MINUTES OF THE PLAN COMMISSION
April 22, 2013

The regular meeting of the Plan Commission wasdatb order by Chairman Mark Moore at
7:10 p.m. at the Village Hall.

Members present. Chairman Mark Moore, Scott AdabDe Donahue, Walter Oakley, and
Kurt Schultz.

Members absent: William Cotey and David Semmelman.
A guorum was established.

Village Staff present: John Spoden, Director ohfaunity Development; David Smith, Senior
Planner; and Fred Chung, Senior Project Engineer.

Others present: James Woods, P.E., PTOE,CiviEegineering, Inc.

Commissioner Schultz moved, seconded by CommissiOagley, to approve the February 25,
2013, Plan Commission meeting minutes.

Motion carried 5 - 0.

Commissioner Donahue moved, seconded by Commigs&xtailtz, to approve the March 18,
2013, Plan Commission meeting minutes.

Motion carried 5 - 0.

OLD BUSINESS:

PC 13-05 Bridge Development Partners, LLC, Applicant
804 East Park Avenue

Request isfor a Special Use Permit for Planned Development in order to construct a
warehousing and distribution facility on approximately 21 acres of land for
property located in an 1-3, General Industrial District.

PC 13-06 Bridge Development Partners, LLC, Applicant
804 East Park Avenue

Request is for a Planned Development Concept Plan in order to construct a
warehousing and distribution facility on approximately 21 acres of land for
property located in an 1-3, General Industrial District.

PC 13-07 Bridge Development Partners, LLC, Applicant
804 East Park Avenue
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Request is for a Special Use Permit for Warehousing and Storage in order to
construct a warehousing and distribution facility on approximately 21 acres of land
for property located in an 1-3, General Industrial District.

PC 13-08 Bridge Development Partners, LLC, Applicant
804 East Park Avenue

Request isfor a Preliminary Plat of Subdivision in order to construct a warehousing
and distribution facility on approximately 21 acres of land for property located in
an 1-3, General Industrial District.

Mr. David Smith, Senior Planner, stated that thitipaer, Bridge Development Partners, LLC,
appeared before the Plan Commission at their JarR&r2013 and March 18, 2013, meetings
requesting a Special Use Permit for Planned Dewedop, a Planned Development Concept
Plan, a Special Use Permit for Warehousing anda§&rand a Preliminary Plat of Subdivision
in order to construct a warehousing and distrilbufecility on approximately 21 acres of land
for property located at 804 East Park Avenue if&nGeneral Industrial District.

Mr. Smith stated that during the course of the aan28, 2013 and March 18, 2013, Plan
Commission public hearings, the Plan Commissionrchéastimony by the petitioner and
members of the public audience and continued thaings to the April 22, 2013, Plan
Commission agenda.

Mr. Smith stated that the petitioner has submittesised materials for Staff and Plan
Commission review in preparation for the April 2913 public hearing.

Mr. Mark Christensen, Bridge Development Partnets; and petitioner, stated that they do not
want to be limited to 50% warehousing as it is sy\@oblematic restraint. He stated that they
are requesting that their Special Use Permit foraWausing be allowed without restriction.

Mr. Javier Millan, KLOA, traffic consultant for thpetitioner, stated that they are willing to do
whatever Lake County requires regarding any traf@atrol signage and intersection pavement
striping where the access drive crosses the Lakei@dike path. He stated that Lake County
has jurisdiction over the bike path.

Mr. Millan stated that they still have not receivady comments from IDOT regarding the
improvements they will require at the entrance almhg Route 176. He stated that their plans
show improved radii at the entrance to accommobatery vehicles accessing the site so that
they will not run over the existing curb at therante.

Mr. Millan stated that they have delineated righd deft turn lanes exiting the entrance driveway
per Civiltech’s recommendation, as well as a stapshown on the driveway entrance.
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Mr. Dale Sherman, 766 Meadow Lane, asked if LakanBosets only minimum requirements
and not require maximum requirements. Mr. Milldatad that Lake County has established
requirements.

Mr. Sherman asked if the petitioner can createfer gdan than the minimum requirements set
by Lake County. He stated that Lake County hasired stop signs for east and west bound
traffic along the bike path at the intersectiortted bike path and the subject driveway entrance
crossing the bike path. He asked if Lake Countynade any comments about installing stop
signs for north and south bound traffic where theesvay entrance crosses the bike path.

Mr. Millan stated that Lake County prefers thatpsgigns are not installed for north and south
bound traffic where the driveway crosses the bikthp He stated that when stop signs are
installed at locations where they are not warrantieely are often ignored thus creating a worse
situation. He stated that the two way stop siganphs proposed is in accordance to Lake
County’s recommendation.

Mr. Sherman stated that according to Mr. Millanké& ounty stated that the two additional stop
signs for north and south bound traffic on the elnray crossing the bike path would create a
more hazardous situation.

Mr. Christensen stated that they would like todallwhat Lake County requires to be done. He
stated that he believes that Lake County has stutiie situation thoroughly and that they will

abide by the Lake County requirement for the irgetion of the bike path and the driveway
entrance.

Ms. Mary Slight, 774 Meadow Lane, stated that she mever heard of the argument that a stop
sign should not be installed because it will notcoenplied with. She stated that she would
rather have a stop sign for a potential truck ¢ngsthe bike path.

Ms. Gwen ZumBrunnen, 757 East Sunnyside Avenuedagkhere is an opportunity to install a
stop light at the intersection of the bike path #medriveway entrance. Mr. Millan stated that it
is very seldom that there would be a stop lighhtgrsection of a pedestrian path and a driveway
entrance.

Ms. ZumBrunnen stated that if truckers would ignarstop sign then perhaps consideration
should be given to installing a stop light instead.

Mr. Millan stated that Lake County is trying to prde the safest situation by requiring the stop
signs for the east/west pedestrian and bike traffic

Ms. ZumBrunnen stated that it does not seem thattrddfic control signage will be clearly
evident.

Mr. Millan stated it will be better than it is toglavith new striping and new signage.



Minutes of the April 22, 2013, Plan Commission M eeting
Page 4 of 29

Mr. Larry Slight, 744 Meadow Avenue, stated tha #mount of signage should increase at that
intersection. He stated that his neighborhooddpgsoximately 50 children around the age of 10
that are all within one block of the subject sited dhey use the bike path all of the time. He
stated that it does not make sense that the recadatien is to not put in a stop sign because it
would be ignored.

Mr. Millan stated that it would not be warranteddahat is the problem.

Mr. Slight asked for clarification as to the defion of “warranted”. Mr. Millan stated that the
traffic control device must meet a certain criteéaée warranted. He stated that he did not have
the criteria with him at that moment, but it inched a certain number of pedestrians that
triggered the warrant.

Mr. Slight stated that the current level of traffcirrelevant. He stated that the concern is the
future increase in traffic is what is importantuiederstand. He asked if there is still information
that the petitioner is waiting for from IDOT.

Mr. Millan stated that IDOT is not providing thetdaelative to the bike path and the driveway
entrance. He stated that the relevant informasaoming from Lake County Government. He
stated that they are waiting for a response fro®@TDrelative to the curb cut located at the
driveway entrance at Route 176.

Mr. Slight asked for clarification of the criterihat Lake County used for their recommendation
for the two way stop at the intersection of theebgath and the driveway entrance. Mr. Millan
stated that they had reviewed how well people Wél able to see the intersection and the
increase in traffic.

Mr. Slight stated that it does not make any sehae the decision to not add stop signs for the
driveway traffic crossing the bike path.

Mr. Chris Bonny, 708 East Sunnyside Avenue, stdbed there is a law, passed in 2010, that
requires that all drivers stop at all pedestriams$ eross walks, but not all trucks coming to the
subject site will be aware of this lllinois law. et$tated that the best way to address this issue is
to put stop signs at all directions.

Mr. Millan stated that the law does require velsde stop for pedestrian crossings. He stated
that when stop signs are installed in locationd #re not warranted, people often become
complacent and ignore them. He stated that castmuld be exercised to not clutter an area
with too much signage which can lead to confusioth& intersection.

Mr. Bonny stated that he is asking that the petérodesign the intersection with the appropriate
amount of signage in order to create the utmostgaf

Commissioner Oakley stated that there are twoidraifigineering firms that have come to an
agreement as to how the bike path and drivewayecdr intersection should be controlled with
signage.
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Commissioner Adams stated that consideration shmeilgiven to installing a flashing “caution”
sign on the north-south driveway portion of theebjath/entrance drive intersection to better
catch the attention of the truck drivers as th@gsithe bike path.

Chairman Moore asked Mr. Christensen what signy #me proposing for the north-south
entrance drive at the intersection of the bike paith entrance drive.

Mr. Christensen stated that they have already dggnlithis issue at length. He stated additional
signs and blinkers could be installed at that sgetion, but cautioned that at some point it may
not make sense. He stated that they are pregemhosing caution signs to be posted for the
north-south entrance drive. He stated that theyloak into the possibility of incorporating
some type of flashing caution sign, but this wdagdsubject to approval by Lake County.

Commissioner Adams stated that thoughtful constaerashould be given to increasing the
signage at that intersection as there will be caidwho will frequently pass through the
intersection.

Commissioner Donahue asked about the ownershipedbike path. Mr. David Pardys, Village
Attorney, stated that Lake County owns the bikdpat

Commissioner Donahue asked if the property on egite of the bike path is private property or
not. Mr. Pardys stated that the land on eithes sicthe bike path is private property.

Commissioner Donahue asked if stop signs are ezdibie on private property. Mr. Pardys
stated that he believes that they are enforceablewill need to confirm that by reviewing the
State statute on the matter.

Commissioner Donahue asked if there is landscapiotpse proximity of the intersection of the
bike path and the entrance driveway that would lokcyone’s line of sight as they cross that
intersection. Mr. Christensen stated that theemme landscaping in that area.

Commissioner Donahue asked if there is landscapiotpse proximity of the intersection of the

bike path and the entrance driveway that would lokacyone’s line of sight as they cross that
intersection. Mr. Christensen stated that it wondd block the line of sight between drivers
crossing the bike path and anyone crossing thewsy entrance while on the bike path.

Mr. Larry Dziurdzik, Landscape Architect for petitier from Allen Kracower Associates, stated
that the trees shown on the plan at the entrangeReute 176 are existing. He stated that the
existing trees did not seem to create a visuakrobtisbn during an on-site inspection.

Mr. Millan stated that the elevation of the bikettpa actually higher than the access drive
(entrance driveway) thereby increasing visibility.

Commissioner Donahue asked if the Village can @ef@top signs on private property. Mr.
Pardys stated that there is State statute in thieMMtehicle Code that states that pursuant to a
contractual agreement, the Village can enforce stgs.
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Commissioner Donahue asked if such contractualeaggat can be incorporated into the final
agreement regarding the Bridge Development proposal

Commissioner Schultz stated that his position idigarthe bike path has changed. He stated
that he understands the reasoning that if stopssaye not warranted that they could be
disregarded. He stated that the sight lines arly fgood without the visual obstructions. He
stated that traffic heading northbound has an niechs it approaches the bike path and will
naturally slow down because of that. He statetl ileahas more of a concern for traffic going
southbound along the entrance drive as it appraattieintersecting bike path. He stated that
consideration should be given to installing a spe@ap for southbound traffic approaching the
bike path.

Mr. Christensen stated that there isn’'t much odason for vehicles to fly through the bike path
and entrance drive intersection. He stated thatatshort access drive, maybe 300 feet long. He
stated that Culver’'s Restaurant has a drivewayrttesdts the entrance driveway. He stated that
they intend to install a significant number of tratontrol signs. He stated that the intersection
is a concern and they want to improve it in thétigay.

Commissioner Schultz asked how close the northdge ®f the Phase Two building is to the

entry in comparison to what the existing improvetaaare today. Mr. Christensen stated that
the reason for the proposed location for the Phase building is to allow enough maneuvering

space for trucks as they come into the site.

Commissioner Schultz stated that trucks coming th&site will have to make an immediate
turn either east or west due to the proposed locat the Phase Two building.

Commissioner Schultz asked if the bike path isemtlty paved. Mr. John Spoden, Director of
Community Development stated that it the path rsenily black top at that location.

Commissioner Schultz stated that considerationlghoei given to installing detectable warnings
on the bike path. He stated that there are rdisetps installed on the path.

Commissioner Schultz asked if the petitioner capregch Lake County about allowing the
installing of the detectable warnings. Mr. Chisten stated that they can approach Lake County
about the detectable warnings.

Chairman Moore asked what kind of lighting will bestalled near the bike path intersection.
Mr. Christensen stated that there will be lightdpes that will illuminate the parking lot. He
stated that they have not contemplated illuminathreybike path. He stated that there will be
fixtures at the entry.

Chairman Moore asked for further elaboration regaydDOT'’s involvement. Mr. Millan stated
that they have met with the State and in concepy #re in agreement with the proposal, but
they are still waiting for written comments frometbtate that will detail what they want along
Route 176.
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Mr. Dziurdzik stated that he went out to the sibel dooked at the proposed development area
from the back yards of the three homes locatectyrsouth of the subject site. He stated that
they have amended the landscape plan with 18 addltievergreen trees along the south

boundary of the site. He stated that he belielvasthe proposed screening will block the line of

sight from the neighbors to the south.

Ms. Rosemary Boartz, 400 South Seventh Avenuedaskbere is going to be a retention pond
for drainage in the development. Mr. Christenstated that there will not be a detention
facility, but there will be compensatory storagesie.

Mr. Jeff Hamlin, 408 South Seventh Avenue, stateat the proposed landscape screening is
much better than proposed at the previous pubkeihg. He stated that he is concerned about
the hollow noise effect coming from the truck dackirt area. He stated that if it was a U-
shaped building it would help to seal the anticpatoise from the site.

Commissioner Shultz stated that he likes the imgmment to the landscape plan along the
southwest corner of the property. He stated tlasideration should be given to adding
additional landscaping along the northern arearead the drive aisle.

Mr. Christensen stated that they are requestingpii@meter landscaping not be required where
that portion of the property is not abutting theidential district. He stated that the subject sit

abuts the bike path property to the north and &rttorth on the other side of the bike path is the
Culver's Restaurant and a furniture store and theggthere is not much of a need to install

additional landscaping along the north propertg.lirHe stated that they could throw in a little

more landscaping in that area to soften it, bus ibelieved that it would not accomplish very

much. He stated that he believes that they hawne dwgerything that they can within reason in
providing the proposed landscaping.

Commissioner Schultz asked for clarification regagdthe berm extension along the western
property line going north. Mr. Dziurdzik statedittlihey have decided to continue the berm all
the way to the northern property line. He statet they can achieve a height of up to 6 feet for
the proposed extended berm with a 6 foot high céelare on top with additional evergreens
along the fence line going north as well.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he is concernedtahe line of sight for anyone heading east
along Meadow Lane or Sunnyside Avenue going towthsl site and how visible the new
building will be. He stated that the Meadow Lamel &unnyside Avenue street elevations are
much higher further west of the subject site. Ikddesl that the proposed building will extend
further to the north than what the existing buiggdourrent does.

Mr. Craig Shatzer, 773 East Sunnyside Avenue, ctdtat he lives at the corner of Seventh
Avenue and Sunnyside Avenue. He stated the betaytstops short of two large existing trees
along the fence line and asked how those trees heilleffected by the development. Mr.
Dziurdzik stated that the intent is to save thosed. He stated that the berm will stop short of
the two trees then continue on the other sideeto trees. He stated that there is a 6 foot high
fence behind the trees which will help to screengfoperty from the residential area.



Minutes of the April 22, 2013, Plan Commission M eeting
Page 8 of 29

Mr. Shatzer asked for clarification as to the fetygee being proposed. Mr. Dziurdzik stated that
the proposal is to extend the same fence type wkithe alternating board-on-board type and
because the fence line rests on top of the berenfethce height will appear to dip at the point
between the two trees as the berm drops off afibiat.

Mr. Christensen stated that all of the easementdbeiaddressed at the Final Plat. He stated that
one of the easements is a North Shore Gas Compasgment, another is a Village of
Libertyville sanitary sewer easement, and anothen access easement which is affecting the
far north parcel of land.

Mr. Christensen stated that they will provide pagklot striping for the east half of the subject
site that would serve the Hanna Cylinder occuparnthe remnant building in the case where
Hanna would remain as an occupant tenant. Hedstht it is still uncertain as to how long

Hanna would remain as a tenant in their currerdtloo.

Mr. Christensen stated that they would relocate fthat existing freestanding entry sign if
necessary and would deal with its renovation dttihee. He stated that once the first building is
developed, they would then address the entry sign.

Mr. Christensen stated that they do not want toease the height of the proposed building as a
method of creating a roof line parapet wall juststween the roof top mechanical units. He
stated that they are proposing to provide screetmagoof top mechanical units by setting them
back far enough in response to sight line studlés.stated that they do not know what type of
roof top mechanical equipment will be required ltitey know who the tenants will be. He
stated that often times the roof top HVAC units iyically 3 to 4 feet tall for buildings of the
same type as are being proposed at this site.

Mr. Spoden stated that the Code does not allowdfreght screening. He stated that screening
is required to be the full height of the roof topehanical units. He stated that the petitioner can
request as part of the Planned Development to vamythe units are screened.

Mr. Christensen stated that they have providedterl&éom Tom Thunder, a acoustical engineer.

Chairman Moore requested that the petitioner agddaryg outstanding photometric plan issues as
pointed out by Staff's review.

Mr. Christensen stated that the only place wheeefdlot-candle illuminations exceed the Code
are along the south property line which abuts tharidge Electric property and they do not
believe that is of any consequence.

Mr. Smith stated that there are additional location the initial photometric plan other than the
southern property line show that the maximum peeadifoot-candles are exceeded. Mr. Smith
stated that Staff has requested that the petitisumiemit a revised photometric plan, but as of this
date, have not received a revised photometric pldn. Smith stated that upon application for

building permit, Staff will review a photometricgn that complies with Code.
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Mr. Christensen stated that they will install ligiales that reduce the spillage of light and reduce
the impact upon the residential area to the west.

Mr. Christensen stated that they have hired ansimal consultant and asked them to consider
the potential issue of noise might come from theppsed development. Mr. Christensen read
from the two page letter provided by Tom ThundeAobustic Associates and in conclusion, the
letter stated that, “Based on the noise of truckventent and on the attenuation due to both
distance and the barrier effect of the building, tacility would meet the State of Illinois noise
limits and pose no impact to the western residertiaa. Furthermore, tenants would be
required to meet the noise limits (given above) dnel relevant noise codes by properly
specifying their equipment.”.

Mr. Christensen stated that they can accommodatee sof the concerns relative to the
anticipated sound coming from the development. @hristensen stated that all of the other
concerns have been addressed.

Mr. Dale Sherman, 766 Meadow Lane, stated thahatldst meeting Commissioner Schultz

requested a sound study, but instead what was #eldms a mercenary letter that lines up

exactly with the position that the petitioner, BygdDevelopment, has taken. He stated that it
makes no reference to factory noise, it makes fereece to brakes from trucks, horns from

cars, alarms from cars, voices during the day,esauring the evening, and all the other things
that would come from a busy and bustling facility.

Mr. Sherman stated that he appreciates that thaopet is willing to consider no overnight
deliveries and urges the Plan Commission that tkegmmend that this be a requirement. He
stated that the Tom Thunder letter is not a prattstudy as it appears to be based upon
averages. He stated that there is no indicatiahMr. Thunder ever visited the area or took a
sound quality assessment at the property line. stdéed that the situation includes heavy
industrial adjacent to heavy residential, but tbeustical assessment classifies the residential
area as moderately dense residential which is ahaiacterization. He stated that at the very
least, Bridge Development should do a sound study.

Ms. Mary Slight, 774 Meadow Lane, asked for clagfion as to the proposed delivery hours.
Chairman Moore stated that the proposal is toiocedtuck deliveries between 9:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m.

Mr. Sherman stated that he would like to see aicéish on truck idling during those proposed
hours of truck delivery restriction as well.

Mr. Spoden stated that the thought process wasteddowards the restriction of deliveries. He

stated that the idling of trucks would be reguldtgdhe existing inordinate noise ordinance. He
stated that the inordinate noise ordinance is gflyi@pplied towards issues such as construction
which would be prohibited after hours. He stateat if the Plan Commission wanted to include

a restriction on truck idling after hours as pafttbis development, they can make that

recommendation to the Village Board. He statedl ttie current procedure would be to have the
police dispatched if the inordinate noise ordinaiscgolated.



Minutes of the April 22, 2013, Plan Commission M eeting
Page 10 of 29

Mr. Christensen stated that they did prepare a tiBomoplan. He stated that the specifications
were provided on that demo plan.

Mr. Christensen presented the components of theogdam to the Plan Commission. He stated
that they would grind and mill the existing asphatte stated that they would stock pile and use
as infill and embankment. He stated that they Waide water as necessary to minimize dust.
He stated that they will strip and stock pile tleergment and sub-base stone where possible. He
stated that the intent is to try and use everythtivag is already there by crushing the asphalt and
concrete and reuse as much of the existing aslkpessHe stated that they will remove the
existing transformers and fully demolish the exigtstructure. He stated that they will remove
or abandon the existing concrete duct piping. tdeed that they will try to recycle as much as
possible. He stated regarding the building, thélytwy to salvage as much as they can and that
the brick masonry will get crushed on site and reffovill be made to reuse that material. He
stated that the steel will be removed.

Mr. Christensen stated that they will contain tleend on site so that there will not be an impact
on the neighboring residential area. He statetidamolitions happen very quickly. He stated
that they will do everything that they can to mirEmthe dust.

Mr. Sherman stated that at the end of the lastiptielaring, one of the neighbors raised the issue
about the thickness of the existing floor of thésemg building. He stated that during the last
meeting there were estimates spoken that the tbsskof the existing floor ranges from 1.5 feet
to 7 feet. He asked how the floor was going taleémolished and what are the specifics of that
aspect of the demolition plan. He asked what #t&ipner plans to do with possible fly rock
and seismic activity incursions cause by the deimaliand sudden changes in air pressure. He
stated that he has concerns about the potentidl foeeblasting as part of the demolition. He
stated that he is concerned about the long terectsffof blasting on the surrounding area
including the foundations and drywall of the neighbg houses. He stated that if these issues
are not adequately addressed then he is requektihghe Plan Commission provide a negative
recommendation to the Village Board because theréo® many open questions about the noise
and too many open questions about the demolition.

Mr. Christensen stated that they are not contenmmgldtiasting. He stated that they have run into
deep foundations on other projects. He statedsiiaetimes those deep foundations are left in
and they are worked around if necessary.

Mr. Christensen stated that he does not like gtingreen field sites as development eats up
farmland. He prefers sites like the subject st stated that it is destined for redevelopment.
He stated that it is kind of an eye sore. He dtttat it is between 60 to 70 years old. He stated
that he believes that they have put together a gtandand that they are seeking a vote from the
Plan Commission tonight.

Commissioner Schultz stated that it is his undadstey that the petitioner is proposing shoebox
top fixtures on top of 25 foot tall light poles andt wall mounted lighting on the wall.
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Mr. Christensen stated that there will be no higallwvash lighting for the purposes of

illuminating parking lots will be on the west wall the Phase One building. He stated that wall
mounted fixtures are Code required next to the damitrs. He stated that the pole mounted
fixtures will be shoebox type canted toward theldng with shields attached to prevent as
much as possible, light spillage towards the west.

Commissioner Schultz asked the petitioner how lkiwvegparking lot lights will remain turned on.
Mr. Christensen stated that they can set the lightsmers. He stated that as a practical matter
they may have to leave some of the lights on glnior safety reasons.

Mr. Christensen stated that the duration of howglparking lot lights remain turned on may
depend upon how the tenants will operate theirfass. He stated that he has seldom seen 24
hour operations. He stated that it is possiblé thay could shut off half of the fixtures with
timers at midnight.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he is concernedtdhe light reflecting off of the building at
night. He stated that consideration should bergieutilizing a dimmer control for the late
hours. He stated that he himself has worked ornrogeq where they installed dimmer
mechanisms in the parking lot lights for a facibigjacent to a residential neighborhood.

Mr. Christensen stated that the parking lot ligdfisuld be no different than street lighting.

Commissioner Schultz stated that consideration lshib@ given to installing dimmer ability in

the proposed parking lot lights to be able to diovd to 25% their normal light levels late at
night. He stated consideration could be given raviding low light level fixtures near the

building entrances such as with the use of bollards

Mr. Christensen stated that there will be landsugpiear the entrances that will buffer the light
spillage coming from the entrance lights.

Commissioner Schultz stated that wall mounted en#dights are required. He stated that
consideration could be given to providing lit bodla along the landscaping at the entry ways.

Mr. Christensen stated that they had not contemglasing lighted bollards.

Commissioner Schultz stated that consideration Idhbe given to using the dimming feature
along the west and south sides of the building.

Mr. Christensen stated that they can look into dingnfeatures, but stated that some fixtures are
less adaptable than others for the dimming featutie. stated that typically the lights are on
timers. He stated that the dimmer technology u&#3 elements and are very expensive.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he understandsht@alimming features are more expensive,
but that consideration should be given to the sdvessidents that live nearby and will be
impacted by the facilities lighting for generatidnscome.
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Commissioner Schultz stated that regarding theenstsidy, he agrees with the testimony
provided by Mr. Sherman. He stated that the rgpavided by Mr. Thunder is not what he was
hoping for by a long stretch. He stated that he l@aking for something that is more in depth.
He stated that a better noise study would be sange#kin to a photometric plan by identifying
noise levels at various locations in close proxmib the subject site. He stated that
consideration could be given to taking noise mesmments with several trucks idling or being
unloaded from the subject area. He questioned dmfarceable it will be to make the subject
site compliant with the State Noise Regulationse s$fated that he was hoping for a more
thorough analysis on the noise. He stated thaé tivdl be areas where the noise coming from
certain areas of the site will not be a nuisanakthare will be areas of the site where it willdbe
nuisance. He stated that he is worried about wéecessive noise will come from and the noise
report provided by Mr. Thunder does not providesthdetails.

Commissioner Schultz asked Staff how they currempond to noise complaints in the Village.
Mr. Spoden stated that their Code Compliance Irtspeill do an on-site noise measurement
reading. He stated if, for example, a truck isngllduring a time period when it is a violation,
the police will be dispatched and they will requiine trucks to be turned off. He stated that if
there are repeat offenders, the Village has thnedt¢o take the violator to court.

Mr. Pardys stated that fines are part of the VédlagCode violations section in the Municipal
Code. He stated that the fines can range betwg@®® to $500.00 per day. He stated that a
court is more likely to rule on the lower end oé ime range.

Mr. Spoden stated that every attempt is to resiblganoise issue, not to make money from fines.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he agrees wittpétiéioner that the parapet wall should not
be raised higher for roof top mechanical unit sciegzg He stated that a sight line study doesn’t
do any good due to the visual line of sight confirmgn vehicles driving east along Meadow or
Sunnyside.

Mr. Christensen stated that the only necessarystdgnt that should be made would be to locate
the roof top mechanical units 40 or 50 feet from tbof edge.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he would likee® some type of setback requirement for the
roof top mechanical units from the south and wesg¢eilge of the roof. He stated that one will be
able to see the roof top units from Meadow and $side from the west due to their higher
elevations. He stated that he would also likeet® & requirement that all of the roof top units are
screened.

Mr. Christensen stated that they do not want ttalhscreening that will penetrate the roof. He

stated that the suggested requirements by the Cesraniare redundant if the units are setback
from the roof line beyond the line of sight. Heatstl that the only time he has installed

screening is for very large equipment.

Commissioner Schultz stated that the cost of tistailation of the roof top units and their
screening would be borne by the tenant as they lowit their space. He stated that whatever can
be done to beautify that particular view from tleth and west should be considered. He stated
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that installing screening around the roof top umiith a color that is consistent with the precast
walls is a reasonable request. He stated thahanmum of 50 feet setback for the roof top units
from the roof edge should also be considered ain@agent.

Mr. Christensen stated that he could agree to @hie&t setback for the roof top units, but stated
that it is not necessary to screen low-profile ropf equipment.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he is concernadl people will have to live with the
appearance that the new building and its roof topsweveryday and stated that consideration
should be given to that fact and the screening&aaonable request.

Commissioner Donahue asked if is possible to complee berm before the demolition begins.
Mr. Christensen stated that any change to the beyuld happen early. He stated that they will
try to extend the berm early, but any subsequeantplg will be subject to the weather
conditions.

Commissioner Donahue stated that it would be atgtat if the berm and fencing could be
completed in order to help buffer the noise creétethe demolition.

Mr. Christensen stated that they can look intoHe stated that he cannot commit to getting the
berm done first, but will think it through.

Commissioner Donahue asked what the current askeabeation of the subject property is and
what it will be when the improvements are complebdt. Christensen stated that he does not
know the assessed value. He stated that the Hlas bpproximately $150,000. He stated that
the proposed development will more than doublettrabase.

Commissioner Adams stated that consideration cbeldiven to requiring screening of the roof
top units if they are within a 500 foot line of Bigr less.

Mr. Spoden stated that Staff could not supportSb@ feet line of sight recommendation as it is
not only aesthetics, but it is also a noise issue.

Commissioner Adams stated that consideration shailgiven to restricting trucks on site from
idling at night.

Mr. Christensen stated that trucks may still havedte if they arrive on site, but cannot load
until morning. He stated that the noise ordinasiteuld prevail. He stated that there isn’'t any
place near the residential area that a truck wpaltt and idle. He stated that the trucks will be
between the buildings away from the residentiah@md not heard by the residents.

Commissioner Adams asked for clarification as whbee trucks station themselves once they
arrive on site. Mr. Christensen stated that if fuek drivers know where they are suppose to
go, they will dock; if they don't know where to gbey may idle temporarily within the truck
court area between the buildings.



Minutes of the April 22, 2013, Plan Commission M eeting
Page 14 of 29

Commissioner Adams asked how the petitioner witlrads the noise issue if the tenant requires
refrigerated space or trucks with delivering redrated cargo. Mr. Christensen stated that the
condensers might make more noise, but not nechssatie stated that the truck court area
should provide enough noise buffer as it is betwbertwo buildings.

Commissioner Adams stated that this issue relativefrigerated trucks should be incorporated
into a more thorough noise issue.

Mr. Christensen stated that it is frustrating fontio be asked for more information about noise
when future noise sources from the subject sitealirkypothetical. He stated that this is why
there are noise ordinances that should be comyiidd

Commissioner Adams stated that consideration bengie doing another noise study after the
development is constructed and up and running.

Mr. Spoden stated that such noise study shouldobe thy a professional engineer. He stated
that Advocate Condell hired a professional acoaktengineer to do a noise study after the
completion of the West Bed Tower due to noise campt from the adjacent residents. He
stated that this then lead to the installation aditonal baffling for their roof top mechanical
units at the West Bed Tower.

Commissioner Adams stated that everything shouldidree to minimize the noise level and
develop a building as attractive as possible.

Mr. Christensen stated that there will be constganbient noise from traffic and that everyone
hears the ambient noise, but they become accusttoriedHe stated that if there is a truck that
is idling, the residents might hear that truck glevith the other ambient noise, but questioned as
to whether or not it would be the truck that wogigde a sound measurement a higher decibel
reading or not. He stated that he does not knoat whwould accomplish to do more noise
studies. He stated that if there are noise isthuas they can be dealt with on an “as you go”
basis.

Commissioner Oakley stated that the proposal isn@novement over the existing conditions of
the site. He stated that consideration should ieengto doing an ambient noise study both
before and after the development is constructed.

Mr. Christensen stated that they already have gategeport on what the ambient noise is
estimated to be. He stated that the report from TMunder states that the day time ambient
levels may reach up to 52 decibels, and the nigig ambient levels may reach 47 decibels. He
stated that the anticipated noise levels projeatetie property line is 45 decibels, less than the
ambient noise levels.

Commissioner Oakley stated that those noise letels Mr. Christensen just referred to are
averages. He stated that it would help to sereeMvilage to understand what the noise levels
are both before and after the proposed developmeonstructed.
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Mr. Christensen stated that he does not want ttppos this process any further just to get an
ambient study. He stated that they intend to abidall of the ordinances. He stated that if an

issue arises in the future, then it should be adeet in the future. He stated that consideration
could be given to hiring the acoustical consultanibe neighbors begin to complain about the

noise. He stated that the allowable noise limiess®o low that he is nervous about it, yet he is
agreeing to the limitations.

Chairman Moore stated that he would like to residting during the times when delivery is
restricted. He stated that truckers should fimlifferent place to idle if they have to wait to tba
or unload during the restricted delivery times.

Mr. Christensen stated that it may not be funcligm@asonable because there are no real truck
stops in the area. He stated that they want totaiaitruck traffic in areas where it belongs.

Mr. Spoden stated that the no idling restrictiorkesasense during the hours that deliveries are
prohibited.

Mr. Christensen stated that it may end up beingrdarcement problem.
Chairman Moore stated that he prefers that thetamechanical units be screened.

Mr. Christensen stated that he prefers the recordatam to regulate screening if the units are
visible at 500 feet line or less.

Chairman Moore stated that the problem with usinigna of sight as a method to regulate
screening is that the area to the west rises wragtn thereby allowing a more clear line of sight
to the roof top units.

Mr. Christensen stated that provided the roof tojisuare moved back far enough from the roof
edge, screening will not be necessary. He stduaidtihe closer one is to the roof top units, the
more obnoxious they are; the further one is awamfthe roof top units, the less obnoxious they
are. He stated that because the anticipated argtgoing to be low profile units, it is not
necessary to screen them. He stated that somedhyipe approach to screening could be
instituted.

Chairman Moore stated that he prefers not to utstsome type of hybrid approach to screening
the roof top units as this may be more subjectiventerpretation as to whether they meet Code
or not. He stated that a singular requirementushmmore defined and easier to enforce.

Mr. Christensen stated that he would like to fiothe way to work with Staff so that he doesn’t
have to screen them individually, screening thengnoups is better, perhaps paint the units
instead could also be considered.

Mr. Spoden stated that the Code was changed te #tle painting of existing roof top units, but
for new construction, it requires that the units fally screened.
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Mr. Christensen asked if the requirement to fullyegn the roof top units can apply only to the
west building. He stated that he east buildingughbe a non-issue.

Commissioner Schultz stated that Mr. Christensezgsiest is fair.

Chairman Moore stated that he is not in favor okimg that distinction between the west and
east buildings and would like to see the unitsesoed per the Code.

Mr. Christensen stated that the screening requinéniseoverkill. He stated that if the tenants
become office or manufacturing, then he would ekfa@ger roof top mechanical equipment and
can see the need to screen them at that time.

Chairman Moore stated that he is concerned abdtihge precedent by not requiring the
screening.

Mr. Christensen stated that he wanted to reviewesofithe conditions proposed by Staff. He
stated that he wants the Special Use Permit bev@dlavithout restrictions for warehousing.

Chairman Moore stated that the petitioner is segkie removal of Condition No. 1 from the
DRC Staff report.

Mr. Christensen stated that he agrees to landszapen the truck dock bay area, but to not have
to construct wing walls at the corners of the bodd He stated that the truck dock court area
will be screened along the south property line tnad along the north it is not necessary as the
property backs up to commercial property.

Mr. Christensen stated that they could add somesrawvergreen trees along the north property
line, but there is very little space to do so; #fere, he agrees to only remove the wing wall
wording from Staff recommended Condition No. 3.

Mr. Christensen stated that regarding DRC StaffdRepecommended Condition No. 4, he is
willing to add a little more landscaping along thath property line. He stated that he would
hesitate to calling it a screen.

Mr. Christensen stated that regarding DRC StaffdRepecommended Condition No. 9, he is
willing to comply with Code regarding roof top sereng.

Chairman Moore stated that he needed more clardicdrom the petitioner as to what he is
willing to do regarding Condition No. 4 for the gy lot screening.

Mr. Christensen stated that he isn’t certain whatYillage is looking for regarding the parking
lot screening.

Mr. Spoden stated that Condition No. 4 for parkiagscreening is taken straight out of the
Zoning Code. He stated that it is intended toestneehicle headlights from shining on adjacent
properties as they park in the parking spaces.
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Mr. Christensen stated that we don’t need that bfpgcreening behind the Culver’'s Restaurant.
He stated that this is just details.

Mr. Christensen stated that regarding DRC Staffdepecommended Condition No. 14, they
will work with Staff regarding how to advise theigigbors prior to demolition.

Mr. Spoden stated that the Village is asking thitipaer to notice the neighbors. He stated that
the current Code requires that adjacent neighb®fsrmally noticed.

Mr. Christensen stated that regarding DRC StaffdReqgcommended Condition No. 15, he does
not want to be subject to continuous vibration rntammg. He asked for clarification as to what
that condition means. Mr. Spoden stated that dudiemolition, there be vibration monitoring
off site. He stated that the Village did the sahieg when the parking deck was constructed at
the southeast corner of Brainerd and Lake Stré#d.stated that the monitoring would protect
the developer. He stated that this be appliechdutemolition including the crushing of rock.

Mr. Christensen stated that he agrees with the tmwamg during demolition. He stated that he is
in agreement with all of the other conditions ia DRC Staff report.

Chairman Moore stated that he would like to adds#riction to idling to Condition No. 17.

Commissioner Schultz stated that the petitioner dggged to look into the issue of installing
dimming features to the parking lot lights. Heekhe petitioner as to how this issue will be
addressed. Mr. Christensen stated that he wokidtt work with Staff for a solution that is
more palatable. He stated that they would usal&dlktures set on timers and have some of
them shut off during appropriate times. He staked they can look into dimmable alternatives,
but those are not inexpensive. He stated that enayla couple of years the price will come
down and it can be considered at the time.

Commissioner Schultz stated that now is the timdaat as the developer may be gone within
two years. He stated that he is looking at theeskom both a perspective to protect the
developer and to protect the neighboring resideatea.

Mr. Christensen stated that they can look into dimamable fixtures and try to work out
something along the west and south property line.

Commissioner Schultz asked if the issue of the sixgistudy has been adequately addressed or
not. He asked how DRC Staff Report recommendediifion No. 11 is being determined if the
site will be in compliance with State of lllinoioise standard. He stated that consideration
could be given to taking ambient noise readingsieeind after completion of the development.

Commissioner Schultz asked Staff how Advocate Clbrvages addressed regarding their noise
issue. Mr. Spoden stated that the full study wasedafter the completion of the development.
He stated that it was a struggle to determine #@mlimmbient measurement. He stated that it
would have been a benefit to have the initial amfoneimber before the development. He stated
that they did the study afterwards and eventuaby time Code requirement.
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Commissioner Schultz stated that consideration ldhmel given to doing a more thorough sound
study to include before and after ambient noisesmeznents.

Chairman Moore stated that ultimately the Code #ldalresses noise should prevail with existing
enforcement policy.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he still prefeas &an ambient noise baseline be established.

Chairman Moore asked what the benefit is of knowtimg existing ambient noise level. Mr.
Spoden stated that the State Code takes into @rasioh the increase in the noise from the
establishment of a new land use. He stated th#tisncase there is an existing manufacturing
land use on site. He stated that he would alspaelthe acoustics expert in determining the
validity of measuring ambient noise both before aftdr the development.

Chairman Moore asked what the benefit is of knowiitegexisting ambient noise level if there is
an ordinance in place intended to regulate theenlgigel after the development. Mr. Spoden
stated that he would have to refer to an acoustiqeert for the answer to the Chairman’s
guestion.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he is trying taldish the parameters so that this subject site
does not become a problem similar to what was deé#itat Advocate Condell.

Mr. Spoden stated that the additional problem tied being experienced at Advocate Condell
was that they couldn’t shut down the hospital wirggn which the noise emanated. He stated
that they then could not establish that ambiergenbaseline.

Commissioner Donahue asked if there was a chanigmdfuse at Advocate Condell at the time
of the west wing development. Mr. Spoden stated ithwas not a zoning change in land use,
but that it was that the development encroacheskcltw the neighboring residential district. He
stated that it wasn’t caused only by roof top meated equipment, but that was the predominant
source of the noise.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he is not in fasfothe DRC Staff Report recommended
Condition No. 11 as it is currently written withaaamehow incorporating the request for a more
thorough noise study.

Commissioner Adams stated that it seems like aersiisdy would be another layer of regulation
on top of the State noise ordinance that the \&llhgs already adopted.

Commissioner Schultz stated that he doesn’t knowheatt point and time the study should be
done and at what level of tenant occupancy theenstisdy should be done. He stated that he is
attempting to identify possible future problems audtiress them now if at all possible. He
stated that he has seen more in depth acoustigdiestfor proposed developments, if there is
anything less than that, it should include an éstambient level sound study prior to
development as a minimum.
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Mr. Christensen stated that they can do existingattal night time ambient noise measurements
of the site.

Mr. Spoden stated that the ambient noise readigsdibe very helpful.

Commissioner Schultz asked if the issues regardivey bike path have been adequately
addressed. Mr. Smith stated that Staff has provaseexhibit to the Plan Commission submitted
by the petitioner, but further amended by the \¢gdis traffic consultant.

Mr. James Woods, Civiltech Engineering and Villageaffic engineer consultant, stated that the
petitioner has agreed to put in a painted stopabdrpainted cross walk on the driveway at the
intersection of the bike path.

Mr. Jeff Hanlon, 408 South Seventh Avenue, stabed he is concerned about on site crushing
during the demolition phase. He stated that he'tdikhow that it was even allowed in the
Village. He stated that he is concerned abouhthse and dust from the demolition activity. He
is concerned about the application of water dudegolition and the creation of mud in such
close proximity to the river. He stated that ooeld not stand next to a crusher without using
very heavy ear protection. He asked where therwateff will go. He stated that he storm
sewer on Seventh Street is already overwhelmed.

Mr. Fred Chung, Village Engineer, stated that tbatactor will be required to provide the
proper water quality control measurements. Heedt#tat they are not allowed to by-pass the
minimum required water and erosion control devicds. stated that the ensuing water run-off is
required to be clean. He stated that Village Sialff monitor the water control process during
the demolition. He stated that as far as the angsis concerned, there is a variety of crushing
equipment that could be utilized. He stated thilaye Staff will monitor the demolition dust,
noise, and vibration. He stated that when IDOTdwseock crusher during the reconstruction of
Highway Route 45, the Village did not receive anynplaints at all.

Mr. John Christianson, 400 Hampton Terrace, stHtatiregarding the discussion of measuring
the noise levels, he asked to confirm if the neigleé be measured at the property lines. Mr.
Spoden stated that the required location of thedeneasurement is established by the State of
lllinois.

Mr. Christianson stated that different kinds of seoimay be a nuisance for some and not for
others. He stated that the impact of noise witlese upon its frequency.

Mr. Dale Sherman, 766 Meadow Lane, stated thatrdagg the safety issue, he would like for
the entrance drive and the bike path intersectidnalve stop signs for all four ways. He stated
that the petitioner has already agreed to prohibdk idling between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and
6:00 a.m. He stated that he believes that the Rlammission still does know enough
information regarding the demolishing plan. Heedathat it makes sense to have an ambient
noise study in order to establish a baseline.
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Ms. Sue Hanlon, 408 South Seventh Avenue, askedléoification as to the proposed berm,
fence, and landscape improvements along the soutioethe west property line and along the
west end of the south property line. Mr. Chrisenpresented the landscape plan relative to the
south and west property lines.

Mr. Hanlon, 408 South Seventh Avenue, asked if ditimo will take place during the evening
times. Mr. Spoden stated that demolition at nighiot permitted after 9:00 p.m.

Ms. Gwen ZumBrunnen, 757 East Sunnyside Avenuegcastr clarification of the proposed
berm and fence height. She asked why the propmgedsion of the berm to the north has to be
lower than the existing berm. Mr. Dziurdzik statdwht the width of the area north of the
existing berm is narrower thereby restricting tleenb height and still be able to keep a 3to 1
berm slope.

Ms. ZumBrunnen stated that if the intended parkinghat northwest area of the parcel was
landbanked, it should allow more area to buildhglerm height.

Mr. Dziurdzik stated that they still cannot bernthe landbanked parking area because they may
have to install the parking in the future and tlvatld require the removal of that portion of the
berm.

Ms. ZumBrunnen stated that it was previously stébed the proposed berm extension would be
at a height ranging between 4 to 6 feet. She agkbdre can be a commitment to providing a
berm at a minimum height of 6 feet. She statetlgha likes the idea of installing the berm in
before the demolition starts.

Mr. Dziurdzik stated that the maximum berm heidtfattcan be achieved is the berm height that
they intend to install.

Ms. ZumBrunnen stated that if there can be an dimepo go above six feet, she asked for
consideration to go higher if possible. She askéidere had been discussion about giving the
western building facade a softer look such as semgthat is less stark and blend in more to the
neighborhood.

Mr. Spoden stated that the petitioner has alreadkglsed the wall color from white to a gray.

Mr. Woods stated that he does concur with the resendation to not install stop signs on the

driveway entrance portion of the bike path/drivevesgrance intersection because they are not
warranted. He stated that when stop signs aralledtthat are not warranted, they typically

breed disrespect, people tend to roll past them,dtimately, a more dangerous situation can

develop. He stated that it is important to notredeelm this intersection with signage, but to be

consistent with other bike path crossings. Heesdtdhat using a striped cross walk is advised
going across the driveway entrance at the pointevtiee bike path crosses driveway.
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Chairman Moore asked the petitioner if he is retaythe Plan Commission to proceed with
their recommendation to the Village Board. Mr. Gtansen stated that he is ready to proceed
provided that the amendments to the conditionseas wiscussed are incorporated.

In the matter of PC 13-05, Commissioner Oakley moved, seconded by Commissioner Schultz, to
recommend the Village Board of Trustees approve a Special Use Permit for a Planned
Development in order to construct a warehousing and distribution facility on approximately 21
acres of land for property located in an 1-3, General Industrial District, subject to the following
conditions:

1. That all of the Engineering Division review comments found in the April 19, 2013
Development Review Committee Report are satisfactorily addressed at time of Final
Engineering Plan submittal.

2. That any truck dock bay or the truck court areas be completely screened from any
adjacent property as part of any application for a Special Use Permit by using evergreen
trees at a height and density to serve as the requested screening.

3. That all parking areas are required to have parking lot screening in accordance to the
requirements of the Zoning Code.
4, That any grant of cross access easements and their agreements be drafted and submitted

as part of the Final Plat of Subdivision application, as well as copies of all other
recorded documents applicable to any existing easements.

5. That parking lot striping shall be shown for the existing facility remaining during Phase
(1) One on the Ste Plan prior to applying for any building permit.

6. That sign plans shall be submitted with the first building permit application that will
show how the existing multi-tenant industrial park sign located at the entrance near
Route 176 will be renovated or replaced and rel ocated.

7. That the proposed multi-tenant directory sign proposed for the entrance at the south side
of the bike path should be pulled back a few feet out of the Sght Distance Triangle.

8. That all roof top mechanical equipment shall be screened in accordance to the Village of
Libertyville Zoning Code. (1002(2) 4:05)

0. That perimeter light poles along the west side of the property with lights shielded and
facing toward the buildings in lieu of wall mounted fixtures, as well as the use of LED
lighting and dimming features on light poles along the west and south property lines, be
included in revised photometric lighting plans prior to building permit application
submission.

10.  That the petitioner determine through the use of an acceptable acoustical engineer the
ambient noise level of the property prior to demolition and that the development shall
comply with State of Illinois Title 35, Chapter 1, Part 901: Sound Emission Standards
and Limitations for Property Line Noise Sources.

11.  That the mechanical specifications of any future roof top mechanical units shall be
written in a way so as to limit the noise emissions so that the sound levels at adjacent
residential properties not exceed 45 dB. The suppliers bidding on this equipment shall be
required to give octave band sound emission data so that compliance with the
specification and the State Code can be verified. (1003(2) 00:40)

12.  That leases for future facility tenants shall be structured to require that they meet a limit
of 50 dB during the daytime hours and 45 dB during the nighttime hours at the adjacent
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residential property and meet all other aspects of the State of Illinois noise code,
whichever ismore restrictive.

13.  That notifications be sent to all property owners within 250 feet of the site prior to
demolition and/or concrete crushing operations.

14.  That continuous vibration monitoring be required during demolition at the perimeter of
the site to ensure vibration levels are within ranges according to standard engineering
practices

15.  That the petitioner be required to contain demolition and crushing dust at all times.

16.  That no truck deliveries or truck idling take place after 9:00 p.m. or prior to 7:00 a.m.

Motion carried 4 - 1.

Ayes: Adams, Donahue, Oakley, Schultz
Nays: Moore
Absent: Cotey, Semmelman

In the matter of PC 13-06, Commissioner Donahue moved, seconded by Commissioner Adams,
to recommend the Village Board of Trustees approve a Planned Development Concept Plan in
order to construct a warehousing and distribution facility on approximately 21 acres of land for
property located in an I-3, General Industrial District, subject to the following conditions:

1 That all of the Engineering Division review comments found in the April 19, 2013
Development Review Committee Report are satisfactorily addressed at time of Final
Engineering Plan submittal.

2. That any truck dock bay or the truck court areas be completely screened from any
adjacent property as part of any application for a Special Use Permit by using evergreen
trees at a height and density to serve as the requested screening.

3. That all parking areas are required to have parking lot screening in accordance to the
requirements of the Zoning Code.
4, That any grant of cross access easements and their agreements be drafted and submitted

as part of the Final Plat of Subdivision application, as well as copies of all other
recorded documents applicable to any existing easements.

5. That parking lot striping shall be shown for the existing facility remaining during Phase
(1) Oneon the Ste Plan prior to applying for any building permit.

6. That sign plans shall be submitted with the first building permit application that will
show how the existing multi-tenant industrial park sign located at the entrance near
Route 176 will be renovated or replaced and relocated.

7. That the proposed multi-tenant directory sign proposed for the entrance at the south side
of the bike path should be pulled back a few feet out of the Sght Distance Triangle.

8. That all roof top mechanical equipment shall be screened in accordance to the Village of
Libertyville Zoning Code. (1002(2) 4:05)

9. That perimeter light poles along the west side of the property with lights shielded and
facing toward the buildings in lieu of wall mounted fixtures, as well as the use of LED
lighting and dimming features on light poles along the west and south property lines, be
included in revised photometric lighting plans prior to building permit application
submission.
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10.  That the petitioner determine through the use of an acceptable acoustical engineer the
ambient noise level of the property prior to demolition and that the development shall
comply with Sate of Illinois Title 35, Chapter 1, Part 901: Sound Emission Standards
and Limitations for Property Line Noise Sources.

11.  That the mechanical specifications of any future roof top mechanical units shall be
written in a way so as to limit the noise emissions so that the sound levels at adjacent
residential properties not exceed 45 dB. The suppliers bidding on this equipment shall be
required to give octave band sound emission data so that compliance with the
specification and the State Code can be verified. (1003(2) 00:40)

12.  That leases for future facility tenants shall be structured to require that they meet a limit
of 50 dB during the daytime hours and 45 dB during the nighttime hours at the adjacent
residential property and meet all other aspects of the Sate of Illinois noise code,
whichever ismorerestrictive.

13.  That notifications be sent to all property owners within 250 feet of the site prior to
demolition and/or concrete crushing operations.

14.  That continuous vibration monitoring be required during demolition at the perimeter of
the site to ensure vibration levels are within ranges according to standard engineering
practices

15.  That the petitioner be required to contain demolition and crushing dust at all times.

16.  That no truck deliveries or truck idling take place after 9:00 p.m. or prior to 7:00 a.m.

Motion carried 4 - 1.

Ayes: Adams, Donahue, Oakley, Schultz
Nays: Moore
Absent: Cotey, Semmelman

In the matter of PC 13-07, Commissioner Donahue moved, seconded by Commissioner Oakley,
to recommend the Village Board of Trustees approve a Special Use Permit for Warehousing and
Storage in order to construct a warehousing and distribution facility on approximately 21 acres
of land for property located in an I-3, General Industrial District, subject to the following
conditions:

1. That all of the Engineering Division review comments found in the April 19, 2013
Development Review Committee Report are satisfactorily addressed at time of Final
Engineering Plan submittal.

2. That any truck dock bay or the truck court areas be completely screened from any
adjacent property as part of any application for a Special Use Permit by using evergreen
trees at a height and density to serve as the requested screening.

3. That all parking areas are required to have parking lot screening in accordance to the
requirements of the Zoning Code.
4, That any grant of cross access easements and their agreements be drafted and submitted

as part of the Final Plat of Subdivision application, as well as copies of all other
recorded documents applicable to any existing easements.

5. That parking lot striping shall be shown for the existing facility remaining during Phase
(1) Oneon the Ste Plan prior to applying for any building permit.

6. That sign plans shall be submitted with the first building permit application that will
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show how the existing multi-tenant industrial park sign located at the entrance near
Route 176 will be renovated or replaced and rel ocated.

7. That the proposed multi-tenant directory sign proposed for the entrance at the south side
of the bike path should be pulled back a few feet out of the Sght Distance Triangle.

8. That all roof top mechanical equipment shall be screened in accordance to the Village of
Libertyville Zoning Code. (1002(2) 4:05)

0. That perimeter light poles along the west side of the property with lights shielded and
facing toward the buildings in lieu of wall mounted fixtures, as well as the use of LED
lighting and dimming features on light poles along the west and south property lines, be
included in revised photometric lighting plans prior to building permit application
submission.

10.  That the petitioner determine through the use of an acceptable acoustical engineer the
ambient noise level of the property prior to demolition and that the development shall
comply with State of Illinois Title 35, Chapter 1, Part 901: Sound Emission Standards
and Limitations for Property Line Noise Sources.

11.  That the mechanical specifications of any future roof top mechanical units shall be
written in a way so as to limit the noise emissions so that the sound levels at adjacent
residential properties not exceed 45 dB. The suppliers bidding on this equipment shall be
required to give octave band sound emission data so that compliance with the
specification and the State Code can be verified. (1003(2) 00:40)

12.  That leases for future facility tenants shall be structured to require that they meet a limit
of 50 dB during the daytime hours and 45 dB during the nighttime hours at the adjacent
residential property and meet all other aspects of the State of Illinois noise code,
whichever ismore restrictive.

13.  That notifications be sent to all property owners within 250 feet of the site prior to
demolition and/or concrete crushing operations.

14.  That continuous vibration monitoring be required during demolition at the perimeter of
the site to ensure vibration levels are within ranges according to standard engineering
practices

15.  That the petitioner be required to contain demolition and crushing dust at all times.

16.  That no truck deliveries or truck idling take place after 9:00 p.m. or prior to 7:00 a.m.

Motion carried 4 - 1.

Ayes: Adams, Donahue, Oakley, Schultz
Nays: Moore
Absent: Cotey, Semmelman

In the matter of PC 13-08, Commissioner Donahue moved, seconded by Commissioner Oakley,
to recommend the Village Board of Trustees approve a Preliminary Plat of Subdivision in order
to construct a warehousing and distribution facility on approximately 21 acres of land for
property located in an I-3, General Industrial District, subject to the following conditions:

1 That all of the Engineering Division review comments found in the April 19, 2013
Development Review Committee Report are satisfactorily addressed at time of Final
Engineering Plan submittal.
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2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

That any truck dock bay or the truck court areas be completely screened from any
adjacent property as part of any application for a Special Use Permit by using evergreen
trees at a height and density to serve as the requested screening.

That all parking areas are required to have parking lot screening in accordance to the
requirements of the Zoning Code.

That any grant of cross access easements and their agreements be drafted and submitted
as part of the Final Plat of Subdivision application, as well as copies of all other
recorded documents applicable to any existing easements.

That parking lot striping shall be shown for the existing facility remaining during Phase
(1) Oneon the Ste Plan prior to applying for any building permit.

That sign plans shall be submitted with the first building permit application that will
show how the existing multi-tenant industrial park sign located at the entrance near
Route 176 will be renovated or replaced and relocated.

That the proposed multi-tenant directory sign proposed for the entrance at the south side
of the bike path should be pulled back a few feet out of the Sght Distance Triangle.

That all roof top mechanical equipment shall be screened in accordance to the Village of
Libertyville Zoning Code. (1002(2) 4:05)

That perimeter light poles along the west side of the property with lights shielded and
facing toward the buildings in lieu of wall mounted fixtures, as well as the use of LED
lighting and dimming features on light poles along the west and south property lines, be
included in revised photometric lighting plans prior to building permit application
submission.

That the petitioner determine through the use of an acceptable acoustical engineer the
ambient noise level of the property prior to demolition and that the development shall
comply with Sate of Illinois Title 35, Chapter 1, Part 901: Sound Emission Standards
and Limitations for Property Line Noise Sources.

That the mechanical specifications of any future roof top mechanical units shall be
written in a way so as to limit the noise emissions so that the sound levels at adjacent
residential properties not exceed 45 dB. The suppliers bidding on this equipment shall be
required to give octave band sound emission data so that compliance with the
specification and the State Code can be verified. (1003(2) 00:40)

That leases for future facility tenants shall be structured to require that they meet a limit
of 50 dB during the daytime hours and 45 dB during the nighttime hours at the adjacent
residential property and meet all other aspects of the Sate of Illinois noise code,
whichever ismorerestrictive.

That notifications be sent to all property owners within 250 feet of the site prior to
demolition and/or concrete crushing operations.

That continuous vibration monitoring be required during demolition at the perimeter of
the site to ensure vibration levels are within ranges according to standard engineering
practices

That the petitioner be required to contain demolition and crushing dust at all times.

That no truck deliveries or truck idling take place after 9:00 p.m. or prior to 7:00 a.m.

Motion carried 4 - 1.

Ayes:

Adams, Donahue, Oakley, Schultz
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Nays: Moore
Absent: Cotey, Semmelman

NEW BUSINESS:

PC 13-12 Life Storage Centers, LLC, Applicant
700-998 East Park Avenue

Request isfor an Amendment to the Special Use Permit for a Planned Development
in order to amend Ordinance No. 11-O-19 for the Park Avenue Corporate Center in
an 1-3, General Industrial District.

PC 13-13 Life Storage Centers, LLC, Applicant
700-998 East Park Avenue

Request is for a Major Adjustment to the Planned Development Final Plan (Phase
3) in order to amend Ordinance No. 11-O-19 for the Park Avenue Cor porate Center
in an I-3, General Industrial District.

Mr. David Smith, Senior Planner, stated that thgtipaer is requesting an Amendment to the
Special Use Permit for a Planned Development anblagor Adjustment to the Planned
Development Final Plan (Phase 3) for the Park Aee@orporate Center located in an I-3,
General Industrial District at 700-998 East ParleAwe.

Mr. Smith stated that the Park Avenue Corporatet&ermpreviously occupied by the Solar
Corporation, is an approved three (3) phase Pla®alopment applied for by Life Storage
Centers intended to incorporate self-storage, vaargihg, and office with a “Work-Ship-Store”
theme for the industrial park on a 17.3 acre pantéhnd. He stated that Phase Two included
the development of the Green Tree Animal Hospitathee east parcel just west of the detention
area. He stated that between Phase Two and Phese, The overall development was amended
to allow land uses to be more commercially orierded incorporate certain manufacturing and
assembly type land uses as Special Permitted. tatiedsthat the Village Board approved this
request with the condition that assembly uses &&sifled as Special Permitted Uses.

Mr. Smith stated that along with the Phase Two IHtan for the Green Tree Animal Hospital,
the petitioner submitted a Phase Three concept thlainincorporated the existing Phase One
Life Storage building and the Phase Two Green Pmeienal Hospital facility. He stated that
Phase Three showed two (2) new future 12,000 sdoateoffice/warehouse buildings in the
center of the 17 acre parcel between the Life §®f@enters facility and the Green Tree Animal
Hospital building along with additional rehab impemnents to the existing buildings at the north
end of the site (rear area). He stated that thas Vater amended in 2011 in a Planned
Development Phase Three Final Plan and codifiedrdinance No. 11-O-19 which was sent to
the members of the Plan Commission prior to torsghiiblic hearing.
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Mr. Smith stated that the petitioner is requestargendments to three (3) requirements of
Ordinance No. 11-O-19 which approved the Final PRivase Three of the Park Avenue
Corporate Center.

Mr. Smith stated that Ordinance No. 11-O-19, Secfidree, Item No. 4 requires that the
northwest corner of the subject site be improveth yandscaping, parking and a pedestrian
sidewalk linking the neighborhood to the west & tlevelopment as shown in plans for the Park
Avenue Corporate Center Phase 3, prepared by H&mgoration, dated September 9, 2010,
prior to issuing final occupancy for any tenantcg#ocated within Phase 3. Mr. Smith stated
that the petitioner is requesting to amend thigeispf the plan in the following manner: that the
curbed landscaped island and shrub row be elindrfaden the Phase 3 plan and replaced with a
striped no-parking area as the location of thiandl as originally approved will inhibit truck
traffic to the loading docks in Building B2 thatautilized by Phased 3 tenant, Feed My Starving
Children. Mr. Smith stated that by eliminating th&bed island and replacing it with a striped
no-parking area, it allows for additional maneungrclearances for their deliveries if so needed.
Mr. Smith stated that the petitioner’'s new landgcplan has been revised to show the plantings
along the north side of the north parking lot daghe location of an existing utility pole and
overhead wires.

Mr. Smith stated that Ordinance No. 11-O-19, Seclibree, Item No. 7 requires that Buildings
B and C be separated by removing the interstifi@ce between said buildings in order to
establish separate accessible entrances to Busldihgnd C as shown in plans for the Park
Avenue Corporate Center Phase 3, prepared by H€&rporation, dated September 9, 2010,
prior to issuing final occupancy for any tenantcg#cated within Phase 3. Mr. Smith stated
that the petitioner is requesting to amend thigeispf the plan in the following manner: that the
interstitial building connection remain intact.

Mr. Smith stated that Ordinance No. 11-O-19, Secfidiree, Item No. 9 requires that the
easterly site driveway entrance off of Route 176nmgroved as shown in the plans for the Park
Avenue Corporate Center Phase 3, prepared by H&mgoration, dated September 9, 2010,
prior to issuing final occupancy for any tenantcgpbocated within Phase 3, subject to approval
by the Director of Public Works. He stated tha getitioner is requesting to amend this aspect
of the plan in the following manner: that theydorthis required improvement until they apply
for Phase Four (4).

Mr. Mark Sullivan, architect for the petitioner,gsented the requested changes to the ordinance.
He stated that in addition to the removal of thebed landscaped island in the north parking lot
that there will be some other subtle landscape gémn He stated that regarding the request to
maintain the interstitial connection between Buigi B and C that the patrons entering this
portion of the building make use of the connectiorwait for their rides. He stated that it is
pointless to repair the easterly driveway when thy have to tear it out again when Phase
Four (4) comes in.

Mr. Scott Hezner, 678 Broadway Street, statedttiaVillage Staff review comments are good.
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Chairman Moore asked the petitioner if they cardaldby the conditions recommended by
Village Staff. Mr. Sullivan stated that they camtthe easterly driveway improvements, but only
up to where it meets the parking lot entrancetierGreen Tree Animal Hospital.

Mr. Steve Osborne, Life Storage Centers, statedtltigaintention is to get everything approved
for Phase Three (3) with the requested amendments.

In the matter of PC 13-12, Commissioner Schultz moved, seconded by Commissioner Oakley, to
recommend the Village Board of Trustees approve an Amendment to the Special Use Permit for
a Planned Development in order to amend Ordinance No. 11-O-19 for the Park Avenue
Corporate Center in an 1-3, General Industrial District, subject to the following conditions:

1 That the 12 parking space parking lot located in the northwest corner of the subject site
be screened in accordance to Zoning Code Section 13-3.1.
2. That the petitioner be required to comply with Ordinance No. 11-O-19, Section Three

Item No. 9, and improve the easterly site driveway entrance off of Route 176 as shown in
the plans for the Park Avenue Corporate Center Phase Three (3), prepared by Hezner
Corporation, dated September 9, 2010, prior to issuing final occupancy for any tenant
gpace located within Phase Three (3) up to the north edge of the driveway entrance to
the Green Tree Animal Hospital, subject to approval by the Director of Public Works.

3. That the developer shall apply for a Letter of Map Revision/Detention Document to
identify which areas on the entire site are within the Flood Plain limit prior to October
31, 2013.

4, That plans for Phase Four (4) required improvements for the parking lot must be

completed by a professional engineer for Village review and approval as part of the
Phase Four (4) application submittal.

5. Except as provided herein, the petitioner shall comply with all conditions listed in
Ordinance No. 11-O-19, Section Three, prior to the issuance of any new temporary
occupancy permit or any final occupancy permit for any tenant or owner occupied space
within the devel opment.

Motion carried 5 - 0.

Ayes: Moore, Adams, Donahue, Oakley, Schultz
Nays: None
Absent: Cotey, Semmelman

In the matter of PC 13-13, Commissioner Oakley moved, seconded by Commissioner Adams, to
recommend the Village Board of Trustees approve a Major Adjustment to the Planned
Development Final Plan (Phase 3) in order to amend Ordinance No. 11-O-19 for the Park
Avenue Corporate Center in an 1-3, General Industrial District, subject to the following
conditions:

1 That the 12 parking space parking lot located in the northwest corner of the subject site
be screened in accordance to Zoning Code Section 13-3.1.
2. That the petitioner be required to comply with Ordinance No. 11-O-19, Section Three

Item No. 9, and improve the easterly site driveway entrance off of Route 176 as shown in
the plans for the Park Avenue Corporate Center Phase Three (3), prepared by Hezner
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Corporation, dated September 9, 2010, prior to issuing final occupancy for any tenant
space located within Phase Three (3) up to the north edge of the driveway entrance to
the Green Tree Animal Hospital, subject to approval by the Director of Public Works.

3. That the developer shall apply for a Letter of Map Revision/Detention Document to
identify which areas on the entire site are within the Flood Plain limit prior to October
31, 2013.

4, That plans for Phase Four (4) required improvements for the parking lot must be

completed by a professional engineer for Village review and approval as part of the
Phase Four (4) application submittal.

5. Except as provided herein, the petitioner shall comply with all conditions listed in
Ordinance No. 11-O-19, Section Three, prior to the issuance of any new temporary
occupancy permit or any final occupancy permit for any tenant or owner occupied space
within the devel opment.

Motion carried 5 - 0.

Ayes: Moore, Adams, Donahue, Oakley, Schultz
Nays: None
Absent: Cotey, Semmelman

COMMUNICATIONSAND DISCUSSION:  None.

Commissioner Adams moved, seconded by Commissi@wrahue, to adjourn the Plan
Commission meeting.

Motion carried 5 - 0.

Meeting adjourned at 10:54 p.m.



