The Dndersigned. as ‘rtustce under Trust Agreement HNo. 75&{ and bening e
L Jdate ”"j"'] and under deed in trust beariny date . _._____ . __ and t‘cotded 1:, tni
itecorder's offite of .-._.. County, Illinois__ ___ ___ . __ _ as Docuunt No. : %
IR Does hereby certify that it is as such trustece, the owher of part of the property’ shovn heteon tnd that ‘i‘ﬁ

was caused said property to be annexed ag shown on the plat hereon drawn.

_MiAkGur11e. NAT1 oMl bOWK .

as trustee, as aforesaid and not personally

13)‘3__.@:1‘4¢M e G Attest: M ............
Vi 4C President 7" Secretary

State of Illinois)

395.14 fest of the Southeast Quarter of the Northeast
florth of the Indian Boundary line, of Section 12,
jMsahip 35 Morth, Range 12, Bast of the Third Principal
mqn. is will County, Illinois.
Fat ALSO
i-tmt of land situated in part of the Southeast Quarter of

j¢. Mortbeest Quarter, Morth of the Indian Boundary Line, of

Ay

areaf .

w‘::ga iz. Township 35 North, Range 12, East of the Third o County of )ss v
Pal Meridian, and situated alao in part of the Northeast : e
¥ractional Quarter, South of the Indian Boundary line, of said AL F R 1U-S12 TAID! FOR GOATRAY POWRSES Ir._{‘ﬂ.&&hdl--&'?‘i%ﬂ&& a Notary Public in and for the co Jn tne tate aforesaid, do hetwy,
ioo 12, Township 35 North, Range 12, East of the Third - . . JOWTH LUE OF THE ILIL1/4 OF SEC12-35-12 L I.A.L / PER DOC M. 728540 certify ;;-at Aadu Al g President of AT AN, PRl
3 ipcipal Meridian, said tract of land being bounded and i w16 3574 ¥ / ] = and FoSLFH . SCHRvE 1clt. . . . . .. . FSer Secretaty of suid &8, el peraonally
Y. sc;ibed as follows: commencing at a point in the East line Ig’ 1330, P NBS 44 5°W . Known to me to be the same e:soras whose names are subscribed to the foregomg instrument as
: yf .the Northeast Practional Quarter, South of the Indian '———705—W~———— - = = === ; = == = e e eSS such_vj &ff President and SS7. Secretary respectively, appeared before me this day in person and
Bogpdary line of Section 12, that is 969.26 feet North of the . - 1308 12 050, 1 * | acknowledged that they signed and de]Jvme the;axd instrumwent as their own free and voluntary act «nd as
,.Jouthesst corner of said Northeast Practional Quarter; Thence /’ I NG9* 47° 04° N NBG® 42 59° N w \ the free and voluntary act of said for the uses and purposes therein set forth, and the
>“#isgt al g a line parallel to the South line of said Northeast 1 | | h o f ) \ said, GSST __Secretary did also then and there acknow}edge that ne (or she) as custodian of the corporate
actional Quarter, South of the Indian Boundary line, of i mg i e , wvealo said AGJL did affix the said corporate seo) of said AP  to said inptrument as. his (or her) :
Section 12, a distance of 70.0 feet to the point of beginning; I g o ¢ © y, own free and voluntary act and as the free and voluntary act saxdl _,.% for the uses and purposes - |
s4id point also being the Northeast corner of land conveyed by ] B f%,’ \‘Lherem forth. Given under my hand and notorial seal thi " _day of - . A.D.1989. .
Document $R72-37687; Thence continuing West along a N89® 44° 25° =
: ﬁn:ongatton of the last deacribed line, also being the North I ' g = 1: EE Py 20 \3_ (,)(NM &
#1ine of land conveyed by said Document #R72-37687, a distance : ! 2 < a0 R e o
 ‘of 609.28 feet to a point, said point being on the East line of 2 B = 'ﬁ" | !! SOUTH LINE OF THE L6 OF NE % ‘ o = P, Notary
land conveyed by Document #R73-36654 and re-recorded as < 2] 3 o g | s TRILL/4 OF BBC 12-36-12K 1.0 L \‘, o
i | "4ocument $R74-598; Thence North 0° 1' 20" West along the East o<t _ 3 Sen || !5 ) \a 4 ,
t line of land conveyed by Document #R74-598, a distance of - I R § i = 3 w \ o
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF C O O K ) SS.
COUNTY OF W I L L )

CLERK'S CERTIFICATE

I, FRANK W. GERMAN, JR., the duly elected, qualified, and
acting Village Clerk of the Village of Tinley Park, Cook and Will
Counties, Illinois, do hereby certify that attached hereto is a
true and correct copy of that Ordinance now on file in my office,
entitled:

ORDINANCE NO. 90-0-005

"AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING PROPERTY
(BROOKSIDE GLEN - WESTERN PORTION)"

which Ordinance was passed by the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Tinley Park at a special meeting held on the 11th

day of 1990, at which meeting a quorum was

present, and approved by the President of the Village of Tinley

Park on the 11th day of 1990.

I further certify that the vote on the question of the
passage of the said Ordinance by the Board of Trustees .of the
Village of Tinley Park was taken by the Ayes and Nays and
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