W)} MANAGER’S MEMO ITEM

PLAN COMMISSION FILE NO. 15-04; Golf View Estates Subdivision; Request
for Rezoming, Final Plat of Subdivision with certain Public Improvements

Exceptions
WORKSHOP DATE: June 14, 2005
PREPARED BY: Amanda G. Riordan, Planning and Community Development
PURPOSE: To consider the Petitioner's Revised Requested Action to approve the rezoning

and Final Plat of Subdivision with Exceptions for the proposed Golf View Estates
Subdivision (revised Plat to include four lots in lieu of the ori ginally requested
five lots). The property is located on the west side of Puffer Road at the terminus
of Chicago Avenue.

BACKGROUND:

On May 17, 2005, the Village Council remanded this pelitton back to the Plan Commission for
consideration of the revised four-lot Plat of Subdivision with certain Public Improvements Exceptions and
Lot Area Exceptions without rezoning the property from R-1, Single Family to R-3, Single Family.

At their June 6, 2005 meeting, the Plan Commission recommended approval of the petitioner’s revised
four-lot Plat of Subdivision including the requested Public Improvements Exceptions. The Plan
Commission further recommended that the property be rezoned from R-1 to R-3 as originally requested
by the Petitioner, and that Lot Area Exceptions in the R-1 District not be granted. The Plan Commission
was of the opinion that granting Lot Area Exceptions would encourage developers to seek similar
Exceptions in R-1 zoned areas, and they further expressed concern that a precedent would be perceived
by granting such Exceptions.

The petitioner continues to propose sidewalks as recommended by Staff and the Plan Commission, and
the Plan Commission continues to recommend that the cul-de-sac bulb face inwards toward the subject
property as detailed on the revised Engineering plans dated March 31, 2005. The petitioner 15 aware of
the obligation to remit the required School and Park District Donations in the amount of $13,556.12
(revised to reflect four lots as opposed to the originally proposed five lots) to the Village prior to the
Council taking final action with respect to this petition.

A written protest pertainmg to the Tezoning component of the petition was previously presented and is -

attached. A review of the protest indicates it includes the required signatures of owners of more than 20%
of the perimeter of the subject property. Pursnant to 65 ILCS 5/11 -13-14, the written protest requires the
rezoning to be approved by a two-thirds vote of the Village Council (4 of 6 Commissioners, not including
the Mayor).

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Staff Report to Plan Commission, with attachments, dated June 1, 2005
2. Draft Minutes of Plan Commission Public Hearing, dated June 6, 2005
3. Background Information Packet to Plan Commission, with attachments, dated June 1, 2005
4. Correspondence dated September 16, 2004 from Janet M. Barr, with attachments, including
' “Wniten Protests Against Proposed Amendment of Zoning Regulations and/or Districts”

REQUESTED COURSE OF ACTION:

That the Village Council place consideration of this case on the June 21, 2005 Council Meeting agenda.
Note that Staff has not attached Draft Resolutions or Ordinances, as direction from the Council as to their
desired course of action is needed in order to present the appropriate documents.  Should the Council
wish 10 leave the underlying zoning R-1, the Subdivision Resolution will include the Lot Area
Exceptions; should the Council wish to rezone the property from R-1 to R-3, an Ordinance rezoning the
property will be prepared in addition to a Subdivision Resolution which does not include Lot Area
Exceptions.




Golf View Estates Final Plat - File PC-15-04

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING STAFF REPORT

To: Plan Commission

Prepared By: Amanda G. Riord er

Date Prepared: June 1, 2005

Meeting Date: June 6, 2005

Project Title: PC-15-04; Golf View Estates Final Plat of Subdivision

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

Petitioner: Steven McSweeney for CBC Development, Owners

Property Address: 4606 Puffer Road, west side of Puffer Road, north of the terminus of Chicago Avenue
Existing Zoning: R-1, Singie Family Residence District

Application/Notice:  This case has been remanded to the Plan Commission from the Village Council. The
application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural and public notice
requirernents. Notice of this public hearing has been sent to afl property owners of record
within 250 feet of the subject property. -

Requested Action: ‘ .

1. Approval of proposed Final Plat of Subdivision per Chapter 20, Subdivision Ordinance, Section 20-505, Final Plat—

Petition, for a four-lot single family residential subdivision.

2. Exceptions from Chapter 20, Subdivision Ordinance per Section 20-602, Exceptions:

a. Toallow each of the four proposed lots to have Lot Areas less than the minimum 20,000 square feet as required
n the R-1 District. . '

b. To waive public street improvements o existing adjacent streets per Section 20-401, Required Public
Improvements as follows:

1. Combination curbs and gutters on Puffer Road,;

ii. Minimum pavement width of 30 feet (back of curb to back of curb) on Puffer Road;

¢. Toreduce the width of the parkway surroundin g a cul-de-sac with an outside turning radius of not less than 30
feet on Puffer Road per Section 20-303, Streets, subsection (e), Dead-end Streets.

BACKGROUND

General Description

This petition was originally presented to the Plan Commission on Au gust 2, 2004, and included a request to rezone the
subject property from R-1, Single Family to R-3, Single Family, and a request for Final Plat of Subdivision approval for a
five-lot single family residential subdivision with certain public improvements exceptions. Background information
regarding the petition as it was ori ginally presented and as it was considered by the Council is included separately in this
packet. The Plan Commission recommended that the Villa ge Council approve the petitioner’s original request, subject to
certain conditions. The Village Council tabled their consideration of this petition on September 21, 2004.

In March of 2005, the petitioner submitted a revised Final Plat of Subdivision to the Village Council for consideration,
reducing the number of lots from five to four. The Village Council expressed concerns regarding rezonin g the property,
and has remanded the petition back to the Plan Commission for consideration of the four lot subdivision without rezoning
the property. Absent the rezoning request from R-110 R-3, each of the four proposed lots requires a Lot Area Exception
from the minimum R-1 requirement of 20,000 square feet.

The Plan Commission also previously recommended two additional conditions of approval in addition to those as
originally recommended by Staff: 1) that the Code requirement to construct a sidewalk should be waived, for which the
petitioner should pay a fee-in-lieu of constructing the sidewalk; and 2) that the petitioner redestgn the cul-de-sac turn-
around so that it is closer to the subject property than the adjacent residential properties to the east. The petitioner’s
revised Plat satisfies the Plan Commission’s recommendation regarding the redesign of the cul-de-sac turn around.
Construction of sidewalks on at least one side of the street, and the completion of the side matrix remains a Council
priority. The Village Council has concurred with the previous Staff recommendation that the petitioner construct the
sidewalk as required. The petitioner’s revised plans include the provision of the sidewalk on the west side of the street
adjacent to the subject property.
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Golf View Estates Final Plat - File PC-15-04

Zoning and Future Land Use Plan
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
Existing Zoning

Existing Use " Future Land Use Plan

North  R-1, Single Family Residence  Park District Recreation Center- Residentral at 0-6 d.u./acre
South  R-1, Single Family Residence Single Family Residences Residential at 0-6 d.u./acre
East R-1, Single Family Residence Single Family Residences Residential at 0-6 d.v./acre
West R-1, Single Family Residence Park District Golf Course Open Space

The subject property is located on the west side of Puffer Road Just north of the terminus of Chicago Avenue, and is
zoned R-1, Single Family Residence. The Future Land Use Plan desi gnates the subject property as Residential at 0-6
dwelling units per acre. The proposed subdivision constitutes an effective/resulting density of 2.5 dwelling units per
acre, consistent with this designation. -

"The property is bordered by the Downers Grove Golf Course to the north, south and west, which is zoned R-1, and by
single family residential uses to the east which are also zoned R-1. The properties fronting the east side of Puffer Road,
along with the subject property, the golf course property and other nearby properties, were part of a large annexation in
1978 (Ord. 2267, 11/06/78), and received the default zoning classification of R-1 npon anmexation. As no rezoning was
‘ught at the time of or subsequent to the annexation, the default R-1 zoning classification of these properties has
mained in effect since the annexation in 1978.

Site

Bulk Characteristics

The subject property is comprised of one parcel of land with overall approximate dimenstons of 424 feet as measured -
north to south along Puffer Road and 167 feet as measured cast to west. The total land area of the subject property is
approximately 69,800 square feet in area (1.58 acres). The existing single family residential structure is intended to be
demolished.

As the Council has remanded this petition back to the Plan Commission for consideration of the four lot subdivision
without rezoning the property from R-1 to R-3, Exceptions with respect to the lot areas of each of the four proposed lots
are required (o be requested from the minimum R-1 requirement of 20,000 square feet. The following chart depicts the
proposed lot areas, widths and depths of the four proposed lots.

Proposed { Difference From Lot | Proposed | Difference From Proposed | Difference From
. Lot Area Area Req’t of Lot Width | Lot Width Req’t Lot Lot Depth reg’t
20,000 sq.ft. of 100 feet Depth of 140 feet
Lot 1} 16,936 sq.ft. -3,004 sq.fi. 119.5 feet +19.5 feet 165.2 feet +25.2 feet
or 15.32%
Lot2 | 16,823 sq.it. -3,177 sq.ft 101.8 feet +1.8 feet 165.2 feet +25.2 feet
, or 15.89%
Lot3 ] 16,823 5q.ft. -3,177 sq.ft. 101.8 feet +1.8 feet 165.2 feet +25.2 feet
or 15.89%
Lot4 | 16,915 sq.fi. -3,085 sq.f1. 100.7 feet + 0.7 feet 165.2 feet +25.2 feet
or 15.43%

The petitioner has indicated building footprints on the proposed final engineering plans that would address minimum
yard and stormwater management requirements. -t should be noted that approval of the Final Plat of Subdivision would
not constitute approval of the indicated building footprints, resulting buildings, or corresponding yards. Each proposed
structure will be evaluated on an individual basis, and zoning criteria must be verified based on an individual structure’s
particular characteristics as delineated in future building pemit plans. Requests for variations from the Zoning
Ordinance should not be required for the future structures, as they can be designed to address code criteria well in
advance. In addition, the future homes should be designed in an architecturally compatible manmer with the surrounding
area.
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Considerable discussion at the previous Plan Commission and Village Council meetings has focused on the lot areas of

_the properties on the east side of Puffer Road opposite the subject property. During these discussions, the lots have been
referred to with lot areas being comprised of the combination of parcels based on ownership (defined as a “Zonin g Lot”
in the Zoning Ordinance); whereas from a zoning standpoint, the lot sizes of the individual parcels are considered absent
common ownership and absent any structures.

The lots on the east side of Puffer Road were ori ginally platted prior to their annexation, therefore, each of the individual
parcels comprising a Zoning Lot are considered lawfully nonconforming, and could therefore be utilized independently if
the existing structures were to ever be demolished. The attached exhibit demonstrates the lot sizes by both Common
Ownership and as Platted.

When looking at the lot sizes on the east side of Puffer from the standpoint of common ownership, according to the
available County Tax Assessor’s Map data, the lots on the east side of Puffer Road measure:

Lot Numbers Lot Width Lot Area :
Lot 13 74.2 . at the 18,340 sq.ft; .
front property line | 21,620 sq.ft. including the parcel with
the detached garage |
Lot 12 and North 30° of Lot 11 { 90 feet 18,000 square feet
Lot 10 and South 30° of Lot 11 | 90 feet 18,000 square feet
Lot 8 and Lot 9 130 feet 26,000 square feet

When looking at the lot sizes on the east side of Puffer from a zoning standpoint as they were originally platted prior to
their annexation (ie: as nonconforming lots of record), and assuming the existing residences were no lon ger present, the
lots from north to south would have the availability to be utilized in the followin g configurations:

Lot Number Lot Width Lot Area
Lot 13 74.2 ft. at the 18,340 square feet
front property line ‘
Lot 12 : 60 feet 12,000 square feet
Lot1l 60 feet 12,000 square feet
Lot 10 60 feet 12,000 square fect
Lot 9 " 60 feet 12,000 square feet
Lot 8 70 feet 14,000 square feet
Public Works/Engineering

Per Code, the petitioner is required to dedicate and construct any public improvements that are not present on the existing
adjacent street, in this case on the westerly half of Puffer Road. The existing Puffer Road right-of-way currently
measures 66 feet in total width, with 33 feet located on either side of its centerline. As this roadway is designated as a
Local Street on the Future Land Use Plan with a required right-of-way width of 70 feet, the petitioner is required per
Code to dedicate two feet of land to the westerly half of the right-of-way as part of this subdivision. The petitioner is
proposing to satisfy this requirement by dedicating an additional two feet of width to the ri ght-of-way along the entire
Puffer Road frontage of the property.

However, the existing street pavement of Puffer Road adjacent to the subject property is cuorrently only approximately 16
to 20 feet in width. No curbs, gutters or sidewalks arc present. The Puffer Road right-of-way and street pavement
currently terminate adjacent to the northerly property line of the subject property, directly south of the Downers Grove
Park District Recreational Facility. No cul-de-sac is present at the northerly terminus of Puffer Road, althou gh a small
paved area provides very limited capability for a passenger vehicle to execute a three-point-turn.

The petitioner’s obligations for public improvements to the westerly half of Puffer Road include constructing an
additional ten feet of strect pavement, as well as installing curbs and gutters, streetlights, stormwater utilities and
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sidewalks per Code. The Public Works Depariment and Fire Prevention Division are also requiring that the Petitioner
construct a cul-de-sac bulb at the northerly t€rminus of Puffer Road adjacent to the subject property, as well as
improvements to the intersection of Puffer Road and Chicago Avenue to accommodate snow plowing operations and
emergency vehicle turning movements.

The petitioner is requesting Exceptions from required public improvements to: _
1. Not provide curbs and gutters on the westerly side of the street pavement adjacent to the subject property;
2. To not provide 30 feet of street pavement as measured back-of-curb to back-of-curb; and
3. 'Toreduce the width of the parkway (ie: the right-of-way located between the street pavement and the sidewalk
pavement) surrounding the cul-de-sac.

With respect to the proposed cul-de-sac, per Code, the right-of-way surrounding the cul-de-sac pavement is required to be
of sufficient radius so as to not decrease the width of the parkway or sidewalks (i.e.; dedicating a bulb-shaped right-of-
way surrounding the actual cul-de-sac pavement). The typical radius of a cul-de-sac (including right-of-way) would be a
total of no less than 47.5 feet of right-of-way comprised of 30 feet of pavement, 12.5 feet of parkway, and 5 feet of
sidewalk. :

As noted, the cul-de-sac has also been redesigned as compared to the originally submitted petition so that the bulb is
oriented towards the proposed lots and further away from the adjacent residential lots to the east. Measured from the

tside edge of the street pavement (shoulder) to the front property line of the adjacent residential lots on the east side of
Puffer Road, the parkway width wiil measure approximately 15 feet (note that sidewalks are not proposed on the east side
of the street). The narrowest portion of the proposed surrounding parkway is proposed to be located adjacent to proposed
Lot 1, which will measure less than two feet between the edge of the street pavement to the front property line of Lot 1
just north of the terminus of the proposed sidewalk, which is not proposed to continue around to the east side of the cul-
de-sac.

The petitioner is proposing to satisfy certain public improvements requirements as part of the proposed subdivision.
Beyond the requirement of providing improvements within the westerly half of the right-of-way adjacent to the subject
property, the petitioner is proposing to improve the entire street as follows:

The existing pavement width is proposed to be increased to a consistent 24 feet of asphalt pavement;

Although curbs and gutters are not proposed, an additional two feet of concrete shoulder on each side of the

improved street pavement s proposed based upon recommendations from Public Works:

3. A cul-de-sac tum-around with an outside of curb tuming radius of 30 feet is proposed, but with an overall

. reduced parkway width. This cul-de-sac has been redesigned as compared to its ori ginally presented

configuration so that the bulb is oriented towards the proposed lots. This redesign is the result of concerns

expressed by the neighbors to the east regarding the originally presented cul-de-sac confi guration.

4. Improvements to the intersection of Puffer Road at Chicago Avenue as required by the Public Works Department
and the Fire Prevention Division of the Fire Department are also proposed.

5. The petitioner continues to propose streetlights and sidewalks are proposed on the westerly side of the right-of-

way adjacent to the subject property as required by Code and Village Council Policy.

B

It should be noted that sanitary sewer service is under the jurisdiction of the Downers Grove Sanitary District. The
petitioner is proposing to extend sanitary sewer service westerly from sewer lines currently located within the Belmont
Road right-of-way one block east of the subject property. As indicated in their correspondence dated August 18, 2004,
the Downers Grove Sanitary District has approved the proposed sanitary sewer extension route.

The Public Works Department has reviewed the proposed plans per the attached memo dated April 14,2005 and has
concurred with the proposed revisions to the Final Plat of Subdivision.

Site Engineering and Public Improvements
The Engincering Division has no outstanding issues, and has not raised objections to the petitioner’s requested
Exceptions pertaining to public improvements and right-of-way dedication surrounding the cul-de-sac turnaround. The
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requested Exception to utilize a 24 foot wide asphalt street pavement with two feet of concrete shoulder on each side in
lieu of 30 feet of pavement and conventional curbs and gutters has been reviewed and accepted by the Public Works
Department. ‘

Public Works has also indicated their position with respect to the proposed sidewalks, and as further outlined in their
memorandum, they do not concur with an Exception to not provide sidewalks as was orj ginally recommended by the Plan
Commission.

Stormwater Management

The petitioner has provided adequate side and rear lot stormwater drainage easements on the revised Final Plat of
Subdivision, and collective stormwater detention is not required for the proposed subdivision. The Stormwater
Management Division notes, as in all cases, there are certain stormwater management, grading, and engincering
requirements that must be satisfactorily addressed prior to issuance of construction permits on amny resulting lots.

Wetlands .
Wetlands analyses were reviewed, and no areas designated as wetlands are located on the subject property or within 50
feet of the subject property.

Traffic

‘The Traffic Division has made no additional comments beyond those addressed by the En gineering Division.

Forestry/Landscaping :
The Forestry Division indicates that nine new trees will be required along the west side of the cul-de-sac adjacent to the
proposed subdivision. If desired by the petitioner, payment for installation of the required trees by the Forestry
Department will be accepted. Should the petitioner pursue independent installation of the required trees, certain planting,
spacing and species selection will be required as outlined in the Forestry Division comments.

Other

Fire Department _
The Fire Prevention Division of the Fire Department has reviewed the proposed plans and has indicated in the attached
report dated April 14, 2005 that no outstanding issues have been identified.

School and Park District Donations

The Subdivision Control Ordinance establishes the schedule of school and park district donations based upon the number
of bedrooms anticipated to be constructed within each residence within the subdivision, with credit being given for any
existing residences currently focated on the property. The petitioner has stated the intent to construct five-bedroom
residences on all four lots, and with credit being given for the existing three-bedroom residence currently on site, the
resulting total donation obligation is $13,556.12 as summarized below. Payment of these donations must be made to the
Village prior to the granting of final plat approval and are subject to confirmation upon application for building permits.

Total
Total to Total to Total To Denations
BR Type ‘ District 583  District 99  Park District per BR Type

5 Bedrooms|  $1.159.86 $698.40  $2271.94 _ $4.130.20

4 Proposed 5 BR Homes| $ 463944 § 2,793.60 $ 908776 § 16,520.80
Credit for Existing 3 BR Home| (927.76) _ (333.60) _ (1.703.32) (2,964.68)
Total Donations| § 3,711.68 § 2,460.00 § 7,384.44 §$ 1355612

Note: Chapler 20, Subdivision Ordinance, Section 20-300, Park and Scheol Donation, establishes the schedute of
school and park district domations.
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EXCEPTIONS

The lot area and public improvements Exceptions are required to be evaluated per the criteria found in Section 20-602 of
the Subdivision Ordinance. Approval of an Exception may be recommended by the Plan Commission only if it finds that
there are practical difficulties or particular hardships in carrying out the strict letter of the Subdivision Qrdinance. In its
consideration of the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships, the Plan Commission may consider, but is
not limited to, the following:

(1) The extent to which the proposed exception impacts on the value or reasonable use of surrounding properties;
(2) Whether the exception is consistent with the trend of development in the area and the surrounding uses;
(3) The characteristics of the property which support or mitigate against the granting of the exception;
(4) Whether the exception is in conformance with the general plan and spirt of this Chapter;
(5) Whether the exception will alter, or be consistent with, the essential character of the locality.

The petitioner must demonstrate and the Plan Comumission must find that the criteria for granting the requested
Exceptions are met in order for the Plan Commission to consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the Village
Council regarding the proposed Final Plat of Subdivision.

RECOMMENDATION
QJOI.]]C] the Plan Commission recommend approval of the Petitioner’s Requested Action, Staff recommends the following
onditions:

1. Properly permitted demolition or removal of the existing residence prior to any development on proposed Lots 1
and 2;

2. Compliance with all Public Works requirements and conditions prior to the issuance of permits as outlined in
their memorandum dated April 14, 2005;

3. Compliance with all Fire Prevention Division requirements and conditions as outlined in their memorandum
dated April 14, 2005;

4. Payment of required school and park district donations in the amount of $13,556.12 prior to Village Council
consideration of the proposed Final Plat of Subdivision;

5. Any changes to the conditions represented by the Petitioner as the basis for this petition, whether those changes
occur priot to or after Village approval, shall be promptly reported to the Village. The Village reserves the right
to re-open its review process upon receipt of such information;

6. It is the Petitioner’s obligation to maintain compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village laws,

. ordinances, regulations, and policies.
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INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

TO: Amanda G. Riordan, Planner - Planning & Community Development
FROM: David H. Barber, P.E., Director of Public Work ,
BY:  Michael D. Millette, P.E., Asst. Director of Public Works — Engineerinm
Jonathan C. Hall, P.E., Development Engineering Manage% :
DATE: April 14, 2005
RE: Proposed Revisions to Golf View Estates Subdivision
Revised Documents — 4" Review (Final Submittal)

Documents Reviewed:
» Final subdivision plat dated March 30, 2005
» Project review set dated March 31, 2005
Attachments:
> Village Forester memo dated April 5, 2005 .
> Christopher B. Burke Preliminary Wetland Review dated July 23, 2004

Public Works Review Summary:

Division Representative | Date Conclusion Comments
included

Engineering | M. Millette 04/05/05 | See Comments X

Stormwater | J. Hall 4/06/05 | See Comments X

Water D. Bird 04/05/05 | See Comments X

Traffic D. Fera 04/05/05 | No Comments

Forestry K. von der Heide | 04/05/05 | See Comments X

Pavement R. Ebel 04/05/05 | No Comments

Findings:

The Public Works Department concurs with placement of the subject petition on the
Plan Commission agenda, and we further recommend that the sidewalks be required.
This recommendation is contingent on modification of the plat to include 5-foot public
utility and drainage easements on each side of each parcel. All other review comments
must be addressed prior to issuance of stormwater / right-of-way permits.
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Public Works Department Review Details:

Engineering Review Comments from August 19, 2004:
1. The new cul-de-sac alignment is acceptable.
2. The new sidewalk is to be minimum of 5 inches thick.

3. Staff does not concur with granting an exception to the code requirement to
construct sidewalks. This opinion is based on the foliowing facts:

a. The Council has set written policy which directs that sidewalks should be
constructed on at least one side of all Village streets.

. b.  This particular sidewalk is ranked relatively high on the sidewalk matrix due to
proximity to golf course, a school, Belmont Road, and a train station.

¢. The present fee amounts collected may not be adequate to construct future
sidewalks.

d. Constructing the sidewalk with the street will eliminate the need to
inconvenience residents at a future date and will minimize safety and other
construction concerns.

Additional Engineering Comments (4/5/05):

4. Revise the Plat of Subdivision to include 5-foot public utility and drainage
easements on north and south side of each parcel.

Stormwater Review Comments from August 19, 2004:

1. Provide two additional copies of the wetland submittal and revised plans for review
by our consultant.
Accepted

2. Within 5 feet of all structures, the slope must be clearly defined away from the
structure (2% to 5% recommended). This can be adjusted with the individual lot
grading plans.

Accepted — To be addressed with individual house permit grading plans
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3. Driveway slopes should not exceed 10% within the right-of-way. This limit is also
recommended for the remainder of the driveway.
Accepted — The grading plan complies to the extent possible under existing
constraints :

4. Sidewalk longitudinal slopes should not exceed 15% and cross-slopes, should
be limited to 2%.
Accepted — The grading plan complies to the extent possible under
existing constraints

5. Provide sealed retaining wall design for any walls with heights greater than 3
feet.
Accepted — No walls are proposed at this time

6. The Village's wetland consultant will review the provided wetland report.
Accepted — No wetlands are present at this time .

7. Provided flared end sections for all culvert ends.
Accepted

8. Provide permanent erosion protection within ditches as needed.
Accepted

9. Provide an explanation how permanent water quality best management practices
(BMPs) are incorporated into the design.
Accepted

10. Maintain hydrology to the off-site wetlands
Accepted — Perforated pipe drains to ditch which drains to off-site wetland

11. The Village recommends that the petitioner consider creation of an underdrain
system in the location of the proposed ditch that will accommodate small rainfall
events only. 100-year flow may be conveyed through a more gentle swale above
the underdrain. Driveway slopes would require modification if 100-year flow passes
over driveway. Such a system could be designed as a BMP.

Accepted '

12. Sump pumps should discharge to the rear yards to avoid potential icing concerns.
Not Accepted

Additional Stormwater Comments (4/5/05):

13. Relocate / add inlets to minimize flow across driveways. The current locations are
not as critical because the sump discharges will now be routed to the rear yards.

a. Relocate Inlet 4 closer to the Lot 2 driveway (~ 5 feet from drive).
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b. Relocate Inlet 3 closer to the Lot 3 driveway (~ 5 feet from drive).

c. Add an inlet approximately 5 feet north of the Lot 4 driveway.
Inlet rim elevations must be at least 3 inches lower than nearest edge of driveway.
14. Replace Inlet 2 with a catchbasin (48-inch diameter, 36-inch sump).

15. Change the title of Sheet 5 to reflect storm sewer and water systems in addition to
the sanitary sewer. Label the 8-inch PVC pipe as "storm sewer.”

16. Route sump pump discharges to the rear yards. An effort should be made to
maintain the pipe alignments within approximately 5 to 10 feet of the side property
lines so as not to interfere with use of the rear yards. The discharge point must be

at least 5 feet from any property line. To prevent impact on neighbors, we
recommend that the sump pumps discharge within 30 feet of the rear property line.

Water Division Review Comments from July 15, 2004:

1. Show water main size (8”) on Puffer and proposed water service size for each

lot.
Accepted

2. Maintain 10’ separation of water service and sewer lateral.
Accepted

3. Show and mark all proposed B-Boxes.
Accepted

4, Show detail on all water and sewer crossovers.
Accepted

Traffic Review Comments from August 18, 2004:

No comments,

Forestry Review Comments from April 5, 2005:

See attached memo dated April 5, 2005
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Forestry Review Comments from August 27, 2004:

No comments.

Pavement Review Comments from August 27, 2004:

No comments.

C: PW Division Managers
Director of Code Services
Stormwater Management Engineer
S. Connell, Administrative Technician
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE: Aprl 5, 2005
TO: Plan Review Team
FROM: Kerstin G. von der Heide, Village Forester

SUBJECT: Golf View Estates Subdivision

I have reviewed the revised subdivision plans and have determined that all the trees along the
west side of the cul-de-sac will be new trees. The number of trees required is 9. For simplicity
and to ensure acceptable tree selections, the Forestry Division can install the trees as the lots are
completed provided the developer pays for the trees in advance. I have calculated these tree
costs based on 2005 Suburban Tree Consortium prices plus an administrative charge, and have
listed them below.

Species {size 2" B&B) - Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost
Freeman Maple 3 $270.60 $811.80

Pear 3 $263.40 $790.20
Swamp White Qak 3 £293.40 $880.20

Total Cost $2482.20

Subject to availability and planting season, the Forestry Division may choose to substitute other
appropnate tree species for approximately the same cost.

If the developer chooses instead to install the parkway trees, the trees must be a mixture of tree
species and may include any of the tree species listed above. Because of emerald ash borer
insect outbreaks in Michigan and the continued threat of the insect spreading to Illinois, no ash
tree species are allowed. Other acceptable tree species include honeylocust, hackberry, bur oak,
hybrid elms, American linden and littleleaf linden. Trees must have straight stems with at least
2-mch diameter at 6 inches above ground. Spacing is generally 40 feet between trees and 10 feet
from driveways and B-boxes. Forestry staff shall have final approval of tree species and spacing
before the public improvements are accepted.



DOWNERS GROVE FIRE DEPARTMENT
PREVENTION DIVISION

801 Burlington Ave., Downers Grove, IL 60515
Phone: 630-434-5983 Fax: 630-434-5593

ENGIMEERING

SITE PLAN REVIEW

TO: Amanda Riordan, Planning & Community Development
FROM: Bill Mierzejewski, Fire Marshal |

DATE: April 14, 2005

RE: Golf View Estates Subdivision Revision

The Fire Prevention Bureau approves the plans submitted for the above referenced
project. There do not appear to be any issues at this time.

This is a review for fire protection and prevention concerns only. Other Village
departments may have issues that need to be addressed.

Please feel free to call me at 434-5983 with any questions or concerns.
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RECEIVED

August 18, 2004
AUG 19 2004
Ms. Amanda G. Riordan, Planner ' " Planning and .
. . . . C
Department of Planning and Community Development ~ ngg?opmoemnumty

Village of Downers Grove
801 Burlington Avenue
Downers Grove, IL 60515

RE:  Golf View Estates
4606 Puffer Road

- Dear Ms. Riordan:

At their August 17, 2004 meeting, the Board of Trustees of the Downers Grove Sanitary
District approved an agreement with CBC Development L.L.C. for the provision of sanitary
sewer service to the proposed Golf View Estates located at 4606 Puffer Road, Downers Grove.
This subdivision consists of 5 single family lots. Samitary sewer service will be provided by the
construction of sanitary sewers in Chicago Avenue from Belmont Road to Puffer Road and in
Puffer Road from Chicago Avenue north to the end of the ri ght-of-way as generally depicted in
the engineering improvement plans for this subdivision dated August 13, 2004. The District has
requested certain revisions to these plans as indicated in the attached review letter.

Please call me if you need any further information.
Very truly: ygms,
DOWNERS GROVE SANITARY DISTRICT

ﬁ%}mm(},(lox

Lawrence C. Cox
. General Manager

- LCClel

Enclosure

cc:  Steven McSweeney, CBC Development
Dave Barber, Village of Downers Grove

Member Hlinois Association of Wastewater Agencies
Printed on Rec_ycled Paper
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Providing a Better Environment for South Central DuPage County
August 18, 2004 RECEIVED
Mr. Derek Stancik AUG 19 7004
Intech Consultants, Inc.
5413 Wa]nut Avenue ' Planning and Community
Downers Grove, I 60515 Development

RE:  Proposed Golf View Estates Subdivision

Dear Mr. Stancik:

The District has reviewed the improvement plans submitted for the subject project and the following
comments were noted:

1. Note on the plans that Downers Grove Sanitary District standards and ordinances shall govern all
sanilary sewer construction. Sanitary sewer notes shall reference the Downers Grove Sanitary
District, not the Village.

2. Note on the plans that the sewer contractor shall schedule with the District a pre-construction meeting
prior to the start of construction.

3. Note on the plans that the sewer contractor shall schedule with the District inspections of the sanitary
sewer construction 48 hours in advance of the start of construction.

4. Underground Improvements note 3.d.1 should specify CA-7 backfill for the samitary sewer,

5. Show all existing and proposed Iot numbers on the plans.

- 6. Elevations should be added to the scale in the profile view (Sheet 6), and the horizontal scale should
_ be corrected (Sheet 5). '

7. Show the distance between the sanitary sewer and the right-of-way lines.

8. Decrease the sewer slopes between manholes 1 through 4 to 0.4% to increase cover over the sewer.
These sewers sections can have no less than a minimum of 4-feet of cover over the top of pipe.

9. Decrease the sewer slope between manholes 4 and 5 to deepen the sewer to provide a minimum of ]
8.2 feet of cover over the sewer. This will minimize conflicts with water mains and services.

10. Correct slopes so that they match in the plan énd profile views.

1. Note on the plans that the connection into the existing manhole shall be made by core drilling the
~ manhole and installing a rubber boot to insure a watertight seal. The manhole bench shall also be
reformed to provide a smooth flowing invert. '

12. Tdentify the invert elevation of the existing manhole at Belmont Road.

Member Illinojs Association of Wastewater Agencies
Printed on Recycled Paper



R Pé‘ge Two —Go]f View Estates Subdivision Plan Review Letter
g 13. Show stations in the plan view along Chicago Avenue.
 14. Stiow all utifity crossings in the profile view. .
“15. Note in specifications that the constructed sewers shall pass all District reqmrements for air,
-alignment, deflection and manhole vacuum tests (see enclosures). .

_ 16.Note that the constructed sewers must be televised under simulated flow conditions. District
~ personnel must be present during televising. No sags greater than 25% of the pipe diameter will be
accepted. All unacceptable sags must be replaced in a manner acceptable to the District.

. 17. Utilize on the plans the enclosed District bedding & backfill detail.
18. Note on the plan sheet that all fill must be in place and compacted prior to start of sanitary sewer
construction.

19: Note on the plan and profile views that the following pipe specification shall be used: PVC pipe
.- with a SDR of 26, complying with ASTM D2241, 160 psi pressure pipe push-on bell and spigot
type with rubber ring seal gasket ASTM D3139.

‘]. Revise note 7 of specification indicating that “Flex Seal” non-shear couplings (with stainless steel
shear ning) shall be used to connect pipes of dissimilar matenial or size.

21. Submut the necessary Hllinois EPA permit applications (3 original sets) and fees for District review
and approval.

22. The owner must complete the annexation into the District and pay all fees before any submittals are
made to IEPA

23. Provide to the District, prior to the start of sewer construction, a copy of the permit to work within
the Public right-of-way issued by the village and or the township.

24. Submit an engineer’s cost estimate for the proposed sanitary sewer improveménts. This will be used
in the calculation of the District’s Plan Review Fee.

25. Developer must execute the agreement with the Dlstnct as approved by the Districi’s Board of
Trustees on August 17, 2004.

i bmit f'our sets of plans revised as noted above for District review and approval. If you have any
estions, please call.

If you have any questions, please call (630-969-6753 x109).

Sincerely, _
- DOWNERS GROVE SANITARY DISTRICT

P 0L

Ted Cherwak
Code Compliance Coordinator

TTC |
CC: Steven J. Sweeney CBC Development
Enclosures
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING, JUNE 6, 2005, 7:30 P.M.

Chairman Jirik called the June 6, 2005 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at 7:30 p-m. and
asked for a roll call: ‘

PRESENT: Chairman Jirik, Mr. Grniesbaum, Mr. McCormick, Mr. Nicholaou, Mrs. Rabatah,
Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Webster

ABSENT:  Mr. Quandt, Mr. Matejezyk

STAFF PRESENT: Keith Sbiral, Director of.:P]anning; Amanda Riordan, Planner; Alice
Dornan, Recording Secretary

FILE NO. PC-15-04 A petition seeking Final Plat of Subdivision with Lot Area and Certain
Public Improvement Exceptions for the Golf View Estates Subdivision; property located on the
west side of Puffer Road at the terminus of Chicago Avenue, commonly known as 4606 Puffer
Road, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 08-01-408-006); Steve McSweeney, Petitioner; CBC
Development, LLC, Owner

Chairman Jlirik called the Public Hearing for PC-15-04 to order and noted the petition is for Golf
View Estates for a four-lot subdivision with certain exceptions from code. He noted the
petitioner and location of the property, and swore in all members of the public that intend to
speak this evening regarding this petition.

Amanda Riordan, Planner, presented the Staff Report. She noted that the petitioner is seeking
approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision for a four-lot single family residential subdivision with
certain Exceptions. The requested Exceptions pertain to the lot areas of each of the. four
proposed lots, as well as public improvements of curb and gutter, street pavement width, and
parkway width. -

This petition was originally presented to the Plan Commission in August of 2004, and included a
request to rezone the subject property from R-1 to R-3 as well as a Final Plat of Subdivision for a
five-lot subdivision with certain public improvements exceptions. Ms. Riordan noted that

* background information regarding the original petition was included as a separate packet in the
Staff Report.

Ms. Riordan continued, indicating that the Plan Commission had recommended that the Village
Council approve the petitioner’s ori ginal request, including rezoning the subject property from

-1 to R-3. The Village Council tabled the petition in September of 2004. In March this year,
the petitioner submitted a revised Final Plat of Subdivision to the Village Council for
consideration, reducing the number of lots from five to four. The Viliage Council expressed
concerns regarding rezoning the property, and has remanded the petition back to the Plan
Commission for consideration of the four lot subdivision without rezoning the property. Absent
the rezoning request from R-1 to R-3, each of the four proposed lots requires a Lot Area
Exception from the minimum R-1 requirement of 20,000 square feet.
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Ms. Riordan noted that the Plan Commission also previously recommended two additional
conditions of approval in addition to those as originally recommended by Staff:

1) that the Code requirement to construct a sidewalk should be waived, for which the petitioner
should pay a fee-in-lieu of constructing the sidewalk; and

2) that the petitioner redesign the cul-de-sac tun-around so that it is closer to the subject
property than the adjacent residential properties to the east.

The petitioner’s revised Plat satisfies the Plan Commission’s recommendation regarding the
redesign of the cul-de-sac turn around; however, because construction of sidewalks on at least
one side of the street is a Council priority. The Village Council has concurred with the previous
Staff recommendation that the petitioner construct the sidewalk as required, and the petitioner’s
revised plans include the provision of the sidewalk on the west side of the street adjacent to the
subject property.

Ms. Riordan concluded her presentation, indicating that a complete analysis of the petition was
included in the updated Staff Report. Ms. Riordan called the Commission’s attention to the
recommended conditions should the Plan Commission recommend approval of the petitioner’s
request.

Chaimman Jirik called for questions of the Staff.

Commissioner Nicholau asked if in the Northwest section, specifically Qakwood area, if the
Zomng is R-1 Single Family. He noted he was discussing areas north of Chicago Avenue. Ms.
Riordan responded that area is zoned R-1, Single Family.

Hearing no other questions for Staff, Chairman Jirik called for the petitioner to present their
application.

Steve McSweeney, CBC Development, noted that he had been sworn in. He stated that the
Village Council had requested he come back to the Plan Commission with the modified zoning.
He noted that the neighborhood representatives as well as the Council have requested keeping
the zoning R-1. He noted he felt he has done everything possible to appease everyone and asked
that the PC recommend approval.

Commissioner Waechtler noted that the sidewalk issue had previously been discussed by the
Plan Commission, and asked the petitioner whether the sidewalks were still proposed.

Mr. McSweeney responded that he would rather put in the sidewalks, as it adds to the value of
the homes he will be putting up. He added that the cul-de-sac looping to the left inwards toward
Lot 1 is a problem for him. . He noted that the cul-de-sac bulb was originally designed to be
centered within the right-of-way, but that one of the neighbors complained that it would reduce
the green space on their side of the right-of-way. He noted that with 5 lots, reorientating the cul-
de-sac bulb to cut into Lot 1 was a reasonable request, but with 4 lots, he felt this requirement
should be eliminated. He noted he feels this is a fair request to make.

The Chair called for public participation.
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Ms. Janet Barr, 4605 Puffer Road, noted she lives directly across the street from the bulb of the
cul-de-sac. She stated that she opposes changing the bulb being put back into the center of the
right-of-way as was originally presented. She noted that during meetings with the petitioner, she
has felt threatened by the petitioner. She said that the petitioner told her that if she spoke against
the petition then he would ask for the bulb to be changed back closer to her lot.

Chairman Jirik noted that the Commission does not entertain characterizations of ex-parte
communications. He noted that feeling threatened is a separate issue the commission would be
interested in knowing about, but that attributing comments to someone else is considered ex-
parte.

Ms. Barr continued, noting that the change in the bulb would not hurt the petitioner, however, it
would eliminate several trees and decorations that the Barr’s have placed in the right-of-way.
She noted that it would also make it more difficult to back out of their driveway. She noted that
the Plan Commission recommended that the bulb be changed 1n the first place.

Chairman Jirik asked staff about the area that the neighbor is discussing. Ms. Riordan utilized
the overhead projection of the site plan to denote what property is owned by the petitioner, the
Village, and the neighbors. She explained how the original plan was designed and how it was
revised. Inresponse to a question from Mr. Waechtler, Ms. Riordan noted that that any tree
located within the ROW is a Village parkway tree. Ms. Barr noted she planted the trees.

Commissicner Waechtler asked what the width of the nght-of-way is. Ms Riordan noted it is 66
feet wide and the petitioner is proposing to dedicate two feet of width to the night-of-way, as well
as the additional area for the cul-de-sac bulb. Further discussion of the bulb was noted. Ms.
Riordan then reviewed the Public Improvements Exceptions that are being requested.

Mr. Sbiral, Director of Planning, clarified that the plan being considered by the Plan Commission
is the 9-shped cul-de-sac. He noted that the proposal to put the cul-de-sac back into the center of
the fright-of-way is not what is proposed tonight.

Mr. McSweeney noted that he is paying for all the public tmprovements and the neighbors do not
want these improvements. He agreed that he had not gone to staff to request that the cul-de-sac
bulb be changed back to the center.

Ms. Barr noted that she would like to hear how the bulb would be proposed to be changed back.
She stated that she does not understand what is being proposed. Chairman Jirik noted that the
Plan Commission is fact finding this evening. The meeting minutes and recommendation will go
to the Village Council for their final approval, and that the Plan Commission can recommend
approval, denial, or approval with changes.

Janet Barr noted she asked the Village Council the same question and she stated that the Council
stated that once the approval was made there would not be a way to change that once it is platted.
She asked what the legal significance of platting something is. Ms. Riordan explained that when
a Final Plat is approved, the approval of the subdivision includes approval of the engineering
plans. The eventual construction of the street irnprovements must meet the approved engineering
design.
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Mr. Phillip Barr, 4605 Puffer Road, asked why the bulb does not go all the way to the north of
the right-of-way to the end of the fence. Mr. Barr noted that the space is wasted. Ms. Riordan
noted that the extra space at the tip of the cul-de-sac is considered parkway.

Commissioner Waechtler asked if there is a minimum required turning radius for emergency
vehicles. Ms. Riordan noted that the proposed cul-de-sac configuration in the shape of a number
9 has been reviewed by the Fire Department, and they feel it is sufficient.

Mr. Jerry Keh] asked what the reason was for putting in the sidewalk. He stated there is no way
to extend the sidewalk anywhere else. He noted he would prefer additional green space.

Ms. Riordan reiterated that the Village Council policy is to construct sidewalk for safe public
access on at least one side of every public street. She said that the Council has also adopted a
sidewalk matrix. Additionally, the sidewalk may eventually be extended to the south or to the
east along Chicago Avenue to Belmont Road in order to provide safe pedestrian access to the
nearby Puffer School. Mr. Kehl suggested that there is no way that a sidewalk can be extended,
and he didn’t see-any need for sidewalks along this street. Ms. Riordan noted that any time
pedestrian access can be removed from the street, it s safer than having pedestrians walk on the

street.

Commissioner Waechtler noted that had he realized the sidewalk policy existed he would have
probably felt differently the first time this case was presented to them. Commissioner Nicholaou
noted that the Council was extremely clear on the sidewalk issue.

Hearing no other public comments or questions, Chairman Jirik closed public comment.

Mr. McSweeney noted that he would like the recommendation to change, and that the cul-de-sac
should be different. He noted that he would ask for it to be changed. He noted the considerable
opposition from the neighborhood, and requested feedback from the Plan Commission.

Chairman Jirik noted that this would be a point that will be discussed in deliberations. He noted
that the Plan Commission has some room to make modifications or suggestions for modifications
to the plan. Mr. McSweeney noted that the first time this case was considered, it was
unanimously approved. He asked that the Commission do the same thing today and modify the
proposal.

The petitioner had no further closing statements.

Commissioner Griesbaum asked about the Public Works comments regarding samp pumps
discharging fo the rear yard. Ms. Riordan stated that these issnes would be addressed at
construction permitting in order to ensure that drainage is designed appropriately based upon the
final design and location of the house. Commissioner Waechtler asked if there are situations
where the sump pumps can drain into the storm sewer. Ms. Riordan noted she was not able to
answer such an engineering question.

Commissioner Nicholaou noted that he has a very serious concern that this is being requested to

remain zoned R-1. He noted that they are now talking about four proposed lots and allowing
exceptions to these lots that are significant. He noted that by doing this, they open up many R-1
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lots that to potential lot splits with exceptions. These have previously been denied based on the
20,000 square foot requirement not being met. He noted that he feels that the R-3 zoning makes
a lot more sense, particularly with the nine-shaped cul-de-sac and the sidewalks. Now that this is
being proposed as R-1 with lot area exceptions, he has a very serious concern that this is going to
Jeopardize the integrity of R-1 Zoning.

Commissioner Griesbaum concurred that if the property were rezoned to R-3, there would be no
exceptions. He concurred that there is a significant issue with loosening the R-1 zoning and
allowing exceptions like this. He noted that he does not understand why the zoning should not
be changed to an R-3 to eliminate the need to approve really significant variations.

Commissioner Nicholaou noted that he does not feel that he can vote in favor of this.
Commissioner Waechtler asked what Council’s opinion was on this issue. -

Ms. Riordan said that the Council expressed concern that if the R-3 zoning was approved, even if
the Plat indicated four lots, there was nothing preventing the petitioner or anyone else from
coming back to the Plan Commission and asking for a 5-Iot subdivision with no exceptions.

Commissioner McCormick asked if the inclusion of the bulb would be a requirement either way.
Ms. Riordan noted that it would be required, because the Subdivision Ordinance requires any
dead end street to end in a tum around of a minimum diameter. She noted that Public Works and
Fire Department Staff agree it is necessary and desirable in this case. :

Commissioner Waechtler noted that in the R-2 district, the lot width requirement is 85 feet, and
asked whether more than 4 lots could be placed on the property if it were zoned R-2. Ms.
Riordan said that five lots in R-2 could not be authorized due to lot area and width exceptions.

Mr. McSweeney noted that R-2 zoning had been talked about, and one of the Council members
had suggested that there is not much R-2 Zoning.

Chairman Jirik noted that the last time this case was looked at, there are two ways to look at this.
If you look at this only from a zoning standpomt, you could easily see an island of R-3 being
created. He noted that some on the Council looked at it that way. He then noted that if you look
at the actual lot sizes, there is not a true difference between the R-1 and R-3 zoned lots in this
area. He noted that the zoning distinction is not supported by the existing lot sizes.

Chairman Jirik continued, and noted that if you zone the property R-1 or R-3, either approach
achieves a similar outcome where the physical lots are consistent. If you leave the property
zoned R-1, you maintain the homogeneity of the R-1 zoming. He noted that if you look at the
means to address this particular issue, then to him the solutions are equal. He noted that because
in this situation the outcome is the same, he is slightly indifferent to the options.

Commissioner Nicholaou noted that if you leave this property zoned R-1, you have opened up a
Pandora’s Box for exceptions to other R-1 properties. Chairman Jirik noted that he believes each
case, whether it includes exceptions or not, is evaluated on its own merits. He noted that you
would look at case specific issues and evaluate each of them.
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Commissioner Nicholaou noted that if you look at the Fairview cul-de-sac where no other cul-
de-sacs existed, it was determined that because there were some cul-de-sacs two or three blocks
away that it was okay. He noted that if they send this back approved, it is opening up the box for
significant exceptions to R-1 zoned properties.

Chairman Jirik noted that each petition stands on its own merits. Commissioner Nicholaou noted
that R-3 makes so much sense, and why this got sent back to the Plan Commission without the
rezoning makes no sense.

Commissioner Waechtler asked about the parcels on Puffer Road south of Chicago Avenue
regarding their lot width. Ms. Riordan noted that the lot on the comer is likely around 85 feet
wide, and the next three lots are roughly 60-65 feet wide. :

Commissioner Griesbaum asked about the R-3 zoning and the possibility of the fifth lot being
requested. Ms. Riordan noted the concern raised by the Council was that if the property is
rezoned to R-3, even if the four-lot subdivision is approved, there is a possibility that a future
petition could abandon the four-lot concept and petition for approval of a five-lot subdivision
without any exceptions.

Commissioner Griesbaum noted that there were no exceptions before; it was only a rezoning
from R-1 to R-3. Ms. Riordan explained that the Village Council was very concerned about this
possibility, and also that the proposed rezoning would constitute an island of R-3 zoning
completely surrounded by R-1 zoning,

Commussioner Waechtler noted that the Golf Course is zoned R-1. He then noted that the Golf
Course could be sold off and developed. Commissioner McCommick noted that no park district
property could be sold without a public referendum.

Chairman Jirik noted that with the record that is being created, an affirmative defense is being
created. Mr. Sbiral noted that the Commission’s decision must be based on the standards for
granting Exceptions. .

Commissioner Nicholaou again noted that it is in the purview of the Council to remand this
petition. He noted that he believes professionally he has to send back a clear warning that laving
this property zoned R-1 is not protecting the R-1 zoning district.

Commissioner Waechtler noted that if Exceptions are granted in this case, you have to be careful
because a builder will throw the concept of setting a precedent back in the face of the Plan
Commission and the Council in the future.

Commissioner Webster asked if the petitioner voluntarily reduced the lots from 5 to 4. Ms.
Riordan noted that the petition was voluntarily brought back by the Petitioner to reduce the
number of lots from 5 to 4. At that time, the petition still included the request to rezone the
property from R-1 to R-3. The Council remanded the petition back to the Plan Commission for
consideration without the rezoning. She noted that the Council did not have the authortty to vote
on the four-lot subdivision without rezoning the property, because that requires consideration of
exceptions, and a public hearing had not been conducted, which is required to be noticed and
held when any exception is being considered.
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Commissioner Webster noted that his issue is that, not being personally involved in the first time
this petition was presented, it is a strange statement from the Council’s point of view that if you
make this R-3 you create a situation where a person could propose five lots. Commissioner
Webster noted that this is a “what if” thought process, but that is not what is being requested. He
noted that he is noting that he can understand the Council’s perspective. Is the compromise to
put 4 lots and call 1t R-1 with a lot of exceptions and move on? He noted to Mr. Nicholaou’s
point that he understands where other places might be threatened by this, but there is no reason
that the Plan Commission could not just say no at that point if any such request was made.

Chairman Jirik noted that the Council’s concern is the island of R-3. He noted that he is
inferring that were the R-3 granted, the Village might be in a weaker position to deny a 5-lot
subdivision if it were proposed. He noted that this is likely the reason that this petition was
remanded. :

Commissioner Waechtler noted that based on the Council minutes, two Council members
specifically noted that this is not spot zoning.

Commissioner Nicholaou noted that they have accepted the remand. He noted that now they
have reviewed it all, they have not changed it from before. He asked why they couldn’t just note
that they do not approve of leaving the zoning R-1 and granting Exceptions.

Mr. Sbiral noted that the Commission has the options of recommending approval, approval with
conditions, or denial.

Commissioner Griesbaumn noted that the other outstanding issue is the orientation of the cul-de-
sac. He said that he would not be in favor of change the bulb of the cul-de-sac from the 9-shaped
style. The cul-de-sac should stay facing Lot 1.

Commissioner Waechtler asked how many trees are in the parkway in the area of the cul-de-sac
_bulb. Ms. Riordan noted that there would be a few trees, however it is not completely clear on
the plans how many trees would be affected if the bulb were centered in the right-of-way.

Commisstoner Waechtler noted that the sidewalks should be included, the developer wants
sidewalks and everyone should be able to agree on that.

Commissioner Rabatah noted that the bulb was not moved closer to the ROW to save the trees; it
was done to bring it further away from the neighbor’s property. She noted she does not believe
the bulb should be changed from the 9-shape.

Commissioner Waechtler asked if the property were zoned R-3, what would happen to the
property south of Chicago and east of Puffer. What impact would it have on that property? Ms.
Riordan responded that in the context of requesting rezoning, anybody at any point could make a
proposal to change zoning.

Chairman Jirik asked if there was any further deliberation or questions. He noted that they could
entertain motions at this time.

PLAN COMMISSION 7 June 6, 2005



DRAFT

COMMISSIONER GRIESBAUM MOVED THAT WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 15-04,
THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO
THE VILLAGE COUNCIL FOR THE PROPOSED FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION,
INCLUDING THE REQUESTED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS EXCEPTIONS
PERTAINING TO CURB AND GUTTER, STREET PAVEMENT WIDTH AND
PARKWAY WIDTH, AND INCLUDING A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE
PROPERTY BE REZONED TO R-3, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE, SUBJECT TO
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

1. PROPERLY PERMITTED DEMOLITION OR REMOVAL OF THE EXISTING
RESIDENCE PRIOR TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON PROPOSED LOTS 1
AND 2;

2. COMPLIANCE WITH ALL PUBLIC WORKS REQUIREMENTS AND
CONDITIONS PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS AS OUTLINED IN
THEIR MEMORANDUM DATED APRIL 14, 2005;

3. COMPLIANCE WITH ALL FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION REQUIREMENTS
AND CONDITIONS AS OUTLINED IN THEIR MEMORANDUM DATED
APRIL 14, 2005;

4. PAYMENT OF REQUIRED SCHOOL AND PARK DISTRICT DONATIONS IN
THE AMOUNT OF $13,556.12 PRIOR TO VILLAGE COUNCIL
CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION 5

5. ANY CHANGES TO THE CONDITIONS REPRESENTED BY THE
PETITIONER AS THE BASIS FOR THIS PETITION, WHETHER THOSE
CHANGES OCCUR PRIOR TO OR AFTER VILLAGE APPROVAL, SHALL BE
PROMPTLY REPORTED TO THE VILLAGE. THE VILLAGE RESERVES
THE RIGHT TO RE-OPEN ITS REVIEW PROCESS UPON RECEIPT OF SUCH
INFORMATION:

6. IT IS THE PETITIONER’S OBLIGATION TO MAINTAIN COMPLIANCE
WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE LAWS,
ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES.

COMMISSIONER NICHOLAOU SECONDED THE MOTION.

Commissioner Nicholaou clarified that the intent of this motion is to rezone the property to R-3
and to not grant lot area exceptions in the R-1 District.

Ms. Riordan and Mr. Sbiral noted that the Public Hearing for the rezoning has already been
published and heard as part of the original petition, so this motion would be in the purview of the
Plan Commission this evening.

Commissioner Waechtler asked if the bulb configuration needed to be clarified. Ms. Riordan
noted that the motion includes compliance with the engineering plans dated March 31, 2005,
which show the cul-de-sac facing towards proposed Lot 1.

Commissioner McCormick noted that he has an issue with recommending R-3. He noted that
although he agrees R-3 is appropriate, he feels the Plan Commission is going beyond what has
been remanded fo them from the Council. He noted that he believes that the motion makes sense
and is appropriate, however, the remand was to consider R-1 zoning.
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Commissioner Waechtler clarified that the key issue is the amount of variation required for the
lots if the zoning is left R-1.

Commissioner Griesbaum noted that if they were asking for a motion specific to this, that he
would make a motion to deny the petition under R-1 zoning. Commissioner McCormick noted
that he does not disagree with the result, however, he noted that he is slightly uncomfortable with
the formatting of the motion.

Ms. Riordan noted that perhaps the question should be called as it was remanded by the Council.
Chairman Jirik clarified the motion on the floor. Ms. Riordan noted she feels that the motion can
be voted on, but to avoid confusion, the motion could be stated so as to answer the question from
the Council directly.

Commissioner Nicholacu noted that the motion can be voted on because they have reviewed it,
voted on it again, and if they disagree with the R-1, they can vote to rezone it to R-3. Either
way, the Council can vote and review the Plan Commission’s record of their deliberations.

For clarification, Mr. Sbiral restated the motion.

ROLL CALL:

AYE: MR WAECHTLER, MR. WEBSTER, MR. NICHOLAOU, MR. QUANDT,
MRS. RABATAH, CHAIRMAN JIRIK

NAY: MR. MCCORMICK
MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 6-1

. Commissioner McCommick noted that he believes that the R-3 zoning makes good sense , but
that recommending rezoning was beyond the Commission’s purview.

Commissioner Waechtler noted the important thing that was said is that the Commission dealt
with the issue of rezoning the property R-3 versus granting significant exceptions in the R-1
district. He noted 15% Exceptions are too large.

Commissioner Griesbaum noted that in practicality, once you set these precedents it does exactly
that, and the Village would have to live with these precedents if the exceptions were granted in
the R-1 district. He noted that he would recommend denial of the exceptions and that would
have continued to frustrate everyone involved.

Commissioner Nicholaou noted that he would concur that for the record that is why he brought
up the initial isswe. He noted he would have recommended denial of the requested exceptions.

Commissicner Rabatah noted she concurs.
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
MEMO

From: Amanda G. Riordan, Plann
Subject: Golf View Estates Subdivision; PC-15-04
Date: June 1, 2005

To: Plan Commission Members WQ

The attached information is provided as background information pertaining to the proposed revisions to the
Golf View Estates Final Plat of Subdivision with Exceptions,

The following are attached for your review (in chronological order):

Staff Report to Plan Commission, with attachments, dated July 29, 2004
Plan Commission Minutes of Public Hearin g dated August 2, 2004
Council Workshop Minutes dated September 14, 2004

Council Meeting Minutes dated September 21, 2004

Manager Memo ITtem (Workshop Cover Sheet) dated May 10, 2005
Council Workshop Minutes dated May 10, 2005

Council Meeting Minutes dated May 17, 2005

R e

As always, if you have any questions please do not hesitate to call me (630.434.5531)

Attachments

PAP&CDVPROJECT, SYPLAN_COMMISSION\2004 PC Petition Files\PC-15-04 Golf View Estates Subdivision\Reports\Atiachment Memo 6-1-
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Golf View Estsles Finaf Plat - File PC-15-04

To: 7 " Plan Commission _

Prepared By: Amanda (z Riord nner

Date Prepared: Tuly 29, 2004

Mecting Date: August 2, 2004

Project Title: PC-15-04; Golf View Estates Final Plat of Subdivision

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

Petitioner: Steven McSweeney for CBC Development, Owners

Property Address: 4606 Puffer Road, west side of Poffer Road, north of the terminus of Chicago Avenue
Existing Zoning: R-1, Single Family Residence District

Application/Notice:  The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural and public
nelice requirements. .

Requested Action:
1. Approval of proposed rezoning from R-1, Single Family Residence to R-3, Single Family Residence per
Chapter 28, Zoning Ordinance, Section 28-1701, Amendment to Zoning Classification.
2. Approval of proposed Final Plat of Subdivision per Chapter 20, Subdivision Ordinance, Section 20-505, Final
. Plat — Petition for a 5-lot single family residential snbdivision. :
3. Exceptions from Chapter 20, Subdivision Ordinance per Section 20-602, Exceptions:
a. 'Tonot provide public street improvements to existing adjacent streets per Section 20-401, Required
Public Improvements as follows:
1. Cembination curbs and gutters on Puffer Road;
1. Minimum pavement width of 30 feet (back of curb to back of curb) on Puffer Road;
b. Toreducethe width of the parkway surrounding a cul-de-sac with an outside tusning radfus of not less
than 30 feet on Puffer Road per Section 20-303, Streets, subsection {e), Dead-end Sireets.

BACKGROUND

General Description
The subject property is located on the west side of Puffer Road just north of the terminus of Chicago Avenue, and is

zoned R-1, Single Family Residence. The petitioner is seeking rezoning and Final Plat of Subdivision approval fora
five-lot single family residential subdivision on the approximately 1.6 acre subject property. No new sireets are
proposed to be dedicated. ‘All five lots are proposed to front on the previously dedicated Puffer Road. The proposed
inal Plat of Subdivision depicts certain additional proposed improvements to the Puffer Road street pavement per
éde Although no Exceptions or Variations are being requested from zoning/lot requirements, Exceptions from Code
are requested pertaining to public improvements as delineated in the Requested Action.

Zoning and Future Land Use Plan
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning

Existing Zoning Existing Use ~_ Future Land Use Plan
North  R-1, Single Family Residence  Park District Recreation Center |, Residential at 0-6 d_w./acre {Yellow)
South  R-1, Single Family Residence Single Family Restdences Residential at 0-6 d.uJacre (Yellow)
East  -R-3, Single Family Residence Single Family Residences Residential ai 0-6 d.n./acre (Yellow)
West / R-1, Single Family Residence Park District Golf Course Open Space (Green)

\_R-1 (cavecled at W\uﬁna» &zog . .
The Future Land Use Plan designates the subject property as Residential at 0-6 dwelling units peracre (Yellow). The
proposed subdivision constitutes an effective/resulting density of 3.1 dwelling units per aere, consistent with this
designation. The petitioner’s proposed rezoning from R-1 to R-3, as well as the proposed subdivision, are consistent
with this designation. For companson purposes, should the existing R-1 zoning remain, approximately 3 lots could be
proposed (that could also be considered to be consistent with and complementary to the swrounding area} versus the 5
lot proposed by the petitioner.
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* The property is bordered by the Downers Grove Golf Course

Across Paffer Road to the east, the residential lots are zoned R-

depths of approximately 200 feet. These Jots front on Puffer r
balance of the areas to the east frontin g on Belmont Road are zone
noted, however, that to the southeast of the subject property, there is
Paffer Road between Chicago Avenue and the unimproved Prairie
front/look onto the golf course. The adjacent lots to the east of these lots on Pu

are zoned R-3 (see locator map exhibit).

Site

Bulk Characteristics

oad

Golf View Estateé Final Plat - File PC-15-04

-l (Wa,kd at MHIU B-2-cxf)

tgr'the north, south and west; ali currently zoned'R-1.

and have Iot widths varying from 60 to 75 feet and Tot
and can view out towards the golf course. The
d either R-3 or R4 Single Family. It should be
a bank of 6 residences located on the east side of
Avenue right-of-way that are zoned R-1 and that
fter Road front on Belmont Road and

The subject property is comprised of one parcel of land with overall approximate dimensions of 424 feet as measured

north to south along Puffer Road and 167 feét as measured east 1o west.
approximately 69,700 square feet in area (1

demolished.

No exceptions are being requested with res
lots, all of which are proposed to not

Dastrict as identified below.

The tota] Jand area of the subject property is
.6 acres). The existing single family residential structure is intended tobe

pect to Jot or bulk requirements. The Final Plat of Subdivision depicts five
ably meet or exceed lot configuration requirements of the proposed R-3 Zonin g

Proposed % Diff. From Froposed v Diff. From | Proposed -| % Diff. From
Lot Area lotareareq’tof | Lot Width | lot widih reg’t 1 Lot Depth | lot depth req’t
Sq. Ft. 10,500 sq.it. Tt ef 75 feet of 140 feet
Lot] 13,390 +32.3% 92 +227% 165 +17.8%
Lot2 13,551 +29% 82 +94% 165 +17.8 %
Lot3 13,351 +299% 82 + 945 165 +17.8 %
Lot 4 13,551 +29% 82 +94% 165 +17.8%
Tots 13,409 +27.7% 20 +6.7% 165 +17.8%

The petitioner has indicated building footprints on the proposed fi
yard and stormwater management requirements. It should be note

nal engineering plans that would address minimum
d that approval of the final plat of subdivision would

in no way constitute any approval of the indicated building footprints, resulting buildings, and corresponding yards.

Each structure will be required to be evaluated on an individual ba
individual structure’s particular characteristics as delineated in fir
from the Zoning ‘Ordinance should not be required for the future
criteria well in advance. In addition, the future homes should be des

the area and in relation 1o each other.

Public Works/Engineering

- Per Code, the petitioner is required to dedicate and construct an

currently measures 66 feet in total width, with 33
designated as a Local Street on the Future Land Use
required per Code to dedicate two feet of land to th
petitioner is proposing to satisfy this requirement b

the entire Puffer Road frontage of the property.

However, the existing street pavement of Puffer Road a

s1s, and zoning criteria must be verified based on an
ture building permit plans. Requests for variations

structures, as they ean be designed to address code

igned in an architecturally compatible manner with

y public improvements that are not present on the

existing adjacent sireet, in this case on the westerly half of Puffer Road. The existing Puffer Road right-of-way

feet Jocated on either side of its centerline. As this roadway is

Plan with a required right-of-way widih of 70 feet, the petitioner is
¢ westerly half of the right-of-way as part of this subdivision. The
y dedicating an additional 2 feet of width to the ri ght-of-way along

djacent to the subject property is currently only approximately

16 to 20 feet in width. No curbs, gutters or sidewalks are present. The Puffer Road right-of-way and sireet pavement

currently terminate adjacent to the northerly properiy line
Park District Recreational Facility,
terminus of Puffer Road, although a smatl
a three-point-turn.

which was construcied in 2001-02. No cul-de
paved area provides very limited capability for a Ppassenger vehicle fo execute

of the subject property, directly south of the Downers Grove
-sac is present at the northerly
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The petitioner’s obligations for public improvements to the westerly half of Puffer Road include constructing an
additional 10 feet of street pavement, as well as instatling curbs and gutters, streethights, stormwater utilities and
sidewalks per Code: The Public Works Department is also requiring that the Petitioner construct a cul-de-sac bulb at
the northerly terminus of Puffer Road adjacent to the subject property, as well as improvements to the intersection of
Puffer Road and Chicago Avenue to accommodate snow plowing operations and emergency vehicle turning
movements.

The pelitioner is proposing to satisfy certain public improvements requirements as part of the proposed subdivision.
Beyond the requirement of providing improvements within the westerly halfof the ri ght-of-way adjacent to the subject
property, the petitioner is proposing to improve the entire street as follows:
1. The pavement width is proposed to be increased to a consistent 24 feet of asphalt pavement;
2. Althongh curbs and gutters are not proposed, an additional two feet of concrete shoulder on each side of the
improved street pavement is proposed based upon recommendations from Public Works;
3. A cul-de-sac fum-around with an outside of curb turning radius of 3¢ feet is proposed, but with an overall
reduced parkway widih. -
4. Improvements to the infersection of Puffer Road at Chicago Avenue as required by the Public Works
Department and the Fire Prevention Division of the Fire Department are also proposed.
5. Streethights and sidewalks will be installed on only the westerly side of the right-of-way adjacent fo the subject

. property per Code.

T should be noted that sanitary sewer service is under the jurisdiction of the Downers Grove Sannary District. The
petitioner is proposing to extend sanitary sewer service westerly from sewer [ines currently located within the Belmont
Road right-of-way one block east of the subject property; however, the final route of the sanifary sewer extension has
not been determined to date. Staff recommends that the petitioner demonstrate acceptance of the proposed extension
route by the Downers Grove Sanitary District preferably prior to Plan Commission consideration but prior to Village
Council consideration of the Final Plat of Subdivision.

In addition, the petitioner is requesting Exceptions from required public improvements to: 1) Not provide curbs and
gutters per Code on the westerly side of the street pavement adjacent to the subject property; 2) To not provide 30 feet
of sireet pavement as measured back-of-curb to back-of-curb; and 3) Although the requirement of dedicating an
additional two feet to the Puffer Road right-of-way as required by Code is proposed, the petitioner is requesting an
Exception from dedicating additional right-of-way surrounding the cul-de-sac pavement.

With respect to the proposed cul-de-sac, per Code, the night-of-way surounding the cul-de-sac pavement is required to

 of sufficient radius so as to not decrease the width of the parkway or sidewalks (ie: dedicating a bulb-shaped right-
of-way surrounding the actual cul-de-sac pavement). Although sidewalks are being provided on the westerly side of
the cul-de-sac per Code, the petitioner is proposing to construct the cul-de-sac bulb portion within the 68 foot wide
right-of-way. The typical radius of a cul-de-sac (including nght-of-way) would be a total of no less than 47.5 feet of
right-of-way (30 feet of pavement, 5 feet of sidewalk and 12.5 feet of parkway). The narrowest portion of the proposed
surrounding parkway as proposed in this case is approximately four feet.

Staff has reviewed the Code-required criteria and discussed the requested Exceptions with the petitioner. The petitioner
has elected to proceed with the request, and must demonstrate that the criteria for granting the requested public
mmprovements Exceptions are met in order for the Plan Commission fo consider forwarding a positive recommendation
to the Village Council. The petitioner will address these criteria at the Plan Commission public hearing for the
Commisston’s consideration. The Public Works Department has reviewed the proposed plans per the attached reemo
dated July 23, 2004 and as summarized below.

Site Engineering and Public Improvements

The Engineering Division has no outstanding issues, and has not raised objections to the petitioner’s requested
Exceptions pertaining to public improvements and right-of-way dedication surrounding the cul-de-sac turnaround. The
requested Exception to utilize a 24 foot wide asphalt street pavement with two feet of concrete shonlder on each side in
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lieu of 30 feet of pavement and conventional curbs and gutters has been reviewed and aceepted by the Public Works
Department. ' ‘

Stormwater Management -

The petitioner has provided adequate side and rear lot stormwater dramage easements, and collective stormwater
detention js not required for the proposed subdivision, but will be handled on each lot. The Stormwater Management
Division notes, as in all cases, there are certain storrnwater management, grading, and engineering requirements that
must be satisfactorily addressed prior to issuance of construction permits on any resulting lots.

Hetlands .
Wetlands analyses were reviewed, and the no areas designated as wetlands are Jocated on the subject property or
within 50 feet of the subject property.

Traffic
The Traffic Division indicates that there are no additional comments beyond those addressed by the Engineering
Diviston.

Forestry/Landscaping

The Forestry Division indicates that the trees along the west side of the cul-de-sac adjacent to the proposed subdivision
will be new Irees, and that nine will be required. If desired by the petitioner, payment for installation of the required
trees by the Forestry Department wil be accepted. Should the petitioner pursue independent installation of the required
trees, certain planting; spacing and species selection will be required as outlined in the Forestry Division comments.

Other

Fire Department

The Fire Prevention Division of the Fire Department has reviewed the proposed plans and indicated in the attached
report dated July 12, 2004, that the proposed plans are acceptable,

School and Park District Donations

The Subdivision Control Ordinance establishes the schedule of school and park district donations based upon the
number of bedrooms anticipated 1o be constructed within each residence within the subdivision, with credit being given
for any existing residences currently located on the property. ‘The petitioner has stated the intent to construct five-
bedroom residences on all five lots, and with credit bein g given for the existing three-bedroom residence currently on
site, the resulting total donation obligation is $17,686.32 as summarized below. Payment of these donations must be
made to the Village prior to the granting of final plat approval and are subject to confirmation upon application for
building permits.

Total
Total to Total to Total To Donations
BR Type | District 58 District 99 Park District per BR Type
5 Bedrooms|  $1,159.86 3698.40 $2.271.94 $4,i30.20
5 Proposed 5

BR Homes| § 579930 § 349200 § 1135970 § 20,651.00
Credit for|

Existing 3

BR Home (927.76) (333_60) (1,703.32) (2,964.68)
Total

Donations| $§ 4,871.54 § 315840 3% 9,65638 $ 1768632

Naote: Chapler 20, Subdivision Ordinance, Section 20-300, Park and School Donation,
establishes the schedule of school and park district donations.
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RECOMMENDATION AND CONDITIONS REPRESENTED .
The Staff. Development Team has reviewed the petitioner’s request and concurs .to recommend. that the Plan
Commission consider the petitioner’s Requested Action subject to the following conditions:

1.

2.

L

7.

Mseph Skach, AA, AICP, NCARB
Director, Planning and Community Development

Attachmenis

Los

Properly permitted demolition/removal of the existing residence prior to any development on proposed Lots 1
and 2; '

Compliance with all Public Worksrequirements and conditions prior to the issnance of permits as outlined in
their memorandum dated July 23, 2004

Acceptance of a samitary sewer extension route by the Downers Grove Sanitary District prior to Village
Council consideration of the proposed Final Plat of Subdivision;

Compliance with all Fire Prevention Division requirements and conditions as outhined in their memorandum
dated July 12, 2004; _

Payment of required school and park district donations in the amount of $17,686.32 prior to Village Council
consideration of the proposed Final Plat of Subdivision;

Any changes to the conditions represented by the Petitioner as the basis for this petition, whether those changes
occur pror to or after Village approval, shail be promptly reported to the Village. The Village reserves the
right to re-open its review process upon receipt of such information;

It is the Petitioner’s obligation to maintain complance wiih all applicable Federal, State, and Village laws,
ordmances, regulations, and policies.

Riceardo Ginex, Village Manager

David Barber, Director, Public Works

Don Rozenthal, Director, Code Services

Howard Hoffman, Chief, Fire Prevention Division

File
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RECEIVED

o S JUL 2 7 2004
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE " Planning and Community
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS Development

FROM: David H. Barber, P.E., Director of Public Work
BY: Michael D. Millette, P.E., Asst. Director of Public Works — Engineering
Jonathan C. Hall, P.E., Development Engineering Manageyg
DATE: July 23, 2004
RE: Planning / Zoning Petition
Proposed Golf View Estates Subdivision
Public Works Department 2™ Review (final)

TO: © Joseph P. Skach, AIA, AICP, Director of Planni Cogmuniiy Development

Documents Reviewed:

> Wetland Determination Report by JF New dated 5/3/04
> Golf View Estates Final Subdivision Plat dated 5/3/04
» Site development plans by Intech revised 7/22/04

Attachments:

» Memo from Village Forester dated 7/15/04

Public Works Review Summary:

| Division Representative | Date Conclusion . Comments
included

Public Works | D. Barber 5/12/04 | Place on PC Agenda
Engineering | M. Millette 7/12/04 | Place on PC Agenda X
Stormwater | J. Hall 7/13/04 | Place on PC Agenda X
Water D. Bird 7115/04 | Place on PC Agenda X
Traffic D. Fera 7/12/04 | Place on PC Agenda X
Forestry K. von der Heide | 7/15/04 | Place on PC Agenda X )
Pavement R. Ebel - ]
Findings:

The Public Works Department concurs with placement of the subject petition on the
Plan Commission Agenda at this time.
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-Public Works Department Review Details:

Engineering Review Comments:

1.

Shift both street lights north by one lot. Submit street light spec sheets for review.
Utilize light fixtures which minimize horizontal illumination.
Accepted

A cul-de-sac, with a pavement diameter of 60 feet, is required at the north end of
Puffer. This can be accomplished within the proposed 68-foot right-of-way if
parkway widths are reduced (exception required).

Accepted - Granting of exception by Council required

Provide a minimum pavement width of 30 feet (back-to-back of curb / gutier).

As an alternative, we would support a 24-foot wide asphalt pavement with 2-foot
poriland cement concrete shoulders on each side. Less than 30-foot width will
require Council approval of an exception.

Accepted - Granting of exception by Council required

Improve the intersection of Chicago and Puffer to accommodate snow plowing
operations and emergency vehicle tuming movements. Provide intersection plans,
including necessary drainage alterations.

Accepted

Extend sidewalk to cul-de-sac and provide a ramp. Also, provide a ramp near the
Puffer / Chicago intersection.
Accepted

. Stormwater / Grading Review Comments:

1.

Provide two additional copies of the wetland submittal and revised plans for review
by our consultant.
Accepted

- Within 5 feet of all structures, the slope must be clearly defined away from the
structure (2% to 5% recommended). This can be adjusted with the individual lot

grading plans. 7
Accepted - To be addressed with individual house permit grading plans

Driveway sfopes should not exceed 10% within the right-of-way. This limit is also
recommended for the remainder of the driveway.

Accepted - The grading plan complies to the extent possibie under existing
constraints
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10.

11.

12.

Sidewalk longitudinal siopes should hbt exceed 1-_5% and cross-slopes, should be
limited to 2%. ' ' 7
Accepied - The grading plan complies to the extent possible under existing

constraints

Provide sealed retaining wall design for any walls with heights greater than 3 feet.
Accepted - No walls are proposed at this time

The Village’s wetland consultant will review the provided wetland report.
Accepted - No wetlands are present on the sife

Provided flared end sections for all culvert ends.
Accepted

Provide permanent erosion protection within ditches as needed.
Accepted

Provide an explanation how permanent water quality best management practices
(BMPs) are incorporated into the design.
Accepted

Maintain hydrology to the off-site wetlands.
Accepted - Perforated pipe drains to ditch which drains to off-site wetland

The Village recommends that the petitioner considers creation of an underdrain
system in the location of the proposed ditch that will accommodate small rainfali
events only. 100-year flow may be conveyed through a more gentle swale above
the underdrain. Driveway slopes would require modification if 100-year flow passes
over driveway. Such a system could be designed as a BMP.

Accepted

Sump pumps should discharge to the rear yards to avoid potential icing concemns.
Accepted - Sump pump discharge lines will connect directly to storm sewer/
underdrain. .

Trafﬁc Review Comments:

No additional comments (contained within Engineering comments).

Forestry Review Comments:

See attached memo.
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" Water Review Comments:

1. Show water main size (87} on Puffer and proposed water service size for each lot.
Accepted

2. Maintain 10" separation of water service and sewer lateral.
Accepted

3. Show and mark all proposed B-Boxes.
Accepted

4 Show detail on all water & sewer crossovers,
Accepted

o PW Managers
Director of Code Services
Stormwater Management Engineer
S. Connell, Administrative Technician
File
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE;: July 15, 2004

TO: Plan Review Team

FROM: Kerstin G. von der Heide, Village Forester
SUBJECT: Golf View Estates Subdivision

I have reviewed the revised subdivision plans and have determined that ali the trees along the
west side of the cul-de-sac will be new trees. The number of frees required is 9. For simplicity
and to ensure accepiable tree selections, the Forestry Division can install the trees as the lots arc
completed provided the developer pays for the trees in advance. T have calculated these tree
costs based on 2004 Suburban Tree Consortiun prices plus an admimistrative charge, and have
listed them below.

Species (size 2" B&B) (Juantity Unit Cost Extended Cost
Freeman Maple 3 $262.20 $786.60

Pear 3 $262.20 $786.60
Swamp White Oak 3 329220 $876.60

Total Cost $2449 80

Subject to availability and planting season, the Forestry Division may choose to substitute other
appropnate tree species for approximately the same cost.

If the developer chooses instead to install the patkway irees, the trees must be a mixture of tree
species and may include any of the tree species listed above. Because of emerald ash borer
insect outbreaks in Michigan and the contimued threat of the insect spreading to Illinois, no ash
tree species are allowed. Other acceptable tree species include honeylocust, hackberry, bur oak,
hybrid elms, American linden and littieleaf linden. Trees must have straight stems with at least ,
2-inch diameter at 6 inches above ground. Spacing 1s generally 40 feet between trees and 10 feet
from driveways and B-boxes. Forestry staff shall have final approval of tree species and spacing
before the public improvements are accepted.




DUYYNEKD GRUYE FIRE DEPARTMENT
PREVENTION DIVISION

801 Burlington Ave., Downers Grove, IL 60515
Phone: 630-434-5983 Fax: 630-434-5593

SITE PLAN REVIEW

A

P EHONEEIING - ™

07/12/04
To: Amanda Riordan, Planner
From: Howard Division Chjef

Re: Golf View Estates (2™ submission)

Illllll"'ll!...l‘-IIIIIII.Illll.lllII.IIIIIRIIIIIII-l.l'l.l].III.I.).I.III.I.'!

Amanda,

| . The Fire Department has reviewed ‘the proposed changes to the roadway for the
proposed subdivision with the following comments:
-Fire Protection and Fire Prevention issues appear to be resolved.
-Preliminary site plan is approved.
This is a review for fire protection and prevention concerns only. Other village
departments may have issues that need to be addressed. Please feel free to call me at

434-5983 with any questions or concerns.

o

incerely, 7 'd. .,

Howard Hoffman

Division Chief

Downers Grove Fire Department
Prevention Division




CBC DEVELOPMENT, LLC
1146 North Main Street
Lombard, J1linois 60148

July 27, 2004

Mr. Alan Jirik, Chairman

. Plan Commission

Village of Downers Grove
301 Burlington Avenue
Dovmers Grove, 11. 60515

Re:  Proposed Golf View Estates
Dear Chairman hink and Commission Members:

CBC Development is the owner of record of the 1.56 acre parcel of land which is located
on the west side of Puffer Road north of Chicago Avenue. My property abuts to the
Downers Grove Park District’s golf course on its south and west sides and abuts the Park
District’s recreational center’s property on the north. Iam appeanng before you with
petitions requesting that my property be rezoned from R-1 single family residential
zoning to R-3 single family residential zoning and T am also requesting that the property
be subdivided into 5 single family residential lots.

The property is currently zoned R-1 single family residential. Itis my understanding that
this zoning was assigned to the property when it was annexed as a default zoning
designation. In order to permit a reasonable development of the property, I am seeking
the Commission’s support for a rezoning to R-3 single family residential. The R-3
zoning district requires a minimum lot width of 75 feet and a miniroum lot area of 10,500
square feet. Although my property has its original R-1 zoning other land in the Belmeont
Road area near my property has been given R-3 zoning by the Village of Downers Grove.
I'would respectively request approvatl of the requested rezoning as it will permit a
-teasonable development of my property in a manner similar to other single family
residential lots in this neighborhood.

My proposed subdivision is to divide the property into a tolal of 5 lots. The lots will
range in width from 98.09 feet to 79.49 with three of the lots being 82.00 feet wide. With
respect to lot area each of the lots will exceed the R-3 minimum area reguirement by
approximately 2,000 square feet. The largest Iot will have an area of 13,890 square feet
and the smallest lot will have an area of 13,409 square feet with three of the lots having
areas of 13,551 square feet each. All of the lots will have lot depths of slightly over 165




feet which exceeds the minimum lot depth specified by the Downers Grove Subdivision
which is 140 feet. Tam pleased to tell you that all of the lots will be wider, larger in land
area and decper than the requirements of the Downers Grove development codes.

With respect to storin water management, | having been working with the Village’s
Engineers and my consultant Intech Consultants, Inc, to design this subdivision to satisfy
the Village’s requirements. Due to the relatively small size of this parcel, it is exempt
from having to provide any on-site detention. The drainage plan has been designed to
drain the property essentially to the south and southwest in the same direction as it
currently drains. Intech and the Village engineers have agreed on a plan which will
previde drainage via a very shallow swale located in the parkway on the west side of
Puffer Road which also has an 8” perforated drainage pipe buried below the shalfow
swale. Drainage from the swale and pipe will discharge into the golf course. The drainage
from the westerly side of the property will drain essentially overland also onto the golf
course. The Village engineers have emphasized the importance of maintaining the
historical flow onto the golf course as there are some existing small wetlands which is
located some distance from my property but which I understand depends upon the storm
wafer from my property in order to maintain their viability. Inthe design of the
subdivision’s drainage plan I commissicned and submitted a wetlands inventory report
prepared by JF New of Crefe, Illinois which was found to be appropriate by the Village’s
wetlands consultants.

Puffer Road adjacent to my parcel of land was constructed as a “country-style” road
while the surrounding area was stiil under the jurisdiction of DuPage County. Although
there is water and sanitary sewers available and there is a street light located at the
southeast corner of Chicago Avenue and Puffer Road, the street itself has a narrow
pavement width of only about 16 feet and does not have curbs putter or sidewalks. Puffer
Road is a dead-end street that terminates at the south side of the Park District’s
Recreation center property. Based upon the design and construction of the recreation
center’s site, there is no longer any possibility for Puffer to be extended in the future.

Other than my propoesed subdivision there does not appear to be any likelihood for Puffer
Road to be reconstructed as part of any other subdivision as the Jots located on the east
side of Puffer north of Chicago are subdivided and are occupied by single family houses.
Given constderation to the established nature of the neighborhood, yet understanding my
responsibilities for making roadway improvements I have had some meaningful
conversations with the Village’s Public Works engineers to determine the best approach
to improve Puffer Road without compromising the exi sting character of this
neighborhood. I am secking approval of exceptions from having to meet the specific
roadway improvements as specified by the Subdivision Ordinance and in lieu of the
regular standards. 1 am proposing the following improvements which I feel and which I
believe the Public Works engineers believe to be needed yet are of such design and
nature as to compliment the existing neighborhood.

I propose to reconstruct the pavement of Puffer Road, north of Chicago Avenue to a
width of 24 feet rather than 30 feet. Instead of constructing curbs and gutters I am



proposing to construct 2 foot wide concrete ribbons on both sides of the street which will
protect the edge of the pavement. Iam proposing to construct sidewalks along the west
frontage of the five new lots which has been designed in association with Public Works
Department to work within the specific character of the ne; ghborheod with an additionat
section of east to west sidewalk to connect the new sidewalk to the Puffer Road pavement
at the intersection with Chicago Avenue. Iam proposing to install two additional street
lights. One of the new street lights will be located on the west side of Puffer near the
common lot line between lois 1 and 2 and the other light will be located on the west side
of Puffer near the common lot line of lots 3 and 4. The two new Yights in conjunction
with the existing light at the southeast corner of Chicago Avenue and Puffer Road will
provide a well lighted street,

In order to provide for easy traffic movement and so that delivery vehicle and emergency
vehicles Have a safe and easy means 1o turn around, T have been requested to construct a
cul-de-sac at the north end of the Puffer Road. Although I am dedicating two feet of
additional right of way along the west side of Puffer Road, based upon my understanding
with the Public Works engineers, I am not being required to dedicate any additional right .
of way for the cul de sac, which I have been told will stiji require approval of an
exception.

CBC Development is requesting approval of the exceptions listed above in accordance
with the conditions, standards and provisions of Section 20-602. More specifically, sub-
section ). I have reviewed the rules goveming the recommendation of exceptions and
-believe that my proposed alternative approach to improving Puffer Road meets the
criteria of a development that has practical difficulties in carrying out the strict letter of
the Downers Grove Subdivision Control Ordinance. [ have carefully read the standards of
Section 20-602 (c) 1-5 and would offer the Village the following observations.

1) The extent to which the proposed exception impacts on the valae or reasonable
use of swrreunding propertics;

The proposed roadway improvements even though slightly different than those required
by the letter of the Downers Grove Subdivision code will significantly improve both the
appearance and the function of Puffer Road and will meet my obligations to provide
reasonable roadway improvement for my subdivision and will make the street safer and
easier to use for my neighbors on the east side of the street.

'2) Whether the exception is consistent with the trend of development in the area and
the surrounding uses;

The proposed roadway improvements are a si gnificant improvement over the trend of
development in the area as there will be street lights, sidewalks, a wider street pavement
while maintaining the country-style roadway design which characterizes the
neighborhood. Further the provision of a cul de sac mstead of a dead-end will improve
both safety and convenience for the current neighbors and the future residents as weil as
service and delivery vehicles and CIETZENCY SETVices.




3) The characteristic of the property which support er mitigate against the granting
of the exception;

The main charactenstic of the property which supports the exceptions that are being
requested 1s the current nature and style of the roadway improvements which exist. This
property is the only possible property that will be developed as a subdivision and unless
my subdivision is approved and built there is no likelihood for any roadway
mprovements to be made in the area. The provision of a cul de sac, even without
providing additional right of way around it will make this a safer situation. The dead
ending of Puffer was the result of how the Park District chose to build the recreational
facility and which has resulted in the need for me to construct a cul de sac.

4) Whether the excéption is in conformance with the general plan and spirit of this
Chapter;

I beheve the type and extent of improvements that { am proposing to make are very much
in keeping with my understanding of what the Subdivision Code aims to accompiish.
There will be a new street built that is wide enough for the amount of traffic that a small
number of houses will create. There will be a sidewalk made available where there is
currently no sidewalk and there will be a cul de sac that will meet the needs of the
neighbors and others who need to drive on this section of Puffer Road.

5) Whether the exception will alter, or be consistent with, the essential character of
the locality;

1 believe that what I am proposing to do to Puffer Road will change the nature of Puffer
Road but only to the better. I will build a new street and sidewalks that will be safer and
easier to use and will provide a cul de sac that will make it safer and easier to drive in and
out of this section of Puffer Road. It will benefit the new residents who will live in
homes in my subdivision but also will improve the lives of the people on the east side of
Puffer Road.

1 am going to satisfy my obligations to provide parkway trees by utilizing the Village
Forester’s program of making a payment for the trees to the Village and then have the
Village plat the parkway trees. According to my understanding, the Forester is
recommending that 9 parkway trees be provided at a total cost of $2,449.80. T will be
compensating the Village for the trees when I pay my Public Works fees and bonds.

With regard to sanitary sewer service my engineer and I have been working with the
Downers Grove Sanitary District on a specific design for a samtary sewer to serve my
property. The Sanitary District staff has told me that this property can definitely be
served by the District and I will continue to work with them on a specific design that will
meet their specifications and design standards.




Finally, with respect to my obligations to make school and Park District donations, I have
reviewed the requirements of the Subdivision code. Tt is anticipated that ali of the houses
that are to be built in this subdivision are to be 5-bedroom houses. It is also my
understanding that | am entitled to a credit for the existing 3-bedroom house which is to
be razed during the development of the subdivision. On the basis of the donation
requirements for five 5-bedroom houses and credit for one 3-bedroom house, my total
school and park donation obligation to the Village is $17,847.57. Iunderstand that I am
obligaied to make this payment prior to the Village Council’s final approval of my
subdivision.

In conclusion, I want to thank the Village Staff and the Plan Commission for all of the
help provided to me in pursuing this subdivision. I sincerely believe that this subdivision
will be an asset both to the neighborhood in which it is located and to the Village of
Downers Grove. K

Sincerely,
ARy b
i g
Steven J. McSweeley
Owner

CBC Development, LLC
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"DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
MEMO

To: Members of the Plan Commission
From:  Amanda G. Riordan, Planner_ﬁjy/-\ '
Subject: Case PC-15-04; Public Works Addendum

~ Date: August 2, 2004

The attached memorandum from the Public Works Department dated July 30, 2004 was received
. by Planning and Comnmnity Development today and is being transmitted for your review.

The memorandum serves as an addendum to the Public Works Review Memorandum dated July
23, 2003, and clarifies the opinions of the Public Works Department with respect to the proposed
public improvements and the requested Exceptions from the required public improvements per
Code.

C: Joseph Skach, Direclor, Planmin g and Community Development
File

PAPECDPROJECTSIPLAN COMMISSION\2004 PC Petition Files\PC-15-04 Golf Viear Estates Subdivision\Reports\PW Addendum.doc] of 1



- INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
" DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

TO:  Joseph P. Skach, AIA, AICP, Director of Planning. & Co munity Development
FROM: David H. Barber, P.E., Director of Public Work 7
BY: Michael D. Milleite, P.E., Asst. Director of Public Works — Engineering WJ{

~ Jonathan C. Hali, P.E Uevelopment Engineer
DATE: July 30, 2004
RE: Golf View Eslates
Puffer Right-of-Way Improvements

This memo serves to explain why the Public Works Departrmient is supportive of,i the
right-of-way improvements relative to the subject subdivision. '

The Village Code (Ch, 20.303 and 20.401) cails for improvements, which would consist
of sidewalk, 30-foot wide pavement, curb & guiter (therefore storm sewers), trees and
lighting. The developer has proposed all of the above except (1} the curb & gutter and

(2) the 30 foot wide pavernent.

During the DPW review of this proposed development we considered several factors in
supporting the project as it is currenlly presented. This subdivision does not include
development on both sides of the existing roadway as the east side of this street is
already developed with exisfing homes. Given the character of the exisling area we
iooked for a solution that would malch the existing area. This project does not include
rebuilding of the existing segmenl of Chicago Avenue between Belmont and Puffer or
the segment of Puffer south of Chicago. The 24-foot wide pavement should be
adequate to serve the needs of the few homes located on this dead-end segment of
Puffer Road. The new roadway provides two 12-foot driving lanes for traffic. With
respect to the need for curbs DPW considered an alternate that includes a 2-foot wide
concrete sbbon, which will help support the edge of the pavement to reduce
deterioration of the pavement edge over time. The design of this segment of road
provides a swale with an underdrain on the west side of the rcadway and the flat
concrete ribbon allows runoff to filter through the grassed swale helping fo improve
water qualily and meet the requiremments for including Best Management Practices into

our Stormwater designs.

The Public Works Department supports the curb & gutter and pavement width
variances. We believe these exceptions do not adversely impact the public heaith,
safely and welfare of this neighborhood and the final project, in our opinion, will be
consistent with the characler of the sutrounding area. Also, given that the total paved
-‘width of 28-feet (pavement plus concrele ribbons) as opposed to the required 29-feet,
we do not believe that any fee-in-lieu of payments are necessary.

< 5, Cdnneﬂ. Administrative Technician
fte _



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
MEMO

To: Members of the Plan Commisgi
From: Amanda G. Riordan, Planner
Subject: Case PC-15-04; Error in Staff Rebort

Date: August 2, 2004

An error has been discovered in the Staff Report pertaining to the zoning of the properties
surrounding the subject property, specifically those to the east of the subject property fronting on
Puffer Road. The zoning of these adjacent properties is R-1, Single Family Residence, not R-3,
Single Family Residence as noted in the Staff Report.

As these adjacent properties range in width from 60 to 90 feet, and range in area from
approximately 12,000 to 18,000 square feet, they are nonconforming with respect to the
requirements of the R-1 District of 100 feet and 20,000 square feet respectively, and are
comparable m width and area to, and in some cases more narrow than, as required in the R-3
Zoning District as proposed for the subject property.

C: Yoseph Skach, Director, Planning and Community BDevelopment
File
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Chairman Jirik pointed out the proceedings are recorded to assist in the preparation of the
minutes. He encouraged those wishing to speak to come to the podium where there is a
microphone, to speak clearly and slowly and state their name and address before
beginning their testimony so that detailed minutes can be provided. Chairman Jirik asked
anyone who testifies to remain in the Council Chambers in the event the Plan
Commission members want to address specific questions to them in order to fully
understand an issue or a concern.

Chairman Jirik stated the final step is the Plan Commission’s deliberation of the petition.
When deliberation is over, a motion is presented. Chairman Jirik explained the motion’
‘can be to either recommend approval based on the information provided, it can be to
recommend approval with changes or revisions or it can be 1o recommend denial.

The recommendation, along with the minutes, exhibits, etc., is forwarded to the Mayor
and the members of the Village Council for further processing.

Charrman Jirik explained there is one itemn on this evening’s-agenda. He noted the
Commission would be acting in an advisory mode with regard to this petition.

PUBLIC HEARING: FILE NO. PC-15-04 — Petition seeking the following: 1)
Rezoning from Village R-1, Single Family Residence District to Village R-3, Single
Family Residence District; 2) Final Plat of Subdivision approval with certain requested
Public Improvement Exceptions from Code for Golf View Estates Subdivision - Property
located on the west side of Puffer Road at the terminus of Chicago Avenue, commonly -
known as 4606 Puffer Road, Downers Grove, IL (PIN No. 08-01-408-006); Steve
McSweeney, Petitioner; CBC Development, LLC, Owner

Chairman Jirik asked if there was a representative of the petitioner present.

Steve McSweeney, owner of CBC Development LLC, thanked the Plan Commission for
scheduling the meeting this evening to hear this petition. Mr. McSweeney stated they are
asking to have the property rezoned from R-1, Single Family Residential to R-3, Single
Family Residential, and to approve the Final Plat of Subdivision, which includes requests

- for public improvement Exceptions. Mr. McSweeney indicated that he has worked with
the Public Works Depariment regarding the public improvements Exceptions.

Mr. McSweeney explained after the acquisition of the property, they asked to meet with
the neighbors to determine if the neighbors would support their proposal. With the help
of the previous property owners, an invitation was sent to the neighboring property
owners, and an informational meeting was conducted for them several months ago, prior
to their plan submittals to the Village. Mr. McSweeney stated at that meeting, they
shared their proposed plans with the neighbors, and he felt there was good support from
the residents.

Mr. McSweeney stated they worked diligently with the Public Works Staff on the
requested Exceptions. Mr. McSweeney expressed the belief that working together, they
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were able to come up with a satisfactory plan that met everybody’s needs.. Mr.
McSweeney indicated his company hired Intech Consultants as their engineering
consultant, and Derek Stanzik from Intech is present this evening to answer any technical
questions.

Chairman Jirik asked Staff’s for its review and analyss.

Mrs. Riordan, Planner, advised that the petitioner is seeking rezoning and Final Plat of
Subdivision approval for a five-lot, single family residential subdivision on a parcel of
land that is approximately 1.6 acres located on the west side of Puffer Road north of
Chicago Avenue. All of the five proposed lots are intended to front the existing Puffer
Road right-of-way, and although no new streets are proposed to be dedicated or
improved, the petitioner is proposing to make certain improvements to the Puffer Road
right-of-way as required by Code. Mrs. Riordan noted that an additional dedication of
right-of-way is also proposed as part of this petition.

Ms. Riordan stated that no Exceptions or Variations are being requested from the loi or
bulk requirements pertaining to the configuration of the proposed lots, but there are
certain Exceptions from Code being requested with respect to the public improvements.

Mrs. Riordan reviewed the Staff Report, and explained that an error had been made in the
analysis of the surrounding arca that was provided. Mrs. Riordan explained that the lots
which front on Puffer Road to the north of Chicago Avenue and directly across from the
subject property, are zoned R-1, Single Family Residential, and the lots that front onto
Belmont Road are zoned R-3, Single Family Residential.

Mrs. Riordan commented the fact that the properties on the east side of Puffer Road are
zoned R-1 as opposed to R-3 as stated in the Staff report and on the aerial photograph,
which is significant distinction. The R-1 District requires a minimum lot area of 20,000
square feet and a minimum lot width of 100 feet. Mrs. Riordan used the overhead
projection to illustrate the existing lot configurations on the east side of Puffer Road.

Mrs. Riordan pointed out that the property furthest to the south adjacent to Chicago
Avenue is comprised of two lawful non-conforming lots of record, one, which is 60 feet
wide, and another, which is 70 feet wide. Absent the structure on this parcel, the two
parcels could be developed independently of one another. The next parcel to the north is
comprised of two parcels, one of 60 feet in width and the other of 30 feet in width, for a
total of 90 feet. The next parcel to the north is also comprised of a 60-foot wide parcel
and a 30-foot wide parcel for a total width of 90 feet. The next parcel to the north is just
shy of 75 feet. Mrs. Riordan pointed out individually some of the lots are more
comparable in size to the R-3 District requirements, but they are, in fact, zoned R-1,
Single Family Residential. Mrs. Riordan apologized for the error,

With respect to the Future Land Use Plan, Mrs. Riordan stated the subject property is

designated as Residential at 0-6 dwelling units per acre. At a proposed deusity of 3.1
dwelling units per acre, the petitioner’s proposal to rezone and divide the property would
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be consistent with that designation. The Downers Grove Park District borders the subject
property to the north, west and south. Becausé the available acrial photograph was taken
in 1998, it was noted that the Recreation Center and the parking lot are not present on the
aerial, but are located immediately north of the subject property.

Mrs. Riordan stated an analysis of the proposed lot areas and lot widths of the
subdivision was also included in the Staff Report, which illustrated that all of the
proposed lots would meet and/or exceed the minimum ot width, lot depth and ot area
requirements of the proposed R-3 zoning district.

Mrs. Riordan noted that the submitted engineering plans indicate proposed building
locations which are intended to address minimum yard and stormwater management
requirements and are not indicative of any proposed construction. That type of final
determimation would be made at the construction-permitting phase.

‘With respect to Public Improvements, Mrs. Riordan noted that the petitioner is required
by Code to dedicate and construct any public improvements that are not present within
the Puffer Road right-of-way adjacent to the subject property. In this case, the public
improvement requirements would be applicable to the westerly half of the night of way
only, as the petitioner is not obligated to make improvements to the easterly half of the
right-of-way.

Mrs. Riordan continued that the existing Puifer Road right-of-way measures 66 feet in
width, with 33 feet on either side of ifs platted centerline. The petitioner’s obligation
with respect to right-of-way is to dedicate half of the remainder of the requirement of 70
fect as compared to the present 66 feet. The petitioner is therefore required per Code to
dedicate an additional two feet of Jand along the entire Puffer Road frontage. Te
petitioner is proposing to satisfy that particular obligation.

With respect to the physical improvements within the Puffer Road night-of-way, Mrs.
Riordan stated that it is currently substandard with respect to street improvements per
Code. The existing pavement currently ranges anywhere from 16 to 20 feet in width, and
does not have curbs, gutters or sidewalks. Additionally, both the right-of-way and the
strect improvements currently terminate at the southerly boundary of the Park District
property immediately north of the subject property. No cui-de-sac turn-around is present
at the northerly terminus of Puffer Road, although there is a small paved area where a
passenger vehicle could make a three-point tum, but there is no cul-de-sac as would be

. required by Code.

Mrs. Riordan explained the petitioner’s obligations for public improvements fo the
westerly half of Puffer Road include constructing an additional approximately ten feet of
street pavement, as well as installing curbs and gutters, streetlights, stormwater utilitics
and sidewalks per Code. Mrs. Riordan noted the Public Works Department has also
required the construction of a Code compliant cul-de-sac with a radius of no less than 30
feet, as well as improvements to the intersection of Puffer Road at Chicago Avenue to
accommodate turning movements for emergency vehicles and snowplowing equipment.

PLAN COMMISSION 4 AUGUST 2, 2004




APPROVED

Mrs. Rlordan noted the petitioner is proposing to increase the pavement to 24 feet of
asphalt with two feet of concrete shoulder on each side, for a total pavement width of 28
feet. This requires an Exception from the Code requirement of 30 feet of pavement as
measured back of curb to back of curb, as well as an Exception from providing curb and
gutter along the westerly side of the street pavement.

Mrs. Riordan explained that an additional Exception is also being requested pertaining to
the right-of-way surrounding the cul-de-sac. Although the petitioner is proposing to
satisfy the requirements for the cul-de-sac tam around pavement with an outside turning
radius of no less than 30 feet, a reduction of the parkway width is being proposed. Mrs.
Riordan explained that in essence, the petitioner is proposing to fit the bulb shaped cul-
de-sac within the rectangular right of way as opposed to a bulb shaped right-of-way.

Mrs. Riordan explained that the petitioner is also proposing to satisfy the requirement of
improving the street where Puffer Road intersects with Chicago Avenue as required by
the Public Works Department. Also, streetlights and sidewalks are proposed to be
provided per Code on the westerly side of the right of way.

As stated in the Staff report, Mrs. Riordan indicated the petitioner is proposing to extend
the sanitary sewer to the subject property from the existing sanitary sewer line that is
currently located within the Belmont Road right of way. The final route of the sanitary
sewer line has not yet been determined, therefore, Staff is recommending that the
Sanitary District submit a written acceptance of the accepted route prior to the Village
Council consideration of the {inal plat of subdivision. Mrs. Riordan further explained
that the minimum lot area and lot width requirements for lots that are not served by
sanitary sewer are significantly larger than what would be required for lots served by a
sanitary sewer, hence the recommended condition.

Mrs. Riordan stated Public Works reviewed the proposed subdivision, and as outlined in
the Staff report, had no outstanding issues and did not object to any of the petitioner’s
requested Exceptions. The Public Works Department sent an addendum memorandum {o
their Staff report, which was received today and distributed to the Commission this
evening. Mrs. Riordan noted that in the memorandum, Public Works essentially
reinforced their opinion that the petitioner’s proposal is acceptable given the nature of the
area coupled with the improvements being proposed.

Mrs. Riordan stated that the Stormwater Division of Public Works has indicated there
were no outstanding items other than those to be addressed during the construction
‘permitting process. The Traffic Division had no further comments, and the Forestry
Division noted that nine new parkway irees are required as part of the final plat of
subdivision. Mrs. Riordan noted that the petitioner would be given the option of
installing the trees themselves, with the appropriate species and spacing being approved
by the Forestry Division as part of the development; alternately, the Forestry Division
would install the trees with the-cost being reimbursed to the Village by the petitioner.
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Mrs. Riordan noted the Fire Prevention Division of the Fire Department also reviewed
the proposed plans and had no outstanding issues.

With respect to the school and park district donations, Mrs. Riordan explained the
calculations were provided within the Staff report, and payment in the amount of
$17,686.32 is required prior to the granting of final plat approval by the Village Council.

Mirs. Riordan advised that Staff recommends that the seven recommended conditions as
outlined in the Staff report be considered if the Plan Commission concurs to recommend
in favor of the proposed subdivision.

Chairman Jirik moved on to public participation and asked if there was anyone in the
audience who wished to speak in regard to this petition.

Mrs. Janet Barr, 4605 Puffer Road, Downers Grove, stated that she was the one who
found the error in the Staff Report regarding the zoning of the properties on Puffer Road.
Mrs. Barr expressed her opinion that this error has not been given enough weight, as it
was only presented to the Plan Commission today. Mrs. Barr stated this proposed
subdivision would be an island of R-3 zoning totally surrounded by R-1 zoning.

Mrs. Barr pointed out her home on the locator map displayed on the overhead screen, and
noted their lot is bigger in front and smaller at the rear. She and her husband do not
believe this property should be rezoned R-3. Her husband’s family has lived in this
neighborhood for over 50 years. She commented the quaint neighborhood is on a one-
lane road with lots of mature trees. The neighborhood looks out over the golf course.

She and her husband can see the golf course from their porches and their balconies. The
tall houses that would be built in the proposed subdivision would totally destroy their
view. She wondered what had they done to suddenly have their view destroyed.

Mirs. Barr stated if the cul-de-sac bulb were granted, it would take out half of their front
yard. -She pointed out how close their house would be to the cul-de-sac pavement. She
again stressed there is no pood reason to change the R-1 zoning to R-3 zoning. She
expressed the opinion that the builder could make an appropriate profit putting up three
homes instead of five homes. She stated her opinion that the only reason the builder
wants to do five homes instead of three is because the Village wants these right-of-way
improvements. Mis. Barr stated everyone in the nej ghborhood enjoys having a one-lane,
dead-end road. There are signs posted on both sides of the road that say “No Parking”.
There is a huge sign stating “No Qutlet” at the intersection of Chicago Avenue and
Belmont Road. Mrs. Barr commented it is very clear this is not a neighborhood where
you can drive through to get to another neighborhood.

Mrs. Barr advised she and her husband are currently adding on to their home. The
concrete mixer and other pieces of equipment and vehicles had no problem getting up
Puffer Road to their home, and were able to turn around with no problems. Mrs, Barr
stated there is no reason for a cul-de-sac, and she did not think it was necessary to take
haif of her front yard to create the cul-de-sac.
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Mrs. Barr stated she wanted to point out the errors on the Staff report. She referred to the
table on Page One. Where it states “East: R-3 Single Family Residence” it should state
“East: R-1 Single Family Residence”. On Page Two the second sentence states, “Across
Puffer Road to the east, the residential lots are zoned R-3 and have lot widths varying
from 60 to 75 feet....” Mis. Barr stated that was incorrect; the lots are zoned R-1. Mrs.
Barr said that Mrs. Riordan pointed out many of the lots on the east side of the street are
combined lots. Mrs. Barr stated in reality there are no lots that are 60 to 75 feet in width.
Mrs. Barr noted the double lot on the comer of Puffer Road and Chicago Avenue owned
by Hilda Schultz is 165 feet by 200 feet with an arca of 33,000 square feet, which more
than meets the R-1 designation. The next lot is 90 feet by 200 feet with an area of 18,000
square feet. While that does not meet the minimum lot area requirement for R-1, Mrs.
Barr noted it is a Iot more than what is required for a R-2 lot and way more than what is
required for a R-3 Jot.

Mrs. Barr expressed the opinion that when the zoning decisions were made, because the
lots were between the R-2 and R-1 requirements, that R-1 would be the appropriate
zoning designation. Mrs. Barr stated it is mischaracterized to say that the east side of
Puffer Road is mislabeled R-1. Mrs, Barr stated if the Plan Commission members came
to her neighborhood they would see that the houses are farther apart. The character of the
neighborhood will be changed if the property on the west side of Puffer Road is-zoned R-
3. Mrs. Bamr questioned why R-2 zoning was not considered.

Mrs. Barr next addressed the table on page two of the Staff Report, which characterizes
proposed Lot I as having a lot width of 90 feet. She disagreed and stated it is a pie-
shaped lot with a width ranging from 70 feet to 92 feet. Mrs. Barr pointed out the column
int the same table showing the percentage difference from the Jot width requirement of 75
feet. Mrs. Barr stated at some point, proposed Lot 1 is less than 75 feet. Mrs. Barr
emphasized it certainly does not exactly meet the standards for R-3.

Mrs. Barr questioned how the math was calculated on proposed Lot 5. if the lot width is
80 feet and the lot depth is 165 feet, her calculations show the Iot area is 13,200 square
feet, but the table shows 13,400 square feet. She asked if there is something else that
factors into that square footage such as part of the parkway.

Mrs. Barr referred to the last sentence of paragraph four on page two that states, “In
addition, the future homes should be designed in an architecturally compatible manner -
with the area and in relation to each other”. Mrs. Barr agreed with that statement but
commented that having really huge, tall houses all in a row is not at all compatible with
the area. Mhrs. Barr stated she and her husband would be locking out at a 30-foot tall
brick wall across the street from their home. She pointed out two of the existing houses
are stucco, and the other two are sided. The houses are older and rural in character. Mrs.
- Barr acknowledged houses could be built to fit the character of the nei ghborhood, but she
expressed her opinion that such a house would look better on a bigger lot with more trees.
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Mrs. Barr next referred to the third paragraph from the bottom of page three which states
“The narrowest portion of the proposed surrounding parkway as proposed in this case is
approximately four feet”. She asked whether the four feet is on her property.

Mirs. Barr stated there is an agreement about putting a two-foot wide shoulder of concrete
on each side of the road rather than building curbs and guiters. She asked what was the
purpose of that. In her epinion, a curb is only about one foot wide, but the Village 1s
requiting two feet. She commented that was a lot of conerete to go two feet on each side
of Puffer Road. She asked if it would be cheaper and easier to just do the curbs. Mrs.
Barr noted concrete is very expensive and questioned why the developer would want to
do that.

With regard to stormwater management, Mrs. Barr asked for more information on the
adequate side and rear stormwater drainage easements, which the petitioner has provided.
She wants to know what is required and what the developer did to show that.

With regard to the nine trees required alorig the west side of the cul-de-sac, Mrs. Barr
stated the recommended pear trees did not seem to be a very fast growing species. The
neighbors would like those trees to be replaced with faster growing trees. With respect to
the wetlands, Mrs. Barr asked how that was addressed and where the wetlands are located
on the golf course.

Chairman Jirik explained that typically during a public hearing such as this, questions are
addressed at the end of the public participation portion of the hearing. He noted for
clarification that Mrs. Bamr had questions regarding R-1 versus R-3 zoning, four feet of -
parkway, the shoulder of concrete, stormwater management, the Village Forester’s tree
list and the wetland location. Chairman Jirik stated as long as wetlands are not present on
the developer’s property or within so many yards of the property, the developer is not
obligated to find the nearest wetland. Mrs. Barr asked if the water from the proposed
subdivision would drain into that wetland. Mr. Waechtler recalled that Mrs. Barr had
also asked why R-2 zoning was not considered. - '

Bruce and Sharon Siegert, 4654 Puffer Road, Downers Grove stated they were also
representing their neighbor at 4657 Puffer Road. Mrs. Stegert indicated they would
rather not have five homes across the street but would accept four homes if they have to.
With respect to the two feet of concrete that would be placed on the east side of the street
to extend Puffer Road, Mrs. Siegert noted they have ditches there now and commented it
13 fine the way it is. She asked why not put the exira two feet on the west side of Puffer
Road rather than on both sides. Mr. Siegert asked what is going to happen to the ditch if
they add two feet of concrete. Chairman Jirik noted the question would revolve around
where the lot line ends, where the public o ght-of-way begins.

Mrs. Riordan expressed her understanding that the apron or the shoulder is effectively

acting as the ditch. Mrs. Riordan indicated she would let the petitioner’s engineer
address that question.
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M. Siegert also commented if you put a two-foot extension on the roadway the ditch '
drops down and there would be a big hole. If a car slid off the road, the car would wind
up hanging on a hunk of concrete. Mrs. Siegert pointed out all of the current driveways
would have to be re-cut and, in addition, there will be new driveways on the west side of
Puffer Road. Mrs. Siegert stated the trees on Puffer Road along the ditch are over 50
years old. Putting in two feet of concrete will affect the tree roots and the trees could die.

Mr. Philip Barr, 4605 Puffer Road, Downers Grove stated he was at the meeting the
developer held for the neighbors. The proposal shown to them was nice, but there have
been some changes made to the plans since then. He expressed concern regarding the
cul-de-sac, which was never mentioned at the neighborhood meeting. Mr. Barr stated he
did not believe they should have to absorb the burden of this cul-de-sac just because there
are new houses being proposed for the west side of Puffer Road. Mr. Barr commented if
there were only four houses he did not see any need for the proposed cul-de-sac. The lots

- would be wider, and the new driveways would be more accessible. Mr. Barr referred to
the drawing showing the location of the proposed cul-de-sac and suggested the cul-de-sac
could be moved farther south, and then the burden of the turn could be shared by the
Trowbridge property rather than just their property.

Mr. Barr next referenced the discussion regarding sanitary sewers. He explained the
properties on the east side of Puffer Road do not have sewers; they have septic fields. He
noted there is an existing water line on the east side of Puifer Road. Mr. Barr explained
there has to be a ten-foot separation between the sewer line and the water line. Mr. Barr
indicated his belief that the sewer line should be on the west side of Puffer Road. Mr.
Barr noted there are rumors circulating in the neighborhood regarding the location of the
proposed sanitary sewer, and he asked for further clartfication.

Chairman Jirik advised Mr. Barr that the Plan Commission has not been asked to grant
any exceptions from any requirements for a sanitary sewer. Chairman Jirik further noted
whatever is required for civil engineering will determine the location of the proposed
samitary sewer. Mr. Barr emphasized they are against having a sewer line on their
property. Mr. Barr pointed out locating the sewer line on the east side of Puffer Road
would tear out all of the trees along the road. Mr. Barr re-emphasized that he and his wife-
objected to the cul-de-sac and the sanitary sewer line. He recommended that there should
only be four homes with septic fields.

Gordon Gooedman, 5834 Middaugh Avenue, Downers Grove stated he had several
questions and in order to make his comments he either has to know the answer to the
correct zoning at present or he would have to make an assumption about the Zoning. He
asked if 1t was possible to get an answer and a clarification of what the accurate zoning is
in the block just east of this proposed development. :

Mrs. Riordan stated earlier she clarified that the lots fronting Puffer Road are zoned R-1,

Single Family Residential, and the lots fronting onto Belmont Road are zoned R-3, Single
Family Residential.
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Dr. Goodman explained he was not present earlier when Mrs. Riordan clarified the
zoning. He asked if the map looks very much like the indication on the block just south
of Chicago Avenue, where the west half of the block is R-1 and the east half of the block
is R-3. Murs. Riordan concurred.

Dr. Goodman stated he has several comments particularly about the appropriateness of
this rezoning. Dr. Goodman stated he thought it was highly inappropriate for two main
reasons. One is the reason that has already been discussed, the consistency of
development in this area and fitting into the neighborhood. The second reason is that this
is a very logical planning area for expansion of Park District property. Dr. Goodman
commented he had never been in one of the Park District’s executive sessions where
things like this have been discussed but he has discussed the logical extension with the
Park District Administrator,

Chairman Jirik interrupted Dr. Goodman and instructed him not to continue with that line
of discussion, as it was speculative and hearsay. Chairman Jirik stated if those members
of the public wished to attend this meeting and state their case they were welcome to do.
Chairman Jirik further clarified the Plan Commission cannot have any individual
represent the comments of another individual. Dr. Goodman then withdrew those
conmuments.

Dr. Goodman stated that as a Village planning concept this land should have its highest
and best use associated with extension of the Park District facilities. He noted R-1 is an
appropriate zoning to support that concept. Dr. Goodman reiterated his two main
arguments in opposition to the requested zoning change are 1) it is inconsistent with the
trend of development and the surrounding zoning and 2) it is inconsistent with the logical
plan for the development of this area for public facilities.

Dr. Goodman next addressed the requested Exception related to the cul-de-sac and the
orientation of the cul-de-sac. He indicated his comments addressed some of the concerns
the Commission heard from the Barrs who live in the house that would be just east of the
proposed cul-de-sac. The normal cul-de-sac as explained on page three, paragraph five
of the Staff report has a radius of no less than 47.5 feet with 30 feet of pavement, 5 feet of
sidewalk and 12.5 feet of parkway.

Dr. Goodman stated if the 5 foot sidewalk and 12.5 foot parkway were actually planned
for the cul-de-sac in front of the Barr’s residence it would not intrude on their current
front yard as this proposed cul-de-sac would. Dr. Goodman indicated that normally
people are able to incorporate the parkway into their landscaping plans and their front
yard. In this case, the 5-foot sidewalk width is only planned on the west side of the road,
and the Barrs would essentially have 17.5 feet between the pavement and their property
line as this cul-de-sac would normally be designed. Dr. Goodman expressed his belief
that they have a very good point, and he supported their objection to the granting of this
Exception, which intrudes upon their normal expectations of approximately 17 feet
separating their property line from the proposed cul-de-sac.
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Dr. Goodman stated the last point he wanted to make was that he understood the Staff
was supporting the request not to install curbs and gutters. Dr. Goodman indicated it was
unclear to him, and he asked Staff to clarify if they are requiring the installation of storm
sewers In this improvement of the street.

Dr. Goodman concluded by stating this proposed subdivision is incompatible with the
overall character of the neighborhood. Dr. Goodman indicated if a zoning change to R-2
or R-3, which would permit more density on this site, would be much more consistent
with the character of the neighborhood, and should be recommended by the Plan
Commission rather than this one.

Mr. Tom Sleeter, 5416 Maplewood Place, Downers Grove, stated their interest in the
netghborhood 1s that his wife had grown up there, and they were the ones who sold the
property to the developer. Mr. Sleeter advised that they did talk to the neighbors, and
they share their concern about the cul-de-sac. Mr. Sleeter indicated he and his wife were
not aware of this before, and he feels it is unnecessary. Mr. Sleeter noted the building of
the Recreation Center has adversely impacted the neighborhood, and one more area
getting paved over when it is unnecessary is just not approprate.

Mr. Sleeter added if it was found appropriate to have a cul-de-sac why has there not been
one for the 20 some years since the propeity was annexed. He also asked why there is
not a cul-de-sac at the other end of Puffer Road. Mr. Sleeter commented acecess seems to
be such a low priority to the Village that they permit parking on both sides of Puffer
Road, and he has been told at times even garbage trucks cannot make it throiigh much
less a fire truck. Mr. Sleeter stated a long-standing land use suggests skipping a cul-de-
sac and perhaps just having a “T” on one side for turn-around might be more appropriate
and would meet the concerns of the neighbors, yet would provide the aceess and turn-
around for a fire trick or an ambulance,

Mrs. Janis Sleeter, 5416 Maplewood Place, Downers Grove, stated with regard to the cul-
de-sac issue, the turn-around does seem to make a great deal of sense in that situation.
She commented that the Puffer Road right-of-way south of Chicago Avenue is only 33
feet wide. It does not have the same 66-foot right of way that the north part of Puffer
Road does. One of the issues regarding curbs and gutter is that it would not necessarily
be appropriate to put in a curb and a gutter that does not hook up to anything else.

Mrs. Sleeter also questioned the value of the sidewalk. The right-of-way on the south
part of Puffer Road is only 33 feet wide, so the sidewalk would only go along the west
side of Puffer Road north of Chicago Avenue, a one block span. It would never be able
to be extended to the south, there is a berm at the south property line of the Recreation
Center property and thus the sidewalk would never be able to go through into that area to
the north either. Mrs. Sleeter stated at one point Mr. Barr had asked for a vacation of the
north end of Puffer Road, and the Park District Board at a public meeting agreed that they
had no objection. Mrs. Sleeter asked if there really is a need for a sidewalk for one block.
If there were no sidewalk, there would also be more room for a turn-around for a smaller
cul-de-sac that would not intrude into neighbors’ properties as much.
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Chairman Jirik emphasized that the opinions of others cannot be a topic for discussion as
those individuals are not here to represent them, unless it was a matter of public record.

Mrs. Sleeter again stated as far as not having a sidewalk or the street through, the Park
Prstrict had no objection to the vacation of the north end of Puffer Road. Mors. Sleeter
further explained that discussion occurred at a public meeting, and she is a member of the
Park District Board.

Chairman Jirik asked if there was anyone else who wished to speak. There was no
further response, and Chairman Jirik closed the public participation portion of the public
heaning,

Chairman Jirik next asked Mrs. Riordan to address the questions posed earlier during
public participation.

Mrs. Riordan stated Mrs. Barr had inferred that Staff is of the opinion that the R-1 zoning
of the bank of properties fronting on Puffer Road was not appropriate. Mrs. Riordan
clarified that Staff was indicating that the map within the Staff Report was mislabeled R-
1, not that the properties were inappropriately zoned R-1.

Mrs. Riordan stated she would defer the question as to why they proposed to rezone the
property to R-3 versus R-2.

With respect to Mrs. Barr’s questions regarding the calculation of lot width, Mrs. Riordan
stated per Code lot width is not calculated at the front property line. Lot width is
calculated perpendicular to the lot depth at the minimum required setback of the proposed
zoning district. In this case in the R-3 zoning district, the setback is 30 feet. Therefore,
the lot depth line would be established from the midpoint of the front lot line to the
midpoint of the rear lot line, and the width would be measured perpendicular to that line
30 feet back from the front property line. Mrs. Riordan stated there would be differences
between what is actually fronting on the public right of way as opposed to the calculated
lot width, and also, the lot may be wider or narrower at some other location, but the depth
is measured at only that one location at the setback line.

Mrs. Riordan indicated she would go through the individual calculations for each lot if
the Commission deemed that necessary. Chairman Jirik asked if that is the standard way
of calculating lot width, and is it done consistently in all cases, and Mrs. Riordan agreed.
The Commission members did not indicate it necessary to review each lot.

With respect to Mrs. Barr’s question as to the calculation of lot area, Mrs. Riordan
indicated that the lot area was calculated by the petitioner and appears on the face. of the
plat. A lot that is not perfectly square is best calculated by the engineer, and typically,
the computer program, which produces the drawings, performs these calculations. Mrs.
Riordan further commented she would defer to the petitioner if they wish to address this
issue.
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Mrs. Riordan stated there was also a question with respect to the shape of the cul-de-sac
and the location of the point at which there would be approximately four feet of parkway
between the edge of the curb and the property line. She displayed the proposed
engineering plan on the overhead screen and pointed out that adjacent to the Barr's
residence, the cul-de-sac would be located within the right-of-way and would not be
encroaching into their property.

Mr. Waechtler asked if one of the main reasons for the cul-de-sac was the turn-around of
emergency vehicles. Mrs. Riordan responded the direct request for the provision of the
cul-de-sac came from the Fire Prevention Division with specific reference to eIMergency
vehicles. Additionally, the Public Works Department’s cited snow plowing and vehicle
movement. ‘

- Mr. Nicholaou recatled Mrs. Barr stated the cul-de-sac would enfringe on her property
line. Mr. Nicholaou indicated he did not see that based on the displayed drawing.

Mrs. Riordan explained that when Mis. Barr indicated that she would lose half of her
front yard, she is referring to that part of the grass area located between the edge of the
pavernent within the public right-of-way and the front wall of her residence. The portion
of that grassed area is within the public right-of-way and is not private property; it is
public property, although it is commonly perceived that one’s front yard extends all the
way to the strect pavement.

Mr. Nicholaou asked if what is shown on the illustration is correct, and Mrs. Riordan
agreed. Mrs. Riordan acknowledged Mrs. Barr’s point that what is perceived as being
her front yard is in fact being reduced with the petitioner’s requested Exception for a
reduction in the parkway width. Mrs. Riordan further acknowledged that Dr. Goodman’s
point regarding this isste is also true; however, Mrs. Barr’s privaie property is not being
taken as part of this cul-de-sac bulb under the strict legal term of a “taking”.

Chairman Jirik asked if the review by the Fire Department and the Public Works
Department was specifically addressing the cul-de-sac io allow turning movements or the
overall improvement of Puffer Road or both.

Mrs. Riordan stated her opinion that it was both. A barrier curb and a gutter is a strict
requirement per Code, and 30 feet of pavement back of curb to back of curb is also a
requirement per Code. When the Public Works Department reviewed this proposal, they
made determinations as to what would be agreeable Exceptions as opposed to what
Public Works saw as a necessary improvemnent.

Chairman Jirik stated it was not just a blind adherence to the Code, but rather Public
Works felt it justifiable to bring it up to Code in the course of development. Mrs. -
Riordan added that the first plan submiited by the petitioner did not include a cul-de-sac.
It was the review by the Public Works Department and the Fire Prevention Division that
prompted the petitioner to conform to the request that the dead end street be improved
with a cul-de-sac tum around.

PLAN COMMISSION B AUGUST 2, 2004




APPROVED

Chairman Jirik stated as this developed, the extent or number of Exceptions decreased
from earlier conceptual aspects in light of both Public Works’ and Fire Prevention’s
‘concerns about life safety. Chairman Jirik asked if it was reasonable to presume that the
same life safety issues would persist no matter what zoning was requested.

Mirs. Riordan indicated that the request for a subdivision adjacent to this substandard
width of right-of-way and substandard street pavement was what triggered the
requirements per Code. Mrs. Riordan stated the petitioner and the Public Works
Department have worked together to reach an agreement as to what those publie
improvements should consist of for this proposed subdivision. Mrs. Riordan expressed
her opinion that these public improvements would be recommended whether this
subdivision consisted of five lots or three lots.

Chairman Jirik suggested this might be a good time to hear from the petitioner with
regard to the questions regarding the roadway, etc.

Tim McSweeney stated when they first looked at acquiring the property; they met with
Public Works to determine what improvements would have to be made in keeping with
the wishes of the neighborhood, which were articulated to them by the previous owners.
At that meeting, they were told they would not have to put in a cul-de-sac. He was
informed of that requirement after the initial indication that it would not be required.

Mr. McSweeney stated his concern was that he needed to be able to get five lots because
of the cost of the land, and what they needed to get back for it to be worth their while to

- meet all the public improvements requirements. Mr. McSweeney noted that during a
second meeting, Public Works thought in a worse case scenario they would have to put in
a T-shaped turn around. Mr. McSweeney indicated it was his belief at that time Public
Works had not consulted with Fire Prevention. Mr. McSweeney.again reiterated his
concern that if he had to put in a cul-de-sac, he would lose a Iot in doing so.

Mr. McSweeney advised he wanted to be able to be sensitive to the neighbors’ issues,
and that he was caught between appeasing Public Works requirements as opposed to the
neighbors’ issues as to what their current neighborhood looks like. Mr. McSweeney
stated because Public Works was endorsing the cul-de-sac, he agreed to do it. Mr.
McSweeney told the neighbors he did not want thern to think this was a bait and switch
scheme on his part. The cul-de-sac is what the Public Works staff wanted.

Chairman Jirik recalled someone raised the question whether the cu-de-sac could bend
farther south to provide a litile more parkway, Mr. McSweeney referred to Mrs.
Riordan’s earlier comments that what is perceived, as someone’s front yard is actually
parkway.

Derek Stanzik, Intech Consultants, 5413 Walnut Avenue, Downers Grove, stated he
prepared the cul-de-sac design. He explained that normally a cul-de-sac right-of-way is
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larger than this. Mr. Stanzik indicated there was a possibility fo look at turning the bulb
of the cul-de-sac. to the west, away from the Barr’s property.

Mr. Waechitler stated Lot 1, which is pie shaped, might afford the necessary space to do
that. Mr. Stanzik advised he would have to further study the relocation of the cul-de-sac
to determine how much area and more importantly, widih, would be lost from Lot 1.

To address earlier questions from the audience, Mr. Stanzik stated a curb and gutter is
typically 18 inches; a six-inch curb and a one-foot gutter. There is also usually is a stone
shoulder. Instead of a two-foot wide stone shoulder, which causes problems for snow
plowing, Public Works requested the installation of a two-foot wide concrete shoulder.
The two-foot wide concrete shoulder will meet the existing east edge of pavement. The
road will go to the west, and they will not be bothering the ditch or the trees on the
casterly side of the right-of-way adjacent to the existing residences. If they were required
to put in a full 30-foot roadway with curb and gutter, every single tree in the parkway
would be taken out. He noted that they are trying to make as few changes as possible,
while still meeting the requirements.

Chairman Jink affirmed the two feet of concrete is in lieu of the more invasive curb and
gutter and would align with the current edge of pavement. Mr. Stanzik confinmed they
would start close to the existing edge of pavement and move the entire pavement
expansion to the west.

Mr. Waechtler asked how that would affect the ditch on the east side of Puffer Road. Mr.
stanzik responded there would be no affect as they are going to meet existing grade. Mr.
Stanzik emphasized they want to leave the existing trees on that side.

Mr. McCormick asked if Mr. Stanzik was saying the two-foot concrete shoulder being
added would be to the west. Mr. Stanzik responded they would be going from a 16-20
foot wide pavement to a 28-foot wide pavement. All of the widening will be to the west
side of the existing pavement. There will be no widening to the east side, except for the
cul-de-sac bulb.

Mr. Nicholaou asked the petitioner if in his di scussions with the neighbors had he always
talked about five properties. Mr. McSweeney responded affimnatively and noted the
project 1s not economically feasible with less than five lots.

Mr. Stark asked if there would be a ditch on the west side of Puffer Road. Mr. Stanzik
said that they originally did have a ditch on the west side, but now they are doing more of
a “low flow” system. The ditch is approximately six inches deep with a French drain or
perforated pipe with about two feet of stone around 1t, and what water does not run down
the ditch will filter through the ground, through the stone and into the pipe and then come
down where the ditch ends on the south end of the property. Mr. Stanzik noted this is
considered a “BMP”, or a2 Best Management Practice. It will help keep the water cleaner.
Mr, Stanzik pointed out that was also a Public Works Department request. Mr. Stanzik
noted it will look nicer than a two-foot ditch and will also be safer.
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Mr. Nicholaon asked Mrs. Riordan if the cul-de-sac were moved to its maximum o the
west, would it require a variation for Lot One. .Mrs. Riordan responded that
mathematically, Staff would have to see how far west the cul-de-sac would be proposed
to be located in order to determine what impact it would have on the calculated lot depth
and lot width of Lot 1.

Mr. Nicholaou asked if the cul-de-sac was moved four feet to the west what would that
do to Lot 1. Mr. McSweeney pointed out that they have already dedicated two feet of
land on that side of Puffer Road. Mrs. Riordan indicated that if more land were to be
dedicated to accommodate a cul-de-sac bulb facing only to the west, the resulting
reduction in lot area and lot width may not be so great asto require Exceptions; however,
that concept would require additional review.

As guidance to the Plan Commission Members, Chairman Jirik advised if the
Commission is getting into detailed mathematics they need to be careful if there is an
Exception or a Variation that is created by a recommendation they are making, because
the Commission does not want to create the impression that “yes it can fit, there is no
necessary Exception, and this case can go forward™ before such a determination has been
made.

Mr. Waechtler asked for clarification of square footage for a R-3 lot. Mrs. Riordan
responded the minimum requirement in R-3 is 75 feet in width, as measured at the front
setback line perpendicular to the Iot depth. The minimum ot area requirement is 19,500
square feet.

Mr. Griesbaum referred to the topographical map of the property and asked if the highest
point on Lot 1 is 767 feet above sea level and at its lowest point on Lot 5 is 737 feet. He
peinted out there appears to be a 30-foot pitch to the entire parcel. Mr. Stanzik agreed.

Mr. Griesbaum next asked how the contour from the house at a level 30 feet hi gher than
the home at the lowest level is taken into account. He asked if there was some grading
work that will be done to make the look and feel of the property appear to have the same
look and feel as to what is on the east side of Puffer Road. Mr. Griesbaum asked if there
had been any discussion about how the entire development will look. He indicated he
was trying to imagine looking at five homes with a 30-foot pifch between the house at the
highest point and the house at the lowest point.

Mr. Stanzik pointed out the other side of the street is similar, and has a similar grade
differential from north to south. It starts out at 765 feet and goes down to 739 feet. Mr.
Griesbaum stated from what he has seen on the east side of Puffer Road, the location of
the different homes does not emphasize the change in grade.

Mr. Waechtler asked if fill would be utilized. Mr. Stanzik indicated they would be
staying close to the existing grade; however, dirt will be moved around to make the yards
work well together. They will meet the existing grade at the roadway.
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Mr. McSweeney said that they did give consideration fo the type of homes that would be
placed on this property, and they did not want to do a massive change in grade. They are
trying fo stay with what nature provided on this site and not interrupt it. Some of the lots
will be patural for walkouts, and they might engineer one fo be a walkout or a lookout.
The buyers will dictate what type of homes wiil be built. M:r. McSweeney commented
they have consulted with their engineers and with architects. Their plan is to have one of
the premier places in Downers Grove, if not the premier place to live.

Mr. Stark recalled one of the questions raised by the public was what was the need to
change the zoning from R-1, Single Family Residential to R-3, Single Family
Residential. Mr. Stark asked Mr. McSweeney as the current owner of the property did he
know what the zoning was when he purchased it. He asked Mr. MeSweeney if his
purchase was in anticipation that the Plan Commission would recomnmend approval of the
zoning change. Based on that, Mr. Stark further asked Mr. McSweeney if that was what
prompted the current subdivision plat.

Mr. McSweeney agreed. Mr. Stark asked for confirmation that Mr. McSweeney did not
have any fall-back plan to place four houses on this site under the current R-1 zoning and
thus his hardship was an economic one.

Mr. McSweeney responded in pursuing the purchase of this property, he had preliminary
discussions with Staff as to the difficulty of getting the zoning changed to R-3. Mr.
MeSweeney pointed out in his initial meeting with the nei ghbors to discuss his plan five
homes did not seem 1o be a problem for them. Mr. McSweeney stated he thought they
did their due diligence in pursuing this property. Mr. McSweeney acknowledged there
was some risk, but they felt if they meet all the conditions placed upon them, there would
not be an issue with the rezoning.

Chairman Jirik pointed out Mr. McSweeney’s characterizations of the neighborhood
meeting could not be an issue here tonight as the Commission did not hear the neighbors
voice their characterization of that meeting. Mr. McSweeney noted most of the
neighbors objections voiced here this evening were because of what Public Works staff
requested of him.

Mr. Stark stated he is trying to balance the petitioner’s hardship, and the reason why the
zoning should be changed against the testimony he is hearing from the neighbors. Mr.
Stark asked if there was anything clse Mr. McSweeney could add other than he would
like five lots rather than four lots. Mr. McSweeney responded if the rezoning were not
granted, he would have to abandon the project because four lots would not be
economically feasible. The numbers would not work with the requested improvements
he has agreed to make.

Mr. Stark noted the Park Disirict is a neighbor to this project, and he asked Staff if they
had received any official correspondence from the Park District regarding this proposed
subdivision. Mrs. Riordan responded as a surrounding property owner, the Park District
received mail notification of the pending public hearing, and a member of the Park
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District Board serves as an Ex-officio member of the Plan Commission and as such, that
member received a copy of the Staff Report regarding this case. -

Mr. Waechtler asked Mrs. Barr if the addition of these new homes would be an asset or
an improvement to the neighborhood. Mrs. Barr responded negatively. Mr. Waechtler
commented sooner or later somebody is going to build on that property, and the residents
on the east side of Puffer Road will no longer be able to look out at the golf course. Mrs.
Barr commented they would be satisfied with the zoning remaining as R-1, single family
with three or four houses there.

Chairman Jirik pointed out to Mrs. Barr if there was no request for a change in zoning but
the petitioner asked for fairly significant Exceptions such that the Iot widths mirrored the
lot widths on the east side of the street, that propesed subdivision would look almost the
same as this one. ;

Chairman Jitik asked Mrs. Riordan if Mrs. Barr’s property, which is zoned R-1, is way
below the minimum lot width and lot area. Mrs. Riordan responded that she would not
classify it as “way below”. Mrs. Barr interjected that it is closer to R-1 than R-2. Mrs,
Riordan continued that the Barr’s property does not meet the meet the R-1 minimum
requirements. ' '

Chairman Jirik asked if the east side of Puffer Road was undeveloped and was proposed
for R-1 zening, would it need Exceptions to be divided into parcels similar to what exists
there today. Mrs. Riordan agreed and noted the parcels as they currently exist on the east
side of Puffer Road are currently non-conforming to R-1 requirements; however, she
again noted that in some cases, two parcels are being used as one property. As these
parcels were either created in their configurations prior to April of 1965 or prior to their
annexation, they would retain lawful nonconforming status and would be permitted to be
utilized independently if the structures were no longer present.

With regard to the sidewalk issue, Mr. McCormick asked Staff if the developer has the
opportunity to pay into a fund rather than build the sidewalk that goes nowhere. Mrs.
Riordan acknowledged there would be a required fee in lieu of for the sidewalk
construction; however, in this particular case Public Works did in fact request the
installation of the sidewalk. '

Mr. Nicholaou asked if Public Works gave a reason for that request. He commented after
looking over the area he got the sense of more of a rural area. Mr. Nicholaou expressed
his opinion that a narrow ribbon of 600 feet of concrete seems crazy. Mr. McCormick
agreed.

Mrs. Riordan expressed her understanding that Public Works made their
recommendations based upon current Code requirements, applicable Village policies, and
to protect the public health, safety and welfare, including emergency service and public
service vehicular access.
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Mr. Waechtler noted there has been discusston about R-2 zoning, and he asked Staff what
the requirements were for that zoning classification. Mrs. Riordan stated the minimum
lot width requirement in the R-2 zoning district is 85 feet, and the minimum lot area
requirement 1s 15,000 square feet.

Mrs. Riordan pointed out there are still some questions that asked by previous speakers
that the petitioner has not had an opportunity to address, such as stormwater easements
and neighboering wetlands, as well as trees.

Charrman Jink recapped the tree issue. The Village Forester has an approved list of
parkway trees based on knowledge and expertise regarding trees that thrive in particular
environments. Chairman Jinik stated his understanding is that the developer is able to
choose from that list. Mrs. Rierdan noted that in the alternative, the developer could have
Public Works plant the trees and reimburse the Village for the trees and the installation
cost. Chairman Jirik explained the Village owns the parkway, and the Village Forester
has a limited variety of species that have been determined to be viable in that
environment.

With regard to the wetlands, Chairman Jirik recalled it was deterrmned that the nearest
one was on the golf course, and that the subject property is not located within the buffer
zone surrounding the wetland.

With regard to the stormwater question, Chairman Jirik asked Staff if the grading, which
is part of the subdivision, affects the necessary stormwater lot by lot. There would not be
any public dedication of a detention or retention facility. Mrs. Riordan agreed.

Chainman Jirik advised there is a binding aspect with regards to the grading plap. It has
been reviewed by Engineering and has been found to meet the requirements of the
stormwater retention and detention. Mrs. Riordan again agreed.

Mrs. Riordan recalled Mr. Barr had mentioned the ten-foot separation between the water
and the sewer lines and asked if the petitioner would like to address that question. Mr.

Stanzik explained the sanitary sewer is proposed on the west side of the right-of-way, so
they will not be touching the water main or the trees on the east side of the right-of-way.

Chairman Jirik asked the petitioner and his engineer if limiting the utilities to the west
stde of Puffer Road would be a hardship or would there be any engineering difficulties.
Mr. Stanzik responded they would still have to tie into the water main and meet the edge
of pavement so that would be the extent of any disturbances on the east side of Puffer
Road.

With regard to parking issues raised by the public, Chairman Jirik asked the petitioner
and his engineer if they were envisioning parking on both sides of Puffer Road. HHe also
asked Staff if anyone from Parking and Traffic raised any issues regarding parking. Mrs.
Riordan advised there were no comments from Traffic Division of Public Works.
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Chairman Jirik noted parking on both sides might be more feasible with the proposed
improvements to Puffer Road. Mrs. Riordan acknowledged it would be more feasible
than the current 16-foot wide pavement.

Mrs. Schroeder, representing School Districts 58 and 99, asked if the current residents on
the east side of Puffer Road wanted to build houses similar to what is being proposed this
evening, would they have to ask for an Exception or a change in zoning.

Chairman Jirik noted if the east side of Puffer Road were proposed today as a new
development, there would be some Exceptions necessary because the lots do not conform
to R-I requirements. To represent that each lot as fully conforming to the R=1 minimum
requirements would not be true.

Mis. Schroeder pointed out the current horries sit on the middle of combined lots and as
such would not be in compliant with the R-1 zoning. Chairman Jirik acknowledged that
it would be a complex question. Chairman Jirik stated the issue he was irying to draw
some attention to earlier that the east side of Puffer Road is zoned R-1 , but the lots are
not fully at the R-1 minimum requirements. Chairman Jidk indicated he did not know to
what extent they would be fully compliant with R-2 or R-3 zoning requirements.

Mrs. Riordan commerited that perhaps Chairman Jirik and Mrs. Schroeder are talking
about two different scenarios. She said that Chairman Jirik is commenting that if the lots
were proposed to be created today, Exceptions would be necessary. Whereas Mrs.
Schroeder is commenting that the lots in their current confi guration, although used today
in combination with one another for one house, could be developed with two houses if
the existing houses were torn down.

Chatrman Jirik asked Mrs. Schreeder to give her name for the record. Mr. McCormick
indicated he had asked the Chairman to ask that so that the members of the audience
would be informed she represented beth School Districts on the Plan Commission.

Mrs. Schroeder indicated she would appreciate being notified of all of the Plan
Commission meetings. Having a resolution from both School Districts appointing her to
‘represent them on this Commission, she has all the privileges of the Commission except
voting rights. Mrs. Schroeder indicated she wanted to g0 on record that she has not been
receiving notification of all of the meetings because she has said it privately to different
people and has still not received all the necessary materials. Mis. Schroeder emphasized
to Mr. Skach that she would like notification of all of the meetings.

Mr. Waechtler recalled Mrs. Schroeder had publicly raised this issue once before this
Commission. Mrs. Schroeder responded she is receiving minutes of meetings she has

* never been told about. The Recording Secretary apologized for the mix-up.

Chairman Jirik asked if there was any dialogue regarding this petition.
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Mr. Nicholaou stated his opinion that the sidewatk requirement is Indicrous. He recalled
the Plan Commission’s review of the Ponstein Subdivision on Fairview Avenue that had
many more Exceptions than this proposed subdivision, which has no requests for
Exceptions regarding the lot sizes. He asked if such a sidewalk would be contiguous to
the neighborhood. Mr. Nicholacu acknowledged Mr. Stark’s question as to whether or
not the developer could do four lots instead of five lots. Mr. Nicholaou indicated he was
still wrestling with these issues.

Mr. Stark stated in trying to plan a community and come up with a cogent idea of why
one area is zoned one way, and when you get to a heavier zoning requirement what is the
difference between concentration of homes we have in downtown Downers Grove and as
we go out to the nether lands why the zoning becomes less dense. In this case, Mr. Stark
noted he would have liked to hear the Park District weigh in or talk about the feel for
what these people are going to have built right nex{ to them. Mr. Stark thought the Park
District would have had an opinion, but they did not send an official representative to this
meeting.

M. Stark continued that there is a big open piece of Jand, the golf course, and he asked
how do we transition to R-3 zoning. Perhaps the logical step would be for it to remain R-
I zonmng. He asked how the Plan Commission wants to tier down from this large piece of
open land to something denser. Even though the lots on the east side of Puffer Road are
looking like one type of zoning but are really zoned the other way, Mr. Stark asked if the
Plan Comumnission should take that into consideration. He noted Puffer Road itself is
about as rural as you get within Downers Grove. The Belmont Road area is a separate
micro neighborhood.

Mr. Stark also asked if the Commission wants island zoning in this particular area. Mr.
Stark asked how should this piece of land be effectively developed. Mr. Stark
commented no matter what size of subdivision is built there, a cul-de-sac would happen.
M. Stark stated he understands the neighbor’s concems about the proposed cul-de-sac
eating up what they consider their front lawn. Mr. Stark commented asking the developer
to change the shape of the cul-de-sac is outside his purview. The Plan Commission
cannot shepherd development the way the public would like them to do. That is up to the
Village Council. Mr. Stark stated as a Plan Commission, they could control the zoning.
He pointed out if the proposed subdivision has larger lots, that gives the cul-de-sac more
of a chance of going onto the developer’s side of Puffer Road rather than onto the east
side of Puffer Road. Mr. Stark concluded he would be open to hearing what the rest of
the Commission members are considering.

Mrs. Reynolds asked if what the Plan Commission is discussing is the difference between
five lots or four lots. Mr. Stark agreed. Mrs. Reynolds asked if it was such a big deal.

M. Stark responded he weighed whether or not it was a big deal against the neighbor’s
expectations regarding the zoning. Mr. Stark noted every developer wants the highest
possible density. Mrs. Reynolds reminded the Plan Commission member that there are
several other parcels on Belmont Road, which have been changed to R-3 so this request is
not unprecedented,
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‘Mr. Waechtler responded this is not Belmont Road. The map displayed earlier shows
once you get off Belmont Road and come into this area you are looking at all R-1 zoning,
He asked Staff to review the lot sizes for the east side of Puffer Road. He also wanted to
know the sizes for the R-1 lots further south of Chicago Avenue. Mrs. Riordan
responded that she did not have the lot sizes for the lots south of Chicago Avenue
available to her.

Chairman Jirik stated if you go south, the R-1 and the R-3 lots are basically identical lots.
While the zoning designation may be differemt, the lots really are not different. Chairman
Jirik acknowledged that makes it harder for him to get stuck on the R-1 issue because the
existing lots are not matenally different between the R-3 and the R-1 zoning
designations. Chairman Jirik noted if the lots on the east side of Puffer Road were Jarger
R-1 lots, he would feel stronger on the issue. The fact that they are not is a significant
distinction in his mind. kK

Mr. Stark commented that also troubled himn, and he noted the difference in what road the
lots are facing. The properties further east are facing Belmont Road and the properties on
Puffer Road are facing the golf course. M. Stark indicated he was {rying to use that
subjective component in the Plan Commission’s mandate.

Mr. Waechtler asked do we want this to look betier than it is now. Do we downzone or
do we try to improve to terms of lot sizes in order to make this area look better. He again
asked Mrs. Riordan to review the lot sizes on the east side of Puffer Road.

Chairman Jirik indicated such a review could be significant since those lots are in excess
of R-3, are they materially different than the pre-existing conditions. Mr. Waechtler
emphasized that the Plan Commission has always looked at the characteristic of the
existing neighborhood.

Using the overhead projection of the surrounding area, Mrs. Riordan reviewed the lots on
the east side of Puffer, moving south fo north from Chicago Avenue. She said that the
residential structure at the comer straddles a common property line between Lot § and
Lot 9. According to the tax parcel data, which she has available to her, the southerly Lot
8 is 70 feet in width as measured at its front property line, and Lot 9 is 60 feet in width as
measured at its front property line. Absent the residential structure, in the R-1 zoning
district, because these lots were they created prior to April of 1965 or prior to their
incorporation into the Village, each of the lots would be able to be independently utilized
separate and apart from the another, each being developed with a new residential
structure.

Moving to the north, Mrs. Riordan stated that residential structure stts upon Lot 10 and
the southerly half of Lot 11; Lot 10 being 60 feet in width at its front property line and
the southerly half of Lot 11 being 30 feet in width at its front property line. The total lot
width of this zoning lot is 90 feet. The southerly half of Lot 11 would not be able to be
used independently of Lot 10; therefore, these two parcels are required to remain
combined.
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Mrs. Riordan explained that the next lot to the north is comprised of the northerly half of
Lot 11 being 30 feet in width at its front property line and all of Lot 12 being 60 feet in
width at its front property line. Lot 11 would not be able to be used independently of Lot
12. :

Mrs. Riordan then noted the northerly-most property measures 74.22 feet across its front
property line and is a pie-shaped lot.

Mr. Stark commented this area currently has septic fields and the smaller the lots, the
bigger the question of the viability of the septic fields. Chairman Jirik pointed out the
new lots would be connected to the Downers Grove Sanitary District sewer, and he asked
if the property owners on the east side of Puffer Road would have the ability to tie into
that sanitary sewer extension. Mr. Stanzik responded affirmatively. Chairman Jirik
noted the normal fee process would achieve such hook-ups.

M. Stark acknowledged he is still torn by this.

Mr. Nicholaou commented that if the number of lots were reduced from five to four, the
builder could then build an even bigger home on each lot. Mr. Nicholaou stated the more
he histens to his fellow members state their concerns, the more he comes to the conclusion
that the rezoning is not a big deal. Other issues are more important in his mind. He
noted the developer seems to be willing to relocate the cul-de-sac into the shape of a “9”,
where it would face fo the west as opposed to the east. Mr. Nicholaou expressed his
opinion that the sidewalk does more in changing the character of the neighborhood and
the street. Several Commissioners agreed.

Mr. Griesbaum stated hearing that all of the public improvements would stay to the west
had a positive impact on his decision-making process.

Mr. Nicholaou stated the public’s concerns regarding the sewer have been answered and
refocation of the cul-de-sac has been addressed.

Mr. Stark pointed out this is not the first time that the Plan Commission fooked at Puffer
Road; there was a petition seeking to vacate the right-of-way at the north end of Puffer
Road. The petitioner at that time was looking to stop access into the Park Distdct’s
property. Both Mr. Stark and Chairman Jirik wondered if the Park District would ever
want access and would the cul-de-sac prevent that. Mr. Waechtler pointed out that area
was bermed, and a stone wall is there now. Mr. Stark acknowledged that is true today but
we do not know what the Park District might want in the future.

Chairman Jink stated Mr, Nicholacu’s comments regarding the sidewalk was excellent,
to the extent it is practical, keeping all the disturbance on the west side of Puffer Road is
key, to the extent the cul-de-sac bulb ean be relocated and not Impair or impact the
development but at the same time preserve more parkway on the east side of Puffer Road.
He commented that this discussion is within the Plan Commission’s purview for
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constderation to the extent it does not create a bardship or an Exception. With regard to
the cul-de-sac, Chairman Jirik noted it is not conceptually different. It is just physically
an offset. Mr. Griesbaum expressed his opinion that relocating the cul-de-sac so that its
bulb is offset to the west was a great idea.

Chairman Jirik explained he focused on the zoning designation versus the physical size of
lots. Mrs. Riordan’s lot-by-lot breakdown was very Hlustrative of that. South of Chicago
Avenue, the aerial photograph shows that the lot lines cut straight across from Puffer
through to Belmont. There is a distinction in zoning designation, but the physical lots are
not really distinct or different. Chairman Jirik indicated if they were extremely large R-1
lots, then he would say there was a distinction. :

Chairman Jirik stated in his opinion R-1 golf course is not something youbuffer. He
indicated he would be more concemed about buffering residences from Belmont Road or
from an industrial park. Smaller sized Jots next to a golf course do not raise concemns as a
buffer.

Chairman Jirik stated the developer was seeking a lesser intensity regarding roads and
improvements, and the agencies within the Village said we want the greater
improvement. If it was a simple two-lane “T” turn-around, he might think four houses
were appropriate. The best engineering judgment and life safety warrants bringing Puffer
Road up to Code, but the residents are saying that is not what they want. Chairman Jirik
noted these requested changes on the part of the Village are driving the developer’s costs
upward, and consequently, he is looking more favorably at five lots as opposed to four
lots.

Mirs. Reynolds pointed out the Plan Comunisston does not have any choice with regard to
these improvements imposed by Public Works and Fire Prevention.

Chairman Jirik noted the developer is not asking for any lot width or area Exceptions. He
noted that the developer could have asked for an Exception of more than five feetand
asked for six lots instead of five. That would have been somewhat below the R-3
minimum lot width requirements. Instead, he is proposing lots that are somewhat higher
than the R-3 minimum lot width.

Mr. Waechtler suggested per previous remarks any motion should include the elimination
of the sidewalks and a recommendation that the petitioner pay the fee-in-licu-of to the
Village.

Chairman Jirik responded Staff has prepared seven points in its recommendation. The
Commission can consider those seven points as part of its motion. The Commission can
agree or not agree to them. In addition, if there are additional conditions that the
Commission has developed as part of this meeting, those are additional possible
conditions fo have in the motion. Both Mr. Waechtler and M. Nicholaou pointed out the
relocation of an offset cul-de-sac should also be a part of the Commission’s motion.
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MOTION: WITH RESPECT TO FILE NO. PC-15-04, FINAL PLAT OF
SUBDIVISION FOR PROPERTY KNOWN AS GOLF VIEW ESTATES, MRS.
REYNOLD MOVED THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A
POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE COUNCIL F OR THE
PETITIONER’S REQUESTED ACTION SUBJECT TO THE F OLLOWING
CONDITIONS:

1. PROPERLY PERMITTED DEMOLITION/REMOVAL OF THE
EXISTING RESIDENCE PRIOR TO ANY DEVELOPMENT ON
PROPOSED LOTS 1 AND 2;

2, COMPLIANCE WITH ALL PUBLIC WORKS REQUIREMENTS AND
CONDITIONS PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS AS
OUTLINED IN THEIR MEMORANDUM DATED JULY 23, 2004.

IT IS ALSO THE PLAN COMMISSION’S RECOMMENDATION
THAT THE SIDEWALK BE ELIMINATED AND PAYMENT IN LIEU
OF INSTALLATION OF SUCH SIDEWALK BE MADE TO THE
VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE, AND THAT THE CUL-DE-SAC
BE RELOCATED TO THE WEST SIDE OF PUFFER ROAD;

3. ACCEPTANCE OF A SANITARY SEWER EXTENSION ROUTE BY
THE POWNERS GROVE SANITARY DISTRICT PRIOR TO
VILLAGE COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED FINAL
PLAT OF SUBDIVISION;

4, COMPLIANCE WITH ALL FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION
REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS AS OUTLINED IN THEIR
MENMORANDUM DATED JULY 12, 2004;

5. PAYMENT OF SCHOOL AND PARK DISTRICT DONATIONS IN
THE AMOUNT OF $17,686.32 PRIOR TO VILLAGE COUNCIL
CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED FINAL PLAT OF
SUBDIVISION;

6. ANY CHANGES TO THE CONDITIONS REPRESENTED BY THE
PETITIONER AS THE BASIS FOR THIS PETITION, WHETHER
THOSE CHANGES OCCUR PRIOR TO OR AFTER VILLAGE
APPROVAL, SHALL BE PROMPTLY REPORTED TO THE
VILLAGE. THE VILLAGE RESERVES THE RIGHT TO RE-OPEN
ITS REVIEW PROCESS UPON RECEIPT OF SUCH INFORMATION ;

7. IT IS THE PETITIONER’S OBLIGATION TO MAINTAIN
COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND
VILLAGE LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES.

MR. KAHLKE SECONDED THE MOTION.

Chairman Jirik asked if there were any discussion or questions regarding the motion.

Mr. Waechtler asked if a reference fo the Public Works memorandum dated August 2,
2004 should be added as an addendum to the Public Works memorandum dated Fuly 23,
2004. Chairman Jinik suggested that the Plan Commission direct that the August 2, 2004
memorandum be included in the packet forwarded to the Village Council,
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Mr. Waechtler thanked the members of the public for their involvement and their
participation. He expressed the hope that the residents understood the Comimission tried
“to listen to their concerns. He aiso thanked the developer for working with the Village in

trying to make this a better development.

ROLL CALL:

AYE: Mrs. Reynolds, Mr, Kahlke, Mr. Griesbaum, Mr. McCormick, Mr.,
Nicholaou, Mr. Stark, Mr. Waechtler, Chairman Jirik
NAY: None

The motion passed unanimously.

Chairman Jirik advised the minutes, the Staff Report and the exhibits would all be
forwarded to the Mayor and the Village Council to be scheduled at a future time. Those
wishing to follow this petition through its review can find pertinent information on
Downers Grove T.V., the Village Comer section of the newspaper or can contact Staff to
deterrmne exact dates.

Under as appropriate, Chairman Jirik stated the next Plan Commission meeting is August
16, 2004. Mr. Nicholaou advised he would not be able to attend.

Chairman Jirik recognized Chris Kahlke’s service on the Plan Commission and on behalf
of the Village of Downers Grove thanked him for his time and commitment. Mr. Kahlke
thanked the Staff and the Plan Commission members and wished everyone health and

- happiness.

Mrs. Reynolds stated she volunteered to serve on the Plan Commission because she was
noisy about what was going on in Downers Grove. After 17 or 18 years, she indicated
she it was time for someone else to step up to the plate.

On behalf not only of the Plan Commission but the entire Village, Chairman Jirtk
thanked Mrs. Reynolds for her service. Chairman Jirik stated to engage in volunteer
public service of an intense nature for parts of three decades is amazing and wonderful.
Chairman Jirik commented that Mrs. Reynolds always did her homework was always
prepared and her comments were solid and thoughtful. In addition, the Chairman and all
of the members recognized the work Mrs. Reynolds put in on all the motions she made
over the years.

As junior member of the Plan Commission, Mr. Nicholaou thanked Mrs. Reynolds for
her help and presented her with a bouquet of flowers. He also bad a gift for Mr. Kahtke.
As there was no further business, Chairman Jirik called for a motion fo adjourn.
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MINUTES OF WORKSHOP MEETING
' DOWNERS GROVE, ILLINOIS
SEPTEMBER 14, 2004

Mayor Krajewski called the Workshop meeling of the Village Conncil of the Villape of Downers G/mve 10
order at 6:30 p.rn. in the Council Chambers of the Village Hall. ye
’ e
Present: Mayor Brian Krajewski; Commissioners Manlyn Schnel), Sve McConnell, M‘f?;;in Tufly,
Mark Zabloudil, Ron Sandack, Stan Urban; Village Manager Riccardo Gunex; Village
Attomey Enza Perarca; Village Clerk April Helden

o

Absent: None
Vistiors: - Press: Kevin Stahr, Downers Grove Reporter S d

Restdents & Others: Bill Kramer, Marshall, Gerstein & Borun, 4705 Monigomery Ave ;
Derek Stuncik, Intech Consultants, 5415 Walnut; Cathy Mahoney, 4832 Monlgomery; Karen Shannon,
Downers Grove Park District, 2455 Warrenville Road; Steve McSteeney, CBC Peveloprient, 154
Springdale Lane; Jeff Agner, 5714 Chase; Jirn Russ, al!omey,ﬂé]i Main; G.L. Goodman, PDHA, 5834
Middaugh; Lavrel Bowen, WATCH, PDHA, FISH, 829 C]_ydé; Williaim Waldack, 1409 ‘Willard; Peter
Hultman, 5300 Walnut: Edveta Wolf, 5123 Carpenter; Hilda Schultz, 4657 Puffer; Bruce Siegest, 4654
Puffer, Marc Patno, 4517 Belmont; Philip M. Barr, 1605 Puffer, Janet M. Barr, 4605 Pufier, Janis S.
Sleeter, 5416 Maplewood; Christine Fregean, 191 &.—flmore

Staff: Yire Chief Phi} Ruscetti; Sefiior Planmer Amanda Riordan; Assistant Director Public
Works Stan Balicki; Director Planning & animunity Development, Joe Skach; Assistant Village Manager
Mike Baker

Mayor Krajewski explained that Courieil Workshop meetings are held the second and fourth Tuesdays at
6:30 p.m. The mieetings are vide aped Iive and for later cable-cast over cable channel 6.

The Workshop meeting is
informal discussion of a
No formal action is

ded to provide Council and the public with an appropriate forom for
stems wntended for futore Couneil consideration or Just for general imformation.
at Workshop meetings.

The public is invifed to attend and encouraged 10 comument or ask questions in an informal TRANEEF ON any
of the items beifig discussed or on any other subject. The agenda is created to provide a puideline for
discussion,

Plan Commission Recommendations: M anager Ginex asked Amanda Riordan, Senior Planner, to
address these ilems.

a. Go]fﬁewEstates-Subdivision.

Amanda Riordan, Senior Planner, stated that the request is to rezone the property from R-1 to R-3 single
family zoning disirict. The intent of the developer 1s 1o subdivide the property into five lots. The Plan~
Commission reviewed this sequest and recommended approval with certain eonditions regarding
disectional placement of the cul de sac and providing of a fee in lieu of installation of sidewalks. It was
noted, however, that the Poblic Works depariment recommended instailation ef the sidewalks and the

revised plan mchndes sidewalks.
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The Mayor noted that tﬁe property is comp]eteiy surrounded by R-1 zoning, and asked what the pelicy is in
regard to designating a different ¢lassification.

Joe Skach, Director of Planning and Community Development, reviewed the Future Land Use Plan, noting
that the R-1 throngh R4 zoning designations have been in effect for some time. Properties adjacent to the
Village were annexed in the 60s and rezoned. Later properties were annexed inlo the Village but not
rezoned. ) '

The Mayor asked what public interest is served by going to R-3 zoning.

‘Commissioner Schnel) said that this development is south of Puffer, and the road is extremely narrow. By
adding frve houses to that area it will create a situation which is already difficult, and additional vehicles
will exacerbaie the situation, paﬂicularly for the passage of emergency vehicles. She said she does not
consider this spot zoning, but poor planning which will change the characteristic of the reighborhood
forever and redefine it. She said the area conid remain R-1 and-sti]] have houses added but Just not as
many.

-.Commissioner Sandack said in looking at the map of this area, there is an abundance of R-3and R4
zoning designations on the other side of Belmont. The properties which are R-1 are, in many cases, that
designation by default. All of the R-designated districts are single family. ‘He said that many properties in
and asound the recreation center have the look of R-3 zoning. He has not made up his mind on this, but
will listen to additional testimony. As for spot zoning, he does not think this is spot zonin g, but rather
changing designations of residential use. He said that the Plan Commission looked at this diligently and
made a unanimous recommendation in favor of this request. They felt it was a proper rezoping and
designation of the subdivision.

Ms. Riordan then read the Jot sizes of the nearby properiies, explaining the Village's zoming designations as
R-1 at 20,000 square feet, R-2 15,000 square feet, and R-3 at 10,500 square feel.

Commissioner Zabloudil said that specific zoping is in place, and the properties can be developed with
less density. If the rationale is from 2 financial perspective, he said that any development is speculative in
nature.

Commissioner McConnell said that the information which was provided as to the lot sizes is helpful to
her. She would like the petitioner to address the rezomng request rationale. She noted that the road size is
an issue as it is very narrow. One request by the petitioner is to place 2’ apron on either side of the road
and asked what the benefit would be of doing that,

- Ms. Riordan said that Public Works saw this as a reasonable compromise versus installation of curb and
gutier. She said this would protect chipping of the road edge.

Commissioner McConnell then asked about the cul de sac and whether it is on the public right-of-way.
Ms. Riordan responded that as this was origimally proposed the cul de sac was in the center, bot has been
revised and is completely within the nght-of-way.

Cemmissioner Urban said he has neither seen nor heard of what benefit this will be to the community.
He agrees that this is not spot zoning. After driving and walking the area, he does not think it is a good fit
for the area. His mind is not made up, but he wanis to hear what benefit this development will be for the
community. )

Commissioner Tully noted there was a question as to whether rezoning this would constitute spot Zoning,
and in his opinion, it is not. Having looked into this he said it iz a lot split. Under the corrent zoning there
could be 2 lot spht under the ordmance, but not as much as requested. He reviewed his understanding of
tbe zoning designation requiremenis, with R-T as 100° in width, R-2 as 85" in width, and R-3 a5 75" in :
width, R

'
g dogir
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Commissioner Tully said instead of looking at the micro-map, it is instructive to look at the 2004 Village
Zoming Map. In doing so, it seems odd to rezone this from R-1 to R-3. The subject parcel is survounded
by the golf course open space. He is still thinking about this request but has scen no compellmg reason to
change the 2oning designation. In addition, with respect to the road, part of the petition includes doubling
the road in size which would alleviate the corrent problems. He said that the cul de sac wonld deal with the
turnaround issues. Ms. Riordan noted that the size of the road is 247 without the apron, ard with the apron
would be 28" feet.

Commissioner Tully then addressed the sidewalks, saying the Village has a sidewalk matrix that should be
adhesed to, and he sees 1o reason to deviate from (he matnx. He then asked whether any official mput was
received from the Park District.  Ms. Riordan responded that they were notified, but the Planning and
Cemmumity Development staff has not received any nformation from ihe Park District.

Karen Shannon, Director of Facilities for the Park District, said that they met with Jon Hall and reviewed
the plen. The main concern is sionmwater as the plan backs up 1o the Park District property, and they have
been told that the plan complies with stonmwater regulations. They do not believe there will be any
negative effects to the driving range drainage.

Mayor Krajewski said a resident had brought up during the Plan Commission meeting that it seemed
logical from a planning standpoint for the Park District to expand with the subject property. The Mayor
asked whether the Park District has any interest in that land. Ms. Shannca said to her knowledge, it has
not been discnssed at the Park District Jevel.

Janis Slecter, 5416 Maplewood Place, with the Park District said thal the District was aware that the
property was for sale. She said no actions were taken for discossion of the sale at the Board level.

The Mayor said that he is disappointed that he hasn't heard any strong public purposes being served by
pranting ihis rezoning,

Philip Barr, 4605 Puffer, said there are four residences on the east side of Puffer: Three are non-
conformming with R-1, and cne is conforming. He said it seems that the Plan Commission characterized
them as close to R-3 because they were divided Jots. He said in his opinion they are closer to R-2 zoning.
As for the reason for rezoning, he understood from the developer that he cannot make Ihe numbers work
and make encugh money unless he builds five homes. Mr. Bar's rough calculations show the developer as
profiting about $850,000. With regard to the character of the proposed homes, Mr. Barr said that he did
not feel they maich the character of the existin g homes which were buijlt in the 40's or 5@'s, are smaller and
on large lots. The proposed homes are Jarge homes described as mini-mansions which would not fit into
the character of the strect. Mr. Barr said that not all of the Plan Commission members showed concern for
the residents which was a concern to the homeowners. The Comanission members are not elected but are
appeinted, so they cannot be voled out of office; yet, they guide the direction of the Villa ge. He then read
the minntes from the Plan Commission discussion as to whether or not one additional house isa "big deal.”
In bis mind, Mr. Barr said that the Plan Commission is not prolecting the rights of the resident and the
zoming codes when it fails o treat all homes as a bj g deal. The comments of the seironnding residents
should be given as much weight as the comments of the developer. This issue is not a case of sacrificing
for the good of the community, but #s a case of the developer wanting to make money on ihe property.
Many neighborhood residents are against this and should also have some nghts on the issue. He said he
had a petition signed by the Jocal residents.

The Mayor said that the Plan Commission listens more to the residents and sometimes can getoff on
tangents 1o address the residents’ conceriis which are nprelated io the subject of the ordinance requirements
that musl be met. '

Commissioner Tully said he appreciated Mr. Barr’s comm ents. The property owner has the right (o seek 4
change. 'Fhe Plan Commission works hard and perhaps some of the procedures conid be changed, but the
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 Council has to make the final decision. With regard to the types of homes, this is a Vi]lage-wide atter.
"The final issue is whether or not it makes sense 10 rezoning this from R-1 to R-3 zoning.

Mr. Barr said that the Plan Conmission didn'l have the slides and information made available to the
Councit tonight.

Janet Barr, 4605 Puffer, said she is a neighbor to the subject property and is asking the Counncil 10 vole no
on this issue. A "yes" vole would send the message fo the Plan Commissioners that it is okay to rezone in
that area and a message that the needs of the developer are more important than those of the residents. Ms.
Barr said that rezoning would set precedence for future requests 1o rezone. The Plan Commission voted
tmanimously to approve it, bul that was because of three issues discussed. She said that she thought the
Plan Commission was misled by the developer that the neighbors approved of the Jot split. She said that
the developer me1 with the neighboss but did not specify the number of houses to be built. She noted that
the neighbors were there to listen only. In addition, Ms. Barr said that the Plan Commission was forther
misled by the developer when be said he had 1o have the five lots due 1o the cost of the land which was
$130,000 per lot. Thirdly she said the Plan Commission didn't get a chance to analyze the spot zoning as
there was an error made as to the surrounding existing zonin - Ms. Barr explained thal her garage sits on
another property adjoining hers which makes her property more than 20,000 square feet. She again asked
the Council to vote no on this request.

Mark Patno, 4517 Belmont Road, said he was speaking on behalf of friends and neighbors on Puffer

Road. He doesn't live on Puffer Road but he had at one time hoped to be able to Jook at a wooded area;

however, that was dashed when the Council approved the constraction of the recreation center. He

apologized for once calling the Council spineless. He then asked the Council to answer 2 question in their

own minds and the question was whether they believe Downers Grove 1o be an immature fledgling

community or 2 mature developed community. He said he felt that the Council would agree that it is a

mature community that values both tradition and progress. Mr. Patno said that officials are not efected ' P
becanse the public js affaid to make decisions for the commmnty, but fo make decisions that balance both i
tradition and progress. Mr. Patno said that the residents of Puffer Road have earned the right for a certain o
degree of self-determinaiion. The Council has a vision for the CBD and Ogden Avenue, but when 1t comes

to the neighborhoods, the vision and well being of the residents must be balanced against the desires of

outside private influence. Mr. Patno said he knows that this Council does not want o ever act in a

capricious or iresponsible manner. The developer of the property will make a very good sum of money

since he is selling a property with a view of one of the oldest nine-hole golf course in the country. He

asked if money is the primary motivation of the Tequest, and if it is then they need to balance the request

against the needs of the residents,

Commissioner Tuily said that Mr. Paino’s points are well taken. He said that the Counei} is obligated to
represent the needs of the community and balancing the competing interests of the commmumty. They need
to be mindful of personal property rights as well. He reminded: everyone that what is before the Council is
whether to rezone or not. He said that the Council is listening.

Hilda Schultz, 4657 Puffer, said she has lived here for 50 years and has a view of the golf course and the
sunsets. She would appreciate the Council considerin g not changing the zoring to allow five houses 1o be
buik. : ‘

Laurel Bowen, §29 Clyde, said that the subject area is a rural area, and the proposed plan 18 1nappropriate
for the neighborhood. She referenced ibe commuity dialogue development seminar to be held on
Saturday, noting that Hinsdale does not pesmit Jot splits, and Lombard does not allow more than 50% of 2
Iot to be developed. She was disappointed in the staff at the Plan Cominission meeting and its inability to
properly represent the correct information on this residential area. She said that the staff seems to advocate
for the petitioner. She urged the Council 10 not épprove this Iot sphit and rezoning.

Dr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, said be provided the Council with e-mails over the last week, and S
then presented them with hard copies of those e-mails. He said that he is pleased that the Council is e
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Dr. Goodman said the request is for a different zoning category providing for hi gher density, which will
uitimately chanpe the neighborhood and potentially have a domino effect. He said the function of this
zoning change is 1o increase the density and provide for a different type of develepment than what exisis
there now. In his judgment the higher use would be to add the property to the Park District property ag it is
appropriate R-3 zoning. Failing the decision of the Park Board 1o act on the property sale, or the Viila 2¢e [o

determining what will stabilize veighborhoods rather than tear them aparl. He said that R-1 zoning will
stabilize the area. Introducing R-3 zoming will undercut any goodwill and efforts of the Jandowners to
stabilize the large lot traditional uses in this neighborhood, which would be highly inappropriate. He sajd
he hoped the Council would vote agamst this requested rezoning.

Edvela Wolf, 5123 Carpenter, said she has been a resident of 60 years. She said she cannot sit still and
watch what is happening 10 Downers Grove. There are flooding problems, plandering of trees and jsspes
which rnake it difficult for her to sleep at might. Ms. Wolf said she read an article about Evanston called
"Nowhere to Go but Up." The article came out about the same time as the Curtiss Avenue presentation,
and she asked if this is what the Village is doing, rnunning out of space so it is gomg up? Ms. Wolf said that
the Village has no plan, and asked why there 1s no plan depicting the future for the Village. The town is
now concrete and brick and what people can make MOoney on.

‘The Mayor said that there was a plan in 1968 which included an 3-story Village Hall. Al municipal
offices would have been consolidated into one complex.

Steve McSweeney of CBC Development said he is the petitioner for the development. He is taken aback
by the characierizations of himself as a profiteering developer wilk no concern for residents. The woman
from whom be purchased (he property was concemed about whether the purchaser would be sensitive to
the needs of the neighborhood. He said she chose CBC because of its integrity. He said that when he met
with the residents he 1old them it would be five lots, and his contract states it would be five Iots. He agked
why the neighbors didn't buy this property i it was such 2 good deal. M. McSweeney then said that he
conld have asked for vaniances to squeeze six lots on the site, however he did not do 50. As to the benefits,
Mr. McSweency said they include mmprovements to the street, which Public Works sees as a necessity. He
said he appears to be bearing the brunt of a lot of bitterness from when the recreation center was being
built. He feels he isin a tug of war with all competing demands between Village departments, and the

- Tesidestts. Mr. McSweeney said he feels the surrounding area will be improved. They will make a $17,000
school and park donation, and significant 1ax revenue will be generated by this development.

‘ 'I]Je_Ma_yor said that he appreciated the efforis of the developer, saying that the Counci has 10 look at the
rezoming request. He has a problem in giving an R-3 zoning designation in this arca since it is surrounded
by R-1 zoning.

Mz". McSweeney said he felt that his development would be doable for R-3, even before they bonght the
property. He is very surprised by the resistance.

Commissioner Tully commented that he appreciated Mr. McSweeney's views, Thisisnot a question of
how much money is to be made. The Council is trying to take all matters into accoumnt and detenmine
whether it makes sense to rezone the property. He said that in order to pet more Iots than the developer
otherwise could, the property must be rezoned. Commissioper Tully said that it comes down to having a
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reason 1o do this, and whether it makes sense 1o rezone the site. These decisions are made on a case-by-
case basis. Under the current zoning, five or six Jots would not be possible.

Mr. McSweeney said he could have asked for six lots with R-3 zoning and not the current Zonme.
Regarding the sidewalks, it was not his decision. He said he would have gone with whatever Poblic Works
decided. The Mayor said that the comrment was made because this street is fairly high on the matrix
prionity list. Mr. McSweeney then added that working with the staff has been top notch, professional and
thorough.

Ms. Sleeter, 5416 Maplewood Place, said she wanted 1o clarify some pomnts, and noted that all of the maps
provided by the Village staff initially showed the surrounding properties were R-3 and not R-1 on the easl
side of Puffer Road. The Barrs brought up the fact that their property was R-1 and not R-3.  She said that
vp until the Plan Commission meeting it was her understanding that.everyone considered the existing
mmproved properties to be zoned R-3. In regard 1o the sidewalks, she understands the matrix issee in a
normal situation. Puffer is an unusual sitvation, Poffer is only a two-block long streel which dead-ends on
the nonth side at the recreation center. The south portion of the block has a 33' right-of-way. She indicated
that a sidewalk could not be completed without propenty from the Park District. Ms. Sleeter said that the
neighbors do not want a sidewalk as thy wanlt a rural feeling to their neighborhood. The developer said he
wonld go either way with the sidewalk. She added that the sidewalk will not connect to any other set of
sidewalks. Ms. Sleeter said there is a streetlight aud ambient light from the recreation center, and there is a
question of whether or not there is a need for additional streetliphts.

Cemmissioner Sandack asked her if she sopported the R-3 zoning. Ms. Sleeter responded thal she has no
opinion, but was just pointing out the other issues.

The Mayor asked whether the developer saw maps prior to buying the property that showed the property as
R-3 zoning across the street,. Mr. M cSweeney said that was correct. He was guided by the Planning and
Community Development staff. He never had any discussion with the neighbors in which ihey said that
their properties were actually zoned as R-1.

Ms. Sleeter said she was the seller. What she had seen showed the neighboring properties as R-3.
Mr. McSweeney said be was never told it would be 2 problem. The Mayor asked if any one on'the

Plamning staff told him he might not get a zening change. Mr. McSweeney satd he was told he would have
to make a request. He said he knew it was at the discretion of the Couneil.

Comunissioner Tully said the Village has a Jong-standing plan and policy to put sidewalks along one side of
;\ the street throughout the Village. The matrix is 2 method for domg that, and it is Bot a question of "if.” but
: "when.”

Dr. Goodman of 5834 Middaugh stated that the Zoning Map ciearly states areas adjacent to this property
are zoned as R-1. The map is a public document. : '

Bruce Siegert, 4654 Puffer, said there is a bottleneck at the end of the sireet, and he doesn't know how
they could put in two Janes.

‘Q'\“\'““*’w b. 4905 Woodward Lot Split. Ms. Riordan said this request is for a Tot split with lot width
\x@ tions. The Plan Commission recommended approval subject to certain conditions. The

grant of ¢ t has been submitted and found 1o be acceptable by Public Works. h

The Mayor asked for the frentage on Ms. Riordan said thal the preponderance of the lots are 60 i
width.

Commissioner Tully noted that the Plan Commission minutes indicate there were four prior fot splits .
in the area, and none was less than 60° in width. Ms. Riordan said that was COLTE ¢ said three were i

[Rerg
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There being no additions or corrections to the minutes, Mayor Krajewski said they v be
Siled us submitted.

Boards and Commissions Recognition

in honor of her many years of service to the Village ember of the Plan Commission, the
Mayor presented Catherine Reynolds with Gue of appreciation. Mark Griesbaum of the
Plan Commission presented and readaTotter wriiten by Plan Commission Chairman Alan Jirik
on behalf of the Commissi e letter noted that Ms. Reynolds served on the Commission in
parts of three dec, and thanked her for ker dedication 1o the Fillage and to the Commiysion.

issioner Schneff served with Ms, Reynolds for a short period of time. She said that Ms.

('__,.,f/ Reynolds represents what is great about Boards and Commission members. She had excelient
e attendance and was always prepared and put time into the Commission. It's Eeen a pleasure to
/_,,f-/ serve with her and have her on the C ommission.
i 4. Public Comments and Questions
y/ A. Comments and Questions on Active Agenda
. Janet Barr, 4605 Pujffer Road, said she submitted a petition in accordance with State Iaw on

behalf of 20% of adjacent properties in opposition to the rezoning. She asked if the rezoning
has to pass by a 2/3 majority rather than a normal mdjority,

Village Attorney Petrarca said that the petition will require 5 of 7 Commissioners to approve it,

'\\ B. Comments and Questions on General Matters

\\ Jim Cavallo, 6943 Falley View Drive, presented the final group of pefitions for the
N neighborhood character petition. He presenfed these on belalf of Dr. Goodman who was
\ unable to attend. There were 1385 i gnatures presented.

\\Ms. Barr said she attended the Community Diglogue and thaught it was a great experience.
e thanked the Manager, Mayor and Council for sponsering this.

Community Revelopment Block Grant Application

Mavoer Krajewskreglled the public hearing to order at 6:43 p-m. to consider submittal of an
. ’ application to the DiRgpe Community Development Commission Jfor block grant funding for
the Downers Grove Com nity Oriented Policing/dutumn Grove Resource Center. Notice af
this hearing was published Divhe Downers Grove Reporter. The Mayor then reviewed the
procedure for the hearing,

Andy Matejeak, Director, Social & Hea ervices, said support was being sought for the
Resource Center at Autumn Grove to developqnd implement the Programs which include
English as a Second Language, homework classon_Summer Camp, computer classes, arts and
erafis, cultural events, recreational activities, menioning, physical and health education and
diversity training. The Resource Coordinator will provie social service resource networking.
Funding for five hours per week salary support is being regiested which comes to 83,748, and
100% of the Coordinator's IMRF cosis at 82,144, Additionally, EY are requesting funding to
cover overtime expenses for 3 COP officers who maintain high visib¥igy in the dutwmn Grove
cbmmuniiy. Mr. Matejeak said they are seeking 817,126 in total from fhe Grani. The total
Program costs are $135. 144,

Commissioner McConnell asked for an explanation as to why they are only going fox one
location at this time. Mr, Matejeak said that they currently kave only one Resource Ce
Autimn Grove. The drbor Park program closed at the end of A ugust, 2004.

¥ af
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Downers Grove Village Council Meeting Minutes - September 21, 2004

Commissioner McConnell said she believed that the Arbor Park is changing its focugdo
condontiniums. She said that she thinks the program has done an awesome job in
incorporating the concept of community oviented policing, as wefl as its focus @ the
community as a whole, She said it is far reaching beyond the money spent, phid is a tremendous
benefit to the Village.

Mr. Matejeak said that 80% of the Sunding is supported by other theh grant funds.

The Mayor asked if the Village was given notice of the ArbopPark closing before it happened.
Mr. Matejeak said that it only came up in early spring. Hghaid there was a part-time NRC
Coordinator as well as COP officers. As to officers working overfime, Mr. Matejcak said it
includes chaperoning and mentoring projects they sork on. The Mayor then thanked the
officers for their efforts and for taking the kids toshe circus.

6. Consent Agenda

COR 00-01720 Clatm Ordinance: No. 554 ayroll, September 3, 2004
Sponsors: Accounting
A motion was made tpApprove this file on the Consent Agenda.

Indexes: N/A

BIL  00-01721 List of BAlls Payable: No. 5542, September 21, 2004
Spop<ors: Accounting
motion was made to Approve this file on the Consent Apenda,

T N/A

A motion was made by Commissipner Tully, seconded by Commissioner Urban, that the consent
agenda be passed. The motion carried by the following vote:

Yotes: Yea: Commissioner McConnell, Commissioner Sandack, Commissioner Urban, Commissioner
Schnell, Commissioner Tully, Commissioner Zabloudi! and Mayor Krajewski

~7.  Active Agenda

ORD 00-01722 Ordimance: Rezone Property at 4606 Puffer Road from R-1 to R-3, Single Family
Residence District '

Spensors: Plan Commission

Summary of Item: At their meeting of August 2, 2004, the Plan Commission recomnmended that the
- property commonly known as 4606 Puffer Road be rezoned fom Village R-1 Single Family Residential to
Village R-3 Single Family Residential.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE
VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE, ILLINOIS, PASSED AND APPROVED APRIL 19, 1965, AS
AMENDED, TO REZONE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 4606 PUFFER ROAD

Commissioner Tully said last week this matter was discussed with a great deal of emotion, He
wanted to reiterate that the Plan Commission does a tremendous job. They make
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Votes:

Indexes:

RES 00-01723

Yotes:

H

Imdexes:

recommendations lo the Council, and the Council has asked the Plan Commission in the past
few years lo take on a greater burden and additional responsibilities. He stressed that the
Commission members donate their own time to work on the issues before the Village.

The Mayor said that many issues were raised at the Plan Commission meeting regarding this
property that generated even more investigation. He also thanked the Plan Commission Jor the
exira meetings, subcommiitees, and their work with EDC.

A motion was made by Commissioner Tully, seconded by Commissioner Urban, to Table
Indefinitely this file. Mayor Krajewski declared the metion carried by the follewing vote:

Yea: Commissioner MeConnell, Commissioner Sandack, Commissioner Urban, Commissioner
Schneil, Commissioner Tully, Conunissioner Zabloadil and Mayor Krajewski

Subdivision - Golfview Estates, Rezone 4606 Puffer - R-1 to R-3

Resolution: Final Plat of Subdivision for Golfview Estates Subdivision with Exceptions
Sponsors: Plan Commission

Summary of lfem: At their meeting of August 2, 2004, the Plan Commission recommended approval of
the Final Plat of subdivision for the- Golfview Estates Subdivision with exceptions.

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION FOR THE GOLFVIEW
ESTATES SUBDIVISION WITH EXCEPTIONS

A motion was made by Commissioner Tully, seconded by Commissioner Urban, to Table
Indefinitely this file. Mayor Krajewski declared the motion carried by the following vote:

Yea: Commissioner McConnell, Cominissioner Sandack, Comumissioner Urban, Commissioner
Schnell, Commuissiener Tully, Commissioner Zabloudil and Mayor Krajewski

Subdivision -~ Golfview Estates

}R}\OO-OI’IM

™~

Ordinance: Approve a Lot Split with an Exception with regard to Lot Width for the
Property at 4905 Woodward Avenue

Sponsors: Plan Commission

Summary of ltem: At their meeting of July 19, 2004, the Plan Commission unanimously recommended
roval of 2 lot split with an exception with regard to lot width for the property Jocated at 4905
Woodward Avenve.

AN ORDIN APPROVING A LOT SPLIT WITH AN EXCEPTION WITH REGARD TO LOT
WIDTH FOR THE PERTY COMMONLY KNOWN AS 4905 WOODWARD AVENUE

ORDINANCE NO. 4613

Commissioner Tuily said he has been a proponent gf lots being no less than 73" wide.
There was an ordinance enacted soméyears ago stating that lots should be no less than 75°
wide. There are avenues for requesting exCegtions. Last week, it was confirmed for
Commissioner Fully that the two lots in questichapere platted at 60" wide, however when
measured they are slightly less. He cannot vote in r of voting for fots of less than 60" wide
in this community. It has nothing fo do witk the petition

Commissioner Schnell said io be consistent with a vote aof ker a cougle of years ago, she will
also be voting against this tenight. She believes they are only prolifefating the 60 lots. Ske
said that the last time this subject came up there were residents who were RbLin favor of the lot
split,

The Mayor said he doesn't want to grant lots splits when they are creating lots sinalier than

Village of Downers Grove
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| | MANAGER’S MEMO ITEM

ITEM: PLAN COMMISSION FILE NO. 15-04; Golf View Estates Subdivision; Request
for Rezoning, Final Piat of Subdivision with certain Public Improvements
Exceptions

‘WORKSHOP DATE: May 10, 2005

PREPARED BY: Amanda G. Riordan, Planning and Community Development

PURFPOSE: To consider the Petitioner's Revised Requested Action to approve the rezoning

and Final Plat of Subdivision with Exceptions for the proposed Golf View Estates
Subdivision (revised Plat to include four lots in lieu of the ori ginally requested
five lots). The property is located on the west side of Puffer Road at the terminus
of Chicago Avenue.

BACKGROUND:
The petitioner is seeking Rezoning from R-1, Single Family to R-3 Single Family, as well as revised Final
Plat of Subdivision approval of a four-lot subdivision with certain Exceptions from Code.

At their August 2, 2004 meeting, the Plan Commission recommended approval of the petitioner’s
Requested Action to rezone the property to R-3 and to divide the property into five single family
residential lots as originally presented. After considering the Requested Action at the September 14, 2004
Workshop Meeting, the Village Council tabled their consideration of this item on September 21, 2004,
The petitioner has submitted a revised Final Plat of Subdivision, and is now proposing to divide the
property into four lots in lien of the originally proposed five lots. The request to rezone the property
from R-1 to R-3 remains parl of the Requested Action, as do the requested Public Improvements
Excepfions.

Background information regarding the petition as it was originally presented and as it was last considered
by the Council is attached. Given the time that has clapsed since the Council’s initial consideration of
this petition, notice of the Council’s consideration of the rezoning and the revised Plat of Subdivision has
been sent to all property owners of record within 250 feet of the subject property, and to all persons who
spoke at either the Plan Commission hearing or the Council Workshop meeting regarding the originally
presented petition.

As revised, the proposed Final Plat of Subdivision depicts four lots, each of which exceeds the minimum
bulk requirements of the proposed R-3 Zoning District of 10,500 square feet in lot area, 75 feet in lot
width, and 140 feet in lot depth. The petitioner’s proposal includes improvements to the existing Puffer
Road street pavement including widening the street pavement, constructing a cul-de-sac tum around,
installing a code-Compliant sidewalk, parkway trees and streetlights, as well as extending sanitary sewers
to serve the proposed lots. Requested Public Improvements Exceptions include curb and gutter
construction, street pavement width and parkway width adjacent to the cul-de-sac turn around.

The Plan Commission recommended two additional conditions of approval in addition to those as
recommended by Staff: 1) that the Code requirement to construct a sidewalk should be ‘waived, for which
the petitioner should pay a fee-in-lieu of constructing the sidewalk; and 2) that the petitioner redesi gn the
cul-de-sac turn-around so that it is closer to the subject property than the adjacent residential properties to
the east. The petitioner’s revised Plat satisfies the Plan Commission’s recommendation regarding the
redesign of the cul-de-sac turn around. However, Staff continves to recommend that the petitioner
construct the sidewalk as required by Code and by Village Council Policy. The petitioner’s revised plans
imclude the provision of the sidewalk as required by Code and as recommended by Staff. Should the
Council wish 10 include a requirement tosprovide sidewalks, the petitioner would be required to revise and
resubmit Engineering Plans which do not include the sidewalk, and additionally, a fee-in-lien-of sidewalk




comstruction in the amount of $30.00 per linear foot of frontage per lot world be required to be paid on a
lot-by-lot basis as construction permits are requested.

Also as recommended by the Plan Commission, the petitioner finalized the proposed sanitary sewer
extension route and design with the Downers Grove Sanitary District (see attached correspondence dated
August 18, 2004). The petitioner is also aware of the obligation to remit the required School and Park
District Donations in the amount of $13,556.12 (revised to reflect four lots as opposed to the originally
proposed five lots). This payment is required to be made to the Village prior to the Council taking final
action with respect to this petition.

A written protest pertaining to the rezoning component of the Requested Action has been presented and is
attached. A review of the protest indicates it includes the required signatures of owners of more than 20%
of the perimeter of the area proposed to be rezoned. Pursuant to 65 ILCS 5/11-13-14, the written protest
shall require the map amendment (rezoning) to be approved by a two-thirds vote of the Village Council (4
of 6 Commissioners, not including the Mayor).

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Draft Ordinance Amending the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance (Rezoning R-1 to R-3)

Draft Resolution Authorizing Final Plat of Subdivision

Locator Map dated September 7, 2004 prepared by Staff

Revised Final Plat of Subdivision dated March 20, 2005

Revised Engineering Plans dated March 31, 2005

Public Works Department correspondence dated April 14, 2005 regarding the revised Final Plat of

Subdivision and Engineering Plans

7. Fire Prevention Division correspondence dated April 14, 2005 regarding the revised Final Plat of
Subdivision and Engineering Plans

8. Downers Grove Sanilary District correspondence dated August 18, 2004, with attachment

9. Staff Report as presented to Plan Commission, with attachments, dated Juty 29, 2004

10. Minutes of Plan Commission Public Hearing dated August 2, 2004

11. Minutes of Village Council Workshop dated September 14, 2004

12. Minutes of Village Council Active Agenda dated September 21, 2004

13. Correspondence dated September 13, 2004 from Staff to Village Manager, with attachment

14. Correspondence dated September 16, 2004 from Janet M. Barr, with attachments, including
“Written Protests Against Proposed Amendment of Zoning Regulations and/or Districts”

s W

. STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Although the Plan Commission has recommended that the petitioner not provide sidewalks as required by
Code and Village Council Policy, Staff continves to recommended that the Petitioner provide sidewalks,
and the Petitioner has submitted plans which provide sidewalks.

Staff recommends approval of the petitioner’s Requested Action including the proposed rezoning and the
proposed revised Final Plat of Subdivision. Staff’s recommendation includes approval of the requested
Exceptions pertaining to curb and gutter, sireet pavement width, and parkway width, but does not include
the Plan Commission’s recommendation that sidewalks not be provided. '

REQUESTED COURSE OF ACTION: :
That the Village Council place consideration of the Ordinance and Resolution approving the proposed
Requested Action on the May 17, 2005 Council Meeting agenda. Note that the Draft Resolution as
presented reflects the recommendations of the Plan Commission. Should the Council wish to include a
requirement that sidewalks be provided as required by Code and as recommended by Staff, Staff will
revise the Ordinance accordingly prior to Council’s final action.




have been happier with a sub-category of the ORM, ndicating it was considered for special use
. residential, rather than the entire district. He does not think this is right for passage right now.
There has to be fine-tuning regarding establishing criteria for granting special uses, and what
portion of ORM would be considered appropriate for residential use.

Commissioner Tully asked Attorney Petrarca if adding ORM as a special use would make it fall
under the same requirement standards as any special use. Attorney Petrarca said it would.

6. GoHview Estates. The Manager asked Ms. Riordan to address this item.

Ms. Riordan said this was last before the Council in September 2004 for a rezoning from R-1 to
R-3, and approval of a five-lot subdivision. The Council tabled the items in September 2004,
The petitioner has since revised the petition and reduced the mumber of lots to four lols. The
rezoning to R-3 is still being sought as well as approval of the plat of subdivision for four lots. A
wrnitten protest from property owners of record has been received by the Village in opposition to
the proposed rezoning. Staff continues to be of the opinion that the proposed zoning does not
constitute spot zoning based on the fact that the subdivision would be zoned R-3 and surrounded
by R-1 properties. There are four main criteria to support staff’s opinion. First, the size of the
property exceeds the minimum requirements for a free-standing district of R-3 pursuant to the
Zoning Ordinance; secondly the Future Land Use Map designation of residential at 0-6 dwelling
units per acre contemplates all residential zoning districts; thirdly, from a use compatibility
standpoint, the vse districts in R-1 and R-3 are identical; and fourthly, from a lot size, there was
considerable discussion regarding the lot sizes as they are proposed compared to lot sizes on the
opposite side of Puffer Road. Ms. Riordan said that the lots are used in configurations that are
greater than the lot areas as they are proposed to be divided by the petitioner; however, as they
are platted, they are smaller than they are m the R-1 zoming district and in the proposed
subdivision. That means that absent the single-family residential structures, the lots would be
able to be utilized in configurations that are smaller than proposed, with no prior approval from
the Village Council required. That could allow an opportunity for six single-family dwellings on
the same site.

Ms. Riordan said that even though the number of lots has been reduced, the Plan Commission
recornmendations remain under consideration. The Plan Conunission recommended that
sidewalks not be included and that the petitioner pay a fee in lieu of. Staff continues to
recommmend that sidewalks be included, and also recommends approval of the request.

Steve McSweeney, of CVC Development in Glen Filyn, said that he changed the proposed plat
from five lots to four Jots, based on factors inchuding resistance from neighbors and Council
members. They would like to move forward with R-3 zoning, as any further delay would result
in a variance on each lot in the R-1 zoning. He said he thought they created some good will with
the neighbors by widening the streets, and the cul de sac would not effect the Barr residence, and
have tried to do as much as has been asked for by the neighbors and the Village.

The Mayor said that a protest has been filed. He is uncomfortable with rezoning to R-3. He
would feel better if it remained R-1, as it is surrounded by R-1. They could ask for variances for
the R-1 district. Ms. Riordan said that they can publish in time for the June agenda of the Plan
Commission. The Mayor said he will be voting no, although his vote will not count given the
protest. As for sidewalks, he said he thought it was on the old matrix, and was told that it is now
further down.
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Commissioner Sandack asked whether the golf course is R-1 and Ms. Riordan said it 15. She
further answered that the propertics are R-1 by default upon annexation, with exception of the lots
fronting on Belmont. 1f no rezoning is requested upon annexation, the property remains R-1.
Commissioner Sandack asked about the parcel zoned R-3. Ms. Riordan said it was partof a
much Jarger annexation and subsequent rezoning for an area annexed in a separale phase.

Commissioner Sandack asked the difference in the properties on the east side of Belmont-that are
zoned R-4 and the R-3 designation. Ms. Riordan displayed a chart comparing the R1, R3 and R4
districts. R-1 has a Jot size of 20,000 square feet and 100 feet in width. R-3 is 10,500 square feet
witha 75 feel frontage. R-41is 10,500 square feet with 50 feet of frontage. Commissioner
Sandack asked Ms. Riordan if she was confident that this is not spot zoning and she replied that
she was. Attomey Petrarca agreed that this is not spot zomng.

Commissioner Sandack then asked how many exceptions would be required if the property
remamed R-1. Ms. Riordan said that each of the lots would require an exception with regard to
the ot area of about a 4,000 square foot deficit.

Commissioner Schnell asked for a clarification that the Barr lot is 74 feet wi de, Trowbridge is 90
. feet, and that is how they are utilizing the lots. Ms. Amanda said that is correct. She noted that
the Barrs poinied out that they do own a smaller piece of adjacent land with a detached parage on
it. Commissioner Schnell noted then that on the west side the frontages are 100 feet each.

Commissioner Tully said if this were proposed as four lots meeting the lot width requirements for
R-1, but requiring a lot area exception, he would like to see the percentage of the exception for
each lot. He asked that it be provided within the next week.

The Mayor asked if it is rezoned R-3 and sits vacant for several months, what can prevent them
from putting in more lots. Attorney Petrarca said it would be platted as four lots. I they chose,
they would have to come in and amend the plat. The Mayor asked the criteria for that
amendment. Mr. Sbiral said that five Jots would meet the bulk requirements of R-3. They would
still be judged on the exceplion standards in the ordinance. The Mayor asked for the Public
Works requirements for next week. '

. Philip Barr, 4605 Puffer, said he was present in September and was against five homes. He
indicated that four houses is acceptable. He noted that some of the lots conform to R-} zomng,
with two lots having over 20,000 square feet. He does think it should not be rezoned from R-I to
R-3 zoning, and then reviewed the criteria for rezoning. Mr. Barr then asked that the Council
Yote no on the rezoning. He then gave petition sheefs to the Clerk.

Janet Barr, 4605 Puffer, asked if the property were resold, would the plan approved apply to a
new owner. Attomey Petrarca said only if the entire subdivision was sold. Tn further response
regarding the sale of onc lot, Attorney Petrarca said that the cul de sac would be built according
to the plat as approved. The owner could ask 1o change it, but it would have to be approved.

Ms. Barr said she lives across the street and is against this as it changes the character of the - -
neighborhood. She feels it will cause her side of the street 1o be rezoned and the whole
neighborhood would change. She also felt this will bring higher density. She said this should not
be considered just in the context of her neighborhood, but to consider whether Downers Grove
should have R-1 districts. R-1 is a smali commodily in the Village. This is a bigger issve than
simply this neighborhood. She asked how it is decided where R-1 areas should be. She
suggested that it should be part of a strategic plan. The Village has a diversity of people, and

‘Workshop Minutes — May 10, 2005 11



some like Jarger lots and some don’t. By climinating a whole class of residential zoning, they
will not have the diversity if they continue to rezone for higher density. Their neighborhood has a
country feeling to it. The Jower density areas balance off the higher density areas. She said that
they cannot keep increasing the density. Ms. Barr said that the history of Downers Grove would
indicate that arcas of open space are needed. There has to be a logical plan for where the R-1
districts are, rather than considering each proposal separately. She said it Jooks as though the
Village is setting a precedent. Ms. Barr asked that the Council not rezone the property. |

Bruce Siegert, 4654 Puffer Road, said he would like to see this stay as R-1. He doesn’t want to
haveto go through this again.

Jerry Kiluk, 4733 Puffer Road, said that there was a sign regarding rezoning on the property in
September and there is no sign there now. He asked why it was niot posted. Attomney Petrarca
said that the Village installs the sign before the Plan Commission hearing. There has been no
Plan Cornunission hearing on this property since September.

Dr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, said he introduced the concept of spot zoning and has
learned a Jot about it from the staff analysis. He agrees that this is not spot zoning. He asked
about the cnieria for granting changes in zoning. He felt this does not fit the criteria for rezoming.
He recommended maintaining the R-1 zoning in this district.. Dr. Goodman then asked aboul the
number of votes necessary due to the objection. He noted that the Village Attorney said it would
be 5 of 7 votes, yet in the staff report it states that 4 of 6 Commissioners will be required to vole
in favor of this.

Attomey Pelrarca said that the Statute requires a 2/3 of the majority of the Council. The Mayor
said it has been the practice to require 5 of 7. Attomey Petrarca said that the Statute clearly states
what the criteria are. Dr. Goodman said that the issue is one that deserves a staff report. Attomey
Petrarca said there has been no change in practice. It is clearly stated in the Statute. She said she
will provide a copy of the Statute.

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS

There were no reports.

MANAGER’S REPORT

Manager Ginex said that the Village received six PACE buses today.

The Mana gér said the Downers Grove Fire Department has received the Hartman Award for EMS
excellence by Good Samaritan Hospital for the second year in a row. This is the first
organization to receive the award two years in a row in 21 years. This award was given in
Tesponse to a situation where a nine-month old baby girl had stopped breathing and was saved by
the efforts of the Fire Department, VOC, Police Department, and others,

Manager Ginéex noted that Sue Brassfield has set up interview meetings with the Village’s .
consultant to review the financial software needs. A total of 54 questionnaires were returned by
the staff to get a better picture of the Village environment for the RFP process.

ATTORNEY'S REPORT

Village Attomey Enza Petrarca said she was presenting 13 items to the Council: 1) A resohition
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Downers Grove Village Council Meeting Minutes May 1y005

ORD 00-01967 Ordinance: Approve Preliminary Planned Development Amendments to
Development #31 for a Multi-Family Residential Component to the Esplanade Office
Complex

Sponsors: Plan Commission
Sumimary of Item: At their meeting of April 4, 2005, the Plaa-Commission recommended approval of the

Preliminary Plat Development amendments to Pl evelopment #3 for a multi-family residential
component to the Esplanade Office Complex.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING LIMINARY PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENTS TO
PLANNED DEVELOPM 31 FOR A MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT TO THE
ESPLANADE OFF1 OMPLEX

de by Commissioner Tully, seconded by Commissioner Urban, to Table Indefinitely

this file, Mayor Krajewski declared the motion carried by the following vote:

* Yed? Commissioner McConnell, Commissioner Sandack, Commissioner Urban, Commissioner
Schnell, Commissioner Tully, Commissioner Waldack and Mayor Krajewski

¢ Flanned Development #31 - Esplanade at Iocust Point

ORD  00-01722 - Ordinance: Rezone Property at 4606 Puffer Road from R-1 1o R-3, Single Family
Residence District

Sponsors: Plan Commission .

Summary of tem: At their meeting of August 2, 2004, the Plan Commission recommended that the
property commonly known as 4606 Puffer Road be rezoned from Village R-1 Single Family Residential to
Village R-3 Single Family Residential.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE VILLAGE
OF DOWNERS GROVE, ILLINOIS, PASSED AND APPROVED APRIL 19, 1965, AS AMENDED, TO
REZONE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 4606 PUFFER ROAD

Commissioner Schnell moved to remand this and the next item (Ord. 00-01722 and Res.
00-01723) to the Plan Commission for reconsideration to an R-1 rezoning district with a four lot
subdivision with exceptions. Commissioner T ully seconded the Motion.

. Commissioner Sandack said ke anticipated that this would be the case, and he will vote no. He
thinks it makes better planning sense for this to be B-2 or R-3 as presented. What may occur is
that there will be four prominent variances, which is not the rule the Village should be applying.
They ought not to incur large exceptions for projects such as this.

Commissioner Schnell said she made the Motion because this would be between two R-1 zoning
 districts. It is for the greater good to deal with the exceplions.

The Mayor thanked the staff for the information they provided. If this were rezoned to R-3 and
then the property was sold or an amendment was sought, the engineer could eliminate all of the
exceptions and get five lots in with no variances.

Compmissioner McConnell said she will not vote in Javor of this. Although it is technically
surrounded by R-1, two of those are Park District related. In addition, the lots across the street
are more like R-2 or R-3. R-3 is not out of character. If they approve the plat at R-3 with four
lots, they could not change it without going back to the Plan Commission and without Councif
approval.

The Mayor asked if the Council can stop « project if it meets all of the criteria, and Attorney
Petrarca said that the Council has the discretion to approve or disapprove the final plat. She
also noted that the Mayor's vote will count on this issue.
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Votes:

Indexes:

RES  00-01723

Yotes:

Indexes:

Commissioner Tully said that this goes beyond the petitioner, who has been patient and worked
to reduce the number of lots. The issue concerns the potential ramifications of changing the
zoning in this area. He indicated that he was against rezoning this from R-1 to R-3 because
essentially they would be creating an island of R-3 surrounded by R-1. He believes this should
be remanded back to the Plan Commission due to the lot depth exceptions that would be
required. It is less undesirable to do this as an R-1 district. He is alse concerned about staff's
recommendations regarding sidewalks, and he is not convinced that the sidewalks should be
waived. If the Motion passes, he asked that this be given expedited treatment by the Plan
Commission with no additional fees incurred by the petitioner.

The Mayor asked whether this would be on the June I Plan Commission meeting. Keith Shiral

Director, Planning and Community Development, said that it will be brought back to the Council -

June 14 or June 28.

A motion was made by Commissioner Schnell, seconded by Commissioner Tully, to Refer this file to
the Plan Comnmission. Mayor Krajewski declared (he motion carried by the following vote:

Yea: Commissioner Schnell, Commissioner Tully, Commissioner Waldack and Mayor
Krajewski
Nay: Commissioner McConnell, Commissioner Sandack and Commissioner Urban

Subdivision - Golfview Estates, Rezone 4606 Puffer - R-1 to R-3

Resolution: Final Plat of Subdivision for GoHview Estates Subdivision with
Exceptions

Sponsors: Plan Commission

Summary of ltem: At their meeting of August 2, 2004, the Plan Commission recommended approval of the
Final Plat of subdivision for the Golfview Estates Subdivision with exceptions.

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION FOR THE GOLFVIEW
ESTATES SUBDIVISION WITH EXCEPTIONS

A motion was made by Commissioner Schuell, seconded by Commissioner Tully, to Refer this file to
the Plan Commission. Mayor Krajewski declared the motion carried by the following vote:

Yea: Commissioner Schnell, Commissioner Tully, Commissioner Waldack and Mayor
Krajewski ‘
Nay: Commissioner McConnell, Commissioner Sandack and Commissioner Urban -

Subdivision - Golfview Estates

8. Mayor's Report

Materials to be Received - Minutes

RES 00-01971

Environmental Concerns Commission - March 10, 2005 & A
Library Board - April 27, 2005

Farking & Traffic Commission - April 13, 20
Plan Commission - March 7, 2005; 14, 2005; April 4, 2005, April 13, 2005

A motien was made by Commissiéner Tully, seconded by Commissioner Urban, to Note Receipt Of
this file. Mayor Kraje declared the motion carried by the following vote:

issioner McConnell, Commissioner Sandack, Commissioner Urban, Comunissioner
;T Commissioner Tully, Commissioner Waldack and Mayor Krajewski

Resolution: Appointments to Boards and Commissions

Village of Dovwners Grove .
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'JANET M BARR

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Downers Grove, IL 60515
630-968-7597 H
312-902-7612 W
phillipmbarr(@comeast net

janet.barr(@mercer.com RE CE ' VE D

SEP 1 6 2004
Planning ang ¢ :
September 16,2004 Deve,opm%ﬂgwmtv
Office of Village Clerk v
801 Burlington Avenue : -
Downers Grove, 1L 60515

Re: Petition for Plan Commission; Date Filed: June 30, 2004; File No: PC-15-04;
4606 Puffer Road Downers Grove; Proposed Rezoning from R1 to R3

Dear Sir or Madam,

Attached is a copy of the petition that T am submitting on behalf of the neighbors
on Puffer Road in accordance with state statutes as described in the petition.

Please call me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Gorat 771 (Barre

Janet M. Barr

)




WRITTEN PROTEST AGAINST PROPOSED AIV[ENDMENT OF ZONING
' REGULATIONS AND/OR DISTRICTS

Name A - Street Address

GI‘(o‘US
Dewrens carvve

, C.O0p/
STATE OF ILLINOIS, County of PuPage SS
I, Janebt M Pare __ being first duly sworn, do hereby certify and acknowledge that
I reside at HO5 Pugrer Load ' _ ., mthe city/tocorporated
area (circle one) of _ Dbwntera  Rrove. zip code 05] -__inthe
Township of Lisle > County of Dv P €, 1n the State of Hlinois, that I am a citizen of
the United States of America, that I am 18 years 9f age or older, and that the signatures on this
sheet were signed in my presence and are genuine, that the SIgNeTs were all twenty-one years of
Ag< Or over and are personally known to me, that the signers all owned property directly opposite

antt N Rarr. -
( ature of person making this affidavit)

Signed and swomn to (or affirmed) by Jdanet M Barv- before me, this
" ‘ (Print Name)
) ¥ |

"OFFICIAL SEAL
SANDRA B ROTH

TARY PUBLIC, STATE OF LINOIS
:3 COMMISSION EXPIRES: 1 1/06.05

My commission expires: / / = é ~7 S




EXHIBIT A

Tract 1 in J. Slepicka Plat of Survey of the east 200.3 feet, measured along the south line and
parallel to the east line of Block 2, in Puffer’s Subdivision, being a subdivision situated in the
Southeast Quarter of Section 1 and the Northeast Quarter of Section 12, Township 38 North,
Range 10 East of the Third Principal Meridian, according to the plat thereof recorded on June 9
1955 as Document 760277 in DuPage County, Hlinois, (PIN 08-01-408-006).

>



~ VILLAGE'OF DOWNERS GROVE, ILLINOIS
FOR COUNCIL MEETING ON SEPT 14, 2004 TUESDAY 7: 00 PM

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, CURRENTLY RESIDING NEAR 4600 PUFFER
ROAD, IN DOWNERS GROVE, ILLINOIS, REQUEST THAT THE DOWNERS
GROVE VILLAGE COUNCIL NOT CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION OF
THE LOTS LOCATED IN THE 4600 BLOCK OF PUFFER ROAD FROM R-1 TO
R-3. WE BELIEVE THAT THE CURRENT ZONING OF R-1 IS CORRECT,
PROPER AND APPROPRIATE, AND SHOULD REMAIN AT THIS TIME.
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