
Village of Carol Stream 
BOARD MEETING 

AGENDA 
OCTOBER 17, 2005 

All matters on the Agenda may be discussed, amended and acted upon 
 
 
A. ROLL CALL AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  Presentation of Colors by 

Boy Scout Troop #98. 
 

B. MINUTES: Approval of the Minutes of the October 3, 2005 Meeting.  
 
C. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION & PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
 

1. Presentation By Illinois Arts Council. 
 

2. Proclamation:  Illinois Arts Week.  
 
D. SELECTION OF CONSENT AGENDA:   
 
E. BOARD AND COMMISSION REPORTS: 
 

1. PLAN COMMISSION 
 

a. #05151 – Lakewood Homes, Inc., Fisher Farm Property, North Side of 
North Avenue West of Gary Avenue 
Rezoning (Upon Annexation) 
Special Use Permit – Planned Unit Development 
Planned Unit Development Plan – Preliminary 
Subdivision – Preliminary 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS (4-3) 
Request for zoning and subdivision approvals for a 59-acre mixed use 
development consisting of 276 townhomes and 11 acres of commercial 
development.  Staff recommends the Village Board authorize 
negotiation of an annexation agreement.  No Village Board 
action necessary on the petitioner’s requests at this time. 
 

b. #05172 – Duke Construction, 121-131 E. North Avenue 
Rezoning – I Industrial District to B-3 Service District 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL (6-0) 
Gary Avenue Master Plan Review 
Subdivision – Final Plat 
CONTINUED 
Request for approval of a subdivision to create two 0.6 acre commercial 
lots on the east side of Gary Avenue north of North Avenue.  No Village 
Board action necessary. 
 



Village of Carol Stream 
BOARD MEETING 

AGENDA 
OCTOBER 17, 2005 

All matters on the Agenda may be discussed, amended and acted upon 
 

c. #05252 – Leopoldo Carbonara/Carbon Construction, 300 Main Place 
Special Use – Outdoor Activities and Operations, Contractor’s Office and 
Shops 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS (6-0) 
Request for approval for a concrete contractor’s office with outdoor 
storage of materials and equipment. 
 

F. OLD BUSINESS: 
 

G. STAFF REPORTS & RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1. Approval to Purchase 3 Panasonic Laptop Squad MDC’s. 
Police Department is requesting Village Board approval for state bid 
purchase of 3 squad laptops for a total of $11,796.00. 
 

2. Standby Pump – Rejection of Bids. 
A public bid opening was held September 7, 2005.  The Public Works 
Department is recommending all bids be rejected and that the project be 
rebid. 
 

H. ORDINANCES & RESOLUTIONS: 
 

1. Ordinance No.   , Granting a Special Use for a Contractor’s Office 
and Shop and Outdoor Activities and Operations (300 S. Main Place). 
See E1c. 
 

2. Ordinance No.   , Establishing a Stormwater Advisory 
Committee. 
A group of individuals are being appointed to provide public input and 
education and policy advice for Stormwater Funding. 
 

3. Resolution No.   , Accepting Public Improvements (Carol Stream 
Corporate Center Subdivision) 
Punch list work has been completed and final paperwork has been 
submitted for acceptance of the roads, water and sewer systems. 
 



Village of Carol Stream 
BOARD MEETING 

AGENDA 
OCTOBER 17, 2005 

All matters on the Agenda may be discussed, amended and acted upon 
 

4. Resolution No. __________, Renewing the Residential Solid Waste 
Collection Franchise Agreement With Flood Brothers Disposal Co. & 
Amending Associated Provisions of the Franchise Agreement With the 
Village  
The proposed solid waste franchise amendments includes both a 
proposed single and multi-family rate collection schedule for 2006 and 
2007, a new provision requiring Flood Bros. to submit a timely rate 
proposal for collection years 2008, 2009 and 2010 and a new provision 
formalizing a financial commitment by the Village to support the proposed 
improvement in the residential recycling collection program beginning 
January 1, 2006. 
 

I. NEW BUSINESS: 
 

1. Appointments to the Stormwater Advisory Committee. 
 
J. PAYMENT OF BILLS: 
 

1. Regular Bills:   
 

2. Addendum Warrant:   
 
K. REPORT OF OFFICERS: 
 

1. Mayor:   
 

2. Trustees:   
 

3. Clerk: 
 

4. Treasurer’s Report:  Revenue & Expenditure Statement and Balance 
Sheet, Month End, September 30, 2005. 

 
L. EXECUTIVE SESSION:  
 
 
M. ADJOURNMENT: 
 

LAST ORDINANCE: 2005-10-55   LAST RESOLUTION:  2157 
 

NEXT ORDINANCE: 2005-10-56   NEXT RESOLUTION:  2158 
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE MAYOR AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
Gregory J. Bielawski Municipal Center, Carol Stream, DuPage County, Illinois 
 
October 3, 2005 
 
Mayor Ross Ferraro called the Regular Meeting of the Board of Trustees to order at 8:00 pm and 
directed Deputy Village Clerk Wynne Progar to call the roll. 
 
 Present: Mayor Ferraro, Trustees McCarthy, Gieser, Saverino & Stubbs 
 Absent: Trustees Fenner & Shanahan, Clerk Koester 
 Also Present: Village Manager Breinig, Assistant Village Manager Mellor,  
   Attorney Greg Matthews & Deputy Clerk Progar 
 
Mayor Ferraro led those in attendance in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
MINUTES: 
Trustee Stubbs moved and Trustee Saverino made the second to approve the Minutes of the 
Meeting of September 19, 2006 as presented.  The results of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  4 Trustees McCarthy, Gieser, Saverino & Stubbs 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent: 2 Trustees Fenner and Shanahan 
 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
Trustee Gieser moved and Trustee McCarthy made the second to open the public hearing – Truth 
in Taxation – 2005 Tax Levy.   The results of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  4 Trustees McCarthy, Gieser, Saverino & Stubbs 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent: 2 Trustees Fenner and Shanahan 
 
Mr. Breinig verified that this public hearing was published as required by Illinois State Statutes.  
At the call for public hearing Robert Douglas, President of the Library Board said that he learned 
tonight that the levy is under the 5% cap which demonstrates that the Library Board is being 
fiscally conservative.  There were no comments or questions from the Trustees. 
Trustee McCarthy moved and Trustee Gieser made the second to close the public hearing.  The 
results of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  4 Trustees McCarthy, Gieser, Saverino & Stubbs 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent: 2 Trustees Fenner and Shanahan 
 
Mayor Ferraro read a Proclamation designating October as the 2005 National Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month. 
 
Mayor Ferraro read a Proclamation Declaring Monday, October 10th as “Put the Brakes on 
Fatalities Day in Carol Stream. 
 
Trustee Gieser read a Proclamation Declaring October as National Arts and Humanities Month. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 
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Trustee Stubbs moved and Trustee Saverino made the second to establish a Consent Agenda for 
this meeting.  The results of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  4 Trustees McCarthy, Gieser, Saverino & Stubbs 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent: 2 Trustees Fenner and Shanahan 
 
Trustee McCarthy moved and Trustee Gieser made the second to put the following items on the 
Consent Agenda for this meeting.  The results of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  4 Trustees McCarthy, Gieser, Saverino & Stubbs 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent: 2 Trustees Fenner and Shanahan 
 

1.   Variation-Landbank Parking -400 E. North Ave.-Ord. 2005-10-53 
2.   Spec. Use-Outdoor Activities-281 Commonwealth-Ord. 2005-10-54 
3.   No Action Required: Spec. Use-Schmale Rd. Withdrawn 
4.   Final Subdivision-100 Mercedes Dr.- R. 2154 
5.   No Action Required: Gary Ave. Review-105 Stark Drive 
6.   Letter of Credit Reduction # 1-President Manor Townhomes-pub.imp. 
7.   Letter of Credit Reduction # 1-President Manor Townhomes-StormSew 
8.   Waive bid-Award Contract-2006/08 Pond Shoreline Maint. Contract 
9.   Lies Road Bikeway ROW Acquisition- authorize to approve purchase 
10. Road Salt Purchase-North American Salt Company 
11. Park District Deposit 
12. Letter of Credit Reduction # 2-Fountains at Town Center-TC Homes 
13. Received- Comprehensive Annual Financial Report-FYE 2005 
14. Ordinance 2005-10-55: Tax Levy 
15. R. 2155: Ratify Sister City Agreement- Rossano-Cosenza, Italy 
16. R.2156: Support the Cities for Climate Protection Campaign 
17. R.2157: Declare surplus property 
18. Approved: Request for amplification fee waiver-Outreach Community 
19. Regular Bills, Addendum Warrant of Bills 

 
Trustee Stubbs moved and Trustee Saverino made the second to approve the Consent Agenda 
for this meeting by omnibus vote.  The results of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  4 Trustees McCarthy, Gieser, Saverino & Stubbs 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent: 2 Trustees Fenner and Shanahan 
 
The following is a brief description of those items placed on the Consent Agenda for this meeting. 
 
Variation-Landbank Parking -400 E. North Ave.-Ord. 2005-10-53: 
At their meeting on September 26, 2005, the Combined Plan Commission/Zoning Board of 
Appeals recommended approval of a variance for landbanked parking subject to conditions noted 
the staff report and the additional condition that the Staff be notified of current employee counts 
every two years to determine if additional parking is required.   The Board concurred with the 
recommendation and adopted Ordinance 2005-10-53, AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A 
VARIATION FOR LANDBANKED PARKING & REQUIRED OFF-STREET PARKING (400 AND 
450 E. NORTH AVENUE). 
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Spec. Use-Outdoor Activities-281 Commonwealth-Ord. 2005-10-54: 
At their meeting on September 26, 2005, the Combined Plan Commission/Zoning Board of 
Appeals recommended approval of a special use permit for outdoor activities and operations in 
accordance with the conditions noted in the staff report with the amending of condition # 2 to allow 
staff to administratively increase the number of vehicles allowed to park overnight to 6.  The 
Board concurred with the recommendation and adopted Ordinance 2005-10-54, AN ORDINANCE 
GRANTING A SPECIAL USE FOR OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES & OPERATIONS – (281 
COMMONWEALTH  DRIVE). 
 
Final Subdivision-100 Mercedes Dr.- R. 2154: 
At their meeting on September 26, 2005, the Combined Plan Commission/Zoning Board of 
Appeals recommended approval of a final plat of subdivision for Mercedes Benz USA, LLC, 100 
Mercedes Drive.  The Board concurred with the recommendation and adopted Resolution 2154, A 
RESOLUTION APPROVING A FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION – 100 MERCEDES DRIVE). 
 
Letter of Credit Reduction # 1-President Manor Townhomes-public improvements: 
President Manor Townhomes has submitted Letter of Credit Reduction Request # 1 for Public 
Improvements.  All the work shown on the reduction request has been completed per the 
approved plans and Village specifications.  The Board approved a reduction in the amount of 
$196,280.15 with a remaining balance of security of $66,907.41. 
 
Letter of Credit Reduction # 1-President Manor Townhomes-Stormwater: 
President Manor Townhomes has submitted Letter of Credit Reduction Request # 1 for 
Stormwater.  All the work shown on the reduction request has been completed per the approved 
plans and Village specifications.   The Board approved a reduction in the amount of $135,395.89 
with a remaining balance of security of $67,223.66. 
 
Waive bid-Award Contract-2006/08 Pond Shoreline Maintenance Contract: 
Mr. Breinig commented that the Board is not allowed to encumber or constrain future Boards and 
their actions.  What is generally done is to get a multi-year proposal or bid but what needs to be 
understood is that this Board is awarding the contract for 2006 and these same prices will be used 
again when it comes back before the Board for the 2007 and 2008 extensions. 
The Board concurred with a recommendation from Engineering Services to waive formal bidding 
requirements and award the 2006 –2008 Pond Shoreline Maintenance Project be awarded to 
LaFayette Home Nursery at a guaranteed price of $73,906.00. 
 
Lies Road Bikeway ROW Acquisition- authorize to approve purchase: 
The Board authorized the purchase of the right of way at 575 W. Lies Road from the Albert Hahn 
Trust for the amount of $45,000, and the right of way at Lies Road and Fair Oaks Road for the 
Fair Oaks Partnership in the amount of $75,000.   These acquisitions will allow the Village to 
proceed with Phase II plan approval from IDOT and use of Federal Funds for 75% of construction 
cost.   
 
Road Salt Purchase-North American Salt Company: 
The Board approved the purchase of Road Salt under the State of Illinois Joint Purchase Program 
with American Salt Company of Orland Park, KS at the unit cost of $34.66 per ton. 
 
Park District Deposit: 
The Board approved the release the remainder of Park improvement funds that were received 
from Pasquinelli for the Autumn Ridge Subdivision in the amount of the outstanding balance of 
$7,567.70. 
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Letter of Credit Reduction # 2-Fountains at Town Center-TC Homes: 
Town & Country Homes has submitted Reduction # 1 for Fountains at Town Center for 
improvements in the project.  All the work as shown on the reduction request has been completed 
per the approved plans and Village specifications.  The Board approved a reduction in the amount 
of $1,478,160.03 with a remaining balance of security of $1,264,764.97. 
 
Ordinance 2005-10-55: Tax Levy: 
The Board adopted Ordinance 2005-10-55, AN ORDINANCE LEVYING TAXES FOR GENERAL 
AND SPECIAL CORPORATE PURPOSES FOR THE CURRENT FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING 
ON THE FIRST DAY OF MAY, 2005 AND ENDING ON THE THIRTIETH DAY OF APRIL, 2006 
FOR THE VILLAGE OF CAROL STREAM, COUNTY OF DUPAGE, ILLINOIS. 
Trustee Saverino commented that he wished that they had levied the full five per cent instead of 
4.6%.  He commended them for their fiscal responsibility. 
 
R. 2155: Ratify Sister City Agreement- Rossano-Cosenza, Italy: 
The Board adopted Resolution R.2155, A RESOLUTION RATIFYING A SISTER CITY 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE VILLAGE OF CAROL STREAM AND THE CITY OF ROSSANO-
COSENZA ITALY. 
 
R.2156: Support the Cities for Climate Protection Campaign: 
The Board adopted Resolution 2156, A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE CITIES FOR 
CLIMATE PROTECTION CAMPAIGN. 
 
R.2157: Declare surplus property: 
The Board adopted Resolution 2156, A RESOLUTION DECLARING SURPLUS PROPERTY 
OWNED BY THE VILLAGE OF CAROL STREAM. (CHECK SIGNER MACHINE-FINANCE). 
 
Regular Bills, Addendum Warrant of Bills: 
The Board approved the payment of the Regular Bills in the amount of $463,012.58. 
The Board approved the payment of the Addendum Warrant of Bills in the amount of 
$804,556.39. 
 
REGULAR MEETING: 
Assistant to the Village Manager Chris Oakley presented a Power Point demonstration of views of 
our new Sister City, Rossano-Cosenza and Mayor Ferraro explained the layout of the city and 
how the government works.  
 
REPORT OF OFFICERS: 
Trustee McCarthy thanked the Mayor for his work in obtaining this Sister City Agreement. 
Trustee Saverino  thanked everyone that attended the Community Park clean up sponsored by 
Comcast.  He said that changes are wonderful and everyone should be proud of this 
accomplishment. 
Trustee Stubbs thanked all of those that tuned out for the October Fest and to the Staff for the  
financial report. 
Trustee Gieser commented that the Oktoberfest was a great thing for family entertainment.  He 
also thanked Ross for pursuing the Sister City agreement and said that this will provide everyone 
in the Village, the organizations in the Village a good opportunity for cultural, social and 
commercial exchanges.   
Mr. Breinig thanked the Staff and the Board for making the 2005 events at Town Center a 
success.   He said that this year has had a good level of programming, and  the level of feed back 
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from the community has been excellent.  Mr. Breinig noted that this Saturday will be the Open 
House at the Water Reclamation Center and he would encourage people to come by to visit.  
There will also be Open Houses at the Fired District and the Library will be having one at their 
property on Kuhn Road.   The goal setting meetings for the Village Board will be in October 20 & 
21 from 5 to 9 p.m. at the Farmhouse.   
Mayor Ferraro welcomed Attorney Greg Matthews from Ancel, Glink. 
At 8:40 p.m. Trustee McCarthy moved and Trustee Stubbs made the second to adjourn.  The 
results of the roll call vote were: 
   

Ayes:  4 Trustees McCarthy, Gieser, Saverino & Stubbs 
  Nays:  0 

Absent: 2 Trustees Fenner and Shanahan 
 
 
 
    FOR THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
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REGULAR MEETING COMBINED PLAN COMMISSION/ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
Gregory J. Bielawski Municipal Center, Carol Stream, DuPage County, Illinois 
 
October 10, 2005  
 
 

ALL MATTERS ON THE AGENDA MAY BE DISCUSSED, AMENDED AND ACTED UPON 
 
Chairman John Bentz called the Regular Meeting of the Combined Plan Commission / 
Zoning Board of Appeals to order at 7:30 pm and directed Recording Secretary Wynne 
Progar to call the roll. 
 

Present:    Commissioners  Vora, Spink, Weiss, Michaelsen, Sutenbach and 
Bentz 

 Absent: Commissioner Hundhausen 
 Also Present: Community Development Director Glees and Recording Secretary  
   Progar 

 
MINUTES: 
Commissioner Spink moved and Commissioner Michaelsen made the second to 
approve the Minutes of the Meeting of September 26, 2005 as presented.  The results 
of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  5 Commissioners Vora, Spink, Weiss, Michaelsen &Sutenbach 
 Nays:  0 
 Abstain: 1 Commissioner Bentz 
 Absent: 1 Commissioner Hundhausen 
    
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 
 
#05151: Lakewood Homes, Inc., Fisher Farm Property, North Side of  
  North Avenue West of Gary Avenue 
  Rezoning (Upon Annexation) 
  Special Use Permit – Planned Unit Development 

 Planned Unit Development Plan – Preliminary  
 Subdivision - Preliminary 

  Continued from 9/12/05 meeting 
 
Jim Truesdell, Lakewood Homes said that several members of the design team would 
review the changes that have been made to the plan since the last meeting. 
Joe Maschek said that in regard to the landplaning changes, the  concept remains the 
same but the commercial area has been enlarged to 11 acres, the storm water 
detention area has also been enlarged to 9.7 acres to insure that the stormwater 
detention area is sized properly and designed in a way that is attractive as well.  The 
density has been reduced down to 276 units which is down from the last plan by four 
units (280) and reduced again since the first proposal of 304 units.  In regard to the 
connection to Surrey Drive, they feel that moving the connection 75 feet south of the 
original placement will allow a larger lot on the north side of the intersection.   The 
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setbacks on both the north and east property lines have remained expanded to a 
minimum of 45 ft. and almost to 80 feet in some places.  The density is about the same 
at 8.4 units and the side setbacks have been maintained at 30 ft side to side. 
Mr. Truesdell commented that the request for rezoning to B-3 has been withdrawn since 
the inquiry from a car dealership has dissolved.  Therefore the rezoning to B-2 is 
requested.  
Scott Farris, landscape architect stated that there have been three distinct changes in 
regard to the landscaping and they are the bike trail, the pond/common area and the 
foundation landscaping and streetscape design.   The overlook feature at the northeast 
corner remains and it is the trailhead of the bike path and will feature a pergola or 
overhead trellis as well as benches. 
Commissioner Hundhausen entered at this point.   
Mr. O’Malley said that the building appearances will be assembled by market sales.  He  
noted that the elevation for Unit C can be changed for a different appearance from 
building to building. He then reviewed the different floor plans that are available. 
Mr. Truesdell stated that the setbacks on the north property line are larger to 
compensate for the lack of a berm and with the planned landscape buffers it should 
provide adequate separation.  He noted that they do agree to provide curbing for the 
private drives and parking areas and that they have agreed to an easement on North 
Avenue bike path as well as adding a lighted fountain in the retention pond.   
At the call for public hearing Missy Roger said that she is concerned about the proposed 
traffic patterns and that she would like the developer to consider taking the traffic to the 
northwest to connect to Kuhn Road at McNees Road so that residents can have easier 
access to schools and parks.  In answer to the question it was determined that when the 
commercial area develops there will be a right in/right out entrance but not a traffic 
signal and there has been nothing determined about cross access of the remaining 
parcels, although the Staff has discussed the matter with this developer as well as the 
owners of the other parcels.  Ms. Rogers suggested that a pedestrian path should be 
reconsidered since this provides a venue for vandalism and as well as potential 
problems to the Water Reclamation Center.  She noted that only 11% of the proposed 
units meet the Code requirements, and she would like to see the developer reduce the 
number of units by half to meet the intent of the Code.  Ms. Rogers also asked where 
the air conditioning units would be placed.   
Mr. Glees responded to Ms. Rogers’ questions commented that there will be no 
additional traffic signals on Gary Avenue and in regard to the internal roadway network 
within the neighborhood the provision of traffic control at intersections on the local 
streets is subject to the meeting of traffic warrants as traffic develops.   The Engineering 
Department will provided what traffic controls are deemed necessary.  
In regard to the bike path on the west end of the property, Mr. Glees said that the 
determination as shown by the developer right now it is at the bridge that crosses from 
Arrowhead to the plant, but the bikeway at this point is conceptual in nature.  It is 
something that the developer has indicated that he would be amenable to providing and 
working with the Village as far as the final design is developed.  This all would be 
developed as a part of the negotiation process for the preparation of the final design 
plan.   In response to the question regarding a fence at the WRC, Mr. Glees said that 
staff has walked the sight and it is agreed that security is an issue.  In looking at how 
the existing fencing and vehicular gate could be relocated and the Public Works director 
seems satisfied that this plan would be feasible with the relocation.  To the question 
about the number of units per cluster allowed by the Code, Mr. Glees said that there are 



10-10-2005 PC 

DRAFT 3

a couple of sections of the Code that address this issue, one has to do with the number 
of units per acre, the number of acres, or the size of the land area for each given unit, 
which is a net density in terms of units per acre,  For this type of development the 
density could range anywhere from 8.04 units per acre if the units are 4 bedroom units 
to 8.7 units per acre if they are 3 bedroom units.  The developer has indicated that he is 
at 8.4 units net and most of the units appear to be three bedroom units, although unit B 
has the possibility of going to a 4 bedroom, the answer depends on how many units in 
the development wind up being 4 bedroom, if the all are, then the development would 
be too dense, but right now they are well under the Code’s density if they are all 3 
bedrooms.   
In response to the question about the size of the landscaping at planting, Mr. Farris said 
that they will definitely meet or exceed all of the minimum size requirements set out in 
the Code and the North Avenue Corridor regulations.   The location of the air 
conditioning units will not be at the rear of any of the buildings. 
Mr. Glees said that the answer to not making the street connection to northwest toward 
Kuhn Road, that staff has had discussions with the owners of the lots along North 
Avenue but there is nothing planned at this time.  A connection to Kuhn Road is being 
considered, and it might be in the form of improving McNees Drive to a public street and 
it might be in the form of an interconnection of the properties through the site as a 
private roadway.  In respect to the connection to the neighborhood, the reason staff is 
recommending that this neighborhood be connected with the existing neighborhood 
comes from several sources.  It is considered to be good planning practice that 
residential neighborhoods be connected to each other so the residents in any given 
neighborhood can easily travel to neighboring residential streets, schools, parks, library, 
churches and village services.  It provides a safer neighborhood when there is more 
than one major point of access for emergency vehicles. 
Irene Montana asked about the following issues; sidewalk connection to the adjacent 
neighborhoods, all way stop signs at the connection on Shawnee; whether the existing 
shrubs on the north side of the development would remain; if any garage doors will face 
the existing property; whether the lighting of the fountain will spill over into the 
neighborhood; and what has been done to prevent the flooding of the adjacent property 
that has been going on for years.   It was stated that all of the publicly dedicated streets 
will have sidewalks on both sides.  There will be sidewalks along the private streets in 
front of the buildings.  In regard to traffic regulating signs, any changes to existing signs 
such as yield to stop signs, will have to be determined by traffic studies.  Mr. Farris said 
that any shrubs on the adjacent property will not be touched and that shrubs and 
landscaping will be added on the developer property to enhance what is existing.  He 
also stated that there will not be any garages facing the existing properties.   Mr. Farris 
explained that the lighting on the pond will be decorative and will point straight up.  In 
regard to the flooding issue, Chairman Bentz commented that in almost every other 
development the drainage to existing properties has improved because of additional 
stormwater storage capacity.   
Mr. Glees stated that this report serves as an addendum to the report that was presented 
to the Plan Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals (PC/ZBA) at the September 12, 2005, 
meeting.  At that meeting, representatives for Lakewood Homes made a presentation 
regarding the revisions that they made to the plans in response to the comments they 
received from the Plan Commission members and residents who attended Lakewood 
Homes’ initial presentation at the July 11, 2005, PC/ZBA meeting.  Since the September 
12 PC/ZBA meeting, Lakewood representatives have had several meetings with Village 
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staff, and they have further revised the plans in response to the comments received at the 
September 12 meeting. 
 
Lakewood Homes has submitted the revised packet of bound plans attached to this 
report, including a cover letter from Jim Truesdell dated October 5, 2005, for 
consideration by the Plan Commission.  Lakewood Homes is hoping that the Plan 
Commission will be able to recommend approval of their requests for rezoning (upon 
annexation), a Special Use for Planned Unit Development, the Preliminary PUD Plan, and 
the Preliminary Plat of Subdivision, at the October 10, 2005, meeting.  In review of 
Lakewood’s current application and plans, this report will: 1) discuss the changes to the 
plans since the September 12, 2005, meeting, 2) identify the issues that staff believes 
have yet to be resolved, and 3) list the conditions that staff recommends be included 
should the Plan Commission determine to forward this matter to the Village Board for their 
consideration.  For informational purposes, if the Plan Commission chooses to forward a 
recommendation regarding Lakewood’s requests to the Village Board, the next step in the 
process would be for the Village Board to direct staff to commence negotiation of the 
annexation agreement with Lakewood representatives, which the Board would typically 
do if they are generally in support of the development plans.  Once staff has negotiated 
the annexation agreement with the applicant to a mutually acceptable condition, all of the 
applicant’s requests will be scheduled for review and action by the Village Board at a 
future Village Board meeting.  If the Village Board approves the annexation, annexation 
agreement, and Lakewood’s other development requests, the applicant would 
subsequently need to file applications for Final Planned Unit Development Plan approval, 
North Avenue Corridor Review, Final Plat of Subdivision, and a Sign Code Variation.   
 
This section of the report will identify and discuss the changes that Lakewood has made 
to the plans since their last presentation to the PC/ZBA at the 9/12/05 meeting.  This 
section will also address any previous questions that staff can more fully answer at this 
time. 
 
1. Zoning upon annexation – Lakewood initially requested that the commercial area 
be zoned B-2 General Retail District upon annexation to Carol Stream.  During the 
process of attempting to market the commercial site, Lakewood was contacted by an 
automobile dealership that expressed possible interest in the site.  Since such a use 
would have required a zoning classification of B-3 Service District in order for it to be a 
permitted use, Lakewood amended its request for the commercial site zoning to B-3.  
However, interest by the automobile dealer has since faded, and Lakewood 
representatives and Village staff agree that the B-2 General Retail District zoning 
classification is most appropriate for the site, given the nature of the permitted and 
special uses in that District.  By contrast, the B-3 Service District allows some uses that 
staff believes would be less desirable for this site.  Furthermore, the vast majority of the 
land on the north side of North Avenue between Lakewood’s commercial site and Kuhn 
Road is zoned B-2 General Retail District.  As a result of these factors, Lakewood 
Homes is once again requesting B-2 General Retail District zoning for the commercial 
site, and staff concurs with this zoning request.  If a desirable use requiring B-3 District 
zoning comes forward in the future, the Plan Commission and Village Board can 
consider a request for rezoning based upon the merits of the proposal at that time.    
 
2. Street network connectivity – During the course of the review of Lakewood’s 
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requests, there has been considerable discussion regarding the number and location of 
street connections to the existing residential street network.  Based upon several 
factors, including the layout of Lakewood’s land plan, the location of the existing streets, 
and the information provided in the traffic study, staff supports the current proposed 
design which includes a connection to Surrey Drive through the creation of a T-
intersection at Surrey Drive, about 260 feet south of Shawnee Drive.  This design 
includes the previous staff recommendation that the street connection be moved 75 feet 
to the south.  Final design work will determine the optimal configuration of the 
connection to ensure the best possible sight distance and the type of traffic control 
device(s) that will be installed, but staff expects that the final design will be very close to 
the configuration that is shown on the Preliminary PUD Plan. 
 
3. Commercial area size – As Lakewood has made revisions to the plans during the 
review of this project, the size of the commercial area has continually fluctuated.  As the 
project design continued to be refined, staff noted and objected to a gradual decrease in 
the size of the commercial area.  With the most current plan submittal, Lakewood has 
restored the size of the commercial area to 11 acres, which staff finds to be acceptable.  
Staff recommends as a condition that the minimum size of the commercial area should 
be 11 acres.   
 
4. Number of units/density – The current plan has eliminated four additional units, 
and the total unit count for the development now stands at 276.  This is down 28 units 
from 304 units as shown on the applicant’s initial concept plan for this site, and down 
from the 280 units on the plan presented at the September 12 Plan Commission 
meeting.  The net density for the proposed development has actually increased since 
the last plan despite the decrease in the number of units, from 8.0 to 8.4 dwelling units 
per acre.  This slight increase in density is attributed to Lakewood increasing the size of 
the commercial land area, decreasing the size of the residential land area, and further 
refining the design of the storm water management facility.  However, staff finds the 
density and unit count to be acceptable, largely due to the overall building separation, 
setbacks, and the sizeable open space areas provided within the development. 
 
5. Residential architecture – One of the most challenging issues with respect to this 
project in staff’s view has been the residential architectural design.  Lakewood has 
continued to tweak the architectural elevations for the residential units, and staff 
supports some of the changes made up to this point, including lowering the rooflines 
that face the existing residential neighborhoods.  The current revision adds a side-load 
garage option for the Unit C plan that faces the public streets in many locations.  Staff 
notes that this will provide some additional variety in the streetscape, especially along 
the north and east streets in the development, where there is a preponderance of Unit C 
elevations facing the street.  Lakewood has revised the plans to show which units will 
have the side-load garage option, and an elevation plan showing some of the typical 
building details has also been provided. 
 
 We have noted the steps the applicant has taken to attempt to address the 
previous comments provided by the Plan Commission and staff with respect to 
architecture.  However, staff believes that improvement is still needed, and Plan 
Commission members have previously stated that they thought that the architecture 
would be more upscale in appearance.  Staff’s concern regarding the architecture is 
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generally based upon our observation that there is an overall lack of a theme or 
discernable character with the current proposed architecture.  We will elaborate on this 
issue in the next section of the report 
 
6. Bike path/amenity feature – Since the last meeting, Lakewood has refined their 
plans with respect to the proposed bike path and amenity feature in the general vicinity 
of the storm water management facility.  Lakewood agrees to install a 10-foot wide 
asphalt path from their development to the existing bridge that crosses Klein Creek 
connecting to Arrowhead Trail.  Lakewood also agrees to relocate fencing as necessary 
within the Village’s Water Reclamation Center (WRC), through which a portion of the 
path will pass, preserve quality trees while thinning invasive species, and enhance the 
creek bank.  Several Village staff members recently walked the area of the proposed 
bike path on the WRC property, and while there are areas where space is limited and 
there are security concerns that will need to be addressed through the installation of 
fencing, staff believes that the bike path is feasible.  For your information, the specific 
details regarding Lakewood’s obligations with respect to bike path improvements will be 
negotiated as part of the annexation agreement.  Also for your information, the 
pedestrian path/sidewalk network and bike path connection are required components of 
the Residential Planned Unit Development standards.  In this area, staff believes that 
Lakewood is meeting the intent of the PUD standards.      
 
With respect to the amenity feature in the area of the storm water management facility 
(pond), the plan presented at the September 12 Plan Commission meeting included a 
“pond overlook feature” in the form of a gazebo.  In discussions with the developer since 
that meeting, staff has suggested that the amenity feature should be one that is not only 
attractive from a visual standpoint, but one that also serves a function.  To this end, staff 
suggested that Lakewood consider constructing a decorative bridge over a portion of 
the east end of the storm water pond, as part of the bike path link.  In staff’s view this 
would be a highly visible and functional design element, rather than a gazebo that may 
go largely unused.  Lakewood responded by providing a second wooden pergola 
feature with decorative metal fencing and two decorative benches, similar to the pergola 
that would be constructed at the west end of the central open space area.  Lakewood 
has stated that due to grading design issues, it is not possible to provide a bridge over 
the east end of the pond.  While staff believes that it is actually possible to design a 
bridge that would work within the expected engineering constraints, we acknowledge 
that it could be an expensive undertaking that could necessitate changes to the land 
plan.  One other idea that staff has for an amenity feature in this area would be for there 
to be a boardwalk-type structure at the far east end of the pond, that could tie into the 
bike path link.  Again, this type of feature would not only have a significant visual 
impact, but it would also serve a purpose and actually be used by community and 
Village residents.  Staff encourages the Plan Commission to comment as to whether the 
proposed pergola feature is acceptable, or whether a more useful design feature, such 
as a boardwalk or faux bridge, should be pursued. 
 
As a note, Lakewood has agreed to provide both an aerator and a fountain in the storm 
water management pond, and they have further agreed that the fountain will be lighted. 
 
7. Project details – There are a few aspects of the plans that fall under the “project 
details” heading which have been revised since the last submittal.  One of these 



10-10-2005 PC 

DRAFT 7

aspects involves the increased use of Lannon Stone throughout the development as a 
decorative feature that will provide an attractive, unified design element within the 
development.  Lakewood has agreed to provide Lannon Stone in many areas 
throughout the development, and staff is satisfied with Lakewood’s commitments in this 
regard.  A second item falling under the project details heading is staff’s request that 
protective curbing be provided around the landscaped areas within and adjacent to the 
private driveways.  Lakewood has agreed to provide curbing in the appropriate areas, 
and is working with the Engineering Services Department to determine those areas. 
 
 
 
Remaining Issues to be Resolved 
 
This section presents the issues that, in staff’s opinion, still require additional revisions 
or discussion.  In this section, we will present each item, provide pertinent background 
information, and suggest the manner or timeframe in which each issue could be 
resolved. 
 
1. Architecture – As discussed in the first section of this report, it is staff’s position 
that the residential architecture still does not meet the Village’s expectations.  Our 
biggest concerns are that there is no discernable theme or character for the 
architecture, and that the architecture, as proposed, may have difficulty meeting the 
Anti-Monotony Code standards.  The applicant has been receptive to making 
enhancements to the architecture as requested by staff, but at this point, staff’s 
concerns with the architecture have more to do with the general architectural design as 
opposed to the fine details.   
 
Lakewood has expressed a willingness to continue working on the architectural design, 
and staff notes that there are ample remaining opportunities for Lakewood to modify the 
architecture moving forward.  For example, Lakewood could submit revised architecture 
during the review of the annexation agreement, and of course, Lakewood will be 
required to submit architectural elevations that the Plan Commission will review during 
the North Avenue Corridor Review process.  As such, we do not believe that the staff 
concerns with respect to architecture should prevent the Plan Commission from 
forwarding this matter to the Village Board for their consideration, since there are 
opportunities for the final architectural design to be improved upon.  With respect to 
compliance with the Anti-Monotony Code standards, the Village has the ability to be 
flexible in the application of these standards, and may be willing authorize some 
flexibility through the negotiation of the annexation agreement, provided that the 
applicant offers architecture that is of acceptable quality. 
 
2. Curbing of private driveways – As indicated, Lakewood has agreed to provide 
protective curbing for portions of the private roadways, so as to minimize the 
opportunities for illegal parking as well as damage to landscaping.  Lakewood is working 
with the Engineering Services Department to determine the type and location of curbing 
that will be most appropriate.  Community Development staff will ultimately require a 
plan illustrating the locations at which protective curbing will be required.  Again, this is 
not an issue that should prevent the Plan Commission from forwarding this matter to the 
Village Board for their consideration. 
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3. Storm water pond feature – As we have discussed, the amenity feature in the 
area of the storm water pond has changed from a gazebo to a pergola, with staff 
suggesting that a more useful feature be provided, such as a bridge or boardwalk 
structure at the east end of the pond.  Staff requests that the Plan Commission attempt 
to come to a consensus with respect to the type of feature that they feel would be most 
appropriate and provide that direction to the applicant.  When the specific type of 
feature that will be constructed is resolved, the Plan Commission will have an 
opportunity to review the fine details of that feature during the Final PUD Plan review 
process. 
 
4. Berming along the north perimeter – At the September 12 meeting, a resident 
expressed a concern and asked a question as to why the development plans indicated 
that a berm was planned for installation along the east perimeter of the project but not 
along the north perimeter.  The explanation as to why the plans do not have a berm 
along the north perimeter has to do with the location of an existing sanitary sewer pipe 
along the north property line of Lakewood’s proposed development.  Because of its 
location in close proximity to the treatment plant, this 33-inch diameter trunk sanitary 
sewer line is already quite deep in the ground.  The Village recommends against the 
construction of a berm above the existing sanitary sewer, as this would only make future 
access to the sewer line, for purpose of repair or replacement, more difficult and 
expensive.  According to the Village Engineer, it is highly likely this sewer main will 
eventually need some sort of maintenance, repair or rehabilitation, as it is old, deep and 
susceptible to hydrogen sulfide corrosion.  It is also important to note that the landscape 
materials proposed for installation in the area of the north perimeter should provide very 
good screening between the adjacent residential uses.  In response to the question as 
to why the previous application for warehouse buildings on this property was able to 
accommodate a berm, the explanation is that the R&D District Zoning Code regulations 
required a minimum 100-foot building setback and landscape buffer area.  Further, the 
R&D District standards require an 8-foot tall berm.  Because of the much larger building 
setback, there was adequate horizontal distance to install a berm that would not have 
been located on top of the existing sanitary sewer.  Further, in the case of the 
Lakewood proposal, there is not the same need for a berm, as the Trammell Crow plan 
would have located an industrial use adjacent to a residential use, and with the 
Lakewood proposal, the adjacent uses would be similar. 
 
Ultimately, if the Public Works Director and Village Engineer determine that it would be 
acceptable for a small berm to be placed on top of the existing sanitary sewer, this is a 
detail that can be worked out at the time of final design. 
 
5. Unit C side-load garages – Lakewood just submitted the new plan for a side-
loaded Unit C residential floor plan.  While staff appreciates the increased variety that 
this will bring to the streetscape, a cursory review of sheet 2 of the Preliminary PUD 
Plan would seem to indicate that side-load garage units would not have enough room 
on their driveways outside of the garage door to park cars without interfering with the 
private drives leading to the other individual driveways.  This could result in partial 
blockage of the private drives, and potentially causes concerns in the area of 
emergency vehicle access.  Staff supports a design that ensures safe emergency 
vehicle access as well as streetscape variety, and we encourage the applicant to 
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present such a plan or demonstrate that the current plan will be workable. 
 
6. Landscaping adjacent to commercial site – Staff suggests that the landscaping 
be enhanced in front of the two residential buildings on the east side of the public street 
entering off of North Avenue, since there will ultimately be a commercial development 
on the west side of the street, across from these two buildings.  This is a plan revision 
that can be accommodated during the Final PUD and North Avenue Corridor Review. 
 
7. Engineering issues – While there are still engineering design issues to be 
resolved, the Village Engineer is satisfied that the project is feasible and buildable as 
proposed.  It is not expected that the Final Engineering Plans would be approved at this 
time; in fact, such plans are not usually approved until just prior to the commencement 
of project construction.  As such, the Village Engineer would not be opposed to the Plan 
Commission voting this project forward to the Village Board. 
 
Summary: 
As presented in this report, there are a few specific items regarding which staff is 
encouraging the Plan Commission to provide direction.  Those items include the Plan 
Commission’s satisfaction with and recommendations regarding the current residential 
architecture, and the Plan Commission’s expectations for the storm water pond amenity 
feature (pergola, gazebo, boardwalk, bridge, or perhaps something else).  The Plan 
Commission’s input regarding these two items will be useful to the developer and staff 
as this project moves forward.  Of course, the Plan Commission is encouraged to 
provide feedback on any other aspect of the development proposal as well. 
 
At this time, staff believes that the plans are in an acceptable form for forwarding to the 
Village Board.  In the interest of keeping this project moving forward, and because we 
believe that the developer has made most of the changes to the plans that they are 
willing to make at this time, staff believes that the most appropriate course of action is 
for the Plan Commission to provide a recommendation regarding the developer’s 
requests to the Village Board.  For those items that are yet to be resolved, staff believes 
that there is ample opportunity for those issues to be addressed either through the 
negotiation of the annexation agreement, or during the Final PUD and North Avenue 
Corridor Review.  Staff can support the applicant’s requests for rezoning (upon 
annexation), Special Use for Planned Unit Development, the Preliminary PUD Plan, and 
the Preliminary Plat of Subdivision, subject to the conditions noted in the 
Recommendation section of this report. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends approval of the rezoning upon annexation to R-4 General Residence 
District for the residential area and B-2 General Retail District for the commercial area.  
Staff also recommends approval of the Special Use for Planned Unit Development, the 
Preliminary Planned Unit Development Plan, and the Preliminary Plat of Subdivision, 
subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. That the minimum size of the commercial area shall be 11 buildable acres; 
 

2. That the developer must install traffic signals at the North Avenue intersection; 
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3. That the street connection to Surrey Drive must meet applicable engineering 

design standards; 
 

4. That the three new infill lots that will be created on the west side of Surrey Drive 
must meet the standards of the R-3 One-Family Residence District, which is the 
zoning of the existing adjacent residential properties, as well as the prevailing 
Planned Unit Development standards approved for the Park Hill subdivision; 

 
5. That no accessory structures, including but not limited to decks, sheds and 

patios, are permitted to be constructed by individual unit owners upon the 
common property within the development; 

 
6. That the architectural design for the residential buildings shall be revised and 

finalized to the mutual satisfaction of the Village and the developer at the time of 
Final Planned Unit Development Plan and North Avenue Corridor Review; 

 
7. That the developer shall provide some type of amenity feature in the vicinity of 

the storm water retention pond, the final configuration and details of which will be 
agreed upon at the time of Final Planned Unit Development Plan Review; 

 
8. That all individual dwelling unit driveways, including those for the Unit C side-load 

garage floor plan, shall provide driveways that are a minimum of 20 feet in 
length.  The 20-foot dimension must be independent of the through drive lane, so 
as to ensure that parked vehicles will not encroach into the common access 
drives; 

9. That additional landscape materials be added to the plan on the west side of the 
two residential buildings on the east side of the main entry drive off of North 
Avenue, so as to enhance the buffering between these units and the future 
commercial development; 

 
10. That the plant materials shown on the landscape plan must be installed at the 

size and height shown on the plan, and that the materials must be maintained in 
a neat and healthy condition, with dead or dying materials being replaced on an 
annual basis; 

 
11. That the storm water pond must contain at least one decorative, lighted fountain 

in addition to an aerator; 
 

12. That the storm water management facilities must be designed so as to be 
expandable and available to the properties to the west; 

13. That the developer must use his best efforts to secure a viable commercial 
developer for the 11 acre commercial site; 

 
14. That the developer submit an acceptable plan to the Village that demonstrates 

the type and location of protective curbing along the private driveways; 
 

15. That the private drives shall be properly signed to indicate no parking; 
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16. That all of the private courts within the development must have unique names 
assigned prior to the approval of the annexation agreement, to allow for proper 
addressing and evaluation of emergency response considerations; 

 
17. That the applicant agrees not to seek to alter the retention basin slopes if it is 

determined that additional storm water volume is required; 
 

18. That the water main along North Avenue shall be extended to the west 
approximately 400 feet at which location it would connect into the Village’s 
existing system (cost of this improvement to be negotiated through the 
annexation agreement); 

 
19. That the developer will provide a security fence, of a height and design 

acceptable to Village staff, along the bike path through the Water Reclamation 
Center property, and that the developer agrees to trim, relocate or remove trees 
and brush to make room for the path; 

 
20. That the developer agrees to make other modifications on the Water 

Reclamation Center property as deemed necessary by the Village to allow for the 
bike path to be constructed, and that the developer agrees to make the 
necessary modifications to the bridge crossing Klein Creek to make it safe for 
bicyclists and pedestrians; 

 
21. That the applicant agrees to remove the current gate at the west end of the Klein 

Creek bridge and construct a new gate to accommodate the bike path as well as 
the security needs for the Water Reclamation Center property; 

 
22. That the development must in all ways comply with the applicable codes and 

standards of the State, County, and Village.  
 
Commissioner Weiss asked the petitioner if the developer is willing to cooperate with 
the other owners of the property along North Avenue to develop an access between this 
property and Kuhn Road since he believes that it would be most beneficial to all 
residents.  Mr. Truesdell said that they would consider this.  Commissioner Weiss 
commented that the density of the project  is still bothersome even though it may meet 
Codes, it still has the appearance of being overly dense.  He also asked what is 
permitted in the B-2 district and Mr. Glees said that B-2 is general retail and it includes 
retail stores, some service uses and it is distinguished from B-3  which provides for 
more intense uses that might not be the most appropriate adjacent to residential 
development.  Commissioner Weiss said that he would like to have the commercial 
development be designated as sale tax generating businesses Mr. Glees said that  
there is no contemplation at this time to place any restrictions on the development over 
and above the permitted and special uses in the B-2 District.   In regard to the question 
of the elevations it was stated that one elevation denotes the use of brick and the other 
stone masonry.  Commissioner Weiss said that he would like to see areas for seating 
around the pond area.  He also stated that he had hoped that this area would develop 
as high end single family dwellings or a the very least a combination of town homes and 
single family homes priced as move up home to current residents.  
Commissioner Hundhausen asked if the sidewalks of the new development will tie into 
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the adjacent existing neighborhood.  It was stated that after review it was determined to 
provide two areas for pedestrian connection.   The first is the Surrey Drive connection 
where the sidewalks will be interconnected on both side of the street.  The second 
would be the bicycle path that will begin at the bridge and will connect the neighborhood 
on the western side.  Mr. Truesdell said that they will continue to work with staff to 
optimize the development of this path but there are definite engineering difficulties. 
Commissioner Sutenbach asked where the bridge would be located and it was stated 
that if it can be developed it would be toward northeastern corner of the detention pond.  
It was noted that the developer says it would be better to develop the path around so 
that it goes around the edge of the pond and tied into the overlook features.  This 
decision will be made during the final design stages of the PUD.  Commissioner 
Sutenbach asked if two C units could be put in a four unit building and was told that a C 
unit can only be in certain limited places and all of the other units are interchangeable.  
Commissioner Spink said that she had envisioned something more grand in 
appearance for this property.  She said that these seem to be nothing more than 
oversized apartments that appear to be barracks, not high-end homes.  She said that 
this is going in the right direction, but it certainly isn’t there yet.  The entry feature looks 
nice, but there is nothing to continue that feeling throughout the development.  
Commissioner Spink commented that while there are sidewalks within the new 
community they do not exist on the other side of it.  She said that she is totally against 
the connection to Surrey and she would like to see a connection to Gary Avenue.  
Commissioner Spink asked if any of the units will be subsidized and was told no.   She 
said that she would like to see the number of units that are adjacent to the existing 
homes lowered or at least put the buildings 24 feet further away from those homes.   In 
regard to the traffic study, Commissioner Spink said that she thinks they should be re-
done since the latest for Surrey Drive was done before school was back in session 
which is no way indicative of the traffic patterns for the area.   
Commissioner Michaelsen said that he feels that developer has made some good 
strides but he feels that there is more to be done.  He noted that there isn’t an elevation 
drawing showing a 6 unit building.  He added that he feels that 6 units are too much, 
that the building is just too big and he would like to see all of those units be a maximum 
of 5 units.  This would look better as well as decrease the density of the development.   
In response to his question it was noted that no air conditioning units will be at the front 
of the buildings.  Commissioner Michaelsen said that he would like to see the developer 
look into something other than vinyl siding to go along with the brick and the stone since 
there are many more attractive options available that would be more impressive.  
Commissioner Vora asked if there was a traffic study done for Gary and North as well 
as North and Kuhn and was told that they have not been done to date.  
Chairman Bentz asked if this plan would be subject to a North Avenue Corridor Review 
and was told that it will be.  He said that he could go along with the staff 
recommendations and that he would support sending this to the Village Board for their 
approval and direction to proceed with negotiating an Annexation Agreement where a 
lot of these matters can be worked out.   
Commissioner Spink said that she does not feel comfortable with going ahead is that in 
the past proposals have been forwarded to Board with matters not complete and things 
have gotten changed and by letting this go we have set a footprint that will be worked 
from and it will be hard to make any big changes.  She said that she would like to see a 
more complete plan, showing parking and curbs and sidewalks and signs and more 
importantly a reduction in size.   
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Commissioner Weiss asked Mr. Glees to review the four requests for this matter and 
what they mean.  Mr. Glees stated that the petitioner’s request at this time include 
rezoning upon annexation to R-4 for the residential area and B-2 for the commercial 
area.  Approval of a special use for a planned unit development, approval of the 
preliminary planned unit development plan and a preliminary plat of subdivision.  At this 
time, if the Plan Commission were to make a recommendation is that the case would to 
forward to the Village Board and the only action the Village Board would be expected to 
take would be to direct staff to commence negotiation of an annexation agreement.  
Once the staff and the developer have a draft annexation agreement finalized the 
matter will come back to the Village Board for final action on the four matters that were 
detailed.  The final PUD plan and the North Avenue Corridor, and the final plat of 
subdivision approval would not happen until later on.  Staff has tried to indicate the 
things that have not quite yet been finalized and staff shares the concern that once a 
preliminary PUD plan is approved it is not that easy to change it, except that we are in 
the middle of a negotiation process.  Once the preliminary PUD is approved and the 
annexation agreement is finalized and the property annexed and the petitioner goes 
through their process of preparing a final PUD plan, it will come back here and if it is 
essentially the same as what was approved with the preliminary then the Code say that 
the Village needs to approve the final.  That is why what staff has attempted to do is to 
cover everything that is not quite firm yet in the conditions.   These conditions address 
the architecture, providing a plan for the curbing, indicating no parking signage, there 
are 22 different conditions of approval for the preliminary PUD plan to meet the 
expectations that have been offered.   
Mr. Truesdell said that they have read the staff report and are in agreement with the 
conditions that it contains.  He said that this will be a very high end product and they will 
now have to decide how to address the concerns that have been expressed and they 
will be back.   He said that they want this new product to be a success for Lakewood. 
Commissioner Sutenbach asked Commissioner Spink that since she is against the 
outlet on Surrey Drive where she feels that it could be and Commissioner Spink said 
that she believes that they could put another exit onto North Avenue if they need two 
exits.  She feels that our duty is to plan for the future and that would be to go to Kuhn 
Road.   
Commissioner Sutenbach commented that he agreed with Commissioner Michaelsen 
that the larger building should be put in behind the smaller buildings.   Commissioner 
Michaelsen also commented that he would like to see  the six unit buildings that are 
currently along North Avenue reduced down to five units.   
Mr. Truesdell commented that these buildings are set back 100 feet as well as behind a 
berm.  He said that the buildings along the entry might possibly be 5 unit buildings if 
they can find other spots in the internal development to make up for those two units.  
Mr. Truesdell said that they was to maintain the density that they have, but there are 
probably areas that can be shifted within the plan.  Commissioner Michaelsen said that 
he is looking for those units to be eliminated.   
Mr. Truesdell  said that they are running into time constraints for this development and 
asked that the recommendation be either for or against and not a continuation. 
Commissioner Spink asked just what the constraints are and was told that there is a 
date by which they have to close on the property and they need to know if they have a 
project or not.  He said that they will be back to work out all of the details if an 
annexation agreement can be negotiated. 
Commissioner Sutenbach moved and Commissioner Hundhausen made the second to 
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recommend approval of the rezoning upon annexation, approval of a special use permit 
for a Planned Unit Development, approval of the preliminary Planned Unit Development 
and approval of the preliminary subdivision plat, as presented here tonight with the 22 
staff recommendations in the staff report addendum for this meeting.   The results of the 
roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes: 4 Commissioners Weiss, Hundhausen, Sutenbach and Bentz 
 Nays: 3 Commissioners Vora, Spink and Michaelsen 
 
The petitioner was reminded that this matter will be heard by the Village Board at their 
meeting on October 18, 2005 and  was advised to attend that meeting.  
 
There was a brief recess taken at this time and Commissioner Vora asked to be 
excused at this point. 
 
#05172: Duke Construction, 121-131 E. North Avenue 
  Rezoning – I Industrial District to B-3 Service District 
  Gary Avenue Master Plan Review 
  Subdivision – Final Plat 
Johana Vargas, was sworn in as a witness in this matter. 
She explained that Lighting Direct is seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision  to 
create three lots from the existing single lot, to rezone two of the three proposed lots 
from I-Industrial to B-3 Service District and Gary Avenue Corridor Master Plan Review.  
The property is located on the northeast corner of North Avenue and Gary Avenue, with 
a warehouse under construction for  Lighting Direct.  As per a contract , if this 
subdivision is approved then Duke Realty will take back the proposed Lot 2.  Proposed 
Lot 3, just north of the existing CarQuest building will still be owned by Lighting Direct.  
Currently there is a contract for Lot 2 with MidWest Development to develop a NAPA 
auto store.  Lighting Direct does not have any plans for proposed Lot 3, but there is a 
concept plan that it may developed as some type of retail use.  At issue with the 
property has been access and it was brought up during the Gary Avenue Corridor 
Review.  At that time Duke did not want to subdivide the property because they felt that 
it was going to delay the major development of the warehouse.  At that time, the 
contract for the NAPA development was not something definite.  Now they are 
requesting subdivision and the Village still has a problem with cross access on the 
property.  One of the alternatives is that Lot 2 can now get full access, and because of 
the location and the full median on Gary Avenue, DuPage County will only give a right 
in/right out access.  They did get full access through Lighting Direct and therefore Lot 3 
will have a share of that full access, however, lot 2, being next to CarQuest could only 
have access through the Lighting Direct parcel.  The other request was whether they 
can ask CarQuest to give us shared access because that lot has full access.  CarQuest 
said that they would give cross access on their property only with the provision that a 
competing business not be established on the property.  NAPA is the only company in 
four years to show interest in this property in four years.  Ms. Vargas said the Village 
Planner Don Bastian recommended that Lighting Direct swap Lot 3 for Lot 2 and the 
company is considering this and will have a decision in approximately two weeks.   
There were no comments or questions from those in attendance at the call for public 
hearing. 
Mr. Glees said that the applicant is requesting approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to 
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create three lots from the existing single lot in accordance with Section 7-2-6 of the 
Subdivision Code, rezoning upon subdivision for two of the three proposed lots from I 
Industrial District to B-3 Service District in accordance with Section 16-15-7 of the Zoning 
Code, and Gary Avenue Corridor Master Plan Review in accordance with Section 16-5-6(G)(2) of 
the Zoning Code.   
 
 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

 
Johana Vargas of Duke Construction is requesting approval of a zoning change for two 
proposed lots, Gary Avenue Corridor Master Plan Review and Final Plat of Subdivision to 
create three lots from an existing single lot for the approximate 10.5-acre property located 
generally at the northeast corner of Gary and North Avenues.  Earlier this year, the Plan 
Commission and Village Board approved the Gary and North Avenue Corridor Review, 
setback variations and a special use for retail sales for the 171,090 square foot office, 
warehouse and retail showroom building currently under construction on the property.  At 
this time, Duke Construction has filed an application to rezone two proposed outlots along 
Gary Avenue from I Industrial District to B-3 Service District.  As required by the Gary 
Avenue Corridor regulations, Duke has also filed an application and plan for Gary Avenue 
Corridor Master Plan Review.  Finally, to create the two proposed outlots, Duke is 
requesting approval of the Final Plat of Lighting Direct Resubdivision. 
 
Rezoning and Subdivision: 
 
Duke Construction has filed an application to subdivide the approximate 10.5-acre 
property into three lots, and to rezone two of those lots from I Industrial District to B-3 
Service District.  Exhibits A and B show the proposed lot configuration.  Lot 1, which will 
measure 9.25 acres, is the property that the 171,000 square foot Lighting Direct building is 
currently being constructed upon.  Lot 1 will retain the I Industrial District zoning 
classification.  Lots 2 and 3, proposed to measure 0.61 and 0.60 acres, respectively, will 
function as outlots along Gary Avenue.  Duke Construction is requesting that these lots be 
rezoned to B-3 Service District.   
With respect to the requested rezoning, we note that the Future Land Use Plan 
recommends a commercial land use for the entire 10.5-acre site.  Since the Village has 
already approved the Lighting Direct development on proposed Lot 1, we do not object to 
Lot 1 retaining an I Industrial District zoning classification, as planned by the applicant.  
Regarding the requested B-3 Service District zoning classification for Lots 2 and 3, staff 
supports the proposed zoning change.  Although the lots are small in size, at 
approximately 0.60 acres apiece, the commercial zoning and subdivision will create 
developable commercial lots along Gary Avenue.  As such, staff supports the requested 
rezoning of proposed Lots 2 and 3 from I Industrial District to B-3 Service District. 
In evaluating the proposed subdivision, the most important objective from the Village’s perspective 
is to make certain that proposed Lots 2 and 3 will be viable commercial lots that will attract quality 
development in the future.  The most significant issue related to the commercial property viability, 
which the Village has consistently noted dating back to the review of the Lighting Direct project, is 
the issue of vehicular access.  During the review of the Lighting Direct project, the Village strongly 
recommended that the subdivision and rezoning requests for the entire 10.5-acre property should 
have been included in the initial Lighting Direct application, which was filed by Duke Construction.  
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In this way, the Village and Duke could have worked together at that time to properly plan for the 
coordinated development of the entire site, including proper vehicular access for the property for 
which Duke is now requesting rezoning and subdivision.  In response to the Village’s 
recommendation that the rezoning and subdivision requests be made concurrent with the other 
requests for the Lighting Direct building, Duke indicted that they preferred not to make those 
requests at that time, due to a concern that the subdivision process would slow the review and 
approval process for the Lighting Direct building.  Regarding that issue, Duke stated that at the 
time that they chose to pursue subdivision, they would have had enough time to fully review the 
access issue and come to some resolution that all parties could agree on. 

 

In an effort to accommodate Duke’s development commitments, the Village allowed the review of 
the Lighting Direct building to proceed.  However, staff continued to stress the importance of the 
access issues that would exist at the time that the two 0.6-acre properties were subdivided.  The 
Village’s position regarding the importance of the access issue was reflected in Ordinance 2005-
05-23, which approved the Special Use for Lighting Direct, and which includes a condition stating 
that, “the applicant shall be required to explore all reasonable options for obtaining cross access 
through the CarQuest property for the future outlot parcel, demonstrate their efforts in this regard 
to the Village, and implement a cross access plan if at all possible.”  

 
As seen on Exhibits A and B, Duke is providing cross access easements across the entire 
width of proposed Lots 2 and 3.  The cross access easements extend to the north and 
south property lines for both lots; note that the existing CarQuest Auto Parts store is 
located on the lot immediately between proposed Lots 2 and 3.  As seen in the two pieces 
of correspondence attached to this report from Andrew James of Duke and Thomas Hines 
of CarQuest, CarQuest is not willing to grant cross access across their property if the 
neighboring development will be for a competing use.  As stated in her August 30, 2005, 
cover letter, Johana Vargas indicates that Duke has a contract to sell Lot 2, which is 
immediately south of CarQuest, for development as a Napa Auto Parts store.    
 
The reason that Village staff has consistently stressed the importance of coordinated 
vehicular access is because Lot 2 will only be able to have a right-in/right-out access 
configuration on Gary Avenue, due to the existing raised median that separates the north- 
and southbound traffic lanes on Gary Avenue in front of proposed Lot 2.  Most retail users 
attempt to maximize vehicular access to their sites, and access limited to a single right-
in/right out configuration, as would be the case for proposed Lot 2, is not optimal.  For this 
reason, staff encouraged Duke to work with CarQuest to obtain a cross access easement 
across their property, so that the eventual user of Lot 2 would have access to the full 
access point onto Gary Avenue located at the entrance to CarQuest.  The Village is aware 
that Duke negotiated with Napa some time ago for their planned purchase of proposed Lot 
2.  These factors all relate back to the Village’s expressed preference that the cross 
access and subdivision issues be resolved at the time that the Lighting Direct project was 
under review, as there would have been more options available at that time for creating a 
plan that maximized vehicular access. 
 
In an effort to leave open the possibility that cross access could be provided through the 
CarQuest site at some time in the future, the Village requested that cross access 
easements be provided through Lots 2 and 3, and Duke (owner of Lot 2) and Lighting 
Direct (owner of Lot 3) have agreed to provide cross access easements.  Given the 
competitive nature of the proposed use for Lot 2, this may be the best resolution that can 
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be achieved regarding vehicular access at this time.  However, staff believes that there 
are two remaining options that could still allow for the best possible vehicular access.  
First, note that proposed Lot 2, owned by Duke, and proposed Lot 3, owned by Lighting 
Direct LLC, are virtually identical in size.  Lot 3 will have access to a full access point onto 
Gary Avenue through Lighting Direct’s Gary Avenue access.  Staff suggests that Duke 
and Lighting Direct discuss the possibility of swapping ownership of Lots 2 and 3, or that 
Lighting Direct consider selling their proposed Lot 3 to Napa for their planned auto parts 
store development.  In this way, the Napa store could have access to a full access point 
on Gary Avenue, and proposed Lot 2 would not be developed by a competing use.  Under 
this plan, CarQuest would likely be willing to allow cross access through their site for a 
future non-competing Lot 2 development.  In this way, all of the businesses, both existing 
and proposed, along this section of Gary Avenue would have access to a full access point 
as opposed to only a right-in/right out.  The second option would be for Duke to market 
proposed Lot 2 to a use that does not compete with CarQuest.  Staff encourages Duke 
and Lighting Direct to discuss these options and for the applicant to report back to the 
Plan Commission and staff regarding their viability.  
 
Based upon the review of the Community Development and Engineering Services 
Departments, the subdivision plat is approvable with respect to the information contained 
on the plat.  However, whether the Village will ultimately be inclined to approve the plat 
depends on the resolution of the vehicular cross access issue, as discussed in more detail 
in the Recommendation section of this report. 
  
Gary Avenue Corridor Master Plan Review:    
 
Because the applicant is proposing to subdivide the existing 10.5-acre property and create 
lots of less than five acres in size, the Plan Commission must review a master plan for the 
overall development.  Section 16-5-6(G)(2) of the Gary and North Avenue Corridor 
standards reads as follows: 
 
“Whenever a person owns or controls property and seeks to subdivide that property and 
create one or more new parcels of land that are less than five acres in size, the owner 
shall be required to present and receive approval of a master plan which shows the 
manner in which the parcel from which the new parcels are being created is proposed to 
be developed.  A master site plan shall show all proposed parcel sizes, building locations, 
parking areas and locations, and access.  Particular attention shall be given to access 
patterns.”  (Emphasis added.) 
 
The plan titled “Concept Site Plan” (Exhibit B) is intended to serve as the Master Site Plan 
for the purposes of satisfying the requirements of Section 16-5-6(G)(2).  For informational 
purposes, it is not expected that the Master Site Plan should be a highly detailed plan, but 
rather, as the Zoning Code language states, the plan should generally show how the 
parcels could be developed, including the building locations, parking areas, and access.  
The Village has already approved the site plan for proposed Lot 1, which is the Lighting 
Direct property, so the staff evaluation in this section will focus on proposed Lots 2 and 3. 
 
Proposed Lots 2 and 3, at 0.61 and 0.60 acres, respectively, would be located 
immediately adjacent to Gary Avenue, with Lot 2 on the south side of the existing 
CarQuest Auto Parts store and Lot 3 on the north side of CarQuest.   Exhibit A shows the 
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manner in which each lot could be developed, with each lot shown to have a single stand 
alone building with a traditional parking area in front of each building.  Given the small size 
of each lot, staff does not object to the conventional layout of the site plans.  For Lots 2 
and 3 to be developed as shown, parking lot setback variations would need to be 
approved, as the parking areas are shown to be set back only 10 feet from the front 
property line as opposed to 30 feet as required.  The parking lot setback as shown would 
match the existing parking lot setback on the CarQuest property.  For there to be a chance 
for vehicular cross access between the four commercial outlots along Gary Avenue to 
work in the future, it is necessary for the drive aisles on the adjoining properties to line up.  
As such, staff does not object, at this time, to what would likely be a future request for a 
variation to reduce the front parking setback from 30 feet down to 10 feet.  Locating the 
parking closer to Gary Avenue would also allow more room for building area.  With the 
reduced parking setback, staff would still expect the landscape point value and 
greenspace requirements of the Gary Avenue Corridor standards to be met.  Ultimately, 
the size of the buildings may need to be reduced to some degree to achieve the code 
standards related to required parking, greenspace, and landscape material point values. 
 
The main issue for consideration through the Gary Avenue Corridor Master Plan Review 
again centers upon the issue of vehicular access.  It should be noted that the access point 
shown on the Concept Site Plan (Exhibit A) appears to be a full access point for Lot 2 onto 
Gary Avenue; as discussed, because of the raised median on Gary Avenue in front of this 
property, DuPage County will only allow a right-in/right-out access for Lot 2.  The access 
point shown at Gary Avenue for Lot 2 on the Master Plan should be changed to reflect a 
right-in/right-out configuration.  Given the discussion already provided regarding vehicular 
cross access in the Rezoning and Subdivision section of this report, we will not discuss 
this issue once again in detail.  We would suggest that the applicant discuss the feasibility 
of the land swap idea mentioned in this report, as it would seem to be one of the few 
remaining options for accomplishing proper access for all four of the commercial parcels 
along Gary Avenue.  Another option would be for Duke to remarket the property for a use 
that would not be a direct competitor to CarQuest.  If this were done, CarQuest has 
expressed receptiveness to providing cross access.  The applicant should be prepared to 
discuss its position with respect to these two options, as related to the Village’s objective 
of providing the best possible access to the existing and proposed commercial outlots 
along Gary Avenue. 
 
If the Plan Commission finds the Gary Avenue Master Plan to be satisfactory in terms of 
the proposed parcel sizes, building locations, parking areas and locations, and vehicular 
access, they should approve the Plan subject to a condition that the access point for 
proposed Lot 2 be changed to a right-in/right-out.  If the Plan Commission finds the Gary 
Avenue Master Plan to be unacceptable for one or more reasons, they should indicate 
those reasons to the applicant so that they can consider making changes to the plan. 
 
Summary: 
Staff supports the requested rezoning from I Industrial District to B-3 Service District for 
proposed Lots 2 and 3.  Regarding the subdivision and Gary Avenue Corridor Master Plan 
Review, staff encourages discussion among the applicant and Plan Commission regarding 
the options of either swapping land parcels with Lighting Direct, or pursuing a non-
competitive use for proposed Lot 2, so as to allow for an optimal vehicular access design 
to be accomplished. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff has no objection to the rezoning for proposed Lots 2 and 3 from I Industrial District to 
B-3 Service District.  With respect to the requests for subdivision and Gary Avenue 
Corridor Master Plan Review, staff is unable to recommend approval of either request for 
the following reasons: 
 

1. The applicant rejected the Village’s repeated recommendation that the issue of 
vehicular access should have been resolved at the time of the review of the Lighting 
Direct project.  Had Duke followed the Village’s recommendation, there would have 
been several more options available with respect to the resolution of the access 
issue.  Instead, with few remaining options now available, the Village is being asked 
to approve an inferior plan that does not provide the best possible access to the 
commercial properties; 

2. The Gary Avenue Corridor Master Plan, as submitted, is not a plan that can be 
approved because the plan shows a full access to Gary Avenue for proposed Lot 2.  
DuPage County will not approve a full access at this location because of the raised 
barrier curb median in the middle of Gary Avenue.  The presence of this median 
bolsters staff’s position that cross access across the four commercial outlots along 
Gary Avenue is necessary. 

 
Commissioner Spink asked if a swap is going to take place and that she would like to 
see this happen.  It was noted that the decision will not be made for two weeks. 
Commissioner Sutenbach said that he agrees with the staff, he said that can approve 
the rezoning but not the subdivision plat.  There needs to be coordinated vehicular  
access to all parcels and there is more work to be done to get approval, and suggested 
that this matter be continued for two weeks until more answers are known.   
Commissioner Hundhausen concurs with staff and the other commissioners that this 
should have taken care of  before. She also noted that any further full access onto Gary 
Avenue would be dangerous.   
Commissioner Weiss said that another alternative would be to have CarQuest move to 
Lot 2 and Ms. Vargas said that they did ask if CarQuest would be interested in selling 
their property and they declined at this point in time.   
Chairman Bentz  said that he does not have a problem with the rezoning to B-3 but 
there is still work to be done. 
Commissioner Michaelsen moved and Commissioner Sutenbach made the second to 
recommend approval of the rezoning of the property from I- Industrial to B-3 Service 
District.  The results of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  6 Commissioners Spink, Weiss, Michaelsen, Hundhausen, 
    Sutenbach and Bentz 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent:  1 Commissioner Vora 
 
Commissioner Michaelsen moved and Commissioner Hundhausen made the second to 
continue the Gary Avenue Corridor Master Plan Review and the Final Plat of 
Subdivision.  The results of the roll call vote were: 
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 Ayes:  6 Commissioners Spink, Weiss, Michaelsen, Hundhausen, 
    Sutenbach and Bentz 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent:  1 Commissioner Vora 
 
 
#05242: Leopoldo Carbonara/Carbonara Construction, 300 S. Main Place 
  Special Use – Outdoor Activities and Operations, Contractor’s 

Office and Shops 
 
Anthony Bonavolonta was sworn in as a witness in this matter. He explained that the 
request if for a special use for a contractor’s office and outdoor activities and operations.  
There were no comments or questions from those in attendance at the call for public 
hearing. 
Mr. Glees said that  
Leopoldo Carbonara of Carbonara Construction has filed an application for Special Use 
approval to allow for the operation of a concrete contractor’s office and shop and to 
allow for outdoor activities and operations in the form of outdoor vehicle and equipment 
parking and storage in the Industrial District at 300 S. Main Place.  Mr. Carbonara is 
planning to purchase the 29,000 square foot property that is improved with a 2,975 
square foot building for use in his concrete construction business.  To be able to 
operate his contractor’s business with the proposed outdoor vehicle parking and 
equipment storage, Mr. Carbonara is requesting a Special Use Permit in accordance 
with Sections 16-10-2(B)(6) and (14) of the Carol Stream Zoning Code.   
 
Carbonara Construction is a concrete contractor specializing in the construction of 
curbs, gutters, and other concrete flatwork.  The business is currently located in 
Roselle, Illinois, and the business owner wishes to move the business to the 300 S. 
Main Place property in Carol Stream.  Two components of the applicant’s business are 
listed as Special Uses in the Industrial District – the contractor’s office and shop and the 
outdoor vehicle and equipment parking and storage.  As seen in the applicant’s cover 
letter dated September 7, 2005, various vehicles and materials are proposed to be 
stored outside on the property within the existing fenced area.  Specifically, the 
applicant proposes to store four flat bed lumber trucks, three skid steer machines with 
trailers, two pickup trucks, and one enclosed storage container.  Framing lumber used 
in the concrete construction process will also be stored on the property.  The building, 
which previously housed Carol Stream Automotive, an automobile repair shop, would 
be used for the company offices, storage, and for repairs to be made on their vehicles 
and equipment. 
 
Screening and Parking:   
In review of Special Use Permit requests for contractor’s offices and shops and outdoor 
activities and operations in the form of vehicle parking and equipment storage, the 
factors that typically require the most detailed evaluation by staff are the nature of the 
contractor use, the screening of the vehicle and equipment parking and storage, and the 
adequacy of overall parking for the site.  With respect to the nature of the contractor 
use, the Village is primarily concerned with making sure that the use will not have any 
negative impacts on surrounding properties.  In this case, the applicant will use the 
building for offices, storage and vehicle and equipment repair, and the site will be used 
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for vehicle parking and equipment storage.  Given that the nature of the use is not 
uncommon in this industrial area, that the applicant is proposing to make improvements 
to the site including paving the outdoor storage area and installing screening material in 
the existing fence, and also that the actual concrete work will be done off-site, staff has 
no concerns with the nature of the contractor use.  With respect to the outdoor vehicle 
parking and equipment storage, the goal of the Village has typically been to block the 
view of the outdoor equipment storage or vehicle parking from the adjacent public 
streets to the greatest extent possible.  In this case, the applicant will be storing all 
vehicles and equipment either in the building, within the fenced storage area, or within 
the storage container.  Since the applicant has agreed to install a solid Enviroscreen 
material in the fence, as seen in the attached product specification sheet, staff believes 
that the typical screening standards for the outdoor parking and storage will be met.  
Staff does have some concerns regarding the storage container proposed to be kept on 
the property on a periodic basis that will be discussed later in this report. 
 
The other primary factor that staff evaluates with outdoor business vehicle parking 
requests is the adequacy of parking for both the business vehicles and for employees.  
the Zoning Code requires 8 parking spaces based upon the office and garage/storage 
uses proposed for the building.  The site currently has 11 parking spaces.  Since the 
vehicles used in the business operation will be parked either in the building or within the 
fenced storage area, staff has no concerns with respect to the adequacy of parking on 
the property.  Staff recommends that the parking lot be re-striped in accordance with the 
Village’s looped striping standards when the applicant does the other site work.  We 
also recommend that if there will be a dumpster for the business, that either a trash 
enclosure must be constructed, or that the dumpster should be placed within the 
screened fenced area at the rear of the property.   
 
The only aspect of the applicant’s request with which staff has concerns involves the 
storage container.  In the operation of his business, the applicant uses a metal storage 
container to house miscellaneous tools and equipment.  The storage container, which 
measures 8 feet in width by 8 feet in height by 35 feet in length, is hauled to and kept at 
job sites for larger projects.  The container allows tools and equipment to be securely 
stored at job sites during off-work hours.  However, when the storage container is not at 
job sites, the applicant plans to store it within the fenced area toward the rear of the 
property. 
 
Staff’s concern with respect to the storage container being kept outdoors on the 
property on a semi-permanent basis is that in the past, the Village has typically not 
allowed metal storage containers to be used to accommodate the ongoing storage 
needs for businesses in the Industrial District.  In fact, Section 16-10-1(C) of the Zoning 
Code states, “unless permitted, all business…storage and all other activities and 
operations shall be conducted within completely enclosed buildings.”  The Village’s 
position has usually been that if additional enclosed space for storage is needed for a 
business, the business should either construct a building addition or find a larger 
building space elsewhere to accommodate their storage needs.  It is generally felt that 
corrugated metal storage containers are an eyesore that should not be used in place of 
a permanent structure.  From a Building Code compliance standpoint, the storage of 
flammable materials in the container would cause a concern.  As such, the Chief Code 
Enforcement Officer is recommending a condition that would require all flammable 
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materials to be removed from the container any time that the container is stored on the 
property.  This will require that any motorized equipment, such as a bobcat, be removed 
from the container when it is brought back to the property from a jobsite.  Further, the 
container cannot be used to store any equipment containing flammable material when it 
is parked on the property for extended periods.  Staff requests that the applicant 
indicate whether he is agreeable to this operational condition. 
 
Staff notes that the applicant’s case is somewhat different from past instances in which 
businesses have sought to maintain storage containers on their property on a 
permanent basis.  In this case, the container would sometimes be kept on the property, 
and at other times, it would be kept at the jobsite.  In one sense, the storage container 
could be thought of as just another piece of the applicant’s equipment, almost serving 
as a large toolbox, since it is used in the regular operation of the business to move tools 
and equipment from the 300 Main Place property to the jobsite.  For purpose of 
evaluation, the applicant has provided the following additional information regarding the 
container:  

• During the course of the year, the container may be gone from the premises 
anywhere from two to eight months, depending on the size of the job that the 
business is working on at the time. 

• When the container is stored at the 300 S. Main Place property, the applicant 
agrees to always place the container within the fenced area, behind the building, 
so that the container will not be visible from the street. 

• The container will be used to store and/or transport various tools and equipment, 
such as a bobcat and surveying equipment.   

 
Staff invites discussion by the Plan Commission specifically regarding the storage 
container aspect of the applicant’s request.  Again, the Village has not typically been 
willing to approve the permanent use of storage containers on industrial properties, but 
we note that this request is somewhat different in that the container will not always be 
housed on the property, and also that the container is used to transport tools and 
equipment to jobsites. 
 
Special Use: 
In review of this request, staff has considered both operational and aesthetic factors.  
From an operational standpoint, the site has adequate parking to serve the business 
use while still having room on the site for the proposed outdoor business vehicle parking 
and equipment storage area.  The property is well suited for the proposed contractor 
use since there is already a fenced storage area at the rear of the property, and also 
because the property is located within an Industrial zone with similar surrounding uses.  
From an aesthetic standpoint, the applicant is proposing to pave the fenced storage and 
parking area and install a screening material in the existing fence.  With these 
improvements, the re-striping of the parking lot, and the placement of the trash 
dumpster in a screened location, the site should meet the Village’s standards from an 
appearance standpoint.  With respect to the storage container, provided that the 
container is stored within the fenced area at the rear of the property behind the building, 
when it is not out at a jobsite, the container should not have a negative impact on the 
aesthetics of the area. 
Based upon the information discussed, staff believes that the Special Uses to allow for 
a concrete contractor’s business and for the outdoor parking and storage of vehicles 
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and equipment is reasonable, provided that the conditions in the recommendation 
section of this report are complied with.  Again, staff does not believe that the storage 
container will be detrimental to surrounding properties.  We also do not believe that the 
request to store the container on the property on a periodic basis will be precedent 
setting for future requests, unless a future request was similar to the applicant’s 
intended use which includes the container being stored off site a certain percentage of 
the time.     

 
RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends approval of the Special Use requests for a contractor’s office and 
shop and for the outdoor parking and storage of vehicles and equipment, including the 
storage container, subject to the following conditions: 
1. That all vehicles and equipment used in the business operation shall be parked 

either inside the building or within the fenced storage area, and that the gate to 
the storage area shall be kept closed at all times except when vehicles or 
equipment are being moved into or out of the fenced area; 

 
2. That the fence screening material shall be installed in the north, south and east 

sides of the fence no later than November 15, 2005; 
 
3. That when stored on the property, the storage container shall be kept within the 

fenced area and behind (to the west of) the existing building, so as to cause the 
container to not be visible from the public street; 

 
4. That when stored on the property, the storage container must be immediately 

emptied of any flammable material, including any piece of equipment or 
machinery containing flammable material (such as gasoline); 

 
5. That the fence gates shall be kept closed at all times except when vehicles or 

equipment are actively being moved into or out of the fenced area; 
 
6. That the unpaved surface within the fenced storage area shall be paved by May 

15, 2006; 
 
7. That the entire parking lot shall be striped in accordance with the Village’s looped 

parking stall striping requirements by May 15, 2006; 
 
8. That if the business utilizes a trash dumpster, it shall either be kept within the 

screened fence area, or in the alternative, a screening enclosure shall be 
constructed to block the view of the dumpster from the public street;  

 
9. That a DuPage County Storm Water Permit application, including grading and 

erosion control plans, is required to determine that storm water runoff will not 
damage adjoining properties.  

 
10. That the operation of the facility and maintenance of the site must comply with all 

state, county, and village codes and requirements.  
 
Commissioner Sutenbach asked about the size of the storage container and the 
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applicant provided pictures of it.  
Commissioner Spink asked how tall the fence would be and how tall the container is 
and it was determined that the fence is 6 feet tall and the container is 7 feet tall and it 
will always be stored within the fenced area behind the building.  There will be only one 
container. 
Commissioner Michaelsen asked if there would be diesel or gasoline storage and was 
told that there will not be.  It was also stated that there will not be any construction work 
done on the site. 
Chairman Bentz said that this is similar to many other requests and the petitioner is 
agreeing to provide adequate screening. 
Commissioner Spink moved and Commissioner Michaelsen made the second to 
recommend approval of a special use permit for outdoor activities and operation and a 
contractor’s office and shop in accordance with staff recommendations.   The results of 
the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  6 Commissioners Spink, Weiss, Michaelsen, Hundhausen, 
    Sutenbach and Bentz 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent:  1 Commissioner Vora 
 
The petitioner was advised that this matter will be heard by the Village Board at their 
meeting on October 17, 2005 and was advised to attend that meeting. 
 
Commissioner Michaelsen moved and Commissioner Spink made the second to close 
the public hearing.  The results of the roll call vote were: 
 
 Ayes:  6 Commissioners Spink, Weiss, Michaelsen, Hundhausen, 
    Sutenbach and Bentz 
 Nays:  0 
 Absent:  1 Commissioner Vora 
 
Commissioner Sutenbach moved and Commissioner Michaelsen made the second to 
adjourn at 11:00 p.m.  The motion passed by unanimous voice vote. 
 
 
                       FOR THE COMBINED BOARD 



PROCLAMATION 
 

ILLINOIS ARTS WEEK 
OCTOBER 16-22, 2005 

 
 

 WHEREAS, the arts are the embodiment of all things beautiful and 
entertaining in the world; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the arts embrace every aspect of life in Illinois, improving our 
economy, enriching our civic life and exerting a profound influence on the 
education of our children; and 
 
 WHEREAS, arts education research shows that the arts help to foster 
discipline, creativity, imagination, self-expression, and problem solving skills 
while also helping to develop a heightened appreciation of beauty and cross-
cultural understanding; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the arts summon the talents and creativity of all citizens, 
while also serving as a catalyst for economic growth and tourism; and 
 
 WHEREAS, since 1978, the Illinois Arts Council has partnered with 
artists and organizations to show support and encouragement of the arts 
through a weeklong celebration while also heightening awareness of the 
intrinsic role the arts play in our lives. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, I, ROSS FERRARO, MAYOR OF THE VILLAGE OF 
CAROL STREAM, do hereby proclaim October 16-22. 2005 as 
 

ILLINOIS ARTS WEEK 
 

in the Village and urge all residents to demonstrate their appreciation for the 
arts and the rich cultural experience it provides for our state. 
 
 SIGNED AND SEALED THIS 17TH DAY OF OCTOBER 2005. 
 
 
             
      Ross Ferraro, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
       
Janice Koester, Village Clerk 















 

 
ORDINANCE NO.     

 
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR A 

CONTRACTOR’S OFFICE AND SHOP, OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES AND OPERATIONS 
(300 S. MAIN PLACE) 

 
 WHEREAS, Leopoldo Carbonara has requested special use permits in 

accordance with Sections 16-10-2(B) (6) and (14) of the Carol Stream Zoning Code to 

allow a contractor’s office and shop and outdoor activities and operations in the I 

Industrial District; and 

 WHEREAS, the Combined Plan Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals, 

pursuant to proper notice, held a public hearing on October 10, 2005, concerning this 

request, and has recommended the special uses be granted; and 

 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities find that granting of these special uses 

would not be inconsistent with surrounding uses, nor would they be contrary to the 

intent of the Zoning Code of the Village of Carol Stream. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF CAROL STREAM, DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, IN 

THE EXERCISE OF ITS HOME RULE POWERS, as follows: 

 SECTION 1: That the property legally described in Section 1 of this Ordinance, 

commonly known as 300 S. Main Place, be granted special uses for a contractor’s 

office and shop and the outdoor parking and storage of vehicles and equipment, 

including the storage container, subject to the following conditions: 

1. That all vehicles and equipment used in the business operation shall be 
parked either inside the building or within the fenced storage area, and 
that the gate to the storage area shall be kept closed at all times except 
when vehicles or equipment are being moved into or out of the fenced 
area. 

 
2. That the fence screening material shall be installed in the north, south 

and east sides of the fence no later than November 15, 2005. 
 
3. That when stored on the property, the storage container shall be kept 

within the fenced area and behind (to the west of) the existing building, 
so as to cause the container to not be visible from the public street. 



 

 
4. That when stored on the property, the storage container must be 

immediately emptied of any flammable material, including any piece of 
equipment or machinery containing flammable material (such as 
gasoline). 

 
5. That the fence gates shall be kept closed at all times except when 

vehicles or equipment are actively being moved into or out of the fenced 
area. 

 
6. That the unpaved surface within the fenced storage area shall be paved 

by May 15, 2006. 
 
7. That the entire parking lot shall be striped in accordance with the 

Village’s looped parking stall striping requirements by May 15, 2006. 
 
8. That if the business utilizes a trash dumpster, it shall either be kept 

within the screened fence area, or in the alternative, a screening 
enclosure shall be constructed to block the view of the dumpster from 
the public street.  

 
9. That a DuPage County Storm Water Permit application, including 

grading and erosion control plans, is required to determine that storm 
water runoff will not damage adjoining properties.  

 
10. That the operation of the facility and maintenance of the site must 

comply with all state, county, and village codes and requirements.  
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
Lot 3 in Main Place Subdivision in northwest ¼ of Section 4, Township 39 
North, Range 10, East of the Third Principal Meridian, in DuPage County, 
Illinois. 
 

 SECTION 2: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after the 

passage, approval and publication in pamphlet form as provided by law, provided, 

however, that this Ordinance is executed by the owners of the subject property or 

such other party in interest, consenting to and agreeing to be bound by the terms and 

conditions contained within this Ordinance.  Such execution and delivery to the 

Village shall take place within sixty (60) days after the passage and approval of this 

Ordinance, or within such extension of time as may be granted by the corporate 

authorities by motion. 

 SECTION 3: That failure of the owner or other party in interest, or a subsequent 

owner or other party in interest, to comply with the terms of this Ordinance, after 



 

execution of said Ordinance, shall subject the owner or party in interest to the 

penalties set forth in Section 16-17-7, A and B of the Village of Carol Stream Zoning 

Code, and/or termination of the special use after notice and public hearing in 

accordance with the procedures required by statute and the Carol Stream Zoning Code 

for an amendment to the Zoning Code. 

  PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 17TH DAY OF OCTOBER  
  
  AYES:   
     
  NAYS:   
 
  ABSENT:  
 
 
            
     Ross Ferraro, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
      
Janice Koester, Village Clerk 
 
 
 
I,      , being the owner or other party of interest of the 
            (please print) 
property legally described within this Ordinance, having read a copy of the Ordinance, 
do hereby accept, concur and agree to develop and use the subject property in 
accordance with the terms of this Ordinance. 
 
            
       (Date)     (signature) 
 



 
ORDINANCE NO.     

 
AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING A 

STORMWATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

 WHEREAS, the Village of Carol Stream has engaged AMEC/Clark Dietz as 

consulting engineers to perform a Stormwater Management Program Development and 

Funding Study (the Study) to among other things explore creation of a stormwater 

utility to fund stormwater improvements in the Village; and 

 WHEREAS, the scope of services in the Study includes creation of a Stormwater 

Advisory Committee (SWAC) comprised of a cross-section of the Village including 

residents, small and large businesses, public and private institutions, developers, 

churches and neighborhood associations; and 

 WHEREAS, the SWAC will meet six to seven times over the next five to six 

months to begin public education, generate public input and provide policy advice on 

findings and recommendations of the Study; and 

 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities of the Village of Carol Stream desire to 

provide a method whereby members of the Committee shall be chosen and commence 

meeting. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF CAROL STREAM, DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS, IN 

THE EXERCISE OF ITS HOME RULE POWERS, as follows: 

 SECTION 1:  That there is hereby established a Stormwater Advisory Committee 

(SWAC).  The SWAC shall consist of no more than fifteen (15) members who shall be 

chosen by the Mayor with the advice and consent of the Board of Trustees.  The 

members of the SWAC shall receive no compensation for their participation.  The 

Mayor may select, as members of the SWAC individuals representing a cross-section of 



the Village.  Such individuals may work in but not reside in the Village, and the Mayor 

may choose SWAC members who are not Village residents.  The SWAC shall remain in 

existence through conclusion of the Study and until the Village Board determines it is 

no longer needed. 

 SECTION 2: The SWAC shall have no budget nor have any authority to 

authorize the expenditure of funds.  The SWAC shall make periodic reports to the 

Corporate Authorities on the status of the Study, its findings and recommendations.  

The SWAC shall be advisory to the Corporate Authorities and is not empowered to 

render final decisions on the Study, its findings or recommendations. 

 SECTION 3:  Since this Ordinance creates a committee organized for a very 

specific purpose and whose work will be concluded in a relatively short period of time, 

this Ordinance need not be printed in the Carol Stream Code of Ordinances.  This 

Ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon its passage, approval and publication 

in pamphlet form as provided by law. 

  PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 17TH DAY OF OCTOBER 2005. 
 
  AYES: 
 
  NAYS: 
 
  ABSENT: 
 
 
            
     Ross Ferraro, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
       
Janice Koester, Village Clerk 



































































































VILLAGE OF CAROL STREAM
BALANCE SHEET

September 30, 2005

FUND CASH INVESTMENTS OTHER ASSETS TOTAL ASSETS LIABILITIES ADJ.FUND BAL. LIAB. & EQUITY

GENERAL CORPORATE 1,471,113.37 14,703,945.33 1,897,057.42 18,072,116.12 3,201,134.34 14,870,981.78 18,072,116.12
WATER & SEWER 873,019.51 9,556,556.30 48,874,473.37 59,304,049.18 6,389,887.12 52,914,162.06 59,304,049.18
MOTOR FUEL TAX 34,499.26 2,244,015.18 18,861.33 2,297,375.77 11,690.10 2,285,685.67 2,297,375.77
CIVIC ENHANCEMENT FUND 123,703.92 331.83 500.00 124,535.75 12,670.00 111,865.75 124,535.75
GENERAL CORPORATE - CIP 13,998,646.66 13,998,646.66 1,088.26 13,997,558.40 13,998,646.66
GENEVA CROSSING - TIF* 861,056.22 0.00 0.00 861,056.22 0.00 861,056.22 861,056.22

       
TOTAL 3,363,392.28 40,503,495.30 50,790,892.12 94,657,779.70 9,616,469.82 85,041,309.88 94,657,779.70

*  Funds invested in American National Bank money market fund.



VILLAGE OF CAROL STREAM
REVENUE / EXPENDITURE STATEMENT

FOR 5 MONTHS  ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 2005

REVENUE EXPENDITURES NET MONTHLY
FUND BUDGET MONTH Y.T.D. BUDGET MONTH Y.T.D. REV.- EXPEND.

GENERAL CORPORATE 33,553,552 1,774,760.55 6,889,663.07 33,239,366 1,810,647.37 21,370,268.92 (35,886.82)
WATER & SEWER O/M 9,043,280 802,802.58 3,692,135.53 7,880,450 627,769.32 2,448,181.75 175,033.26
MOTOR FUEL TAX 2,030,890 129,256.53 456,841.85 1,274,890 17,218.07 961,563.36 112,038.46
CIVIC ENHANCEMENT FUND 300,917 19,913.96 171,574.29 300,917 33,800.07 181,069.32 (13,886.11)
GENERAL CORPORATE - CIP 855,097 16,950.83 14,103,078.30 855,097 86,243.40 105,519.90 (69,292.57)
GENEVA CROSSING - TIF 4,791,086 192,408.84 4,623,820.71 4,937,962 (3,814.16) 4,777,875.72 196,223.00

      
TOTAL 50,574,822.00 2,936,093.29 29,937,113.75 48,488,682.00 2,571,864.07 29,844,478.97 364,229.22

                          FISCAL BASIS
EARNED/MONTH EARNED/YEAR-TO-DATE

2004-05 2005-06 2004-05 2005-06 COLLECTIONS
     

SALES TAX 536,768.95 560,965.27 997,384.87 1,013,654.23 JUN  2005
HOME RULE SALES TAX 160,849.96 209,702.01 325,739.82 369,113.64 JUN  2005
UTILITY TAX - COM ED  158,965.79 202,121.24 630,911.37 709,645.55 AUG 2005
UTILITY TAX - TELECOM. 178,571.51 169,737.81 328,849.80 340,407.31 JUN  2005
USE TAX -NATURAL GAS 20,543.23 17,010.60 93,791.01 87,923.08 AUG  2005
INCOME TAX 160,733.70 178,078.45 402,106.41 463,729.79 JUN 2005

BILLINGS/MONTH BILLINGS/YEAR-TO-DATE
2004-05 2005-06 2004-05 2005-06

    
WATER 446,965.38 411,086.35 1,871,705.18 2,017,784.98
SEWER 254,962.34 271,917.94 1,043,204.91 1,319,713.36

CASH RECEIPTS/MONTH CASH RECEIPTS/YEAR-TO-DATE
2004-05 2005-06 2004-05 2005-06

    
WATER & SEWER 696,352.59 718,076.76 2,827,645.34 3,127,953.25

*  Not a complete year.

The Village is on an accrual basis of accounting and financial reporting.  This report is for ease of understanding, on a cash basis, which 
recognizes revenues when collected and expenditures when made.  
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