#060652

VILLAGE OF LOMBARD
REQUEST FOR BOARD OF TRUSTEES ACTION
For Inclusion on Board Agenda

Resolution or Ordinance (Blue) Waiver of First Requested
X Recommendations of Boards, Commissions & Committees (Green)
Other Business (Pink)
TO: © PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FROM: William T. Lichter, Village Manager
DATE: February 21, 2007 (BOT) Date: March 1, 2007
TITLE: - - PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre)

SUBMITTED BY: Department of Community DevelopmentC 3G (4

BACKGROUND/POLICY IMPLICATIONS:

Your Plan Commission transmits for your consideration its recommendation relative to the above
referenced petition. The petition requests that the Village take the following actions on the
subject property, located within the B5 Central Business District. (DISTRICT #4)

1. Approve a conditional use for a planned development with the following
variations and deviations from the Zoning Ordinance:

a. A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in
the maximum building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

b. A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b)
and Section 155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the
required transitional landscape Approve a conditional use for a
planned development with the following variations and yard from
10 feet to 5 feet;

C. A variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to
allow for a reduction of the required number of off-street parking
spaces for a theater from thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

d. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a
reduction of the required front yard for a planned development
abutting the R2 Single-Family Residence District from thirty (30)
feet to four (4) feet;

e. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section 155.707
(B) (3) to allow for the elimination of the required transitional
landscape yard improvements;



f. A variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement
to provide one (1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet
of required perimeter lot landscaping;

2. Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining; and
3. The petitioner also requests Site Plan Approval authority to the Lombard

Plan Commission.

The Plan Commission recommended approval of this petition with conditions.

Fiscal Impact/Funding Source:

Review (as necessary):

Village Attorney X Date

Finance Director X IN.s27/ Date

L
Village Manager X g/ VM | Date /JM é/")

NOTE: All materials must be submitted to and approved by the Village Manager's Office by
12:00 noon. Wednesday. prior to the Agenda Distribution. _




TO:

MEMORANDUM

William T. Lichter, Village Manager

FROM:  David A. Hulseberg, AICP, Director of Community Developmekt )¢ (-t

DATE: March 1, 2007

SUBJECT: PC06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre)

Attached are the following items for Village Board consideration as part of the March 1, 2007

Village Board meeting:

1. Staff Executive Summary;

2. Plan Commission referral letter;

3. Supplemental discussion memorandum;

4, IDRC report and addendum report for PC 06-27;

5. An Ordinance granting approval in part of a conditional use for a planned development
with variations and deviations, subject to conditions. The Ordinance specifically
excludes any relief from the Village’s parking regulations. Furthermore, the Ordinance
reflects the vote for approval at the February 19, 2007 Plan Commission meeting and
does not include the comments made after the final vote was taken.

6. Plans associated with the petition.

Please let me know if you have any questions on the aforementioned materials.

HACD\WORDUSER\PCCASES\2006\PC 06-2T\WTL referral memo.doc



MEMORANDUM
TO: William T. Lichter, Village Manager
FROM: David A. Hulseberg, AICP, Director of Community Developmen(a.?é%
DATE: March 1, 2007

SUBJECT: PC 06-27:101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre) — Executive Summary

Staff offers the Village Board members and the public with the following executive summary
relative to the DuPage Theatre project. The summary attempts to synthesize the issues raised within
the IDRC staff reports and through the public hearing process. Staff notes that the review and
discussion focused upon six general areas, as follows:

Building Elevations/Architectural Elements

Both staff and the Plan Commission offered a number of comments regarding the building design
and the architectural elements as part of the public hearing process and in separate meetings with the
petitioner. As noted on page 3 of the IDRC Amended Report #2, the petitioner did provide revised
elevations that incorporated some but not all of the suggested changes. However, the petitioner
respectfully disagreed with the suggestions to modify the storefronts along the north elevation, brick
colors, mullions or signage locations, as the petitioner believes that incorporating those changes
would be detrimental to the retail component. The Plan Commissioners expressed concerns
regarding the omission of many of their suggestions at the February 19, 2007 meeting.

East Elevation

While the location of the proposed east building wall meets code and does not require setback relief,
the Plan Commission and public comments raised concerns regarding the overall impact of the
building on the adjacent single-family residential properties. Pages 4 through 8 in the Plan
Commission referral letter to the Board included the public comments regarding the overall building
bulk along the east side of the property.

Building Height
Related to the east elevation, a number of residents voiced their objection regarding the requested

building height relief. The petitioner noted that the relief was needed to make the project
economically viable. Staff requested additional details regarding the need for the height relief. As
noted on page 4 of the IDRC Amended Report #2, the petitioner attempted to show a 45-foot high
building by including a partial through section on the building elevations, but deemed this option
unacceptable. Staff advised the petitioner that this exhibit was not an adequate representation of a
45-foot high building, as the Zoning Ordinance would still consider the building as a 48-foot high
structure. To date, none of the submitted elevations have met the BS District’s 45-foot height
requirement.



Parking
Significant public discussion included concerns regarding the theater operations and its parking

impacts, the location of off-street spaces and general concerns regarding adjacent on-street parking.
The Plan Commission ultimately recommended denial of any parking relief associated with the
petition. If this request is denied, the petitioner will be obligated to enter into a parking agreement
with a neighboring property owner or the Village to provide for at least 37 additional parking spaces
to satisfy the minimum ordinance requirements (see Agenda Items IX (A.) and IX (B.)).

Stormwater

At the November 20, 2006 Plan Commission meeting, staff stated that the Subdivision &
Development Ordinance requires that preliminary engineering is required to be submitted as part of
the petition and that the Plan Commission cannot recommend approval of the petition with
completion of preliminary engineering.

The petitioner provided staff with three different methods to meet the stormwater detention
requirements. The first two options were not deemed to be feasible. The third option would
provide for a basement detention vault underneath the commercial portion of the building. Staff
noted that the design of the facility is not really consistent with the intent of Village Code, as it is
not within a traditional outlot, does not provide for easy access for maintenance purposes and does
not serve a secondary purpose. Staff also noted general concems regarding the construction
methods that would be need to make the design feasible. While State Statutes permit outlots to be
vertical in nature, staff believes that the Village Code did not envision such designs. Staff believes
that the underground outlot provision is a policy issue that the Board should seriously address as
staff does not support this design methodology. While the petitioner noted six Chicago area
locations that have such facilities, staff represents that those projects and/or locations are not readily
comparable to this development. Staff prepared the attached table noting the locations and general
information pertaining to the other facilities.

Pages 5-8 and Appendix A in the IDRC Amended Report #2 provides an additional discussion of
this topic. Village engineering staff notes that the design can be constructed. There is no available
information on the soil bearing capacity to determine how this system would need to be designed.
Further, the long term maintenance responsibility burdens future property owners, whereas other
design systems can be replaced more easily.

Plan Commission Recommendation & Conditions of Approval

The Plan Commissioners expressed several concerns pertaining to the overall project as proposed.
However, in consideration of the petition, the Commissioners voted 4-0 to recommend approval of
the petition in part, with the requested parking relief being denied. This recommendation is subject
to the ten conditions noted within the IDRC report as well as two additional conditions. Staff is
providing the Board with the attached memorandum entitled “PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street
(DuPage Theatre) — Additional Discussion” pertaining to the recommended condition number 12.

HACDPAWORDUSERWPCCASES2006\PC 06-2\WTL memo executive summary,doc
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Village President
William J. Mueller

Village Clerk
Brigitte O’Brien

Trustees

Greg Alan Gron, Dist. 1
Richard J. Tross, Dist. 2

John “Jack™ T. O’Brien, Dist. 3
Steven D. Sebby, Dist. 4
Kenneth M. Florey, Dist. §
Rick Soderstrom, Dist. 6

Village Manager
William T. Lichter

“Qur shared Vision for
Lombard is a community of
excellence exemplified by its
government working together
with residents and business to
create a distinctive sense of
spirit and an outstanding
quality of life.”

"The Mission of the Village
of Lombard is to provide
superior and responsive
governmental services to the
people of Lombard."

March 1, 2007

VILLAGE OF LOMBARD
255 E. Wilson Avenue

Lombard, IL 60148-3926

(630) 620-5700 FAX: (630) 620-8222
TDD: (630) 620-5812
www.villageoflombard.org

Mr. Wiiliam J. Mueller,
Village President, and
Board of Trustees
Village of Lombard

Subject: PC 06-27; 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre & South Lot)

Dear President and Trustees:

Your Plan Commission fransmits for your considerdion its recommendation regarding the above-
referenced petition. The petitioner requests that the Village take the following actions on the
subject property, located within the B5 Central Business District:

1. Approve a conditional use for a planned development with the following variations and
deviations from the Zoning Ordinance:

a. A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the maximum
building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

b. A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6)(b) and Section
155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required transitional landscape
vard from 10 feet to 5 feet;

c. A variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to allow fora
reduction of the required number of offstreet parking spaces for a theater from
thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

d. A variation from Section 155.508 {C) (6) (a) to allow for a reduction of the
required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2 SinglaFamily
Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

e. A varijation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section 155.707 (B) (3) to
allow for the elimination of the required transitional landscape yard
improvements;

f. A variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement to provide
one (1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet of required perimeter lot
landscaping;

2. Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining; and
3. The petitioner also requests Site Plan Approval authority to the Lombard Plan
Commission. '

After due notice and as required by law, the Plan Commission conducted a public hearing for this
petition on November 20, 2006. Richard Curto, CEQ of RSC & Associates, 265 Brookside Road,
Barrington, Illinois, presented the petition.
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Chairperson Ryan verified that the building features such as the brick colors and the features had not been submitted
to staff prior to this meeting and were not included in their packets. Mr. Curto answered yes. Chairperson Ryan
indicated that whatever is presented tonight the Commissioners will not make a final decision on because we want
staff to have a first review of it so that we can then also review any portions beforehand. Mr. Curto indicated that he
understood.

Mr, Curto continued by indicating that he would have Daniel Coffey do thepresentation and should there be any
questions or comments, he would be available to answer.

Daniel Coffey, Architect, 233 5. Wacker, No. 5750, Chicago began with the individual plans. There have been minor
changes relating to the height variance and materials and colors which were given to staff but weren't given as
materials, but rather as copies of materials,

Referring to a diagram, he presented the ground floor plan and indicated access points and noted that this is in
conformance with the traffic stdies by KLOA. Parking is one-story down from grade, the mezzanine one story up
from grade and he noted the location for on grade parking with several surface spaces off of an access way. He also
noted where the receiving would be located.

The number of parking spaces that are provided are in conformance with the requirement for residential, retail and
for visitor parking. The variance pertaining to the parking for the theater, which is the subject of a lease being
secured for that space. He located elevator locations, fire exits, and storage units.

Referring to the mezzanine, he noted it was slightly off of dimension to the older second floor of the old DuPage
Theater building. He then described the parking layout. The retail parking and vidtor parking is essentially at grade
as well as the handicapped spaces.

The functional areas of the new building will be for retail uses. Tucked inside of the L and located similarly, but not
exactly the same, is the new 299-seat black box theater, the stage that serves it, the dressing room and support spaces
that serve it, and the public restrooms. This all will be part of the conveyance by RSC to the eventual operator of the
theater.

The original lobby will be restored, but basically all of this is rew construction, Visitors can come up the elevators
to the next level which is the second ficor of the basic complex. These are all individual units wrapped around the
older building with a landscaped courtyard in between both of the areas. The theateris slightly taller than the rest of
the space, the residential portion of the older commercial building of the DuPage Theater is in between these two
levels. Six loft units are proposed in this location. The northeast building and the lofts are served byan elevator
which is another entrance from Parkside. Upstairs the other elevators are all linked in a corridor system that goes
through the whole complex. The third and fourth floors are essentially identical but are elevated above the
courtyards and other roofs. There will be one floor below grade of basement parking, another floor that is basically
at grade, and then a mezzanine floor to fulfill the rest of the parking requirement. The below grade and mazzaniene
ceiling heights are seven feet clear and the ground level has a ¢clear ceiling height of eight feet and two inches to
accomodate handicapped van vehicles. So this is compressed to its minimum, and then on top of which then sits the
three residential floors.

He noted that the reason for the requested variance from 45 to 48 feet has to do with this mezzanine as well as with
the developer’s intention to do high quality residential and have ninefoot clear ceiling heights. If they do the
addition of that height dimension, the three residential lewels with nine-foot ceiling heights, the structural dimensions
that are needed just to support the roof, along with a little bit of slope in the roof, they end up with a high point at the
roof of 48 feet.

He stated that he investigated trying to get extraparking located elsewhere on the site, but there really isn't anything
on the site that's not used already for parking, for retail use or for the theater. The ability to put parking spaces
underneath the theater or loading dock is both an economic hardship and also physical hardship. They are going to
provide the stormwater retention underneath the building. This is an efficient structural parking deck situation where
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they stack on top of each other and it necessitates the extra couple of feet with ninefoot ceilings that creates the 48
foot height.

He then referred to the material sample board. Staff was provided with these bricks as color copies. He received
some bricks in their office today and he put them on the board to present it to the Commissimers tonight. Basically
there are three colors that will be the primary elements of the building. The tan brick actually looks darker but it is
actually the color of the terra cotta on the brick work that's on the old theater. The residential portionsof the
building on Main Street are set back from the edge by an extra five feet. They will have a nice little terrace where
people live, and it will give a little bit more animation to the streetscape when people are out there.

He referenced the first workshop session with the Plan Commission that included exterior building elevations with
flat arches in some of the architectural treatments at the top as well as some flatarched windows. Discussing it
further with staff, there was a suggestion that was ot preferred here in Lombard, so we eliminated those elements, as
depicted on a submitted drawing. The ones that are handed out to the Commissioners are exactly the same as this
board, which simplifies the overall composition a little bit.

Small added pediments were added at the corners of the building. At the workshop session, he presented a 3-D fly-
around and drive-by which he intended to show to the Commissioners, but he does not have any projection
equipment. But he has each of the three dimensionalelevations. He stated that at that workshop session, he was
requested to make sure that all the adjacent properties were accurate in height and that's been done. He then
referenced the building elevations showing the change from the flat arches.

With the 48- to 45-foot height variance, he said that the nine-foot ceiling height is fundamental to the marketing
program for the quality of condominium unit that we are trying to sell.

Chairperson Ryan asked if anyone had any questions of the petitioner. Hearing none, he asked if the Commissioners
had any questions of the petitioner.

Commissioner Olbrysh asked if the architect can explain the differences between the submitted drawings because
they all look alike.

Mr. Coffey noted that they are all very simiar except for the window lines and the pediments.

Chairperson Ryan referenced the sidewalk in front and on the Pakside side of the storefronts and asked ifthat was
the actual width that will be available.

Mr. Coffey noted that is what is on the survey. They are not changing it.

Commissioner Burke stated that as far as schemes are concerned, he liked the middle one a whole lot better than the
top one, and he thinks that the minor variance may be required to take those peaks-- it would be easy {0 approve
that. He then inquired about the brick and awning materials.

Mr. Coffey noted that sometimes the retailers like to have a choice.

Chairperson Ryan then opened the meeting for public comment. He asked that the comments be limited to the items
that are in the purview of the Plan Commission.

Speaking in favor of the petition were:

Deborah Dynako, 125 S. Craig Place, thanked the Commissioners for giving her the opportunity to discuss the
DuPage Theater Redevelopment Project. She said that she is grateful that the project has come this far as the
DuPage Theater Arts and Cultural Center will bring great things to our community, tut to get to this poeint,
considerations by the Commission must be made. There are variances that are being requested tlat are needed to
make this venture a resounding success. In the scope of an unprecedented $40 million project, one which will act as
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an economic engine to spur further development in the downtown restaurant and retail industries as well as attract
people from all around to the unique arts venue, these few variances, in particular the threefoot variance in the
height, should not hinder the forward progress of this project. Village staff has spent countless hours with RSC and
Dan Coffey & Associates working to make the DuPage Theater Redevelopment one that positively benefits the entire
community. Many variances such as those being asked for have been granted for the developments around our
downtown area. The variances requested are not without precedentand in this case are warranted because they will
add so much to our downtown's ambiance and economy.

Virginia Lippig, 512 S. Park Road, Lombard, stated that she wanted to thank the supporters, thepetitioner and staff
for their work on this petition. This project is for the future of downtownLombard, and for our children. When she
sees these drawings, what they're doing and what the Commissioners are considering, sheis thankful to everyone
because she knows they are making the right decision.

Kevin Fitzpatrick, 348 Lewis Avenue, Lombard, thanked the Commissioners for allowing him to speak on behalf of
this project, and for their important service to the Village. The supporters limited their presentation to three speakers
in the spirit of the rules and to help the Commissioners get through this a little bit quicker. This developer has
exhibited a spirit of cooperation from the start of this process. He has seen a lot of different proposals priorto this
time, and this one was furnished with an original list of 21 areas of concern by the Village Board, and at least four
more subsequent to that time. Each of those concerns seemed to have been addressed satisfactorily encugh so that
the process could move to this body for consideration. The issue that seems to have the greatest concern is a height
variance of three feet. He strongly urged the Commissioners to approve this variance and send the proposal to the
Village Board with a positive recommendation.

He said that a three foot variance, up against an ordinance limit of 45 feet in height, seems to be within the range of
why the Village has a process to introduce and approve variances in the first place. He has watched structures, even
including homes and garages, receive variances that might seem to have a detrimentaleffect on their neighbors and
the immediate neighborhood around them than this proposal ever could. He has looked carefully at the setbacks
behind the neighbors immediately to theeast. He said the plan is very respectful of that particular issne the whole
time. He cannot see how varying by three feet would really affect the quality of their life.

This project is in downtown Lombard, which belongs to all of us. The stakes area little bit higher here. He has
witnessed a losing business formula in our central commerce district for decades now. He said there have been some
wonderful businesses here, and there are some that require more massive commerce to survive. Conservatiely it
takes a half a million dollars to start up a retail business in about a 2,500-square foot space. One needs to recoup

that investment in the first five years to make it work financially. Many downtown businesses have not been able to
reach a second anniversary because the environment of our downtown works against them. Butterfield Road and
North Avenue are vital to the Lombard economy. He would argue that no less vital is our downtownas it has a much
more direct impact on the real estate value ofthe community. The heart of any municipality is its downtown. People
choose to live close to their downtown. People choose tobe more distant from malls or industrial areas. This
project brings over $40 million to our downtown and the Village cannot d#ford not to have it. It is by far the most
important initiative for downtown in its history. As far as density goes, if the Village is not dealing with density in
our downtown, the Village has a much bigger problem than that if we are. He urges a posiive recommendation. He
also agrees with Commissioner Olbrysh on the fact that the Viilage really does have to seriously take a look at
parking downtown. He said he would personally volunteer to serve on any body that really seriously decides to
confront that issue on its own merit.

Chairperson Ryan then opened the meeting to those against the proposal. Those speaking against the petition
include:

Bob Difino, 166 8. Charlotte Street, Lombard, stated that he is here tonight with his wife and six children He
understands that when one lives in close proximity to Main Street that one has to expect some measure of increased
traffic and parking on the street, and the neighbors already got our fair share of that on Charlotte Street. On the
south end of the block, the Methodist Church has a shortage of parking. On Sundays and some weeknights they are
parking on the block. It's very amicable, but it is street parking nonetheless. On the north end, his neighbors have
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overflow commuter parking because there isa shortage of commuter spots. When there are latecomers for the train,
they have no choice but to park on Charlotte or miss their train. Also, every day Monday through Friday between
four and six, they get a heavy dose of cutthru traffic. People trying to avoid the already congested intersections at
Main and Parkside and Main and Maple are cutting through down Charlotte. It's pretty heavy now and it's getting
worse. Ever since they shut down the leftturn lanes on Route 53, it's gotten increasingly worse. His neighbors are
no strangers to these issues of parking and traffic as they are living with it right now.

One of the selling peints of the black box theater is it's a multipurpose facility and it could be used during the day
for meetings, parties and other activities. He asked when those activities take place during the day and the commuter
lots are filled, where are the patrons going to park? They are going to park on Charlotte Street. He is basing this
comment on historical fact when the theater was operational. He said he grew up on Charlotte. Any time there was a
halfway decent movie, Charlotte Street handled the overflow parking from the theater lot. He sees no reason why it
won't be any different now. The Village could talk about puting a parking restriction in, but that just penalizes the
residents on the block who have family and friends that want to come and visit them, so that really isn't a solution.
He believes the drive entrance on Parkside is going to be the preferred ingressand egress avenue for not only
condominium dwellers, but also for restaurant patrons, It looks to be about 199 parking spots out on residential
Parkside Avenue, and of course they are going to avoid the light at Main and Parkside like everyone else, andthey're
going to head down Charlotte and Martha Street. This would combine street parking and cutthru traffic and 30-plus
children on the 100 block of Charlotte Street right now. It's not a very good situation from a safety standpoint, and
certainly if he was moving into the area he wouldn't want to buy on that block.

The biggest problem with this project is the density. If it were reduced to a more reasonable development size that
mirrors some of the other ones currently going up in Lombard, a lot ofthese problems and issues just go away. But
right now it looks like ten property owners are going to be directly impacted by the height of this building and the
landscape variance that's requested and the height variance that's requested. Three feet in leight and five feet in
landscape buffer is huge when one tdks about a buiiding this dense and this large being placed next to their backyard
where their deck and pool is located. He would challenge anyone to show him another residential development that 4
this dense that is adjacent to homes in an R2 residential area. If the petition is approved, it sends a dangerous
message to residents that they are not going to be protected by codes. It also sends messages to other petitioners for
developments in the future who also want their variances to be granted as well. He thanked Mr. Curto and Mr.
Coffey for putting their plan together. Mr. Coffey answered one of his concerns when he said that they are running
out of places to put things, and Mr. Difino woul suggest that's because the building is too large for the property. He
asks the petitioner just to adhere to the codes.

Mary Ann Eastman, 110 S. Charlotte Street, raised concerns with theparking. They don't want to provide for any
parking for the theater which also raises the question if they are adhering to the ADA requirements for parking for
handicapped. Are there enough handicapped parking facilities for whatever is going to be putin the building? She
knows the petitioner said three feet is just a little bit more than what's being asked, but as it stands right now, the
height of the theater is more toward Main Street. The petitioner is talking about 48 feet going all the way to the back
of the property which Is going to make a bigger difference than just three feet more than what's in the front of the
theater now. Plus, the petitioner is asking for only three feet in back, and she thinks it's five feet in front. The
petitioner is also asking for an outdoor cafe or seating out there which is going to affect the foot traffic that is there.
She has lived on Charlotte Street for over 20 years. The neighbors still have a problem with commuter parking. The
plan is taking away a lot of commuter parking spaces. Commuters are going to end up on their street. They have a
lot of children on their street, and they want to see them protected. Having traffic exit toward our area is not a good
idea.

Ms. Eastman stated she is still worried about whether the theater is even going to make it. The theater in Arlington
Heights, which was also about the size of the DuPage Theatre, has now been taken over by the Village. She heard
the petitioner mention something about providing for some type d flooding protection because right now, the
adjacent viaduct floods when it rains. She is also concerned with where this water is going to go since she lives in
back of the theater.
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Mary Ohanian, 148 S. Charlotte Street, is against the fact that there isn't going to be parking for the theater. Asa
parent who goes places, she wants to be able to conveniently park. She said she wants this theater to be successful,
and the inability to find parking in the area would make it unsuccessful. The goal is to have parking so families can
go park there, get to the theater and enjoy it. She raised concerns about the people who are working there- if there
isn't parking for these people, they are going to be parking on the streets. She opined that parents are not going to
want their teenage kid who works there walking three blocks away at night.

Beth Komperda, 22 S. Martha Street, Lombard read a note from her husband. They have been hoping for aquality
project at this location for years. As a resident of Martha Street, she is very concerned about the density of this
project and the ability of the Village to control traffic flow and congestion. She said there are 120 homes between
Parkside and Maple and Charlotte and Craig, which is the same number of condominiums that are going to be going
up in that spot. Even though the number of residences of condos won't be the same, there will still be a lot of people
there, as much ag the three block area of where she now lives. They all have a nice place to park, but all those cars
are going to go somewhere. Her concern as a resident is that they're going to spill into our neighborhood. She said
all it takes is a freight train to send all the people going from the Grace Street crossing down our way to scoot under
the viaduct, Years ago when the Village closed the Park crossing, ali that traffic came down Main Street. So, there
is a bottleneck all the time. It's like putting a thousand gallons of wate down a tiny little drain - it just backs up.
When one adds all the cars going to work and the store, there are going to have problems. They are going to use her
neighborhood to get to where they need to go. She thinks having downtown shops and a thea¢r is great. Adding 120
units on top of the theatre demand is going to cause us a great problem. Shops close. The people go home. They
don't come back till morning, but those residents live there and are coming and going all the time. She has lived in
the area for 40 years. She has ten neighbors who have lived there for 40 years. The neighbors really do deserve
some priority. When the Commissioners make these decisions for improving our town, they need to balance what
the town gains versus what these long-time residents will lose, Residents invested time and money and emotion into
making our properties wonderful, and she does not want to look at an extra foot of brick so a new resident can have
nine-foot ceilings. She likes that setting sun in the west. She urges the Commissioners to maintain a balance when
they are making this decision. Let the people who are really the heart of the town matter a little bit more than the
people that want to draw who may more or less be transients staying there buyhg a condominium and moving on
when they need a big house. But they're leaving the adjacent residents behind and they're going to leave their traffic
woes with us as well.

Bradley Janisch, 109 S. Charlotte, Lombard, thanked the Village and the Planning (Cbmmission for the opportunity to
hear the residents concerns in relation to the proposed developments within the downtown area. He is very proud to
call himself a resident of Lombard. However in the recent past he has had concems in relation to the promsed
developments within the downtown area. He is willing to make concessions in the interest of our community.
However, he believes that in order to rejuvenate the downtown area, our Village needs to take into consideration a
plan that acts as a catalyst for change, specifically with relation to the DuPage Theater project. If this is the intent,
this initiative must be the lynch pin of a comprehensive plan that is well thought out and takes into consideration the
residents of our Village above all else. He is here tonight not as an expert on the proposed changes within the plan
for the Commission, but as a voice of concern on behalf of the residents most greatly impacted by these changes.
While he is personally willing to concede to several of the itens up for debate, he is not willing to concede to the
safety of his family, nor the safety of his neighbor's families. If inadequate parking is provided for the residents,
guests, patrons of the shops and the black box theater, parking, and most importantlytraffic, is likely to be affected
dramatically in the surrounding areas including the streets of Charlofte and Martha, With many young children in the
neighborhood, who play in the front yard, sidewalks and streets and considering the possibility of impared visibility
due to inadequate parking compounded by increased traffic flow, these factors spell out the potential for disaster for
the families of this area. An economic hardship as referred to by RSC should not result in the hardship of the safety
for the residents who currently will be funding this project through the TIF. He is somewhat disheartened to hear
some concerns as it relates to the height of the building. It's the residents who ultimately will be affected by that who
should ultimately make the determination whether or not it is a true hardship on themselves. He asked that the
Village and its residents and RSC place themselves within the shoes of my neighbors and my family and consider the
very real concerns had with their family's safety
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John Brust, 426 W. Maple Street, Lombard, is the owner of the property at 135 S. Main Street, the Brust Funeral
Home which is immediately adjacent to the property. He stated that this is the second time he has come and talked to
the Commission about this property. Some may recall that he was here in 1996 and in 1997. He is speaking against
the variances. When the theater was going, he always had problems with parking in downtown. He does not wish to
be set against his neighbors, and he does not wishto have to tow cars if visitors come to the theater and they have no
place to park and they park in his lot. He needs the parking for his business. With a debt of 37 parking places for
the theater as well as the density of this project is going to put him against a lot of people if the theater goes well. He
mainly uses the business parking in the morning before his patrons go to funerals and mass, and in the afternoon and
evening he has visitations. He does not see where the 37 parking places are goingto come from in downtown. He
often is searching for 37 parking places because he does not have enough himself, and he has no variations as far as
parking goes.

Mr. Brust stated that the back of his property, 135 S. Main Street, 131 S. Main Street and the back of their property

is the old creek bed. Those who have grown up in Lombard remember the creek bed. The viaduct was originally for
a creek bed, and that goes around the back of that property goes then through what is now the Elmhurst property cug
into the comer of St. John's and ends up over by Ash Street. He does not think by putting that size building along the
back line of the property is going to help anybody's stormwater retention. The theater always used to flood. He is
very concerned that stormwater retention will be adequately maintained. He is not against condos next to us. When
he was proposing to develop the property, the Village said the side yards and back yard for our project were nor
negotiable. He asked for a height variance himself. He proposed 40 condos for that parcel, and was turned down
because the Plan Commission said it was too dense. Forty condos was too dense. This is 120 condos, and at that
time, of course, there were still apartments in the theater and the theatr was still going. He does not wish to be bad
neighbors, but he wants them to be held to the exact same standards that he was held to. Ifhe couldn't do it, he
doesn't know that they could, and he is very concerned with the parking and storm water retetion.

Blake Bandusky, 168 S. Martha, stated that he is a life member of the Lombard Historical Society. He was
appointed to and served seven years on the Lombard Historic Commission. He has 20 years experience as a licensed
architect, is a member of the American Institute of Architects, and is a principal in one of the world's leading
engineering and architectural firms. For much of his time in Lombard, the property at the theater has been vacant,
nearly vacant, or decaying very seriously. He said thatresidents witnessed the first closing in the late 80's, the battle
to get the National Historic Register status, the second closing, the Big Idea proposal, threatened demolition, pipe
dreams, and now what seems to be a last desperate attempt. He wants everybody to know that this is a process that
we have to go throngh. These things are all negotiable. They are all design problems and they can be met head on.
This project can be made to work for that site, and if it can't, everybody in the room will undrstand why. He has
campaigned for this issue long before many at the meeting thought of living in Lombard, worked in Lombard, or
worked for Lombard. The property is very dear to his heart. He noted that the audience has heard from passionate
people on both sides; homeowners and concerned individuals and all their opinions need to be considered. He would
like the Commissioners to consider the following and take this to debate to the least common denominator. He
believes this project is too tall, too dense, and too close to the residential property line. The rendering is gorgeous,
aside from some aesthetic concerns, but the fact is that the building is too tall over an existing very high theater
marquis. He asked the audience to walk over to 25 E. Parkside and imagine as one looks toward the sky a 4 four
story 50-foot tall building with that wall existing near the property line and ask if they would be happy with this. The
back of the theater fly area is very tall, but it's shorter and it's further awa from that property line, and one will
understand the difference between the two heights. He lives two blocks east of the site. He will see the back of a
four-story 50-foot tail building every day. And whether one questions the aesthetic of that frontelevation, it is the
rear elevation that raises serious concerns. The back elevation is one neighbors haven't even seen yet. That's what
these people will be living with every day. He could easily afford to live anywhere we wanted to, but he stays
committed to Lombard because he loves the neighborhood character and scale, the downtown, the old house that he
restored, and the historic downtown area has become home.

He believes the Village has allowed projects to be built that are of such poor design quality that its charm is being
seriously diluted. The petitioner is a developer. They're used 1o be being pushed back on. The Village has to learn
to push back on them. Only the best projects are a result of give and take. In the case of the theater, theproposed
team is comprised of architects and developers, and each of those playing developer in its own right. The Village
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has to make sure that their challenge is to make this the best project it can be. Variances should be considered, but
he thinks three and-a-half stories is absolutely the highest thatit should be. He suggested that the tallest part of the
building be toward the commercial area and let the building taper down toward the back. A plan for offstreet
parking is a necessity. Anybody who has been to the Lilac Parade and has lived through the parking, the Village
blindly allows people to park on both sides of the street, and when one lives there, it's a still tweway street, but cars
are trying to get through on that. It's going to be nodifferent when the theater is full or if there is a premiere or the
opening of a play. The Village does not take concern to make sure the fraffic situation is monitored on a regular
basis. The Lilac Parade is evidence of that. As far as elevations go, he said when he was on the Historical
Commission, the Commission pushed many times to review projects like this. Use that Commission as a resource.
They should have the opportunity to review each and every one of these elevations. They should be the auhority on
what gets built. Residents should not be placed in a desperate situation forced to make a decision that gives away
the farm in variances, accepts inferior aesthetics, and compromises the quality of life of these people who are our
own neighbors.

Gary Anderson, 140 S. Charlotte, lives directly east of the subject property. He referenced a letter submitted by his
wife giving some opinions and thoughts on the variances that are being requested. He would like to start out saying
that he and his wife are not opposed to the redevelopment of the subject property as it is long overdue. He has lived
in his house for 20 years, and there really hasn't been much change in the property behind his home in that time. He
spoke before the Plan Commission on December 11th, 1996 regarding a proposed development on the vacant parcels
which at that time did not include the DuPage Theater property. That proposal was for a sixstory condominium
project. The Commission recommended not to approve zoning variancesat that time. He then reiterated a few
comments that the Commissioners made regarding the project at that time. "The proposal was too dense and too
much was being put on the lot," by Commissioner Olbrysh. "The concept was good, but the density was too
intense," Commissioner Zorn. "The main problem is the size of the building, and that it will dominate the
streetscape,” Commissioner Kramer. Commissioner Sweetser applanded the efforts of the developer to bring
development to downtown, but indicated thatthe standards had not been met. Commissioner Kramer stated that the
petitioner admitted part of the hardship was economics. Any hardship was selfinduced. Commissioner Kramer also
stated that the proposed building would have a strong negative impact onresidential properties to the east. So ten
years later, and there is still no development of the property. Now a new proposal for the development is on the
table for consideration, but again, the developer is asking for some rather significant variations He believes the
Commissioners were correct ten years ago to deny the variations for that development, and he believes the current
variations requested should be denied for the same reasons, mainly variations no matter how they read and the
concept of creating value is stated time and again by the developer as just an effort to reap additional profits in
making the project a little bit taller and a little bit bigger and a little bit closer to the edges of the property. The
proposed development will have a strong negative impact on the residential properties to the east, especially if the
variations are granted. The value of the homes to the east will surely be diminished by the presence of a 128unit
condominium behind their yard. As he stated in the ldter to the Commissioners, he really doesn't have a problem
with this development or any other development, he requests that any development that is approved be held to the
existing zoning requirements and not be given any variances that will increase thedensity and size of the project.

Rose Grumstrup, 291 E. Washington, stated that she has lived in Lombard for over 20 years. She is very concerned
over the development of this property and the traffic situation. That is her main concern aside from the hdght of the
buildings that are being built up and down Main Street. She is hoping that there are some other traffic plans in effect
rather than just building this and keeping i a twolane each way. She is not sure what the plan is and she hopes that
they won't just put this new building up and not have any plan for the traffic as it is. She said that she works on the
north side of Lombard and traveling through there now early in the morning with the train traffic, it's pretty
congested. She is hoping that there are some real good decisions that are made before this project is put forth.

Chairperson Ryan then provided time for the petitioner's rebuttal.
Mr, Coffey noted that ADA requirements are completely fulfilled with respect to the project. Therewas discussion

about stormwater management. They anticipate completely complying with the County and other codes and thathe
situation will be substantially better than what exists there today.
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The traffic consultant was hired by the Village to studythis project and had indicated that traffic and circulation on
and off the site was not a serious concern based on their expert knowledge.

The theater seating of less than 300 seats is less than a third of the number of seats that used to be there when t was a
larger movie theater. So comparisons of theater to theater are not really accurate based on the past just because the
quantities are so much larger.

The other item to be considered is that they are not really requesting any change in the alloved density of retail or
residential. They do have all of the parking on the site for both of those two uses. There is a lease which will be
secured prior to approval by the Village should they approve this and prior to our going forward with anything
related to the project, and that lease is to secure parking for the theater specificaily.

Chairperson Ryan noted that there was a questionas to the theater hours and if it would be open during the day.

Mr. Curto noted that the theater hours will be establshed by the organization that ends up operating it, which would
be the non-profit. It's very unlikely that there will be much that goes on in the theater during the day, although from
time to time there will be some functions. If there is some theater activity, one could typically see the schools
dropping children off at the theater for matinee-type plays or activities. Typically they will be delivered by the
school system bus which will drop them off in front of the theater, typically on Main Street orParkside. They will
drop them off inside the site or right off the street in a very safe manner,so there won't be a lot of cars parking as was
referenced.

Chairperson Ryan stated that the question was offered during the day there is no parking allocatedfor the theater,
where will those cars or buses go?

Mr. Coffey stated that the Village has the power to approve which entity takes occupancy of the theater. As part of
that negotiation the Village can indicate their acceptance of operating hours and those kinds of things.

The expectation related to daytime activities is very limited, and if it was children-oriented and related to the
schools. What typically occurs, the bus goes someplace far away, the teacher calls with plenty of time to get the bus
back right to the front door and go from there, He would expect the Village to have restrictions on the times that this
theater can operate in the daytime.

Chairperson Ryan asked about the rear elevation.

Mr. Curto noted that they have many elevations avalable in their computer for consideration and was shown at the
workshop session. It slightly changed from that, but the intention was not to be exactly like the front because it
doesn't have retail, but to have a variation in the articulation to give ita little bit of visual interest.

Chairperson Ryan closed the public comment period of the meeting. He noted that additional comments can be
provided at the next meeting when the Plan Commission will meet again. With regard to the elevations, we had
talked about the alternate scheme of the middle one, is that the 48 feet? Mr. Coffey stated the roof is still 48 feet so
the parapet would add three feet.

Commissioner Burke asked if the top elevation requires an additional three-foot variance. He noted that it's a very
small section of the building and actually adds some architectural detail. William Heniff, Senior Planner, noted that
the way the Zoning Ordinance calculates the height of the building is based off the roof, so parapets themselves
wouldn't require additional zoning relief for the parapet itself. So additional relief for a 51 foot building height
would not be required - it would be considered a 48-foot high building.

Mr. Curto noted that the reason they put the middle section with the peaks is that they thought it was a comment or
suggestion made by some of the members to show a little bit more peaked roof.
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Chairperson Ryan asked if all the requests that they asked for at the workshopwere made and submitted. Mr. Heniff
noted that they have included some of them. As was noted earlier in the presentation, staff has not seen the latest
version of the elevations until tonight. Staff hopes to continue to work with the petitioner to incorporate the elements
and some additional design schemes that address some of the concerns that are being raised tonight and address some
of the staff's concerns as well.

Chairperson Ryan asked staff for a comparison of whatthe Commissioners have asked for versus what was
presented. He would also like a to-scale streetscape as well as behind and views of it, actnal views compared to the
heights and everything else so that we can really get a true flavor of the density.

Going through the plans, Chairperson Ryanasked if most of the one bedroom units are about 880 square feet. Mr.
Coffey said yes.

Chairperson Ryan then asked how that compares to the two projects that are going up.on Ash. He is concerned about
sale-ability because this project is 120 units versus 40, and 10 in the other building. He asked if this would be
strictly condominiums and not rentals. Mr. Curto stated that was correct. They will be sold to individuals as
condominiums. They will be all surveyed and platted for sale. They ranged the floor area anywhere from roughly
740 square feet on a one bedroom to say 950 square feet that could be a one bedroom/den, and then two bedrooms
would be 1050 or 1100 square feet. The purpose in having a mix of bedroom sizes, is that there aren't foo many one-
bedroom units available. There are a lot of single people and couples just starting out. From an affordability
standpoint one would want to provide enough range of product including some three bedroom units which are fairly
large for some of the empty-nesters. That's typically what we have donefrom a marketing standpoint. The market
really drives the product mix and size. For example, some of the smaller projects that are potentially being talked
about here could be fairly large units, if they were 2,000 square feet each, the price of those woud be $450,000.00,
half a million dollars. But when they want to have a diverse product mix, that's what is done typically. They have no
studios planned.

Commissioner Olbrysh asked about the price range of the product mix going from one bedroom up to thee. Mr.
Curto noted that the one-bedroom smaller than 800 would be roughly about $195,000.00. A twebedroom
approximately 1,100 square feet would be $275,000.00. Some would be less, some would be larger. A three
bedroom would obviously be more than tha.

Chairperson Ryan asked how that compares in size to othess in the business district. Mr. Heniff indicated that it is
comparable.

Chairperson Ryan asked if there were any other questions or any otheritems they would like to see for the next
meeting,

Commissioner Sweetser referred to the three footheight variance and asked if it was possible during construction to
go down three feet more and try tomake it work that way. It may be impossible or totally undesirable. It is a small
difference but one that appears large to some of the community, Mr. Curto answered that they have tried to reduce it
everywhere they could. Handicapped parking needs to be aligned with the ground floor. It could go down and the
retail could go down, but then somewhere itdoesn't match up with the street so that's the problem that occurs. They
have a very skinny structure which also then has the lighting and the sprinkler system. They trimmed down just
about everything they can to get the nine feet that's good for the maketplace here, it's good for the community as
well as for the developer to keep the nine foot, which is pretty much standard these days. They need the extra three
feet.

Commissioner Olbrysh referred to the previous workshop and thought that when the Cormissioners were looking at
that and were comparing the one-story brick building with the four-story, the two were going to be more integrated
better as far as colors, et cetera. And now here the plan shows a stark white twostory which doesn't look as ifit
belongs with the four story, and he thought it would be a better integration between the two as far as brick work.

Mr, Coffey stated that the renderings came up whiter than he would want them to.
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Commissioner Olbrysh indicated that it sticks out. Mr. Coffey stated that this is the color of the terra cotta and of the
brick work, When they come back, they will match it. Commissioner Olbryshconfirmed that the Commissioners
would be looking at a truer color. Mr. Coffey indicated that the way the compuer does it, sometimes it gets brighter
than ideal. It's literally these three colors, and they are not quite so stark. Commissioner Olbrysh asked if that was
for all the buildings. Mr. Coffey answered ves.

Chairperson Ryan asked if anyone had any questions of the new evidence that was just presented by the petitioner.
Hearing none he requested the staff report.

Jennifer Backensto, Planner II, indicated that staff has prepared a report regarding the petition and that is submitted
for the record in its entirety. Staff has copies available for anyone who wishes to see that. She then summarizedsix
key points. There were nine basic pieces of relief that were requested as part of this petition. Staff is recommending
approval of three, approval of three with conditions, denial of one, and additional information to make a
recommendation on the other two pieces.

The variations staff is recommending approval of are to allow a four foot front yard setback along Parkside Staff
generally believes this is appropriate to maintain the existing building setback that the cuwrrent theater has right now.
This is something that frequently staff does support as long as it is not encroaching further into the yard. One of the
other elements that staff is supporting is the conditional use for outdoor dining. This is something that isspecifically
mentioned in the Comprehensive Plan as something the Village would like to see throughout the downtown. The
zoning encourages it, and, in fact, they could do outdoor dinhg as matter of right, but the conditional use for outdoor
dining removes the need to submit a new permit every year for the same businesses having tables in the same places.
By staff’s calculations, there's about 12 feet adjacent to the building along tte Main Street side that will permit
outdoor dining and still maintain a sidewalk area for pedestrians traveling through. The other element staff is
recommending approval of is site plan approval authority to the Lombard Plan Commission. This would allowany
proposed signage variations for the individual businesses to be brought before this Commission for review. They
have to go before this Commission and the Village Board.

Staff is recommending approval with conditions of all of the variations assocized with landscaping. This includes
the five-foot transitional landscape yard along the eastern property line abutting those houses on Parkside and
Charlotte, variation to eliminate the transitional landscaping improvements, and a variation to eliminate he perimeter
of lot shade trees. The conditions staff is recommending would require the petitioner to make a cash payment to all
of the adjacent property owners to allow them to install landscaping on their properties if they choose to do so. The
Village would not force the owners tomake any of those improvements This is a way that the situation has been
dealt with in the past in the downtown area.

Variations were granted for the Big Idea Plan Development completely eliminating the landscape yard. Ako, there -
- and the Walgreens Planned Development and more recently The Point at Lombard where the area was reduced to
one foot. At The Point of Lombard, the developer was installing the landscape improvements on the adjacent
properties, and for The Big Idea Deveiopment there was a cash payment, so staff is recommending that something
similar be used in this case. Staff is recommending denial of the requested variation for the parking spaces for the
theater. Staff realizes that there are some parking difficulties within the downtown. They are providing all of the
required residential parking, all the required retail parking, so this variation is strictly for the theater. The petitioner
has represented that they will be able to provide offsite parking, which is permitted by code, on a nearby parking lot,
If they are able to secure an off-site parking arrangement, no variation is even necessary because they will be
providing it basically across the street. In the event the variation isn't approved or that agreement is not reached,
staff is recommending it be denied. Staff is requesting additional information before making a recommendation on
the conditional use for a planned development and the deviation for a 4&foot high building. We are requesting a
statement confirming the stormwater detention and drainage capabilities of the site.

Staff would like to look in more detail atthe building cross-section that was presented here this evening. Staff would
also like to know about the proposed materials for the residential balconies, trim elements and light fixtures that are
going to be visible to the residents abutting the eastern property line. Staff would like to see the ground floor plan
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revised to redistribute the parking spaces. Right now the ratio of residential to commercial parking bays is one off.
The number of parking spaces doesn't need to change, just the allocation needs to switch by one in order be in
compliance with code. Staff would also like information on the eightfoot high solid fence along the southern 405
feet of the east property line. This is one of the required transitional landscape improvements. Staff did receive
information that the developer is considering parking with a stacking system for the underground residential paking.
Staff would like to have some more information about lighting on the perimeter drive aisle. And finally, staff would
like some more information regarding the nature and type of the rooftop garden plantings as well as how those will
be accessed by the residents. Staff also did hire a consultant to perform the traffic study which is included within the
staff report.

Javier Millan, Senior Consultant with KLOA, Inc., was retained by the Village to review and do comments on the
site plan. Ms. Backensto gave the Commissioners a revised traffic study. Mr. Millan stated there were only two
minor revisions to the traffic study. One was including a discussion on the proposed site traffic generation, which is
Page 6, regarding the frip generation for the commercial portion of the development. He made a disclaimer that
typically the retail portion of a development of this type typically doesn't generate that much traffic in the morning;
however, they assumed that it was going to generate the same amount oftraffic as it would generate in the afternoon,
so we're actually doing a very conservative scenario. The otherrevision was a typographical error in the conclusions
section of the report which said the access drive should have two lanes south, when in esence it's one lang in and
one lane outbound. Those were the only changes to the original that the Commissioners received.

Based on the review, KLOA found the following: The development as proposed will provide two full ingress/egress
access points, one on Parkside and ancther off Main Street. Based on the trip generation rates published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers, which is the normal standard used for traffic studies, the development will
generate less than 170 total trips, in and out, during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. In the highest hours it's going to
be roughly 150, 160. The rest of the days it might generate, 40-50 cars in the highest hour. This new traffic was
added to the existing traffic volumes and analyzed to determine how well the intersections will operate with the
addition of site traffic.

Based on the analysis, all of the intersections along Main Street as well as Parkside Avenue operate and will continne
operating at acceptable levels of service. 1t's typically likea grade scale like in school; A, B, C, D, We have E and
F. Ifoneis atan F, it is failing just like in school. In this case, the intersections are operating at B. In the futureMr.
Millan thought one of the intersection legs during the peak hours goes would go to C, which is still acceptable. The
lowest acceptable is an E, and typically one wants to stay in D, no lower than that. The development meets the
parking requirements in terms of residential parking as well as retail parking. In his opinion, although no parking is
provided for the theater, it's been KLOA’s experience that activities for the theater typically tend to occur outside of
the peak hours. Outside of those peak hours, there are areas in which parking becomes accessible to the pubic. That
accessible parking to the public can be used for theater; however, KLLOA agrees with the Village that parking should
be provided for the theater in addition to that public parking that is available.

Chairperson Ryan asked if the study was datedin June of 2004and it that was prior to the no-left turn on Route 53.
Mr. Millan asked if he was talking about the countsthey gathered. Chairperson Ryan answered yes. Mr. Millan
stated that all left turns were already in place. Mr. Heniff stated thathe believed so. Mr, Millan indicated that he isa
resident of Lombard, so he does remember when those left turns were not allowed.

Chairperson Ryan stated that he wanted to make sure and asked that staff verify. Mr. Millan stated that he agreed but
was 99 percent positive that was already in place.

Chairperson Ryan asked if the petitioner or the public have any questions of the staff report.

Blake Bandusky, 168 S. Martha Street, asked what the flow rate was out of this site between the hours of 5:00P.M.
and 6:00 P.M. and if Mr. Millan has taken into consideration the queue line going west on Parksidewhich is usually
up to Charlotte, so if one is making a turn to go west He is curious on how one is going to get into that lane to
proceed west. Mr, Millan answered that during the P.M. peak hour, once again this is in the highest hour which is
what he mentioned, 5:00 to 6:00 or 4:30 to 5:30, the highest hour in the evening they have a total of 150 vehicles.
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That's according to ITE, 85 in and 75 out. There are two access drives, so those are going to be split. In terms of the
queue, he analyzed this using a simulation model, so they get to actually see how far those vehicles will back up.
Once he ran it, he tried to look at recreating what's happening out there. There are certain times in which the traffic
does back up, but for the most part, it clears. When it clears, one has the opportunity to actually make the left into
the access drive. They did take a look at that, but once again they have © also take a look at whether traffic clears or
not,

Mr. Coffey stated that he agreed that the numbers that were used were very conservative. He noted that KLOA did
not subtract out the parking that currently exists on the site to further diminish that75 and 85 out, and those kinds of
things. Mr. Millan answered no because those vehicles are still in the area.

Mr. Coffey stated that here are 50 or 60 cars or whatever that are on the site affecting the in and out today which
aren't subtracted out from that projected in and out on the site per se. He does not disagree either way.

Chairperson Ryan stated that the meeting was open to the Commissioners for comments and questions.

Commissioner Sweetser commented about the parking. She certainly couldn'tagree more with the denial of the
Village, and clearly this concern is reflected in a lot of the comments that she heard. She will be very interested in
learning about the lease and what that means and where that is and how it can be used; in other words,crossing Main
Street might be an issue, it might not. Until she knows specifics, she supposes it is difficult to speculate or discuss it
further except that it is a major concern. In terms of the neighborhood, one way that other towns, villages, cities
control this s not to limit parking in general because that harms the residents, but rather have permits saying that
there is nobody without a permit allowed to park in certain hours. For example, in Chicago, it's two hours before an
event at Soldier Field until two hours after, whatever it might be that would alleviate the residents' concerns and
allow them to not be hampered by overflow parking, because even with additional parking, there may be some
additional overflows. She would like to limit that to the extent possible,

Regarding flood water, she heard staff ask for a guarantee of sorts and whether that's been achieved or not, it
certainly should be. She would also be interested in knowing whether the measures that are required and certainly
seems to have been abided by other developments in the area have actually accomplished what they are supposed to.
In other words, has flooding been abated or avoided and to the extent that it needs to be, not that that's a guarantee
for this site, but it certainly might be telling as far as the efficacy of the relations. In terms of some of the other
issues that were mentioned, in the interest of making sure that we are talking apples and apples or apples and oranges
for people who may not have had a chance toread the staff report, this petition is for 101 to 125 S. Main Street and
the density is per code; is that correct? Mr, Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Sweetser indicated that the height they are asking for a variation from 45 to 48. The other areathat
was mentioned in some of the testimony was at a different address, and she is not sure whether it's 131 or 135 S.
Main Street. The 1996 staff report for PC 96-30 requested approval of the variations from the Zoning and
Subdivision and Development Ordinances to increase the maximum height of the building from four stories to gix
stories. Not three feet, but two whole stories, and then some other things; to not provide offstreet loading berth,
reduce the drive aisle and setback for the required sidewalk. So she would just like to make sure she is
differentiating the requirements, the ones being asked in each case as not being apples and apples.

Commissioner Olbrysh agreed with Commissioner Sweetser. Parking is a critical issue. He is favorably dispsed to
this type of project. He has some concerns, but he thinks we do need an entertainment center and the condos. But,
for the downtown area to survive, there is going to have tobe some other means for parking; be it a garage, putting
up a garage. The other problem the Village has downtown is that it is basically one street. Take a look at Elmhurst,
take a look at Villa Park, Wheaton. The Village is limited with what can be done, but he would be very curious with
what they come back with respect tothe stormwater detention. They said they meet code, but that concerns him
because the project is taking up a lot of land over here. And with flooding problems before, he wants to make sure
that there will not be additional flooding problems. Regardingdensity, while he may not like it, they meet code.
Where they're asking for a variance is for building height. He has a concern about that because just looking at how
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much space they are taking right now. The other thing that he has not seen is really sme good elevations of the east
side of the building because if he lived on Charlotte, he would like to see exactly what he willbe facing,

Commissioner Burke commented about the parking. Whenthe petition comes back, he would like to see the detailed
plan. Unfortunately for the petitioner, the part of that detailed plan includes the Village's management of the theater,
and he does not know how that gets coordinated because the key part of that is how the theater is going to be used.
He has heard in the staff report the theater is referred to as a black box theater. That brings a vision in my mind that
it's a spartan-type facility; however, when he reads other publications describing the theater, it's described as a state
of-the-art theater. That denotes a whole different thing to him where he sees 300 people every night on one and he
sees 100 people, three nights a week on another. So the parking issue has to be explained in detail. In the staff
report it references a parking lot. It states in the staff report that commuter parking spaces are available after 3:00
p.m. To him that sounds kind of arbitrary. He lives on that street, there are cars there until 7:00, he does not know
how one determines that this block of 50 or 37 cars is going to begone at 3:00 P.M. He thinks the plan should be
very specific, and entails some description of how the theater is going to be used. He understands that's a difficult
thing for the petitioner to provide. With regard to the density on the project, staff gave us a report - it was a density
comparison of other densities. Ms. Backensto answered that was from the petitioner.

Comumissioner Burke asked about the range noting one was 87 units per acre. He wants to clarify Park West
Condominiums is built on 0.1 acres? Ms. Backensto answered that was correct. It is an extremely small property.

Commissioner Burke questioned that it was a tenth of an acre? It says commercial space available is 4700 feet.
That's about a tenth of an acre. Mr. Heniff answered tha in that particular case, the size of the property and the size
of the building is almost one in the same. Commissioner Burke questioned if it was a zero lot line, Mr. Heniff
answered yes.

Commissioner Burke referred fo the setback and confirmed thatthere was not a variance being requested for the
setback to the building. Ms. Backensto stated that was correct.

Commissioner Burke asked about the variance in regards to the fransitional landscape yard. In the staff report it
talks about having a cash donation made to the residents. He personally would much rather see a comprehensive
plan and a homogeneous landscape plan for the back of those yards rather than a cash payment which some residents
will use, some residents won't. He thinks if we're looking at how the transition yard is going to project in both
directions. He thinks some kind of plan would be much better than a hodgepodge solution to the issue.

Commissioner Flint concurred with the previous Commissioner's comments. He thinks it's citical we look at the east
elevation and how that impacts the residence. He agrees with the parking issue and stormwater comments. On the
height restriction, he knows they have allowed variations on height. And there are ways of minimizing the impact
with hiding heights, creating a terrace effect, setback, dropping off some units to try to minimum the impact, so it
maybe looks like a building that's in compliance, but it's really an additional story. There are ways of treating that
architecturally to make that impact not as critical. He is looking for the petitioner to come back with modified
elevations and looking at that east elevation.

Commissioner Sweetser asked about the terms of the mitigating impact on the terrace piece. If the space isn't 0 be
lost, what is the possibility of building over the theater part? Has that been precluded because of structural issues or
other issues? Mr. Coffey answered yes- it is a weak structure so it couldn't add any more weight to it.
Commissioner Sweetser indicated that she be in favor of some kind of way to mitigate a 48foot straight wall,

Chairperson Ryan concurred with Commissioner Sweetser because one looks at all these different renderings, and
the one middle one we are at least gives a little break. The Village has been talking for ten years about the comer
that's supposed to bring back the Village and it just looks like barracks almost. He just wants to see something
change to make it look attractive. His concern is because of the density that wedon't end up with 100 vacant ones or
turn them into apartment buildings. And if it's not something that's attractive and drawing people to it, they have got
to do something to make that corner really stand out and make it the start of the downtown area. With regard to the
traffic and the parking, he is also concerned about the contract that is being talked aboutand where they are going to
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park because he believes there is a limit. Visitors are not going to walk three blocks to a commuter lot. The
petitioner has to come up with some plan that's more feasible and doable because visitors arenot going to walk two
or three blocks to a parking spot when they can park on a side street and be around the corner from it. So something's
got to be looked at there.

Commissioner Olbrysh questioned the parking. If this project goes forward, the Village also has to be concerned
about what's going to happen during construction, and what was just brought to our attention is that the DuPage
Theater lot is supposed to close December 1st. That's a couple weeks, or less than that. And his understanding is
that right now the DuPage commuter lot next to the DuPage Theater has 91 spaces. Mr, Heniff stated it was 73.
Comumissioner Olbrysh confirmed that it will be shy— is the Village is going to provide parking at four different lots?
Mr. Heniff answered yes.

Comumissioner Olbrysh asked if it would be assigned spots, or do people have to drive around and find what's
available? Mr. Heniff indicated that they would not beassigned. Commissioner Olbrysh felt that it would create a
problem trying to catch a train and trying to find-- Mr. Heniff stated that for clarity purposes, that's a temporary
situation while they are removing the back portion of the theater property. Commissioner Olbrysh asked for a time
frame as to what temporary meant. Mr. Heniff answered a couple of months. Commissioner Olbrysh confirmed that
all but ten spaces would be provided for. Mr. Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Olbrysh recommended the if the Village is going to do this probably a sign would be better. He
could envision somebody trying to catch a morning frain going from lot to lot to find out what's available, especially
since there will be ten fewer spaces in the commuter lot. He asked if this is going to be put on the windshields. Mr.
Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Burke stated that he liked the elevation and thought it looked nice and confirmed that there was no
detention currently on-site. Mr. Heniff indicated that the petitioner has shown an area in which they are proposing a
vault system. The building, however-Commissioner Burke asked if that was on site now. Mr. Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Burke stated that if they develop the building, they will have to meetthe Village ordinances and
County ordinances for flood control. Mr. Heniff agreed. Commissioner Burke stated that those ordinances are in
place for a reason. He doesn't think there is a whole lot of work that the petitioner has to do to come back. Mr.
Heniff indicated that staff has asked the petitioner to prepare preliminary engineering so staff knows the manner in
which they are planning to address it so there is a comfort level and staff can make whatever recommendation if it
was ultimate approval. Commissioner Burke asked if it would have to be approved by the Village engineer during
the permit process. Mr. Heniff answered that it would.

Chairperson Ryan stated that they are waiting to see the preliminary so they can either make a recommendatia as we
do in other plans beforehand. The final, yes, definitely has to be final engineering, but preliminary, that's what
they're looking for right now. Commissioner Burke confirmed that they were just looking for information on the
concept. Mr. Heniff stated yes - how much are we storing on-site, whether that meets the code provisions, and how it
would be routed out to the existing structure by the property.

Commissioner Burke questioned if they were asking for a variation or relief for that. Mr. Henff answered no. If
they do need relief, that would be required by the Village as well as the DuPage County Board.

Commissioner Olbrysh questioned the underground vault and its proximity to Main Street. Mr. Curto explained
where it would be located underneath the retail. Commissioner Olbrysh stated that they haven't seen any details on
that. Mr. Curto explained that they will meet the stormwater requirements because they are required to do so.

It was moved by Commissioner Sweetser, seconded by Commissioner Burke, that the petition be continued to the
December 18, 2006 meeting. The motion carried by a 4-0 vote. This petition was ultimately continued to the
February 19, 2007 meeting.
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February 19, 2007 Meeting

Vice Chairperson Flint reconvened the public hearing for this petition on February 19, 2007, Richard Curto, CEQ of
RS8C & Associates, 265 Brockside Road, Barmrington, Illinois, asked what format his presentation should follow.
Vice Chairperson Flint stated that he should cover anything that hadnot been discussed at the November meeting,.

Dan Coffey, Daniel P. Coffey Architects, 233 S. Wacker, No. 5750, Chicago gave an overview of the digital
presentations. He showed a fly-over view of the project and noted there were two kinds of brick on the esidential
portion. The new retail will be brick and terra cotta to match the existing building. He then presented views of the
project from the perspective of a vehicle traveling eastbound on Parkside then northbound on Main Street. He noted
that at the previous meeting the Plan Commission had requested them to improve the accuracy of the depiction of the
shapes and heights of the surrounding building. This was done to an accuracy of within one to two feet. The Plan
Comrmission had also asked what theneighboring single-family residents would see. In his backyard view, he faded
out the trees to show winter conditions. That view shows what the transitional landscaping might look like as well as
the fence between the single-family properties and the roadway.

Commissioner Sweetser asked if the structure shown on the far north end of the backyard view was a house. Mr.
Coffey stated that it was.

Commissioner Sweetser asked if the perspective was supposed to be from the rear of the houses. Mr. Coffey sated
that it was and clarified the assumed line at the back of the houses.

Mr. Coffey stated that small changes had been made to the previous elevation including peaks, mullions, and the
fence.

Commissioner Sweetser stated that she would like to see the fence on the flyovers. Mr. Coffey reviewed his first
presentation and indicated where the fence was

Commissicner Burke asked if the transitional landscaping and fence were new. Mr. Coffey stated that they were.

Commissioner Burke asked if the maturetrees shown in the yards were existing. Mr. Coffey stated that they were
and that he had used Google Earth software to place the trees.

Commissioner Burke asked how far the trees are from the building. Mr. Coffey estimated that they were about 75
feet away.

Mr. Coffey then passed around the materials board as well as a sample light fixture and samples of the limestone
sills.

Mr. Carto stated that Reis Kayser of RSC & Associates would discuss the stormwater issue. Mr. Kayser, 721 Lenox
Road, Glen Ellyn, stated that they had looked at several alternative stormwater solutions for the project and the area
in general. Initially they had looked at paying a fee in lieu of providing detention, but the burden would have
remained on the viaduct. He gave a number of examples of other projects where underground storage had been used
including the Sherman Plaza project in Evanston, St. Mary’s School in Downers Grove, The Shops at Old Orchard in
Skokie, 1727 S. Michigan Avenue, Edward Hospital’s parking structurein Naperville, and one in Lombard at 645 E.
Roosevelt that had been built 20 years ago. They had taken pictures of the one in Lombard and there were two to
three inches of silt on the bottom, but it was still functioning well, He stated that this approachis not new and it will
be designed correctly. He is confident that it is a sound system. There are no problems with odor affecting the
occupied space above. It is a concrete basement built as a storm structure. It will be well-ventilated, work entirely
on gravity, and hold the entire 100-year storm event. There will be outside access through a manhole and it will
alleviate existing storm water problems on the property.

Commissioner Olbrysh asked if the detention would be underneath the new retail almg Main Street. Mr. Kayser
stated that it would be. The floor will have positive drainage and a controlled release into the storm sewer.
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Commissioner Sweetser stated that there was the potential for a great volume of water to be released at once. Mr.
Kayser stated that in case of such a situation there is a builtin gravity outflow at the north end of the property to a
catch basin along the curb.

Commissioner Sweetser asked how the outflow would keep up with the inflow. Mr. Kayser stated that if the wult is
filled beyond capacity the water will flow into the sireet, He added that the vault will hold the 108year storm event.

Mr. Curto clarified that the property at 645 E. Roosevelt was not part of incorporated Lombard when it was built.
Vice Chairperson Flint then opened the meeting for public comment.

Gary Anderson, 140 S. Charlotte Street, stated that he had previously spoken and written against thisproject as it has
not met the standards for variations. To do so, they would need to demonstrate hardship, have a need other than for
financial gain, and not have a detrimental impact on the surrounding properties. He does not see any indication of
hardship here, especially with regard to the requested building height and setback variations. Bothof those requests
are needed to increase the size of the building, which is strictly for financial gain. He stated that this building would
not increase the property values of the surrounding homes and asked the Plan Commission to not forward this
petition with a recommendation of approval.

Vice Chairperson Flint asked if there was anyone else that had any questions or comments on the petition Hearing
none, he then requested the staff report.

Jennifer Backensto, Planner II, indicated that the Plan Commission continued the public hearing for PC 0627 in
order to allow the petitioner to provide additional information regarding the development proposal and/or modify
their plans accordingly. This report is based upon a review of the supplemental informaion provided by the
petitioner and addresses the areas identified by the Plan Commission members, staff, and/or the public where
additional information was requested.

Ms. Backensto summarized the changes on the new building perspective and elevations. No changes have been
made to the storefronts along the north elevation, brick colors, mullions or signage locations. Staff obtained
permission from two adjacent property owners to take pictures from their backyards. These pictures were used to
create composite images that give a rough idea of how the proposed development would appear from the adjacent
properties. The images of 136 S. Charlotte and 140 S, Charlotte were included as part of the petitioner’s submittal.

The materials board perspective still shows outdoor dining in front of the new Parkside Avenue storefronts, but there
is less than five feet between the building and the property line. Any outdoor dining proposed on the public rightof-
way would not be covered by the conditional use and woud be subject to an annual administrative permit with no
public hearing necessary. The shared balconies on the north, east, and south elevations wili be physically divided
between the units, unless two adjoining units are combined.

The petitioner has attempted to show a 45-foot high building by including a partial through section on the building
elevations, labeled “Unacceptable Alternate Mansard Roof Option.” This alternative maintains a 9-foot high ceiling
clearance within the residential units, but the roof height remains unchanged at 48 feet. To date, none of the
submitted elevations have met the BS District’s 45-foot height requirement,

At the July 2006 workshop session regarding the DuPage Theatre development proposal, the petitioner presented a
three-dimensional video depiction of the proposed development. The petitioner noted to staff the following issues
relative to the new presentation;

1. The proposed building heights were “eye-balled” without actual scaling of adjacent structures. The
petitioner believes that the rendering is accurate within one to two feet.
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2. The locations of the trees that are shown on the presentation were derived by usingGoogle Earth aerial
representations. They stated to staff that they believe that this approach provides a fairly reasonable
depiction of the existing vegetation surrounding the subject site.

3. Staffnotes that the depicted number of street parking spaces along East Parkside may not match the existing
or proposed parking layout proposed at this location.

At the November 20, 2006 Plan Commission meeting the Plan Commissioners expressed a desire to see how
stormwater detention would be addressed as part of the development. In response, the petitioner has submitted a
series of stormwater plans that have been reviewed by the Private Engineering Services Division and Bureau of
Inspectional Services. The petitioner’s initial plan proposed a vaunlt detention system to be provided below the
proposed new retail portion of the building south of the theater. In review of this plan, staff noted that the conceptual
plan is not feasible due to the fact that it pumping is not acceptable and the detention system must drain by gravity
only. The petitioner then proposed a vault system to be located underneath the proposedeast drive aisle. Upon
review of this proposal, staff noted that the proposed vault would conflict with a water main also proposed to be
located within the same area. This plan did not meet the detention requiremerts of Lombard or DuPage County.

The petitioner’s latest stormwater plan would provide for underground storage as part of the building foundation
beneath the new retail portion of the building along Main Street. The Private Engineering Services Division and
Bureau of Inspectional Services have both reviewed the proposed concept plans and their comments are listed within
the staff report. The petitioner’s responses to these concerns, as well as staff’s comments on theseresponses, are
attached to the staff report as Appendix A. The proposed conceptual stormwater detention system meets the
necessary legal requirements, but there are a number of construction issues that will need to be addressed as part of
the final engineering for the project

The petitioner has prepared a preliminary landscape plan for the rooftop garden areas showing proposed plant
materials. Atthe November 20 meeting, some members of the Plan Commission expressed a preference for a
homogenous transitional landscape plan. Staff has received comments from only one adjacent poperty owner who
would be impacted by this requirement. That property owner stated that a cash payment would be preferable to a
homogeneous plan in that it would allow them to install landscape improvements that are suited to their tastes and
individual properties.

Staff also supports the concept of a cash payment that would be madeto the Village within sixty days of the
petitioner closing on the property. The Village can then disperse the funds to the adjacent residences accordingly.
In this manner, transitional landscape improvements could be installed and beginning to grow as early as spring
2007, In 1999, Big Idea Productions was required to make a $42 per linear foot payment to the owners of the
adjacent residential properties. Adjusting this number for inflation brings it to $50.80 per linear foot, or $3,048 for
most of the adjacent property owners ($50.80 x 60 feet).

Staff continues to recommend denial of the requested parking variation as an offsite parking agreement should be
reached by the petitioner. At their January 18, 2007 meeting, the Board of Trustees considered a lease agreement
with the Elmhurst Memorial Healthcare outpatient facility across the street from the subject property. Their intent
was to lease 40 spaces from the facility to meet the code requirements, but the terms of the lease were deemed
unacceptable by the Board of Trustees. The petitioner has provided information on the proposed vehicle
lifts/stackers. The lifts would allow a resident to stack two cars within ore traditional parking space, provided there
is a clear ceiling height of at least nine feet. The most recent site plans show that up to 60 lowerlevel parking spaces
could accommodate these lifts. Staff recommends that a condition of approval be added toensure the ability for
these lifts to be installed and operated.

The Plan Commission had inquired as to whether or not the downtown traffic counts performed by KLOA in the
summer of 2004 had occurred prior to the no-lefi-tum restrictions on Route 53, Upon review, it appears that the no
left turn signs were installed during the winter of 2001-2002.
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External lighting is shown on the west elevation storefronts. This lighting will not be installed on the north elevation.
For the residential portion of the building, a sample lighting fixture has been provided.

Staff recommends that a condition of approval be added that would prohibit internally illuminated box or cabinet-
style signage. As with numerous recent developments, staff believes that any future wall signs should be in scale and
harmony with the design concept of the proposed project. Tenants should be encouraged to have their signage
represent the unique and special qualities of their store through creative designs.

With respect to the marquee sign, the petitioner will be proposing a new marquee sign that generally replicates the
existing theatre sign. However, they have expressed to staff that the new sign may also include a vertical
identification sign element as well. Should the petitionbe approved, the petitioner will be able to submit the new
marquee sign plan at a later date for review and approval as part of a Site Plan Approval application.

Attached as Appendix B is a spreadsheet showing the status of proposed, under construction,and recently built
condominium and townhome projects within the Village.

Ms. Backensto concluded by stating that staff recommended approval of the project, subject to the ten conditions
noted in the staff report.

William Heniff, Senior Planner, added that he had passed out two sample motions for the Plan Commissioners for
either approval or denial of the petition.

Commissioner Sweetser stated that the proposed development has a lot of potential, but she has numerous concerns
that she has expressed in previous meetings. The petitioner has been surprisingly resistant to the Plan Commission’s
suggestions. Although she has tried to understand the petitioner’s requests, she is not satisfied that this petition has
met the necessary requirements. Reducing asetback from 30 feet to four feet is for financial gain, and the project
cannot afford to not provide parking. She was struck by the number of errors in the rendering, which doesn’t
represent attention to detail. She stated that she expects more from a petitioner.

Commissioner Olbrysh stated that this development would be a welcome addition to the downtown, but he has two
concerns: detention and parking. He stated that underground detention costs more and he assumes that those costs
would be bome by the occupants of the building, He noted the comments from the Bureau of Inspectional Services
on p. 8 of the staff report and asked if the petitioner would have any problem addressing them.

Mr. Kayser stated that the proposed detention system would be vay low maintenance as the water will be relatively
clean. It will have positive drainage, making it almost selfcleaning. The vault will be designed to meet all
requirements. They have confirmed that there is sufficient space and the system will physicaly work, but the
technical design wili be done by their engineering consultants.

Mr, Olbrysh stated that the proposed building is taking up a lot of land, and their options are limited due to the size
of the building. He stated that they need convenientparking and asked what the petitioner will do in the event that
the project is approved and the parking relief is denied.

Mr. Curto noted that this is a public-private partnership and the financing has been worked out. They had brought
forward a proposal for 40 parking spaces at Elmhurst Hospital, but Elmhurst required a 120-day notice period in the
event that they need the parking for their facility. They would hope that if that occurred there would be other options
available. He understands that Elmhurst cannot grant a “forever” easement. After the Village Board stated that the
120-day notice was unacceptable, Elmhurst offered a 180-day notice. This option is still out there, and there is
another option to lease 37 of the adjacent commuter parking paces. He noted that with downtown theaters, there is
typically not parking immediately adjacent to the building.

Commissioner Burke agreed that the project does have a lot of potential. The Plan Commission had been very clear
that they wanted to see a definitive plan for parking. With regard to the underground storage, he does not feel
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qualified to say if it is a viable solution. Although it seems problematic on the surface, the Village Engineer should
decide if it is appropriate. He is most troubled by the views from the adjacent properties and the composite photos
had a tremendous impact on him. As with the St. John’s project, the impact in the neighborhood is unbelievable,
The photos show a corner unit with floorto-ceiling glass that looks into someone’s backyard. The building is too
close to the residences and too obtrusive. At this point, there are still a lot of loose ends.

Commissioner Olbrysh stated that both the parking and detention problems are due to the size of the building. If'the
building were smaller, they could provide additional parking and possibly have an easier stormwater solution. He is
in favor of the development and feels it is a good-looking building, but it is large. If approved, parking will not be
very convenient.

Vice Chairperson Flint stated that, as an architect, he understands the proposed stormwater concept. The petitioner
is proposing a very big, very tall building in the backyards of the adjacent residents. It would be desirable to
somehow scale the building back, but the project still needs to work economically. He is torn because he supports
the theater and wants it to work, but he is disappointed that the issues have not been addressed as the Plan
Cominission had requested.

Commissioner Sweetser suggested that two additional conditions be added to those within the staff report:
11. Stormwater detention shall be approved by the Village Engineerand shall be subject to rigorous scrutiny;
and
12. The building setbacks shall be at least 80 percent of that required by the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Heniff clarified that condition no. 12 would apply to part 1, letter “d” of the petitioner’s request.

It was moved by Commissioner Sweetser, seconded by Commissioner Olbrysh, that the petition be forwarded to the
Village Board with a recommendation of approval, subject to conditions. The motion carried by a 4-0 vote.

Respectfilly,

VILLAGE OF LOMBARD

Stephen Flint, Vice Chairperson
Lombard Plan Commission

att-
c. Petitioner
Lombard Plan Commission
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MEMORANDUM

TO: William T. Lichter, Village Manager
FROM: David A. Hulseberg, AICP, Director of Community DevelopmentC).@ H’
DATE: March 1, 2007

SUBJECT: PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre) — Additional Discussion

After the public hearing portion of the meeting closed relative to PC 06-27 — the DuPage Theatre
petition, additional discussion was offered relative to condition #12 that was included within the
recommendation of approval by the Plan Commission. Specifically, the condition included a
requirement that the developer shall meet at least eighty (80) percent of the required setback of
the underlying district. However, that condition was tied to the relief enumerated within zoning
request 1(d) included within the petition, which pertained to the front yard setback along
Parkside Avenue. While this discussion is not included within the motion of approval of the
petition, staff stated that the discussion would be shared with the Board members as requested by
the Plan Commission.

Plan Commission Discussion

David Hulseberg, Assistant Village Manager/Director of Community Development, stated that he
was at home watching the petition on television and that there was an issue that caught his
attention, He stated that condition #12 that Commissioner Sweetser placed on the
recommendation of approval provided for a minimum setback of 80 percent of the underlying
yard requirement. As written, this condition would only apply along all of Parkside Avenue. He
sought a clarification as to where this condition would be in effect. William Heniff stated that
the intent of the relief in the request is to hold the existing building line along Parkside at four
feet (4°), so if the condition applied to the Parkside elevation, it would require the building to be
placed twenty-four feet (24} off of the north property line.

Commissioner Sweetser stated that her intent was to address the east property line. Mr.
Hulseberg stated that if the intent was to move the building off of the east property line, the
condition of approval would not apply and have no effect. Mr. Heniff stated that the condition
would preclude any new construction activity from up to twenty-four feet (24°) from Parkside
Avenue.

Commissioner Sweetser noted that the submitted plans denote a twenty-three foot, six inch
(23°6”) drive aisle plus five feet (5°) for transitional landscaping along the east property line, but



the plans did not denote the dimension for the bump out (bay windows and/or balconies). Mr.
Hulseberg reiterated that the motion that was made is confusing and recommended that it be
amended because it applies along Parkside Avenue and not along the east property line.

Commissioner Burke asked if this item was open for discussion. The issue is that the pictures
depict the building from the backyards and the motion gave the impression that it was to make
the building move further west off the property line.

Mr. Hulseberg stated that the motion as written did not do what the Commissioners it to do. If
the intent was a setback of eight (80) percent of thirty feet (30°), the proposed condition is moot,
as it already meets that standard. Commissioner Sweetser stated that the condition was not
intended for Parkside. If the drawings had indicated the measurements of the overhang along the
cast property line, it would have made the issue clearer. Mr. Hulseberg noted that no part of the
building is closer than twenty four feet (24°) off of the east property line.

George ‘Wagner, Village Counsel, stated that the public hearing was closed and many of the
audience members were gone. He recommended that the motion go forward as is and have this
issue clarified at the Board of Trustees level.

Commissioner Burke stated that he is not sure that his vote would be the same based on this
discussion. They did not have a site plan in their package and he thought they were moving the
building further to the west. Mr. Hulseberg stated that this comment will be transmitted to the
Board of Trustees.

Staff prepared the attached exhibit that depicts what the building footprint would look like if
condition number 12 was adopted by the Board as recommended for approval by the Plan
Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff notes that condition number 12 would modify the building footprint, the exterior elevations
and the overall scope of the project. If the Board believes that condition number 12 should be
included as part of the Ordinance of approval, staff recommends that the petition be remanded
back to the Plan Commission for further review and the petitioner should be directed to prepare
revised exhibits to reflect compliance with condition number 12. However, as noted above, the
intent of the Commissioners was not to change the building setbacks along Parkside Avenue.
Therefore, based upon this discussion, if the Board votes to approve the project, staff
recommends that condition number 12 not be added within the conditions of approval.

HACD\WORDUSER\WPCCASESV006\PC 06-27WWTL memo additional conversation.doc
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VILLAGE OF LOMBARD
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW GROUP REPORT
STAFF REPORT NUMBER TWO - AMENDED

TO: Lombard Plan Commission HEARING DATE: February 19, 2006
FROM: Department of PREPARED BY: Jennifer Backensto, AICP
Community Development Planner II
TITLE

PC 06-27; 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre & South Lot): The petitioner requests
that the Village take the following actions on the subject property, located within the B5 Central
Business District:

L. Approve a conditional use for a planned development with the following variations and
deviations from the Zoning Ordinance:

a. A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the maximum
building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

b. A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section
155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required transitional landscape
yard from 10 feet to 5 feet;

c. A variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to allow for a
reduction of the required number of off-street parking spaces for a theater from
thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

d. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a reduction of the
required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2 Single-Family
Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

e. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section 155.707 (B) (3) to allow
for the elimination of the required transitional landscape yard improvements;

f. A variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement to provide one
(1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet of required perimeter lot
landscaping;
2. Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining; and
[
3. The petitioner also requests Site Plan Approval authority to the Lombard Plan

Commission.



Lombard Plan Commission

Re: PC 06-27
Page 2
GENERAL INFORMATION
Petitioner: RSC & Associates
180 N. LaSalle Street, Ste. 2626
Chicago, IL 60601
Property Owner: Village of Lombard
255 E. Wilson Ave
Lombard, IL 60148
Relationship of Petitioner to Property Owner: Proposed Project Developer
PROPERTY INFORMATION
Existing Land Use: Vacant theater and temporary commuter parking lot
Size of Property: Approximately 2.26 acres

Comprehensive Plan: Recommends Mixed Use Medium Density Residential & Commercial
(Central Business District-Mixed Use Area)

Existing Zoning: B5 Central Business District

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use:
North: Union Pacific Railroad

South: BSPD Central Business District Planned Development; developed as Brust
Funeral Home

East: R2 Single Family Residence District; developed as single-family homes

West: B5 Central Business District; developed as various commercial & residential uses

ANALYSIS
SUBMITTALS

This report is based on those documents filed on with the Department of Community
Development and included as part of the initial report for PC 06-27. In addition, this report
includes the following additional items:

1. Building Elevations, prepared by Daniel P. Coffey & Associates and dated January 3, 2007.
2. Floor Plans, prepared by Daniel P. Coffey & Associates and dated January 3, 2007.

3. Materials Board and Building Perspective, prepared by Daniel P. Coffey & Associates and
dated November 20, 2007.



Lombard Plan Commission
Re: PC06-27
Page 3

4. Plat of Survey, prepared by Gentile & Associates and dated December 18, 2007.
5. Samples of the limestone sills, balcony lights, and aluminum window trim/balcony material.

6. Preliminary Landscape Plan, prepared by David R. McCallum Associates and dated
December 11, 2006.

7. Storm Sewer Calculations, prepared by Manhard Consulting and dated December 28, 2006.
8. Stormwater Site Plan Drawing, prepared by Manhard Consulting and dated February 7, 2007.
9. Information on proposed Harding Steel, Inc. car lifts.

10. Video presentation, prepared by the petitioner (this item is intended to be shown at the
February 19, 2007 meeting).

11. Photographs and photo illustrations showing views from 136 & 140 S. Charlotte Street.

DESCRIPTION

The Plan Commission continued the public hearing for PC 06-27 in order to allow the petitioner
to provide additional information regarding the development proposal and/or modify their plans
accordingly. This report is based upon a review of the supplemental information provided by the
petitioner and in consideration of the testimony made a part of the public hearing record at the
November 20, 2006 Plan Commission meeting. Specifically, the report addresses the areas
identified by the Plan Commission members, staff, and/or the public where additional
information was requested.

Building Elevations
Changes on the new building perspective and elevations show:
¢ terra cotta and brick on the storefronts to match the original commercial building;
removal of peaked roof elements and extension of red brick portions above storefronts;
Indiana limestone sills;
windows that reflect unit locations;
added peak on the north elevation; and
modifications to the northernmost peak on the west elevation.

No changes have been made to the storefronts along the north elevation, brick colors, mullions or
signage locations. Those changes, which were suggested by the Plan Commissioners and
communicated though staff, were intentionally omitted from the rendering. After further review
of these issues, the petitioner felt that incorporating those changes would be detrimental to the
retail component and respectfully disagreed with those suggestions. Staff is disappointed with
the petitioner’s decision as we believe those changes would improve the aesthetics of the
building and improve its compatibility with the neighborhood. However, staff also recognizes
that taste is a subjective matter.
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Staff obtained permission from two adjacent property owners to take pictures from their
backyards. These pictures were used to create composite images that give a rough idea of how
the proposed development would appear from the adjacent properties. The images showing
orange construction fencing represent 136 S. Charlotte, and the others represent 140 S. Charlotte

(both included as part of the petitioner’s submittal).

The materials board perspective still shows outdoor dining in front of the new Parkside Avenue
storefronts, but there is less than 5 feet between the building and the property line. Any outdoor
dining proposed on the public right-of-way would not be covered by the conditional use and
would be subject to an annual administrative permit (no public hearing necessary).

The shared balconies on the north, east, and south elevations will be physically divided between
the units, unless two adjoining units are combined.

The petitioner has attempted to show a 45-foot high building by including a partial through
section on the building elevations, labeled “Unacceptable Alternate Mansard Roof Option.”
Staff advised the petitioner that this exhibit was not an adequate representation of a 45-foot high
building. This alternative maintains a 9-foot high ceiling clearance within the residential units,
but the roof height remains unchanged at 48 feet. To date, none of the submitted elevations have
met the B3 District’s 45-foot height requirement.

Video Presentation
At the July 2006 workshop session regarding the DuPage Theatre development proposal, the

petitioner presented a three-dimensional video depiction of the proposed development. At the
workshop session, the Plan Commissioners questioned the relative heights of the proposed
structure as well as the adjacent buildings. The Commissioners noted that they wanted to ensure
that any depictions of this nature accurately reflected the proposed conditions for the project. In
response, the petitioner modified the presentation to attempt to address this issue. The
presentation was modified to provide and updated view of the redevelopment plan as well as
providing additional detail to the adjacent structures. The petitioner noted to staff the following
issues relative to the presentation:

1. The proposed building heights were “eye-balled” without actual scaling of adjacent
structures. The petitioner believes that the rendering is accurate within one to two feet.

2. The locations of the trees that are shown on the presentation were derived by using
Google Earth aerial representations. They stated to staff that they believe that this
approach provides a fairly reasonable depiction of the existing vegetation surrounding the
subject site.

3. Staff notes that the depicted number of street parking spaces along East Parkside may not
match the existing or proposed parking layout proposed at this location.
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Stermwater

At the November 18, 2006 Plan Commission meeting the Plan Commissioners expressed a desire
to see how stormwater detention would be addressed as part of the development. This request
was also made by staff and requested by members of the public. In response, the petitioner has
submitted a series of stormwater plans that have been reviewed by the Private Engineering
Services Division and Bureau of Inspectional Services.

Stormwater Plan #1:

The petitioner’s initial plan proposed a vault detention system to be provided below the proposed
new retail portion of the building south of the theater. In review of this plan, staff noted that the
conceptual plan is not feasible due to the fact that it would not satisfy the DuPage Countywide
Stormwater and Floodplain Ordinance, Article 9, Section 15-114, Subsection 8c, which states
that “all outlet works shall function without human intervention or outside power and shall
operate with minimum maintenance.” Pumping is not acceptable and the detention system must
drain by gravity only.

In addition, this plan left unresolved questions regarding the following Ordinance requirements
that should be addressed in order to assess feasibility:

* Article 9 Section 15-114, Subsection 8b states that “storage facilities shall be
accessible and easily maintained.”

e Article 9 Section 15-114, Subsection 8f states, in part, that “storage facilities shall
provide an overflow structure and overflow path that can safely pass excess flows
through the development site...”

¢ Article 10, Section 15-133, Subsection 4 states, in part, that “maximum flow depths
on new parking lots shall not exceed one foot during the base flood condition and
shall be designed for protection against physical damages. Flood hazard in parking
areas below the base flood elevation shall be clearly posted.” Therefore, the
emergency overflow of the detention system must be within one foot above the
lowest point of the parking area and signs would have to be posted.

Stormwater Plan #2:

In response to the above concerns, the petitioner then proposed a vault system to be located
underneath the proposed east drive aisle. Upon review of this proposal, staff noted that the
proposed vault would conflict with a water main also proposed to be located within the same
area. This plan did not meet the detention requirements of Lombard or DuPage County and
would have required variations from both entities.

Stormwater Plan #3:

The petitioner’s latest stormwater plan would provide for underground storage as part of the
building foundation beneath the new retail portion of the building along Main Street. The
Private Engineering Services Division and Bureau of Inspectional Services have both reviewed
the proposed concept plans and their comments are listed below. The petitioner’s responses to
these concerns, as well as staff’s comments on these responses, are attached to this report as

Appendix A.
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Private Engineering Services Division comments

As presented on the submitted schematic, the stormwater detention system for the above
captioned project would store the 100-year storm event in a 9-foot high concrete vault with a 6-
foot storage area that would be located underneath the southwest corner of the building. The
vault would drain via gravity through a water quality unit to a restrictor/overflow structure and
finally into the Village stormwater system. The petitioner for this project represented that this
vault would be incorporated into the structural foundation of the building. The Private
Engineering Services Division has the following comments as this concept moves forward:

1.

It is important to note that no other detention structure permitted by the Village is
underneath a building or any other type of permanent structure. The use of the “outlot™
for stormwater detention facilities is intended to provide the Village full, unimpeded
access for inspection and, as necessary, maintenance of the structures. While this design
meets the current Village Code requirements and could be constructed, staff is not
supportive of such structures that are located underneath large, permanent structures. A
review of this section of the Village Code is warranted to ensure that this type of system
is not allowed in the future without all other possibilities exhausted and all up-front
design issues resolved.

There are many unknowns in the overall design of such a basin/vault. Staff has only seen
the conceptual layout of this plan, and to date, staff is not aware of any actual design for
the structure itself. A critical issue will be the geotechnical information, which should be
acquired and reviewed by the structural engineer prior to this concept moving forward.

Based on the findings of a geotechnical report, the construction costs could vary
significantly. The petitioner shall identify if the vault is integral to the structure of the
building. The petitioner shall also present how building settlement will affect the design.

Stringent requirements from the building department to ensure water proofing and safety
will also result in extra costs for this structure. The petitioner shall provide an initial cost
estimate for this stormwater plan, and balance the cost against the cost for the other
stormwater mitigation plans previously discussed for this project, including off-site
storage in a neighboring lot, etc.

The petitioner shall provide the intended life of such a structure with a detailed
maintenance schedule that outlines the inspection and maintenance activities such as
when the waterproofing would need to be amended or replaced, how cracking can be
fixed, etc.

The building association will own and maintain this structure directly — provide language
that will be included on a plat, which clearly designates the responsibility for funding for
the inspections and maintenance of this system.
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7. The vault shall have adequate access from outside of the building so that inspectors and
maintenance and repair equipment do not have to enter the building.

8. Provide any additional insurance requirements that would be placed on the buiiding
assoctiation as a result of having this system under the building.

9. Provide the plan for overflow surcharging when the receiving Village storm sewer is at
capacity.

10. Provide a list of sites within DuPage County where this concept has been used in the past
and to what success.

1. The developer has met with the County (with no Village representative present) to obtain
the County’s support for this concept. The attached email from Clayton Heffter, the
Stormwater Permitting Manager for DuPage County, outlines that the plan conceptually
meets the Countywide Stormwater Ordinance; however, the Village has the final
authority in approving the plan.

12. A registered structural engineer shall provide a certification of compliance for the
constructed vauit.

13. The plan shows "PROPOSED ROW." After talking with the design engineer, this is
meant to be the actual, existing ROW.

14. The plan lists 1.35 AF total volume of storage. Scaling from the plan and using the
provided 6' height of water in the vault, the storage would be closer to 1.83 AF. After
speaking to the design engineer, this difference is made up by the intent to slope the floor
of the vault to the outlet, as well as account for potential columns that may pass through
the vault, however, neither of these points are represented on the plan.

15. No vertical scale is provided on the plan and profile. It appears that the vault will be
approximately 9' in height; please have the petitioner confirm the total height.

16. The north arrow is not correct.

17. Typo on the plan and profile Bottom = 691 .4, not 791.4

18. Typo on west invert of existing manhole 963.71 is likely 693.71.

Bureau of Inspectional Services comments

The proposed location for the underground storm water detention is possible under the building
code but several concerns will need to be addressed.
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1. The piers supporting building load from above will need to be isolated from the bottom
slab of the detention stormtrap. In addition the design should include a membrane-
covered wall/sleeve around the piers to allow water to rise up on to the wall with no risk
of water leaking between the slab/pier connection and undermining the foundations.

2. An access door large enough to provide entry to conduct regular inspection of the
membrane must be provided.

3. The plan submitted points to the outside of the stormtrap wall to have a plastic
liner/membrane installed. The liner will need to be installed on the inside of the structure
as well as around the pier sleeves. The outside of the stormtrap will require typical below
grade waterproofing to be installed.

4. Soil borings will be required as part of the soil engineer and structural engineers
submittal. It should be noted that a large sand deposit was discovered running north to
south approximately 50' east of the property. We have no record of how wide this deposit
goes or if there is any active water flow through it. The engineer will need to investigate
this before submitting any of the foundation designs.

5. The structural engineer's design will need to include epoxy coated rebar reinforcement at
the stormtrap and concrete mix design consistent with a structure having salt water
exposure since some of the water from parking areas will be discharging into the
structure.

6. Water proofing will need to be installed on the underside of the floor above the stormtrap
to prevent moisture transfer into any finished space above.

7. It should be noted that this type design will require maintenance at a higher cost than
typical construction due to its location under the building and the sharing of foundations
between the stormtrap and the building above.

Landscape Variations
The petitioner has prepared a preliminary landscape plan for the rooftop garden areas showing
proposed plant materials.

At the November 20 meeting, some members of the Plan Commission expressed a preference for
a homogenous transitional landscape plan. Staff has received comments from only one adjacent
property owner who would be impacted by this requirement. That property owner stated that a
cash payment would be preferable to a homogeneous plan in that it would allow them to install
landscape improvements that are suited to their tastes and individual properties.

Staff also supports the concept of a cash payment that would be made to the Village within sixty
days of the petitioner closing on the property. The Village can then disperse the funds to the
adjacent residences accordingly. In this manner, transitional landscape improvements could be
installed and beginning to grow as early as spring 2007. In 1999, Big Idea Productions was
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required to make a $42 per linear foot payment to the owners of the adjacent residential
properties. Adjusting this number for inflation brings it to $50.80 per linear foot, or $3,048 for
most of the adjacent property owners ($50.80 x 60 feet).

Parking Variation

Staff continues to recommend denial of the requested parking variation as an off-site parking
agreement should be reached by the petitioner. At their January 18, 2007 meeting, the Board of
Trustees considered a lease agreement with the Elmhurst Memorial Healthcare outpatient facility
across the street from the subject property. Their intent was to lease 40 spaces from the facility
to meet the code requirements, but the terms of the lease were deemed unacceptable by the
Board of Trustees.

The petitioner has provided information on the proposed vehicle lifts/stackers. The lifts would
allow a resident to stack two cars within one traditional parking space, provided there is a clear
ceiling height of at least nine feet. The most recent site plans show that up to 60 lower-level
parking spaces could accornmodate these lifts. Staff recommends that a condition of approval be
added to ensure the ability for these lifts to be installed, stating that the parking garage lower
level shall have a clear ceiling height of no less than nine feet and adequate electrical supplies
shall be installed to allow for the operation of the lifts.

Traffic Study ‘
The Plan Commission inquired as to whether or not the downtown traffic counts performed by
KI.OA in the summer of 2004 had occurred prior to the no-left-turn restrictions on Route 53.
Upon review, it appears that the no left turn signs were installed during the winter of 2001-2002.

Lighting/Photometrics

External lighting is shown on the west elevation storefronts. This lighting will not be installed
on the north elevation. For the residential portion of the building, a sample lighting fixture has

been provided.

Signage

Staff recommends that a condition of approval be added that would prohibit internally
illuminated box- or cabinet-style signage. As with numerous recent developments (including
The Pointe at Lombard, Amcore Bank/Highlands of Lombard retail strip center, Walgreens,
VLand-Highland/Roosevelt) staff believes that any future wall signs should be in scale and
harmony with the design concept of the proposed project. Tenants should be encouraged to have
their signage represent the unique and special qualities of their store through creative designs.

With respect to the marquee sign, the petitioner will be proposing a new marquee sign that
generally replicates the existing theatre sign. However, they have expressed to staff that the new
sign may also include a vertical identification sign element as well. However the final design of
the sign has not been completed to date. Should the petition be approved, the petitioner will be
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able to submit the new marquee sign plan at a later date for review and approval as part of a Site
Plan Approval application.

Other Items

Attached as Appendix B is a spreadsheet showing the status of proposed, under construction,
and recently built condominium and townhome projects within the Village.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the above considerations, the Inter-Departmental Review Committee recommends that
the Plan Commission make the following motion recommending approval of this petition:

Based on the submitted petition and the testimony presented, the requested conditional uses,
deviations, and variations included as part of the petition comply with the standards required
by the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and granting the public planned development is in the
public interest; and, therefore, I move that the Plan Commission recommend to the Corporate
Authorities approval of PC 06-27, subject to the following conditions:

1. The petitioner shall enter into a development agreement with the Village setting forth
the terms and conditions for development on the subject property.

2. As part of the building permit submittal, the petitioner shall satisfactorily address the
comments included as part of the Inter-Departmental Review Report.

3. The development shall be constructed in compliance with the plans submitted as part
of this petition. Any modification to the petitioner’s plans shall be considered a
major change to the planned development.

4. In the event there are any conflicts between the building elevations and the interior
building layout, the exterior building elevation shall control. If required by interior
changes of layout, the aesthetic, compositional and material concepts illustrated in the
approved elevation drawings will be adhered to.

5. No box- or cabinet-style wall signage shall be permitted.
6. No parking relief shall be granted.

7. The parking garage lower level shall have a clear ceiling height of no less than nine
feet, with adequate electrical supply provided to serve each lower level parking space.

8. Lighting on the residential portion of the building shall be shielded so that all
illumination is directed toward the building and away from adjacent properties.
Lighting provided for the drive aisle shall not project higher than eight feet above
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grade level. Parking structure lighting shall be directed downward and shall not cast
a glare onto adjacent properties.

9. An 8-foot solid beige PVC or similar fence shall be installed along the eastern
property line, subject to the approval of the Director of Community Development.

10. In lieu of transitional landscaping improvements, a cash payment of $50.80 per linear
foot shall be paid to the Village within 60 days of the petitioner’s acquisition of the
property and prior to the issuance of any building permits. This cash payment shall
be allocated amongst the adjacent property owners to the east of the subject property,
based upon the length of the shared lot lines.

Furthermore, the Plan Commission recommends that site plan approval shall be granted for the
subject property.

Inter-Departmental Review Group Report Approved By:

(o lhilloe

David A. Hulsebérg, AICP
Assistant Village Manager/Dir Community Development

HACD\WORDUSERWPCCASES\2006\PC 06-27\Report06-27.doc
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Private Engineering Services Division Comments

1) It is important to note that no other detention structure permitted by the Village is underneath a
building or any other type of permanent structure. The use of the “outlot” for stormwater detention
facilities is intended to provide the Village full, unimpeded access for inspection and, as necessary,
maintenance of the structures. While this design meets the current Village Code requirements and could
be constructed, staff is not supportive of such structures that are located underneath large, permanent
structures. A review of this section of the Village Code is warranted to ensure that this type of system is
not allowed in the future without all other possibilities exhausted and all up-front design issues resolved.
As such, how is it envisioned that the Village will be able to access and/or inspect the proposed vault to
ensure that it is operating properly?

Access to the underground detention vault will be provided by hatches or doors and
ladders as well as some ceiling mounted inspection lights to provide easy access from
outside of the building. These access locations will be located adjacent to the fire lane
on the south side of the building. This will provide unrestricted access to the vault by

the Village.

It should be noted that several detention options have been expiored on this project.
Specifically, providing underground detention in the fire lane with “fee-in-lieu” to satisfy
the balance of the detention requirement was proposed. This was not deemed feasible
due to the 30’ watermain easement required around the building which precluded the
placement of the underground detention.

A second option of providing off-site detention on the neighboring properties was also
explored. RSC did meet with the owner of the adjacent property. However, no
agreement was reached.

A third option of providing no detention on site with a “fee-in-lieu” contribution was also
explored. However, given the historic flooding issues at the Main Street viaduct, we
believe, along with staff, that it is prudent to provide some detention on-site to attenuate
the flow below existing conditions.

2) There are many unknowns in the overall design of such a basin/vault. Staff has only seen the
conceptual layout of this plan, and to date, staff is not aware of any actual design for the structure itself.
A critical issue will be the geotechnical information, which should be acquired and reviewed by the
structural engineer prior to this concept moving forward. Has there been any engineering design plans
created that provide additional detail as far as how the vault system would be designed and/or integrated
into the overall building design?
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Initial staff comments shown in normal text.
Petitioner’s responses shown in boid text.

Stuff comnients on petitioner’s responses shown in italic texr.

The structural system has not been engineered for this project. We will obtain soil
borings once there is clear direction on how we will proceed with the stormwater issue.

This is a circular argument - basically it is difficult for direction to be provided to move forward with this
concept without knowing the full extent of the design conditions.

3 Based on the findings of a geotechnical report, the construction costs could vary significantly.

The petitioner shall identify if the vault is integral to the structure of the building. The petitioner shall
also present how building settlement will affect the design. How will settlement affect the final design of
the building?

The vault is designed the same as a basement. The building and vault structural design
will be integrated. The live load of vault when filled and empty will be considered in
overall design as well as lateral loads.

4) Stringent requirements from the Building Department to ensure water proofing and safety will
also result in extra costs for this structure. The petitioner shall provide an initial cost estimate for this
stormwater plan, and balance the cost against the cost for the other stormwater mitigation plans
previously discussed for this project, including off-site storage in a neighboring lot. If it is determined
that the final engineering costs for the project impact the ability to economically develop the project as
proposed, how would you envision addressing the stormwater detention issue? What is the estimated cost
for providing stormwater in this manner and does it fit into your pro forma?

RSC is working with Bovis Construction on determining the incremental building costs
associated with the detention vault. If this method is determined to be cost-prohibitive,
RSC in conjunction with Bovis, will explore additional “value engineering” concepts
such as storing a portion of the detention on the roof (equal to required snow loading)
and/or increasing the bounce on the detention to reduce the footprint size.

5) The petitioner shall provide the intended life of such a structure with a detailed maintenance
schedule that outlines the inspection and maintenance activities such as when the waterproofing would
need to be amended or replaced, how cracking can be fixed, etc. Can you provide estimates an/or details
as to what this on-going responsibility may be?

The life expectancy of the detention structure would be no less than that of the building
structure. Our architect and structural engineers will properly design and detail this
foundation and basement structure.
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Initial staff comments shown in normal text.
Petitioner’'s responses shown in bold text.

Staff conuments on petitioner s responses shown in italic rext.

Periodic inspections and maintenance will be performed by the condominium
association’s management company to verify system performance.

The above is not a detailed inspection and maintenance schedide.

6) The building association will own and maintain this structure directly — provide language that will
be included on a plat, which clearly designates the responsibility for funding for the inspections and
maintenance of this system. How do you plan to convey the maintenance/ownership responsibility to the
future association and future property owners/tenants?

Responsibility for all property maintenance will be held by the condominium association
and is funded by association fees as will be defined by the condominium declaration.

7 The vault shall have adequate access from outside of the building so that inspectors and
maintenance and repair equipment do not have to enter the building. How do you envision this to be

achieved?

Outside access will be provided by a door or a hatch that will be accessible by village
inspectors. (see item 1)

8) What additional insurance requirements would be placed on the building association as a result of
having this system under the building?

No extraordinary insurance requirements are expected.

9N Provide the plan for overflow surcharging when the receiving Village storm sewer is at capacity.
How will this be achieved?

A second overflow pipe capable of passing 2.0 cfs is proposed. In addition, a second
inlet structure is proposed in the curb at Parkside and Main. This inlet will act as a third
overflow at an elevation 1’ below the theatre F.F.

10) Provide a list of sites where this concept has been used in the past in DuPage County and to what
success. How comparable are these sites to the DuPage Theatre project and how do these projects meet
the provisions of the current DuPage County Stormwater and Floodplain Ordinance as well as the
respective municipal code?
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Initial staff comments shown in normal text.
Petitioner's responses shown in bold text.

Staff conunents on petitioner s responses shown in itafic ext.

The new parking structure at Edward Hospital has approximately § acre feet of storage capacity in a
basement detention structure. Intech, the civil engineer, said the project was audited by DuPage County
after completion and was accepted without exception.

Daniel P. Coffey and Associates, LTD. has experience in designing (with civil and
structural engineering consultants) a detention vault recently as part of a mixed use
development. The Sherman Plaza Project {located at Sherman Avenue and Davis Street
in downtown Evanston}, was completed in spring of 2006, consists of condominiums,
retail and parking facilities. This project included a 9,000 square foot detention vault
located inside the building directly below parking and retail tenant space.

We have heen informed and are confirming the following locations:
1. The Shops at One Orchard Place, Skokie under the retail structure.
2. Cook County Jail.
3. Oak Brook Terrace project

As soon as we receive additional information regarding the above projects we will
forward to your attention.

The above lists only one and maybe two projects in DuPage County.

11) The developer has met with the County (with no Village representative present) to obtain the
County’s support for this concept. Clayton Heffter, the Stormwater Permitting Manager for DuPage
County, outlines that the plan conceptually meets the Countywide Stormwater Ordinance; however, the
Village has the final authority in approving the plan. Will the plan meet both code provisions and not
require any additional relief?

The current plan provides the required detention volume, gravity outlet, emergency
overflow pipe, unrestricted access to the village via a manhole outside the building, and
an outlet via a vertical subdivision. Based on this analysis, it is our opinion that the plan
meets the code provisions and will not require any additional relief.

12) A registered structural engineer shall provide a certification of compliance for the constructed
vault. Is this doable?

A structural engineer will design and seal the plans for the vault. What additional
certification is being requested?
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Initial staff comments shown in normal text.
Petitioner's responses shown in bold text.

Staff comments an petitioner s responses shown in italic text.

Certification shall state that the vault was construcied per plan.

13) Address/correct the following plan comments:

a) The plan shows "PROPOSED ROW." After talking with the design engineer, this is meant to
be the actual, existing ROW.

b) The plan lists 1.35 AF total volume of storage. Scaling from the plan and using the provided
6' height of water in the vault, the storage would be closer to 1.83 AF. After speaking to the
design engineer, this difference is made up by the intent to slope the floor of the vault to the
outlet, as well as account for potential columns that may pass through the vault, however, neither
of these points are represented on the plan.

¢} No vertical scale is provided on the plan and profile. It appears that the vault will be
approximately 9' in height, please have the petitioner confirm the total height.

d) The north arrow is not correct.

e) Typo on the plan and profile Bottom = 691.4, not 791.4

f) Typo on west invert of existing manhole 963.71 is likely 693.71.

a) The “PROPOSED ROW?” actually delineates the ROW which was recently
dedicated.

b) The project is currently in preliminary engineering. As such, it is our office policy to provide
conservative detention calculations to demonstrate that the volume can be met.

¢) The vault is to be approximately 9’ in height.

d) The north arrow will be revised on future submittals.

e) The bottom of the vaulit is intended to be 691.4.

f) The typo will be corrected on future submittals.

Building Comments

1 The piers supporting the building load from above will need to be isolated from the bottom slab of
the detention stormtrap. In addition the design should include a membrane covered wall/sleeve around the
piers to allow water to rise up on to the wall with no risk of water leaking between the slab/pier
connection and undermining the foundations. How can/will this be achieved?

The building support columns (piers) will be waterproofed with the same material as the
walls and bottom slab of the vault if required. It is not anticipated that the columns and
slab will be moving independently from each other. When the design calls for a control
or expansion joint a typical water stop or other device may be required.
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Initial staff comments shown in normal text.
Petitioner’s responses shown in bold fext.

Staff comments on petitioner's responses shown in italic text.

2) An access door large enough to provide entry to conduct regular inspection of the membrane must
be provided. As the association will have the primary responsibility to address this issue, how will the
Village ensure that the association satisfactorily addresses this issue?

The association can be required to provide the Village with an inspection report every 5
years. Since the products used will not be subject to UV, will rarely see any large volume
of water, and will have adequate ventilation, it is anticipated that deterioration of the
membrane or other products will be insignificant.

3) The plan submitted points to the outside of the stormtrap wall to have a plastic liner/membrane
installed. The liner will need to be installed on the inside of the structure as well as around the pier
sleeves, The outside of the stormtrap will require typical below grade waterproofing to be installed. How
does this requirement impact your plan?

Walls will he water proofed inside vault and outside if required. Columns will be
waterproofed inside the vauit.

4) Soil borings will be required as part of the soil engineer and structural engineers submittal. It
should be noted that a large sand deposit was discovered running North to South approximately 50 east of
the property. We have no record of how wide this deposit goes or if there is any active water flow through
it. The engineer will need to investigate this before submitting any of the foundation designs. How does
this uncertainty affect the project? If it is determined that unsuitable soils exist below the proposed vault
area, what is the next course of action?

Soil boring locations and depths will be determined by the approved stormwater
detention system. If unsuitable soil conditions are found in the soil borings or certain
unforeseen soil conditions were found during construction, we would consult with soil
and structural engineers to find an appropriate solution. Any information that the Village
can provide regarding adverse soils condition in and around the DuPage Theater site
would be greatly appreciated.

5) The structural engineer's design will need to include epoxy coated rebar reinforcement at the
stormtrap and concrete mix design consistent with a structure having salt water exposure since some of
the water from parking areas will be discharging into the structure. Provide information as to how this

will be achieved.

Epoxy coated rebar will be specified for columns, slab and walls of the vault where this is
advised by PCA’s design criteria to meet the appropriate ASTM testing methods and any
applicable codes.
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Initial staff comments shown in normal text.
Petitioner’s responses shown in bold text.

Staff comments on pelitioner s responses shown in italic rext.

6) Water proofing will need to be installed on the underside of the floor above the stormtrap to
prevent moisture transfer into any finished space above. How does this affect the project?

There is no reason that waterproofing should be required on the underside of the floor
slab above the vault as no water will ever get to that elevation unless the street is flooded
to that same elevation. Ventilation should eliminate any need for a vapor barrier.

7 This type design will require maintenance at a higher cost than typical construction due to its
location under the building and the sharing of foundations between the stormtrap and the building above.
Has this additional cost been included within the project proforma and is the project still economically

viable as proposed?

We disagree that this will require more maintenance than any alternatives other than fee-
in-lieu. The cost of this system will likely be less than other alternatives.

8) Will there be a notice on the deed that this stormwater system is being used since it is not
customary?

The condominium declaration and survey will define the area, the purpose it serves, and
any other requirements the association will have regarding it.

Public Works Engineering Comments

1. The staff report should be incorporated into the Board's approval, as is typical, so that we can formally
rely on these issues to be addressed in the permit application.

2. Their comment about the columns and vault slab experiencing the same seitlemeni is doubtful since
they will have different loads, but we can work that out the deisgn with the structural engineer.

3. In addition to the structural engineer’s seal on the plans and specs, we expect the siructural engineer (0
provide a certification of compliance that the vault had been constructed in according to the design.

Such a construction certification from the structural engineer would be a specific requirenent of the
Board's approval.
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Nmander140@aol.com To downerj@villageoflombard.org
01/05/2007 10:49 AM cc

bce
Subject DuPage Theater Property

Hlstory ” @ This messrége'hés bee‘n"r'é'blied io Van'd forwérded.

TO: Village of Lombard Plan Commission Members

FROM: Nanette and Gary Anderson
140 8. Charlotte

Dear Commission Members:

In December 2006 we gave permission to Jennifer Backensto, Village Planner to enter our backyard at
140 S. Charlotte St. to photograph our view of the DuPage Theater Property in order for her to
superimpose the condo building into the picture. Ms. Backensto kindly sent a copy to us. Hopefully, you
have received a copy as well. Although it does show the approximate position of the condo building we
believe that the

"objects are closer than they appear" in the superimposed photograph.

This letter is an invitation for each of the plan commission members to take a few minutes to visit our
backyard and compare that superimposed photo with what you actually see. We are confident that you

will agree that the condo building will be closer than it appears. Please keep in mind that our property
extends 8 feet beyond our back fence.

If you have any questions, we can be reached at 916-4778.

Thank you.



January 13, 2007
To the Lombard Plan Commission:

Dear Commissioners,

We are writing this letter in advance of the January 22, 2007 meeting regarding the
proposed redevelopment of the ‘DuPage Theater’ property. We would like to make a
couple points to you as you develop your recommendations to the Village Trustees
related to the many requested variances being requested by the developer.

First, we were visited by Ms. Jennifer Backensto, who took pictures from our back yard
towards the subject property, and then caused a likeness of the proposed development to
be superimposed on the picture, creating what should be our view of the development
from our home. We were provided with a copy of that picture, which we believe has
been distributed to the commissioners. Our concerns are two-fold; first, the relationship
of the development to our home is NOT correctly reflected in the picture. The apparent
distance of the proposed building from our home is distorted in the picture. In reality, the
building will be closer and certainly more imposing than the picture indicates. We believe
our privacy and the privacy of the owners of the rear condos will be compromised.

Please don’t be mislead, our view of the development from the rear of our home will not
be pleasant.

Second, as we review the requirements needed for the approval of the requested
variances, we believe the developer has failed to meet the requirements for approval.
There is no indication that the developer would suffer any hardship if the variances were
denied, only a reduction of his profit.

We request that the Plan Commission recommend that the requested variances NOT be
granted. Please require this developer, and all others, to build in accordance with existing

code.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Gary and Nanette Anderson
140 S. Charlotte
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Joan Bry
136 S. Charlotte St.
630 495-3117 630 673-7136

I have been a Lombard resident for the past 23 years, have
put 4 children through the Lombard school system, and have
enjoyed the Park Districts and all that this town has to offer. I
have owned 3 homes on the south side of town, but now that I have
only 1 child living at home, I made the decision to move into the
downtown area. Less than 2 years ago, I purchased a very quaint
1928 home with a lot of character and a large back yard. This
property is directly east of the theatre. Instead of tearing this
house down to put up a 4000 square foot house, I decided to spend
a lot of money to renovate it, to preserve the charm that goes along
with this area. The concerns that I have with this building project
besides the congestion and the parking issues are as follows:

There are 6, 20 -30 foot trees just west of my property line.
These trees give me privacy and shade when 1 am relaxing by my
large coy fish pond with its waterfall. T am not looking forward to
sitting in my back yard with a three story tall condominium
development with balconies right behind my fence. I feel that the
real value of our property in this area comes not from the house
itself, but from the large, secluded back yards that most of us have.
What will happen to these trees that are hundreds of years old
when the condominium development goes up. Also, with the
recent heavy rains that we have had, there has been massive
flooding of our beautiful yards, for some over 100 feet, right up to
our back doors. The recent figures on real estate sales for the year
2006 have been reported as being 23% below the sales for 2005.
With all of the condos being built in this immediate area, who is
going to buy all of them, and how will that effect our daily lives?
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MEMORANDUM TO: Dave Hulseberg
Village of Lombard

FROM: Timothy J. Doron
Principal

Javier Millan
Senior Consultant

DATE: November 20, 2006

SUBJECT: DuPage Theater Redevelopment
Lombard, Illinois

This memorandum summarizes the results of a traffic impact analysis conducted by
Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) for the Village of Lombard. The evaluation is
for the proposed redevelopment of the DuPage Theater in Lombard, Ilimois. The site is located in
the southeast quadrant of the Main Street signalized intersection with Parkside Avenue.
The site is currently occupied by the DuPage Theater and some vacant land.

The plans call for redeveloping the site with a 126-unit condominium building, 24,464 square feet
of retail, a 300 seat theater with 191 underground parking spaces for the residential component and
51 parking spaces designated for the retail portion of the development. Access to the site will be
provided via one full ingress/egress access drive off Main Street approximately 360 feet south of
Parkside Avenue and another full ingress/egress access drive on Parkside Avenue approximately
260 feet east of Main Street.

This study was conducted to assess the impact that the proposed redevelopment will have on traffic
conditions in the area and to determine any roadway and access lmprovements necessary to
accommodate future traffic volumes on the adjacent roadways.

Existing Conditions

Transportation conditions in the site area were inventoried to obtain a database for projecting future
conditions. Three general components of existing conditions were considered: (1) the geographical
location of the site, (2) the characteristics of the roadways and traffic control devices in the site area.
and (3) the traffic volumes on the roadways.

KLOA, Inc. hiarsportation and artmg L ing Consaltants



Site Location

The site, as mentioned previously, is located on the southeast quadrant of the Main Street signalized
intersection with Parkside Avenue. The site is bordered to the north by the Parkside Avenue and the
Chicago & Northwest Railroad Company. Land uses in the vicinity of the area include
single-family homes to the east, the Brust funeral home to the south and retail/commercial land uses
to the west. The principal roadways in the vicinity of the site are illustrated in Figure 1 and described
in the following paragraphs.

Main Street is a north-south minor arterial with a five-lane divided cross-section in the site’s
vicinity. At its signalized intersection with Parkside Avenue, Main Street provides an exclusive
lefi-turn lane, a through lane and a combined through/right-turn lane on both approaches.
Main Street has a posted speed limit of 25 mph and carries an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of
approximately 15,500 vehicles.

Parkside Avenue is a two-lane east-west residential street that runs from Grace Sireet wesl to its
terminus at Elizabeth Street. At its signalized intersection with Main Street, Parkside Avenue
provides a combined left/through/right-turn lane on both approaches.

Existing Traffic Volumes

Existing roadway and traffic conditions near the site were documented based on field visits and a
previous traffic count conducted as part of the St. Charles Road corridor study prepared by
KLOA, Inc. for the Village of Lombard. The manual traffic movement counts were conducted
during the weekday morning (7:00 to 9:00 A.M.) and weekday afternoon (4:00 to 6:00 P.M.) peak
time periods at the intersection of Main Street with Parkside Boulevard. The counts were
conducted on June 2004 (copies of the traffic counts are enclosed in the Appendix). The traffic
count data indicates that the weekday morning peak hour occurs from 7:45 AM and 8:45 AM and
the afternoon peak hour occurs from 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM. The existing peak hour volumes are

illustrated in Figure 2.

In order to evaluate future traffic conditions on the area roadways and at the proposed access drives,
it was necessary to determine the traffic characteristics of the development, including the directional
distribution and the volumes of traffic that will be generated by the development.

Directional Distribution

The directional distribution of future site-generated trips on the external roadways is a function of
several variables including the operational characteristics of the roadway system and the ease with
which drivers can travel over various sections of the road system without encountering congestion. .
The directional distribution for the proposed development was based on the existing travel patterns
as determined from the traffic counts. The directional distribution is shown in Table 1 and

illusirated in Figure 3.
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Table 1
ESTIMATED DIRECTIONAL DISTRIBUTION

Direction Percent
To and from the north on Main Street 40%
To and from the south on Main Street 40%
To and from the east on Parkside Boulevard 10%
To and from the west on Parkside Boulevard _10%
Total 100%

Proposed Site Traffic Generation

The traffic generation characteristics of any development are based on the magnitude and character
of its land use. The proposed development will contain 126 condominium units, 24,464 square feet
of retail and a 300 seat theater. The estimates of the peak hour traffic that will be generated by the
development were based on the trip generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation
(ITEYy Trip Generation Manual, 7" Edition Land Use Code 230 (Residential
Condominium/Townhouse) and Land Use Code 814 (Specialty Retail). It should be noted that no
trip generation was calculated for the theater since the activities that would take place on the theater
would most likely occur outside the peak hours of traffic and on weekends when traffic adjacent
street traffic volumes are much lower than during the weekday peak hours. Table 2 lists the amount
of traffic that will be generated by the proposed development during the morning peak hour and the
evening peak hour. It should also be noted that these trip generation rates (specially for the
residential portion of the development) are very high since they do not take into consideration the
proximity to the Metra train station and the fact that the development is located within the downtown
area. As such, we are providing a conservative trip generation for this development. Based on
information provided by the developer, the retail portion of the development will most likely not be
open during the A.M. peak hour and will not generate traffic during the moming peak hour.
However, in order to provide a conservative analysis, we assumed the retail portion of the
development will generate the same total number of trips during the A.M. peak hour as during the

P.M. peak hour.

Table 2
PEAK HOUR GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Morning Evening
Peak Hour Peak Hour
Land Use Inbound Outbound Inbound  Outbound
Condominium -126 units 10 55 50 25
Specialty Retail - 24,464 s.f. 50" 35! 35 50
Total 60 90 85 75




Theater Traffic

Although and as previously mentioned, the theater traffic will be generated outside the peak hours
and during the weeckends, in order to take into account the potential for an activity to occur within
the peak hours, existing traffic volumes were increased by f{ive percent.

Traffic Assignments

The estimated peak hour traffic volumes that will be generated by the proposed development were
assigned to the various roadways and access drives serving the development in accordance with the
previousty described directional distribution. Figure 4 illustrates the peak hour traffic assignments
for the development. Figure S illustrates the combination of existing volumes (increased by five
percent and the site generated traffic to obtain total traffic volumes.

Evaluation and Recommendation

In order to evaluate the impact of the anticipated traffic volumes, the intersection of Main Street
with Parkside Avenue and the proposed access drives were analyzed based on the estimated of
existing and development generated traffic on the roadway system serving the site. From this
analysis, recommendations were developed for site access facilities and roadway improvements.

Site Access

Access to the site is proposed to be provided via a full ingress/egress access drive on Main Street
located approximately 360 feet south of Parkside Avenue and another full ingress/egress access
drive on Parkside Avenue located approximately 260 feet east of Main Street. The access road off
Main Street should provide one inbound lane and one outbound lane with outbound movements
under stop sign control. The access drive off Parkside Avenue should provide one inbound lane and
one outbound lane with outbound movements under stop sign control. Due to the fact that Main
Street currently provides an two-way left-turn lane along the site’s frontage and based on the low
left-turning movement into the site from Main Street, no additional geometric improvements or
widening will be necessary. Based on a review of the projected traffic volumes along Parkside
Avenue, no widening or provision of exclusive turn lanes will be necessary to accommodate
projected traffic volumes.

Capacity Analysis

Capacity analyses were conducted at the intersection of Main Street with Parkside Avenue as well as
at the intersection of Main Street with the access drive and Parkside Avenue with the access drive
under both existing and total projected traffic volumes. The traffic analyses were performed using
the methodologies outlined in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM). 2000.
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The analyses for the unsignalized intersections determine the average control delay to vehicles at an
intersection. Control delay is the elapsed time measured from a vehicle joining the queue at a stop
sign (includes the time required (o decelerate to a stop) until its departure from the stop sign and
resumption of free-flow speed. This methodology analyzes only intersection approaches controlied
by stop signs but considers traffic volumes on all approaches, lane characteristics, and the
percentage of heavy vehicles such as trucks.

The ability of an intersection to accommodate traffic flow is expressed in terms of level of service
(LOS), which is assigned a letter from A to F based on the average control delay experienced by
vehicles passing through the intersection. Control delay is that portion of the total delay attributed
to the traffic signal or stop sign control operation, and includes initial deceleration delay, queue
move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. Level of Service A is the highest grade
(best traffic flow and least delay), Level of Service E represents saturated or at capacity conditions.
and Level of Service F is the lowest grade (oversaturated conditions, extensive delays).
Typically, Level of Service D is the lowest acceptable grade for peak hour conditions.
Table 3 summarizes the levels of service and delays for the critical intersections under existing and
future conditions.

Table 3
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND DELAY

Morning Peak Hour

Evening Peak Hour

Level of Delay

Level of Delay

Intersection Service {seconds) Service (seconds)
Existing Traffic Volumes

Main Street at Parkside Avenue' B 16.4 B 135
Total Traffic Volumes

Main Street at Parkside Avenue' B 173 B 149
Main Street at Access Drive’ B 126 C 16.3
Parkside Avenue at Access Drive’ B 11.9 B [1.5

LOS - Level of Service
Delay 1s measured in seconds.
'Unsignalized Intersection

As can be seen from Table 3, the intersection of Main Street with Parkside Avenue is operating and
will continue operating at acceptable levels of service. The access drive intersections with
Main Street and Parkside Avenue will also operate at acceptable levels of service indicating that the
recommended improvements to the access drives will accommodate the future traffic volumes.
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Parking Evaluation

The proposed development, as previously mentioned will provide 189 residential parking spaces and
54 retail spaces. This number of parking spaces meets or exceeds the Village of Lombard parking
requirements. Although no parking for the theater is required or provided, when activities in the
theater do oceur, over 600 parking spaces are available to the public within 600 to 800 feet from the
theater. Assuming a vehicle occupancy of 3 people per vehicle, this would yield approximately 99
vehicles that would be searching for parking within the immediate area. This demand can easily be
accommodated by the available public parking. It should be noted that this assumption does not take
into account the fact that many people that visit the Lombard downtown area use the train or walk to
it. Assuch, and based on the above, there will be more than adequate parking around the immediate
periphery to serve the theater parking demand.

Conclusion

Based on the preceding analysis, the existing site is well situated with respect to the Jocal roadway
system. The access drives as recommended will be able to accommodate the estimated site traffic.
No other improvements or widening improvements along Main Street and Parkside Avenue will be
necessary to accommodate future traffic volumes.

Hulseberg DuPage Theater Redevelopment in Lombard November 20 2006 2006 yd jm
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MEMORANDUM

TO: LOMBARD PLAN COMMISSION
Donald Ryan, Charrperson
. AG
FROM: Jennifer Backensto, AICP, Pilanner [I H\\‘)
DATE: November 20, 2006

SUBJECT: PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre Redevelopment)
Executive Summary

The attached Interdepartmental Review Group Report includes Village staff’s review of
the proposed development and requested relief. The discussion covers the petition’s
compatibility with the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Sign Ordinance,
Subdivision and Development Ordinance, and general compatibility with the surrounding
land uses.

Although detailed discussions and rationales are found within the staff report, the
following table offers a summary of staff’s recommendations relative to this petition:

Action Reguested Staff Recommendation
Conditional use for a planned development Additional information requested
Deviation to ailow a 48-foot high building Additional information requested
Variation to allow a 5-foot transitional landscape yard Approval, with conditions
Variation to allow zero theater parking spaces Denial

Variation to allow a 4-foot front yard Approval

Variation to eliminate transitional landscape improvements Approval, with conditions
Variation to eliminate the perimeter lot shade trees Approval, with conditions
Conditional use for outdoar dining Approval

Site Plan Approval authority to the Lombard Plan Commission  Approval

Overall, staff recommends that this petition be continued to allow the petitioner to
address any issues raised by public comment, Plan Commission discusston, and this
report. In addition to any items that may be requested by the Commissioners, staff
requests that the petitioner provide the following information for consideration at the next
Plan Commission meeting:



PC 06-27 Executive Summary
November 20, 2006
Page 2

1. Plan or engineers statement confirming that stormwater detention and drainage
can be accomplished on site;

2. Building cross-section detailing and explaining proposed building heights;
3. Proposed materials for residential balconies, trim elements, and light fixtures;
4. Revised ground floor plan to include:

a. Redistribution of commercial and residential parking (total 50 commercial
and 190 residential);

b. Cut sheet for eight-foot high solid fence along southern 405 feet of east
property line;
5. Cut sheet for the proposed parking lifts/stacking equipment;
6. Light standard specifications; and
7. Additional information regarding the nature and type of rooftop garden plantings

as well as access to the rooftop garden areas (private vs. common areas).

HACDAWORDUSER\PCCASES\Z006\PC 06-27\PC_exec_sumn.doc



VILLAGE OF LOMBARD
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW GROUP REPORT

STAFF REPORT NUMBER ONE
TO: Lombard Plan Commission HEARING DATE: November 20, 2006
FROM: Department of PREPARED BY: Jennifer Backensto, AICP
Community Development Planner II
TITLE

PC 06-27; 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre & South Lot): The petitioner requests
that the Village take the following actions on the subject property, located within the B5 Ceniral
Business District:

1. Approve a conditional use for a planned development with the following variations and
deviations from the Zoning Ordinance:

a.

2

A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the maximum
building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section
155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required transitional landscape
yard from 10 feet to 5 feet;

A variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to allow for a
reduction of the required number of off-street parking spaces for a theater from
thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a reduction of the
required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2 Single-Family
Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b} and Section 155.707 (B) (3) to allow
for the elimination of the required transitional landscape yard improvements;

A variation from Section 155.709 (B) to climinate the requirement to provide one
(1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet of required perimeter lot
landscaping;

Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining; and

3. The petitioner also requests Site Plan Approval authority to the Lombard Plan
Commission.



Lombard Plan Commission

Re: PC06-27
Page 2
GENERAL INFORMATION
Petitioner: RSC & Associates
180 N. LaSalle Street, Ste. 2626
Chicago, IL 60601
Property Owner: Village of Lombard
255 E. Wilson Ave
Lombard, IL 60148
Relationship of Petitioner to Property Owner: Proposed Project Developer
PROPERTY INFORMATION
Existing Land Use: Vacant theater and temporary commuter parking lot
Size of Property: Approximately 2.26 acres

Comprehensive Plan: Recommends Mixed Use Medium Density Residential & Commercial
(Central Business District-Mixed Use Area)

Existing Zoning: B5 Central Business District

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use:
North: Union Pacific Railroad

South: BSPD Central Business District Planned Development; developed as Brust
Funeral Home

East: R2 Single Family Residence District; developed as single-family homes

West: BS5 Central Business District; developed as various commercial & residential uses

ANALYSIS
SUBMITTALS

This report is based on the following documents filed with the Department of Community
Development:

1. Responses to Standards for Planned Developments, Variations, and Conditional Uses.

2. Kane-DuPage Soil and Water Conservation District Land Use Opinion Application, dated
October 16, 2006.

3. Survey of the Subject Property, prepared by McDonough Associates Inc., dated June 30,
1987.



Lombard Plan Commmssion
Re: PC (6-27
Page 3

4. Building Elevations, prepared by Daniel P. Coffey & Associates, dated November &, 2006.
5. Floor Plans, prepared by Daniel P. Coffey & Associates, dated October 23, 2006.

6. Absorption assumptions associated with proposed units (no date).

7. Development schedule dated October 16, 2006.

8. Multifamily density comparison (no date).

9. Proposed brick materials and color renderings (no date).

DESCRIPTION

This petition concerns the proposed redevelopment of the DuPage Theatre property as well as the
adjacent vacant lot to the south. The requested zoning actions to create a planned development
with relief for building height, setback, and landscaping as well as a conditional use for outdoor
dining would allow for the restoration of much of the existing building excluding the auditorium
and new construction surrounding the existing building. At its July 17, 2006 meeting, the Plan
Commission held a workshop session regarding the zoning issues associated with the proposed
redevelopment. The petitioner’s responses to the Plan Commission’s concerns are addressed
within the pertinent sections of this staff report.

Any issues related to the financing or development agreement are not pertinent to the land use
discussion and therefore will not be addressed within this staff report, but will be considered as

part of future Village Board actions.

Special Note Regarding the Petition: While the Village is the owner of the subject property,
the proposal is not the Village’s redevelopment plan for the DuPage Theatre. The petition being
brought forward is based upon the preliminary plans previously presented to the Village Board
by RSC & Associates and Curto & Associates. The petitioner has had numerous meetings with
staff and has attempted to address a number of issues raised by the public and the Village Board.
The Village Board giving the petitioner direction to proceed with filing an application to the Plan
Commission to consider the associated zoning matters pertaining to the project. Staff’s role is to
review the development plans submitted by the petitioner and offer direction and
recommendations to the petitioner, the Plan Commission and the Village Board.

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW COMMENTS

Fire and Building

The Fire Prevention Bureau has the following comments:

e The buildings are required to be fully sprinklered with an alarm and detection system.



Lombard Plan Commission
Re: PC 06-27
Page 4
¢ An outside access fire sprinkler valve room 1s required.

e The Fire Department Connection 'FDC' on the front of the building(s) must be within 75
of a hydrant.

e The Elevator Cab must be sized to accommodate a stretcher in the flat position.
e Additional comments will be provided to the petitioner upon submittal of a building

permit application.

Public Works Engineering

Public Works Engineering notes that vehicles of the size shown on the ground floor plan may not
be able to back in or pull out of the loading docks without hitting a column, especially if one
truck is already at the dock.

Private Engineering

The Private Engineering Services Division has the following comments on the subject petition:

« Engineering plans have not been submitted for review to date. Therefore, staff is not yet able
to certify that the proposed development is feasible for construction as shown.

+ The development must provide 100-year stormwater detention on the site. This provision has
not yet been shown. The detention system shall discharge into the separated storm sewer on
Parkside Avenue since the storm sewer on Main Street discharges into a combined sewer.
The detention shall drain by gravity only - pumping will not be allowed. A safe overflow
path from the detention system shall be designed into the plans.

+ In the event that the proposed development cannot meet the stormwater provisions set forth
within the DuPage County Countywide Floodplain and Stormwater Ordinance, the petitioner
must submit an application to DuPage County for a variation from the County requirements.
The DuPage County Board must approve such a variation. Staff strongly recommends that
the petitioner commence with their engineering review and schedule meetings with DuPage
County staff to begin the review process.

»  An easement will be required over the detention system and outflow sewer for the Village to
access, inspect and, if needed, repair the detention system at the owner's expense. (Reference
the standard easement language in the Subdivision and Development Ordinance).

» The stormwater management design shall include best management practices to remove
floatables and 80% of total suspended solids from site runoff.

«  Fire hydrants will be required along the east and south sides of the building with a spacing of
no more than 150 feet. Therefore, the building shall be set back at least 30 feet from the east
and south property lines in order to accommodate the typically required 30-ft wide easement
areas. The proposed setbacks are presently narrower than 30 ft.
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Planning

Compatibility with the Comprehensive Plan

The Comprehensive Plan calls for this area to be developed with mixed-use medium density
residential and commercial uses. The Plan notes the Village’s efforts to “encourage commercial,
residential, civic and other land uses to meet the needs of the community. It is also the area to
which the Village will extend its Downtown Improvement Programs including strectscape
improvements, downtown parking and related amenities.”

The DuPage Theatre property is not specifically mentioned in the Plan. However, the section of
the plan dealing with the Central Business District Mixed-Use Area states that “where new
commercial development occurs, multiple-family residential development above the first floor
is...encouraged. Multiple family developments should not be permitted below the first floor in
this area.” (p. 24).

Regarding the project’s image and appearance, the Plan encourages the following:

o Building facades and entrances to streets should be in a traditional downtown manner.
The proposed plan meets this goal.

o FEmphasis on pedestrian access and a pedestrian scale by providing seating areas,
signage and traffic control through an overall streetscape design should be provided.
The petitioner’s building fagade and requested outdoor seating/dining requests attempt to
address this provision.

o Harmonious architectural design with the historic structures in the downtown should be
provided. The petitioner is attempting to meet this provision. However, to fully ensure
that this item is addressed, staff is providing additional comments throughout this report.

Compatibility with the Zoning Ordinance

The subject property is located within the B5 Central Business District. Theatres and general
commercial retail and office uses are permitted uses within the District. Residences located
above the ground floor are also permitted uses. Parking facilities are permiited on the ground
floor provided that it encompasses less than fifty percent of the overall ground floor area.

While the B5 District regulations provide a significant amount of development flexibility, such
as zero foot setback requirements for most requisite yards, many of these properties require some
level of zoning relief, in order to achieve the greatest possible design for the respective
development. The following sections discuss of each of the zoning actions requested as part of
the petition.

Planned Development Request

Section 155.502 (F)(1) of the Zoning Ordinance requires the creation of a planned development
for any property in the B5 District on which a principal building is proposed to be constructed
that does not meet the full provisions of the Zoning Ordinances. The subject property was
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originally granted a conditional use for a planned development in 1999, associated with the Bid
Idea office redevelopment project. However, as that plan was never constructed, the original
planned development approval lapsed, and a new planned development will be required.

Section 155.501 classifies planned developments as a conditional use and discusses the intent of
planned developments. Staff finds that the proposed planned development meets the intent of
providing for the following elements:

A maximum choice in the lypes of development available (o the public by allowing
developments that would not be possible under the strict application of the terms of other
sections of this Ordinance.

The proposed mixed-use residential/commercial/theatre concept is in keeping with the
Zoning Ordinance provisions. By establishing a planned development, the Village can
review individual components of the development to ensure compatibility with the intent
of the downtown area and surrounding neighborhood. ‘

A creative approach to the use of land and related physical facilities that results in better
development, design and the construction of aesthetic amenities;

The plan attempts to create a unified design that would blend mto the design of the
existing downtown area. Moreover, as a focal point of the downtown area, special
consideration should be given to the architectural appearance and site design elements
associated with the project.

An efficient use of the land resulting in a more efficient provision of utilities, streets,
public grounds, and buildings, and other facilities;

The plan attempts to optimize the use of the property in a manner consistent with other
sections of Village Code and in a manner that addresses the impacts of the development
on neighboring properties. Where the petitioner’s plans differ from section of Village
Code, staff offers recommendations to address these concerns.

Innovations in residential, commercial, office and industrial development so that the
growing demands of the population may be met by greater variety in type, design and
lay-out of buildings and by the conservation and more efficient use of open space
ancillary to said buildings.

The mixed-use nature of the development attempts to create efficiencies by linking
commercial and residential uses and functions. Moreover, this development can be
considered a transit-oriented development (TOD), given its proximity to the train station
and downtown area. The developer has expressed desire to provide for stacking parking
spaces.
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o A unified and compatible design of buildings, structures and site improvements.

The development is intended to be fully internally integrated and is designed to be
compatible with the surrounding and established land uses and building types.

By creating a planned development, the petitioner is provided greater design flexibility while
providing the Village with a mechanism to review and approve the design elements associated
with the petition. Staff can support the planned development concept and companion zoning
relief, provided that all other issues noted within this report are satisfactorily addressed.

Height Deviation

The petitioner is requesting a deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the
maximum building height from 45 feet to 48 feet. The existing building will remain at two
stories for the existing retail commercial and theatre entrance areas. The new portion of the
building will be four stories in height, which is the maximum number of stories permitted by
right within the BS District. This deviation request is similar to the height variation granted for
this property in 1999, in which Big Idea Productions was granted relief to increase the allowable
height for a barrel roof from 45 feet to 48 feet.

Staff notes that other recent deviations or variations pertaining to increases in height in the
downtown and downtown perimeter area were only intended to provide architectural interest, as
opposed to creating additional usable space. The most recent height deviations granted in the BS
District are detailed as follows:

Case Number | Project Name Relief Reason for Variation

PC 99-16 Big Idea Productions 48 / 54 feet | Barrel roof / tower

PC 03-30 Elmhurst Memorial Healthcare | 50 feet Pitched roof

PC 05-42 The Pointe at Lombard 52 feet Architectural tower element

PC 06-01 Hammerschmidt Property 56 feet Architectural clock tower element

In 1996, a petition was brought forth (PC 96-30) requesting approval of the following variations
from the Zoning and Subdivision and Development Ordinances:

a. to increase the maximum height of a building from four (4) stores to six (6)
stories;

b. to not provide the required off street loading berth;,

C. to reduce the minimum width of a drive aisle from 24 feet to 22 feet; and

d. to reduce the setback for the required sidewalk.

The petitioner noted in their response to standards that the additional height is required in order
to ensure that the development is economically viable. However, from a planning standpoint,
staff has a number of concerns pertaining to the requested relief. As such, staff recommends that
the petitioner develop a cross-section plan denoting the heights of each of the floors and/or
parking levels. Staff’s concern is to ensure that if relief is considered for the project that it is
based upon the physical attributes of the development versus economic considerations.
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Planned Development Building Setback (North Lot Line)

The petitioner is seeking a variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow tfor a reduction of
the required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2 Single-Family Residence
District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet. Currently, the DuPage Theatre is located
approximately four feet off the front property line along Parkside Avenue. The development
would extend the building to the east and maintain the four-foot building setback.

The BS5 District allows buildings to be constructed at a zero setback, or on the property line. The
rationale for this regulation is to encourage pedestrian-oriented development, as opposed to strip
commercial development with surface parking in front of the building. The petitioner is
intending to abide by the recommendation of the Comprehensive Plan and push the building up
to the front of the property. However, because the property will be designated as a planned
development, it is required to meet the front yard setback of the adjacent R2 zoning district (30
feet).

The three homes to the east are located 30 feet, 30 feet, and 6.8 feet from the Parkside right-of-
way, as shown in the image below.

. R2 setbacl #=
(30 feet)

[T H.Il_-.
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Staff can support this relief, as it is consistent with the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and
the intent of the Central Business District provisions. It also reinforces the pedestrian nature of
the development. Lastly, staff also notes that this relief has been previously granted for the
downtown Walgreen’s (PC 04-07) and The Pointe at Lombard {PC 05-43) developments.

Landseape Variations

There are three requested variations related to landscaping: reducing the transitional landscape
yard from ten feet to five feet, eliminating the required transitional landscape yard
improvements, and eliminating the required perimeter lot shade trees. A discussion of each

individual item follows.

Transitional Landscape Setback (East Lot Line)

The petitioner is seeking variations to allow for a reduction of the required transitional landscape
yard from 10 feet to 5 feet. The transitional landscape yard is located on the eastern property
line adjacent to the R2 District. The encroachment into the requisite yard is intended to ensure
that adequate parking and circulation is provided within the development. Staff notes that at
present, the required transitional landscape yard is currently non-existent on the subject property
immediately behind the theatre building.

Transitional & Perimeter Landscape Improvements (Fast Lot Line)

The petitioner is seeking variations to allow for the elimination of the required transitional
landscape yard improvements and to eliminate the requirement to provide one (1) shade trec for
every seventy-five (75) lineal fect of lot line length. The petitioner is proposing a five-foot wide
transitional landscaping yard that will be sodded. Rather than attempting to install and maintain
the required continuous shrub hedge and shade trees within this five-foot strip, the petitioner is
requesting relief from those transitional and perimeter yard requirements.

While staff concurs that it is unfeasible to place the required landscaping within such a narrow
area, staff also believes that the adjacent property owners should stili have the opportunity to
benefit from some type of landscaping. This approach has been taken with previous downtown
developments such as The Pointe at Lombard, where the developer will pay for and install the
transitional landscaping improvements on the adjacent residential properties. Also, in 1999, the
subject property was granted a variation to eliminate the transitional landscape yard and
improvements in their entirety, but, as a condition of approval the petitioner (Big Idea
Productions) was required to make a $42 per linear foot payment to the owners of the adjacent
residential properties for the purpose of providing transitional landscape improvements on those
properties. In this case, staff believes that the Big Idea approach would be a suitable condition of
approval. By requiring a pro-rata cash payment to each of the adjacent residential property
owners, those property owners will have the option to install landscape improvements of their
own choosing as well as an immediate benefit (as opposed to landscaping installed by the
developer, which is typically one of the final elements of a construction project to be completed).

Staff offers the following recommendations relative to the transitional yard:
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1. As solid eight-foot high uniform fence should be provided along the east property
line. Staff suggests that the fence should be constructed on a maintenance-free
material (PVC fence is suggested), in a color compatible with the theatre building
(beige is suggested).

2. To ensure that adjacent residents are screened from construction activities, the
petitioner should be required to provide payment to the adjacent property owners to
plant additional landscape planting material. Staff suggests that such a payment
should be made to the Village within ninety days of the petitioner ¢losing on
property. The Village can then disperse the funds to the adjacent residences
accordingly. In this manner, landscape improvements could e accomplished as early
as spring 2007,

Parking Variation

The petitioner seeks a variation to allow for a reduction of the required number of off-street
parking spaces for a theater from thirty-seven (37) to zero (0). Prior to 1999, the Village
exempted all non-residential uses within the BS District from meeting the parking requirements
established within the Zoning Ordinance. To address a concern that an inadequate supply of on-
site, off-site and on-street parking existed in the downtown and that the exemption would not
address future redevelopment activity, code was amended by Ordinance 4693 (PC 99-29). This
amendment required B5 uses to provide 50% of the requisite parking for non-residential uses and
100% of the parking for residential units.

Based on the proposed square footages and number of units, the development is required to
provide 190 residential parking spaces, 49 commercial parking spaces, and 37 theater parking
spaces. Currently, the drawings show 189 residential spaces and 51 commercial spaces. One of
the commercial spaces must be allocated for residential use, which will leave 50 commercial
spaces where only 49 are required by code. The Zoning Ordinance requires that 9 of the
residential parking spaces be unassigned, making them available for visitor parking. These nine
spaces are included within the 190 required residential parking spaces.

B5 District parking requirements Required Proposed
Commercial 2 spaces per 1,000 sq. fi. 49 spaces 51 spaces
Theater 1 space per 8 seats 37 spaces (0 spaces
Residential 1.5 spaces per 1- or 2- bedroom unit 190 spaces 189 spaces

2 spaces per 3-bedroom umit
Subtotal 276 spaces 240 spaces
Unassigned 0.2 spaces for each of 1¥ 20 units, .05 spaces per | 9 spaces (included in 9 spaces (included in
Residential unit for additional units required residential required residential
(Visitor) Parking spaces) spaces)

Based upon the table above and in consideration of the code regulations which require B35
properties to provide 100 percent of required parking for residential dwelling units, the petitioner
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should amend their parking plan to shift one of the commercial parking spaces for residential
purposes.

The petitioner is requesting a variation fo eliminate the requirement to provide parking for the
theater component of the development. Theater patrons are anticipated to utilize the commuter
parking spaces (which are available after 3:00 p.m.) and nearby off-site parking. Earlier this
year, the Village approved amendment to the B5 District parking regulations to address off-site
parking. The Zoning Ordinance now allows businesses within the B5 District to meet their
parking requirements through deeded or leased off-site parking spaces approved by the Village
Board.

At this time, the petitioner is negotiating a lease agreement with the Elmhurst Memorial
Healthcare outpatient facility across the street from the subject property. Their intent is to lease
at least 37 spaces from the facility to meet the code requirements. As this agreement has not
been submitted for Viilage approval to date, the variation request was added to the petitioner’s
request. However, should such an agreement be finalized and approved by the Village Board,
the relief will no longer be necessary. From staff’s perspective, staff does not support granting
parking relief, as an off-site parking agreement should be reached by the petitioner.

As a related issue, the pefitioner is proposing to add vehicle lifts/stackers as part of the
development proposal. The lifts would allow a resident to stack two cars within one traditional
parking space. While this cannot be used to meet code requirements, it could have practical
benefit by decreasing the number of standard parking spaces that are used for resident parking.
These spaces could therefore be theoretically used for additional commercial parking purposes.
To date, the petitioner has not submitted any design plan for the lifts — staff recommends that if
such lifts are going to be included within the project scope that details shall be provided for
further review.

As a separate issue, concerns were raised regarding the loss of commuter parking spaces on the
subject property should the proposal be approved. Staff notes that the existing spaces were
voluntarily created by the Village for commuter parking purposes and were not established to
meet a specific parking requirement. As such, the spaces can be removed without any approvals
through a zoning public hearing process. However, the Village will continue to seek
opportunities for creating additional commuter and visitor parking within the downtown area as
has been done with the Hammerschmidt parking lot and the North Park Avenue parking lots.

Conditional Use -- Outdoor Dining

While definitive plans for the outdoor dining area would be subject to any future tenants that
ultimately occupy the building, a conditional use to allow for an outdoor service (dining) area is
included as part of the petition. Staff finds that outdoor dining along Main Street will be a
positive addition to the downtown area consistent with the Comprehensive Plan objective of

creating a pedestrian-friendly atmosphere.
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Site Plan Approval Authority

As part of a planned development submittal, the petition includes a request for site plan approval
authority to be given to the Plan Commission. This would allow the Plan Commission to review
signage or off-site parking deviation requests or to review and approve minor changes to the
development plans should they arise. Staff supports this request, as it would allow the
Commissioners to address minor changes in an expedient fashion.

Development Agreement
As part of this project, a companion development agreement will be created and will be

considered by the Village Board concurrent with the recommendation from the Plan Commission
relative to the public hearing petition. This agreement is not part of this approval process and the
Plan Commission lacks jurisdiction to review the same.

Compatibility with the Surrounding Land Uses

The subject property is surrounded by commercial uses to the south and west, smgle-family
residences to the east and the Union Pacific railroad tracks to the north. To ensure that the
development meets the provisions set forth in the Comprehensive Plan, is compatible with
adjacent land uses, and meets the standards for relief, staff offers a number of comments on the
plans. Staff notes that the comments provided below are intended to ensure that the development
does not negatively impact adjacent properties.

Building Design/Elevations

The residential portion of the building will incorporate different brick colors and varying
setbacks, reducing the apparent bulk of the structure by achieving an effect similar to the City
View at the Highlands apartment building. The petitioner also attempted to tie the design of the
existing theatre to the proposed addition by carrying the banding and quoins found on the
historic theater building through the new commercial portions of the structure. Per the Plan
Commission’s suggestion, modifications were made to the proposed elevations to remove the
arched roof and arched windows to create an appearance that is more consistent with the existing
structures within the downtown. Notations on the building elevations showing proposed
restorations, replacements, and new construction are also provided.

At the time of the preparation of this report, staff notes that additional scrutiny should be made of
the proposed building design and building elevations. The plans should provide additional detail
to address more of the prominent building features that would be readily visible from adjacent
properties including accent treatments, exterior lighting and balcony elements. A material
sample board was not submitted as requested. Staff believes a greater emphasis on the
architecture of the building should be made of the property.

Traffic/Loading Operations
The Village has contracted with KLOA, the Village’s traffic consultant, to review the

petitioner’s plan. This report is attached as Appendix A.
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Regarding the interior traffic and circulation issues, concems have been raised about the ability
for trucks to adequately maneuver in and out of the dock area. This may require modifications to
the support columns for the building.

The trash enclosure and collection operations need to be reviewed. Specifically, the petitioner
should ensure that the corral area is properly sized to accommodate the waste generated by the
theatre, retail shops and restdential units. Moreover, collection operations should also be refined
to ensure that these activities do not negatively impact adjacent residents.

Lighting/Photometrics

The petitioner has not submitted lighting plans for either the building itself or for the exterior
drive aisles and parking areas. In order that lighting does not create a negative mmpact on
adjacent properties should address the following issues:

1. Exterior lighting for the perimeter drive aisle should be designed so that the exterior
lighting is placed on the far side (i.e., the south or east side) of the aisle. The fixtures
should be shielded in a manner that prevents light spill onto neighboring properties.

2. A photometric plan should be prepared showing compliance with code.

3. Similar to other higher profile planned developments (Fountain Square, Highlands of
Lombard) a light standard specification should be provided for Plan Commission review.

Rooftop Elements
In further review of the plans, staff notes the following:

1. The petitioner is proposing to include rooftop gardens. Staff offers the following
issues for consideration:

a. Denote the nature of the plant materials that would be proposed for the rooftop
garden (i.e., annuals, perennials, shrubs, etc.).

b. Identify and depict the access issues for the adjacent residential units — will there
be direct access from the adjacent residences to the rooftop gardens?

2. As the plans do not depict any at-grade mechanical units, it i1s assumed that the
HVAC units will be installed on the roof. The petitioner should ensure that the units
meet the screening requirements set forth in Section 155.211 of the Zoning
Ordinance. Moreover, as space at-grade is limited for the installation of electrical
transformers or other necessary equipment, the petitioner should review these items

accordingly.

Compliance with the Sign Ordinance
No signage relief is being requested as part of this petition. The B5 District permits businesses
to display awning signs, projecting signs, or wall signs based upon the lineal front footage of the
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property. The submitted elevations show the proposed wall sign locations and tenants will be
required to meet code.

The marquee does not require any zoning relief. If, however, additional theater signage is placed
on the building (such as additional signage for the theater or restoration of the former “EAT”
sign), the petitioner at that time will need to appear before the Plan Commission to request any
necessary signage relief.

Compliance with the Subdivision & Development Ordinance

The property currently consists of two parcels. Code states that development may only occur on
a single lot of record. Therefore, a Plat of Consolidation must be submitted prior to the issuance
of any building permits. As there are no minimum lot area or lot width requirements in the B5
District, no lot variations will be necessary.

Other Plan Commission Concerns

The Plan Commission previously requested additional information regarding residential density,
absorption rates, and analogous examples. This information has been provided in the petitioner’s
submitted public hearing application. They are projecting sales of one to two unifs per month,
with final occupancy to occur in January 2011.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff has reviewed the response to standards included as part of the petition and the materials
submitted to date. Staff belicves that the plan could be conceptually supported. However, in
order for staff to concur that the petitioner meets the standards for conditional uses and
variations, it is necessary to demonstrate that the development is compatible with the adjacent
propertics. Moreover, staff believes that the enumerated issues to be addressed should be
provided as part of the public hearing process, rather than granting approval subject to numerous
conditions. This approach will also ensure that the final plans satisfactorily address the concerns
of neighboring properties, Plan Commission and/or the Village Board.

As has occurred with other petitions in which outstanding issues remain, staff recommends that
the Plan Commission hold the public hearing to provide an opportunity for interested parties to
provide their comments regarding the proposal through the public hearing process and that the
Plan Commission offer their comments accordingly. However, the Inter-Departmental Review
Committee recommends that the Plan Commission make the following motion recommending a

continuance of this petition.
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I move that the Plan Commission continue the petition associated with PC 06-27 to the
December 18, 2006 Plan Commission meeting in order to provide the petitioner the
opportunity to satisfactorily address the comments included within the Inter-departmental
Review Report and addressed as part of the public hearing process.

Inter-Departmental Review Group Report Approved By:

yuunity Development

anager/Director of Co

Assistant Village

HACDWORDUSER\PCCASESRZ006\PC 06-2\Reportffo-27.doc
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Appendix A
KLOA Traffic Report
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MEMORANDUM TO: Dave Hulseberg
Village of Lombard
FROM: Timothy J. Doron
Principal
Javier Millan

Senior Consultant
DATE: October 18, 2006

SUBIJECT: DuPage Theater Redevelopment
Lombard, [llinois

This memorandum summarizes the results of a traffic impact analysis conducted by
Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) for the Viilage of Lombard. The evaluation is
for the proposed redevelopment of the DuPage Theater in Lombard, Illinois. The site is located in
the southeast quadrant of the Main Street signalized intersection with Parkside Avenue.
The site is currently occupied by the DuPage Theater and some vacant land.

The plans call for redeveloping the site with a 126-unit condominium building, 24,464 square feet
of retail, a 300 seat theater with 191 underground parking spaces for the residential component and
51 parking spaces designated for the retail portion of the development. Access to the site will be
provided via one full ingress/egress access drive off Main Street approximately 360 feet south of
Parkside Avenue and another full ingress/egress access drive on Parkside Avenue approximately
260 feet east of Main Street.

This study was conducted to assess the impact that the proposed redevelopment will have on traffic
conditions in the area and to determine any roadway and access improvements necessary to
accommodate future traffic volumes on the adjacent roadways.

Existing Conditions

Transportation conditions in the site area were inventoried to obtain a database for projecting future
conditions. Three general components of existing conditions were considered: (1) the geographical
location of the site, (2) the characteristics of the roadways and traffic control devices in the site area.

and (3) the traffic volumes on the roadways.

KLOA, Inc., Transportation and Parking Planning Consultants
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Site Location

The site, as mentioned previously, is located on the southeast quadrant of the Main Street signalized
intersection with Parkside Avenue. The site is bordered to the north by the Parkside Avenue and the
Chicago & Northwest Railroad Company. Land uses in the vicinity of the area include
single-family homes to the east, the Brust funeral home to the south and retail/commercial land uses
to the west. The principal roadways in the vicinity of the site are illustrated in Figure 1 and described
in the following paragraphs.

Muain Street 1s a north-south minor arterial with a five-lane divided cross-section in the site’s
vicinity. At its signalized intersection with Parkside Avenue, Main Street provides an exclusive
left-turn lane, a through lane and a combined through/right-turn lane on both approaches.
Grace Street/Parkside Avenue, St. Charles Road provides an exclusive right-turn lane and a
combined through/right-turn lane on the east approach. Main Street has a posted speed limit of
25 mph and carries an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of approximately 15,500 vehicles.

Parkside Avenue is a two-lane east-west residential street that runs from Grace Street west to its
terminus at Elizabeth Street. At its signalized intersection with Main Street, Parkside Avenue
provides a combined left/through/right-turn lane on both approaches.

Existing Traffic Volumes

Existing roadway and traffic conditions near the site were documented based on field visits and a
previous traffic count conducted as part of the St. Charles Road corridor study prepared by
KLOA, Inc. for the Village of Lombard. The manual traffic movement counts were conducted
during the weekday morning (7:00 to 9:00 A.M.) and weekday afternoon (4:00 to 6:00 P.M.) peak
time periods at the intersection of Main Street with Parkside Boulevard. The counts were
conducted on June 2004 (copies of the traffic counts are enclosed in the Appendix). The traffic
count data indicates that the weekday morning peak hour occurs from 7:45 AM and 8:45 AM and
the afternoon peak hour occurs from 430 PM to 5:30 PM. The existing peak hour volumes are

illustrated in Figure 2.

In order to evaluate future traffic conditions on the area roadways and at the proposed access drives,
it was necessary to determine the traffic characteristics of the development, including the directional
distribution and the volumes of traffic that will be generated by the development.

Directional Distribution

The directional distribution of future site-generated trips on the external roadways is a function of
several variables including the operational characteristics of the roadway system and the ease with
which drivers can travel over various sections of the road system without encountering congestion

The directional distribution for the proposed development was based on the existing travel patterns
as determined from the waffic counts. The directional distribution is shown in Table 1 and

illustrated in Figure 3.
2
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EaSl"j;leIATED DIRECTIONAL DISTRIBUTION
Direction Percent
To and from the north on Main Street 40%
To and from the south on Main Street 40%
To and from the east on Parkside Boulevard 10%
To and from the west on Parkside Boulevard _10%

Total 100%

Proposed Site Traffic Generation

The traffic generation characteristics of any developiment are based on the magnitude and character
of'its land use. The proposed development will contain 126 condominium units, 24,464 square feet
of retail and a 300 seat theater. The estimates of the peak hour traffic that will be generated by the
development were based on the trip generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation
(ITE) Trip Generanon Manual, 7" Edition Land Use Code 230 (Residential
Condominium/Townhouse) and Land Use Code 814 (Specialty Retail). It should be noted that no
trip generation was calculated for the theater since the activities that would take place on the theater
would most likely occur outside the peak hours of traffic and on weekends when traffic adjacent
street traffic volumes are much lower than during the weekday peak hours Table 2 lists the amount
of traffic that will be generated by the proposed development during the morning peak hour and the
evening peak hour. It should be noted that these trip generation rates (specially for the residential
portion of the development) are very high since they do not take into consideration the proximity to
the Metra train station and the fact that the development is located within the downtown area.
As such, we are providing a conservative trip generation for this development.

Table 2
PEAX HOUR GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Moming Evening
Peak Hour Peak Hour
Land Use Inbound Qutbound Inbound  Outbound
Condominmum -126 units 10 55 50 25
Specialty Retail - 24,464 s f. 50 35! 35 50
Total 640 90 85 75

"Due to the fact that ITE does not have trip generation data for specialty retail centers during the A M peak hour.
KLOA, Inc used the P M peak hour trip generation rates and reverse the directional spit

6
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Theater Traffic

Although and as previously mentioned, the theater traffic will be generated outside the peak hours
and during the weekends, in order to take into account the potential for an activity to occur within
the peak hours, existing traffic volumes were increased by five percent.

Traffic Assignments

The estimated peak hour traffic volumes that will be generated by the proposed development were
assigned to the various roadways and access drives serving the development in accordance with the
previously described directional distribution. Figure 4 illustrates the peak hour traffic assignments
for the development. Figure 5 illustrates the combination of existing volumes (increased by five
percent and the site generated traffic to obtain total traffic volumes.

Evaluation and Recommendation

In order to evaluate the impact of the anticipated traffic volumes, the intersection of Main Street
with Parkside Avenue and the proposed access drives were analyzed based on the estimated of
existing and development generated traffic on the roadway system serving the site. From this
analysis, recommendations were developed for site access facilities and roadway improvements

Site Access

Access to the site is proposed to be provided via a full ingress/egress access drive on Main Street
located approximately 360 feet north of Parkside Avenue and another full ingress/egress access
drive on Parkside Avenue located approximately 260 feet east of Main Street. The access road off
Main Street should provide one inbound lane and one outbound lane with outbound movements
under stop sign control. The access drive off Parkside Avenue should provide one inbound lane and
one outbound lane with outbound movements under stop sign control. Due to the fact that Mam
Street currently provides an two-way left-turn lane along the site’s frontage and based on the low
left-turning movement into the site from Main Street, no additional geometric improvements or
widening will be necessary. Based on a review of the projected traffic volumes along Parkside
Avenue, no widening or provision of exclusive turn lanes will be necessary to accommodate
projected traffic volumes.

Capacity Analysis

Capacity analyses were conducted at the intersection of Main Street with Parkside Avenue as well as
at the intersection of Main Street with the access drive and Parkside Avenue with the access drive
under both existing and total projected traffic volumes. The traffic analyses were performed using
the methodologies outlined in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacily Manual

(HCM), 2000.
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The anaiyses for the unsignalized intersections determine the average control delay to vehicles at an
intersection. Control delay is the elapsed time measured from a vehicle joining the queue at a stop
sign (includes the time required to decelerate to a stop) until i{s departure from the stop sign and
resumption of free-flow speed. This methodology analyzes only intersection approaches controlied
by stop signs but considers traffic volumes on all approaches, lane characteristics. and the
percentage of heavy vehicles such as trucks.

The ability of an intersection to accommodate traffic flow is expressed in terms of level of service
(LOS), which is assigned a letter from A to F based on the average control delay experienced by
vehicles passing through the intersection. Control delay is that portion of the total delay attributed
to the traffic signal or stop sign control operation, and includes initial deceleration delay, queue
move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. Level of Service A is the highest grade
(best traffic flow and least delay), Level of Service E represents saturated or at capacity conditions.
and Level of Service F is the lowest grade (oversaturated conditions, extensive delays).
Typically, Level of Service D is the lowest acceptable grade for peak hour conditions
Table 3 summarizes the levels of service and delays for the critical intersections under existing and
future conditions.

TINa'};"EéSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND DELAY
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour
Level of Delay Level of Delay
Intersection Service (seconds) Service {(seconds)
Existing Traffic Volumes
Main Street at Parkside Avenue' B 16.4 B 135
Total Traffic Volumes
Main Street at Parkside Avenue' B 173 B 149
Main Street at Access Drive’ B 126 C 163
Parkside Avenue at Access Drive’ B 119 B 115

LOS - Level of Service
Delay 15 measured in seconds
'Unsignalized Intersection

As can be seen from Table 3, the intersection of Main Street with Parkside Avenue is operating and
will continue operating at acceptable levels of service. The access drive intersections with
Maun Street and Parkside Avenue will also operate at acceptable levels of service indicating that the
recommended improvements to the access drives will accommodate the future traffic volumes

10
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Parking Evaluation

The proposed development, as previously mentioned will provide 189 residential parking spaces and
54 retail spaces. This number of parking spaces meets or exceeds the Village of Lombard parking
requirements. Although no parking for the theater is required or provided, when activities in theater
do occur, over 600 parking spaces are available to the public within 600 to 800 feet from the theater.
Assuming a vehicle occupancy of 3 people per vehicle, this would yield approximately 99 vehicles
that would be searching for parking within the immediate area. This demand can easily be
accommodated by the available public parking. It should be noted that this assumption does not take
1nto account the fact that many people that visit the Lombard downtown area use the train or walk to
it. As such, and based on the above, there will be more than adequate parking around the immediate
periphery to serve the theater parking demand.

Conclusion

Based on the preceding analysis, the existing site is well situated with respect to the local roadway
system. The access drives coupled with the recommended provision of two outbound lanes at the
access drive intersection with Main Street, will be able to accommodate the estimated site traffic
No other improvements or widening improvements along Main Street and Parkside Avenue will be
necessary to accommodate furure traffic volumes.

Hulseberg DuPage Theater Redevelopment in Lombard DRAFT FOR REVIEW October 18 2006 yd jm
11
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STANDARDS
FOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS

The following is an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to all of
these standards should be provided for all requests for Planned Developments.

THE LOMBARD ZONING ORDINANCE

Except as provided below, no planned development shall be approved unless the Village Plan
Commission and the Village Board find that the development meets the standards for conditional
uses, and the standards set forth in this Section. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Village Board
may approve a planned development which does not comply with these standards or with the
standards for conditional use, if the Board finds that the application of such standards, to the
development being considered, would not be in the public interest.

A. General Standards

1. Except as modified by and approved in the final development plan, the proposed
development complies with the regulations of the district or districts in which it is to
be located.

The proposed development complies with the regulations of the district in
which it is located except as modified by and approved through the final
development plan. The following is a list of conditional uses and variations
that are necessary to achieve the objectives of the proposed planned
development, which is in the best interest of the public.

« Deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the
maximum building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

e Variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and
Section 155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required
transitional landscape yard from 10 feet to 5 feet;

» Variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to allow for a
reduction of the required number of off-street parking spaces for a
theater from thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

« Variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a reduction of
the required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2
Single-Family Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

« Variation from Section 155.508 (C) {(6) (b) and Section 155.707 (B) (3)
to allow for the elimination of the required transitional landscape
yard improvements;

¢ Variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement to
provide one (1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet of
required perimeter lot landscaping; and

» Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining.

HACD\WORDUSER\PCCASESRO06\PC 06-27\Standards___ Pind_Devt Response.DOC
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We also request Site Plan Approval authority te the Lombard Plan
Commission.

2. Community sanitary sewage and potable water facilities connected to a central system
are provided.

The proposed development provides for a central system connection to the
community sanitary sewage and potable water facilities.

3. The dominant use in the proposed planned development is consistent with the
recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan of the Viilage for the area containing
the subject site.

The dominant use of the development is consistent with the recommendations
of the Comprehensive Plan of the Village for the area containing the subject
site and includes revitalization of the Downtown by constructing a mixed-use
residential and retail development as well as the partial restoration of the
DuPage Theater and construction of a new (approximately 300 seat) black
box theater.

4. That the proposed planned development is in the public interest and is consistent with
the purposes of this Zoning Ordinance.

Through the revitalization of the Downtown by constructing a mixed-use
residential and retail development as well as restoring the DuPage Theater
and constructing a new (approximately 300 seat) black box theater, the
planned development is in the public interest. Required conditional use
variation and variations from the Zoning Ordinance include the following
and are required to meet the objectives of the Village of Lombard:

« Deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the
maximum building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

¢ Variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and
Section 155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required
transitional landscape yard from 10 feet to 5 feet;

¢ Variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to allow for a
reduction of the required number of off-street parking spaces for a
theater from thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

¢ Variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) {a) to allow for a reduction of
the required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2
Single-Family Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

HACDWORDUSERWPCCASES\20060\PC 06-27\Standards___PInd_Devt Response.DOC
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FOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS

+ Variation from Section 155.508 (C) {6) (b) and Section 155.707 (B) (3)
to allow for the elimination of the required transitional landscape
yard improvements;

« Variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement to
provide one (1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet of
required perimeter lot landscaping; and

= Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining.

5. That the streets have been designed to avoid:

1.

Inconvenient or unsafe access to the planned development;

The planned development accommodates the ingress and egress on both
Parkside Avenue and Main Street in a safe and convenient manner.

Traffic congestion in the streets which adjoin the planned development;

The streets adjoining the planned development are believed to be sufficient to
accommodate the residential and retail traffic, as the traffic will be decreased
from the present use as a Metra commuter parking lot. The Theater, when
active, will predominantly operate after hours and on weekends, and will not
adversely affect the traffic on the adjoining streets to the planned
development.

An excessive burden on public parks, recreation areas, schools, and other public
facilities which serve or are proposed to serve the planned development.

The demographics for the residential component is projected to be singles,
couples, empty nesters, and active seniors, and are not likely to have children
in the home. Therefore, the planned development will not put an excessive
burden on public parks, recreation areas, schools, and other public facilities
that serve or are proposed to serve the planned development.

B. Standards for Planned Developments with Use Exceptions

The ordinance approving the Final Development Plan for the planned development may
provide for uses in the planned development not allowed in the underlying district,
provided the following conditions are met:

L.

Proposed use exceptions enhance the quality of the planned development and are
compatible with the primary uses

HACD\WORDUSERWCCASES\2006\PC 06-27\S1andards__ Plnd_Devt Response.DOC
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The planned development will require the following conditional use which
enhance the quality of the planned development and are compatible with the

primary uses:

a. The use of outdoor dining, which is required for the retail/restaurant
component in order to increase value, marketability and provide for the
revitalization of the downtown, a goal of the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.

2. Proposed use exceptions are not of a nature, nor are located, so as to create a
detrimental influence in the surrounding properties

The use exception stated and explained in 1. above is not of a nature, nor
located, so as to create a detrimental influence in the surrounding properties.

3. Proposed use exceptions shall not represent more than 40% of the site area or more
than 40% of the total floor area, whichever is less. However, 1n a residential planned
development area no more than 10% of the site area or the total floor area shall be
devoted to commercial use; furthermore, no industrial use shall be permitted.

The proposed use exception does not represent more than 40% of the site area
nor does it represent more than 40% of the total floor area.
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C. Standards for Planned Developments with Other Exceptions

The Village Board may approve planned developments which do not comply with the
requirements of the underlying district regulations governing lot area, lot width, bulk
regulations, parking and sign regulations, or which require modification of the
subdivision design standards when such approval is necessary to achieve the objectives of
the proposed planned development, but only when the Board finds such exceptions are
consistent with the following standards:

1. Any reduction in the requirements of this Ordinance is in the public interest

In the best interest of the public, the planned development includes the partial
restoration of the DuPage Theater and construction of a new (approximately 300
seat) black box theater, both of which prohibit the remainder of the parcel from
being utilized efficiently and effectively and, without the reduction of the
following, would be detrimental to the planned development’s marketability and
therefore hinder the revitalization of the downtown, as well as fall short of the
TIF increment required to fund the Theater costs:

¢ Variation for transitional building (20’ required, 8’ provided); and
e Variation for transitional landscape yard (10’ required, 8’ provided).

2. The proposed exceptions would not adversely impact the value or use of any other
property

The proposed exceptions for the planned development will not adversely impact
the value or use of any other property.

4. That such exceptions are solely for the purpose of promoting better development
which will be beneficial to the residents or occupants of the planned development as
well as those of the surrounding properties

As previously explained in 1. above the requested exceptions are solely for the
purpose of promoting a successful development while providing the Village with
the partial restoration of the DuPage Theater and (approximately 300 seat)
black box theater which will be beneficial to the residents and occupants of the
planned development as well as those of the surrounding properties.

5. That the overall floor area of the planned development shall not exceed by more than
40% the maximum floor area permitted for the individual uses in each applicable

district
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Where applicable, the overall floor area of the planned development will not
exceed by more than 40% the maximum floor area permitted for the individual
uses in the applicable district.

6. That in residential planned developments the maximum number of dwelling units
allowed shall not exceed by more than 40% the number of dwelling units permitted in
the underlying district

The underlying district is BS and therefore this requirement is not applicable.

7. That all buildings are located within the planned development in such a way as to
dissipate any adverse impact on adjoining buildings and shall not invade the privacy
of the occupants of such buildings and shall conform to the following:

a. The front, side or rear yard setbacks on the perimeter of the development shall not
be less than that required in the abutting zoning district(s) or the zoning district
underlying the subject site, whichever is greater.

In the best interest of the public, the planned development includes the
restoration of the DuPage Theater and construction of a new (approximately
300 seat) black box theater, both of which prohibit the remainder of the
parcel from being utilized efficiently and effectively and, without the
reduction of the following, would be detrimental to the planned
development’s marketability and therefore hinder the revitalization of the
downtown, as well as fall short of the TIF increment required to fund the
Theater costs:

e Variation for transitional building (20’ required, 8’ provided).

b. All transitional yards and transitional landscape yards of the underlying zoning
district are complied with.

In the best interest of the public, the planned development includes the
partial restoration of the DuPage Theater and construction of a new
(approximately 300 seat) black box theater, both of which prohibit the
remainder of the parcel from being utilized efficiently and effectively and,
without the reduction of the following, would be detrimental to the planned
development’s marketability and therefore hinder the revitalization of the
downtown, as well as fall short of the TIF increment required to fund the
Theater costs:
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e Variation for transitional landscape yard (10’ required, 8’ provided).

c. Ifrequired transitional yards and transitional landscape yards are not adequate to
protect the privacy and enjoyment of property adjacent to the development, the
Plan Commission shall recommend either or both of the following requirements:

1) All structures located on the perimeter of the planned development must set
back by a distance sufficient to protect the privacy and amenity of adjacent
existing uses;

Transitional yards and transitional landscape yards will be adequate to
protect the privacy and enjoyment of property adjacent to the planned
development.

2) All structures located along the entire perimeter of the planned development
must be permanently screened with sight-proof screening in a manner which 1s
sufficient to protect the privacy and amenity of adjacent existing uses.

The planned development will sufficiently protect the privacy and amenity
of adjacent existing uses.

7. That the area of open space provided in a planned development shall be at least 25%
more than that required in the underlying zone district.

The underlying district is BS and therefore this requirement is not applicable.
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STANDARDS
FOR CONDITIONAL USES

Conditional Use for the Planned Development

The following is an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to all of
these standards should be provided for all conditional uses of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance.

THE LOMBARD ZONING ORDINANCE:
No conditional use shall be recommended by the Plan Commission unless it finds:

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

The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the conditional use for this Planned
Development will not be detrimental to, or endanger the public health, safety,
morals, comfort, or general welfare, Parameters, guidelines and standard Village
requirements will be included to protect the general public as well as the patrons
and residents of the Planned Development.

2. That the conditional use will not be injurious to the uses and enjoyment of other property
in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted, not substantially diminish
and impair property values within the neighborhood in which it is to be located,

The conditional use for the Planned Development will not be injurious to the uses
and enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already
permitted, and not substantially diminish and impair property values within the
neighborhood in which the Planned Development will be Iocated. Conversely, the
activity generated by this conditional use will enhance the neighborhood and help to
promote the revitalization of the downtown.

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

The establishment of the conditional use for this Planned Development will not
impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the surrounding
property for uses permitted in the district.

4. That the adequate public utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have
been or will be provided;

Adequate public utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have
been or will be provided for.
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5. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so
designed as to mimmmize traffic congestion in the public streets;

The Planned Development will provide ingress and egress so as to minimize traffic
congestion in the public streets.

6. That the proposed conditional use is not contrary to the objectives of the current
Comprehensive Plan for the Village of Lombard; and,

The proposed conditional use for the Planned Development is not contrary to the
objectives of the current Comprehensive Plan for the Village of Lombard,
Conversely, the activity generated by this Planned Development will enhance the
neighborhood and help to promote the revitalization of the downtown.

7. That the conditional use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations
of the district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be
modified pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission

The conditional use for the Planned Development will, in all other respects, conform
to the applicable regulations of the district in which it is located, except as such
regulations may, in each instance, be modified pursuant to the recommendations of
the Plan Commission.
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance

Variation for Height from 45 Feet to 48 Feet

The following is an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to ail of
these standards should be provided for all variations of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and

Lombard Sign Ordinance.

SECTION 155.416 (G) OF THE LOMBARD ZONING ORDINANCE:

The regulations of this ordinance shall not be varied unless findings based on the evidence
presented are made in each specific case that affirms each of the following standards:

1.

Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the
specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be

applied.

A particular hardship to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be applied due to the
requirement to partially restore the DuPage Theater and construct a new
(approximately 300 seat) black box theater. This requirement directly impacts the
residential and retail components of the planned development by restricting the use
of the entire site forcing the parking required by zoning to be incorporated within
the balance of the site and creating a project height of 48 feet, 3 feet above the height
requirement. In order to create a sustainable development in support of the TIF
increment required to fund the theater costs, the Project will also require the need
for both the residential and retail components to be exceptional in nature to the
current marketplace, including the need for ceiling heights to be not less than 9°
clear within the residential portion of the project and not less than 10’ clear within
the retail portion of the project in order to create the value necessary to support the
planned development as a whole, and generate the TIF increment required to fund
the theater costs.

The conditions upon which an application for a variation is based are unique to the
property for which the variation is sought, and are not generally applicable to other
property within the same zoning classification.

The conditions upon which this application for a variation is based is unique to the
property for which this variation is sought due to the economic strain the DuPage
Theater scope of work adds to the planned development, and is not applicable to
other properties within the same zoning classification.

The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase financial
gain,
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance

Variation for Height from 45 Feet to 48 Feet

The purpose of this variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase
financial gain, but to create the value necessary for the planned development to
generate the revenue necessary to fund the partial restoration of the DuPage
Theater and construction of a new (approximately 300 seat) black box theater for
the Village.

4. The alleged difficulty or hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by
any person presently having an interest in the property.

The difficulty/hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by any
person presently having an interest in the property.

5. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.

The granting of this variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the
property is located. In fact, the architectural design of the planned development is
sympathetic to the neighboring developments and incorporates design details of the
adjacent DuPage Theater. The planned development has been designed to require
as little variation as possible while still maintaining its marketability.

6. The granting of the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood;
and,

The granting of this variation will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood. In fact, the architectural design of the planned development is
sympathetic to the neighboring developments and incorporates design details of the
adjacent DuPage Theater. The planned development has been designed to require
as little variation as possible while still maintaining its marketability.

7. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the
danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent
properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property
values within the neighborhood. .

The planned development has been designed to allow for an adequate supply of light
and air to adjacent properties. The planned development will not substantially
increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or impair
natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent properties, or endanger

HACD\WORDUSER\PCCASES\Z006\WPC 06-27\Standards Variation for Height Revised.DOC



STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance
Variation for Height from 45 Feet to 48 Feet

the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the
neighborhood.
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance

Variation For Transitional Landscape Yard from 10 Feet to 5 Feet

The following 1s an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to all of
these standards should be provided for all variations of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and
Lombard Sign Ordinance.

SECTION 155.416 (K), SECTION 155.508 (C) (6) (b) AND SECTION 155.707 (A) (3) OF

THE LOMBARD ZONING ORDINANCE:

The regulations of this ordinance(s) shall not be varied unless findings based on the evidence
presented are made in each specific case that affirms each of the following standards:

1.

Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the
specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be

applied.

A particular hardship to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be applied due to the
requirement to partially restore the DuPage Theater and construct a new
(approximately 300 seat) black box theater. This requirement directly restricts the
area required to construct the residential, retail and related parking as required per
code. It would also negatively impact the ability of the marketplace to generate the
revenue necessary to support the planned development as a whole and create the
TIF increment necessary to fund the Theater restoration/construction.

The conditions upon which an application for a variation is based are unique to the
property for which the variation is sought, and are not generally applicable to other
property within the same zoning classification.

The conditions upon which this application for a variation is based is unique to the
property for which this variation is sought due to the economic strain the DuPage
Theater scope of work adds to the planned development, and is not applicable to
other properties within the same zoning classification.

The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase financial
gain.

The purpose of this variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase
financial gain, but to create the value necessary for the planned development to
generate the revenue, and thereby the TIF increment, necessary to fund the partial
restoration of the DuPage Theater and construction of a new (approximately 300
seat) black box theater for the Village,
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance

Variation For Transitional Landscape Yard from 10 Feet to 5 Feet

4. The alleged difficulty or hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by
any person presently having an interest in the property.

The difficulty/hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by any
person presently having an interest in the property.

5. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.

The granting of this variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the
property is located.

6. The granting of the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood;
and,

The granting of this variation will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood.

7. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the
danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent
properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property
values within the neighborhood.

The planned development will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or
increase the danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems
on adjacent properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or
impair property values within the neighborhood.
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zcning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance
Variation for Parking for DuPage Theater from 37 Spaces to 0 Spaces

The following is an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to all of
these standards should be provided for all variations of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and

Lombard Sign Ordinance.

SECTION 155.416 (M) AND SECTION 155.602 OF THE LOMBARD ZONING
ORDINANCE:

The regulations of this ordinance shall not be varied unless findings based on the evidence
presented are made in each specific case that affirms each of the following standards:

1. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the
specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be
applied.

A particular hardship to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be applied due to the
requirement to partially restore the DuPage Theater and construct a new
(approximately 300 seat) black box theater. This restriction of land use directly
impacts the residential and retail components of the planned development creating
the need for both components to be exceptional in nature to the current market,
including sufficient parking for the retail and residential components, in order to
meet code requirements and obtain the revenue necessary to support the planned
development as a whole generate the TIF increment required to fund the Theater
costs. The site is not sufficient in size to allow for the parking of the Theater. The
Developer will work with the surrounding property owners to obtain a lease to
provide for the theater parking offsite.

2. The conditions upon which an application for a variation is based are unique to the
property for which the variation is sought, and are not generally applicable to other
property within the same zoning classification.

The conditions upon which this application for a variation is based is unique to the
property for which this variation is sought due to the economic strain the DuPage
Theater scope of work adds to the planned development, and is not applicable to
other properties within the same zoning classification,

3. The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase financial
gain.
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of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance
Variation for Parking for DuPage Theater from 37 Spaces to 0 Spaces

The purpose of this variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase
financial gain, but to create the value necessary for the planned development to
generate the revenue necessary to fund the partial restoration of the DuPage
Theater and construction of a new (approximately 300 seat) black box theater for
the Village, and to accommodate the parking for the DuPage Theater.

4. The alleged difficulty or hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by
any person presently having an interest in the property.

The difficulty/hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by any
person presently having an interest in the property.

5. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.

The granting of this variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the
property is located.

6. The granting of the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood;
and,

The granting of this variation will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood.

7. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the
danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent
properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property
values within the neighborhood.

The planned development will not impair the supply of light and air to adjacent
property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase
the danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on
adjacent properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or
impair property values within the neighborhood.
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance

Variation For Required Front Yard From 30 Feet to 4 Feet

The following is an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to all of
these standards should be provided for all variations of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and
Lombard Sign Ordinance.

SECTION 155.508 (C) (6) (a) OF THE LOMBARD ZONING ORDINANCE:

The regulations of this ordinance shall not be varied unless findings based on the evidence
presented are made in each specific case that affirms each of the following standards:

1.

Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the
specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be
applied.

A particular hardship to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be applied due to the
requirement to partially restore the DuPage Theater and construct a new
(approximately 300 seat) black box theater. This requirement directly restricts the
area required to construct the residential, retail and related parking as required per
code. It would also negatively impact the ability of the marketplace to generate the
revenue necessary to support the planned development as a whole and create the
TIF increment necessary to fund the Theater restoration/construction.

The conditions upon which an application for a variation 1s based are unique to the
property for which the variation is sought, and are not generally applicable to other
property within the same zoning classification,

The conditions upon which this application for a variation is based is unique to the
property for which this variation is sought due to the economic strain the DuPage
Theater scope of work adds to the planned development, and is not applicable to
other properties within the same zoning classification.

The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase financial
gain.

The purpose of this variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase
financial gain, but to create the value necessary for the planned development to
generate the revenue, and thereby the TIF increment, necessary to fund the partial
restoration of the DuPage Theater and construction of a new (approximately 300
seat) black box theater for the Village.
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Variation For Transitional Landscape Yard
Page 2

4. The alleged difficulty or hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by
any person presently having an interest in the property.

The difficulty/hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by any
person presently having an interest in the property.

5. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.

The granting of this variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the
property is located.

6. The granting of the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood;
and,

The granting of this variation will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood.

7. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the
danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent
properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property
values within the neighborhood.

The planned development will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent proeperty or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or
increase the danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems
on adjacent properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or
impair property values within the neighborhood.
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance

Variation For the Elimination of the Transitional Landscape Yard Improvements

The following is an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to all of
these standards should be provided for all variations of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and
Lombard Sign Ordinance.

SECTION 155.508 (C) (6) (b) AND SECTION 155.707 (B) (3) OF THE LOMBARD

ZONING ORDINANCE:

The regulations of this ordinance(s) shall not be varied unless findings based on the evidence
presented are made 1n each specific case that affirms each of the following standards:

1.

Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the
specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be

applied.

A particular hardship to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be applied due to the
requirement to partially restore the DuPage Theater and construct a new
(approximately 300 seat) black box theater. This requirement directly restricts the
area required to construct the residential, retail and related parking as required per
code. It would also negatively impact the ability of the marketplace to generate the
revenue necessary to support the planned development as a whole and create the
TIF increment necessary to fund the Theater restoration/construction.

The conditions upon which an application for a variation is based are unique to the
property for which the variation is sought, and are not generally applicable to other
property within the same zoning classification.

The conditions upon which this application for a variation is based is unique to the
property for which this variation is sought due to the economic strain the DuPage
Theater scope of work adds to the planned development, and is not applicable to
other properties within the same zoning classification.

The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase financial
gain.

The purpose of this variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase
financial gain, but to create the value necessary for the planned development to
generate the revenue, and thereby the TIF increment, necessary to fund the partiai
restoration of the DuPage Theater and construction of a new (approximately 300
seat) black box theater for the Village.
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance

Variation For the Elimination of the Transitional Landscape Yard Improvements

4, The alleged difficulty or hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by
any person presently having an interest in the property.

The difficulty/hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by any
person presently having an interest in the property.

5. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.

The granting of this variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the
property is located. :

6. The granting of the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood;
and,

‘The granting of this variation will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood.

7. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the
danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent
properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property
values within the neighborhood.

The planned development will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or
increase the danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems
on adjacent properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or
impair property values within the neighborhood.
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance

Variation For the Elimination Requirement for Shade Trees

The following is an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to all of
these standards should be provided for all variations of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and
Lombard Sign Ordinance.

SECTION 155.709 (B) OF THE LOMBARD ZONING ORDINANCE:

The regulations of this ordinance(s) shall not be varied unless findings based on the evidence
presented are made in each specific case that affirms each of the following standards:

1.

Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the
specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be
applied.

A particular hardship to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be applied due to the
requirement to partially restore the DuPage Theater and construct a new
(approximately 300 seat) black box theater. This requirement directly restricts the
area required to construct the residential, retail and related parking as required per
code. It would also negatively impact the ability of the marketplace to generate the
revenue necessary to support the planned development as a whole and create the
TIF increment necessary to fund the Theater restoration/construction.

The conditions upon which an application for a variation is based are unique to the
property for which the variation is sought, and are not generally applicable to other
property within the same zoning classification.

The conditions upon which this application for a variation is based is unique to the
property for which this variation is sought due to the economic strain the DuPage
Theater scope of work adds to the planned development, and is not applicable to
other properties within the same zoning classification.

The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase financial
gain.

The purpose of this variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase
financial gain, but to create the value necessary for the planned development to
generate the revenue, and thereby the TIF increment, necessary to fund the partial
restoration of the DuPage Theater and construction of a new (approximately 300
seat) black box theater for the Village.

HACIAWORDUSERWPCCASES\2006\PC 06-27\Standards___ Variation for Shade Trees.DOC



STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and Lombard Sign Ordinance
Variation For the Elimination Requirement for Shade Trees

4, The alleged difficulty or hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by
any person presently having an interest in the property,

The difficulty/hardship is caused by this ordinance and has not been created by any
person presently having an interest in the property.

5. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.

The granting of this variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the

property is located.

6. The granting of the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood;
and,

The granting of this variation will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood.

7. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the
danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent
properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property
values within the neighborhood.

The planned development will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent property or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or
increase the danger of fire, or impair natural drainage or create drainage problems
on adjacent properties, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or
impair property values within the neighborhood.

HACD\WORDUSERWPCCASES\2006\PC 06-27\51andards___ Variation for Shade Trees.DOC



STANDARDS
FOR CONDITIONAL USES

Conditional Use for Outdoor Dining

The following is an excerpt from the Lombard Zoning Ordinance. A detailed response to all of
these standards should be provided for all conditional uses of the Lombard Zoning Ordinance.

THE LOMBARD ZONING ORDINANCE:
No conditional use shall be recommended by the Plan Commission unless it finds:

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

The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the conditional use to provide
outdoor dining for the retail/restaurant tenants will not be detrimental to, or
endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort, or general welfare. Parameters,
guidelines and standard Village requirements will be included in the lease
agreements to protect the general public as well as the patrons and residents of the
planned development.

2. That the conditional use will not be injurious to the uses and enjoyment of other property
in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted, not substantially diminish
and impair property values within the neighborhood in which it is to be located:;

The conditional use to provide outdoor dining for the retail/restaurant tenants will
not be injurious to the uses and enjoyment of other property in the immediate
vicinity for the purposes already permitted, and not substantially diminish and
impair property values within the neighborhood in which the planned development
will be located. Conversely, the activity generated by this conditional use will
enhance the neighborhood and help to promote the revitalization of the downtown.

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

The establishment of the conditional use to provide outdoor dining for the
retail/restaurant tenants will not impede the normal and orderly development and

improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.

4. That the adequate public utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have
been or will be provided;

Adequate public utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have
been or will be provided for.

HACD\WORDUSERWCCASES2006\WC 06-27\Standards___ Cond_Use Response Outdoor Dining.DOC



STANDARDS FOR CONDITIONAL USES
Conditional Use for Outdoor Dining

Page 2

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

The planned development will provide ingress and egress so as to minimize traffic
congestion in the public streets.

6. That the proposed conditional use is not contrary to the objectives of the current
Comprehensive Plan for the Village of Lombard; and,

The proposed conditional use to provide outdoor dining for the retail/restaurant

tenants is not contrary to the objectives of the current Comprehensive Plan for the
Village of Lombard. Conversely, the activity generated by this conditional use will
enhance the neighborhood and help to promote the revitalization of the downtown.

7. That the conditional use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations
of the district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be
modified pursuant to the recommendations of the Plan Commission

The conditional use to provide outdoor dining for the retail/restaurant tenants will,
in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the district in which it
is located, except as such regulations may, in each instance, be modified pursuant to
the recommendations of the Plan Commission.

HACD\WORDUSER\WPCCASES\2006\PC 06-27\Standards___Cond_Use Response Qutdoor Dining. DOC



November 7, 2006
To: The Village of Lombard Plan Commission

Please accept this letter in response to the NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING dated
QOctober 31, 2006 regarding the proposed redevelopment of 101-125 S. Main Street,
commonly referred to as the Dupage Theater and adjoining property. We are residents of
Lombard living at 140 S. Charlotte, which is directly behind the subject property.

1. Asrelates to the petitioner’s request for a height variation, the petitioner’s
response related to the ‘need’ of the variation states “...in order to create the value
necessary to support the planned development as a whole...” and “...not based
primarily upon a desire to increase financial gain, but to create the value
necessary to fund the partial restoration of the Dupage Theater...” We would
offer that ‘create the value’ equals improving the profitability of the project for
the developer. The petitioner seeks to increase the interior ceiling heights of both
the retail and residential units to ten feet and nine feet, respectively, to “...create
the value...” or, in other words, to enhance the market value, and thus
profitability to the developer. We urge the Plan Commission to require the
petitioner to develop the property in accordance with existing zoning
requircments.

2. As relates to the petitioner’s request for a Variation For Transitional Landscape
Yard, the petitioner again calls upon the need to “...create the value necessary...”
as rationale for the variation. This represents another ‘excuse’ for a variation to
increase profitability. Of further concern, the written information received from
the village entitled Standards For Planned Developments indicates in the
Variation for transitional landscape yard (10’ required, 8° provided); yet the
architectural drawing of the Ground Floor Plan reflects a 5° landscape yard only.
Is the petitioner requesting a variance to 8’ or to 5°? We find neither acceptable,
but would appreciate clarification. This requested variation also is directly related
to the petitioner’s request for a variance to eliminate the required transitional
landscape yard improvements. The combination of these two requests will result
in NO transition between the proposed development and the residential homes
behind the subject property. We urge the Plan Commission to require the
petitioner to develop the property in accordance with existing zoning
requirements.

Although we have no objections to the other requested variations, as we do not believe
they will adversely affect our property and those of our neighbors on South Charlotte
Street, we cannot help but to point out to the Plan Commission that throughout the
petitioner’s responses to the Variation Requests, he repeatedly offers the rationale that the
variations are necessary to “create the value”, and further argues that the variations are



necessary because of the “economic strain the Dupage Theater scope of work adds to the
planned development”. Both of these factors readily translate into the petitioner’s desire
to enhance the profitability of the project. It is contrary to existing ordinance to grant
variations that are ‘based primarily upon a desire to increase financial gain’.

In conclusion, we urge the Plan Commission to require the petitioner to develop the
property in accordance with existing zoning requirements. We believe the Village
thoughtfully developed these requirements over time with proper consideration for the
future viability of the Downtown Business District, and that these requirements are still
valid and should be adhered to.

Sincerely,

oy i

Gary}? AndeTson ette M. Anderson



CBhust

FUNERAL
HOME LTD.
JOHN BRANDON BRUST : TOLL FREE 1-888-623-0094
President 135 SOUTH MAIN STREET FAX: 1-630-628-0008

LOMBARD, ILLINOIS 60148-2688

November 11, 2006

Village of Lombard

Mr. Don Ryan, Planning Commissioner
Dave Hulsburg, Village Planner

Mr. Wm. Mueller, Village President
And Trustees

Gentlemen:

I recommend that you show no favoritism in the considerations to amend the variations
and deviations on the village property as described in PC 06-27 (zoning ordinance). Itis
not in the Village of Lombard’s interest to consider implications of favoritism to your

OWI property.

I object to all the requests of conditional use. My personal request for variations at 119
South Main Street, Lombard, in 1996 were refused and the staff and zoning personnel
insisting on following the restrictions of the zoning ordinance. Height was restricted to
4() feet. Changes in the yard and set backs were denied. Parking and traffic
considerations on Main Street were said to be a problem. Landscaping was to be strictly
adhered to per ordinance.

It behooves you to maintain the strict standards you have imposed on my building
requests and maintain the orderly transition in keeping Lombard’s environmental

integrity.

Sincerely,

éjﬁééz%%%/

John “Jack™ Brust

A FAMILY-OWNED & OPERATED BUSINESS SINCE 1952



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE FOR A
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT WITH VARIATIONS AND DEVIATIONS
AND A CONDITIONAL USE FOR OUTDOOR DINING UNDER TITLE

15, CHAPTER 155 OF THE CODE OF LOMBARD, ILLINOIS

PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre & South Lot)

WHEREAS, the President and Boar& of Trustees of the Village of Lombard have heretofore

adopted the Lombard Zoning Ordinance, otherwise known as Title 15, Chapter 155 of the Lombard
Village Code; and

WHEREAS, the subject property is zoned B5 Central Business District; and

WHEREAS, an application has been filed with the Village of Lombard requesting

approval of a conditional use for a planned development with the following variations and
deviations from the Zoning Ordinance:

and

a. A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the maximum
building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

b. A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section
155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required transitional landscape yard
from 10 feet to 5 feet;

c. A variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to allow for a
reduction of the required number of off-street parking spaces for a theater from
thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

d. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a reduction of the
required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2 Single-Family
Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

e. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section 155.707 (B) (3) to allow
for the elimination of the required transitional landscape yard improvements;

f. A variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement to provide one
(1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet of required perimeter lot
landscaping; and

WHEREAS, said application also requests approval of a conditional use for a outdoor dining;

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted by the Plan Commission on November 27, 2006
and February 19, 2007, pursuant to appropriate and legal notice, and the Plan Commission
recommended approval of the Petition, subject to conditions; and



PC 06-07
101-125 S. Main Street
Pagel2

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has filed its recommendations with the President and
Board of Trustees recommending denial of the requested parking relief; and

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees concurs with the recommendation of the
Plan Commission and have determined that it is in the best interest of the Village to approve the
Petition, subject to the conditions set forth herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF LOMBARD, DU PAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: That the ordinance is limited and restricted to the property generally
located at 101-125 S. Main Street, Lombard, Illinois, and legally described as follows:

Lot 1 in Big Idea Productions Resubdivision, being a subdivision in the Northwest
Quarter of Township 39 North, Range 11, East of the Third Principal Meridian, recorded
as Document No. R1999-090133 in DuPage County, Illinois and Lot | in Brust’s

- Resubdivision, being a subdivision in the Northwest Quarter of Township 39 North,
Range 11, East of the Third Principal Meridian, recorded as Document No. R1999-
010668 in DuPage County, Illinois; except for the West 10.00 feet of said Lot 1 in Brust’s
Resubdivision-and the West 10.00 feet of Lot 1 in said Big Idea Productions
Resubdivision dedicated according to the plat thereof recorded as Document No. R2006-
5718, described as follows:

Beginning at the southwest corner of Lot 1 in said Brust’s Resubdivision; thence on an
assumed bearing of North 0 degrees 00 minutes 12 seconds Wesr along the west line of
Lot 1 in said Brust’s Resubdivision and along the west line of Lot 1 in said Big Idea
Productions Resubdivision, a distance of 336.53 feet to the northwest corner of Lot 1 in
said Big Idea Productions Resubdivision; thence North 68 degrees 59 minutes 10 seconds
East along the northerly line of Lot 1 in said Big Idea Productions Resubdivision, a
distance of 10.71 feet to a point 10.00 feet normally distant East of the west line of Lot 1
in said Big Idea Productions Resubdivision; thence South 0 degrees 00 minutes 12
seconds East along a line 10.00 feet normally distant of and parallel with the west line of
Lot 1 in said Brust’s Resubdivision, thence South 88 degrees 58 minutes 13 seconds West
along the south line of Lot 1 in said Brust’s Resubdivision, a distance of 10.02 feet to the
point of beginning.

Parcel Numbers: 06-08-111-035, -036

SECTION 2: That a conditional use for a planned development with the following
deviations and variations is hereby granted for the property legally described in Section 1 above and,






PC 06-07
101-125 8. Main Street
Page3

subject to the conditions of approval set forth in Section 5 below:

a. A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the maximum
building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

b. A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section
155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required transitional landscape yard
from 10 feet to 5 feet;

c. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a reduction of the
required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2 Single-Family
Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

d. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section 155.707 (B) (3) to allow
for the elimination of the required transitional landscape yard improvements; and

e. A variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement to provide one
(1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet of required perimeter lot
landscaping.

SECTION 3: That a conditional use for outdoor dining is hereby granted for the
property legally described in Section 1 above and, subject to the conditions of approval set forth in
Section 5 below. :

SECTION 4: That a variation to reduce the number of off-street parking spaces fora
theater from thirty-seven (37) to zero (0) is hereby denied.

SECTION 5: That this Ordinance shall be subject to the following conditions of
approval;

1. The petitioner shall enter into a development agreement with the Village setting forth the
terms and conditions for development on the subject property. :

2. As part of the building permit submittal, the petitioner shall satisfactorily address the
comments included as part of the Inter-Departmental Review Report.

3. The development shall be constructed in compliance with the plans submitted as part of
this petition. Any modification to the petitioner’s plans shall be considered a major
change to the planned development.






PC 06-07
101-125 8. Main Street
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12,

10.

11.

In the event there are any conflicts between the building elevations and the interior
building layout, the exterior building elevation shall control. If required by interior
changes of layout, the aesthetic, compositional and material concepts illustrated in the
approved elevation drawings will be adhered to.

No box- or cabinet-style wall signage shall be permitted.
No parking relief shall be granted.

The parking garage lower level shall have a clear ceiling height of no less than nine feet,
with adequate electrical supply provided to serve each lower level parking space.

Lighting on the residential portion of the building shall be shielded so that all
illumination is directed toward the building and away from adjacent properties. Lighting
provided for the drive aisle shall not project higher than eight feet above grade level.
Parking structure lighting shall be directed downward and shall not cast a glare onto
adjacent properties.

An 8-foot solid beige PVC or similar fence shall be installed along the eastern
property line, subject to the approval of the Director of Community Development.

In lieu of transitional landscaping improvements, a cash payment of $50.80 per lincar
foot shall be paid to the Village within 60 days of the petitioner’s acquisition of the
property and prior to the issuance of any building permits. This cash payment shall be
allocated amongst the adjacent property owners to the east of the subject property,
based upon the length of the shared lot lines.

Stormwater detention shall be-approved by the Village Engineer as shall be subject to
rigorous scrutiny; and

The building setbacks shall be at least 80 percent of that required by the Zoning
Ordinance.

SECTION 6: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its

passage, approval, and publication in pamphlet form as required by law.

Passed on first reading this day of ,2007.

First reading waived by action of the Board of Trustees this day of ,2007.
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4, In the event there are any conflicts between the building elevations and the interior
building layout, the exterior building elevation shall control. If required by interior
changes of layout, the aesthetic, compositional and material concepts illustrated in the
approved elevation drawings will be adhered to.

5. No box- or cabinet-style wall signage shall be permitted.
6. No parking relief shall be granted.

7. The parking garage lower level shall have a clear ceiling height of no less than nine feet,
with adequate electrical supply provided to serve each lower level parking space.

8. Lighting on the residential portion of the building shall be shielded so that all
illumination is directed toward the building and away from adjacent properties. Lighting
provided for the drive aisle shall not project higher than eight feet above grade level.
Parking structure lighting shall be directed downward and shall not cast a glare onto
adjacent properties.

9. An 8-foot solid beige PVC or similar fence shall be installed along the eastern
property line, subject to the approval of the Director of Community Development.

10. In lieu of transitional landscaping improvements, a cash payment of $50.80 per linear
foot shall be paid to the Village within 60 days of the petitioner’s acquisition of the
property and prior to the issuance of any building permits. This cash payment shall be
allocated amongst the adjacent property owners to the east of the subject property,
based upon the length of the shared lot lines.

11. Stormwater detention shall be approved by the Village Engineer and shall be subject
to rigorous scrutiny; and

12. The building setbacks shall be at least 80 percent of that required by the Zoning
Ordinance.

SECTION 6: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its
passage, approval, and publication in pamphlet form as required by law.

Passed on first reading this day of ,2007.

First reading waived by action of the Board of Trustees this day of ,2007.






TO: © |
FROM:
DATE:
TITLE:

SUBMITTED BY:

R

VILLAGEOFLOMBARD . .* . a

REQUEST FOR BOARD OF TRUSTEES ACTION .
For Inclusion on Board Agenda =~~~ <.

Resolution or Ordinance (Blue) . Waiver of First Reguiested: " . i
Recommendations of Boards, Commissions & Committees (Green) .
Other Business (Pink) S S P B
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES

William T. Lichter, Village Manager

February 21,2007 (BOT) Date: March 1, 2007

PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre) |

Department of Community DevelopmentCYy (A

BACKGROUND/POLICY IMPLICATIONS:

Your Plan Commission transmits for your consideration its recommendation relative to the above
referenced petition. The petition requests that the Village take the following actions on the
subject property, located within the BS Central Business District. (DISTRICT #4)

1. Approve a conditional use for a planned development with the following

variations and deviations from the Zoning Ordinance:

a. A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in
the maximum building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

b. A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b)
and Section 155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the
required transitional landscape Approve a conditional use for a
planned development with the following variations and vard from
10 feet to 5 feet; :

¢ A variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to
allow for a reduction of the required number of off-street parking -
spaces for a theater from thirty-seven (37) to zero (0); )

d. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a
reduction of the required front yard for a planned development
abutting the R2 Single-Family Residence District from thirty (30)
feet to four (4) feet;

e. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section 155.707
- (B) (3) to allow for the elimination of the required transitional
landscape yard improvements; ‘



f A variation from Section 155 709 (B) fo ehmmate the requlrement T
to provide one (1) shade tree for every. seventy-ﬁve (75) lmeal feet. RS,

of required peruneter lot landscaplng,
2. Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining; an&
3. The petitioner also requests Site Plan Approval authonty to the Lombard

Plan Commission. :

The Plan Commission recommended approval of this petition with conditions.

Fiscal Impact/Funding Source:

Review (as necessary):

Village Attorney X - Date
Finance Director X ™\ 37/ Date

/.
Village Manager X //) VW . Date é/ﬁé)

NOTE: All materials must be submitted to and approved by the Villa,qé Mana;'zer's Office by
12:0_0 noon. Wednesday, prior to the Agenda Distribution. .




TO:

MEMORANDUM

William T. Lichter, Village Manager

FROM: David A. Hulseberg, AICP, Director of Community Developmex@é (’t

DATE: March 1, 2007

SUBJECT: PC06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre)

Attached are the following items for Village Board consideration as part of the March 1, 2007

Village Board meeting:

1. Staff Executive Summary;

2. Plan Commission referral letter;

3. Supplemental discussion memorandum;

4, IDRC report and addendum report for PC 06-27;

5. An Ordinance granting approval in part of a conditional use for a planned development
with variations and deviations, subject to conditions. The Ordinance specifically
excludes any relief from the Village’s parking regulations. Furthermore, the Ordinance
reflects the vote for approval at the February 19, 2007 Plan Commission meeting and
does not include the comments made after the final vote was taken.

6. Plans associated with the petition.

Please let me know if you have any questions on the aforementioned materials.

HACDAWORDUSER\PCCASES2006\PC 06-27A\WTL referral memo.doc






MEMORANDUM
TO: William T. Lichter, Village Manager
FROM: David A. Hulseberg, AICP, Director of Community Developmencag E-Q'
DATE: March 1, 2007

SUBJECT: PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre) — Executive Summary

Staff offers the Village Board members and the public with the following executive summary
relative to the DuPage Theatre project. The summary attempts to synthesize the issues raised within
the IDRC staff reports and through the public hearing process. Staff notes that the review and
discussion focused upon six general areas, as follows:

Building Elevations/Architectural Elements

Both staff and the Plan Commission offered a number of comments regarding the building design
and the architectural elements as part of the public hearing process and in separate meetings with the
petitioner. As noted on page 3 of the IDRC Amended Report #2, the petitioner did provide revised
elevations that incorporated some but not all of the suggested changes. However, the petitioner
respectfully disagreed with the suggestions to modify the storefronts along the north elevation, brick
colors, mullions or signage locations, as the petitioner believes that incorporating those changes
would be detrimental to the retail component. The Plan Commissioners expressed concerns
regarding the omission of many of their suggestions at the February 19, 2007 meeting.

East Elevation

While the location of the proposed east building wall meets code and does not require setback relief,
the Plan Commission and public comments raised concerns regarding the overall impact of the
building on the adjacent single-family residential properties. Pages 4 through 8 in the Plan
Commission referral letter to the Board included the public comments regarding the overall building
bulk along the east side of the property.

Building Height
Related to the east elevation, a number of residents voiced their objection regarding the requested

building height relief. The petitioner noted that the relief was needed to make the project
economically viable. Staff requested additional details regarding the need for the height relief. As
noted on page 4 of the IDRC Amended Report #2, the petitioner attempted to show a 45-foot high
building by including a partial through section on the building elevations, but deemed this option
unacceptable. Staff advised the petitioner that this exhibit was not an adequate representation of a
45-foot high building, as the Zoning Ordinance would still consider the building as a 48-foot high
structure. To date, none of the submitted elevations have met the B5 District’s 45-foot height
requirement.



Parkin

Significant public discussion included concerns regarding the theater operations and its parking
impacts, the location of off-street spaces and general concerns regarding adjacent on-street parking.
The Plan Commission ultimately recommended denial of any parking relief associated with the
petition, If this request is denied, the petitioner will be obligated to enter into a parking agreement
with a neighboring property owner or the Village to provide for at least 37 additional parking spaces
to satisfy the minimum ordinance requirements (see Agenda Items IX (A.) and IX (B.)).

Stormwater

At the November 20, 2006 Plan Commission meeting, staff stated that the Subdivision &
Development Ordinance requires that preliminary engineering is required to be submitied as part of
the petition and that the Plan Commission cannot recommend approval of the petition with
completion of preliminary engineering. ‘

The petitioner provided staff with three different methods to meet the stormwater detention
requirements. The first two options were not deemed to be feasible. The third option would
provide for a basement detention vault underneath the commercial portion of the building. Staff
noted that the design of the facility is not really consistent with the intent of Village Code, as it is
not within a traditional outlot, does not provide for easy access for maintenance purposes and does
not serve a secondary purpose. Staff also noted general concerns regarding the construction
methods that would be need to make the design feasible. While State Statutes permit outlots to be
vertical in nature, staff believes that the Village Code did not envision such designs. Staff believes
that the underground outlot provision is a policy issue that the Board should seriously address as
staff does not support this design methodology. While the petitioner noted six Chicago area
locations that have such facilities, staff represents that those projects and/or locations are not readily
comparable to this development. Staff prepared the attached table noting the locations and general
information pertaining to the other facilities.

Pages 5-8 and Appendix A in the IDRC Amended Report #2 provides an additional discussion of
this topic. Village engineering staff notes that the design can be constructed. There is no available
information on the soil bearing capacity to determine how this system would need to be designed.
Further, the long term maintenance responsibility burdens future property owners, whereas other
design systems can be replaced more easily.

Plan Commission Recommendation & Conditions of Approval

The Plan Commissioners expressed several concerns pertaining to the overall project as proposed.
However, in consideration of the petition, the Commissioners voted 4-0 to recommend approval of
the petition in part, with the requested parking relief being denied. This recommendation is subject
to the ten conditions noted within the IDRC report as well as two additional conditions. Staff is
providing the Board with the attached memorandum entitled “PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street
(DuPage Theatre) — Additional Discussion™ pertaining to the recommended condition number 12.

HACD\WORDUSER\PCCASESR006\PC 06-2T\WTL memo executive summary.doc
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“Our shared Vision for
Lombard is a community of
exceilence exemplified by its
govermmnent working together
with residents and business to
create a distinctive sense of
spirit and an outstanding
quality of life.”

"The Mission of the Village
of Lombard is to provide
superior and responsive
governmental services to the
people of Lombard."

March 1, 2007

VILLAGE OF LOMBARD
255 E. Wilson Avenue

Lombard, IL 60148-3926

(630) 620-5700 FAX: (630) 620-8222
TDD: (630) 620-5812
www.villageoflombard.org

Mr. William J. Mueller,
Village President, and

Board of Trustees

Village of Lombard

Subject: PC 06-27; 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre & South Lot)

Dear President and Trustees:

Your Plan Commission transmits for your consideraion its recommendation regarding the above-
referenced petition. The petitioner requests that the Village take the following actions on the
subject property, located within the B5 Central Business District:

1. Approve a conditional use for a planned development with the following variations and
deviations from the Zoning Ordinance:

a. A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the maximum
building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

b. A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section
155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required transitional landscape
vard from 10 feet to 5 feet;

c. A variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to allow for a
reduction of the required number of offstreet parking spaces for a theater from
thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

d. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a reduction of the
required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2 SingleFamily
Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

e. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section 155.707 (B) (3) to
allow for the elimination of the required transitional landscape yard
improvements;

f. A variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement to provide

_one (1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75) lineal feet of required perimeter lot
landscaping;
2. Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining; and
3. The petitioner also requests Site Plan Approval authority to the Lombard Plan
Commission. '

After due notice and as required by law, the Plan Commission conducted a public hearing for this
petition on November 20, 2006. Richard Curto, CEO of RSC & Associates, 265 Brookside Road,
Barrington, Illinois, presented the petition.
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Chairperson Ryan verified that the building features such as the brick colors and the features had not been submitted
to staff prior to this meeting and were not included in their packets. Mr. Curto angwered yes. Chairperson Ryan
indicated that whatever is presented tonight the Commissioners vill not make a final decision on because we want
staff to have a first review of it so that we can then also review any portions beforehand. Mr. Curto indicated that he
understood.

Mr. Curto continued by indicating that he would have Daniel Coffey do thepresentation and should there be any
questions or comments, he would be available to answer.

Daniel Coffey, Architect, 233 8. Wacker, No. 5750, Chicago began with the individual plans. There have been minor
changes relating to the height variance and materials and colors which were given to staff but weren't given as
materials, but rather as copies of materials.

Referring to a diagram, he presented the ground floor plan and indicated access points and noted that this is in
conformance with the traffic studies by KLOA. Parking is one-story down from grade, the mezzanine one story up
from grade and he noted the location for on grade parking with several surface spaces off of an access way. He also
noted where the receiving would be located. :

The number of parking spaces that are provided are in conformance with the requirement for residential, retail and
for visitor parking. The variance pertaining to the parking for the theater, which is the subject of a lease being
secured for that space. He located elevator locations, fire exits, and storage units.

Referring to the mezzanine, he noted it was slightly off of dimension to the older second floor of the old DuPage
Theater building. He then described the parking layout. The retail parking and vidtor parking is essentially at grade
as well as the handicapped spaces.

The functional areas of the new building will be for retail uses. Tucked inside of the L and located similarly, but not
exactly the same, is the new 299-seat black box theater, the stage that serves it, the dressing room and support spaces
that serve it, and the public restrooms. This all will be part of the conveyance by RSC to the eventual operator of the
theater.

The original lobby will be restored, but basically all of this is rew construction. Visitors can come up the elevators
to the next level which is the second floor of the basic complex. These are all individual units wrapped around the
older building with a landscaped courtyard in between both of the areas. The theateris slightly taller than the rest of
the space, the residential portion of the older commercial building of the DuPage Theater is in between these two
levels. Six loft units are proposed in this location. The northeast building and the lofts are served byan elevator
which is another entrance from Parkside. Upstairs the other elevators are all linked in a corridor system that goes
through the whole complex. The third and fourth floors are essentially identical but are elevated above the
courtyards and other roofs. There will be one floor below grade of basement parking, another floor that is basically
at grade, and then a mezzanine floor to fulfill the rest of the parking requirement. The below grade and mazzaniene
ceiling heights are seven feet clear and the ground level has a clear ceiling height of eight fee and two inches to
accomodate handicapped van vehicles. So this is compressed to its minimum, and then on top of which then sits the
three residential floors.

He noted that the reason for the requested variance from 45 to 48 feet has to do with this mezzanine as well as with
the developer’s intention to do high quality residential and have ninefoot clear ceiling heights. If they do the
addition of that height dimension, the three residential levels with nine-foot ceiling heights, the structural dimensions
that are needed just to support the roof, along with a little bit of slope in the roof, they end up with a high point at the
roof of 48 feet. '

He stated that he investigated trying to get extraparking located elsewhere on the site, but there really isn't anything
on the site that's not used already for parking, for retail use or for the theater. The ability to put parking spaces
undemneath the theater or loading dock is both an economic hardshp and also physical hardship. They are going to
provide the stormwater retention underneath the building. This is an efficient structural parking deck situation where
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they stack on top of each other and it necessitates the extra couple of feet with ninefoot ceilings that creates the 48
foot height.

He then referred to the material sample board. Staff was provided with these bricks as color copies. He received
some bricks in their office today and he put them on the board to present it to the Commissimers tonight. Basically
there are three colors that will be the primary elements of the building. The tan brick actually looks darker but it is
actally the color of the terra cotta on the brick work that's on the old theater. The residential portionsof the
building on Main Street are set back from the edge by an extra five feet. They will have a nice little terrace where
people live, and it will give a little bit more animation to the streetscape when people are out there.

He referenced the first workshop session with the Plan Commission that included exterior building elevations with
flat arches in some of the architectural treatments at the top as well as some flatarched windows. Discussing it
further with staff, there was a suggestion that was ot preferred here in Lombard, so we eliminated those elements, as
depicted on a submitted drawing. The ones that are handed out to the Commissioners are exactly the same as this
board, which simplifies the overall composition a little bit.

Small added pediments were added at the corners of the building. At the workshop session, he presented a 3-D fly-
around and drive-by which he intended to show to the Commissioners, but he does not have any projection
equipment. But he has each of the three dimensionalelevations. He stated that at that workshop session, he was
requested to make sure that all the adjacent properties were accurate in height and that's been done. He then
referenced the building elevations showing the change from the flat arches.

With the 48- to 45-foot height variance, he said that the nine-foot ceiling height is fundamental to the marketing
program for the quality of condominium unit that we are trying to sell.

Chairperson Ryan asked if anyone had any questions of the petitioner. Hearing none, he asked if the Commissioners
had any questions of the petitioner.

Commissioner Olbrysh asked if the architect can explain the differences between the submitted drawings because
they all look alike.

Mr. Coffey noted that they are all very simiar except for the window lines and the pediments.

Chairperson Ryan referenced the sidewalk in front and on the Pakside side of the storefronts and asked ifthat was
the actual width that will be available.

Mr. Coffey noted that is what is on the survey. They are not changing it. '

Commissioner Burke stated that as far as schemes are concerned, he liked the middle one a whole lot better than the
top one, and he thinks that the minor variance may be required to take those peaks-- it would be easy to approve
that. He then inquired about the brick and awning materials.

Mr. Coffey noted that sometimes the retailers like to have a choice.

Chairperson Ryan then opened the meeting for public comment. He asked that the comments be limited to the items
that are in the purview of the Plan Commission.

Speaking in favor of the petition were:

Deborah Dynako, 125 S. Craig Place, thanked the Commissioners for giving her the opportunity to discuss the
DuPage Theater Redevelopment Project. She said that she is grateful that the project has come this far as the
DuPage Theater Arts and Cultural Center will bring great things to our community, but to get to this point,
considerations by the Commission must be made. There are variances that are being requested that are needed to
make this venture a resounding success. In the scope of an unprecedented $40 million project, one which will act as
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an economic engine to spur further development in the downtown restaurant and retail industries as well as attract
people from all around to the unique arts venue, these few varijances, in particular the threefoot variance in the
height, should not hinder the forward progress of this project. Village staff has spent countless hours with RSC and
Dan Coffey & Associates working to make the DuPage Theater Redevelopment one that positively benefits the entire
community. Many variances such as those being asked for have been granted for the developments around our
downtown area. The variances requested are not without precedentand in this case are warranted because they will
add so much to our downtown's ambiance and economy.

Virginia Lippig, 512 S. Park Road, Lombard, stated that she wanted to thank the suppotters, thepetitioner and staff
for their work on this petition. This project is for the future of downtownLombard, and for our children. When she
sees these drawings, what they're doing and what the Commissioners are considering, sheis thankful to everyone
because she knows they are making the right decision.

Kevin Fitzpatrick, 348 Lewis Avenue, Lombard, thanked the Commissioners for allowing him to speak on behalf of
this project, and for their important service to the Village. The supporters limited their presentation to three speakers
in the spirit of the rules and to help the Commissioners get through this a little bit quicker. This developer has
exhibited a spirit of cooperation from the start of this process. He has seen a lot of different proposals priorto this
time, and this one was furnished with an original list of 21 areas of concern by the Village Board, and at least four
more subsequent to that time. Each of those concerns seemed to have been addressed satisfactorily enough so that
the process could move to this body for consideration. The issue that seems to have the greatest concern is a height
variance of three feet. He strongly urged the Commissioners to approve this variance and send the proposal to the
Village Board with a positive recommendation.

He said that a three foot variance, up against an ordinance limit of 45 feet in height, seems to be within the range of
why the Village has a process to introduce and approve variances in the first place. He has watched structures, even
including homes and garages, receive variances that might seem to have a detrimentaleffect on their neighbors and
the immediate neighborhood around them than this proposal ever could. He has locked carefully at the setbacks
behind the neighbors immediately to theeast. He said the plan is very respectful of that particular issue the whole
time. He cannot see how varying by three feet would really affect the quality of their life.

This project is in downtown Lombard, which belongs to all of us. The stakes area little bit higher here. He has
witnessed a losing business formula in our central commerce district for decades now. He said there have been some
wonderful businesses here, and there are some that require more massive commerce to survive. Conservatiely it
takes a half a million dollats to start up a retail business in about a 2,500-square foot space. One needs to recoup

that investment in the first five years to make it work financially. Many downtown businesses have not been able to
reach a second anniversary because the environment of our downtown works against them. Butterfield Road and
North Avenue are vital to the Lombard economy. He would argue that no less vital is our downtownas it has a much
more direct impact on the real estate value of the community. The heart of any municipality is its downtown. People
choose to live close to their downtown. People choose to be more distant from malls or industrial areas. This
project brings over $40 million to our downtown and the Village cannot dford not to have it. It is by far the most
important initiative for downtown in its history. As far as density goes, if the Village is not dealing with density in
our downtown, the Village has a much bigger problem than that if we are. He urges a posiive recommendation. He
also agrees with Commissioner Olbrysh on the fact that the Village really does have to seriously take a look at
parking downtown. He said he would personally volunteer to serve on any body that really seriously decides to
confront that issue on its own merit.

Chairperson Ryan then opened the meeting to those against the proposal. Those speaking against the petition
include:

Bob Difino, 166 S. Charlotte Street, Lombard, stated that he is here tonight with his wife and six children He
understands that when one lives in close proximity to Main Street that one has to expect some measure of increased
traffic and parking on the street, and the neighbors already got our fair share of that on Charlotte Street. On the
south end of the block, the Methodist Church has a shortage of parking. On Sundays and some weeknights they are
parking on the block. It's very amicable, but it is street parking nonetheless. On the north end, his neighbors have
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overflow commuter parking because there isa shortage of commuter spots. When there are latecomers for the train,
they have no choice but to park on Charlotte or miss their train. Also, every day Monday through Friday between
four and six, they get a heavy dose of cutthru traffic. People trying to avoid the already congested intersections at
Main and Parkside and Main and Maple are cutting through down Charlotte. It's pretty heavy now and it's getting
worse. Ever since they shut down the leftturn lanes on Route 53, it's gotten increasingly worse. His neighbors are
no strangers to these issues of parking and traffic as they are living with it right now.

One of the selling points of the black box theater is it's a multipurpose facility and it could be used during the day
for meetings, parties and other activities. He asked when those activities take place during the day and the commuter
lots are filled, where are the patrons going to park? They are going to park on Charlotte Street. He is basing this
comment on historical fact when the theater was operational. He said he grew up on Charlotte. Any time there was a
halfway decent movie, Charlotte Street handled the overflow parking from the theater lot. He sees no reason why it
won't be any different now. The Village could talk about puting a parking restriction in, but that just penalizes the
residents on the block who have family and friends that want to come and visit them, so that really isn't a solution.
He believes the drive entrance on Parkside is going to be the preferred ingressand egress avenue for not only
condominium dwellers, but also for restaurant patrons. It looks to be about 199 parking spots out on residential
Parkside Avenue, and of course they are going to avoid the light at Main and Parkside like everyone else, andthey're
going to head down Charlotte and Martha Street. This would combine street parking and cutthru traffic and 30-plus
children on the 100 block of Charlotte Street right now. It's not a very good situation from a safety standpoint, and
certainly if he was moving into the area he wouldn't want to buy on that block.

The biggest problem with this project is the density. If it were reduced to a more reasonable development size that
mirrors some of the other ones currently going up in Lombard, a lot ofthese problems and issues just go away. But
right now it looks like ten property owners are going to be directly impacted by the height of this building and the
landscape variance that's requested and the height variance that's requested. Three feet in teight and five feet in
landscape buffer is huge when one taks about a building this dense and this large being placed next to their backyard
where their deck and pool is located. He would challenge anyone to show him another residential development thatd
this dense that is adjacent to homes in an R2 residential area. If the petition is approved, it sends a dangerous
message to residents that they are not going to be protected by codes. It also sends messages to other petitioners for
developments in the future who also want their variances to be granted as well. He thanked Mr. Curto and Mr.
Coffey for-putting their plan together. Mr. Coffey answered one of his concerns when he said that they are running
out of places to put things, and Mr. Difino would suggest that's because the building is too large for the property. He
asks the petitioner just to adhere to the codes.

Mary Ann Eastman, 110 S. Charlotte Street, raised concerns with theparking. They don't want to provide for any
parking for the theater which also raises the question if they are adhering to the ADA requirements for parking for
handicapped. Are there enough handicapped parking facilities for whatever is going to be putin the building? She
knows the petitioner said three feet is just a little bit more than what's being asked, but as it stands right now, the
height of the theater is more toward Main Street. The petitioner is talking about 48 feet going all the way to tie back
of the property which is going to make a bigger difference than just three feet more than what's in the front of the
theater now. Plus, the petitioner is asking for only three feet in back, and she thinks it's five feet in front. The
petitioner is also asking for an outdoor cafe or seating out there which is going to affect the foot traffic that is there.
She has lived on Charlotte Street for over 20 years. The neighbors still have a problerh with commuter parking. The
plan is taking away a lot of commuter parking spaces. Commuters are going to end up on their street. They have a
lot of children on their street, and they want to see them protected. Having traffic exit toward our area is not a good
idea.

Ms. Eastman stated she is still worried about whether the theater is even going to make it. The theater in Arlington
Heights, which was also about the size of the DuPage Theatre, has now been taken over by the Village. She heard
the petitioner mention something about providing for some type d flooding protection because right now, the
adjacent viaduct floods when it rains. She is also concerned with where this water is going to go since she lives in
back of the theater,
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Mary Chanian, 148 S. Charlotte Street, is against the fact that there isn't going to be parking for the theater. Asa
parent who goes places, she wants to be able to conveniently park. She said she wants this theater to be successful,
and the inability to find parking in the area would make it unsuccessful. The goal is to have parking so families can
go park there, get to the theater and enjoy it. She raised concerns about the people who are working there- if there
isn't parking for these people, they are going to be parking on the streets. She opined that parents are not going to
want their teenage kid who works there walking three blocks away at night.

Beth Komperda, 22 S. Martha Street, Lombard read a note from her husband. They have been hoping for aquality
project at this location for years. As a resident of Martha Street, she is very concerned about the density of this
project and the ability of the Village to control traffic flow and congestion. She said there are 120 homes between
Parkside and Maple and Charlotte and Craig, which is the same number of condominiums that are going to be going
up in that spot. Even though the number of residences of condos won't be the same, there will still be a lot of people
there, as much as the three block area of where she now lives. They all have a nice place to park, but all those cars .
are going to go somewhere. Her concem as a resident is that they're going to spill into our neighborhood. She said
all it takes is a freight train to send all the people going from the Grace Street crossing down our way to scoot under
the viaduct. Years ago when the Village closed the Park crossing, all that traffic came down Main Street. So, there
is a bottleneck all the time. It's like putting a thousand gallons of wate down a tiny little drain - it just backs up.
When one adds all the cars going to work and the store, there are going to have problems. They are going to use her
neighborhood to get to where they need.to go. She thinks having downtown shops and a theatr is great. Adding 120
units on top of the theatre demand is going to cause us a great problem. Shops close. The people go home. They
don't come back till morning, but those residents live there and are coming and going all the time. She has lived in
the area for 40 years. She has ten neighbors who have lived there for 40 years. The neighbors really do deserve
some priority. When the Commissioners make these decisions for improving our town, they need to balance what
the town gains versus what these long-time residents will lose. Residents invested time and money and emotion into
making our properties wonderful, and she does not want to look at an extra foot of brick so a new resident can have
nine-foot ceilings. She likes that setting sun in the west. She urges the Commissioners to maintain a balance when
they are making this decision. Let the people who are really the heart of the town matter a little bit more than the
people that want to draw who may more or less be transients staying there buyng a condominium and moving on
when they need a big house. But they're leaving the adjacent residents behind and they're going to leave their traffic
woes with us as well.

Bradley Janisch, 109 S. Charlotte, Lombard, thanked the Village and the Planning Commission for the opportunity to
hear the residents concerns in relation to the proposed developments within the downtown area. He is very proud to
call himself a resident of Lombard. However in the recent past he has had concerns in relation to the propsed
developments within the downtown area. He is willing to make concessions in the interest of our community.
However, he believes that in order to rejuvenate the downtown area, our Village needs to take into consideration a
plan that acts as a catalyst for change, specifically with relation to the DuPage Theater project. If this is the intent,
this initiative must be the lynch pin of a comprehensive plan that is well thought out and takes into consideration the
residents of our Village above all else. He is here tonight not as an expert on the proposed changes within the plan
for the Commission, but as a voice of concern on behalf of the residents most greatly impacted by these changes.
While he is personally willing to concede to several of the iterrs up for debate, he is not willing to concede to the
safety of his family, nor the safety of his neighbor's families. If inadequate parking is provided for the residents,
guests, patrons of the shops and the black box theater, parking, and most importantlytraffic, is likely to be affected
dramatically in the surrounding areas including the streets of Charlotte and Martha. With many young children in the
neighborhood, who play in the front yard, sidewalks and streets and considering the possibility of impared visibility
due to inadequate parking compounded by increased traffic flow, these factors spell out the potential for disaster for
the families of this area. An economic hardship as referred to by RSC should not result in the hardship of the safety
for the residents who currently will be funding this project through the TIF. He is somewhat disheartened to hear
somie concerns as it relates to the height of the building. It's the residents who ultimately will be affected by that who
should ultimately make the determination whether or not it is a true hardship on themselves. He asked that the
Village and its residents and RSC place themselves within the shoes of my neighbors and my family and consider the
very real concerns had with their family's safety
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John Brust, 426 W. Maple Street, Lombard, is the owner of the property at 135 S. Main Street, the Brust Funeral
Home which is immediately adjacent to the property. He stated that this is the second time he has come and talked to
the Commission about this property. Some may recall that he was here in 1996 and in 1997. He is speaking against
the variances. When the theater was going, he always had problems with parking in downtown. He does not wish to
be set against his neighbors, and he does not wishto have to tow cars if visitors come to the theater and they have no
place to park and they park in his lot. He needs the parking for his business. With a debt of 37 parking places for
the theater as well as the density of this project is going to put Hm against a lot of people if the theater goes well. He
mainly uses the business parking in the morning before his patrons go to funerals and mass, and in the afternoon and
evening he has visitations. He does not see where the 37 parking places are goingto come from in downtown. He
often is searching for 37 parking places becanse he does not have enough himself, and he has no variations as far as
parking goes.

Mr. Brust stated that the back of his property, 135 8. Main Street, 131 S. Main Street and the back of their property

is the old creek bed. Those who have grown up in Lombard remember the creek bed. The viaduct was originally for
a creek bed, and that goes around the back of that property goes then through what is now the Elmhurst property cug
into the corner of St. John's and ends up over by Ash Street. He does not think by putting that size building along the
back line of the property is going to help anybody's stormwater retention. The theater always used to flood. He is
very concerned that stormwater retention will be adequately maintained. He is not against condos next to us. When
he was proposing to develop the property, the Village said the side yards and back yard for our project were non
negotiable. He asked for a height variance himself. He proposed 40 condos for that parcel, and was turned down
because the Plan Commission said it was too dense. Forty condos was too dense. This is 120 condos, and at that
time, of course, there were still apartments in the theater and the theaer was still going. He does not wish to be bad
neighbors, but he wants them to be held to the exact same standards that he was held to. If he couldn't do it, he
doesn't know that they could, and he is very concerned with the parking and storin water retefion.

Blake Bandusky, 168 S. Martha, stated that he is a life member of the Lombard Historical Society. He was
appointed to and served seven years on the Lombard Historic Commission. He has 20 years experience as a licensed
architect, is a member of the American Institute of Architects, and is a principal in one of the world's leading
engineering and architectural firms. For much of his time in Lombard, the property at the theater has been vacant,
nearly vacant, or decaying very seriously. He said thatresidents witnessed the first closing in the late 80's, the battle
to get the National Historic Register status, the second closing, the Big Idea proposal, threatened demolition, pipe
dreams, and now what scems to be a last desperate attempt. He wants ewverybody to know that this is a process that
we have to go through. These things are all negotiable. They are all design problems and they can be met head on.
This project can be made to work for that site, and if it can't, everybody in the room will undrstand why. He has
campaigned for this issue long before many at the meeting thought of living in Lombard, worked in Lombard, or
worked for Lombard. The property is very dear to his heart. He noted that the audience has heard from passicnate
people on both sides; homeowners and concemed individuals and all their opinions need to be considered. He would
like the Commissioners to consider the following and take this to debate to the least common denominator. He
believes this project is too tall, too dense, and too close to the residential property line. The rendering is gorgeous,
aside from some aesthetic concerns, but the fact is that the building is too tall over an existing very high theater
marquis. He asked the audience to walk over to 25 E. Parkside and imagine as one looks toward the sky a 4 four
story 50-foot tall building with that wall existing near the property line and ask if they would be happy with this. The
back of the theater fly area is very tall, but it's shorter and it's further awa’ from that property line, and one will
understand the difference between the two heights. He lives two blocks east of the site. He will see the back of a
four-story 50-foot tall building every day. And whether one questions the aesthetic of that frontelevation, it is the
rear elevation that raises serious concerns. The back elevation is one neighbors haven't even seen yet. That's what
these people will be living with every day. He could easily afford to live anywhere we wanted to, but he stays
committed to Lombard because he loves the neighborhood character and scale, the downtown, the old house that he
restored, and the historic downtown area has become home.

He believes the Village has allowed projects to be built that are of such poor design quality that its charm is being
seriously diluted. The petitioner is a developer. They're used to be being pushed back on. The Village has to leamn
to push back on them. Only the best projects are a result of give and take. In the case of the theater, theproposed
team is comprised of architects and developers, and each of those playing developer in its own right. The Village
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has to make sure that their challenge is to make this the best project it can be. Variances should be considered, but
he thinks three and-a-half stories is absolutely the highest thatit should be. He suggested that the tallest part of the
building be toward the commercial area and let the building taper down toward the back. A plan for offstreet
parking is a necessity. Anybody wip has been to the Lilac Parade and has lived through the parking, the Village
blindly allows people to park on both sides of the street, and when one lives there, it's a still twoway street, but cars
are trying to get through on that. It's going to be nodifferent when the theater is full or if there is a premiere or the
opening of a play. The Village does not take concemn to make sure the traffic situation is monitored on a regular
basis. The Lilac Parade is evidence of that. As far as elevations go, he said when he was on the Historical
Commission, the Commission pushed many times to review projects like this. Use that Commission as a resource.
They should have the opportunity to review each and every one of these elevations, They should be the avhority on
what gets built. Residents should not be placed in a desperate situation forced to make a decision that gives away
the farm in variances, accepts inferior aesthetics, and compromises the quality of life of these people who are our
own neighbors.

Gary Anderson, 140 S. Charlotte, lives directly east of the subject property. He referenced a letter submitted by his
wife giving some opinions and thoughts on the variances that are being requested. He would like to start out saying
that he and his wife are not opposed to the redevelopment of the subject property as it is long overdue. He has lived
in his house for 20 years, and there really hasn't been much change in the property behind his home in that time. He
spoke before the Plan Commission on December 11th, 1996 regarding a proposed development on the vacant parcels
which at that time did not include the DuPage Theater property. That proposal was for a sixstory condominium
project. The Commission recommended not to approve zoning variancesat that time. He then reiterated a few
comments that the Commissioners made regarding the project at that time. "The proposal was too dense and too
much was being put on the lot," by Commissioner Olbrysh. "The concept was good, but the density was too
intense," Commissioner Zorn. "The main problem is the size of the building, and that it will dominate the
streetscape," Commissioner Kramer. Commissioner Sweetser applauded the efforts of the developer to bring
development to downtown, but indicated thatthe standards had not been met. Commissioner Kramer stated that the
petitioner admitted part of the hardship was economics. Any hardship was selfinduced. Commissioner Kramer also
stated that the proposed building would have a strong negative impact onresidential properties to the east. So ten
years later, and there s still no development of the property. Now a new proposal for the development is on the
table for consideration, but again, the developer is asking for some rather significant variations He believes the
Commissioners were correct ten years ago to deny the variations for that development, and he believes the current
variations requested should be denied for the same reasons, mainly variations no matter how they read and the
concept of creating value is stated time and again by the developer as just an effort to reap additional profits in
making the project a little bit taller and a little bit bigger and a little bit closer to the edges of the property. The
proposed development will have a strong negative impact on the residential properties to the east, especially if the
variations are granted. The value of the homes to the east will surely be diminished by the presence of a 128unit
condominium behind their yard. As he stated in the later to the Commissioners, he really doesn't have a probiem
with this development or any other development, he requests that any development that is approved be held to the
existing zoning requirements and not be given any variances that will increase thedensity and size of the project.

Rose Grumstrup, 291 E. Washington, stated that she has lived in Lombard for over 20 years. She is very concerned
over the development of this property and the traffic situation. That is her main concern aside from the héght of the
buildings that are being built up and down Main Street. She is hoping that there are some other traffic plans in effect
rather than just building this and keeping it a two-lane each way. She is not sure what the plan is and she hopes that
they won't just put this new building up and not have any plan for the traffic as it is. She said that she works on the
north side of Lombard and traveling through there now early in the morning with the train traffic, it's pretty
congested. She is hoping that there are some real good decisions that are made before this project is put forth.

Chairperson Ryan then provided time for the petitioner's rebuttal.
Mr. Coffey noted that ADA requirements are completely fulfilled with respect to the project. Therewas discussion

about stormwater management. They anticipate completely complying with the County and other codes and thathe
situation will be substantially better than what exists there today.
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The traffic consultant was hired by the Village to studythis project and had indicated that traffic and circulation on
and off the site was not a serious concern based on their expert knowledge.

The theater seating of less than 300 seats is less than a third of the number of seats that used to be there when i was a
larger movie theater. So comparisons of theater to theater are not really accurate based on the past just because the
quantities are so much larger,

The other item to be considered is that they are not really requesting any change in the alloved density of retail or
residential. They do have all of the parking on the site for both of those two uses. There is a lease which will be
secured prior to approval by the Village should they approve this and prior to our going forward with anything
related to the project, and that lease is to secure parking for the theater specifically.

Chairperson Ryan noted that there was a questionas to the theater hours and if it would be open during the day.

Mr. Curto noted that the theater hours will be establshed by the organization that ends up operating it, which would
be the non-profit. It's very unlikely that there will be much that goes on in the theater during the day, although from
time to time there will be some functions. If there is some theater activity, one could typically see the schools
dropping children off at the theater for matinestype plays or activities. Typically they will be delivered by the
school system bus which will drop them off in front of the theater, typically on Main Street orParkside. They will
drop them off inside the site or right off the sireet in a very safe manner,so there won't be a lot of cars parking as was
referenced.

Chairperson Ryan stated that the question was offered during the day there is no parking allocatedfor the theater,
where will those cars or buses go?

Mr. Coffey stated that the Village has the power to approve which entity takes occupancy of the theater. As part of
that negotiation the Village can indicate their acceptance of operating hours and these kinds of things.

The expectation related to daytime activities is very limited, and if it was childrenoriented and related to the

schools. What typically occurs, the bus goes someplace far away, the teacher calls with plenty of time to get the bus
back rightto the front door and go from there. He would expect the Village to have restrictions on the times that this
theater can operate in the daytime,

Chairperson Ryan asked about the rear elevation.

Mr. Curto noted that they have many elevations avalable in their computer for consideration and was shown at the
workshop session. It slightly changed from that, but the intention was not to be exactly like the front because it
doesn't have retail, but to have a variation in the articulation to give ita little bit of visual interest.

Chairperson Ryan closed the public comment period of the meeting. He noted that additional coraments can be
provided at the next meeting when the Plan Commission will meet again. With regard to the elevations, we had
talked about the alternate scheme of the middle one, is that the 48 feet? Mr. Coffey stated the roof is still 48 feet so
the parapet would add three feet.

Commissioner Burke asked if the top elevation requires an additional three-foot variance. He noted that it's a very
small section of the building and actually adds some architectural detail. William Heniff, Senior Planner, noted that
the way the Zoning Ordinance calculates the height of the building is based off the roof, so parapets themselves
wouldn't require additional zoning relief for the parapet itself. So additional relief for a 51 foot building height
would not be required - it would be considered a 48-foot high building.

Mr. Curto noted that the reason they put the middle section with the peaks is that they thought it was a comment or
suggestion made by some of the members to show a little bit more peaked roof.
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Chairperson Ryan asked if all the requests that they asked for at the workshopwere made and submitted. Mr. Heniff
noted that they have included some of them. As was noted earlier in the presentation, staff has not seen the latest
version of the elevations until tonight. Staff hopes to continue to work with the petitioner to incorporate the elements
and some additional design schemes that address some of the concerns that are being raised tonight and address some
of the staffs concerns as well.

Chairperson Ryan asked staff for a comparison of whatthe Commissioners have asked for versus what was
presented. He would also like a to-scale streetscape as well as behind and views of it, actual views compared to the
heights and everything else so that we can really get a true flavor of the density.

Going through the plans, Chairperson Ryanasked if most of the one bedroom units are about 880 square feet. Mr.
Coffey said yes.

Chairperson Ryan then asked how that compares to the two projects that are going up.on Ash. He is concerned about
sale-ability because this project is 120 units versus 40, and 10 in the other building. He asked if this would be
strictly condominiums and not rentals. Mr. Curto stated that was correct. They will be sold to individuals as
condominiums. They will be all surveyed and platted for sale. They ranged the floor area anywhere from roughly
740 square feet on a one bedroom to say 950 square feet that could be a one bedroom/den, and then two bedrooms
would be 1050 or 1100 square feet. The purpose in having a mix of bedroom sizes, is that there aren't too many one-
bedroom units available. There are a lot of single people and couples just starting out. From an affordability
standpoint one would want to provide enough range of product including some three bedroom units which are fairly
large for some of the empty-nesters. That's typically what we have donefrom a marketing standpoint. The market
really drives the product mix and size. For example, some of the smaller projects that are potentially being talked
about here could be fairly large units, if they were 2,000 square feet each, the price of those woudd be $450,000.00,
half a million dollars. But when they want to have a diverse product mix, that's what is done typically. They have no
studios planned.

Commissioner Olbrysh asked about the price range of the product mix going from one bedroom up to thee. Mr.
Curto noted that the one-bedroom smaller than 800 would be roughly about $195,000.00. A twobedroom
approximately 1,100 square feet would be $275,000.00. Some would be less, some would be larger. A three
bedroom would obviously be more than tha.

Chairperson Ryan asked how that compares in size to otheis in the business district. Mr. Heniff indicated that it is
comparable.

Chairperson Ryan asked if there were any other questions or any otheritems they would like to see for the next
meeting.

Commissioner Sweetser referred to the three footheight variance and asked if it was possible during construction to
go down three feet more and try tomake it work that way. It may be impossible or totally undesirable. It is a small
difference but one that appears large to some of the community. Mr. Curto answered that they have tried to reduce it
everywhere they could. Handicapped parking needs to be aligned with the ground floor. It could go down and the
retail could go down, but then somewhere itdoesn't match up with the street so that's the problem that occurs. They
have a very skinny structure which also then has the lighting and the sprinkler system. They trimmed down just
about everything they can to get the nine feet that's good for the maketplace here, it's good for the comInunity as
well as for the developer to keep the nine foot, which is pretty much standard these days. They need the extra three
feet.

Commissioner Olbrysh referred to the previous workshop and thought that when the Conmissioners were looking at
that and were comparing the one-story brick building with the fourstory, the two were going to be more integrated
better as far as colors, et cetera. And now here the plan shows a stark white twestory which doesn't ook as ifit
belongs with the four story, and he thought it would be a better integration between the two as far as brick work.

Mr. Coffey stated that the renderings came up whiter than he would want them to.
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Commissioner Olbrysh indicated that it sticks out. Mz Coffey stated that this is the color of the terra cotta and of the
brick work, When they come back, they will match it. Commissioner Olbryshconfirmed that the Commissioners
would be looking at a truer color. Mr, Coffey indicated that the way the computer does it, sometimes it gets brighter
than ideal. It's literally these three colors, and they are not quite so stark. Commissioner Olbrysh asked if that was
for all the buildings. Mr. Coffey answered yes.

Chairperson Ryan asked if anyone had any questions of the new evidence that was just presented by the petitioner.
Hearing none he requested the staff report.

Jennifer Backensto, Planner 11, indicated that staff has prepared a report regarding the petition and that is submitted
for the record in its entirety. Staff has copies available for anyone who wishes to see that. She then summarizedsix
key points. There were nine basic pieces of relief that were requested as part of this petition. Staff is recommending
approval of three, approval of three with conditions, denial of one, and additional information to make a
recommendation on the other two pieces.

The variations staff is recommending approval of are to allow a four foot front yard setback along Parkside Staff
generally believes this is appropriate to maintain the existing building setback that the current theater has right now.
This is something that frequently staff does support as long as it is not encroaching further into the yard. One of the
other elements that staff is supporting is the conditional use for outdoor dining. This is something that isspecifically
mentioned in the Comprehensive Plan as something the Village would like to see throughout the downtown. The
zoning encourages it, and, in fact, they could do outdoor diniig as matter of right, but the conditional use for outdoor
dining removes the need to submit a new permit every year for the same businesses having tables in the same places.
By staff’s calculations, there's about 12 feet adjacent to the building along tle Main Street side that will permit
outdoor dining and still maintain a sidewalk area for pedestrians traveling through. The other element staff is
recommending approval of is site plan approval anthority to the Lombard Plan Commission. This would allowany
proposed signage variations for the individual businesses to be brought before this Commission for review. They
have to go before this Commission and the Village Board.

Staff is recommending approval with conditions of all of the variations associged with landscaping. This includes
the five-foot transitional landscape yard along the eastern property line abutting those houses on Parkside and
Charlotte, variation to eliminate the transitional landscaping improvements, and a variation to eliminate he perimeter
of lot shade trees. The conditions staff is recommending would require the petitioner to make a cash payment to all
of the adjacent property owners to allow them to install landscaping on their properties if they choose to do so. The
Village would not force the owners to make any of those improvements This is a way that the situation has been
dealt with in the past in the downtown area.

Variations were granted for the Big Idea Plan Development completely eliminating the landscape yard. Ako, there -
- and the Walgreens Planned Development and more recently The Point at Lombard where the area was reduced to
one foot. At The Point of Lombard, the developer was installing the landscape improvements on the adjacent
properties, and for The Big Idea Development there was a cash payment, so staff is recommending that something
similar be used in this case. Staff is recommending denial of the requested variation for the parking spaces for the
theater. Staff realizes that there are some parking difficulties within the downtown. They are providing all of the
required residential parking, all the required retail parking, so this variation is strictly for the theater. The petitioner
has represented that they will be able to provide offsite parking, which is permitted by code, on a nearby parking lot.
If they are able to secure an off-site parking arrangement, no variation is even necessary because they will be
providing it basically across the street. In the event the variation isn't approved or that agreement is not reached,
staff is recommending it be denied. Staff is requesting additional information before making a recommendation on
the conditional use for a planned development and the deviation for a 48foot high building. We are requesting a
staternent confirming the stormwater detention and drainage capabilities of the site.

Staff would like to look in more detail atthe building cross-section that was presented here this evening. Staff would
also like to know about the proposed materials for the residential balconies, trim elements and light fixtures that are
going to be visible to the residents abutting the eastern property line. Staff would like to see the ground floor plan



March 1, 2007
PC 06-27
Page 12

revised to redistribute the parking spaces. Right now the ratb of residential to commercial parking bays is one off.
The number of parking spaces doesn't need to change, just the allocation needs to switch by one in order be in
compliance with code. Staff would also like information on the eightfoot high solid fence along the southern 405
feet of the east property line. This is one of the required transitional landscape improvements. Staff did receive
information that the developer is considering parking with a stacking system for the underground residential paking.
Staff would like to have some more information about lighting on the perimeter drive aisle. And finally, staff would
like some more information regarding the nature and type of the rooftop garden plantings as well as how those will
be accessed by the residents. Staff also did hire a consultant to perform the traffic study which is included within the
staff report.

Javier Millan, Senior Consultant with KLOA, Inc., was retained by the Village to review and do comments on the
site plan. Ms. Backensto gave the Commissioners a revised traffic study. Mr. Millan stated there were only two
minor revisions to the traffic study. One was including a discussion on the proposed site traffic generation, which is
Page 6, regarding the trip generation for the commercial portion of the development. He made a disclaimer that
typically the retail portion of a development of this type typically doesn't generate that much traffic in the morning;
however, they assumed that it was going to generate the same amount oftraffic as it would generate in the afternoon,
so we're actually doing a very conservative scenario. The otherrevision was a typographical error in the conclusions
section of the report which said the access drive should have two lanes south, when in esence it's one lane in and
one lane outbound. Those were the only changes to the original that the Commissioners received.

Based on the review, KLOA found the following: The development as proposed will provide two full ingress/egress
access points, one on Parkside and another off Main Street. Based on the trip generation rates published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers, which is the normal standard used for traffic studies, the development will
generate less than 170 total trips, in and out, during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours. In the highest hours it's going to
be roughly 150, 160. The rest of the days it might generate, 40-50 cars in the highest hour. This new traffic was
added to the existing traffic volumes and analyzed to determine how well the intersections will operate with the
addition of site traffic.

Based on the analysis, all of the intersections along Main Street as well as Parkside Avenue operate and will continue
operating at acceptable levels of service. It's typically likea grade scale like in school; A, B, C, D. We have E and
F. If one is at an F, it is failing just like in school. In this case, the intersections are operating at B. In the futureMr,
Millan thought one of the intersection legs during the peak hours gees would goto C, which is still acceptable. The
lowest acceptable is an E, and typically one wants to stay in D, no lower than that. The development meets the
parking requirements in terms of residential parking as well as retail parking. In his opinion, although no parking is
provided for the theater, it's been KLOA’s experience that activities for the theater typically tend to occur outside of
the peak hours. Outside of those peak hours, there are areas in which parking becomes accessible to the publc. That
accessible parking to the public can be used for theater; however, KLOA agrees with the Village that parking should
be provided for the theater in addition to that public parking that is available.

Chairperson Ryan asked if the study was datedin June of 2004and it that was prior to the no-left turn on Route 53.
Mr. Millan asked if he was talking about the countsthey gathered. Chairperson Ryan answered yes. Mr. Millan
stated that all left turns were already in place. Mr. Heniff stated thathe believed so. Mr. Millan indicated that heisa
resident of Lombard, so he does remember when those left turns were not allowed.

Chairperson Ryan stated that he wanted to make sure and asked that staff verify. Mr. Millan stated that he agreed but
was 99 percent positive that was already in place.

Chairperson Ryan asked if the petitioner or the public have any questions of the staff report.

Blake Bandusky, 168 S. Martha Street, asked what the flow rate was out of this site between the hours of 5:00P.M.
and 6:00 P.M. and if Mr. Millan has taken into consideration the queue line going west on Parksidewhich is usually
up to Charlotte, so if one is making a turn to go west He is curious on how one is going to get into that lane to
proceed west. Mr. Millan answered that during the P.M. peak hour, once again this is in the highest hour which is
what he mentioned, 5:00 to 6:00 or 4:30 to 5:30, the highest hour in the evening they have a total of 150 vehicles.



March 1, 2007
PC 06-27
Page 13

That's according to ITE, 85 in and 75 out. There are two access drives, so those are going to be split. In terms of the
queue, he analyzed this using a simulation model, so they get to actually see how far those vehicles will back up.
Once he ran it, he tried to look at recreating what's happening out there. There are certain times in which the traffic
does back up, but for the most part, it clears. When it clears, one has the opportunity to actually make the left into
the access drive. They did take a look at that, but once again they have b also take a look at whether traffic clears or
not.

Mr. Coffey stated that he agreed that the numbers that were used were very conservative. He noted that KLOA did
not subtract out the parking that currently exists on the site to further diminish that75 and 85 out, and those kinds of
things. Mr. Millan answered no because those vehicles are still in the area.

Mr. Coffey stated that here are 50 or 60 cars or whatever that are on the site affecting the in and out today which
aren't subtracted out from that projected in and out on the site per se. He does not disagree either way.

Chairperson Ryan stated that the meeting was open to the Commissioners for comments and questions.

Commissioner Sweetser commented about the parking. She certainly couldn'tagree more with the denial of the
Village, and clearly this concern is reflected in a lot of the comments that she heard. She will be very interested in
learning about the lease and what that means and where that is and how it can be used; in other words crossing Main
Street might be an issue, it might not. Until she knows specifics, she supposes it is difficult to speculate or discuss it
further except that it is a major concern. In terms of the neighborhood, one way that other towns, villages, cities
control this is not to limit parking in general because that harms the residents, but rather have permits saying that
there is nobody without a permit allowed to park in certain hours. For example, in Chicago, it's two hours before an
event at Soldier Field until two hours after, whatever it might be that would alleviate the residents' concerns and
allow them to not be hampered by overflow parking, because even with additional parking, there may be some
additional overflows. She would like to limit that to the extent possible.

Regarding flood water, she heard staff ask for a guarantee of sorts and whether that's begn achieved or not, it
certainly should be. She would also be interested in knowing whether the measures that are required and certainly
seems to have been abided by other developments in the area have actually accomplished what they are supposed to.
In other words, has flooding been abated or avoided and to the extent that it needs to be, not that that's a guarantee
for this site, but it certainly might be telling as far as the efficacy of the relations. In terms of some of the other
issues that were mentioned, in the interest of making sure that we are talking apples and apples or apples and oranges
for people who may not have had a chance toread the staff report, this petition is for 101 to 125 S, Main Street and
the density is per code; is that correct? Mr. Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Sweetser indicated that the height they are asking for a variation from 45 to 48. The other areathat
was mentioned in some of the testimony was at a different address, and she is not sure whether it's 131 or 133 8.
Main Street. The 1996 staff report for PC 96-30 requested approval of the variations from the Zoning and
Subdivision and Development Ordinances to increase the maximum height of the building from four stories to six
stories. Not three feet, but two whole stories, and then some other things; to not provide offstreet loading berth,
reduce the drive aisle and setback for the required sidewalk. So she would just like to make sure she is
differentiating the requirements, the ones being asked in each case as not being apples and apples.

Commissioner Olbrysh agreed with Commissioner Sweetser. Parking is a critical issue. He is favorably dispsed to
this type of project. He has some concerns, but he thinks we do need an entertainment center and the condos. But,
for the downtown area to survive, there is going to have tobe some other means for parking; be it a garage, putting
up a garage. The other problem the Village has downtown is that it is basically one street. Take a look at Elmhurst,
take a look at Villa Park, Wheaton. The Village is limited with what can be done, but he would be very curious with
what they come back with respect tothe stormwater detention. They said they meet code, but that concerns him
because the project is taking up a lot of land over here. And with flooding problems before, he wants to make sure
that there will not be additional flooding problems. Regardingdensity, while he may not like it, they meet code.
Where they're asking for a variance is for building height. He has a concern about that because just looking at how
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much space they are taking right now. The other thing that he has not seen is really ome good elevations of the east
side of the building because if he lived on Charlotte, he would like to see exactly what he willbe facing.

Commissioner Burke commented about the parking. Whenthe petition comes back, he would like to see the detailed
plan. Unfortunately for the petitioner, the part of that detailed plan includes the Village's management of the theater,
and he does not know how that gets coordinated because the key part of that is how the theater is going to be used.
He has heard in the staff report the theater is referred to as a black box theater. That brings a vision in my mind that
it's a spartan-type facility; however, when he reads other publications describing the theater, it's described as a state
of-the-art theater. That denotes a whole different thing to him where he sees 300 people every night on one and he
sees 100 people, three nights a week on another. So the parking issue has to be explained in detail. In the staff
report it references a parking lot. It states in the staff report that commuter parking spaces are available after 3:00
p.m. To him that sounds kind of arbitrary. He lives on that street, there are cars there until 7.00, he does not know
how one determines that this block of 50 or 37 cars is going to begone at 3:00 P.M. He thinks the plan should be
very specific, and entails some description of how the theater is going to be used. He understands that's a difficult
thing for the petitioner to provide. With regard to the density on the project, staff gave us a report - it was a density
comparison of other densities. Ms. Backensto answered that was from the petitioner.

Commissioner Burke asked about the range noting one was 87 units per acre. He wants to clarify Park West
Condominjums is built on 0.1 acres? Ms. Backensto answered that was correct. It is an extremely small property.

Commissioner Burke questioned that it was a tenth of an acre? It says commercial space available is 4700 feet.
That's about a tenth of an acre. Mr. Heniff answered tha in that particular case, the size of the property and the size
of the building is almost one in the same. Commissioner Burke questioned if it was a zero lot line. Mr. Heniff
answered yes.

Commissioner Burke referred to the setback and confirmed thatthere was not a variance being requested for the
setback to the building. Ms. Backensto stated that was correct.

Commissioner Burke asked about the variance in regards to the transitional landscape yard. In the staff report it
talks about having a cash donation made to the residents. He personaily would much rather see a comprehensive
plan and a homogeneous landscape plan for the back of those yards rather than a cash payment which some residents
will use, some residents won't. He thinks if we're laoking at how the transition yard is going to project in both
directions. He thinks some kind of plan would be much better than a hodgepodge solution to the issue.

Commissioner Flint concurred with the previous Commissionet’s comments. He thinks it's citical we look at the east
elevation and how that impacts the residence. He agrees with the parking issue and stormwater comments. On the
height restriction, he knows they have allowed variations on height. And there are ways of minimizing the impact
with hiding heights, creating a terrace effect, setback, dropping off some units to try to minimum the impact, so it
maybe looks like a building that's in compliance, but it's really an additional story. There are ways of treating that
architecturally to make that impact not as critical. He is looking for the petitioner to come back with modified
elevations and looking at that east elevation.

Commissioner Sweetser asked about the terms of the mitigating impact on the terrace piece. If the space isn't & be
lost, what is the possibility of building over the theater part? Has that been precluded because of structural issues or
other issues? Mr. Coffey answered yes- it is a weak structure so it couldn’t add any more weight to it.
Commissioner Sweetser indicated that she be in favor of some kind of way to mitigate a 48foot straight wall.

Chairperson Ryan concurred with Commissioner Sweetser because one looks at all these different renderings, and
the one middle one we are at least gives a little break. The Village has been talking for ten years about the corner
that's supposed to bring back the Village and it just looks like barracks almost. He just wants to see something
change to make it look attractive. His concern is because of the density that wedon't end up with 100 vacant ones or
turn them into apartment buildings. And if it's not something that's attractive and drawing people to it, they have got
to do something to make that corner really stand out and make it the start of the downtown area. With regard to the
traffic and the parking, he is also concerned about the contract that is being talked aboutand where they are going to
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park because he believes there is a limit. Visitors are not going to walk three blocks to a commuter lot. The
petitioner has to come up with some plan that's more feasible and doable because visitors arenot going to walk two
or three blocks to a parking spot when they can park on a side street and be around the corner from it. So something's
got to be looked at there.

Commissioner Olbrysh questioned the parking. If this project goes forward, the Village also has to be concerned
about what's going to happen during construction, and what was just brought to our attention is that the DuPage
Theater lot is supposed to close December 1st. That's a couple weeks, or less than that. And his understanding is
that right now the DuPage commuter lot next to the DuPage Theater has 91 spaces. Mr. Heniff stated it was 73.
Commissioner Olbrysh confirmed that it will be shy— is the Village is going to provide parking at four different lots?
Mr. Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Olbrysh asked if it would be assigned spots, or do people have to drive around and find what's
available? Mr. Heniff indicated that they would not beassigned. Commissioner Olbrysh felt that it would create a
problem trying to catch a train and trying to find-- M. Heniff stated that for clarity purposes, that's a temporary
situation while they are removing the back portion of the theater property. Commissioner Olbrysh asked for a time
frame as to what temporary meant. Mr. Heniff answered a couple of months. Commissioner Olbrysh confirmed that
all but ten spaces would be provided for. Mr. Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Olbrysh recommended tha if the Village is going to do this probably a sign would be better. He
could envision somebody trying to catch a morning train going from lot to lot to find out what's available, especially
since there will be ten fewer spaces in the commuter lot. He asked if this is going to be put on the windshields Mr.
Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Burke stated that he liked the elevation and thought it looked nice and confirmed that there was no
detention currently on-site. Mr. Heniff indicated that the petitioner has shown an area in which they are proposing a
vault system. The building, however-Commissioner Burke asked if that was on site now. Mr. Heniff answered yes.

Commissioner Burke stated that if they develop the building, they will have to meetthe Village ordinances and
County ordinances for flood control. Mr. Heniff agreed. Commissioner Burke stated that those ordinances are in
place for ateason. He doesn't think there is a whole lot of work that the petitioner has to do to come back. Mr.
Heniff indicated that staff has asked the petitioner to prepare preliminary engineering so staff knows the manner in
which they are planning to address it so there is 2 comfort level and staff can make whatever recommendation if it
was ultimate approval. Commissioner Burke asked if it would have to be approved by the Village engineer during
the permit process. Mr. Heniff answered that it would.

Chairperson Ryan stated that they are waiting to see the preliminary so they can either make a recommendatia as we
do in other plans beforehand. The final, yes, definitely has to be final engineering, but preliminary, that's what
they're looking for right now. Commissioner Burke confirmed that they were just looking for information on the
concept. Mr. Heniff stated yes - how much are we storing orrsite, whether that meets the code provisions, and how it
would be routed out to the existing structure by the property.

Commissioner Burke questioned if they were asking for a variation or relief for that. Mr. Henff answered no. If
they do need relief, that would be required by the Village as well as the DuPage County Board.

Commissioner Olbrysh questioned the underground vault and its proximity to Main Street. Mr. Curto explained
where it would be located underneath the retail. Commissioner Olbrysh stated that they haven't seen any details on
that. Mr. Curto explained that they will meet the stormwater requirements because they are required to do so.

It was moved by Commissioner Sweetser, seconded by Commissioner Burke, that the petition be continued to the
December 18, 2006 meeting. The motion carried by a 4-0 vote. This petition was ultimately continued to the
February 19, 2007 meeting.
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February 19, 2007 Meeting

Vice Chairperson Flint reconvened the public hearing for this petition on February 19, 2007. Richard Curto, CEO of
RSC & Associates, 265 Brookside Road, Barrington, Illinois, asked what format his presentation should follow.
Vice Chairperson Flint stated that he should cover anything that hadnot been discussed at the November meeting.

Dan Coffey, Daniel P. Coffey Architects, 233 S. Wacker, No. 5750, Chicagogave an overview of the digital
presentations. He showed a fly-over view of the project and noted there were two kinds of brick on the esidential
portion. The new retail will be brick and terra cotta to match the existing building. He then presented views of the
project from the perspective of a vehicle traveling eastbound on Parkside then northbound on Main Street. He noted
that at the previous meeting the Plan Commission had requested them to improve the accuracy of the depiction of the
shapes and heights of the surrounding building. This was done to an accuracy of within one to two feet. The Plan
Commission had also asked what theneighboring single-family residents would see. In his backyard view, he faded
out the trees to show winter conditions. That view shows what the transitional landscaping might look like as well as
the fence between the single-family properties and the roadway.

Commissioner Sweetser asked if the structure shown on the far north end of the backyard view was a house. Mr.
Coffey stated that it was.

Commissioner Sweetser asked if the perspective was supposed to be from the rear of the houses. Mr. Coffey sated
that it was and clarified the assumed line at the back of the houses.

Mr. Coffey stated that small changes had been made to the previous elevation including peaks, mullions, and the
fence.

Commissioner Sweetser stated that she would like to see the fence on the flyovers Mr. Coffey reviewed his first
presentation and indicated where the fence was

Commissioner Burke asked if the transitional landscaping and fence were new, Mr. Coffey stated that they were.

Commissioner Burke asked if the maturetrees shown in the yards were existing. Mr. Coffey stated that they were
and that he had used Google Earth software to place the trees.

Commissioner Burke asked how far the trees are from the building. Mr, Coffey estimated that they were about 75
feet away.

Mr. Coffey then passed around the materials board as well as a sample light fixture and samples of the limestone
sills.

Mr. Curto stated that Reis Kayser of RSC & Associates would discuss the stormwater issue. Mr. Kayser, 721 Lenox
Road, Glen Ellyn, stated that they had looked at several alternative stormwater solutions for the project and the area
in general. Initially they had looked at paying a fee in lieu of providing detention, but the burden would have
remained on the viaduct. He gave a numter of examples of other projects where underground storage had been used
including the Sherman Plaza project in Evanston, St. Mary’s School in Downers Grove, The Shops at Old Orchard in
Skokie, 1727 S. Michigan Avenue, Edward Hospital’s parking structurein Naperville, and one in Lombard at 645 E.
Roosevelt that had been built 20 years ago. They had taken pictures of the one in Lombard and there were two to
three inches of silt on the bottom, but it was still functioning well. He stated that this approachis not new and it will
be designed correctly. He is confident that it is a sound system. There are no problems with odor affecting the
occupied space above. It is a concrete basement built as a storm structure. It will be well-ventilated, work entirely
on gravity, and hold the entire 100-year storm event. There will be outside access through a manhole and it will
alleviate existing storm water problems on the property.

Commissioner Olbrysh asked if the detention would be underneath the new retail almg Main Street. Mr. Kayser
stated that it would be. The floor will have positive drainage and a controlled release into the storm sewer.
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Commissioner Sweetser stated that there was the potential for a great volume of water to be released at once. Mr.
Kayser stated that in case of such 2 situation there is a builtin gravity cutfiow at the north end of the property to a
catch basin along the curb.

Commissioner Sweetser asked how the outflow would keep up with the inflow. Mr. Kayser stated that if the wult is
filled beyond capacity the water will flow into the street. He added that the vault will hold the 108year storm event.

Mr. Curto clarified that the property at 645 E. Roosevelt was not part of incorporated Lombard when it was buiit.
Vice Chairperson Flint then opened the meeting for public comment.

Gary Anderson, 140 S. Charlotte Street, stated that he had previously spoken and written against thisproject as it has
not met the standards for variations. To do so, they would need to demonstrae hardship, have a need other than for
financial gain, and not have a detrimental impact on the surrounding properties. He does not see any indication of
hardship here, especially with regard to the requested building height and setback variations. Bothof those requests
are needed to increase the size of the building, which is strictly for financial gain. He stated that this building would
not increase the property values of the surrounding homes and asked the Plan Commission to not forward this
petition with a recommendation of approval.

Vice Chairperson Flint asked if there was anyone else that had any questions or comments on the petition Hearing
none, he then requested the staff report.

Jennifer Backensto, Planner I, indicated that the Plan Commission continued the public hearing for PC 0627 in
order to allow the petitioner to provide additional information regarding the development proposal and/or modify
their plans accordingly. This report is based upon a review of the supplemental informaion provided by the
petitioner and addresses the areas identified by the Plan Commission members, staff, and/or the public where
additional information was requested.

Ms. Backensto summarized the changes on the new building perspective and elevations. No changes have been
made to the storefronts along the north elevation, brick colors, mullions or signage locations. Staff obtained
permission from two adjacent property owners to take pictures from their backyards. These pictures were used to
create composite images that give a rough idea of how the proposed development would appear from the adjacent
properties. The images of 136 S. Charlotte and 140 S. Charlotte were included as part of the petitioner’s submittal.

The materials board perspective still shows outdoor dining in front of the new Parkside Avenue storefronts, but there
is less than five feet between the building and the property line. Any outdoor dining proposed on the public rightof-
way would not be covered by the conditional use and woudd be subject to an annual administrative permit with no
public hearing necessary. The shared balconies on the north, east, and south elevations will be physically divided
between the units, unless two adjoining units are combined.

The petitioner has attempted to show a 45-foot high building by including a partial through section on the building
elevations, labeled “Unacceptable Alternate Mansard Roof Option.” This alternative maintains a 9-foot high ceiling
clearance within the residential units, but the roof height remains unchanged at 48 feet. To date, none of the
submitted elevations have met the B5 District’s 45-foot height requirement.

At the July 2006 workshop session regarding the DuPage Theatre development proposal, the petitioner presented a
three-dimensional video depiction of the proposed development. The petitioner noted to staff the following issues
relative to the new presentation:

1. The proposed building heights were “eye-balled” without actual scaling of adjacent structures. The
petitioner believes that the rendering is accurate within one to two feet.
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2. The locations of the trees that are shown on the presentation were derived by usingGoogle Earth aerial
representations. They stated to staff that they believe that this approach provide a fairly reasonable
depiction of the existing vegetation surrounding the subject site.

3. Staffnotes that the depicted number of street parking spaces along East Parkside may not match the existing
or proposed parking layout proposed at this location.

At the November 20, 2006 Plan Commission meeting the Plan Commissioners expressed a desire to see how
stormwater detention would be addressed as part of the development. In response, the petitioner has submitted a
series of stormwater plans that have been reviewed by the Private Engineering Services Division and Bureau of
Inspectional Services. The petitioner’s initial plan proposed a vault detention system to be provided below the
proposed new retail portion of the building south of the theater. [n review of this plan, staff noted that the conceptual
plan is not feasible due to the fact that it pumping is not acceptable and the detention system must drain by gravity -
only. The petitioner then proposed a vault system to be located underneath the proposedeast drive aisle. Upon
review of this proposal, staff noted that the proposed vault would conflict with a water main also proposed to be
iocated within the same area. This plan did not meet the detention requiremerts of Lombard or DuPage County.

The petitioner’s latest stormwater plan would provide for underground storage as part of the building foundation
beneath the new retail portion of the building along Main Street. The Private Engineering Services Divisionand
Bureau of Inspectional Services have both reviewed the proposed concept plans and their comments are listed within
the staff report. The petitioner’s responses to these concerns, as well as staff’s comments on theseresponses, are
attached to the staff report as Appendix A. The proposed conceptual stormwater detention system meets the
necessary legal requirements, but there are a number of construction issues that will need to be addressed as part of
the final engineering for the project

The petitioner has prepared a preliminary landscape plan for the rooftop garden areas showing proposed plant
materials. At the November 20 meeting, some members of the Plan Commission expressed a preference for a
homogenous transitional landscape plan. Staff has received comments from only one adjacent poperty owner who
would be impacted by this requirement. That property owner stated that a cash payment would be preferable to a
homogeneous plan in that it would allow them to install landscape improvements that are suited to their tastes and
individual properties.

Staff also supports the concept of a cash payment that would be madeto the Village within sixty days of the
petitioner closing on the property. The Village can then disperse the funds to the adjacent residences accordingly.
In this manner, transitional landscape improvements could be installed and beginning to grow as early as spring
2007. In 1999, Big Idea Productions was required to make a $42 per linear foot payment to the owners of the
adjacent residential properties. Adjusting this number for inflation brings it to $50.80 per linear foot, or $3,048 for
most of the adjacent property owners ($50.80 x 60 feet).

Staff continues to recommend denial of the requested parking variation as an offsite parking agreement should be
reached by the petitioner. At their January 18, 2007 meeting, the Board of Trustees considered a lease agreement
with the Elmhurst Memorial Healthcare outpatient facility across the street from the subject property. Their intent
was to lease 40 spaces from the facility to meet the code requirements, but the terms of the lease were deemed
unacceptable by the Board of Trustees. The petitioner has provided information on the proposed vehicle
lifts/stackers. The lifts would allow a resident to stack two cars within ore traditional parking space, provided there
is a clear ceiling height of at least nine feet. The most recent site plans show that up to 60 lowerlevel parking spaces
could accommodate these lifts. Staff recommends that a condition of approval be added toensure the ability for
these lifts to be installed and operated.

The Plan Commission had inquired as to whether or not the downtown traffic counts performed by KLOA in the
summer of 2004 had occurred prior to the no-lefi-turn restrictions on Route 53. Upon review, it appears that the no
left turn signs were installed during the winter of 2001-2002.
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External lighting is shown on the west elevation storefronts. This lighting will not be installed on the north elevation.
For the residential portion of the building, a sample lighting fixture has been provided.

Staff recommends that a condition of approval be added that would prohibit internally illuminated box or cabinet-
style signage. As with numerous recent developments, staff believes that any future wall signs should be in scale and
harmony with the design concept of the proposed project. Tenants should be encouraged to have their signage
represent the unique and special qualities of their store through creative designs.

With respect to the marquee sign, the petitioner will be proposing a new marquee sign that generally replicates the
existing theatre sign. However, they have expressed to staff that the new sign may also include a vertical
identification sign element as well. Should the petitionbe approved, the petitioner will be able to submit the new
marquee sign plan at a later date for review and approval as part of a Site Plan Approval application.

Attached as Appendix B is a spreadsheet showing the status of proposed, under construction,and recently built
condominium and townhome projects within the Village.

Ms. Backensto concluded by stating that staff recommended approval of the project, subject to the ten conditions
noted in the staff report.

William Heniff, Senior Planner, added that he had passed out two sample motions for the Plan Commissioners for
either approval or denial of the petition.

Commissioner Sweetser stated that the proposed development has a lot of potential, but she has numerous concerns
that she has expressed in previous meetings. The petitioner has been surprisingly resistant to the Plan Commission’s
suggestions. Although she has tried to understand the petitioner’s requests, she is not satisfied that this petition has
et the necessary requirements. Reducing asetback from 30 feet to four feet is for financial gain, and the project
cannot afford to not provide parking. She was struck by the number of errors in the rendering, which doesn’t
represent attention to detail. She stated that she expects more from a petitioner.

Commissioner Olbrysh stated that this development would be a welcome addition to the downtown, but he has two
concerns: detention and parking. He stated that underground detention costs more and he assumes that those costs
would be bomne by the occupants of the building. He noted the comments from the Bureau of Inspectional Services
on p. 8 of the staff report and asked if the petitioner would have any problem addressing them.

Mr. Kayser stated that the proposed detention system would be very low maintenance as the water will be relatively
clean. Tt will have positive drainage, making it almost selfcleaning. The vault will be designed to meet all
requirements. They have confirmed that there is sufficient space and the system will physicdly work, but the
technical design will be done by their engineering consultants.

Mr. Olbrysh stated that the proposed building is taking up a lot of land, and their options are limited due to the size
of the building. He stated that they need convenientparking and asked what the petitioner will do in the event that
the project is approved and the parking relief is denied.

Mr. Curto noted that this is a public-private partnership and the financing has been worked out. They had brought
forward a proposal for 40 parking spaces at Elmhurst Hospital, but Elmhurst required a 120-day notice period in the
event that they need the parking for their facility. They would hope that if that occurred there would be other options
available. He understands that Elmhurst cannot grant a “forever” easement. After the Village Board stated that the
120-day notice was unacceptable, Elmhurst offered a 180-day notice. This option is still out there, and there is
another option to lease 37 of the adjacent commuter parking spaces. He noted that with downtown theaters, there is
typically not parking immediately adjacent to the building.

Commissioner Burke agreed that the project does have a lot of potential. The Plan Commission had been very clear
that they wanted to see a definitive plan for parking. With regard to the underground storage, he does not feel



- g

March 1, 2007
PC 06-27
Page 20

qualified to say if it is a viable solution. Although it seems problematic on the surface, the Village Engineer should
decide if it is appropriate. He is most troubled by the views from the adjacent properties and the composite photos
had a tremendous impact on him. As with the St. John’s project, the impact in the neighborhood is unbelievable.
The photos show a corner unit with floor-to-ceiling glass that looks into someone’s backyard. The building is too
close to the residences and too obtrusive. At this point, there are still a lot of loose ends.

Commissioner Olbrysh stated that both the parking and detention problems are due to the size of the building. If the
building were smaller, they could provide additional parking and possibly have an easier stormwater solution, He is
in favor of the development and feels it is a goodHooking building, but it is large. If approved, parking will not be
very convenient.

Vice Chairperson Flint stated that, as an architect, he understands the proposed stormwater concept. The petitioner
is proposing a very big, very tall building in the backyards of the adjacent residents. It would be desirable to
somehow scale the building back, but the project still needs to work economically. He is torn because he supports
the theater and wants it to work, but he is disappointed that the issues have not been addressed as the Plan
Commission had requested.

Commissioner Sweetser suggested that two additional conditions be added to those within the staff report:
11. Stormwater detention shall be approved by the Village Engineerand shall be subject to rigorous scrutiny;
and
12. The building setbacks shall be at least 80 percent of that required by the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Heniff clarified that condition no. 12 would apply to part 1, letter “d” of the petitioner’s request.

It was moved by Commissioner Sweetser, seconded by Commissioner Olbrysh, that the petition be forwarded to the
Village Board with a recommendation of approval, subject to conditions. The motion carried by a 4-0vote.

Respectfully,

VILLAGE OF LOMBARD

Stephen Flint, Vice Chairperson
Lombard Plan Commission

att-
c¢. Petitioner
Lombard Plan Commission

HACD\WORDUSER\PCCASES\006\PC 06-2T\ReferralLetter 06-27.doc



MEMORANDUM

TO: William T. Lichter, Village Manager
FROM: David A. Hulseberg, AICP, Director of Community DevelopmentCe).@ ]—-l;
DATE: March 1, 2007

SUBJECT: PC 06-27: 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre) — Additional Discussion

After the public hearing portion of the meeting closed relative to PC 06-27 — the DuPage Theatre
petition, additional discussion was offered relative to condition #12 that was included within the
recommendation of approval by the Plan Commission. Specifically, the condition included a
requirement that the developer shall meet at least eighty (80) percent of the required setback of
the underlying district. However, that condition was tied to the relief enumerated within zoning
request 1(d) included within the petition, which pertained to the front yard setback along
Parkside Avenue. While this discussion is not included within the motion of approval of the
petition, staff stated that the discussion would be shared with the Board members as requested by
the Plan Commission.

Plan Commission Discussion

David Hulseberg, Assistant Village Manager/Director of Community Development, stated that he
was at home watching the petition on television and that there was an issue that caught his
attention. He stated that condition #12 that Commissioner Sweetser placed on the
recommendation of approval provided for a minimum setback of 80 percent of the underlying
yard requirement. As written, this condition would only apply along all of Parkside Avenue. He
sought a clarification as to where this condition would be in effect. William Heniff stated that
the intent of the relief in the request is to hold the existing building line along Parkside at four
feet (47), so if the condition applied to the Parkside elevation, it would require the building to be
placed twenty-four feet (24°) off of the north property line.

Commissioner Sweetser stated that her intent was to address the east property line. M.
Hulseberg stated that if the intent was to move the building off of the east property line, the
condition of approval would not apply and have no effect. Mr. Heniff stated that the condition
would preclude any new construction activity from up to twenty-four feet (24°) from Parkside
Avenue.

Commissioner Sweetser noted that the submitted plans denote a twenty-three foot, six inch
(23°6”) drive aisle plus five feet (5°) for transitional landscaping along the east property line, but



the plans did not denote the dimension for the bump out (bay windows and/or balconies). Mr.
Hulseberg reiterated that the motion that was made is confusing and recommended that it be
amended because it applies along Parkside Avenue and not along the east property line.

Commissioner Burke asked if this item was open for discussion. The issue is that the pictures
depict the building from the backyards and the motion gave the impression that it was to make
the building move further west off the property line.

Mr. Hulseberg stated that the motion as written did not do what the Commissioners it to do. If
the intent was a setback of eight (80) percent of thirty feet (30°), the proposed condition is moot,
as it already meets that standard. Commissioner Sweetser stated that the condition was not
intended for Parkside. If the drawings had indicated the measurements of the overhang along the
east property line, it would have made the issue clearer. Mr. Hulseberg noted that no part of the
building is closer than twenty four feet (24°) off of the east property line.

George Wagner, Village Counsel, stated that the public hearing was closed and many of the
audience members were gone. He recommended that the motion go forward as is and have this
issue clarified at the Board of Trustees level.

Commissioner Burke stated that he is not sure that his vote would be the same based on this
discussion. They did not have a site plan in their package and he thought they were moving the
building further to the west. Mr. Hulseberg stated that this comment will be transmitted to the
Board of Trustees.

Staff prepared the attached exhibit that depicts what the building footprint would look like if
condition number 12 was adopted by the Board as recommended for approval by the Plan
Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff notes that condition number 12 would modify the building footprint, the exterior elevations
and the overall scope of the project. If the Board believes that condition number 12 should be
included as part of the Ordinance of approval, staff recommends that the petition be remanded
back to the Plan Commission for further review and the petitioner should be directed to prepare
revised exhibits to reflect compliance with condition number 12. However, as noted above, the
intent of the Commissioners was not to change the building setbacks along Parkside Avenue.
Therefore, based upon this discussion, if the Board votes to approve the project, staff
recommends that condition number 12 not be added within the conditions of approval. -

HACDA\WORDUSER\PCCASESV2006\PC 06-27AWTE memo additional conversation.doc
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VILLAGE OF LOMBARD

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW GROUP REPORT
STAFF REPORT NUMBER TWO - AMENDED

TO: Lombard Plan Commission HEARING DATE: February 19, 2006
FROM: Department of PREPARED BY: Jennifer Backensto, AICP
Community Development Planner II
TITLE

PC 06-27; 101-125 S. Main Street (DuPage Theatre & South Lot): The petitioner requests
that the Village take the following actions on the subject property, located within the B5 Central

Business District:

1. Approve a conditional use for a planned development with the following variations and
deviations from the Zoning Ordinance:

a. A deviation from Section 155.416 (G) to allow for an increase in the maximum
building height from 45 feet to 48 feet;

b. A variation from Section 155.416 (K), Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b} and Section
155.707 (A) (3) to allow for a reduction of the required transitional landscape
vard from 10 feet to 5 feet;

C. A variation from Section 155.416 (M) and Section 155.602 to allow for a
reduction of the required number of off-street parking spaces for a theater from
' thirty-seven (37) to zero (0);

d. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (a) to allow for a reduction of the
required front yard for a planned development abutting the R2 Single-Family
Residence District from thirty (30) feet to four (4) feet;

e. A variation from Section 155.508 (C) (6) (b) and Section 155.707 (B) (3) to allow
for the elimination of the required transitional landscape yard improvements;

f. A variation from Section 155.709 (B) to eliminate the requirement to provide one
(1) shade tree for every seventy-five (75} lineal feet of required perimeter lot
landscaping;
2. Approve a conditional use for outdoor dining; and
'
3. The petitioner also requests Site Plan Approval authority to the Lombard Plan

Commission.
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Re: PC 06-27
Page 2
GENERAL INFORMATION
Petitioner: RSC & Associates
180 N. LaSalle Street, Ste. 2626
Chicago, IL 60601
Property Owner: Village of Lombard
255 E. Wilson Ave
Lombard, IL 60148
Relationship of Petitioner to Property Owner: Proposed Project Developer
PROPERTY INFORMATION
Existing Land Use: Vacant theater and temporary commuter parking lot
Size of Property: Approximately 2.26 acres

Comprehensive Plan:  Recommends Mixed Use Medium Density Residential & Commercial
(Central Business District-Mixed Use Area)

Existing Zoning: B35 Central Business District

Surrounding Zoning and Land Use:
North: Union Pacific Railroad

South: BSPD Central Business District Planned Development; developed as Brust
Funeral Home

Fast: R2 Single Family Residence District; developed as single-family homes

West: B3 Central Business District; developed as various commercial & residential uses

ANALYSIS
SUBMITTALS

This report is based on those documents filed on with the Department of Community
Development and included as part of the initial report for PC 06-27. In addition, this report
includes the following additional items:

1. Building Elevations, prepared by Daniel P. Coffey & Associates and dated January 3, 2007.
2. Floor Plans, prepared by Daniel P. Coffey & Associates and dated January 3, 2007.

3. Materials Board and Building Perspective, prepared by Daniel P. Coffey & Associates and
dated November 20, 2007.
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4. Plat of Survey, prepared by Gentile & Associates and dated December 18, 2007.
5. Samples of the limestone sills, balcony lights, and aluminum window trim/balcony material.

6. Preliminary Landscape Plan, prepared by David R. McCallum Associates and dated
December 11, 2006.

7. Storm Sewer Calculations, prepared by Manhard Consulting and dated December 28, 2006.
8. Stormwater Site Plan Drawing, prepared by Manhard Consulting and dated February 7, 2007.
9. Information on proposed Harding Steel, Inc. car lifts.

10. Video presentation, prepared by the petitioner (this item is intended to be shown at the
February 19, 2007 meeting).

11. Photographs and photo illustrations showing views from 136 & 140 S. Charlotte Street.

DESCRIPTION

The Plan Commission continued the public hearing for PC 06-27 in order to allow the petitioner
to provide additional information regarding the development proposal and/or modify their plans
accordingly. This report is based upon a review of the supplemental information provided by the
petitioner and in consideration of the testimony made a part of the public hearing record at the
November 20, 2006 Plan Commission meeting. Specifically, the report addresses the areas
identified by the Plan Commission members, staff, and/or the public where additional
information was requested.

Building Elevations
Changes on the new building perspective and elevations show:
» terra cotta and brick on the storefronts to match the original commercial building;
o removal of peaked roof elements and extension of red brick portions above storefronts;
¢ Indiana limestone sills; '
o windows that reflect unit locations;
o added peak on the north elevation; and
» modifications to the northernmost peak on the west elevation.

No changes have been made to the storefronts along the north elevation, brick colors, mullions or
signage locations. Those changes, which were suggested by the Plan Commissioners and
communicated though staff, were intentionally omitted from the rendering. After further review
of these issues, the petitioner felt that incorporating those changes would be detrimental to the
retail component and respectfully disagreed with those suggestions. Staff is disappointed with
the petitioner’s decision as we believe those changes would improve the aesthetics of the
building and improve its compatibility with the neighborhood. However, staff also recognizes
that taste is a subjective matter.
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Staff obtained permission from two adjacent property owners to take pictures from their
backyards. These pictures were used to create composite images that give a rough idea of how
the proposed development would appear from the adjacent properties. The images showing
orange construction fencing represent 136 S. Charlotte, and the others represent 140 S. Charlotte

(both included as part of the petitioner’s submittal).

The materials board perspective still shows outdoor dining in front of the new Parkside Avenue
storefronts, but there is less than 5 feet between the building and the property line. Any outdoor
dining proposed on the public right-of-way would not be covered by the conditional use and
would be subject to an annual administrative permit (no public hearing necessary).

The shared balconies on the north, east, and south elevations will be physically divided between
the units, unless two adjoining units are combined.

The petitioner has attempted to show a 45-foot high building by including a partial through
section on the building elevations, labeled “Unacceptable Alternate Mansard Roof Option.”
Staff advised the petitioner that this exhibit was not an adequate representation of a 45-foot high
building. This alternative maintains a 9-foot high ceiling clearance within the residential units,
but the roof height remains unchanged at 48 feet. To date, none of the submitted elevations have
met the B5 District’s 45-foot height requirement.

Video Presentation
At the July 2006 workshop session regarding the DuPage Theatre development proposal, the

petitioner presented a three-dimensional video depiction of the proposed development. At the
workshop session, the Plan Commissioners questioned the relative heights of the proposed
structure as well as the adjacent buildings. The Commissioners noted that they wanted to ensure
that any depictions of this nature accurately reflected the proposed conditions for the project. In
response, the petitioner modified the presentation to attempt to address this issue. The
presentation was modified to provide and updated view of the redevelopment plan as well as
providing additional detail to the adjacent structures. The petitioner noted to staff the following
issues relative to the presentation:

1. The proposed building heights were “eye-balled” without actual scaling of adjacent
structures. The petitioner believes that the rendering is accurate within one to two feet.

2. The locations of the trees that are shown on the presentation were derived by using
Google Earth aerial representations. They stated to staff that they believe that this
approach provides a fairly reasonable depiction of the existing vegetation surrounding the
subject site.

3. Staff notes that the depicted number of street parking spaces along East Parkside may not
match the existing or proposed parking layout proposed at this location. '
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Stormwater

At the November 18, 2006 Plan Commission meeting the Plan Commissioners expressed a desire
to see how stormwater detention would be addressed as part of the development. This request
was also made by staff and requested by members of the public. In response, the petitioner has
submitted a series of stormwater plans that have been reviewed by the Private Engineering
Services Division and Bureau of Inspectional Services.

Stormwater Plan #1:
The petitioner’s initial plan proposed a vault detention system to be provided below the proposed

new retail portion of the building south of the theater. In review of this plan, staff noted that the
conceptual plan is not feasible due to the fact that it would not satisfy the DuPage Countywide
Stormwater and Floodplain Ordinance, Article 9, Section 15-114, Subsection 8¢, which states
that “all outlet works shall function without human intervention or outside power and shall
operate with minimum maintenance.” - Pumping is not acceptable and the detention system must
drain by gravity only. '

In addition, this plan left unresolved questions regarding the following Ordinance requirements
that should be addressed in order to assess feasibility:

e Article 9 Section 15-114, Subsection 8b states that “storage facilities shall be
accessible and easily maintained.”

o Article 9 Section 15-114, Subsection 8f states, in part, that “storage facilities shall
provide an overflow structure and overflow path that can safely pass excess flows
through the development site...”

* Article 10, Section 15-133, Subsection 4 states, in part, that “maximum flow depths
on new parking lots shall not exceed one foot during the base flood condition and
shall be designed for protection against physical damages. Flood hazard in parking
areas below the base flood elevation shall be clearly posted.” Therefore, the
emergency overflow of the detention system must be within one foot above the
lowest point of the parking area and signs would have to be posted.

Stormwater Plan #2:

In response to the above concerns, the petitioner then proposed a vault system to be located
underneath the proposed east drive aisle. Upon review of this proposal, staff noted that the
proposed vault would conflict with a water main also proposed to be located within the same
area. This plan did not meet the detention requirements of Lombard or DuPage County and
would have required variations from both entities.

Stormwater Plan #3:

The petitioner’s latest stormwater plan would provide for underground storage as part of the
building foundation beneath the new retail portion of the building along Main Street. The
Private Engineering Services Division and Bureau of Inspectional Services have both reviewed
the proposed concept plans and their comments are listed below. The petitioner’s responses to
these concerns, as well as staff’s comments on these responses, are attached to this report as

Appendix A.
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Private Engineering Services Division comments

As presented on the submitted schematic, the stormwater detention system for the above
captioned project would store the 100-year storm event in a 9-foot high concrete vault with a 6-
foot storage area that would be located underneath the southwest corner of the building. The
vault would drain via gravity through a water quality unit to a restrictor/overflow structure and
finally into the Village stormwater system. The petitioner for this project represented that this
vault would be incorporated into the structural foundation of the building. The Private
Engineering Services Division has the following comments as this concept moves forward:

1.

It is important to note that no other detention structure permitted by the Village is
underneath a building or any other type of permanent structure. The use of the “outlot”
for stormwater detention facilities is intended to provide the Village full, unimpeded
access for inspection and, as necessary, maintenance of the structures. While this design
meets the current Village Code requirements and could be constructed, staff is not
supportive of such structures that are located underneath large, permanent structures. A
review of this section of the Village Code is warranted to ensure that this type of system
is not allowed in the future without all other possibilities exhausted and all up-front
design issues resolved.

There are many unknowns in the overall design of such a basin/vault. Staff has only seen
the conceptual layout of this plan, and to date, staff is not aware of any actual design for
the structure itself. A critical issue will be the geotechnical information, which should be
acquired and reviewed by the structural engineer prior to this concept moving forward.

Based on the findings of a geotechnical report, the constructidn costs could vary
significantly. The petitioner shall identify if the vault is integral to the structure of the
building. The petitioner shall also present how building settlement will affect the design.

Stringent requirements from the building department to ensure water proofing and safety
will also result in extra costs for this structure. The petitioner shall provide an initial cost
estimate for this stormwater plan, and balance the cost against the cost for the other
stormwater mitigation plans previously discussed for this project, including off-site
storage in a neighboring lot, etc.

The petitioner shall provide the intended life of such a structure with a detailed
maintenance schedule that outlines the inspection and maintenance activities such as
when the waterproofing would need to be amended or replaced, how cracking can be
fixed, etc.

The building association will own and maintain this structure directly — provide language
that will be included on a plat, which clearly designates the responsibility for funding for
the inspections and maintenance of this system.
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7. The vault shall have adequate access from outside of the building so that inspectors and
maintenance and repair equipment do not have to enter the building.

8. Provide any additional insurance requirements that would be placed on the building
association as a result of having this system under the building.

9. Provide the plan for overflow surcharging when the receiving Village storm sewer is at
capacity.

10. Provide a list of sites within DuPage County where this concept has been used in the past
and to what success.

11. The developer has met with the County (with no Village representative present) to obtain
the County’s support for this concept. The attached email from Clayton Heffter, the
Stormwater Permitting Manager for DuPage County, outlines that the plan conceptually
meets the Countywide Stormwater Ordinance; however, the Village has the final
authority in approving the plan.

12. A registered structural engineer shall provide a certification of compliance for the
constructed vault.

13. The plan shows "PROPOSED ROW." After talking with the design engineer, this is
.meant to be the actual, existing ROW,

14. The plan lists 1.35 AF total volume of storage. Scaling from the plan and using the
provided 6' height of water in the vault, the storage would be closer to 1.83 AF. After
speaking to the design engineer, this difference is made up by the intent to slope the floor
of the vault to the outlet, as well as account for potential columns that may pass through
the vault, however, neither of these points are represented on the plan.

15. No vertical scale is provided on the plan and profile. It appears that the vault will be
approximately 9' in height; please have the petitioner confirm the total height.

16. The north arrow is not correct.

17. Typo on the plan and profile Bottom = 691.4, not 791.4

18. Typo on west invert of existing manhole 963.71 is likely 693.71.
Bureau of Inspectional Services comments

The proposed location for the underground storm water detention is possible under the building
code but several concerns will need to be addressed.
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]. The piers supporting building load from above will need to be isolated from the bottom
slab of the detention stormtrap. In addition the design should include a membrane-
covered wall/sleeve around the piers to allow water to rise up on to the wall with no risk
of water leaking between the slab/pier connection and undermining the foundations.

2. An access door large enough to provide entry to conduct regular inspection of the
membrane must be provided.

3. The plan submitted points to the outside of the stormtrap wall to have a plastic
liner/membrane installed. The liner will need to be installed on the inside of the structure
as well as around the pier sleeves. The outside of the stormtrap will require typical below
grade waterproofing to be installed.

4. Soil borings will be required as part of the soil engineer and structural engineers
submittal. It should be noted that a large sand deposit was discovered running north to
south approximately 50' east of the property. We have no record of how wide this deposit
goes or if there is any active water flow through it. The engineer will need to investigate
this before submitting any of the foundation designs.

5. The structural engineer's design will need to include epoxy coated rebar reinforcement at
the stormtrap and concrete mix design consistent with a structure having salt water
exposure since some of the water from parking areas will be discharging into the
structure.

6. Water proofing will need to be installed on the underside of the floor above the stormtrap
to prevent moisture transfer into any finished space above.

7. It should be noted that this type design will require maintenance at a higher cost than
typical construction due to its location under the building and the sharing of foundations
between the stormirap and the building above.

Landscape Variations

The petitioner has prepared a preliminary landscape plan for the rooftop garden areas showing
proposed plant materials.

At the November 20 meeting, some members of the Plan Commission expressed a preference for
a homogenous transitional landscape plan. Staff has received comments from only one adjacent
property owner who would be impacted by this requirement. That property owner stated that a
cash payment would be preferable to a homogeneous plan in that it would allow them to install
landscape improvements that are suited to their tastes and individual properties.

Staff also supports the concept of a cash payment that would be made to the Village within sixty
days of the petitioner closing on the property. The Village can then disperse the funds to the
adjacent residences accordingly. In this manner, transitional landscape improvements could be
installed and beginning to grow as early as spring 2007. In 1999, Big Idea Productions was
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required to make a $42 per linear foot payment to the owners of the adjacent residential
properties. Adjusting this number for inflation brings it to $50.80 per linear foot, or $3,048 for
most of the adjacent property owners ($50.80 x 60 feet).

Parking Variation

Staff continues to recommend denial of the requested parking variation as an off-site parking
agreement should be reached by the petitioner. At their January 18, 2007 meeting, the Board of
Trustees considered a lease agreement with the Elmhurst Memorial Healthcare outpatient facility
across the street from the subject property. Their intent was to lease 40 spaces from the facility
to meet the code requirements, but the terms of the lease were deemed unacceptable by the
Board of Trustees.

The petitioner has provided information on the proposed vehicle lifts/stackers. The lifts would
allow a resident to stack two cars within one traditional parking space, provided there is a clear
ceiling height of at least nine feet. The most recent site plans show that up to 60 lower-level
parking spaces could accommodate these lifts. Staff recommends that a condition of approval be
added to ensure the ability for these lifts to be installed, stating that the parking garage lower
level shall have a clear ceiling height of no less than nine feet and adequate electrical supplies
shall be installed to allow for the operation of the lifts.

Traffic Study
The Plan Commission inquired as to whether or not the downtown traffic counts performed by

KLOA in the summer of 2004 had occurred prior to the no-left-turn restrictions on Route 53.
Upon review, it appears that the no left turn signs were installed during the winter of 2001-2002.

Lighting/Photometrics

External lighting is shown on the west elevation storefronts. This lighting will not be installed
on the north elevation. For the residential portion of the building, a sample lighting fixture has
been provided.

Signage

Staff recommends that a condition of approval be added that would prohibit internally
illuminated box- or cabinet-style signage. As with numerous recent developments (including
The Pointe at Lombard, Amcore Bank/Highlands of Lombard retail strip center, Walgreens,
VLand-Highland/Roosevelt) staff believes that any future wall signs should be in scale and
harmony with the design concept of the proposed project. Tenants should be encouraged to have
their signage represent the unique and special qualities of their store through creative designs.

With respect to the marquee sign, the petitioner will be proposing a new marquee sign that
generally replicates the existing theatre sign. However, they have expressed to staff that the new
sign may also include a vertical identification sign element as well. However the final design of
the sign has not been completed to date. Should the petition be approved, the petitioner will be
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able to submit the new marquee sign plan at a later date for review and approval as part of a Site
Plan Approval application.

Other Items

Attached as Appendix B is a spreadshect showing the status of proposed, under construction,
and recently built condominium and townhome projects within the Village.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the above considerations, the Inter-Departmental Review Committee recommends that
the Plan Commission make the following motion recommending approval of this petition:

Based on the submitted petition and the testimony presented, the requested conditional uses,
deviations, and variations included as part of the petition comply with the standards required
by the Lombard Zoning Ordinance and granting the public planned development is in the
public interest; and, therefore, I move that the Plan Commission recommend to the Corporate
Authorities approval of PC 06-27, subject to the following conditions:

1. The petitioner shall enter into a development agreement with the Village setting forth
the terms and conditions for development on the subject property.

2. As part of the building permit submittal, the petitioner shall satisfactorily address the
comments included as part of the Inter-Departmental Review Report.

3. The development shall be constructed in compliance with the plans submitted as part
of this petition. Any modification to the petitioner’s plans shall be considered a
major change to the planned development.

4. In the event there are any conflicts between the building elevations and the interior
building layout, the exterior building elevation shall control. If required by interior
changes of layout, the aesthetic, compositional and material concepts illustrated in the
approved elevation drawings will be adhered to.

5. No box- or cabinet-style wall signage shall be permitted.
6. No parking relief shall be granted.

7. The parking garage lower level shall have a clear ceiling height of no less than nine
feet, with adequate electrical supply provided to serve each lower level parking space.

8. Lighting on the residential portion of the building shall be shielded so that all
illumination is directed toward the building and away from adjacent properties.
Lighting provided for the drive aisle shall not project higher than eight feet above
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grade level. Parking structure lighting shall be directed downward and shall not cast
a glare onto adjacent properties.

9. An 8-foot solid beige PVC or similar fence shall be installed along the eastern
property line, subject to the approval of the Director of Community Development.

10. In lieu of transitional landscaping improvements, a cash payment of $50.80 per linear
foot shall be paid to the Village within 60 days of the petitioner’s acquisition of the
property and prior to the issuance of any building permits. This cash payment shall
be allocated amongst the adjacent property owners to the east of the subject property,
based upon the length of the shared lot lines.

Furthermore, the Plan Commission recommends that site plan approval shall be granted for the
subject property.

Inter-Departmental Review Group Report Approved By:

(086l Ol

David A. Hulsebéré, AICP
Assistant Village Manager/Dir Community Development

HACD\WORDUSERWPCCASES2006\PC 06-27\Report06-27.doc
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Private Engineering Services Division Comments

D It is important to note that no other detention structure permitted by the Village is underneath a
building or any other type of permanent structure. The use of the “outlot” for stormwater detention
facilities is intended to provide the Village full, unimpeded access for inspection and, as necessary,
maintenance of the structures. While this design meets the current Village Code requirements and could
be constructed, staff is not supportive of such structures that are located underneath large, permanent
structures. A review of this section of the Village Code is warranted to ensure that this type of system is
not allowed in the future without all other possibilities exhausted and all up-front design issues resolved.
As such, how is it envisioned that the Village will be able to access and/or inspect the proposed vault to
ensure that it is operating properly?

Access to the underground detention vault will be provided by hatches or doors and
ladders as well as some ceiling mounted inspection lights to provide easy access from
outside of the building. These access locations will be located adjacent to the fire lane
on the south side of the building. This will provide unrestricted access to the vault by

the Village.

It should be noted that several detention options have been explored on this project.
Specifically, providing underground detention in the fire lane with “fee-in-lieu” to satisfy
the balance of the detention requirement was proposed. This was not deemed feasible
due to the 30’ watermain easement required around the building which precluded the
placement of the underground detention.

A second option of providing off-site detention on the neighboring properties was also
explored. RSC did meet with the owner of the adjacent property. However, no
agreement was reached.

A third option of providing no detention on site with a “fee-in-lieu” contribution was also
explored. However, given the historic flooding issues at the Main Street viaduct, we

believe, along with staff, that it is prudent to provide some detention on-site to attenuate
the flow below existing conditions. :

2) There are many unknowns in the overall design of such a basin/vault. Staff has only seen the
conceptual layout of this plan, and to date, staff is not aware of any actual design for the structure itself,
A critical issue will be the geotechnical information, which should be acquired and reviewed by the
structural engineer prior to this concept moving forward. Has there been any engineering design plans
created that provide additional detail as far as how the vault system would be designed and/or integrated
into the overall building design?
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The structural system has not been engineered for this project. We will obtain soil
borings once there is clear direction on how we will proceed with the stormwater issue.

This is a cireular argument - basicallv it is difficult for direction to be provided 1o move forward with ihis
concept without knowing the full exien of the design conditions.

3) Based on the findings of a geotechnical report, the construction costs could vary significantly.
The petitioner shall identify if the vault is integral to the structure of the building. The petitioner shall
also present how building settlement will affect the design. How will settlement affect the final design of

the building?

The vault is designed the same as a basement. The building and vault structural design
will be integrated. The live load of vault when filled and empty will be considered in
overall design as well as lateral loads.

4) Stringent requirements from the Building Department to ensure water proofing and safety will
also result in extra costs for this structure. The petitioner shall provide an initial cost estimate for this
stormwater plan, and balance the cost against the cost for the other stormwater mitigation plans
previously discussed for this project, including off-site storage in a neighboring lot. If it is determined
that the final engineering costs for the project impact the ability to economically develop the project as
proposed, how would you envision addressing the stormwater detention issue? What is the estimated cost
for providing stormwater in this manner and does it fit into your pro forma?

RSC is working with Bovis Construction on determining the incremental building costs
associated with the detention vault. 1f this method is determined to be cost-prohibitive,
RSC in conjunction with Bovis, will explore additional “value engineering” concepts
such as storing a portion of the detention on the roof (equal to required snow loading)
and/or increasing the bounce on the detention to reduce the footprint size.

5) The petitioner shali provide the intended life of such a structure with a detailed maintenance
schedule that outlines the inspection and maintenance activities such as when the waterproofing would
need to be amended or replaced, how cracking can be fixed, etc. Can you provide estimates an/or details
as to what this on-going responsibility may be?

The life expectancy of the detention structure would be no less than that of the building
structure. Our architect and structural engineers will properly design and defail this
foundation and basement structure.
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Periodic inspections and maintenance will be performed by the condominium
association’s management company to verify system performance.

The above is not a detailed inspection and mainienance schedule,

6) The building association will own and maintain this structure directly — provide language that will
be included on a plat, which clearly designates the responsibility for funding for the inspections and
maintenance of this system. How do you plan to convey the maintenance/ownership responsibility to the
future association and future property owners/tenants?

Responsibility for all property maintenance will be held by the condominium association
and is funded by association fees as will be defined by the condominium declaration.

7 The vault shall have adequate access from outside of the building so that inspectors and
maintenance and repair equipment do not have to enter the building. How do you envision this to be
achieved?

Outside.access will be provided by a door or a hatch that will be accessible by village
inspectors. (see item 1)

&) What additional insurance requirements would be placed on the building association as a result of
having this system under the building?

No extraordinary insurance requirements are expected.

N Provide the plan for overflow surcharging when the receiving Village storm sewer is at capacity.
How will this be achieved?

A second overflow pipe capable of passing 2.0 cfs is proposed. In addition, a second
inlet structure is proposed in the curb at Parkside and Main. This inlet will act as a third
overflow at an elevation 1’ below the theatre F.F.

10) Provide a list of sites where this concept has been used in the past in DuPage County and to what
success. How comparable are these sites to the DuPage Theatre project and how do these projects meet
the provisions of the current DuPage County Stormwater and Floodplain Ordinance as well as the
respective municipal code?
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The new parking structure at Edward Hospital has approximately 8 acre feet of storage capacity in a
basement detention structure. Intech, the civil engineer, said the project was audited by DuPage County
after completion and was accepted without exception.

Daniel P. Coffey and Associates, LTD. has experience in designing (with civil and
structural engineering consultants} a detention vault recently as part of a mixed use
development. The Sherman Plaza Project (located at Sherman Avenue and Davis Street
in downtown Evanston), was completed in spring of 2006, consists of condominiums,
retail and parking facilities. This project included a 9,000 square foot detention vault
located inside the building directly below parking and retail tenant space.

We have been informed and are confirming the following locations:
1. The Shops at One Crchard Place, Skokie under the retail structure.
2. Cook County Jail.
3. Qak Brook Terrace project

As soon as we receive additional information regarding the above projects we will
forward to your attention.

The above lists only oie and maybe two projects in DuPage County.

1) The developer has met with the County (with no Village representative present) to obtain the
County’s support for this concept. Clayton Heffter, the Stormwater Permitting Manager for DuPage
County, outlines that the plan conceptually meets the Countywide Stormwater Ordinance; however, the
Village has the final authority in approving the plan. Will the plan meet both code provisions and not
require any additional relief?

The current plan provides the required detention volume, gravity outlef, emergency
overflow pipe, unrestricted access to the village via a manhole outside the building, and
an outlet via a vertical subdivision. Based on this analysis, it is our opinion that the plan
meets the code provisions and will not require any additional relief.

12) A registered structural engineer shall provide a certification of compliance for the constructed
vault. Is this doable?

A structural engineer will design and seal the pians for the vault. What additional
certification is being requested?
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Certification shall state that the vault was constructed per plun.

13) Address/correct the following plan comments:

a) The plan shows "PROPOSED ROW." After talking with the design engineer, this is meant to
be the actual, existing ROW.

b) The plan lists 1.35 AF total volume of storage. Scaling from the plan and using the provided
6' height of water in the vault, the storage would be closer to 1.83 AF. After speaking to the
design engineer, this difference is made up by the intent to slope the floor of the vault to the
outlet, as well as account for potential columns that may pass through the vault, however, neither.
of these points are represented on the plan.

¢) No vertical scale is provided on the plan and profile. It appears that the vault will be
approximately 9" in height, please have the petitioner confirm the total height.

d) The north arrow is not correct.

e) Typo on the plan and profile Bottom = 691 .4, not 791 .4

) Typo on west invert of existing manhole 963.71 is likely 693.71.

a) The “PROPOSED ROW” actually delineates the ROW which was recently
dedicated.

b) The project is currently in preliminary engineering. As such, it is our office policy to provide
conservative detention calculations to demonstrate that the volume can be met.

c) The vault is to be approximately 9’ in height.

d) The north arrow will be revised on future submittals.

e) The bottom of the vault is intended to be 691.4.

f) The typo will be corrected on future submittals.

Building Comments

1) The piers supporting the building load from above will need to be isolated from the bottom slab of
the detention stormtrap. In addition the design should include a membrane covered wall/sleeve around the
piers to allow water to rise up on to the wall with no risk of water leaking between the slab/pier
connection and undermining the foundations. How can/will this be achieved?

The building support columns (piers) will be waterproofed with the same material as the
walls and bottom slab of the vault if required. It is not anticipated that the columns and
slab will be moving independently from each other. When the design calls for a control
or expansion joint a typical water stop or other device may be required.

L A N L et e o ARamn o4 L e s T 7 A, e
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2) An access door large enough to provide entry to conduct regular inspection of the membrane must
be provided. As the association will have the primary responsibility to address this issue, how will the
Village ensure that the association satisfactorily addresses this issue?

The association can be required to provide the Village with an inspection report every 5
years. Since the products used will not be subject to UV, will rarely see any large volume
of water, and will have adequate ventilation, it is anticipated that deterioration of the
membrane or other products will be insignificant.

3) The plan submitted points to the outside of the stormtrap wall to have a plastic liner/membrane
installed. The liner will need to be installed on the inside of the structure as well as around the pier
sleeves. The outside of the stormtrap will require typical below grade waterproofing to be installed. How
does this requirement impact your plan?

Walls wifl be water proofed inside vault and outside if required. Columns will be
waterproofed inside the vault.

4) Soil borings will be required as part of the soil engineer and structural engineers submittal. It
should be noted that a large sand deposit was discovered running North to South approximately 50" east of
the property. We have no record of how wide this deposit goes or if there is any active water flow through
it. The engineer will need to investigate this before submitting any of the foundation designs. How does
this uncertainty affect the project? If it is determined that unsuitable soils exist below the proposed vault
area, what is the next course of action?

Soil boring locations and depths will be determined by the approved stormwater
detention system. If unsuitable soil conditions are found in the soil borings or certain
unforeseen soil conditions were found during construction, we would consult with soil
and structural engineers to find an appropriate solution. Any information that the Village
can provide regarding adverse soils condition in and around the DuPage Theater site
would be greatly appreciated.

5) The structural engineer's design will need to include epoxy coated rebar reinforcement at the
stormtrap and concrete mix design consistent with a structure having salt water exposure since some of
the water from parking areas will be discharging into the structure. Provide information as to how this
will be achieved.

Epoxy coated rebar will be specified for columns, slab and walls of the vault where this is
advised by PCA’s design criteria to meet the appropriate ASTM testing methods and any
applicable codes.
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6) Water proofing will need to be installed on the underside of the floor above the stormtrap to
prevent moisture transfer into any finished space above. How does this affect the project?

There is no reason that waterproofing should be required on the underside of the floor
slab above the vault as no water will ever get to that elevation unless the street is fiooded
to that same elevation. Ventilation should eliminate any need for a vapor barrier.

7) This type design will require maintenance at a higher cost than typical construction due to its
location under the building and the sharing of foundations between the stormtrap and the building above.
Has this additional cost been included within the project proforma and is the project still economically
viable as proposed?

We disagree that this will require more maintenance than any ailternatives other than fee-
in-lieu. The cost of this system will likely be less than other alternatives.

8) Will there be a notice on the deed that this stormwater system is being used since it is not
customary?

The condominium declaration and survey will define the area, the purpose it serves, and
any other requirements the association will have regarding it.

Public Works Engineering Comments

1. The staff report should be incorporated into the Board's approval, as is (ypical, so that we can formally
rely on these issues to be addressed in the permir application.

2. Their comment aboul the columns and vault slab experiencing the same settlement is doubtful since
they will have different loads, but we can work that out the deisgn with the structural engineer.

3. In addition to the structural engineer's seal on the plans and specs, we expect the structural engineer to
provide a certification of compliance that the vault had been constructed in according to the design.

Such a construction certification from the structural engineer would be a specific requirement of the
Board's approval,
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