MINUTES OF THE PLAN COMMISSION
January 25, 2010

The regular meeting of the Plan Commission wagddt order by Chairman Mark Moore at 7:07
p.m. at the Village Hall.

Members present: Chairman Mark Moore, Scott Adamidljam Cotey, Walter Oakley, Terry
Howard, and Andy Robinson.

Members absent: Robert Guarnaccio.
A guorum was established.

Village Staff present: John Spoden, Director ofrdaunity Development; David Smith, Senior
Planner; and Pat Sheeran, Project Engineer.

Commissioner Robinson moved, seconded by Commissidoward, to approve the December 21,
2009, Plan Commission meeting minutes.

Motion carried 6 - 0.

OLD BUSINESS:

PC 09-16 Richard W. Burkeand Allen L. Kracower, Applicants
Approximately 97 acres generally located west of Butterfield Road, north of
Park Avenueand the Conventional Franciscan Friarsof Marytown, and east of
Pine Meadow Golf Course and Saint Mary of the Lake Seminary

Request isfor an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan in order to changetheland
use designation from Public/Institutional to Residential for approximately 97 acres
currentlyinan I B, Institutional BuildingsDistrict located west of Butterfield Road and
north of West Park Avenue.

John Spoden, Director of Community Developmentesit&taff and the Plan Commission recently
visited the site for a walking tour. He stated @#n@ong a number of observations made there was
the fact that the area is heavily wooded as wedlmple open area to the east. Mr. Spoden stated
that the Planning Area #3 adjacent to Mary Towopsthremain IB district and not include office as

a permitted use in that area. He stated that Pig#rea #2 located around the east end of the lake
should remain undisturbed by development and plyssboning to Open Space district.

Mr. Spoden stated that Planning Area #1 at théhremtl of the site is approximately 33 acres. He
stated that it is bordered on the north by ButafRoad, to the east it is bordered by the ComEd
easement, open space to the south and Pine MeadbW@&irse on the north and owned by the
seminary. He stated that the request is to chidwegeurrent zoning of the northern 33 acre Planning
Area #1 from IB district to a medium density Resiti@ district. He stated that due to the



Minutes of the January 25, 2010, Plan Commission Meeting
Page 2 of 14

combination of wooded area with open area thahidl$ itself to a classic Planned Development site.
He stated that Staff prefers two points of acaass,of which has already been negotiated with Lake
County to access Butterfield Road. He statedttiepetitioner has authorized emergency access
through the golf course parking lot. He stated 8taff supports the residential land use in théno

33 acre parcel with certain conditions, most imaatlly the conservation of the wooded area. He
stated that the mix of residential uses shouldiohela component of affordable housing. He stated
that the affordable housing should be at a mininaim5% of the total number of residential
dwelling units. He stated that it could includeise housing or it could include incorporating
affordable dwelling units in the development itself

Commissioner Robinson asked for clarification rdgay the proposed access point from Butterfield
Road and as to whether or not there is an oppayttoria turn lane for north bound traffic.

Commissioner Robinson asked clarification regardimg potential residential density for the
northern 33 acres of the site.

Mr. Spoden stated that 33 acres could allow forasgynumber of 200 dwelling units for single
family homes. He stated that Staff prefers a niisesidential uses that respects the wooded area
with amenities. He stated that Staff would notmarpa gated community but rather a mix of single
family, townhome and possibly a 2 or 3 story mtdtnily type of development.

Chairman Moore asked for clarification from Staff ®@ their recommendation of the mix of
residential land uses.

Mr. Spoden stated that the site constraints anbdake County jurisdiction that controls access from
their road limits the type of land use on the scibgte. He stated that the character of the
Libertyville community lends itself to a mix of idential uses. He stated that if a developer naade
proposal for a residential development strictlyexithg to an R-7 district density allowance, they
could develop a subdivision with up to 400 dwellingts.

Commissioner Adams asked for clarification of tiiddrable acres for the subject site.

Mr. Spoden stated that the petitioner has submétismhcept diagram for the northern 33 acres. He
stated that Staff would prefer to see a revisiothe®oconcept plan that would bring the interior
roadway network out of the wooded area which wddde an influence on the build-able and
ultimately on the density. He stated that a coimg@nsive tree survey will help to determine the
build-able areas. He stated that the CompreherBlaa should determine and control the
development to take into consideration the presenvaf the trees and not just be an R-7 district.

Commissioner Robinson asked about the ultimatesoiecof the need for a traffic light or not at the
future entrance and Butterfield Road.

Mr. Spoden stated that the Lake County Governmdhd@cide if a traffic signal is merited at the
future entrance into the site or not.
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Commissioner Howard stated that Lake County hasaepl to be reluctant to install traffic signals
on their roads.

Mr. Spoden stated that if the county were to appwotraffic signal at the intersection of Buttddie
Road and Lake Street, it would change the dynaaofitise subject site significantly.

Allen Kracower, agent for petitioner, stated thne &ntire parcel subject to the requested change to
the comprehensive plan amendment is approximat@l, dcres of land. He stated that the
Mundelein Seminary owns the westerly 780 acresnfl! He stated that the lake and the land
around the lake contributes to the sanctity ofthelly owned land area. He stated that there is no
intention to harm the area around the lake butésgrve the natural features as much as possible.
He stated that it is the intent to sell for devet@mt only about 30 acres of land of the 100 ackéss.
stated that they have no objection to keepingadliéhern portion of the subject land area which has
been identified as Planning Area #3 as IB Insotudil Buildings District. He stated that the
petitioner does not object to keeping the arearatdloe lake, a.k.a. Planning Area #2 as it curyentl
is.

Mr. Kracower stated that he acknowledge that BiidderRoad is a heavily traveled and noisy road.
He stated that the secondary access to the sitmgdrom the Pine Meadow Golf Course parking
lot, acting as an emergency access, would requstbstantial amount of construction in order to
make it adaptable to the minimum requirements &ricular access. He stated that the subject
property already has adjacent to it a detentiordpadde stated that they have an agreement that
future improvements to the existing pond can tdkegyalong with additional on-site detention
development. He stated that the detention coulddeel as a buffer between future residential
development and Butterfield Road and could taked®% of the subject property as a general rule
of thumb.

Mr. Kracower stated that they have not yet dorea $urvey due to cost. He stated that the tree
survey cost will ultimately be passed on to thealigyer of the property. He stated that there are
trees that are both desirable and not desirable.

Mr. Kracower stated that there has not been aeesal density assigned to this comprehensive plan
amendment request but conceptually it could beivelar similar to an R-7 district density level
which can accommodate single family and single ligattached type of structures and if clustered
properly can help to preserve trees. He statatlttte Staff report also makes reference to a
neighborhood streetscape concept which he supports.

Mr. Kracower stated that along the east bordehefsite there are the ComEd high wire towers
which are not attractive and there appears torimese that emanates from them. He stated that if
there were a residential development in the nanthega, it would have to be planned as far west as
possible away from the ComEd easement which maglsome conflict with the existing trees and
requiring careful site plan design.
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Mr. Kracower stated that the Seminary does not v@agbne to trespass into the area shown as
Planning Area #2 that surrounds the lake therefoyeconnectivity between the three planning areas
may have to be avoided.

Mr. Kracower stated that the Staff referenced teednfor affordable housing in their report to
include a minimum of 15% of the units as affordablde stated that the Seminary or future
development will have to work with the Village erins of the necessary density in order to make
the affordable housing component work on the site.

Mr. Kracower stated that the Seminary has acknaydddthe neighboring residents concerns
regarding the invasive tree species on the propertythe need for their maintenance. He stated
that they do have a property maintenance prograthdse trees. He stated that it is a costly m®ce
but they are actively managing this program.

Matt Goldsbury, 230 Woodland Road, stated thasthgect site is one of the best preserved natural
areas in the vicinity. He stated that open spageiy important and he stated that he is concerned
about the removal of any desirable tree species.

Moira Breen, 139 Woodland Road, stated that shévexbsat her address for the last 43 years. She
stated that she is concerned about the future sitspo of the trees on the subject property. Ms.
Breen presented an aerial view exhibit of the silg#e and of the trees contained on the site@ Sh
stated that she is concerned about the overgrawthdesirable tree species. She stated that there
has been a steady deterioration of the woodedartehe invasive foreign plant species. She stated
that the Lake County Forest Preserve has an amtisgesuccessful maintenance program for their
natural areas.

Chairman Moore stated that Ms. Breen'’s testimomymortant feed back for the Seminary relative
to the maintenance of their natural areas but thtemat hand is relative to the future land use
designation.

Mary Ann Zemla, 163 Woodland Road, stated thatsbters that there be no further development
on any of the subject 100 acres of land. She ai$kled proposal is a done deal or not.

Mr. Spoden stated that the request is to deterrhihe land use classification should be change
from Institutional to Residential in the comprehgaplan. He stated that the Plan Commission is
charged with making a recommendation up to theayédlBoard relative to that land use question.

Chairman Moore stated that the meeting minutesmifyjht's Plan Commission meeting will go
forward to the Village Board of Trustees.

Mr. Spoden stated that report of the Plan Commmstiat includes their findings will be distributed
to the Village Board.
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Ms. Zemla stated that she has lived at her adfloed® years and feels strongly that she does not
want the area developed. She asked for clarifinadf the petitioner’s land use exhibit.

Mr. Spoden stated that the petitioner presentesheaptual land use plan that represents what could
be designed and planned if the northern plannieg aere to have its land use designation changed
to residential.

Ms. Zemla stated that she is concerned about thadtron the Kenloch neighborhood.

Chairman Moore stated that the discussion tonightregarding a request to amend the
Comprehensive Plan. He stated that the comprerepkn is updated every five (5) years. He
stated that these updates should reflect goodisedecisions and the opportunities that the \éllag
provides to its communities. He stated that doawp plan also is a tool to guide residential and
commercial growth in the Village as well. He sththat the subject property is has a current land
use designation of Institutional Buildings. Hetstbthat the petitioner now wants consideration to
be given to changing a portion of the land usestidential in order to possibly sell it for future
development due to recent economic changes thasdimenary is going through. They have
provided a concept plan exhibit as to what a futasgdential development could look like it does
not mean that it will be this plan.

Mr. Spoden stated that the Village updates the Cehgmsive Plan every five (5) years and that it is
Village wide, not just the subject seminary propert

Chris Fisher, 214 Woodland Road, stated that th@cplan should begin to look more closely at
preserving native plants. He stated that he is@oed about the subject area’s water shed and any
impact that a future development will have orHe stated that the subject area should remais in it
native form and not developed except for some foftnail system.

Commissioner Robinson asked for clarification agtho will develop the site.
Mr. Kracower stated that the Seminary will not be tleveloper.

Commissioner Robinson stated that the Plan Comomg$sst recently began to have discussions on
the comp plan update and they found that theresaves from various aspects of the Village as a
community and various departments of the Villageegoment that need to be hashed out. He
stated that since they just started to look attimeprehensive plan update that it would not bbén t
best interest of the Village to pull one piece fauta land use change decision. He stated that
without knowing more about the impact on schodkstiee to future annexations, it may not make
sense to amend the comp plan for the subjectosgte@dsidential use at this time. He stated that i
may be undesirable to have an island residentrahwonity as proposed in the Planning Area #1.
He stated that he is concerned about access iawrad Butterfield Road. He stated that the Plan
Commission should have discussions about the &effmmended conditions on this particular
proposal with a developer. He stated that he tismiavor of changing the comprehensive plan at
this time.
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Commissioner Howard asked for clarification in whas changed between the comp plan update in
2005 and the current conditions now that would treetand use change for the subject Seminary

property.

Mr. Spoden stated that he is concerned about tfiershousing type in the Village of Libertyville
community that is getting away from what has tiadglly been established and has defined the
character of Libertyville. He stated that thejsabproperty is currently zoned IB district ansthi
permits Senior Housing. He stated that Staff wquikefer to see Senior Housing closer to other
amenities. He stated that one of the key compsnainthe comp plan is the goal of affordable
housing. He stated that the subject site may affeypportunity to do something very dynamic but
that does not mean that the whole property shaeilmhlaffordable housing development but rather a
mix of residential uses that includes affordablagiog as smaller piece of the whole.

Commissioner Howard asked if the concern for atibid housing stems from the tear downs in the
Heritage area. He asked if there is an abilitp&intain the traditional housing stock in the sais
residential area.

Mr. Spoden stated that the teardown phenomenarlyoae aspect. He stated that the land values
also have a heavy influence as to what replaces#indowns. He stated that the Village has done a
remarkable job following their comprehensive pldos the last twenty years which includes
preserving its downtown, preserve its housing stbok the Village is also a victim of having its
location being so close to the North Shore comnesiit He stated that Libertyville has had its
desirable amenities since the 1800’'s that peopela@sking for. He stated that over time,
opportunities for diversity in affordable housingek has decreased. He stated that the Village
offered to allow an increase in density to Cambzitipmes for their Ames Street development in
order to include some affordable homes but thelirdst He stated that the Village is receiving
constant pressure from Lake County United to puagteedable housing policies.

Commissioner Howard stated that he is concernedtdbe subject site being an island community
and its adjacency to Butterfield Road which is waahel very busy. He stated that he is concerned
about the subject site’s distance from the downtowde asked if this site will become a self-
contained but a non-gated community.

Mr. Spoden stated that he does not view this ditiese development as a senior community except
that its current zoning would allow a Senior Hogsitevelopment.

Commissioner Howard asked how many R-6 or R-7 ligrees could be developed on the site if all
of the trees were left intact.

Mr. Spoden stated that he would make that requddt.akracower.
Commissioner Howard stated that he is uncertain dgesidential development at this site will

impact the school system. He stated that he walslolneed to understand how the traffic will be
impacted. He stated that he is concerned thag iéhtire site does not provide some type of liekag
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with each other, it would have a negative impacthe residents there not having the ability t@gnj
some of the other natural amenities. He statedhihas not ready to support the land use change at
this time without more information.

Chairman Moore stated that they are being askegsfmnd to the request for an amendment to the
comp plan. He stated that the land use designéatiarconceptual issue and a detailed issue for
consideration.

Commissioner Howard stated that a residential asepecesent a future development with a wide
range of dwelling unit numbers. He stated thawbeld like to hear from the petitioner what those
numbers would be. He stated that from planningspeetive, he is not ready to make a
recommendation on the residential land use fostlgect site at this time.

Chairman Moore stated that the issue to considenadether or not support a residential land use
for medium density. He stated that if the comioissrs are concerned about a medium level of
density as too much then perhaps they could conaildever level of density. He stated that part of
the planning process or decision making shoulduthelother elements of the site such as its
connectivity to other residential areas and itsaleraccessibility.

Commissioner Cotey stated that when the Plan Cosiomsvalked and toured the property, it
became wetter the further west that they walkedshked whether or not the petitioner has identified
a wet land area or reviewed a wet land study feiptioperty. He stated that he is concerned about
the ability of a future development respecting pheserve-able natural features and is concerned
about the lack of connection to the Libertyvillenmounity. He stated that he would favor a lower
density residential development but that it woukbéhave to be very well designed in order to
protect the natural features. He stated that amyrd development would have to have an
endangered species study and he would also néedwowhat the impact on the water shed would
be.

Commissioner Adams stated that he is concerned étiack of connectivity to the Libertyville
community. He stated that he is concerned aboat thie long term impact on the Seminary itself
would be. He stated that any future developmeantilshbe a lower density development and that
effort to preserve the natural features is a mdstis concerned about the impact that any resalent
development would have on the school system.

Commissioner Oakley stated that the natural featstmeuld help to determine what gets developed.
He stated that the property might be better sddea much lower density such as an R-2 or R-3
development. He stated that due to its separ&bomother residential developments that it could

become a gated community. He stated that henisecned about the one way in/out access off of
Butterfield Road. He stated that he would suppdand use change with certain restrictions.

Chairman Moore asked for clarification regarding 8eminary’s intent to restrict the access to the
Planning Area #2.
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Mr. Kracower stated that a fence would be instalhedrder to protect the Planning Area #2. He
stated that Area #2 was not to be sold.

Mr. Kracower stated that in the beginning of thisqess they studied the entire seminary property
which amounts to approximately 900 acres thoroufybiy a zoning, legal and land use perspective.
He stated that forest conservation has been admmasion for the petitioner as well. He stated tha
the seminary has been quite generous to consiel@dthacre portion for future land use change with
only the north portion to be considered for resid¢nse and development. He stated that although
there have been several comments made about tjeeisparcel being an island, he stated that at
worst it is somewhat segregated. He stated thetideration could be given to developing a trail
system along the ComEd easement property in aodgeate some form of connectivity. He stated
that there are numerous people who would preféweéoin an exclusive and separate part of the
community and not want several people walking ffest house everyday. He stated that it is not
the intent of the petitioner to completely preseéheeexisting trees in the northern 33 acre plagpnin
area as it would be inefficient and not economisa of the property. He stated that they would do
the tree survey and comply with the Village’s rubesd regulations but there would be some
adjustments to the existing vegetation. He sttitatlif there are any natural features protected b
law then they would respect that accordingly.

Commissioner Cotey stated that there may be soseespin existence in the vicinity that might be
protected by law.

Mr. Kracower stated that in terms of density, taey not considering any plan that would include
400 dwelling units. He stated that if the Villagdooking for an affordable housing component,
they may have to allow a certain amount of suppteaielensity to the future developer. He stated
that if the Village is looking for an affordabletming component to accommodate moderate income
families such as Police and Fire personnel, théyeny likely have children who will then have an
impact on the school district. He stated thatitare development at this site will not have an
adverse impact on a four lane road such as BudlgrfiRoad. He stated that the greatest need for
housing today is for senior housing which will regua higher density than single family housing.
He stated that the proposed land use change nalgdtéer alternative than what the current zoning
may permit.

Chairman Moore stated that one of the importantastaristics is that most of the residential
subdivisions have been woven together in ordecheeae a certain amount of continuity and helps
to bring that neighborhood feel for the residemts.stated that there is desire to allow for athitd
housing.

Mr. Kracower stated that Staff has already poitaithat there are very few parcels of land of this

size to be considered. He stated that they dliegvio come back to a future meeting and try to

have a process that would serve the needs of tteg¥iand serve the needs of the Seminary. He
stated that the exhibit showing the road layouttiernorthern planning area was simply a concept
and that a road network could be done in numer@ysw



Minutes of the January 25, 2010, Plan Commission M eeting
Page 9 of 14

Chairman Moore stated that the Plan Commissionappseciative of how the petitioner included
the board and the residents in the process whathded the walking tour of the site. He stated tha
the Plan Commission should be thinking about whatalans and objectives are from a planning
perspective. He stated that the Village’s hougingls should be considered when the Plan
Commission is contemplating a change in land us&dation.

Chairman Moore asked when the next meeting datgldthe for this petition.

Commissioner Robinson stated that he sees thisgpetis one piece of the overall comprehensive
plan that the Plan Commission is currently undenako update. He stated that to take one piece
out of the whole comp plan update process and teeraalecision in the next 60 days when the
comp plan update may be a one year process dopsRketany sense at this time. He stated that the
Plan Commission will not be ready to make a denisio the Seminary property in March.

Commissioner Howard stated that the subject saenenderful piece of property and may be most
appropriate for a residential development but ¢hisnot be determined until the 2010 comp plan
update is completed. He stated that it is ill-addito remove the subject site for land use change
consideration prior to the completion of the congnpupdate.

Commissioner Oakley asked if the subject propertyctbe analyzed for its residential development
potential prior to the completion of the comp plgdate.

Commissioner Howard stated that it might be advesabhave the other organizations to provide
their opinion such as the school district represtargs. He stated that the question of allowing a
non-contiguous community to develop should be debigt.

Commissioner Oakley stated that some type of viiothe subject property should be presented to
the other jurisdictional bodies such as the schsttict.

Commissioner Robinson stated that he wants to migethe school district officials prior to the
completion of the comp plan update.

Commissioner Cotey stated that the comp plan upmtateess includes the discussion of all of the
merits. He stated that the discussion should eoatiegarding the current land use designation as a
Institutional property that would serve seniors.

Mr. Spoden stated that one of the predominant sssrteight up during the hearing was the issue of
connectivity for the subject site. He stated thatVillage for a significant amount of time hasds
that they do not want a traffic signal at Lake 8tr@nd Butterfield Road but is this now a time to
revisit that issue, may be a question. He stdiaithe subject site is currently zoned to alldwe
story building and there is a Staff concern fot fhassibility.

Commissioner Adams stated that it may be necessgrythrough the comp plan update in order to
understand all of the opportunities available & Yhllage.
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Mr. Spoden stated that he is the one to recomneetigetSeminary that they come in to the process
separately from the comp plan update process $d timuld be discussed in detail. He stated that
while going through the comp plan update procdsis, very easy to gloss over some of these
difficult parcels of land such as the seminarytpeti He stated that if the Plan Commission peefer
to roll the seminary property into the overall complan update process, they can make that
recommendation.

Commissioner Cotey stated that there are a few aamties in Libertyville that are disconnected.

Chairman Moore stated that the Plan Commissioonsidering an amendment to the comp plan
that would allow the subject property to be usedafeesidential land use. He stated that the Plan
Commission is considering amending the comp planfoothe subject Seminary site or to wait and
update the whole comp plan and incorporate the is@wland at that point and time later.

Mr. Spoden stated that the over all comp plan wdatild take several months with each meeting
looking at different topics.

Chairman Moore stated that they can continue thegeer request to March and subject it to a Plan
Commissioner recommendation at that time or th@ Blammission can include this particular
parcel in the broader comp plan update. He adleegdtitioner how much flexibility they have or
how urgent they may be for a recommendation.

Mr. Kracower stated that they don’t have a probtewing their request continued to March or even
April but they want their proposal to be considgpedr to waiting for the comp plan update to being
completed. He stated that this particular reqsgsart of the comp plan update anyway. He stated
that if the Plan Commission needs to ask othesglicgtional bodies questions such as the school
district, fire department or police departmentibwens, then they should ask them. He statedhbatt
Village should continue their comp plan updateeevalong with their review of the Seminary site.
He stated that the seminary site should be lookexd@arately anyway. The two tasks should
continue concurrently. He stated that this panoal’'t impact other neighborhoods because itis an
island and it won’t impact Butterfield Road negativ  He stated that if the next meeting is in
March or April or May, they are agreeable to that ib the seminary must wait one, two or three
years in order to allow the comp plan update teadrapleted then the petitioner may have to do
something differently.

Chairman Moore stated that a continuance to themadth in April might be best in order to allow
the Commission and Staff to fully consider manthefquestions that were brought up tonight about
this property during the hearing.

Commissioner Adams requested that the comp plaataadienda be amended to include some of
the issues that were brought up during tonightaring such as neighborhood connectivity.

Mr. Spoden stated that Staff is currently drafiingroposed schedule for topics of discussion for
future comp plan update Plan Commission meetikigssuggested that this requested be scheduled
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for a mid-month if it is the intent of the Plan Camssion to discuss the seminary land use change
proposal as one of their comp plan update agepdssit

In the matter of PC 09-16, Commissioner Howard rdpgeconded by Commissioner Robinson, to
continue this item to the April 12, 2010, Plan Cdesion meeting.

Motion carried 6 - 0.

PC 09-19 Midway |11 Development, LLC, Applicant
1900 Enterprise Court

Request isfor a Special Use Per mit for an Amusement Establishment in order to permit
theoccupancy for an Indoor Party and Play Center for Children, asub-category of the
Amusement & Recreation Industry, a Special Permitted Use in an I-1, Limited
Industrial District.

The applicant requested that this item be withdr&reim the agenda.

NEW BUSINESS:

PC 09-20 SAC Wireless, LLC for Clearwire, Applicant
810 Garfield Avenue

Request is for a Special Use Permit for Personal Wireless Services Antennas with
antennasupport structureand related electronic equipment in order toinstall multiple
panel antennas on the crown of the Village of Libertyville water tower and ancillary
ground equipment in an |B, Institutional Buildings District located at the Garfield
Avenue Water Tank.

PC 09-21 SAC Wireless, LLC for Clearwire, Applicant
810 Garfield Avenue

Request is for a Site Plan Permit in order to install multiple panel antennas on the
crown of theVillageof Libertyvillewater tower and ancillary ground equipment in an
I B, Institutional Buildings District located at the Garfield Avenue Water Tank.

Mr. David Smith, Senior Planner, stated that thétipaer, SAC Wireless, LLC agents for
Clearwire, a division of Sprint, is seeking appideaa Special Use Permit and Site Plan Permit for
Personal Wireless Services Antennas with anterpoststructure and related electronic equipment
and equipment structure and Variations to incré@senaximum permitted height of a structure and
to reduce the minimum required Perimeter Landscajgeh Space in order to install multiple panel
antennas on the crown of the Village of Libertywilvater tower and ancillary ground equipment in
an IB, Institutional Buildings District located #te Garfield Avenue Water Tank, 810 Garfield
Avenue.
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Mr. Smith stated that Clearwire is proposing toakec3 panel antennas and 2 microwave dish
antennas at approximately 115 foot level of thestexy Garfield Avenue water tank tower. Mr.
Smith stated that the ground equipment will be lbdus a cabinet inside a fenced area that will be
combined with the existing T-Mobile fenced area.

Mr. Smith stated that the Plan Commission and ZgpBioard of Appeals may recall that T-Mobile
sought and was granted approval to install antetmias mounted to the water tank and equipment
cabinets enclosed by a six (6) foot high wood femcthe ground on the east side and adjacent to the
water tank. Mr. Smith stated that the T-Mobileskeaarea for their equipment cabinets is
approximately 300 square feet in area enclosed avittood fence. Mr. Smith stated that the
proposed Clearwire facility will expand that arpa@ximately 49 additional square feet on the west
end of the T-Mobile lease area and is proposinadch the wood fence enclosure with their
expansion.

Mr. Tom Ebels, SAC Wireless, stated that this ie ohseven sites in Libertyville for Personal
Wireless services facilities and decided that shised Clearwire the best.

Commissioner Oakley asked for clarification asi® ¢onfiguration of the installation. Mr. Ebels
stated that the installation will take advantagéhef painters rails currently existing on top o th
water tank.

Commissioner Oakley asked if the petitioner willlaxore landscaping at the base of the water tank.
Chairman Moore stated that the petitioner can weitk Staff to determine how much more
landscaping can be installed.

Commissioner Cotey asked for clarification as @ discrepancy in the Staff report regarding the
water tank height. Mr. Smith clarified the watank height.

Commissioner Howard asked for clarification of #menna locations and positions as it relates to
the existing T-Mobile equipment. Mr. Ebels stateat the two carriers utilize different frequencies
and will not interfere with each other.

Commissioner Howard asked if there will be morecgpavailable after Clearwire installs their
equipment. Mr. Ebels stated that in order fon@tbarrier to co-locate at the water tank, theyldo
be required to need fewer antennas due to the spastraints.

In the matter of PC 09-20, Commissioner Robinsonatioseconded by Commissioner Howard, to
recommend the Village Board of Trustees approveexidl Use Permit for Personal Wireless
Services Antennas with antenna support structuck retated electronic equipment in order to
install multiple panel antennas on the crown oftilage of Libertyville water tower and ancillary
ground equipment in an IB, Institutional Buildingsibject to the following conditions:

1) The ordinance approving the Special Use Pesimll allow future Personal Wireless Service
Antennas, with or without Antenna Support Strucuaed Related Equipment to be permitted to co-
locate at this site and not exceed a height of ¥#8iout the requirement to apply for subsequent



Minutes of the January 25, 2010, Plan Commission M eeting
Page 13 of 14

Special Use Permits or Site Plan Permits that waoalglire the approval of the Village Board of
Trustees;

2) The Site Plan and Utility Plan be revised tdinle the Village property line that demarcates the
subject lot and show the existing and proposedtyi@nd access easements for the proposed
equipment on the property at time of applicationBailding Permit;

3) Authorization by Advocate Condell Medical Certe granted to allow Clearwire to create
and/or install their access/utility easement/limgthin the medical center’s portion of the property
at time of application for a Building Permit.

4) A landscape plan be submitted to the Commubétyelopment Department that shows the
relocation of three Arborvitae Trees with additibfendscaping located on the west end of the T-
Mobile enclosure for Staff review and approval.

Motion carried 6 - 0.

Ayes: Moore, Adams, Cotey, Howard, Oakley, Rohinso
Nays: None
Absent: Guarnaccio

In the matter of PC 09-21, Commissioner Robinsowetoseconded by Commissioner Oakley, to
recommend the Village Board of Trustees approv@exidl Use Permit for Personal Wireless
Services Antennas with antenna support structuck ratated electronic equipment in order to
install multiple panel antennas on the crown oftilage of Libertyville water tower and ancillary
ground equipment in an IB, Institutional Buildingsibject to the following conditions:

1) The ordinance approving the Special Use Pesimll allow future Personal Wireless Service
Antennas, with or without Antenna Support Strucuaed Related Equipment to be permitted to co-
locate at this site and not exceed a height of ¥#8iout the requirement to apply for subsequent
Special Use Permits or Site Plan Permits that waoalglire the approval of the Village Board of
Trustees;

2) The Site Plan and Utility Plan be revised tdinle the Village property line that demarcates the
subject lot and show the existing and proposedty@nd access easements for the proposed
equipment on the property at time of applicationBailding Permit;

3) Authorization by Advocate Condell Medical Certe granted to allow Clearwire to create
and/or install their access/utility easement/limgthin the medical center’s portion of the property
at time of application for a Building Permit.

4) A landscape plan be submitted to the Commubétyelopment Department that shows the
relocation of three Arborvitae Trees with additibfendscaping located on the west end of the T-
Mobile enclosure for Staff review and approval.

Motion carried 6 - O.
Ayes: Moore, Adams, Cotey, Howard, Oakley, Robinso

Nays: None
Absent: Guarnaccio
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COMMUNICATIONSAND DISCUSSION:

Commissioner Moore moved and Commissioner Howacdrs#ed a motion to adjourn.
Motion carried 6 - O.

Meeting adjourned at 9:40 p.m.



