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Village of Lemont
Planning and Zoning Commission
Regular Meeting of January 18, 2017

A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission for the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30
p.m. on Wednesday, January 18, 2017 in the second floor Board Room of the Village Hall, 418
Main Street, Lemont, Illinois.

CALL TO ORDER

A. Pledge of Allegiance

Chairman Spinelli called the meeting to order at 6:35 pm. He then led the Pledge of
Allegiance.

B. Verify Ouorum

Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Kwasneski, Cunningham, McGleam, Maher, Zolecki, Spinelli
Absent: Sanderson

Village Planner Heather Valone, Deputy Village Administrator Jeff Stein and Village
Trustee Ron Stapleton were also present.

C. Approval of Minutes: December 21, 2016 Meeting

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Zolecki to
approve the minutes from the December 21, 2016 meeting with no changes. A voice
vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS

Chairman Spinelli stated there are five items on the agenda this evening. He asked
everyone to stand and raise his/her hand to be sworn in for the public hearing. He
then administered the oath. Due to the long meeting they will be closing all public
hearings at 10:30 p.m. Any agenda items that do not get heard will be continued until
the next available meeting.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. 16-09 SMALL CELL ANTENNA NEAR 111 MAIN ST. SPECIAL USE

Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing.



Public Hearing

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Zolecki to open the
public hearing for Case 16-09. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Adewale Adetunji, intern for the Village of Lemont, stated Tom Ferry of Buell
Consulting, is acting on behalf of the applicant. The applicant is requesting a special
use to install a small cell antenna and associated equipment to be installed on a
ComeEd utility pole near 111 Main Street. Verizon Wireless had made the request to
improve data services for their customers. This location was selected due to the
amount of traffic generated near the Metra Station and downtown business. The area
was also selected due to the limited number of obstructions such as trees and
buildings that could affect the coverage area.

The proposed project would include an antenna that would be placed on top of the
pole, which will reduce the appearance to passing pedestrians and prevent non-
authorized interference with equipment. He showed on the overhead what the
equipment will look like.

Mr. Adetunji stated on December 8" the applicant presented to the Historical
Preservation Committee. At the time the equipment was to be painted to match the
pole and also placed at 10 feet above grade. The Commission discussed that although
the equipment at the top of the pole is not visually intrusive, the associated equipment
is and should be placed higher on the pole. The applicant revised the plans and shifted
the associated equipment to 18.5 feet above grade. The HPC has issued a Certificate
of Appropriateness for the application pending Village Board approval.

The applicant has demonstrated the need of the proposed special use and that it will
not affect traffic or pedestrian conditions. Staff recommends approval of the special
use with the following conditions:

1. The antenna and associated equipment will be painted to match the color of the
existing ComEd utility pole. All the equipment appearance will be maintained to
ensure the approved color is retained.

2. The minimum permitted height of the associated equipment above grade will be
18.5 feet.

3. The equipment will be maintained in compliance with the Village of Lemont
municipal and Building codes.

Chairman Spinelli asked if this was an existing utility pole and the equipment will be
mounted above the wires.



Mr. Adetunji said it is an existing utility pole. The equipment is placed below the
wires.

Mrs. Valone stated there are two parts that are attached to the pole. The antenna will
be at the top and the associated equipment is right below the wires at 18.5 feet.

Commissioner Kwasneski asked how they came up with the minimum.

Mrs. Valone said the HPC came up with the minimum. They wanted it raised above
the building line. The 18.5 feet was as high as they could go without interfering with
existing wires on the pole.

Commissioner McGleam asked if the applicant had secured approval from ComEd to
install the antenna.

Mrs. Valone stated they did. The applicant had to secure that before they could come
before the Commission.

Commissioner Cunningham asked if one antenna is enough to meet the current
demand needs.

Mrs. Valone said she is going to have the applicant answer that question.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any more questions for staff. None responded.
He then asked for the applicant to come up.

Tom Ferry, Buell Consulting, stated he was representing Verizon Wireless. This is a
new small cell antenna technology. What Verizon is attempting to do with this
instillation and the others that they are deploying throughout Chicago and

surrounding areas, is to pinpoint areas where they see spikes in data demand. With the
larger traditional tower and antenna instillation they can create an umbrella to give

the coverage that is needed, but they are now finding out that the increase in data
usage is overloading those existing sites. The target area for this is the Metra Station
as well as the downtown area.

Commissioner Cunningham asked what the range on the antenna is.

Mr. Ferry said the search area that the radio frequency gives us is about two-tenths of
amile. It is about less than a half of a mile in diameter that is being covered. It is
affected by impediments like trees and buildings and that is why it is imperative to
get the location that is needed.

Commissioner McGleam asked if there were other locations identified in Lemont.

Mr. Ferry stated not that he is aware of.



Mr. Stein, Deputy Village Administrator for the Village of Lemont, said there are
other major carries besides Verizon. Staff has met with another consultant that is also
looking to put a small cell antenna up.

Mrs. Valone stated this is not like the larger mono poles where they could co-locate
another service on top of it.

Commissioner Cunningham asked if this location was chosen due to the lack of
obstructions or is there a higher point that will provide better service.

Mr. Ferry stated it was a combination of things. One is the location, then the lack of
obstructions and lastly it was meeting the ComEd standards. ComEd has very strict
characteristics as to which poles they will and will not allow for them to go on. They
were only able to move the equipment up to the 18 feet because there isa
communication line at 21 feet and ComEd dictates where it can be placed. One thing
he wanted to clarify, is in the staff report it states that no equipment will be located no
lower than 18.5 feet above grade. There are two small pieces of equipment that will
be flush mounted to the pole. One is the power disc connect which measures 12
inches high, eight inches wide and four inches deep then there is the fiber enclosure.

Mrs. Valone said the staff recommendation is for the larger equipment.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions for the applicant. None
responded. He then asked if there was anyone in the audience that wanted to speak in
regards to this public hearing. None responded. He then called for a motion to close
the public hearing.

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to
close the public hearing for Case 16-09. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Plan Commission Discussion

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions or comments in regards
to this public hearing. None responded. He then called for a recommendation to the
Village Board.

Plan Commission Recommendation

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to
recommend to the Mayor and Village Board of Trustees approval of Case 16-09
special use of a small cell antenna near 111 Main Street based on staff’s conditions
listed in staff’s report. A roll call vote was taken:

Ayes: Mabher, McGleam, Kwasneski, Zolecki, Cunningham, Spinelli



Nays: None
Motion passed

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Zolecki to
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact for Case 16-09 as prepared by
staff. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

B. 16-11 St. Alphonsus’ Parking Lot

Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing for Case 16-11.

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commission Zolecki to open
the public hearing for Case 16-11. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Public Hearing

Heather Valone, Planner for the Village of Lemont, said Rev. Brian Ardagh, acting
on behalf of the Archdiocese of Chicago, the owner of the subject property, is
requesting approvals of a Special Use and Variations to construct a 27 stall parking
lot. Staff is recommending approval with conditions. St. Alphonsus (St. Als) main
function is the church and the parish but there are some supporting activities that go
along with it. Such uses as offices, parishservices, Sunday school activities and other
associated uses. Prior to submitting a formal application the applicant submitted for
TRC (Technical Review Committee) in September. Staff raised some concerns over
the lighting, the design of the entrances, and stormwater management. The applicant
has made significant changes to revise the application per staff’s comments.

Mrs. Valone stated that she will first discuss the Special Use then the variation. The
location of the parking lot is at State and Logan Street. The proposed lot is currently
vacant with a few trees. St. Als currently has about 55 off-street parking spaces.
Village code would require a minimum of 141 parking stalls for the Church sanctuary
and the office uses. Even with the 27 parking spots they would be 59 parking stalls
deficient per the Code. The proposed parking lot is consistent with the Lemont 2030
Plan which designates this as an institutional area able to expand. The parking lot is
just to support existing operations that go on right now. The applicant has proposed to
put ina privacy wood fence to shield any headlights going to the south.

Mrs. Valone stated the applicant is seeking two variations. The first is the exterior of
parking lots are required to be landscaped with three plant units per 100 feet. This is
quite a bit of landscaping for a smaller lot such as this one and is relatively difficult to



accommodate. The application is deficient by a plant unit and a half, which means
they are deficient in two canopy trees, two evergreen trees and half of an understory
tree. Staff is finds this deviation acceptable. It is a hardship trying to meet all the
landscape requirements for this small of a lot. Additionally, a reason why the
applicant cannot meet the landscaping is because along the south property line instead
of putting trees they are putting a six foot wood fence to shield headlights.

The second variation they are asking for is the site is currently zoned R-4A and in that

zoning district 65% of the total lot area is permitted to be impervious. They are asking

for 68.5% impervious coverage. They are exceeding the Code by 3.5%. Staff finds

this deviation acceptable as they providing stormwater management for all of the

impervious surfaces and there will be no additional impacts on the neighbors. The

Village Engineer reviewed the application and has no objections to the special use or

the variations. The Fire Protection District generally approves of the plans. Staff is

recommending approval with the following conditions:

1. The plans need to include a “No Left Turn on Sundays” sign at the east access
driveway.

2. Remove the three trees along the north property line and revise the plant to
include 18 shrubs/grasses where the trees were proposed.

3. Extend photometric plan calculations to five feet past the property lines.

4. Address all comments from the Village Engineer and the Village Arborist.

Chairman Spinelli asked for the lighting code, what is the requirement for at the
property line.

Mrs. Valone stated at the property line it must be .1 foot candles in a residential zone.

Chairman Spinelli asked if this was the only configuration that applicant had
submitted to the Village.

Mrs. Valone said this is the only configuration that they applicant submitted to the
Village.

Chairman Spinelli asked if staff received any soil borings.

Mrs. Valone stated they did not receive any soil borings and the applicant has not
taken any soil borings at this time.

Chairman Spinelli said one of his concerns is with the underground detention, not
knowing if that is a clay material or how deep the top soil goes. If the area of
excavations for the chambers is actually surrounded by top soil and does not have a
permeable clay perimeter the water will leach out and affect the neighbor to the south
and the church property to the east.

Chairman Spinelli asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for staff.
None responded. He then asked the applicant to come up and make a presentation.



Dave Zientek, Ruettiger, Tonelli & Associates, Inc., stated he was the civil engineer
for the project. They will be addressing and updating staff comments to the lighting
plan, the landscape plan and the underground water detention. He said they will get
soil borings.

Chairman Spinelli said even if they get test pits. This property had a lot of trees and
scrub trees on the perimeter near the south. His concern is with the roots that are
remaining that may allow additional water to leak to the south. His other concern is
the flow of traffic and they are trying to restrict the right-in/right-out on the west
entrance. He feels that there should be angle parking instead of the 90 degree parking
so they can control the flow of traffic. Eliminating two lane traffic through the drive
isles which will allow them to narrow up the drive isles. The parking access sits five
feet from the property line to the south, which is too close to the residential house that
is there. By doing the angle parking it should allow you to pull that curb line further
to the north. In order to get the brick pillar in for the fence, so it is not put right on the
property line the parking lot should be pulled further north. He has seen people ignore
the smaller pork chops or get confused if it is not a big enough pork chop. With this
entrance being so close to State Street he feels they need to control the flow of traffic
and eliminate two way traffic throughout this parking lot.

Mr. Zientek stated they did look at some different configurations. They weretrying to
maximize the number of spaces. With the one way traffic and angle parking it would
significantly reduce the number of spaces. He is willing to show that to staff and
discuss some of those samples.

Chairman Spinelli said if they are going to keep the 90 degree parking then he is
going to recommend that one stall on each east and west bay be removed so the
parking lot can be moved north. He also recommends that since they are still working
through the design, he would recommend putting it east/westto make it longer and
move excavation limits further north so it will be further away from the resident. He
asked if any of the Commissioners had questions for the applicant.

Commissioner Zolecki asked if there was full cut-off on the lighting fixtures.
Mr. Zientek stated he is not sure what was actually provided as far as the fixture itself

Commissioner Zolecki said if it is extended past the five feet then Code will dictate
that, but his recommendation would be for full cut-off. His other comment isin
regards to headlights. There is the six foot fence for the headlights to the south but
there should be some consideration for the headlights onto State Street. This might be
able to be handled with some landscaping. He is just concerned with the crossing and
the amount of traffic right there.

Mrs. Valone stated they could do evergreen shrub rather than grass.



Mr. Zientek said he will work with their landscape architect.

Chairman Spinelli asked when staff looked at the landscaping did they evaluate the
vision triangle from the residential driveway also.

Mrs. Valone stated they did not.

Chairman Spinelli asked if staff can take a look at that also. He asked if there were
any further questions for the applicant. None responded. He then asked if there was
anyone in the audience that wanted to speak in regards to this public hearing.

Charles Cicora, 309 Logan Street, said in regards to the deficient parking spaces, the
people that go to church are parked on both sides between Walnut and Chestnut. A
fire truck or an ambulance would not be able to make it through there on a Sunday
during Church. On Walnut there is a sign that says “No Parking” on one side of the
street from Saturday night and Sunday morning. He is suggesting that a sign is also
placed on Logan Street between Walnut and Hickory for one side parking. There isa
lot of congestion there and people are blocking driveways. There is not much
residential past Chestnut or Hickory.

Chairman Spinelli asked staff if that can be an action by the Village Board.

Mr. Stein stated it would have to be enacted by the Village Board. They can ask the
Public Works Department, Police Department and the Fire Protection to take a look.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there was anyone else in the audience that wanted to speak
in regards to this public hearing. None responded.

Commissioner Maher asked on the angle parking does he know how much the
parking was reduced by.

Mr. Zientek stated he does not know but they have some documents that they created
early on and can share them with staff.

Mrs. Valone asked if it was more than two spaces.
Mr. Zientek said yes it was.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions. None responded. He then
called for a motion to close the public hearing.

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Zolecki to
close the public hearing for Case 16-11. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed



Plan Commission Discussion

Chairman Spinelli said his whole purpose is to try to put more space between the
resident to the south and the parking lot. They are asking for a parking lot on a
residential lot in close proximity to a resident to the south. Whether it is changing the
configuration to angle parking or reducing some east/west parking stalls to allow that
south edge to be moved forward, he will leave that up to staff and the engineer to
come up with a good solution. He understands that the Church is trying to gain as
many parking spaces as they can, but anything put on this property is a gain in
parking stalls.

Mrs. Valone asked if he prefers to do the angle parking or lose two stalls.
Chairman Spinelli stated he does not want to say lose two because you will probably
have to lose that center median on the bottom part of the “I” or two stalls there also to

maintain 24 foot.

Mrs. Valone asked if he would want a measurement from the property line. She asked
if he wanted 10 feet from the property line.

Chairman Spinelli said 10 feet would be sufficient.

Mrs. Valone stated then the parking stall will be shifted ten feet to the north and leave
a ten foot landscape area along the south property line.

Mr. Zientek said if they are going to work on reconfiguring that south line and there
was mentioning of getting rid of that “I” that right now is designed to that Village
standard for that landscape island.

Mrs. Valone stated islands are required to be at least nine feet wide. If that is
eliminated then that would increase their variation request.

Chairman Spinelli asked if the Commissioners agreed to give the applicant relief to
give more space to the resident to the south.

All Commissioners agreed.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions of comments. None
responded. He then called for a recommendation to the Village Board.

Mr. Zientek asked when he would need to submit soil borings by.

Chairman Spinelli stated prior to receiving their permit to construct the parking lot.



Mrs. Valone said they will need to know prior to their approval if they have to move
it off site, which would increase the variation request. So it will be needed before
Final approval of the Special Use.

Plan Commission Recommendation

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to

recommend to the Mayor and Village Board of Trustees approval of Case 16-11 St.

Alphonsus Parking Lot Special Use and Variations, based on the following

conditions:

1. The plans need to include a “No Left Turn on Sundays” sign at the east access
driveway.

2. Remove the three trees along the north property line and revise the plant to
include 18 shrubs/grasses where the trees were proposed.

3. Extend photometric plan calculations to five feet past the property lines.

4. Address all comments from the Village Engineer and the Village Arborist.

5. Modify the south property line to create a ten foot separation. They can minimize
the middle island based on staff’s recommendations.

6. Add a hedge line along the west side of the lot to shield headlights.

7. Provide soil borings prior to Final approval to ensure that under detention can be
handled.

8. Adjust southwest corner to ensure vision triangle is maintained.

9. Provide a full cutoff for light heads.

Aroll call vote was taken:

Ayes: Maher, McGleam, Kwasneski, Zolecki, Cunningham, Spinelli

Nays: None

Motion passed

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact for Case 16-11 as prepared by
staff. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

C. 21-15 Look Nu Car Wash PUD and Preliminary Plat

Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing for Case 21-15.

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commission Zolecki to open
the public hearing for Case 21-15. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Public Hearing

10



Mrs. Valone stated that Steven and Wendy Peebles, owners of the subject property,
are requesting approval of amendments to the existing Planned Unit Development
(PUD). The purpose of the request is to construct outdoor vacuuming units and gates
with automated pay stations. They are also requesting to update some of the other
items in their PUD. Staff is recommending approval with conditions.

In 2002 the property was rezoned to a commercial use and was also given
entitlements. At that time it was called the Nu Look Carwash. The PUD defined
standards for the appearance of the building, landscaping, setbacks, and other site
improvements. The PUD also restricted all operation to be inside other than the
queuing of cars into the car wash and hand drying. It also regulated the hours of
operations for the facility. She showed on the overhead a picture of what the site
looks like currently. The rear of the facility has some additional parking and then just
the landscaping along the back of it.

Mrs. Valone said all of the standards for the landscaping setbacks that are currently
on the property were required because to the westand north of the property is
residential uses. The applicant is requesting amendment to update their site and two
more standard items. The applicant is asking for automated pay stations and gates.
She showed on the overhead where they will be located. She showed on the overhead
where the vacuuming area would be that is attached to the building and another
vacuuming area that is located outside the building.

The existing PUD on the property has a number of standards as well as the UDO. She
will go through the changes of the PUD that they are asking for. Right now the PUD
restricts the hours of operations to 7 am to 8 pm in the summer and 7 am to 6 pm in
the winter. The applicant is asking for the same hours in winter as summer. Staff
finds this deviation acceptable. There is not much difference besides headlights but
by looking the site the area is well screened to the areas that are residential .

The second is that the PUD restricts all operations to be inside the building. The
applicant is proposing these vacuuming units which are technically outside of the
building. This also conflicts with the UDO code. The UDO requires that any noise
that is being emitted from a commercial districtto a residential district that the
maximum decibel that is able to be permitted out of a machine is about 57 decibels,
which is relatively low. The vacuum that they are proposing, the lowest decibel is 64
thus it does exceed the UDQ. Staff finds the vacuuming units outside the building as
unacceptable, but not the hoses themselves. The other detail area has the vacuuming
unit inside the building and the hoses stick out so they can use them outside. The
noise generating vacuuming unit is inside the building for those hoses. The outside
unit (shown on the overhead) is unacceptable because it will be permitting too much
noise per the UDO and should be moved inside the building. The hoses and the other
supporting equipment can remain outside because it does not generate as much noise.
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Mrs. Valone stated the Village Engineer and Fire District generally approves of the

plan. Staff is recommending approval with the following conditions:

1. The outdoor vacuum unit must be revised to either utilize different equipment,
utilize sound reducing equipment to meet the 57 maximum permitted decibels per
the UDO, or the vacuum unit must be moved to the interior.

2. The canopy on the vacuuming stations must be removed and all the outdoor
vacuuming station equipment must be either a neutral gray or black color.

3. The applicant will comply with a landscaping inspection for the exterior
landscaping.

Commissioner Kwasneski asked what the reason was for not wanting the canopy.
Mrs. Valone stated the canopy is visually intrusive. She showed on the overhead what
it would look like. Other car washes in town were not permitted to have these as well
so they would not look visually unattractive.

Chairman Spinelli asked where is the location of the existing storm water area.

Mrs. Valone said the perimeter of the site isa swale.

Chairman Spinelli asked if they already had plans to put the vacuum head unit for the
vacuum at the building inside.

Mrs. Valone stated that is correct.

Chairman Spinelli said it was recommended to move the vacuum head for the south
bay of vacuums into the building. He asked if there has been any feedback from the
applicant regarding this.

Mrs. Valone stated staff did indicate to the applicant that sound will be a concern and
ifitis too loud of a decibel for the surrounding areas it could be required to be moved
inside. She will let the applicant speak as to whether they can comply to the
conditions.

Commissioner Kwasneski asked if staff received any comments or concerns from the
surrounding residents.

Mrs. Valone said not prior to the meeting. She did not know if anyone in the audience
was here to speak.

Commissioner McGleam asked if staff knew what the distance was from the
vacuuming units to the nearest resident.

Mrs. Valone stated it is about 95 feet.
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Chairman Spinelli asked if the Commissioners had any more questions for staff. None
responded. He then asked if the applicant would come up to make a presentation.

Mike Carey and Steven Peebles came up to speak.

Mr. Carey said the vacuum that they are proposing inside has already existed since
the car wash opened and there has never been any complaints. If you look where the
entrance is to the car wash, there are currently four drops there and it is relatively
close to the residential area. They have never had a complaint or issues with that.
They are planning on taking those four away from there and moving them further
away from the home to the front of the entrance. They are probably moving it 100
feet further than the current location. They originally asked for the vacuum outside
but can’t get it down to the decibel rating, so they are going to put it inside the
building at the other entrance.

Chairman Spinelli clarified that the unit on the south side which is proposed to be
outside is going to be moved inside.

Mr. Carey stated talking to staff earlier it was stated to bring it down to 57 decibels or
move it in. They informed staff that they aren’t even going to try to get it down so
they will just move it inside. As far as the trees, when the place was originally built
there were 5 to 6 trees that were required. They are probably 15 to 18 feet currently so
you won’t see any of that from the road. Currently in that corner they stack 15 to 20
cars for the drying procedure, so there are cars currently there, except now there will
be cars there vacuuming free of charge for themselves.

Commission Maher asked to clarify that the vacuums on the south will be moved
inside. He asked how the hose will be run.

Mr. Carey said there is a concrete apron that comes out from the door that is about 16
feet and it runs all the way out to the curb and the rest of the parking lot is asphalt.
What they plan on doing is running a trench from the curb so you will not see it from
the street.

Commissioner Maher asked the three stalls that they have in the middle is where they
will have the hose coming out.

Mr. Carey stated with the attachments that will be available on the south end of the
parking lot and there will be three lanes on the front of the building as well, which
will come from the internal vacuum as well.

Commissioner Maher asked if that was going to be for general self-serve customers
or is that going to be for detailing work.

Mr. Carey said all the detailing work is done inside so it will be primarily for self-
serve. The front is if there is an overflow and someone needs it.
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Commissioner Zolecki stated he had mentioned the staging for the dry-off and there
is the vacuums. He asked how is this going to work.

Mr. Carey said the new scheme is that they are going to be fully automated and the
only drying off they are going to be doing is in the front bays itself.

Commissioner Zolecki asked if they are changing the equipment.

Mr. Carey stated they are changing the equipment and design. They will still be
offering the full service but it will be done inthe front detail bays. He showed on the
overhead where some of the full service will be done.

Chairman Spinelli asked if they were planning on changing any of the perimeter of
the building structurally.

Mr. Carey said they are not doing any additions and the only modification they are
doing is to the south entrance. The door there is 16 feet and they will shrink it down
to 12 feet. The door on the north end has two doors and they are just going to shift the
doors.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions for the applicant. None
responded. He then asked if there was anyone in the audience that wanted to speak in
regards to this case. None responded. He then called for a motion to close the public
hearing.

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to
close the public hearing. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Plan Commission Recommendation

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions or comments. None
responded. He then called for a recommendation to the Mayor and Village Board of
Trustees.

Commissioner Zolecki made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to
recommend to the Mayor and Village Board of Trustees approval of Case 21-15 PUD
Amendments based on staff recommendations:

1. The outdoor vacuum unit must be revised to either utilize different equipment,
utilize sound reducing equipment to meet the 57 maximum permitted decibels per
the UDO, or the vacuum unit must be moved to the interior.

2. The canopy on the vacuuming stations must be removed and all the outdoor
vacuuming station equipment must be either a neutral gray or black color.
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3. The applicant will comply with a landscaping inspection for the exterior
landscaping.

A roll call vote was taken:

Ayes: Zolecki, Kwasneski, McGleam, Maher, Cunningham, Spinelli

Nays: None

Motion passed

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact for Case 21-15 as prepared by
staff. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

D. 16-10 Vistancia Annexation, Rezoning, and Preliminary PUD (Cont.)

Chairman Spinelli asked anyone who entered the meeting after everyone was sworn
in to please rise and raise his/her right hand. He then administered the oath to those
people. He then called for a motion to open the continued public hearing for Case 16-
10.

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Zolecki to re-
open the continued public hearing for Case 16-10. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Mrs. Valone said as stated this case is being continued from the regular meeting of
December 21, 2016. The applicant has revised the engineering plans, the architectural
product book and a few other items to meet staff’s recommendations. She stated that
she will only discuss the changes. The applicant has made changes to the lot
configuration, the number of lots, setback requests, the location of the proposed park
and the proposed product book.

Previously, the applicant was asking for seven and half foot side yard interior
setbacks for the duplexes and have since revised their plans to be ten feet between the
duplexes. They are still requesting 25 foot rear yard setback in lieu of 30 feet for the
duplexes. Staff has updated the recommendation and finds this deviation acceptable
for the duplexes that are along the open spaces or the tollway. However, staff finds
this deviation unacceptable for duplex units 257-260 and duplexes 265-278. She
showed on the overhead where these duplexes were located.

The applicant was also looking for deviations from the UDO for the single-family
detached product. Previously, they were asking for eight foot side yard setbacks and
now they are asking for seven and half to comply with potential brick requirements.
Staff has also updated their requirements for these reduced setbacks. Staff finds these
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deviations acceptable if the high profile lots, which are now number 1-20, 35-57, and
100-113 had brick on all first floor elevations.

Mrs. Valone stated the applicant has revised their request and is now requesting 25
foot rear yard setbacks in lieu of 30 for the single-family as well. Staff finds this
deviation acceptable for the majority of the homes that back up to open spaces. Staff
does not find this deviation acceptable for lots 35-39, 51-56, 129-135, and 279-287.
These units either back up to existing single-family homes, proposed single-family
homes, or duplexes.

The last item was that the applicant was asking for narrower interior roads. The
applicant has now changed their request to meet a minimum of 30 foot pavement
width of back to back curb, but has asked for reduce right-of-way of 60 feet. Staff is
still requesting that Alba Drive, Woodview Drive and portions of Vistancia Drive be
60 feet of right-of-way and 33 feet of back to back curb as they could be consider
larger streets.

As mentioned earlier the applicant has shifted the location of the proposed park site.
She showed on the overhead where the park site was previously located and where it
is currently being proposed. She said she will let the Park District comment on this
later.

Mrs. Valone said the applicant has revised their product book. The applicant is still
proposing three sub-neighborhoods. The first neighborhood is located near the
Timberline Drive entrance known as the Summit neighborhood which now consists
of 97 lots. The second neighborhood is the Ridgeline neighborhood, which is located
in the middle of the subdivision, which is now comprised of 68 units, down from 75
units. The third neighborhood is known as the Villas, which is the duplex product.
This has increased to 122 units which is up by two units at 61 lots.

The applicant is proposing a product book to address the appearance and the anti-
monotony. The product book does contain all the proposed materials for the
residences and the dominant material is the LP siding. The product book contains
seven models with five elevations for the Summit neighborhood. All seven models
include some level of masonry on the front facade. Staff is still recommending that
the applicant work to finalize the product book. As an example, the Greenfield model
needs some adjustment to its front elevations. The applicant is also proposing five
models with five elevations for the Ridgeline neighborhood. All five models include
some type of masonry on the front fagcade. The product book was revised to change
the previous Mercer, Continental, Newberry issues that staff indicated. However, staff
is recommending that the applicant continue to finalize the product book.
Additionally, staff is recommending the high profile lots, 1-20, 35-57, 100-113 be
required to have masonry from top of grade to first story on all elevations. This is an
increase from the previous staff report because the configuration pushed more of the
lots to meet the criteria of either being against single-family or along the bluff line. It
was previously at 30% and is now roughly at 34.5%.
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Mrs. Valone stated the applicant is proposing in lieu of a key lot configuration for the
subdivision to have additional features such as trim, rear enhancement, additional
windows and brick as an option. The applicant is proposing that the lots seenin red
(on the overhead), which are lots 1-9, 19, 20, 21-23, 35-39, 51-57, 72, 73, 80, 99, 98,
124, 134, 135, 145, 146, 157, 287, and 279 be the key lots that the applicant would
have additional features in the product book

The proposed Villas would have three possible elevations. Staff does not have an
issue with these but would like to work with them on color packages. Staff is
recommending that the duplexes that back up to single-family lots, 257-260 and 265-
278, be required to have masonry extending from grade to first floor on all elevations.
This is roughly 18% of the duplex units. The total percentage for the entire
subdivision for first floor brick on all elevations is 25.5%. The applicant did update
their Stonebrook elevation to include a gable on the rear of it to give it a more
balanced appearance.

Mrs. Valone said the Village Engineer has commented that portions of Vistancia
Drive, Woodward and Alba, as discussed earlier, be considered collector streets and
should be increased to 33 feet back-to-back pavement width. Additionally, the
Engineer had reviewed the proposed detention facility at the Timberline entrance. It
still does not meet IDOT (lllinois Department of Transportation) requirements for
distance from road. Street lights are still missing from subdivision plans. Lastly, there
are four ravines on the property, the applicant has shifted the lots to move them out of
the ravine area so they are not in the buffer area. The Village Engineer is still
recommending that on that outlot area there still be an easement included to ensure
that no future impacts are done in that area. She showed on the overhead where she
was talking about.

School District 113A and 210 provided comments. District 210 provided comments
that they do have impact fees for the subdivision. Also, the phase approach will allow
them additional time to adjust staffing and facility needs for the projected increase
enrollment. District 113A provided comments that the Board of Education has been
diligent and mindful of trying to reduce class sizes over the last three years and
remains committed to doing so. District 113A will see a higher enrollment than
District 210 but the District will receive impact fees.

Mrs. Valone stated that staff is recommending approval with the following
conditions, which are listed on pages 14 and 15 of staff’s report and have been
modified since last month. She then read through the conditions. She asked if the
Commission had any questions.

Chairman Spinelli asked what is the definition as to where a cul-de-sac starts.

Mrs. Valone said the Village’s definition as to where a cul-de-sac starts is at the neck
of the cul-de-sac. She showed on the overhead where the neck would start.
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Chairman Spinelli asked where what he calls the “eyebrow” or “knuckle” east of the
cul-de-sac that was used as an example, would be considered a cul-de-sac.

Mrs. Valone showed on the overhead how the anti-monotony would work for a cul-
de-sac.

Chairman Spinelli asked for staff to clarify what the Engineer wants for the roadways.

Mrs. Valone said the streets that are not part of the spine of the neighborhood are 33
feet back-to-back curb.

Chairman Spinelli clarified that it would give them 27 feet of pavement. He stated in
the staff reportitis not clear. If itisa 30 foot pavement width, then it is 33 feet back-
to-back on curbs.

Mrs. Valone stated on the side streets they are wanting 30 feet of pavement which
will make curb-to-curb 33 feet. The collector roads will be 33 feet pavement with 36
curb-to-curb pavement.

Chairman Spinelli asked what the applicant was requesting for rear yard setbacks for
the Villas and the Ridgeline.

Mrs. Valone said 25 foot rear yards setbacks across the board. Staff is recommending
anything that backs up to an existing home or another dwelling unit be 30 feet.

Commissioner Maher asked why staff is not recommending the duplexes along the
highway to be 30 feet rear yard setbacks.

Mrs. Valone stated even though it backs up to the tollway there is a lot of right-of-
way there for the tollway.

Commissioner Maher asked if there was a buffer from the rear yard to the fence of the
tollway.

Mrs. Valone said she will let the applicant answer that question.

Commissioner Kwasneski asked if staff could clarify the number of units gained/lost
with the revision.

Mrs. Valone stated they lost seven units in the single-family and they are gaining two
duplexes, so they are still losing five lots.

Commissioner Mabher said last month the applicant stated there will be a bike lane

through part of the subdivision. He asked what is the requirement for a dedicated bike
lane on a street.
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Mrs. Valone stated a dedicated bike lane, versus a shared lane, is a minimum of seven
feet. If itis shared it needs to be indicated in the pavement widths and itis a
minimum of 30 feet.

Commissioner Maher asked if parking is allowed on the street.

Mrs. Valone said it is in designated places but not along the actual bike lane. She
showed on the overhead which streets will have the bike path.

Chairman Spinelli said on one of the applicants’ prints, they are showing a driveway
to the Township Community Center which does not exist. He asked who is proposing
this driveway.

Mrs. Valone stated it is a revisionand she will let the applicant answer that question.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions for staff from the
Commissioners. None responded. He then asked the applicant to come up and make a
presentation.

Dan LeClair, Green Tech Engineering, introduced his team that is present this
evening. He would like to go over some of the changes since the last meeting. He put
together a presentation that would go over the previous layout and the current layout.
On the previous layout there was one thorough street that went through the whole
subdivision. On the new layout they introduced another intersection primarily as a
traffic calming device to get people to stop as they are going through the
development. The primary changes are right where that reconfiguration of the
intersection is.

This projectis proposed as a two stage project. The unit mix did change a little bit
with the first phase. The total number of units have been reduced from the previous
plan. In regards to the single-family units they had revised some of the rear yards
setbacks and the lot areas. The primary change was with the Vistas with the increase
in the side yard setbacks at 10 feet, which gives them a 20 foot separation between
the units.

Mr. LeClair stated the play area was originally located across the road from the new
plan. The infrastructure within the play area would be the same. They like that the
new play area backs up to the open space as well as having a common area to the
Township area. He showed on the overhead the open space areas. The brighter green
area is the area that will be transferred to the Township.

The landscaping has changed throughout the site. They are maintaining the buffer

areas as well as the plantings along the east property line. In addition to that, on the
southside of their entrance, coming off of Timberline Drive, they are proposing some
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retaining walls because there is a significant grade change there. At the top of those
retaining walls they are proposing some pretty intensive landscaping.

In regards to the valley crossing, they are working with their environmental and
wetlands consultant with respect to that crossing. The plan that is before the
Commission is showing a box culvert, but they are looking at different options trying
to minimize the impact to that valley. The valley is about 45 feet deep which is a big
drop in grade there. They are looking at a more natural bottom. The woodland
preservation stays the same with the new layout. They are going to be saving two
extra trees after final count.

Mr. LeClair said for the street pavement it is 33 feet back-to-back pavement on the
major roads, which gives them 27 feet edge to edge of asphalt. This would be for the
non-collector roads. For the main roads it is a little bit wider, but he would have to
look at that. He is a little bit concerned having to increase the width to 36 feet back-
to-back.

Chairman Spinelli asked the applicant to not reference the same dimension for back-
to-back and pavement.

Mr. LeClair stated all of his references are for back-to-back. What he finds with
residential subdivisions, is when they increase that width if there are no other
elements in there like stop signs, then you will see an increase in speed of traffic. One
of the ways they keep it reduced is by reducing the pavement. The canopy from the
trees or the landscaping make it a little more narrow, rather than making it more open
like an expressway. He respects the desire to widenit, but he simply asks to take this
into consideration.

Some of the neighbors had mentioned about bringing another roadway access into
this property, unfortunately this property does not extend up to New Avenue. They
actually looked at the visual impact of this neighborhood by looking at it from the
outside. When driving down New Avenue there are a couple of places where you can
see the property. There is the edge of the bluff on the hillside that is currently wooded
and there are several trees along the bluff that they are wanting to preserve. This will
help with the buffer and preserving that visual effect. Once trees start getting planted
in the backyards it will also help with the reduced visualization from the tollway.

Mr. LeClair said there was discussion at the last meeting in regards to where
driveways were going to be located. They were able to locate driveways on every one
of these lots. There are two locations at this preliminary stage where they see the
driveways coming close to the intersection. Those would be lots 116 and 156. He
thinks they might be able to adjust lot 116.

Chairman Spinelli stated the U.S. Postal Service requires cluster boxes now, so the

driveway configuration might have to be adjusted again. When they meet with the
Post Office regarding these cluster boxes, he would like to see the driveways
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straddling the cluster boxes. There are too many times where people park to close or
block mailboxes. If the cluster box is straddled by driveways this should help prevent
that.

Mr. LeClair said they handed out a couple of papers to the Commission tonight that
have a couple of definitions or descriptions of the ordinance. Essentially there are a
few items that they are asking variations from the UDO. Some have to do with lot
widths, lot area because they are doing a PUD and they are doing a lot of
preservations. One of the site variations that he has listed on here is the ordinance
requires the maximum depth of the detention basin of four feet, specifically under the
dry detention basin. Technically they are not sure of which type of basin because on
this site these stormwater ponds are sitting right at the edge of the bluff. They want to
make sure they do everything they can to protect the bluff from any type of water
penetration. They would like to reserve the right that if they make that a dry basin
then they could make it a little deeper. They plan on working with the Village
Engineer in regards to that.

They plan on working with the Village in respect to street lights. They want to make
sure they get the development layout firmed up and driveway locations situated. With
respect to staff’s conclusions 1 through 6 and 14 through 17 those are site related and
they can pretty much handle every one of those. He will now have Peter Tremulis
come up and talk about the architectural standards.

Commissioner Maher asked if he could ask him some questions first. He asked how
much land are they planning on giving to the Township.

Mr. LeClair stated there is little under four acres.

Commissioner Maher asked where was it at last month.

Mr. LeClair said he is not sure but he thinks it went up a little bit.
Commissioner Maher asked if any of the area donated part of the ravines.
Mr. LeClair stated there is a ravine there.

Commissioner Maher asked if a lot of the area is the ravine or is it usable as a passive
park.

Mr. LeClair said when they started this project he had walked through that particular
ravine. There are parts of it that are steep but a lot of the area is very usable.

Mrs. Valone stated some of that area is being proposed for a land swap with other
areas. The only areathat is being donated as part of the impact fees is the park site.
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Mr. LeClair said there are three different areas that they are working with. He showed
one area on the overhead that will be going to the Township. There is another area
south, where they were planning on vacating a portion of Alba Road. As part of that
vacated portion they would donate a small portion to the Township. He showed on
the overhead where he was talking about. The Township was looking for a new
driveway down in that area. There is a third area that will have a connection to the
park, but this is a portion of land that they are going to be taking in trade from the
Township in lieu of the property that they are donating to them.

Commissioner Maher asked what is the net in property for the Township.
Mr. LeClair stated about three acres.
Commissioner Maher asked how big is the land that the Park Districtis getting.

Mr. LeClair said there is 26.5 acres of open space on this land that is not included in
the area that is going to the Township.

Commission Maher asked how much of it is usable. He asked how much of it can be
used as a passive park.

Bruce Michael, applicant, stated they had met with the Township and they had agreed
that they could do this land trade which has about 3.4 acres that is located near the
Summit neighborhood. They would get from them a small .75 acre triangle that is
located down in the southwest portion of their park and they would also receive a .37
acre parcel. He showed on the overhead where everything was located. In addition,
they have been talking with them and they are contemplating taking over the rest of
the open space. They have not given them an answer as of yet.

Commissioner Mabher said the reason why he is asking the question is when you look
at the lot sizes and the side and rear setbacks they are significantly smaller than any
subdivision he has seen come through here within the lasteight years. When they
have gone significantly smaller on the minimum sizes they have gone to the
clustering subdivisions that allowed for parks that weren’t necessarily Park District
land but more passive parks. What he was looking for is if the lots are smaller there is
a trade off with more passive park land for the neighborhood to use. What he is
seeing is that they are going significantly smaller on the lots and most of the land that
is being given to Township, Village or HOA is not really usable. This does not seem
to be a trade-off for him. This is not a good trade for 6,900 square feet on a lot size
when the requirement is 12,500. He would like to keep the ravines and the
topography, but this is not usable area. He asked how high is the retaining wall near
Timberline.

Mr. LeClair stated it will probably end up being two wallsabout ten feet high.
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Commissioner Maher asked why did they go to the steepest part of that curve rather
than going further north where it might flatten down a little.

Mr. LeClair said they have done several analysis of this. Timberline Drive is very
steep going down that hill. When they take the elevation at the existing road, whether
it is where they are proposing it or if you go down vertically, there is about 20 feet
where it enters the development and the existing ground. They had looked at putting
the entrance on the outside part of the curve and there is a very significant change in
grade that would require them to make some severe cuts. They had analyzed the
vertical separation between where they want to be coming into the main portion of the
property versus bringing the entrance out to the inside portion of the curve. In
addition, they have been working with the developer across the street in lining up
their entrance with them.

Commissioner Mabher clarified that the entrance where it is located keeps the entrance
drive at asmaller grade.

Mr. LeClair stated the vertical requirements of the road fits much better here than if
they were to slide the road to the north.

Commissioner Maher asked the houses to the south of that road, that are not part of
the subdivision, what is the offset going to be from their property line to the start of
the wall.

Mr. LeClair said it will be 20 feet. It gives them a buffer and allows them to put
plenty of landscape on top of the wall.

Chairman Spinelli asked if they are going to be providing safety railings on the top of
those walls.

Mr. LeClair stated their goal is to incorporate the safety rail into the landscaping.

Commissioner Maher said his concern is that this is a very steep part of the hill and
there can be a lot of ice on the roads.

Mr. LeClair stated he understands and this is not something they normally do. They
generally try to keep a roadway on the straight away. The existing roadway that is out
there and the vertical incline makes it very tough.

Chairman Spinelli said the Village Engineer had commented on the proximity to the
stormwater basin number two to the road right-of-way on Timberline. It does not
appear that any modifications have been made. This will need to addressed.

Mr. LeClair stated he will go back and look at it again.
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Commissioner Zolecki said on the summary sheet of the UDO standards, the side
yards for the R-4 the commentary column states that the Summit lot typical equals
10.7 and the Ridgeline is typically 9.2. He asked what is typical.

Mrs. Valone stated what they are referencing is that the Village code indicates that R-
4 lots that are under 70 feet is 16.5% of the lot width. They are saying that their lot
width would range from 9 to 11 feet. It is a percentage of the lot width, so the larger
the width the larger the setback becomes. What they are saying is if they allowed
them to go under the R-4 existing lot width section of the code it would require 9 to
11 feet and they are proposing 7.5. They are trying to indicate based off that code
section, instead of 15 feet for new development, it is not as large of a variation.

Mr. Michael

said the Master Plan for this area calls for a 5 unit per acre density and they are
asking for 2.7 unit per acre. There are a lot of areas that are hard to develop, very
expensive to develop, or cannot be developed. They have clustered stuff to avoid the
area that cannot be developed and they still have a very low density compared to what
the Master Plan says.

Peter Tremulis, Vice President of Land for Pulte Homes, stated when they started this
project looking to come into Lemont it was based upon the work that was done with
Kettering and M/l Homes. They are trying to be as consistent as they can relative to
the requests that they have filed for to the Village for elevations, brick accents, and
optional features. They have updated their book and it is presented to the
Commission. He would like to clarify a couple of things. The first is they are looking
to have a water table brick for the first floor rear and sides be options rather than be
standard for the community. The approach for the high visibility lots is to label them
as key lots and have those identified on a map. They have done their own key lot map
with an effort of trying to be responsive to the commentary that came from this
Commission and identify the lots that were responsive to the concern.

The design elements for the homes that are to be included on the key lots are marked
in red in the book with the exception of the gable that was requested on the
Stonebrook model which now includes a standard rear facing gable and volume space
in the family room. The reason for this is to try and compete from a market base
approach with M/l Homes and to ensure that their underwriting for this acquisition
remains intact. They are the contract purchaser, but are not truly applicant, and have
been asked to fill the role relative to architectural submissions and approvals for the
community. Their market in Chicago is still in recovery, so he has put together a few
slides to try and illustrate that.

Mr. Tremulis said there are a few additional slides that he is hoping to try and
illustrate why they want to work with Lemont on specific architectural modifications
but try to handle them in a cost effective manner. He then went through the book that
was presented on the overhead showing products, the layout of the different
neighborhoods, and home styles. They did note that brick and stone elements to
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return two feet on side elevations and match front elevation height. On the high
visibility lots which they are calling key lots, their proposal is that the homes will
have architectural features to break up the flat plain of the rear. He stated that 60% of
consumers that they do sell to do include in their purchase an optional sunroom.
Realizing that it was not enough to provide more articulation to the rear elevation
they have now included a café bump out in the kitchen and have included windows
on side elevations. They are also including ban boards and trim around the windows.

He showed the key lot exhibit on the overhead. He stated that the key lots are in the
high visibility area along the bluff and along the existing residents along Timberline
Drive. The few lots that they have pulled out of the list of lots in that area have to do
with the fact the triangular area on the east side of the site has a rather pronounced
hill. It serves as a significant buffer between the proposed homes and the existing
homes to the east. Staff had suggested including brick requirements for the attached
product, they do not have any proposed brick elements as a standard item on side and
rear elevations for the attached product. They do have the option to buy brick water
table or brick full height for any home inthe community, but they would rather keep
that as an option.

Chairman Spinelli asked them to confirm that they are not offering vinyl as an option.

Mr. Tremulis stated they are not. All elements are LP smart siding. They are also not
offering hardy board. They are trying to make sure the lots that are marked as key lots
are truly high visibility lots. Any lot that goes from townhome to single-family or
single-family to townhome are considered high visibility. A number of trees that are
within the hillside area of the property will provide significant cover for rear
elevations within the community especially along areas of internal bluff to bluff area.

He included documents in the presentation to help make the case that brick is an
expensive item to include as a standard feature ina home. Brick is only one element
that drives value. Schools, proximity to employment, relocations, and livability in the
community help drive housing values more effectively. He continued to talk and
provided data about other communities that require brick and peak values in
communities. He said in essence there has been very little to no appreciation over the
past ten years with the value of a four bedroom house. Some houses are a little higher
and some a little lower, but over the past twelve months there really hasn’t been much
movement in housing values. He provided a slide that was provided by the brick
institute that identifies what the average cost is to wrap a home in brick including
sides and rear. He did talk to the people at M/l Homes to see what percentage of
people have taken the brick wrap and there has only been a handful of people.

Mr. Tremulis said he did provide color samples and a chart of detail colors for staff to
review, which includes brick as well as siding and roof materials. They did redo the
elevation lineup and model lineup in a couple of instances to reduce monotony. Their
goal is to have this plan book approved as part of this PUD. He showed the model
that was called out last month as being lopsided. He showed how they added volume
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space above the great room. He stated this would conclude the architect portion. They
are wanting to maintain signage visible throughout the sale program. They are not
used to having to remove signs before everything is sold. He said he is available to
answer any questions that the Commission might have.

Commissioner Zolecki stated at the beginning it was mentioned that they would
accommodate the continuous brick returns. At leaston the sides most of the plans
already had that. The return back to the main entry on most of the plans still shows no
masonry or stone when that option is shown.

Mr. Tremulis said it could be continuous. They want to make sure that they don’t get
hammered with the full sided brick requirements. He had not detailed that out. When
the comments came back in December that they were going to be looking at
mandatory 75 lots with brick, this is a show stopper for them. He is happy to make
adjustments to the front elevations.

Commissioner Zolecki stated he could appreciate the conversation about brick cost
from a market standpoint. However, it is also about when it is used and used smartly
of any aspect of the design. They agree on it but he is not seeing it. It does not make it
very attractive as an option, where it maybe could be to the buyer as an option.

Mr. Tremulis said they are happy to continue working on elevations as long as they
could set some ground rules on that. Right now they did do simple math and it is
about a 1.7 million as it relates to in terms of extra cost.

Commissioner Zolecki stated his other question is in regards to cost data. He asked
where he got that data from.

Mr. Tremulis said it was from the brick institute.
Commissioner Zolecki asked if it was based on one unit from the brick industry.
Mr. Tremulis said it is for one house, which is $25,000 in brick.

Commissioner Zolecki stated the brick industry is looking at this as one unit versus
the economy scale.

Mr. Tremulis said he could not comment on that, but he did get the opportunity to
speak to the masonry person who is working in three subdivision locally. That person
is going to look at this subdivision and hopefully get a good value for brick that they
are ultimately going to contract for work in Lemont. There are a lot constituencies out
there that they have to deal with in various municipalities and this is a particular
threshold on how to craft the elevations and also make sure they are market sensitive.
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Commissioner Zolecki stated the one slide says the variance from a total cost to
construction per square foot to a home in brick versus fiber cement is $10 plus or
minus .06 cents.

Mr. Tremulis said they were estimating the brick at about $20 a square foot whereas
the siding is $4 a square foot.

Commissioner Zolecki stated he is just going off of his slides. It states that the
masonry institute is basically saying a variance of cost per square foot of total home
construction of brick versus fiber cement is $10.43.

Mr. Tremulis said they don’t look at it the same way. They have included their slides
so the Commission can see that he is not trying to hide any numbers.

Commissioner Zolecki stated it was mentioned about people’s lifestyles in choice of
their budgets. He total agrees and this also works towards total square footage of
homes and those choices as well that if offered with smart design options of lesser
square footages.

Mr. Tremulis said homes have gotten much larger over the past 10 years. They are
trying to offer a wide variety of homes with three different neighborhoods. The
approach that they are looking to do is maintain simparity with the M/l Homes which
they also offer a 40 foot product and a 50 foot product. They use hardy and we are
planning on using LP. They do think the market is here and it demonstrated that they
are selling about 8 a month. Their goal is to do 15 a quarter so they are not overly
aggressive in terms of what they are trying to accomplish in terms of sales, but they
do want to make sure it is consistent sales.

Chairman Spinelli asked with the stone features are they natural or manmade.

Mr. Tremulis stated it is a culture stone product that it is made of real stone but not
full depth stone.

Commissioner Maher asked if they are required to put brick up in the subdivision that
they are building in Woodridge.

Mr. Tremulis said no. There is one subdivision that is existing and that is Timber’s
Edge which has brick on first floor on all elevations. For that community Woodridge
required it and they knew that going in. They knew their costs so they knew they
could afford it there and still make sales. This particular property is a little bit
different then your typical property in Lemont. It has been called out specifically in
the Comprehensive Plan update as a property that has the features that they have been
looking for to try and provide a range of houses that address different price points.
When they looked at the site they felt it was appropriate for the site. It isin a great
location of town but the topography makes it challenging. The land development
costs are quite high. The recognition of the fact that it is a challenging property and it
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is noted in the Comprehensive Plan. To afford the higher density and the cluster of
lots is very attractive to them.

Commissioner Mabher stated there are other developments in town that they have
higher requirements other than M/Il. From his perspective on a development coming
in what he is looking for is consistency with some of the developments that they have.
What they are showing and going against staff’s recommendations is significantly
different then some of the other developments that were approved even for M/I.

Mr. Tremulis said yes and they would be quite pleased if it is right on with M/I.
Where the discussion has gone is very much farther than where M/I is right now in
terms of requirements and placing the burden on as many lots that were identified.
This is something they can’t do.

Commissioner Mabher stated he thinks M/I has a higher percentage of brick that was
required. He also thinks that M/I, excluding townhomes, has a higher average square
footage per lot as well. He thinks that the density in the areas that they are building is
higher than M/I.

Mr. Tremulis said he thinks that their Ridgeline lots are very similar to their 40 foot
product lots.

Commissioner Mabher stated that is just a third of the property. He had gone through
the models for the Ridgeline homes, and he appreciates that there is five different
models, but he feels the Mercer, Continental and Newbury are very similar from an
outside perspective. His request would be to add some more variety. When he looks
at the Summit a couple of the other units are completely different.

Mr. Tremulis said staff and he had spent some time trying to pick elevations out of
the portfolio. He will continue to work through the elevations. What they are trying to
work on is the anit-monotny code.

Commissioner Maher stated on the color slides for the siding, when he looks at the
M/I homes they have a shade of blue, grey and white. So when he looks at it, it will
be three colors. When he looks at the siding for Pulte the blue and grey are very
similar.

Mr. Tremulis said they can look at other colors. The ones that are shown are just
standard.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions for the applicant. None
responded. He then asked if there was anyone in the audience that wanted to speak.

Louise Egofske, Lemont Park District Executive Director, stated the lots that are

being proposed towards the back are in wetlands. They will need to look at those lots
for improving them due to the wetlands.
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Chairman Spinelli asked if the central location was okay.
Mrs. Egofske said the location was fine.

Chairman Spinelli asked the applicant if the lot that was indicated for the Park
District is in waters of the U.S., would they be covering the 404 Permit for that.

Mr. LeClair stated yes they would.
Chairman Spinelli asked if the Park District had any suggestions or requests.

Mrs. Egofske said they haven’t had the opportunity to look at an alternate lot. They
have explored about three to four different locations. They just need some time to
look at the lot and find out what options they have to make the lot more flat and
usable.

Chairman Spinelli asked if the applicant was providing the equipment with this lot.

Mrs. Egofske stated that is something they can continue having discussions on. They
have not worked out the terms yet.

Mr. Stein said the amount of the impact fees are set. How they get allocated and for
what purposes they were going to work that out with the annexation agreement.

Kathy Henrikson, Lemont Township, stated in the Villa area she is concerned about a
wetland right off of Alba that they have been restoring with the High School students.
They have worked on it for two years and have invested a lot of money there. She
would like this area protected. She said she is speaking on behalf of the Township and
the Open Space Committee. On Alba she would like to see some speed bumps put in
around the dog park area. The marketing signs that they are presenting at Timberline
and Alba on the west side, she feels would be better on the east side. The visibility is
not really that good and they have a lot of seniors that are coming in and out of the
building all day. She saw that the Village hired the Ecology and Vision Group. She
would have liked to have the Open Space Committee involved in that a bit so she
could have shown them some of the natural features. Before any buffers or berms are
planted she would like their Prairie Manager to approve any plantings and try to keep
them in line there. The backyards to some of these homes are backing up to the
township.

At this point they have had verbal agreements with the supervisor. Any final
approvals for land swaps will have to be approved by the Township Board. She does
not want them to think it is a done deal. The land that they are proposing to give to
the Township is not really land that they need. They want to co-operate and make this
a good subdivision. Right now they are giving them the land to make the entrance
work at Alba, which changes the natural front to the park that is there. She would like
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to continue to work and improve the Community Center area with a public gathering
area which would have a greater community use.

Dave Molitor said as far as the brick, there was a large conversation in regards as to
how much it was going to cost them. They do recuperate that cost when they sell the
house. It also adds a good aesthetic value to not only the individuals that live there
who are backing up to those homes but it gives a nice look to the subdivision. The
applicant talked about corner lots that tie in the old to the new, and he would say to
tie those in. In regards to Commissioner Maher’s comment about usable space, this
tends to be a big issue. He lives up in Fordham and the Park District did an amazing
job with Northview Park and he can’t wait for it to be open. He hopes that they have
the opportunity to make something nice in this area also.

Jim Connelly, 58 Timberline, stated he is asking that the Village Board work with the
developer in creating an extra street to access the development from New Avenue. He
understands that this Commission recommends to the Village Board, but the Village
Board has to make the initiation. This subdivision is like putting 20 pounds of nails in
a 5 pound bag. It doesn’t work especially in an emergency. There are opportunities
now before this development is finished. There is also Fourth Street that is east of the
Village and Wheeler Drive.

Joan Walsh, 3 Timberline Place, said she has lived in Lemont for about 40 years and
her kids have been raised here. Her home backs up to this proposed development.
What she is getting out of this is that the applicant is looking to do quantity and not
quality. They need to look at how it is going to affect everyone inthe area. She does
not think this development should be compared to M/I Homes. It should be compared
to homes in the area like the ones west of 1-355. Those homes don’t compare to what
they are trying to do here.

Mrs. Walsh stated the ravines that are back there are spectacular. Her fear is that they
are putting homes around this area. When it rains that water runs very rapidly. She
feels it is dangerous and it is a bad location for the Park District to put a park for 2 to
12 year olds. She is concerned that they are going to ruin the ecosystem by filling this
or developing it. When 355 came in, Lemont fought tooth and nail to not allow
billboards be put in that area for the beautification for the area. Now they want to put
in mass quantities of duplexes. Which was never shown during the presentation. She
asked what is the end result and it goes back to quantity and not quality. She feels
they are going to run into more problems with selling these lots. She does not like
having the entrances onto Timberline Drive. At any time if there is any bit of snow
then you have no control going down that hill. She feels that there should a different
entrance. She understands that there is a grading issue, but there is a safety issue here.

Mary Ameriks, 12354 Thornberry Drive, said they had talked about the key lots along
355. She asked how visible are the duplexes along 355. Her only concern is that there
are the houses west at Briarcliffe, Rolling Meadows, and Mayfair and they are
comparing themselves to Kettering Estates. She is not sure if her neighbors would be
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happy to be across from there. When you are driving down 355 you see Mayfair and
Briarcliffe but from the east you will see these Villas, unless they are covered then
she would not have a problem with that.

Mr. Tremulis stated there is a berm and landscaping. The other thing that is important
to know is that the property sits much higher than the tollway. The Villas are offered
as ranches so they are low profile. A second floor bedroom and bath is offered.

Colleen Amberg, 112 Timberline, said she had some questions regarding the traffic
analysis. The previous one was done sometime over the summer when school was not
in session. She asked if the applicant has redone the traffic analysis.

Mrs. Valone stated the applicant did get updated traffic data just after school came
back into session. They were not able to submit the memo prior to the meeting
tonight. Their Traffic Engineer is here and can answer questions.

Ms. Amberg said in regards to the school district comments, it was mentioned that the
High School does have the capacity. However, when she read 113A’s comments she
did not see anything regarding capacity and what their comments are.

Dr. Courtney Orzel, Superintendent for District 113A, stated the Board is aware of
the development. As far as capacity, the Board has been really diligent in trying to
reduce class sizes over the past three years. They are anticipating an increase in
enrollment over the next three years, whether it is this development or other
developments in the area. They do enrollment studies to figure out how many
children will be coming into the school. They do have Central School and they are
doing a survey now to see what it would take to reopen that facility. They anticipate
that eventually they will need to do that, but they are not sure when that is going to
be. The Board is prepared to do what they have to do regardless as to how many
students that they get. Historically, over the past 10 years the enrollment has been
declining. They are preparing to get roughly 160 students over a five year time frame.
The Board is prepared to do what they need to do to servicethose children.

Howard Amberg, 112 Timberline, asked if the area behind the Community Center
was labeled as not visible. When you are looking from that park you will see nothing
but the backs of those homes. No matter what you do you will not be able to hide it
because of the elevation. He would ask that those homes be marked as key lots. In
regards to the numbers for brick, analysis are easy to make numbers look a certain
way. He asked how many three sided brick subdivisions went into Palos Park. There
are none. So itis not possible to calculate the value over a ten year period. It was
never stated the age of the home. You can’t compare a 50 year old home to a newer
home.

Mr. Amberg stated while sitting here he just did a Google search on Pulte Homes and

there are several reviews with one star. There are complaints regarding the quality of
the homes and no response back. All through this meeting there has been nothing but
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talk of downgrading and shorten up these lots. He is not taking this as fact, but he
feels that the builder needs to speak in regards to the quality of the homes. He did not
see one review where someone liked it. The developer has chosen Pulte to build these
homes. All he has heard tonight was that they are going to give some unusable land,
give the Park District a small area, downsize lots, and no brick so they can make the
homes more economical. He would recommend that the Commission hold them to
meeting the requirements as to how the community is built.

Kara Knutte, 95 Doolin Street, said she agrees with everything that Mr. Amberg
stated. She asked if Alba Street was going to be widen to accommodate the new
subdivision.

Chairman Spinelli stated right now there is no proposal to change the width of Alba
from the dog park all the way to Timberline.

Mrs. Knutte said that might be something to consider since that is a primary entrance
and exit. There are a lot of employees from Peppers that park on that street. It makes
it impossible to get two cars through there so they might want to look at that. Also, on
Timberline from Pfeiffer to New Avenue there is no sidewalk. There is going to be a
lot of traffic so they might want to continue that sidewalkall the way down. She feels
the entrance on Timberline is very dangerous especially in the winter. Lemont is very
good about salting but over the years there have been several times where she has
slide down that hill. With the curve and having that retaining wall she is not sure if
people are going to be able to stop.

Chairman Spinelli stated the retaining wall will be west of Timberline. Staff and the
Village Engineer have reviewedthe vision and sight triangle and they meet State
standards.

Mrs. Knutte said she feels that this subdivision is way too dense. She does not
understand why we would require a 12,500 square foot lot and then consider anything
smaller than that, especially when it is so out of character to surrounding
subdivisions.

Joan Walsh, 3 Timberline Place, stated she had gone onto the Village’s website today
and there is about an eight minute video. If someone was coming to Lemont this is
what they would want to show them. It had a panoramic view of a pretty serene area.
She is sure a subdivision of this density would not be shown on that video.

Jeff Leise, 14 Timberline Court, said he would like to speak in regards to the lot sizes.
He put together the R-4 Zoning right next to what is being proposed. Right now the
minimum lot size is 12,500 square feet. There are 23 new homes being proposed, lots
35-57. Right now on Timberline there are 12 homes, which is 2 to 1. Out of those
homes that are being proposed to be built 21 of the lots are below the 12,500 square
feet which is 91% of them. The only two lots that meet the standard is the corner lot
57 and the bottom 35. His recommendation is to reduce by five lots, which will get
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you down to 18 homes. If that is done it will give about 2,695 additional square feet
and add that to the 9.700 average square feet being proposed in the Summit area and
it will still get you under the R-4 minimum at 12,394. His back yard faces this so he
will not see the front. What it sounds like is that he will see the back of siding so he
would like to get these spread out a little more. He understands that this will be
developed, but he does not understand why it has to be so dense. He submitted his
drawings to the Commission.

Chairman Spinelli asked where he got these square footages from.

Mr. Leise stated he got them from the County website. Also, the existing lots that are
there only 3 lots are below the existing 12,500.

Corey Anco, 16 Evergreen Place, said he would like to see them replace Vistancia
Drive with lot parcel number one. He asked if the Commission could talk about what
the practicality of this would take and the feasibility. His main thought is safety and
with Evergreen Drive, Timberline Knolls entrance and this new entrance it is too
much.

Dominick Anco, 16 Evergreen Place, stated he would like to say that the construction
of the homes looks very cheap in appearance without any brick and they are put on
very dense lots. He feels it is degrading Lemont and all the existing homes around it.

Dennis Legan, 85 Timberline Drive, asked if there was an update on the water plans.

Mrs. Valone said HR Green took a look at the Village’s ability to service the
development. Since then they took a look at the interior configuration of the
development. They have some recommendations which can be achieved through
other means then the way they are indicating. Right now it is not the policy not to
interrupt any of the existing lots unless there was no other alternate means. At this
time they have some direction from an outside consultant but it has not been
incorporated into staff findings.

Mr. Legan asked if they are going to use the easement by lot 35.

Mr. Stein stated they are doing their absolute best to make sure that his lot and the
other lots are not going too disrupted.

Mr. Legan asked if that was based on the drawing between his lot and his neighbor’s
lot.

Mrs. Valone said all single-family lots are required to have utility easements. In the
event that there is a necessary use for it or if utility already runs through the area that
Is what they are for. The main reason to why these are called out is because we have
well water and looping the water is crucial for water quality. The concern is the
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phasing and where the loops will be put in. The direction right now is staff would
prefer requiring the looping in phase | to avoid any impacts on existing lots.

Chairman Spinelli stated he does not have an engineering scale but to answer Mr.
Anco’s question, it appears if they were to come through, as he was suggesting, it
would be at about an 18 to 20 percent slope on that roadway. There is no way that
would be allowed. If you look at Fourth Street coming off of Main Street there are all
the switchbacks. If that road was straight it would be at about a 30% slope.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there was anyone else in the audience that wanted to speak
in regards to this public hearing. None responded. He then asked if the developer
want to speak in regards to any of the comments or questions asked. They declined.
He asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for the developer. None
responded. He then called for a motion to close the public hearing.

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Zolecki to close
the public hearing for Case 16-10. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Plan Commission Discussion

Chairman Spinelli stated there are a bunch of items that he would like to see done.
With side yard setbacks, nothing should be less than 10 foot side yard. The reasoning
Iswhen you have a 7.5 foot side yard setback that means there is 15 feet between
houses. That is only measured from the foundation that is above grade. All
foundations have spread footings, because of this it will only leave you 12 feet
between foundation footings. Any place that a sewer goes through a side yard it will
impact that foundation footing. Additionally, if there is a sewer that goes through
there or a ComEd line it would be very difficult for someone to get in there to repair
or replace anything. At 20 feet between buildings you at least get an additional five
feet plus the foundation footings are not impacted by any sewers.

He has seen several complaints from residents about sump pumps running constantly.
With doing investigations that he has been involved with, the majority of those come
back to a sewer drain that is too close to the foundation over dig and the sewer drain
is acting like a fence dig then providing ground water into the foundation drains.
Twenty feet is not a lot and it helps. A lot of subdivisions that were built before the
crash were 30 feet total. He just cannot accept 7.5 feet side yard because there are too
many potential problems that can develop for these homeowners. To make it simple
for staff he would like to have 10 feet as a blanket for the side yard setbacks. This
also falls into line with the chart that they received this evening going by the existing
16.5% of an existing R-4 lot, which these are not existing R-4 lots, if they were to
except that analogy, the developersown chart indicates a 9 to 11 foot side yard
requirement. He is recommending 10 and it is only two and half additional feet.
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Chairman Spinelli said he would like to see the 20 foot gap that was supposed to be
maintained by the HOA, eliminated and added to the existing lot configuration. His
concern is when you get a home in the existing development adjacent to a new home
and they both put up fences. There will be a 20 foot strip of no man land that over
time the HOA will forget about. He has seen it happen in many developments. For
those lots incorporate that strip to the proposed lots. For those lots you will maintain
the 20 foot public utility easement and you can have the additional 20 feet as a
landscape easement. By adding the landscape easement it prevents the engineering
plans from pushing the storm sewer up to the property line, it still creates the buffer,
but it takes the responsibility off of the HOA to maintain this. By doing this you can
eliminate the gap that is between lot 35 and 36. When reconfiguring this to get what
he recommended as the side yard setbacks, he is proposing that one to two lots will be
lost in the middle of the bump out. This will allow for access to the open space and
for public officials to see a good portion of that open space from the runway. Without
having some type of access in there it becomes a dead space also.

Also, lots 85, 86, and 87, those side lot lines need to be extended to hit the lots in the
70’s. Incorporate the open space into those lots. To have that open space in the
middle of the lots just creates a problem. He is not a fan of HOA’s, but he
understands that they need to exist. Situations like this create maintenance problems
for the HOA if they do remain intact. If the HOA fails then this piece belongs to
nobody and becomes overgrown.

Chairman Spinelli stated the park site for the Park District has to be worked out
further. Currently lot 98 is facing Woodview Lane, immediately adjacent to all the fill
in the ravine. He would like to see that lot removed and lot 99 rotated clockwise so it
actually accesses off of Ridgeline. If they agree to incorporating that 20 foot strip into
the lots on Timberline, there will be a 40 foot easement so those house should have a
40 foot rear yard setback. That should not impede any of those homes from having a
deck or shed. In regards to the Township’s comment on the wetland project with the
High School, it needs to be looked into. Lastly, there was comments about speed
bumps near the dog park, he does not feel that is ideal for public roadways. There
should be other ideas that they can come up with.

Chairman Spinelli said they will continue on with their comments, however they are
going to have cut the meeting off at 11 p.m.

Commissioner Maher stated he would like them to work on the colors and model
selection. His concern is the density here. The only access point is Timberline and
this is very dense which is not ideal for us. He understands that this is the only access
point but that then forces them to try and decrease the density or to come up with
other creative ways to get out of the subdivision to the north. He needs to see the lot
sizes closer to where they are supposed to be at and not half of the R-4 zoning. In
regards to the brick, he understands his comments on the brick. His concern is this is
a standard that they have in Lemont and they have acted on it with recent
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developments. He feels this is something that they should keep. There is nothing in
the solid homes that are being offered that would make them say that brick isn’t
allowed. He is for full wraps around them and the percentage of brick needs to be
going up and not down. He asked what the percentage was for full wrap on
Montefiore Subdivision.

Mrs. Valone said there is no requirement for full wrap and Seven Oaks was not
required to have full wrap.

Commission Maher stated Briarcliffe, Covington and Singer Landing all have brick.
He believes that they have to have a standard on brick and it should not be an option.
It is something that they do in Lemont and it should be continued in Lemont. He
would like to see other options for the road over the ravines. He would like to see
how much of that ravine can be maintained instead of filling. He feels that this is a
nice area and it should be something that is maintained.

Commissioner Kwasneski said he is fine with keeping the signs up till the property is
90% sold, but he would like to see it at 80% to 85%. He feels doing digital marketing
should help make up for that.

Mrs. Valone stated 90% is the UDO standards, so if the commission recommends
anything less than that it should be made as a condition.

Commissioner Kwasneski said he is fine with it at 90%.

Commissioner Cunningham stated key properties have been identified to have brick
or masonry on them. Mostly that is to satisfy current homeowners so they are viewing
properties that have brick on them. This is a big development and there are no key
properties identified on the south end of the Vista development. That is one of the
entrances. You would have to go through half of the development before you get to
any key properties that have masonry. Even the people that live there will be driving
down the street and they are all going to be siding. He feels a good portion of the
Vistas on Alba Street need to be identified as key properties so there is more brick
toward the entrances where people will be coming and leaving. \

Commissioner Zolecki said they talked a lot about the how and the what, but it all
goes back to the why. It all goes back to the 2030 Plan and the spirit of it. He believes
that this development and the spirit of it towards the 2030 Plan aligns. However, a lot
was talked about market predictions and by definition that is speculative. There is
plenty of market data that speaks to other trends, other sizes, and the fact that
millennials are moving out to the suburbs. This could be a missed opportunity in his
opinion for what that generation really values.

He stated there was a lot of talk about side yards with the specific of supporting the

ten feet. They are down to inches and these homes are going to be maxed out. The
side yard isa minimum of 10 feet and that is the lowest it should be across the board.
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Brick cost was talked a lot about in regards to price points, but he can’t help but feel
that it is just an indicator of some of these other compromises or lack of compromise.
So instead of trying to define what some of these density changes can be, he would
ask that they make a decision to come back with something closer inline than with
lots that are 6,900 square feet. Finally, precedent has been talked a lot about tonight
with M/l Homes. This is further precedent with a 300 unit development. It will be
setting precedent in R-4 with lot sizes that are half of the requirement. He asked them
to come back with what would be their final compromise on these density issues.

Mrs. Valone asked if the Commission could give a more specific number of what
they are looking for on brick.

Commissioner Maher said his starting point is 100%. This is what they have
subdivisions at in this area. If they are starting at 16% on their side, then he is starting
at 100%. The duplexes that are facing 355 are visibleto 355 and that is representation
of our community. If you look at the west side of 355 you have a subdivision there
that is 100% brick. Timberline has a significant portion of homes that are brick. He
would like to see new designs. He knows his fellow Commissioners might go less but
right now they are below 20%. He had issues with Kettering and when he looks at it
he feels it was too low. He would also prefer that it is wrapped rather than just a front
facade.

Commissioner McGleam stated he agrees that Kettering from an aesthetic standpoint
is a huge disappointment. He feels that it is a bad comparison for Lemont.

Chairman Spinelli said he and his fellow Commissioners are not anti-development.
They are a recommending body and they are trying to find a happy medium for
everyone. They know that this property is eventually going to develop. It is just how
itis going to develop the best. We understand the issues with trying to get to
Timberline. It is the only access point, short of buying additional property which they
can’t be forced to do, they are not going to get access to New Avenue. He leaves it up
to them. They have heard everyone’s position on the Commission. There are two
options in front of them and he is seeking to find out how they would like the
Commission to proceed. The case can be continued for another month, which will
allow them to evaluate and see what they are willingto come back with. Or they can
ask the Commission to vote as it has been presented.

The applicant asked for a few minutes to discuss with his team as to how they would
like to proceed.

Mr. Stein stated the applicant is willing to come back in a month. In the meantime, he
Is suggesting that they work with staff to come up with some sort of compromise to
present to the Commission.

Chairman Spinelli then called for a motion to continue Case 16-10 to the February 15,
2017 meeting.
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VI.

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Cunningham to
continue Case 16-10 to the regular meeting on February 15, 2017 meeting. A voice
vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

E. 14-12 Donegal Excavating Final PUD and Preliminary Plat

Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing.

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Cunningham to
open the public hearing for Case 14-12. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Chairman Spinelli said the developer has requested the continuance of this case. A
motion is needed to continue this case to the February 1, 2017 special meeting.

Commissioner Cunningham made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to
continue the public hearing for Case 14-12 to the February 1, 2017 special meeting. A
voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

ACTION ITEMS
None
GENERAL DISCUSSION

A. Update from Village Board

Mrs. Valone stated the Rolling Meadows case is scheduled be approved on the
February 13™" Village Board Meeting. Old Town Square will be on the February 27t
Committee of the Whole Meeting and then on a subsequent Village Board Meeting
after that.

Commissioner McGleam encouraged his fellow Commissioners to go out and see
some of the subdivisions that have been approved already.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
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VII.

None
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to adjourn the meeting.

Commissioner Cunningham made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski
to adjourn the meeting. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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www.lemont.il.us

TO: Planning & Zoning Commission
FROM: Heather Valone, Village Planner
THUR: Jeffrey Stein, Deputy Village Administrator

SUBJECT: Case 16-10 Vistancia Annexation, Rezoning, and Preliminary PUD

DATE: Updated: February 10, 2017

SUMMARY

This application is being continued from the regularly scheduled January 18, 2017
Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) meeting. The applicant has revised the
engineering plans and the architectural product book to meet some of the conditions
outlined by the PZC and Village staff. Items that are underlined are updated or new
information provided by the applicant. Items that are strieken are deletions or information
that is no longer applicable.

Bruce Michael of Intrepid
Investment Partners Lion’s Park,
LLC, contract purchaser of the
subject property, 1s requesting
preliminary Planned Unit
Development (PUD) approval for a
234 226 220 single-family lot
subdivision, which will consist of
294 287 281 dwelling units. The
applicant’s original request
indicated 234 lots. Since that time
the applicant has lost 14 lots. As
part of the requested entitlements,

the applicant 1s also seeking
annexation to the Village of Lemont
and Rezoning to R-4 Single-Family
Detached Residential District and R-
5 Single-Family Attached
Residential  District.  Staff is
recommending approval with conditions.



PROPOSAL INFORMATION

Case No.

Project Name

16-10

Vistancia Annexation, Rezoning, and Preliminary PUD

General Information

Applicant

Bruce Michael of Intrepid Investment Partners Lion’s Park, LLC

Status of Applicant

Contract purchaser

Requested Actions:

Annexation, Rezoning, and Preliminary PUD

Purpose for Requests

120 122 duplex units, 174 165 159 single-family detached units, and R-
4 and R-5 zoning

Site Location

100 W New Avenue, 16453 127th Street, 16461 127th Street, 16300
127th Street, and 40 Timberline Drive (PINs: 22-30-203-002-0000, 22-
30-203-001-0000, 20-30-101-020-0000, 22-30-303-003- 0000, 22-30-204-
009, 22-30-204-004-0000, 22-30-400-007, 22-30-400-003)

Existing Zoning

R-4 Single-family residential (Unincorporated Cook County) and INT
Institutional District

Size

105.37 acres

Existing Land Use

Vacant land with one single-family detached home

Surrounding Land
Use/Zoning

North: R-4 Unincorporated Cook County and R-4 Single-Family
Residential (single-family residences and vacant land)

South: INT Institutional (Lemont Township Community Center)

East: INT Institutional (Lemont Township Community Center) and R-4
(residences)

West: Illinois Tollway - I-355

Lemont 2030
Comprehensive Plan

The Comprehensive Plan map designates this area Contemporary
Neighborhood (CTP) with a Conservation Overlay
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BACKGROUND

Technical Review Committee. Prior to submitting a formal application, the applicant
submitted plans to the Technical Review Committee (TRC) on August 8, 2016. Since that
time, the development has progressed beyond the TRC comments which are more fully
discussed in this updated report.

DEPARTURES FROM ZONING STANDARDS

Section 17.08.010 of the UDO describes the purpose of PUDs: “Within the framework of a
PUD normal zoning standards may be modified. The resulting flexibility is intended to
encourage a development that is more environmentally sensitive, economically viable, and
aesthetically pleasing than might otherwise be possible under strict adherence to the
underlying zoning district’s standards.” The table below illustrates how the application
deviates from the current standards of the UDO. Below is a summary of current UDO
how the proposed PUD differs staff’s
recommendations related to those deviations.

standards, from those standards, and

UDO UDO Proposed PUD Staff Comments
Section Standard
17.06.030 Oriels, The proposal Staff finds the deviation
(Table provided they includes bay acceptable as the applicant is
17.06.02) project no windows that proposing 20 ft. building
greater than 2 | would extend separations between the
ft. from side of | three (3) feet from | duplexes.
the building the duplex units.
and are at
least 3 feet
from all lot
lines.
17.06.030.H The combined | The applicant is Staff finds these deviations

square footage

proposing that any

unacceptable. Staff would find

of all accessory

three car front

this deviation acceptable if the

structures

driveways,
sidewalks, to

load garages in the

stormwater management plan

Summit
neighborhood have

incorporated these additional
impervious areas into the

include the
surface area of

a maximum front

calculations for detention.

yvard impervious

swimming
pools and all

coverage of 45%.

Applicant is aware of staff’s

Additionally, the

concerns and will provide the
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types of pavers

applicant is

or paving,
brick, or other
areas with an

requesting that

appropriate changes to the
development to accommodate

the maximum
front vard

impervious
surface shall

impervious lot
coverage for the

not exceed 36%

duplexes be 40%.

of the area

of a required
front or rear

this request.

yard except:
17.07.010 15 ft. The proposal Staff finds the deviation
(Table minimum includes %5 10 ft. | unacceptable as the-duplexes
17.07.01) interior side interior side yard | willbe-doublethesize-ofthe
yard setbacks | setbacks on all R-5 | propesed-40-4ft—wide-models
in R-5 lots. Radeehinelots)that-arenear
the proposed-duplexes:
Additionally-10 ft. is mere
consistent with other attached
single-family residences in the
Village. Woodglen, Ashbury,
and the Estates of Montefiore
have interior side setbacks of 10
ft., which is acceptable to staff.
17.07.010 30 ft. The proposed rear | Staff finds the deviation
(Table minimum rear | yard setbacks are | acceptable for a majority of the
17.07.01) yard setback in | 25 ft. Lots 263-274 | duplexes either back up to open
R-5 which back up to spaces or the tollway. Staff-dees
single family lots find the-deviationunaeceptable
are proposed at 30 | for-units283-294-257-260-and
ft. Lots 33-38 and | 265-278-263-274-as-these-units
45-53 which back | backuptesinglefamily homes:
up to the existing | Howevertheplansindicatethat
Timberline homes | the-duplexes—willnot-extend-to
are proposed at 40 | theproposed-25foot-setback
ft. thus-the-change to-30-ft-should
be-easily-accommeodated:
17.07.01 Minimum lot Theproposal Staff finds the deviation
(Table size 1s 12,500 meludesa—variety | acceptable given the guidance of
17.07.01) sf for R-4. oflot-sizesforeach | the Lemont 2030
of thesingle- Comprehensive Plan. The 2030




The applicant is
proposing in the
Summit
neighborhood that
40 24% of the lots’
sizes to be 8,000
sf. to 8,999 sf., 29
23% of the lots’
sizes to be 9,000
sf. to 9,999 sf., 18
16% of the lots’
sizes to be 10,000
sf. to 10,999 sf.,
and 13 37% of the
lots’ sizes to be
11,000 or larger.

In the Ridgeline
neighborhood the
applicant is
proposing 62 69%
of the lots’ sizes to
be 7,000 sf. to
7,999 sf., 10 8% of
the lots’ sizes to be
8,000 sf. to 8,999

Plan indicates that this area
could have up to five (5)
dwelling units per acre. The
applicant is proposing
approximately three (2.9)
dwelling units per acre. Please
see the “Consistency with the
Lemont 2030 Plan” section for a
more detailed discussion.
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sf., 32 11% of the
lots sizes to be
9,000 sf. to 9,999
sf., and 36 13% of
the lots’ sizes to be
10,000 sf or larger.

17.07.01 Minimum lot The proposal Staff finds this deviation
(Table Width 1s 90 ft. | includes a variety | acceptable given the guidance of
17.07.01) for R-4 of lot widths for the Lemont 2030
each of the single- | Comprehensive Plan. Please see
family detached the “Consistency with the
neighborhoods Lemont 2030 Plan” section for a
(Attachment 5) more detailed discussion.
17.07.01 The minimum | The lots proposed | Stafffinds-the-deviation
(Table interior side have interior side | unaecceptable: Staff weuld finds
17.07.01) setback 1s 15 setbacks of seven the deviation acceptable based

ft. for R-4
districts.

and half (7.5)-eight
£8) feet and 10 ft.

on the applicant’s proposed
masonry plans for lots 1-4, 9,

for lots that are

10, 13, 14, 18-21, 33-37, 41, 42,

proposed with
utilities placed in

46-54, 68, 69, 76, 93, 94, 101,
105-108, 112, 119, 120, 125,

the interior side

126, 130, 131, 136-138, 141,

yard and the
Summit

neighborhood.

142, 147, 152, 153, 275, and
35-57%-98106-111. 133 and 152
1-20. 35-57and 100-113) had
masoney-extending fromgrade
to-the-top-ef-thefirst storey—The
decrease in requested interior
side yard setbacks to of seven
and half (7.5) feet is to
accommodate brick
requirements. Additionally, the
applicant has increased the
setbacks for lots 33-38 and 45-
53 to 10 ft. and has increased
any setbacks to 10 ft. where the
proposed utilities are located in
the interior side yards.
Additionally, the Applicant
reviewed with staff a plan that
would have 10 ft. interior side
yards for the entire project.
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Doing so would decrease the
subdivision by another 16 lots.

17.07.01 The minimum | The applicant is Staff finds the deviation

(Table rear setback of | proposing 25 ft. acceptable for a majority of the

17.07.01 R-41s 30 ft. Lots that back up | single-family homes back up to

to the duplexes open spaces.-Staff doesfind the
(275-281) are devintion-unaeceptablefor-tots
proposed with 30 3539 51-56,129-134. 279-287
ft. Lots 33-38 and | as-theseunits-backupto-either
45-53 which back | existingsingle-family-homes;
up to the existing | propesed-singlefamily homes;
lots on Timberline | er-to-proposed-duplexes:

are proposed with

40 ft. rear

setbacks.

17.11 (Signs) | The UDO The applicant is Staff finds some of the
regulates the proposing 16 signs | deviations for 12 of the signs
permitted for the acceptable. Staff finds the
signage in subdivision. deviation for four (4) of the
residential signs unacceptable. Please see
districts and the “Signage” section below for
subdivisions. a detailed discussion.

17.12.030.C Fences in R The applicant is Staff finds the deviation

(Fences) districts shall proposing a 12 ft. acceptable to buffer the
not exceed six fence/wall along development from the Tollway.
feet the rear lot lines of

the duplexes to
provide a buffer
from the Tollway.

Appendix Minimum Seme-areas-are The UDO has two conflicting

GLS-10 pavement propesedat-30ft: | standards on the required
width for and-others-are pavement width. Appendix G
streets back- proposedat-27-ft: | indicates 30 ft. and Table
to-back curb 30 | back-to-backeurb- | 17.26.01 indicates that local

ft.

All roads proposed
with a minimum
60 ft. ROW and
minimum 30 33 ft.
back-to-back

streets have a minimum of 27
ft. Staff finds that the minimum
30 ft. width standard is more
appropriate for the subdivision.
Thus staff finds the deviation

pavement curb acceptable. Additionally the
widths. The applicantis-propesing-the
applicant is standard 66-ft—right-of-way
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proposing 66 ft. ROW)-thus;-the 30-ft:

ROW for Vistancia | pavement-width-ean-be-easily

Dr., Woodview Dr., | aceemmedated—Staffis

and Alba Dr. with | reeommending that-AlbaDr-
36 ft. back-to-back | WeedwiewDr _—and portionsof
curb width. Vistaneia Drbe 66t ROWs.

STANDARDS FOR REZONING

Illinois courts have used an established set of criteria when evaluating the validity of
zoning changes. The criteria are known as the LaSalle factors, as they were established in a
1957 lawsuit between LaSalle National Bank and Cook County. Additionally, the eight
“LaSalle factors” serve as a useful guide to planners and appointed and elected officials who
are contemplating zoning changes. The LaSalle factors that are not addressed elsewhere in
this report are as follows:

1. The extent to which property values are diminished by the particular zoning;

Analysis: Rezoning would not diminish the property value of the subject property; the
unincorporated properties are currently zoned as unincorporated territory in Cook County.
Cook County’s zoning for those properties is single-family residential. The default R-1
zoning for annexation requires a minimum lot size of 130,680 sf. The ability to create
multiple homes on the subject site would be difficult nor would they meet the current
desired characteristics of Lemont for single family homes. The small portion of the subject
property that is incorporated, which is currently zoned Institutional will not diminish the
property value with the change to R-5 zoning. The R-5 zoning allows for an increase in
permitted use on the subject property.

2. The extent to which the destruction of property values of the complaining party
benefits the health, safety, or general welfare of the public;

Analysis: The applicant’s property values are not expected to diminish in value as the
majority of the area is classified as single-family per Cook County, with a minimum lot size
of 20,000 sf. The Village’s R-4 zoning allows for a smaller minimum lot size which in turn
allows for more residential units to be developed under the Village’s zoning, which should
increase the value of the property. The small portion of the incorporated subject property
that is currently zoned Institutional. Although the area is being Rezoned to residential,
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another area within the subdivision is proposed to be dedicated to the Township and will be
zoned Institutional. Thus the property values will not be diminished.

3. The relative gain to the public as compared to the hardship imposed on the individual
property owner;

Analysis: There is no hardship upon the subject property’s owners, as the requested
rezoning will allow the owners to achieve their desired development of subject property and
increase the value of the land.

4. The public need for the proposed use;

Analysis: The proposed use would allow for development in an area that is currently
vacant and unused. Development within Cook County under its current zoning would be
difficult, undesirable to most owners and therefore, unlikely. The topography of the subject
property presents many challenges which are costly to remedy. Although the subject
property is a Greenfield development, it is situated close to existing utilities and major
streets, thus the burden on the public utilities is minimal. The occupancy of the site is also
seen as an improvement to the public.

GENERAL ANALYSIS

Park Impact Fees Analysis. The applicant is proposing a combination of land and cash
donation to meet the park impact fee requirements. The applicant is proposing one park
site near lots 134138 145-and-146 281. The park is proposed for two (2) to twelve (12) year
olds and is to be constructed by the applicant with the input and direction from the Lemont

Park District. The-applicant-has-confirmedin-the submittalsthatlot 137 near-the park wall
also-be-inecorporatedinto-the park-siterather than-aresidential Jot: The applicant 1s also

proposing a series of trails to connect the development to the township trails that abut the

subJect property to the south and southeast. qlhe—a—ppl-}eaﬂHs—a-lse—piﬁeﬁesa}g—t—ha{—a—smaH

L11e19&Hﬁrs~l=1+1~19—1:—1%1—1—1—8—The Townshlp Staff and the Park Dlstrlct Staff have rev1ewed the request
and find it acceptable. This is still pending official acceptance by the Township Board and
Park District Board. The remainder of the impact fees will be cash, which will be allotted
as required by ordinance and as agreed upon between the Village, Township and Park
District. The applicant is also proposing a shared bicycle lane along Woodwind Dr. to
Timberline Dr.
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Consistency with Lemont 2030 Plan. The Comprehensive Plan map designates this
area as Contemporary Neighborhood (CTP) land use. Per Lemont 2030, the CTP is:

“Characterized by mostly single-family detached homes, with some single-
family attached homes and multi-family homes incorporated throughout the
district. The different housing types in this district are designed to relate to
each other to create cohesive streetscapes. Similarity of massing, building
setbacks, architectural styles, and exterior building materials help single-
family attached blend with surrounding single-family detached homes. Private
open spaces will be smaller than those found in the conventional neighborhood
district, but the developments will feature common open space in their
designs...They are designed to safely accommodate walking and bicycling. With
an average gross density of five dwelling units per acre throughout the district,
many residents in contemporary neighborhoods will likely live within walkable
and bikable distances of commercial and recreational destinations.”

The proposed development is consistent with the goals of the Lemont 2030 Comprehensive
Plan. The development highlights pedestrian and bicycle access to larger trail networks and
connections to downtown. The propose development is a mixture of single-family detached
units and duplexes. The proposed development will have less dwelling units per acre (29
2.7) than otherwise planned for in the Lemont 2030 Comprehensive Plan.

One of the guiding principles of the Our Homes chapter of Lemont 2030 is that housing
products with higher densities are interrelated with and supportive of many of the plan’s
other goals related to economic development and community vibrancy, so long as
developments do not detract from the aesthetics and the nature and character of the
Village. Specifically, Lemont 2030 recommends that the Village “encourage residential
planned unit developments that contain a range of housing products or lot sizes”. The
proposed development contains a range of lot sizes, from 7,000 to sf to 16,900 sf with an
average lot size of 8,900 9,183 9,663 sf.

The proposed development has a higher density than the typical R-4 Zoning district
standards would require; however, this higher density is consistent with Lemont 2030
Comprehensive Plan. The Lemont 2030 Comprehensive Plan seeks to attain incrementally
higher densities while maintaining aesthetic compatibility between new and existing
development.

The area is also indicated as a conservation overlay district. The proposed grading of the
site generally maintains the natural topography of the site. Additionally the proposed
development is designed to cluster the developed land in an effort to avoid to negatively
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impacting the environmentally sensitive ravine areas. However, the proposed ravine
crossing would fill in a significant area by the installation of a box culvert to achieve the
connection between the tops of the bluffs. As such, the ravine is significantly impacted; this

is inconsistent with the Lemont 2030 Comprehensive Plan. Thus, staff is recommending
that the applicant work with staff to finalize the appearance of the box culvert to ensure it

is aesthetically appealing.

Consistency with PUD Objectives. UDO Section 17.08.010.C lists 11 different objectives
to be achieved through planned unit developments; however, only seven are applicable to
this proposed PUD. Staff finds the following:

the proposed PUD supports objective #1 ensuring that the future growth and
development occurs in accordance with the policies and goals of the Village; the
proposed subdivision achieves the goals of the Lemont 2030 Comprehensive Plan.
the proposed PUD supports objective #2, providing a more desirable living
environment by preserving the natural landscape features of the property; the
proposed grading of the site maintains the natural bluff topography of the site that
Lemont is known for.

the proposed PUD supports objective # 3 to stimulate creative approaches to the
residential development of land; by proposing to take a challenging piece of vacant,
undeveloped property along the Tollway with unique natural topography and
develop a residential subdivision that still preserves and maintains a significant
portion of the natural areas.

the proposed PUD supports objective #4, to encourage and stimulate economic
development within the Village; the site is in an area that is largely undeveloped
and challenging to develop with the natural topography. The proposed development
would utilize the land while keeping the nature and character intact.

the proposed PUD supports objective #6 to provide usable open space within a
reasonable distance of all dwelling units; the developments proposed park and
connections to the Township trails allow residents from the entire subdivision access
to common open spaces.

the proposed PUD supports objective #10 to encourage introduction of related and
complementary lands uses; the residential subdivision is compatible with the
surrounding existing residences and the Township open space.

the proposed PUD supports objective #11 to allow clustering of residential uses on
smaller lots to conserve or create open space; the proposed subdivision is designed to
cluster the development area to maintain the natural ravines on the subject
property and provide additional open spaces for residents.

Compatibility with Existing Land Uses. The properties to the north are primarily large

lot rural single-family residences or vacant land. The properties to the south are the
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Township recreational facility. The property to the west is the Tollway. The properties to
the east are single-family residences located within the Village. The applicant is proposing
a higher residential density than the properties to the east, but the applicant is proposing a
landscaped buffer and has increased the lot sizes adjacent to the existing homes to
minimize compatibility issues. Thus, staff sees no compatibility issues.

Traffic & Site Access. The site is proposed to be access from Alba St. and Timberline Dr.
The applicant provided a traffic analysis showing that the current infrastructure outside
the proposed subdivision can support the proposed development. The applicant’s proposal
for the realignment of Alba St. is an improvement over the current configuration. The
results show that the proposed street layout will allow for adequate inbound and outbound
traffic from both proposed entrances and circulation within the development. The
additional traffic created by the development will not significantly affect the level of service
or travel times of nearby roads. 127t St. currently operates at a level of service (LOS) B.
The development would slightly decrease the morning peak hours to a LOS C, but the
evening peak hours will remain LOS B. New Ave. currently operates at a LOS C, and the
traffic analysis indicates that the LOS will not be affected by the increase traffic from the
development. Alba St. and Timberline currently operate at and LOS A and the proposed
development will not change the LOS of either street. As a side note the traffic analysis
indicates that the warrant is met for a left turn lane from New Ave. onto Timberline Dr.
even without the proposed development. The Village Engineer estimated the cost for the
turn lane, based upon past projects, will be roughly $300,000. As the proposed development
increases the future traffic by 50% the applicant, the Village is requesting a contribution of
$150,000 to the future turn lane.

The applicant consulted with the Timberline Knolls project team that is proposing the new
entrance along Timberline Dr. Timberline Knolls and the applicant worked with staff to
shift both entrances north roughly 20 ft. away from the existing residences on Timberline
Dr. The existing grades make the proposed entrance at Timberline Dr. and Vistancia Dr.
extremely challenging. Previously, the applicant and Timberline Knolls entrances were
seven (7) feet misaligned. The Village Engineer reviewed the entrances and indicated that
the proposed locates are the best alternative to other undesirable alignment options.
However, some of the parkway trees along the north side of the entrance should be removed
for better sightlines and the proposed entrance sign should be shifted further west to avoid
impediment of the sightlines.

The applicant provided an updated memo from the traffic engineer with additional
information on the traffic counts, nearby road network characteristics, and other

information based on the two previous PZC meetings. The applicants’ project traffic counts
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predicted higher volumes of traffic than was observed during a January 2017 data
collection day.

Landscaping. The applicant has submitted landscape, woodland, and tree removal plans.
The applicant also submitted an existing tree survey, which included 6,086 trees. Of those
trees, roughly 20% are already in poor condition, dying or dead. The applicant has proposed
the preservation of 2,952 of those trees. Note this number is generated by the applicant
proposal minus the trees that staff has found should not be preserved based on species and
quality. Thus, roughly 48% of the existing trees are being preserved. The majority of the
trees are being preserved in the ravine/ bluff areas. The Village Arborist reviewed the
proposed plans and commented that since so many natural areas are being preserved, a
woodland management plan, in addition to the submitted woodland plan, is needed to
maintain the undisturbed areas.

The landscape plan was also submitted. The
applicant has proposed buffering between the
existing single-family homes on Timberline Dr.
with evergreen trees planted every 20 to 25 feet.
The buffered area is along the south side of the
Timberline entrance and along the rear of lots

35-38 and 51-57.-A-—similar-evergreenbufferis
proposed—along the rearof the-duplexlots197-
261 to—secreen—the—units—fromthe Tollway-

Previously, the applicant was proposing a

landscaped berm between the duplexes and the

Tollway. The request has been revised to a berm
with a solid 12 ft. fence/wall that mimics the
appearance of limestone (Figure 1). The

applicant is also proposing landscaping around

the detention facilities that meets the UDO

standards. The Ylllage Arborist had minor Figure 1 The applicants proposed fence/wall
comments on species of trees for the parkways along the Tollway.

and detention facilities. All comments are

attached.

The proposed landscaping around the north side of the Timberline Dr. entrance is a concern
of staff. Staff is recommending that three (3) of the parkway trees along the north side of
Vistancia Dr. be removed and the landscaping for the subdivision sign be shifted west
(Figure 2). One (1) parkway tree and one (1) evergreen tree are also being recommended for
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removal along the south side of the Timberline Dr. entrance as well. The removal/shifting of
this landscaping will improve the safety of the intersection by allowing traffic utilizing
Timberline Dr. and Vistancia Dr. to more easily see vehicles approaching the proposed
intersection. The applicant indicated in a memo submitted with the revised plans that the

landscaping was removed per staff’s recommendation. However, the plan was not updated.
Thus the applicant is willing to comply with the recommendation and the plans only need

to be revised.

-

Figure 2 The arrow indicates where the subdivision sign and landscaping should be moved to improve the
sightlines of the proposed intersection. The Xs indicate the landscaping that should be removed.

The Village Ecologist also provided comments on the landscape plan, existing tree survey
and the tree removal plan. There are some minor errors in the existing tree survey tree tag
numbers and species. The detention facilities are indicated as natural; however, a planting
list or maintenance plan was not submitted for review. Full comments from the Village
Ecologist are attached.

Building Design. The applicant is proposing three sub-neighborhoods within the
subdivision. The first neighborhood located near the Timberline Dr. entrance is the Summit
neighborhood (99 97 94detached lots). The second neighborhood is Ridgeline in the middle
of the development (¥5 68 64 detached lots). The third is the Villas, located along the
Tollway and Alba St. (320 122 attached units, 60 61 lots). The applicant is proposing a
product book to address the appearance and anti-monotony of the proposed homes. The
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product book also contains the proposed materials for residences, of which the dominate
material is LP siding.

The proposed product book contains seven (7) models with five (5) elevations per model in
the Summit neighborhood. All seven models include some level masonry on the front
facade. The HR2I (Hilltop model) elevation and HR2G elevation (Riverton model) must be
either combined under the same model or one of the elevations eliminated. The facades are

too similar to be potential placed next to one another as they are classified as different
models. The applicant is proposing that HR2G and HR2I be considered the same elevation

and be thus be restricted from being constructed not be placed within two lots or across the

street and have differing color packages. The side and rear elevations need some
adjustment to avoid monotony and the Greenfield model needs adjustments to the front

elevations, thus staff recommends that the applicant work with staff to finalize the product
book prior to final approvals. Staff is also recommending that no one model in the Summit
neighborhood be constructed on more than 30% of the lots. As the applicant as indicated

there are willing to comply with staff’s recommendation, staff would be willing consider no

more than 40% of one model to be constructed in the Summit neighborhood, pending the
revision of the product book. Staff is recommending that no model with the same elevation

and color package be constructed within two (2) lots of one another or directly across the
street from each other. In addition, no model with the same elevation and color package be
constructed within three (3) lots of one another along cul-de-sacs.

The applicant is proposing five (5) models with five (5) elevations per model in the Ridgeline
neighborhood. All five models include some level masonry on the front facade. The product

book needs to be revised for three (3) of the proposed models (Mercer, Continental, and
Newberry). The elevations themselves are acceptable; however the organization with in the
models types is not. _The elevations of the Mercer, Continental, and Newberry should be

reorganized to place facades that are similar in the same mode to increase facade diversity.
Elevations HR3S-N, HR3T, HR3T-C, HR3T-N, AND HRS3S-C should be reorganized and

consolidated in a single model. Elevations HR2G-N, HR2G, NC2G, AND HR2G-C should be
reorganized and consolidated in to a single model. Elevations NC2G-N, EC2G, CR2G, and

CR2G-C should be reorganized and consolidated in to a single model. There are some
elevations in the Mercer model that are too similar to the Continental or Newberry.

However, if the proposed product book is reorganized for these three (3) models to
consolidate elevations that are more similar to one another rather than having them spread
between three (3) different models, staff concerns will be addressed appropriately. The
Newberry EC2G-N elevation must be revised to show an improved covered front entry

appearance. The applicant has indicated that they will comply with the staff
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recommendations for the reorganization of Newberry, Mercer, and Continental models and
revisions the entry of EC2G-N. Similar to the Summit models the side and rear elevations

need some adjustment to avoid monotony and the Newberry and Bennett front elevations
need adjustments, thus staff recommends that the applicant work with staff to finalize the
product book prior to final approvals. Staff recommends that no one model in the Ridgeline
neighborhood shall be constructed on more than 30% of the lots. As the applicant as

indicated there are willing to comply with staff’'s recommendations, staff would be willing
to consider no more than 40% of one model to be constructed in the Ridgeline neighborhood,

pending the revision of the product book. As recommended in the Summit neighborhood,
staff is recommending that no model with the same elevation and color package be
constructed within two (2) lots of one another or directly across the street from each other.

Additionally no model with the same elevation and color package be constructed within
three (3) lots of one another along cul-de-sacs.

Staff 1s recommending that the applicant work with staff to finalize the color packages for
all the single-family detached models. The applicant provided some information on the color
packages; however, without color samples staff cannot review the proposed color packages
in depth.

Per the table above, staff recommends that the high profile single-family detached lots G-
21 35-57-98,106-111,133,—and 1521-20,35-57—and—100-113) in the subdivision be

required to have masonry from grade to top of first storey on all elevations. This is roughly
30 34.5% of the single-family detached units. These lots either back up to existing homes or

applicant has revised their product book to include brick on 38% of the total units. The

applicant is proposing that 24 of the Summit neighborhood lots have brick on all first floor
elevations (nine (9) ft.). The proposed lots are 1-3, 9, 10, 19, 20, 33-37, 48-54, 68, 69, and 76

have brick on all first floor elevations (nine (9) feet). Lots 4, 13, 14, 18, 21, 41, 42, and 93
have a wainscot of brick on all elevations (three (3) feet). The applicant is proposing 22 of
the Ridgeline neighborhood have a wainscot of brick on all elevations (lots 94, 101, 105-108,
112, 119, 120, 125, 126, 130, 131, 136-138, 141, 142, 147, 152, 153, 275, and 281). The
applicant is proposing that 52 units of the Vista neighborhood have a wainscot of brick on
all elevations (lots 167-174, 168-188, 201, 202, 209 -212, 216, 217, 231-236, 247, 248, 253,

and 254, 259-272). Staff is recommending that the following models that have brick on the
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facade which does not wrap around the entry/porch be corrected with a minimum of a
wainscot of brick:

Continental- HR2G-C, HR3T-C, and HR3S-C.

Newberry elevations: HR2G-N, HR3S-N, and HR3T-N.
Stonebrook elevations: HR2G

Bennett elevations: HR2G and HR2H

Amberwood elevations: HR2M and HR2S

Greenfield elevations: HR1A-01 BRICK, HR2G, and NC2G
Hilltop elevations: HR3M and HR3S

Westchester elevations: HR2G and NC2G

Riverton elevations: HR1A-01 BRICK, HR3M, and HR2G

The applicant has indicated they will comply with this staff recommendation.

The proposed duplexes in the Villas have three (3) possible elevations. Staff sees no issues
with the proposed elevations. The potential color packages of the duplexes should be

Signage. Two (2) permanent subdivision signs are proposed at the Timberline Rd. and
Alba St. entrances. Staff recommends that the sign be shifted to improve the visibility at
the intersection of Vistancia Dr. and Timberline Dr. Staff has no concerns with the signs.
The applicant is requesting 14 signs for the advertisement of the subdivision. A portion of
the signs could be considered directional per the UDO if they were smaller and did not
contain the Pulte logo.

Four (4) temporary signs are proposed for advertising the subdivision; two of the signs are
roughly eight (8) feet by six (6) feet and two (2) of the signs are eight (8) feet by four (4) ft.
The two eight (8) feet by six (6) feet signs, labeled in the applicants submittals as temporary
signs 2 and 4, are proposed on a property that the applicant does not appear to control, thus
staff will need documentation that the applicant has the right to place these signs on the
property. The two eight (8) feet by four (4) feet signs are proposed at the Alba St. and
Timberline Knolls entrances. Staff will need to see a more detailed plan to ensure that the
proposed signs do not encroach on the vision triangle or impede sightlines; however, staff
has no issues with the general area and size of the signs. The applicant is proposing three
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directional signs directing customers from the Timberline Dr. entrance to the sales office.
Again staff will need to see additional information that the signs do not encroach on the
vision triangle or impede sightlines; however staff has no concerns with the proposed
directional signage.

Four (4) temporary signs are being requested in the model/sales office area. Staff will need
more information to ensure that the placement of these signs will not encroach the vision
triangle or impede sightlines. Staff has no concerns with the general area and size of the
signs.

Three temporary signs that read “Flexible Living Space” are indicated along the southern
portion of Alba St. inside the subdivision. Staff finds these signs are unnecessary for
advertisement or directional purposes. Additionally, staff is not objecting to the directional
signage also having the Pulte logo on it, which is not permitted by the UDO. In addition,
the applicant is proposing a billboard sign, labeled in the applicant’s submittals as
temporary sign #1, along the Tollway to advertise the subdivision. It is likely that the
applicant would need a permit from Illinois Department of Transportation pursuant to the
Highway Advertising Control Act of 1971 (225 ILCS 440) prior to the placement of a
billboard within such close proximity to Illinois Tollway I-355. Staff finds this request and
deviation from the UDO unacceptable. The Billboard sign is too large of a deviation from
the UDO to be permitted, even if the State of Illinois would allow its placement.

For all the temporary advertising signs, staff is recommending that these signs be removed

once the subdivision has reached 90% occupancy for the lots.

Management. As-diseussed-abovethe Village
a h e o o a 11 v 0

Engineeri

ng Comments & Stormwater

thestreet: The Village Engineer reviewed the updated plans and comments that the
applicant has complied with four (4) of the previous recommendations. The applicant has

still not updated their plans to indicated that full water main looping will occur in Phase 1.
Geotextile liner for the detention facilities is recommended by the Village Engineer per the

soils report. The updated plans indicate a ConSpan culvert for the ravine crossing, the
Village Engineer is recommending that the culvert be maintained by the HOA. Street lights

were also missing from the interior streets of the subdivision only a note to incorporate
street light has been added for final approvals; this is unacceptable per the UDO and the
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Village Engineer. Lastly, as there are four ravines on the property, two of which are under
the jurisdiction of USACE, the Village Engineer recommends that conservation easements
are placed on the lots that impact the ravines. The Village Engineer’s full comments are
attached.

Fire District Comments. The Fire Marshal’s comments are attached; he generally
approves of the subdivision. The majority of the Fire Marshal’'s comments are items that
are addressed during Site Development permitting.

School District 113a and 210 Comments. School District 210 provided comments on the
proposed subdivision’s impacts on Lemont High School (LHS). LHS does have the capacity
for the increased enrollment predicted from the subdivision. The phased approach to the
development allows time for LHS to adjust staffing and facility needs for the projected
increased enrollment. The district will receive impact fees from the development for all
housing types.

School District 113a also provided comments on the proposed subdivisions impacts on the
district. The Board of Education for 113a has been mindful and diligent in trying to reduce
class sizes over the last three (3) year and remains committed to doing so. The district will
see a higher increase in enrollment than School District 210. The School District will also
receive impact fees for both proposed housing types.

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, the proposed development is well designed and complies with most requirements of
the UDO considering the unique challenges the site contains. The proposal also achieves
the goals of the Lemont 2030 Comprehensive plan. Therefore, staff recommends approval
with the following conditions:

4. The applicant will work with staff on the appearance of the bex span culvert wing
walls. The span culvert should be finished as pressed and colored concrete to appear
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10.

11.

as if it 1s constructed of limestone. Additionally per the Village Engineer’s
comments, indicate the structure will be maintained by the HOA:

Submit a contribution of $150,000 for the New Ave. and Timberline Rd. left turn
lane;

Remove three (3) of the parkway trees along the north side of Vistancia Dr. and the
landscaping for the subdivision sign be shifted west at the proposed Timberline Dr.
Entrance. Additionally, remove one (1) parkway tree and one (1) evergreen tree
along the south side of Vistancia Dr. at the Timberline Dr. entrance;

Correct the nine (9) models listed above that have brick on the facade which
does not wrap around the entry/porch with a wainscot of brick;

Comply with the following anti-monotony requirements:

a. No one model in the Summit neighborhood shall be constructed on more than
30% of the lots. Staff is willing to increase this percentage pending the
revision of the product book as discussed earlier in the staff report;

b. No one model in the Ridgeline neighborhood shall be constructed on more
than 30% of the lots. Staff is willing to increase this percentage pending the
revision of the product book as discussed earlier in the staff report; and

c. No model, in either of the Ridgeling or Summit neighborhoods, with the same
elevation and color package shall be constructed with in two (2) lots of one
another or across the street. Additionally no model with the same elevation
and color package be constructed within three (3) lots of one another along
cul-de-sacs.

The applicant shall work with staff to finalize the Ridgeline and Summit models as
described above;

The applicant shall work with staff to finalize the rear and side elevations for all the
proposed single-family detached models;
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12. The applicant shall work with staff to finalize the color packages for all the models
(detached and attached) prior to Final PUD approvals;

13. The applicant will revise the request for the signs to eliminate the billboard sign and
the temporary “Flexible Living Space” signs;

14. Comply with the requirement that all the temporary advertising signs shall be
removed once the subdivision has reached 90% occupancy for the lots. Except to two
proposed signs that are outside of the development, those signs shall be removed
once 90% of the lots in the subdivision have been sold;

15. Prior to the submittal of the Final PUD application, an approved and fully executed
404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to disturb the waters of the U.S.
areas shall be submitted to the Village as needed,;

16. Address any additional outstanding issues as noted by the Village Arborist, Village
Engineer, Village Ecologist, and Fire Marshal;

18. Eliminate lot 98

19. Revise the stormwater management plans to accommodate the proposed increase in
impervious coverage for the front and rear vards of the single-family lots and the
front yards of the duplexes.

20. Comply with the UDQ’s Native Plantings Guideline for the detention facilities prior
to Final PUD.

21. Comply with the Village Arborist’s requirements for the Woodland Restoration and
Management plan prior to Final PUD.

The applicant has indicated that they will comply with conditions 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, and 15.
The applicant has already complied with conditions1-3, 7. 17, and 18.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Village Arborist review

2. Village Engineer review
3. Village Ecologist review
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4. Fire Marshal review
5. Revised application submittal
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Urban Forest Management, Inc.

January 15, 2017

Ms. Heather Valone
Village Planner
Village of Lemont
418 Main Street
Lemont, IL 60439

RE: PZC Case 2016-10
Vistancia Annexation, Rezoning, and Preliminary PUD
Revised Plans — Review #2

Dear Heather:

As requested, | have reviewed the revised plans. The following comments summarize this
review:

1. There was no response to my comments in my review letter dated December 8, 2016.

2. It appears that some of the Landscape Notes refer to the standards of the City of Novi.
The notes should refer to the standards of the Village of Lemont.

3. The plant lists for street trees should provide more diversity in the species selections.

4. With the topography of the site there may be more salt on the streets. The red maple
and the sugar maple may have a problem with the salt.

5. With the extensive open space areas deer protection may be needed for the smoother
barked trees and some of the other plants.

6. The Deciduous Tree Planting details and the Evergreen Tree Planting Details provide for
scarifying the bottom of the planting pit and re-compacting it to a depth of 4”. The
trees should be planted with the top of the root ball 2” above finished grade.

Sincerely,
URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT, INC.

i

Charles A. Stewart
Vice-President

960 Route 22, Suite 207 Fox River Grove, Illinois 60021 847-516-9708 FAX 847-516-9716
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February 7, 2017

Ms. Heather Valone
Planner

Village of Lemont

418 Main Street
Lemont, lllinois 60439

RE:

Vistancia Subdivision
Preliminary Engineering Plan Review - 3

Dear Heather:

| have reviewed the revised Preliminary Engineering documents dated January 26, 2017, and have
the following comments. Due to the large volume of documents to be reviewed, | have provided a
preliminary review only. (Note: Items 1, 3, 4, and 5 from my January 11, 2017 Plan Review 2 letter
have been complied with, or noted on the revised plans.)

1.

Project construction phasing needs to be performed in such a way as to provide 2-way
access to the site, as well as the full water main loop during Phase One. Please provide a
general note on Sheet 1 indicating this.

The existing conditions plan on engineering plan sheets C-2.2 indicates a “water line” that
indicates potential areas hydraulically connected to the I&M Canal as USACOE waters of the
US. A letter from USACEOQO dated December 1, 2016 verifies that Ravines 1 and 4 contain
jurisdictional wetlands. It is recommended that a Conservation Easement be considered for
Ravines 1, 2, 3 and 4, from the top of slope down to the bottom of the ravines to prevent any
disturbance activity on the ravine slopes.

Stormwater detention and volume control will need to follow MWRDGC-WMO Permit
Guidelines. Stormwater detention will also need to follow Village of Lemont guidelines.
Whichever detention volume and release rate is more stringent will apply.

The Soils Report recommends an impervious geotextile liner for the detention facilities, due
to the existence of sand seams in the soils located along the entire north bluff area along
Main Street. This is a very important staff recommendation and requirement for this
development.

Left turn lanes on New Avenue are warranted at Timberline Drive, currently and in the future.
These lanes should be installed concurrent with this development. A preliminary estimated
cost for this work is $300,000.00.

The widths of the proposed pathways to connect to the Open Space Township Park property
should be consistent with those widths that currently exist in the Open Space Township Park.
There needs to be some way to easily access the upstream and downstream ends of the
proposed ConSpan open channel box culverts under Alba Drive and also Vistancia Drive, for
removal of upstream timber debris, which can be expected to accumulate in the channel.
Earth slopes of 3:1 are indicated from Alba Drive to the culvers. This should be acceptable,
provided it is planted with low maintenance vegetation, but will require a variance from 4:1
slopes. This same situation occurs on the west backslope of Stormwater Basins 1 and 3. An
exhibit showing access to the culvert should be provided. | also recommend that the
ConSpan culverts be maintained by the HOA.



Ms. Heather Valone
Village of Lemont
February 7, 2017
Page Two

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

Due to the significant grade (6%) of the 4’ x 6 ConSpan open channel box culvert, some type
of flow velocity attenuation device will be needed to prevent downstream channel erosion.
An exhibit showing this information shall be provided.

Some type of pedestrian protection, such as a decorative fence, shall be provided behind the
north sidewalk at Stormwater Basin 2. Due to the proximity of the retaining walls behind the
north sidewalk, a decorative guard rail may also be advisable.

A guard rail is recommended on each side of Alba Drive and Vistancia Drive behind the public
sidewalks, at the ConSpan open channel box culvert crossings. Again, some means of
ingress/egress method needs to be provided here for culvert maintenance, as well as for
detention basin maintenance at other locations in the development.

Detention basin depths range from 5-feet to the 6-feet, Village Code is 4-feet maximum. This
will require a design variance. Basins will need to follow the Village’s new native planting
guidelines.

No stormwater calculations were submitted, but the location and size of the detention areas
appears adequate.

Street lights are needed throughout the Subdivision, per UDO.

No lot grading plan is included (only the detention area proposed grading is indicated). The
preliminary grading must be submitted for review and approval by Village Staff at this time,
to verify the usability of the rear yards on each lot.

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

NOVOTNY ENGINEERING

James L. Cainkar, P.E., P.L.S.

JLC/dn

Enclosures

CC:

Mr. George Schafer, Administrator

Mr. Jeffrey Stein, Deputy Administrator

Mr. Ralph Pukula, Director of Public Works
Mr. Mark LaChappell, Building Inspector
File No. 16580

16580_Pre Eng Rev #3.docx



Attachment 3

December 12, 2016

Heather Valone
Village Planner
Village of Lemont
418 Main St
Lemont, IL 60439
(630) 257-1581

RE: Vistancia Development
P.U.D. Preliminary Plan/Plat — Review #1

ecology + vision, llc has received and reviewed the P.U.D. Preliminary Plan/Plat dated
12/08/2016 prepared by Greentech Engineering, Inc. and listed sub-consutlants.

The purpose of our review of this plan is to ascertain its general compliance with Village
ordinances and standard practices regarding native plantings. This review and comments made
herein shall not relieve the designer from his or her duties to conform to all required codes,
regulations and acceptable industry standards and practices. ecology + vision, lIc’s review shall
not be considered an in-depth quality assurance review, we cannot and do not assume
responsibility for errors or omissions throughout the design of these plans. Following are our
review comments:

General Plan Comments

1. There are currently no areas within this plan proposed for natural areas restoration or
native plantings. Any natural areas restoration or native plantings being proposed by the
applicant, including naturalized stormwater facilities and/or mitigation/compensatory
storage areas shall adhere to the Village of Lemont Native Planting Guidelines available
by contacting the Village of Lemont at 630-257-1550.

2. The stormwater detention basins shall be in compliance with the MWRD Watershed
Management Ordinance and the MWRD Technical Guidance Manual.

3. Indicate who will be responsible for maintenance of the 25.44 acres of “open space” as
indicated on sheet C-9.0.

Tree Preservation Plan Comments

4. The plan set submitted for review does not include a tree preservation plan.

5. The plan set submitted for review does include a tree inventory, however there appears
to be errors between the tag numbers and common names. On sheet C-7.1, every tree
shown within the vicinity of lots 1-5 and extending down to lot 56 are all labeled as
“Hickory”. In addition, sheet C-8.2 lists tag numbers 1404, 1405 and 1408 as
“Hawthorns” with sizes exceeding 48” DBH, which is not likely accurate since Hawthorns
are small understory trees rarely exceeding 12” in diameter.




6. Tree tag numbers are missing from some of the located trees on plan sheets C-7.1, C-
7.2, and C-7.3.

7. With over 1,000 Oak and 700 Hickory trees proposed for removal as per this plan set,
we recommend that the Village require submittal of a tree preservation planin
accordance with the UDO.

Landscape Plan Comments
8. To ensure that the landscape plan has been prepared by a “Registered Landscape
Architect”, the landscape architect responsible for production of the landscape plan(s)
shall be a Registered Landscape Architect with the State of lllinois and shall sign and seal
any landscape sheets submitted for this project. (17.20.030, A).

This documents our review of the above referenced plan(s). Please contact our office with
guestions or if additional information is required.

Sincerely,

Andy Stahr, PLA, LEED AP
Principal
(815) 751-2410



Attachment 4

LEMONT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 15900 New Avenue
Lemont, IL 60439

Business: (630) 257-0191
Fax: (630) 257-5318
fpb@Ilemontfire.com
lemontfire.com
November 30, 2016

Building Department
Village of Lemont
418 Main Street
Lemont, IL. 60439

Re: Vistancia
Lemont, IL, 60439

Dear Building Department;

This Department is in receipt of the site plans for the above mentioned project. The 2015 edition of the
International Fire Code along with local amendments were used for this review. These plans are
APPROVED AS NOTED subject to the following comments:

1. The address for the property shall be permanently displayed, either on a sign or on the building.
The type and size of the address a minimum four inches (4") - shall be in compliance with
Lemont Fire Protection District Ordinance #16-01, and International Fire Code, 2015 Edition
(Section 505).

2. An approved automatic sprinkler system shall be installed throughout the multi-family
occupancies. This system shall be designed and installed in accordance with N.F.P.A. Standard
13D, 2013 Edition. A complete set of sprinkler shop/working drawings, and the appropriate
equipment specification sheets, shall be submitted to the Bureau of Fire Prevention for review
and approval prior to installation in accordance with Lemont Fire Protection District Ordinance
#16-01 (Section 903), and International Fire Code, 2015 Edition (Section 903).

3. An approved fire alarm system shall be installed throughout the multi-family occupancies. The
fire alarm system shall be designed and installed in accordance with N.F.P.A. Standard #72, 2013
Edition and Lemont Fire Protection District Ordinance #16-01 (Section 907). A complete set of
fire alarm shop/working drawings, and the appropriate equipment specification sheets, shall be
submitted to the Bureau of Fire Prevention for review and approval prior to installation and in
accordance with the Lemont Fire Protection District Ordinance #16-01 (Section 907), and
International Fire Code, 2015 Edition, (Section 907.1.1).



4. All newly constructed buildings or tenant spaces are required to install an approved key box in an
accessible location approved by the code official in accordance with International Fire Code
Edition 2015 (Section 506.1).

a. TYPE OF KEY BOX: The type of key box approved for use by the Lemont Fire
Protection District is the Knox box brand key vault/rapid entry system. The Lemont
Fire Protection District shall be in complete control of key box and rapid entry
system authorization and operation.

b. LOCATION AND NUMBER: The location of the Knox box shall be approved by
the code official. The Knox box shall be mounted at a maximum height of six (6)
feet above grade in which a person can stand on without any assistance. The total
number of Knox boxes required shall be determined by the code official.

c. KEYS: Key boxes shall contain such keys and other items necessary to provide to
the fire district access to the building at locked points of ingress and egress whether
on the interior or exterior of such building, to building systems, controls and devices,
such as but not limited to: Fire alarm systems, automatic sprinkler systems, elevator
controls, electrical rooms and mechanical rooms and other areas designated by the
Code Official.

d. Each key shall be identified in an approved manner for quick use in case of an
emerge

5. Fire hydrants shall be located along a fire apparatus access road so that no portion of a building
or facility will be more than 300 feet from any hydrant. Additional hydrants and mains shall be
provided where required by the code official. Lemont Fire Protection District Ordinance #16-01
(Section 507.5).

a. Access: Access to fire hydrants shall be by any approved roadway as specified by
this code.

b. Distance to Roadways: Hydrants shall be located approximately ten (10) feet from
all-weather roadways.

c. Pumper Outlet Direction: Each hydrant shall have the pumper (steamer) connection
facing the primary roadway and shall be accessible so that a connection can be made
between the hydrant and the apparatus located in the street with twenty (20) feet of
suction hose.

d. Hydrant Outlet Location: Fire hydrant outlets shall be a minimum of eighteen (18)
inches and no more than thirty-six (36) inches above the finished grade.

e. Hydrant Type: Fire hydrants used in conjunction with water supplies shall be of a
type acceptable to the Lemont Fire Protection District.



f. Cover/Cap: The larger steamer port on the hydrant is to be equipped with a five (5)
inch “storz” fitting with a cover/cap. This cover/cap shall be connected to the
hydrant with a 0.125” vinyl coated aircraft cable. If this type of connection cannot
be used, final determination shall be made by the fire code official. Lemont Fire
Protection District Ordinance #16-01 (Section 507.5.3).

6. When subject to physical damage from vehicles, fire hydrants shall be protected from damage by
approved methods, including barriers in accordance with International Fire Code, 2015 Edition
(Section 507.5.6).

7. Obstruction: Posts, fences, vehicles, growth, trash, storage and other materials or objects shall
not be placed or kept near fire hydrants, fire department inlet connections or fire protection
system control valves in a manner that would prevent such equipment or fire hydrants from being
immediately discernible. The fire department shall not be deterred or hindered from gaining
immediate access to fire protection equipment or fire hydrants in accordance with International
Fire Code, 2015 Edition (Section 507.5.4).

8. Clear space around hydrants. A 3-foot (914 mm) clear space shall be maintained around the
circumference of fire hydrants except as otherwise required or approved in accordance with
International Fire Code, 2015 Edition (Section 507.5.5).

The review of these drawings does not relieve the contractor or building owner from designing and
installing and completing this project per all code and standard requirements. Fire code and standard
requirements not necessarily noted on these plans, in the plan review letter, or noted during inspections
are still required to be provided and installed in full compliance with all adopted codes standards and
ordinances. | will recommend approval of these plans with the stipulation that the above items are
addressed and complied with. This APPROVAL with noted requirements of the Codes and Standards for
the submitted project is not to be construed as final approval. This can only be granted after construction
and occupancy inspections. If you should have any further questions please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Benjamin DeAnda, MPA, MS, CFO, FM
Fire Marshal

cc: file
Village of Lemont Building Department



LEMONT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 15900 New Avenue
Lemont, IL 60439

Business: (630) 257-0191
Fax: (630) 257-5318
fpb@lemontfire.com

January 9, 2017

Building Department
Village of Lemont
418 Main Street
Lemont, IL. 60439

Re: Vistancia
Lemont, IL, 60439

Dear Building Department;

This Department is in receipt of the site plans for the above mentioned project. The 2015 edition of the
International Fire Code along with local amendments were used for this review. These plans are
APPROVED AS NOTED subject to the following comments:

1. No additional comments.

The review of these drawings does not relieve the contractor or building owner from designing and
installing and completing this project per all code and standard requirements. Fire code and standard
requirements not necessarily noted on these plans, in the plan review letter, or noted during inspections
are still required to be provided and installed in full compliance with all adopted codes standards and
ordinances. [ will recommend approval of these plans with the stipulation that the above items are
addressed and complied with. This APPROVAL with noted requirements of the Codes and Standards for
the submitted project is not to be construed as final approval. This can only be granted after construction
and occupancy inspections. If you should have any further questions please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Benjamin DeAnda, MPA, MS, CFO, FM
Fire Marshal

cc: file
Village of Lemont Building Department



LEMONT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 15900 New Avenue
Lemont, IL 60439

Business: (630) 257-0191
Fax: (630) 257-5318
fpb@Ilemontfire.com

January 27, 2017

Building Department
Village of Lemont
418 Main Street
Lemont, IL. 60439

Re: Vistancia
Lemont, IL, 60439

Dear Building Department;

This Department is in receipt of the site plans for the above mentioned project. The 2015 edition of the
International Fire Code along with local amendments were used for this review. These plans are
APPROVED AS NOTED subject to the following comments:

1. No additional comments.

The review of these drawings does not relieve the contractor or building owner from designing and
installing and completing this project per all code and standard requirements. Fire code and standard
requirements not necessarily noted on these plans, in the plan review letter, or noted during inspections
are still required to be provided and installed in full compliance with all adopted codes standards and
ordinances. | will recommend approval of these plans with the stipulation that the above items are
addressed and complied with. This APPROVAL with noted requirements of the Codes and Standards for
the submitted project is not to be construed as final approval. This can only be granted after construction
and occupancy inspections. If you should have any further questions please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Benjamin DeAnda, MPA, MS, CFO, FM
Fire Marshal

cc: file
Village of Lemont Building Department



Attachment 5

ODAWA DEVELOPMENT, LLC

51111 West Pontiac Trail
Wixom, Michigan 48393

February 3, 2017

Ms. Heather VValone
Village Planner
Village of Lemont
418 Main Street
Lemont, IL 60439

Dear Ms. Valone,

Below is our response to the items that the Planning and Zoning Commission wants to see
addressed from our public meeting on January 18, 2017:

1.

Interior side yard setbacks on all lots should be 10 ft. a revised configuration
showing the configuration with these side yards should be developed.
Potential conflicts between foundations and interior side yard utilities should
be prioritized. Interior side yard setbacks have been increased to 10
feet for Lots 33-38 and 45-53, which back up to the existing neighbors
to the east. Also, all lots in the Summit neighborhood that have pipe
utilities that are located in the side yards have 10 foot side yard
setbacks to accommodate a 20 foot wide storm sewer easement. The
remaining single family lot side yard setbacks remain at 7.5 feet.

The proposed buffer along lots 35-39 and 51-57 should be a landscape
easement on the proposed lots rather than a separate outlot to be maintained
by the HOA. Thus these lots would have a 40 ft. rear yard setback (20 ft. of
PU&DE easement and 20 ft. of landscaped easement). This has been done.
The gap between lots 35 and 36 should be eliminated and lots 33-35
reconfigured. Lots 33-36 have been reconfigured to reflect solve this
issue.

. Lots 44 and 45 should be eliminated to allow emergency services to more easy

access the open space behind these lots. Lots 39-46 in the current plan
have been reconfigured to provide a 40 foot opening between Lots 41
and 42 to the open space in this area.

. Lots 85-87 must be reconfigured to remove the open space behind them.

Although the lot numbering is changed, this open area has been
removed and added into the lots.

The gap between lots 72 and 27 should be eliminated. Although the lot
numbering is changed, this open area has been eliminated.

The park site should be moved and designed per the direction of the Park
District. This has been done.



ODAWA DEVELOPMENT, LLC

51111 West Pontiac Trail
Wixom, Michigan 48393

8. Review the information provided regarding a potential wetland near Alba St.
A meeting is being held w/the Township next week and we’ll have an
answer for you then.

9. Traffic calming near the dog park should be reviewed by the traffic engineer.
No traffic calming devices have been proposed near the dog park
and we are open to suggestions.

10. Update the box culvert (ravine crossing) to reduce the filling of the ravine.
This has been done.

11.The duplexes at the Alba St. entrance should have brick. This has been
done.

12.The subdivision should have 100% brick on all first floor elevations. Per the
staff report staff is still recommending that 34.5% of the subdivision
with brick requirements. This has been complied with, see Pulte’s
key lot plan and architectural resubmission.

If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to call me at 248/703-4653.
Sincerely,

Bruce Michael
Managing Member



February 1, 2017

Ms. Heather Valone — Planner
Village of Lemont

418 Main Street

Lemont, IL 60439

Re:

Vistancia

Dear Heather;

Per your request, please find this letter as an explanation of the changes made to the Vistancia
plans as submitted last week. The changes listed below were made in response to the comments
from the public hearing, planning commissioner comments and comments from our telephone
discussions.

The changes include:

Revise the Right-of-Way widths to 66’ wide for Vistancia Drive, Woodview Drive and
Alba Drive. The remainder of the proposed streets are 60’ wide.

Revise the roadway widths to 36° wide back to back for the roads within the 66’ wide
Rights-of- Way. The roads within the 60’ wide Rights-of-way are proposed to be 33’
wide back to back. Typical roadway cross sections are shown on sheet 3.0.

The Summit lots that back up to the Timbers Edge neighbors have been revised so that
the rear yards extend to the eastern property line. The 20’ wide open space as previously
proposed has been eliminated.

All lots that touch the Timbers Edge neighboring lots have been revised with an increased
width and the side yard setbacks have been revised to 10° minimum. This includes lots
33-38 and 45-52.

The rear yard setback for lots 33-38 and lots 45-53 has been increased to 40 feet to allow
for a 20’ wide landscape easement and a 20’ wide easement for storm sewer.
Anticipated side yard easements for storm sewer have been added through the
development and lot widths adjusted for consistent building envelope widths. We
understand that rear yard easements will be indicated on the final PD plans as we further
develop the entire storm sewer network.

A 40’ wide open space area has been included in the Summit open space between lots 41
and 42.

The open space area between Summit lots 31 and 32 has been increased in width per our
discussion.

Street trees at the Timberline entrance have been relocated away from the sight distance
triangle.

Stormwater basin #2 has been revised to allow the required 25’ setback from the
Timberline Right-of-Way to the top of bank for the basin.

Street names have been revised, and a new street name has been added adjacent to lots
101-105.

Civil Engineers ¢ Land Surveyors ¢ Land Planners
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The box culvert across the valley crossing has been revised to an open bottom “Con-
Span” type crossing to allow preservation of the existing channel through the crossing. A
revised “Con-Span” culvert exhibit has been added to sheet 4.0.

Lots 94-95 (previously called lots 98-99) have been re-oriented to front on Ridgeline
Drive.

The lot layout has been revised around lots 141-142, 255-258 and 281 to accommodate
the park location on the west side of Alba Drive.

An additional “Con-Span” type crossing has been added adjacent to lots 142 & 281 to
allow preservation of the existing channel through the crossing.

The rear yard setbacks for lots 275-281 have been revised to 30 feet to accommodate a
60’ building separation between the single family buildings and the duplex units.

All lot data, density calculations, lot area and width tables, density calculations, and
phasing diagram sheet C1.1 have been revised to reflect the new lot layout.

The park plan and calculations have been revised to reflect the new lot layout.

General notes have been added to sheet one to reflect public lighting and detention basin
maintenance.

The “Relief from UDO Standards” table has been added to sheet 1.

The Easement Detail has been revised to reflect the current proposal.

The “Impervious Lot Coverage” exhibits have been added to sheet 3.0.

All proposed spot grades have been revised to reflect the updated plan. Please note that
we understand that proposed contours and grades will be required for final PUD
approval. At this point in the development process, we have completed adequate
calculations to verify that all lots and utilities can be constructed. We are withholding the
preparation of the detailed contoured grading plan until the roadway and lot configuration
are approved by the village due to the extensive hours required to prepare said plans.

All sanitary sewer, storm sewer and water main utilities have been revised to reflect the
new roadway and lot layout.

Natural features plans have been revised to reflect the new roadway and lot layout.

The Open Space plan and calculations on sheet 9.0 have been revised to reflect the new
roadway and lot layout.

The typical lot layouts indicated on Sheet C10.0 have been revised to reflect the updated
setbacks.

Landscape Plan Sheets L-1 to L-3 have been revised to reflect the new roadway and lot
layout.

This letter outlines the site plan changes made since the last submission that was presented to the
village. Separate correspondence from the builder will outline the changes to the building
products. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Respectfully,
GreenTech Engineering, Inc.

Daniel J LeClair, P.E., P.S.



BENCHMARKS:

BM#1
ARROW ON HYDRANT, SOUTHEAST CORNER
TIMBERLINE DRIVE & OLD QUARRY ROAD.
ELEVATION: 598.87 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#2

MAG NAIL WEST SIDE POWER POLE, 55’4 NORTH
OF LOT 40, 'TIMBERLINE 1’ SUBDIVISION.
ELEVATION: 678.27 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#3

R.R. SPIKE NORTH SIDE POWER POLE, REAR
PROPERTY LINE OF #85 TIMBERLINE DRIVE.
ELEVATION: 726.34 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#4

MAG NAIL WEST SIDE 6” OAK (TAG #2356)
95'+ EAST OF THE NORTH-SOUTH 1/4 LINE,

VISTAS
LOTS 153-274

780’ NORTH OF THE CENTER OF SECTION 30. LOT# AREA (sa.t) | LoT wiDTH
ELEVATION: 677.66 N.A.V.D. 1988 153 7326 45
BM#5 154 7457 45
MAG NAIL SOUTH SIDE OF POWER POLE 785+ 185 8039 58
WEST OF THE NORTH—SOUTH 1/4 LINE, 320°+ 158 8108 56
SOUTH OF THE CENTER OF SECTION 30. 157 8257 7z
ELEVATION: 723.38 N.A.V.D. 1988 158 6226 45
BM#6 159 6176 46°
ARROW ON HYDRANT, NORTH SIDE OF PARKING 160 £120 45
LOT LEMONT TOWNSHIP PARK BUILDING, EAST 1 6120 45
SIDE OF ALBA RD. 162 214 52
ELEVATION: 773.49 N.A.V.D. 1988 163 6646 58
BM#7 164 6120 45
ARROW ON HYDRANT, NORTHEASTERLY SIDE OF 1 22 ad
ALBA RD. 680+ WEST OF TIMBERLINE DR. 1% 3% ad
ELEVATION: 766.66 N.A.V.D. 1988 o e il
‘ 168 6621 40
169 14540 148
SUMMIT 170 7275 45
17 8486 45
LOTS 1-93 — — —
173 20728 152
174 5032 45
" LoT# AREA (saft) | LOT WIDTH pers p—— -
! 9719 il 176 5937 45
2 9:498 85 177 5037 45
3 9,496 65 178 5037 45
4 8,863 55 179 5937 45
5 8,450 85 180 5037 45
\J 8,450 95 181 5037 45
7 9,656 55 182 5037 45'
8 9,875 55 183 5937 45
g B84 & 184 5937 45
10 9,675 o 185 5037 45
1 8,450 il 186 14026 45
12 8,450 55 187 11220 123
13 9,302 il 188 7385 45
14 9,899 55 189 7257 prs
15 8,450 55 190 6682 45'
18 8,450 55 191 6030 45
A7 8,450 55 192 6030 45
18 8,450 55 193 6030 45'
19 12452 81 194 5030 45
20 12812 81 195 5030 45
21 9,665 65 196 7089 44
22 9,745 i 197 7730 4
G 9,025 65 198 9518 o
RIDGELINE = o = w [ e “
LOTS 94-152 : = L 2
2 8,450 85 201 6251 45
275-281 2z 8,450 55 202 7798 60°
28 8,450 55 203 12564 s
LOT# AREA (sq.ft.) LOT WIDTH 29 9,646 65 204 9732 44
o4 11695 79' 30 10,923 65 p s ”
95 7280 56 31 9,506 65 p s v
9% 7280 56' 32 15,869 65 — ps v
o7 7260 56' 33 21,609 70 — — ”
98 7932 B 3 13,087 87 = vers -
% 10293 61" 35 13,087 87 — — ypee
100 7695 56 36 12,450 70 pvp — =
101 10604 56 37 15,600 70 - — =
102 8868 56 3 21,664 65" pvn — -
103 7644 59 39 11,730 ' — ) yr
104 7280 56 40 10,095 73 — ) pr
105 13094 129 a1 15,293 146 — o) ”
106 10804 56' 22 15,698 134 pves vy -
107 11050 56' 23 5,750 65 ey vy yre
108 11050 56 44 9,750 65" — ey yre
109 9876 56 45 20,741 e — ey —
110 7280 56/ 26 16,329 ™ — — =
11 7280 56 47 13,274 T 7 — pry pr
112 7280 56 48 10,719 74 — — yr
113 7280 56 49 10,719 ” = — ym
114 7280 56 50 10,150 70 — ey yr
115 7280 56 51 10,321 70 P prom yre
116 7280 56 52 10,169 69’ — = —
7 7260 56 53 14,439 86" s —_ pm
118 7280 56 54 11,740 o7 — prers —
119 12604 85 5 9,410 86' — — yre
120 10570 88 56 9,444 3 prv pwrs -
121 7280 56 57 7,981 65 prrs 7 -
122 7280 56 58 9,441 65' poes e v
123 7280 56 50 10,854 65 o — e
124 7280 P &0 EYsry o5 — — m
125 9750 75 61 8,450 65 povs — -
126 9488 68" 62 8,450 65 o prem -
127 7280 56' o3 9,870 8o pors — v
128 7280 56 64 8,887 73 povs — -
129 7280 56 5 8,450 65 0 — =
130 13014 a7 o6 8,450 o5 ™ — —
131 9364 o 7 8,450 65 Y™ prs =
132 7047 69 o8 10,452 86" v preers =
133 7280 56' 50 1,776 102 ™ prers p
134 7280 56 70 10,799 92 Py prers "
135 7280 56 2 8,450 65' Py pers "
136 7280 56 72 8,450 65 pye — s
137 7260 56 73 8,450 P s — —
138 9762 70 74 8,450 65' o rvres yr-
139 8436 54 75 10,742 107 — 7y yr
140 7509 54 76 11,289 82 - pn =
141 7200 60" e 11,447 14 — =0 =
142 7787 56 78 10,064 85" P =0 e
143 7279 56' 79 9,433 85' 754 5796 pr
144 7362 56" 80 10,727 64" 755 8022 50
145 7630 56' 81 13,281 o pres p— —
148 7576 56' 2 13,745 o1 p P "
147 7779 56 %) 12,576 oF — — p
148 9284 65 84 10,421 65 — o -
149 9558 65 85 10,237 & = — —=
150 8454 56 36 9,760 65" pr preve ym
151 8658 56 a7 8,255 55 = — —
152 8861 56 7y 8,265 55" -~ — -
275 8977 56" 89 8,255 65' 264 8160 s
276 7876 61" %0 10,962 " — — —
277 7280 56" 91 8,283 85 266 eAT6 ]
278 7150 55 92 8,126 65 — = =
279 7478 60 9 12,719 125 — = =
280 7299 56: AVERAGE 10,597 — — =
281 7280 56 — — -
AVERAGE 8346 271 8162 81
272 8651 95'
NOTE: LOT
WIDTH IS NOTE: LOT 273 5969 45
MEASURED AT WIDTH IS 274 7976 60’
THE 25 MEASURED AT
SETBACK THE 25' AVERAGE 7143
SETBACK
NOTE:

THE LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE SHOWN IN AN APPROXIMATE WAY
ONLY AS DISCLOSED BY AVAILABLE UTILITY COMPANY RECORDS AND HAVE NOT BEEN
INDEPENDENTLY VERIFIED BY THE COMPANY. NO GUARANTEE IS EITHER EXPRESSED OR
IMPLIED AS TO THE COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY THEREOF. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
DETERMINE THE EXACT LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITES BEFORE COMMENCING WORK, AND
AGREES TO BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES WHICH MIGHT BE
OCCASIONED BY THE CONTRACTOR’S FAILURE TO EXACTLY LOCATE AND PRESERVE ANY AND
ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE DESIGN ENGINEER
IMMEDIATELY IF A CONFLICT IS APPARENT.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

THAT PART OF SECTION 30, TOWNSHIP 37 NORTH,
DESCRIBED AS:
COMMENCING AT THE SOUTH QUARTER CORNER OF

RANGE 11, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,

SAID SECTION 30; THENCE NO1°23’08"E 1056.34 FEET

ALONG THE NORTH—SOUTH 1/4 LINE OF SAID SECTION 30 TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF
INTERSTATE 355, VETERAN'S MEMORIAL TOLLWAY, (VARIABLE WIDTH), AND ALSO THE POINT OF BEGINNING;.
THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE THE FOLLOWING 3 COURSES; (1) THENCE N37°27°12"W 1210.89 FEET,
(2)THENCE N45°5513"E 220.34 FEET AND (3)THENCE N3801'35"W 1128.85 FEET; THENCE NO1°26°35"W
282.73 FEET; THENCE N59°23'11”E 701.21 FEET, THENCE S01°44’24"E 77.23 FEET; THENCE N63°09'09"E
678.22 FEET; THENCE N01'14’24”W 89.65 FEET; THENCE N67°00'14”E 379.85 FEET; THENCE N60°06'48"E
933.62 FEET; THENCE N64°49'06"E 161.67 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WESTERLY LINE OF TIMBERLINE DRIVE
(66 FEET WIDE), AS DEDICATED IN TIMBERLINE | SUBDIVISION, AS RECORDED APRIL 5, 1979, AS DOCUMENT
24908074; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE THE FOLLOWING 3 COURSES; (1) THENCE 250.18 FEET

ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 233.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 61°3113"

AND A CHORD BEARING S35°09'37"E 238.33 FEET,
185.46 FEET ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, SAID

(2) THENCE S65°4811"E 242.21.FEET AND (3) THENCE
CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 167.00 FEET, A DELTA

ANGLE OF 63°37°42” AND A CHORD BEARING S33°59'20"E 176.07 FEET, TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF
SAID TIMBERLINE | SUBDIVISION; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH LINE S88°46°19"W 445.08 FEET; THENCE

S01°28'14"E 1569.97 FEET ALONG THE WESTERLY L
$88°40'57"W 1324.64 FEET TO THE CENTER 1/4 C
FEET ALONG SAID NORTH—-SOUTH 1/4 LINE OF SAl
S44419'12"E 35.22 FEET; THENCE S51°38'22°E 41.5

INE OF SAID TIMBERLINE | SUBDIVISION; THENCE

DRNER OF SAID SECTION 30; THENCE S01°23'01"E 1024.85
D SECTION 30; THENCE S37°27°14"E 162.24 FEET, THENCE
5 FEET; THENCE $55°47°00"E 175.37 FEET; THENCE

S42°08’49"E 79.37 FEET; THENCE S47°51°01"W 93.32 FEET; THENCE S78°05°54"W 49.86 FEET; THENCE

S42°08'49"E 201.08 FEET; THENCE N88°37°26"E 12

2.79 FEET, THENCE 131.57 FEET ALONG A CURVE TO THE

RIGHT, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 150.00 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 50%15'26" AND A CHORD
BEARING S66°14'51"E 127.40 FEET; THENCE N48°52i52"E 33.00 FEET; THENCE N88'37'27"E 42.20 FEET;

THENC S01°25°02"E 131.48 FEET; THENCE S47°51°11
THENCE 41.85 FEET ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGH

"W 124.18 FEET, THENCE S42°08’49”E 141.62 FEET;
%, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 230.00 FEET, DELTA

10°25'29” AND A CHORD BEARING S36°56'04"E 41.79 FEET, THENCE S31°43°20"W 68.17 FEET; THENCE

S5816°40"W 66.00 FEET; THENCE S01°25'02"E 169.

D5 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID

INTERSTATE 355; THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE THE FOLLOWING 3 COURSES; (1) THENCE N42°08'49"W

813.31 FEET, (2) THENCE N87°22'15"W 128.56, AND
BEGINNING, ALL IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS. CONTAI

(3) THENCE N12°35'32"W 21.73 FEET TO THE POINT OF
ING 104.81 ACRES.
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RELIEF FROM UDO STANDARDS COMMUNITY GENTER
[ ORDINANCE SECTION | DESCRIPTION "REQUIRED PROPOSED _ Comments —
| 17:06-02 Projection inta Side Yards 120 3 S For Duplex Unitsonly
- 17.06.030-H Lot Coverage {Front & Rear | 36% Max. .« | 40% | For Rear Yard Decks & Pools
: : Yard Areas) ELTTE i s Sl RN
17.07.01 Table Min. Lot Size R-4 1125006 6,080 sF
17.07.01 Table - Min. Lot Size R-5 1I0000sF 5,770 sF
- 17.07.01 Tabie Min Lot Width R-4 B8P 186 i R :
17.07.01 Table Wiy Lot Width R-% 80Ft. 0 T7SEE * | Per Duplex Building: ik \
- 17.07.01 Table Min Side Yard Setback R-4 | 16.5%ofLat . | 7.5F1 - Summit Lot typleal 657 = 16,77 - b \
: : pWidth (8411 Fr) 3 ; | Kideeline Lot typical 56 = 9,2 Ft : H \\
-1 17.07.01 Table Min Side Yard Setback R-5 . P 15Ft - 10t L \
1 37.07.01 Table Min Rear Yord Sethack R4 - 1 30FL J 25 R i \\
. , S ' : RTINS R R ’ \
| Off Site Signage None Allowed in 3 places ST N
Buptex Fire Suppression Reguired Notraguired ‘LWt 2 howr fire separation asserbly for GENE RAL DE VELOP MEN T SCH DULE:
) : ' ; ; demising walls
 [1738030F4 | Miax Detention Basin Depth | 4FC_ SFrto MWL T - TASK TIMELINE
1720130 Tree F’msefvatmry& Requﬁreé . E&fé}tﬂgc;;gigﬁé - No ‘:’gfg;fc:iéi}né?;én@gajgipg#aqﬁ§rézﬁstzn§3mhm : ENTITLEMENT: COMPLETED BY WINTER 2017
T e T fnetomon ndegpe Ben ' LAND DEVELOPMENT: PHASE |I-SUMMER 2017, PHASE 11-2019
T e : . - S s HOME CONSTRUCTION:

COMPLETED BY DECEMBER 2022

s 5

DEVELOPER/APPLICANT:

INTREPID DEVELOPMENT
ATTN: BRUCE MICHAEL
51147 W. PONTIAC TRAIL
WIXOM, MI 48393

(248) 703—-4653
brucemich@gmail.com

SITE CIVIL:

GREENTECH ENGINEERING INC.
ATTN: DAN LECLAIR

51147 WEST PONTIAC TRIAL
WIXOM, MI 48393

(248) 668-0700

FAX (248) 668—0701
dan@GreenTechEngineering.net

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT:

ALLEN DESIGN
ATTN: JIM ALLEN
557 CARPENTER

NORTHVILLE, MI 48167

(248) 467—-4668
jca@wideopenwest.com

_GENERAL NOTES:

DIMENSIONS SHOWN ALONG CURVED LINES ARE ARC DISTANCES.
ALL RIGHT-OF—~WAYS ARE TO BE PUBLIC DEDICATIONS.

ALL STREETS, UTILITY PIPES AND MAINS SHALL BE PUBLICLY
OWNED AND MAINTAINED.

ALL EASEMENTS DEPICTED ON THIS PLAT WILL BE GRANTED ON
THE FINAL SUBDIVISION PLATS (UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED).

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT EASEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED ON
THE FINAL SUBDIVISION PLATS (UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED).

STORMWATER STORAGE VOLUMES TO BE PROVIDED WITH THE
ENGINEERING SUBMITTAL AND THE DESIGN OF STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT FACILITIES SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
VILLAGE OF LEMONT AND COOK COUNTY REQUIREMENTS.

EASEMENTS TO BE PROVIDED PER THE VILLAGE AND UTILITY
COMPANY REQUIREMENTS.

UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED, ALL WATER MAIN AND SANITARY
SEWERS TO BE 8" DIAMETER.

PROPOSED CONTOURS, GRADES, UTILITIES, STREETS AND
SIDEWALKS TO BE FINALIZED IN THE ENGINEERING DRAWINGS

FOR THIS DEVELOPMENT.

ALL STREETS TO HAVE PUBLIC LIGHTING. LIGHT POLE
LOCATIONS TO BE DETERMINED PRIOR TO FINAL PUD/PLAT
APPROVAL AND PER THE VILLAGE OF LEMONT STANDARDS AND
SPECIFICATIONS.

DETENTION BASIN MAINTENANCE TO BE THE RESPONSABILITY OF
THE HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION.
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CLEANOUT
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SIGN

BOLLARD

TELEPHONE PEDESTAL
TRANSFORMER

GENERATOR

MAILBOX

GAS METER

PARKING COUNT
HANDICAP PARKING SPACE
FENCE LINES

FIBER OPTIC LINE
CONIFEROUS TREE

(NO SCALE)
SHEET INDEX:
C-1 TITLE SHEET
C-1.1 PHASING DIAGRAM
C-2.0 OVERALL EXISTING CONDITIONS

EXISTING CONDITIONS
OVERALL SITE PLAN
SITE PLAN

PARK PLAN

OVERALL GRADING PLAN
GRADING PLAN
OVERALL UTILITY PLAN
UTILITY PLAN

NATURAL FEATURES
WOODLAND PLAN
WOODLAND PLAN

TREE INVENTORY INDEX
OPEN SPACE PLAN
ARCHITECTURAL PLANS
INTERSECTION PLAN
LANDSCAPE PLAN
LANDSCAPE DETAILS

DECIDUOUS TREE

OVERHEAD LINES
GAS MAIN
SANITARY SEWER
STORM SEWER
WATER MAIN

EXISTING WETLANDS AS LOCATED 'IN THE
FIELD AND FROM RECORD FEMA MAPS

PROPOSED

SANITARY SEWER
SANITARY FORCE MAIN

WATER MAIN
GATE VALVE

HYDRANT
SANITARY MANHOLE

INDICATES COMPACTED SAND BACKFILL

REMOVE TREE COMPLETELY

-

Portiac
(248) 668-070C

Phone:

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

Know what's below
Call vefore you dig.

RANGE: 11E

VISTANCIA
TOWNSHIP: 37N
VILLAGE OF LEMONT
COOK COUNTY
ILLINOIS

TITLE SHEET

INTREPID DEVELOPMENT

SECTION: 30

CLIENT:

REVISED

1-26—2017 PSP SUBMITTAL 3

1—-6—-2017 PSP SUBMITTAL 2

12—8-—-2016 PSP SUBMITTAL

11—-25-16 PLAN UPDATE

DATE: 10-24-2016

DRAWN BY:

CHECKED BY: DJL
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BENCHMARKS:

BM#1
ARROW ON HYDRANT, SOUTHEAST CORNER
TIMBERLINE DRIVE & OLD QUARRY ROAD.
ELEVATION: 598.87 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#2

MAG NAIL WEST SIDE POWER POLE, 55’4+ NORTH
OF LOT 40, 'TIMBERLINE 1’ SUBDIVISION.
ELEVATION: 678.27 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#3

R.R. SPIKE NORTH SIDE POWER POLE, REAR
PROPERTY LINE OF #85 TIMBERLINE DRIVE.
ELEVATION: 726.34 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#4

MAG NAIL WEST SIDE 6" OAK (TAG #2356)
95t EAST OF THE NORTH—SOUTH 1/4 LINE,
780’4+ NORTH OF THE CENTER OF SECTION 30.
ELEVATION: 677.66 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#5

MAG NAIL SOUTH SIDE OF POWER POLE 785+
WEST OF THE NORTH—SOUTH 1/4 LINE, 320’
SOUTH OF THE CENTER OF SECTION 30.
ELEVATION: 723.38 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#6

ARROW ON HYDRANT, NORTH SIDE OF PARKING
LOT LEMONT TOWNSHIP PARK BUILDING, EAST
SIDE OF ALBA RD.

ELEVATION: 773.49 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#7

ARROW ON HYDRANT, NORTHEASTERLY SIDE OF
ALBA RD. 680’+ WEST OF TIMBERLINE DR.
ELEVATION: 766.66 N.,A.V.D. 1988

NOTE:

THE LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE SHOWN IN AN APPROXIMATE WAY
ONLY AS DISCLOSED BY AVAILABLE UTILITY COMPANY RECORDS AND HAVE NOT BEEN
INDEPENDENTLY VERIFIED BY THE COMPANY. NO GUARANTEE IS EITHER EXPRESSED OR
IMPLIED AS TO THE COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY THEREOF. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
DETERMINE THE EXACT LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES BEFORE COMMENCING WORK, AND
AGREES TO BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES WHICH MIGHT BE
OCCASIONED BY THE CONTRACTOR'S FAILURE TO EXACTLY LOCATE AND PRESERVE ANY AND
ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE DESIGN ENGINEER
IMMEDIATELY IF A CONFLICT IS APPARENT.

[T ——— O

USRS U ———— i el

VISTAS
VISTANC

PHASE |

A

LOTS #148 &
#149 ARE
65' WIDE

prem—

\

~— RIDGELINE
) 'VISTANCIA

S/

\

e

/
2

| o
A\
\
/i N ;f;
/ |
{ |

IMMIT @
ISTANGIA

.

=
e £ e 2
w

ov >0 ¢

3 ) oe.l 2 QU
o>, T DEce o 42 582
F|6EEc OE83 e Z L5037V
Zlnsol e S50 ,0¢
Gsouwl [8%.5 WAL 5
Z 5 O N >E 2
OS5 EL,. Soc®n = LETE
(7-:,_004-40 S| o= <8 5oQ
505 T TT ST os3
L@ 20 OEoTE HIELPS
Ve Q22 O <200
et 7B 55 2
%] = mo o
o = ©

PHASE |

0 100 200
SCALE: 1”=200’

PHASE I

SUMMIT 40 LOTS
RIDGELINE 32 LOTS
VISTAS 52 UNITS
TOTAL 124 UNITS

SITE _DATA:

PROPOSED UNITS:

D.U./ACRE= 2.7

OPOSED LOT DATA:

SUMMIT 55 LOTS
RIDGELINE 32 LOTS
o VISTAS 70 UNITS
TOTAL 157 UNITS

PHASE I

SUMMIT: 95
RIDGELINE: 64
VISTAS: 122
TOTAL= 281
DENSI LCU ON:

NUMBER OF UNITS PROPOSED: 281
TOTAL SITE AREA= 105 ACRES

NUMBER OF PHASES= TWO

LOT WIDTH: PTH:
SUMMIT: 65 FT 130 FT
RIDGELINE: 56 FT 130 FT
SETBACKS : FRONT: SIDE: REAR:
SINGLE FAMILY 25 FT 7.5 FT 25 FT
DUPLEX 25 FT 10 FT 30 FT

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE:

TASK
ENTITLEMENT:

.l —"TAND DEVELOPMENT:
—HOME CONSTRUCTION:

TIMELINE

COMPLETED BY WINTER' 2016—17

PHASE |1-SUMMER 2017, PHASE 11—2019

COMPLETED BY DECEM

ER 2022

51147 W. Pontiac Trail, Wixom, Ml 48383
Phone: (248) 668-0700 Fax: (248) 668—0701

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

Know what's helow
Call before you dig.
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BENCHMARKS:

BM#1
ARROW ON HYDRANT, SOUTHEAST CORNER
TIMBERLINE DRIVE & OLD QUARRY ROAD
ELEVATION: 598.87 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#2

MAG NAIL WEST SIDE POWER POLE, 55+ NORTH
OF LOT 40, 'TIMBERLINE 1’ SUBDIVISION,
ELEVATION: 678.27 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#3

R.R. SPIKE NORTH SIDE POWER POLE, REAR
PROPERTY LINE OF #85 TIMBERLINE DRIVE.
ELEVATION: 726.34 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#4

MAG NAIL WEST SIDE 6" OAK (TAG #2356)
95’ EAST OF THE NORTH—SOUTH 1/4 LINE,
780+ NORTH OF THE CENTER OF SECTION 30
ELEVATION: 677.66 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#5

MAG NAIL SOUTH SIDE OF POWER POLE 785+
WEST OF THE NORTH—SOUTH 1/4 LINE, 320+
SOUTH OF THE CENTER OF SECTION 30.
ELEVATION: 723.38 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#6

ARROW ON HYDRANT, NORTH SIDE OF PARKING
LOT LEMONT TOWNSHIP PARK BUILDING, EAST
SIDE OF ALBA RD.

ELEVATION: 773.49 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#7

ARROW ON HYDRANT, NORTHEASTERLY SIDE OF
ALBA RD. 680+ WEST OF TIMBERLINE DR.
ELEVATION: 766.66 N.A.V.D. 1988

NOTE:

THE LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AR
ONLY AS DISCLOSED BY AVAILABLE UTILITY COMPANY RE
INDEPENDENTLY VERIFIED BY THE COMPANY. NO GUARAN
IMPLIED AS TO THE COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY THEREGF. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL

DETERMINE THE EXACT LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES BEFORE COMMENCING WORK, AND
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AGREES TO BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES WHICH MIGHT BE

OCCASIONED BY THE CONTRACTOR’S FAILURE TO EXACTLY LOCATE AND PRESERVE ANY AND
ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE DESIGN ENGINEER

IMMEDIATELY IF A CONFLICT IS APPARENT.
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BENCHMARKS: .

BM#1

ARROW ON HYDRANT, SOUTHEAST CORNER
TIMBERLINE DRIVE & OLD QUARRY ROAD.
ELEVATION: 598.87 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#2

MAG NAIL WEST SIDE POWER POLE, 55’ NORTH
OF LOT 40, 'TIMBERLINE 1" SUBDIVISION.
ELEVATION: 678.27 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#3

R.R. SPIKE NORTH SIDE POWER POLE, REAR
PROPERTY LINE OF #85 TIMBERLINE DRIVE.
ELEVATION: 726.34 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#4

MAG NAIL WEST SIDE 6" OAK (TAG #2356)
95'+ EAST OF THE NORTH-SOUTH 1/4 LINE,
780’+ NORTH OF THE CENTER OF SECTION 30.
ELEVATION: 677.66 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#5

MAG NAIL SOUTH SIDE OF POWER POLE 785+
WEST OF THE NORTH—-SOUTH 1/4 LINE, 320't
SOUTH OF THE CENTER OF SECTION 30.
ELEVATION: 723.38 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM

ARR%?V ON HYDRANT, NORTH SIDE OF PARKING PROPOSED 40 FT. WIDE
LOTE Lgyar\g ATORV\éNSHIP PARK BUILDING, EAST CON—-SPAN CULVERT
SID )

ELEVATION: 773.49 N.A.V.D. 1988

BM#7
ARROW ON HYDRANT, NORTHEASTERLY SIDE OF
ALBA RD. 680+ WEST OF TIMBERLINE DR. PROPOSED 8” SANITARY SEWER’ TYP.

ELEVATION: 766.66 N.A.V.D. 1988

PROPOSED 8" WATER MAIN, TYP. ~

[PROPOSED STORM SEWER, TYP.

P
\ /\
\ =
\

\

P.0.B.
EXCEPTIONS

O (PARCEL 5 & 6) *\\\i

\ I\

\
\

\

EXCEPTION
(PARCEL 5)

T —— \

\

A\
PROPOSED 8" WATER MAIN, TYP.

\

PROPOSED 8" SANITARY SEWER, TYP.

b
%

%

AN
PROPOSED 14 FT. WIDE
CON—SPAN CULVERT

\

\

NOTE:

THE LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE SHOWN IN AN APPROXIMATE WAY
ONLY AS DISCLOSED BY AVAILABLE UTILITY COMPANY RECORDS AND HAVE NOT BEEN

INDEPENDENTLY VERIFIED BY THE COMPANY. NO GUARANTEE IS EITHER EXPRESSED OR

IMPLIED AS TO THE COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY THEREOF. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
DETERMINE THE EXACT LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES BEFORE COMMENCING WORK, AND
AGREES TO BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES WHICH MIGHT BE
OCCASIONED BY THE CONTRACTOR’S FAILURE TO EXACTLY LOCATE AND PRESERVE ANY AND
ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE DESIGN ENGINEER

IMMEDIATELY IF A CONFLICT IS APPARENT.

PROPOSED 8" SANITARY SEWER, TYP.

PROPOSED 8" WATER MAIN, TYP. L
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PROPOSED STORM SEWER,
TYP., TYP.

N_—

PROPOSED 8" WATER MAIN, TYP.

“IPROPOSED 8" SANITARY SEWER, TYP.

PROPOSED STORM i L5
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152 {

PROPOSED 8" WATER MAIN, TYP.

\

PROPOSED 8" SANITARY SEWER, TYP.|
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PROPOSED STORM SEWER, TYP.
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NOTE: | S | DRAWN BY:
THE LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE SHOWN IN AN APPROXIMATE WAY CHECKED BY: DJL
ONLY AS DISCLOSED BY AVAILABLE UTILITY COMPANY RECORDS AND HAVE NOT BEEN i —
INDEPENDENTLY VERIFIED BY THE COMPANY. NO GUARANTEE IS EITHER EXPRESSED OR 3 ' 0 700 200
IMPLIED AS TO THE COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY THEREOF. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL [
DETERMINE THE EXACT LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES BEFORE COMMENCING WORK, AND ) .
AGREES TO BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES WHICH MIGHT BE § FBK: ——
OCCASIONED BY THE CONTRACTOR’S FAILURE TO EXACTLY LOCATE AND PRESERVE ANY AND ] | HF: =
ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE DESIGN ENGINEER 3 CHF: ’
IMMEDIATELY IF A CONFLICT IS APPARENT. SCALE  HOR 1°=200FT.
ViR =€ 1. ] 16-202
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NOTE:

BUREAU OF LOCAL ROADS & STREETS

2812 SIGHT DISTANCE o August 201
U8 Customary
Brake' Braking®
Dasign Reaction | Distance Besign
[l Speed | Distance | On Level $3D
{mph) {f} {t ]
20 3.5 384 115
25 #ig 600 158
36 110.3 864 200
35 ree 1176 251
40 147.0 1538 305
45 1654 194.4 260
BG 183.8 2400 425
55 202.1 290.3 495
50 220.5 34585 70
Motes:
1. Brake reaction distarice based on & Hmeé of 2.6 5.

2 Diriver deceloration based on.a rate 6F 14.2 1a® 184 mis™).

STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE ON LEVEL ROADWAYS

Figure 28-1A

US Customary
Presigi Design 880 ¢t
Spead Rowngrades Upgrades
mph) "% TE% T 9% | 3% | 6% | 9%
20 116 120 | 1264100 | 107,
25 W0 158 | 165 § 173 | 147 | 443
30 205 | 215 | 227 1 200 | 184
35 1257 127t 287 | 237 | 296
40 315 | 333 | 354 | 280 | ovg |
45 378 | 400 | 427 | 344 | 331
50 498 | 474 | 507 | 405 | 388
55 520 | 555 | Gh3 | 4ee T AED
60 BOE B3R | BRG | 538 | BA5

« Mppn

STOPPING SIGHT DISTANCE ON GRADES

Figure 2848

, BUREAU OF LOCAL ROADS & STREETS ;
August 2016 SIGHT DISTANCE 28348

28-3.82

Where raffic on'the srinor oad of an intersaction is controfied by stop signs, the driver of e
vehicle on the minor roid must have suflisient sight distarce for & safe depadiune from the
skapped position assuming hiat the approaching vehicln comes inlo view o e slopped vehicls
hening ity deparury,

The 1SD is oblained by providing tlear sight trangles ol to e right and tek as shown i
Figmre 28369 The longih of logs of these sight tiangles & deletrmingd as Fostlowes:

B Blggrrormany
%
‘\\.’
jon) %
Yo

gk M R

Senr Sgit...
Triange

Lotation ot Beed

CLEAR SIGHY TRIANGLE FOR VIEWNG
TRAFFIC APPROACHING FROM THE LEFT

j%

CLEAR SIGHT YRIANGLE FOR VIEWNG
TRAFFIC APPRUACHING FROM THE RIGHT

~Lontitun of L

‘ _ CLEAR BIGHT TRIANGLES
{Lase 8~ Stop-Controlied on the Miner Road}

Figure 2830

STOPPING DISTANCE

BUREAU OF LOCAL ROADS & §TREETS

BUREAU OF LOCAL ROADS & STREETS

+ 6 1.0

0.9

ADJUSTMENT FACTORS ,
FOR SIGHT DISTANCE BASED ON APPROACH GRADE

Figure 28-34.

SIGHT DISTANCE

f Seilution: - From Figurs 2834 Adustment Factor = 1.0

2832 SIGHT DISTANCE August 2016 B4 ; - SIGHT DISTANCE August 2015
® Case A~ Intersections with no control, ‘ US Customary é "f;
® Case B —Intersections with stop controf on e minor road, : —
: - o e Crossing] Design Speed (mph} Infersection Sight
o B (Left tums) / B-2 (Right turns) / B-3 (Crossing) peed (mph) Distance (ft)
- Case C - Intersections with dsld controbon the minor roasd; P o
s G-t (Crossing) £ C-2 (Left of right tums) 25 118
« Case D~ Intersestions with fraffic signal control, 30 140
L+ CaseE~Intersections with allway stop cortrol, and: 35 , 185
& Case F -~ Left ums from e major wad. ; ’ » ‘ 40 . e
Gap accepance s used as the conveplual basis for 150 witera. For addifional guidance on the 76 - - . 550
| gap acceptance design, see The Groen Book: 56 | 35
v 55 288
Us Customary i By ans
Approach Bagign Spﬁ&@ tmph} ;
Crade (%) § 20 28 30 35 46 45 Mode;
) 1 , ; : : 22 ) z : :é 1. For approach grades that excesd 3%, multiply by the valus in Figure 26-3A.
K] 1.1 1.1 o N
S 1.0 1 ; : Ty INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANGE
-3 t&; 3 ig {ﬁ gug (}‘8 5% {ase A No Traffic Controf)
B . B .- o &
VE {5 68 | ug | 69 | 098 | Figure 28-3¢
48 b

&*‘qg&*«uq«o»«yum«wyxwww&ﬁwr«w&«e&qﬁe*m&a&wwé&’

Example 28-3(1)

- Giver:  No traffic control atintersection

Approach grades are betwesn 3% and +3%
Design spesd — 40 mph (Highway A - se Figure 28.38) 25 o ERSILN ¥

30 mph (Highway B ~ see Figure 28-38)

Problem:  Determine legs of sight triangle,

From Figure 28-3C ~ ISD, = 195 Al s g 126§
18Dy = 140K {6.9) » 0WE~ (3%

*%‘9\‘&%%%%‘6,&*«&&‘&&'vwﬂéﬁ*»av * *Q‘NW'\Y&%Q%QW**:AK*#%

THE LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE SHOWN IN AN APPROXIMATE WAY
ONLY AS DISCLOSED BY AVAILABLE UTILITY COMPANY RECORDS AND HAVE NOT BEEN
INDEPENDENTLY VERIFIED BY THE COMPANY. NO GUARANTEE IS EITHER EXPRESSED OR
IMPLIED AS TO THE COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY THEREOF. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
DETERMINE THE EXACT LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES BEFORE COMMENCING WORK, AND
AGREES TO BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES WHICH MIGHT BE
OCCASIONED BY THE CONTRACTOR’S FAILURE TO EXACTLY LOCATE AND PRESERVE ANY AND
ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE DESIGN ENGINEER
IMMEDIATELY IF A CONFLICT IS APPARENT.

BUREAU OF LOCAL ROADS %87 REETS
Augusl 2018 SIGHT DISTANCE 2853

2WIH2 Case A« Intersoctions With Mo Sontral

Intersections batwesn fow-volume ané low-speed wadsisireats may have oo raffic. conteol At
thase ifersecions, sulfident cormer, sight distance should be awailable to alfcw a{gym&mm
vehicles to adust thep speed 1o avoid a soliision, typically a reduction to S0% of el middbioek
rurhing speed. Figive 28:38 Husteates the comer sight distance anglas for intersectione with |
oo fratfic conlrsl,  Figure 28.3G provides the IS0 oriteris Tor these inferseclions.  Example .
25-3(1) provides tha Steps i detemining the length of each of the legs of an intersectiin's sight
tlangle. Consider providing the: suggested sight distance. especially Tor new eonstruction. I
iz sight distance oot be provided, consiter el Stop or vield sigess cnone of the rads,
o installing interssetion warning signs,

W@zfm.m grade along an interesction approach exceeds 3 pofcont, the log of the clear siaby |
frangle aia{sﬁ»mta;apmaszh should be adiusted by mulinlving the approach sight distence by
e appropiiste adiustment facter from Figure 2834, )

Higtvoy B

MEASUREMENT OF INTERSECTION SitsHT DisTaNCE
{Case A~ No Trafie Control

Floure 2838

L W64 NN

el TNWL=637 - . T SO
- O (NATURALIZED_BASIN). =~ SIN

e B

NOTE:
TIMBERLINE DRIVE IS POSTED 20 MPH. THIS
ANALYSIS WAS PERFORMED WITH WITH A

DESIGN SPEED OF 25 MPH.

50' Building Se.._

o

6' Concreté.

0 20 40

SCALE: 1”=40’

NARRATIVE

ANALYSIS WAS PERFORMED FOR BOTH THE
STOPPING DISTANCE AND SIGHT DISTANCE

PER THE IDOT BUREAU OF LOCAL ROADS

AND STREETS MANUAL (OCT 2008). DUE TO
THE SLOPE OF TIMBERLINE DRIVE, THE
STOPPING DISTANCE REQUIRES A LARGER
CLEARANCE TRIANGLE THAN THE SIGHT
DISTANCE TRIANGLE. BOTH STOPPING
DISTANCE TRIANGLE AND SIGHT DISTANCE
TRIANGLE FALL WITHIN THE TIMBERLINE DRIVE
RIGHT—OF—-WAY.

NOTE:

THE UNDERLYING IMAGE AND DRIVE LOCATION
FOR THE TIMBERLINE KNOLLS PROJECT AS
PREPARED BY HAEGER ENGINEERING DATED
11-21-2016.
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See Below for Entry Detail

Landscape Summary

Street Trees
Total Street Frontage

22,492 L1,

Trees Required 562 Trees (22,492 / 40)
Trees Provided 562 Trees
Plant List
sym. : qty. botanical name common hame caliper i spacing | root height
Street Trees
AF 57 Acer x freemani Freeman Maple 3.0" asshown: B&B
AS 34 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 3.0" asshown B&B
CO 15 Celtis occidentalis Northern Hackberry 3.0" | as shown: B&B
LT 40 Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 3.0" " as'shown! B&B
QR 41" Quercus rubra Red Oak 3.0 ‘as’shown B&B
TC 27 Tiiia tomentosa Siiver Linden 3.0" "as'shown B&B
UP | 28 Uimus x. Pioneer Pioneer Eim 3.0 as'shown. B&B
242 Trees Provided
sym. . qty. botanical name common hame caliper : spacing | root height
Detention Pond
BN 9 :Betula nigra River Birch 2.5" | as shown B&B
CE 6 Celtis occidentalis Northern Hackberry 2.5 as'shown| B&B
PL 9 Platanus x. acerfolia ‘Bloodgood’ London Planetree 2.5" ‘as shown: B&B
TD 6 Taxodium distichum Bald Cypress 2.5" . as shown: B&B
Total
sym. i gty. botanical name common name caliper { spacing = root height
Buffer Plantings
PA 42 Picea abies Norway Spruce as shown ! B&B 8
PP 43 Picea pungens Green Spruce as shown: B&B 8
PS 55 :Pinus strobus White Pine as shown B&B 8'
sym. | qly. botanical name common name caliper = spacing . root height
Entry
IL 3 llex x. m. "Blue Boy" and "Blue Girl" Blue Boy Holly as shown 36"
PH 7 Pennisetum a. 'Adagio’ Adagio Dwarf Fountain Grass No. 2 Cont.
PS 9 Pinus strobus White Pine ' as shown: B&B @ 1214
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sym. . qty. botanical name common hame caliper | spacing : root height
Street Trees B

AF | 28 Acer x freemani Freeman Maple 3.0" " asshown B&B

AR 26 Acer rubrum Red Maple 3.0" ias shown B&B

AS 20 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 3.0" ' asshown B&B

CcoO 36 Celtis occidentalis Northern Hackberry 3.0" ' as shown B&B

LT 52 :Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 3.0" as shown: B&B

QR 17 Quercus rubra Red Oak 3.0" as shown B&B

TC 42 Tilia tomentosa Silver Linden 3.0" as shown B&B

up 28 Ulmus x. 'Pioneer Pioneer Eim 3.0" as shown B&B

249 Trees Provided

sym. . qty. botanical name common hame caliper : spacing | root height
Detention Pond and Open Space

AA 6 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 25" as shown B&B

AC 39 Abies concolor White Fir as shown. B&B 8

BN 15 Betula nigra River Birch 2.5" as shown: B&B

CE 12  Celtis occidentalis Northern Hackberry 25" as shown B&B

FM 6 Acer x freemani Freeman Maple 2.5" as shown B&B

PL 12 Platanus x. acerfolia 'Bloodgood' London Planetree 2.5" as shown B&B

PA 34 . Picea ables Norway Spruce as shown B&B 8

PP 45  Picea pungens Green Spruce as shown B&B 8

D 6 Taxodium distichum Bald Cypress 25" ‘as shown B&B
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VIA EMAIL

Mr. Bruce Michael

To: Odawa

Michael J. Labadie, PE
From: Julie M. Kroll, PE, PTOE
Fleis & VandenBrink

Date: January 23, 2017

Vistancia Residential Development — Lemont, IL

Re: Planning Commission Meeting Comments-December 21, 2016

Fleis & VandenBrink (F&V) staff has completed our review of the comments provided by residents during the
December 21, 2016 Planning Commission meeting. Our responses to these comments are summarized
below.

1. What are the existing traffic volumes with school traffic?

F&V subconsultant Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Inc. (GHA) collected weekday traffic volumes at the
study intersections while school was in session on Tuesday, January 10, 2017. Intersection turning
movement counts were collected during the weekday AM (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) and PM (2:00 PM to 6:00
PM) peak periods at study intersections. A comparison of traffic volumes utilized in the study with the
newly collected traffic volumes are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Turning Movement Count Comparison

Period Date Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound overall
Collected | Right | Thru | Left | Right | Thru | Left [ Right | Thru | Left | Right | Thru | Left
127th Street & Timberline Drive
AM Projected 58 63 31 31 331 137 90 59 50 44 344 66 1304
Peak 10-Jan-17 70 61 26 21 345 107 61 23 50 58 340 42 1204
Difference 12 -2 -5 -10 14 -30 -29 -36 0 14 -4 -24 -100
PM Projected 73 15 30 34 387 48 43 19 24 33 495 59 1260
Peak 10-Jan-17 74 15 33 29 327 28 27 10 15 18 457 70 1103
Difference 1 0 3 -5 -60 -20 -16 -9 -9 -15 -38 11 -157
New Avenue & Timberline Drive
AM 14-Jun-16 160 31 59 21 11 329 611
Peak 10-Jan-17 189 23 68 12 6 362 660
Difference 29 -8 9 -9 -5 33 49
14-Jun-16 437 49 30 13 8 215 752
Ppe'\;'k 10-Jan-17 406 | 43 | 19 9 | 13 | 210 700
Difference -31 -6 -11 -4 5 -5 -52
Alba Street & Timberline Drive
14-Jun-16 2 149 149 7 3 0 310
PAe'\;'k 10-Jan-17 | 1| 154 72 | 7 3 1 238
Difference -1 5 -77 0 0 1 -72
14-Jun-16 2 116 111 1 2 1 233
Ppe'\;'k 10-Jan-17 | 1| 105 11| 3 | 6 3 | 229
Difference -1 -11 0 2 4 2 -4

27725 Stansbury Boulevard, Suite 150
Farmington Hills, Ml 48334

P: 248.536.0080

F: 248.536.0079

www.fveng.com



The results of the comparison indicate that the traffic volumes utilized in the study are very similar to the
counts collected during the school year and subtle differences are likely a result of daily variation patterns
at the study intersections. At the intersection of 127" Street & Timberline Drive overall traffic volumes at
the intersection utilized in the study are 100 vehicles higher than the actual collected traffic volumes with
school in session. Based on these results the study represents a conservative approach and an updated
traffic analysis is not required.

What are the operations of the study intersections during the School PM peak period?

An analysis was completed to calculate existing peak hour vehicle delays and Levels of Service (LOS) at
the study intersections during the School PM peak hour (2:00 PM to 3:00 PM). This analysis was based
on the existing lane use and traffic control, the existing school PM peak hour traffic volumes shown on the
attached Figure 1, and the methodologies presented in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 & 2010
(HCM). Additionally, SimTraffic network simulations were reviewed to evaluate network operations and
vehicle queues. The results of the existing school PM peak hour conditions analysis are attached and
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Existing School PM Intersection Operations

School PM Peak
Delay
Intersection Control ~ Approach  (s/veh) LOS
1. 127th Street Signalized EB 9.5 A
& Timberline Drive WB 7.8 A
NB 39.3 D
SB 371 D
Overall 17.9 B
2. New Avenue STOP EB Free
& Timberline Drive (Minor) WBLT 7.6 A
NB 10.3 B
3. Timberline Drive STOP EB 8.8 A
& Alba Street (Minor) NB LT 7.4 A
SB Free

The results indicate that all study intersection approaches and movements currently operate acceptably
at a LOS D or better during the school PM peak period. Review of network simulations also indicates
acceptable traffic operations and significant vehicle queues are not observed.

What is the current student enrollment at Old Quarry Middle School?

The student enrollment at Old Quarry Middle School during the 2015 - 2016 school year was 815
students based on information published by the lllinois State Board of Education. The current enroliment
information for the 2016-2017 school year is 834 students.

What is the maximum enrollment at Old Quarry Middle School?

Based on information published by the lllinois State Board of Education, the maximum student enrollment
at Old Quarry Middle School between 2003 and 2016 was 1,105 students in 2014.

How does the signal operate throughout the day?

The signal has five different timing plans programmed Monday — Friday that provide coordination with
adjacent signals along the 127" Street corridor as summarized below. Between 11:00 PM and 6:00 AM
the signal runs FREE in which the signal operates under fully-actuated control and is not coordinated with
the adjacent signals along 127" Street.



6.

10.

11.

PLAN START TIME PLAN

6:00 AM 211 (AM Peak)

7:05 AM 212 (School Peak)

7:35 AM 211 (AM Peak)

9:30 AM 111 (Normal Operations)
2:20 PM 112 (School Peak)

2:50 PM 111 (Normal Operations)
3:30 PM 311 (PM Peak)

7:00 PM 111 (Normal Operations)
11:00 PM FREE

How many pedestrians use the 127" Street & Timberline Drive intersection?

Based on the intersection turning movement counts collected with school traffic, there are 15 pedestrians
present at the 127" Street & Timberline Drive intersection between 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 21
pedestrians present between 2:00 PM to 6:00 PM.

Is the speed limit of 20 miles per hour (mph) on residential streets a local ordinance?

The Village defers to the lllinois State Vehicle Code for setting speed limits. This section of Timberline
does include a park and therefore would have a required 20mph speed limit adjacent to the park.

Per the lllinois Vehicle Code:

“Whenever any such park district, city, village, or incorporated town determines,
upon the basis of an engineering or traffic investigation concerning a highway or
street on which it is authorized by this Section to establish speed limits, that a
maximum speed limit prescribed in Section 11-601 of this Chapter is greater or
less than is reasonable or safe with respect to the conditions found to exist at
any place or along any part or zone of such highway or street, the local authority
or park district shall determine and declare by ordinance a reasonable and safe
absolute maximum speed limit at such place or along such part or zone, which:

(1) Decreases the limit within an urban district, but no to less than 20 miles
per hour;”

Is double yellow on a neighborhood street typical for traffic calming?

Double yellow lines on a residential street are not typical. The Village stated that these are a carryover
from the addition of adjacent Timberline Knowles development.

Has the village investigated other traffic calming measures?
No.
Is there a significant crash history on Timberline at 127" Street? New Avenue?

F&V reviewed crash data obtained from the City of Lemont for the most recent two years for Timberline
Drive at 127" Street and New Avenue. The results of this review indicate that were a total of two crashes
on Timberline Drive at New Avenue in the two years and three crashes on Timberline Drive at 127"
Street. All crashes were intersection related.

How will the site traffic impact Logan Street?



The most optimal route for traffic from the proposed development to access the arterial road system is via
Timberline Drive. The results of the TIS indicate that all approaches and movements at the intersections
of Timberline Drive with 127" Street and New Avenue will operate acceptably at a LOS D or better during
both peak periods. Additionally, SimTraffic simulations indicate acceptable traffic operations and
significant vehicle queues are not observed. Therefore, minimal traffic will utilize Logan Street as it will
not provide any benefits to motorists in terms of time or distance savings.

12. If feasible, where would access to New Avenue from the site be provided? Would this location work from
a design standpoint?

The development is not going to provide an access directly to New Avenue due to the following issues:
e They don’t own or control any property that connects with New Avenue

e There is at least a 70 foot grade difference between New Avenue and the site. As such there
would be difficulty maintaining Village standards on road grades and the logical places to come
into the site from the north are the major swales that are regulated by the Corps of Engineers.

13. A left-turn lane on New Avenue at Timberline Drive is needed for existing traffic. How does the
development impact this recommendation for existing conditions?

With the proposed development the left turn lane on New Avenue at Timberline Drive will remain
warranted and the proposed development will account for approximately 35% of future left turns.

14. How will construction traffic and parking be accommodated?

Construction traffic will be restricted to come in from either the north or south and will not be allowed to
traverse down Timberline Drive. Parking will be accommodated on site.

Attached: Figure 1
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