Village of La Grange
Plan Commission
Regular Meeting of April 9, 2019
A regular meeting of the Plan Commission for the Village of La Grange was held at 7:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, April 9, 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 7:30 p.m.
Verify Quorum
Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Egan, Paice, Wentink, Schwartz, Hoffenberg, Weyrauch, Kardatzke
Absent: Hoffenberg
Community Development Director Charity Jones, Village Planner Heather Valone,
Village Attorney Mark Burkland and Village Trustee Lou Gale were also present.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MARCH 12, 2019
Commissioner Wentink made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Paice to approve
the minutes from March 12, 2019 with the following changes:
1. Page 3, first paragraph, change “level of traffic” to “level of service”.
2. Page 8, first full paragraph, second line has “restrictions” change to “inspections”.
A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

III.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
PC CASE #247 – A TEXT AMENDMENT TO REDUCE THE MINIMUM
REQUIRED LOT ARE PER UNIT FOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS IN
THE MULTIPLE FAMILY DISTRICTS, AN AMENDMENT TO THE
ZONING MAP, A SPECIAL USE FOR A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, A
FINAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, AND SITE PLAN APPROVAL FOR 50
CONDOMINIUM UNITS, LA GRANGE CONDOMINIUMS, DTLG
INVESTMENT, LLC
Chairman Kardatzke asked anyone that plans on speaking in regards to this public
hearing to raise his/her right hand. He then administered the oath. He then called for
a motion to open the public hearing.
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Commissioner Weyrauch made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Paice to open
the public hearing for Case #247. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Chairman Kardatzke asked staff to make their presentation.
Staff Presentation
Charity Jones, Community Development Director, said the application is for a five
story, 50-unit condominium building with request to rezone the property from C-1 to
R-8, a text amendment related to minimum lot area per unit for Planned Development
in R-8 District, a special use for a planned development, planned development, and
Site Plan Approval. The Plan Commission previously conducted public hearings on
this application on January 8th and February 12th of this year. The applicant presented
their application materials to the Village Board on April 8th. The Village Board has
referred this application back to the Plan Commission because several changes have
been made to the plan since the February public hearing.
Since the previous public hearing the changes that were made fall into three
categories. Those categories are placement of the building, related changes along the
south property line, and the building materials. She showed the site plan that was
presented in February and then the current site plan. Related to the south property
line, in February, the garage level which is primarily under grade was proposed to be
at the south property line. The upper stories were proposed to be approximately 10
feet back from the property line. The revised plans and the garage level have been
reduced in size. No parking spaces were eliminated, but rather the storage areas were
eliminated to reduce the garage level. The garage level is approximately six and half
feet from the south property line. The upper floors remain approximately 10 feet
from the property line. Related to these garage level changes, previously the
applicant had proposed terrace walls that were approximately five feet high on the
property line. The revised plans have eliminated the terrace walls and instead there
are planter walls that are approximately three and half feet tall situated six and half
feet from the south property line.
Mrs. Jones stated other elevations at the south end of the building have also been
changed. The stairwell was previously located at the south property line. There were
balconies on floors three through five that were located approximately four feet from
the property line and they were directly across from 11 S. 6th Avenue. Now the
southwest stairwell has been recessed into the building. The locations of the
balconies have also been modified. The balconies immediately across 11 6th Avenue
have been recessed into the building. The far eastern balconies are now beyond the
east wall of 11 6th Avenue.
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On the eastside of the property towards 7th Avenue, the building including the garage
level has always maintained six feet from the property line. The setback has not
changed but the stairwell has. It was previously located at the property line and now
it is recessed into the building. The applicant has made changes to building materials.
Additional brick has been added. She showed on the overhead the proposed changes.
Mrs. Jones said in summary, through planned development the Village is able to
provide flexibility in zoning regulations to achieve a more desirable environment then
would be possible through strict application of the Zoning Code. The Village is also
able to place conditions on planned developments to promote compatibility with
surrounding properties and mitigate any adverse impacts of the development. In
referring the application back to the Plan Commission the Village Board welcomes
the Commission’s comments on the proposed development including the recent plan
changes and whether such changes have addressed potential adverse impacts.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for staff.
Commissioner Schwartz asked if the parking garage is below grade where it abuts
against 11 6th Avenue.
Mrs. Jones stated it appears at the 6th Avenue western edge of the property it might
extend 18 inches above grade. They are however, no longer at the property line but
rather six and half feet from the property line.
Commissioner Egan asked if staff can explain how the parking relates to the floor
area ratio (FAR) and how it affects the need for the text amendment.
Mrs. Jones said neither FAR nor lot area per unit nor building coverage is related to
the proposed text amendment. The lot area per unit is not impacted by the garage
below grade. The building coverage takes into account all portions of the building
above, at or below grade. So the garage is being used for that calculation. FAR is a
standard that is used in both the commercial districts, but is not present in the R-8
District. They have compared FAR in the past because other mixed use
developments that are zoned C-1are subject to those FAR guidelines. The proposed
text amendment is to reduce the minimum lot area per unit that is allowable in a
planned development in the R-8 District. Lot area per unit is a measure of density
and not of bulk so its related to how many units are in the building and how many
units are in a building on a lot of a certain size. So theoretically, a development could
meet building coverage but have a higher density then what would normally be
allowed. They are related to one another but they are not one in the same. The
number of units in a building could change while the exterior of the building could
remain the same. The applicant had initially proposed just to allow a lower minimum
lot area per unit in R-8 planned developments. They have amended that request and
they have proposed to limit the text amendment to only buildings that include
underground parking structures. Staff has suggested an alternative to consider a

3

geographic boundary that is adjacent to BNSF corridor area. This area is addressed
by the Comprehensive Plan as transient orientated area designated for higher density.
Commissioner Egan asked if the underground parking factored into the lot area per
unit at all.
Mrs. Jones stated no.
Chairman Kardatzke asked with FAR, because it is a planned development with
special use the Commission has the option to grant the petitioner relief.
Mrs. Jones said through the recommendations of the Plan Commission and the
Village Board, modifications can be made to modify the regulations of the Zoning
Code for planned developments which are evaluated on a case-by-case basis. The
reason why they are proposing a text amendment for the minimum lot area per unit is
because that discretion is limited in the current code.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any further questions for staff. None
responded. He then asked the applicant to come up and make a presentation.
Applicant Presentation
Phil Fornaro, Attorney, said he is representing the applicant. They have their design
team present to answer any questions. He talked to many people at last night’s
Village Board meeting and presented to the Commission and staff a list of signatures
of people in favor of the development. He appreciates the opportunity to come back.
This project is turning out nicely as it relates to community involvement, Plan
Commission, Village Board, their team, and staff. They have listened to everything
that was said and applied what they feel is appropriate. He would like to have Mr.
Mulcrone to come up and address Commission Schwartz’s questions first.
Jeff Mulcrone, architect from BSB Design, stated the garage was previously along the
property line. They eliminated the storage in the garage on half of the building and
pushed the garage wall back six and half feet. There is now a natural green space of
six and half feet from the property line and on the landscape plan they are now
showing trees and shrubs. It will have a natural green space from 6th to half way
through the building and then continue that six and half foot setback all the way to
7th.
Mr. Fornaro showed what the building looked like in October when they first started
and what the drawing of the building looks like now. He wants to point out that the
building size does not change at all. It is just the number of units. No matter how
many units the building does not change in size.
He said they have moved the building back from the original structure. They are now
at 10 feet in the southwest corner and up to nine feet at the northwest corner. He
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showed several before and after pictures. Their building is about ten feet from the
property line and 11 6th Avenue is five feet from their property line so there is now a
15-foot gap. They also heard issues related to bulk and minimum lot area per unit
(MLA). Bulk is the size of the building on the lot. They removed the annex and
increased the setback on the 6th Avenue property line, so now they eliminated bulk.
He then showed what type of building could be built on the site from property line to
property line under the current C-1 zoning. He then asked Mr. Mulcrone to talk about
what changes were made in regards to brick on the building.
Mr. Mulcrone stated in the southeast corner where the delivery and loading zone is
there was a stair tower and that has been pulled back into the building. There is a full
masonry tower on the southeast corner, southwest corner and also northeast corner.
There is now masonry for the full height of the building on the corners and now all
four corners have architectural elements. He showed several pictures on the overhead
of the new architectural changes.
Mr. Fornaro said the other change is to the text amendment. What he heard from the
Plan Commission was things related to precedence. They had asked if they could
limit this to buildings that are infill that have underground parking and within the
BNSF corridor. This will limit it to a certain number of sites and eliminate
precedence.
Commissioner Hoffenberg entered the meeting at 7:59 p.m.
Mr. Fornaro stated the stormwater improvements will improve stormwater by 1394%.
The purpose of the planned development (PD) is critical. Within a PD the traditional
use, bulk, space and yard regulation may be relaxed if they impose inappropriate
limitations on the proposed development or redevelopment of a parcel plan that lends
itself to an individual planned approach. This is an odd shape parcel with a
neighboring building they have to construct around. If you apply those code sections
that now exist to this particular site it will never work. A lot of towns are changing
their code because a lot of downtown areas demand density and this is the way to do
it by changing the code. From the Tracy Cross report and from an article from the
March 10th edition of the Chicago Tribune, the middle housing ranging from
$425,000 to $600,000 are people either downsizing or kids getting out of school
looking to get a starter home.
The current site is roughly 37,000 square feet, based on the MLA, to achieve the 910
square feet he would have to add 8,500 square feet of parking outside. However, the
applicant does not have any space for outside parking and does not want outside
parking. Instead the applicant has a 26,400 square feet of underground parking which
yields 83 parking spaces. The code favors outdoor parking. This is why the MLA is
outdated especially for a development that meets off-street parking requirements. In
order to get to the square footage they would have to eliminate three units. There are
two units in the Annex, so if the applicant gets rid of the Annex and just make a lobby
where the apartments are then he will get to the 787 sf. They are at maximum lot
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coverage of 82.8% and without the Annex they get to 79%. The Uptown
development was at 90%.
Mr. Fornaro said if bulk is truly the issue then they could remove the Annex to
eliminate that bulk. He has talked to several people in the community and he does
not know why anyone would want to reduce the number of units. Eliminating the
number of units only effects one group of people which is the businesses. If the
building stays the same then the number of units is not what is bothering anybody. If
it’s not the units then the MLA should not be part of the discussion. He has done
zoning work for 22 years and has done work in several municipalities. This process
is great and they have made changes to come up with this beautiful project. Several
people like the look of the project and having more density in the downtown. They
like the beautification to the area and the other uses and amenities. However, he has
not experienced a project where every single person has some little concern that is
different than the other person. He just wants to come to some type of consensus.
He has also never had a project where every single person is happy. He is happy to
answer any questions and hopes they can move this project forward.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if any of the Commissioners had questions for the
applicant.
Commissioner Paice asked how is the building going to stay the same if the number
of units would change.
Mr. Fornaro said if he reduces the number of units from 50 to 40 and increase the size
of 40 units then the MLA is not a factor in the decision. However, they would have
to price those units out at $1,000,000. They made a business decision to not be in that
market because it is very hard to sell million dollar condos and the market does not
support it.
Vince Mancini, Attorney for Fornaro Law, said the acquisition of this property, the
designs, and the underground parking is very expensive. If this is going to be built at
this location as an infill multi-family there is a fixed cost that requires more units. It
was stated to them that they cannot have street parking and they accommodated this
issue. There are different materials being used and natural substances which are not
cheap to use. There has to be a certain number of units to justify the financing, sales,
building and acquisition. It does not matter the number of units; they would still
have to dig a hole to put the parking in.
Mr. Mulcrone stated regardless of the number of units above ground, the basement
level doesn’t change. There will be two elevators, multiple stairwells, trash and
delivery. There needs to be a balance of the number of units that will meet the market
and cost.
Mr. Mancini said this is a confined lot and there are restrictions such as so many feet
between the front door and a window to be commercial acceptable. There has to be
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so much distance in the halls, so you cannot squeeze the walls anymore. He
apologizes for not explaining this better in the previous meetings.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked what is the length of the building on the south
façade.
Mr. Mulcrone stated it is 301 feet.
Commissioner Hoffenberg asked if the length is 300 as opposed to 275 feet how
could there be an absolute fixed cost when you are using fewer materials. If you
reduce the number of units from 50 to 46 why would you have the same number of
parking spaces and the same fixed cost.
Mr. Mulcrone said there is a fixed cost for the garage, elevators, stairs, lobby and the
amenities.
Mr. Mancini stated the cost difference is minimal because you still need a crane out
there to dig the hole and engineers out there to shore up the land. You are still doing
all of the work but just removing less dirt for the garage. What happens when you
remove that less dirt is you lose less revenue off the stream because you cannot build
another unit to cover the cost that you have fixed. It’s a balancing act of cost versus
potential revenue from the sales. The cost difference from changing it from 300 feet
to 275 feet is significant because all of the same work still needs to get done.
Commissioner Hoffenberg said he understands but there are plenty of builders
building six unit buildings. If there is a fixed cost to build it out of the ground, how
do they make it work compared to 50 units.
Mr. Fornaro asked why are they wanting to shrink the building.
Commissioner Hoffenberg stated the overwhelming comment he hears is that the
building is very large. This includes the Uptown project and the Ashland project. He
is not as concerned about the parking. He wants to know if there is a way to shrink
the building and still make this work for them.
Mr. Fornaro said to be even with 11 6th they would lose 1,800 square feet of bulk. If
he gets rid of the Annex they would lose 8,500 to 9,000 square feet. If they are
talking about the look, size, the bulk, and the density then they would be better off
getting rid of the Annex.
Chairman Kardatzke stated there are other Commissioners and public that would like
to speak. He asked if there were any Commissioners that wanted to ask any further
questions. None responded. He then asked if there was anyone in the audience that
wanted to ask questions or make comments in regards this public hearing.
Public Comment
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Matthew Kline, Attorney for 11 6th Avenue, asked if they were taking the Annex off
or keeping it on as part of the discussion.
Mr. Fornaro said they are leaving that up to the Commission.
Mr. Kline stated at the Village Board meeting there were people who liked the Annex
and it was the least objectionable part of the building for his clients. He asked if they
thought about increasing the Annex to get their unit count there, so they can move the
building further away from 11 6th Avenue.
Mr. Mulcrone said it could not be done because of the drive aisle with the parking.
Mr. Kline asked if they thought about widening the Annex and having a “T” parking
lot.
Mr. Mulcrone stated the plaza is being used for the stormwater management so
anything they do that reduces the plaza area is detrimental to the stormwater for the
site.
Mr. Mancini said they cannot access off of Burlington at that location because it is
not below grade.
Mike Jones, Cemcon, stated they have analyzed the turning movements and the site is
too small to move the drive isle.
Discussion continued in regards to changing the parking.
Jane Wirengard, 11 6th Ave., said she has owned her place since December 1995.
Where she lives the condos are self-owned, governed and managed. Her and her
neighbors are not objecting to a condo or development next to them. Their objection
is that the proposed condo development is too big for the parcel. The developer
understands that it would not be possible to build the proposed complex on this parcel
without getting approval for zoning variances. Even with the proposed changes that
were presented at the Village Board meeting, the request for zoning variances is what
is objectionable. The proposed changes make the development more palatable. It is
more in keeping with the present zoning laws, at the same time the zoning requests
are still significant. What is more alarming is that the developer asking that the
requested zoning variances be a text amendment change to the zoning laws that are in
place. She would like to respond to a comment that was made by a Village Trustee
last night. The Trustee suggested that those at 11 6th will be pleased once the
development was built. He explained that the sounds from the train tracks will be
lessened. She likes the sounds of the trains and does not like the sounds of partying.
She is concerned about the development having this club room which will be a
gathering place for nightlife activity.
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Ms. Wirengard stated to address the issue of money and budget, La Grange has
already approved several large developments within the past few years. These
developments generate a lot of tax dollars for La Grange. This proposal would also
generate a lot of tax money for La Grange. She understands that it is important that
the Village generates enough income to balance its budget. At the February 12th
meeting the developer spoke of the need for more foot traffic to help support the
businesses in La Grange. There have been businesses that have come and gone in
recent years, but there are also businesses in La Grange that attract quite a bit of
business and some have been in business for years. These businesses are supported
by residents as well as non-residents. Again, this property will generate a lot of
property taxes but at what expense to the community. When density increases the
demand for infrastructure goes up and property values go down. This project as
presented is too dense for the land that is being considered. She proposes that the
project be revised without the need for zoning variances. La Grange will still get
their tax dollars without compromising the Village’s significant positives that make it
a desirable and attractive place for individuals and families to call home.
Jeremy Justus, 11 6th Ave., said he appreciates some of the concessions that the
developer has made but feels that they are at a midpoint. His condo is on the east side
of the building, so his north facing windows will be facing a wall. He appreciates
what the developer has done above ground on the south end and he likes the planters.
Overall, he feels that the development has not gone down enough though. All the
residents are concerned about that parking garage and how close it is. The builder is
asking for quite a bit in regards to the maximum building coverage and lot coverage
which sets a bad precedence. He understands the argument about the BNSF corridor
to a certain degree but how far do you go. You don’t want a bunch of big buildings
but rather a good mix. The Commission and Village Board have a tough job trying to
find that right mix. This building as proposed is too dense. Lastly, whatever does
develop he hopes that they will continue that historical marker.
Janessa Olney, 11 6th Ave., stated she bought her unit as a starter home. She
continues to have concerns regarding the density of the proposed building. She asks
that there be a reduction in the number of units and the number of stories. This
building will dominate the surrounding area. The developer is heading in the right
direction by putting the building back further from their property line. There may be
15 feet between the buildings at the ground level, but there still will be only seven
feet between their building and the proposed underground garage with over dig. This
could be detrimental to their 100 year old building foundation. She asks that the
Commission be consistent with the variances being allowed as precedence is being
set. They need to take into consideration that the development is going into a
neighborhood with neighbors next door and down the street. This should not be
compared to Uptown which is not in a residential area.
Mary McDonald, 11 6th Ave., said she felt like after the January meeting her and her
neighbors were disregarded. She pays tax dollars, she eats in the restaurants and tries
to shop as much as possible in La Grange. She feels that their voices are being heard
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more and more. She feels that the use is a good fit for the property, however it is just
too big. The foundation on their building is over 100 years old and the building is
fragile. She is worried about excavation and vibration caused by the violence of
demolition. The north side of the building houses the only ingress/egress into the
mechanicals room. If any type of over dig happens there they would not be able to
use that room. She might be a little more in favor if she knew what was going to
happen and how they will be protected. If the zoning code needs to be changed then
it should be done all at once and not by piece meal. She asked for clarification on the
fee for land option that was mentioned at last night’s meeting.
Mrs. Jones stated the subdivision code has a requirement that there be equivalent to
one acre of land be dedicated to public land for every 75 new dwellings or lots. With
the recent Mason Pointe development because the requirement would have been less
than an acre the Village took a cash fee in lieu of a land dedication.
Ms. McDonald said she is putting her trust in the Village Officials to oversee that the
rules are followed. She asked if the parking garage could be moved in so it is under
the first floor.
Mr. Kline passed out pictures of other developments that were built in La Grange
over the past three years. Each of these developments have substantial setbacks to
sides that are abutting other properties. The setbacks are there to protect the
neighboring properties. It is not an automatic right that they get to go to the 910
square feet per unit. This is left up to the discretion of the Commission and Village
Board to find a project that does not negatively impact surrounding property owners
and have a beneficial attribute to the Village. The south wall is the biggest concern
for his clients. The plans are well designed but they could do better. The overage of
the tandem spaces on the south wall could be put on the north side. The building can
be moved slightly. They can do these changes without effecting the economics of
their future development. The Village’s goal is to provide something that is best for
the Village without negatively impacting the neighbors. Again the Village has
approved large buildings and they all had setbacks around the perimeter.
Mr. Kline stated there are many ways density is calculated and this ordinance has a
square footage of land for each unit. There are setbacks for each of the streets and
perimeter, there is a height limitation and a parking requirement per unit. He does not
feel the tandem spaces is going to be a benefit for the building. Since this building
will have 2 to 3 bedrooms most likely they will have 2 cars related to them. The 1.5
parking spaces that is required was based on buildings that have a variety of one, two
and three bedrooms. This is at the end of the large spectrum so there is a much greater
chance of having several vehicles. He does not feel that tandem parking is in the
Village’s best interest. As far as being restricted by engineering of stormwater, there
are several different ways to provide stormwater. Some might be expensive but there
are other ways. Again, he feels there are ways to redesign the building to have less
impact on the neighbors.
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Patti Ernst, 425 S. Kensington, said her and her husband rehab homes. When they
buy a house they understand that there are rules that they have to follow. They have
to submit a plan that meets the rules. She asked why would you purchase the
property and not know what you are up against. The development is too big and the
density does not only hurt the people right next to it but rather effects everyone. She
does not want La Grange to turn into Oak Park or Downers Grove.
Matt Larson stated he is supportive of the project. The existing structure that is there
is not the best use of the property. He does not see the need to pay homage to the
existing building. He does not see the problem with parking. This is a transit
community and hopefully the people that are moving there are planning on using
public transportation. If they are going to be granting variances it should be for the
parking and the one and a half number could be relaxed in his mind. He does feel
that the building is too big for the size of the property and its surroundings. It would
be nice to see the building height the same as the other buildings in close proximity or
next to it. He thinks if they were going to stick to anything it should be the setbacks
to the existing lots and this should include the balconies. If they scale back on the
plaza and water retention this could be met. He does like the architectural features
the building has to offer.
Mr. Larson said construction will be intense for several years and he recommends that
a group of local residents be involved in some type of panel during construction so
they have a say in what is going on. If there is a cash contribution he would like to
see that money be used in the immediate area. There is a lot of cut through traffic on
6th, 7th, and Bluff and maybe that money could be used to slow down the traffic. He
does feel that this development is the perfect type for this area. This is a transit area
and this is a dense development, so this is what they should be building. It will help
the business district and improve transit. In summary, he hopes this project moves
forward at a smaller scale and with no variances on the setbacks.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any further questions or comments from the
audience. None responded. He then asked if any of the Commissioners had any
follow-up questions for the applicant.
Commissioner Schwartz stated he was not at the Village Board meeting last night.
When they last considered this matter, one of the concerns he heard from one of the
Commissioners was that if the Commission were to approve it given the building
coverage, the Village Board would reject it. He asked if any of the Trustees stated
last night that this would not be allowed due to building coverage issues.
Mrs. Jones said she did not hear any comments last night that would lead her to
believe that the Village Board would dismiss the application immediately upon the
issue of being over the building coverage.
Commissioner Hoffenberg stated he appreciates the work the developer has done with
this project. He has said several times that he loves the look of the project. He is just
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trying to address every option to help with concerns. He asked if there was any
discussion about potentially building the building a little higher to shrink it inward to
address the concerns of the setbacks.
Mr. Mancini said if you get higher then you enter into a new building code which has
different standards and it would increase the costs substantially.
Commissioner Schwartz asked if they talk about the setbacks and were they are at
now.
Mr. Mulcrone showed an existing areal shot of the area. The proposed building will
be six inches off the Becknell building to the south and to the west. They kept the
building back on Burlington because of sight concerns and it is also where they were
planning on improving the sidewalk. If they try to move the building north then it
makes the sight lines worse for the residents in the area. He showed the other
setbacks on the aerial view. For first floor level, the knee wall is six and half feet to
the property line of 11 6th. The building at 11 6th is five feet off the property line. At
the C-1 zoning someone could build right up to the property line with a 45 foot tall
wall.
Commissioner Weyrauch stated the underground garage is the encumbrance to their
success. She does not see why it does not match the upper part of the building. She
feels that would make it less expensive. She also does not understand why it can’t be
pushed back and line up with the building next door. She is willing to give up
parking spaces.
Mr. Mulcrone said in order for him to stack the building he would lose the back row
of parking which is about 17 spaces. If he does that then they do not have enough
parking.
Commissioner Weyrauch stated she feels the parking is just an extra amenity.
Mr. Mulcrone said it is all underground so there is no impact on the neighboring
properties during construction.
Chairman Kardatzke asked if there were any further questions or comments from the
Commission for the applicant. None responded. He asked if the applicant had any
final testimony to present. The applicant stated no. He then called for a motion to
close the public hearing.
Commissioner Paice made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Egan to close the
public hearing for Case #247. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
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Plan Commission Discussion
Chairman Kardatzke stated a planned development gives them the options of giving
the applicant relief from many of the things that were discussed. In certain cases they
have given other projects greater relief than what they are asking for and with some
projects they have given lesser relief. This is something to keep in mind. This
project meets goals of the Comprehensive Plan for the BNSF corridor. Instead of
getting tied up on the little things you need to look at the whole project. You will not
please all the neighbors and you have to look at how this will improve the Village.
He asked the Commission how they feel about the project.
Commissioner Wentink said he likes the concept for the use of the property and the
design in general. He has been involved with a lot of the sited projects that were
mentioned earlier. They have to work within the existing framework of the code and
then deal with any changes that they would like to recommend as part of the Planned
Development. This project is caught between the lot area per unit versus building
coverage and the issue of bulk and aesthetics. He wonders if there is a way to address
the proposed text amendment as opposed to being with such efficacy to 740 or some
other number. He wonders if there is a way to grant some consideration for
underground parking as a coverage adjustment or lot area adjustment which would
then avoid the issue of whether the number is absolute or not. If they recognize that
parking in many instances is a very popular topic for any development, as well as
traffic, they might want to consider that as a possibility. Unfortunately, he has not
come up with a solution or formula for this.
Commissioner Schwartz stated he is very sympathetic to the residents at 11 6th
Avenue. However, this is an area that is located on the BNSF corridor and the
Comprehensive Plan does reflect some of that. It makes sense to consider if they
make an amendment to limited it to R-8 within the BNSF corridor. He wonders if
they can add “for an R-8 area that was previously located within a C-1 zoned area”.
It then gives to the type of building that was already contemplated at the parcel. This
developer is putting in the time to improve sight line, address underground parking
and a courtyard. If they could narrow the code amendment to reflect this unique
parcel then that would limit any ability to claim precedence.
Commissioner Weyrauch said they are struggling with how this text amendment
could get written to limit the future impact on the rest of development in La Grange.
She really likes the appearance of the project and the architectural features. She
agrees with Commissioner Schwartz in regards to the BNSF corridor and maybe
limiting it to multi-family buildings of a certain overall square footage. They might
have to turn it over to the Village Attorney or staff to create some type of limitation.
Commissioner Egan stated she agrees with all the comments and feels R-8 is
appropriate for this site. She likes the look of the building. Her hesitancy has been
with the size of the building. She has received feedback from the community that
other past developments have been too big or massive. When you look at the
13

building percentage coverage you are creating the same perception to the community
of a massive building which is more than previous developments. She knows that
they have put a ton of effort into this but she wishes there was a way to scale it back
especially on the south property line.
Commissioner Paice said like any resident of La Grange he likes to walk the town. If
you start at Cossitt and go north you will notice it is dense. The buildings start at the
sidewalk and go up. The Village Hall at least has a courtyard. If you turn down
Burlington and go left it is the same thing where the buildings are going straight up
from the sidewalk. If you right down Burlington most of the buildings start at the
sidewalk and then you come to this proposed structure. He feels this structure
deserves to be dense and it is part of the city. It will work well with La Grange and
they also have a plaza. As far as density he is all for the way it is. The only thing he
would offer as a suggestion, it is expensive, is to buy the property to the south and
turn it into green space. It would give them about 6,000 to 7,000 feet of open space.
It might put their project within numbers or viewed favorably.
Commissioner Hoffenberg stated that he agrees with that idea. He loves the look of
the building and feels that the Annex should stay. By losing the Annex you would
lose a lot of the character of the building. His biggest concern is the footprint on 6th
extending further out than the neighbor to the south. If that was pushed in and the
building was matched setback wise to the condos immediately to the south he would
be all for the project. He is less concerned about the parking and feels the garage
works with the way it is configured. He would be more than willing to talk about less
parking. He is happy with the reduction between the two buildings, the moving of
the balconies and shifting them to the side, and the reduction of the exterior staircase.
Chairman Kardatzke said this fits right in with the Comprehensive Plan and he has
liked this project from the start. He feels it fits in with Uptown and 40 S. Ashland.
He feels you have to look at the whole plan and how it will fit. They have moved the
wall back on 6th like the Commission asked and he feels they have made several
changes. As far as he is concerned, he feels that this is a good project. He then read
staff’s recommendation for approval or denial and staff’s conditions which were part
of Attachment 2, listed on page 6 and 7 of staff’s report. He then called for a motion
for recommendation.
Commissioner Schwartz stated he would want the recommendation in accordance
with the revised plans that were presented tonight. This would include the north
Annex to be included. He would also like the R-8 designation to only be in the BNSF
corridor.
Mark Burkland, Village Attorney, said he will be working with staff on the language
for the text amendment that provides for further modification.
Plan Commission Recommendation

14

Commissioner Paice made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Schwartz to
recommend to the President and Board of Trustees approval of Case #247, an
amendment to Article IV, Section 4-110 of the Zoning Code to reduce the minimum
required lot area per unit from 910 square feet to 740 square feet for a Planned
Development in the R-8 Zoning District, amendment to the Zoning Map from C-1
Central Commercial to R-8 Multiple Family Residential District, a Planned
Development, a Special Use Permit and Site Plan Approval with staff’s conditions
listed in Attachment 2, on pages 6 and 7 in staff’s report and the following conditions:
1. To include the revised plans that were presented tonight which would include the
north Annex to be included.
2. To have the text amendment to include the R-8 designation to only be in the
BNSF corridor.
A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Paice, Schwartz, Kardatzke
Nays: Egan, Wentink, Hoffenberg, Weyrauch,
Motion denied
IV.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
None

V.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
None

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Weyrauch made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Egan to
adjourn the meeting at 9:55 p.m. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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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 #250 – 117 and 125 S. 7th Ave Resubdivision (Final Plat), BrightLeaf
Homes, LLC

DATE:

May 14, 2019

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Scott Sanders, of BrightLeaf Homes, LLC. (the “Applicant”), is the contract purchaser of the
properties at 117 and 125 S. 7th Ave. (the “Subject Properties”) (Figure 1). The Applicant is
requesting a resubdivision (final plat) of two lots into three lots. The Applicant is not seeking any
variations from the Zoning Code.
APPLICATION BACKGROUND
The Subject Properties were originally platted as part
of Leiter’s Second Addition (“LSA”) in 1886
(Attachment 1). Leiter’s Second Addition included
21 lots of varied sizes ranging from 4,200 square feet
to 15,400 square feet. The most common lot size was
50 ft. wide by 140 ft. long resulting in a total lot area
of 7,500 square feet. The current configuration of the
Subject Properties includes the south five feet of
LSA lot 18, LSA lot 17 in its entirety, LSA lot 16 in
its entirety, and the north 50 ft. of LSA lot 15. LSA
lots 17 and 18 were platted as 50 ft. wide. LSA lot 16
was platted as 30 ft. wide. Lot 15 was a larger platted
lot with a total width of 110 ft. The Subject
Properties are currently two parcels. 117 S. 7th Ave.
(PIN 18-04-402-003-0000) is 65 ft. wide by 140 ft.
long with a total area of 9,100 square feet. The second parcel, addressed as 125 S. 7th Ave. (PIN
18-04-402-016-0000), is 85 ft. wide by 140 ft. long with a total area of 11,900 square feet.
The Subject Properties are currently zoned R-4 Single Family Residential District. The R-4
District requires a minimum lot width of 50 ft. and a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet. The
Subject Properties, as currently configured, exceed the minimum requirements of the R-4
1
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District.
The Plan Commission previously reviewed the same proposed resubdivision for the Subject
Properties in January of 2018 at the request of a different applicant. The Plan Commission
reviewed the plat and recommended approval to the Village Board. The prior applicant, who was
the contract purchaser of the subject property, withdrew the plat application prior to appearing
before the Village Board because the sales contract was not executed.
GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

BrightLeaf Homes, LLC
c/o Scott Sanders
15 Spinning Wheel Rd.
Suite 124
Hinsdale, IL 60521

Status of Applicant:

Contract Purchaser of the Subject Properties

Request:

Resubdivision of 117 and 125 S. 7th Ave. into three lots

Site Location:
PIN(s):

117 and 125 S. 7th Ave.
18-04-402-003-0000 and 18-04-402-016-0000

Existing Zoning:

R-4 Single Family Residential District

Existing Land Use:

Two single-family residences

Properties Size:

Approximately 0.48 acres

Comprehensive Plan: Single Family Residential
Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses
Zoning District
R-4 Single Family Residential
North

Land Use
Single family residences

South

R-4 Single Family Residential

Single family residences

East
West

R-4 Single Family Residential
R-3 Single Family Residential

Single family residences
Single family residences

STAFF ANALYSIS
The Applicant is proposing to create three lots from the existing two lots (117 and 125 S. 7th
Ave). The three proposed lots will be 50 ft. wide by 140 ft. long with total lot areas of 7,000
square feet each. 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 current and proposed lots are accessed via 7th Avenue, which is a standard 66’ wide right of
way; therefore, no additional right of way dedication is necessary.
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Chapter 152 of the La Grange Municipal Code regulates subdivisions/resubdivisions and final
plats. Section 152.16(8) requires that public land be dedicated when additional building sites are
created as part of a final plat (see Attachment 2). The code requires that one acre of land must be
dedicated for a public use per 75 building sites. However, the municipal code states that if, when
calculated, the area for dedication is less than an acre the Plan Commission can make a
recommendation to the Village Board to waive the requirement. Additionally, the Village has
also accepted a fee in lieu of land dedication for subdivisions of less than 75 building sites. The
Municipal code allows for these modifications; it is not a variation. Based on the three proposed
lots, creating three building sites, dedication of 1,743 square feet would be required to satisfy the
Municipal Code requirement. Given the character of the subdivision and surrounding area, staff
does not see a public need for 1,743 square feet to be dedicated. The Applicant is requesting that
the requirement be waived as the dedication would be less than a half-acre.
The Village Engineer and consulting engineer Baxter and Woodman reviewed the proposed plat
and commented that the plat meets all requirements for platting and no revisions are required.
ATTACHMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.

Leiter’s Second Addition plat
La Grange Municipal Code Section 152.16(8)
Baxter and Woodman Comments dated 5/7/2019
Applicant submittal package
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PC memo Attachment 1

PC memo Attachment 2

PC memo Attachment 3
8840 W. 192nd Street
Mokena, IL 60448
815.459.1260
708.478.8710
www.baxterwoodman.com
info@baxterwoodman.com

Memo
To:

Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner
Charity Jones, AICP, Director of Community Development
Ryan Gillingham, P.E., Public Works Director

From:

Steve Amann, P.E., CFM

Date:

May 7, 2019

Project No.: 190563.80

Subject: Leiter Resubdivision Plat
We have reviewed the proposed (Final) Plat of Subdivision dated April 30, 2019. All of our previous
comments have been addressed and we recommend its approval by the Village.
Please let us know if you have any questions or need any additional information.

C: Anthony E. Bianchin, P.E., P.L.S., Baxter & Woodman, Inc.
I:\Crystal Lake\LAGRV\190563-Leiter Plat Review\80-PlanReview\Work\20190507 Approval Recommendation.docx

PC memo Attachment 4

LEGEND

PIN: 18-04-402-003-0000 (PARCEL1)
PIN: 18-04-402-016-0000 (PARCEL2)

MONUMENT FOUND
RECORD DIMENSION
(50.0')
P.U. & D.E. PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENT
DE.

DRAINAGE EASEMENT

WOLF PACK CONSULTING, LLC
BOUNDARY AND TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY

418 South Cass Avenue, Westmont, IL 60559
Office: (815) 436-8520 wolfpackdg.com
Illinois Professional Design Firm No. 184-007246

STORM SEWER INLET
STORM SEWER MANHOLE-INLET

PARCEL 1:

THE NORTH 10 FEET OF LOT 16, ALL OF LOT 17 AND THE SOUTH 5 FEET OF LOT 18 IN BLOCK 7 IN LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE, SAID
ADDITION BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE WEST 1095 FEET OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST
OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LYING NORTH OF THE SOUTH 710 FEET THEREOF, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

PARCEL 2:

THE NORTH 65 FEET OF LOT 15 AND LOT 16 (EXCEPT THE NORTH 10 FEET THEREOF) IN BLOCK 7 IN LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE,
SAID ADDITION BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE WEST 1095 FEET OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 12,
EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LYING NORTH OF THE SOUTH 710 FEET THEREOF, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

SANITARY MANHOLE
COMBINATION MANHOLE

WATERMAIN VALVE VAULT MANHOLE

COMMON ADDRESS: 117 7TH AVENUE, LAGRANGE, ILLINOIS
COMMON ADDRESS: 125 7TH AVENUE, LAGRANGE, ILLINOIS

WATERMAIN VALVE BOX
WATERMAIN B-BOX
CONCRETE LIGHT POLE BASE
UTILITY POLE

LOT 19
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

33.00'

STORM SEWERLINE
SANITARY SEWERLINE

LOT 3
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

COMBINATION SEWERLINE
WATERMAIN LINE
OVERHEAD WIRES

(140.00')

SANITARY CLEANOUT
SIGN

NORTH LINE OF LOT 18

STREET LIGHTING VAULT

GARAGE FLOOR

(50.00')

TOP OF FOUNDATION

G/F

(45.00')

T/F

(45.00')

TREE AND SIZE

LOT 18

(50.00')

6"

LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

LOT 4
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

NORTH LINE OF THE
SOUTH 5 FEET OF LOT 18
6"

(140.00')

8",6"

15"
8",6"
8",7",7",5"
9"

15"

SOUTH LINE OF LOT 18
NORTH LINE OF LOT 17

4" CLEANOUT
34"

9,100.01 SQ. FT.

(65.00')

(50.00')

(65.00')

PARCEL 1

(50.00')

LOT 17
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

LOT 5
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

8"

(140.00')
SOUTH LINE OF LOT 17
NORTH LINE OF LOT 16

(30.00')

6"
10"

SITE BENCHMARK

(140.00')

10"

32"

(30.00')

SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH
10 FEET OF LOT 16

C
L

SANITARY MH.
642.23' RIM
627.47' INV.

7TH AVENUE

13"

(140.00')

7"

LOT 16
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452
SOUTH LINE OF LOT 16
NORTH LINE OF LOT 15

7"

LOT 6
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

9"

PARCEL 2

(85.00')

(85.00')

(140.00')

18"

LOT 7
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

12"

LOT 15
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

15"

(110.00')

(110.00')

11,900.06 SQ. FT.

15"

(140.00')

6" CLEANOUT
28"

(45.00')

(45.00')

SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH
65 FEET OF LOT 15

LOT 8
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

23"

SOUTH LINE OF LOT 15
(140.00')

(155.40')

LOT 14
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

NORTH LINE OF ELM AVENUE

BENCHMARK: VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE SURVEY CONTROL MONUMENT NUMBER 43812.07
A BRASS MONUMENT SET IN CONCRETE AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE INTERSECTION OF
SOUTH 7TH AVENUE AND ELM AVENUE IN LAGRANGE, ILLINOIS.
ELEVATION = 636.910 (NGVD 29)

BENCHMARK: (ON-SITE)
ARROW BOLT OF FIRE HYDRANT LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF SOUTH 7TH AVENUE, OPPOSITE
125 SOUTH 7TH AVENUE AS SHOWN HEREON.

STATE OF ILLINOIS)
SS.
COUNTY OF DUPAGE)

ELEVATION = 644.75' (NGVD 29)

NOTES:
THIS COPY NOT VALID WITHOUT EMBOSSED SEAL.
ALL DISTANCES ARE IN FEET AND DECIMAL PARTS THEREOF.

APRIL 5, 2019 BOUNDARY/TOPO
DECEMBER 8, 2017 BOUNDARY/TOPO
PREPARED FOR:
DATE:
SCALE:
JOB#

I, MICHAEL J. NELSON, AN ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR,
DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE SURVEYED THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED
ABOVE, AND THAT THE PLAT HEREON DRAWN IS A CORRECT REPRESENTATION
OF SAID SURVEY.

BUILDING LINES AND EASEMENTS ARE SHOWN ONLY WHERE THEY ARE

THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT
ILLINOIS MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A BOUNDARY SURVEY.

SO RECORDED IN THE MAPS. COMPARE THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION,

KLM DEVELOPMENT

BUILDING LINES, AND EASEMENTS AS SHOWN HEREON WITH YOUR DEED

THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT
ILLINOIS MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEYS.

OR TITLE POLICY.

APRIL 5, 2019
1"=20'
17-212

DRAWN BY:
FLD. BK/PG:

CONSULT THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES FOR ADDITIONAL SETBACK LINES AND

MJN.
1-80

APRIL 5, 2019
WESTMONT, ILLINOIS._______________________________

RESTRICTIONS NOT SHOWN HEREON. COMPARE ALL POINTS PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES AT ONCE.
DO NOT ASSUME DISTANCES FROM SCALED MEASUREMENTS MADE HEREON.

ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR NO. 3095
PROFESSIONAL DESIGN FIRM LICENSE NO. 184.007246-0010 EXPIRES 04/30/2021
FIELD WORK COMPLETED ON APRIL 5, 2019

BASIS OF BEARINGS = THE NORTH LINE OF BLOCK 7 IN LEITER'S

FIRE HYDRANT

BASIS OF BEARINGS = THE NORTH LINE OF BLOCK 7 IN LEITER'S

33.00'

33.00'

PIN: 18-04-402-003-0000 (PARCEL1)
PIN: 18-04-402-016-0000 (PARCEL2)

7TH AVENUE

C
L

33.00'

33.00'

HERETOFORE DEDICATED

140.00'

LOT 2

PARCEL 2

140.00'

140.00'

SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH
10 FEET OF LOT 16

28' BUILDING LINE

140.00'

6' BUILDING LINE

LOT 15
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

LOT 14
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

5'

LOT 9
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

LOT 8
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

5' PUBLIC UTILITY & DRAINAGE EASEMENT
HEREBY GRANTED

LOT 7
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

LOT 6
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

LOT 5
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENT PROVISIONS

5'

7
5' PUBLIC UTILITY & DRAINAGE EASEMENT
HEREBY GRANTED

5/8" IRON ROD IN CONCRETE MONUMENT
(TO BE SET AT CORNER)

NOTHING SET FORTH ABOVE IS INTENDED TO SUPERSEDE ANY REQUIREMENTS CONTAINED IN ANY FRANCHISE
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GRANTEES AND THE VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE.

EASEMENTS ARE HEREBY RESERVED FOR AND GRANTED TO THE VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE, OVER THE ENTIRE
EASEMENT AREA FOR INGRESS, EGRESS AND THE PERFORMANCE OF MUNICIPAL AND OTHER GOVERNMENTAL
SERVICES INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION, WATER, STORM AND SANITARY SEWER SERVICE AND MAINTENANCE.

EASEMENTS ARE RESERVED AND GRANTED TO THE VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE AND TO PUBLIC UTILITY COMPANIES
FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY, AT&T, NICOR
GAS, COMCAST, AND THEIR SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS OVER ALL AREAS MARKED "PUBLIC UTILITY AND
DRAINAGE EASEMENT" ON THE PLAT FOR THE PERPETUAL RIGHT, PRIVILEGE AND AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT,
RECONSTRUCT, REPAIR, INSPECT, MAINTAIN, AND OPERATE VARIOUS UTILITY TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION
SYSTEMS, AND INCLUDING OVERLAND DRAINAGE, STORM AND/OR SANITARY SEWERS, SANITARY SERVICE,
WATER SERVICE, TOGETHER WITH ANY AND ALL NECESSARY MANHOLES, CATCH BASINS, CONNECTIONS,
APPLIANCES AND OTHER STRUCTURES AND APPURTENANCES AS MAY BE DEEMED NECESSARY BY SAID
VILLAGE AND/OR UTILITY COMPANIES, OVER, UPON, ALONG, UNDER AND THROUGH SAID INDICATED EASEMENT,
TOGETHER WITH THE RIGHT OF ACCESS ACROSS THE PROPERTY FOR NECESSARY PERSONNEL AND
EQUIPMENT TO DO ANY OF THE ABOVE WORK. THE RIGHT IS ALSO GRANTED TO CUT DOWN AND TRIM OR
REMOVE ANY FENCES, TEMPORARY STRUCTURES, TREES, SHRUBS, OR OTHER PLANTS WITHOUT NEED FOR
PROVIDING COMPENSATION THEREFORE ON THE EASEMENT THAT INTERFERE WITH THE VILLAGE PURPOSES OR
UTILITIES. NO PERMANENT STRUCTURE SHALL BE PLACED ON SAID EASEMENT, BUT SAME MAY BE USED FOR
GARDENS, SHRUBS, LANDSCAPING, AND OTHER PURPOSES THAT DO NOT THEN OR LATER INTERFERE WITH THE
AFORESAID USES OR RIGHTS. WHERE AN EASEMENT IS USED FOR BOTH VILLAGE PURPOSES OR UTILITIES, THE
OTHER UTILITY SHALL BE SUBJECT TO THE ORDINANCES OF THE VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE.

SOUTH LINE OF LOT 15

SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH
65 FEET OF LOT 15

28' BUILDING LINE

7,000 SQ. FEET

6' BUILDING LINE

6' BUILDING LINE

NORTH LINE OF LOT 15

SOUTH LINE OF LOT 16

LOT 3

140.00'

SOUTH LINE OF LOT 17
NORTH LINE OF LOT 16

LOT 16
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION
TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

7,000 SQ. FEET

NORTH LINE OF ELM AVENUE

B

140.00'

6' BUILDING LINE

35' BUILDING LINE

K

C

LO

5/8" IRON ROD IN CONCRETE MONUMENT
(TO BE SET AT CORNER)

LOT 17
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION
TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

28' BUILDING LINE

6' BUILDING LINE

140.00'

35' BUILDING LINE

PARCEL 1

SOUTH LINE OF LOT 18
NORTH LINE OF LOT 17

6' BUILDING LINE

7,000 SQ. FEET

LOT 1

35' BUILDING LINE

140.00'

140.00'

NORTH LINE OF THE
SOUTH 5 FEET OF LOT 18

LOT 4
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

LOT 3
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

BY:________________________________________
VILLAGE CLERK

DATED THIS ____________ DAY OF _______________A.D 20___

I FIND NO DEFERRED INSTALLMENTS OF OUTSTANDING SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS DUE AGAINST THE LAND IN
THIS PLAT OF SUBDIVISION.

STATE OF ILLINOIS)
SS.
COUNTY OF COOK)

VILLAGE CLERK CERTIFICATE

_____________________________________________________
CHAIRPERSON

APPROVED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION OF THE VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, THIS
________ DAY OF_____________________________ , 20_________.

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
SS.
COUNTY OF COOK)

PLAN COMMISSION CERTIFICATE

_____________________________________________________
VILLAGE CLERK

_____________________________________________________
VILLAGE PRESIDENT

THIS ________ DAY OF_____________________________ , 20_________.

APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS,

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
SS.
COUNTY OF COOK)

VILLAGE BOARD CERTIFICATE

ATTEST:_______________________________________________
MEMBER

BY:_______________________________________________
MANAGER

DATED THIS___________DAY OF_________________, A.D. 20___

HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT: LYONS TOWNSHIP HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 204, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT: LAGRANGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 102 AND

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE, WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, AS OWNERS OF THE
PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREON, IS LOCATED WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF:

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
SS.
COUNTY OF COOK )

SCHOOL DISTRICT CERTIFICATE

BY: __________________________________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND NOTARIAL SEAL THIS ___________DAY OF __________________, 20_______.

THIS________DAY OF ________________, A.D., 20_____.

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND NOTARIAL SEAL

THE UNDERSIGNED, A NOTARY PUBLIC IN THE COUNTY AND STATE AFORESAID, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY
THAT _________________________ AND _______________________, RESPECTIVELY, AS MANAGER AND
MEMBER OF BRIGHTLEAF HOMES, LLC, WHO IS PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME TO BE THE SAME PERSONS
WHOSE NAMES IS SUBSCRIBED TO THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT AS SUCH OWNERS, RESPECTIVELY,
APPEARED BEFORE ME THIS DAY IN PERSON AND ACKNOWLEDGED THAT THEY SIGNED AND DELIVERED THE
SAID INSTRUMENT AS THERE OWN FREE AND VOLUNTARY ACT, AS OWNERS, FOR THE USES AND PURPOSES
THEREIN SET FORTH.

STATE OF ILLINOIS)
SS.
COUNTY OF
)

NOTARY CERTIFICATE

ATTEST:_______________________________________________
MEMBER

BY: _______________________________________________
MANAGER

DATED THIS__________DAY OF________________, 20_________.

THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY DEDICATES FOR PUBLIC USE THE LANDS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT, INCLUDING
STREETS AND PUBLIC SERVICES; GRANTS THE TELEPHONE, GAS, ELECTRIC AND ANY OTHER PUBLIC OR
PRIVATE UTILITY EASEMENTS AS STATED AND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT; AND GRANTS AND DECLARES THE
STORM WATER DRAINAGE EASEMENTS AS STATED AND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT.

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE UNDERSIGNED, BRIGHTLEAF HOMES, LLC IS THE LEGAL OWNER OF THE
LAND DESCRIBED ON THE ATTACHED PLAT, AND HAS CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SURVEYED AND
SUBDIVIDED AS INDICATED THEREON FOR THE USES AND PURPOSES THEREIN SET FORTH.

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
COUNTY OF COOK) SS.

OWNER'S CERTIFICATE

BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 4,
TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

BRIGHTLEAF HOMES, LLC RESUBDIVISION

NORTH LINE OF LOT 18

LOT 18
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

140.00'

LOT 19
LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE
PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 730452

JOHN AND LISA CORONADO
117 SOUTH 7TH AVENUE
LAGRANGE, ILLINOIS 60525

AND

BRIGHTLEAF HOMES, LLC
15 SPINNING WHEEL ROAD, SUITE 124
HINSDALE, ILLINOIS 60521
(708) 655-3924

SUBMITTED BY AND FUTURE TAX BILLS TO BE SENT TO:

5/8" IRON ROD IN CONCRETE MONUMENT
(TO BE SET AT CORNER)

5'

COMMON ADDRESS: 117 7TH AVENUE, LAGRANGE, ILLINOIS (PARCEL 1)
COMMON ADDRESS: 125 7TH AVENUE, LAGRANGE, ILLINOIS (PARCEL 2)

10'

45.00'

150.00'

45.00'

155.40'

50.00'

65.00'

50.00'

85.00'

50.00'

50.00'

50.00'

30.00'

65.00'

50.00'
65.00'

85.00'

50.00'

45.00'

150.00'
45.00'

THE NORTH 65 FEET OF LOT 15 AND LOT 16 (EXCEPT THE NORTH 10 FEET THEREOF) IN
BLOCK 7 IN LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE, SAID ADDITION BEING A
SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE WEST 1095 FEET OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION
4, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LYING
NORTH OF THE SOUTH 710 FEET THEREOF, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

PARCEL 2:

___________________________________
ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR NO. 3095
MY REGISTRATION EXPIRES ON NOVEMBER 30, 2020
PROFESSIONAL DESIGN FIRM LICENSE NO. 184.007246-0010 EXPIRES 04/30/2021
JANUARY 17, 2018: REV. PER VILLAGE COMMENTS 01/08/2018
JANUARY 30, 2018: REV. PER VILLAGE COMMENTS 01/30/2018
MARCH 1, 2018: REV. TO 5' EASE., OWNERS, NOTARY, SCHOOL CERT'S
MARCH 11, 2019: REV. OWNERS, NOTARY, SCHOOL CERT'S
APRIL 30, 2019: RE. LEADER PER VILLAGE, RENAME SUB. PER OWNER

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL THIS 11TH DAY OF MARCH, A.D. 2019.

PROJ: 17-212

I FURTHER STATE THAT THE PROPERTY IN THIS SUBDIVISION IS IN ZONE "X" AS IDENTIFIED BY THE FEDERAL
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, AS SET FORTH ON THE FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP COMMUNITY
PANEL NUMBER 17031C0486J WITH AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF AUGUST 19, 2008. ZONE "X" IS DEFINED AS AREAS
DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE 0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD PLAIN.

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT ALL REGULATIONS ENACTED BY THE VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE, ILLINOIS, RELATIVE
TO PLATS AND SUBDIVISIONS HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WITH IN THE PREPARATION OF THIS PLAT.

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE ANNEXED PLAT IS WITHIN THE CORPORATE
LIMITS OF THE VILLAGE OF LAGRANGE, ILLINOIS.

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE TOTAL AREA OF THE PROPERTY SURVEYED HEREON CONTAINS 21,000
SQUARE FEET OR 0.482 ACRES.

AS SHOWN BY THE ATTACHED PLAT, WHICH IS A CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF SAID SURVEY AND
SUBDIVISION. ALL DISTANCES ARE SHOWN IN FEET AND DECIMAL PARTS THEREOF.

THE NORTH 10 FEET OF LOT 16, ALL OF LOT 17 AND THE SOUTH 5 FEET OF LOT 18 IN
BLOCK 7 IN LEITER'S SECOND ADDITION TO LAGRANGE, SAID ADDITION BEING A
SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE WEST 1095 FEET OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION
4, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LYING
NORTH OF THE SOUTH 710 FEET THEREOF, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

PARCEL 1:

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT I, MICHAEL NELSON, AN ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR NUMBER
035-3095, HEREBY STATE THAT I HAVE SURVEYED AND SUBDIVIDED THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY:

STATE OF ILLINOIS)
SS.
COUNTY OF DUPAGE)

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

BY:___________________________________________
COUNTY CLERK

DATED THIS__________DAY OF__________________, A.D. 20____

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL OF THE COUNTY CLERK AT CHICAGO, ILLINOIS,

I,_______________________, COUNTY CLERK OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THERE
ARE NO DELINQUENT GENERAL TAXES, NO UNPAID CURRENT GENERAL TAXES, NO UNPAID FORFEITED TAXES
AND NO REDEEMABLE TAX SALES AGAINST ANY OF THE LAND INCLUDED IN THE ANNEXED PLAT.

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
SS.
COUNTY OF COOK )

_______________________________________________
LISA CORONADO

OWNER:

COUNTY CLERK'S CERTIFICATE

_______________________________________________
JOHN CORONADO

OWNER:

DATED THIS___________DAY OF_________________, A.D. 20___

HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT: LYONS TOWNSHIP HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 204, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT: LAGRANGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 102 AND

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE, WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, AS OWNERS OF THE
PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREON, IS LOCATED WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF:

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
COUNTY OF COOK ) SS.

SCHOOL DISTRICT CERTIFICATE

BY: __________________________________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND NOTARIAL SEAL THIS ___________DAY OF __________________, 20_______.

THIS________DAY OF ________________, A.D., 20_____.

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND NOTARIAL SEAL

THE UNDERSIGNED, A NOTARY PUBLIC IN THE COUNTY AND STATE AFORESAID, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY
THAT JOHN CORONADO AND LISA CORONADO, WHO IS PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME TO BE THE SAME
PERSONS WHOSE NAMES IS SUBSCRIBED TO THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT AS SUCH OWNERS,
RESPECTIVELY, APPEARED BEFORE ME THIS DAY IN PERSON AND ACKNOWLEDGED THAT THEY SIGNED AND
DELIVERED THE SAID INSTRUMENT AS THERE OWN FREE AND VOLUNTARY ACT, AS OWNERS, FOR THE USES
AND PURPOSES THEREIN SET FORTH.

NOTARY CERTIFICATE

_______________________________________________
LISA CORONADO

STATE OF ILLINOIS)
SS.
COUNTY OF
)

OWNER:

OWNER: _______________________________________________
JOHN CORONADO

DATED THIS__________DAY OF________________, 20_________.

THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY DEDICATES FOR PUBLIC USE THE LANDS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT, INCLUDING
STREETS AND PUBLIC SERVICES; GRANTS THE TELEPHONE, GAS, ELECTRIC AND ANY OTHER PUBLIC OR
PRIVATE UTILITY EASEMENTS AS STATED AND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT; AND GRANTS AND DECLARES THE
STORM WATER DRAINAGE EASEMENTS AS STATED AND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT.

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT JOHN AND LISA CORONADO ARE THE LEGAL OWNERS OF THE LAND DESCRIBED
ON THE ATTACHED PLAT, AND HAS CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SURVEYED AND SUBDIVIDED AS INDICATED
THEREON FOR THE USES AND PURPOSES THEREIN SET FORTH.

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
COUNTY OF COOK) SS.

OWNER'S CERTIFICATE

