REGULAR MEETING
VILLAGE OF BURR RIDGE
PLAN COMMISSION

January 16, 2017

7:30 P.M.
ROLL CALL
Greg Trzupek, Chairman Mike Stratis Luisa Hoch
Dehn Grunsten Greg Scott
Robert Grela Mary Praxmarer

Jim Broline, Alternate

APPROVAL OF PRIOR MEETING MINUTES

A

December 5, 2016 Plan Commission Regular Meeting

PUBLIC HEARINGS

A

V-01-2017: 1333 Burr Ridge Parkway (In Site Real Estate); Variations and Findings of Fact

Requests variations from the Burr Ridge Zoning Ordinance to accommodate the expansion of an
office building parking lot. Variations are requested from: Section XI.C.8 to permit parking to be
located 60 feet from the front lot line (Burr Ridge Parkway) rather than 79.76 feet (i.e. the
established front building setback line); Section XI.C.8 to permit additional parking between the
building and the corner side lot line (north line along North Frontage Road) rather than the
requirement prohibiting parking between the building and the corner side lot line; Section XI.C.6
to permit parking spaces that are 8.25 x 18 feet rather than 9 x 18 feet; Section XI.C.11.b(2) to
permit parking lot landscape islands to be less than the required 9 x 18 feet; Section XI.C.11.a(3)b
to reduce the required landscaping along the north perimeter of the parking lot; and Section
X1.C.9¢(2) to permit parking lot light poles in excess of the maximum permitted height of 20 feet.

PC-10-2016: Amendment to the Burr Ridge Comprehensive Plan; 1400 Burr Ridge Parkway
and 11650 Bridewell Drive

Consideration of an amendment to the Future Land Use Plan of the Village of Burr Ridge
Comprehensive Plan to designate the 22.5 acre property at 1400 Burr Ridge Parkway and 11650
Bridewell Drive for residential use.

Z-15-2016: Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment — Personal Wireless Service Facilities

Consideration of an amendment to Section IV.O and 1V.V of the Burr Ridge Zoning Ordinance
regarding permitted locations for personal wireless service facilities in the public right of way.
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CORRESPONDENCE

A. Board Report — December 12, 2016 and January 9, 2017

B. Building Report — November and December 2016

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

A. V-07-2016: 15W241 81° Street (Paulan); Approval of Findings of Fact

FUTURE SCHEDULED MEETINGS
A. February 6, 2017: The following hearing is scheduled for February 6, 2017:
e Z-01-2017: 555 Village Center Drive (Cruikshank); Special Use

B. February 20, 2017: The filing deadline for this meeting is January 23, 2017

ADJOURNMENT

PLEASE NOTE: All Plan Commission recommendations are advisory and are submitted to the Mayor and Board
of Trustees for review and final action. Any item being voted on at this Plan Commission meeting will be forwarded
to the Mayor and Board of Trustees for consideration at their January 23, 2017 Regular Meeting beginning at 7:00
P.M. Commissioner Grela is the Plan Commission representative for the January 23, 2017 Board meeting.



PLAN COMMISSION/ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
VILLAGE OF BURR RIDGE
MINUTES FOR REGULAR MEETING OF
DECEMBER 5, 2016

I. ROLL CALL

The Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals was called to order at
7:30 p.m. at the Burr Ridge Village Hall, 7660 County Line Road, Burr Ridge, Illinois by Vice
Chairperson Praxmarer.

ROLL CALL was noted as follows:

PRESENT: 5 — Stratis, Hoch, Grunsten, Broline, and Praxmarer

ABSENT: 2 — Grunsten and Trzupek

Also present was Community Development Director Doug Pollock, and Trustee Guy Franzese.

In the absence of Chairman Trzupek, Vice Chairperson Praxmarer was present to chair the
meeting.

II. APPROVAL OF PRIOR MEETING MINUTES

A MOTION was made by Commissioner Hoch and SECONDED by Commissioner Broline to
approve the minutes of the November 21, 2016 Plan Commission meeting.

ROLL CALL VOTE was as follows:

AYES: 4 —Hoch, Broline, Stratis, and Praxmarer
NAYS: 0 — None

ABSTAIN: 1 — Grunsten

MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 4-0.

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS

Vice Chairperson Praxmarer confirmed all those wishing to speak during the public hearing on the
agenda for tonight’s meeting.

7-12-2016: 7600 and 7630 County Line Road (Med Properties Group): Special Use,
Variations, and Findings of Fact

As directed by Vice Chairperson Praxmarer, Mr. Pollock described this request as follows: The
public hearing for this request was continued from the October 17 and November 21, 2016
meetings so that the petitioner could make revisions to the plans and provide additional
information. The petitioner has provided revised plans which were included in the agenda packet.
Mr. Pollock listed the special uses and variations being requested.

Vice Chairperson Praxmarer asked the petitioner to make their presentation.

Mr. Lance Theis, architect for the petitioner, described the changes to the site plan as follows: the
north drive was made into a two way drive; a plan was provided showing how the parking lot could
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be changed to provide enough parking for a general office use; a sidewalk was added along the
frontage road; and the north drive was shifted south to provide greater separation from the adjacent
driveway. In reference to the variations being requested, he said the setback from the south lot
line was not changed because the variation is necessary to maintain the shared parking and shared
access; the 20 foot setback was maintained from the rear lot line due to the need to maintain the
cross access driveway with the property to the south and that a fence was provided for screening;
and the variation for the front yard parking encroachment was modified so that only a very small
part of the drive encroached beyond the established building line.

Commissioner Hoch asked if there would be a connection between the building and the sidewalk
for employees. Mr. Thies said they would be willing to provide this connection provided it was
feasible.

Mr. Thies introduced Mr. Curtis Dettman of Manhard Consulting. Mr. Dettman is the project
engineer.

Mr. Dettman described the engineering plans and how the drainage that currently runs in pipes
through the middle of the property will be diverted around the new building and into a detention
pond along County Line Road and into the drainage ditch that flows eastward. Mr. Theis added
that the detention pond is a dry pond.

Mr. Tom Lee of HDR Architects, described the building’s architecture. He explained the location
and screening for the rooftop equipment which is to be in one location in the middle section of the
building.

Vice Chairperson Praxmarer asked for public comments and questions.

Mrs. Judy Coglianese, 8680 Heather Drive, wanted to know what address the building would use.
She also asked about the building architecture and said that when the funeral home was built, they
were required to make it look like a house. Mrs. Coglianese added that she is concerned that the
clinic may be impacted by the number of cars going to the funeral home.

Mr. Pollock responded that the address had not been assigned but that they would likely use either
7600 or 7630 County Line Road.

Mr. Mark Thoma, 7515 Drew Avenue, said that the information provided by the petitioner was
not provided in a timely manner and that the notice of the meeting in the e-briefs was for December
8 instead of December 5.

Mr. Thoma expressed his concerns with drainage and in particular a storm pipe that conveys water
from his property and other properties to the frontage road. He suggested that there should be
secondary means for the stormwater to flow overland if the pipe fails. He said he would like a
written commitment that he and his engineer be involved in the decision making relative to the
final engineering plans. Mr. Thoma also said he would like to have a gate on the fence so that he
and his neighbors can access the storm drain to clear leaves and branches.

Mr. Pollock reminded the Plan Commission that engineering is not a part of the Plan Commission
review. Mr. Thoma said he disagreed.

Commissioner Stratis said that engineering has never been part of the Plan Commission review
and that the Commission must rely on the Village Engineer. He said he understands the concerns
of the residents and would like the developer’s engineer to respond to those concerns.
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Ms. Anne Conidi, 8107 Park Avenue, said that the larger building will create stormwater runoff
greater than what currently exists. She also referenced the findings of fact that state that a variation
cannot adversely impact adjacent properties.

Ms. Alice Krampits, 7515 Drew Avenue, said that she is concerned with drainage. She asked if
adding parking for general office use would require another variation. Mr. Thies said that it would
not need a variation unless it was for green space coverage.

Ms. Krampits asked about the location of the fence and suggested that the fence be maintenance
free. She said that she would prefer the 30 foot parking lot setback be maintained; that the building
architectural does not fit in the T1 District in that it is not residential in appearance. She also asked
about the metal roof, the dumpster location, parking lot lighting and the potential for buses idling
on the property.

Mr. Thies responded that the fence would be located one foot off the property line; that the 20 foot
setback is proposed to maintain continuity with the adjacent parking lot to the south; that they are
still proposing a metal roof; that the dumpster will not contain a significant amount of medical or
food waste; that the parking lot lighting would comply with Village code; and that there would not
be buses idling on the property for any extended period of time.

Mr. Russell Allen, 7519 Drew Avenue, said that there is already flooding on his property and if
one pipe fails, his property would be underwater.

Dr. Bohdan A. Iwanetz, 7516 Drew Avenue, described drainage in the area and said the area does
not drain as well as it did five years ago.

Ms. Rita Michaels, 7520 Drew Avenue, said she has lived here for 20 years and that the Village
needs to look into drainage for this area.

There being no further public comments, Vice Chairperson Praxmarer asked for questions and
comments from the Plan Commission.

Commissioner Stratis said he was pleased with the answer to the potential conversion to an office
use; was satisfied with the traffic study; that he would prefer to a maintenance free fence such as
a vinyl fence. He said that he thought the residents were okay with the 20 foot parking lot setback
if there was a fence that would prevent headlights and that he agrees with the arguments presented
by the petitioner regarding the continuity with the adjacent property. He said he likes the
architecture and that the building is consistent with contemporary homes in the Village.

Commissioner Stratis expressed concerns about the proximity of the sidewalk to the detention
pond. He suggested a rail or barrier that would provide safety for pedestrians.

In response to Commissioner Stratis, Mr. Dettman provided further explanation of the detention
and drainage in the area.

Commissioner Stratis asked about Chairman Trzupek’s comments. Mr. Pollock said that
Chairman Trzupek called him and said that he was generally satisfied with the petitioner’s
responses but asked about the material for the screening of the rooftop equipment and the
separation of the sidewalk from the street and from the detention pond.
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Mr. Lee said that the rooftop screen would match the building roof. Mr. Dettman said that there
is 5 to 10 feet of relatively flat land adjacent to the sidewalk and it would not be a hazard if someone
came off the sidewalk.

Commissioner Hoch said that the sidewalk is needed because people currently walk in the street.
She confirmed that the building has a similar setback as adjacent building and that the dumpster is
located in the same location. She said she would not want to see a gate on the fence. Commissioner
Hoch suggested a sidewalk connection between the building and the public sidewalk. She said a
darker tone metal roof would be helpful so it does not stand out as much. She said that the building
is attractive and appropriate for the site.

Commissioner Grunsten said that she liked the design of the building. She said there are some
more modern homes being built in Burr Ridge.

Commissioner Broline said that he had questioned how the existing pipe was going to be changed
and the petitioner has addressed that question. He asked if the petitioner looked at a different roof
material than metal. Mr. Lee said that they tried to balance the height of the roof with the materials.
He said the metal roof allows them to keep the lower pitch of the roof for appearance and
maintenance reasons.

Commissioner Broline also asked about the dumpster location. Mr. Thies said they share the
dumpster with the neighbor and did not want to put in in a location that would be difficult for the
neighbor.

Commissioner Broline said that the two architects on the Commission had expressed favorable
review of the building and he does not question that opinion.

Vice Chairperson Praxmarer said she does not think the architecture of the building is transitional.
She asked if there is a way to try to ease some of the worries of the neighbors relative to stormwater.

Mr. Thies said that Mr. Dettman has been working with the Village Engineer and they are confident
that the stormwater design will work and will have greater capacity for detention than currently
exists.

Mr. Pollock clarified that because engineering is not part of the Plan Commission review does not
mean that the residents’ concerns cannot be addressed. He said he will have the Village Engineer
contact the residents to discuss the issues that were raised.

There being no further discussion, Vice Chairperson Praxmarer asked for a motion to close the
hearing.

At 8:55 p.m. a MOTION was made by Commissioner Broline and SECONDED by
Commissioner Grunsten to close the hearing for Z-12-2016.

ROLL CALL VOTE was as follows:
AYES: 5 — Broline, Grunsten, Hoch, Stratis, and Praxmarer
NAYS: 0 — None

MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5-0.

A MOTION was made by Commissioner Stratis and SECONDED by Commissioner Hoch to
adopt the findings of fact submitted by the petitioner and recommend that the Board of Trustees
approve Z-12-,2016 including special use approval as per Section VII.B.8-10 for site, landscaping
and building elevation plan review; special use approval as per Section VII.C.2.1i for the use of the
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property for a medical office; a variation from Section XI.C.11.a(2)(a) to permit the construction
of a parking lot and dumpster enclosure 20 feet from the rear lot line rather than the required 30
feet; a variation from Section XI.C.11.a(2)(c) to permit the parking lot and shared access drive
without the required 8 foot setback from the south side lot line; and a variation from Section XI.C.8
to permit a parking lot drive aisle to encroach into the front yard; subject to the following
conditions:

A. Development shall comply with the submitted site plan, landscaping plan and building
elevations except as specifically modified herein.

B. The fence on the rear lot line shall be a maintenance free fence such as vinyl.

C. A sidewalk connection shall be provided between the building and the proposed public
sidewalk.

D. The design and location of the proposed public sidewalk shall be subject to staff review
and approval and may include a railing between the sidewalk and detention pond if
determined appropriate by staff.

ROLL CALL VOTE was as follows:
AYES: 5 — Stratis, Hoch, Grunsten, Broline, and Praxmarer
NAYS: 0 — None

MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5-0.

V-07-2016: 15W241 815 Street (Paulan); Variation and Findings of Fact

As directed by Vice Chairperson Praxmarer, Mr. Pollock described this request as follows: The
petitioner recently built an addition and a detached accessory building on the property at 15W241
81st Street. The petitioner now seeks to enlarge the driveway and to add a patio. The Zoning
Ordinance limits horizontal coverage of a rear yard to 30%. With the patio and enlarged driveway,
the total horizontal coverage of the rear yard would be approximately 45%.

Mr. Pollock added that the petitioner provided updated numbers on the area of the rear yard and
the coverage. Those numbers were provide in writing to the Plan Commission at the meeting. He
also said that staff was mistaken in the staff report that the petitioner is using porous pavers. The
driveway pavers are impervious.

Vice Chairperson Praxmarer asked the petitioner to make their presentation.

Mr. Ken Paulan introduced himself as a forty year resident of the Village and the owner of the
property at 15W241 81% Street. Mr. Paulan said the property is unusual in its shape and the
location of the house so far in the back of the property. He described drainage and showed photos
of existing conditions on the property.

Vice Chairperson Praxmarer asked for public comments and questions.

Ms. Anne Conidi, 8107 Park Avenue, said that the pond on the front of the property was lined with
cement and stone. She said her property is flooding for the first time this year. She complained
about the noise from the construction on the property which bothers her tinnitus. She said that
there was no hardship that would justify the variation. She said the owner made a choice to use
most of the 30% permitted coverage for the large barn. She said the construction has been going
on for four years and there have been numerous violations for construction hours and cutting of
stone without a wet saw.
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Mr. Sid Bindingnavle, 8118 Park Avenue, said that neighbors are being impacted by the
construction on the property and that it is not fair to the residents to allow more development.

Ms. Natalie Romeo, 8139 Kathryn Court, said that the owner has to choose how to use the 30%
rear lot coverage and they have chosen to use most of it for the large building. She said this was
a self-imposed hardship and does not justify a variation. She described drainage impacts onto her
property from the subject property. She added that the petitioner’s calculation of coverage is
incorrect and the proposed coverage is actually greater.

Mr. Dan Romeo, 8139 Kathryn Court, submitted a plan with what he believes are the correct
calculations for the rear lot and rear lot coverage. He described drainage problems they have had
due to the construction on this property.

Mr. Bhaskaran, 8143 Kathryn Court, said that the water on his property is greater since the
construction on the subject property.

Mrs. Conidi added that the petitioner has been deceptive with this request and there is no hardship.

Mr. Paulan said that the Village Engineer and his own engineer have approved the engineering
design and the property has been improved in compliance with the approved engineering plans.

Vice Chairperson Praxmarer asked for questions and comments from the Plan Commission.

Commissioner Stratis clarified that the building is for storing cars. He asked Mr. Pollock if the
owner could construct an aggregate path. Mr. Pollock said a driveway has to be hard surfaced but
they might be able to have an aggregate patio if it is not considered a structure.

In response to Commissioner Stratis, Mr. Pollock described how a plan got approved with more
than 30% coverage. He said that the site plan for zoning purposes was approved in June of 2013
and there was a revised grading plan approved in April of 2014. Mr. Pollock speculated that the
driveway got changed and did not go back for zoning review.

Commissioner Stratis said he does not see a hardship and any hardship is caused by the petitioner,
not the Zoning Ordinance.

Commissioner Hoch said she visited the site and there is a lot of driveway and building covering
the rear yard. She said the zoning is to protect neighbors and referenced the letter from Mr. and
Mrs. Jahn.

Commissioner Grunsten said she agrees that there is no hardship.
Commissioner Broline also agreed as did Vice Chairperson Praxmarer.

There being no further discussion, Vice Chairperson Praxmarer asked for a motion to close the
hearing.

At 9:53 p.m. a MOTION was made by Commissioner Stratis and SECONDED by Commissioner
Hoch to close the hearing for V-07-2016.

ROLL CALL VOTE was as follows:
AYES: 5 — Stratis, Hoch, Grunsten, Broline and Praxmarer
NAYS: 0 — None

MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5-0.
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A MOTION was made by Commissioner Hoch and SECONDED by Commissioner Stratis to
direct staff to prepare findings of fact and recommend that the Board of Trustees deny V-07-2016.

ROLL CALL VOTE was as follows:
AYES: 5 — Hoch, Stratis, Grunsten, Broline, and Praxmarer
NAYS: 0 — None

MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5-0.

PC-10-2016: Amendment to the Burr Ridge Comprehensive Plan; 1400 Burr Ridge Parkway
and 11650 Bridewell Drive

A MOTION was made by Commissioner Broline and SECONDED by Commissioner Grunsten
to continue the hearing for PC-10-2016 to January 16, 2017.

ROLL CALL VOTE was as follows:
AYES: 5 — Broline, Grunsten, Hoch, Stratis, and Praxmarer
NAYS: 0 — None

MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5-0.

7-15-2016: Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment — Personal Wireless Service Facilities

A MOTION was made by Commissioner Hoch and SECONDED by Commissioner Broline to
continue the hearing for Z-15-2016 to January 16, 2017.

ROLL CALL VOTE was as follows:
AYES: 5 — Hoch, Broline, Grunsten, Stratis, and Praxmarer
NAYS: 0 — None

MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5-0.

IV. CORRESPONDENCE
There was no discussion regarding the Building Report or the Board Report.

V. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
V-06-2016: 7383 Madison Street (Gofis); Approval of Findings of Fact

A MOTION was made by Commissioner Stratis and SECONDED by Commissioner Grunsten
to approve the findings of fact for V-06-2017 as prepared and submitted by staff.

ROLL CALL VOTE was as follows:

AYES: 5 — Stratis, Grunsten, Hoch, Broline, and Praxmarer
NAYS: 0 —None

MOTION CARRIED by a vote of 5-0.
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V. FUTURE SCHEDULED MEETINGS

Mr. Pollock stated that the December 19, 2016 meeting was previously canceled and the next
scheduled meeting is January 16, 2017.

VII. ADJOURNMENT

A MOTION was made by Commissioner Grela and SECONDED by Commissioner Hoch to
ADJOURN the meeting at 9:57 p.m. ALL MEMBERS VOTING AYE, the meeting was
adjourned.

Respectfully January 16, 2017
Submitted:

J. Douglas Pollock, AICP



VILLAGE OF BURR RIDGE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

l STAFF REPORT AND SUMMARY

V-01-2017: 1333 Burr Ridge Parkway (In Site Real Estate); Requests variations from the Burr
Ridge Zoning Ordinance to accommodate the expansion of an office building parking lot.
Variations are requested from: Section X1.C.8 to permit parking to be located 60 feet from the
front lot line (Burr Ridge Parkway) rather than 79.76 feet (i.e. the established front building
setback line); Section X1.C.8 to permit additional parking between the building and the corner
side lot line (north line along North Frontage Road) rather than the requirement prohibiting
parking between the building and the corner side lot line; Section XI.C.6 to permit parking
spaces that are 8.25 x 18 feet rather than 9 x 18 feet; Section X1.C.11.b(2) to permit parking lot
landscape islands to be less than the required 9 x 18 feet; Section X1.C.11.a(3)b to reduce the
required landscaping along the north perimeter of the parking lot; and Section XI.C.9¢(2) to
permit parking lot light poles in excess of the maximum permitted height of 20 feet.

Prepared For: Village of Burr Ridge Plan Commission / Zoning Board of Appeals
Greg Trzupek, Chairman

Prepared By: Doug Pollock, AICP
Community Development Director

Date of Hearing:  January 16, 2017

GENERAL INFORMATION

Petitioner: Burr Ridge Parkway Limited
Partnership

IR COUNTY,LINE ROTITT

Property Owner: Burr Ridge Parkway Limited
Partnership

Petitioner’s Status:  Property Owner

Land Use Plan: Recommends Office Use

Existing Zoning: O-2 Office and Hotel District

Existing Land Use:  Office Building
Site Area: 10.184 Acres

Subdivision: Burr Ridge Corporate Park
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SUMMARY

The petitioner owns and manages the office building commonly known as the McGraw Hill
building. They are proposing to expand the parking lot to accommodate future tenants.

Zoning History

The permit for the construction of this building was issued in 1992. Also in 1992, a variation was
granted to allow land banking of parking spaces. At that time, the floor area for the building for
purposes of calculating parking requirements was determined to be 155,500 square feet. The
Zoning Ordinance requirement for parking is and was in 1992, one space per 250 square feet of
floor area. Thus, a total of 622 parking spaces are required for this building. The 1992 variation
allowed land banking of 25 parking spaces and construction of 596 parking spaces. It is noted that
the parking study prepared by the petitioner indicates a floor area of 149,312 square feet and a
total of 565 built parking spaces and 25 land banked spaces.

A 1990 variation (Ordinance # A-454-2-90) granted variations to allow the east lot line (Burr Ridge
Parkway) to be considered the front lot line rather than the north lot line (Bridewell Drive); to
permit parking in a corner side yard between the building and the north lot line; and to permit three
loading berths rather than four located in the rear yard. The primary justification for these
variations was the triple street frontage of the property and the preference for Burr Ridge Parkway
to be considered the front yard. The variations were granted subject to compliance with approved
plans and with additional landscaping to be approved by staff.

There have also been various interior alteration permits, sign variations, and sign permits issued
for the property.

Compliance with the Zoning Ordinance

The petitioner is seeking to expand the parking lot to “satisfy the increased parking demands of
today’s prospective office space tenants...” and to bring the number of parking spaces into
compliance with the Zoning Ordinance. In order to add parking, the following variations are
proposed:

e To permit parking to be located 60 feet from the front lot line (Burr Ridge Parkway) rather
than 79.76 feet. The Zoning Ordinance prohibits parking extending forward of the
established building setback from a street. The building is located 60 to 79.76 feet from
the Burr Ridge Parkway lot line. Thus, the required parking lot setback from the Burr
Ridge Parkway lot line is 79.76 feet. The existing parking lot setback is 80 feet from Burr
Ridge Parkway.

e To permit additional parking between the building and the corner side lot line (along
Bridewell Drive) rather than the requirement prohibiting parking between the building and
the corner side lot line. The area between the building and Bridewell Drive is the corner
side yard for this property as per the 1990 variation. The Zoning Ordinance prohibits
parking between a building and a corner side lot line. The 1990 variation permitted parking
in the corner side lot line but limited that parking to the approved site plan which provided
for a 40 to 60 foot setback of the parking lot from Bridewell Drive. This petition seeks to
add additional parking between the building and Bridewell Drive with a minimum 15 foot
setback from the lot line.

e To permit parking spaces that are 8.25 x 18 feet rather than 9 x 18 feet. The Zoning
Ordinance standard for the width of parking spaces is a minimum of 9 feet in all districts.
The petitioner proposes a width of 8.25 feet in order to maximum the increase in the
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number of spaces. Ten visitor parking spaces are provided that are in compliance with the
required 9 foot width. All handicap accessible spaces will comply with the Ordinance.
The attached traffic study submitted by the petitioner describes industry trends in parking
stall dimensions and provides the petitioner’s rationale for this variation.

e To permit parking lot landscape islands to be less than the required 9 x 18 feet. The
petitioner also seeks a variation to allow smaller landscaping islands; again to maximize
the gain in the number of parking spaces. The islands vary in size but are generally 8’ or
7°-2” in width.

e To reduce the required landscaping along the north perimeter of the parking lot. The
Zoning Ordinance requires continuous plantings and/or a berm at least five (5) feet high
along the entire length of the corner side lot line and rear lot line. The petitioner is
proposing an alternative landscaping plan.

e To permit parking lot light poles in excess of the maximum permitted height of 20 feet.
The existing light poles are 35 feet in height. Additional light poles of the same height are
proposed. The photo metrics of the lighting will be in full compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance.

Findings of Fact

The petitioner has submitted findings of fact which may be adopted if the Plan Commission is in
agreement. If the Commission determines that the standards for variations are met and
recommends the requested variations, it is recommended that the approval be subject to
compliance with the submitted plans and approval of the final landscaping plan by Village staff.



VILLAGE OF BURR RIDGE

PETITION FOR PUBLIC HEARING
PLAN COMMISSION/ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: | 333 Bupe Ripge PrWY PIN § /% - BO - 300 - 024-0000

GENERAL INFORMATION

PETITIONER: DURR R\WWEE PARAWAY LIMITED PARTHERSHIP, A CALAFORNA LWMITED
(A1l correspondence will be directed to the Petitioner) PTARTHERSHI®

PETITIONER'S ADRESS: 400 (6™ ST, SWTE 300 puone: _620-617-9/43
or Breok IL 60523  man: _bechmude @ insiterealestate.com
. mx: _630-6l7-~ 9120
PROPERTY OWNER: SAME A% PET\TIONBR. STATUS OF PETITIONER: _OWNBR

OWNER'S ADDRESS: SAME. AL PENTMOHER. pHONE: 620-617-F143

i - vt e
—- e Py

PROPERTY INFORMATION

SITE AREA: | 0. [ 84 Acres EXISTING ZONING: -2 oFACE 4 HoTEL

EXISTING USE/IMPROVEMENTS: __ OFFICE  PuILDING AVD PArRKING LOT

SUBDIVISION:

A CURRENT PLAT OF SURVEY WITH LEGAL DESCRIPTION MUST BE ATTACHED

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

PLEASE INDICATE THE TYPE OF PUBLIC HEARING REQUESTED AND PROVIDE A DETAILED
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED SPECIAL USE, REZONING, TEXT AMENDMENT, OR VARIATION (S)
INCLUDING A REFERENCE TO THE APPROPRIATE ORDINANCE SECTION(S) AND REGULATION(S):

Special Use Rezoning Text Amendment \/Variation (s)

See ATTACHED LIST OF NARIANCES

Please Provide Written Description of Reguest - Attach Extra Pages If Necessary

The above information and the attached Plat of Survey are true and accurate to the best
of my knowledge. I understand the information contained in this petition will be used
in preparation of a legal notice for public hearing. I acknowledge that I will be held
responsible for any costs made necessary by an error in this petition.

12]19 i

bDate Petition is Filed

Petitioner's S ignature

|




List of Variations

(Attachment to Petition for Public Hearing)

1333 Burr Ridge Pkwy
(PIN 18-30-300-024-0000)

Section XI.C.8 to permit parking to extend beyond the established minimum front
building setback. The northeast corner of the building establishes the front setback
of the building and the parking encroaches beyond that setback line.

Section XI.C.8 to permit the expansion of parking in a required corner side yard
(north lot line).

Section XI.C.6 to permit parking spaces that are 8.25 x 18 feet rather than the
required minimum of 9 x 18 feet.

Section XI.C.11.b(2) to permit parking lot landscaping islands to be less than the
required 9 x 18 feet.

Section XI.C.11.A(3)(B) to reduce the required landscaping at the perimeter of a
parking lot along the north lot line.

Section XI.C.9.¢(2) to permit parking lot light standards in excess of 20 feet in height.

W:\OFFICE\PROJECTS\BURR RIDGE, IL (1333 Burr Ridge
Parkway)\PRODUCTION\PLANNING\ZONING\Zoning Application and Findings of Fact\List of Zoning
Variances - attachment to application.docx



Findings of Fact

Variation from the Village of Burr Ridge
Zoning Ordinance

1333 Burr Ridge Parkway (PIN 18-30-300-024-0000) dated 12/16/16

Section XIlIl.H.3 of the Village of Burr Ridge Zoning Ordinance requires that the Plan Commission/Zoning
Board of Appeals determine compliance with the following findings. In order for a variation to be
approved, the petitioner must respond to and confirm each and every one of the following findings by
indicating the facts supporting such findings.

d.

Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the
specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result , as distinguished
from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried out.

The site contains an existing office building and existing parking lot that has public street
frontage on 3 different sides of the property (81% of the perimeter has street frontage). This
condition has made it impractical to comply with Section XI.C.8.c which prohibits parking
“anywhere in the side yard adjoining a street”. Additionally, the site contains an existing Village
watermain within the perimeter of the property that limits the physical extents of parking lot
expansion more than does the perimeter landscape yard requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the zoning district in which it is located.

The existing parking lot does not currently meet Section IXB.9.a which requires a minimum of one
parking space per every 250 square feet of gross area. We aim to change that by proposing to
add 244 additional parking spaces to the site which will bring the proposed site into compliance
with Section IXB.9.a by providing one space per every 179 square feet of gross area. In order to
add these 244 spaces without violating perimeter landscape yard requirements, island
requirements and green space requirements, we propose to reduce the width of each parking
space from 9 feet wide to 8.25 feet wide and each island from 9 feet wide to 7.2 feet wide. The
reduced stall width is appropriate and adequate for our low turnover office use as recommended
in the Parking Study by Kenig, Lindgren, O’hara, Aboona, Inc. dated 12/9/16.

The conditions upon which an application for a variation is based are unique to the property for
which the variance is sought, and are not applicable, generally, to other property within the
same zoning classification.

Because the site contains an existing office building along with the aforementioned multiple
street frontages and perimeter utility easements, the conditions affecting the proposed parking
lot improvements are very unique to this property and cause a special approach to
redevelopment.

The purpose of the variation is not based primarily upon a desire to increase financial gain.

The purpose of this variation is to satisfy the increased parking demands of today’s prospective
office space tenants by increasing the number of total parking spaces to a number that also
meets/exceeds what is required by the Village’s Zoning Ordinance.



Findings of Fact

Variation from the Village of Burr Ridge
Zoning Ordinance

The alleged difficulty or hardship is caused by this Ordinance and has not been created by any
persons presently having an interest in the property.

Section XI.C.8.c cannot be practically applied to the site because of the public street frontage
that occupies 3 out of 4 sides of the property and 81% of the total perimeter.

The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.

The proposed parking lot improvements seek to improve the overall quality, usefulness and long
term viability of the office building property and its surroundings and will not negatively impact
the public welfare or be injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood.

The granting of the variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or
locality.

The existing office use and character of the property will not change. The proposed parking lot
improvements and associated landscaping will serve to enhance both the usefulness and
appearance of the site which will serve to maintain the character of the neighborhood.
Additionally, sidewalk proposed along Burr Ridge Parkway will serve to connect foot traffic to
nearby businesses which will positively impact the neighborhood.

The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property
or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or
impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent properties, or endanger the
public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.

The proposed variations will do nothing to affect the supply of light and air to adjacent property,
traffic congestion, danger of fire, public safety, drainage or surrounding property values. The
proposed sidewalk connectivity will serve to enhance the nature of the adjacent pedestrian
oriented town center.

The proposed variation is consistent with the official Comprehensive Plan of the Village of Burr
Ridge and other development codes of the Village.

The proposed variations are in harmony with the Burr Ridge Park Subarea portion of the
Comprehensive Plan in that they facilitate the proposed enhancements of the property with
meets the plans vision of an overall mixed use district that serves as the primary place of
economic and social interaction within the community; where people shop, live, socialize, and
work. The site sits within the Complimentary Area immediately adjacent to the Village Center
and continues to serve as a complimentary office use for the area. Furthermore, the proposed
additional sidewalk will strengthen and enhance the pedestrian access between the office and
the Village Center.



Kenig, Lindgren, O'Hara, Aboona, Inc. i ‘

9575 West Higgins Road, Suite 400 | Rosemont, Illinois 60018

p: 847-518-9990 | f: 847-518-9987
MEMORANDUM TO: Bob Schmude
Insite Real Estate, LLC
FROM: Eric D. Russell, PE, PTOE, PTP
Principal
Luay R. Aboona, PE
Principal
DATE: December 9, 2016
SUBJECT: Review of Proposed Expanded Parking Plan

1333 Burr Ridge Parkway
Burr Ridge, Illinois

This memorandum summarizes our review of the proposed expanded parking plan for the existing
office building at 1333 Burr Ridge Parkway in Burr Ridge, Illinois. The five-story, approximately
149,312 square-foot building has a current parking supply of 590 spaces, including 515 spaces in a
surface parking lot, 50 spaces in a garage beneath the building, and 25 land-banked spaces. The
resulting parking ratio is 3.96 spaces per 1,000 square feet, which is consistent with the Village’s
minimum parking ratio (4.0) in the O-2 (Office & Hotel) zoning category.

To attract a wider range of tenants, the building owner desires to increase the parking supply on the
site to 833 spaces, which represents a parking ratio of 5.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet. To
accommodate the additional 243 spaces, the proposal calls for narrowing the employee parking stalls
on the site from the Village Code requirement of 9°-0” wide to a new stall width of 8°-3”, and
expanding the parking field into currently landscaped areas. The length of the parking stalls and the
width of the drive aisles are intended to remain at the Village Code requirement of 18°-0" and 24°-
07, respectively. The proposed parking layout is included in the Appendix of this memorandum.

The purpose of this memorandum is to review trends in office parking demand and vehicle sizing,
research local and national parking stall dimensions for office uses, and opine on the adequacy of a
narrower parking stall to achieve a higher parking capacity on the site.

Trends in Office Space Utilization and Parking Demand

Trends that have been occurring in the office market have direct impacts on parking supply and
demand. Office spaces are becoming less compartmentalized and feature more collaborative open
floor plans with work stations. Telecommuting is also more prevalent now and non-dedicated office
space is being shared by these employees. New technologies have reduced the amount of office space
dedicated to machinery and filing systems, and this extra space has been converted into additional
work stations. These trends are causing tenants to downsize their offices without reducing staff sizes,
which opens up leasable space in buildings for additional tenants and employees.

KLOA, Inc. Transportation and Parking Planning Consultants



As a result, office density has increased from the old standard of 250 square feet per employee to
around 185 to 195 square feet per employee. Yet the required parking ratios for office developments
in many suburban municipalities such as Burr Ridge remain at 4.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet (1.0
space/250 square feet) which makes it more difficult for landlords to re-lease office space to meet the
parking needs of many current businesses that require 5.0 to 6.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet.

Trends in Vehicle Sizes

Parking stall dimensions have varied over the past 50 years as passenger vehicle sizes have changed.
As noted in the Traffic Engineering Handbook, 7™ Edition, published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers, larger vehicles from the 1960s transitioned to smaller vehicles in the post
oil-embargo years leading into the 1980s. The trend reversed in the 1980s and 1990s as vehicles
began to increase again in size led by the sports utility vehicle and minivan, and there was a
progressive size creep within the various vehicle classifications into the 2000s. While the spike in
gas prices to $4 a gallon in the summer of 2008 resulted in a demand for more fuel efficient vehicles,
including vehicles with hybrid and electric engines, vehicle sizes did not contract but have stabilized
in the years since 2008.

Research conducted by KLOA on vehicle sizing across multiple vehicle classifications (e.g. compact
sedans, mid-size sedans, full-size sedans, compact SUVs, crossover SUVs, full-size SUVs) indicates
that the average vehicle width across all sedan and SUV classifications has remained relatively the
same since 2006 at 6’-0” for sedans and 6’-3” for SUVs. A summary of the yearly vehicle
dimensional averages (2006-2017) are contained in the Appendix.

Published Parking Stall Standards

According to The Dimensions of Parking, 5™ Edition, 2010, jointly published by the Urban Land
Institute and the National Parking Association, the dimensions of parking facilities should be geared
to the needs of the users. Parking stalls that are expected to have higher turnover rates (shopping
centers, medical facilities) should have more generous dimensions and clearances than those for
lower turnover uses (employee parking, offices, commuter lots). The publication further advises that
the widths of parking spaces have generally been based on required clearances for opening doors,
with door opening clearances ranging from 20” in low turnover facilities to 24™ to 27" in high-
turnover facilities, as well as the maneuvering space allotted by the aisle width and the angle of
parking. The publication notes that an aisle width of 23°-0” is common for a perpendicular (90
degree) parking stall angle.

Parking facilities are also sized to accommodate a “design” vehicle, which by industry standards is
the 85"-percentile dimensions for length and width, as determined annually by the Parking
Consultants Council based on annual automobile and light truck manufacturing data for the U.S.
vehicle fleet. The current design vehicle is 6’7" wide (797), which has not changed since 1999. The
width of the design vehicle is comparable to the width of a Ford Explorer or Toyota Sequoia (large
SUV vehicle classification), which exceeds the average vehicle width of all sedan and SUV
classifications, as determined from KLOA’s research on vehicle sizing.



The combination of the design vehicle width (79”") and the required door opening clearance yields a
parking stall width that ranges from 8’-3" to 9°-0”. The publication’s recommended minimum
parking stall width for low turnover uses (employees) ranges from 8°-3” to 8°-6” and for low-to-
moderate turnover uses (offices) ranges from 8’-6” to 8’-9”. Excerpts from the Dimensions of
Parking publication are included in the Appendix.

Local Parking Codes for Low Turnover Uses

The Village of Burr Ridge does not currently have an alternate parking stall specification for low
turnover uses as many other suburban communities in the Chicago area do. An office building would
generally be considered a low turnover use as most of the parking spaces tend to be filled in the
morning when employees arrive and vacated in the evening when employees depart. Spaces
dedicated for visitors may turn over more frequently over the course of the day and are typically
designed for higher turnover users.

Table 1 provides a sampling of permitted parking stall width reductions for low turnover uses from
the zoning codes of several nearby communities that have the same 9°-0” parking stall width
standard as Burr Ridge. As can be seen, these communities generally permit a 6 stall width
reduction (to 8’-6”) for low turnover uses. Several other area communities maintain an 8’-6” parking
stall width standard for all uses, and a couple of these communities (e.g. La Grange, Lombard)
permit a further stall width reduction of 3 to 6 (to 8’-0” or 8°-3”) for low turnover uses. The City
of Chicago has a standard parking stall width of 8°-0” for all uses.

There are many examples of office developments in the Chicago area, comparable to 1333 Burr
Ridge Parkway, that have parking fields with narrower parking stalls than specified by Code. One
nearby example is Mid-America Plaza in Oakbrook Terrace where parking stalls range in width from
8°-0” to 8°-9” in areas utilized by employees, visitors, and patrons of Ditka’s Restaurant and the
Oakbrook Terrace Park District Fitness Center. The Oakbrook Terrace zoning code specifies a 9°-0”
parking stall standard.

Recommendations

Based on our review of the 1333 Burr Ridge Parkway site plan and our research of national parking
publications and the zoning codes of several Chicago area municipalities, it is our professional
opinion that a parking stall dimension of 8’-3” wide by 18°-0” long is adequate and appropriate for a
low turnover use such as an office building, particularly one that offers a lunch room on-site, lunch
options within a convenient walkable distance, and a 90-degree parking layout with 24°-0 wide
aisles. More common, and equally appropriate for a low-turnover use, is a parking stall with an 8’-6”
width.

Parking spaces reserved for visitors will turn over more frequently than employee spaces and as such
should remain 9°-0” wide in the plan, per the Burr Ridge Zoning Ordinance. Accessible parking
stalls should continue to meet the Illinois Accessibility Code design requirements (8°-0" wide stall,
8°-0” wide accessible aisle), also per the Burr Ridge Zoning Ordinance. Both visitor and accessible
spaces should be located as close to the front entrance of the building as possible.



TABLE 1

MUNICIPAL PARKING STALL WIDTH REQUIREMENTS FOR LOW TURNOVER USES

Parking Stall Width Permitted Parking Stall Width

Municipality (Standard) (Low Turnover Uses')
Village of Burr Ridge 9'-0" %

Village of Oak Brook 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of Schaumburg 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of Downers Grove 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of Hoffman Estates 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of Northbrook 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of Libertyville 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of Hinsdale 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of Arlington Heights 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of Woodridge 9'-0" 8'-6"

Village of La Grange 8'-6" 8'-0"

Village of Lombard 8'-6" 8'-3"

City of Park Ridge 8'-6" ¥

City of Elmhurst 8'-6" i

Village of Warrenville 8'-6" *

Village of Deerfield 8'-6" *

Village of La Grange Park 8'-5" #

City of Chicago 8'-0" #

' The Institute of Transportation Engineers defines a Low Turnover Use as a use where parking spaces will typically
be occupied by no more than two different vehicles during the course of the business day.

" Ordinance does not contain a narrower parking stall standard for offices and other low turnover uses
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Tends in Vehicle Dimensions Years (2006-2017)

Sedans
Year
Length () 3506 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 5014 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | Tom
Average: | 157 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8
Shortest. | 13.7 13.9 13.9 13.9 13.3 13.8 13.8 13.8 13.8 14.0 14.0 14.0 13.8
Congest | 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0 172 7.3 7.3 173 173 173 176
Sedans
Width (ft) L .
006 5007 5008 009 5010 2011 2012 5013 5014 3015 1 2076 T 2077 | Tow
Average: 5.9 5.9 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Narrowist.| 5.5 5.6 56 56 56 5.6 56 56 5.6 56 56 5.6 56
Widest. 65 65 8.5 65 6.5 65 6.4 64 64 6.4 6.4 65 6.5
SUVs
Year
Length (ft) 5555 5007 3008 3000 5070 2077 50712 3013 5014 3015 2076 | 2077 | Tow
Average: | 16.0 6.0 76.0 76.0 16.0 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 76.1 6.1 6.2 6.1
Shortest | 14.2 14.2 14.2 14.2 14.4 14.4 14.4 14.4 14.4 14.4 146 146 144
Congest | 185 186 18.6 18.6 18.6 18.6 18.6 18.6 18.6 18.7 18.7 18.7 186
30Vs
3 Year
Width () =508 2007 2008 ] 2000 | 2070 T 2071 2012 ] 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2076 | 2077 | Tom |
Average: 53 63 W 53 6.3 63 53 63 63 53 53 53 6.3
Narrowist: 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.6 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3
Widest 72 66 67 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 68 638 68 68 6.8 68

Data taken from Edmunds.com Inc.
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Why Small-Vehicle-Only Parking Spaces Do Not Work

When the small-vehicle-only parking space was intro-
duced, the mix of automaobiles consisted of very large and
very small cars; therefore, the “small-car” or “compact-
only” rule was largely self-enforcing. In one common lay-
out, angled spaces for large vehicles were placed on one
side of the aisle, and 90-degree spaces for small vehicles
were placed on the other. The difficulty of making the

turn into the 90-degree parking spaces and the restricted
clearances for opening doors discouraged drivers of larger
vehicles from using the small-vehicle-only spaces.

However, small-vehicle-only parking spaces did not ‘\

remain practical for long. Following the oil crisis of the
mid-1970s, manufacturers first downsized larger vehicles
and introduced new, very small cars. However, since the
mid-1980s, manufacturers have been able to improve the
fuel efficiency of larger cars through aerodynamics, more
efficient engines, and lighter construction. Therefore, they
were able to increase the size of smaller vehicles and still
meet federal fuel-efficiency standards. As a result, car
sizes are concentrated in the middle of the size range. By
the late 1980s, over two-thirds of the vehicles sold in the

typically built on a car platform instead of on a pickup truck
platform. Examples of CUVs include the Toyota RAV4 and
the Chrysler Pacifica. 4

To help determine the design vehicle, the Parking Coﬂ-
sultants Council (PCC) uses data on annual sales of cars and
light trucks that are collected by the weekly Automative News,
as well as the publication's specification data for model sizes.
Since 1999, the 85th percentile vehicle in the United States
has varied slightly, but has remained within an inch or two
(2.5 to 5 centimeters) of 6 feet, 7 inches (2 meters) by 17
feet, 3 inches (5.3 meters). Thus, the PCC has adopted these
dimensions for its design vehicle.

In addition, to better understand trends in vehicle sizes,
the PCC monitors changes in seven classes of vehicles size.
Three of the classes comprise what are traditionally consid-
ered small cars or trucks, while the remaining classes are
reserved for large cars and trucks. Because the size of an

60

DIMENSIONS OF PARKING

United States were within 1 foot (0.3 meters) in length and
a few inches in width of the traditional boundary between
small and large cars. Therefore, many large cars are able
to park in small-car-only stalls, albeit with some difficulty.
If small-vehicle spaces are in a convenient location,
drivers of intermediate or even larger vehicles may
park in the small-vehicle spaces, thus impeding traffic
flow and compromising both the safety and comfort of
turning for other users. Moreover, when large vehicles
are parked in small-vehicle parking spaces, they often
encroach into the adjacent parking spaces, creating a
ripple effect along the row that eventually renders a
parking space unusable—and negates the improved effi-
ciency offered by small-vehicle parking spaces. On the
other hand, if small-vehicle spaces are placed at incon-
venient locations, small-vehicle drivers may park their
vehicles in standard-sized spaces, forcing later-arriving
large vehicles into small-vehicle parking spaces. In sum,
specially located small-vehicle spaces are not effective
unless a facility is policed to prevent the drivers of large
vehicles from using small-vehicle spaces, and vice versa.

intermediate vehicle changes over time, the classifications
used by manufacturers and other sources, such as Automo-
tive News, are not reliable means of evaluating vehicle sizes.
Instead, the PCC compares footprints, or vehicle length multi-
plied by width, to examine changes in size.

GUIDELINES FOR PARKING
GEOMETRICS

First and foremost, the dimensions of parking facilities should
be geared to the needs of projected users. For example, facili-
ties that are expected to have high turnover rates, such as
those that support convenience stores, should have greater
clearances than those that support uses with low turnover
rates. Similarly, where a significant portion of users may be
elderly people and/or under stress, such as at hospitals, more
generous dimensions may be appropriate. It is also important
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FIGURE 7 -2: 'Ré@:dmh’ue'nded Minimum Widths for Parking Stalls

Feet Meters
Low turnover (employees, students, etc.) 8'3"-8'6" 2.51-2.59
Low to moderate turnover (offices, regional retail centers, long-term airport parking, etc.) 8'6"-8'9" 2.59-2.66
Moderate to high turnover (community retail, medical facilities, etc.) 8'9"-9' 0" 2.66-2.74

Source: Parking Consultants Council, Guidelines for Parking Geometrics (Washington, D.C.: National Parking Association, 2002).

to take account of what kind of parking facilities users are
likely to be accustomed to: for example, a self-park facility in
a downtown location in a large city can be designed with less
generous dimensions than a self-park structure in an upscale
suburban mall or in a smaller, rural community.

Finally, designers must be aware that vehicle sizes no longer
vary significantly by region and locality. SUVs are just as popu-
lar in California and Hawaii as in rural areas and the Snowbelt.
The sole exception is in the Southwest, where pickups are
more likely to be used for everyday transportation than else-
where in the country.

Other critical elements determining the dimensions of
parking facilities are the width of the vehicles and the ease of
maneuvering the vehicles into and out of the parking space.
The ease of maneuvering, in turn, depends on three related
factors: the width of the space itself, the angle of parking,
and the width of the aisle. Within reasonable limits, the same
degree of turning comfort can be achieved with a wider aisle
and a narrower parking space, or with a wider parking space
and a narrower aisle.

DETERMINING THE DIMENSIONS OF
PARKING SPRCES

Because a parking space that has sufficient clearance for doors
to be opened comfortably will be wide enough for vehicle
maneuvering if the adjacent aisle is properly sized, the widths
of parking spaces have generally been based on required clear-
ances for opening doors (that is, on the necessary distance
between vehicles). Door opening clearances should range from
20 inches (51 centimeters) for vehicles in low-turnover facili-
ties to 24 to 27 inches (61 to 69 centimeters) for vehicles in

high-turnover facilities.® Combining these dimensions with the
width of the current design vehicle results in parking-space
widths that range from 8 feet, 3 inches (2.5 meters) to 9 feet,
0 inches (2.7 meters).

As noted earlier, turnover plays a strong role in determin-
ing parking geometrics; parking spaces are no exception.
Figure 7-2 lists recommendations for adjusting stall widths on
the basis of turnover.

Unlike width, the length of a parking space is not affected
by turnover rate or user type. Currently, the recommended
length of a parking space is 18 feet (5.5 meters). This recom-
mendation is based on the length of the design vehicle—17
feet, 3 inches (5.25 meters)—plus nine inches (23 centime-
ters) to account for the typical distance from the bumper of a
parked vehicle to the end of the stall (i.e., the edge of the stall
farthest from the aisle).*

DETERMINING THE DIMENSIONS OF
DRIVE AISLES AND MODULES

The drive aisle is the space between two vehicles that are
parked directly opposite each other. The parking design term
module refers to the distance created by the width of the drive
aisle, combined with the length of the vehicle (or vehicles)
parked on one (or both sides) of the drive aisle. When a
vehicle is located on only one side of the drive aisle, this is
referred to as a single-loaded module. When vehicles are
located on both sides of the drive aisle, it is referred to as a
double-loaded module.

In the early days of the parking garage, the size of parking
modules was determined by trial and error. But in the 1950s,
Edmund Ricker, an early pioneer in the field of parking geometrics,

CHRAPTER 7: Parking Geometrics




V-01-2017:
1333 Burr Ridge
Parkway; Site
Parking Data

SITE DATA

ZONING

JURISDICTION: VILLAGE OF BURRE RIDGE
CLASSIFICATION: O2 - OFFICE & HOTEL

AREAS

LOT AREA: + 10.184 AC (+ 443,633 5F)
BUILDING AREA: 149,312 SF

OPEN SPACE:

(TOTAL SITE AREA MINUS BUILDING FOOTPRINT,REQUIRED
FERIMETER SETBACK YARDS, PARKING LOTS SIDEWALKS
AND PARKING LOT ISLANDS) =+ 2.64 AC. (£ 115,042 5F) /25.9%

PARKING DIMENSIONS

0-2 CODE CURRENT PROPOSED

STANDARD: 918" 918" 8.25%18'
COMPACT: n/a n/a n/a
ACCESSIBLE: 1618 16%18' 16"%18" (MIN.)
VISITOR: n/a n/a 918"

PARKING COUNT

0-2 CODE(%) CUERENT(%) PROPOSED({%}]

STANDARD: 535 (90%) 502 (86%) 757 (91%)
COMPACT: 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
GARAGE: 50 (8%) 50 (8%) 50 (6%)
ACCESSIBLE: 12 (2%) 13 (2%) 17 (2%)
VISITOR: 0(0%) 0 (0%) 10 (1%)
LAND BANK: 0 (0%) 25 (4%) 0 (0%)
TOTAL: 597 590 834
#/1,000 SF: 4.00 3.95 5.59

DRIVE AISLE DIMENSIONS:

0-2CODE CUERENT PROPOSED
STANDARD: 24 24 24

PARKING SETBACKS

0-2CODE CURRENT PROPOSED

FRONT: 92 80’ 60
CORNER SIDE: 92' B0 13
REEAR: 40 g' a8'
INTERIOR SIDE: 40 a0 a8'

BUILDING HEIGHT

EXISTING - 66'
-2 CODE - 40%3 STORIES




BRIDEWELL DRIVE

/

SITE DATA

ZONING

JURISDICTION: VILLAGE OF BURR RIDGE
CLASSIFICATION: O2 - OFFICE & HOTEL

AREAS

LOT AREA: £ 10.184 AC (+ 443,633 SF)
BUILDING AREA: 149,312 SF

OPEN SPACE:

(TOTAL SITE AREA MINUS BUILDING FOOTPRINT,REQUIRED
PERIMETER SETBACK YARDS, PARKING LOTS,SIDEWALKS
AND PARKING LOT ISLANDS) = + 2.64 AC. (+ 115,042 SF) / 25.9%

PARKING DIMENSIONS

O-2CODE CURRENT PROPOSED

STANDARD: 9'x18' 9'x18' 8.25'x18'
COMPACT: n/a n/a n/a
ACCESSIBLE: 16'x18' 16'x18' 16'x18' (MIN.)
VISITOR: n/a n/a 9'x18'

PARKING COUNT

0-2 CODE(%) CURRENT(%) PROPOSED(%)

STANDARD: 535 (90%) 502 (86%) 757 (91%)
COMPACT: 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
GARAGE: 50 (8%) 50 (8%) 50 (6%)
ACCESSIBLE: 12 (2%) 13 (2%) 17 (2%)
VISITOR: 0(0%) 0 (0%) 10 (1%)
LAND BANK: 0 (0%) 25 (4%) 0 (0%)
TOTAL: 597 590 834
#/1,000 SF: 4.00 3.95 5.59

DRIVE AISLE DIMENSIONS:

0-2 CODE CURRENT PROPOSED
STANDARD: 24' 24' 24'

PARKING SETBACKS

0-2CODE  CURRENT  PROPOSED

FRONT: 92' 80' 60'
CORNER SIDE: 92' 60' 15'
REAR: 40' 8' 8'
INTERIOR SIDE: 40 40' 8'

BUILDING HEIGHT

EXISTING - 66'
O-2 CODE - 40'/3 STORIES

- — remne
R3.6' (TYP.) /
R8' (TYP.) :
— b >~
: - — E X
P) R (TYP)——— B g 3 §
5 — 1 — — T — s
- — — — <
$ — — — — 5 o
R3.7' (TYP.) R4' (TYP ] i
—— S
$
R2 S & &
R15"'—y % m
> D
.... — Q
= — G
[ \ % &
— \ A
= 7SS
| e R3.6'(TYP.)
= S S
gg S R3(TYP.) QA PN R3.6' (RYP.)
W §’ — 7\
2k &
| — S o
g ‘ S A | Py PROPOSED
EE: ” f ~ 22 R6' \ \\\‘ \\‘ ‘\\\\\y MONUMENT SIGN
b 2 :

[

Ay ‘\'

ﬂ

10 VISITOR PARKING
SPACES @ 9' WIDE

Uy T - iy

24.5'

8.25'

DRIVEWAY ACCESS RECONFIGURED

PAVER WALKWAY

/\[ REMOVE EXISTING

N8o° 06" 520

N81 056'54 "VV 426226 44,

TO REMOVE EXISTING MEDIAN

5' WIDE CONCRETE
SIDEWALK (TYP)

NOTES:

1. BUILDING DIMENSIONS ARE TO OUTSIDE FACE OF
BUILDING UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

2. ALL CURB AND GUTTER SHALL BE B6.12 UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED.

3. ALL PROPOSED SIDEWALKS SHALL BE 5' WIDE
CONCRETE UNLESS OTHERWISE SHOWN.

4. SIDEWALKS TO BE MIN. 5" THICK P.C.C. WITH MIN. 4"
THICK COMPACTED GRANULAR, TYPE B SUB-BASE.

5. THE VILLAGE'S MINIMUM ASPHALT PAVEMENT SECTION
FOR PARKING LOTS IS 2" SURFACE AND 12" AGGREGATE
BASE. THE FINAL PAVING SECTION THICKNESS SHALL BE
BASED ON A RECENT GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
OF THE SITE.

630.724.9200 phone
630.724.9202 fax

Woodridge, IL 60517
www.v3co.com

7325 Janes Avenue
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PRELIMINARY LAYOUT PLAN
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APPROXIMATE
WALLHEIGHT £ 1:0'

APPROXIMATE

WALL HEIGHT %-3.0!

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT + 2.0'

APPROXIMATE WALL
HEIGHT 3.5 MAX.

/]
|
[ 602 £

APPROXIMATE WALL —
HEIGHT 3.5' MAX. ’

’ T 691—

’ - 690 =

REMQVEAND RELOCATE
’ EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT

APPROXIMATE WALL -~ [

HEIGHT 3.5' MAX. \’\

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT £.2.0' /

/

/ APPROXIMATE
/ WALL HEIGHT +.1.0'

/
/

25

\\\\

Del¥

REMOVE ‘AND RELOCATE
EXISTING FIRE:HYDRANT

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT + 2.0/

RE-ROUTE EXISTING

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT +3.0'

APPROXIMATE, WALL
HEIGHT 3.5' MAX.

APPROXIMATE WALL
HEIGHT 3.5' MAX.

So)

E:
(%)) @
$ / \
A4

o8t

PROPOSED VOLUME CONTROL
INFILTRATION“TRENCH

>
.
N e % e S

15" STORM SEWER  // .

S
\\J\ﬁ

APPROXIMATE WALL
HEIGHT 3.5' MAX.

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT+ 3.0

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT + 2.5'

SBM #2

‘Dﬁg
£

/
/.
/

7

|

/

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT \+ 1.0’

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT 1.0’

RETAINING
WALL (TYP)

S APPROXIMATE

WALL HEIGHT = 2.5'

- (APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT
3.5' MAX.

S
Qc

Q
&
Q
&
&
S

B

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT # 3.0’

APPROXIMATE WALL
HEIGHT 3.5' MAX.

APPROXIMATE
WALL HEIGHT £ 1.0’

FILTER
STRIP/OTHER BMP'S OBSERVATION WELL, 6" PVC PIPE WITH
(SEE NOTE 8) REMOVABLE WATERTIGHT CAP, NON-PERFORATED
ABOVE BASE AGGREGATE

WASHED RIVER
ROCK

6" PERFORATED
PVC PIPE

TRIK

s A\ \\\
R
R

NN :
. R R RERIE, [ AL L
2" CHOKING STONE LAYER v\\/\\/\\

OPEN GRADED, MEDIUM \/\\(‘é
(IDOT CA-16 OR EQUIVALENT) ¢\2
Vs (ABOVE INVERT OF \\é\,

UNDERDRAIN)

KRR
\/A\)’ WOVEN GEOTEXTILE
2 \; FABRIC (TOP AND SIDES)

V. (BELOW INVERT OF \)
UNDERDRAIN) \\4

/2
OIS
/\//\\/\ A

3

SAND FILTER
IDOT FA-2

4" DIAMETER UNDERDRAIN
PERFORATED PIPE, INSTALL
IF INFILTRATION IS LESS THAN

SEASONALLY HIGH
GROUNDWATER LEVEL

PERMEABLE BASE AGGREGATE,
OPEN-GRADED, CRUSHED,

ANGULAR STONE, ASTM NO. 57
OR IDOT CA-7/CA-1 0.50 IN/HR

VOLUME TYPE POROSITY  |MEDIA VOLUME|STORAGE VOLUME | VOLUME PROVIDED

RIVER ROCK 0.25 A 0.5x 0.25 x V,

COARSE AGG. (ABOVE INVERT) 0.36 Vi 0.5x0.36 x Vg
COARSE AGG. (BELOW INVERT) 0.36 Vc 0.36 x VC

TOTAL

NOTES:

1. OFFSET A MINIMUM OF 10 FEET FROM FOUNDATIONS UNLESS WATERPROOFED, 20 FEET FROM SANITARY SEWERS, 20 FEET
FROM ROADWAY GRAVEL SHOULDER AND 100 FEET FROM POTABLE WATER WELLS OR SEPTIC TANKS.

2. AVOID INSTALLATION ON SLOPES GREATER THAN 15 TO 1 AND ABOVE COMPACTED FILL.

3. WOVEN GEOTEXTILE FABRIC SHALL MEET REQUIREMENTS OF IUM MATERIAL SPECIFICATION 592 GEOTEXTILE, TABLE 1, CLASS 1,
WITH AN APPARENT OPENING SIZE OF 0.50 MM.

4. STONE STORAGE OPTIONS FOR BASE AGGREGATE ARE CA-7, DISTRICT VULCAN MIX, OR APPROVED ALTERNATE. NO RECYCLED
MATERIALS.

5. MINIMUM DISTANCE OF 2 FEET (3.5 FEET IN COMBINED SEWER AREAS) BETWEEN BOTTOM OF BMP AND SEASONALLY HIGH
GROUNDWATER LEVEL.

6. UNDERDRAINS ARE REQUIRED IN TYPICAL CLAYEY SOILS WHERE INFILTRATION RATES ARE LESS THAN 0.5 INCH/HOUR.
MAXIMUM OF 1 UNDERDRAIN PER 30 FEET. PROVIDE A SOIL REPORT DOCUMENTING NATIVE INFILTRATION RATE TO FOREGO
UNDERDRAINS.

7. MINIMUM UNDERDRAIN BEDDING OF TWO INCHES, MAXIMUM OF 12 INCHES.

8. FOLLOW THE REQUIRED PRETREATMENT MEASURES LISTED ON THE VOLUME CONTROL PRETREATMENT MEASURES DETAIL (PAGE 17).

NOT TO SCALE

630.724.9200 phone
630.724.9202 fax

Woodridge, IL 60517
www.v3co.com

7325 Janes Avenue

V3 Companies
"The Vision to Transform with Excellence"

Visio, Vertere, Virtute...

DESCRIPTION

NO.| DATE

TECHNICAL CUIDANCE MANUAL 7/1/15

REVISIONS

INFILTRATION TRENCH DETAIL

STD. DWG. NO.6

PAGE NO. 7

1.

NOTES:

ALL PAVEMENT SPOT GRADE ELEVATIONS WITHIN OR ALONG CURB AND GUTTER REFER
TO EDGE OF PAVEMENT ELEVATIONS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

MAX SLOPE ALONG SIDEWALKS IS 2.00% CROSS SLOPE AND 5.00% LONGITUDINAL SLOPE.
"R" INDICATES RIM ELEVATION OF ALL STRUCTURES LOCATED OUTSIDE THE CURB LINE.
FOR STRUCTURES LOCATED WITHIN THE CURB LINE, "R" INDICATES TOP OF CURB
ELEVATION.

PROPOSED RETAINING WALLS SHALL BE SEGMENTAL BLOCK NOT TO EXCEED 42" IN
HEIGHT.

ALL WATER MAIN TO BE 6" DUCTILE IRON CLASS 52 UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. ALL
WATER MAIN LEADS TO FIRE HYDRANT TO BE 6" DUCTILE IRON CL 52 UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED.

ALL STORM SEWER TO BE 12" UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

STORM SEWER UNDER PAVED SURFACES SHALL BE RCP CL IV. IN ALL OTHER LOCATIONS
STORM SEWER SHALL BE EITHER RCP CL Il OR PVC SDR 26.

ALL UTILITIES UNDER OR WITHIN 3' OF THE STREETS WILL REQUIRE GRANULAR TRENCH
BACKFILL.

LEGEND
» EXISTING OVERFLOW ROUTE
\

PROPOSED STORM INLET
O] PROPOSED STORM MANHOLE

—— W —— PROPOSED WATER MAIN
——>—— PROPOSED STORM SEWER

¢ PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT
) 4 PROPOSED LIGHT POLE STANDARD

——690—— PROPOSED CONTOUR

GRAPHIC SCALE
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