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Agenda 

June 5, 2012 

Regular Board Meeting 

6:00 P.M. 

1. Call to Order 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Roll Call 

4. Public Hearing:  

a. None 

5. Appointments and Presentations  

a. None 

6. Public Comment on Items Scheduled for Action 

7. Consent Agenda 

a. Approval:  Minutes for May 15, 2012 Meeting 

b. Approval:   Vouchers 

c. Approval:   Treasurer’s Report 

8. General Business 

a. Approval:  Special Event – Car Show 

b. Approval:  Hampstead Court  

c. Resolution:   2012 MFT Authorization  

d. Approval:  Extending a PUD Agreement & Plat – College Corners  

e. Discussion:  Specialty Wine Boutique 

9. New Business 

a. None 

10. Reports 

a. Staff Reports 

b. Trustee Reports 

c. Presidents Report  

11. Public Comments 

12. Airport Report 

13. Closed Session:  Land Acquisition, Personnel, Litigation   

14. Adjournment 

 

Committee of the Whole 
June 5, 2012 

Cancelled 
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Village of Sugar Grove 
Capital Asset Policy 
 
Purpose 
 
The Village of Sugar Grove invests a significant amount in capital assets in pursuit of its mission, as well as 
to maintain or improve the level of service expected by its citizens.  These assets play an essential role in 
the Village’s ability to diversify, expand and cope with growth, and improve environmental conditions.  That 
level of service can only be assured if adequate consideration is given to maintaining and expanding public 
facilities and infrastructure.  If a government fails to maintain its capital assets, equipment, facilities and 
infrastructure will deteriorate more quickly and necessitate costly emergency allocations of financial 
resources. 
 
The objective of this policy is to establish and maintain capital asset records to comply with governmental 
financial reporting standards, to ensure adequate control and appropriate use of capital assets, and to 
provide accountability for property control. 
 
Definition 
 
Capital assets are real or personal property used in operations that have a value equal to or greater than 
the capitalization threshold for their respective asset class and have an estimated initial useful life of 
greater than one year.  Capital assets shall include land, land improvements, buildings, building 
improvements, machinery and equipment, vehicles, and infrastructure.  A capital asset is to be reported 
and depreciated, if applicable, in the government-wide and enterprise fund financial statements.  Assets not 
capitalized are expended in the year of acquisition. 
 
For further clarification, infrastructure assets are long-lived capital assets that normally can be preserved 
for a significantly greater number of years than most capital assets and are normally stationary in nature.  
Infrastructure shall include roads, sidewalks, bike paths, bridges, drainage systems, water systems, sewer 
systems, and other like assets subject to the capitalization threshold for their respective asset class.   
 
Valuation 
 
Capital assets should be reported at historical cost (original cost when acquired).  All costs associated with 
the purchase or construction of a capital asset should be considered, including ancillary charges necessary 
to place the asset into its intended location and condition for use.  Ancillary charges may include freight and 
transportation, site preparation, installation, professional fees, temporary and permanent easements, 
engineering, construction management, and legal costs directly attributable to asset acquisition.  Costs for 
training, maintenance agreements, and extended warranties which can be separately identified from the 
cost of the capital asset should not be capitalized. 
 
In the absence of historical cost information the asset’s estimated historical cost may be used to value the 
capital asset.  Donated capital assets should be reported at their estimated fair value at the time of 
acceptance plus ancillary charges, if any.  Developer contributions should be reported at their estimated fair 
value at the time of acceptance by the Village. 
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Village of Sugar Grove 
Capital Asset Policy (Continued) 
 
Valuation (Continued) 
 
The costs associated with general maintenance and repair that do not add value to the capital asset or 
materially extend the capital asset’s useful life are expended in the period incurred rather than being 
capitalized.  Significant costs, subject to the capitalization threshold for their respective asset class, which 
increase capacity (i.e. additional lanes on a road) or materially extend the useful life of an asset are 
capitalized and depreciated over the remaining useful life of the asset. 
 
Asset Class 
 
The Village reports the following asset classes: 

 Land 
 Land improvements 
 Buildings 
 Building improvements 
 Machinery and equipment 
 Vehicles 
 Infrastructure 

 
Land 
Land is defined as the surface or crust of the earth, which can be used to support structures and roadways.  
All land is to be included in this classification regardless of its value for both tracking and reporting 
purposes.  Expenditures for land improvements that do not require maintenance or replacement, bring land 
into condition to commence erection of structures, not identified with structures, or that do not deteriorate 
with use or passage of time are additions to the cost of land and are generally not exhaustible.  Land is 
characterized as having an unlimited life (inexhaustible) and is not depreciated.  Examples of items to be 
capitalized as land are as follows: 

 Purchase price or fair value at time of donation 
 Professional fees (i.e. title searches, architect, legal, engineering, appraisal, surveying, 

environmental assessments, etc.) 
 Land excavation, fill, grading, and drainage 
 Demolition of existing buildings and improvements 
 Removal, relocation, or reconstruction of property of others (i.e. railroad, telephone and power 

lines, etc.) 
 Recording costs 

 
Easements are interests in land owned by another that entitles its holder to the right to use the land for a 
specific or limited purpose.  An easement does not give the holder a right of "possession" of the property, 
only a right of use.  A right-of-way is a type of easement in which fee simple title is obtained, defined as an 
absolute estate in perpetuity and one in which the owner is entitled to the entire property, with unconditional 
power of disposition.  Therefore, easements or right-of-way acquired or donated is considered land and 
should be capitalized as such.  However, an easement for temporary access will not be capitalized. 
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Village of Sugar Grove 
Capital Asset Policy (Continued) 
 
Asset Class (Continued) 
 
Land improvements 
Land improvements consist of permanent improvements, other than buildings, which add value to land, 
require maintenance or replacement, are typically identified with structures, deteriorate with use or passage 
of time, and are generally exhaustible.  Examples of items to be capitalized as land improvements are as 
follows: 

 Parking lots 
 Landscaping 
 Fencing 
 Monuments (i.e. gateway signs) 

 
Buildings  
A building is a structure that is permanently attached to the land, has a roof, is partially or completely 
enclosed by walls, and is not intended to be transportable or moveable.  It is generally used to house 
persons, property, and fixtures attached to and forming a permanent part of such a structure.  Examples of 
items to be capitalized as buildings are as follows: 

 Purchase price or fair value at time of donation 
 Expenditures for remodeling, reconditioning, or altering a building to make it ready for use for the 

purpose for which it is intended 
 Environmental compliance (i.e. asbestos abatement) 
 Professional fees (i.e. architect, legal, engineering, inspections, etc.) 
 Cost of permits and licenses 
 Completed project costs associated with the original construction of a building 
 Additions to building (i.e. expansion, extension, or enlargement) 

 
Building improvements 
Improvements to existing buildings, as part of a major rehabilitation project, which materially extend the 
useful life of a building, increase the value of a building, or both should be capitalized.  Examples of items 
to be capitalized as building improvements are as follows: 

 Installation or upgrade of heating and cooling systems 
 Installation or upgrade of wall or ceiling coverings (i.e. carpet, tile, etc.) 
 Installation or replacement of structural components (i.e. beams, rafter, joists, interior framing, etc.) 
 Installation or upgrade of windows, doors, or cabinets 
 Installation or upgrade of plumbing or electrical wiring 
 Installation or upgrade of phone or closed circuit television systems, networks, fiber optic cable, or 

wiring required for equipment (that will remain in the building) 
 Installation or replacement of exterior components (i.e. siding, roofing, masonry, etc.) 

 
Maintenance costs are incurred to keep assets in normal operating condition and to help maintain the 
original use of the building and are not capitalized. 
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Village of Sugar Grove 
Capital Asset Policy (Continued) 
 
Asset Class (Continued) 
 
Machinery and equipment 
Machinery is defined as any mechanical or electrical device that transmits or modifies energy to perform or 
assist in the performance of human tasks.  Equipment is defined as a movable or fixed unit of furniture or 
furnishings, instrument, machine, or apparatus to be used for operations, the benefits of which extend 
beyond one year from date of acquisition.  Examples of items to be capitalized as machinery and 
equipment include but are not limited to: 

 Computers 
 Communications equipment 
 Office equipment 
 Kitchen equipment 
 Light machinery (Public Works) 
 Phone system  
 Tractors 
 Loaders, backhoes, and excavators 
 Trailers, chippers, and grinders 
 Generators 
 Office furniture 
 Vehicles (i.e. cars, trucks, etc.) 

 
Infrastructure 
Infrastructure assets are long-lived capital assets that are normally stationary in nature and can be 
preserved for a significantly greater number of years than most capital assets.  They are the basic physical 
structures needed for the functioning of a community or society, such as transportation and 
communications systems and water and power lines. Expenditures to be capitalized as infrastructure 
include, but are not limited to: 

 Roads 
 Bridges 
 Sanitary sewer lift stations 
 Interceptors 
 Sanitary sewer mains 
 Water mains 
 Wells and water pump stations 
 Water treatment plant, piping and equipment 
 Water storage tanks 
 Stormwater drainage improvements 

 
Maintenance costs allow a government to continue to use an infrastructure asset during its originally 
established useful life and are not capitalized.  Preservation costs extend the useful life of an asset beyond 
its original estimated useful life and should be capitalized, subject to the capitalization threshold.  Additions 
and improvements are costs that increase the capacity of the asset (i.e. additional lanes on a road) and 
should be capitalized, subject to the capitalization threshold.  Individual components of infrastructure that 
do not meet the capitalization threshold, such as street lights, sidewalks, signal improvements, paths and 
trails are not to be capitalized. 
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Village of Sugar Grove 
Capital Asset Policy (Continued) 
 
Asset Class (Continued) 
 
Construction in progress 
Construction in progress reflects the activity of capital assets which are substantially incomplete, such as 
buildings and roads.  Each project must first be evaluated to determine whether it meets the capitalization 
threshold for the applicable asset class.  Expenditures will then be added to the value of the capital asset 
as incurred.  Projects should be reclassified to the appropriate asset class upon substantial completion. 
 
Capitalization Threshold and Useful Life 
 
The capitalization threshold is the dollar value the Village uses to determine whether a given asset should 
be capitalized and reported on the balance sheet as a capital asset.  The responsibility for protecting and 
controlling the use of capital assets rests with the department wherein the asset is located.  The Finance 
Department shall ensure that control over capital assets is maintained by establishing a capital asset 
inventory that is updated annually and documents all additions and deletions to the capital asset records.  
Capital assets will be recorded and depreciated using the Village’s financial software and will include a 
description (including serial and model number if applicable), asset class, department name, location, date 
acquired, cost, and useful life.  Assets that do not meet the capitalization threshold for their respective 
asset class on a per unit basis shall be expended in the period incurred rather than being capitalized (see 
Property control).   
 
The useful life of a capital asset is the estimate of the period over which the Village expects said asset to 
be useful (normally the shortest of its physical, technological, or legal life).  The actual life of a capital asset 
may extend beyond its useful life. 
 
The following table is not all-inclusive and is meant to serve as a guide to identify the asset class, 
capitalization threshold, and useful life of each capital asset the Village owns: 
 

  Capitalization  Useful 
  Threshold  Life 

Asset Class  (Dollars)  (Years) 
Land  $                 1   
   Land    N/A 
   Land improvements (inexhaustible)    N/A 
   Right-of-way    N/A 
     
Land improvements (exhaustible)  $        25,000   
   Fencing    15 
   Lighting    15 
   Emergency sirens    20 
   Landscaping    20 
   Monuments    20 
   Parking lots    20 
   Sidewalks, paths, and trails    20 
     
Buildings  $        50,000  45 
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Village of Sugar Grove 
Capital Asset Policy (Continued) 
 
Capitalization Threshold and Useful Life (Continued) 
 

  Capitalization  Useful 
  Threshold  Life 

Asset Class  (Dollars)  (Years) 
Building improvements  $        50,000   
   Flooring    10 
   Low-voltage systems    10 
   Cabinets    15 
   Heating and cooling systems    20 
   Roofing    20 
   Windows and doors    25 
   Plumbing and electrical    30 
   Siding and masonry    30 
     
Machinery and equipment  $        25,000   
   Computers    4 
   Communications equipment    5 
   Office equipment    5 
   Kitchen equipment    10 
   Light machinery (Public Works)    10 
   Phone system    10 
   Heavy machinery (Public Works)    15 
   Generator    20 
   Office furniture    20 
   Recreational equipment    20 
   Traffic equipment    30 
     
Vehicles  $        10,000   
   Police squad – Patrol    4 
   Police squad – Sergeant    5 
   Police squad – Other    8 
   Truck – small    7 
   Truck – large     10 
     
Infrastructure  $      250,000   
   Sanitary sewer system     
      Lift station    40 
      Interceptor system    50 
      Sanitary sewer main    50 
   Stormwater system     
      Storm sewer main    50 
   Transportation     
      Roads    20 
      Bridges    40 
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Village of Sugar Grove 
Capital Asset Policy (Continued) 
 
Capitalization Threshold and Useful Life (Continued) 
 

  Capitalization  Useful 
  Threshold  Life 

Asset Class  (Dollars)  (Years) 
Infrastructure (Continued)  $      250,000   
   Water system (potable)     
      Painting of storage tank    20 
      Pump station    40 
      Storage tank (elevated or ground)    40 
      Wells    40 
      Treatment plant    50 
      Water main    50 
 
Depreciation 
 
Depreciation is the measure of the decrease in the value of a capital asset over a specific period of time.  
Capital assets shall be depreciated over their estimated useful lives using the straight-line method 
beginning in the month it was acquired unless they are: 

 Inexhaustible (i.e. land) 
 Construction in progress 

 
Disposition 
 
When a capital asset is disposed of, its cost and accumulated depreciation shall be removed from the 
Village’s capital asset records and a gain or loss be recognized, if applicable.  Disposition of an asset may 
be due to destruction, obsolescence, retirement, sale, trade, scrap, or donation.  In addition, the Village 
shall approve an ordinance to sell, trade, convert, or dispose of said property when it is determined by the 
Village that personal property is no longer necessary or useful to or for the best interest of the Village 
pursuant to 65 ILCS 5/11-76-4 of the Illinois Municipal Code. 
 
Transfers 
 
Capital assets transferred from one department to another should be reported by the department who is 
initiating the transfer.  The asset shall be reported at its current book value as of the date of said transfer. 
 
Property control 
 
Assets below the capitalization threshold but warranting control or considered sensitive may include, but 
are not limited to, weapons, radios, personal computers, laptop computers, printers, and small power tools.  
Stewardship of these minor but sensitive items is the express responsibility of the department utilizing 
these assets.  The responsible department shall maintain control and keep an inventory list of these assets.  
The inventory shall include a description, location, and other information that assists in control or is deemed 
relevant. 



 

VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO: VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: JUSTIN VANVOOREN, FINANCE DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION: CAPITAL ASSET POLICY 

AGENDA: JUNE 5, 2012 COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 

DATE: MAY 31, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Shall the Village Board approve a Capital Asset Policy. 
 
DISCUSSION 

The Village Board last approved a capital asset policy at the December 16, 2003 Village 
Board meeting to meet the requirements of Governmental Accounting Standards Board 
(GASB) Statement No. 34. 
 
The Finance Department included a review of the policy as one of its fiscal year 2012 – 
2013 goals.  Modifications in accounting and financial reporting standards, as well as 
changes in best practices necessitated a review of the existing policy.  The Finance 
Department reviewed 10 policies from Illinois, 3 policies from other states (CA, FL, and 
MN), and 1 policy from Canada.  The attached policy combines the best parts of each 
into a comprehensive revision. 
 
COST 
 
There are no costs associated with approval of the Capital Asset Policy. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

That the Village Board direct staff to place the Capital Asset Policy on the June 19, 
2012 Board agenda for approval. 

















VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:  VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: RICHARD YOUNG, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 

 
SUBJECT: COLLEGE CORNER LOTS 40-43 

 APPROVAL: EXTENSION OF FOUR FINAL PUD REQUIRED 
COMPLETION DATES   

AGENDA: JUNE 5, 2012 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING  

DATE:  JUNE 1, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village Board consider requests for extension of the required 
completion date for the four Final Planned Unit Developments (Final PUDs) for 
College Corner Lots 40-43 at the northwest corner of State Route 47 and 
Waubonsee Drive. 
 
DISCUSSION 

The applicant, Castle Bank as Trustee under #2751, has submitted a letter 
requesting extension of the completion date for the four Final PUDs for College 
Corner Lots 40-43.  At this time, no application for building permit has been 
submitted and no construction activity has taken place on the site.   
 
The Final PUD Ordinance for all four lots (2010-0615D) was approved on June 15, 
2010.  The Zoning Ordinance Section 11-11-4-B-15 requires: “Completion: The 
planned unit development shall be substantially completed within the period of 
time specified by the petitioner, unless an extension is requested by the 
petitioner and approved by the village board. All planned unit development 
phases shall be completed within two (2) years of final planned unit development 
approval for that phase, except when the size or complexity dictates a longer 
period, as may be granted by the village board, upon request by the petitioner.” 
 
The College Corner Lots 40-43 Final PUD is therefore required to be completed by 
June 15, 2012.  The applicant has requested a three year extension to June 15, 
2015. 
 
In addition, the applicant will be requesting two changes to the conditions of the 
PUD Ordinance regarding letter of credit and the lighting plan.  These first need to 
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be reviewed as a Minor PUD Amendment by the Plan Commission and will be 
brought to the Village Board after the Plan Commission’s review on June 20, 2012. 
 
The following items are attached for reference: 
 

1. Letter dated April 20, 2012 requesting extension of completion of four Final 
PUDs. 

2. Existing approved Ordinance 2010-0615D. 
 
COSTS 

There are no costs associated with this request.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

That the Village Board approve an extension of completion request for the four 
Final PUDs (Ordinance 2010-0615D), up to and including June 15, 2015, for 
College Corner Lots 40-43. 
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VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:  VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: RICHARD YOUNG, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
  MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 
 
SUBJECT: DISCUSSION:  ANNEXATION AGREEMENT AMENDMENT, 

PRELIMINARY PUD, AND PRELIMINARY & FINAL PLAT FOR A 
PROPOSED INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT, AS WELL AS A 
FINAL PUD FOR AN ASSISTED LIVING FACILITY IN THE B-3 
REGIONAL BUSINESS DISTRICT LOCATED BETWEEN STATE 
ROUTE 47 AND WHEELER ROAD 

AGENDA: JUNE 5, 2012 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING  

DATE:  JUNE 1, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village Board consider amending the text of the Molloy Bolz 
Annexation Agreement to modify the requirement that all overhead utility lines on 
or near the property be buried upon development of the property and amend 
Exhibit D of the Annexation Agreement to add “congregate care” and 
“convalescent centers and nursing homes” as permitted uses on the land bound 
by the Agreement, as well as other significant changes to the existing 
Annexation Agreement. 
 
Should the Village Board consider approving a Preliminary PUD and Preliminary 
/ Final Plat of two lots for a proposed institutional development to be called 
Hampstead Court, as well as a Final PUD for one lot for an assisted living facility 
on land located between State Route 47 and Wheeler Road.   
 
DISCUSSION 

 
A full background is not included in this report.  Previous attachments are not 
included in this report.  Prior report(s) and attachments are available upon 
request.   
 
This item was reviewed at the May 1, 2012 Village Board meeting, where the 
Board had concerns with the users of the facility.   
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The item was briefly reviewed at the Committee of the Whole meeting on April 17, 
2012.  The focus of that meeting was to make the Committee familiar with the 
project in advance of developer presentation and full discussion at the May 1, 2012 
meeting. 
 
There several attachments to this report that are being presented for the 
meeting on June 5, 2012: 
 

1. A complete review of the staff / Plan Commission conditions of 
approval based on the plans received April 26, 2012. 

2. Various plans date stamped “Received April 26, 2012”. 
3. The draft Annexation Agreement Amendment. 
4. The draft Ordinance Authorizing the Annexation Agreement 

Amendment. 
5. The draft Ordinance Granting a Special Use for Preliminary Planned 

Unit Development and Final Planned Unit Development of Lot 1. 
6. The draft Resolution Approving a Final Plat. 

 
Items 1 and 2 are attached.  Items 3 through 6 will be distributed on Monday. 
 
Item 1 contains the proposed conditions of the PUD and this review would 
also be an exhibit to the Annexation Agreement Amendment. 
 
COSTS 

There is no direct cost associated with this proposal.  All costs will be paid for by 
the petitioner.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board review and approve the Ordinances and Resolution.  



Memorandum 
 
Date: May 31, 2012 

To: Rich Young, Community Development Director 

From:  Mike Ferencak, Village Planner 

CC: Brent Eichelberger, Village Administrator 
 
Re: Hampstead Court Review 
 

 
The following is a review of the plans for Hampstead Court, based on the latest plans 
submitted April 26, 2012.  Plans are compared to the recommendation of the March 21, 
2012 Staff Report to the Plan Commission.  Where the Plan Commission recommended 
changes to conditions, this is noted below.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary and Final plat to create Hampstead Court 
Subdivision, a proposed two lot subdivision, pursuant to Section 12-4-3 and 12-4-5 of the 
Sugar Grove Subdivision Ordinance and 
 
Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary PUD for Hampstead Court and the Final 
PUD for an assisted living facility serving adults with physical disabilities, pursuant to this 
Preliminary PUD, Section 11-11 of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance, and Ordinance 
2007-0515G, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. The Preliminary PUD and Final PUD for Lot 1 shall substantially conform to:  

A.  the Preliminary Site / Signage / Trash Enclosure Plan, titled “Overall Site Plan 
Phasing Zoning”, “Phase 1 Architectural Site Plan”, and “Phase 2 Architectural Site 
Plan”, by Gleason Architects, P.C., sheets AS1, AS2, and AS3, dated November 15, 
2011, last revised December 22, 2011;  

Sheet AS2, last revised April 9, 2012, has been submitted as the Preliminary 
Site / Signage / Trash Enclosure Plan, but is labeled “Final – Phase 1 
Architectural Site Plan”.  The label shall be corrected to remove the words 
“Final – Phase 1” from the several locations it appears on the sheet and 
replace them with the word “Preliminary”.  In addition, sheets AS1 (overall 
preliminary) and AS3 (phase 2 preliminary) shall be included and similarly 
labeled.  

B.  the Preliminary Architectural Elevation Plan, titled “Elevations”, by Gleason 
Architects, P.C., sheet A1, dated November 15, 2011; 



Sheet A1, last revised April 9, 2012, has been submitted as the Preliminary 
Architectural Elevation Plan, but is labeled “Final Phase 1 Elevations”.  The 
label shall be corrected to remove the words “Final Phase 1” and replace it 
with the word “Preliminary”. 

C.  the Preliminary Floor Plan, titled “1st Floor Plan”, “2nd Floor Plan”, and “3rd 
Floor Plan”, by Gleason Architects, P.C., sheets A2, A3, and A4, dated November 
15, 2011;  

Sheets A2-A4, last revised April 9, 2012, have been submitted as the 
Preliminary Floor Plan, but are labeled “Final Phase 1…”.  The labels shall be 
corrected to remove the words “Final Phase 1” and replace it with the word 
“Preliminary”. 

D.  the Preliminary Landscape Plan, titled “Overall Landscape Plan” and “Landscape 
Plan”, by Watermark Engineering Resources, Ltd., sheets L-1 to L-8, dated 
December 21, 2011;  

Sheets L-1 to L-8, last revised April 9, 2012, have been submitted as the 
Preliminary Landscape Plan, but are labeled “Final – Phase 1…”.  The labels 
shall be corrected to remove the words “Final – Phase 1” and replace it with 
the word “Preliminary”. 

E.  the Preliminary Engineering Plans, titled “Title”, “Existing Conditions”, “Utility 
Plan”, “Grading Plan”, and “Access Plan”, by Gleason Architects, P.C., sheets C-1 
to C-5, dated December 23, 2011;  

Sheets C-1 to C-4, last revised April 9, 2012, have been submitted as the 
Preliminary Engineering Plan, but are labeled “Hampstead Court Phase Two 
Preliminary”.  The label shall be corrected to remove the words “Phase Two” 
as the plan should be the preliminary for the entire site. 

F.  the Preliminary Photometric Plan, titled “Photometric”, by Gleason Architects, 
P.C., sheet PH, dated November 15, 2011, last revised December 22, 2011 and 
Lighting Specification Sheets from Pacific Lighting & Standards Co., NR and DBR 
series, not dated; 

Sheet PH, last revised April 9, 2012, has been submitted as the Preliminary 
Photometric and is labeled correctly. 

G.  the Preliminary / Final Plat, titled “Hampstead Court Subdivision”, by 
Vanderstappen Surveying & Engineering, Inc., sheets 1 and 2 of 2, dated February 3, 
2012; 

Sheets 1 and 2 of 2, last revised April 9, 2012, have been submitted as the 
Preliminary / Final Plat and are labeled correctly as “Final Plat”. 

H.  the Final Site / Signage / Trash Enclosure Plan, titled “Phase 1 – Final Drawing 
Submittal Overall Site Plan Phasing Zoning” and “Final Phase 1 Architectural Site 



Plan”, by Gleason Architects, P.C., sheets AS1 and AS2, dated November 15, 2011, 
last revised January 5, 2012; 

Sheets AS1-AS2, last revised April 9, 2012, have been submitted as the Final 
Site / Signage / Trash Enclosure Plan for Lot 1 and are labeled correctly. 

I.  the Final Architectural Elevation Plan, titled “Final Phase 1 Elevations”, by 
Gleason Architects, P.C., sheet A1, dated November 15, 2011, last revised January 5, 
2012; 

Sheet A1, last revised April 9, 2012, has been submitted as the Final 
Architectural Elevation Plan for Lot 1 and is labeled correctly. 

J.  the Final Floor Plan, titled “Final Phase 1 1st Floor Plan”, “Final Phase 1 2nd Floor 
Plan”, and “Final Phase 1 3rd Floor Plan”, by Gleason Architects, P.C., sheets A2, 
A3, and A4 dated November 15, 2011, last revised January 5, 2012; 

Sheets A2-A3, last revised April 9, 2012, have been submitted as the Final 
Architectural Elevation Plan for Lot 1 and are labeled correctly. 

K. the Final Photometric Plan, titled “Final Phase 1 Photometric”, by Gleason 
Architects, P.C., sheet PH, dated November 15, 2011, last revised January 5, 2012; 

Sheet PH, last revised April 9, 2012, has been submitted as the Final 
Photometric Plan for Lot 1 and is labeled correctly. 

L. the Final Landscape Plan, titled “Overall Landscape Plan” and “Landscape Plan”, 
by Watermark Engineering Resources, Ltd., sheets L-1 to L-8, dated January 11, 
2012; and 

Sheets L-1 to L-8, last revised April 9, 2012, have been submitted as the Final 
Landscape Plan for Lot 1 and are labeled correctly. 

M. the Final Engineering Plans, not yet submitted; 

Sheets C-1, C-2, C-6, C-7, C-9, C-10, and C-11 have been submitted as the 
Final Engineering Plan for Lot 1, but are labeled only on the first sheet as 
“Hampstead Court Phase One Site Improvements”.  The word “Final” shall 
be added to the title and the words “Final Phase 1” shall appear on each 
sheet. 

except as such plans may be revised to conform to Village codes and ordinances and 
the conditions below. 

Condition 1 will need to be revised to reflect the updated plan dates. 

2. Any existing trees measuring 6” diameter at breast height or larger shall be preserved or 
mitigated and shown as such on the plans. 

 



The applicant believes that all trees are under 6” diameter.  This will need to be 
confirmed by letter from a certified arborist by August 1, 2012.  
 

3. An updated wetland study is required and a copy of it shall be provided to the Village 
once it is complete. 

 
This condition will need to be modified as follows: 
“An updated wetland study is required and a copy of it shall be provided to the 
Village by August 1, 2012.” 
 

4. The Land Use Opinion application shall be filed, if not already, and the sign off from 
the Kane-DuPage Soil and Water Conservation District shall be provided to the Village 
as soon as possible. 

 
This condition will need to be modified as follows: 
“The Land Use Opinion application shall be filed, if not already, and the sign 
off from the Kane-DuPage Soil and Water Conservation District shall be 
provided to the Village by August 1, 2012.” 
 

5. The nearby protected resources identified on the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources ECOCAT system shall be addressed.  The sign off from the IDNR shall be 
provided to the Village as soon as possible. 

 
This condition will need to be modified as follows: 
“The nearby protected resources identified on the Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources ECOCAT system shall be addressed.  The sign off from the 
IDNR shall be provided to the Village by August 1, 2012.” 
 

6. The burial of all overhead electric lines is deferred until the development of Lot 2 with 
the exception that any burial required for the main vehicle entrance off of State Route 
47 takes place with development of Lot 1.  The plans shall be revised if necessary to 
show this. 

 
This condition will need to be modified as follows: 
 
“The burial of all overhead electric lines is deferred until the development of Lot 
2 with the exception that any burial required for vehicle entrances off of State 
Route 47 and Wheeler Road takes place with development of Lot 1.  The plans 
shall be revised to include notes stating when specific segments of overhead 
electric lines are to be buried, either during Lot 1 development or Lot 2 
development.” 
 

7. The dedications and / or reservations required for Wheeler Road (50 feet from 
centerline) and Hampstead Drive (35 feet along west property line, but varies) shall be 
shown on the plans and plat. 

 



The dedications and / or reservations have been shown on the Architectural Site 
Plan and the Final Plat, but need to be added to the other plans, especially the 
Landscape Plan.  The condition remains as stated. 
 

8. The primary building walls shall be dimensioned on the Site and Landscape Plans for 
reference. 

 
While the dimensions were added to the Site Plan, they were not added to the 
Landscape Plan.  The condition remains as stated. 
 

9. The following accessory uses are hereby acknowledged and approved in the locations 
and sizes shown on the various plans as allowed accessory uses: patio, gazebo / fishing 
pier. 

 
This is a standing condition. 
 

10. The following accessory uses are hereby acknowledged and approved in the locations 
and sizes shown on the various plans as Special Accessory Uses: ponds, garden, and 
basketball court.  The basketball court approval remains subject to confirming the 
location of the Hampstead Drive right-of-way and that the basketball court is in the 
portion of the rear yard not adjacent to the public right-of-way. 
 
Lot 1 will be a through lot, a lot having frontage on a public right-of-way at the 
rear.  The basketball court would be in the portion of the rear yard that is 
adjacent to the public right-of-way.  Generally, accessory uses, accessory 
structures, and accessory buildings are not allowed in the rear yard of a through 
lot.  There are certain exceptions, including patios and gardens, but recreational 
courts (including basketball courts) are not a listed exception.  The basketball 
court would normally not be permitted without a Variance.  Since this approval 
involves a PUD, the basketball court may be considered for approval as part of 
the PUD.  However, even if it is approved, it will need to be relocated further to 
the south to maintain the required 10’ pavement setback from the future right-
of-way.  This condition will need to be updated after discussion by the Village 
Board. 
 

11. The required building and pavement setback lines shall be measured from the 
dedicated / reserved right-of-way along Wheeler Road and Hampstead Drive 
extended.  Actual setbacks remain subject to review after the corrected required 
setback lines have been added to the plans and plat.    

 
The building and pavement setback lines have been corrected to be measured 
from the dedicated right-of-way along the west portion of Wheeler Road, but 
have not been corrected to be measured from the dedicated right-of-way 
along the east portion of Wheeler Road and the reserved right-of-way of 
Hampstead Drive extended.  The required 10’ pavement setback between the 
rear drive aisle and the reserved right-of-way of Hampstead Drive extended is 
not met and the drive aisle will need to be shifted to meet the setback.  This 



condition remains and will need to be updated to request the drive aisle be 
moved. 
 

12. The required building and pavement setback lines may be decreased to 10’ along the 
portion of the south property line that is not adjacent to an arterial road on the plans 
and plat. 

 
This has not been corrected.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

13. The required building and pavement setback lines between the two buildings shall be 
adjusted to 40 feet for building and 30 feet for pavement on the plans and plat. 

 
These were corrected on the plan, but are not shown at all on the plat.  This 
condition remains as stated. 
 

14. The following deviations are hereby acknowledged and approved:  reduction of the 
south interior side pavement setback on Lot 1 from 30 feet to 0 feet, reduction of the 
north interior side pavement setback on Lot 2 from 30 feet to 0 feet, elimination of the 
south interior side buffer landscape requirement on Lot 1, and elimination of the north 
interior side buffer landscape requirement on Lot 2 all to allow for a shared drive aisle. 

 
This is a standing condition. 
 

15. The building on Lot 2 shall be shifted several feet south on the plans to meet the 
required building setback of 40 feet. 

 
This has not been corrected.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

16. The required parking ratio and the required parking quantity shall be added to the plans.  
 

The required parking quantity has been added, but the required parking ratio 
has not.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

17. The parking rows on Lot 1 shall be adjusted such that no row exceeds 10 consecutive 
parking spaces without islands and shown on the plans. 

 
This correction was made and the condition may be removed. 
 

18. Parking row counts shall be added to Lot 1 on the plans. 
 

These were not added.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

19. The central parking space in the row of 11 (mislabeled as 10) opposite the Lot 2 
building entrance shall be changed to an island with two rows of 5 spaces on the plans.  
The parking table shall then be updated to show 90 parking spaces instead of the 92 
currently shown (plan actually shows 91) on the plans. 

 



This has been updated on the engineering plans, but not on the architectural 
site plan.  The parking table has not been corrected.  This condition remains as 
stated. 
 

20. Bicycle and pedestrian paths shall be provided along Route 47 and Wheeler Road.  
Sidewalk shall be provided along Hampstead Drive extended.  Sidewalks shall be 
provided connecting from both buildings to Route 47 and Wheeler Road.  Any 
deviations from the requirements will be resolved through further review and 
discussion, as well as shown on the plans and noted in these conditions. 

 
For this condition, the Plan Commission recommended not including a bicycle 
and pedestrian path along Route 47 and instead placing a bicycle path along the 
Hampstead Drive extension.  Staff believes that this would be constructed with 
the future extension of Hampstead Drive which would not take place until the 
development of Lot 2 or development of the neighboring Batavia Enterprises 
property.  In addition, the Plan Commission recommended having the path 
along Wheeler Road for the frontage of this property be placed on the south 
rather than the north.  These recommendations would require a crosswalk at 
Hampstead Drive.  Finally, the Plan Commission also recommended adding 
bicycle racks to both lots. 
 
The Committee was in agreement with the bicycle path routing via Wheeler 
Road and Hampstead Drive rather than Route 47.  No objections were heard to 
including bicycle racks in the plan. 
 
This condition will need to be modified as follows: 
 
“Bicycle and pedestrian path shall be provided along the east side (Lot 1 and 2 
frontage) of Hampstead Drive extended with development of Lot 2.  In place of 
the bicycle and pedestrian path that is required along the north side of Wheeler 
Road, a cash-in-lieu donation of $29,610 shall be made with development of Lot 
2.  In place of the bicycle and pedestrian path that is required along the west 
side of Route 47 fronting Lot 1, a cash-in-lieu donation of $27,840 shall be made 
with development of Lot 1.  In place of the bicycle and pedestrian path that is 
required along the west side of Route 47 fronting Lot 2, a cash-in-lieu donation 
of $30,570 shall be made with development of Lot 2.  Sidewalks shall be provided 
connecting the Lot 1 building to Route 47 and Wheeler Road to meet Illinois 
Accessibility Code requirements and standard Village policy.  With development 
of Lot 2, the Lot 2 building sidewalk will need to connect with the Lot 1 building 
sidewalk.  Several bicycle racks of the U-style shall be shown on plans near each 
building.”   
 

21. Bicycle and pedestrian path easements shall be provided along Route 47, Wheeler Road, 
and Hampstead Drive.  These will need to be shown on the plans and plat. 

 
For this condition the Plan Commission recommended removing the 
requirement for an easement along Route 47.   
 



The Committee agreed with staff that an easement should be reserved along 
Route 47 in case of a future bicycle path in that location. 
 
After further review by staff, this condition will need to be modified as follows: 
“A bicycle and pedestrian path easement shall be provided along Hampstead 
Drive extended if the path will not be located in the reserved public right-of-
way.  A bicycle and pedestrian path easement shall be provided along the west 
side of Route 47 and the north side of Wheeler Road for possible future use.” 
 

22. The plans shall be revised to show a drive aisle connected to Wheeler Road. 
 

For this condition, the Plan Commission recommended adding to the end of the 
sentence: “and if the Hampstead Drive extension exists at the time of 
development of Lot 2, then the developer will be required to connect to the 
Hampstead Drive extension as a part of the Lot 2 development and remove this 
temporary secondary access point that is being provided as part of Lot 1 
development.” 
 
No objections by the Committee were heard to this revised condition. 
 
The plans have been revised to show a 24’ wide drive aisle without curb to be 
constructed during Lot 1 construction.  This condition will need to be modified 
as follows: 
 
“If the Hampstead Drive extension exists at the time of development of Lot 2, 
then the developer will be required to connect to the Hampstead Drive 
extension as a part of the Lot 2 development and remove this temporary 
secondary access point and associated drive aisle that is being provided as part 
of Lot 1 development.” 
 

23. The use of retaining walls should be minimized as much as possible on the plans. 
 

The only retaining wall on the plan for Lot 1 is a 280’ wall along the west 
property line.  No walls appear on Lot 2.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

24. The Landscape Plan shall be revised to address the requirements noted in this report.  
Any deviations from the requirements will be resolved through further review and 
discussion, as well as shown on the plans and noted in these conditions. 

 
This condition will need to be modified as follows: 
 
“The Landscape Plan shall be revised to address the requirements and 
comments listed in the review memo dated May 10, 2012, which includes the 
JFNew memo regarding the pond plantings dated April 13, 2012 (both attached). 
 

25. The three PDW trees on sheet L-3 that do not appear in the landscape key on sheet 
L-1 shall be added to the key. 

 



This condition has been merged into the review memo for the condition 
above and so it may be removed. 
 

26. The group of shrubs near the main entrance sign on sheet L-4 that are not labeled 
shall be labeled on sheet L-4 and added to the landscape key on sheet L-1. 

 
This condition has been merged into the review memo for the condition 
above and so it may be removed. 
 

27. The pond seeding remains subject to review by the Village and its consultants.  Any 
comments generated will need to be addressed on the plans. 

 
This condition has been merged into the review memo for the condition 
above and so it may be removed. 
 

28. The Architectural Review and Resource Group comments shall be addressed on the 
plans. 

 
The plans show that the louvers will be painted to match adjacent material.  
This was the only actual recommendation from the ARRG.  This condition 
may be removed. 
 

29. The following deviation is hereby acknowledged and approved: increase in the 
maximum building height from no more than 3 stories or 35 feet (whichever is less) 
to no more than 3 stories or 38 feet (whichever is less). 

 
This is a standing condition. 
 

30. The applicant shall confirm with the Aurora Airport or FAA that the building height 
is acceptable and no additional approvals are needed from them.  The applicant shall 
provide something in writing stating this to the Village. 

 
The last correspondence from the applicant on April 12, 2012 states they are 
working on submitting form FAA 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or 
Alteration to the FAA for approval.  This condition will need to be modified as 
follows: 
 
“A written copy of the approval from the FAA shall be provided to the Village by 
August 1, 2012.” 
 

31. All exterior equipment (ground-mounted, wall-mounted, and roof-mounted) shall be 
shown on the plans with appropriate screening. 

 
A large transformer and generator are shown at the south end of the building.  
These should be shifted closer to the building so that they may be screened 
from the parking lot by fences / landscaping.  It should be clarified what the 
mechanical area at the west of the building includes and whether the line 
shown is a fence or not.  The condition remains as stated. 



 
32. The Lot 1 ground sign elevation plan may be revised to include a taller precast base 

if necessary to elevate the sign above the nearby perennials.  If revised, it shall be 
shown on the plans. 
 
The last correspondence from the applicant on April 12, 2012 states they 
would like to retain the current design.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

33. A note shall be added to the ground sign plan stating that any Lot 2 ground signage 
will match the design of the Lot 1 ground signage.   

 
This note was added.  This condition may be removed. 
 

34. A detail of the wall signs proposed for Lot 1, including materials and dimensions, 
shall be provided on the plans. 

 
These details were not provided.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

35. A note shall be added to the plans that stating that any Lot 2 wall signage will match 
the design of the Lot 1 wall signage. 

 
This note was not added.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

36. Modern parking lot poles in the dark bronze color shall be provided.  Any deviations 
from this standard will be resolved through further review and discussion, as well as 
shown on the plans and noted in these conditions.  All other lighting requirements 
including light type, foot candle levels, pole locations, pole height, etc. shall remain 
subject to review and approval depending on the light pole decision.  Items which shall 
be addressed with the current plan include relocating one pole from the paved area into 
an island, providing complete details of the foundation, base, pole, and light fixture on 
the photometric plan, and confirming whether there will be wall-mounted lighting (and 
if so, showing it on the plan). 

 
For this condition, the Plan Commission stated they preferred the applicant’s 
proposed decorative parking lot poles for this site instead of the standard 
modern parking lot poles found in all other recent non-residential development.  
They also prefer the standard dark bronze color rather than the applicant’s 
proposed black color.  Lighting would be metal halide at a fairly low intensity 
and they were ok with that. 
 
The Committee stated that they would prefer using the Village’s decorative 
residential streetlights in the parking lot of this site.  Please note that all existing 
installations of these in Village rights-of-way are high pressure sodium.  CD staff 
confirmed with PW staff that these are available in metal halide for the parking 
lot. 
 



The plans have been revised to show the applicant’s proposed parking lot poles 
in the dark bronze color and details have been provided on many of the other 
lights that would be on site.  This condition will need to be modified as follows: 
 
“The Village’s decorative residential streetlights shall be provided on the plans 
instead of the applicant’s proposed parking lot lights.  Foot candle tables will 
then need to be updated.  Foot candle levels, pole locations, and pole height will 
need to be rechecked.  An elevation of the foundation, base, pole, and light 
fixture shall be included on the plans.  A foot candle table for Lot 2 shall be 
added to the preliminary photometric plan.  Lighting, in general, shall remain 
subject to review and approval.” 
 

37. The trash enclosure for Lot 2 shall be added to the site plans.  The trash enclosure 
elevation shall be labeled as applicable to Lot 1 or both Lot 1 and 2.  If it is not 
applicable to Lot 2, then an elevation for the trash enclosure on Lot 2 shall be added to 
the plans. 
 
Though several of the plans do not show the trash enclosure on Lot 2, it has 
been located on the architectural site plan.  However, it is missing some 
linework.  The note was added.  This condition will need to be modified as 
follows: 
 
“The trash enclosure for Lot 2 shall be added to all plans and correctly shown.” 
 

38. The Final Engineering Plans shall be submitted as soon as possible for first review. 
 
An incomplete set of Final Engineering Plans was submitted in April with the 
note that IDOT roadway plans, soil erosion plans, details/specifications, etc. 
would be submitted in the near future.  These have not been submitted at this 
time.  This condition remains as stated. 
 

39. The review comments from the Village engineering consultant in the letter dated 
February 24, 2012 for the plans and plat shall be addressed.  All plans shall remain 
subject to review and approval by the Village engineering consultant and staff. 

 
The last correspondence from the applicant on April 12, 2012 states that the 
review comments of EEI’s February 24, 2012 letter are being addressed.  
Revised plans have not been submitted as of today’s date.  This condition 
remains as stated. 
 

40. The existing easements on the site shall be shown vacated on the plat. 
 

These are generally shown vacated.  This condition may be removed as it is 
covered by the EEI review letter. 
 

41. Cross access easements shall be provided and shown on the plans and plat. 
 



These are generally shown.  This condition may be removed as it is covered by 
the EEI review letter. 
 

42. A letter of credit in the amount of 120% of the engineering cost estimate of the public 
improvements shall be submitted prior to recording the Final Plat. 

 
This is a standing condition. 

   
Other items that were not included in the staff or Plan Commission recommendations 
initially that need to be addressed: 
 
43. The Plat of Survey for the site appears to show an area of State Route 47 that 

has not been dedicated to the State.  A condition will need to be added that 
this discrepancy be resolved. 

 
44. The Plan Commission brought up a concern with vehicles disturbing 

residents homes on the south side of Wheeler Road.  Staff suggested that 
evergreen trees be planted in the Windsor Pointe Homeowners Association 
property on the south side of Wheeler Road by this applicant.  A condition 
will need to be added to this effect. 

 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 



Memorandum 
 
Date: May 10, 2012 

To: Rich Young, Community Development Director 

From:  Mike Ferencak, Village Planner 

CC: Brent Eichelberger, Village Administrator 
 
Re: Hampstead Court Landscaping Review 
 

 
The following is a summary of my review of the Landscape Plans for Hampstead Court 
based on the latest plans last revised April 9, 2012.  Items in green are requirements met.  
Items in yellow are generally ok, but may need some work.  Items in red need to be worked 
on to meet requirements. 
 
Lot 1: 
 
Foundation Plantings – There are 40 trees and 243 shrubs required.  The plan shows 54 trees 
and 371 shrubs.  Requirement is met. 
Parking Lot Islands – There are 27 trees required.  The plan shows 27 trees.  Requirement is 
met. 
Trash Enclosure Screening – There are 8 evergreen shrubs required.  The plan shows 8 
evergreen shrubs.  Requirement is met. 
Loading Screening – The West Buffer Landscaping is sufficient and separate additional 
screening is not necessary.  This is technically a deviation and staff can support it. 
Buffer Landscaping –  

West – There are 37 trees and 140 shrubs required.  The plan shows 38 trees and 159 
shrubs.  Requirement is met. 
East – There are 31 trees and 186 shrubs required.  The plan shows 42 trees and 196 
shrubs.  Requirement is met. 
South – There are 25 trees and 76 shrubs required.  This requirement is requested for 
deviation to 0 trees and 0 shrubs due to the shared drive aisle.  If the deviation is 
granted, this would be ok. 

Parkway Trees – There are 23 trees required.  The plan shows 23 trees.  Requirement is met. 
 
Lot 2: 
 
Foundation Plantings – There are 28 trees and 169 shrubs required.  The plan shows 28 trees 
and 178 shrubs.  Requirement is met. 
Parking Lot Islands – There are 30 trees required.  The plan shows 30 trees.  Requirement is 
met. 
Trash Enclosure Screening – There would be some evergreen shrubs required depending on 
position.  However, the trash enclosure for Lot 2 is still not shown on the plan so the exact 
number cannot be determined.  Requirement is not met. 



Loading Screening – The Foundation Plantings include trees some distance from the 
building which help to screen the loading area and separate additional screening is not 
necessary.  This is technically a deviation and staff can support it. 
Buffer Landscaping –  

West – There are 10 trees and 60 shrubs required.  The plan shows 10 trees and 60 
shrubs.  Requirement is met. 
East – There are 34 trees and 204 shrubs required.  The plan shows 39 trees and 200 
shrubs.  The plan is short 4 shrubs.  This is technically a deviation and staff can 
support it. 
South – There are 18 trees and 54 shrubs required.  The plan shows 20 trees and 54 
shrubs.  Requirement is met. 
South along Wheeler Road – There are 24 trees and 141 shrubs required.  The plan 
shows 26 trees and 153 shrubs.  Requirement is met. 
North – There are 25 trees and 76 shrubs required.  This requirement is requested 
for deviation to 0 trees and 0 shrubs due to the shared drive aisle.  If the deviation is 
granted, this would be ok. 

Parkway Trees along Route 47 – There are 25 trees required.  The plan shows 25 trees.  
Requirement is met. 
Parkway Trees along Wheeler Road – There are 17 trees required.  The plan shows 17 trees.  
Requirement is met. 
 
Other review notes: 
 
This plan assumes that there are no existing trees on the site 6” or more in diameter that 
would require mitigation.  The applicant states “all trees are believed to be under 6” 
diameter. 
 
Some of the spacing of parkway trees along Route 47 is irregular and staff will check with 
the landscape architect to find out why it was done in this fashion. 
 
The landscaping in the West Buffer of Lot 2 and part of Lot 1 is being shown in the way of 
the future Hampstead Drive extended and will need to be shown on the plan to the inside of 
the future property line. 
 
The plan shows that all of the Lot 1 landscaping and the parkway trees and buffer plantings 
along Wheeler Road on Lot 2 would be installed at the time of development of Lot 1.  All 
the other landscaping on Lot 2 would not be installed until the time of development of Lot 
2.  This would be a deviation from normal practice of installing all the parkway trees and 
buffer landscaping at the beginning of development of the overall PUD. 
 
The species of the Lot 2 plants are not labeled on the plan.  The applicant believes labeling 
the specific plants could be a detriment if the future plans for Lot 2 change.  Staff 
understands the Lot 2 plans may change, but as part of the Preliminary Plan the species of at 
least the parkway trees and buffer landscaping should be provided. 
 
The total count of each species needs to be added to the plant list table. 
 



There are three PDW trees on sheet L-3 that do not appear in the landscape key on sheet L-
1 and need to be added. 
 
There is a group of shrubs near the main entrance sign on sheet L-4 that is not labeled and 
likely not included in the landscape key on sheet L-1.  There are groups of trees and shrubs 
on sheets L-2 and L-7 that are not labeled and likely not included in the landscape key on 
sheet L-1.  These need to be labeled and added. 
 
A transformer, generator, and mechanical area are shown on the plan and additional 
screening may be necessary.  Staff will follow up with the landscape architect. 
 
The plan includes a small berm (about 2’) along Route 47 and no berm along Wheeler Road. 
 
The Landscape Plan includes various seed mixes for the pond areas.  Staff sent a copy of the 
Landscape Plan to JFNew to review this landscaping in particular.  JFNew provided the 
attached review that has not been provided to the applicant yet.  The majority of the 
comments remain to be addressed.  The applicant made some changes to this seeding of the 
ponds on their own that will need to be re-reviewed.  In general, comments remain to be 
addressed.   
 
All other areas have been labeled as “turf”.  Seed or sod should be specified on the plan. 
 
Overall, 56 (32%) of the 175 provided buffer trees are evergreens.  This is an appropriate 
percentage.   
 
Overall, 20 (24%) of the 82 foundation trees are evergreens.  This is an appropriate 
percentage. 
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6605 Steger Road, Unit A 
Monee, Illinois 60449 
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Phone 708 534 3450 
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Peru  •  United Arab Emirates  •  United Kingdom  •  United States  •  Operations in 70 countries 
 

April 13, 2012 
 
 
Michael Ferencak 
Village Planner 
Village of Sugar Grove 
10 Municipal Drive, Box 49 
Sugar Grove, Illinois 60554-0049 

Subject: Hampstead Court Native Planting Review 

Dear Mike Ferencak: 
 
Per your request, Cardno JFNew has reviewed the Hampstead Court plans developed by 
Watermark Engineering Resources dated December 21, 2011. Upon reviewing the plan set 
we are providing the following comments regarding the native planting sections:  
 

1.) The Phase 2 basin does not have elevations noted on the plans which make 
assessment of the applicability of the seed mixes difficult. In general, the 
Stormwater seed mix requires periods of saturation and cannot tolerate prolonged 
periods of dry conditions. 

2.) The Phase 1 NW basin is specified to be installed as turf grass. Is this permissible? 
3.) The layout at the Phase 1 basin needs to be modified to reflect appropriateness of 

seed mixes. Since the Stormwater seed mix does not perform well in dry conditions 
this mix should be limited to elevations 692 (NWL) – 639. The Wet-to-Mesic seed 
mix should be installed from elevations 693 – 695 (HWL). 

4.) It is suggested that the native seed mixes be extended to the HWL (695) in the 
Phase 1 basin.  

5.) Although the emergent seed mix in the Phase 1 basin appears to be in the correct 
location it should be noted that installation and subsequent success can prove 
difficult if conditions are not ideal. In order to properly install the emergent seed mix 
the basin will need to be dewatered and incrementally re-watered. This is typically 
accomplished through the use of water control structure (i.e. Agridrain). If the 
appropriate conditions do not arise the use of live plantings should be considered. 
Live plantings can be installed directly into the water and perform much better than 
submerged seed.  

6.) The installation instructions lack sufficient detail including, but not limited to, 
seedbed preparation (if seed cannot be installed via no-till native seeder), increased 
seed rates for hand broadcasting, and soil compaction. 

7.) The plan set does not include vegetative performance standards or monitoring plan. 
These should as part of the plan to ensure the site in assessed and managed 
according to sites unique development.   
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These recommendations are intended to create a successful native planting project with the appropriate 
amount of monitoring and maintenance. Please free to contact me with questions or comments. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Tony St. Aubin  
Operations Manager 
for Cardno JFNew 
Cell:  708 932 9306 
Email: tony.staubin@cardno.com 
 
File: 051076.00  
 













 

VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO: VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM:  CYNTHIA L. GALBREATH, VILLAGE CLERK 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL: SPECIAL EVENT REQUEST FOR A CAR SHOW  

AGENDA: JUNE 05, 2012 REGULAR MEETING  

DATE: JUNE 1, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Board approve a Special Event Request for a Car Show.  
 
DISCUSSION 

The Sugar Grove American Legion has requested that the Village allow them to host a 
Car Show.  Village Code 11-4-8, requires that an application be made to the Village 
Board whenever a temporary use (an event) is to be held in the Village limits 
 
The request submitted is to host a car show on July 28 (rain date July 9), 2012 on the 
private property owned by Rich Harvest Farms.  This property is the parking lot on the 
west side of Main Street.  .    The following information has been submitted and has 
been  
 
1. Certificate of Insurance 
2. Statement that no alcohol will be allowed on site 
3. Statement that the food vendor will work with the Corn Boil Committee to insure 

compliance with the Kane County Health Department Requirements   
4. Portable restroom and waste receptacles information 
5. Emergency Plan  
6. Patron Parking 

Staff reviewed the information provided and recommendation that the Board approve 
the request.   
  
COST 

There is no cost associated with this item at this time.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board approve the Sugar Grove American Legion’s Special Event request for a 
Car Show on July 28 (rain date 29), 2012. 



 

VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO: VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: ANTHONY SPECIALE, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS                   
GEOFF PAYTON, STREETS / PROPERTIES SUPERVISOR 

SUBJECT: APPROVAL: 2012 MFT / PAVEMENT MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 
RESOLUTION: 2012 MOTOR FUEL TAX (MFT) PROGRAM 

AGENDA: JUNE 5, 2012 REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

DATE: MAY 30, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village Board approve the 2012 MFT / Pavement Maintenance Program and 
should the Village Board approve the expenditure of estimated funds for the 2012 MFT 
Program. 
 
DISCUSSION 

Public Works staff and Engineering Enterprises, Inc. have conducted a review of Village 
streets in conjunction with the comprehensive street evaluation in order to develop the 
2012 MFT / Pavement Maintenance Program. Staff and EEI have identified the need to 
conduct preventative maintenance on Village streets as a priority. The proper treatment 
at the proper time can extend pavement life 5-7 years while reducing the deterioration 
and need for maintenance.  
 
The program would include micro surfacing all of the Bliss Woods subdivision and part 
of the Dugan Woods subdivision (Welch Creek to East end). In addition, the crack 
sealing of Fay’s Lane (Welch Creek to Dugan Road) and patching on various roadways 
will also be completed.  The estimated expenditures total $256,780.00. The intention is 
to pay for the program utilizing the combination of the $126.780.00 in remaining MFT 
funds not allocated for repayment of the 2008 General Obligation Bonds and the 
General Fund transfer for road maintenance of $130,000.00.  
 
COST 

The estimated total cost for the 2012 MFT / Street Maintenance Program is 
$256,780.00.   The FY2012-13 MFT Infrastructure Fund Budget includes $15,214.00 for 
engineering in account number 35-50-6303: Engineering Services and $111,566.00 for 
construction has been included in account number 35-50-7008: Capital Improvements.  
The FY2012-13 Streets Infrastructure Fund Budget includes $15,600.00 for engineering 



  

in account number 35-53-6303: Engineering Services and $114,400.00 for construction 
has been included in account number 35-53-7008: Streets/ROW Improvements. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Village Board approves the 2012 MFT / Preventative Maintenance program and 
The Village Board approves a resolution authorizing participation in the 2012 MFT funds 
expenditure in the amount not to exceed $126,780.00. 



Year 1 - 2012

Roadway/ PCI Project

Neighborhood Begin End (2012) Cost Comments

Dugan Woods Welch Creek East Various 68,000.00$           Microsurfacing

Bliss Woods ALL ALL Various 147,000.00$         Microsurfacing

Fay's Lane Dugan Road Welch Creek 81 10,000.00$           Crack Sealing

Various Roadways -- -- Various 31,000.00$           Patching

Year 1 Total: 256,000.00$         

MFT: 126,000.00$         

Non-MFT: 130,000.00$         

Year 2 - 2013

Roadway/ PCI Project

Neighborhood Begin End (2012) Cost Comments

Walnut Woods ALL ALL Various 94,000.00$           Crack Sealing

Various Roadways -- -- Various 8,000.00$             Patching

Year 2 Total: 102,000.00$         

MFT: 102,000.00$         

Non-MFT: -$                      

Year 3 - 2014

Roadway/ PCI Project

Neighborhood Begin End (2012) Cost Comments

Mallard Point (1/2) Partial Partial Various 237,400.00$         Crack Sealing

Year 3 Total: 237,400.00$         

MFT: 237,400.00$         

Non-MFT: -$                      

Year 4 - 2015

Roadway/ PCI Project

Neighborhood Begin End (2012) Cost Comments

Mallard Point (2/2) Partial Partial Various 18,000.00$           Microsurfacing

Windsor Pointe (1/2) Partial Partial Various 181,500.00$         Microsurfacing

Rolling Oaks ALL ALL Various 38,000.00$           Microsurfacing

Year 4 Total: 237,500.00$         

MFT: 237,500.00$         

Non-MFT: -$                      

Year 5 - 2016

Roadway/ PCI Project

Neighborhood Begin End (2012) Cost Comments

Windsor Pointe (2/2) Partial Partial Various 27,500.00$           Microsurfacing

Various Roadways -- -- Various 190,000.00$         Resurfacing

Various Roadways -- -- Various 20,000.00$           Patching

Year 5 Total: 237,500.00$         

MFT: 237,500.00$         

Non-MFT: -$                      

APPENDIX 6 - FIVE-YEAR MAINTENANCE PLAN
VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

MAY 2012
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Resolution for Maintenance of 
Streets and Highways by Municipality
Under the Illinois Highway Code 

 
     BE IT RESOLVED, by the  President and Board of Trustees of the 
 (Council or President  and Board of Trustees)  

Village of Sugar Grove , Illinois, that there is hereby 
(City, Town or Village)  (Name)   

appropriated the sum of  $126,780.00 of Motor Fuel Tax funds for the purpose of maintaining 
 

streets and highways under the applicable provisions of the Illinois Highway Code from January 1, 2012  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        (Date) 

to  December 31, 2012 . 
 (Date)  
 
     BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that only those streets, highways, and operations as listed and described on the 
approved Municipal Estimate of Maintenance Costs, including supplemental or revised estimates approved in connection 
with this resolution, are eligible for maintenance with Motor Fuel Tax funds during the period as specified above. 
 
     BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Clerk shall, as soon a practicable after the close of the period as given above, 
submit to the Department of Transportation, on forms furnished by said Department , a certified statement showing 
expenditures from and balances remaining in the account(s) for this period; and 
 
     BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Clerk shall immediately transmit two certified copies of this 
resolution to the district office of the Department of Transportation, at Schaumburg , Illinois. 
 

 
I,  Cindy Galbreath Clerk in and for the  Village 
  (City, Town or Village) 

of Sugar Grove , County of  Kane 
 
hereby certify the foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete copy of a resolution adopted by  

 
the President and Board of Trustees at a meeting on June 5, 2012 
 (Council or President and Board of Trustees)  Date 

    
 
     IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 5th day of  June, 2012 .

  
 
 
(SEAL)   Village Clerk 
   (City, Town or Village)  

 
 Approved  
   
   
 Date 

 Department of Transportation  
   
   
 Regional Engineer  

 



 

VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:   VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: RICHARD YOUNG, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
 MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 
 
SUBJECT: DISCUSSION:  PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE TEXT 

AMENDMENT FOR SIDEWALKS AND PATHS 

AGENDA:  JUNE 5, 2012 COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 

DATE:   JUNE 1, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Review of draft text amendment to the Subdivision Ordinance to modify Sections 12-6-
9 Sidewalks and Trails, 12-11-4 Sidewalks and Trails, and 12-11-20 Exhibits. 
 
DISCUSSION 

This text amendment would modify sections of the Subdivision Ordinance pertaining to 
requirements for sidewalks and paths.  Section 12-6-9 covers the required 
improvements, while Section 12-11-4 covers the standard specifications for 
improvements.  Section 12-11-20 specifically provides exhibits that illustrate the 
specifications for improvements.  Both the text and graphics throughout would be 
improved. 
 
The text amendment consists of improved text in Section 12-6-9 with “stripped down” 
text in Section 12-11-4 that references the detail sheets that will be included in Section 
12-11-20.  These changes are consistent with the changes proposed to these sections 
that were contemplated as part of the 2007 Subdivision Ordinance update.  
 
As this text amendment involves changes to the Subdivision Ordinance, the Plan 
Commission did review the amendment at the May 16, 2012 meeting.  The Plan 
Commission recommended approval of the text amendment by a vote of 6-0.  The Plan 
Commission included in their recommendation of approval the two changes proposed by 
staff just prior to the meeting.  The change to the text in 12-6-9-B has now been made 
and the details have now been updated by Engineering Enterprises, Inc. as well.  There 
was no public hearing required as this does not involve changes to the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
A Plan Commissioner asked whether the aggregate base course provided under 
sidewalks and paths is increased in cases where the sidewalk or path crosses a 
driveway or drive aisle.  The aggregate base course is not increased as it is always 4” for 
sidewalks and 8” for paths.  However, the sidewalk concrete is increased from 5” to 6” in 
these situations.  Path asphalt is always 2” in depth. 
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A Plan Commissioner requested consistency between the County’s bike path cross 
sections and the Village’s.  The Village’s are the generic ones recommended by the 
American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities.  The County’s are much more detailed and while the 
Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities was used to help establish them, a more 
thorough review would need to be undertaken to see if they are exactly what the Village 
should adopt.  Staff recommends improving the cross sections in the future when work 
continues on the overall Subdivision Ordinance update. 
 
The following items are attached for your information: 
 

1. Staff Report to the May 16, 2012 Plan Commission meeting  
2. Draft Text Amendment 
3. Draft Minutes of the May 16, 2012 Plan Commission meeting 

 
COST 

There are Engineering Enterprises Inc. costs associated with this request. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Committee of the Whole discuss the proposed text amendment and provide 
any feedback to staff for a final drafted ordinance and vote. 
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  VILLAGE of SUGAR GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION/ZONING BOARD of APPEALS 

MINUTES of May 16, 2012 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting of the Sugar Grove Plan Commission / Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) 
was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Irv Ochsenschlager in the Village Hall 
Board meeting room. 

 
2. ROLL CALL 
 Plan commission/ZBA members present:   
  Irv Ochsenschlager, John Guddendorf, Mary Heineman, Rebecca Sabo, Ryan 

 Reuland and Don Meisinger  
 Absent: Jim Eckert   
 Also present: Mike Ferencak, Village Planner 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES of the March 21, 2012 MEETING 

Motion made by Commissioner Guddendorf and seconded by Commissioner 
Heineman to approve the minutes of the March 21, 2012 Plan Commission meeting 
as presented.  The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. 
 

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
None 
 

5. OLD BUSINESS 
None 

 
6. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Petition 12-004:  Sidewalks and Paths – Text Amendment (Village of Sugar 
Grove)  
Mr. Ferencak gave a summary and some background information.  This 
amendment is for clarification and improvement in wording and graphics in this 
section of the Subdivision Ordinance.  Due to further staff discussions with Public 
Works and EEI which took place after writing the report, two changes are 
proposed to the staff report presented to Commissioners.  On the first page of the 
amendment under B, the determination will be by the Village Board, not the 
Community Development Director; the second change is to remove the last two 
pages which are IDOT details and improve the Drawing 15 Village detail.  Only in 
cases where it’s an IDOT road or funded by IDOT will the IDOT detail need to be 
followed.  One of the differences between the two is that the Village details the 
side slopes of the ramps narrower than what is required by IDOT, but still in 
compliance with ADA standards.  This would give developers one detail to refer 
too.  If IDOT standards are required for a certain project then their detail will be 
put in the plans, but it will not be shown in the Subdivision Ordinance.   
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Commissioner Heineman asked if the typical bike lane cross section being used 
here is consistent with the County’s.  Mr. Ferencak stated it’s a little different, 
this one is taken from the AASHTO Guide, whereas the County likely started with 
the AASHTO guide and modified it from there.  She stated she would like to see 
consistency between the two entities.   
 
Commissioner Guddendorf asked if it was possible to have a 10’ wide bike path 
made out of concrete.  Generally asphalt is preferred.  Asphalt is softer.  Different 
concrete mixes were discussed.  The thicknesses were reviewed and discussed as 
well.   

 
Commissioner Meisinger made a motion seconded by Commissioner Sabo to 
recommend to the Village Board approval of the Text Amendment to the 
Subdivision Ordinance to modify Sections 12-6-9 Sidewalks and Trails, 12-11-4 
Sidewalks and Trails, and 12-11-20 Exhibits including the two changes proposed 
by staff:  On the first page of the amendment under B, the determination will be 
by Village Board, not Community Development Director;  the second change is to 
remove the last two pages of IDOT details and improve the Drawing 15 detail. 
 
The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
b. Petition 12-005:  Address System and Numbering – Text Amendment (Village 

of Sugar Grove) 
 Mr. Ferencak gave an overview.  There are a few areas of the Village Code that 

talk about address systems and numbering including the Building Regulations 
subsections 9-2-1 and 9-2-2 and the Street Names and Designations subsection and 
mMailboxes and Street Addresses subsection within the Subdivision Ordinance.  
This amendment would create a separate title to pull all the different subsections 
together in one place.  Staff is recommending approval of the proposed ordinance.   

 
 Commissioner Sabo mentioned that for the addresses it may be a good idea for 

safety to place the address numbers on both the front of the house and the garage 
facing the alley for locations on alleys.  Most alleys in the Village are located in 
Settlers Ridge.  The alleys in Settlers Ridge are private drives with no right of way 
so the only requirement there was for the address to face the public street.   

 
 Commissioner Guddendorf mentioned that there are federal standards by the 

USPS for break away mailbox installation. He would like to see the Village Code 
reflect those standards.  The height was also discussed and should be included in 
the standards. 

 
 Commissioner Heineman suggested that the wording be adjusted in 13-1-2-B 4 

and 5 for clarification purposes.   
 

Commissioner Guddendorf made a motion seconded by Commissioner Reuland 
to recommend to the Village Board approval of the Subdivision Ordinance Text 
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Amendment to modify  the subsections under Title 12 and add Title 13 as 
proposed, including the suggested updates to the wording in 13-1-2-B 4 and 5 and 
the modification of the standards to reflect those of the Federal USPS for mailbox 
installation. 
 
The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 

 
7. PLAN COMMISSIONER COMMENTS, PROJECTS UPDATES and 

MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION 
 
Settlers Ridge NW, triangle and commercial no update yet and the applicant 

continues to work on the updated plats. 
 
Settlers Ridge Amendment is still being worked on by the applicant. 
 
Hampstead Court there are some conditions that are under review.  The use and 
operations are  being reviewed more closely by the Village Board.     
   

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Sabo and seconded by Commissioner 

Heineman that the meeting be adjourned at 7:24  pm. 
  
 The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Holly Baker 
Substitute Recording Secretary 
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VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO: VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: JUSTIN VANVOOREN, FINANCE DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: MONTHLY TREASURER’S REPORT 

AGENDA: JUNE 5, 2012 REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

DATE: MAY 21, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village Board approve the April 2012 monthly Treasurer’s report. 
 
DISCUSSION 

Please note that all of the following April 30, 2012 numbers are unaudited.  Throughout 
the next 3 months, the Finance Department will make adjustments to account for 
receivables, payables, accrued liabilities, prepaid items and other journal entries that 
may change the total revenues, total expenditures, and resulting surplus or deficit in 
each fund. 
 
1)  The Summarized Revenue & Expense Reports are attached (pages 1 – 7).  At April 
30, 2012 we are through 12 months of the year (100.0%). 
 
The General Fund revenues and expenditures are at 99.9% and 88.1%, respectively.  
While actual revenues are nearly equal to the budget, there are several accounts that 
warrant specific attention.  Natural gas and state sales taxes are expected to be lower 
than budgeted by $27,000 and $22,000 respectively;  however, state income and use 
taxes are expected to be higher than budgeted (and offset the above) by $44,000 and 
$9,000, respectively. The main reasons for the expenditures being lower than budgeted 
are the timing of payments for engineering for community development ($45,000 or 
1.1%) and road salt ($66,000 or 1.6%), which are both expected to remain under 
budget, and dispatch services ($259,000, or 6.2%).  The following expenditures have 
budget or actual amounts over $5,000 and are higher than budget by 10% or more: 
 
      Budget Actual  % Spent 
01-51-6102 Salaries-Overtime  54,195 72,248 133.3% A 
01-51-6301 Legal Services  64,800 75,281 116.1% B 
01-51-6407 Repair, Maint & Srv.-Veh 30,000 34,318 114.3% C 
01-53-6105 Salaries-Seasonal    7,005 11,458 163.5% D 



01-53-6606 Landscaping Supplies 11,850 22,838 192.7% E 
01-57-6515 Public Relations    4,955 12,531 252.9% F 
 
 
A Pol – This is due to the timing of Corn Boil as well as officers out on disability. 
B Pol – This is due to negotiations with the Patrol and Sergeant Unions. 
C Pol – This is due the unexpected repair costs for squad 42. 
D Str – This is due to the timing of work for the seasonal employees, as well as 

additional work upon retirement of the part-time laborer. 
E Str – This is due to the purchase of parkway trees.  Although unbudgeted, the 

Village has been reimbursed by a $9,850 EAB grant. 
F Bd – This is due to the payment for the electronic Welcome sign.  
 
Please note engineering invoices are paid approximately 2 months after services are 
provided. Thus, engineering services accounts in the General Fund, Infrastructure 
Capital Projects Fund, and Waterworks and Sewerage Fund will reflect a 2 month lag. 
 
The General Capital Projects Fund revenues are at 87.6% and expenditures are at 
59.2%.  The revenue is low due to lower interest rates. The expenditures are low due to 
projects being delayed to next fiscal year. 
 
The Industrial TIF Fund expenditures are at 161.7%. The expenditures are high due to 
revisions to the TIF plan.  
 
The Infrastructure Capital Projects Fund revenues are at 100.0% and expenditures are 
99.2%.   
 
The Debt Service Fund revenues are at 99.8% and the expenditures are at 100.0%.   
 
The Waterworks and Sewerage Fund operating revenues and operating expenses are 
at 93.3% and 94.6%, respectively.  The capital revenues and expenses are at 89.1% 
(excluding debt issuance) and 55.5% (excluding the new water meter system), 
respectively.  The capital expenses are low due to projects being delayed to next fiscal 
year.  The following expenses have budget or actual amounts over $5,000 and are 
higher than budget by 10% or more:    
 
      Budget  Actual % Spent 
50-50-6307 I.S. Services        4,864     8,022 164.9% G 
50-50-6309 Other Professional Srvc.     3,030     9,316 307.4% H 
50-59-6303 Engineering Services     1,500     8,997 599.8% I 
50-59-6313 SCADA Services      6,000   11,528 192.1% J 
50-59-6406 Repair & Maint – Bldg     4,924     8,135 165.2% K    
50-60-6309 Other Professional Srvc.   17,370   60,889 350.5% L 
50-60-6406 Repair & Maint – Bldg     4,000     9,624 240.5% M  
50-60-6603 Specialized Supplies   73,385 136,010 185.3% N 
 



G W&S Adm – This is due to the installation and monthly hosting of iConnect (for 
online utility billing).  This was not a budgeted item, but was discussed with the 
Board prior to installation. 

H W&S Adm – This is due to the outsourcing of utility bills.  Although this account is 
expected to be over budget, there are cost savings elsewhere in the budget to 
offset this. 

I W&S PW – This is due to radium excursion work at well 8 and this account is 
expected to be over budget.   

J Water Ops – This is due to emergency repairs for the SCADA system caused by 
a lightning strike. 

K W&S PW – This is due to unforeseen repairs to fire alarm and shop lighting. 
L W&S Ops – This is due to the outsourcing of water meter installations.   
M Water Ops – This is due to emergency inspections of the water system due to a 

lightning strike. 
N Water Ops – This is due to the on-going replacement of water meters and 

transmitters. 
 
The Refuse Fund revenues and expenses are at 98.7% and 90.7%, respectively.  The 
expenses are below expectations due to the timing of payments being made to Waste 
Management. 
 
Staff projected and included 0 residential, 6 commercial, and 325 miscellaneous permits 
in the fiscal year 2011 – 2012 budget approved by the Village Board, which we will track 
throughout the fiscal year and report on.  As of April 30, 2012, 1 of the residential, 3 of 
the commercial, and 291 of the miscellaneous permits have been issued. The following 
accounts will be included in each Treasurer’s Report to reflect the revenues from 
building activity: 
 
          Budget    Actual % Earned 
01-00-3310 Building Permits       38,100    44,469 116.7% 
01-00-3320 Cert of Occupancy Fees           600      1,410 235.0% 
01-00-3330 Plan Review Fees         1,920      1,598   83.3% 
01-00-3340 Reinspection Fees         2,873      1,280   44.6% 
01-00-3350 Transition Fees                0   0     0.0% 
01-00-3740 Zoning and Filing Fees        5,500      4,900   89.1% 
01-00-3760 Review and Dev. Fees    106,600    88,836   83.4% 
30-00-3850 Improvement Donations               0   0     0.0% 
30-00-3851 Emerg Warn Device Fee               0   0     0.0% 
30-00-3852 Life Safety-Police                0         200 100.0% 
30-00-3853 Life Safety-Streets                0         200 100.0% 
30-00-3856 Commercial Fee                0   0     0.0% 
35-00-3854 Traffic Pre-emption Donate              0   0     0.0% 
35-00-3855 Road Impact Fee                0      1,000 100.0% 
50-00-3670 Meter Sales        11,565      2,829   24.5% 
50-01-3651 Water Tap-On Fees       17,403      5,597   32.2% 
50-01-3652 Sewer Tap-On Fees               0         151 100.0% 



50-01-3791 Fire Suppr Tap-On Fee      17,403   0     0.0% 
 
2)  The summarized revenue and expense budget vs. actual graphs for April 30, 2012 
are attached (pages 8 – 26). 
 
3)  The Detailed Revenue & Expense Reports are attached for April 30, 2012 (pages 27 
– 47). 
 
COST 
 
There are no direct costs associated with the monthly Treasurer’s report. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board approve the April 2012 monthly Treasurer’s reports 
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VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO: VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES                          

FROM:  RICHARD YOUNG, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION: SPECIALTY WINE RETAIL BOUTIQUE 

AGENDA: JUNE 5, 2012 COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING   

DATE:  JUNE 1, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Review of a proposed wine retail boutique within the building located at the 
southeast corner of IL Rt.47 and the eastbound ramp to IL Rt.56. 
 
DISCUSSION 

A local resident would like to open a specialty wine retail boutique within an 800 
square foot unit/portion of the building located on the east side of IL Rt.47, south 
of the eastbound entrance ramp to IL Rt.56.  This unit had been previously used 
as a florist shop.  Along with a text amendment to the B-3 Zoning District, a small 
setback variance for an enclosed outdoor patio and lot coverage variances would 
be needed to allow this use at this location.  A parking agreement with Old 
Second Bank for the use of their excess parking spaces and a liquor license 
would also need to be approved.   
 
Staff asks that the Committee review the attached Business Plan and provide 
input regarding this proposed use. 
 
COSTS 

There is limited Village Attorney review time associated with this request. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

That the Committee review the attached business Plan Summary and provide 
staff with any feedback regarding the proposed use and location. 


	06052012
	20120605CapitalAssetPolicy
	20120605CapitalAssetPolicyReport
	20120605CollegeCornersOrigOrd
	20120605CollegeCornersReport
	20120605CollegeCornersRequest
	20120605HampsteadReport
	20120605HampsteadTotalReviewStaff
	2012 0531 Hampstead Court Memo.pdf
	Memorandum
	Date: May 31, 2012
	Re: Hampstead Court Review



	2012 0510 Hampstead Court Landscaping Memo No Color
	Memorandum
	Date: May 10, 2012
	Re: Hampstead Court Landscaping Review



	20120413_Plan Review Letter
	hampstead-final

	20120605LegionCarShowReport
	20120605MFTReport
	20120605MFTReportAttachment
	20120605MFTResolution
	20120605SidewalksReport
	20120605SidewalksReportAttach
	20120605SidewalksReportAttach2
	20120605TreasurerReport
	20120605WineShopAttachment
	20120605WineShopReport

