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NAPERVILLE PLAN COMMISSION
DRAFT MINUTES OF OCTOBER 20, 2010 
	Call to Order
 


	
	7:04 p.m.

	A. Roll Call

	

	Present:
	Bruno, Herzog, Messer, Meyer, Gustin, Edmonds

	Absent:
	Meschino, Sterlin

	Student Members:
	Stancey

	Staff Present:



	Planning Team – Thorsen, Laff, Emery, Forystek
Engineer – Marquez


	B. Minutes
	Approve the minutes of October 6, 2010 subject to an amendment to reflect that the public hearing for the Small Wind and Solar Renewable Energy Ordinance was left open.


	
	Motion by: Gustin
Second by: Meyer

	Approved 
(7 to 0) 



	C. Old Business


	None

	D.  Public Hearings


	

	D1. PC 10-1-124
Cooper’s Hawk Winery 
	Petitioner: Tim McEnery, Cooper’s Hawk Naperville, LLC dba Cooper’s Hawk Winery & Restaurant

Request: Conduct the public hearing and recommend City Council approve a major change to the Freedom Commons PUD and Final PUD Plat to develop a restaurant on Lot 10, and to make associated site modifications related to building size, and establish controlling building elevations and a landscape plan for the subject property.  


	
	Katie Forystek, Planning Services Team, gave an overview of the request

	
	Tim McEnery of Coopers Hawk Restaurants, 430 E. Plainfield Road, Countryside IL 60525, presented an overview of the proposal.  The development concept is a full-service restaurant, winery and tasting room.  

Joe Vajda of Aria Group Architects, 830 North Boulevard, Oak Park IL 60301, presented an overview of the architecture and site plan.

	
	· Gustin inquired about landscaping around the patio and the nature of winemaking within the building.

	
	Plan Commission closed the public hearing.



	
	Plan Commission moved to recommend approval of PC 10-1-124 Coopers Hawk Winery and Restaurant


	
	Motion by: Gustin
Seconded by:  Trowbridge
Ayes:  Bruno, Messer, Meyer, Trowbridge, Gustin, Herzog, Edmonds

	Approved
 (7 to 0)


	D1. PC 09-1-195

Kensington School 
	Petitioner: Kensington School, 743 McClintock Drive, Burr Ridge, IL 60527

Location: 10705 South Walton Heath Drive

Request: Conduct the public hearing and recommend City Council approve annexation, rezoning, conditional use, and associated variances for Kensington School.



	
	Amy Emery, Planning Services Team, gave an overview of the request

	
	Lance Lauderdale, ML Partners, 743 McClintock Drive, Burr Ridge IL, Architect spoke on behalf of Kensington School
· Design of building is based upon the facility that was built on 75th Street.

Barbara, Marlas, 743 McClintock Drive, Burr Ridge IL, the owner of Kensington School discussed 
· The history and other locations of Kensington School.
· Positive community response to the school.



	
	Public Testimony: 
Bill Kinowski, 24049 Ascot Court spoke on behalf of Tamarack Subdivision

· Sought confirmation that Plan Commission received correspondence from an attorney.
· Expressed concern regarding traffic as both the ingress and egress will occur within Tamarack Subdivision.
· Prefers that vehicular access be provided to Route 59.
 John Dowling, 24050 Ascot Court 
· Resides across the street from the subject property and has concerns about traffic and conflicts with his driveway.
· Questions the validity of the traffic study that was completed for Kensington School on 75th Street.
· Would like privacy and decorative landscaping to be provided along the Walton Heath Drive frontage to enhance the curb appeal.
Mark Stanler, 2727 Walton Heath Drive

· Owns medical building south of the property. 

· Believes that Route 59 frontage, where loading and unloading occurs, should be fenced.
· Requested clarification of the lot size.
· Expressed concern about size of parking lot and inquired about snow removal as well as curbs.
· Requested clarification regarding signage.
· Stated that the petitioner has not approached him regarding cross-access.


	
	Petitioner responded to testimony

· The site plan is the result of many months of effort working with the city, particularly with regards to access and curb cuts.
· Wood fencing is provided around the playground at a height of 4’.  

· Kensington School is located on busy roads in many other communities and has a very good safety record. 

· Concerns about children running to Route 59 are addressed by the facility’s loading and unloading procedures which require an adult escort into the building. 
· Does not feel the need for shared access and prefers access to Walton Heath Drive as opposed to Route 59, particularly given the low population of the school and the timing of drop-off/pick-up over an extended period of time.


	
	Plan Commission inquired about 

· Alternate means of access to the site.
· Staff’s evaluation of Route 59 vehicular access including cross-access with the medical building to the south.
· Whether the owner of the medical building to the south would allow for cross-access.
· Whether the petitioner would consent to additional landscaping on the Walton Heath frontage.  Petitioner agreed.
· The period of time during which drop-off/pick-up would occur.
· The condition of trees on the subject property.

· The size of the subject property, snow removal, and sign variance request.

Plan Commission closed the public hearing.



	
	Plan Commission moved to recommend approval of PC 09-1-195 Kensington School located at west side of IL Route 59 along Walton Health Drive subject to staff memo dated October 20, 2010 and subject to  the petitioner increasing landscaping along the Walton Heath Drive fence consistent with landscaping on the east side of the property.


	
	Motion by: Herzog
Seconded by:  Gustin
Ayes: Bruno, Messer, Meyer, Trowbridge, Gustin, Herzog, Edmonds

	Approved
 (7 to 0)


	D1. PC 10-1-114

Naperville Downtown2030 
	Petitioner: City of Naperville

Location: N/A

Request: Continue the public hearing and recommend the City Council approve the Downtown2030 Plan 



	
	Amy Emery, Planning Services Team, discussed Naperville Downtown2030.
· Introduced Steve Rubin, Chairman of the Downtown Advisory Commission (DAC).

· Gave an overview of the public comment period and additional meetings with DAC, School District 203 and the ECHO, WHOA and Park Addition homeowners associations following the September 15, 2010 public hearing.
· In response to questions and comments raised during the September 15, 2010 public hearing staff noted:

· The recommendation that would allow for home-to-office conversions on Webster Street has been eliminated.  Current zoning allows for home-to-office conversions in the vicinity of Naper School. Staff continues to recommend that home-to-office conversions be allowed on Jefferson Avenue between Eagle Street and Mill Street subject to approval of a conditional use.

· Staff continues to recommend a floor area ratio (FAR) exemption for decked parking facilities, but notes that height limitations will control overall height.
· ATM’s would be an allowable first floor use.

· Provided clarification of recommendations pertaining to the North Downtown Special Planning Area.


	
	Public Testimony: 
Ellen Johnson, 19 N. Main Street 
· Stated that the existing Main Street area north of downtown has a special small town feel.  The homes are original and historic.
· Feels that the Plan Commission should consider what it would like for the entrance to the downtown.
· Stated that the plan should be more sensitive to historic buildings.

Thom Higgins, 725 N. Ellsworth Street spoke on behalf of the Naperville Area Homeowners Confederation (NAHC)
· There is an absence of discussion on impact to transportation in the downtown area, particularly the level of service at intersections and the constraints of existing infrastructure.

· Land Use and Transportation should be reviewed together.

· Concerned about the potential for building heights greater than 60’ in the North Downtown Special Planning Area.

· NAHC supports a 2-3 story building concept in the North Downtown Special Planning Area.

· The potential for home-to-office conversions along Jefferson Avenue between Webster Street and Eagle Street is detrimental to the integrity of the area.

· Concerned about 60’ height limit and FAR for parking decks.

· Concerned about intense land uses along Douglas Avenue.
Thom Higgins, 725 N. Ellsworth Street
· Believes that District 203 has been excluded from the planning process. 
· School District 203 has not taken a formal position on the plan.

· Stated that staff should ask the School District if what is proposed is what they prefer and solicit feedback as opposed to presenting a proposal. 

· Believes that the spotlight on schools and transportation should focus less on land use and more on safety.

Kathy Benson, 51 Forest

· Supports the emphasis on urban design and modifications to the TU district.

· Attendees at ECHO, WHOA and Park Addition joint meeting on October 19, 2010 stated that the document should provide clarity to outlying residential areas.
· Feels that the plan would be enhanced by language that talks directly about ensuring the vibrancy and integrity of adjacent residential areas. 

· Stated that the future land use map is confusing, as the east side of downtown includes only institutional uses and the west side of downtown encompasses residential areas.  The boundaries of the planning area should specifically outline only those areas that constitute the downtown (core, secondary downtown, transitional use and institutional uses that are adjacent to those areas).
· Feels that “24-hour downtown” is reminiscent of a bar culture and would recommend selection of an alternate term.  Also recommends that “areas for play” be replaced with “recreation”.
· Disagrees that Naper School is a key part of downtown.

· Stated that the city should send registered letters to residential properties that are included in the plan boundary.

· Noted that the discussion of the North Downtown Special Planning Area does not address traffic. 

· Believes that the plan should identify that development must be sensitive to traffic impacts.

· Stated that the Vision Statement should address compatibility with institutional uses such as schools.

· Feels that discussion of Riverwalk should address potential for commercialization.

· Provided some comments on clarity and specificity of wording.

· Requested clarification as to the nature of future zoning amendments (e.g., Transitional Use).

· Questioned what the term “sale of food” means in the context of bar establishments (p.24).  
· Would like to see single-family residential as an acceptable land use in the North Downtown Special Planning Area and requested stronger language prohibiting restaurants and drinking establishments.
· Stated that the illustrations for the North Downtown Special Planning Area show unsafe parking access on Douglas Avenue due to potential conflicts with bus loading and unloading.
· Requested clarity about design of decked parking facilities to mitigate aesthetic impacts in residential neighborhoods.  

· Disagrees with 60’ height in North Downtown Special Planning and supports a maximum height of 43’ on Washington Street.

· Stated that the vision statement for Transportation should also address effect on downtown traffic overall.
· Agrees with NAHC that the plan should address intersection level of service.  Nothing should be permitted that degrades level of service at intersections below “LOS D”.
Anissa Olley, 101 Springwood

· Concerned that rooftop surfaces are undefined and lack guidelines.

· Concurs with Commissioner Meyer’s comments (p.75 of October 20 Plan Commission packet) regarding height.

· Expressed confusion that requests in excess of 60’ in height would be considered in the North Downtown Special Planning Area based on the action agenda noting a policy needs to be developed.

· Believes that the topic of FAR should be re-evaluated globally.

· Stated that Plan Commission should jointly review land use and transportation.

· Expressed concern that the city accepts a lower traffic level of service without regard to welfare of the public.

· Does not support development of surface parking lots in the downtown and finds language in the plan to be ambiguous.
· Does not support home-to-office in areas beyond those currently delineated by the Municipal Code.

· Believes that approval of Water Street established a level of acceptance for what may be developed in the North Downtown Special Planning Area. 

Brian Hubbard, 440 W. Franklin Avenue

· Questioned why the plan addresses both FAR and height limitations.  

· Does not support home-to-office conversions in residential areas due to land use intensity, traffic, parking and impact to pedestrians. 

Mary Durwinsky, 420 W. Spring Avenue
· Expressed concern about home-to-office conversion language and potential erosion of the residential area.

· Requested clarity in the plan regarding protection of residential areas.

Veronica Porter, 325 W. Benton Avenue

· Believes that Downtown should end at Webster Street with exception of transitional areas identified in 2000 Plan.  
· Requested that language regarding outlying residential areas be excluded from the plan.

· Does not support home-to-office conversions in the residential areas west of downtown. 
· Stated that traffic and pedestrian safety in the vicinity of Naper School has been an ongoing issue for many years.
 

	
	Staff responded to testimony

· The plan boundary was drawn approximately two years ago to reflect the influence that properties have on the downtown for the purposes of study.  The Downtown Advisory Commission endorsed the boundaries of the study area.
· The east side of the boundary jogs because parcels surrounding the area had been studied in other plans (5th Avenue Study, North Central College, Historic District).

· The inclusion of single-family areas on the west side of the downtown reflects proximity to non-residential uses, including institutions and offices.  

· The recommendation that existing residential areas west of downtown remain single-family residential is a strong statement.

· Recommendations pertaining to home-to-office conversion are reflective of the unique conditions of the area and would require a text amendment.  Conditional use would be required for any home-to-office conversion. 
· Notice was widely distributed throughout the process. Each property owner in the downtown study boundary received a post card for a mailing this summer. Additional outreach was provided through press releases, web updates, Bridges, articles in the area newspapers, e-News, and outreach to various constituencies. 

· Development patterns on the perimeter of the downtown present higher buildings than the downtown core, whereas the core has maintained a more traditional scale. 

· DAC is currently reviewing priority levels for the Action Agenda, but the priority of implementation is likely to be set by Council.
DAC Chairman Rubin stated that the plan is a framework from which the Plan Commission and City Council will work.  The plan is an update of the 2000 Downtown Plan and reflects intensive review and public feedback 


	
	Plan Commission inquired about 

· Whether the plan expands the home-to-office conversion area.
· The nature of City Council direction on plan boundaries.
· Whether officials at Naper School were made aware of language pertaining to home-to-office conversions (either existing zoning or land use recommendations).

· The basis of staff’s recommendation for building height in the secondary downtown and North Downtown Special Planning Area. 
· Whether an Existing Land Use Map has been provided to Plan Commission.
· How priority among action items will be addressed.  

· Language can be provided in the plan that includes parking within FAR calculations.

Plan Commission closed the public hearing.



	
	Plan Commission Discussion:
· Bruno – developers will seize upon soft language in the plan that is suggestive of increased intensity. 
· Messer – is concerned about 60’ height in the North Downtown, specifically on the block of Washington Street between Benton and Franklin due to topography.  Supports review of the TU District.  The Design Guidelines are thorough.  
· Meyer – suggested changing the term “24-hour” to either “vibrant” or “active” within the liquor section. Expressed confusion about why Plan Commission is reviewing land use only and concern about targeted review of the plan components by various commissions.  With respect to home-to-office, does not believe that there is sufficient trends data to warrant a change and would like the third bullet on page 29 removed.  Believes that language regarding home occupations was reactionary and is unneeded in the document.  Does not believe that the land use recommendations pertaining to the North Downtown are sensitive to adjoining uses, such as Washington Junior High, and are not reflective of roadway constraints. Prefers that the North Downtown Special Planning Area south of Franklin be changed to transitional area with a height limitation of 43’, and that block north of Franklin remain a Special Planning Area. 
· Trowbridge – expressed concern about 60’ height in secondary downtown and North Downtown Special Planning Area. Expressed support for Commissioner Meyers suggestions for the North Downtown Special Planning Area.
· Gustin – believes consideration of the plan has been piecemeal and transportation should be considered jointly with land use.  Expressed concern about the proposed 60’ height limitation in the downtown and the influence of plan on schools and residences.
· Herzog –Supports the concept of 60’ height in the North Downtown Special Planning Area.  Believes higher building heights are appropriate closer to the 5th Avenue Station, which provides an opportunity for residential access to transportation and retail uses.  
· Edmonds – does not support the plan in its present form.  Does not think that what is proposed in the North Downtown constitutes a vision as it is vague and essentially allows secondary downtown and downtown core with the exclusion of restaurants.  Does not concur with the height proposed in the North Downtown and is concerned that it is inconsistent with the vision of the plan to be compact and pedestrian-oriented, as well as what was approved on the east side of the street (via 5th Avenue Study).  Disagrees with concept of secondary downtown west of Webster and believes it should be transitional due to the scale, bulk and character.  Similarly, Jackson Avenue west to Ewing Street should be transitional.  Expressed concern about the absence of a residential density limitation in the downtown core and secondary downtown areas.  No objections to the design guidelines or action plan.   


	
	Plan Commission discussed key issues of the public hearing:
· With respect to North Downtown Special Planning Area, one commissioner supports language as proposed.

· If the height were limited to 43’, the majority would support the North Downtown as proposed. Commissioners Meyer and Edmonds stated that the area should include transitional use areas.

· With respect to the areas west of Webster Street, one commissioner supports proposed land uses as presented.  

· The majority of commissioners do not support additional home-to-office areas on Jefferson Avenue as proposed.

· Half of the commissioners feel that they cannot support the plan because they have not had a chance to review traffic issues.

· With respect to FAR and the 60’ height restriction, three commissioners support the recommendations as presented.
· The majority of Plan Commissioners support adding the Existing Land Use Conditions Map and the spotlight box related to schools and transportation.

 

	
	Plan Commission considered three motions relative to Naperville Downtown2030:

1. Plan Commission moved to recommend approval of PC 10-1-114, the Naperville Downtown2030 Plan with the following additions:
· Addition of an Existing Land Use Conditions Map

· Addition of a spotlight box related to schools and transportation 



	
	Motion by: Herzog
Seconded by:  Gustin
Ayes: Herzog
Nays: Bruno, Messer, Meyer, Trowbridge, Gustin, Edmonds

	Denied
 (1 to 6)


	
	2. Plan Commission moved to recommend approval of the Naperville Downtown 2030 action agenda contained within PC 10-1-114 with the following amendments:
· Addition of an action agenda item related to rooftop uses

· Addition of an action item related to PUD overlay in the North Downtown 

· Conformance with technical changes made in the Downtown 2030 Plan recommended by the Plan Commission and accepted by the Downtown Advisory Commission



	
	Motion by: Trowbridge
Seconded by:  Gustin
Ayes: Bruno, Herzog, Messer, Meyer, Trowbridge, Gustin, Edmonds

	Approved
 (7 to 0)


	
	3. Plan Commission moved to recommend approval of the Downtown Design Guidelines in PC 10-1-114 with the additional amendment that the design standards incorporate language requiring that building height be consistent with the Downtown Plan. 


	
	Motion by: Meyer
Seconded by:  Messer 
Ayes: Bruno, Herzog, Messer, Meyer, Trowbridge, Edmonds
Nays: Gustin

	Approved
 (6 to 1)


	D1. PC 10-1-113

Small Wind & Solar Renewable Energy Text Amendment 
	Petitioner: City of Naperville

Location: N/A

Request: Recommend that City Council approve the Small Wind and Solar Renewable Energy Text Amendment. 



	
	Staff referenced the voting matrix provided in the agenda item and stated availability to respond to questions.


	
	· Meyer inquired about how the regulations would pertain to parks.

	
	Public Testimony: 
Stephanie Hastings, 3825 King Court, Naperville IL spoke on behalf of Naperville for Clean Energy and Conservation.  
· NCEC is in favor of current draft.  Adjustments may be needed in the future, but should be considered after the ordinance is administered and specific concerns are identified.  
· Stated that the ordinance should establish guidelines, not limits, for renewable energy and cannot address every possible concern.

· The ordinance will allow Naperville to remain competitive with respect to the availability and pricing of electricity.  

Jason Morin, 1532 Sequoia Road

· Opposes proposed restrictions on roof mounted wind turbines in residential districts.  

· Supports renewable energy. 

Michael Perkins, 915 Havenshire Court
· Believes that the ordinance should control location, size, and fit within a neighborhood.  

· Stated that pole mounted solar tracker systems should be addressed in proposed ordinance.
· Stated that the ordinance should establish setbacks to protect endangered species at Springbrook Prairie.  
· Stated that the wind and solar permitting process requires a public hearing, but does not require that the neighbor input be taken.  Suggests that if 50% of residents within 100’ sign off on a proposal, the public process could be bypassed.  

· Suggested that City could develop a commercial wind farm which property owners can buy into to receive benefit.  

· Expressed concern with Commissioner Bruno’s previously proposed restrictions on solar panel placement on residential homes.  Indicated that solar panels should be placed in a manner which best takes advantage of solar energy.


	
	Plan Commission inquired about 

· Regulation of endangered species. 
· Clarification of proposed regulations for ground-mounted versus roof-mounted wind turbines.

Plan Commission closed the public hearing.



	
	Plan Commission considered proposed Small Wind and Solar Renewable Energy Ordinance referencing the voting matrix provided in Attachment 2 of the October 20 agenda item.
1. Require screening for building-mounted solar. 2 in favor; 5 opposed.
2. Require screening for roof mounted wind. 1 in favor; 6 opposed.
3. Establish standards for shading or shadows (i.e., flicker).  4 in favor; 3 opposed.
4. Allow roof-mounted wind as a permitted use for residential uses. 1 in favor; 6 opposed.  
5. Allow roof mounted wind as a conditional use for residential uses.  2 in favor; 5 opposed.

6. Increase maximum height of roof-mounted turbines to 15’. 2 in favor; 5 opposed.

7. Limit height of ground-mounted wind turbines in residential and business districts to 60’ or 10’ above the maximum height of the zoning district, whichever is less. 3 in favor; 4 opposed.
8. Limit height of ground-mounted wind turbines in industrial districts and BP district to 100’ or 10’ above the maximum height of the zoning district, whichever is less. 2 in favor; 5 opposed.
9. Establish a lot size requirement of ½ acre for ground-mounted wind turbines. 1 in favor; 6 opposed.
10. Allow building mounted solar as a permitted use only for low profile installations on facades that do not abut public right-of-way. 2 in favor; 5 opposed.
11. Allow building mounted solar as a conditional use on residential facades that abut public right-of-way. 4 in favor; 3 opposed.
12. Allow ground-mounted solar as a permitted use for residential use. 1 in favor; 6 opposed.
13. Allow ground-mounted solar as a conditional use for residential uses. Plan Commission struck this item, which is included in the proposed ordinance. 
14. Limit lot coverage for ground-mounted solar to 0.5% of total lot area or a minimum of 20 square feet, whichever is greater. 2 in favor; 5 opposed.
15. Limit lot coverage for ground-mounted solar in accordance with the Accessory Structure Regulations (25% of required setback area cumulative for all accessory structures).  Non in favor; 7 opposed.
16. Provide a list of required reports in standard 3.2 pertaining to conditional use standards. Withdrawn by Plan Commission.
17. Delete standard 3.2 pertaining to conditional use standards. Withdrawn by Plan Commission.

18. Provide a mechanism for future review of ordinance pertaining to bi-annual inspections. 1 in favor; 6 opposed.
19. Create additional allowance for Homeowners Association involvement regarding aesthetics Withdrawn by Plan Commission.


	
	Plan Commission Discussion:
· Bruno – expressed support for the solar aspects of the ordinance provided that restrictions are placed streetside installation of rooftop solar panels. Expressed concern regarding the possibility of wind turbine installation in residential areas and recommends a lower height limitation for ground-mounted turbines in industrial areas.   
· Messer – expressed support for the ordinance generally but recommends denial due to the proposed restrictions that would require roof-mounted solar panels facing a right-of-way to obtain approval of a conditional use.  
· Meyer – expressed support for the ordinance and believes it will meet the community’s needs for at least the next 2-3 years but will likely need to be updated in the future. 
· Trowbridge – expressed support for the ordinance and believes that the conditional use for wind turbines and solar panels will offer an additional layer of review.  
· Gustin – expressed support for the ordinance as the city needs to provide opportunities for residents to install renewable energy systems.  Noted concern that these systems be regularly reviewed to ensure that they are functioning, and recommended that inspection requirements be considered in conjunction with the Building Code.  
· Herzog -- expressed support for renewable energy in general and the solar aspects of the ordinance specifically, but disapproves of wind turbines as they are not a proven technology in a suburban environment.  Expressed concern about wind turbines on residential properties and the proposed height allowances in the Industrial districts.  Stated that more time is needed to establish wind turbines as safe, aesthetically acceptable and efficient.  
· Edmonds – expressed support for the ordinance but does not concur with the Plan Commission’s recommendation to require a conditional use for roof-mounted solar panels facing a right-of-way.   Stated that concerns expressed by Commissioners Bruno and Herzog are not substantiated, and feels that the conditional use process provides an opportunity for public input and City Council control. 


	
	Plan Commission moved to recommend approval of PC Case #10-1-113, subject to incorporation of standards for shading and shadows, incorporation of the requirement that building mounted solar panels be processed as a conditional use when installed on residential facades that abut a public right-of-way, and subject to incorporation of regulations for the Health Services District consistent with other business districts.  

	
	Motion by: Gustin
Seconded by:  Meyers
Ayes: Meyer, Trowbridge, Gustin, Edmonds
Nays: Messer, Herzog, Bruno

	Approved
 (4 to 3)


	E. Reports and Recommendations

	None

	F.  Correspondence
	None


	G. New Business
	None

	H. Adjournment


	
	12:43 a.m.



