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Village of La Grange 

Plan Commission 

Regular Meeting of January 8, 2019 

 
A regular meeting of the Plan Commission for the Village of La Grange was held at 7:30 p.m. on 

Tuesday, January 8, 2019 on the second floor Auditorium Room of the Village Hall, 53 S. La 

Grange Road, La Grange, Illinois. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL OF THE PLAN COMMISSION 

 

Chairman Kardatzke called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. He then called for a 

motion to open the meeting. 

 

Commissioner Weyrauch made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Paice to open 

the Plan Commission meeting. A voice vote was taken: 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

Verify Quorum 

 

Upon roll call the following were: 

Present:  Wentink, Hoffenberg, Paice, Weyrauch, Egan, Schwartz, Kardatzke 

Absent:  None 

 

Community Development Director Charity Jones, Village Planner Heather Valone, 

Village Attorney Mark Burkland, Village Trustee Lou Gale Director of Public Works 

Ryan Gillingham, Police Chief Kurt Bluder, and Fire Department Acting Captain 

Brian Sible were also present. 

 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – DECEMBER 11, 2018 

 

Commissioner Wentink, made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Paice to approve 

the minutes from the December 11, 2018 meeting with no changes. A voice vote was 

taken: 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

A. PC CASE #246 – A TEXT AMENDMENT TO ALLOW PLANNED 

DEVELOPMENTS IN SINGLE FAMILY DISTRICTS AN AMENDMENT 

TO THE ZONING MAP, A SPECIAL USE FOR A PLANNED 

DEVELOPMENT, A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, SITE PLAN 

APPROVAL, AND FINAL PLAT FOR 12 SINGLE FAMILY HOMES AND 
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58 TOWNHOMES AT 441 9TH AVENUE, MASON POINTE, M/I HOMES 

CHICAGO, LLC 

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked staff to make their presentation. 

 

Staff Presentation 

 

Heather Valone, Village Planner, said this application was presented at last month’s 

Plan Commission meeting in December. M/I Homes Chicago is seeking approval to 

develop the subject property with 12 single-family detached homes and 58 townhome 

units. In response to comments and questions from residents and the Plan 

Commissioners at the December meeting, the applicant has submitted additional 

information related to the 9th Avenue vehicular access, the arrangement of the 

townhomes, and some revised architectural plans for the single-family homes. Staff, 

from the direction of the Plan Commission, has consulted with the school districts as 

well. Due to time constraints, the applicant has not made all revisions as requested by 

the Village engineer, the consulting engineer, and the consulting landscape architect. 

 

The applicant has provided an alternate location for the proposed 9th Avenue access 

point. Mrs. Valone showed the new access on the overhead screen. The applicant is 

proposing to shift the access 200 feet south between lots 8 and 7. The general location 

of the alternate vehicular access point was found to be acceptable by the Village 

Engineer, consulting engineer, and consulting traffic engineer. Aesthetically, the 

proposed location of the access point creates views into the townhome courtyards, 

instead of the rear of the townhome buildings. It further maintains the prior designs of 

pedestrian connection to the development. Per KLOA, the traffic engineer, the 

relocation point would eliminate the need to revise the traffic controls at 9th and 

Goodman. However, the Village Engineer is recommending a full four-way stop at 

the 9th and Goodman intersection.  

 

The Village’s consulting traffic engineer is recommending the two-way access point 

for better circulation within the development. The consultant noted that the 47th and 

Bluff intersection is challenging during peak hours and that the 9th and 47th 

intersection functions better. The engineer found that requiring all traffic to exit the 

development onto Bluff Avenue will direct additional cars to the poor intersection of 

47th and Bluff. The two-way configuration midblock can create additional headlights 

from exiting cars from the development. KLOA noted that there are similar “T” 

intersections in the Village as indicated in the staff report. Further design elements to 

diminish these headlights could be placed in the right-of-way and shifting the access 

five feet north would align it with a residential driveway on the west side of 9th and 

further diminish the headlights.  

 

Mrs. Valone stated the applicant provided a secondary design that would function as a 

one-way inbound only configuration from 9th  Avenue. This is not KLOA’s preferred 

recommendation as it would not provide good circulation through the development. 

KLOA did take a look at the changes to traffic generations on 9th and Bluff based on 
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the one-way and two-way configuration. The two-way design would increase some 

proposed traffic on 9th Avenue and it would reduce the number of vehicles on Bluff 

Avenue minimally. The one-way design would decrease traffic on 9th but would 

increase traffic on Bluff.  

 

The applicant has revised the single-family homes to eliminate the request for three-

car garages and the plan now reflects only two-car garages. The request for height, 

rear yard and interior side yard is unchanged. The maximum building coverage has 

decreased from 39.7% to 36.7% and the maximum lot coverage is no longer needed. 

The lot configuration has remained unchanged. The applicant has provided two 

exhibits to show the proposed townhome arrangement. On the overhead she showed 

the updated version. The applicant will go over the two exhibits during their 

presentation. In the R-6 zoning district, the minimum lot area per single-family 

attached unit is 3,000 square feet. The applicant is proposing a minimum lot area of 

more than 3,000 square feet.  

 

Lastly, as presented at the December Plan Commission meeting, the Village 

commissioned a fiscal impact analysis to ensure that the development will not place 

undue burden on the public services. The Village’s consultant who completed that 

analysis is present this evening to answer any questions that the Commission might 

have. Also, there are representatives from both school districts present this evening.  

 

Mrs. Valone said upon review of the revised application, should the Plan Commission 

determine that the standards for the applications that they are seeking have been met, 

staff suggests that the Plan Commission recommend to the Village Board of Trustees 

approval of the development with the conditions that are provided in the staff report.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke then asked the applicant to come up and make their presentation. 

 

Applicant Presentation 

 

Chairman Kardatzke reminded the applicant that he is still sworn in from the previous 

meeting. 

 

Matt Pagoria, M/I Homes, said they came up with an exhibit to help explain the 

perspective of the site. He provided a 3D visual to show the transition of the 

development and the surrounding area. Staff had mentioned in their staff report 

minimum lot areas. Based on the multi-family district, density is determined by 

minimum lot area per unit. He would like to reiterate that they are not asking for any 

variances on the townhome section for that minimum lot area per unit and they 

actually exceed it. The exhibit shows the stormwater management and what it really 

means for this site. The entire east side is dedicated to stormwater management which 

means that the townhomes are clustered to the west.  

 

In regards to the single-family lots, they did eliminate their request for three-car 

garages. By eliminating that request it takes away the requested variance they had for 



4 

 

lot coverage. He showed on the overhead the three different exhibits for single-family 

homes and how they relate to the lots. It was asked at the last meeting how do they 

compare to the homes to the west. On the west side of 9th, of the 13 homes that they 

looked at, one exceeded the building coverage and over half of them exceeded the lot 

coverage. They don’t officially exceed lot coverage because they get credits for stuff. 

The building coverage is fine and lot coverage is different because they have a 

detached garage and the driveway is on the side and for that they get credit for half of 

the square footage of the garage.  

 

Mr. Pagoria stated he is not asking for a relief for the lot coverage, but he is asking 

for it on the building coverage. The reason why he is asking for a relief on the 

building coverage is because of the added front porches and the attached garages. If 

you look at their biggest plan and take off the front porches it would bring you down 

to 31.2% of building coverage. If they can get a credit for the garage like everyone 

else across the street, then that will bring him below the 30%. Their request for the 

building variance is minor if you look at it. One of the other benefits is that they are 

providing stormwater management above and beyond what is actually required. For 

an existing lot in LaGrange, if you exceed lot coverage you are not providing a 

benefit of stormwater management off-site. 

 

The next thing they would like to talk about is Road C which they were asked to take 

a look at. They were willing to work with staff and provide a couple of resolutions. 

They thought that it would be best to have that access point as one-way in to 

minimize the traffic on 9th. They understand the traffic consultant’s comments for 

having it two-way.  

 

In regards to leasing percentages, they have a couple of other developments where 

they have limited the amount of rent leasing. In those other situations there was a 

maximum of 30%. They do not have an issue with coming up with a number with 

staff. Another question that the Chairman had was how the rear yards related. He 

hopes the diagrams that he provided helps with those dimensions. He is not sure if it 

answered the question but at least it can provide a visual.   

 

Mr. Pagoria said the variances that they are asking for on the single-family lots, in 

regards to the side yard setbacks; the code is 5 feet with a combination of 12 feet. The 

three plans show when they are next to each other what they will end up with. They 

are asking for a minimum of five feet, but it will not apply to every single lot. He 

hopes that between staff and their presentation they were able to answer their 

questions.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke stated they have looked over what they have provided. He likes 

the idea of the two-way street. He does not have a problem with the townhomes. He 

does have an issue with the building coverage. He has done some research and the 

Village has not allowed a variance on building coverage in over the last three years. 

His suggestion would be to fix the building size so it meets code, otherwise he would 

not be able to go forward. He asked if the other Commissioners agreed. 
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Commissioner Wentink said he agreed.  

 

Commissioner Weyrauch stated it sets a dangerous precedent. She said if they are that 

close why can’t they get it down to meet code. She asked if he felt that there is a way 

to do it.  

 

Commissioner Egan said she appreciates the new drawing that they gave the 

Commissioners. She likes the townhomes and think it will be a good transition. She 

agrees with the building coverage. She does not feel that every house on the block 

needs a front porch. She asked what if they took off the front porch on some and 

detached the garage on some.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if there was a way they can design the lots in a way 

that the request for the variance on the side yard is limited. He would like to hear 

what the representatives from the school districts have to say.  

 

Diane McCluskey, Assistant Superintendent of Finance and Operations at School 

District 102, was sworn in. She stated she spoke with Mrs. Jones and saw the Kane, 

McKenna, and Associates projected analysis. The School District feels that between 

Cossitt and Park they can absorb the projected students. There is a concern on an 

influx of students not just from this development but from people downsizing or 

moving out of their homes and new families moving in. They would have to look at 

busing; however there is a chance that not every student would be going to their 

school. They are not concerned at a short term level, but they do need to look at the 

long term overall.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg stated there was some concern on how accurate the report 

was with their totals. He asked if the numbers were increase by 25% would that 

change anything they have looked at.  

 

Ms. McCluskey said it would be spread out through the different grade levels so they 

should be okay. They did consider that the study might not be entirely accurate and 

did look at that.  

 

Commissioner Schwartz asked if they looked at the Cossitt facility itself and the 

number of kids in the lunchroom since this was an issue recently.  

 

Ms. McCluskey stated according to the Superintendent over the past five years there 

has been a decline in students at Cossitt.  

 

Commissioner Schwartz asked what if another project came in would that change 

their analysis.  

 

Ms. McCluskey said it would depend on the number of projected students. There 

hasn’t been talk about impact fees, so that might be a discussion. They are aware of 
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the proposed condominium project and they will have to watch it. However, at this 

time they do not believe that project would bring in many families.  

 

Brian Stachacz, Director of Business Services at Lyons Township, was sworn in. 

Typically they have over 4,000 students and their enrollment fluctuates each year. 

They also looked at the report and they did question whether or not the number was 

accurate. Regardless, they feel they will be able to handle the number of students that 

this project might bring in. Of course if the other proposed Case of the 50 unit 

condominium goes through then they would have to look to see where that would 

bring them.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if there was a way to estimate a cost of what another 

bus or any additional services would cost if needed. 

 

Mr. Stachacz stated yes there is a way to calculate that.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked if the applicant wanted to respond. He asked if there was 

any way they can make the buildings meet code. 

 

Mr. Pagoria said he is going to do everything he can to try and meet that. He asked if 

there was a way to move forward tonight with the condition that they meet it. 

 

Chairman Kardatzke stated they would need them to come back showing that the 

building coverage meets code. Then they can approve it and try to get them before the 

Village Board as fast as they can. 

 

Mr. Pagoria said they can go back and take a foot off but that is not going to change 

the elevation. He is just trying to keep things moving. If the Commission is at a 

positive recommendation with the fact that they need to meet building coverage, then 

if they can’t when they get to the Village Board it just will not move forward.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked how the other Commissioners felt about adding the 

recommendation that the single-family homes have to meet building coverage before 

going to the Village Board. 

 

Mr. Pagoria stated there was a comment in regards to the minimum five-foot side 

yards. They can work with staff, but it really comes down to effecting one house and 

whether they are next to each other. He feels there is a way to work around it.  

 

Commissioner Paice said if they have to build it to code, then he would hate to see the 

garages detached.  

 

Commissioner Weyrauch stated she does not see the issue if it helps the applicant 

meet code. 
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Mr. Pagoria said he understands their position and if the Commission supports the 

plan as long as they meet the building coverage, then they will go back and see what 

they can do.  

 

Discussion continued in regards to whether the Commission preferred attached or 

detached garages.  

 

Commissioner Schwartz stated they have not talked about a percentage for the 

leasing. He is not sure if the 30% is standard in LaGrange. 

 

Mrs. Jones said there is not a code that restricts leasing on multi-family 

developments. Through a planned development process, the development agreement 

and covenants on the property can restrict the amount of leasing. If the Commission 

plans to do so now that would be appropriate.  

 

Mr. Burkland and Mrs. Jones do not recall any other local developments that have 

leasing restrictions.  

 

Commissioner Egan stated she feels that if they meet the building coverage and the 

other recommendations then that will be sufficient.  

 

Commissioner Paice asked if meeting the building coverage meant losing the porch 

will that be okay.  

 

Commissioner Weyrauch said she thought they were talking about adjusting the 

building coverage without change to the front elevation appearance because they 

already approved the three front elevations.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked what will they be doing to meet building coverage.  

 

Mr. Pagoria stated he does not feel that they will be eliminating the front porches 

based on the conversations that they have had with staff. He also does not think they 

will be detaching garages based on the conversations this evening. Really what they 

need to do is make the houses smaller.  

 

Commissioner Wentink said he agrees that they need to meet the building coverage. 

He would like to see the 30% leasing restriction. He asked whether they had an 

agreement as to whether to move the access point five feet north.  

 

Mr. Pagoria stated he can’t move it north to align with the driveway because the lots 

(8, 9, 10, 11 and 12) will run out of room to make them be 50 feet wide. 

 

Mrs. Jones asked if Lot 8 was a 55-foot-wide lot.  

 

Mr. Pagoria said it is 54 feet wide. 
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Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any further comments from the Commission. 

 

Public Comment 

 

Dan Colantuono stated he appreciates all the work that Mr. Pagoria and his team has 

done. The overhead view of what the development will look like was a great help. He 

feels that they will be able to come to a resolution in regards to the building coverage. 

He likes that they moved the road south and would love to see it a one-way road into 

the development. The main part of the conversation this evening has been on the 

single-family. At the meeting in December there was quite a lot of talk about density 

in terms of coverage and the amount of people coming in and out of the development. 

That part of the development has remained the same. He asked if the Plan 

Commission’s opinion of this has changed.  

 

Michelle Colantuono said she does appreciate the move of the street. She would 

prefer that the access was not there at all. If they were going to have the street, her 

preference would be that it is a one-way. She asked in regards to the leasing, will the 

covenants transfer over to the HOA. Another mention in regards to access, they can 

keep the garages attached and have a driveway to the front then they won’t need that 

access. She feels that the access road is just for marketing purposes.  

 

Jonathan Lawrence stated he is supportive with bringing a lot of these issues up to 

current code. The issue he has is still having the access road off of 9th. With all the 

discussion on how to make the single-family homes similar to the ones on the west 

side, the one thing that sticks out is the access road. He feels that access will add 

additional traffic to 9th. He feels the single-family homes should just have driveways 

from the front.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked if there was anyone in the audience that had any further 

comments or questions. None responded. 

 

Plan Commission Discussion 

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked for final opinions from the Commissioners. 

 

Commissioner Paice said he likes the project. He realizes that there is a little bit of 

density with the townhomes, but everything is within the building specs. There is not 

enough information on the leasing and is not sure what the percentage should be. He 

feels that if the applicant can meet building coverage then they are there. 

 

Commissioner Weyrauch stated she agreed. 

 

Commissioner Wentink said with the stormwater management they are providing it 

helped relieve some of his concerns for the density.  
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Commissioner Schwartz stated in regards to the access point, the one-way is not a 

good option because the way traffic will be funneled onto Bluff and then 47th. For the 

leasing, he feels that they need to put something rather than leaving it open.  

 

Mr. Burkland said the Commission can recommend that the Board of Trustees study 

an appropriate percentage of non-ownership leasing occupancy. 

 

Commissioner Schwartz stated he would agree to that. He asked how the Commission 

felt about the access being a one-way or two-way. It’s either too much traffic on 9th or 

too much on Bluff.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke said he feels that the two-way makes more sense. He does not 

feel the lights shining on the house is going to make that big of a deal. He then called 

for a motion for recommendation. 

 

Plan Commission Recommendation 

 

Commissioner Weyrauch made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Egan to 

recommend to the President and Board of Trustees approval of Case #246 with the 

following conditions: 

1. Building coverage will not exceed the Zoning Code regulations for the single-

family homes, without changes in front elevation appearance. 

2. Revise the engineering plans per the outstanding comments from the Village 

Engineer and consulting engineer’s comments date 12/5/2018. 

3. Revise the landscaping plans per the outstanding comments from the Village’s 

consulting landscape architect’s comments dated 12/5/2018. 

4. Comply with the staff recommendation for anti-monotony standards for the 

single-family homes. Specifically, that no particular architectural style can be 

located within two lots of the same style and that the no model/architectural style 

combination can be used more than three times. 

5. Utilize the two-way traffic alternative design for the 9th Avenue access point and 

update all plans as necessary. 

6. Recommend that the Board of Trustees commission a study to determine the 

appropriate percentage of non-ownership leasing occupancy restriction. 

A roll call vote was taken: 

Ayes:  Weyrauch, Egan, Wentink, Hoffenberg, Paice, Schwartz, Kardatzke 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

B. PC CASE #247 – A TEXT AMENDMENT TO REDUCE THE MINIMUM 

REQUIRED LOT AREA PER UNIT FOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS 

IN THE MULTIPLE FAMILY DISTRICTS, AN AMENDMENT TO THE 

ZONING MAP, A SPECIAL USE FOR A PLANNED DEVELOPMET, A 

FINAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, SITE PLAN APPROVAL, AND 

FINAL PLAT FOR 50 CONDOMINIMUM UNITS, LA GRANGE 

CONDOMINIMUMS, DTLG INVESTMENT, LLC 
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Chairman Kardatzke asked for staff to make their presentation. 

 

Staff Presentation 

 

Heather Valone, Village Planner, said since it is late in the night she was going to try 

and keep her presentation brief and just present some of the highlights from the staff 

report. The applicant is seeking six applications per the staff report. They are looking 

to construct a 50-unit condominium building. The applicant is the owner of the 

property occupied by the Jackson Square Mall and the contract purchaser of the 

Faloon and Kenny Law Office building.  

 

The applicant’s first request is to rezone the property from C-1 to R-8. Per the Zoning 

Code there are a series of applicable standards for rezoning. The first is to foster the 

goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. Although, the proposed rezoning is 

contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s designation for the subject property, it is 

consistent with the adjacent land uses. The current zoning of the properties in the 

vicinity of the subject site generally mirrors the Comprehensive Plan. On page 7 of 

the staff report, it lists the adjacent multi-family developments and their 

characteristics as compared to the proposed development. If the applicant is granted 

the proposed rezoning, the Zoning Map will change accordingly to match the multi-

family R-zoning across the BNSF tracks and to the properties over to the southwest. 

Also, if granted the proposed rezoning would isolate the CR-C1 Zoning from the C-R 

Zoning.  

 

Mrs. Valone stated given the request of the rezoning from a commercial to 

residential, the Village commissioned a market analysis from Tracy Cross & 

Associates, Inc. to ensure that the rezoning application is consistent with current 

market trends/demands. Tracy Cross found that there is a sufficient market demand to 

accommodate multi-family residential development on the subject property. There is 

also adequate demand for these multi-family units both in LaGrange and the greater 

LaGrange market area. They also found that 350 new multiple-family units are 

projected to be constructed within the LaGrange market area in the next five years, 

which the market has the ability to absorb.  

 

The applicant’s second request is an amendment to allow for reduced lot area per unit 

for R-8 planned developments. Currently, the code requires a minimum lot area per 

unit at 910 square feet and the applicant is proposing 740 square feet. The 910 square 

feet would allow 47.8 dwelling units per acre under a Planned Development (PD). 

The R-8 zoning without a PD requires a minimum lot area of 1,300 square feet per 

unit, which equates to roughly 33 units per acre. The applicant is actually requesting 

18% more units than is currently possible under the Zoning Code. Additionally, the 

applicant is seeking deviations to construct the proposed development. To offset the 

deviations, the applicant has indicated that they are providing a public plaza with art, 

a water feature, pedestrian amenities, and landscaping. The applicant is also providing 

some pedestrian improvements such as crosswalks and a bump out on 6th Avenue. 



11 

 

 

Mrs. Valone said that the subject property is located in the Design Overview District. 

To provide technical assistance to the Plan Commission, the Design Review 

Commission (DRC), that generally reviews changes to buildings in the Design 

Overview District, reviewed the preliminary elevations and provided some 

recommendations to the Plan Commission. The DRC commented that there was not 

sufficient information on the proposed brick veneer. The DRC recommended that the 

Plan Commission require the applicant to employ a four inch anchored brick veneer. 

Additionally, the DRC commented that the level of architectural detail and pattern of 

materials employed on the northwestern portion of the building should be carried 

throughout all elevations of the building. She then showed on the overhead what the 

DRC was referring to. They further suggested the design and metal copping element 

be continued to all four corners of the building.  

 

The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing building. It is currently developed 

with two buildings. The Jackson Square Mall is an iconic building that has 

architecturally significant art deco elements ranging from the building materials, 

color palette, and fenestration. The applicant is proposing to replicate significant 

architectural elements from the existing building on the proposed building. The 

proposed building materials are trying to mimic some of the old building materials. 

She showed the Commission the proposed material board which was provided by the 

applicant.  

 

The Village has standards for granting special uses and PD that require adequate 

public facilities. All the comments from the Village Engineer and Consulting 

Engineer are provided in staff’s packet. A few items to highlight are that the 

Engineers are requiring that the applicant meet the Village’s standards for water 

retention. This does exceed the MWRD requirements but it is Village policy. 

Additionally, they need provide some information on how they are capturing the 

required amount of water. If this information is provided and any changes to achieve 

this requirement alters their site plan, they will be required to come back to the Plan 

Commission. 

 

Mrs. Valone stated as noted earlier, Tracy Cross did conduct a market analysis of the 

property. This was to evaluate the current market demands but also to have an 

understanding of how long it will take this development to build-out. It is a higher 

visibility site and relatively close to the Metra Station. In the staff report there is a 

table that was updated and provided tonight the Commission. This updated table more 

clearly shows the applicant’s proposed prices as opposed to where the benchmark 

prices that Tracy Cross found. The benchmark prices for the proposed development 

what is a competitive price that would have a shorter buildout time frame. The 

applicant’s prices are significantly higher than the benchmark Tracy Cross 

determined based on their analysis. The analysis shows that there can be significant 

delays in the buildout depending on the price point set by the applicant.  
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Staff has indicated that upon review of the application, if the Plan Commission 

determines that the standards for the requested applications have been met; staff 

suggests that the Plan Commission recommend to the Village Board of Trustees 

approval of the Development consistent with the conditions on page 18 of the staff 

report.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked anyone that will be speaking in regards to this public 

hearing to please stand and raise his/her right hand. He then administered the oath. He 

then asked the applicant to come up and make a presentation. 

 

Applicant Presentation 

 

Vince Mancini, Attorney for the applicant, thanked staff with working with them. 

They are calling the proposal LaGrange Condominium for the time being. They feel it 

is a unique and exception building to come to this town in quiet sometime and this is 

due to the hard work from his client and Village Staff. They recognize the historic 

nature of the building that is there and have improved on it tremendously. The owners 

of the LLC are local people. Dennis Sullivan is one of the managing members who 

has owned and redeveloped other properties. This project will revitalize the eastside 

of LaGrange Road. The design itself is to bring an urban building to the community. 

He then introduced Dennis Sullivan. 

 

Dennis Sullivan, applicant, said this project started about six and half years ago when 

he moved his family and business into LaGrange. His niche for developments are 

focusing on things that have been distressed, mismanaged, or would have a better use. 

When he met his neighbors and they found out what he does they had asked if he 

could do something with the east end of Burlington. After looking at the building and 

much pursuit they were able to acquire the building. He has a personal and 

professional interest in this development because his business is across the street. He 

is deeply proud of the development and has enjoyed working with staff and 

neighbors. 

 

Mr. Mancini showed on the overhead what the building will look like. The front 

access is designed differently so it sticks out. There is a large plaza that fronts on 

Burlington and it is open for the public to use. There will be 50 residential units with 

a square footage of approximately 1,200 to 2,400. There is nothing like this in the 

community currently in terms of the various sizes of the units. The landscape design 

is to match the neighboring commercial buildings to the west. There will be a club 

room on the top portion which will have balconies. He then showed what the property 

currently looks like.  

 

Jeff Mulcrone, architect from BSB Design, stated when he first started looking at the 

building, he saw that it was unique and had some interesting details. He knew that 

they could not save a lot of the building but they could replicate a lot of the details. 

The proposed design replicates some of the colors from the brick and tiles along with 

the metal that was seen on the old building but in a new modern way. It will have a 
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raised plaza with a fountain and different planters. The first floor residents that do 

face the plaza will have an extended large patio. The first floor will have a lounge 

area for the residents. They are hoping to be able to save some of the windows or 

doors from the old building and use that on the inside.  There will be a fourth floor 

amenity space which will have great views of LaGrange. He showed different views 

of the proposed building, landscaping, plaza and the roof top deck.  

 

The site drops almost a full floor from 6th down to 7th Avenue. The garage entrance is 

off of 7th and they are providing one to one parking spaces for all the residents. There 

are a few tandem spaces so if some of the residents have two cars. There will also be 

a few parking spaces for guests, along with garage storage with lockers and bike 

storage for the residents. He then showed a typical floor plan of a unit.  

 

Mr. Mancini said that Mr. Mulcrone had mentioned that it is a historic building and 

they are working with the LaGrange Historical Society. They have asked for a 

particular set of doors to be saved. They are not sure if any of the exterior can be 

saved. Staff had asked if they would install a plaque that recognizes the building and 

the significance it had to the community. There is a section in the plaza for art work. 

Staff had made several comments about using brick around the building, but the brick 

is used around the south side of the building. There is coping that frames out the plaza 

and it distinguishes the entry from any other part of the building. They want people to 

come to the plaza and that is the feature that draws people to that location. To use the 

coping on the other sides of the building would look nice but it would not achieve the 

same feature of emphasizing the main part of the building. The idea here is an urban 

feel and not a cookie cutter.  

 

The first floor units have a patio type setup. The actual units are 10 feet off of the 

property line. This helps provide some open space for the residents. The balconies are 

on the east and west side. Per staff recommendations, they removed the balconies 

from the north and south side. The water retention stormwater management system 

meets the MWRD and NCRS standards. It will increase the capability to withhold 

runoff. This property is zoned C-1 currently which allows it to be built to the property 

line. If the Commission allows them the R-8 zoning it will not change what is 

currently allowed. 

 

Mr. Mancini stated he understands that there are some setbacks that they are asking 

relief for. Those setbacks have been incorporated into the plaza. This open space is an 

access point along Burlington and to feed the commercial businesses to the west. 

They are excited about this building and plaza and feel it will bring something to La 

Grange that it does not have.  

 

Staff also touched on that the density calculation is 740 square feet per unit. He feels 

that this is an anomaly since there is no open parking lot. They have provided an open 

plaza which has a far better use than a parking lot. They have been able to account for 

all of the parking within the development by having the garage underneath the 
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residences which hides the parking. The market analysis done by Tracy Cross shows 

that it fits in here and that there is a need.  

 

Mr. Mancini said they are not here to build a building and not have it sell. Whatever 

the market price calls for then the market will bear. They will have to have presales 

before financing comes to build the building. The building will be built quickly 

especially if presales come in as expected. He then introduced Joan Smothers from 

Smothers Reality Group to discuss the market and the pricing. 

 

Joan Smothers, Smothers Reality Group, stated she reviewed the Tracy Cross 

proposal and was happy that they saw viability in this building. Data, however, does 

not show the whole picture. She said she loves the proposed building and agrees that 

there is nothing like it. There are no buildings out there that have internal space for 

the residents. With this there is a potential pet spa and meeting room. The building is 

more urban and it has a mix of pricing and sizes. She has represented several other 

developments and what the data does show is who is buying and how long it took. 

What it does not show is who is out there and what are they really looking for. For 

example, 40 Ashland has 17 units and 14 of the units were sold before the shovel was 

in the ground. They were higher end units with their pricing and with only a few 

smaller units. The Foxford had lots of presales and is about 35% sold out currently. 

There has been no pushback on price at all. There are two units at $600,000 and the 

rest are higher.  

 

This building is the only building that has an open plaza besides The Village Center 

in Burr Ridge. The Village Center though you are tied to the stores that are there, 

however if the stores go out then your property value can go down. She has been in 

LaGrange for over 27 years and loves the idea of someone wanting to invest on the 

east side of LaGrange. She feels that Tracy Cross’s comparison is low. Tracy Cross 

compared this building to the Marquee in Downers Grove. The Marquee has been up 

for a long time with small units shoved in-between a number of apartments. This 

building accommodates larger units. Some of the other comparisons where buildings 

that were older that might need updating and this building would be brand new. 

Lastly, within the last year she would have to say that she has received about 250 

phone call or emails about condominiums units. The age range of these inquiries are 

from young adults, widows, and from empty nesters.  

 

Mr. Mancini stated the interior of the units are going to be high end materials. The 

market they are looking to target are the urban professionals or empty nesters. They 

feel it will be a beacon with new architecture for the area. He said they are present to 

answer any questions.    

 

Chairman Kardatzke said looking at the drawings that were submitted, it appears that 

the zero lot clearance is only on 7th and Burlington. He asked what the setback was on 

6th.  
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Mr. Mancini stated that 6th Avenue is zero clearance also. They have worked with the 

Village about putting plantings up at the building and he is extending the sidewalk 

close to the street. This will help make the pedestrian traffic flow safer in that area. 

There is a bump out at the corner that they will leave up to the Village on how they 

want to handle that.  

 

Mr. Mulcrone said along the whole property line they are about 6 to 12 inches off of 

the property line. Along the south side half of the first floor is 6 to 12 inches off of the 

property line, but the upper floors are all 10 feet back. As you move further east on 

the south side there is an additional five to six feet of property that will be 

landscaped. Along 7th Street it is 6 to 12 inches off of the property line. The corners 

are setback 10 feet from the properties. He showed on the overhead all the different 

sides and their setbacks.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg asked what is the distance between their building and the 

apartment building.  

 

Mr. Mulcrone stated he believes that their building is 5 to 6 feet off the property line. 

They do not have any balconies. 

 

Discussion continued on what sections are at the property line.  

 

Mrs. Jones said in the packet there is a color site plan which shows the first floor 

patios and there are balconies above them. The second page shows the architectural 

elevations which might help.  

 

Commissioner Paice asked if the southwest side is considered challenged or not as 

marketable because it is right next to the existing apartment building.  

 

Mr. Mulcrone stated they still have their own little terrace and that apartment building 

is set back five to six feet.  

 

Mr. Mancini said in the packet there is a drawing that shows the 6th Avenue 

perspective of the red building next to their building and the gap that exists between 

those two buildings.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if the parking spaces are going to be deeded and are 

the accompanied with units. 

 

Mr. Mulcrone stated every unit has one to one parking and then they have additional 

28 spaces. So 28 units will have a one additional parking space.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if the only guest parking was the three spaces.  

 

Mr. Mulcrone said that is correct. 
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Mr. Mancini stated that there is also parking along 7th. There is a lot across the street 

that is maintained by the Village that could be used for parking after hours and also 

the Burlington Street itself has a lot of parking. Every time they have been out there 

with Village staff there was always available parking. There is a lot available parking 

for visitors in this area. The traffic study also shows that there would not be an 

overburden at all.  

 

Commissioner Paice asked about delivery people. 

 

Mr. Mancini said that there will be a manager on site in the lobby area. All deliveries 

will be funneled to the back of the access point. So trucks can park in that area. They 

are trying to accommodate everyone whether they are a one car family, two car 

family, or uber people.  

 

Commissioner Egan asked if there was a study done on how this will impact local 

police, fire and schools.  

 

Mr. Mancini stated there was no school study that was required. Given the various 

sizes of the units, the smaller units will most likely be empty nesters or couples 

without children. The larger units will be empty nesters that might be downsizing 

from a larger home. They do not see families really moving into this and there is no 

play area or parks. This is truly an urban development. 

 

Commissioner Egan asked if staff knew if the Uptown development was full. 

 

Mrs. Jones said Uptown LaGrange is rental so it is a different market. She does not 

have their current occupancy numbers. They have completed all the work in the 

building and finish their certificate of occupancy.  

 

Mr. Sullivan stated at their other apartment building they have 14 units and have been 

at 100% occupancy for the past 4 years. Their customers are the young professional, 

divorcee, or empty nester.    

 

Commissioner Wentink asked if the building is going to be sprinklered.  

 

Mr. Mancini said yes it will. 

 

Commissioner Schwartz asked if the Village’s police or fire had any concerns. 

 

Mrs. Jones said there were a few items in the report that were noted in regards to 

pedestrian and traffic safety on 7th Avenue with the alert light for the garage door. 

The police and fire are present tonight because there were some items that were 

brought up last month for the Mason Pointe case.  

 

Commissioner Paice asked if the one issue about square footage per unit meant the 

lesser the units then they would meet code. 
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Mr. Mancini stated he is not sure the exact number, but he thinks they would have to 

take it down to 30 units to meet the number. What it would do is remove the smaller 

condo from the market which is not available currently. That is what makes this a 

very unique project.  

 

Commissioner Schwartz said he likes the design and thinks it’s spectacular. There 

was mention of changing some of the architectural design points. He asked if they 

were against those changes.  

 

Mr. Mulcrone stated the first one was the four-inch anchor brick veneer and that is 

not a problem. In regards to the architectural detail on the southwest corner being 

carried throughout, not all the building is really visible. A lot of the south façade is 

not visible. But they do carry the brick material, angulation, and the different 

treatments all the way around. There are pop-up of bricks along the south façade and 

the east and west. They are carrying the detail around but they are really emphasizing 

the Burlington Avenue and the 6th Street with the plaza as the predominate area. If 

you look at the original building they only had architectural detail along Burlington 

Avenue. The metal copping does go around all sides of the building at different 

levels. If they do the same things all around then it will look very generic.  

 

Commissioner Weyrauch asked what is the different sizes of units. 

 

Mr. Mancini said there are 30 two bedroom units and 20 three bedrooms units.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any further questions from the Commission. 

None responded. He then asked if there was anyone in the audience that wanted to 

speak in regards to this public hearing.  

 

Public Comment 

 

Ray Bishop was sworn in and said he lives south of the subject property. This is the 

first time he is seeing the renderings. While the setbacks and landscape along 

Burlington and 6th look very attractive and generous, there is nothing along 7th for the 

residents on that street. Currently there is about a 30-foot setback before the parking 

lot begins on 7th.  That is going to be replaced with a five story façade that will run 

the length of the property. He feels it is not attractive and more of a sparkly 

commercial building. He asked if landscape can be added to help with the 

appearance.  He does not feel that losing the open space of the 30-foot setback is a 

good exchange for the residents.  

 

John Vierup was sworn in and said he has some concerns. When Uptown was put in 

one of his concerns was the intersection of Route 45 and Ogden. During rush hour 

there are people who block that intersection constantly. He feels when Uptown is 

fully occupied then it will get worse. By adding 50 condos literally two blocks from 

that intersection will only increase the problems. Another concern is that from the 
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pictures 6th Avenue will be beautiful, but if you live on 7th Avenue it is not so 

beautiful. All the traffic from the 50 units, which can be about 80 cars, will be going 

onto 7th Avenue. Currently, there is very little traffic so this is going to change things 

dramatically. He would like to see what the traffic study has to say. Having a young 

child this was an attraction for living on that street.  

 

Another concern is the construction itself and how that is going to affect 7th and 6th 

Avenue. This is a major project so there will be a lot of heavy equipment that will be 

moving in and out of the area. He understands that their target is young professionals, 

but when you’re offering 2 to 3 bedrooms there is a potential for families to move in 

there. He feels that a study should be done to see how this will affect the schools. He 

wants to make sure that the stormwater detention is adequate so it does not add to the 

problem that is already there at Ogden and Burlington with the underpass. As a 

financial advisor, he understands that this is an opportunity for someone to come in 

and make money while actually doing well for the community. It’s not that he does 

not want to see anything there; however, without changing the zoning code he feels 

that they could still put a very nice building in there. It wouldn’t be 50 units but rather 

30 units which will reduce the amount of traffic by about 50%. He hopes they will 

take all this into consideration with their decision.  

 

Steve Palmer stated as a resident, business owner, member of the Economic 

Development Commission and member of the Metra Board of Directors he is excited 

about this project. He believes projects like this is what is going to save their 

downtown area. For the business district there has to be a level of density to support 

the business. Many other communities are realizing this. Retail is starting to go away 

so that leaves restaurants which need projects like this to help support them. He hopes 

they will consider that when they are trying to figure how many units are allowed 

here. LaGrange was founded on transit orientated housing and where it was related to 

Chicago. He feels that this project will be a win for LaGrange.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any further questions or comments from the 

audience. None responded. He then asked if the Commission had any further 

questions.  

 

Commissioner Schwartz said he would have to agree with 7th Avenue and that it is a 

little stark at the pedestrian level. He would be curious to know about the underpass 

flooding and how the construction traffic will flow. 

 

Mr. Gillingham, Director of Public Works, stated in terms of the stormwater 

management, what the applicant stated about this project providing a tremendous 

improvement is true. One of the challenges is that they want to make sure that they 

meet the Village’s requirements, which is a condition. 

 

Mr. Mancini said they have no problem working with the engineers to achieve this.  

 

Commissioner Schwartz asked if there is a plan for the routing of traffic.  
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Mrs. Jones stated as part of the permit process there is a construction routing plan. 

They do try to avoid traffic being routed through residential streets.  

 

Mr. Mulcrone said they can look to see at how they can enhance the façade along 7th.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg asked Mr. Gillingham to explain how this project will 

improve the drainage.  

 

Mr. Gillingham stated they look at the release rate for the site. The current release 

rate for the site is currently at 5.02 cubic feet per second. They are required to provide 

detention storage which will be underneath the building. As part of it the water will 

flow into this detention facility and then there is a restrictor placed on the pipe before 

it goes into the Village’s combined sewer system. Once the restrictor is installed the 

rate will go down to .33 cubic feet per second which is a great improvement. They are 

still working out the details.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg asked how can they guarantee that this will happen 

especially when there will be 50 units producing more water drainage.  

 

Mr. Gillingham said there are a few issues and the first is the separation between 

sanitary and stormwater. What is required is when the water exits the site there must 

be a separate sanitary sewer for the sanitary facilities for the site and a separate line 

for stormwater. For this site the stormwater is exiting onto 7th Avenue and the 

sanitary will be exiting onto 6th. The capacity issues that they have are not with the 

dry weather flow from the sanitary system but rather with the wet weather flow that 

flows into the Village’s combined sewer system. The area at the Ogden Avenue 

bridge is one of their low points to the system. It is very important for when 

developments such as this are developed that they implement the most current and 

up-to-date stormwater improvements that are available to them. Developments such 

as this provided significant improvements for the Village.  

 

Discussion continued in regards to the stormwater for the area.  

 

Commissioner Egan stated she likes the concept but this building looks massive 

especially from the south. She is trying to understand the setbacks and asked if the 

front yard is supposed to be considered on 6th.  

 

Mrs. Valone said staff did have to review the code to determine what side constituted 

as the front yard. The plaza is considered the corner side yard and the area actually 

has double fronts on 6th and 7th. The rear yard is the south.  

 

Commissioner Egan clarified they are seeking a variance for the rear at zero feet.  

 

Mrs. Valone stated yes because of the underground garage. Once you get to the above 

grade then they are setback ten feet in some areas.  
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Mr. Mancini showed on the overhead where the delivery area, landscaping and 

terrace area was located. 

 

Commissioner Egan said the delivery area runs up right along the property area to the 

south which is single-family. 

 

Mr. Mancini stated there is about a one story wall there so the delivery truck will be 

secluded from the house. The house to the south has landscaping also.  

 

Commissioner Weyrauch asked why does this building not lineup next to the building 

on 6th which has a similar use.  

 

Mr. Mancini said if this was a commercial building, in the C-1 District the building 

can go right up to the property line. As a middle ground, to try and get as much 

square footage in the units, they proposed this landscaping and bumping the sidewalk 

out to create a buffer.  

 

Commissioner Weyrauch asked if the bump out was eliminating parking spaces. 

 

Mr. Gillingham stated the reason why they are looking to modify the design to the 

corner is to shorten the walking distance across the roadway for pedestrians. The 

second challenge is site distance for the cars. He does not believe it takes away from 

parking on 6th because of the proximity to the stop sign. On Burlington, there is a 

particular distance that needs to be there and they still have to perform a site distance 

assessment. They are still working on the details for the bump out.  

 

Mr. Mancini said the parking on 6th stops at the Faloon and Kenny Buildings.  

 

Commissioner Weyrauch stated she thinks it looks really awkward and the sidewalk 

should be straight.  

 

Commissioner Egan said she does not mind it being bumped out, but in exchanged 

for that she would like to see a bigger setback on the south property line.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked if there will be a fence or a wall in front of the patios on 

the south side. 

 

 Mr. Mancini stated yes there will be a terrace type wall. 

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked if they were planning on changing the parking on 

Burlington in front of the building. 

 

Mr. Mancini said no they are not planning on changing that.  
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Mr. Sullivan stated the bump out was designed to carry the flow of bringing people to 

the open space of the plaza.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked if the Commission had any further questions. None 

responded. He then asked how the Commission felt about the proposal. 

 

Plan Commission Discussion 

 

Commissioner Paice said the concept of the project is great and he likes the courtyard 

in the front. He does not like that it is lot line to lot line all around the building. He 

asked if it could be scaled down and he is not sure why it does not line up with the 

other buildings on 6th Avenue. On the southeast side where the deliveries are to be 

made seems very crammed in there. If there is the potential of another building on 

that south side it makes them very close. Overall, the idea is good but it seems a little 

too big for him. 

 

Commissioner Egan stated she really likes this project and loves the plaza. The 

building is massive and she would like to see it a little bit smaller. They are seeking 

95% lot coverage. There needs to be a bigger set back on the south side yard and a 

little more flare to the façade on 7th Avenue. 

 

Commissioner Wentink said to the point on 7th Avenue; if you moved it back there 

might be some chance to add landscaping. That side is actually the tallest blank 

section because of the slope of the ground. Perhaps some comprehensive change can 

be made and he thinks the access on the southeast corner is a little tricky.  

 

Chairman Kardatzke stated he likes the project and the design. He would also like to 

see the 7th Avenue façade softened up. He would like to see the building moved back 

on 6th so it lines up with the apartment building. He does not have a problem with the 

bump out and he loves the plaza.  

 

Commissioner Hoffenberg said it is a great looking project and the plaza is very 

unique and a wonderful idea for the Village. He would love to see more guest 

parking, which might mean to lessen the number of tandem spaces. He understands 

that there is parking on Burlington but it cannot always be relied upon. He agrees that 

the building does need to be taken in a little because it is a little too tight. Otherwise, 

he likes the design. 

 

Commissioner Schwartz stated he also likes the design. If you shrink it in scale it 

should accomplish some of the objectives that they have indicated. He is less 

concerned about guest parking in the parking garage. 

 

Chairman Kardatzke asked after hearing the comments from the Commissioners does 

the applicant want to come back next month. 
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Mr. Mancini said the only comment he would like to add in regards to 7th is the 

building is at the property line. When you are talking about consistency with 6th 

Avenue it would seem that 7th Avenue should be similarly consistent. If they move 6th 

Avenue back to line up with the apartment building, if they indent the condo building 

it can cause further issues for those units who have to front that building. They have 

worked with staff for four months on this project. The building could extend into the 

plaza but then they would lose the plaza. He understands what they are saying, but 

this is why they came up with the idea for the plaza. It was to make up for the lack of 

five feet surrounding the building which would just be grass. If they squeeze the 

building they might lose the extra guest parking spaces. After discussing things with 

his client, they would like to continue the hearing to next month so they can continue 

working with staff.   

 

Chairman Kardatzke called for a motion to continue the public hearing for Case #247. 

 

Plan Commission Recommendation 

 

Commissioner Paice made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Weyrauch to 

continue the public hearing for Case #247 to the next Plan Commission meeting on 

February 12, 2019. A voice vote was taken: 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

IV. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

None 

 

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

None 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Commissioner Weyrauch made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Wentink to 

adjourn the meeting at 10:37 p.m. A voice vote was taken: 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

 

 

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper 































































































































































1022 S. La Grange Road 
La Grange, Illinois 60525 

708-639-4320
708-390-0665 Fax

vince@fornarolaw.com 

January 25, 2019 

Via electronic mail and hand-delivery 

Charity Jones, Director 

Community Development  

La Grange Village Hall 

53 S. La Grange Rd. 

La Grange, IL 60525 

Re: DTLG Investments LLC 

Modifications requested by Plan Commission 

Dear Ms. Jones, 

Attached please find digital copies of the revised site plan, floor plans, landscape plan, and 

depictions, which are intended to supplement the applicant’s prior submission.  A hardcopy of this 

letter, along with 14 copies of these revised drawings will be delivered to you tomorrow. With this 

letter, I also will attempt to address the concerns raised by the Plan Commission at the January 8th 

hearing.  Specifically, the Plan Commission raised concerns about (1) the lack of setbacks along 

6th and 7th Avenues and along with the Southern lot line, (2) the proximity of the balconies to 

neighboring properties, and (3) the lack of design features along 7th Avenue. 

Initially, the applicant would like to emphasize that the plaza fronting on Burlington Ave., 

measuring more than 6,000 square feet, 5,200 of which is open to the public, was designed to 

consolidate the possible open space requirements under the Code into a single location, rather than 

strips of landscape and lawn surrounding the building which would be largely unusable by anyone.  

This unique use of open space is intended to direct all foot traffic generated by the proposed 

building away from the surrounding neighborhood and toward the commercial business and train 

station to the West.  Although the applicant would be allowed to construct a commercial building 

to the lot lines, the applicant believes the creation of the public plaza is mutually beneficial to the 

future residents and the Village.  The creation of this large, open plaza, however, impacts the 

remaining land available for parking, storage and the residential units resulting in substantial ripple 

effects if sizeable setbacks are required along 6th and 7th Avenues and the Southern lot line. 

PC staff report Attachment 10

mailto:vince@fornarolaw.com
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