CITY OF BATAVIA
DATE:

September 1, 2017

TO:

Plan Commission

FROM:

Joel Strassman, Planning and Zoning Officer

SUBJECT: Campana Redevelopment, 901 North Batavia Avenue, and 301 and 501 West Fabyan Parkway
Evergreen Real Estate Group, applicant
• Continued Amendment to the Zoning Map for a Planned Development Overlay
• Continued Design Review
• Continued Preliminary/Final Plat of Subdivision
Summary
On August 30, the Plan Commission closed the public hearing for the Amendment to the Zoning Map for a Planned
Development Overlay, and continued its deliberation of this Amendment and its deliberation of the Design Review
and Preliminary/Final Plat of Subdivision to its meeting on September 6, 2017. Please see the August 25, 2017 staff
memorandum to the Plan Commission for more information.
Attached is an additional question and response document addressing a variety of questions. Responses are from
both City staff and EREG. Also attached are correspondences from Matt Baldwin that were distributed to the
Commission at the August 16 hearing; Mr. Baldwin requested these be included with this memorandum.
Staff Recommendations
The Commission shall continue its deliberation of the Planned Development, Design Review, and Subdivision.
Findings: When the Commission is prepared to take action on the Planned Development or Design Review, the
Commission must first have arrived at findings for each. Action on the plat of subdivision does not require findings.
Below are the staff drafts of responses to the Findings for Approval of the Amendment to the Zoning Map for
Planned Development Overlay District along with its Review of Conditions. Draft responses to the Findings for
Approval for Design Review are also provided below. The Commission may use these drafts in formulating its own
responses or the Commission may provide its own alternate responses.
Zoning Map Amendment for a Planned Development Overlay District Findings
1. All required public notice required for a zoning map amendment has been provided in accordance with
applicable state and local laws.
Finding: The applicant executed the notice mailing on July 12, 2017 and posting of the properties on July 14,
2017. The notice of public hearing was published in the Daily Herald newspaper on July 14, 2017. A Hearing
notice was posted in City Hall on July 13, 2017. All notification complies with the requirements of the Zoning
Code.
2. All required public meetings and hearings have been held in accordance with applicable State and local laws.
Finding: With the public hearing being conducted and concluded, this finding will be met.
3. The extent to which the proposed amendment to the Official Zoning Map conforms generally to the goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan and Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map.
Finding: The proposed amendment to the Zoning Map to add the Planned Development Overlay meets two (2)
of the specified purposes for a planned development stated in the Zoning Code and would further the goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan as stated in EREG’s submitted application material – especially those
related to affordable and accessible housing. The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map classifies the Subject
Property as mixed-use. The Subject Property is currently not utilized for mixed use purposes. As proposed, the
Planned Development Overlay would allow the Subject Property to become mixed-use and be consistent with

the Map’s classification and with the Subject Property’s zoning classification in the City’s MU Mixed Use
Zoning District.
City Zoning Code Section 5.704.D: Review of Specified Conditions for Zoning Map Amendment
1. Is the proposed zoning district and the development it allows compatible with the existing uses and zoning of
nearby Subject Property?
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, the Subject Property will remain in the
Mixed Use (MU) Zoning District. The Subject Property occupies 12.2 acres at the northwest corner of a major
arterial intersection in the City, and is appropriate for a mix of uses. It has been classified in the MU Mixed
Use Zoning District for over 7 years; no change to the underlying zoning classification is proposed. This
zoning classification is consistent with the property’s mixed-use Land Use Map designation in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, a designation the Subject Property has had for over 9 years. The proposed Planned
Development Overlay will add residential use to the Subject Property that is not now present on this property.
The proposed Planned Development Overlay introduces no land uses prohibited in the MU Mixed Use Zoning
District. The Planned Development Overlay introduces multi-family residential use to the Subject Property, a
use that is already present in the area and proximate to the single family area located west of the Subject
Property. The proposed Planned Development Overlay would be compatible with nearby land uses.
2. Is there evidence to suggest that property values will be diminished by the particular zoning restriction
changes?
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, no specific evidence was provided at the
public hearing to suggest that the value of the Subject Property or other properties would be diminished by the
proposed Planned Development Overlay.
3. If any property values are diminished, does the diminishment promote the health, safety, morals, or general
welfare of the public?
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, there was no specific evidence presented
at the public hearing that property values would be diminished. Therefore, this finding is not applicable.
4. Does the proposed zoning change provide a greater relative gain to the public as compared to the hardship
imposed on the individual property owner?
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, the proposed Planned Development
Overlay would provide housing types the City of Batavia has identified as being needed in the community.
Adding the proposed housing types to the community would benefit the public. The requirements of the City’s
Zoning Code, and requirements imposed by other jurisdictions, would impose practical difficulties for an
owner to establish a mixed-use development on the Subject Property.
5. Is the Subject Property suitable for the zoned purpose?
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, the proposed Planned Development
Overlay would transform the existing non-conforming use of the building on the Subject Property to a mixeduse building. Mixed-use is required by the Subject Property’s classification in the MU Mixed Use Zoning
District. The Subject Property is currently deemed non-conforming, because it has only limited commercial
uses, and lacks a mix of uses, at this time. The current zoning classification is wholly consistent with the
Subject Property’s land use designation in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The Subject Property is suitable for
the uses allowed in the MU Mixed Use Zoning District and the Subject Property would remain classified in the
MU Mixed Use Zoning District.
6. Has the length of time the Subject Property has been vacant as zoned been excessive, considering the context
of land development in the area in the vicinity of the Subject Property?
Finding: The Subject Property has not been vacant, but is only partially occupied at this time. The Subject
Property has been underutilized for many years. The period of underuse has been significant.
7. Is there a community need for the proposed zoning or use?
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Finding: The City has identified a need in the City of Batavia Comprehensive Plan to diversify the types of
residences in the City, including adding rental units, affordable units, and accessible units. The Planned
Development Overlay would facilitate redevelopment of the Subject Property with such residences.
Design Review Findings
1. The project is consistent with applicable design guidelines.
Finding: The City’s Plan Commission has adopted both Standard Design Review Criteria for Commercial and
Institutional Projects and Multifamily Design Guidelines. The City has no design guidelines for mixed-use
projects. The Standard Design Review Criteria are intended to apply to non-residential development, and the
Multifamily Design Guidelines are intended to apply to non mixed-use sites (residential use only) where new
buildings are be proposed. This finding does not apply; there are no applicable design guidelines.
2. The project conforms to the Comprehensive Plan, and specifically to the Land Use, Urban Design, and
Environment Elements of the Comprehensive Plan.
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, the project conforms to the Land Use
Element primarily by providing a mixed-use development on the Subject Property consistent with land use
classification assigned to the Subject Property. Among the goals this Element seeks are goals to maintain the
City’s attractiveness and historically significant places, to provide housing diversity and prices, to coordinate
land use planning and transportation, and to redevelop obsolete industrial areas as mixed-use developments.
The proposed Planned Development Overlay would improve the appearance of, and preserve a historically
significant building. Originally built as a factory, adding residential uses to the existing building as proposed
would achieve the goal of transforming this obsolete factory into a mixed-use building. The proposed Planned
Development Overlay with its accompanying subdivision would provide additional right-of-way (ROW) for
Fabyan Parkway and Batavia Avenue-IL 31, allowing for future roadway improvements without the cost to
acquire the ROW, and includes installing sidewalk and a needed pedestrian crossing at the Fabyan Parkway /
Batavia Avenue-IL 31 intersection. The crosswalk also will provide access to the existing regional trail system.
The Urban Design Element seeks to improve the quality of the built environment, highlight significant
gateways to the City, and to improve the City’s image from public streets. The proposed rehabilitation of the
significant and historic Campana building along with other site improvements will result in an increase in the
quality of the built environment. The building and site serve as a City gateway and improving the building and
site as proposed will highlight its visual qualities as viewed from streets.
The Environment Element seeks to enhance the region’s air, land, and water resources. The building may
contain asbestos and lead paint and was not developed in a manner to comply with current stormwater
management codes. Building and site improvements would include asbestos and lead paint abatement and
proposed site improvements will comply with current stormwater management codes.
The Comprehensive Plan also contains other elements and goals related to preservation of historic properties,
providing affordable and accessible housing, and to ensure efficient delivery of public services. As proposed,
the Planned Development Overlay would restore a significant historic building, add to the City’s supply of
affordable and accessible housing, and would allow for continued efficient delivery of public services without
the need for additional resources.
3. The project is consistent with all applicable provisions of the Zoning Code, as modified by the Planned
Development Overlay.
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, the project, as designed and
conditionally approved, including modifications to the Zoning Code through the Planned Development
Overlay, will be consistent with all provisions of the Zoning Code.
4. The project is compatible with adjacent and nearby development.
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, the project, as designed and
conditionally approved, would be compatible with adjacent and nearby uses. The Subject Property is adjacent
to arterial streets and to property that is either used as an office development, or in case of the property to the
west of the north portion of the site, that is not suitable for residential development. Beyond the adjacent
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streets and nearest properties are other high density residential properties or forest preserve lands. Adding
residences to the Subject Property as proposed would be compatible with these uses.
5. The project design provides for safe and efficient provision of public services.
Finding: With conditions of approval as recommended by City Staff, the project would not generate a need
for City services that the City’s existing personnel and facilities would be unable to provide. The amount of
traffic generated by the proposed development would be negligible compared to the existing traffic on the
adjacent roadways. While the City recognizes the challenges presented by the nearby intersection of Fabyan
Parkway and Batavia Avenue-IL 31, it also notes the following:
a) The intersection is under the jurisdiction of outside agencies (to wit: KDOT and IDOT);
b) The need for intersection improvements is a regional issue extending well beyond the boundaries of
the Subject Property;
c) The estimated cost of improvements needed at / recommended for the intersection is substantial;
d) Use of the Subject Property for any of the currently allowable uses in the MU Mixed Use Zoning
District would similarly add traffic to the intersection area;
e) The Petitioner’s construction of a north-south crosswalk on the western side of the intersection will
improve safety at the intersection;
f) The Petitioner will donate right-of-way for future expansion of the roadway of Fabyan Parkway, and
of the roadway of Batavia Avenue-IL 31, adjacent to its boundaries, and thereby contributing to the
improvement of public services there.
The Commission shall consider each finding/condition separately and state its response to each before entertaining
separate motions for action on:
1. Zoning Map Amendment for Planned Development Overlay District Findings
2. Review of Conditions for Zoning Map Amendment
3. Design Review Findings for Approval
After motions for the findings/conditions have been acted on, the Commission shall take separate motions to act on:
1. Zoning Map Amendment for Planned Development Overlay District
2. Design Review
3. Preliminary/Final Plat of Subdivision
Planned Development: Staff recommends the Commission recommend City Council approval of the Zoning Map
Amendment for Planned Development Overlay District with the modifications to the requirements of the Zoning
Code and conditions listed below. The conditions highlighted are ones that have changed or have been added since
the August 30 hearing. The Commission may amend or remove any of these conditions or add conditions it deems
needed.
Modifications:
1. Zoning Code Table 2.504 regarding minimum parking setback from streets to allow less than the
required 10 foot setback for the existing parking spaces in the south parking lot to accommodate the
dedication of right-of-way for Fabyan Parkway as required by KDOT.
2. Zoning Code Section 2.505.A regarding land use mix to allow approximately 18% of first floor space in
the existing building adjacent to streets to be used for retail, entertainment, or eating/drinking land uses,
rather than the required 25%.
3. Zoning Code Section 2.505.B regarding transparency to allow less than the required amount of vision
glass on walls of the existing building facing public streets, in accordance with the Historic Preservation
Commission’s action on the application for Certificate of Appropriateness for the building elevations.
Facing Batavia Avenue, no vision glass extending from 2 feet above grade to 7 feet above grade need be
provided for the commercial area, where approximately 72 feet in width would be required, and no vision
glass need be provided where approximately 142 feet in width of vision glass would be required for the
residential area above the first floor. Facing Fabyan Parkway, no vision glass need be provided for the 2nd
floor where approximately 34 feet in width of vision glass would be required.
4. Zoning Code Section 2.505.C regarding building entrances to allow less than the required number of
entrances facing public streets, in accordance with the Historic Preservation Commission’s action on the
application for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the building elevations. Facing Batavia Avenue, three
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5.
6.

7.

8.

9.
10.

(3) entrances are provided where 13 would be required. Facing Fabyan Parkway, one (1) entrance is
provided where two (2) would be required.
Zoning Code Section 2.505.E regarding parking field landscape separation to allow more than 20 spaces
without requiring installation of 20 foot landscape separation.
Zoning Code Section 3.203.A and C regarding parking setback and landscaping in the Arterial Street
Setback Overlay District to accommodate the existing conditions in the south parking area, i.e. less than a
50 foot parking setback and lack of landscaping resulting from dedication of right-of-way for Fabyan
Parkway, as required by KDOT.
Zoning Code Table 4.204 regarding parking supply to allow approximately 206 parking spaces to be
constructed / striped on the Subject Property before occupancy of any residences, provided, land
sufficient to construct / stripe additional parking spaces on the Subject Property be land banked by EREG,
consistent with the site plan submitted to the City, to provide a minimum of 301 parking spaces on the
Subject Property.
Zoning Code Section 4.303.S.1 regarding monument sign landscaping to waive the required landscaping
for the sign to be erected on the Batavia Avenue frontage, and to allow less than the required landscaping
for the sign to be erected on the Fabyan Parkway frontage.
Zoning Code Section 4.407.B.2.a(4)ii regarding the Fabyan Parkway monument sign setback to allow
the sign to be set back less than the required 10 feet from a ROW or private street.
Zoning Code Section 4.704.C.1 regarding the building being a wireless communication facility support
structure to allow the existing wireless communication facilities, as described in Evergreen Real Estate
Group’s application for approval of the Planned Development Overlay District, to remain on the Subject
Property, in accordance with an approved Certificate of Appropriateness for the building elevations.

Conditions:
1. Site improvements shall be in substantial conformance with the set of plans submitted by EREG dated 6-3017, with a limit of 80 dwelling units.
2. Execution, delivery and recording of a Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, Restrictions and Easements
(“CCRE”) to run with the land as to all subdivided parcels, which CCRE will be subject to the reasonable
approval of the City.
3. Approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for the Subject Property.
4. Dedication of ROW for Fabyan Parkway, as required by KDOT.
5. Dedication of ROW for Batavia Avenue-IL 31, if required by IDOT.
6. EREG shall provide transportation for grade school children residing on the Subject Property, to and from
Western Avenue School for classes and school special events where feasible. Such transportation is to be
coordinated between Geneva School District 304 and EREG, unless waived in writing by the School
District.
7. Construction of a sidewalk along the Fabyan Parkway frontage of the Subject Property, subject to
approval by KDOT.
8. Installation of a north-south pedestrian crosswalk at the intersection of Fabyan Parkway and Batavia
Avenue-IL 31, with pedestrian crossing signals, per the plans submitted to the City by EREG, and
approval by KDOT.
9. Periodic review of parking adequacy on the Subject Property by City Staff, and further, construction and
striping by EREG of additional parking spaces within twelve (12) months upon determination by City Staff
of the need for additional parking per the land banked parking plan. The City’s review will include but not
be limited to review of non-residential tenants on the Subject Property.
10. Waiver of objection by EREG to proposal and establishment of a back-up Special Service Area for the
territory comprising the Subject Property for the purpose of funding construction of additional parking
facilities, and associated improvements to comply with applicable City codes, including, but not
necessarily limited to stormwater management, per the land banked parking areas designated on EREG’s
plans and after determination by the City Staff that such parking spaces are needed to serve the residents
and commercial occupants on the Subject Property.
11. Approval by City Staff of final site engineering plans to be submitted by EREG to Staff as part of the
building permit process.
12. Approval by City Staff of the sign site and landscaping plan for a monument sign proposed for the
Fabyan Parkway frontage of the Subject Property, to be submitted by EREG at the time of building
5

13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.
19.

20.
21.

permit submittals, including but not limited to review for aesthetic and safety purposes of visibility issues
and the adequacy of the landscaping.
Approval by City Staff of added tree species diversity to monoculture tree areas.
No gaming licenses shall be permitted or issued for the Subject Property.
Relocation of the existing wireless communications facilities on the building to the top of the existing
building and construction of a screening enclosure approved by City Staff and the Certificate of
Appropriateness.
Land/cash contributions per City Subdivision Regulations (City Code Title 11, Chapter 6).
Subject to historic preservation approvals and City Staff approval, EREG shall construct sidewalks along the
outer edges of the parking spaces in the east oval, to connect the Batavia Avenue sidewalk with the
sidewalks near the east side of the building.
Subject to historic preservation approvals and City Staff approval, with construction of land banked parking,
EREG shall replace the displaced tot lot and/or soccer field with other outdoor amenities.
Subject to historic preservation approvals and City Staff approval, EREG shall add a minimum of two (2)
benches east of the building and a minimum of one (1) bench adjacent to the tot lot/soccer field area along
with trash receptacles in each location.
Subject to historic preservation approvals and City Staff approval, EREG shall construct a vehicle loading
area near the building’s main east entrance.
Subject to KDOT approval and City Staff approval, EREG shall install signs prohibiting left turns during the
peak morning traffic period onto Fabyan Parkway.

Design Review: Staff recommends the Commission approve the Design Review in substantial conformance with the
set of plans submitted by EREG dated 6-30-17, subject to the conditions listed below. The Commission may amend
or remove any of these conditions or add conditions it deems needed.
1. City Council approval of the application for Zoning Map Amendment for a Planned Development Overlay
District for the Subject Property, including changes to site plans per City Council approval.
2. Approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the Subject Property.
3. The modifications to the Zoning Code requirements as listed for the Amendment to the Zoning Map for
Planned Development Overlay District for the Subject Property.
4. The conditions of approval recommended by City Staff for approval of the Amendment to the Zoning
Map for Planned Development Overlay District for the Subject Property.
Preliminary/Final Plat of Subdivision: Staff recommends the Commission recommend City Council approval of
the Preliminary/Final Plat of Subdivision subject to the conditions listed below. The Commission may amend or
remove any of these conditions or add conditions it deems needed.
1. Revisions to the plat to be approved by City Staff to accommodate dedication of ROW as required by
KDOT and/or IDOT.
2. Adding access, utility, cross-access, and drainage easements per City Staff approval.
3. The conditions of approval recommended by City Staff for approval of the Amendment to the Zoning
Map for Planned Development Overlay District for the Subject Property.
4. The CCRE shall include a covenant that the entire parcel shall be deemed to consist of one “zoning lot”
under the City Zoning Code; and that the owner of any subdivided parcel shall not have the right to
request or obtain any amendment to the Planned Development Overlay zoning applicable to the zoning lot
without the consent of the owners of all other subdivided parcels.

Attachments
1. Questions and Answers
2. Correspondences from Matt Baldwin
c

City Council
Department Heads
Chris Aiston, C. C. Aiston, Consulting
Evergreen Real Estate Group, applicant
Media
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Questions and Answers
1 Costs
A Considering the inefficiency of the exterior walls. How will the units be heated and cooled? What are
the projected costs of heating and cooling which are to be passed on to the tenants or are the cost
included in rent subsidy?
This is a building code question that will be addressed at time of building permits. It is not relevant to
the zoning request. The applicant and his architect did provide additional information in response to
Plan Commission questions regarding improvements provide additional insulation and other
efficiency improvements. Determinations on cost responsibilities are not relevant to either the zoning
or building permit review, and remain a decision of the developer.
B Have you confirmed real estate tax model with the township assessor as requested?
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
C 0304 requested a $2SK impact fee. Will this be paid and if so, will it be a onetime payment or a fee
paid annually?
The developer would pay a one time land-cash fee to the Geneva school and park districts. This fee is
based on the number and type (# of bedrooms) of dwelling units being constructed per the City’s
Subdivision Regulations.
2 Landscaping/Screening
A What is planned for a graceful transition from the parking lot to the Allendale properties?
There is a 30 foot strip of land between the Allendale properties and the subject property that is
mostly vegetated already.
B Will screening be provided for the Allendale subdivision to reduce the light and noise?
Naturalized vegetation already exists in the 30 foot strip between the residential area and the
Campana site. No additional landscaping is proposed other than internal parking lot landscaping.
C Will required landscaping be moved to other areas of the site if Preservation requirements prevent
that landscaping in the front?
No.
3 Parking/Sidewalks
A How will the front parking lot be lit? Are light poles allowed per the Preservation Society and if so, has
a rendering of the front face been submitted which includes all changes and lighting?
This rendering was shown at the 8/28/17 HPC and 8/30/17 PC meeting. Lighting plans and
specifications have been provided by the applicant. Full cut-off pole lights installed at approximately
11-12 feet above grade are proposed.

B Will all parking be built, or is the land bank for future parking definite?
A portion of the required parking will be land banked. Land banked parking will be built when
needed, per the Plan Commission’s proposed conditions on 8/30/17.
C Will a loading area in front be added for deliveries and residential use?
A front drop off area will be added per the Plan Commission meeting on 8/30/17.
D D304 requested bus turn lanes, will that be addressed? If only a van will be provided, how will 21
children fit in the one vehicle? Even if transportation is provided by Evergreen, won't a bus be needed?
The site will be able to accommodate bus turning requirements. If van transportation is required, this
would be for elementary school children, which is only a portion of the projected children. Older kids
would use the District bus system.
E Will you provide a pedestrian traffic analysis and projection?
No. A pedestrian walkway and signal will be provided across Fabyan Parkway.
F D304 requested a sidewalk from Campana to the Allendale subdivision. Will this be provided?
The developer has agreed to put a sidewalk along their section of Fabyan. The Geneva Township
Highway Commissioner has denied a request to extend the walk along Allen Drive.
4 Stormwater
A What are we doing with drainage? Is it just an afterthought? Where will the detention be for land
bank parking drainage?
No detention is required for the proposed or future improvements per the City Engineer. If
stormwater detention is required in the future, the developer will need to provide that as either
traditional detention or underground storage.
5 Traffic
A Have any auto-turn runs been done internally for emergency and commercial vehicles? Will they be
required?
Yes these have been done. Auto-turn drawings were provided in the initial transmittal to the Plan
Commission.
B Will the proposed 6ft signs impede traffic vision if setback variances are approved? Please include in
the rendering that has been requested.
These will be reviewed in more detail at permit. They will need to be set outside of any vision triangle
encroachments.
C Will the right in, right out and additional entrance on Rt31 be included in the plan?
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The IL 31 entrance will be a full access entrance.
D Was an additional parking survey completed for over 3 days which includes the medical center and
takes into consideration the evening parking at drop off and pick up times for Fusion?
No. If parking becomes an issue after the new parking is built, the City will be able to require the
construction of the land banked parking.
6 Other
A Will any measures be taken to alleviate the heat magnification of the glass block and if so, what will
that entail?
This will be addressed at the time of building permits. Applicants architect noted items such as blinds
and other efficiency improvements that could address this issue.
B What are Evergreen's plans for accommodating the needs of growing families?
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
C Don't you feel obligated to convert the market rate units into other type of income driven units?
This is not relevant to the zoning request. Housing is an allowable use on the subject property.
D Will anyone from the local area ever have the opportunity to fill the voucher driven units? When will
the Aurora waiting list be open again?
This is not relevant to the zoning request. However the developer is investigating the ability to have a
local waiting list option. This investigation would be with the Aurora Housing Authority.
E What will be the benefits of this project to the local community and residences?
The use of the property for housing is an allowable use. The use of it for
affordable/attainable/workforce housing is a goal in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The reuse of the
building will preserve a significant historic building.
F Will an onsite daycare or convenience store be added? Perhaps in the 1st 25% of the building adjacent
to the public road in order to meet zoning requirements and aid residents.
This is undetermined at this time.
G Please provide vacancy rates for all other Evergreen developments for the past 5 Years.
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
H Please provide requested eviction rates.
This is not relevant to the zoning request. Applicant provided examples at their other properties in
their testimony during the public hearing.
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1 Costs
A IHDA has stated that an intergovernmental agreement can be set up to insure that Geneva receives
their share of housing credit for this project, due to the fact that Evergreen received additional funds by
citing the demographics of Geneva on its application. Has there been any effort to contact Geneva
officials in this regard? Will there be any agreement offered? Will Geneva have any input in the decision
making process?
We are not aware of any proposal to share housing credits for this development. There has been no
discussion about this with Geneva. The zoning decision is made by Batavia since it is in the Batavia
City limits.
B Does the City expect taxpayers to underwrite a building that no buyer has felt worthwhile to invest in
themselves?
The City is reacting to a request from a developer to reuse the building under the terms of the City
zoning code. There is no City funding proposed for this project.
C Has a capital reserves study been completed?
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
D Have all taxing bodies of both Batavia and Geneva provided all service cost increases that this
proposal will incur?
This is not relevant to the zoning request. We do not anticipate there will be any additional service
calls such that will be a burden on our existing service levels.
E Is the City willing to spend taxpayer funds of $375k-$425k per unit, and approve an ongoing taxpayer
investment in the form of subsidized rents and unfunded education costs to preserve a building that has
no appeal to business investors?
This is not relevant to the zoning request. No City funds are being provided or spent as part of this
request.
F How does this proposal preserve the cities of Batavia and Geneva and how is it fiscally sound to help
Evergreen profit at the expense of the taxpayers?
This is not relevant to the zoning request. County, State, and Federal monies are made available to
fund projects such as this. This project will bring those dollars to this community to provide needed
housing and help preserve a historic resource.
G Will any contract penalty clauses be added to the agreement with Evergreen to protect citizens
against loss of property value, increased crime metrics, or increased traffic incidents?
This is not relevant to the zoning request, and is probably illegal and unconstitutional.
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H What efforts will Batavia put in place to insure that Batavia and Geneva taxes are not raised due to
this project?
This is not relevant to the zoning request. The City of Batavia has no control over how other
governments impose their tax levies or how the Assessor values property.
2 Landscaping/Screening
A Cell Code: 4.706 - Will the City of Batavia enforce city code and ensure that the cell towers are
removed from the structure prior to residential occupations? If not, will the City request a study to
measure the output of the antennas and assess the health risks to human by an 3rd party, to be paid for
by the applicant, instead of simply accepting letters of compliance from the carriers involved?
Yes, the antennas will need to be relocated as part of permits for the renovation. RF emissions are
not a factor the City may consider as we are pre-empted from this by the FCC.
B Will the City of Batavia insist on screening as requested by both the Holmstad residents and the
Allendale residents?
The City will require parking lot landscaping as required by code and subject to the approved
landscape plan.
C Will the City of Batavia insist that landscaping requirements waived due to Preservation needs be
moved to other areas of the property?
No, only the landscaping approved by the Plan Commission and City Council will be required.
D Will the City insist on a new rendering prior to approval that includes all modifications, including
accurate window placement/size, lighting, landscaping, signage, entrance and exit changes?
A new rendering of the building has been provided. The Planned Development does not approve
changes to the building’s facades. Approval requiring additional sidewalks, benches, sign details, turn
signs, and even potentially reconfigurated accesses can be verified in building permit plans.
3 Parking/Sidewalks
A Evergreen has stated that no sidewalks can be added to the racetrack parking lot due to Preservation
rules. This does not agree with Kane County Initiatives. Could you list the entities with governing rights
to these matters and the order of their jurisdiction? Who insures that safety measures are not vacated.
The National Park Service, the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, Kane County Historic Preservation
Commission and the City Historic Preservation Commission all have a role in the building’s
appearance. All agencies must be satisfied in order for the project to move forward and to obtain
certain funding sources. Safety measures are enforced by the Community Development Department.
B Will all parking be built, or is the land bank for future parking definite?
A portion of the parking will be land banked.
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C Will the City insist that all parking spaces be built so to avoid land-banking?
No, land banking is being proposed.
D Will the City insist that a loading area is added in front for deliveries and residential use.
The Plan Commission asked for a loading/drop off area to the east side of the building.
E D304 requested bus turn lanes, will that be addressed? If only a van will be provided, how will 21
children fit in the one vehicle? Even if transportation is provided by Evergreen, won't a bus be needed?
This was already addressed earlier.
F D304 and KDOT requested a sidewalk from Campana to the Allendale subdivision. Will Batavia insist
that it is provided?
This was already addressed earlier.
4 Stormwater
A Will the City agree to a meeting with residential engineers to discuss drainage and stormwater issues
created by this project?
This will be something that can be considered if the development is approved by the City Council.
B Will the Planning Commission request/require stormwater and drainage plans from Evergreen prior to
approving this plan?
No, stormwater plans are not necessary at this stage of the development. When final engineering
plans are submitted as part of the building permit process, they will need to address drainage at that
time.
5 Traffic
A Has anyone on the Plan Commission driven the site during rush hour and/or during the evening hours
when Fusion students are picked up?
Individual plan commissioners have visited the site at various times.
B Has there been a semi-trailer turning movement demonstration completed?
This is being investigated further as part of loading area for the commercial site.
C Will Batavia insist that some of the items in the feasibility study that was done 9 years ago are
addressed as part of this project?
This is a very broad statement, and we need more specifics as to what is being requested.
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D As sidewalks cannot be added to the bridge on Fabyan, will pedestrian traffic be prohibited?
This is the jurisdiction of KDOT; they would need to be contacted for this matter.
E Has emergency response time been measured during rush hour? Have any studies been done to
insure that emergency response time is within the 4 minute limit if this proposal is approved?
The Fire Department has not indicated any concerns with response times to the building.
6 Other
A It was asked How can Evergreen be trusted? Is the plan commission concerned about the
discrepancies both stated and printed?
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
B Does the plan commission agree with the developer's claim of close proximity to drug stores etc.?
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
C Was it determined at the Historic Preservation meeting that the North and South wings are to be
considered historic?
The entire site is considered a Landmark Property under the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance.
While certain wings of the building may not be “historic” they are incorporated into the building as a
whole. The City does not separate a building’s parts into historic and non-historic status.
D Please provide explanation in layman terms for the need to subdivide the property and details on
how the separate parcels would then be accessed and maintained in the event that two different
owners are involved.
The request to subdivide the property is at the developer’s choosing. As long as it meets the
subdivision code requirements, they may divide the property.
E Has the City provided occupancy standards and rental inspection details as requested?
The building renovation will need to meet building code requirements. The City has a rental
inspection program, and the building will need to be enrolled and inspected as required under City
Ordinance once occupied.
F Please provide vacancy rates for all other Evergreen developments for the past 5 years.
This was already addressed earlier.
G Please provide requested eviction rates
This was already addressed earlier.
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1 Costs
A Can the City of Batavia set aside some of Evergreen's profits to pay for municipal costs associated
with such a project? Will commission Consider Contractual compensation possibilities? Maybe an
ESCROW account?
The applicant has paid zoning application fees and will pay an engineering escrow prior to engineering
review.
B In the last Board minutes, Staff responded to resident concerns in the Regional and lnterjurisidictional
code #2 regarding profound effects outside of jurisdiction with the argument that "no evidence of
negative effects were received." However, evidence has been amply provided in the testimony provided
that MANY negative effects such as unfunded education costs, higher taxes, loss in property value,
health risks, noise and light pollution, increased traffic and more accidents will be created. Will this
evidence be taken into account when making this decision? If not, what additional information must be
provided before the evidence is taken into consideration?
No specific evidence was given at the hearing on impacts for this development other than a traffic
engineering and parking study. All evidence given was hearsay or in general, and not directly related
to this building or its surrounding area.
C Has the student calculation method and the data provided by Evergreen been verified? If the number
of students has been grossly misstated or grows much larger over time, what measures will Batavia take
to insure that the additional education costs are not passed on to Geneva residents?
The City and developer have both provided estimates of the number of students. The City’s estimate
is based on the City’s Subdivision Regulations; the developer’s estimate is based on its experience
with similar housing. The building will pay school property taxes no different than a single family
home or apartment complex. The building has paid property taxes to the school district since it was
built in the 1930’s and no students have ever been generated by this building.
D The potential of re-districting to insure that all educational costs are incurred by Batavia instead of
Geneva has been brought up several times. Will the City of Batavia agree to redistrict JUST the Campana
building PRIOR to any residents moving in? This would insure that students are not disrupted and
Geneva school are not overcrowded in the future, as well as removing any obligation to include
Geneva's requests from the building plans
The City has no control over the attendance boundaries for students or even the boundary of one
school district versus another. This would be a matter to be taken up with each district separately.
2 Landscaping/Screening
A At the HPC meeting of 08/28/2017, screening of the parking area along Fabyan was confirmed. Is
there a rendering showing what that screening will look like?
This is addressed by the landscape plan.
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3 Parking/Sidewalks
A What is the mechanism for determining when the "Land Bank" parking would be required? Shouldn't
it be done now? Who will pay for it if done later? After 15 years?
This would be at the discretion of the City, and the City would require more parking if typical daily
demand exceeds the number of spaces striped on the site. We are proposing a backup Special Service
Area to pay for this parking (and detention if required) if the owner does not build the extra parking
if/when required.
4 Stormwater
A Doesn't the land bank parking have to be decided upon in order to engineer the drainage properly?
No. This can be engineered at the time the parking is needed.
5 Traffic
A In light of the KDOT report and absence of IDOT response, shouldn't any vote be postponed until a
new site plan can be prepared? How can the planning commission even consider approval of this project
before the IDOT report is available and reviewed?
No KDOT or IDOT permits are required as no modifications are being made to the site accesses. These
were advisory comments only and are not necessary as part of the development approvals.
6 Other
A Not including the first floor north wing units with lower/drywall ceilings, there are about 23 units in
the remainder of the 16' high ceiling portion of the building. Will the bathroom and Bedroom walls in
these units extend all the way to the ceiling? There is not an elevation shown in the plans.
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
B I am told that asbestos still exists in the old glazing of the glass blocks. How will this be mitigated? And
if no mitigation is planned, of which City code will a variance be required?
This would be addressed at the time of building permits.
C We request that the City provide the vacancy rates of all housing for the past 5 years.
This is not relevant to the zoning request, and we are not knowledgeable about housing vacancy
rates.
D If the PUD is contested and judged illegal, what are the statutory evidence requirements for each
variance?
The PUD request meets the requirements for a Planned Development under the Batavia Zoning Code.
The proposed approval process is within the allowable petition requirements of the zoning code.
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E Has Evergreen's application been reviewed by IDHA and HUD with the corrections needed as noted by
Joe Kefer?
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
F The City has stated that no other development has been proposed for this site over the last 20 years.
Yet a spokesperson for Preservation Partners has testified that at least 3 proposals were submitted and
turned down by the Historic Preservation Commission. Would the City consider rescinding the historic
preservation status of the building in order to make the building more attractive to investors and allow
for a more suitable adaptive reuse of the property?
No zoning applications have been filed for the property during that time period. There were several
conceptual ideas suggested, but none rose to the level of an official review by the City.
The removal of the historic status would be up to the Historic Preservation Commission. It would not
remove the listing of this building on the National Register of Historic Places.
G Please provide vacancy rates for all other Evergreen developments for the past 5 years.
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
H We can only hope that ALL the concerns listed in the staff summary dated 8/11 are discussed by this
commission during deliberations. Will the public have a turn to ask additional questions after the
planning commission finishes deliberations?
The public hearing is now closed, and no additional input will be considered by the Plan Commission.
Once voted on it will be heard by the City Council’s Committee of the Whole where additional input
may be considered.
I If the residents are to incur HVAC cost, has a study been done by a professional HVAC consultant that
includes potential annual operating costs to be incurred by residents? Will the plan commission consider
this as a requirement?
This is not relevant to the zoning request.
J Can City staff explain why they do not feel that requiring final engineering plans before voting on
Design Review is pertinent in this complex case?
This is an engineering issue that is not typically considered at this point of development review. It
would be considered, if the zoning is approved, as part of the building permit reviews.
Other traffic and stormwater questions-developer responses except where noted (City response)
General Question
1. Staff notes that stormwater will be confirmed later. Can you please confirm if the Plan Commission is
approving the site plan as shown or only the variances? Could you please clarify the process if another
variance, for example deficient on detention/stormwater, or substantial IDOT comments, are
found/received at a later date what that process would be?
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(City response) The City is approving the development as a whole. If further deviations are necessary
after approval, the owner can petition for an amendment to the Planned Development overlay.
Traffic Study - General
1. KLOA agreed Eriksson study generally followed industry standards, but noted 3 pages of errors, to
what extent have those been addressed by Eriksson?
The questions and comments from KLOA have been reviewed and adjustments to the traffic study can
be made, if necessary, and if agreed to by Eriksson.
2. Has the City reviewed a traffic study from Eriksson showing the connector road?
No, but Eriksson’s testimony has spoken to the connector road.
3. Does the applicant still believe there will be additional conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles on
the Campana site due to the Connector Road? If more traffic from the west lot uses IL 31 to avoid
Fabyan Parkway, or residents in the east lot use the Connector Road to access Fabyan Parkway
westbound, won’t that increase the number of cars crossing pedestrian walkways?
Possibly, but the geometry of the drives and road (and signage on the site) will help ensure that
vehicle speeds are low when driving on the site.
4. Recommend using different AM/PM splits along Fabyan Parkway, because of large differences in
direction distribution. Erickson would need to discuss with KDOT for clarification.
Eriksson is in ongoing discussions with KDOT.
5. Has Eriksson modeled the Campana/IL 31 entrance with that redistributed traffic distribution?
Eriksson has offered its own professional opinion of the appropriate traffic distribution.
6. What are the anticipated delays/queue along IL 31 in the AM and PM, do you anticipated these
vehicles will wait in the northbound thru lane since there is no NB left turn lane on IL 31? Is this a safety
issue?
The southbound queue on IL is projected to be 170 feet in the morning and 745 feet in the afternoon.
IL 31 has a painted median where left-turning vehicles can wait without blocking the thru lane. Please
note that with the connector road, residents entering the site can use the Fabyan Parkway entrance
and avoid the northbound left-turn.
7. I regularly see traffic backed up and blocking the Campana/IL 31 entrance at night, with the residents
using that entrance for the Campana building, do you anticipate any issues?
No, See No. 6 above. Also, drivers turning near busy intersections will generally make the left-turn
thru queued vehicles when the IL 31 drivers provide a “courtesy” gap. Also, “Do Not Block Driveway”
signage and striping can be implemented.

11

8. Have you received IDOT’s comments for the IL 31 entrance? Have they been reviewed or considered
in the current site plan? Is IDOT aware of KDOT’s comments and the latest site plan with the Connector
Road?
Evergreen has not received IDOT’s comments. Evergreen is keeping IDOT up to date with site plan
adjustments and KDOT’s comments.
9. KDOT noted that traffic backs up beyond the Campana entrance along Fabyan and therefore a rightin-right-out will be required in the future. By same logic, queues back up beyond Campana Entrance
along IL 31, what happens if IDOT requests a RIRO as well?
Evergreen is prepared to make both entrances RIRO, but such determinations will ultimately be
dependent on engineering and planning resolution of the overall IL-31/Fabyan intersection among
IDOT, KDOT, Batavia and Geneva.
10. Based on current Eriksson traffic study, PM queues on north leg of IL 31 exceed 600’+ (300’+ beyond
the Campana entrance) with a LOS F for the approach. Additionally, modeling of the existing Campana
Entrance on Fabyan Parkway is a LOS F. How does shifting the traffic from the Fabyan Entrance to the IL
31 Entrance solve the issue of getting people in/out of the site efficiently?
The intent of the site design is not to shift traffic from the Fabyan entrance. Rather, it is to provide
separation between the primarily commercial entrance on Fabyan, and the primarily residential
entrance on IL-31. Our modeling indicates this will have negligible impact on the current intersection
LOS. (Also see comments 6 and 7)
11. What will the bus turnout requested by KDOT look like on site? Is the entrance along IL 31 impacted
(design standards indicate bus turn out will need to be 300’ long, which extends beyond entrance)? If so,
has Eriksson/Evergreen confirmed sufficient site distance is achieved? There are approximately 6 stops
between 3:30 and 6 pm on IL 31/Batavia route, during 600’+ backup and LOS F during PM.
While KDOT has requested that we study the turnout, PACE does not want bus turnouts along
roadways like IL-31 per their comments.
12. If the bus turnout is constructed now and no SB right turn lane is built along IL 31 (As is warranted),
won’t the bus turnout have to be removed/reconstructed in order to add a southbound right turn lane
in the future?
See response #11 above.
13. Have you modeled the KDOT comments, primarily the impacts of either an EB left turn lane or RIRO
along Fabyan Parkway for access control or the updated growth rates for background traffic?
KDOT’s questions and comments have been reviewed and adjustments to the traffic study, if
necessary and if agreed by Eriksson.
14. Have you modeled the turn templates for a WB right turn lane (as requested by KDOT) at the
Campana/Fabyan entrance, is the design vehicle able to make that turn without entrance modifications?
Can a fire truck make the turn?
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Evergreen has not modeled this condition at this time, as KDOT did not specifically require this turn
lane. Eriksson does not agree with the attached turning template analysis. Please note that fire trucks
responding to the east side will use the IL 31 access. However, if conditions necessitate that they use
the connector road, the fire trucks will likely start their turn further south because other vehicles will
pull over to the right against the curb lane and it will not be usable by the fire truck.
15. A restaurant was mentioned as being a possibility by Evergreen in the June 27 response to Batavia
staff comments. Could you please let me know how many trips a restaurant would cause and what
infrastructure improvements would be necessary to accommodate them?
Table 2 of the traffic study indicates the potential traffic volumes at the campus by restaurants and
other currently permitted uses in the MU zoning district. Eriksson is modeling only the current
proposed program. If a restaurant is proposed in the future, they will have to receive City approval
and demonstrate the adequacy of access and parking.
16. In summary: How did the City come to the conclusion that the entrances are sufficient without
having comments from KDOT (awaiting responses), PACE, IDOT, and with both entrances operating at
either LOS F or adjacent to a LOS F approach?
(City response) The applicant is not making any modifications to the driveways, therefore no permits
are required from KDOT or IDOT. We asked for general comments from them only as an informational
matter only. The Fabyan access operates at LOS F now, and will continue to do so unless
modifications are made, so this is a “no change” from the current situation. The access on IL 31 is
shown to operate at LOS A to LOS C depending in the time of day and the movement. This is not an
intersection that is at LOS F as the commenter notes.
Safety
1. Do you believe there are existing safety issues at this location? Has the site plan done anything to
address existing safety issues?
The existing safety issues at this location represent the cumulative impact of multiple, regionallydriven transportation issues including natural growth and the original alignment and design of the
Fabyan Bridge. The site plan is contributing right-of-way to KDOT and/or IDOT to allow the state and
county transportation agencies to begin addressing these regionally-driven issues without the added
expense of purchasing or condemning land. The site plan also shows the project paying to install a
pedestrian crossing across the west leg of Fabyan Parkway. We believe these approaches represent a
more than fair individual project contribution toward a regional transportation challenge.
2. For the City, Developers are asked to construct warranted infrastructure improvements at projects all
of the time, why has the City only asked that a Connector Road be constructed as part of this project
and not additional safety improvements such as dedicated turn lanes? If 200+ parking spaces are
warranted, isn’t it common sense that the site has potential to generate more traffic than is currently
shown during peak traffic hours?
Evergreen vehemently disagrees. See response to safety issue #1 above.
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3. KDOT noted concerns over the delays or backups at the Campana entrance due to the proximity of
the throat/mattress parking/Connector Road, do you know is this backup will affect access for
emergency vehicles, will they be able to enter the site if there are cars queued in front of the Mattress
Store? According to Autoturn, a WB fire truck is unable to make a right turn into the site and access the
Connector Road without impacting vehicles or parking spaces at the Mattress Store (See attached). This
would be the same for buses, box trucks, and other large vehicles. How does the current plan address
this concern?
Evergreen’s Autoturn analysis of the site confirms that fire trucks and school buses can successfully
maneuver the site. Also see Comment 14
4. Are you concerned that as KLOA noted, this is a 5% accident location/intersection for IDOT? Do you
believe that warrants additional safety consideration for the entrances in close proximity to the
intersection?
Of course we at Evergreen are concerned about this, but pursuant to our response to safety issue #1,
above, we look forward to working closely with IDOT, KDOT, and the City of Batavia to resolve this
regional transportation challenge.
5. I have seen pictures with delivery trucks at the mattress store can block access to the west lot, has
this been considered in the new parking lot configuration? If this is a residential building, will emergency
vehicles be able to access the west lot during mattress store deliveries?
Evergreen is currently addressing this issue with a new design for the loading dock for the mattress
store that would not require full extended perpendicular access to the building.
6. Have you completed a detailed analysis of the traffic accidents within 1000’ of the IL 31/Fabyan
intersection over the last 5 years to determine the primary causes? How many of those were related to
backups at the intersection, lack of center or dedicated turn lanes along IL 31 or Fabyan Parkway at the
Campana building?
No, crash studies have been completed by KDOT.
Drainage
1. General Comment: The parking lot expansion and stormwater management are closely tied to each
other, therefore, stormwater should not be delayed until final engineering.
Stormwater analysis has not been delayed, but its final design and review is not required in the zoning
process. No permits will be issued by the City of Batavia on behalf of Kane County until the
stormwater management plan is accepted by the City of Batavia Engineers. We are addressing the
relevant sections of the Kane County Stormwater Ordinance, as confirmed by City of Batavia
engineering staff.
2. In May, Batavia Engineering staff requested in meeting notes that Evergreen provide drainage
calculations for the site, have those been submitted?
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No, the Batavia staff engineers have stated on multiple occasions these calculations are not required
and will not be reviewed until building permits have been applied for.
3. All of the Campana drainage flows off site to either the west or north drainage ditch which is beyond
the property line, and either Geneva or Unincorporated. Has the City of Geneva or Kane County been
contacted to coordinate the Stormwater permit?
Kane County was contacted and we at Evergreen were told the City of Batavia is an authorized
municipality. City of Batavia engineering staff will review all stormwater permits on behalf of the
county.
4. I don’t believe the interpretation of the Kane County Stormwater Ordinance provided at the 8/16
meeting is correct. The threshold for requiring detention is 25,000 SF aggregate not net. Additionally,
while the drainage boundaries should be maintained and can flow offsite, I don’t believe the site is able
to negatively impact downstream properties/landowners. With the increase in impervious pavement, do
you anticipate any adverse impacts to adjacent landowners?
Evergreen disagrees with your interpretation, and our interpretation has been supported by the City
of Batavia engineer.
5. Is the downstream culvert sized sufficiently to handle offsite flows? I believe the culvert crossing IL 31
is only 36” diameter. Has IDOT provided feedback on stormwater management?
IDOT drainage checklist will be submitted for their review after the zoning process. IDOT will not
approve the project until their requirements are met.
6. Is there a plan to implement site detention if the landbanked parking concept is applied, as the
additional impervious would far exceed the 25,000 SF noted? Can you please discuss where the
detention would be located on site? Is the cost for stormwater detention going to be used as a reason to
not expand parking in the future if warranted by changes in use?
There is a plan to implement site detention if the land banked parking is built.
Noise
1. I disagree with the Applicant’s response to request for a noise study. Adjacent landowners are
concerned over noise in northwest parking lot for both the tot-lot and landbanked parking concepts.
The northwest part of the property is primarily used to store maintenance equipment, creating very
little noise. The proposed plan is a change in use, therefore, it is reasonable to request a noise study to
determine the impact of the new use on adjacent landowners. If this was a roadway project, change in
conditions or use of the roadway triggers a noise study to determine existing and proposed noise levels
and if a noise barrier is warranted. The proposed site plan changes the uses, density, and proposed
noise levels of the northwest lot. Can the applicant please provide the existing and proposed noise levels
for the proposed site if either the tot-lot or landbanked parking are implemented? (Note: several local
environmental firms should be able to provide this information, including Huff and Huff)
There is no statutory or regulatory requirement to undertake a noise study when undertaking a
conversion of a primarily industrial or commercial building to a primarily residential building.
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August 14, 2017
Batavia Planning and Zoning Commission
Zoning Division
100 N Island Avenue
Batavia, IL 60510
Subject:

Campana Redevelopment – August 2nd Public Hearing Follow Up

Dear Commission Members:
Following the August 2nd public hearing, where the commission was presented a substantial amount of information, I
wanted to formalize my comments for your consideration. As a Geneva resident immediately adjacent to this project,
my family and I have been very concerned regarding the scope of the proposed development. An intersection that
we typically avoid, when possible, due to the heavy traffic volumes, lack of turn lanes, and accident history, it’s pretty
clear the Campana site is situated in a challenging corner of the Geneva/Batavia city limits.
As a transportation engineer by trade, I have been involved in dozens of intersection and roadway design projects
throughout the area. I’ve often encountered projects similar to this scenario, where the corridor includes multiple
jurisdictions, requiring that two or more municipalities work together. Given the unique location of this project, that
it is within both cities’ planning boundaries, number of concerns, and level of contention in the community, it is my
hope that the two communities’ governmental bodies could work together.
Additionally, based on my previous experience, the project approval process is clearly being rushed. Listening to the
conversation during the initial public information meeting and the public hearing from both the developer and
Batavia staff, I think it is fair to categorize the Campana property as an important site. A site that many other
communities would develop an individual Master Plan; a plan that would address traffic, entrance restrictions, safety,
mobility, and drainage concerns that could be applied when a developer came along. All of the information to this
point has been presented from the developer’s team, and there are several errors and omissions that were noted by
KDOT, KLOA, and other members of the public at the August 2nd meeting. By Evergreen’s own admission, they are still
early in the process and needed to complete a lot of work in order to provide answers. It’s amazing to me that the
site plan and variances are up for approval without receiving review comments from KDOT and IDOT, major
stakeholders in the project, or without understanding the drainage impacts/calculations requested in the comments
from Batavia staff in May and June (see attached). I respectfully request that the Plan Commission delay approval of
the site plan and variances until Evergreen provides an updated traffic study reflecting KDOT, IDOT, and KLOA
comments, they provide a plan for incorporating detention in the interim and/or landbanked parking concepts, and
there is an understanding of the noise impacts that can be expected for the adjacent landowners.
As noted at the August 2nd public hearing, I’m concerned with the following components of the site plan: traffic,
safety, mobility, parking, drainage, and noise abatement.
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Traffic
 Existing site traffic issues include:
o People are unable to exit out the Campana Fabyan Parkway Entrance in the AM and PM peak hours,
causing substantial delays
o The site entrances are too close to the IL 31/Fabyan intersection, with the IL 31 and Fabyan Parkway
entrances only 370’ and 630’ from the intersection
o There are no dedicated left turn lanes into the site on either Fabyan Parkway or IL 31, causing traffic
to sit in the thru lanes
o A southbound right turn lane is warranted on IL 31 at the intersection with the threshold being more
than 150 turns in the peak hour, and the PM peak hour having over 220 right turns in the PM peak
hour. Adding the turn lane would eliminate the incentive for cut through traffic, reduce backups, and
improve safety.
o The IL 31/Fabyan Parkway intersection experiences 20 accidents/year due to high travel speeds, the
existing skew angles and limited site distance, and is an IDOT 5% intersection
o There are multiple subdivision and commercial entrances within the project study corridor, causing
significant delays and unsafe maneuvers given the high daily traffic on Fabyan Parkway and IL 31
o Southbound traffic queues beyond the existing Campana entrance on IL 31 during the PM rush hour,
blocking access in and out of the site. In fact, the developer should be using a different type of traffic
modeling software (Synchro Software) to more accurately reflect the expected delays. The current
HCS software used in the traffic study does not consider impacts from the delays experienced at the
Fabyan/IL 31 intersection, grossly underestimating the site delays that can be expected.
o Proposed connector road may encourage westbound right turns to cut-through the project site to
avoid the traffic signal and will increase conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles
o The Campana Entrance on IL 31 is very steep which reduces safety and efficiency of the users at this
location
 None of the above concerns are addressed in the current site plan, however, there is a way to resolve each of
these issues through the addition of turn lanes, relocation of the entrances and creating a comprehensive
site plan.
 KDOT reviewed the permit application and noted several issues/concerns that they are requesting be
implemented along Fabyan Parkway and at the Pace bus stop. Those changes should be included in the traffic
study and site plan to make sure they can be implemented before approval.
 The City has not received review comments from IDOT regarding access along IL 31
 The Campana building primarily operates as a storage facility in its existing use, creating very minimal traffic.
Additionally, the furniture store is by far the lowest retail trip generator in the ITE Trip Generation Manual.
Reviewing the June 19th response to Batavia staff comments, Evergreen notes that they ‘do not want to
exclude restaurant use as part of the Planned Development’. The traffic and access issues are not going
away, especially if a restaurant is a future possibility. Simply shifting the traffic to IL 31 from Fabyan is not the
answer.
Safety/Mobility
 KLOA noted that this is a 5% accident intersection location, meaning it is in the top 5% of State intersections
most in need of safety improvements. However, there are no safety improvements included in this project.
The Campana site requires comprehensive changes and not just the band-aid ‘solutions’ currently proposed.
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This is a large site that will be very busy during peak hours. The current site plan creates several points of
conflict between pedestrians and vehicles, especially with redirecting traffic from the west to east lot.

Parking/Drainage
 Evergreen is currently applying for variances to their planned development, with parking being the most
substantial. It is my concern, based on Evergreen and Batavia’s staff comments, that the landbanked parking
concept is a ‘creative thinking’ approach to avoiding site detention because of the cost. The back corner of
my property is several feet lower than the Campana property and all of the Campana site runoff flows into
the private property to the north and overflow ends up in our backyard. Additionally, the difference in the
runoff coefficients between a paved surface and aggregate parking lot results in a site runoff that warrants
detention. If landbanked parking is eventually constructed, it will easily warrant detention, but there will be
no remaining land to grade a pond. How will detention be accomplished, below ground beneath the
pavement?
 As a resident of Allendale, I am concerned that if there is not enough parking on site, the overflow will end up
in our neighborhood, with cut through pedestrian traffic walking through our yard to travel between the two
properties.
Noise Abatement
 One of the selling points for our home was the peaceful setting. However, when maintenance or volleyball
staff is in the back of the property it can be very noisy. At the neighborhood meeting with Geneva alderman
and Mayor, they indicated that requesting a noise wall is reasonable. Has a noise study been completed, and
several neighbors have indicated they’d like a noise wall potentially, has this been discussed?
Summary
Given the information presented at this point in time, I understand the City’s motivation to approve the presented
plan. Based on the challenges presented by the historical status, existing site issues, and high accident rate of the
adjacent intersection, it is easy to see why this is a daunting task for a developer to do anything with this site.
However, just because a plan comes along, that doesn’t mean it is a responsible development, and it certainly
shouldn’t rush through the process. Evergreen’s plan still has a long way to go and several questions to answer
before the City should approve it. I respectfully ask that the plan commission make sure those questions are
answered and that a responsible/safe development is implemented at this site. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Matt Baldwin, PE, PTOE
2013 Allen Drive
Geneva, IL 60134
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Attachments:
 DEVELOPMENT REVIEW MEETING – CAMPANA REDEVELOPMENT MEETING NOTES (May 18, 2017)
 CITY OF BATAVIA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMENTS AND EVERGREEN RESPONSES – Pages 1-5 of
9 (June 19, 2017)
 IDOT DRAINAGE MANUAL – RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS
 IMPERVIOUS AREA EXHIBIT – WITH MNB COMMENTS

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW MEETING – CAMPANA REDEVELOPMENT
Batavia City Hall
May 18, 2017
Summary Meeting Notes
Batavia Staff in Attendance
Rahat Bari (City Engineer)
Andrea Podraza (Senior Civil Engineer)
Chris Aiston (CC Aiston, Ltd.)
Brian DiNicola (Fire Marshall)
Tim Grimm (Civil Engineer)

Drew Rackow (Planner)
Scott Buening (Community Development Director)
Laura Newman (City Administrator)
Joel Strassman (Planning and Zoning Officer)

Applicant Attendees: Dennis Langley and Katherine Heinz, WeeseLangleyWeese; David Block and Nicolette
Jurgens-Tamminga, Evergreen Real Estate Group; Stephan Corcoran and Tim Brown, Eriksson Engineering; Frank
Mares, Property Owner

Campana Redevelopment Proposed Development Plan Review
Strassman reviewed the staff comments sent to Evergreen Real Estate Group day before and are included in these
meeting notes with additional comments added on May 18. The group acknowledged that the City of Batavia,
KDOT, and IDOT all will have input for what will be required regarding right-of-way width, sidewalk, and
intersection/signalization improvements.
Regarding the staff comment addressing financing to build landbanked parking, Buening encouraged creative
thinking to establish a mechanism to fund the construction. Mr. Block noted that some of the landbanked area may
become a play area to address concerns raised at the COW meeting. Parking lot construction may trigger the need for
costly stormwater management. The oval parking area will need to retain its shape per SHPO, but parking spaces and
aisles will be striped to meet code geometry. Relief for parking supply may be sought through a planned
development or variance. Strassman reviewed the differences with requesting code relief through a planned
development compared to requesting a variance.
A drawing showing a raised parapet on the tower to screen cell antennas was presented. The SHPO has approved this
approach to accommodate the antennas. A planned development may grant Zoning Code relief to allow such
facilities in a residential building.
Buening questioned whether the vertical windows on the east wall of the north addition would be approved by SHPO.
Mr. Block and Mr. Langley’s interpretation of the SHPO approval is that the vertical windows in that location are
acceptable. Strassman noted that a reduction in the required amount of transparency for street-facing walls may be
sought through a planned development.
Buening and Mr. Corcoran had differing opinions on the amount of cut-through traffic if the south and east parking
areas were connected. Mr. Block noted that with the connection, cut-through traffic would increase, and would mix
residential and non-residential parking which he wants to avoid. Buening stated with the connection, residents and
visitors to the site would have more site exiting options, which is particularly desirable given the amount of traffic on
Batavia Avenue and Fabyan Parkway. Langley noted site grade issues to successfully make this connection.
Mr. Block informed the group that he had been contacted by two Geneva Alderman and toured his other properties
with them. Mr. Block offered to do the same with Batavia staff, and elected and appointed officials.
Below are the staff comments distributed at the meeting.
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1. A pedestrian crosswalk and signal will need to be added allowing pedestrian access south across
Fabyan Parkway. (Planning)
2. Be advised that the City's Multifamily Design Guidelines
(http://www.cityofbatavia.net/DocumentCenter/View/711) may apply. Provide statements
identifying where and why specific guidelines are not met. (Planning)
3. Handcapped spaces are not in compliance with code. They must have an exclusive striped aisle;
these cannot be shared with the adjacent space. (Planning)
4. If a reduced amount of parking is to be allowed, they need to show that they can build the extra
parking if the need arises. They show a land banked area at the rear, but they do not indicate any
numbers or a potential layout that would meet code. We will also need some sort of financial
mechanism in place to guarantee that they will build the parking if demand requires it.
(Planning)
5. It is understood that SHPO wants the cellular antennas on the building removed. Disposition of
where these will be relocated to and how they will appear need to be provided. (Planning)
6. Provide details to demonstrate trash enclosure complies with Zoning Code Section 4.106.
(Planning)
7. Provide plans detailing building transparency to be provided compared to what's required per
Zoning Code Section 2.505.B (Planning)
8. provide public sidewalk along east property line, north? Should sidewalk along the east property
line be located in the public right of way? (Planning)
9. The building elevations will need to be approved by the Historic Preservation Commission.
(Planning)
10. The building's west wing provides virtually no street frontage since a separate ownership
property not part of this proposal is located between the west wing and the street. Provide
revised information to respond to the requirements of Zoning Code Section 5.205.A. (Planning)
11. The front ring road has a lot of extra asphalt near the handicapped spaces at the front of the
building. Why is this necessary? This seems like a waste of potential green area. (Planning)
12. The issue of extending the sidewalk further west to and along Allen Drive will be a topic that
still needs discussion. We have inquired with the Township Highway Commissioner about this
issue, but have not heard from them as yet. (Planning)
13. The parking spaces on the ring road appear to be at a 60 degree angle. If so this requires the
drive to be 17 feet in width, not 15 feet as shown. The driveway may be 15 feet wide if the
spaces are at a 30 degree angle. (Planning)
14. The Site plan (SP1.0) and the Geometry (C200 & C201) plans do not match for parts of the
parking lots. It is assumed that the Site Plan is the correct plan. (Planning)
15. The traffic study indicates that the sidewalk along Fabyan should be moved outside the future
right of way line, which makes sense. However, the proposed location seems further away than
will be needed for the intersection improvements. We have made a request to KDOT to advise
where they want the ROW so the walk can be placed appropriately. In any event it will need to
be extended to the west property line at a minimum. (Planning)
16. They are proposing 154 spaces in lieu of the 330 otherwise required (or 302 using Evergreen's
future tenant numbers). While their parking study indicates a smaller number of spaces is
acceptable, there are no other places for people to park in the event their study is incorrect. I
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would note that the sports facility often gets significant congestion after rush hours and on
weekends from people dropping off and picking up participants. I am not sure they took this into
account as part of their study. (Planning)
17. Where possible, provide landscaping to screen mechanical and electrical equipment as intended
in Zonign Code Section 4.105. (Planning)
18. While no improvements are being proposed to the driveway accesses to either Fabyan or IL 31,
we would like comments from KDOT and IDOT as to any concerns about the access points. It
appears that a left turn lane could be simply striped for the IL 31 driveway if that seems
appropriate without any physical changes to the road. However, adding a similar turn lane on
Fabyan will require pavement widening. We do have some concerns that eastbound left turning
traffic will extend traffic delays in the PM peak hour, but would defer to the Kane County
Division of Transportation on that issue. (Planning)
19. While the traffic study says that making the connection between the parking lots will encourage
cut through traffic, we respectfully disagree. Rather, the connection will allow traffic otherwise
waiting at the south entrance (which has a LOS of F) to instead use the IL 31 entrance to exit the
site (LOS A-C depending on analysis period) thus reducing backup and/or behavior trying to
find gaps in traffic that are less than ideal. The development on the south side of Fabyan (The
Holmstad) has a similar connection, and we have not received complaints about cut though
traffic in that location. The design of the drive connection can be designed to discourage cut
through traffic by adding raised walkways or chicanes as may be appropriate. However, we are
going to mandate this connection as a condition of any approval. (Planning)
20. Zoning Code Section 4.704.A prohibits wireless communication monopoles within 500 feet of a
Property designated for residential use in the Comprehensive Plan. (Planning)
21. Zoning Code Section 4.704.C.1 prohibits wireless communication facilities in residential
buildings. (Planning)

General:
1. On the General Notes of the Civil sheets remove all the references to City of Chicago. (PW Civil Engineering)
Sheet 300:
1. Check the flow arrows for the existing storm sewer, some appear to be shown in the wrong
direction. (PW - Civil Engineering)
2. Provide stormwater calculations need to be provided. (PW - Civil Engineering)
3. The existing sanitary sewer needs to be provided for review in DVD format. (PW - Civil
Engineering)
4. The existing storm sewer needs to be televised for review in DVD format. (PW - Civil
Engineering)
Sheet 401:
1. Erosion control plans are required. (PW - Civil Engineering)
2. KDSWCD permit may be required. (PW - Civil Engineering)
Sheet C200:
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1. ADA panels and depressed curb will be required in front of the ADA spaces. (PW - Civil
Engineering)
2. Adjacent ADA accessible spaces cannot share a common access aisle. (PW - Civil Engineering)
3. For the ADA spaces across the aisle and ADA access route will be needed. (PW - Civil
Engineering)
4. Minimum aisle width for one way 60 deg parking is 17 ft. (PW - Civil Engineering)
5. Provide a turning template and dimensions for the Route 31 access. (PW - Civil Engineering)
6. Sidewalk with detectable warnings will be required thru the access from Route 31. (PW - Civil
Engineering)
7. The parking areas will require concrete curb and gutter (PW - Civil Engineering)
Sheet C201:
1. Provide a turning template for the fire lane. (PW - Civil Engineering)
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CITY OF BATAVIA
JEFFERY D. SCHIELKE
Mayor

June 19, 2017
Nicolette Jurgens-Tamminga
Evergreen Real Estate Group
566 West Lake Street, Suite 400
Chicago, IL 60610

via email: njurgens-tamminga@evergreenreg.com

Dear Nicolette:
Thank you and your team for attending Thursday’s Development Review meeting. Below are
comments from Batavia staff on your information submitted for your Planned Development, Design
Review, and Subdivision. Most of these we discussed on Thursday.
With your submission of revised plans and information, please include a response letter wherein you
restate each staff comment followed by your response. I will include an MSWord copy of this letter
to aid you in preparing your responses.
1. The plan has not been reviewed in full detail. A full review will be completed when the
Final Engineering plans are submitted for the project. EREG - okay
2. For final engineering, typical details and street cross sections will need to be provided for
review. EREG - okay
3. For the final engineering plans, show the total acreage of the site on the cover. EREG - okay
4. For final engineering this sheet should be replaced with the City of Batavia Standard
Specifications sheet. EREG - okay
5. Some of the spot elevations are shown in parantheses with no explanation as to the meaning.
Provide clarification for this in the legend. EREG – will update and submit by July 3
6. Has wetland delineation been performed for the site? If so, the limits need to be included on
the existing conditions sheet. EREG – a wetlands map is attached. Please note, there are no
delineated wetlands near the site to incorporate into the plans.
7. The demolition legend is shown on the previous page. For final engineering plans, provide
the legend on the actual demolition sheets. EREG - okay
8. It appears that there will be concrete curb removed for the new parking lot but is not called
out for removal. This will need to be clarified for final engineering. EREG - okay

100 North Island Avenue

♦

Batavia, Illinois 60510

♦

Phone: 630-454-2000

♦

www.cityofbatavia.net

9. The callouts and text for the existing conditions are rotated 90 degrees from the border,
legend, and other text. For final engineering, the text for existing conditions features needs to
match the rest of the text in the drawings. This comment applies to all the engineering sheets.
EREG - okay
10. Show the date when the existing conditions survey was performed and the survey company
that performed it. EREG – a separate sheet with the survey on it (date and entity performed)
will be submitted with July 3 packet.
11. Curb and gutter is shown on the plan without type to be provided. Provide callouts for the
type to be provided and show the locations of where depressed curb is to be provided. EREG
– will update and submit by July 3
12. Show sidewalks to be constructed through all vehicle entrances. EREG – our engineer will
clarify what is required for this. If construction is required, we will update accordingly and
submit with July 3 packet.
13. For the ADA spaces across the aisle an ADA access route will need to be provided. EREG –
will update and submit by July 3
14. Where proposed utilities will be crossing with existing, provide callout for the top/bottom of
the pipes to confirm that there will be no conflicts or violation of IEPA requirements. EREG
– we will review this and it will be part of our final engineering submission for the building
permit.
15. The existing sanitary sewer needs to be televised and provided to the City for review in DVD
format. EREG – this is for final engineering and permit set not for July 3 zoning submission.
16. The existing storm sewer needs to be televised and provided to the City for review in DVD
format. EREG – this is for final engineering and permit set not for July 3 zoning submission.
17. For final engineering, the location of the ex sanitary sewer that extends to the north east of
the building needs to be verified. EREG – okay will be part of final engineering.
18. The west side of the building shows no fire hydrants. A new water main will be required to
provide fire hydrants at the required spacing for the site. It is likely that the water main will
need to be looped around to the east side of the building to increase the available fire flows.
At a minimum, fire hydrants are required at 300-ft spacing and within 75-ft of Fire
Department connections. EREG - We are also working with our engineer to identify the
required design solution for the current site and pressure conditions. We are researching
previous water flow testing results (and will commission another one if no previous results
are available), and looking at implications for routing. We have submitted some further
information from our civil engineer; note that our engineer has indicated that a loop of the
type proposed for the site requires (under IEPA regulations) that the City of Batavia take
ownership of the loop and assume responsibility for its maintenance. We believe this item
requires further discussion with City staff. We will submit additional information if available
on July 3, but as this is a final engineering matter not necessarily impacting the Planned
Development application for the Plan Commission and Committee of the Whole, we need to
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undertake further testing and have the necessary conversations with the city to resolve the
issue fully.
19. For final engineering, show the existing contours as lighter gray and the proposed contours in
bold for clarity. EREG - okay
20. No spot elevations are shown at all. For final engineering, the grading plan will need to spot
elevations for the roadway, curb and gutter, etc. EREG - okay
21. Show the overland flood routes, flow arrows, and proposed slopes on the grading plan.
EREG – will update and provide as much as possible for our July 3 submission, but it will be
final when submitting for permit and final engineering review.
22. The proposed pavement sections should match that of the City of Batavia Design Manual
Section 7.2. EREG – will update and submit by July 3
23. Proposed sidewalk should match the City of Batavia sidewalk detail. A minimum of 6-in
depth is required thru the driveways. EREG – will update and submit by July 3
24. Call-out the type of concrete curb and gutter to be provided. EREG – will update and submit
by July 3
25. For final engineering, a full stormwater narrative and Kane County Stormwater Ordinance
tabs will need to be filled out. EREG - okay
26. The ROW along IL Rt 31 shows sidewalk that edges into private property. On the Final Plat
of Subdivision we need to have added the "Easement Text Combined Recreational Path
Easement Provisions" from the City website for the sidewalk on the east side of the property.
(Staff Note: While there is discussion that there might be a dedication of this and possibly
more property along Rt 31 having this easement protects the City's right to maintain the
property. In lieu of this language they could dedicate first or possibly as part of the
Subdivision Plat thus negating the need for the easement language pertaining to the sidewalk)
EREG – okay we will incorporate the easement into the Plat of Subdivision for the July 3
packet submission.
27. On the final subdivision plat page 2 please move either the Grading/Drainage Certificate or
the Access Easement Provisions away from the top corner for county recording sticker. (page
2) EREG – will update and submit by July 3
28. The City Engineer Certificate has a typo (Missing a space) (page 2) EREG – will update and
submit by July 3, but please confirm which sheet number this is from.
29. There are two owner/notary certificates. Please confirm that two are needed otherwise the
plat may raise questions due to blank signature blocks during the recording process. (Page 2)
EREG – yes, this is on purpose because there will be a residential ownership entity and a
commercial ownership entity.
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30. The site plan shows a total of 146 parking spaces - a reduction from the required 301 spaces
with the current non-residential tenants. While the traffic and parking study shows that fewer
spaces are necessary, there is a concern that less than 50% of the required parking will not be
adequate based upon some issues with the study conclusions and observation of real-life
conditions on the site. Using the parking ratios as outlined in the parking study, a ratio of
1.39 spaces per residential unit could be warranted requiring a total of 111 residential spaces.
The commercial area ratios should not be varied from as the uses could change (i.e
restaurants, medical facilities) causing a greater demand on parking. Therefore as the study
indicates a total of 148 commercial spaces would be required. This brings the total required
spaces to 259, for a reduction of 43 spaces. A further reduction could be warranted if the
PUD prohibits restaurants or other uses that exceed 1 space per 250 square feet of floor area.
If that is agreed to the spaces could be reduced to 136 for the commercial area for a total of
247 required spaces. EREG – We are proposing a compromise that brings us below the
additional 25,000 square feet of impervious pavement on the site triggering storm detention.
This allows us to build 59 additional parking spaces for a total of 206 parking spaces (111
residential spaces and 95 commercial spaces). This also allows us to incorporate a tot lot and
soccer area for the residents and maintain as little impervious area as possible. To mitigate
parking concerns we will include landbank phasing plans. We do not want to exclude
restaurant use as part of the Planned Development.
31. Be advised that the requested parking relief would not accommodate a future replacement
non-residential tenant that has a parking requirement greater that the tenant it would replace.
An example is reducing the mattress store size to add a general retail store, office, and/or a
restaurant. Landbanked parking can be constructed to accommodate new tenants that require
more parking than the tenants they replace. EREG – see comment number 30.
32. Provide a phasing plan for the landbanked parking area to show where the first and
subsequent parking space additions would be built to accommodate changes in tenants and/or
to accommodate a greater than expected parking demand. EREG – see comment number 30.
33. The requested Code modification to allow the wireless communication facility is
acknowledged. Further information is needed on the antenna "shroud" and what material it
will be constructed with and how it will be constructed. This may warrant an additional PUD
deviation from the zoning code for building height, but the Code does allow for some
architectural elements to not count as building height. Both the Plan Commission and HPC
will need to review and approve the design and materials. EREG – If doing a joint meeting
(or not) we have a specific set of drawings that were sent to SHPO geared towards detailing
the historic features of the building. Could we submit these drawings which answer a lot of
the historical questions to HPC in larger size format? We should receive engineering on the
stealth antenna by mid-July – we hope this can be an addendum to our submission and not
hold up the process. The drawings will not be in the City of Batavia size as we have little
input on the vendors drawing sizes. We will be able to have a sample of the RF material by
the August 2 meeting. It will be made to match the color of the building.
34. The existing sidewalk should be located in a public right-of-way and additional land should
be dedicated for that purpose. That can be part of the IL 31 land dedication. EREG – we
have noted this and will either do an easement or dedicate the sidewalk to the City of
Batavia, whichever is easier.
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35. The building elevations need to be approved by the Batavia Historic Preservation
Commission. There are concerns about the operable windows on the north wing and that
they will provide an "unbalanced" appearance of the eastern facade. Timing of the HPC
review, possibly in a joint meeting with the Plan Commission will be considered. EREG –
we are submitting updated plans showing windows on the south wing that balance the
windows added to the north wing. Also, we would like to invite Anthony Rubano to this
meeting – please let us know when a co-meeting between plan commission and HPC may
take place or which HPC you would like us to attend.
36. There is extra asphalt on the front "ring road" that will not be used for parking or driveway
purposes. While we understand SHPO's desire to replicate historic nature of the building and
grounds, we feel that this extra asphalt will be unused and unmaintained and should instead
be replaced with landscaping. With SHPO's agreeing to change the asphalt to accommodate
angled parking, they should be persuaded to allow one to replace unneeded asphalt with areas
designed for low, non-view obstructing landscaping. EREG – this area will be planted and
shown as such in updated July 3 submission.
37. The issue of extending the sidewalk west towards and along Allen Drive needs to be
discussed. We have not heard from the Township Highway Commissioner about this
sidewalk and their position. EREG – Per the Planned Development narrative, Evergreen will
purchase a passenger van to drive elementary students to and from school. In addition, the
development will include areas for children to play including a soccer area and a tot lot.
38. Have the plans been reviewed by KDOT and IDOT for their advisory opinions about the
access? We are waiting for the Kane County Division of Transportation and Illinois Depart
of Transportation to provide information about the amount of right-of-way they desire for
Fabyan Parkway and IL 31. This dedication should be incorporated into the plat of
subdivision. The south parking area and freestanding sign may need to be changed to
accommodate a widened ROW. Please keep the City updated on your progress with KDOT
and IDOT. EREG – We can confirm all documents are in front of KDOT and IDOT, but may
not be part of the July 3 submission – we hope to have comments back before the Plan
Commission meeting or per email correspondences with Joel Strassman on June 21, 2017,
this could be a condition of the PD and City of Batavia administrative review.
39. Have the plans been reviewed by KDOT and IDOT for their advisory opinions about site access?
EREG – they are currently under review. We will alert the city of any comments from IDOT or
KDOT as soon as we have them.
40. The Plat of Subdivision will need to add KDOT as a signatory to the plat since the property
abuts a County Highway. EREG – will update and submit by July 3
Batavia staff has seen success in expediting the State signature process by sending a copy of
the plat to John Karabowicz of IDOT 847-705-4149. EREG – will work with John for final
signature before recording.
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Batavia Plan Commission – August 30, 2017
Questions for Evergreen and City Staff Related to Proposed Campana Development
Submitted by: Matt Baldwin, Geneva Resident
The following questions are being submitted to the Plan Commission, City and Evergreen in order to
expedite the public hearing process. Given the existing traffic, entrance, safety, and drainage issues have
been dismissed, I submit the following questions for consideration. If the City and Applicant are able to
answer/address these questions adequately in the site plan, my family will feel much more comfortable
with the proposed development. Thank you.
General Question
1. Staff notes that stormwater will be confirmed later. Can you please confirm if the Plan
Commission is approving the site plan as shown or only the variances? Could you please clarify
the process if another variance, for example deficient on detention/stormwater, or substantial
IDOT comments, are found/received at a later date what that process would be?
Traffic Study - General
1. KLOA agreed Eriksson study generally followed industry standards, but noted 3 pages of errors,
to what extent have those been addressed by Eriksson?
2. Has the City reviewed a traffic study from Eriksson showing the connector road?
3. Does the applicant still believe there will be additional conflicts between pedestrians and
vehicles on the Campana site due to the Connector Road? If more traffic from the west lot uses
IL 31 to avoid Fabyan Parkway, or residents in the east lot use the Connector Road to access
Fabyan Parkway westbound, won’t that increase the number of cars crossing pedestrian
walkways?
4. Recommend using different AM/PM splits along Fabyan Parkway, because of large differences in
direction distribution. Erickson would need to discuss with KDOT for clarification.
5. Has Eriksson modeled the Campana/IL 31 entrance with that redistributed traffic distribution?
6. What are the anticipated delays/queue along IL 31 in the AM and PM, do you anticipated these
vehicles will wait in the northbound thru lane since there is no NB left turn lane on IL 31? Is this
a safety issue?
7. I regularly see traffic backed up and blocking the Campana/IL 31 entrance at night, with the
residents using that entrance for the Campana building, do you anticipate any issues?
8. Have you received IDOT’s comments for the IL 31 entrance? Have they been reviewed or
considered in the current site plan? Is IDOT aware of KDOT’s comments and the latest site plan
with the Connector Road?
9. KDOT noted that traffic backs up beyond the Campana entrance along Fabyan and therefore a
right-in-right-out will be required in the future. By same logic, queues back up beyond Campana
Entrance along IL 31, what happens if IDOT requests a RIRO as well?
10. Based on current Eriksson traffic study, PM queues on north leg of IL 31 exceed 600’+ (300’+
beyond the Campana entrance) with a LOS F for the approach. Additionally, modeling of the
existing Campana Entrance on Fabyan Parkway is a LOS F. How does shifting the traffic from the
Fabyan Entrance to the IL 31 Entrance solve the issue of getting people in/out of the site
efficiently?

11. What will the bus turnout requested by KDOT look like on site? Is the entrance along IL 31
impacted (design standards indicate bus turn out will need to be 300’ long, which extends
beyond entrance)? If so, has Eriksson/Evergreen confirmed sufficient site distance is achieved?
There are approximately 6 stops between 3:30 and 6 pm on IL 31/Batavia route, during 600’+
backup and LOS F during PM.
12. If the bus turnout is constructed now and no SB right turn lane is built along IL 31 (As is
warranted), won’t the bus turnout have to be removed/reconstructed in order to add a
southbound right turn lane in the future?
13. Have you modeled the KDOT comments, primarily the impacts of either an EB left turn lane or
RIRO along Fabyan Parkway for access control or the updated growth rates for background
traffic?
14. Have you modeled the turn templates for a WB right turn lane (as requested by KDOT) at the
Campana/Fabyan entrance, is the design vehicle able to make that turn without entrance
modifications? Can a firetruck make the turn?
15. A restaurant was mentioned as being a possibility by Evergreen in the June 27 response to
Batavia staff comments. Could you please let me know how many trips a restaurant would cause
and what infrastructure improvements would be necessary to accommodate them?
16. In summary: How did the City come to the conclusion that the entrances are sufficient without
having comments from KDOT (awaiting responses), PACE, IDOT, and with both entrances
operating at either LOS F or adjacent to a LOS F approach?
Safety
1. Do you believe there are existing safety issues at this location? Has the site plan done anything
to address existing safety issues?
2. For the City, Developers are asked to construct warranted infrastructure improvements at
projects all of the time, why has the City only asked that a Connector Road be constructed as
part of this project and not additional safety improvements such as dedicated turn lanes? If
200+ parking spaces are warranted, isn’t it common sense that the site has potential to generate
more traffic than is currently shown during peak traffic hours?
3. KDOT noted concerns over the delays or backups at the Campana entrance due to the proximity
of the throat/mattress parking/Connector Road, do you know is this backup will affect access for
emergency vehicles, will they be able to enter the site if there are cars queued in front of the
Mattress Store? According to Autoturn, a WB firetruck is unable to make a right turn into the
site and access the Connector Road without impacting vehicles or parking spaces at the
Mattress Store (See attached). This would be the same for buses, box trucks, and other large
vehicles. How does the current plan address this concern?
4. Are you concerned that as KLOA noted, this is a 5% accident location/intersection for IDOT? Do
you believe that warrants additional safety consideration for the entrances in close proximity to
the intersection?
5. I have seen pictures with delivery trucks at the mattress store can block access to the west lot,
has this been considered in the new parking lot configuration? If this is a residential building, will
emergency vehicles be able to access the west lot during mattress store deliveries?
6. Have you completed a detailed analysis of the traffic accidents within 1000’ of the IL 31/Fabyan
intersection over the last 5 years to determine the primary causes? How many of those were

related to backups at the intersection, lack of center or dedicated turn lanes along IL 31 or
Fabyan Parkway at the Campana building?
Drainage
1. General Comment: The parking lot expansion and stormwater management are closely tied to
each other, therefore, stormwater should not be delayed until final engineering.
2. In May, Batavia Engineering staff requested in meeting notes that Evergreen provide drainage
calculations for the site, have those been submitted?
3. All of the Campana drainage flows off site to either the west or north drainage ditch which is
beyond the property line, and either Geneva or Unincorporated. Has the City of Geneva or Kane
County been contacted to coordinate the Stormwater permit?
4. I don’t believe the interpretation of the Kane County Stormwater Ordinance provided at the
8/16 meeting is correct. The threshold for requiring detention is 25,000 SF aggregate not net.
Additionally, while the drainage boundaries should be maintained and can flow offsite, I don’t
believe the site is able to negatively impact downstream properties/landowners. With the
increase in impervious pavement, do you anticipate any adverse impacts to adjacent
landowners?
5. Is the downstream culvert sized sufficiently to handle offsite flows? I believe the culvert
crossing IL 31 is only 36” diameter. Has IDOT provided feedback on stormwater management?
6. Is there a plan to implement site detention if the landbanked parking concept is applied, as the
additional impervious would far exceed the 25,000 SF noted? Can you please discuss where the
detention would be located on site? Is the cost for stormwater detention going to be used as a
reason to not expand parking in the future if warranted by changes in use?
Noise
1. I disagree with the Applicant’s response to request for a noise study. Adjacent landowners are
concerned over noise in northwest parking lot for both the tot-lot and landbanked parking
concepts. The northwest part of the property is primarily used to store maintenance equipment,
creating very little noise. The proposed plan is a change in use, therefore, it is reasonable to
request a noise study to determine the impact of the new use on adjacent landowners. If this
was a roadway project, change in conditions or use of the roadway triggers a noise study to
determine existing and proposed noise levels and if a noise barrier is warranted. The proposed
site plan changes the uses, density, and proposed noise levels of the northwest lot. Can the
applicant please provide the existing and proposed noise levels for the proposed site if either
the tot-lot or landbanked parking are implemented? (Note: several local environmental firms
should be able to provide this information, including Huff and Huff)

Attached:
Exhibit – Campana Entrance at Fabyan Parkway Firetruck Autoturn
Exhibit – Campana Entrance at IL 31 Bus Turnout
Pace Design Guidelines for Bus Turnout
Kane County Stormwater Technical Guidance Manual Excerpt

Pace Development Guidelines

FIGURE IV - 2
Bus Turnout Design and Specifications

Speed

Taper Length

Bus Bay
Length

Bus Bay
Width

Acceleration/
Deceleration Lanes

30 mph

50' each

50' each

15'

100' each

40 mph

50' each

50' each

15'

125' each

50 mph

50' each

50' each

15'

175' each

55 mph

50' each

50' each

20'

200' each

60 mph

50' each

50' each

20'

250' each
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)RU GHYHORSPHQWV UHTXLULQJ D JHQHUDO 6WRUPZDWHU 0DQDJHPHQW 3HUPLW
DSSOLFDWLRQ WKH RZQHU DQG GHYHORSHU PXVW DWWHVW WR DQ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH
2UGLQDQFHFULWHULDDQGDQLQWHQWWRFRPSO\EHIRUHLQLWLDWLQJGHYHORSPHQW

)HH,Q/LHXRI'HWHQWLRQ

)RU D FRPPHUFLDO RU LQGXVWULDO UHGHYHORSPHQW SURMHFW ZKHUH IHHLQOLHX RI
GHWHQWLRQ LV UHTXHVWHG WKH DSSOLFDQW PXVW DGGUHVV WKH UHOHDVH UDWH DQG
TXDQWLW\ RI UXQRII WR GHPRQVWUDWH WKDW WKH UHGHYHORSPHQW ZLOO QRW LQFUHDVH
H[LVWLQJIORRGGDPDJHV)RUH[DPSOHLIWKHRXWOHWRIDUHGHYHORSPHQWDUHDLV
LQWRDVWRUPVHZHUWKHDSSOLFDQWVKRXOGGHWHUPLQHWKHH[LVWLQJFDSDFLW\RIWKH
VWRUP VHZHU DFFRXQWLQJ IRU DOO XSVWUHDP IORZ LQWR WKH VWRUP VHZHU  %\
GHWHUPLQLQJ WKH K\GUDXOLF JUDGH OLQH RI WKH VWRUP VHZHU IRU H[LVWLQJ DQG ZLWK
SURMHFW FRQGLWLRQV WKH DSSOLFDQW FDQ GHPRQVWUDWH WKH HIIHFW RI WKH
UHGHYHORSPHQW RQ WKH H[LVWLQJ RXWOHW  7KH RYHUODQG IORZ SDWKV IRU WKH UXQRII
WKDWH[FHHGVWKHVWRUP VHZHUFDSDFLW\VKRXOGEHGHWHUPLQHGDQGDGGUHVVHG
VRDVQRWWRLQFUHDVHH[LVWLQJIORRGGDPDJHV
,Q DGGLWLRQ D UHGHYHORSPHQW SURMHFW UHTXHVWLQJ IHHLQOLHX RI GHWHQWLRQ PXVW
GHPRQVWUDWHDQHWEHQHILWLQZDWHUTXDOLW\ZLOOQHHGWREHUHDOL]HG2QHZD\WR
LPSURYHWKHZDWHUTXDOLW\DVVRFLDWHGZLWKUXQRIIIURPUHGHYHORSPHQWLVIRUWKH
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DSSOLFDQW WR SURYLGH UHWHQWLRQ YROXPH LQ D EDVLQ RU VZDOH ZLWKLQ WKH SURMHFW
DUHD  7R IDFLOLWDWH HYDSRUDWLRQ WKH GHSWK RI D UHWHQWLRQ EDVLQ VKRXOG QRW
H[FHHG LQFKHV DQG WKH IORZ OHQJWK EHWZHHQ WKH LQOHW DQG RXWOHW VKRXOG EH
PD[LPL]HG  7KH DSSOLFDQW VKRXOG UHIHU WR  7 J  WR GHWHUPLQH WKH YROXPH
RI UHWHQWLRQ UHTXLUHG  7KH DPRXQW RI UXQRII GLUHFWHG WR WKH UHWHQWLRQ EDVLQ
VKRXOG EH FRQWUROOHG VR DV QRW WR H[FHHG WKH YROXPH DYDLODEOH  $Q RYHUIORZ
FRQYH\DQFH PHFKDQLVP FDQ EH XVHG WR VDIHO\ FRQYH\ H[FHVV IORZ 7KH
DSSOLFDQW PXVW JR WKURXJK WKH YDULDQFH SURFHVV LI LW LV WKHLU GHVLUH WR QRW
SURYLGHWKHUHTXLUHGUHWHQWLRQYROXPH

,I D UHWHQWLRQ EDVLQ RU VZDOH LV QRW XVHG VRPH RWKHU PHFKDQLVP VXFK DV
FHQWULIXJDO VHSDUDWRUV VKRXOG EH FRQVLGHUHG WR UHGXFH WKH FRQWDPLQDQWV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKXUEDQUXQRII6KRZLQJWKDWWKHVLWHSODQKDVDQHWGHFUHDVHLQ
LPSHUYLRXV DUHD LV DOVR SUHVXPHG WR EHQHILW ZDWHU TXDOLW\ FRPSDUHG WR WKH
FXUUHQWO\GHYHORSHGFRQGLWLRQ
)RUDSURMHFWWKDWLQYROYHVRQO\PDVVJUDGLQJWKHGHYHORSHUKDVWKHRSWLRQRI
UHTXHVWLQJ IHHLQOLHX RI GHWHQWLRQ IRU WKH SURMHFW  7KH PDVV JUDGLQJ SURMHFW
FDQ QRW FRQWDLQ DQ\ QHW LQFUHDVH LQ LPSHUYLRXV VXUIDFHV DQG FDQ QRW UH
FRQVWUXFWDVWUXFWXUHLILWLVWREHFRQVLGHUHGIRUIHHLQOLHXRIGHWHQWLRQ
7
*HQHUDO6WRUPZDWHU5HTXLUHPHQWV

DUH DSSOLHG
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DQG
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S
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J FRQWULEXWLQJ
J WR LQFUHDVHG IORRG GDPDJH
J  3URSHU
S
J
DQDO\VLV
\
LV PHDQW WR SURWHFW
S
H[LVWLQJ
J DQG IXWXUH VWUXFWXUHV DV ZHOO DV VXE
DGYHUVH HIIHFWV
HIIHFWV
VXUIDFH LQIUDVWUXFWXUH  7KH GHYHORSHU
S PXVW FRQVLGHU SRVVLEOH
S
RI WKH S
SURSRVHG
S
DFWLYLW\
\ DQG DYRLG NQRZLQJO\
J \ XQGHUWDNLQJ
J DQ\
\ DFWLYLW\
\ WKDW ZLOO
ZLOO
WKH
FDXVH D YLRODWLRQ RI WKH JHQHUDO 6WDQGDUGV VSHFLILHG LQ   RI WKH
2UGLQDQFH

7KH GUDLQDJH DQG VWRUPZDWHU VWRUDJH V\VWHP PXVW EH IXQFWLRQDO EHIRUH WKH
LVVXDQFH RI EXLOGLQJ SHUPLWV DQG EHIRUH FRPPHQFLQJ JHQHUDO FRQVWUXFWLRQ
(VWDEOLVKLQJ IXQFWLRQDO VWRUPZDWHU IDFLOLWLHV SULRU WR JHQHUDO FRQVWUXFWLRQ LV
UHTXLUHG XQOHVV LW FDQ EH GHPRQVWUDWHG WKDW WKLV LV QRW SUDFWLFDO IRU VLQJOH
SDUFHO GHYHORSPHQWV  )RU UHVLGHQWLDO DQG QRQUHVLGHQWLDO VXEGLYLVLRQ WKH
VWRUPZDWHU IDFLOLW\ PXVW EH IXQFWLRQDO DQG FDQ RIWHQ EH XVHG DV D
VHGLPHQWDWLRQEDVLQGXULQJWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHSURMHFW

7 G
2YHUODQG)ORZ3DWKV

2YHUODQG IORZ SDWKV VKRXOG EH GHVLJQHG WR VDIHO\ FRQYH\ WKH  DQQXDO
FKDQFHIORRGHYHQW2YHUODQGIORZSDWKVFDQEH
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7 I
3ODQQLQJ3ULQFLSOHV

0HHWLQJ
RI WKLV2UGLQDQFHKDVWREHFRQVLGHUHGORQJEHIRUH
J WKH UHTXLUHPHQWV
T
J
D VLWH SODQ
LV DSSURYHG
S
SS
 DQG WKLV VHFWLRQ GHILQHV VRPH SODQQLQJ
S
J FULWHULD
FULWHULD
QHFHVVDU\
\ WR DFFRPSOLVK
S
WKLV ,W DOVR VWDWHV WKDW ]RQLQJ
J YDULDQFHV VKRXOG EH
FRQVLGHUHG ZKHUH FXUUHQW ]RQLQJ
VHW
J FUHDWHV D FRQIOLFW VXFK DV H[FHVVLYH
H
VHWW
EDFN UHTXLUHPHQWV DQG WKH LQWHQW WR PLQLPL]H LPSHUYLRXV VXUIDFHV 7KH
2UGLQDQFH RI FRXUVH GRHV QRW UHTXLUH WKH DSSOLFDQW WR UHTXHVW WKHVH W\SHV RI
YDULDQFHVRIILFLDOO\WKH\VKRXOGDWOHDVWEHGLVFXVVHGDWDVWDIIOHYHOZKHQWKH
VLWHSODQLVEHLQJGHYHORSHG

7 J  'HSUHVVLRQDO6WRUDJH

1RWH WKDW E\ GHILQLWLRQ WKH GHSUHVVLRQDO VWRUDJH GRHV QRW KDYH D GLUHFW
JUDYLW\RXWOHWEXWLILQDJULFXOWXUDOSURGXFWLRQLWLVPRUHWKDQOLNHO\GUDLQHGE\D
WLOH DQG VKRXOG EH PRGHOHG DV ³HPSW\´ DW WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI D VWRUP  )ORRG
VWRUDJH RQVLWH ZLWK D SRVLWLYH JUDYLW\ VXUIDFH RXWOHW GRHV QRW QHHG WR EH
FRPSHQVDWHGIRUH[FHSWZKHQLWTXDOLILHVDVIORRGSODLQVWRUDJHLQ$UWLFOHRU
ZKHQLWVORVVFDXVHVDYLRODWLRQRIDUHTXLUHPHQWRI
7KH IXQFWLRQ RI DQ\ H[LVWLQJ GHSUHVVLRQDO VWRUDJH VKRXOG EH PRGHOHG XVLQJ
DQ HYHQW K\GURJUDSK PRGHO >DFFHSWDEOH HYHQW K\GURJUDSK PRGHOV DUH OLVWHG
LQ  7 H @ WR GHWHUPLQH WKH YROXPH RI VWRUDJH WKDW H[LVWV DQG LWV HIIHFW RQ
H[LVWLQJ VLWH UHOHDVH UDWH  ,Q RUGHU WR SUHSDUH VXFK D PRGHO FHUWDLQ
LQIRUPDWLRQ PXVW EH REWDLQHG LQFOXGLQJ GHOLQHDWLQJ WKH WULEXWDU\ GUDLQDJH
DUHD WKH VWDJHVWRUDJH UHODWLRQVKLS DQG GLVFKDUJH UDWLQJ FXUYH DQG
LGHQWLI\LQJWKHFDSDFLW\DQGHOHYDWLRQRIWKHRXWOHW V 

7KH WULEXWDU\ DUHD VKRXOG EH GHOLQHDWHG RQ WKH EHVW DYDLODEOH WRSRJUDSKLF
GDWD  :KHQ WKH WULEXWDU\ DUHD LV FRQILQHG WR WKH SURMHFW VLWH WKH VLWH
WRSRJUDSKLFPDS ¶FRQWRXULQWHUYDO VKDOOEHXVHG,IWKHWULEXWDU\DUHDWRWKH
GHSUHVVLRQDO VWRUDJH H[WHQGV EH\RQG WKH SURMHFW OLPLWV WKH .DQH &RXQW\ ¶
WRSRJUDSKLF PDSV VKRXOG EH XVHG WR VXSSOHPHQW RQVLWH VXUYH\ GDWD  ,I WKH
&RXQW\ PDSV DUH QRW DYDLODEOH WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV *HRORJLFDO 6XUYH\ 86*6 
PDSVPD\EHXVHGIRURIIVLWHDUHDV

$IWHU GHWHUPLQLQJ WKH WULEXWDU\ DUHD D K\GURORJLF DQDO\VLV RI WKH ZDWHUVKHG
VKRXOG EH SHUIRUPHG LQFOXGLQJ D FDOFXODWLRQ RI WKH DSSURSULDWH FRPSRVLWH
UXQRII FXUYH QXPEHU DQG WLPH RI FRQFHQWUDWLRQ  6WDJHVWRUDJH GDWD IRU WKH
GHSUHVVLRQDO DUHD VKRXOG EH REWDLQHG IURP WKH VLWH WRSRJUDSKLF PDS  7KH
RXWOHW VKRXOG EH FOHDUO\ PDUNHG DQG DQ\ FDOFXODWLRQV SHUIRUPHG WR FUHDWH D
VWDJHGLVFKDUJH UDWLQJ FXUYH VKRXOG EH LQFOXGHG ZLWK WKH VWRUPZDWHU
VXEPLWWDO
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ARTICLE II. REQUIREMENTS FOR STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT
9-26: GENERAL INFORMATION:

Sections 9-27 and 9-28 are the
fundamentals of the Stormwater
Ordinance regarding runoff and apply
to all projects

A. Requirements: All developments shall meet the requirements of sections 9-27 and 9-28
and articles III and VI of this chapter.
Detention (Section 9-29) is required, if any of the following issues are met. Items 3 and 4 apply in this instance.
Redevelopment is defined as any disturbance, NOT NET NEW IMPERVIOUS as stated at two meetings.
B. Additional Requirements: Developments shall comply with section 9-29 of this chapter if:
1. Two (2) or more one- or two-family residences are to be constructed on a site three (3)
or more acres in size;
2. A single-family attached dwelling, apartment or condominium, attached townhome or
other multi-family residential building comprised of more than two (2) units is to be
constructed on a site one acre or more in size;
3. Any nonresidential land use is to be developed on a site one acre or more in size,
unless such development consists solely of the installation, repair or replacement of
the underground or overhead lines of a public utility within a public right of way;
4. Redevelopment after the effective date hereof on a site one acre or more in size
exceeds in the aggregate twenty five thousand (25,000) square feet; or
5. Road development after the effective date hereof in rights of way under the ownership
or control of a unit of local government exceeds in the aggregate one acre; or
6. The repair or replacement of an existing parking lot or privately owned road within the
floodplain results in any additional impervious surface, an increase in peak flows, a
change in the location of the stormwater discharge, or an increase in the elevation of
the parking or driving surface.
The only instance where detention is not required is if off-site flow is not increased AND there is
a water qulity benefit, which the current Campana project does not meet these criteria
C. Redevelopment: The developer of a redevelopment may ask that a fee in lieu of site
runoff storage be approved under article XIII of this chapter and that the requirements of
subsection 9-29G of this chapter be waived if:
1. The drainage plan will not increase peak discharges from the site, nor change the
existing conveyance of off site flow; and
2. The drainage plan provides a net benefit in water quality compared to the existing
development.
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D. Mass Grading: The developer of a development consisting only of mass grading may ask
that a fee in lieu of site runoff storage be approved under article XIII of this chapter if:
1. There is no net increase in impervious surfaces;
2. No structure is constructed, reconstructed or improved; and
3. The quality of site runoff is improved.

E. BMP In Lieu Of Site Runoff Storage: Sites meeting one of the following requirements of
subsections E1 through E3 of this section and requirements of subsections E4 and E5 of
this section are eligible to receive credit for BMP in lieu of site runoff storage in
accordance with subsection 9-29N of this chapter against the calculated site runoff
storage in section 9-29 of this chapter and the requirements of subsection 9-29G of this
chapter.
1. The development has been approved for fee in lieu of site runoff storage and waiver of
subsection 9-29G of this chapter under subsection C of this section;
2. The development has been approved for fee in lieu of site runoff storage and waiver of
subsection 9-29G of this chapter under subsection D of this section;
3. The volume of site runoff storage for the proposed development calculated as
prescribed in section 9-29 of this chapter is less than or equal to 1.0 acre-feet on a
development which does not have an existing site runoff storage facility on the site. If
the development has an existing site runoff facility, the administrator may require said
site runoff facility to be expanded to meet the requirements of section 9-29 of this
chapter;
4. The site plan is otherwise in compliance with section 9-27 of this chapter;
5. The subgrade of areas of permeable pavements and in situ soils at the bottom of rain
gardens and other similar infiltration type systems shall have their infiltration capacity
verified by appropriate geotechnical investigation. An opinion of the suitability of the
area for the intended BMP shall be provided by a professional engineer. Verification of
soil conditions prior to the start of the work may be required by the administrator. Final
approval is at the sole discretion of the administrator. (Ord. 01-338, 10-9-2001; Ord.
04-392, § 9, 10-12-2004; Ord. 09-433, 11-10-2009)

9-27: GENERAL STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS:
Applies to all projects, SHALL
A. No development shall:
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1. Result in any new or additional expense to any person other than the developer for
flood protection; or
2. Increase flood elevations or decrease flood conveyance capacity upstream or
downstream of the site.
The current plan not only redirects flow (currently drains off site and is being redirected to north
ditch) but all increases because additional impervious.
B. Analysis and design of all stormwater facilities required for a development shall:
1. Comply with the standards and criteria established in any applicable watershed plan or
interim watershed plan;
2. Be consistent with the technical manual; and
3. Ensure that the site is reasonably safe from flooding.

C. 1. Stormwater facilities shall be functional before any building permit is issued for any
other construction on a site to be comprised when finished of more than one parcel.
2. Building permits may be issued but stormwater facilities shall be functional where
practicable before any other construction begins on a site to be comprised when
finished of only one parcel.

D. All developments shall have an overland flow path at the downstream limit of the site that
will pass the base flood flow without increasing flood damage. If the upstream drainage
area is less than twenty (20) acres, a storm sewer pipe and inlet sized for the base flood
may be constructed in lieu of providing an overland flow path. Overland flow paths
internal to the site shall be considered part of the major stormwater system and shall be
designed for conveyance of a minimum of one cubic foot per second per tributary acre
without damage to structures.

E. All usable space in new buildings or added to existing buildings hydraulically connected to
a major stormwater system, site runoff storage facility or overland flow path shall be
elevated, floodproofed or otherwise protected to at least two feet (2') above the 100-year
design elevation or current FIS elevation, whichever is greater. The design elevation is
the elevation associated with the design release rate as determined in subsection 9-28E
of this chapter.

F. The design of any development shall incorporate the following specific planning
principles:
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1. Impervious surfaces are the minimum necessary to satisfy the intended design
function. Where requirements of zoning ordinances conflict with this principle,
consideration has been given to asking for a zoning variance.
2. Where feasible, allow sufficient right of way and easement widths so that stormwater
runoff may be conveyed in vegetated swales. Storm sewers may be used for
conveyance of nuisance flows and where conveyance in vegetated swales is
impractical.
3. Existing open channels have been preserved and incorporated into the design.
4. Best management practices have been used in the site drainage plan.
5. Existing high quality wetlands have been avoided, preserved or enhanced.
6. Retention and infiltration of stormwater on site have been enhanced to the extent
practicable to reduce the volume of stormwater runoff and the quantity of runoff
pollutants.

G. The function of existing on site depressional storage shall be preserved as an additional
volume to required site runoff storage. When the depressional storage is removed it must
be compensated for in the site runoff storage facility at a one to one (1:1) ratio. Off site
areas tributary to the existing depressional storage shall be routed through the site runoff
storage facility unless the existing depressional storage is reserved independently. This
requirement is in addition to the site runoff storage requirements of section 9-29 of this
chapter. (Ord. 01-338, 10-9-2001; Ord. 08-342, 11-12-2008)
As previously noted, the Developer is not allowed
to redirect flow. A majority of the front lawn
currently drains to IL 31 and is being redirected in
9-28: SITE RUNOFF REQUIREMENTS: the proposed plan to the north ditch to a culvert
that is only 36".
A. Stormwater facilities shall be required and designed so that runoff exits the site at the
point where it exited prior to development (unless a change is required and approved in
writing by the administrator) and in a manner so as not to increase flood damage
downstream. Concentrated discharges from new developments must enter conveyance
systems capable of carrying the design flow rate without increasing flood damage,
erosion or maintenance costs downstream.

B. Minor stormwater systems shall be sized to convey runoff from the tributary watershed
under fully developed conditions consistent with the design requirements of the
permitting authority.
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C. Major stormwater systems shall be sized to carry the base flood without causing
additional flood damage.

D. Stormwater systems shall properly incorporate and be compatible with existing
subsurface and surface drainage systems including agricultural systems. Designs shall
not cause damage to existing drainage systems or to existing adjacent or tributary
agricultural land uses. The following principles and requirements shall be observed in the
design:
1. Off Site Outfall: Agricultural subsurface and surface drainage systems shall be
evaluated with regard to their capacity and capability to properly convey low flow
groundwater and site runoff storage facility release without damage to downstream
structures and land uses. If the outfall drain tile and surface drainage systems prove to
be inadequate it will be necessary to modify the existing systems or construct new
systems which will not conflict with the existing systems and will not impact existing
land uses.
2. On Site: Agricultural drainage systems shall be evaluated in accordance with article V
of this chapter. All existing on site agricultural drain tiles not serving a beneficial use
shall be abandoned by trench removal prior to other development and recorded on
record drawings. If any existing drain tiles continue to upland watersheds the
developer must maintain drainage service during construction until new storm sewers
can be installed for a permanent connection.
3. Off Site Tributary: Existing drainage systems shall be evaluated with regard to existing
capabilities and reasonable future expansion capacities. All existing tributary drain tiles
shall be incorporated into the new stormwater system including observation structures
located at the limits of the site and shall provide a free flow discharge. Agricultural
tributary surface conveyance shall be accepted by the new development with
consideration given to water quality and sediment filtering control.
4. Preservation Of Existing Systems: New roadway construction shall preserve existing
subsurface systems within the right of way. Inspection wells shall be placed at the right
of way and tiles found not to be flowing between inspection wells at the end of
construction shall be replaced.

E. Design runoff rates shall be calculated using event hydrograph methods. Acceptable
event hydrograph methods are HEC-HMS, HEC-1 (SCS runoff method), TR-20 or TR-55
tabular method. Event methods must incorporate the assumptions contained in
subsection 9-29C of this chapter. Design runoff rates for minor conveyance systems may
be calculated using the rational method if the design watershed is less than twenty (20)
acres.
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F. Any design runoff rate calculation method shall use bulletin 70 northeast sectional rainfall
statistics and shall calculate flow from all tributary areas upstream of the point of design.
Peak discharges for conveyance design purposes shall be based on the critical duration
considering the appropriate rainfall distribution.

G. Major and minor stormwater systems shall be located within easements or rights of way
explicitly providing for public access or maintenance of such facilities. New facilities
constructed off site pursuant to subsection D of this section need not comply with this
requirement.

H. Maximum flow depths for new transverse stream crossings shall not exceed one foot (1')
at the crown of the road during the base flood condition. The maximum flow depth on a
roadway shall not exceed six inches (6") at the crown for flow parallel to the roadway. For
flow over a roadway or parallel to a roadway the product of the flow depth (in feet) and
velocity (in feet per second) shall not exceed four (4) for the base flood condition.

I. Transfers of waters between watersheds (diversions) shall be prohibited except when such
transfers will not violate the provisions of subsection 9-27A of this chapter and are
otherwise lawful. Watersheds for the purposes of this section shall be the major
watershed divides shown in appendix A attached to ordinance 01-338 on file in the
county office.

J. Developments shall incorporate all best management practices required under the clean
water act (33 USC section 1251 et seq., as amended). (Ord. 01-338, 10-9-2001)
Section 9-29, discusses how to evaluate detention needs. Required per Section 9-26.

9-29: SITE RUNOFF STORAGE REQUIREMENTS (DETENTION):

A. Hydrological Disturbance: The area of hydrological disturbance on the site shall be used
to calculate the required site runoff storage volume. The tributary area of the site at the
point of discharge shall be used to calculate the allowable release rate of the primary
restrictor for the site runoff storage facility.

B. Sufficient Storage Provided: Absent any applicable watershed plan or interim watershed
plan, sufficient storage shall be provided such that the probability of the postdevelopment
release rate exceeding 0.1 cubic foot per second per acre of development shall be less
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than one percent (1%) per year. Design runoff volumes shall be calculated using event
hydrograph methods.

C. Event Methods: Event hydrograph routing methods such as HEC-1, HEC-HMS, TR-20 or
TR-55 tabular method using SCS curve number methodology shall be used to calculate
design runoff volumes for facilities with more than five (5) acres of tributary area or when
areas tributary to the facility extend off site. For facilities with less than five (5) acres of
tributary area all on site, the nomograph relating "%-Impervious To Unit Area Detention"
developed by NIPC may be used to calculate the volume of site runoff storage required.
Event methods shall incorporate the following assumptions:
1. Antecedent moisture condition equals two (2);
2. Appropriate Huff rainfall distribution except that SCS type II distribution is acceptable
with TR-55 tabular method only; and
3. Twenty four (24) hour duration storm with a one percent (1%) probability (100-year) of
occurrence in any one year as specified by bulletin 70 northeast sectional rainfall
statistics.

D. Release Rates: For sites where the undeveloped release rate is less than the maximum
release rate in subsection B of this section, the developed release rate and
corresponding site runoff storage volume shall be based on the existing undeveloped
release rate for the development site.

E. Hydraulic Computations: Hydraulic computations for the release structure must assume
appropriate backwater conditions considering the likelihood of concurrent flood events on
the site and receiving stream.

F. Reserved.

G. Hydraulically Connected Impervious Area:
1. The runoff from a 0.75 inch rainfall event over the hydraulically connected impervious
area of the new development shall be stored below the elevation of the primary gravity
outlet (retention) of the site runoff storage facility. The facility may be designed to allow
for evapotranspiration or infiltration of this volume into a subsurface drainage system
and shall not be conveyed through a direct positive connection to downstream areas.
Wherever the retention depth is less than three feet (3') the retention facility shall be
constructed by over excavating the required retention volume by one foot (1') and
replacing such volume with one foot (1') of topsoil suitable for growing wetland plants.
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Topsoil used shall be generally free from nonnative and noxious seed bank. Native
wetland plantings shall be introduced and shall not be dominated by or contain
cumulatively more than twenty five percent (25%) cover of the following species:
buckthorn (Rhamunus cathartica or frangula), reed canary grass (Phalaris
arundinacea), purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), or giant reed (Phragmites
australis). Within six (6) months of the completion of the development a qualified
wetland review specialist retained by the developer shall verify compliance with this
section in a report submitted to the administrator.
2. The hydraulically connected impervious area used in the calculation of required
retention volume may be reduced by the administrator if the soils are undisturbed in
situ or prepared to maximize infiltration and deep rooted grasses or other plants which
help promote infiltration and transpiration are planted in areas appropriately dedicated.
The reduction in hydraulically connected impervious area used in the calculation shall
be equal to the area of the development meeting the above soils/planting requirement.
3. Residential, industrial, commercial, institutional or multi-family developments where
the downstream outlet is not directly connected to a new or municipal storm sewer
outletting to an open channel will also be required to meet the retention requirement of
this section, except that the area of new roadway impervious area shall be used as a
minimum to calculate the required volume.
4. Subsurface drainage systems may be designed as a component of the retention
portion of the site runoff storage basin to assist in infiltration in accordance with the
following criteria:
a. The retention volume shall be discharged at a rate no greater than that required to
empty the calculated retention volume within five (5) days of the storm event.
b. No such subsurface drainage pipe shall be located within ten feet (10') of drainage
pipes directly connected to the site runoff storage basin.
c. For purposes of meeting the maximum subsurface drainage requirements, flow
control orifices and weirs may be used.
d. The design shall be consistent with the methodologies and intent of the technical
manual.

H. Storage Facilities: Storage facilities shall be designed and constructed with the following
characteristics:
1. Water surface depths two feet (2') above the base flood elevation will not damage the
storage facility.
2. The storage facilities shall be accessible and easily maintained.
3. All design site runoff storage volume shall be provided above the seasonal high
groundwater table or the invert elevation of the groundwater control system.
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4. Storage facilities shall facilitate sedimentation and catchment of floating material.
Unless specifically approved by the administrator, concrete lined low flow ditches shall
not be used in site runoff storage basins.
5. Storage facilities shall minimize impacts of stormwater runoff on water quality by
incorporating best management practices.
6. Storage facilities shall maximize the distance between site runoff storage inlets and
outlets to the extent possible.
7. Storage facilities shall be designed such that the existing conditions predevelopment
peak runoff rate of the 100-year, critical duration rainfall will not be exceeded assuming
the primary restrictor is blocked.
8. Storage facilities with single pipe outlets shall have a minimum inside diameter of
twelve inches (12"). If design release rates necessitate a smaller outlet, structures
such as perforated risers or flow control orifices shall be used.
9. A mechanically opened outlet to draw down the permanent pool or retention area for
maintenance purposes to the lowest available invert at the site boundary shall be
provided.

I. Storage Facilities; Regulatory Floodplain: Storage facilities located within the regulatory
floodplain shall: 1) comply with article IV of this chapter; 2) store the required amount of
site runoff to meet the release rate requirement under all stream flow and backwater
conditions up to the 10-year flood elevation on the adjacent receiving watercourse; the
administrator may approve designs which can be shown by detailed hydrologic and
hydraulic analysis to provide a net watershed benefit not otherwise realized by strict
application of the requirements set forth in this subsection; and 3) comply with subsection
B of this section.

J. Storage Facilities; Regulatory Floodway: Storage facilities located within the regulatory
floodway shall: 1) meet the requirements for locating storage facilities in the regulatory
floodplain; 2) be evaluated by performing hydrologic and hydraulic analysis consistent
with the standards and requirements for watershed plans; 3) provide a net watershed
benefit; and 4) comply with subsection B of this section.

K. Site Runoff Storage Facilities: Site runoff storage facilities may be located off site if: 1) the
off site storage facility meets all of the requirements of this article; 2) adequate storage
capacity in the off site facility is dedicated to the development; and 3) the development
includes means to convey stormwater to the off site storage facility.
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L. Site Runoff Storage Volume: Site runoff storage volume provided by enlarging existing
regulatory floodplain storage (on stream site runoff storage) shall be allowed only as a
variance.

M. Structures: Structures built across the channel to impound water to meet site runoff
storage requirements shall be prohibited on any perennial stream unless part of a public
flood control project with a net watershed benefit. Those streams appearing as blue on a
USGS quadrangle map shall be assumed to be perennial unless better data is provided
by the developer. In all cases it must be demonstrated that all such structures will not
cause short term or long term stream instability. Where such facilities are approved the
applicant must also comply with subsection G of this section.

N. BMP In Lieu Of Site Runoff Storage: The "Kane County Technical Guidance Manual
BMPs" (2007) shall be used as a reference in the design of BMPs for consideration
under this section.
1. Permeable pavements consisting of porous concrete and asphalt surfaces; or
permeable interlocking concrete pavers, shall receive credit for their effectiveness in
reducing site runoff by all of the following:
a. When the depth of subbase provided is at least sixteen inches (16") and the void
ratio of the subbase aggregates is at least thirty percent (30%), and any required
underdrains are four inches (4") diameter or less, then detention and retention
requirements of this section shall be considered as provided for the area of the
pavement so designed. Inclusions of up to twenty five percent (25%) of the
pavement area which consists of nonpermeable surface materials which drains onto
the permeable pavement shall be allowed and will not be deducted from the
application provided the subbase is consistent with the above requirements.
b. The verifiable differential in permeable pavement cross section costs compared to
nonpermeable pavements may be considered as an offset payment for any
remaining fee in lieu of site runoff storage calculated in accordance with article XIII
of this chapter. The differential costs may include increased excavation and subbase
material and the cost differential of surfaces, provided that the administrator
approves the conventional pavement cross section.
2. Rain gardens and rain garden infiltration trench systems shall receive credit for both
their effective reduction site runoff and/or fee in lieu of storage by all of the following:
When the surface area of the rain garden or rain garden infiltration trench represents at
least fifteen percent (15%) or more of the impermeable surface area draining thereto,
the depth of the ponding is no greater than eighteen inches (18"), and any required
underdrains are four inches (4") in diameter or less, then all of the site retention
storage of subsection G of this section and one-half (1/2) of the site runoff storage
requirements (detention) will be considered satisfied for those portions of the site
comprising the surface area of the rain garden and the surface area of the site draining
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thereto. (Ord. 01-338, 10-9-2001; Ord. 04-392, § 10, 10-12-2004; Ord. 09-433, 11-102009)
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