VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE
VILLAGE BOARD MEETING
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 2019

7:30 p.m.
Village Hall Auditorium
53 South La Grange Road
La Grange, IL 60525
Thomas E. Livingston
Village President
John Burns
Village Clerk

VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE
VILLAGE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
REGULAR MEETING
Village Hall Auditorium
53 South La Grange Road
La Grange, IL 60525
AGENDA
Monday, February 11, 2019 – 7:30 p.m.
1.

CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Trustee Arnett
Trustee Gale
Trustee Holder
Trustee Kotynek
Trustee Kuchler
Trustee McCarty
President Livingston

2.

PRESIDENT’S REPORT
This is an opportunity for the Village President to report on matters of interest or
concern to the Village.

3.

MANAGER’S REPORT
This is an opportunity for the Village Manager to report on behalf of the Village Staff
about matters of interest to the Village.

4.

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEMS
This is the opportunity for members of the audience to speak about matters that are
included on this Agenda.

5.

CONSENT AGENDA AND VOTE
Matters on the Consent Agenda will be considered by a single motion and vote because
they already have been considered fully by the Board at a previous meeting, or have been
determined to be of a routine nature. Any member of the Board of Trustees may request
that an item be moved from the Consent Agenda to Current Business for separate
consideration.

A.

Agreement – Edgewood Avenue Reconstruction Project – Phase II Design
Engineering Services
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6.

B.

Agreement – La Grange Parking Lots Green Infrastructure Retrofit – 1)
MWRDGC Intergovernmental Agreement and 2) Task Order Approval for
Engineering Services

C.

Purchase – Spring Flower Planting Program

D.

Minutes of the Village of La Grange Board of Trustees Regular Meeting,
Monday, January 28, 2019

E.

Consolidated Voucher 190211

CURRENT BUSINESS
This agenda item includes consideration of matters being presented to the Board of
Trustees for action.

A.

7.

Consideration of an Application by M/I Homes Chicago, LLC for
Development of the Property Known as 441 9th Avenue with 12 Single
Family Houses and 58 Townhomes (Mason Pointe) – Referred to Trustee
Holder

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING MATTERS NOT ON AGENDA
This is an opportunity for members of the audience to speak about Village related matters
that are not listed on this Agenda.

8.

TRUSTEE COMMENTS
Trustees may wish to comment on any matters.

9.

CLOSED SESSION
The Board of Trustees may decide, by a roll call vote, to convene in closed session if
there are matters to discuss confidentially, in accordance with the Open Meetings Act.

10.

ADJOURNMENT
_________

The Village of La Grange is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.
Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and who require certain accommodations so
that they can observe and/or participate in this meeting, or who have questions, regarding the accessibility
of the meeting or the Village’s facilities, should contact the Village’s ADA Coordinator at (708) 5792315 promptly to allow the Village to make reasonable accommodations for those persons.

VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE
Department of Public Works

BOARD REPORT
TO:

Village President, Village Clerk
Board of Trustees, and Village Attorney

FROM:

Andrianna Peterson, Village Manager
Ryan Gillingham, Director of Public Works

DATE:

February 11, 2019

RE:

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT – EDGEWOOD AVENUE
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT - PHASE II DESIGN ENGINEERING
SERVICES

PROJECT BACKGROUND
In 2010, the Village identified the reconstruction of Edgewood Avenue from 47th Street (FAU
1488) to Adventist La Grange Memorial Hospital as a stand-alone capital improvement project.
In addition to serving the regional hospital facility, this roadway also serves as a collector street
for the neighborhood south of 47th Street between Edgewood Avenue and Gilbert Avenue.
Edgewood Avenue also provides connectivity to the unincorporated areas of Cook County
including the La Grange Country Club and the unincorporated neighborhood south of the
hospital.
Based on the regional significance of this roadway, the Village, in cooperation with Lyons
Township, unsuccessfully sought to have this roadway added to the list of Federal Aid Eligible
Routes in the region several years ago. Most recently, in the Village’s comprehensive street
condition survey and assessment, Edgewood Avenue was identified as a roadway in need of
repair based on the pavement condition scores. The Village has been unable to move forward
with the necessary repairs to this roadway due to limited funding.
In February 2018, the Village applied for a grant through the Invest In Cook grant program to
develop engineering plans and specifications for the reconstruction of Edgewood Avenue from
47th Street to 52nd Place (Adventist La Grange Memorial Hospital) and was awarded a grant in
the amount of $137,500.
On September 10, 2018, the Village Board approved a grant agreement with Cook County to
fund engineering for the Edgewood Project. The executed agreement was received from the
County on December 3, 2018.
PHASE II DESIGN ENGINEERING SERVICES
After entering into an agreement the County, the next step is to select a consultant and enter
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into a professional engineering services contract. As required by the grant, the Village followed
a Qualification Based Selection (QBS) process for the hiring of an engineering firm.
On October 5, 2018 a public notice was posted to the Village’s website requesting Statements
of Qualifications from IDOT pre-qualified engineering firms. Notifications were also sent to
21 local engineering firms inviting them to submit statements of qualification. Sealed
qualifications for the project were due on October 19, 2018. Comprehensive responses were
received and reviewed by Village staff.
In addition to reviewing the statements of interest, interviews of four firms were conducted.
The selection criteria included evaluating each consultant’s experience, personnel, project
approach and ability to relate to the requirements in the Request for Statements of
Interest and Qualifications. Civiltech Engineering, Inc. was the highest rated firm based on
their presentation, experience, responses to questions, and information contained with the
Statements of Interest and Qualifications. Civiltech Engineering, Inc.’s project approach
showed a clear understanding of the engineering requirements and the unique challenges of this
project.
The scope of work for the design project will include the replacement of the pavement, curb
and gutters, water main, sewers, and other infrastructure that support this neighborhood,
regional hospital and unincorporated Cook County. In addition to replacing the existing
infrastructure, the project will also assess existing sidewalks and bicycle paths to enhance
pedestrian and bicycle connectivity where appropriate. Public meetings will be planned as part
of the design process to receive public comments for the project.
The scope of engineering services for this project includes the following:
1. Data Collection and Coordination. This activity includes collecting data regarding
existing conditions, performing a topographic survey, developing preliminary design
concepts, performing a geotechnical investigation and collecting other necessary data
to complete the design of the project.
2. Alternatives Assessment. Evaluate and develop preliminary plans and cost estimates
for four alternatives.
3. Public Involvement. Coordinate a public involvement process to discuss the
alternatives and gather input from all stakeholders regarding the project.
4. Preparation of Plans, Specifications and Cost Estimates. After the preferred alternative
is selected, develop detailed plans and specifications for the project to be used for
bidding and construction.
5. Permitting. Prepare permit applications for the project from the IEPA, MWRD, and
IDOT.
AGREEMENTS
Once Civiltech was selected as the highest ranked firm, the Village requested and received a
cost proposal from the consultant, then negotiated the fees and services based on the expected
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scope of work for the project. Civiltech Engineering, Inc. proposes to complete the above scope
of work in amount not-to-exceed $247,496, which is within the budgeted amount. The attached
Village professional services agreement has been developed that details the terms and
conditions for the work. Staff recommends approval of this agreement.
PROJECT BUDGET AND SCHEDULE
Previously, Edgewood Avenue was identified in the Capital Projects Fund, but was
unbudgeted. Due to the availability of grant funding, staff proposed and the Village Board
approved to use funds allocated for gateway signage ($212,000) to fund the Village’s portion
of the engineering expense. Although budgeted in FY2018-19, the gateway signage project is
unlikely to be completed this year as the Village continues its branding initiative and as the
potential for alternative funding sources continue to be explored. The Invest In Cook grant and
matching Capital Project funds are only for Phase 2 engineering services. Once the engineering
plans and detailed cost estimates are complete, additional sources of funding will be sought for
the project to fund future and currently unbudgeted construction.
The project budget for engineering is indicated in the table below:
Edgewood Avenue Reconstruction Project
Expenses
Design Engineering Services (Estimated)

Budget
247,496

Funding Sources
Invest in Cook Grant
Village – Capital Projects Fund

137,500
137,500

Total

275,000

The overall schedule for the project is anticipated as follows:
Task
Village Board Grant Agreement Approval
Cook County Notice To Proceed
Award of Phase 2 Engineering Agreement
Data Collection and Surveying
Development of Concept Plans and Public
Meetings
Completion of Plans, Specifications and Cost
Estimates, and Permitting

Date
September 10, 2018
December 3, 2018
February 11, 2019
February, 2019 – April, 2019
April, 2019 – September, 2019
September, 2019 – April, 2020
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VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE
Department of Public Works

BOARD REPORT
TO:

Village President, Village Clerk
Board of Trustees, and Village Attorney

FROM:

Andrianna Peterson, Village Manager
Ryan Gillingham, Director of Public Works

DATE:

February 11, 2019

RE:

AGREEMENT – LA GRANGE PARKING LOTS GREEN
INFRASTRUCTURE RETROFIT - 1) MWRDGC
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT AND 2) TASK ORDER
APPROVAL FOR ENGINEERING SERVICES

The Village Hall Surface Lot is the surface parking lot located next to Village Hall and serves
as the entrance to the parking structure. The parking lot consists of 16 parking spaces and is
used for short term parking for Village customers and patrons of nearby businesses. The
existing lot consists of an asphalt surface with concrete curbs outlining the lot and interval
aisles. The existing surface is in need of repair.
Parking Lot 8 is a surface parking lot located on the southeast corner of Madison and Harris
Avenues. The lot consists of 45 parking spaces and is used for short term parking for Village
customers and patrons of nearby businesses. The existing lot consists of an asphalt surface with
concrete curbs outlining the lot and interval aisles. The existing surface is in need of repair.
In FY2017-18, the Village budgeted $60,000 in the Parking Fund for the resurfacing of the
Village Hall surface lot. In 2017 the Village applied for a green infrastructure grant with
MWRD to install permeable brick pavers in several parking lots located with the Central
Business District. Unfortunately, the Village was not selected to participate in the MWRD
program at that time.
The design concept involves installing permeable brick pavers that allow water to infiltrate into
the ground rather than discharging directly into the combined sewer system that can be
overburdened by heavy rainstorms. This design will reduce stormwater runoff rates, volumes,
and pollutant loads and partially restore the natural hydrology at the project area. The design
of these permeable paver parking lots would be the same as the green infrastructure paver
project completed at Lot 13 (Brainard Avenue and Burlington Avenue) in 2013. The
installation of this type of green infrastructure is consistent with the Village Board’s priorities
of reducing flooding in the Village and doing so in a way that is environmentally sensitive.
Additionally, the new permeable paver lots are expected to lower maintenance expenses and
provide a service life that exceeds a traditional asphalt lot.
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In July 2018 the Village reapplied for a green infrastructure grant with MWRD to replace the
existing asphalt pavement at the Village Hall surface lot and Lot 8 with permeable brick pavers.
This time the Village was selected as a recipient of a green infrastructure grant from MWRD
to reconstruct the lots with permeable pavers in a grant amount of $298,350. The total
estimated cost for the project is $668,700. Parking funds in the amount of $370,350 designated
for parking lot resurfacing have been allocated in the FY2019-20 budget for the Village’s
portion of the project.
In order to receive the grant funds for the project, the Village must enter into an
intergovernmental agreement with MWRD. A copy of the MWRD agreement is included with
this report. The terms of the agreement include the scope of work, green infrastructure benefits,
reimbursement procedures, project deadlines, maintenance, bidding and construction
requirements. Also the agreement requires that the Village install signage detailing the benefits
of green infrastructure and the partnership between the Village and MWRD at each location.
Staff recommends that the Village Board approve the agreement in substantially the form as
attached and in a final form acceptable to the Village Manager and Village Attorney.
Staff requested a proposal from Baxter and Woodman, Inc. to complete the detailed engineering
for the project under their current task order agreement with the Village. Baxter & Woodman
proposes to complete the plans and specifications, and coordinate the required review and
approval process with MWRD for this work for an amount not-to-exceed $61,973. Staff
recommends that Baxter & Woodman perform the engineering work for this project in
accordance with the attached task order based on their experience in this type of work,
familiarity with the Village, and past performance. If approved, the attached task order with
Baxter & Woodman will be executed for this work in accordance with the municipal
engineering task order contract between Baxter & Woodman and the Village. Staff
recommends approval of the task order. Additional agreements for construction and
construction engineering will be necessary after the project is bid for construction. The budget
for the project is estimated as follows:

FY2019-20 Lot 8 & Village Hall Parking Lot Reconstruction
Budget
Project
Expenses
Engineering
Design Engineering - Development of Plans and Specifications
61,973
Construction Engineering [Estimated]
10,000
Construction [Estimated]

596,700

Total

668,673
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Funding Sources
MWRD GI Program (Construction)
Capital Projects Fund / FY2019-20

298,350
370,323

Total

668,673

The schedule for the project is anticipated as follows:
Action
Project Kickoff
Preliminary Design Documents
Final Design Documents
Bid Advertisement
Bid Opening
Board Approval
Construction Start
Construction Finish

Completion Date
February 11, 2019
March 1, 2019
April 2, 2019
April 10, 2019
May 1, 2019
May 13, 2019
June 17, 2019
August 12, 2019

The above schedule is dependent on MWRD review of the plans and specification. The overall
goal for the schedule is to start construction after the Pet Parade, Carnival, and the school year,
and be completed before school starts again in the Fall. Staff plans to coordinate with the
LGBA, property and business owners, Cossitt Avenue School, and residents to identify and
develop a temporary parking plan for the area. Additionally, adjustments to the Thursday
Farmer’s Market and Craft Fair may need to occur once the final construction schedule is
known.
In summary, staff recommends approval of the Intergovernmental Agreement with MWRD as
stated above for the funding of the La Grange Parking Lots Green Infrastructure Retrofit
project. Staff also recommends approval of a task order with Baxter & Woodman in an amount
not to exceed $61,973 for the completion of the detailed engineering and design for the parking
lots.
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VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
LOT 8 & VILLAGE HALL PARKING LOT RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT
TASK ORDER NO. 183
In accordance with Section 1.2 of the Master Contract dated April 9, 2018 between the Village
of La Grange (the "Village") and Baxter & Woodman, Inc. (the "Consultant"), the Parties agree
to the following Task Number 183:
1. Contracted Services:
Baxter & Woodman, Inc. shall provide the Village with engineering services for the Lot 8 &
Village Hall Parking Lot Reconstruction project. All terms and conditions of the master task
order contract dated April 9, 2018 with the Village of La Grange shall apply.
2. Project Schedule:
The following schedule is anticipated:
February 11, 2019
March 1, 2019
April 2, 2019
April 10, 2019
May 1, 2019
May 13, 2019

Project Kickoff
Preliminary Design Documents
Final Design Documents
Bid Advertisement
Bid Opening
Board Approval

The project schedule will be dependent upon agency review times.
3. Project Completion Date:
May 13, 2019
4. Project Specific Pricing (if applicable):
Baxter & Woodman, Inc. shall be compensated on a cost plus fixed fee basis in an amount
not to exceed $61,973.
5. Additional Changes to the Master Contract (if applicable):
N/A
All other terms and conditions remain unchanged.

[signature page follows]
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VILLAGE

CONSULTANT

Signature

Signature

Director of Public Works

John V. Ambrose
Name (Printed or Typed)

Date

February 5, 2019
Date

If greater than, $2,000, the Village Manager's signature is required.

Signature
Village Manager

Date

If greater than $10,000, the Village Board must approve the Task Order in advance and the Village
President's signature is required.

Signature
Village President

Date

I:\Crystal Lake\LAGRV\180798-Lot 8 & Village Hall Parking Lot Reconstruction\Contracts\Work\180798.40_TaskOrderNo183.docx
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VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
LOT 8 & VILLAGE HALL PARKING LOT RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT
EXHIBIT A
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This Project consists of reconstructing and improving the Village Hall Parking Lot alongside
Village Hall and Harris Avenue and Parking Lot 8 at the intersection of Harris Avenue and
Madison Avenue. These improvements will be funded, in part, through the Metropolitan
Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago’s Green Infrastructure Partnership Program.
The lot reconstruction will consist of installing permeable pavers and maximizing
stormwater infiltration.
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VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
LOT 8 & VILLAGE HALL PARKING LOT RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT
EXHIBIT B
SCOPE OF SERVICES
1.

2.

PROJECT COORDINATION

a)

PROJECT MANAGEMENT
 Plan, schedule, and control activities to complete the Project. These activities
include, but are not limited to budget, schedule, and scope. Submit a monthly status
report via email describing tasks completed the previous month and outlining goals
for the subsequent month.

b)

PROJECT MEETINGS
 Hold a kick-off meeting with staff and the Project team to establish clear lines of
communication, introduce staff to the team members, and establish the Owner’s
detailed needs, objectives, and goals for the Project. The meeting will also be used
to obtain information, plans, atlases, and other data to be supplied by the Owner,
and to set schedules and guidelines for any future design meetings.
 Conduct one (1) meeting with staff at times during the design of the Project to
clarify staff wishes, design questions, and/or construction methods. Design
meetings will consist of one preliminary (60%) meeting, where the initial layout is
approved.
 Public meetings or Village Board meetings are not anticipated for this Project.

INITIAL DATA COLLECTION

a)

COLLECT EXISTING FILES
 Obtain, review, and evaluate the following information provided by the Owner for
use in design: utility atlases; GIS shape files surrounding the project limits; aerial
photography; environmental studies; maintenance and flooding records; drainage
studies; hydrologic and hydraulic information and calculations; and geotechnical
data.

b)

TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY
 Perform topographic survey of the Project limits of natural and man-made features
in order to develop base sheets for Project plan drawings. State plane coordinates
and NAVD 88 will be used for horizontal and vertical controls.
 Develop base sheets of natural and man-made features from topographic survey
data, including creating lists of deficient items for clarification at future site visits.
 It is not anticipated that the topographic survey will require Prevailing Wage for
Survey Worker to be paid to technicians performing the work. In the event it is
determined that the design topographic survey is covered work under the Illinois
Prevailing Wage Act (820 ILCS 130), Baxter & Woodman, Inc. will negotiate an
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equitable increase in compensation with the Owner to meet the requirements of the
Act.

3.

c)

SITE VISITS FOR DESIGNERS
 Conduct site visits to familiarize the designer(s) with the sites, clarify any
discrepancies on the Drawings, and identify the horizontal and vertical alignment
of the storm sewer pipe.
 Walk the sewer routes with staff to: resolve deficient/questionable items from the
topographic survey; evaluate the condition of existing pavements, drainage
structures, and curb and gutter; confirm the horizontal and vertical alignment of
new sewers; identify areas conducive for contractor staging; identify parkway
features to be protected, and evaluate restoration options.
 Prepare guidelines for protection of parkway features/trees, traffic control,
construction staging, and restoration for the Owner’s use in communicating with
residents, and for use during detailed design.

d)

UTILITY LOCATES
 Complete a Design Stage Request with JULIE, which consists of obtaining names and
phone numbers of utilities located within the work area.
 Contact utilities, obtain atlases where available, and provide preliminary plan
sheets to utility companies for their markup and return.
 If utility relocates are found to be needed due to conflict with a proposed sewer,
work with utility company engineers to provide information and assistance as
needed.

e)

GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION AND PAVEMENT CORES
 Arrange for a geotechnical sub-consultant to make four (4) soil borings at 15’ deep,
collect and analyze soil samples, determine groundwater levels, and prepare a
written report for structural design.
 Arrange for a sub-consultant to make four (4) pavement cores of the surface and
base material for determining the composition of the existing pavement material
within the Project limits.
 Arrange for a sub-consultant to complete Clean Construction or Demolition Debris
(CCDD) IEPA Form 663, including CCDD screening, testing, and subsurface
investigation.

PRELIMINARY DESIGN

a)

REVIEW DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
 Review current ADA standards to determine if the current parking lot designs are
sufficient. This task does not include development of parking lot alternatives.

b)

PRELIMINARY DESIGN
 Determine the preferred geometric layout and cross section throughout the Project.
Identify design constraints including clear zone, obstructions, drainage limitations,
and potential design exceptions.
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 Prepare preliminary ditch, inlet, culvert, and storm sewer design for the proposed
improvements.

4.

c)

PRELIMINARY DESIGN DOCUMENTS
 Develop base sheets of natural and man-made features from topographic survey
data.
 Indicate the location of all utilities that can be obtained from the best available
records, including utility company atlases.
 Prepare Design Documents consisting of Drawings showing the extent and
character of construction work to be furnished and performed by the Contractor(s)
selected by the Owner and Specifications which will be prepared in conformance
with the format of the Construction Specification Institute.
 Prepare CADD-generated preliminary plan sheets (60%) that indicate the proposed
layout of design elements, including proposed installation methods, and areas of
possible problems or difficulties.

d)

PRELIMINARY ENGINEER’S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
 Prepare Opinions of Probable Construction and Total Project Costs (EOPC) for the
Project including: construction cost; contingencies; construction engineering
services; and, on the basis of information furnished by the Owner, allowances for
legal services, financial consultants, and any administrative services or other costs
necessary for completion of the Project.

e)

PEER AND CONSTRUCTABILITY REVIEWS
 Conduct QA/QC peer reviews of drawings.
 Utilize Construction Department personnel to provide a review of drawings.

f)

DELIVERABLES
 Full sized preliminary plan sheets – One (1) copy
 Quarter sized preliminary plan sheets – One (1) copy
 Preliminary Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Costs
 Digital copy of plan sheets and EOPC

FINAL CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS

a)

FINAL DESIGN
 Review and respond to Preliminary (60%) and Pre-Final (95%) plan sheets
comments.
 Finalize the preferred geometric layout and cross section throughout the Project.
 Finalize the ditch, inlet, culvert, and storm sewer design for the proposed
improvements.
 Develop a proposed pavement striping and signage plan for the proposed
improvements.
 Provide a plan to facilitate traffic during parking lot construction.

b)

PERMITS AND AGENCY COORDINATION
 Submit the design documents to obtain permits from MWRD.
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 Submit a Notice of Intent and the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to the IEPA
for a General NPDES Permit No. ILR10.
 Obtain an endangered species consultation from IDNR.
 Obtain a historic preservation consultation from IHPA.
 Apply for an Owner site work permit, building permit, and/or tree removal and
preservation permit, if required.

c)

DESIGN DOCUMENTS FOR BID
 Provide detailed computer-aided drafting of design elements and construction
requirements.
 Indicate location of all utilities that can be obtained from the best available records,
including utility company atlases and SUE locates.
 Create all legends, general notes, and designer instructions to contractors, to create
a final set of construction drawings.
 Prepare Design Documents consisting of Drawings showing the general scope,
extent and character of construction work to be furnished and performed by the
Contractor(s) selected by the Owner and Specifications which will be prepared in
conformance with the format of the Construction Specification Institute.
 Both Pre-final (95%) and Final (100%) plan sheets and contract documents
submittals are anticipated for this Project.
 This scope of work assumes existing parking lot drive aprons will remain in place.

d)

ENGINEER’S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
 Prepare Opinions of Probable Construction and Total Project Costs (EOPC) for the
Project including: construction cost; contingencies; construction engineering
services; and, on the basis of information furnished by the Owner, allowances for
legal services, financial consultants, and any administrative services or other costs
necessary for completion of the Project.

e)

PEER AND CONSTRUCTABILITY REVIEWS
 Conduct QA/QC peer reviews of drawings and specifications.
 Utilize Construction Department personnel to provide a review of drawings and
specifications.
 Make revisions based upon comments from both engineering and construction
department comments.

f)

CONTRACT DOCUMENTS
 Prepare for review and approval by the Owner and its legal counsel the forms of
Construction Contract Documents consisting of Advertisement for Bids, Bidder
Instructions. Bid Form, Agreement, Performance Bond Form, Payment Bond Form,
General Conditions, and Supplementary Conditions, where appropriate, based upon
standard Owner contract documents.

g)

DELIVERABLES
 Full sized For Bid Plan Sheets – Two (2) copies
 Quarter sized For Bid Plan Sheets – Two (2) copies
 Contract Document Book – Two (2) copies
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 Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Costs
 Digital copy of plan sheets, contract documents, and EOPC
 Digital copy of CAD files and hydraulic model files
5.

6.

ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIREMENTS – As part of utilizing MWRD Green Infrastructure
Partnership funding, the following additional services are included in this scope of work:
a)

Attend one (1) meeting with District Green Infrastructure staff to coordinate design
details of the Project.

b)

Submit Preliminary, Pre-final, and Final plans to the District for review.

c)

Prepare a response letter to District comments.

d)

Prepare updated stormwater detention and volume control calculations in
accordance with the District’s Design Retention Capacity templates.

e)

Develop an Operation and Maintenance Manual for the Project with MWRD required
information.

f)

Provide design and specification of signage to be installed on the site, as part of the
construction project, identifying the Project as part of the MWRD Green
Infrastructure Partnership Program.

ASSISTANCE DURING BIDDING
a)

BID ADVERTISEMENT
 Assist the Owner in solicitation of construction bids from as many qualified bidders
as possible.
 Set bid dates with Owner, create Advertisement for Bids (AFB), provide AFB to
Owner for publication, and mail advertisement to selected prospective bidders.
 Answer bidders’ questions during bid period.

b)

ADDENDUMS
 Issue necessary addenda to all planholders as necessary.

c)

BID OPENING
 Attend bid opening with staff and assist in reviewing and checking of bid package
submittals as required.
 Tabulate all bids received and review all bid submittals to verify low bid is
responsive and responsible.
 Issue a Letter of Recommendation to Award the construction contract to the Owner
for their action.
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DESIGN ENGINEERING

CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

FINAL EOPC
PEER AND CONSTRUCTABILITY REVIEWS

DESIGN DOCUMENTS FOR BID

PERMITS AND AGENCY COORDINATION

FINAL CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS
FINAL DESIGN

PRELIMINARY EOPC
PEER AND CONSTRUCTABILITY REVIEWS

PRELIMINARY DESIGN DOCUMENTS

GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
PRELIMINARY DESIGN
REVIEW DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
PRELIMINARY DESIGN

SITE VISITS FOR DESIGNERS
UTILITY LOCATES

TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY

INITIAL DATA COLLECTION
COLLECT EXISTING FILES
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SR ENGINEER III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
ENGR TECH III
ENGINEER III
SR ENGINEER II
SR ENGINEER IV

MOFFITT
MOFFITT
FORESMAN
VAN DYK
MOFFITT
VAN DYK
NACINO
VAN DYK
SCHUG
DABROS
MOFFITT
FORESMAN
VAN DYK
MOFFITT
VAN DYK
MOFFITT
FORESMAN
VAN DYK
NACINO
VAN DYK
SCHUG
DABROS
VAN DYK
FORESMAN

ENGINEER III
ENGR TECH III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGR TECH II
ENGR TECH III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
ENGR TECH III
SR ENGINEER III

VAN DYK
NACINO
MOFFITT
MOLIDOR
NACINO
MOFFITT
VAN DYK
NACINO
MOFFITT

8
4
16
8
30
10
4
30
45
12
6
6
16
16

2
6
4
20
4
18
40
10
2
4

4
2
3
30
16
4
4
4
4

8

$51.50
$33.24
$32.65
$51.50
$32.65
$51.50
$33.24
$32.65
$36.66
$32.65
$47.81
$59.68
$32.65
$33.24

$51.50
$51.50
$33.24
$32.65
$51.50
$32.65
$36.66
$32.65
$47.81
$59.68

$32.65
$36.66
$51.50
$34.14
$36.66
$51.50
$32.65
$36.66
$51.50

$51.50

$412
$133
$522
$412
$980
$515
$133
$980
$1,650
$392
$287
$358
$522
$532

$0
$131
$73
$155
$1,024
$587
$206
$131
$147
$206
$0
$103
$309
$133
$653
$206
$588
$1,466
$327
$96
$239

$412

$606
$196
$767
$606
$1,441
$757
$196
$1,441
$2,426
$576
$422
$526
$767
$782

$0
$193
$107
$228
$1,505
$863
$303
$193
$216
$303
$0
$151
$454
$196
$960
$303
$864
$2,155
$481
$141
$351

$606

$1,211

$6,700

$40

$20

$195

$174

$148
$48
$187
$148
$351
$184
$48
$351
$591
$140
$103
$128
$193
$191

$47
$26
$84
$367
$210
$74
$47
$53
$74
$0
$37
$111
$48
$234
$77
$211
$525
$117
$34
$86

$148

$320

$14,077
$371
$206
$662
$2,896
$1,660
$583
$371
$416
$7,283
$11,676
$291
$874
$377
$1,847
$606
$1,663
$4,146
$925
$271
$676
$22,188
$1,166
$377
$1,476
$1,166
$2,772
$1,456
$377
$2,772
$4,667
$1,108
$812
$1,012
$1,522
$1,505

$1,166

$2,529

SR ENGINEER III

$824

Total

MOFFITT

$51.50

Profit

PROJECT MEETINGS

16

In-House
Direct Costs
(IHDC)

$3,695
SR ENGINEER III

Overhead*

Services by
Others

147%
0
150

MOFFITT

Man-Hours

Payroll
Payroll
Rate
Costs (DL)

Overhead Rate (OH)
Complexity Factor (R)
Calendar Days

*Firm's approved rates on file with IDOT's
Bureau of Accounting and Auditing:

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Employee
Classification

X
14.5%[DL + R(DL) + OH(DL) + IHDC]
□
14.5%[DL + R(DL) + 1.4(DL) + IHDC]
□
14.5%[(2.8 + R)DL] + IHDC
□
□
□
Cost Estimate of Consultant's Services in Dollars

180798.40

(Municipality/Township/County)

Harris Ave.
Village of La Grange

PROJECT COORDINATION

Element of Work

Method of Compensation:
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 1
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 2
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 3
Direct Labor Multiple
Specific Rate
Lump Sum

Section:
Project:
Job No.:

Route:
Local Agency:

EXHIBIT C

VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
LOT 8 & VILLAGE HALL PARKING LOT RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT

5-B. 13
TOTALS

MOFFITT
VAN DYK
MOFFITT
VAN DYK
NACINO
MOFFITT
VAN DYK

MOFFITT
MOFFITT
MOFFITT
VAN DYK
VAN DYK
MOFFITT
VAN DYK
MOFFITT
VAN DYK

Services by Others:
Geotechnical Engineering Services

DESIGN ENGINEERING

SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
ENGR TECH III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III

SR ENGINEER III
SR ENGINEER III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III
SR ENGINEER III
ENGINEER III

502

8
4
4
2
4
6
4

6
2
6
12
4
1
3
4
16
$51.50
$32.65
$51.50
$32.65
$36.66
$51.50
$32.65

$51.50
$51.50
$51.50
$32.65
$32.65
$51.50
$32.65
$51.50
$32.65

$

19,367

$412
$131
$206
$65
$147
$309
$131

$309
$103
$309
$392
$131
$52
$98
$206
$522

$

X
14.5%[DL + R(DL) + OH(DL) + IHDC]
□
14.5%[DL + R(DL) + 1.4(DL) + IHDC]
□
14.5%[(2.8 + R)DL] + IHDC
□
□
□
Cost Estimate of Consultant's Services in Dollars

180798.40

(Municipality/Township/County)

Harris Ave.
Village of La Grange

In-House Direct Costs:
VEHICLE EXPENSES - TRAVEL 300 MILES @ $0.58/MILE =
SURVEY VAN - 3 DAYS @ $65/DAY =
UPS SHIPPING EXPENSES - 3 SHIPMENTS @ $20/SHIPMENT

BID OPENING

ADDENDUMS

ASSISTANCE DURING BIDDING
BID ADVERTISEMENT

SIGNAGE

UPDATED DRC CALCULATIONS
O&M PLAN

ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIREMENTS
MEETINGS
SUBMITTALS
RESPONSE LETTERS

Method of Compensation:
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 1
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 2
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 3
Direct Labor Multiple
Specific Rate
Lump Sum

Section:
Project:
Job No.:

Route:
Local Agency:

EXHIBIT C

$6,700

$174
$195
$60

28,472

$606
$193
$303
$96
$216
$454
$193

$454
$151
$454
$576
$193
$76
$144
$303
$767

$

6,700

$

Overhead Rate (OH)
Complexity Factor (R)
Calendar Days

429

$

147%
0
150

7,005

$148
$47
$74
$23
$53
$111
$47

$111
$37
$111
$140
$47
$19
$35
$74
$187

*Firm's approved rates on file with IDOT's
Bureau of Accounting and Auditing:

VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
LOT 8 & VILLAGE HALL PARKING LOT RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT

$

61,973

$6,001
$874
$291
$874
$1,108
$371
$147
$277
$583
$1,476
$3,965
$1,166
$371
$583
$184
$416
$874
$371

VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
LOT 8 & VILLAGE HALL PARKING LOT RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT
EXHIBIT D
OVERALL PROJECT BUDGET AND SCHEDULE

Budget

FY2019-20 Lot 8 & Village Hall Parking Lot Reconstruction Project
Expenses
Engineering
Design Engineering - Development of Plans and Specifications
Construction Engineering [Estimated]

$61,973.00
$10,000.00

Construction [Estimated]

$596,700.00

Total

$668,673.00

Funding Sources
MWRD GI Program (Construction) / FY2018-19 Budget
Capital Projects Fund / FY2019-20

$298,350.00
$370,323.00

Total

$668,673.00

ANTICIPATED OVERALL PROJECT SCHEDULE:
February 11, 2019 - Project Kickoff
March 1, 2019 - Preliminary Design Documents
April 2, 2019 - Final Design Documents
April 10, 2019 - Bid Advertisement
May 1, 2019 - Bid Opening
May 13, 2019 - Board Approval
June 17, 2019 - Construction Start
August 12, 2019 - Construction Finish
Note: The overall project schedule will be dependent upon agency review times.

5-B. 14

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE VILLAGE OF LA
GRANGE AND THE METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF
GREATER CHICAGO FOR THE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE OF THE LA GRANGE PARKING LOTS GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE
RETROFIT IN THE VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
THIS INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT (hereinafter the “Agreement”)
entered into, by and between the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater
Chicago, a unit of local government and body politic, organized and existing under the
laws of the State of Illinois (“MWRDGC”) and the Village of La Grange an Illinois
Municipal Corporation, (hereinafter the “VILLAGE”). Together, the MWRDGC and the
VILLAGE may, for convenience only, be hereinafter referred to as the “Parties” and
each individually as a “Party.”
WITNESSETH:
WHEREAS, on November 17, 2004, Public Act 093-1049 amended the
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District Act (“Act”) in various ways;
WHEREAS, the Act, as amended, declares that stormwater management in
Cook County shall be under the general supervision of the MWRDGC;
WHEREAS, Public Act 098-0652 amended the Act again on June 18, 2014, by
specifically authorizing the MWRDGC to plan, implement, and finance activities relating
to local stormwater management projects in Cook County;
WHEREAS, one component of the MWRDGC’s stormwater management
program includes green infrastructure, which shall hereinafter be defined as the range
of stormwater control measures that use plant/soil systems, permeable pavement,
stormwater harvest and reuse, or native landscaping to store, infiltrate, and/or
evapotranspirate stormwater and reduce flows to sewer systems or to surface waters as
more fully set forth at 415 ILCS 56/5;
WHEREAS, the MWRDGC has committed to implement a Green Infrastructure
Program Plan in conformance with Appendix E, Section II (C) of a certain consent
19-IGA-XX
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decree entered into in United States, et al., v. Metropolitan Water Reclamation District
of Greater Chicago, Case No. 1:11-cv-08859 (N.D. Ill. 2014) (“Consent Decree”), and
the MWRDGC’s formal Commitment herein is intended to satisfy that obligation;
WHEREAS, the VILLAGE is located within the boundaries of Cook County,
Illinois;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 11-110-1 of the Illinois Municipal Code, 65 ILCS
5/11-110-1, and other applicable laws, the VILLAGE has the authority to construct and
maintain green infrastructure facilities within its corporate limits to manage storm water
runoff and for other storm water management purposes, including among other things
porous pavement;
WHEREAS, on October 6, 2009, the VILLAGE and the MWRDGC entered into
an intergovernmental agreement (“Stormwater IGA”) regarding stormwater
management within the corporate limits of the VILLAGE; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to the Stormwater IGA, the MWRDGC and the VILLAGE
further agreed to work together on identifying potential projects to address stormwater
management problems within the corporate limits of the VILLAGE;
WHEREAS, the VILLAGE proposes the construction of permeable pavers in two
parking lots located at 53 S. La Grange Rd. and 20 W. Harris Ave., La Grange, Illinois.
The proposed green infrastructure installations at the above locations will provide
a total design retention capacity of 62,950 gallons of stormwater per rain event. The
permeable pavers will serve to further the MWRDGC’s goal of informing the public of
the value of green infrastructure;
WHEREAS, the VILLAGE intends to perform the design, construction, operation
and maintenance of the proposed green infrastructure installations;
WHEREAS, the VILLAGE’s proposed plans to construct the green infrastructure
installations in the VILLAGE may be approached more effectively, economically, and

19-IGA-XX
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comprehensively with the VILLAGE and the MWRDGC cooperating and using their joint
efforts and resources;
WHEREAS, the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, 5 ILCS 220/1 et seq., and
Section 10 of Article VII of the Illinois Constitution, allow and encourage
intergovernmental cooperation;
WHEREAS, on ____________________, the MWRDGC’s Board of
Commissioners authorized the MWRDGC to enter into an intergovernmental agreement
with the VILLAGE;
WHEREAS, on February 12, 2019, the Village of La Grange Board of Trustees
authorized the VILLAGE to enter into an intergovernmental agreement with the
MWRDGC;
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the matters set forth, the mutual
covenants and agreements contained in this Agreement and, for other good and
valuable consideration, the VILLAGE and the MWRDGC hereby agree as follows:
Article 1. Incorporation of Recitals
The recitals set forth above are incorporated herein by reference and made a
part hereof.
Article 2. Scope of Work
1. The work contemplated by this Agreement will include construction, operation,
and maintenance of permeable pavers. These improvements (hereinafter the
“Project”) are categorized by the MWRDGC as “green infrastructure”.
2. The VILLAGE, at its sole cost and expense, shall cause to be prepared
construction drawings, specifications, and details (hereinafter “Construction
Documents”) for the Project.

19-IGA-XX
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3. The Project will be constructed to maximize the design retention capacity. The
green infrastructure components of the Project shall be designed to capture up to
62,950 gallons of stormwater per rain event.
4. The Project shall realize all public benefits of helping to alleviate flooding, located
within the Project area of the VILLAGE, as shown in Exhibit 1.
5. The VILLAGE shall provide the MWRDGC with a copy of 60% and 98% complete
Construction Documents for the MWRDGC’s approval as to the Project’s
intended stormwater and green infrastructure benefits to the public.
6. The MWRDGC shall review and provide comments to the VILLAGE as to the
Project’s intended stormwater and/or green infrastructure benefit to the public in
writing within 30 calendar days of receipt of the 60% and 98% complete
Construction Documents. The VILLAGE shall incorporate the MWRDGC’s review
comments into the Construction Documents.
7. The MWRDGC retains the discretion to adjust the amount of its reimbursement
commitment if, based on the MWRDGC’s review of the Construction Documents
including addenda and change orders, the Project will not provide sufficient
design retention capacity.
8. The VILLAGE, at its sole cost and expense, shall construct the Project in
accordance with the final Construction Documents.
9. The VILLAGE will publicly advertise the Project and publicly award all Projectrelated construction contracts to the lowest responsible bidder as determined by
the VILLAGE. The VILLAGE shall consider and act in general accord with the
applicable standards of the MWRDGC’s Purchasing Act, 70 ILCS 2605/11.111.24, (attached to this Agreement as Exhibit 2) when advertising and awarding
the construction contracts. The VILLAGE shall also require a payment bond and
performance bond for all Project-related construction contracts in general accord
with the applicable standards of Exhibit 2. The VILLAGE may impose more
stringent requirements than those contained in Exhibit 2 when awarding Project19-IGA-XX
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related construction contracts, but in no event shall the VILLAGE’s requirements
fall below the MWRDGC’s applicable general standards. The VILLAGE need not
include the attached Exhibit 2 as part of its bid documents. However, the
VILLAGE is responsible for ensuring that these applicable minimum
requirements are met.
10. The VILLAGE agrees that the Project is a “Covered Project” as defined in the
MWRDGC’s Multi-Project Labor Agreement for Cook County (“MPLA”) (attached
to this Agreement as Exhibit 3). As such, the VILLAGE agrees to be obligated as
the MWRDGC would be in the MPLA and will ensure that the standards and
requirements for “Covered Projects” will be met for the Project, as applicable.
The VILLAGE may impose more stringent requirements than those contained in
the MPLA when awarding Project-related construction contracts, but in no event
shall the VILLAGE’s requirements fall below the standards for “Covered Projects”
detailed in it. The attached Exhibit 3 need not be included as part of the Project’s
bid documents, however, the VILLAGE is responsible for ensuring that its
applicable minimum requirements are met.
11. The VILLAGE must comply with the applicable portions of the MWRDGC’s
Affirmative Action Ordinance (attached to this Agreement as Exhibit 4).
Affirmative Action goals for the Project are: 20% of the total amount of
reimbursement to be provided by the MWRDGC for the Project for MinorityOwned Business Enterprises, 10% of the total amount of reimbursement to be
provided by the MWRDGC for the Project for Women-Owned Business
Enterprises, and 10% of the total amount of reimbursement to be provided by the
MWRDGC for the Project for Small Business Enterprises.
12. The determination as to whether the VILLAGE has complied with the
MWRDGC’s Affirmative Action goals is solely in the MWRDGC’s discretion. If the
VILLAGE fails to fully comply with these Affirmative Action goals, as determined
by the MWRDGC, the MWRDGC may withhold payments to the VILLAGE up to
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or equal to the dollar amount by which the VILLAGE failed to meet the Affirmative
Action goal(s).
13. The MWRDGC has the right to access and inspect, with reasonable notice, any
records or documentation related to the VILLAGE’s compliance with the
MWRDGC’s Affirmative Action goals.
14. In order to evidence compliance with the MWRDGC’s Affirmative Action goals,
the VILLAGE must submit the following items to the MWRDGC’s Diversity
Administrator prior to the start of construction: (1) a completed Utilization Plan,
attached to this Agreement as Exhibit 5; and (2) a letter from a certifying agency
that verifies the vendors’ MBE/WBE/SBE status. Failure to timely submit a
Utilization Plan or certifying letter may result in a payment delay and/or denial.
15. The VILLAGE must comply with the applicable portions of the MWRDGC’s
Veteran’s Business Enterprise (VBE) Contracting Policy Requirements (attached
to this Agreement as Exhibit 6). VBE goals for the Project are: 3% of the total
amount of reimbursement to be provided by the MWRDGC for the Project for
Veteran’s Business Enterprises.
16. The determination as to whether the VILLAGE has complied with the
MWRDGC’s VBE policy is solely in the MWRDGC’s discretion. If the VILLAGE
fails to fully comply with this policy, as determined by the MWRDGC, the
MWRDGC may withhold payments to the VILLAGE up to or equal to the dollar
amount by which the VILLAGE failed to meet the Affirmative Action goal(s).
17. The MWRDGC has the right to access and inspect, with reasonable notice, any
records or documentation related to the VILLAGE’s compliance with the
MWRDGC’s VBE policy.
18. In order to evidence compliance with the MWRDGC’s VBE policy, the VILLAGE
must submit the following items to the MWRDGC’s Diversity Administrator prior
to the start of construction: (1) a completed VBE Commitment Form, attached to
this Agreement as Exhibit 7; and (2) a letter from a certifying agency that verifies
19-IGA-XX
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the vendors’ VBE status. Failure to timely submit a VBE Commitment Form or
certifying letter may result in a payment delay and/or denial.
19. Every 30 days from the start of construction until its completion, the VILLAGE
must submit to the MWRDGC’s Diversity Administrator the following: (1) an
Affirmative Action and VBE Status Report (“Status Report”) attached to this
Agreement as Exhibit 8; (2) full or partial lien waivers from the participating
MBE/WBE/SBE/VBE vendors, as applicable; and (3) proof of payment to the
participating MBE/WBE/SBE/VBE vendors (e.g., canceled checks), as
applicable. Failure to submit a Status Report and any supporting documentation
may result in a payment delay and/or denial.
20. The VILLAGE shall comply with the Prevailing Wage Act, 820 ILCS 130/0.01 et
seq. Current prevailing wage rates for Cook County are determined by the Illinois
Department of Labor. The prevailing wage rates are available on the Illinois
Department of Labor’s official website. It is the responsibility of the VILLAGE to
obtain and comply with any revisions to the rates should they change throughout
the duration of this Agreement.
21. The VILLAGE, at its sole cost and expense, shall provide the final design of the
Project, land acquisition and remediation, and construction oversight and
administrative support for the Project.
22. The VILLAGE shall submit an Operation and Maintenance Plan (hereinafter the
“O&M Plan”) for the MWRDGC’s review and approval. The O&M Plan shall be
included as part of the Agreement as Exhibit 9. At its sole cost and expense, the
VILLAGE shall operate and maintain the Project in accordance with the O&M
Plan.
23. The MWRDGC shall reimburse the VILLAGE for 50.00% of the total construction
cost of the Project, but in no event shall that amount exceed Two Hundred Ninety
Eight Thousand Three Hundred Fifty and 00/100 Dollars ($298,350.00) (the
“Maximum Reimbursement Amount”). All reimbursement provided by the
19-IGA-XX
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MWRDGC shall be used exclusively for the construction of the Project. The
VILLAGE will be responsible for securing funding or contributing its own funds for
all remaining costs necessary to construct the Project in accordance with the
Construction Documents. For purposes of this Agreement, “construction” shall
mean all work necessary to build the Project as depicted in the Construction
Documents. The VILLAGE shall be solely responsible for change orders,
overruns or any other increases in cost of the Project. The MWRDGC shall
disburse funds to the VILLAGE in accordance with the following schedule:
a. 50% at 50% completion of construction; and
b. 50% at final completion and after final inspection by the MWRDGC.
24. The MWRDGC’s Maximum Reimbursement Amount is based on the funding
amount that the MWRDGC’s Board of Commissioners has approved and
appropriated for purposes of this Agreement for the current fiscal year. Any
additional funding from the MWRDGC beyond the current fiscal year is subject to
the approval of the MWRDGC’s Board of Commissioners.
25. To date, the VILLAGE has spent approximately $0 on engineering, property
acquisition, and other design-related project costs.
26. To date, the VILLAGE has secured and will contribute approximately $370,350 of
funding towards total construction costs, including construction inspection.
27. As a condition for reimbursement, the VILLAGE shall submit copies of
construction invoices to the MWRDGC for the MWRDGC’s review and approval,
such approval not to be unreasonably withheld.
28. The VILLAGE shall return all funds provided by the MWRDGC if construction of
the Project is not completed in accordance with the Construction Documents
within two (2) years of the VILLAGE’s initial award of a construction contract
related to the Project, unless the MWRDGC approves an extension prior to the
expiration of the two (2) year completion period; such approvals shall not be
unreasonably withheld.
19-IGA-XX
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Article 3. Permits and Fees
1. Federal, State, and County Requirements. The VILLAGE shall obtain all federal,
state, county, and local permits required by law for the construction of the
Project, and shall assume any costs in procuring said permits. Additionally, the
VILLAGE shall obtain all consents and approvals required by federal, state,
and/or county regulations for the construction of the Project, and shall assume
any costs incurred in procuring all such consents and approvals.
2. Operation and Maintenance. The VILLAGE shall obtain any and all permits
necessary for the performance of any operations or maintenance work
associated with the improvements to be constructed by the VILLAGE in
connection with the Project, and in accordance with Article 5 of this Agreement.
Article 4. Property Interests
1. Prior to construction, the VILLAGE shall acquire any temporary or permanent
easements, license agreements, or fee simple title as may be necessary for
construction, maintenance, and access to the Project. Any property interests
acquired by the VILLAGE must be consistent with the MWRDGC’s right to
access the Project to conduct an inspection or perform maintenance as set out in
Article 5.
2. Should acquisition of property interests via condemnation be necessary, the
VILLAGE shall incur all associated costs, including purchase price and/or
easement fee as well as any attorney’s fees.
3. The VILLAGE shall record all easements, licenses or deeds acquired for the
Project.
4. The VILLAGE shall own all of the improvements constructed for the Project.
Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as creating an ownership or
property interest for the MWRDGC in any part of the Project.
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Article 5. Maintenance
1. The VILLAGE, at its sole cost and expense, shall perpetually maintain the
permeable pavers and any other associated appurtenances in accordance with
the O&M plan approved by the MWRDGC.
2. The VILLAGE shall conduct annual inspections to ensure adequate maintenance
of the Project. The VILLAGE shall prepare a report detailing its annual
inspection, observations, and conclusions including whether the Project is
operating as designed, functioning, and providing the intended public benefit.
The annual inspection report shall be stamped by a Professional Engineer
licensed by the State of Illinois. The stamped annual inspection report shall be
provided to the MWRDGC within thirty (30) days of completion.
3. The MWRDGC shall have the right (including any necessary right of access) to
conduct its own annual inspection of the constructed Project upon reasonable
notice to the VILLAGE.
4. In the event of failure of the VILLAGE to maintain the Project as described above
to the satisfaction of the MWRDGC, the MWRDGC may issue a thirty (30) day
written notice by certified or registered mail to the VILLAGE directing the
VILLAGE to perform such maintenance. If maintenance has not been
accomplished on or before thirty (30) days after such notice, the MWRDGC may
cause such maintenance to be performed and the VILLAGE shall pay the
MWRDGC the entire cost the MWRDGC incurred to perform the required
maintenance.
5. In the event of failure of the VILLAGE to maintain or operate the Project to
provide the intended public benefit, the MWRDGC may demand that some or all
of the funding it provided under this Agreement be returned to the MWRDGC.
6. In performing its obligations under this Article, the VILLAGE shall comply with all
access restrictions and notice requirements set forth in the easements, licenses
or deeds recorded pursuant to Article 4 of this Agreement.
19-IGA-XX
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Article 6. Notification
1. Bid Advertisement. The VILLAGE will provide the MWRDGC with thirty (30) days’
notice prior to Bid Advertisement for the Project.
2. Construction. The VILLAGE shall provide the MWRDGC with a construction
schedule and provide the MWRDGC a minimum of seventy-two (72) hours’
notice before the following project milestones:


Start of work



Substantial completion



Completion of work

Article 7. Signage
Wherever green infrastructure is present and visible to the community, signs shall
permanently be displayed setting forth the following information “This project is a
joint effort between the Village of La Grange and the Metropolitan Water
Reclamation District of Greater Chicago, designed to promote the use of green
infrastructure as an effective means of stormwater management.” The signs shall be
maintained by the VILLAGE, and shall include educational information about the
benefits of green infrastructure. The MWRDGC will provide examples of signage
used for similar projects.
Article 8. Termination by the VILLAGE
Prior to commencement of construction of the Project, the VILLAGE may, at its
option, and upon giving notice to the MWRDGC in the manner provided in Article 26
below, terminate this Agreement as it pertains to the entire Project. The VILLAGE
shall return all Project-related funds received from the MWRDGC no later than
fourteen (14) days following its termination of the Agreement.
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Article 9. Termination by the MWRDGC
Prior to Bid Advertisement of the Project, the MWRDGC may, at its option, and upon
giving notice to the VILLAGE in the manner provided in Article 26 below, terminate
this Agreement as it pertains to the entire Project.
Article 10. Effective Date
This Agreement becomes effective on the date that the last signature is affixed
hereto.
Article 11. Duration
Subject to the terms and conditions of Articles 8 and 9 above, this Agreement shall
remain in full force and effect for perpetuity.
Article 12. Non-Assignment
Neither Party may assign its rights or obligations hereunder without the written
consent of the other Party.
Article 13. Waiver of Personal Liability
No official, employee, or agent of either Party to this Agreement shall be charged
personally by the other Party with any liability or expenses of defense incurred as a
result of the exercise of any rights, privileges, or authority granted herein, nor shall
he or she be held personally liable under any term or provision of this Agreement, or
because of a Party’s execution or attempted execution of this Agreement, or
because of any breach of this Agreement.
Article 14. Indemnification
The VILLAGE shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the MWRDGC, its
Commissioners, officers, employees, and other agents (“MWRDGC Party”) from
liabilities of every kind, including losses, damages and reasonable costs, payments
and expenses (such as, but not limited to, court costs and reasonable attorney fees
19-IGA-XX
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and disbursements), claims, demands, actions, suits, proceedings, judgments, or
settlements, any or all of which are asserted by any individual, private entity, or
public entity against the MWRDGC Party and arise out of or are in any way related
to: (1) design, construction, or maintenance of the Project that is the subject of this
Agreement; or (2) the exercise of any right, privilege, or authority granted to the
VILLAGE under this Agreement.
Article 15. Representations of the VILLAGE
The VILLAGE covenants, represents, and warrants as follows:
1. The VILLAGE has full authority to execute, deliver, and perform or cause to be
performed this Agreement; and
2. The individuals signing this Agreement and all other documents executed on
behalf of the VILLAGE are duly authorized to sign same on behalf of and to bind
the VILLAGE; and
3. The execution and delivery of this Agreement, consummation of the transactions
provided for herein, and the fulfillment of the terms hereof will not result in any
breach of any of the terms or provisions of or constitute a default under any
agreement of the VILLAGE or any instrument to which the VILLAGE is bound or
any judgment, decree, or order of any court or governmental body or any
applicable law, rule, or regulation; and
4. The VILLAGE has allocated $370,350 in funds for this Project, which are
separate from and in addition to the funds to be provided by the MWRDGC under
this Agreement.
Article 16. Representations of the MWRDGC
The MWRDGC covenants, represents, and warrants as follows:
1. The MWRDGC has full authority to execute, deliver, and perform or cause to be
performed this Agreement; and
19-IGA-XX
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2. The individuals signing this Agreement and all other documents executed on
behalf of the MWRDGC are duly authorized to sign same on behalf of and to bind
the MWRDGC; and
3. The execution and delivery of this Agreement, consummation of the transactions
provided for herein, and the fulfillment of the terms hereof will not result in any
breach of any of the terms or provisions of or constitute a default under any
agreement of the MWRDGC or any instrument to which the MWRDGC is bound
or any judgment, decree, or order of any court or governmental body or any
applicable law, rule, or regulation.
Article 17. Disclaimers
This Agreement is not intended, nor shall it be construed, to confer any rights,
privileges, or authority not permitted by Illinois law. Nothing in this Agreement shall
be construed to establish a contractual relationship between the MWRDGC and any
party other than the VILLAGE.
Article 18. Waivers
Whenever a Party to this Agreement by proper authority waives the other Party’s
performance in any respect or waives a requirement or condition to performance, the
waiver so granted, whether express or implied, shall only apply to the particular
instance and shall not be deemed a waiver for subsequent instances of the
performance, requirement, or condition. No such waiver shall be construed as a
modification of this Agreement regardless of the number of times the performance,
requirement, or condition may have been waived.
Article 19. Severability
If any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable, such
invalidity, illegality, or unenforceability will not affect any other provisions of this
Agreement, and this Agreement will be construed as if such invalid, illegal, or
unenforceable provision has never been contained herein. The remaining provisions
will remain in full force and will not be affected by the invalid, illegal, or
19-IGA-XX
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unenforceable provision or by its severance. In lieu of such illegal, invalid, or
unenforceable provision, there will be added automatically as part of this Agreement
a provision as similar in its terms to such illegal, invalid, or unenforceable provision
as may be possible and be legal, valid, and enforceable.
Article 20. Necessary Documents
Each Party agrees to execute and deliver all further documents, and take all further
action reasonably necessary to effectuate the purpose of this Agreement. Upon the
completion of the Project, the VILLAGE shall provide the MWRDGC with a full sized
copy of “As-Built” drawings for the Project. The drawings shall be affixed with the
“As-Built” printed mark and must be signed by both the VILLAGE resident engineer
and the contractor.
Article 21. Compliance with Applicable Laws and Deemed Inclusion of Same
The Parties agree to observe and comply with all federal, State and local laws,
codes and ordinances applicable to the Project. Provisions required (as of the
effective date) by law, ordinances, rules, regulations, or executive orders to be
inserted in this Agreement are deemed inserted in this Agreement whether or not
they appear in this Agreement or, upon application by either Party, this Agreement
will be amended to make the insertions. However, in no event will the failure to
insert such provisions before or after this Agreement is signed prevent its
enforcement. The Parties to this Agreement shall comply with all applicable federal,
State and local laws, rules and regulations in carrying out the terms and conditions
of this Agreement, including the Equal Opportunity clause set forth in Appendix A to
the Illinois Department of Human Rights’ regulations, which is incorporated by
reference in its entirety as though fully set forth herein.
Article 22. Entire Agreement
This Agreement, and any exhibits or riders attached hereto, shall constitute the
entire agreement between the Parties. No other warranties, inducements,
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considerations, promises, or interpretations shall be implied or impressed upon this
Agreement that are not expressly set forth herein.
Article 23. Amendments
This Agreement shall not be amended unless it is done so in writing and signed by
the authorized representatives of both Parties.
Article 24. References to Documents
All references in this Agreement to any exhibit or document shall be deemed to
include all supplements and/or authorized amendments to any such exhibits or
documents to which both Parties hereto are privy.
Article 25. Judicial and Administrative Remedies
The Parties agree that this Agreement and any subsequent Amendment shall be
governed by, and construed and enforced in accordance with, the laws of the State
of Illinois in all respects, including matters of construction, validity, and performance.
The Parties further agree that the proper venue to resolve any dispute which may
arise out of this Agreement is the appropriate Court of competent jurisdiction located
in Cook County, Illinois.
The rights and remedies of the MWRDGC or the VILLAGE shall be cumulative, and
election by the MWRDGC or the VILLAGE of any single remedy shall not constitute
a waiver of any other remedy that such Party may pursue under this Agreement.
Article 26. Notices
Unless otherwise stated in this Agreement, any and all notices given in connection
with this Agreement shall be deemed adequately given only if in writing and
addressed to the Party for whom such notices are intended at the address set forth
below. All notices shall be sent by personal delivery, UPS, Fed Ex or other overnight
messenger service, first class registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return
receipt requested, by facsimile, or by electronic mail. A written notice shall be
19-IGA-XX
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deemed to have been given to the recipient Party on the earlier of (a) the date it is
hand-delivered to the address required by this Agreement; (b) with respect to notices
sent by mail, two days (excluding Sundays and federal holidays) following the date it
is properly addressed and placed in the U.S. Mail, with proper postage prepaid; (c)
with respect to notices sent by facsimile, on the date sent, if sent to the facsimile
number(s) set forth below and upon proof of delivery as evidenced by the sending
fax machine; or (d) with respect to notices sent electronically by email, on the date of
notification of delivery receipt, if delivery was during normal business hours of the
recipient, or on the next business day, if delivery was outside normal business hours
of the recipient. The name of this Agreement i.e., “INTERGOVERNMENTAL
AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE AND THE
METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO
FOR THE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE
LA GRANGE PARKING LOTS GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE RETROFIT IN THE
VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS” must be prominently featured in the heading
of all notices sent hereunder.
Any and all notices referred to in this Agreement, or that either Party desires to give
to the other, shall be addressed as set forth in Article 27, unless otherwise specified
and agreed to by the Parties.
Article 27. Representatives
Immediately upon execution of this Agreement, the following individuals will
represent the Parties as a primary contact and receipt of notice in all matters under
this Agreement.
For the MWRDGC:
For the VILLAGE:
Director of Engineering
Director of Public Works
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District Village of La Grange
of Greater Chicago
100 East Erie Street
320 East Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60611
La Grange, IL 60525
Phone: (312) 751-7905
Phone: (708) 579-2300 ext. 250
Fax: (312) 751-5681
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Email: oconnorc@mwrd.org

Email:
rgillingham@villageoflagrange.com

Each Party agrees to promptly notify the other Party of any change in its designated
representative, which notice shall include the name, address, telephone number and
fax number of the representative for such Party for the purpose hereof.
Article 28. Interpretation and Execution
1. The Parties agree that this Agreement shall not be construed against a Party by
reason of who prepared it.
2. Each Party agrees to provide a certified copy of the ordinance, bylaw, or other
authority demonstrating that the person(s) signing this Agreement is/are
authorized to do so and that this Agreement is a valid and binding obligation of
the Party.
3. The Parties agree that this Agreement shall be executed in quadruplicate.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater
Chicago and the Village of La Grange, the Parties hereto, have each caused this
Agreement to be executed by their duly authorized officers, duly attested and their seals
hereunto affixed.

Village of La Grange, an Illinois Municipal
Corporation

BY:
Thomas E. Livingston, Village President

Date
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PAGE 19
5-B. 33

METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

Chairman of the Committee on Finance

Date

Executive Director

Date

ATTEST:

Clerk

Date

APPROVED AS TO ENGINEERING AND TECHNICAL MATTERS:

Engineer of Stormwater Management

Date

Assistant Director of Engineering

Date

Director of Engineering

Date

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Head Assistant Attorney

Date

General Counsel

Date
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Exhibits and Attachments
DATED

TITLE
Exhibit 1: Project Vicinity Map and Project
Conceptual Drawing
Exhibit 2: MWRDGC’s Purchasing Act

PAGES
1 to 3

02/16

Exhibit 3: Multi-Project Labor Agreement (MPLA)

10/17; 04/18

Exhibit 4: Affirmative Action Ordinance, Revised
Appendix D

06/04/15

Exhibit 5: Affirmative Action Utilization
Plan

06/15

Exhibit 6: Affirmative Action Status Report

11/18

1 to 12
MPLA-CC-1 to
MPLA-CC-49
D-1 to D-23

UP-1 to UP-7

toXX
2
11to

Exhibit 7: Veteran’s Business Enterprise
Contracting Policy Requirements
Appendix V
Exhibit 8: VBE Commitment Form

11/18

Exhibit 9: Operation and Maintenance Plan,
Inspection Log
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VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE
Public Works Department

BOARD REPORT
TO:

Village President, Village Clerk
Board of Trustees, and Village Attorney

FROM:

Andrianna Peterson, Village Manager
Ryan Gillingham, Director of Public Works

DATE:

February 11, 2019

RE:

MATERIAL PURCHASE – SPRING FLOWER PLANTING
PROGRAM

Each year the Public Works Department plants and maintains flowers throughout the
Central Business District. The purpose of this program is to provide and maintain attractive
and vibrant public spaces with the intended outcome of supporting businesses, softening
hard streetscape elements such as roadways and sidewalks to make areas more inviting,
and providing a visually attractive atmosphere for residents and visitors to the area.
Specifically flowers are planted in large pots located on La Grange Road, Harris Avenue,
Calendar Avenue, Burlington Avenue, Hillgrove Avenue, and Ashland Avenue, as well as
at Village Hall, the plaza area next to Village Hall, Stone Avenue Train Station and the
Police and Fire Stations. Last year, approximately twenty hanging flower baskets were
installed on La Grange Road light poles north of Ogden Avenue and south of 47th Street.
The flowers for these pots are purchased separately because the Village provides the pots
to the growers. Starting this year, flowers will also be planted in concrete planters at the
La Grange Road Train Station as part of the La Grange Road Train Station Planter project.
As part of the planter project, Metra agreed to provide $3,000 a year, for four years towards
the purchase of flowers.
Approximately ten years ago, the La Grange Garden Club began assisting the Village with
plant selection and designing the arrangements for the Spring Flower Planting Program.
The proposed FY2019-20 Building & Grounds budget includes $16,500 for the purchase
of the plant material for the spring planting program. These funds are primarily supported
by a Special Service Area, which is a separate tax levied upon businesses in the Central
Business District.
Flowers are typically planted after May 15 in order to reduce the potential for damage from
frost. In the past the La Grange Garden Club has assisted the Public Works Department in
planting the flowers over a several day period. The order for the flowers takes place in
early February so that the nurseries can grow or reserve the plant stock needed by the
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Village. Payment for the plant material would occur after delivery in May as part of the
FY2019-20 budget cycle.
The Village solicited quotes from nurseries known to be able to provide the variety and
quality of plant stock needed by the Village. The nurseries were asked to provide quotes
based on a unit price basis. One nursery provided the following proposal:
Supplier

Estimated Contract Value

Bella Flowers & Greenhouse
Ted’s Greenhouse
Fiore Nursery and Landscape Supply
Ron Clesen’s Ornamental Plants
Site One
Funding Sources
FY2019-20 – Buildings & Grounds
Metra Grant
Total

$15,227.80
No Quote
No Quote
No Quote
No Quote
$16,500
$3,000
$19,500

The low quote was provided by Bella Flowers & Greenhouse in the amount of $15,227.80,
which is lower than the budgeted amount of $19,500. The quote is summarized in detail on
the attached spreadsheet.
Based on their low quote, we recommend that the Village Board waive the formal bidding
process and authorize staff to purchase plant material for the 2019 Spring Flower Planting
Program from Bella Flowers and Greenhouse in the amount of $15,227.80.
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5-C. 3
Number of Planters

Medium Planters
1 Purple Fountain Grass
2 Coleus / Wild Lime
3 Coleus / Dipt in Wine
4 New Guinea Impatiens / Solid Pink
5 Angelonia / White
6 Angelonia / Blue
7 Impatiens / Tempo Crystal Hybrid Mix (Park Seed)
8 PW Superbena / Royal Velvet
9 Helichrysum Petiolare / Lemon Licorice
10 PW Supertunia / Vista Bubblegum

Number of Planters

Description
Large Planters
Richard Wallace Cannas (Yellow flowers w/Apple Green
1 foliage)
2 PW Coleus Color Blaze / Dipt in Wine
3 Pink Dragon Wing Begonia (NOT Red)
4 Salvia / Victorian Blue
5 Bonanza Yellow French Marigold
6 Asparagus Fern
7 PW Supertunia / Lavender Skies & Royal Velvet Combo
8 PW Calibrachoa (Million bells) Lemon Chiffon

Village of La Grange
Spring Planting 2019

29

Gallon
6"
6"
Basket
4.5"
4.5"
4.5"
6"
6"
Basket

36

6"
6"
6"
6"
4.5"
6"
Basket
Basket

Size

1
2
2
2
2
2
4
2
2
2
Subtotal

3
2
2
2
4
2
2
2
Subtotal

29
58
58
58
58
58
116
58
58
58
609

108
72
72
72
144
72
72
72
684

6.50
6.70
6.70
11.20
2.35
2.35
1.75
6.75
5.95
11.20

6.50
6.70
5.45
4.75
1.70
4.95
11.20
11.20

188.50
388.60
388.60
649.60
136.30
136.30
203.00
391.50
345.10
649.60
3,477.10

702.00
482.40
392.40
342.00
244.80
356.40
806.40
806.40
4,132.80

Bella Flowers &
Greenhouse
Total
Total Cost
Quantity Per Quantity For
For All
All Planters Unit Cost Planters
Planter

5-C. 4
Number of Planters

Village Hall Rectangular Planter (11' x 3.5')
Canna Lilly / Richard Wallace (Yellow flowers w/Apple
1 Green foliage)
2 Pink Dragon Wing Begonia (NOT Red)

Number of Planters

Plaza Planters - La Grange Road
1 PW Graceful Grass Baby Tut (18-24")
2 Dragon Wing Begonia PINK
3 Lantana / Pastel Yellow / Pink
4 Impatiens / Tempo Crystal Hybrid Mix (Park Seeds)
5 PW Impomoea / Black Heart
6 PW Superbelles Calbrachoa Yellow Chiffon
7 PW Supertunia / Royal Velvet and Lavender Skies

Number of Planters

Description
Small Planters
1 Pennisetum Sataceum (Dwarf Green Fountain Grass)
2 New Guinea Impatiens / Lilac (Solid Color)
3 Bonanza Yellow French Marigold
4 Asparagus Fern
5 PW Supertunia Vista Silverberry
6 Lantana (Pastel yellow/pink)

Village of La Grange
Spring Planting 2019

6"
6"

Gallon
6"
6"
4.5"
4.5"
Basket
Basket

1

8

40

Gallon
6"
4.5"
6"
6"
Basket

Size

36
24
Subtotal

1
2
2
4
4
2
2
Subtotal

1
2
2
2
2
2
Subtotal

36
24
60

8
16
16
32
32
16
16
136

40
80
80
80
80
80
440

6.50
5.45

6.75
5.45
5.65
1.75
6.75
11.20
11.20

6.00
6.50
1.70
4.95
6.75
11.20

234.00
130.80
364.80

54.00
87.20
90.40
56.00
216.00
179.20
179.20
862.00

240.00
520.00
136.00
396.00
540.00
896.00
2,728.00

Bella Flowers &
Greenhouse
Total
Total Cost
Quantity Per Quantity For
For All
All Planters Unit Cost Planters
Planter
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Valet Small Planters and Prasino Rectangular Planter
1 Purple Fountain Grass
2 PW Graceful Grass Baby Tut
3 Pink Dragon Wing Begonia (NOT Red)

Number of Planters

Stone Avenue Train Station Rectangular Planter (18' x 6')
Cannova Yellow Canna 30" (yellow flower w/ bright green
1 foliage)
Pennisetum Alopecuroides / Hameln (Dwarf Green
2 Fountain Grass)
3 Coleus Dipt in Wine
4 Pink Dragon Wing Begonia (NOT Red)

Number of Planters

Village Hall Small Planters (4 )
1 Pennisetum Sataceum (Dwarf Green Fountain Grass)
2 New Guinea Impatiens / Lilac (Solid Color)
3 Bonanza Yellow French Marigold
4 Asparagus Fern
5 PW Supertunia Vista Silverberry
6 Lantana (Pastel yellow/pink)

Description

Village of La Grange
Spring Planting 2019

Gallon
Gallon
6"

Gallon
6"
6"

6"

Gallon
6"
4.5"
6"
6"
Basket

Size

1

4

2
2
6
Subtotal

12
28
16
Subtotal

42

1
2
2
2
2
2
Subtotal

2
2
6
10

12
28
16
98

42

4
8
8
8
8
8
44

6.50
6.75
5.45

6.00
6.70
5.45

5.75

6.00
6.50
1.70
4.95
6.75
11.20

13.00
13.50
32.70
59.20

72.00
187.60
87.20
588.30

241.50

24.00
52.00
13.60
39.60
54.00
89.60
272.80

Bella Flowers &
Greenhouse
Total
Total Cost
Quantity Per Quantity For
For All
All Planters Unit Cost Planters
Planter

5-C. 6

Number of Planters

Village Hall Plantings
1 Salvia Mix
2 Fibrous Begonia in a mixture of white, pink and lilac

Number of Planters

La Grange Metra Station "La Grange Planters" (5' x 1'4")
1 Pennisetum Sataceum (Dwarf Green Fountain Grass)
2 Asparagus Fern
3 Helichrysum Petiolare / Lemon Licorice
4 PW Supertunia / Royal Velvet
5 PW Superbena / Royal Velvet
6 PW Supertunia Vista Silverberry
7 Bonanza Yello French Marigold

Number of Planters

La Grange Metra Station (5' x 1' 4")
1 Pink Dragon Wing Begonia (NOT Red)
2 PW Lantana / Luscious Royale Pina Colada
3 Asparagus Fern
4 Salvia Victorian Blue
5 Impatiens / Tempo Crystal Hybrid Mix (Park Seed)

Description

Village of La Grange
Spring Planting 2019

4.5"
4.5"

1

3

12

Gallon
6"
6"
6"
6"
6"
4.5"

6"
6"
6"
4.5"
4.5"

Size

300
750
Subtotal

1
2
2
2
2
2
4
Subtotal

3
2
2
4
4
Subtotal

300
750
1,050

3
6
6
6
6
6
12
45

36
24
24
48
48
180

1.70
1.75

6.00
4.95
5.95
6.75
6.75
6.75
1.70

5.45
6.75
4.95
1.75
1.75

510.00
1,312.50
1,822.50

18.00
29.70
35.70
40.50
40.50
40.50
20.40
225.30

196.20
162.00
118.80
84.00
84.00
645.00

Bella Flowers &
Greenhouse
Total
Total Cost
Quantity Per Quantity For
For All
All Planters Unit Cost Planters
Planter

5-C. 7

Description

Village of La Grange
Spring Planting 2019

Number of Planters

Size

Total
Estimated Shipping Costs
Total

1

15,177.80
50.00
15,227.80

Bella Flowers &
Greenhouse
Total
Total Cost
Quantity Per Quantity For
For All
All Planters Unit Cost Planters
Planter

MINUTES
VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE
BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING
Village Hall Auditorium
53 South La Grange Road
La Grange, IL 60525
Monday, January 28, 2019 - 7:30 p.m.

1.

CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Board of Trustees of the Village of La Grange regular meeting was called to order at
7:30 p.m. by Village President, Thomas Livingston. On roll call, as read by Village
Clerk John Burns, the following were:
PRESENT:

Gale, Kotynek, and Kuchler with President Livingston presiding.

ABSENT:

Trustee Arnett, Holder and McCarty

OTHERS:

Village Manager Andrianna Peterson
Barb Adams, Holland and Knight
Public Works Director Ryan Gillingham
Community Development Director Charity Jones
Finance Director Lou Cipparrone
Police Chief Kurt Bluder
Fire Chief Don Gay

President Livingston asked Village Clerk John Burns to lead the audience in reciting the
pledge of allegiance.
2.

PRESIDENT’S REPORT
President Livingston commended several citizens for their response to a man on
December 25, 2018 who was unresponsive. He also thanked first responders for their
efforts.
President Livingston announced that for the twenty-fourth consecutive year, the Village
is in receipt of the Government Finance Officers Association’s Distinguished Budget
Presentation Award for the FY 2018-19 budget document. He recognized the efforts of
the Finance Department - Lou Cipparrone and Joe Munizza.
President Livingston noted that the Stone Avenue Train Station project is substantially
completed. The over $3.0 million project is 100% grant funded. He thanked Director of
Public Works Ryan Gillingham for the efforts in managing the project.
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President Livingston noted that tonight the Village Board would be discussing capital
projects. A budget workshop on operational expenses will be held on Saturday, March 9.
President Livingston thanked the organizers of a special Martin Luther King Jr.
ceremony.
He also reported on several economic development related initiatives, including new
businesses and the status of the branding project which is expected to be completed by
the end of March.
3.

MANAGER’S REPORT
Village Manager Andrianna Peterson welcomed Administrative Intern Kevin Noreikis.
Ms. Peterson reported that in response to the winter weather advisory for frigid
temperatures for the next several days, the Village, in cooperation with Amita Hospital is
prepared to provide temporary shelter for residents in need of the service. Area churches
are also providing shelter sites each evening. Extended hours will be provided at the train
stations.

4.

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEMS
Nick Gangas, owner of restaurant Steak and Vine, explained his plans to provide a Wine
Club concept.

5.

CONSENT AGENDA AND VOTE
A. Ordinance – Design Review Permit #106 – 19-23 West Harris Avenue, 21 Harris
LLC
B. Ordinance – Design Review Permit #107 – 301 West Hillgrove Avenue, Studio 301
C. Ordinance – Creating an Additional Class D-2 Wine Club Liquor License, Steak and
Vine LLC d/b/a Steak and Vine
D. Ordinance – Modification of Two Hour Parking on Hillgrove Avenue from Center
Lane of Brainard Avenue to 370 Feet East of Brainard Avenue
E. Purchase – Fire Department / Panasonic Tough Book Mobile Tablets
F. Ordinance – Disposal of Surplus Property
G. Minutes of the La Grange Board of Trustees Regular Meeting, Monday, December
10, 2018
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H. Minutes of the La Grange Board of Trustees Special Meeting, Tuesday, December
18, 2018
I. Consolidated Voucher 181224
J. Consolidated Voucher 190114
K. Consolidated Voucher 190128
A motion was made by Trustee Kotynek to approve the Consent Agenda, seconded by
Trustee Gale.
Approved by a roll call vote:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:
6.

Trustees Gale, Kotynek, Kuchler and President Livingston
None
Trustees Arnett, Holder, and McCarty

CURRENT BUSINESS
None.

7.

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA
David May requested that the Village Board consider a resolution regarding climate
change as a result of an advisory referendum in November. President Livingston has
noted that the Village has been active on environmental topics and remains committed to
ongoing efforts.

8.

TRUSTEE COMMENTS
Trustee Kuchler thanked staff for the work involved in preparing for the Capital Projects
Workshop as well as the efforts involved in managing the severe weather.

CAPITAL PROJECTS WORKSHOP
Ms. Peterson announced that staff will facilitate a Capital Projects Workshop during the
Board meeting tonight. The proposed budget anticipates a surplus fund balance at the
end of the five year budget period which demonstrates the ability to fund the identified
projects over the time period. New line items for the 50th Street Stormwater project and
North Route Pipe project have been included now that a settlement has been reached with
the quarry.
The proposed plan for capital improvements demonstrates a continued emphasis on the
maintenance and replacement of the Village’s aging infrastructure. The Capital
Improvements plan has also been designed to execute on the strategic priorities identified
by the Village Board.
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CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND
Public Works Director Ryan Gillingham provided a status report regarding current capital
projects and projects recommended by staff in the future. Staff recommends funding this
upcoming year for a downtown streetscape study to assist with future planning and
budgeting efforts.
Throughout Director Gillingham’s report, general questions were asked by individual
members of the Village Board to ascertain a better understanding of projects and/or
project scope. Mr. Gillingham responded to Board inquires related to sidewalk funding,
parkway tree health in the downtown, the amount of funding necessary to fix all streets
identified in the street condition survey, bicycle route planning, grant availability for
capital projects, and resurfacing streets vs. completely rebuilding them. President
Livingston noted that it is recommended that the Village continue its pay-as-you-go
funding methodology but that the Village may need to consider a referendum within the
next five years (which will be approximately 10 years since the last referendum was
approved) to provide necessary funding to stay generally in step with demand.
Finance Director Cipparrone confirmed that unlike other funds, the Village has not
typically strived for a particular fund balance each year, choosing instead to generally
spend all available funding on identified improvements during the five year budget
period. Due to street projects that are anticipated within the next ten years, staff is
proposing that fund balance be used for these purposes beyond the current budget period.

WATER FUND
Director Gillingham presented this item which included a status report of water system
improvements for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 as well as recommendations for Fiscal Year
2019-2020.
Mr. Gillingham reported that for the last eight months, water accountability has averaged
85%. The increased water accountability decreases operational expenses for water
purchases from McCook.
The second of a two year water rate increase approved last year is proposed in the FY
2019-2020 budget. A water rate study to assist with future planning and budgeting
efforts is also proposed.
SEWER FUND
Director Gillingham presented this item which included a status report of sewer system
improvements for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 as well as recommendations for Fiscal Year
2019-2020.
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The second of a two year sewer rate increase approved last year is proposed in the FY
2019-2020 budget.
President Livingston expressed his appreciation to the Village Board and staff for their
thoughtful planning.
9.

CLOSED SESSION
None

10.

ADJOURNMENT
At 8:46 p.m. Trustee Gale made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Trustee Kotynek.
Approved by a voice vote.

_________________________________
Thomas E. Livingston, Village President
ATTEST:

_____________________________
John Burns, Village Clerk
Approved Date: February 11, 2019
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VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE
Community Development Department

BOARD REPORT
TO:

Village President, Village Clerk
Board of Trustees and Village Attorney

FROM:

Andrianna Peterson, Village Manager
Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director
Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner

SUBJECT:

M/I HOMES CHICAGO, LLC PRESENTATION (ILLINOIS MASONIC

CHILDREN’S HOME PROPERTY – 441 9th AVENUE)
DATE:

February 11, 2019

Project Description
M/I Homes Chicago, LLC (the “Applicant”) is the contract purchaser of the former Illinois
Masonic Children’s Home property at 441 9th Ave. (the “Subject Property”) and is seeking
approvals to allow a residential planned development the Applicant calls Mason Pointe. The
proposed development includes the following features:






12 single-family detached houses along 9th Ave.;
58 townhome units in 12 buildings;
A naturalized stormwater management facility on the eastern 1.36 acres of the site;
Private streets throughout the development from 9th Ave. and Bluff Ave.;
Landscaped areas including two courtyards and pedestrian walking paths.

The landscaped areas, stormwater management facility, and streets are proposed to be owned and
maintained by a home owners’ association (“HOA”). A development agreement between the
Village and Applicant will govern maintenance requirements for the privately owned infrastructure
and include provisions for a Special Service Area to fund future maintenance in the unlikely event
that the HOA does not fulfill its maintenance obligations.
The zoning approvals sought include (1) an amendment to Section 14-501 of the Zoning Code to
allow planned developments in Single Family Residential Districts, (2) an amendment to the
Zoning Map from IB Institutional Buildings District to the R-4 Single Family Residential District
and R-6 Two Family Residential District, (3) a Final Planned Development (“PD”), (4) a Special
Use Permit, (5) Site Plan Approval, and (6) a Final Plat of Subdivision.
The Applicant has been invited to present an overview and description of its proposed development
at the Village Board meeting on Monday February 11. This memo is designed to provide
background information on the application and a summary of the proposed development.
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Property Background and Prior Applications
The Illinois Masonic Children’s Home property, owned by the Grand Lodge of Illinois, provided
congregate youth housing at 441 9th Ave. since the 1950’s. The facility was closed in July 2017
and the property was marketed for sale. In August 2017, Pulte Homes submitted a preliminary
concept plan for a 38 lot single-family residential subdivision with east/west streets. In December
2017, Pulte Homes informed Village staff of their intent to transfer their interest in the Illinois
Masonic Children’s Home property to McNaughton Development, Inc. McNaughton, like Pulte,
planned a 38 lot single-family residential subdivision for the property. McNaughton did not pursue
a formal application and in February 2018 the property went back on the market. After a
competitive bid process, M/I Homes was selected by the Masons as the contract purchaser of the
property in July, 2018.
M/I Application Process
On July 30, 2018, the Village hosted a pre-application meeting at which the Applicant received
comments from the Village staff and selected Trustees and Plan Commissioners. The Applicant
received feedback that the subdivision should strive to fit in with and complement the existing
neighborhood character.
The Applicant filed its application to the Village on September 7, 2018. Staff provided comments
on the initial submission and the Applicant submitted revised plans on October 26, 2018. The
Applicant also hosted a public neighborhood meeting on October 25, 2018, and invited property
owners within 250 ft. of the Subject Property to provide input on the proposed development. After
this meeting, and upon receiving additional comments from staff on November 16, 2018, the
Applicant further revised the proposed plans and the application was scheduled for Plan
Commission consideration.
Planned Development Zoning Modifications
The development as proposed by the Applicant does not meet some of the Zoning Code standards.
As part of its application, the Applicant is requesting modifications of those standards. The Zoning
Code provisions regarding planned developments allow modifications under certain
circumstances. Table 1 on the following page lists the applicable Zoning Code standards and the
requested modifications from those standards.
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Table 1
Zoning Code
Section

3-110A Height

3-110C3
Minimum
Interior Side
Yard

3-110C4
Minimum Rear
Yard

Zoning Code
Standard

Consideration Factors

Single Family Detached Component (R-4 Standards)
A development of this scale requires mass grading.
Measuring height of future buildings from existing
2.5 Stories,
2.5 Stories,
grade would be difficult for a mass graded site such as
35 ft. height, and
35 ft. height, and
this. The Applicant is proposing to raise the grade near
maximum height 38
maximum height 38
the front of the buildings roughly two – three feet
ft. as measured from
ft. as measured from
above the existing grade. Maximum height of the
existing grade
finished grade
proposed buildings at finished grade ranges from 30.5
ft. to 34.17 ft. at the front of the single family houses.
Minimum of 5 ft.
Minimum of 5 ft.
Depending on floor plan, the houses may meet the
with a combined
with a combined total
minimum 12 ft. on some lots, but not others. The
total for both
for both interior yards
request will principally accommodate bay windows,
interior yards of 10
of 12 ft.
chimneys, and garage offsets.
ft.
The living space of the houses meet the required
setback; the proposed rear loading attached garages do
Minimum rear yard
not. The rear loading garages eliminate the need for 12
20% lot depth (29 ft.) of 14% lot depth
driveways on 9th Ave., which has a positive impact on
(20.5 ft.)
tree preservation. The minimum required setback for
detached garages is 3 ft. from all property lines.

3-110E1
Maximum
Building
Coverage

30% interior lots 35%
corner lots

152.25
La Grange
Municipal
Code: Lot
Lines

No lots with double
frontage, except only
corner lots, shall be
created (aka through
lots are not allowed)

4-110A –
Building
Height

Proposed PD

The requested building coverage ranges from 30.56%
to 33.9%

33.9%

Lots front on 9th
Ave. and have
access to the rear
The requested deviation accommodates the proposed
via a private street
rear loading attached garages.
within the
development
Townhome Component (R-6 Standards)
Height is typically measured from existing grade to the
midpoint of the gable at the front of the structure,
unless the structure faces more than one street. Given
the variety of the proposed building orientations, all
pertinent height information is provided below. A
development of this scale requires mass grading and
2.5 stories or 35 ft.,
3 stories or 41.67
therefore the Applicant has requested building height
whichever is less as
ft., whichever is less to be measured from finished grade vs existing grade.
measured from
as measured from
existing grade
finished grade
The proposed townhomes are 2.5 stories at the front
elevation and 3 stories in the rear. The townhomes are
38.75 ft. from finished grade to the highest point of the
roof at the front elevation and 41.67 ft. at the rear
elevation to the highest point of the roof. The height to
the midpoint of the gable on the rear of the buildings is
roughly 34 ft.
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Zoning Code
Section
4-110C1
Minimum
required front
yard
4-110C2
Minimum
required corner
side yard
4-110C3
Minimum
required
interior yard
4-110C4 Rear
Yard

4-110H11(d)
Balconies

Zoning Code
Standard

Proposed PD

Consideration Factors

Townhome Component (R-6 Standards)
The request varies from 19 ft. to 10 ft. based on the
building, as measured from the front of the building to
25 ft.
10 ft.
the back side of the sidewalk (traditionally the edge of
the public ROW).
The request varies based on the building, but the
minimum front yard would be 10 ft., as measured from
17 ft.
10 ft.
the building to back of the sidewalk (traditionally the
edge of the public ROW).
As measured by the minimum distance between
Minimum interior
building side to building side. This deviation is only
side yard of 10% of
10 ft.
requested for two of the 12 buildings. The remaining
lot width (12.4 ft.)
10 buildings will have a yard depth of 20 ft.
As measured from the building rear to the curb of the
20 ft.
19.5 ft.
rear private drive.
The balconies were a suggestion to the Applicant at
the pre-application meeting, as a means to improve the
Maximum balcony
Balcony projection
appearance of the townhome garages. The proposed
projection of 2 ft.
of 5 ft.
rear balconies give the future tenants private outdoor
space while softening the appearance of the
townhomes’ side by side garage doors.
Overall

14-505B4
Landscaping
and Perimeter.

Perimeter
landscaping at a
depth of at least 10 ft.
on all borders

Landscaping on
north property line
is 6 ft.

A portion of the area adjacent to the north property
line is 6 ft. deep and the Applicant is proposing a fence
along this property line to provide additional buffering.
The remaining perimeter areas meet or exceed the
required 10 ft. The Zoning Code allows this perimeter
landscaping to be reduced by up to 50% in a PD.

14-505B5
Private Streets

All streets be public
unless approved by
Village Board

Private streets
proposed

The private streets lower ongoing Village operational
and capital costs to service the development, but some
of the private streets/ drive aisles are also designed as
narrower than typical Village streets.

14-505B6
Pedestrian
Circulation
Systems

Pedestrian circulation
on both sides of every
street abutting a PD

Sidewalks are not
proposed on the east
side of Bluff Ave.

The Village Board has the authority to grant the requested modifications under the planned
development provisions of the Zoning Code.
Plan Commission Proceedings
The Plan Commission conducted a public hearing on December 11, 2018, to review the
application. The Applicant presented plans for the 12 single family detached houses and 58
townhomes. The proposed single family houses are situated along 9th Ave., with vehicular access
via a private street along the back of the houses which serves rear-loading attached garages. The
townhomes occupy the balance of the site and feature common courtyards and walking paths.
The townhomes include 10 five-unit buildings and two four-unit buildings. The townhomes also
have rear-loading garages. The vehicular circulation for the townhomes is provided by drive
aisles between the townhome buildings. A naturalized detention facility is situated on the east
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side of the Subject Property.
The development has three proposed points of access. The first is located on Bluff Ave. near the
south side of the Subject Property and is designed as the main entrance to the subdivision. A
second access is also located on Bluff Ave. near the northern boundary of the Subject Property,
just south of Meadowbrook Manor. A third access is located on 9th Ave.
The Applicant is proposing to own and maintain, through an HOA, all utilities (sanitary sewer,
storm sewer, stormwater detention, roads/ drive aisles, etc.) excluding the water main. The
Village would own and maintain the water main. The Applicant is proposing to landscape all
areas that are not used for structures or vehicular circulation.
At the December 11 public hearing session, 13 residents testified regarding the application.
Many raised concerns related to the Applicant’s plan to locate the 9th Ave. access point at the
north end of the project, just south of the Meadowbrook Manor parking lot. Residents expressed
concerns about the current configuration of stop signs on 9th Avenue. Residents also raised
concerns regarding the arrangement of the townhomes and the potential impacts of the
development on school districts. The Plan Commission provided comments and expressed
concerns related to the proposed three-car garages and other bulk deviations for the single family
houses, the 9th Ave. access point, and the density of the townhomes. The Plan Commission
indicated support for the proposed architecture of the townhomes and single family houses, the
walking path around the stormwater detention facilities, and the size and placement of the single
family lots. The Plan Commission requested more information from the Applicant for alternative
designs for the 9th Ave. access and additional exhibits indicating the townhome arrangement and
height. The Plan Commission also requested a response from local school districts regarding the
potential impacts of the proposed development. The public hearing was continued to the January
8, 2019, Plan Commission meeting.
During the January 8 public hearing the Plan Commission reviewed the Applicant’s revised
plans, which included two alternative designs for midblock access onto 9th Ave., changing the
proposed three-car garages to two-car garages on the single family houses, and additional
exhibits depicting the arrangement of the proposed townhomes in the context of the surrounding
neighborhood. Three members of the public provided comments on the revised plans. The Plan
Commissioners discussed the proposed alternative 9th Ave. access designs, the townhomes, and
the size of the single family houses. The Plan Commission favored a midblock, two-way access
onto 9th Ave. The Commission also concurred with the Village Engineer’s recommendation to
add a stop sign on Goodman at 9th Ave., in response to resident concerns.
The Plan Commission determined that the additional exhibits resolved concerns related to the
density and arrangement of the proposed townhomes, given that the proposed development
meets the Zoning Code requirement of minimum lot area per unit. Additionally, representatives
of the school districts attended and expressed confidence that the additional projected school age
population could be absorbed by the districts.
The Plan Commission remained concerned with the bulk of the proposed single family houses.
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The R-4 District allows a maximum building coverage of 30% for interior lots and 35% for
corner lots. At the December hearing, the proposed single family houses exceeded the R-4
maximum with proposed building coverages of 36.7% to 39.7%. As presented at the December
hearing, the proposed houses also exceeded the R-4 District maximum lot coverage. The plans
presented at the January hearing reduced the size of the houses to comply with the R-4 District’s
maximum lot coverage, but the proposed building coverages of 33.68 % - 36.66% still exceeded
the R-4 District maximum. The Plan Commission asked the Applicant if it would be able and
willing to comply with the R-4 District maximum building coverage of 30% for interior lots and
35% for corner lots. Representatives of the Applicant stated that they would try to revise the
houses so they would comply with the building coverage maximums.
After the conclusion of the public testimony and discussion, the Plan Commissions deliberated
and voted to recommend that the Village Board approve the proposed development subject to the
following six conditions:
1. The Applicant will revise the proposed single family houses to meet R-4
maximum building coverage, without changing the proposed front elevations of
the houses.
2. The Applicant will revise the engineering plans per the outstanding comments
from the Village Engineer and consulting engineer’s comments dated 12/5/2018.
3. The Applicant will revise the landscaping plans per the outstanding comments
from the Village’s consulting landscape architect’s comments dated 12/5/2018.
4. The Applicant will comply with the staff recommendation for anti-monotony
standards for the single-family houses. Specifically, no particular architectural
style can be located within two lots of the same style and no model/architectural
style combination can be used more than three times.
5. The Applicant will update all plans as necessary to reflect a midblock access onto
9th Ave., utilizing the two-way traffic design as presented at the meeting.
6. The percentage of townhome units that may be leased will be restricted. The Plan
Commission recommends further analysis by the Village to determine the
appropriate percentage restriction for the townhome units.
Draft Documents
In response to the Plan Commission’s conditions the Applicant has recently submitted revised
plans (Attachment 1) that reduce the proposed building coverage, but do not comply with the
Plan Commission’s condition of full compliance with the R-4 District building coverage
requirements. The attached revised plan reflects building coverage ranging from 30.56% to
33.9%. Additionally, although Plan 1 and Plan 3 retain their original façades, the Applicant
reflects the change of Plan 2’s front porch from the full width of the house to approximately 59%
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of the façade.
The Applicant achieved the building coverage reductions through a combination of decreasing
the sizes of the proposed houses and a one-foot increase in the proposed lot widths (from 50 feet
to 51 feet). The Applicant gained the additional one foot per lot through the reconfiguration of
the 9th Ave. access and the outlot along 47th St. The reconfiguration of the 9th Ave. access
provided an additional 8.5 feet of width for the single family lots. The Applicant also reduced the
size of the landscaped outlot along 9th Ave. (adjacent to 47th St.) by 3.5 feet. This resulted in a
total of 12 feet, which was divided equally among the single family lots. Nine of the 12 single
family lots would not comply with the R-4 District maximum building coverage. Three of the
lots (1, 7, and 8) can be considered corner lots, and thus comply with the maximum building
coverage standard for corner lots of 35%.
The Applicant updated the rest of the plans to address the remaining conditions from the Plan
Commission. The Applicant’s stated intent is to comply with all Village engineering,
landscaping, stormwater management, and other requirements. The review of these plans is
ongoing and will be completed prior to the application appearing before the Village Board at a
subsequent meeting. During this time, staff is also working with the Applicant to finalize all
other development requirements, including the drafting of a development agreement, appropriate
ordinances, and calculation of fees pursuant to subdivision and zoning code requirements.
Staff has reviewed the potential leasing restriction for the townhomes with the Village’s
residential real estate consultant. Although research is ongoing, staff and the consultant initially
suggest that the Village Board consider a leasing restriction in the range of 15-30% of the
townhome units (approximately 9-17 units).
February 11 Village Board Meeting
In advance of comprehensive deliberation and action by the Village Board on the Applicant’s
application, the Applicant has been invited to speak at the February 11 Village Board meeting.
This agenda item will not require formal action by the Village Board this evening. Staff has asked
the Applicant to provide a presentation and be prepared to answer questions from the Village
Board.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Revised application materials submitted 1/29/2019
2. Findings of Fact
3. PC Staff Report dated January 8, 2019 (attachments to report omitted but available on
the village website)
4. Excerpt from the draft minutes from the January 8, 2019 Plan Commission meeting
5. PC Staff Report dated December 11, 2018 (attachments to report omitted but available
on the village website)
6. Minutes from the December 11, 2018 Plan Commission meeting
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6-A. 19

Proposed Areas to remove sqft

51'

NEW LOT SIZE - 51 X 145 = 7,395 SF

BUILDING & LOT COVERAGE ANALYSIS
2-CAR GARAGE PLANS

(-108) = 1,918 SF
(-32) = 216 SF
(-42) = 126 SF

REVISED BUILDING COVERAGE (-156) 2,503 / 7,395 = 33.9%

(-69) = 2,192 SF
(-87) = 250 SF
(-0) = 61 SF

REVISED BUILDING COVERAGE (-213) 2,371 / 7,395 = 32.1%

(-96) = 2,115 SF
(-117) = 191 SF
(-0) = 65 SF

REVISED BUILDING COVERAGE (-182) 2,260 / 7,395 = 30.6%

(REVISED 1/24/19)
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The drawings presented are illustrative of character and design intent only, and are subject to change based upon final design considerations (i.e. applicable codes, structural, and MEP design requirements, unit plan /©floor
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etc.)Inc.
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2280 WHITE OAK CIRCLE, SUITE 100
AURORA, IL 60502-9675

CIVIL ENGINEER:

402 WEST LIBERTY DRIVE
WHEATON, ILLINOIS 60187

GARY R. WEBER ASSOCIATES, INC
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Attachment 2
VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE
PLAN COMMISSION
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 FINAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, AND SITE PLAN APPROVAL FOR 12
SINGLE FAMILY HOMES AND 58 TOWNHOMES AT 441 9TH AVENUE, MASON POINTE
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
APPLICATION BACKGROUND
1. M/I Homes Chicago, LLC (the “Applicant”) is the contract purchaser of 441 9th Ave. (the “Subject
Property”).
2. The Applicant seeks to develop the Subject Property with 12 single family houses and 58 townhomes.
The Applicant filed an application with the Village of La Grange dated September 7, 2018, seeking
approval of an amendment to the text of the La Grange Zoning Code to authorize planned developments
in single family residential zoning districts, an amendment to the La Grange Zoning Map to reclassify
the portions of the Subject Property into the R-4 Single Family Residential District and portions of the
Subject Property into the R-6 Two Family Residential District, a special use permit for a planned
development, approval of a planned development final plan, site plan approval, and approval of a plat
of subdivision (collectively the “Application”).
3. The Subject Property currently is classified on the Zoning Map in the IB Institutional Buildings District.
PUBLIC HEARING
1. The La Grange Plan Commission conducted a public hearing on December 12, 2018, to consider the
Application.
2. During the December 12 public hearing, the Applicant presented testimony and exhibits for the
Application.
3. Thirteen members of the public testified regarding the application.
4. The hearing was continued to January 8, 2019, to allow the Applicant to revise its plans related in part
to the proposed access onto 9th Ave., the proposed sizes of the single family houses, and the arrangement
of the townhomes. The Plan Commission also requested information from School Districts 102 and
204 regarding student capacity and any projected impacts on the districts from the proposed
development.
5. During the January 8 public hearing the Applicant presented testimony and exhibits related to a
reconfiguration of the 9th Ave. access point, the sizes of the proposed single family houses, and the
arrangement of the townhomes.
6. Representatives from School Districts 102 and 204 provided information on enrollment and answered
questions from the Plan Commissioners.
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7. At the January 8 hearing three members of the public testified regarding the 9th Ave. access point, the
sizes of the single family houses, and the arrangement of the townhomes.
FINDINGS REGARDING STANDARDS FOR GRANTING TEXT AND MAP AMENDMENTS
1. The consistency of the proposed amendments with the purposes of the Zoning Code.
Text Amendment
The proposed text amendment is consistent with the purposes of the Zoning Code for the establishment
of a rational pattern of land uses to “encourage the most appropriate use of individual parcels of land
in the Village,” and the encouragement of compatibility between different land uses. The proposed
planned development creates a desirable environment that could not be achieved without the
modifications requested by the Applicant for its development. The Plan Commission believes the
proposed planned development creates land uses consistent with the intent of the Zoning Code and the
area within which the development is proposed.
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed text amendment would be consistent with the purposes
of the Zoning Code and the Comprehensive Plan.
Zoning Map Amendment
The properties to the west of the proposed development are designated in the Comprehensive Plan as
Community-wide Single Family Residential, and the properties to the east of the proposed development
are designated as High Density Residential.
The property to the north of the proposed development is designated as Public and Institutional and the
property to the south of the proposed development is designated Open Space Recreational. Although
the Applicant’s proposed rezoning into the R-4 and R-6 Districts is contrary to the Comprehensive
Plan’s designation for the Subject Property, the proposal is consistent with the adjacent land use
designations to the west and east. The proposed R-6 District area would act as a medium density
residential transitional area between the designated single family residential and high density residential
designations.
The current zoning of the surrounding properties to the west, north, and northeast mirror the
Comprehensive Plan future land use designations. The properties to the west of the Subject Property
are single family residences zoned R-4. The property to the north (Meadowbrook Manor) is zoned IB.
The properties to the northeast are multi-family residential buildings zoned R-8. The properties
directly east are industrial uses zoned I-1. The property to the south, Sedgwick Park, is classified in
the OS Open Space District and is separated from the Subject Property by 47th Street. The rezoning of
a large portion of the site to R-6 would buffer the existing and proposed single family houses from the
industrial and higher density residential uses east of the Subject Property. The proposed transitions
between zoning districts supports the Zoning Code purposes to “establish a rational pattern of land
uses in the Village” and to “encourage compatibility between different land uses.”
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed rezoning is consistent with the purposes of the Zoning
Code and the Comprehensive Plan.
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2. The community need for the proposed amendments and for the uses and development they would
allow.
Text Amendment
The requested text amendment would apply to all single family residential districts. The text
amendment, if approved, would allow an owner of property within a single family residential district
to consider and apply for a PD. An application for a PD must be reviewed at a public hearing before
the Plan Commission and ultimately must be approved or denied by the Village Board. The current
Zoning Code provisions do not authorize PDs in the single family residential districts.
PDs are a special use, which enables the Village, during the approval process, to place conditions on a
proposed development to promote compatibility with surrounding properties and mitigate any adverse
impacts of the development. For the reasons stated above, the Plan Commission finds that the proposed
Zoning Code text amendment and Zoning Map amendment, which would enable the Applicant to
undertake its proposed project, are consistent with the needs of the community.
Zoning Map Amendment
The proposed rezoning would allow a large scale redevelopment of the Subject Property. The R-4
zoning would enable development of 12 single family houses, consistent with the land use pattern
west of 9th Ave., while the R-6 zoning would allow for development of 58 townhomes. The Village
issues an average of 10 new single family house permits per year; townhomes are a housing type
which is not prevalent in the Village. The Plan Commission finds the proposed rezoning would
broaden the available housing stock in La Grange.
3. The following standards applicable to Subject Property:

(a) The existing uses and zoning classifications for properties in the vicinity of the subject property.
(b) The trend of development in the vicinity of the subject property, including changes, if any, in such
trend since the subject property was placed in its present zoning classification.
(c) The extent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished by the existing zoning
classification applicable to it.
(d) The extent, if any, to which any such diminution in value is offset by an increase in the public health,
safety, and welfare.
(e) The extent, if any, to which the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties would be affected by the
proposed amendment.
(f) The extent, if any, to which the value of adjacent properties would be affected by the proposed
amendment.
(g) The extent, if any, to which the future orderly development of adjacent properties would be
affected by the proposed amendment.
(h) The suitability of the subject property for uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning
classification.
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(i) The availability, where relevant, of adequate ingress to and egress from the subject property and
the extent to which traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of the subject property would be
affected by the proposed amendment.
(j) The availability, where relevant, of adequate utilities and essential public services to the subject
property to accommodate the uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning
classification.
(k) The length of time, if any, that the subject property has been vacant, considered in the context of
the pace of development in the vicinity of the subject property.
(l) The reasons, where relevant, why the subject property should be established as part of any overlay
district and the positive and negative effects such establishment could be expected to have on
persons residing in the area.
The Subject Property has been vacant since July 2017. Prior to that time the operations within the
property had diminished and eventually the operations ceased. As stated above, the current
zoning classification of the Subject Property limits the potential redevelopment of the Subject
Property unnecessarily to uses such as religious organizations, medical facilities, and schools
The proposed reclassification of the Subject Property would increase the value of the Subject
Property and enable the proposed residential project.
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed reclassification of the Subject Property would be
consistent with the residential uses and other uses in the area and would not diminish the value of
the Subject Property or the adjacent properties.
FINDINGS REGARDING STANDARDS SPECIAL USES
A. Code and Plan Purposes:
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed special use permit for a planned development is
consistent with the Zoning Code and the Comprehensive Plan.
B. No Undue Adverse Impact:
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed single family lot sizes, front and side yards, building
heights, and architecture are compatible with the houses adjacent properties on the west side of 9th Ave.
The Plan Commission also finds that the proposed townhomes are separated from the existing single
family houses by more than 250 feet. The Applicant has provided an exhibit demonstrating the limited
visual impact the townhomes will have on the existing single family houses. The width of the proposed
private roads / drive aisles are narrower than standard public streets. The Applicant, however, provided
an exhibit showing that all fire apparatuses are able to access all private roads and drive aisles within
the proposed development. Therefore, the Plan Commission finds that the proposed special use will not
have an undue adverse impact on adjacent property.
C. No Interference with Surrounding Development:
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed development has been designed in a manner that
complements the neighboring single family houses to the west and buffers the proposed and existing
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single family houses from the non-residential uses to the north and east of the Subject Property. The
Plan Commission further finds that the proposed site design would have minimal impacts on any future
redevelopment on the east side of Bluff Ave.
D. Adequate Public Facilities:
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed project would include the utility infrastructure necessary
for the project and beneficial to adjacent property. The improvements would reduce the current volume
and rate of storm water entering the Village’s sewer system, in compliance with Village and MWRD
requirements.
The Plan Commission also finds that the proposed public facilities and private infrastructure such as
water mains, sanitary sewers, roadways, street lights, storm sewers, and detention facilities are adequate
and would be maintained by a homeowners’ association or its equivalent.
E. No Traffic Congestion:
The traffic study commissioned by the Village estimates the development will generate 16 additional
vehicles on 9th Ave. during the morning peak hours and 18 additional vehicles during the evening peak
hours. Bluff Ave. is estimated to have a traffic volume increase of 25 vehicles during the morning peak
hours and 31 vehicles during the evening peak hours. The intersections of 9th Ave. and 47th St. and
Bluff Ave. and 47th St. currently have high traffic volumes and the amount of traffic proposed by the
development will not have significant impacts on either intersection.
Section §10-101F1(a)(i) of the Zoning Code requires one and a half parking spaces per multiple family
dwelling unit. The Applicant is proposing to provide four parking spaces (two in the garage and two in
the driveway) per townhome. Additionally, the Applicant is providing 24 off-street guest parking
spaces and 10 on-street parking spaces on Street A. Per Section §10-101F1(a)(ii) of the Zoning Code,
two parking spaces are required per single family dwelling unit. The Applicant is proposing to provide
at least four parking spaces per single-family dwelling (at a minimum two in the garage and two in the
driveway).
The Plan Commission finds that the anticipated traffic and proposed parking will not contribute to
traffic congestion on adjacent roadways.
F. No Destruction of Significant Features:
The current buildings and features within the Subject Property were part of the Masonic Children’s
Home facility. The facility was constructed in the 1960’s. The buildings are not located within the
historic district. Due to the grading activity required for redevelopment, a number of trees on the Subject
Property will be removed. The Applicant has proposed new landscaping throughout the site and along
the 47th St. and Bluff Ave. Mason Pointe’s site is designed to minimize potential impacts to the
established parkway trees on 9th Ave. Nine parkway trees along 47th St. and Bluff Ave. are proposed
for removal. Village standards require the Applicant to reimburse the Village for the value of those
trees.
The Plan Commission finds that the proposed project would not result in the destruction, loss, or
damage of any natural, scenic or historic feature of significant importance.
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G. Compliance with Standards:
The Plan Commission finds that the Applicant has shown a willingness to comply with all Village
requirements.
FINDINGS REGARDING STANDARDS FOR LARGE PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS
B. Additional Standards for Large Planned Developments:
1. Unified Ownership Required:
The Subject Property would be under unified ownership prior to commencement of the project.
2. Covenants and Restrictions to be Enforceable by Village:
The Applicant is proposing to develop a home owners association or its equivalent (HOA) to
maintain the utilities, detention facilities, landscaping, and other infrastructure within or serving
the Subject Property. Both the townhomes and the single family houses will be required to be
members of the HOA. The Applicant also is proposing to write and impose covenants and
restrictions to control the storage of items on the townhome balconies, limit the number of rentals
of townhomes at any one time, and address other operational concerns of the Applicant and the
Village. The Applicant must provide the Village the covenants and restrictions for review and
approval. The Applicant also proposes to grant the Village an easements providing rights for access,
inspection, and other elements for oversight of infrastructure and providing public access to the
proposed walking paths. These covenants and restrictions and easements will be enforceable by the
Village.
3. Protected Open Space Required:
The Applicant’s project would include walking paths around the detention facilities that would be
open to the general public. The Applicant agrees to grant the Village a public access easement for
that purpose. The Applicant proposes private open space in the form of courtyards between
townhome buildings. The Plan Commission finds that the proposed open space is designed to
maximize its quality and usefulness to the development.
4. Landscaping and Perimeter:
The Applicant proposes landscaping along the perimeter of the Subject Property that meets or
exceeds the minimum landscaping requirements except for the width on the north property line.
The Applicant proposes a fence along the north property line to further screen the property to the
north. The Plan Commission finds that the proposed project would include sufficient landscaping.
5. Private Streets:
The Applicant proposes private streets and driveways to be owned and maintained by an HOA or
its equivalent. Village staff and the consulting engineer reviewed the proposed private streets and
driveways and determined that they would meet the Village’s construction standards. The Plan
Commission finds that the proposed private streets and driveways would be acceptable.
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6. Pedestrian Circulation System:
The proposed site plan for the project includes new sidewalks and walking paths throughout the
development to provide pedestrian circulation within the development and connections to Bluff
Ave., 9th Ave., and 47th St. The Applicant is not proposing a sidewalk on the east side of Bluff Ave.
The Plan Commission finds that the Applicant has provided a suitable pedestrian circulation system
into, through, and out of the development.
7. Utilities:
The Applicant proposes that all utilities will be installed underground as required by Village codes.
8. Compensating Amenities:
The Plan Commission finds that the Applicant is proposing compensating amenities for
consideration by the President and Board of Trustees on the Subject Property and off-site
improvements adjacent to the Subject Property.
C. Additional Standards for Specific Large Planned Development:
The Plan Commission finds that the Applicant’s proposed project meets most of the standards for the
proposed planned development and in the instances where the standards are not met the Applicant’s
proposed modifications of the applicable standards are appropriate for the proposed project.
The proposed project would include open spaces amenities (walking paths and pedestrian amenities)
and extensive landscaping. The Applicant has designed the townhomes with rear loading garages to
prevent garage doors from being the dominate view of the development. Additionally, the townhome
units are designed to be complimentary to the single family residences. The townhomes include high
quality exterior building materials and gabled roofs. The Plan Commission finds that the Application
meets the addition standards for granting large planned developments.
FINDINGS REGARDING STANDARDS FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL
As provided in the Zoning Code, site plan approval is required in connection with any development that
requires a special use permit. Section 14-402F.1 establishes 14 standards for the review of a site plan
application. These standards are intended to ensure the proposed development complies with the applicable
requirements of the Zoning Code and will not have undue adverse impacts on adjacent property, the
character of the area, and public health and safety. The Plan Commission finds that the proposed PD and
special use will not have undue adverse impacts on the adjacent property, the character of the area, or public
health, safety, or welfare.
RECOMMENDATION
The Plan Commission, on a vote of 7-0, recommends to the President and Board of Trustees approval of
the Application.
The current plans for the proposed project include:
1. Prepared by CEMCON:

6-A. 72

La Grange Plan Commission
Findings and Recommendation – Case #246
441 9th Ave.
8 of 8

a. “Final Site Development Plans for Mason Pointe” revised dated November 30, 2018
b. “Final Plat Of Subdivision For Mason Pointe”. revised dated December 4, 2018
c. “Plat Of Easement Release” dated August 29, 2018
2. Prepared by Gary R. Weber Associated, INC:
a. “Final PD Plan” revised dated December 4, 2018
b. “Final Landscape Plan Mason Pointe” dated December 4, 2018
c. “Mason Pointe – Alternative Access Study” dated January 3, 2019
d. “Mason Pointe Cross-Section” dated December 18, 2018
e. “Mason Pointe Lot Green Space” dated December 17, 2018
3. Prepared by Fowler | Architecture:
a. “Traditional Front and Side / Rear Elevations”
b. “Urban Farmhouse Front and Side / Rear Elevations”
c. “Craftsman Front and Side / Rear Elevations”
4. Prepared by M/I Homes:
a. “Townhomes Front, Left, Right, and Key Lot”
b. “Building & Lot Coverage Analysis 2-Car Garage Plans” dated December 20, 2018
The Plan Commission recommends that the following conditions be imposed on the approval:
1. The Applicant will revise the proposed single family houses to comply with the R-4 maximum
building coverage limit, without changing the proposed front elevations of the houses.
2. The Applicant will revise the engineering plans to be consistent with the comments from the Village
Public Works Director and the Village’s consulting engineer’s comments dated 12/5/2018.
3. The Applicant will revise the landscaping plans to be consistent with the comments from the
Village’s consulting landscape architect’s comments dated 12/5/2018.
4. The Applicant will comply with the staff recommendation for anti-monotony standards for the
single-family houses. Specifically, no particular architectural style can be located within two lots
of the same style and no model/architectural style combination can be used more than three times.
5. The Applicant will update all plans as necessary to reflect a midblock access onto 9th Ave., utilizing
the two-way traffic design as presented at the meeting.
In addition, the Plan Commission recommends that the Village determine and impose an appropriate
percentage restriction for the number of townhomes that may be rented at any one time.
Respectfully submitted,
LA GRANGE PLAN COMMISSION
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STAFF MEMORANDUM

TO:

Plan Commission

FROM:

Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner

THROUGH:

Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

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 Final Planned Development, Site Plan Approval, and Final Plat for 12 Single Family
Homes and 58 Townhomes at 441 9th Avenue, Mason Pointe, M/I Homes Chicago, LLC

DATE:

January 8, 2019

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
M/I Homes Chicago, LLC (“the Applicant”), is the contract purchaser of the property at 441 9 th Ave. (the
“Subject Property”) and is seeking approvals for (1) an amendment to Article XVI, Section 14-501 of the
Zoning Code to allow Planned Developments in Single Family Residential Districts, (2) an amendment to
the Zoning Map from IB Institutional Buildings to R-4 Single Family Residential District and R-6 Two
Family Residential District, (3) a Final Planned Development (“PD”), (4) a Special Use Permit, (5) Site
Plan Approval, and (6) Final Plat. The Applicant is proposing to develop the Subject Property with 12
single family detached homes and 58 townhome units (“Mason Pointe”).
At the December 11, 2018 Plan Commission meeting, the application was presented. The public hearing
was opened and both the public and the Plan Commissioners provided comments on the application.
Residents raised concerns related to the location of the 9th Ave. vehicular access point, arrangement of the
townhomes, and the potential impacts on school districts. The Plan Commission provided comments on the
application related to the proposed three-car garages on the single family homes and other bulk deviations,
the 9th Ave. vehicular access point, and density of the townhomes. The Plan Commission indicated support
for the proposed architecture of the townhomes and single family homes, the walking path around the
detention facilities, and the size and placement of the single family lots. The Plan Commission expressed
concerns about the size of the single family homes, the location of the 9th Ave. access, and the arrangement
of the townhomes. The Plan Commission requested more information from the School Districts, alternative
designs for the 9th Ave. access, and more exhibits indicating the townhomes arrangement and height. The
application was continued to the January 8, 2019 Plan Commission meeting.
Since the December Plan Commission meeting, the Applicant has submitted additional information related
to the 9th Ave. vehicular access point, the arrangement of the townhomes, revised architectural plans for the
single family homes. Village staff have consulted with the school districts again regarding the projected
generation of school aged children. Due to time constraints, the Applicant has not made all revisions as
requested by the Village Engineer, consulting engineer, and consulting landscape architect noted in the
December staff memo, but has indicated a willingness to comply with the comments prior to the application
advancing to the Village Board.
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9th Ave. Vehicular Access Point
As a result of resident comments, the Applicant has provided an alternative location for the proposed 9th
Ave. vehicular access point (Attachment 1). The Applicant is proposing to shift the access 200 ft. south,
roughly mid-block. The general location of the alternate vehicular access point was found to be acceptable
by the Village Engineer, consulting engineer (Baxter + Woodman), and consulting traffic engineer
(KLOA). 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 design’s pedestrian
connection to the development’s interior network of walking paths. Per KLOA, the proposed relocation of
the access point would eliminate the need to revise existing the traffic controls (stop signs) at 9th Ave. and
Goodman from their previous recommendation. Additionally, the Village Engineer recommends that the
stop sign controls at 9th Ave. and Goodman Ave. be changed to a full stop (four-way).
The Village’s consulting traffic engineer recommends that the access accommodate two-way traffic to
provide better circulation for the development. KLOA noted that the 47th St./Bluff Ave. intersection is
challenging during peak hours for left-turn movements (level of service E during the morning peak hour
and F during the evening peak hour) and the left-turn movement from 9th Ave. onto 47th St. functions with
a better level of service (LOS A). KLOA found that requiring all traffic to exit the development onto Bluff
Ave. will “add cars to the 47th St. /Bluff Ave. intersection and unnecessarily increase traffic delays further
along with crash potential.”
The two-way configuration will create a condition in which headlights of vehicles exiting the Mason Pointe
development will be directed toward residential properties across the street. KLOA noted examples of other
similar “T” intersections in the Village such as: Benton Ave at 9th Ave, 52nd St at 8th Ave, Country Club
Dr. at Brainard Ave, Bell Ave at Brainard Ave., Bell Ave. at Ashland Ave., Franklin Ave. at Bluff Ave.,
Harris Ave. at Bluff Ave., Lincoln Ave. at Bluff Ave., Tilden Ave. at Cossitt Ave., 8th Ave. at Cossitt Ave.,
Catherine Ave. at Harris Ave., and Glenwood Ln. at Carriage Ln. Further design elements could be
incorporated into the proposed road design to minimize impacts to the property owner directly across the
street; such changes include shifting the proposed road four feet north of its currently proposed location to
better align with the driveway across the street; creating a slight angle in the proposed road to offset “head
on” headlight glare; and requiring the Applicant to install bushes around the existing parkway tree across
the street to provide screening.
The Applicant also provided information regarding a one-way inbound only configuration for the 9th
Avenue access point, which is not KLOA’s recommendation for the traffic management for the reasons
noted above. Although not the Village traffic consultant’s preferred alternative for the traffic management
reasons noted above. KLOA provided an updated analysis of the number of vehicles accessing 9th and Bluff
Avenues based on the alternative designs; Tables 1 and 2 provide a comparison between the alternative
designs and the original design.
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Table 1

MASON POINTE PUD – TWO-WAY TRAFFIC COMPARISON – 9th AVENUE

Morning Peak Hour

12

New In/Out on 9th
Avenue
16

Evening Peak Hour

7

18

Time Period

Original Projection

With In Only on 9th
Avenue
4
11

Table 2

MASON POINTE PUD – TWO-WAY TRAFFIC COMPARISON – BLUFF AVENUE

Morning Peak Hour

26

New In/Out on 9th
Avenue
25

Evening Peak Hour

33

31

Time Period

Original Projection

With In Only on 9th
Avenue
37
38

The two-way design would increase the proposed traffic on 9th Ave. and reduce the number of vehicles
accessing Bluff Ave. The one-way design would decrease the traffic on 9th Ave. and increase the traffic on
Bluff Ave.
Townhome Density and Arrangement
The Zoning Code’s density regulations are one of the tools through which the Code regulates intensity of
development. Other regulations impacting intensity of development include site design requirements such
as lot coverage maximums and minimum required yards (setbacks), building height maximums, and
minimum dwelling unit size. In single family residential zoning districts (where only one unit is permitted
per lot) density is controlled by minimum lot size. The Applicant has requested R-4 zoning, which has a
6,000 square feet minimum lot size. The proposed single family lots exceed the minimum lot area for the
R-4 district. In multi-family districts, Zoning Code section 4-110H7 regulates density of a development by
a minimum lot area per unit. For single family attached dwellings (townhomes) the minimum lot area per
unit is applied with respect to the entire dwelling; in other words, the lot area is the lot on which the multiunit townhome building sits, not each individual unit owner’s portion of that lot. In the R-6 district, the
minimum lot area per single family attached (townhome) unit is 3,000 square feet.
The Subject Property is 8.84 acres. Of that area, 2.0 ac. (23%) is proposed for the single family homes, 5.48
ac. (62%) is proposed for the townhomes, and 1.36 ac. (15%) is proposed for the stormwater management
facility on the east side of the property. The Applicant contends that the stormwater management facility
requires a significant portion of the site to be unavailable for the placement of buildings, so the townhome
buildings must be clustered in the center of the Subject Property. Clustering of the buildings is permitted
for PDs in the R-6 district per Zoning Code section 4-110H6. In PDs, minimum lot size per unit
requirements are intended only as a limit on overall development; in other words, units may be clustered
together so long as sufficient common open space is provided within the development to meet the average
minimum lot size requirement for the development taken as a whole.
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The Applicant is proposing a minimum lot area per dwelling unit of more than 3,000 square feet for the
townhome component of the property.1
In response to questions raised last meeting, the Applicant has submitted updated exhibits (Attachment 1)
providing more detail on the proposed arrangement of the townhomes and how they are expected to appear
in context of the surrounding area.
Single Family Bulk Requirements
The Applicant has revised the single family home plans to eliminate the request for three-car garages; the
plans now reflect two-car garages. The maximum permitted building coverage for the R-6 district is 30%
for interior lots and 35% for corner lots. The change from the three-car garages to two-car garages reduces
the requested building coverage deviations from 36.7% to 39.7% to 33.68 % - 36.66%. Previously, the
Applicant was seeking a deviation from the maximum lot coverage. With the change to two-car garages the
Applicant no longer needs this deviation. The Applicant is still seeking relief from the minimum required
rear and side yards’ requirements. Table 3 indicates the Applicant’s revised deviation requests.
Table 3

Zoning Code
Section

3-110A Height

3-110C3
Minimum
Interior Side
Yard

3-110C4
Minimum Rear
Yard

3-110E1
Maximum
Building
Coverage

Zoning Code
Standard

Proposed PD

Consideration Factors

Single Family Detached Component
A development of this scale requires mass grading.
2.5 Stories,
Measuring height of future buildings from existing grade
2.5 Stories,
35 ft. height,
would be difficult for a mass graded site such as this. The
35 ft. height, and
and max height Applicant is proposing to raise the grade of the near the
max height 38 ft. as
38 ft. as
front of the buildings roughly two – three feet above the
measured from
measured from existing grade. Height of the proposed buildings at finished
existing grade
finished grade
grade ranges from 30.5 ft. to 34.17 ft. at the front of the
single family homes.
Minimum of 5
Minimum of 5 ft.
ft. with a
Depending on floor plan, the homes may meet the
with a combined
combined total minimum 12 ft. on some lots, but not others. The request
total for both
for both
will principally accommodate bay windows, chimneys, and
interior yards of 12
interior yards
garage offsets.
ft.
of 10 ft.
The requested deviation enables the proposed rear loading
attached garages. If the Applicant had proposed detached
Minimum rear
garages, the minimum required setback would be 3 ft. from
20% lot depth (29
yard of 14% lot all property lines. The rear loading garages eliminate the
ft.)
depth (20.5 ft.) need for 12 driveways on 9th Ave., which has a positive
impact on tree preservation.

30% interior lots
35% corner lots

36.7%

The change from the three-car garages to two-car garages
reduces the requested building coverage deviations from
36.7% to 39.7% to 33.68 % - 36.66%

1 Calculating the lot area per unit using the 5.48 acres for the townhome portion of the site, less area used for
vehicular circulation, results in a lot area per unit of 3,147 sf. Calculating lot area based on both the townhome and
detention areas, less areas used for vehicular circulation results in a lot area per unit of 3,432 sf.
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152.25 La
Grange
Municipal Code:
Lot Lines

4-110A –
Maximum
Building Height

4-110C1
Minimum
required front
yard
4-110C2
Minimum
required corner
side yard
4-110C3
Minimum
required interior
yard
4-110C4 Rear
Yard

No lots with double
frontage, except
only corner lots,
shall be created (aka
through lots are not
allowed)

2.5 stories or 35 ft.,
whichever is less as
measured from
existing grade

25 ft.

17 ft.

Minimum interior
side yard of 10% of
lot width (12.4 ft.)
20 ft.

The requested deviation enables the proposed rear loading
attached garages. The proposed site plan prevents 12
driveways from being placed on 9th Ave. and allows for
preservation of existing mature parkway trees.
Additionally, garages in the rear of the lots are more
consistent with the streetscape on the west side of 9th Ave.,
where the majority (92%) of the homes have detached
garages in the rear of the property.
Townhome Component
A development of this scale requires mass grading.
3 stories or
Measuring proposed building heights from existing grade
42ft. ft.,
would be difficult for a mass graded site such as this. The
whichever is
proposed finished grades in the townhome portion of the
less as
site are generally not higher than the highest existing points
measured from on the Subject Property now. There are isolated areas
finished grade
around buildings # 19-23 that will be raised roughly a foot
higher than the highest existing grade.
The request varies from 19 ft. to 10 ft. based on the
building, as measured from the front of the building to the
10 ft.
back side of the sidewalk (traditionally the edge of the
public ROW).
The request varies based on the building, but the minimum
front yard would be 10 ft., as measured from the building to
10 ft.
back of the sidewalk (traditionally the edge of the public
ROW).
As measured by the minimum distance between building
side to building side. This deviation is only requested for
10 ft.
two of the 12 buildings. The remaining 10 buildings will
have a yard depth of 20 ft.
As measured from the building rear to the curb of the rear
19.5 ft.
private drive.
The balconies were a suggestion to the Applicant at the preBalcony
application meeting, as a means to improve the appearance
projection of 5
of the townhome garages. The proposed rear balconies give
ft.
the future tenants private outdoor space while softening the
appearance of the townhomes’ side by side garage doors.
Overall
Lots front on
9th Avenue and
have access to
the rear via a
private drive
within the
development

4-110H11(d)
Balconies

Maximum balcony
projection of 2 ft.

14-505B4
Landscaping and
Perimeter.

Perimeter
landscaping at a
depth of at least 10
ft. on all borders

Landscaping
on north
property line is
6 ft.

14-505B5
Private Streets

All streets be public
unless approved by
Village Board

Private streets
proposed

14-505B6
Pedestrian
Circulation
Systems

Pedestrian
circulation on both
sides of every street
abutting a PD

Sidewalks are
not proposed
on the east side
of Bluff Ave.

The request is only for the area adjacent to the north
property line. The Applicant is proposing a fence along this
property line to provide additional buffering from
Meadowbrook Manor. The remaining perimeter areas meet
or exceed the required 10 ft. The Zoning Code allows this
perimeter landscaping to be reduced by up to 50%.
The Private streets lower ongoing Village operational and
capital costs to service the development, but some of the
private streets/ drive aisles are also designed as narrower
than typical Village streets.
There is limited space to construct a sidewalk due to the
location of utility poles and parkway trees within the ROW
on the east side of Bluff Ave. Additionally, the
Comprehensive Plan designates properties east of Bluff
Ave. for redevelopment as high density residential use.
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School District Impacts
The Village commissioned a fiscal impact analysis to ensure that the development will not place undue
burden on public services. In order to estimate the impact to the schools, the Village’s consultant Kane,
McKenna, and Associates projected the likely number of residents to be generated by this development,
including school aged children by grade level. The formula used for the calculation is commonly referred
to as “Naperville Model,” as it was originally developed for the City of Naperville; this model has been
employed by numerous municipalities throughout the Chicago suburbs. Kane, McKenna & Associates
projects that upon completion, the development will result in 22 students to District 102 and 8 students to
District 204. According to school district representatives, in recent years the Masonic Children’s Home
generated 2-10 students annually to District 102 and 10-14 students to District 204. Kane, McKenna, &
Associates projects that, upon completion, the annual impact to District 102 will be a net positive of
$176,554 and the impact to District 204 will be a net positive of $96,861. Representatives from Kane
McKenna, & Associates will be available at the January 8 hearing to answer any additional questions.
As noted at the December hearing, staff shared the results of the fiscal impact analysis in October; also in
October, School District representatives attended the Applicant’s neighborhood meeting hosted on the
Subject Property. Staff shared the Plan Commission staff memo with school district representatives in
advance of the December meeting. In follow up to the comments received at the December 11 public
hearing, staff extended an invitation to school district representatives to attend the January 8 hearing or
send any send any comments via written correspondence.
CONCLUSION
The Applicant has provided an alternative location for 9th Ave. The Applicant is requesting to cluster the
townhome buildings, but is not requesting a reduction in minimum lot area per unit. The Applicant has
revised the single family homes to reduce the deviation for building coverage and eliminate the deviation
request for the maximum lot coverage. Additionally, the School Districts have been invited to provide any
comments.
The Plan Commission has a number of options in recommending approval or denial of the requested text
amendment, map amendment, special use, PD, site plan approval, and Final Plat:
1)

Approval as presented for substantial conformity with the provisions of the Zoning Code
and all other applicable Federal, State and Village codes, regulations and ordinances.

2)

Approval as above with modifications or conditions to be accepted by the Applicant.

3)

Denial of the Plan as presented for failure to be in substantial conformity with the
provisions of the Zoning Code and all other applicable Federal, State and Village codes,
ordinances, and regulations.

Upon review of the revised application, should the Plan Commission determine that the standards for
Amendments, Special Uses, PDs, and site plan approval have been met, staff suggests that the Plan
Commission recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of the Development text amendment,
map amendment, Concept/Final Plans, and Site Plan as submitted in Plan Commission Case #246 with the
following conditions:
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1. Revise the engineering plans per the outstanding comments from the Village Engineer and
consulting engineer’s comments dated 12/5/2018;
2. Revise the landscaping plans per the outstanding comments from the Village’s consulting
landscape architect’s comments dated12/5/2018;
3. Comply with the staff recommendation for anti-monotony standard 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.
4. Utilize the two-way traffic alternative design for the 9th Ave. access point and update all plans as
necessary.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Revised application submittals

attachment purposely omitted
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Attachment 4
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
1
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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 threecar 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
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lot coverage. He showed on the overhead the three different exhibits for singlefamily 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 relief for the lot coverage, but he is asking for
it on the building coverage. The reason why he is asking for 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 singlefamily 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
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Attachment 5
STAFF MEMORANDUM

TO:

Plan Commission

FROM:

Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner

THROUGH:

Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director

SUBJECT:

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 Final Planned Development, Site Plan Approval, and Final Plat for 12 Single Family
Homes and 58 Townhomes at 441 9th Avenue, Mason Pointe, M/I Homes Chicago, LLC

DATE:

December 11, 2018

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
M/I Homes Chicago, LLC (“the Applicant”), is the contract purchaser of the property at 441 9th Ave. (the
“Subject Property”) and is seeking approvals for (1) an amendment to Article XVI, Section 14-501 of the
Zoning Code to allow Planned Developments in Single Family Residential Districts, (2) an amendment to
the Zoning Map from IB Institutional Buildings to R-4 Single Family Residential District and R-6 Two
Family Residential District, (3) a Final Planned Development (“PD”), (4) a Special Use Permit, (5) Site
Plan Approval and (6) Final Plat.
The Subject Property is
depicted in Figure 1. The
Applicant is proposing to
develop the Subject Property
with 12 single family
detached homes and 58
townhome units (“Mason
Pointe”). An open space
amenity (walking path with
seating areas) is proposed
around the naturalized
detention facilities on the east
side of the Subject Property.
The Applicant is also
proposing to construct
sidewalks within the Bluff
Ave., 9th Ave., and 47th St.
rights-of-way (“ROW”), as
well within the development.
The Applicant is seeking
relief from multiple sections
Figure 1 The Subject Property is bound to north by Meadowbrook Manor, to the south by
47th St., to the west by 9th Ave., and to the east by Bluff Ave.
of the Zoning Code to
develop the Subject Property.
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

M/I Homes of Chicago

Status of Applicant:

Contract Purchaser

Request:

An amendment to the Zoning Code to allow Planned Developments in Single Family
Residential Districts, an amendment to the Zoning Map from IB Institutional
Buildings to R-4 Single Family Residential District and R-6 Two Family Residential
District, Special Use Permit, Final PD, Site Plan Approval, and Final Plat

Site Location:

441 9th Ave.

PIN(s):

18-04-423-002-0000, 18-04-423-003-0000, and 18-04-423-004-0000

Existing Zoning:

IB Institutional Buildings

Existing Land Use:

Masonic Children’s Home (Vacant)

Property Size:

Approximately 8.8 acres

Comprehensive Plan:

Public and Institutional

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses
Zoning District

Land Use

North

IB Institutional Buildings District

Meadowbrook Manor

South

R-4 Single Family Residential, OS Open
Space

Single family residences, Sedgwick Park

West

R-4 Single Family Residential

Single family residences

East

R-8 Multiple Family Residential, I-1 Light
Industrial District

Multi-family residences, M Motors, Atop
Auto Repair.1-800-GOT-Junk, and
Towing railroad tracks

BACKGROUND
The Illinois Masonic Children’s Home property, owned by the Grand Lodge of Illinois, has been vacant
since July 2017. After a competitive bid process, the Applicant was selected by the Masons as the contract
purchaser of the property in July 2018. A pre-application meeting was held on July 30, 2018, at which the
Applicant received comments from the Village management team and a selection of Trustees and Plan
Commissioners. The comments from the pre-application meeting are contained in Attachment 1. The
overarching comment was that the subdivision should strive to fit in with and complement the existing
neighborhood character. A formal application was submitted to the Village on September 07, 2018. Staff
provided comments on the initial submission and the Applicant submitted revised plans on October 26,
2018. The Applicant also hosted a public meeting on October 25, 2018 with the property owners within
250 ft. of the Subject Property to receive input on the proposed development; after this meeting, and upon
receiving additional comments from staff on November 16, 2018, the Applicant has further revised the
proposed plans.
The Applicant’s current plan includes 70 dwelling units; 12 single family detached homes and 58
townhomes. The proposed single family homes are situated along 9th Avenue, with vehicular access via a
private drive in the rear which serves rear-loading attached garages. The townhomes occupy the balance
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of the site and feature common courtyards and walking paths. The townhomes are comprised of 12
buildings; 10 five-unit buildings and two four-unit buildings. The townhomes are also proposed with rear
loading garages. The vehicular circulation for the townhomes is provided by drive aisles between the
townhome buildings.
The main vehicular access point into the development is located on Bluff Ave. near the south side of the
Subject Property. The second access point is located on Bluff Ave. near the northern boundary of the
Subject Property, just south of Meadowbrook Manor. The Applicant is proposing to rezone the property
to R-4 Single Family Residential for the 12 single family lots and R-6 Two Family Attached Dwellings
for the remainder of the site to accommodate the proposed townhomes. A naturalized detention facility is
situated on the east side of the Subject Property.
The Applicant is proposing to own and maintain, through a Home Owners Association (“HOA”), all
utilities (sanitary sewer, storm sewer, detention, roads/ drive aisles, etc.) excluding the water main. The
Village would own and maintain the water main. The Applicant is proposing to landscape all areas that
are not used for structures or vehicular circulation.
In December of 2017, the Plan Commission heard an application for a text amendment to allow PDs in
Single Family Residential Districts. The Application was brought by Pulte Homes, who previously had a
contract to purchase the Subject Property. In 2017, the Plan Commission voted (6-0) in favor of allowing
PDs in all Single Family Residential Districts. The text amendment was not heard by the Village Board as
Pulte Homes transferred their contract on the property before completing the approval process and
ultimately withdrew their application.
STANDARDS FOR AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING CODE
In determining whether the proposed amendments should be granted or denied, the Plan Commission should
be guided by the following standards required in Zoning Code Section 14-605:
1. The consistency of the proposed amendments with the purposes of the Zoning Code.
Text Amendment
Section 1-102 of the Zoning Code lists 21 general purposes of the Zoning Code, with the first being to
“implement and foster the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.” The Comprehensive Plan
notes that the current character of residential neighborhoods should be preserved and enhanced. While
the Comprehensive Plan does not specifically provide guidance as to the use of PDs for the Subject
Property, the Comprehensive Plan recommends that if the La Grange Country Club were ever
redeveloped, a PD approach should be considered for potential future single family residential
development of that site. The Comprehensive Plan recognizes, at least for a site the size of the Country
Club, a PD approach may be beneficial for residential development.
Of the other 20 listed purposes of the Zoning Code, the establishment of “a rational pattern of land
uses” to “encourage the most appropriate use of individual parcels of land in the Village” and the
encouragement of “compatibility between different land uses” are most relevant to the proposed text
amendment. PDs are special uses designed to provide flexibility from the traditional bulk, space, and
yard regulations for an individual property in exchange for an appreciably more desirable environment
than could be achieved through strict application of Village land use regulations. PDs are a plan that is
developed for a specific property and subject to the standards of Article 14 of the Zoning Code; these
standards, coupled with the oversight provided by the Plan Commission and Village Board, ensure that
PDs promote a rational pattern of compatible land uses, consistent with the intent of the Zoning Code.
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Section 3-101 defines the purposes of the Single Family Residential Districts. In addition to
implementing the general purposes and intent of the Zoning Code, as discussed above, the Single
Family Residential Districts seek to “perpetuate the existing high quality residential character of the
Village by preserving established neighborhoods while encouraging beneficial new development
consistent with the overall character of the existing Village.” The Single Family Residential Districts
also seek to “accommodate persons with diverse economic circumstances and life-style preferences
seeking to establish or maintain residence in the Village through various stages of life.” The PD process
allows for conditions to be placed on a development approval. As an example a PD could be required
to incorporate higher quality building materials, particular architectural features, exceptional
landscaping, etc. These conditions can be used to both perpetuate the high quality residential character
of the community and require consistency with the overall character of the Village.
Section 14-509-D-4 lists standards for granting PDs for the R-1 Single Family District. This existing
section indicates that PDs would be permitted in the Single Family District; however, the preceding
section (14-502) does not list Single Family Residential Districts as an option for PD requests. The
requested text amendment would provide more consistency between the two sections.
Map Amendment
Section 1-102 of the Zoning Code lists 21 purposes, several of which are applicable to the requested
map amendment (“rezoning”) from IB to R-4 and R-6. The first purpose of the Zoning Code is to
“implement and foster the goals and policies of the Village’s Official Comprehensive Plan.” The
Comprehensive Plan’s future land use designations in the area reflect the built conditions and uses at
the time of adoption of the Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject
Property at Public and Institutional land use. However, as described in the Comprehensive Plan, the
designation was selected because the institutional facility was already being operated at the time the
plan was adopted (Comprehensive Plan, p.II-14). The Comprehensive Plan notes that future change to
public and institutional land uses “will more often come by way of expansion of existing facilities”
rather than wholly new facilities (Comprehensive Plan, p.II-14).
The properties to the west are designated in the Comprehensive Plan as Community-wide Single Family
Residential and the properties to the east are designated as High Density Residential. The property to
the north is designated as Public and Institutional and the property to the south is Open Space
Recreational. Although the proposed rezoning is contrary to the Comprehensive Plan’s designation for
the Subject Property, it is consistent with the adjacent land use designations to the west and east. The
proposed R-6 zoning would act as a Medium Density Residential transitional area between the
designated Community-wide Single Family Residential and High Density Residential.
The current zoning of the properties mirrors the Comprehensive Plan future land use designations for
properties west, north, and northeast of the Subject Property. The properties to the west of the Subject
Property are single family residences zoned R-4. The property to the north (Meadowbrook Manor) is
zoned IB. The properties to the north east are multi-family residential buildings zoned R-8. The
properties directly east are industrial uses zoned I-1. The property to the south, Sedgwick Park, zoned
OS, is separated from the subject property by 47th St. The rezoning of a large portion of the site to R-6
would buffer the existing and proposed single family homes from the industrial, higher density
residential, and institutional uses adjacent to the Subject Property. The proposed transitions between
zoning districts supports the Zoning Code purposes to “establish a rational pattern of land uses” in the
village and to “encourage compatibility between different land uses.”
The current IB zoning allows for parks and government buildings as permitted uses, and allows
schools, medical facilities, day cares, religious organizations, residential care facilities, and similar
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institutional uses with a special use permit. Often these type of uses are not-for-profit and tax-exempt,
as the Masonic Children’s Home was. The proposed rezoning would allow taxable development to
occur on the property, in furtherance of the Zoning Code purpose to “protect and enhance the taxable
value of land and buildings.”
2. The community need for the proposed amendments and for the uses and development they would
allow.
Text Amendment
The requested text amendment would apply to all Single Family Residential Districts; however, it does
not guarantee that a PD will be granted. The text amendment would simply allow interested property
owners within Single Family Residential Districts the option to apply for a PD. Once an application is
submitted, the PD must be brought before the Plan Commission and Village Board for approval. Under
the current code, owners of Single Family Residential zoned properties could not submit an application
for a PD.
PDs are a special use, which enables the Village to place conditions on the development to promote
compatibility with surrounding properties and mitigate any adverse impacts of the development
during the approval process. PDs can be a tool to enable development/redevelopment of single-family
zoned properties that are challenging due to shape, topography, neighboring land uses, or other
factors, in a manner that is consistent with established community character.
Map Amendment
The proposed rezoning would allow a large scale redevelopment of the Subject Property. The R-4
zoning would enable development of 12 single family homes, consistent with the land use pattern
west of 9th Ave., while the R-6 zoning would allow for development of 58 townhome units. The
Village issues an average of 10 new single family home permits per year; townhomes are a housing
type which is not prevalent in the Village. The proposed rezoning would broaden the available
housing stock in La Grange.
3. If a specific parcel of property is the subject of the proposed amendment, then the following
factors apply:

(a) The existing uses and zoning classifications for properties in the vicinity of the subject property.
(b) The trend of development in the vicinity of the subject property, including changes, if any, in such
trend since the subject property was placed in its present zoning classification.
(c) The extent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished by the existing zoning
classification applicable to it.
(d) The extent, if any, to which any such diminution in value is offset by an increase in the public health,
safety, and welfare.
(e) The extent, if any, to which the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties would be affected by the
proposed amendment.
(f) The extent, if any, to which the value of adjacent properties would be affected by the proposed
amendment.
(g) The extent, if any, to which the future orderly development of adjacent properties would be
affected by the proposed amendment.
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(h) The suitability of the subject property for uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning
classification.
(i) The availability, where relevant, of adequate ingress to and egress from the subject property and
the extent to which traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of the subject property would be
affected by the proposed amendment.
(j) The availability, where relevant, of adequate utilities and essential public services to the subject
property to accommodate the uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning
classification.
(k) The length of time, if any, that the subject property has been vacant, considered in the context of
the pace of development in the vicinity of the subject property.
(l) The reasons, where relevant, why the subject property should be established as part of any overlay
district and the positive and negative effects such establishment could be expected to have on
persons residing in the area.
Although the Subject Property has been vacant since July 2017, the operation of the facility prior
to its vacancy had diminished. Over the years, the number of children being housed in the facility
had been steadily decreasing as children had been moved out of the Subject Property into
different accommodations with a different model of service delivery. As noted, the current zoning
designation limits the potential future development of the site to other similar institutional uses
such as religious organizations, medical facilities, schools, etc. Although marketed to both
residential and institutional uses, the property was put under contract twice in the past year by
residential developers, indicating that the site may not be well suited to redevelopment for an IB
use or that there is less market demand for IB uses than residential use.
The Subject Property’s and the neighboring properties’ zoning and built environment have
remained relatively unchanged for the past 26 years. The trend of development along the western
boundary of the site has been limited to redevelopment or new construction of individual single
family homes. The home at 428 9th Ave. (directly west of the Subject Property) was a recent tear
down and construction of a new single family home. Meadowbrook Manor is in the final phase of
a significant expansion project to their skilled nursing and rehabilitation facility. The properties to
the east and south have remained relatively unchanged.
The proposed rezoning would increase the value of the Subject Property as it would enable the
creation of multiple lots versus the campus style site plan common to many institutional uses. The
value of the properties to the north, south, and east would likely not be affected by the proposed
rezoning. The proposed R-4 zoning matches the properties to the west and would be expected to
have a neutral or positive impact on adjacent property.
STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USES
La Grange Zoning Code §14-401E.1 states that no special use permit shall be recommended or granted
unless the Applicant establishes the following:
A. Code and Plan Purposes: The proposed use and development will be in harmony with the general
and specific purposes for which this Code and with the general purpose and intent of the Official
Comprehensive Plan.
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Please see the “Authority To Modify Regulations – Standards” section for detailed discussion of this
standard.
B. No Undue Adverse Impact: The proposed use and development will not have a substantial or undue
adverse effect upon adjacent property, the character of the area, or the public health, safety, and
general welfare.
The proposed single family lot sizes, front and side yards, building heights, and architecture are
comparable to the adjacent properties on the west side of 9th Ave. The proposed townhomes are
separated from the existing single family homes by more than 250 ft. Contained in Attachment 6 is an
exhibit illustrating the relationship between the existing single family homes west of 9th Ave. and the
proposed single family and townhome buildings; this exhibit demonstrates the limited visual impact
the townhomes will have on the existing single family homes.
The width of the proposed private roads / drive aisles are narrower than standard public streets.
However, the Applicant provided an Auto-TURN exhibit to show that fire apparatus is able to access
all private roads and drive aisles within the development. Please see the “No Traffic Congestion”
section below for detailed discussion of traffic considerations relative to the proposed development.
C. No Interference with Surrounding Development: The proposed use and development will be
constructed, arranged, and operated so as not to dominate the immediate vicinity or to interfere with
the use and development of neighboring property in accordance with the applicable district regulations.
The proposed development has been designed to complement the neighboring single family homes to
the west and buffer the proposed and existing single family homes from the non-residential uses to the
north and east of the Subject Property. The Applicant is proposing only one access point for the single
family homes on 9th Ave. rather than 12 individual driveways. The main entrance to the development
is placed on Bluff Ave. to encourage the majority of the traffic to use Bluff Ave. instead of 9th Ave.
The proposed Mason Pointe site design will have minimal impacts on the design of any potential future
redevelopments on the east side of Bluff Ave. The development will increase the pedestrian connections
along both Bluff Ave. and 47th St.
D. Adequate Public Facilities: The proposed use and development will be served adequately by essential
public facilities and services such as streets, public utilities, drainage structures, police and fire
protection, refuse disposal, parks, libraries, and schools, or the applicant will provide adequately for
such services.
The current public utilities and drainage structures on the Subject Property are inadequate for the
proposed development. The development will include a number of upgrades to the utilities on and
directly adjacent to the Subject Property. The Applicant is proposing to construct storm water
management facilities per Village and Metropolitan Water Reclamation District (“MWRD”)
requirements. These improvements will reduce the current volume and rate of storm water entering the
Village’s sewer system. Additionally, the Applicant will provide more detention than the minimum
required by MWRD, in accordance with Village policy. The Applicant’s proposed detention facilities
are landscaped with native plantings, in compliance with MWRD requirements. The landscaping
consists of seed along the slopes of the detention pond and plugs along the normal water level’s edge.
Staff is recommending that the Applicant use additional landscaping plugs, rather than just seed, along
the detention basin slopes to reduce the time it will take for the basin landscaping to establish and be
visually appealing. Attachment 2 contains all comments on the proposed native plantings for the
detention facilities from the Village’s consulting landscape architect Hitchcock Design Group.
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The Village Engineer recommends that the Applicant replace the water main on 47th St. from Bluff
Ave. to the west side of 9th Ave. with a new 12-inch water main. The Applicant will televise the existing
combined sewer on 9th Ave. Based on the results of this inspection, repairs to improve the sewer will
be required as necessary. The Applicant is proposing to maintain all infrastructure within the subject
property except the water main. Infrastructure to be maintained by the Applicant (and future HOA)
includes sanitary sewer, roadways, street lights, storm sewers, and detention facilities. The Applicant
will construct street lights per the Village’s design, spacing, and industrial standards. These
improvements, constructed at the Applicant’s cost, will provide adequate public facilities for the
proposed development. Attachment 3 contains comments on the proposed utilities and engineering
items from the Village’s consulting engineer Baxter & Woodman. The Public Works Director / Village
Engineer has reviewed the comments from the consulting engineer and concurs with all comments.
The Village commissioned a fiscal impact analysis (Attachment 4) from Kane, McKenna & Associates
for the proposed development to ensure that the development will not place undue burden on public
services. The Subject Property is currently designated by Cook County as exempt from property taxes,
as the property is owned by a not-for-profit organization. Therefore, all property taxes received as a
result of the proposed development will be new revenues for local taxing bodies.
The fiscal impact analysis projected that the increase in tax revenue from the proposed development
will enable the Village to offset the cost of public services created by the development. Upon
completion of the development (2024) and full realization of tax receipts, the annual net impact to the
Village will be an additional $69,766 in tax revenue. The fiscal impact analysis is also projecting net
positive impacts to all other local taxing agencies including the Park District, library, and school
districts. As a residential development, the future residents of the proposed development will include
school aged children. Kane, McKenna & Associates projects that upon completion, the development
will result in 22 students to District 102 and 8 students to District 204. According to school district
representatives, in recent years the Masonic Children’s Home generated 2-10 students annually to
District 102 and 10-14 students to District 204. Kane, McKenna, & Associates projects that, upon
completion, the annual impact to District 102 will be a net positive of $176,554 and the impact to
District 204 will be a net positive of $96,861.
E. No Traffic Congestion: The proposed use and development will not cause undue traffic congestion
nor draw significant amounts of traffic through residential streets.
The Village’s consulting traffic engineer, Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (“KLOA”),
completed a traffic study for the proposed development. The entire report is contained in Attachment
5. The traffic study generally found that the proposed development will have minimal impacts on the
level of service on surrounding streets. KLOA estimates the development will generate 12 additional
vehicles on 9th Ave. during the morning peak hours and seven additional vehicles during the evening
peak hours. Bluff Ave. has an estimated traffic volume increase of 26 vehicles during the morning peak
hours and 33 vehicles during the evening peak hours. The intersections of 9th Ave. and 47th St. and
Bluff Ave. and 47th St. currently have high traffic volumes and the amount of traffic proposed by the
development will not have significant impacts on either intersection.
IDOT’s 2019-2024 Highway Improvement Program includes a funded project to improve the 47th St.
and East Ave. corridors. The IDOT project will install traffic signals at the intersection of 47th St. and
East Ave. that are coordinated with the rail-crossing signals, alter the eastbound approach of 47th St.,
and convert the two-way slip road on the west side of the railway to a one-way eastbound orientation.
The 47th St. changes will extend past Bluff Ave. to provide a dedicated eastbound left-turn lane on
47th St. at Bluff Ave. Pedestrian improvements will include a sidewalk along the north side of 47th St.
from East Avenue to 9th Ave., and enhanced crosswalk markings across Bluff Avenue and 9th Ave. at
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47th St. As part of the project, sidewalks will also be extended on the west side of East Ave. from 47th
St. to the Park District’s recreation facility at 536 East Ave. This IDOT project will significantly
improve the traffic conditions and pedestrian safety for the area and it will substantially benefit the
proposed development.
The proposed site plan includes three access points onto the Subject Property; two onto Bluff Ave. and
one onto 9th Ave. The access point onto 9th Ave., Road C, is located near the northern boundary of the
Subject Property and gives the proposed single family homes access to the rear loading garages. Based
on this site plan, the Village’s consulting traffic engineer recommends that stop signs at 9th Ave. and
Goodman be reversed from its current condition so traffic on Goodman Ave. must stop, rather than
traffic on 9th Ave. At the October neighborhood meeting hosted by the Applicant, some neighboring
property owners expressed concerns related to the location of Road C. If the Plan Commission
recommends changes to the location of Road C, KLOA recommends the street be moved at least 100
ft. south of its current location. If the access point is proposed to be relocated, staff is suggesting that it
be moved to a point roughly equal to the middle of lot #7 on the current plan.
Section §10-101F1(a)(i) of the Zoning Code requires one and a half parking spaces per multiple family
dwelling unit. The Applicant is proposing to provide four parking spaces (two in the garage and two in
the driveway) per townhome unit. Additionally, the Applicant is providing 24 off-street guest parking
spaces and 10 on-street parking spaces on Street C. The Applicant is only required to provide 116
parking spaces for the townhome component of the development; however, 266 parking spaces are
being provided. Per Section §10-101F1(a)(ii) of the Zoning Code, two parking spaces are required per
single family dwelling unit. The Applicant is proposing to provide at least four parking spaces per
single-family home (at a minimum two in the garage and two in the driveway). The development is
providing more parking for both the single-family and townhome units than is required by the Zoning
Code.
F. No Destruction of Significant Features: The proposed use and development will not result in the
destruction, loss, or damage of any natural, scenic or historic feature of significant importance.
The Subject Property is currently developed with the Masonic Children’s Home facility. The facility
was constructed in the 1960’s. The existing buildings are not located within the historic district. Due to
the grading activity required for redevelopment, a number of trees on the Subject Property will be
removed; the Applicant has proposed extensive landscaping throughout the site. The proposed
development includes landscaping the along 47th St. and Bluff Ave corridors. Mason Pointe’s site is
designed to minimize potential impacts to the established parkway trees on 9th Ave. Nine parkway
trees along 47th St. and Bluff Ave. are proposed for removal; per Village standards, valuation of the
trees will be conducted for the purpose of determining necessary reimbursement.
G. Compliance with Standards: The proposed use and development complies with all additional
standards imposed on it by the particular provision of this code authorizing such use.
The Zoning Code does not have any additional standards for the requested special use. Although
seeking certain deviations from the Zoning Code as detailed below, the Applicant has shown a
willingness to comply with the remaining code requirements and exceed some code requirements.
SPECIAL STANDARDS
When the district regulations in a particular district impose special standards, a special use permit shall not
be granted unless the Applicant complies with such special standards, La Grange Zoning Code §14-401E3.
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Detailed discussion of these standards is included in the “Standards For Large Planned Developments”
section.
STANDARDS FOR LARGE PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS
A. Special Use Permit Standards for Large PD: No special use permit for a planned development shall
be recommended or granted pursuant to this Section unless the applicant shall establish that the
proposed development will meet each of the standards made applicable to special uses pursuant to
Subsection 14-401E of this Code.
Please see the section above entitled “Standards for Special Use” for detailed discussion of these
standards.
B. Additional Standards for Large PD Development Plans: No special use permit for a large planned
development shall be recommended or granted unless the applicant shall establish that the proposed
development will meet each of the following additional standards:
1.

Unified Ownership Required: The entire property proposed for planned development
treatment must be, in single ownership or under such unified control as to ensure that the
entire property will be developed as a unified whole.
The Applicant has purchased the Subject Property and therefore it is under unified
ownership. Once the individual lots are sold to the future residents the PD ordinance will
continue to control the landscaping, maintenance, architecture, and etc. on the Subject
Property. The PD ordinance will run in perpetuity with the land not be limited to the current
owner.

2.

Covenants and Restrictions to be Enforceable by Village: All covenants, deed
restrictions, easements, and similar restrictions to be recorded in connection with the
planned development shall provide that they may not be modified without the express
consent of the Board of Trustees and that they may be enforced by the Village.
The Applicant is proposing to develop an HOA to maintain the utilities, detention facilities,
landscaping, etc. on the Subject Property. Both the townhomes and the single family homes
will be required to be members of the HOA. Along with the HOA, the Applicant is
proposing to develop covenants and deed restrictions to control the storage of items on the
townhomes balconies, limit the number or rental units, and address other operational
concerns. The Applicant will be required to submit to the Village the covenants and
restrictions for review and approval. Lastly, the Applicant is providing a blanket easement
for the Village covering the water main utility and a public access easement for the walking
paths around the detention facilities. These covenants and restrictions will be enforceable
by the Village.

3.

Protected Open Space Required: Except under extraordinary circumstances determined
as sufficient by the Board of Trustees, the planned development must include protected
open space commensurate with the scale and design of the development. The protected
open space must be held in common ownership or by an entity specifically responsible for
the care and maintenance of the space. The protected open space also must be (i) held for
use by all residents or other occupants of the development or (ii) dedicated to, and accepted
by, the Village of La Grange, the Park District of La Grange, a school district, or another
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public entity as permanent common open areas for parks, recreation and/or related public
uses.
The Applicant’s plans include walking paths around the detention facilities that will be
open to the general public for use. A blanket public access easement is proposed for the
walking path to ensure access to all pedestrians. Adjacent to the walking path, benches,
pergolas, and other pedestrian amenities are proposed. The Applicant is proposing private
open space as well, in the form of courtyards between townhome buildings # 14, 15, 20,
and 21. Sidewalks between townhome buildings are also proposed. All of the open spaces
are proposed to be owned and maintained by the HOA.
4.

Landscaping and Perimeter: Any area of a planned development not used for structures
or circulation elements shall be landscaped or otherwise improved. The perimeter of the
planned development shall be treated so as to ensure compatibility with surrounding uses
by means such as provision of compatible uses and structures, setbacks, screening, or
natural or man-made buffers.
The landscape plan shows that the Applicant will be providing landscaping along the
perimeter of the Subject Property. The Applicant is proposing to exceed the minimum
landscaping requirements on all sides of the development except the north perimeter, where
only a six-foot-wide landscaping area is proposed. However, to account for the loss of the
vegetative buffering, the Applicant is proposing a fence to screen the development from
Meadowbrook Manor. The Applicant is also proposing to preserve the existing mature
parkway trees on 9th Ave. Per Village Code, if the trees in the parkways are damaged
during construction, a fee will need to be paid for a replacement tree(s).

5.

Private Streets: Private streets are prohibited unless expressly approved by the Board of
Trustees. If so approved, they shall meet all construction standards applicable to public
streets. No such streets shall be approved except upon the condition that they shall be
owned and maintained by a hospital or by a property owners' association.
The Applicant is proposing private streets/ drive aisles as indicated in the deviations table
below. However, the Applicant is also proposing that these streets/ drive aisles be owned
and maintained by an HOA. The Village will be able to review the HOA documents to
ensure that the streets/ drive aisles are maintained accordingly. The Village will have a
Development Agreement that will dictate maintenance requirements for the streets/ drive
aisles. Lastly, the Village will create a Special Service Area (“SSA”) that will only be
activated if the streets/ drive aisles and other common areas are not being properly
maintained by the HOA, and will provide sufficient funding for the Village to perform the
required maintenance. Staff and the consulting engineer reviewed the proposed roads,
which are designed to conform to the Village’s standards for construction of public streets.
The remaining drive aisles are not constructed per Village standards for public streets but
were reviewed to ensure that their design would not cause undue maintenance issues for
future residents of the development.

6.

Pedestrian Circulation System: The planned development must include a suitable
pedestrian circulation system including appropriate walkways, paths, trails, passageways,
and other means of movement into, out of, and throughout the development and including
private or public sidewalks meeting the standards of the La Grange Subdivision Code on
both sides of every street in or abutting a planned development.
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The site plan of the development includes new sidewalks/ walking paths throughout the
development to provide pedestrian circulation within the development and connections to
Bluff Ave., 9th Ave., and 47th St. As indicated in the deviations table, the Applicant is not
proposing a sidewalk on the east side of Bluff Ave.
7.

Utilities: All the utilities shall be installed underground.
The Applicant is proposing that all utilities on the site will be placed underground.

8.

Compensating Amenities: The planned development must include compensating
amenities, if the applicant seeks a modification of any provision of this Code or the La
Grange Subdivision Ordinance, as provided in Subsection 14-509B of this Code.
Please see the “Authority to Modify Regulations - Standards” section for detailed
discussion of this standard.

C.

Additional Standards for Specific Large PD: When the district regulations authorizing any
planned development use in a particular district impose standards to be met by such planned
development in such district, a special permit for such development shall not be recommended or
granted unless the applicant shall establish compliance with such special standards.
The R-6 district requires that any height adjustments and reductions of required yards must meet
the standards for excellence of design. The standards for excellence per section 4-110H7 of the
Zoning Code include the following:

(a)the amount of usable open space; and
(b)the extent of land dedication for public building sites and open space; and
(c)the quality and extent of landscaping including special elements such as water features and
public art; and
(d)the quality and extent of recreational facilities such as swimming pools, tennis courts,
playgrounds, and other residential recreational facilities; bicycle, hiking, and jogging trails;
and community centers; and
(e)the quality of design of vehicular circulation elements and parking lots and areas; and
(f)the care taken to maximize energy conservation in site design, building design, and building
systems; and
(g)the quality of roof design and finishes in terms of consistency with an attractive residential
roof setting and the avoidance of flat roofs.
Mason Pointe includes open spaces amenities (walking paths and pedestrian amenities) and
extensive landscaping. The Applicant has designed the townhomes with rear loading garages to
prevent garage doors from being the dominate view of the development. Additionally, the
townhome units are designed to be complimentary to the single family residences. The townhomes
include high quality exterior building materials and gabled roofs. These considerations are
discussed in detail in the following section “Authority to Modify Regulations – Standards”.
DEVIATIONS FROM THE LA GRANGE ZONING CODE
The Applicant is seeking multiple deviations from the Zoning Code, the table below lists the Applicant’s
requested deviations:
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Zoning Code
Section

3-110A Height

3-110C3
Minimum
Interior Side
Yard

3-110C4
Minimum Rear
Yard

3-110E1
Maximum
Building
Coverage

3-110F
Maximum Lot
Coverage

Zoning Code
Standard

Proposed PD

Consideration Factors

Single Family Detached Component
A development of this scale requires mass grading.
2.5 Stories,
Measuring height of future buildings from existing grade
2.5 Stories,
35 ft. height,
would be difficult for a mass graded site such as this.
35 ft. height, and
and max
The Applicant is proposing to raise the grade of the near
max height 38 ft. as height 38 ft. as
the front of the buildings roughly two – three feet above
measured from
measured
the existing grade. Height of the proposed buildings at
existing grade
from finished
finished grade ranges from 30.5 ft. to 34.17 ft. at the
grade
front of the single family homes.
Minimum of 5
Minimum of 5 ft.
ft. with a
Depending on floor plan, the homes may meet the
with a combined
combined
minimum 12 ft. on some lots, but not others. The request
total for both
total for both
will principally accommodate bay windows, chimneys,
interior yards of 12
interior yards
and garage offsets.
ft.
of 10 ft.
The requested deviation enables the proposed rear
Minimum rear loading attached garages. If the Applicant had proposed
20% lot depth (29
yard of 14%
detached garages, the minimum required setback would
ft.)
lot depth (20.5 be 3 ft. from all property lines. The rear loading garages
ft.)
eliminate the need for 12 driveways on 9th Ave., which
has a positive impact on tree preservation.
The proposed deviation ranges from 36.7% to 39.70%
depending on the house plan, with attached three-car
garages. If the Applicant constructed the homes with
only two-car attached garages the building coverage
would range from 33.7% to 36.7%. Staff reviewed 82
new construction single family home permits issued
since 2011 and found that 12% of the new homes
30% interior lots
39.7%
contained three-car garages (attached or detached).
35% corner lots

45%

50%

A portion of the proposed building coverage is
attributable to the proposed front porches. The front
porches were a suggestion to the Applicant at the preapplication meeting to increase the compatibility of the
proposed homes with the existing residences in the
Village.
If the allowances related to detached garages are applied
to the rear loading attached garages, then the proposed
maximum lot coverage is 37%, within code
requirements. The Applicant will be required to manage
the stormwater from the entire impervious area and
capture the water on site. The request to exceed lot
coverage will not negatively impact drainage for the
neighboring properties or overburden the Village’s storm
sewer system. Recently approved PDs for Uptown,
Pathway, 40 South Ashland, Fieldside Commons, and
Fieldside Commons East were granted lot coverages in
excess of the permitted maximums and were required to
provide stormwater management for the entire site.
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152.25 La
Grange
Municipal
Code: Lot Lines

4-110A –
Maximum
Building Height

4-110C1
Minimum
required front
yard
4-110C2
Minimum
required corner
side yard
4-110C3
Minimum
required interior
yard
4-110C4 Rear
Yard

No lots with double
frontage, except
only corner lots,
shall be created
(aka through lots
are not allowed)

2.5 stories or 35 ft.,
whichever is less as
measured from
existing grade

25 ft.

17 ft.

Minimum interior
side yard of 10% of
lot width (12.4 ft.)
20 ft.

4-110H11(d)
Balconies

Maximum balcony
projection of 2 ft.

14-505B4
Landscaping
and Perimeter.

Perimeter
landscaping at a
depth of at least 10
ft. on all borders

14-505B5
Private Streets

All streets be
public unless
approved by
Village Board

14-505B6
Pedestrian
Circulation
Systems

Pedestrian
circulation on both
sides of every
street abutting a PD

Lots front on
The requested deviation enables the proposed rear
9th Avenue
loading attached garages. The proposed site plan
and have
prevents 12 driveways from being placed on 9 th Ave. and
access to the
allows for preservation of existing mature parkway trees.
rear via a
Additionally, garages in the rear of the lots are more
private drive
consistent with the streetscape on the west side of 9th
within the
Ave., where the majority (92%) of the homes have
development
detached garages in the rear of the property.
Townhome Component
A development of this scale requires mass grading.
3 stories or
Measuring proposed building heights from existing
42ft. ft.,
grade would be difficult for a mass graded site such as
whichever is
this. The proposed finished grades in the townhome
less as
portion of the site are generally not higher than the
measured
highest existing points on the Subject Property now.
from finished
There are isolated areas around buildings # 19-23 that
grade
will be raised roughly a foot higher than the highest
existing grade.
The request varies from 19 ft. to 10 ft. based on the
building, as measured from the front of the building to
10 ft.
the back side of the sidewalk (traditionally the edge of
the public ROW).
The request varies based on the building, but the
minimum front yard would be 10 ft., as measured from
10 ft.
the building to back of the sidewalk (traditionally the
edge of the public ROW).
As measured by the minimum distance between building
side to building side. This deviation is only requested for
10 ft.
two of the 12 buildings. The remaining 10 buildings will
have a yard depth of 20 ft.
As measured from the building rear to the curb of the
19.5 ft.
rear private drive.
The balconies were a suggestion to the Applicant at the
pre-application meeting, as a means to improve the
Balcony
appearance of the townhome garages. The proposed rear
projection of 5
balconies give the future tenants private outdoor space
ft.
while softening the appearance of the townhomes’ side
by side garage doors.
Overall
The request is only for the area adjacent to the north
property line. The Applicant is proposing a fence along
Landscaping
this property line to provide additional buffering from
on north
Meadowbrook Manor. The remaining perimeter areas
property line
meet or exceed the required 10 ft. The Zoning Code
is 6 ft.
allows this perimeter landscaping to be reduced by up to
50%.
The Private streets lower ongoing Village operational
Private streets and capital costs to service the development, but some of
proposed
the private streets/ drive aisles are also designed as
narrower than typical Village streets.
Sidewalks are There is limited space to construct a sidewalk due to the
not proposed
location of utility poles and parkway trees within the
on the east
ROW on the east side of Bluff Ave. Additionally, the
side of Bluff
Comprehensive Plan designates properties east of Bluff
Ave.
Ave. for redevelopment as high density residential use.
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AUTHORITY TO MODIFY REGULATIONS – STANDARDS
PDs are a distinct category of special use that allows the Zoning Code to be relaxed if they impose
inappropriate limitations on the proposed development or redevelopment of a parcel of land that lends itself
to an individual, planned approach.
No modification may be approved unless the Board of Trustees shall find that the proposed planned
development:
1.

Will achieve the purposes for which planned developments may be approved pursuant to
Section 14-502;
Through the flexibility of a PD, the Village seeks to achieve the following seven objectives:
A.

Encouragement of flexibility in the development or redevelopment of land.

B.

Creation of an appreciably more desirable environment than would be possible
through strict application of Village land use regulations, whether through
maximization of open space, or excellence in building and site design, or provision of
amenities not possible under the otherwise applicable requirements.

C.

Promotion of creative architectural and site designs and resulting development.

D.

Promotion of quality, useful open space and recreational opportunities.

E.

Promotion of environmentally sound development practices.

F.

Facilitation of development in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan.

G.

Promotion of public health, safety, and welfare.

The largest requested deviations from the Zoning Code are for building coverage for the
proposed single family homes and the required minimum yards for the townhomes. The
proposed single family lot sizes exceed the minimum required in the R-4 district and are
similar to the lot sizes across 9th Ave. The Applicant is requesting a deviation to allow up to
39.72% building coverage versus the 30% maximum in the R-4 district. The building coverage
request is a function of the size of the proposed homes, which include front porches, and the
option for a three car garage.
The Applicant has revised the site plan since the original application in an effort to minimize
the proposed deviations to the required yards for the townhomes. The Applicant altered the
end units of the three southern townhome buildings (#13-15) to increase the north/south
spacing of the proposed buildings, road, drive aisle, etc. The Applicant is proposing to use the
interior townhome units, rather than the larger end units, on these north end of these three
buildings to gain distance along the north south plane of the development.
Several of the Applicant’s requested deviations (single family rear yards, lot coverage, and
townhome building height) relate to the Applicant’s proposed housing product, which feature
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rear loading attached garages. Staff finds that rear loading garages are more consistent with
the character of the adjacent residential areas than front loading attached garages. Had the
Applicant proposed front loading garages, the predominate view of the development from 9th
Ave. and all of the internal streets would have been the townhomes’ garage doors. It is not
common in the Village to have multiple front loading garages directly adjacent to one another.
However, under Zoning Code, there is no prohibition against such an arrangement, so long as
the attached garages do not protrude more than 10 ft. from the front elevation of the home.
The architecture of the proposed single family and townhomes have been designed to be
visually compatible with the traditional architecture of the existing homes in the Village. The
single-family home design incorporates front porches with depths of six to 13 ft. The
Applicant has proposed three single family home models (floor plans) with three different
architectural styles (Traditional, Craftsman, and Urban Farmhouse); the Applicant has agreed
to comply with standards to ensure design variability among the homes (anti-monotony). Staff
recommends that any architectural style cannot be located within two lots of the same
architectural style. (e.g Traditional must be located at least two lots away from Traditional).
Additionally, staff recommends that the no model / architectural style combination can be
used more than three times. The single family homes feature quality exterior building
materials such as fiber cement board siding (Hardie Board) and anchored modular brick and
stone veneers. The Zoning Code contains no minimum requirement for anti-monotony or
building materials for single family homes.
The townhome building design also excludes front-loading attached garages and uses quality
exterior building materials. The townhomes’ rear balconies act to further reduce the
appearance of the townhome garage doors and provide unit owners private outdoor space. The
Applicant is proposing to use decorative garage doors and side lights. The architecture on the
site will be controlled by the PD ordinance ensuring that the architecture and building
materials do not change in the future without being reviewed by the Village Board.
The Applicant is proposing protected open space in the form of walking paths and landscaping
that will be privately owned and maintained but designed and preserved for use by the
residents and public. This will improve the viewshed of the area. The proposed landscaping is
in excess of Village Zoning Code requirements, including fully landscaped courtyards in the
townhome portion of the site, foundation plantings around the townhome buildings,
landscaping between each townhome driveways, perimeter landscaped areas in excess of the
code’s minimum depth (with the exception of the north property line as noted previously), and
a naturalized detention basin on the east side of the property designed to meet aesthetic
standards in addition to functional engineering requirements. Furthermore, the Applicant is
proposing walking paths around the detention facilities that will be accessible to both the
residents of Mason Pointe and the general public, adding a recreational amenity that is not
currently present in the neighborhood.
2.

Will not violate the general purposes, goals, and objectives of this Code and the Official
Comprehensive Plan; and
As noted in the “Standards for Amendments to the Zoning Code” section above, the proposed
rezoning differs from the Comprehensive Plan’s future land use designation for the Subject
Property. However, the proposed rezoning is compatible with the Comprehensive Plan’s vision
for the surrounding adjacent properties and provides a buffer between more and less intensive
land uses. The PD’s proposed site plan further reinforces this transition of land uses by
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orienting the detention basin on the east side of the site and orienting the single family homes
to face 9th Ave.
One of the goals of the Single Family Residential District is to perpetuate the existing high
quality residential character of the Village by preserving established neighborhoods while
encouraging development consistent with the overall character of the Village. The Applicant is
proposing to develop the westernmost portion of the Subject Property with 12 single family
homes on lot sizes comparable to the existing lots west of 9th Ave. The Applicant has designed
the homes in an effort to conform to the existing housing stock in the Village.
The Applicant is proposing to develop the eastern portion of the Subject Property for
townhomes and rezone that portion of the Subject Property as R-6. The R-6 zoning district is
intended to provide for a range of housing types such as low density single family attached
dwellings. The proposed townhomes are low density attached single family units.
3.

Will result in a development providing compensating amenities to the Village.
Compensating amenities means features not otherwise required to achieve compliance with the
standards of this Code or applicable Village codes and ordinances, including such things as
public art, plazas, pedestrian walkways, natural habitats, increased landscaping, buffering or
screening, enhanced streetscape, enhanced pedestrian and transit supportive design,
underground parking and similar features. Compensating amenities must be proposed as part
of a PD application, and all compensating amenities, whether public or private, must be
developed and constructed at the applicant’s expense.
The Applicant’s intent, per the submitted application, is to provide numerous improvements
onsite relative to site design, architecture, landscaping, and protected open space amenities.
The site design is sensitive to the single-family homes across 9th Avenue and preserves
existing mature parkway trees along the 9th Avenue corridor. The design of the single family
homes incorporates usable depth front porches, excludes front-loading attached garages,
ensures design variability (anti-monotony), and employs quality exterior building materials.
The townhomes also are proposed with rear loading garages and high quality exterior
building materials. The Applicant is proposing site landscaping in excess of Village Zoning
Code requirements. Protected open space is proposed in the form of walking paths and
landscaping that will be privately owned and maintained, but designed and preserved for use
by the public.
The Applicant has agreed to dedicate land at the southeast corner of the development for the
future installment of a Village gateway sign, the construction of which is proposed to be
funded by the Applicant. In addition to the on-site improvements, staff is recommending that
the Applicant provide a cash contribution to fund improvements near the Subject Property
along the 47th St. corridor. The proposed cash contribution would help fund pedestrian safety,
vehicular traffic, and streetscape enhancements to further improve pedestrian comfort,
vehicular circulation, and aesthetics of this highly visible gateway into the Village.

STANDARDS FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL
Per §14-402C.2 of the La Grange Zoning Code, site plan approval is required in connection with any
development that requires a special use permit. La Grange Zoning Code §14-402F.1 establishes 14
standards for the review of site plan applications. These standards are intended to ensure the proposed
development complies with the applicable requirements of the Zoning Code and will not have undue
adverse impacts on adjacent property, the character of the area, and public health and safety. The proposed
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special use and PD will not have undue adverse impacts on the adjacent properties, the character of the
area, and public health, safety, or welfare as indicated in the standards above.
FINAL PLAT STANDARDS
The Applicant is proposing to create 12 single family lots that are 50 ft. wide by 145 ft. long with a total lot
area of 7,250 square feet. The R-4 District requires a minimum lot width of 50 ft. and a minimum lot size
of 6,000 square feet. The proposed lots meet the applicable requirements of the Zoning Code.
The Applicant is proposing townhomes with 57 ft. wide lots with a total lot area of 7,068 square feet. The
R-6 District requires a minimum lot width of 50 ft. with a total lot area of 5,000 square feet. The proposed
lots meet the applicable requirements of the Zoning Code.
Chapter 152 of the La Grange Municipal Code regulates subdivisions/resubdivisions and final plats. Section
152.16(8) requires that an acre of public land be dedicated when 75 additional building sites are created as
part of a final plat. The Applicant is proposing 70 building sites and thus is required to provide 0.93 areas
of public land to the Village. The Applicant is providing a 25 ft. by 25 ft. area for a Village gateway sign
at the southeastern corner of the Subject Property. The Applicant is proposing to provide a fee in lieu to the
Village for the remaining acreage, which staff supports.
CONCLUSION
The proposed Mason Pointe development will improve the Subject Property with 12 single family homes
and 58 townhome units. The proposed site design seeks to minimize impacts on the existing single family
homes to the west and provide a buffer between the proposed townhomes and existing industrial properties
to the east. The Applicant is seeking deviations from the Zoning Code; however, there are also requirements
where the proposed development will exceed code requirements. To account for the requested deviations
per the Zoning Code, the Applicant is providing compensating amenities on the Subject Property. Staff is
also recommending the Applicant provide offsite improvements including enhancements to the directly
adjacent 47th St. corridor.
Although the proposed development is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s designation, the
proposed development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s designations for the directly adjacent
properties to the west and east. The proposed rezoning is also consistent with the current zoning of the
directly adjacent properties to the west. The proposed text amendment is consistent with the intent of the
Zoning Code and with a section of existing code that reference Planned Developments in Single Family
Districts.
The Plan Commission has a number of options in recommending approval or denial of the requested text
amendment, map amendment, special use, PD, site plan approval, and Final Plat:
1)

Approval as presented for substantial conformity with the provisions of the Zoning Code
and all other applicable Federal, State and Village codes, regulations and ordinances.

2)

Approval as above with modifications or conditions to be accepted by the Applicant.

3)

Denial of the Plan as presented for failure to be in substantial conformity with the
provisions of the Zoning Code and all other applicable Federal, State and Village codes,
ordinances, and regulations.

18
6-A. 107

PC Case #246 Mason Pointe
December 11, 2018
Upon review of the application, should the Plan Commission determine that the standards for Amendments,
Special Uses, PDs, and site plan approval have been met, staff suggests that the Plan Commission
recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval of the Development text amendment, map
amendment, Concept/Final Plans, and Site Plan as submitted in Plan Commission Case #246 with the
following conditions:
1. Revise the engineering plans per the Village Engineer and consulting engineer’s comments per
Attachment 4;
2. Revise the landscaping plans per the Village’s consulting landscape architect’s comments per
Attachment 3;
3. Comply with the staff recommendation for anti-monotony standard 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.

ATTACHMENTS
1. July 30, 2018 Pre-Application Meeting Minutes
2. Landscaping Review Comments from Hitchcock Design Group dated 12/5/2018
3. Engineering Review Comments from Baxter and Woodman dated 12/5/2018
4. Fiscal Impact Analysis completed by Kane, MeKenna and Associated, Inc. dated 11/14/2018
5. Traffic Study from KLOA dated 11/9/2018
6. Applicant submittal package

attachments purposely omitted
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Attachment 6

Village of La Grange
Plan Commission
Regular Meeting of December 11, 2018
A regular meeting of the Plan Commission for the Village of La Grange was held at 7:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, December 11, 2018 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 7:30 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 Trustee Lou Gale and Director of Public Works Ryan Gillingham were also
present.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – SEPTEMBER 11, 2018
Commissioner Wentink, made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Paice to approve
the minutes from the September 11, 2018 meeting with a few typographical error
changes which were submitted to staff. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

III.

PUBLIC HEARTINGS
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
1
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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 M/I Homes Chicago, LLC is the contract
purchaser of the property at 441 9th Avenue and is seeking approvals for the
following items:
1. An amendment to the Zoning Code to allow planned developments in SingleFamily Residential Districts.
2. An amendment to the Zoning Map from Institutional Buildings to R-4 SingleFamily Residential District and R-6 Two-Family Residential District
3. A Final Planned Development
4. A Special Use Permit
5. Site Plan Approval
6. Final Plat
The subject property was originally home to the Illinois Masonic Children’s Home
and has been vacant since July 2017. The applicant is proposing 70 dwelling units
which consist of 12 single-family detached homes and 58 townhomes. The proposed
single-family homes are situated along 9th Avenue and the townhomes occupy the
balance of the site.
The applicant’s first request is for a text amendment to allow Planned Developments
in Single-Family Districts. The proposed text amendment is consistent with the
Village’s Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan notes that the current
character of residential neighborhoods should be preserved and enhanced. While the
Plan does not specifically provide guidance as to the use of the Planned
Developments for the subject property, it does recommend that if the La Grange
Country Club were to ever be redeveloped as a single-family neighborhood, a
Planned Development should be implemented. The Plan recognizes at least for a site
the size of the Country Club, a Planned Development approach may be beneficial for
residential development.
In December of 2017, the Plan Commission heard an application for a text
amendment to allow Planned Developments in Single-Family Residential Districts.
The application was brought by Pulte Homes, who previously had a contract to
purchase the subject property. In 2017, the Plan Commission voted in favor of
allowing Planned Developments in all Single-Family Residential Districts, but the
text amendment was not heard by the Village Board because Pulte Homes withdrew
their application.
Mrs. Valone stated the second request is to rezone the property. The Comprehensive
Plan’s current designation for the area reflect the built conditions and uses at the time
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the Comprehensive Plan was originally adopted. The Plan indicates that the subject
property to be public and institutional because at the time the property was being used
as an institutional use. The Plan notes that future change to these uses will more often
come by way of expansion of existing facilities as opposed to new facilities. The
current institutional use on the property allows for parks and government facilities as
permitted uses, and schools, medical facilities, day cares, religious organizations, and
other institutional uses as special uses.
The properties to the west are designated as Single-Family and the properties to the
east are High Density Residential for future redevelopment. The property to the north
is designated as Public and Institutional, which is Meadowbrook Manor. The property
to the south is Open Space Recreational. Although, the proposed rezoning is contrary
to the Comprehensive Plan it is consistent with the adjacent land uses to the west and
east. The proposed R-6 zoning would act as a medium residential buffer between the
existing and the proposed single-family, and the high density residential that is
proposed to the east.
Mrs. Valone said the applicant’s current plan includes 70 dwelling units, which
consists of 12 single-family detached homes and 58 townhomes. The single-family
homes are situated along 9th Avenue, with vehicular access via a private drive in the
rear which serves rear-loading attached garages. The townhomes are comprised of 12
buildings, 10 five-unit buildings and two four-unit buildings. The townhomes are also
proposed with rear loading garages with drive aisles between the townhome
buildings.
The main vehicular access point into the development is located on Bluff Avenue
near the south side of the subject property. The second access point is located on
Bluff Avenue near the northern boundary, just south of Meadowbrook Manor. The
applicant is proposing to maintain all utilities on sight, excluding the water main. The
applicant is proposing to landscape all areas that are not used for structures or
vehicular circulation.
Mrs. Valone stated the architecture of the proposed single-family and townhomes has
been designed to be visually compatible with the traditional architecture of the
existing homes in the Village. The single-family homes design incorporates front
porches with depths of six to 13 feet. There are three single-family home models with
three floor plans. The applicant has agreed to comply that these models and floor
plans are not directly adjacent to one another. Staff recommends that any architectural
style cannot be located within two lots of the same architectural style and that any
model and architectural style combination cannot be used more than three times. The
homes will consist of high quality building materials such as fiber cement siding and
anchored modular brick and stone veneers. The Village’s current requirements in the
zoning code would not require any of these minimal requirements for building
materials.
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The townhomes will consist of the same high quality building materials. The
townhomes will have balconies over the rear loading garages to help reduce the
appearance of the garage doors. The applicant is proposing to use decorative garage
doors and side lights. Since this is being proposed as a Planned Development all
architecture on the site will be controlled by the Planned Development ordinance
ensuring that the architecture and building materials do not change in the future
without being reviewed.
The proposed single-family lot sizes, front and side yards, building heights and
architecture are comparable to the adjacent properties on the west side of 9th Avenue.
The proposed townhomes are separated from the existing single-family homes by
more than 250 feet. The applicant is proposing only one access point for the singlefamily homes on 9th Avenue rather than 12 individual driveways. The main entrance
to the development is placed on Bluff Avenue to encourage the majority of the traffic
to use Bluff Avenue instead of 9th Avenue. The development will increase the
pedestrian connections along both Bluff and 47th Street.
Mrs. Valone said the Village has a series of standards for granting special uses and
Planned Developments. One is to require adequate public facilities and services for
the proposed development. The current public utilities and drainage structures on the
subject property are inadequate for the proposed development. The development will
include a number of upgrades to the utilities on-site and directly adjacent to the
property. These upgrades include stormwater management facilities, water main
replacements, sanitary sewer replacements, native landscaping, street lights, and
sidewalks within all three adjacent right-of-ways. The proposed stormwater
management will reduce the current volume and rate of storm water entering the
Village’s sewer system.
The Village commissioned a fiscal impact analysis for the proposed development to
ensure that the development will not place undue burden on public services. The
subject property is currently designated by Cook County as exempt from property
taxes. Therefore, all property taxes received as a result of the proposed development
will be new revenues for local taxing bodies. The fiscal impact analysis projected that
the increase in tax revenue will enable the Village to offset the cost of public services
created by the development. Upon completion of the development and full realization
of tax receipts, the annual net impact to the Village will be an additional $69,000 in
tax revenue per year. The analysis is also projecting net positive impacts to all other
local taxing agencies including the Park District, library and school districts. Upon
completion of the development it will result in 22 students to District 102 and eight
students to District 204. According to school district representatives, in recent years
the Masonic Children’s Home generated 2-10 students annually to District 102 and
10-14 students to District 204. The fiscal impact analysis projects that upon
completion, the annual impact to District 102 will be a positive of $176,000 and the
impact to District 204 will be a net positive of $96,000.
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The Village commissioned a traffic study to determine if there were any adverse
impacts related to traffic. The traffic study generally found that the proposed
development will have minimal impacts on the level of service on surrounding
streets. The traffic study estimates the development will generate 12 additional
vehicles on 9th during the morning peak hours and seven additional vehicles during
the evening peak hours. Bluff Avenue has an estimated traffic volume increase of 26
vehicles during the morning peak hours and 33 in the evening. The intersections of 9th
and 47th Street and Bluff and 47th Street currently have high traffic volumes and the
amount of traffic proposed by the development will not have significant impacts on
either intersection.
The Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) is proposing a project to improve
the 47th Street and East Avenue corridors. The IDOT project will install traffic signals
at the intersection of 47th and East that are coordinated with the rail crossing signals,
alter the eastbound approach of 47th Street, and convert the two-way slip road on the
west side of the railway to a one-way eastbound orientation. Additionally, they will
change the orientation of some of the traffic on 47th Street that will extend past Bluff
Avenue to provide a dedicated eastbound left-turn lane on 47th and Bluff. Pedestrian
improvements are also included with this project. This IDOT project will significantly
improve the traffic conditions and pedestrian safety for the area and it will
substantially benefit the proposed development.
Mrs. Valone stated the proposed site plan includes the three access points onto the
subject property. The Village’s consulting traffic engineer recommends that stop
signs at 9th Avenue and Goodman be reversed from its current condition so traffic on
Goodman must stop, rather than traffic on 9th Avenue. Additionally, the development
is providing more parking for both the single-family and townhomes than what is
required by the Village Code.
The Village Code does have standards for Planned Developments that requires
landscaping and designated open space. As stated previously, the applicant is
providing walking paths around the detention facilities that will be open for public
use. They are also providing private amenities within the courtyards between the
townhomes to the north and south. Mrs. Valone showed on the overhead the location
of the courtyards. The applicant is proposing pedestrian connections throughout and
around the development. The landscape plan shows that they are providing perimeter
landscaping which is required by Code. Most of the areas they are providing in excess
however, along the north side they are required to provide ten feet of landscaping but
are only doing six feet. To make up for the four feet they will be providing a fence for
better screening. The applicant is proposing to preserve the existing mature parkway
trees on 9th Avenue and maintain the existing trees on Bluff and 47th as able. If the
trees are damaged during construction, a fee will need to be paid to the Village.
To construct the development as described the applicant is seeking some deviations
from the Village Code. The applicant is seeking seven deviations for the singlefamily homes. These deviations are for building height, minimum interior yards,
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minimum rear yard, maximum building coverage, lot coverage and through lots. The
applicant is seeking six deviations for the townhomes. They include height, minimum
required front, side and rear yards, and balconies. They are also seeking three
deviations that relate to the overall site.
The largest requested deviation from the Code is for building coverage for the
proposed single-family homes and the required minimum yards for the townhomes.
The proposed single-family lots do exceed the minimum size requirements for the R4 District and are similar to the lots across the street on 9th. The applicant is
requesting a deviation to allow up to 39% building coverage versus the 30%
maximum. The building coverage request is generally a function of the size of the
proposed homes, which include front porches and the option for a three car garage. In
an effort to minimize the request for the required yards for the townhomes, the
applicant revised their site plan from the original submittal. The applicant altered the
end units of the three southern townhome buildings in an effort to gain about 15 feet.
Mrs. Valone stated several of the applicant’s requested deviations relate to the
proposed housing product which feature rear loading attached garages. Staff feels that
the rear loading garages are more consistent with the character of the surrounding
neighborhood. If the applicant proposed front loading garages, which is permitted by
code, the view from 9th Avenue would have been all garage doors.
To offset these deviations, the applicant is proposing numerous on-site improvements
relative to the design of the single-family homes and townhomes, architecture,
landscaping and protected open space amenities. The design is sensitive to the homes
across 9th Avenue; it preserves existing mature parkway trees, and incorporates usable
front porches as seen throughout the Village. The townhomes are proposed with rear
loading garages and high quality exterior building materials. The applicant is
proposing landscaping in excess of Village Code requirements. They are providing
protected open space in the form of walking paths and private courtyard areas.
Lastly, the applicant has agreed to dedicate land at the southeast corner of the
development for the future installment of a Village gateway sign. The construction of
which, is proposed to be funded by the applicant. In addition to the on-site
improvements, staff is recommending that the applicant provide a cash contribution to
fund improvements near the subject property along the 47th Street corridor. The
proposed cash contribution would help fund pedestrian safety, vehicular traffic and
streetscape enhancements and also the aesthetics of the area.
In conclusion, the proposed development will improve the subject property with 12
single-family homes and 58 townhomes. The proposed site design seeks to minimize
impacts on the existing homes to the west and provide a buffer between the proposed
townhomes and existing industrial properties to the east. The applicant is seeking
deviations from the Code; however, there are a number of requirements where the
proposed development is exceeding code requirements. To account for the requested
deviations, the applicant is providing compensating amenities on the property. Staff is
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also recommending the applicant provide offsite improvements including
enhancements to the directly adjacent 47th Street corridor.
Mrs. Valone said although, the proposed development is not consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan’s designation, the proposed development is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan’s designations for the adjacent properties to the east and west.
The proposed rezoning is also consistent with the current zoning of the adjacent
properties to the east and west. The proposed text amendment is consistent with the
Zoning Code as well as the Comprehensive Plan.
If the Plan Commission determines that the standards for amendments, Special Uses,
Planned Developments and site plan approval have been met, staff suggests that the
Commission recommend to the Village Board of Trustees approval with the
following conditions:
1. Revise the engineering plans per the Village Engineer and consulting engineer’s
comments per Attachment 4;
2. Revise the landscaping plans per the Village’s consulting landscape architect’s
comments per Attachment 3;
3. Comply with the staff recommendation for anti-monotony standard 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.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any questions from the Commission for
staff.
Commissioner Hoffenberg said the drawing shows 12 buildings for the townhomes
but the report states 10 units. He asked if it has been modified.
Mrs. Valone stated that the report should state that it is 10 five-unit buildings and 2
four unit buildings.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any further questions for staff. None
responded. He then asked anyone in the audience that plans on 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
Matt Pagoria, M/I Homes, thanked staff for doing a great job presenting their
proposal. When they first started this process, the one thing they were told over and
over again was to try and continue the character of LaGrange. They made sure that
they were consistent with what is across the street. The single-family lots are the
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same size as to what is existing across the street with the only difference being their
product. Instead of having a detached garage in the rear with driveways to the front
they decided on having the garages in the rear with a private drive. The entire
streetscape on 9th Avenue will be front yards with front porches.
There are three different home plans that range in size from 2,700 square feet to 3,300
square feet. Each of the plans have three different characteristic architectures and are
all 3 to 4 bedrooms. They all do have attached two-car garages which are connected
by a breezeway. On the east half of the site is the location of the 58 townhomes that
have rear loaded two-car garages with private drives. They have three floor plans that
range in size from 1,800 square feet to 2,200 square feet. All the units have exterior
decks. Some of the units that back to single family homes will have pergolas to give
them a little extra character. This will conclude his presentation and he is available to
answer any questions.
Commissioner Weyrauch asked how many guest parking spaces are allocated for the
townhomes.
Mrs. Valone stated there are 24 dedicated off-street spaces and along the southern
road there are 10 on-street parking spaces. The Zoning Code does not have any
minimum requirements for guest parking.
Mr. Pagoria said each unit has a two-car garage, the driveway for each unit can fit
two cars and then there is off-street parking.
Commissioner Egan asked what is their potential target buyer.
Mr. Pagoria stated it will be a little bit of everything from first time buyers, young
professionals, families, or maybe a buyer that does not want the 4,000 square foot
house and the upkeep of a yard. There will be a HOA for the townhomes that will
maintain the internal roads and the open space.
Commissioner Wentink asked if the HOA will have a manager or office on-site.
Mr. Pagoria said there will not be an office on-site, but there will be a Board of
Directors.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked how the number of additional students was
calculated and did they talk to either of the school districts.
Mr. Pagoria stated staff at the Village hired out to do a physical impact study. Part of
the study is a population generation and they use the State tables that all of the school
districts use to estimate the population that will be driven from a development.
Charity Jones, Community Development Director, said the Village did hire out to
provide a physical impact analysis and they use what is called the Naperville Model.
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The model is used by many communities throughout the Chicagoland area and has
been used by the Village on past projects. The Finance Directors have been contacted
for both school districts and she met with them in September and October. They were
provided the results of the analysis and they were also present for the neighborhood
meeting in October.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if there was any data showing that what they are
projecting is accurate.
Mrs. Jones stated the model is used by many communities for over 10 years to project
student population. She is not aware of any follow-up data. The High School was
going to look at other comparable developments but she has not heard anything back.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked what is the feedback from the school districts and
are they able to take on more capacity if these numbers are low.
Mrs. Jones said she has received no feedback of any concerns. If there were any
redrawing of attendance zones that would be up to the school district. Cossitt’s
enrollment has 100 less students today than they did 10 years ago. She is not sure of
what other school factors might impact their school facility planning.
Commissioner Schwartz stated it would be nice to get some feedback from the
schools. He then asked if the development will be done in phases or what is the
planned buildout.
Mr. Pagoria said they would start out with a single-family model and a townhome
building that would have a model in it. They would start building and not stop until
they were done. They will do some spec units and some to be built.
Commissioner Schwartz asked what assurance does the Village have to make sure
that is what happens.
Mrs. Valone stated as part of the approvals that they receive, they will have to have
enter into an agreement with the Village that will have stipulations for a letter of
credit. It will have enough in it to hypothetically complete the public improvements to
the site. The Village will hold onto that assurance until it is accepted then at that point
the Village requires 10% be held in a maintenance letter of credit for two years. This
is to ensure that the HOA is properly maintaining the property.
Commissioner Wentink asked if they could discuss similar projects that they have
done.
Mr. Pagoria said that M/I Homes was established in 1976 and is a national home
builder that is a publicly traded company. They have divisions across the United
States and in Chicago alone they have about 20 different communities. Each year they
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add about eight new communities as they are finishing out existing ones. The
downturns in the economy have not negatively affected M/I Homes.
Commissioner Schwartz asked if the property to the east is a pond or a marsh.
Mr. Pagoria stated it is a natural stormwater facility. It consists of some water
elements to it but the majority of it is natural plantings.
Commissioner Paice asked if it will be dry or wet most of the time.
Richard Olson from Gary R. Weber Associates, Inc. said they prepared the landscape
plan for this site. They will use plant material that will help water quality as well as
wild life habitat. In the future once they are maintained they will be less of a burden
for HOA maintenance. He showed a picture on the overhead of what it could possible
look like. There are deeper pockets that will be wet and there are dryer areas with
vegetation. There are channels that will have continuous water all year round.
Commissioner Paice asked if there will be a lot of retaining walls.
Mr. Olson stated the site general drains west to east. Where it drops off there will be a
retaining wall to hold back the water. There will be landscaping on the topside of the
detention pond as well as the downside of the detention to try and minimize that
retaining wall.
Commissioner Paice asked what is the elevation change from the southeast corner to
the corner of Bluff and 47th Street.
Mr. Pagoria said it is about a 10-foot rise.
Chairman Kardatzke stated looking at the drawings it shows that the front yard is 35
feet and the back yard is 20 feet for the single-family homes. He is concerned for
families with small children. There is not a lot of room in the back yard for them to
play. He is wondering if the houses need to be moved up a little to create more of a
back yard. He asked if the homes will all be in a row or will be they be offset a little
bit.
Mr. Pagoria said the nature of the front elevations of the homes and the differences in
the front porches will all be set at the 35-foot line. Due to the anti-monotony it will
not be a straight shot.
Commissioner Schwartz asked if there was parking on 9th.
Mrs. Valone stated that parking is permitted on 9th on one side.
Commissioner Schwartz asked if they could elaborate on the switching of stop signs.
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Mrs. Valone said the Village consulting engineer (KLOA) is requesting that the stop
signs on 9th be removed and put a stop sign on Goodman and at the private road.
Commissioner Paice asked if they have thought about changing that private road to
about the middle by lot #7.
Mr. Pagoria stated they have looked at this and he is sure there will be further
comments in regards to this. It was a main issue at the neighborhood meeting. They
wanted to present the plans that they have and give everyone an opportunity to
comment on it.
Commissioner Weyrauch said she likes the idea of rear loaded garages; however, she
is concerned about parking for the townhome development. There is no rear door for
people to enter the townhomes so company would have to enter through the garage
door.
Mr. Pagoria stated there are sidewalk connections that will lead them back to the front
door if needed.
Commissioner Schwartz said he feels that there is not enough open space or a park
area for kids. He asked if the southeast corner is needed for water retention or can it
be used for open space.
Mr. Pagoria stated the entire area shown for stormwater management is needed for
stormwater. There is not your typical open space with a playground, but there are
those amenities adjacent to the site. In the townhome area there are the courtyard
areas for passive recreation and there are seating areas.
Commissioner Schwartz asked what the target price was for the homes and
townhomes.
Mr. Pagoria said based on analysis, it would be about $650,000 for the single-family
and $450,000 for the townhomes.
Commissioner Egan stated the single-family homes have an option for a three-car
garage, but it will increase the lot coverage. She asked if it was a deal breaker if they
were not allowed to have that option.
Mr. Pagoria said they would like to have the option.
Commissioner Hoffenberg stated this is a very high dense project already and there
are several deviations being requested. He asked if there were any options that they
had explored to bring those numbers down. The Village has had several issues with
drainage and water issues.
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Mr. Pagoria said one of the positives for this site is that they are providing stormwater
management. They are providing more than what is typically required. He believes
what they are asking for as far as building coverage is adequately provided for in
basins.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if all of the single-family lots wanted three-car
garages, how many would they be able to accommodate.
Mr. Pagoria stated every single lot could accommodate a three-car garage. The
percentage is going to vary because of the different sizes of the homes. With the antimonotony they would only be able to have their largest home every third lot and it
would go down from there.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked what kind of restrictions would there be in the HOA
on leasing.
Mr. Pagoria said it has been discussed with staff about putting restrictions and they
have done that with other communities as well.
Commissioner Egan asked how tall are the townhomes going to be compared to the
single-family homes.
Mr. Pagoria stated the rear of the unit which has the garage is three-stories. It is then
graded from the rear to the front of the home so the front elevation is only two and
half stories. He showed on the overhead the difference in height.
Discussion continued in regards to the elevation change.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if they only did two-car garages where would that
put them in regards to lot coverage.
Mr. Pagoria said in the staff report on page 13 it states it would range from 33.7% to
36.7%.
Chairman Kardatzke stated at this time he would like to give the public a chance to
ask questions or make comments.
Public Comment
Henry James said his main concern is traffic on Bluff. He is concerned that with this
development it will increase traffic. He asked if there was any thought to putting
senior housing on the subject property.
Steven Taylor stated he lives on the corner of 9th and Goodman. At the neighborhood
meeting it was stated that there would be no variances on property coverage and
everything would be built as if they had to build it. There is a family that lives a block
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away that was declined a variance for lot coverage. On Goodman there is no parking
because of Meadowbrook Manor. He can’t even park in front of his own house. He is
concerned with 70 units it might create more of a parking nightmare. He does not
agree with removing the stop sign on 9th.
Dan Colantuono said he has some of the same issues as Mr. Taylor. He believes that
9th and Goodman should be a four way stop. He feels that Road C needs to be moved
to another location. He does not see where all the cars are going to be able to go with
on-street parking. He is a firefighter and he is not sure if EMS equipment will be able
to get in and out of this property. The property is way too dense and very little green
space. The east side which holds the detention pond seems more like a swamp area.
He wanted to thank Commissioner Hoffenberg with his comments in regards to the
school and feels this should not be overlooked. The school has a major issue with
overcrowding and he does not agree with the number of new students this project will
generate. The average home is 3.14 residents which comes to 220 residents for this
site. The pricing for the homes can devalue the pricing of homes in town. The
residents are excited to see something going in on this property. He does like the
single-family homes on the west but feels that the townhomes are over populated.
Donna Prenta stated her concern is water. She currently lives on 9th Avenue and her
neighbor put on a very small addition which affected her basement. She is concerned
with the number of homes where all the water will go.
Joe Pardo said he lives at 502 10th Avenue. He heard a lot this evening about the
neighbors to the west, north and east but did not hear anything about the neighbors to
the south. He disagrees with whoever did the traffic study. On an average daily basis
between 4 and 6:30 p.m. he cannot get out of his own driveway. As far as the
residents enter and leaving on Bluff Avenue, that will last about a week. They will
soon realize that they cannot make a left hand turn. Due to the trains, there are times
when he cannot get out of his driveway for a half hour because traffic is backed up.
People cannot even use the crosswalks because cars blow right through. In regards to
the elevation and people seeing the townhomes from 9th Avenue, he asked what about
where he lives. He is now going to be looking at a three story building.
Michelle Colantuono asked if the Village had any other HOA’s in LaGrange. The
construction at Meadowbrook Manor is just finishing. She thanked the Commission
for the park. The one-way road by Meadowbrook Manor is not being followed and
people park on the streets. She is concerned that with this construction they are going
to have people parking all in their neighborhood again. She feels that there needs to
be a four-way stop sign at 9th and Goodman. The children are going to want to use the
park over at Meadowbrook Manor but they will not be able to cross safely. Lastly,
they need to come up with an alternative for Road C.
Stewart Middendorf stated he just built a house on 9th Avenue and he had to meet all
the requirements so he is not sure why they are asking for variances. He is also
concerned about flooding and water. Maple and 9th always floods and continues to be
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a problem even after it was fixed once already. He feels the density is way too high
and they only want to make money. Also, they need to move Road C.
Pam Cianci said her main goal is safety. The stop sign at 9th and Goodman needs to
be a four-way stop sign and there needs to be a light on 47th. Nobody seems to care or
pay attention to the flashing light on 47th. The density needs to be lowered for the
project.
Bob Vear stated he would like to reiterate the issue with homeowners having trouble
asking for a variance, but this project can come in and get it for 70 homes all at once.
He asked if there will be sidewalks on 9th Avenue and what the square footage was
for the common space. He feels that the coverage is too dense.
Jonathan Lawrence said he echoes what his neighbors have said. The concerns about
the density are valid and some of the other concerns, like stormwater and
environment seem to be less important and thus the reason for the variance. He feels
that a balance can be made for the development itself but also prioritizing those
variables. He does not feel that there is a hardship for allowing such a significant
increase for the lot coverage. He also has concerns with the traffic on 9th and the
removal of the stop sign. He would like to know if Road C meets highway and safety
standards.
Mike Wegmann stated he also lives on 9th and echoes his neighbor’s concerns. Safety
is their biggest concern. He wants to know what kind of assurance do they have that
these are going to be high quality homes and the values are going to stay high. He
wants to make sure that down the road these won’t be opened up to Section 8
housing.
John Cianci said he lives on 8th Avenue and agrees with his neighbor’s about the
traffic issues. He feels this is going to add to the traffic issues and the density is too
high. This will add more problems for the school districts. He liked the single-family
housing that was proposed here, but understands that they have to make money also.
Brandon Simak stated he lives on 9th Avenue. Generally, he is good with what is
planned. His biggest concern is Road C because it is already a confusing intersection.
He lives across the street from it and feels that it will affect his home value
eventually.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any other questions or comments from the
public. None responded. He then stated that Mrs. Valone will go through the
questions or comments that the public had made and asked if the applicant can
respond.
Mrs. Valone asked if the applicant can describe what they are presenting for the guest
parking.
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Mr. Pagoria said for the guest parking in the townhome section, there are several offstreet parking areas that are located throughout the townhome area. This is in addition
to the garage parking and driveway parking. On Road A, which is the main entrance
off of Bluff, it is designed wider than the other interior roads. There is on-street
parking on that internal road.
Mrs. Valone asked if fire apparatus vehicles are able to maneuver through the
proposed streets.
Mr. Pagoria stated they have to prove that they can service the site with all of the
emergency vehicles. The engineers provide to staff turning maneuvers of emergency
vehicles throughout the site. This has been provided to the Village and there are no
issues with it.
Mrs. Valone asked if there is a possibility to move the 9th Street access to more of the
middle of the single-family block.
Mr. Pagoria said he is not opposed to having conversations in regards to that. The
reason why they choose the north location was because they thought it was the least
offensive location.
Mrs. Valone asked if they could explain the difference in how the stormwater is
managed on the existing single-family homes as to oppose how it will be managed on
the subject property.
Mr. Pagoria stated there was a resident that had talked about having issues with
flooding in the basement. One of the issues is that the sewer along 9th is a combined
sewer. This means the stormwater management as well as the sanitary are both within
one pipe. They don’t do combine sewers.
Mike May from Cemcon, Civil Engineer, said they are going to help with this
combined sewer in two ways. One, there are multiple homes that are connected to the
combined sewers and those will be removed. They are looking at ways to make sure
that connection is clean and working with the Village’s engineer. About half of the
site drains to 9th due to a ridge in the site. They are going to remove all that drainage
that goes to 9th with the exception of a small portion. They have designed a storm
sewer that can handle a “100-year event”, which is the maximum storm event that
will convey the water to the stormwater facilities on the east side. This will provide a
huge benefit of removing about 5 acres of drainage that goes to 9th to now their
stormwater facility.
Mrs. Valone asked how the residents from the townhomes will be prevented from
using Road C.
Mr. Pagoria stated it was intended to provide a secondary access for the single-family
homes, but they cannot stop them from using that access.
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Mrs. Valone said there were a number of questions in regards to lot coverage. She
asked if he can explain why the lots are exceeding both the maximum lot coverage
and building coverage.
Mr. Pagoria stated a lot of the lot coverage has to do with when you look at the
maximums by adding the size front porches in addition to a third car. Also, it is not a
detached garage. It is connected which adds a little to the home. If it was a detached
garage they could put the garage within three feet of the private drive and eliminate
the entire driveway and probably meet all the lot coverage. They saw attaching the
garage as a benefit so it does push the lot coverage. However, they are able to manage
all the stormwater in the basins that they are providing regardless of whatever lot
coverage they have on the single-family homes. They believe they are providing
several amenities to help with asking for these variances.
Mrs. Valone said what are the assurances that high quality building materials will be
used.
Mr. Pagoria stated there will be approvals that clearly dictate what it is they are going
to be building and all the building materials they will be using. In regards to
devaluing the neighborhood, he feels that the $650,000 price is on the low side. He
doesn’t understand how a house priced at $650,000 to $700,000 could devalue
anything. The pedestrian issue, there is not a whole lot that they can do to stop the
situations that are going on out there. They will work on the intersection at 9th and
Goodman. They will be adding sidewalks on Bluff and 47th.
Mrs. Valone asked if they had a percentage or range for the proposed number of
townhomes that could be rentals.
Mr. Pagoria said they could work with staff on this. At their other locations they had
it at 20 to 30 percent. An investor will not want to come in and buy a bunch of
$400,000 townhomes. They can definitely minimize the number of rentals here.
Chairman Kardatzke asked Mr. Gillingham from the Public Works Department what
he thought of about changing Goodman and 9th to a four-way stop.
Mr. Gillingham stated his recommendation would be to have KLOA to take another
look at that intersection. From a traffic engineer standpoint, they do try to have stop
signs in the neighborhood at every other block. You don’t want to have a four-way
stop that is unwarranted because then you will have people rolling through the stop
sign.
Commissioner Hoffenberg said that this is a very dense project. He asked if there was
room here to try and bring it down.
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Mr. Pagoria stated that density is a relative term. In looking at the attached product in
the manor that they are trying to plan this transitional area, he feels that their density
is probably inline. They had originally started out with more units, but dropped some
to make the setbacks work in the townhome area. He would like the Commission to
act on the plan that is in front of them.
Commissioner Egan asked if they had a staging plan as to where the workers are
going to park during construction.
Mr. Pagoria said they do not have a plan at this time. Once the dirt is moved and the
internal roads are in they will be parking on-site.
Commissioner Egan asked if the water in the detention pond will be moving or will
there be a fountain. She also asked if there will be anything to keep the kids out.
Mr. Pagoria stated the water does move. There is not a fence there, but usually the
grasses that grow there should deter anyone.
Commissioner Schwartz asked if there were similar developments that they have
done.
Mr. Pagoria said this product is brand new for the single-family homes. There are
other townhome developments though in Naperville, Woodridge, Warrenville, and
Schaumburg.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked where the discussions with IDOT are at. He is
concerned with adding this many more drivers to the area.
Mr. Gillingham stated one of the topics that were brought up was cut through traffic
and that will change as part of the proposed IDOT project. The spur road will be oneway southbound. The 47th and East intersection is a very challenging intersection to
design and the solution is not going to be ideal. IDOT has come up with this plan to
more efficiently move traffic through there in a safer manor. One of the compromises
is the elimination of the two-way spur road.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if he knew the timing of the project.
Mr. Gillingham said IDOT has completed the phase one of the project, so the design
is completed. There are other drainage components that are part of the 47th and East
intersection project. His estimate is that the Village and IDOT will work on the plans
over the next two to three years and be ready for construction. It is his understanding
that the project is funded, but will take some time with some of the other design
matters.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any further questions from the Commission.
None responded. He said this will close the public portion of the meeting.
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Plan Commission Discussion
Chairman Kardatzke asked the Commission their opinion on the project.
Commissioner Hoffenberg stated he likes the idea of the project and it will be
improving the site. There is the issue with Road C. He would like to get a better
understand on the placement of students and the School Board’s opinion. He feels the
density is too high for the area. If he would to support this, he would eliminate the
three-car garage.
Commissioner Egan said she agrees with Commissioner Hoffenberg. She would also
like more information from the School District. It will take a couple of years for the
tax dollars to catch up to the new students and feels the schools need to be prepared
for that. She does not like the three-car garage option and feels it creates too much of
an issue with lot coverage. She would like to see more of a scale on height as it
relates to the townhouses in comparison to the single-family homes and with the
existing homes across the street. She would like to know what the lot coverage is on
the west side of 9th.
Commissioner Schwartz stated the plan is very nice and the materials are a good
quality. He also has concerns with the density. He feels that this would fit in the
Downers Grove, Orland Park, or Bolingbrook area and not LaGrange. The only park
for kids is across 47th and people don’t always stop. There is a safety concern with
having the parallel road to the north. He agrees with his fellow Commissioners in
regards to the three-car garage. He would also like to see leasing percentages and get
a better understanding of that.
Commissioner Weyrauch also agrees with the Commissioners. She really likes the
single-family homes facing 9th. The size of the homes have to be adjusted so that they
can meet the maximum building coverage. She likes the townhouse plan but is
concerned that there is not enough parking. Overall, the design is good however new
construction in LaGrange normally starts at $900,000 to a million and that is why
they are concerned it is not going to be good quality.
Commissioner Paice said his concern is the density and the three-car garages. In
regards to the density, he feels they need to focus on the number of townhomes and
lose some.
Commissioner Wentink stated he agrees with all of the Commissioners.
Chairman Kardatzke said he also agrees that it is a little too dense. He does not like
that the backyards don’t have much space. There is more information that the
Commission needs. He asked the applicant to take into consideration their comments
and to continue the meeting to next month. He then called for a motion to continue
the public hearing to next month.
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Commissioner Egan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Hoffenberg to
continue the public hearing for Case #246 to January 8, 2019. A voice vote was
taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
IV.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
None

V.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
None

VI.

ADJOURMENT
Commissioner Paice made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Schwartz to adjourn
the meeting at 10:12 p.m. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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