
AGENDA 

CITY OF ST. CHARLES 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

ALD.  PAUL LENCIONI – CHAIR 
MONDAY, MAY 13, 2024 - 7:00 PM 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

2 E. MAIN STREET 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

 
3. OMNIBUS VOTE   
 
Items with an asterisk (*) are considered to be routine matters and will be enacted  
by one motion. There will be no separate discussion on these items unless a council 
member/citizen so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the consent 

agenda and considered in normal sequence on the agenda. 

 
 

4. COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

 

a. Presentation of a Concept Plan for The Grove, 5N024 Rt 31.   

 

b. Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Adopting a First Street Plaza 

Special Event Policy  

 

c. Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Accepting the Downtown Parking 

Study  

 

d. Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Authorizing a Shared Parking 

Agreement with St. Charles Public Library 

 

e. Recommendation to approve a Plat of Vacation of a portion of N. 15th Street in 

regards to the City-owned Dean Street Parcel Identified for Donation to 

Habitat for Humanity of Northern Fox Valley 

 

f. Plan Commission recommendation to approve a Final Plat of Subdivision for 

Cityview Resubdivision.  

 

g. Consideration to Approve a Resolution Authorizing Business Improvement 

Grant Agreement with Maple Leaf Roasters 

 

h. Consideration to Approve a Resolution Authorizing Business Improvement 

Grant Agreement with The Office 

 

     *i.  Recommendation to Approve and Execute an Acceptance Resolution for  

            Public Utility (Watermain) for Tiger Drylac – 3945 Swenson Ave 

 

                 *j.   Recommendation to approve Plat of Easement for 3795 E Main St 



           

5. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

6. ADDITIONAL ITEMS FROM MAYOR, COUNCIL OR STAFF 

 

7. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

• Personnel –5 ILCS 120/2(c)(1)  

• Pending, Probable or Imminent Litigation – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(11)  

• Property Acquisition – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(5)  

• Collective Bargaining – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(2)  

• Review of Executive Session Minutes – 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(21) 
 

 8. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 

ADA Compliance 

Any individual with a disability requesting a reasonable accommodation in order to participate in a public 

meeting should contact the ADA Coordinator, Jennifer McMahon, at least 48 hours in advance of the scheduled 

meeting. The ADA Coordinator can be reached in person at 2 East Main Street, St. Charles, IL, via telephone at 

(630) 377 4446 or 800 526 0844 (TDD), or via e-mail at jmcmahon@stcharlesil.gov.  Every effort will be made 

to allow for meeting participation.  Notices of this meeting were posted consistent with the requirements of 5 

ILCS 120/1 et seq. (Open Meetings Act). 

mailto:jmcmahon@stcharlesil.gov


AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number: 4a 

Title: Presentation of a Concept Plan for The Grove, 5N024 Rt 31. 

Presenter: Ellen Johnson, Planner 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee  Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost:  $ Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐ 

TIF District:  None 

Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 
A Concept Plan has been filed by FD Fund II LLC (Frontier Development) proposing a townhome development 
on a 2.5-acre undeveloped parcel located at 5N024 IL Rt 31. The Concept Plan includes: 

• Rezoning from single-family zoning (RS-1) to multi-family (RM-2) to allow for a change in land use from
single-family to townhomes.

• 21 townhome units in 6 buildings, arranged around a private drive off Rt 31.

• 3-story buildings /35 ft. high, with front elevations facing outward.

• Stormwater detention area at the west end.

• 35-40 ft. open space buffer at the south end.

• Internal pedestrian pathways; potential for trail through adjacent City-owned property to the west.

If the applicant decides to move forward at the conclusion of the Concept Plan process, applications for 
rezoning and subdivision would need to be submitted to the City and approved by Council. 

Plan Commission Review: Plan Commission reviewed the Concept Plan on 5/7/24. Summary of feedback: 

• Mixed reaction to change in land use.

• Some Commissioners felt the location is inappropriate for townhomes given surrounding single-family.

• Some Commissioners expressed that the use may be appropriate if neighbor concerns regarding
drainage and traffic can be addressed.

• Positive comments on site plan and layout of buildings with fronts facing outwards

Public Comment: Approx. 50 residents attended the Plan Commission meeting. 13 individuals spoke in 
opposition. The most common concerns regarded the following: 

• Density and incompatibility with surrounding single-family neighborhoods.

• Existing drainage and flooding in the surrounding neighborhoods and concern the new development
would exacerbate the problem.

• Traffic impacts and safety concerns given Rt 31 traffic conditions and proximity to STC North.

• Light and noise pollution.

• Wildlife impacts and tree preservation.

• Impact on property values.
A number of public comment emails and letters have been received and are included in the packet. 

Attachments (please list): 
Staff Report, Application, Plans, Public Comment Correspondence 

Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Provide feedback on the Concept Plan. Staff suggests providing feedback regarding: 

1. Land use and compatibility with surrounding development
2. Proposed zoning designation
3. Site layout / Connectivity / Building Design



Community Development Department 
 

Staff Report 
          Plan Commission Meeting – May 7, 2024 

 
 

 
Applicant: FD Fund II LLC  The Grove 

 
Subject Property 

Property 
Owner: 

Vigilio Calahong & 
Misty Aldea 

Location: 5N024 IL Rt 31  

Purpose: Feedback on 
townhome 
development  

Application:  Concept Plan 

Public Hearing: Not required  

Zoning: RS-1 Low Density 
Suburban Single-
Family Residential 

Current Land 
Use: 

Vacant 

Comprehensive 
Plan: 

Single Family 
Detached 
Residential  

Summary of 
Proposal:  

FD Fund II LLC (Frontier Development) has filed a Concept Plan proposing a townhome 
development on the 2.5-acre undeveloped parcel located at 5N024 IL Rt 31. Details of 
the proposal:  

• 21 townhome units in 6 buildings  

• 14 3-bedroom units; 7 2-bedroom units 

• 3-story buildings; primarily lap siding with stone veneer accents 

• Single access off Rt 31 via a private drive; townhomes sited around circular drive  

• Stormwater detention area at west end  

• Pedestrian pathways between and behind buildings, with potential off-site trail 
connection 

Info / 
Procedure on 
Application: 

• Per Sec. 17.04.140, the purpose of the Concept Plan review is as follows: “to 
enable the applicant to obtain informal input from the Plan Commission and 
Council Committee prior to spending considerable time and expense in the 
preparation of detailed plans and architectural drawings. It also serves as a forum 
for owners of neighboring property to ask questions and express their concerns 
and views regarding the potential development.” 

• A formal public hearing is not involved, although property owners within 250 ft. of 
the property have been notified and may express their views to the Commission.  

• No recommendation or findings are involved. 

Suggested 
Action:  

Provide feedback on the Concept Plan. Staff has provided questions Commissioners 
may wish to consider to guide their feedback to the applicant.  

Staff Contact: Ellen Johnson, Planner 
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I. PROPERTY INFORMATION  
 
A. History / Context  

 
The subject property is a 2.54-acre parcel located on the west side of Rt 31, north of 
Abbeywood Drive/Thornhill Farm Lane and south of a shared private driveway known as 
White Bridge Drive. The property is located at the northeast end of Red Gate Subdivision 
(single-family homes). Directly north of the property is a 45’ wide strip of City-owned land 
which connects to additional City-owned land directly west of the property. The City-owned 
land to the west encompasses a drainage way running through Red Gate Subdivision. White 
Bridge Drive, a private road, runs immediately north of and along the City-owned strip of land, 
with Fieldcrest Subdivision (single-family homes) to the north. Both White Bridge Drive and 
Fieldcrest are unincorporated St. Charles. To the east, across Rt 31, is Thornley on the Fox 
Subdivision (single-family homes).  
 
The subject property, historically known as the “Karsch Property”, contained a house and 
several outbuildings as of the mid-1950s. The property may have been associated with 
surrounding farmland until the late 1980s when development of Red Gate Subdivision began 
to the south and west. The house and remaining buildings were demolished in 2002. The 
property has since remained as open space. The property is now wooded but has been 
unmanaged for several years. On the City-owned land directly west of the property is a 
drainage way that includes a creek.  
 
In 2005, the City approved a Planned Unit Development for the subject property called 
Reserves of Redgate, along with a Plat of Subdivision to create four single-family lots arranged 
around a cul-de-sac. However, the developer did not move forward with the project, the PUD 
and Plat approval expired, and the property has remained undeveloped.  

 
B. Zoning  

 
The subject property is zoned RS-1 Low Density Suburban Single-Family Residential District, 
which is consistent with surrounding zoning. The same zoning surrounds the property to the 
south and west (Red Gate Subdivision), and to the north (City-owned strip of land). Further 
north are single-family homes zoned E-3 Single-Family Residential in Kane County (Fieldcrest 
by the Fox Subdivision). City RE-2 Single-Family Estate District is to the east (Thornley on the 
Fox Subdivision).  
 

 Zoning Land Use 

Subject Property RS-1 Low Density Suburban Single-
Family Residential District  

Vacant  

North RS-1 Low Density Suburban Single-
Family Residential District 

City-owned open space 

East RE-2 Single-Family Estate District   Single-family homes (Thornley on the 
Fox Subdivision) 

South RS-1 Low Density Suburban Single-
Family Residential District / PUD 

Single-family homes (Red Gate 
Subdivision) 

West RS-1 Low Density Suburban Single-
Family Residential District / PUD 

City-owned open space for drainage 
(Red Gate Subdivision)  
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C. Comprehensive Plan 
 
The Land Use Plan adopted as part of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan identifies the subject 
property as “Single-Family Detached Residential”. The Land Use Plan is meant to, “provide a 
general assessment of land potential and recommendations for what types of land uses will 
best meet the needs of the community in the long term” (p.37). The Land Use Plan is meant to 
assist the City in making future land use and development policy decisions. However, flexibility 
is built into the Plan to allow for consideration of, “creative approaches to land development 
that are consistent with the overall policies and guidelines included in the Comprehensive 
Plan” (p.37).  
 
The same Single-Family 
Detached Residential 
designation and similar Rural 
Single-Family Residential 
surrounds the subject 
property, reflecting the 
predominant land use for the 
stretch of Rt 31 north of 
downtown St. Charles.  
 
The Single-Family Detached 
Residential land use is 
described as follows (p.38): 
 
 

Zoning Map 

Land Use Plan 

Fieldcrest 

Open 
Spacei.__,. 

-466 e;,,.,,. 
Oo(j 

Single-Family 

Detached 

Residential 

Blu 

~ Highview .g 

l 
Park 

https://www.stcharlesil.gov/planning/comprehensive
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“Single family detached residential areas should consist primarily of single family 
detached homes on lots subdivided and platted in an organized and planned manner. 
Downtown, single-family residential areas consist primarily of older buildings, many 
rehabilitated, with small yards and minimal garage space. Single-family residential 
detached homes are the most prevalent building type in the community, and should 
continue to be so.” 
 

The following recommendations pertain to residential land uses in general (p.38): “Detached 
single-family homes are the most common type of residential use within St. Charles. While this is 
often the most desirable use for a given area, the City should ensure that housing options 
continue to serve the diverse population of the St. Charles community. In particular, development 
that meets the specific needs of elderly residents, ranging from multi-family units to independent 
living, should be encouraged to allow residents to age in place.” 

 
The Residential Areas Framework Plan further describes the Single-Family Detached Residential 
category. The following excerpts are relevant (p.42): 

 
“An important objective of the Plan is to continue to protect and enhance the City’s 
single-family residential neighborhoods. Future development should be respectful and 
sensitive to the existing homes while allowing reinvestment in the form of rehabilitation, 
additions, and new construction in existing neighborhoods. Wherever possible, single-
family neighborhoods should be buffered and protected from adjacent incompatible 
uses.”  

 
“Single-family residential areas should consist primarily of detached homes on lots 
subdivided and platted in an organized and planned manner. There are however, 
existing townhomes and/or duplexes scattered among the areas which are designated in 
the Plan as single-family detached residential. Within the single-family areas, it is the 
overall single-family character that serves as the rationale for the Plan’s designation. 
Single-family residential areas must remain flexible and consider context. There may be 
situations where single-family attached and multi-family uses are considered 
appropriate within predominately single-family detached areas. For example, street 
frontage, lot depth, and the presence of neighboring non-residential uses should be 
considered on a case-by-case basis for other types of compatible residential 
development.” 
 

The proposed development would fit into the “Single-Family Attached Residential” land use 
category. This category is described as follows (p.42): 

 
“Single-family attached structures are connected horizontally, typically two stories in 
height. Single-family attached homes can serve as a transitional area between single-
family neighborhoods and commercial or multi-family development, and also act as an 
intermediate step for residents between apartment/condo living and home ownership. 
These types of units are also popular for empty nesters and others looking to downsize 
to a smaller home.” 
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II. PROPOSAL  
 
FD Fund II LLC, managed by Conrad Hurst and Curtis Hurst of Frontier Development, is under 

contract to purchase the subject property. A Concept Plan has been filed to solicit feedback from 

City Staff, the Plan Commission, and Planning & Development Committee prior to moving forward 

for any formal zoning or subdivision approvals. Details of the Concept Plan are as follows:   

• Rezoning from RS-1 to RM-2 to allow townhome land use.  

o The applicant has indicated that they do not intend to pursue a Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) for the project.  

• Subdivision of the property to create lots for townhome buildings and common area 

outlots. 

o 23’ wide right-of-way dedication to Illinois DOT along the Rt 31 frontage (6,463 sf) 

• 21 townhome units in 6 buildings  

o 14 3-bedroom units; 7 2-bedroom units 

• 3-story buildings 

o First-story garages accessed from circular drive 

o “Fronts” of buildings face outside the property 

o Primarily lap siding with stone veneer accents 

• Single access off Rt 31 via a private drive; townhomes sited around circular drive  

• Stormwater detention area at west end  

• Pedestrian pathways between and behind buildings, with potential off-site trail  

 
 

III. CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW PROCESS  
 
The purpose of the Concept Plan review is to enable the applicant to obtain informal input on a 
concept prior to spending considerable time and expense in the preparation of detailed plans and 
architectural drawings. The Concept Plan process also serves as a forum for citizens and owners of 
neighboring property to ask questions and express their concerns and views regarding the 
potential development. Following the conclusion of the Concept Plan review, the developer can 
decide whether to formally pursue the project. 

 
 

IV. PLANNING ANALYSIS 
 
Staff has analyzed the Concept Plan to determine the ability of future plans based on the Concept 
Plan to meet applicable standards of the Zoning and Subdivision ordinances. The plan was 
reviewed against the following code sections:   

• Ch. 17.06 Design Review Standards & 
Guidelines 

• Ch. 17.24 Off-Street Parking, Loading 
& Access 

• Ch. 17.12 Residential Districts 

• Ch. 17.26 Landscaping & Screening 

• Title 16 Subdivisions & Land Improvement  
 

 
A. Proposed Zoning  

 
Should the applicant choose to pursue the project after the Concept Plan process is complete, 
they intend to request a Map Amendment to rezone the property from RS-1 Low Density 
Suburban Single-Family to RM-2 Medium Density Multi-Family Residential. The purpose of the 
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RM-2 District as stated in the Zoning Ordinance is, “to accommodate a range of housing 
densities and a variety of housing types and styles, with a maximum density of approximately 
10 units per acre”. The RM-2 District permits multi-family, townhomes, single-family, 
duplexes, group homes, and independent living facilities.  
 
Proposed density based on the Concept Plan would be 8.8 units per acre, excluding the right-
of-way dedication. This density is less than the maximum permitted in the RM-2 District. 
Maximum permitted density under the existing RS-1 District zoning is 2.4 units/acre.  
 
The applicant has indicated that it would be their intention to meet all standards of the RM-2 
District. They do not intend to request Planned Unit Development approval. If the 
development can meet all requirements of the RM-2 District, the only zoning entitlements 
that would be required for the project would be a Map Amendment (rezoning). A Plat of 
Subdivision would also be required. Approval of these items would entitle development of the 
property as proposed. However, without a Planned Unit Development, the City would be 
unable to require improvements “above and beyond” code requirements.  
 

B. Proposed Use 
 

The Concept Plan proposes 21 townhome units, grouped into 6 buildings. Units are intended 
to be owner-occupied. Townhomes are permitted in the RM-2 District. Townhomes are not 
permitted under the current RS-1 zoning.   
 
“Townhouse” is defined in the Zoning Ordinance as, “A building with 3 or more dwelling units 
arranged side-by-side, sharing common fire-resistive walls without openings, where each 
dwelling unit occupies an exclusive vertical space with no other dwelling unit above or below, 
and where each dwelling unit has at least 1 individual exit directly to the outdoors”. The 
proposed use meets this definition.  
 

C. Bulk Standards  
 

The table below compares the Concept Plan with the bulk standards of the proposed RM-2 
District. The RS-1 District standards are also listed to allow for comparison between the 
proposed zoning and how the property could be developed under existing zoning. It appears 
that the plan has the ability to meet all bulk standards of the proposed RM-2 District.  

Category 
RS-1 District  

(Existing)  
RM-2 District   

(Proposed)  
Concept Plan 

Min. Lot Area 18,000 sf 4,300 sf / unit 
4,963 sf / unit  
(based on total parcel size)  

Min. Lot Width 100 ft.  24 ft / unit 
24 ft / unit  
(based on width of building 
lots)  

Max. Building 
Coverage 

20% 35% 19% (based on building lots)  

Max. Building Height 35 ft / 2.5 stories 35 ft / 3 stories 35 ft / 3 stories  

Min. Front Yard 40 ft.  30 ft.  30 ft. (Rt 31)  

Min. Side Yard 10 ft.  10 ft.  
North: 27 ft  
South: 37 ft.  

Min. Rear Yard 50 ft.  25 ft.  53 ft. (west) 
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Staff Comments:  

✓ The site plan indicates that existing trees and landscaping are to remain along the 
south 35 ft of the property. This will provide a buffer between the proposed 
development and the single-family homes to the south. However, existing vegetation 
is overgrown and unmanaged. Any areas of existing vegetation should be cleared of 
invasive species. Additional trees and other plantings may be needed to provide the 
desired buffer. A landscape buffer is not required in the RM-2 District. However, a 
natural area easement or open space easement or similar could be established on a 
Plat of Subdivision to ensure that this area remain wooded. 

✓ Larger vehicles will overhang into the street for Buildings 1-4 based on the driveway 
length. Longer driveways should be considered. 
 

D. Site Access / Connectivity  
 
Proposed access to the site is from a single driveway off Rt 31. The driveway is in the general 
vicinity of the existing curb cut. Within the site, the drive forms an oval shape with a central 
green space and driveways off the drive. This drive will be private; it will not be dedicated as a 
public street. Additional drive stubs are provided for access to Buildings 5 and 6. There is no 
vehicular connection to adjacent properties. A total of 12 parallel parking spaces are depicted 
on the private drive.  
 
Public sidewalk is not proposed along Rt 31. Gravel pathways are proposed internal to the site, 
around and between buildings. Also proposed is a potential off-site trail which would run from 
the west property line, through the City-owned drainage way to the southwest, to Abbeywood 
Drive in Red Gate Subdivision. This would then allow pedestrian/bicycle access to Greenwood 
Lane, which is recommended in the City’s Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan as a bike route to Red 
Gate Road. That Plan recommends a marked shared bike lane on Greenwood Lane. 
 
Staff Comments:  

✓ IDOT approval will be necessary for work within the ROW, including widening of the 
driveway.  

✓ As configured with the parallel parking spaces on the private drive, the remaining 
clearance for vehicles is 19 ft. This is not adequate for two-way traffic; the drive will 
need to be one-way. Resident compliance with one-way circulation is of concern, 
particularly for the units near the site entrance. The road shall be re-designed to 
discourage wrong way movements. This will require reducing the central park area 
and extending the throat length from Rt 31.   

✓ Public sidewalk along the site frontage is typically required for new subdivisions. 
However, given the lack of sidewalks along Rt 31 on either side of the street, staff 
does not believe requiring public sidewalk would be necessary.    

✓ The potential for an off-site trail as shown would require further study to determine 
feasibility, from both an engineering and cost perspective.  

✓ A traffic study may be requested at the time of Plat of Subdivision review. The traffic 
study would assess site line distances, traffic generation, and impacts to the 

Landscape Buffer 
Yard 

Not Required  Not Required  
Approx. 35 ft. open space 
along south property line 

Off-Street Parking  2 per home 2 per unit 

2 garage spaces & 2 
driveway spaces / unit  
+ 12 parallel parking spaces 
on private drive 
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surrounding roadway network. Plan Commission may comment on whether a traffic 
study should be requested.   
 

E. Building Design 
 
Buildings in the RM-2 District are subject to the Design Standards & Guidelines contained in 
Ch. 17.06. The proposed design has the ability to meet these requirements. 
 
Building elevations have been provided depicting the intended design of the proposed 
townhomes. The 35’ tall, three-story buildings have a first-floor garage that will face the 
private drive. The “fronts” of the buildings will face outwards, towards the north, south, and 
west property lines. The hipped roofs have a low pitch with front gables breaking up the roof 
massing. Primary façade material is lap siding. Accent materials include stone veneer covering 
the first floor, shake shingle siding on the third floor, and batten paneling in the gables.  
 
Staff Comments:  

✓ A private yard of at least 200 sf is required for each unit. The yard maybe located 
adjacent to a front, rear, or side wall, but must be immediately adjacent to the 
townhouse unit it serves and directly accessible by way of a door or stair. The private 
yard must be landscaped with turf, plantings, and/or walkways and patios. Based on 
the site plan, there is adequate space to provide private yards for each unit, however 
the yards would be in the “front” and accessed via the first level front door.  

✓ The lap siding material is not identified. Vinyl is prohibited; either cedar or fiber-
cement shall be used.  
 

F. Landscaping  
 
Landscaping requirements per Ch. 17.26 will apply to this development. This includes 
landscaping along at least 50% of the building foundation walls and at along least 75% of the 
Rt 31 frontage.  
 
The Concept Plan indicates intended locations of greenspace throughout the site. There 
appears to be adequate open space to provide required landscaping.  
 
A stormwater management area covers the west end of the site. The plan indicates that 
existing trees and landscaping are to remain along the south end for a width of approx. 35 ft. 
to provide a buffer from the subdivision to the south.  
 
A central park is shown within the circular drive. A community amenity such as a fireplace or 
gazebo is contemplated in this area.  
 
Staff Comments 

✓ Existing vegetation on the property is overgrown and unmanaged. The 35 ft. 
landscape buffer should be cleared of invasive species and overgrown undergrowth. 
Additional trees and other plantings may be needed to provide the desired buffer.  

✓ A Tree Preservation Plan will be required. The Plan shall identify all trees over 4” in 
diameter, and indicate which trees will be preserved and which will be removed. 
Protective measures during construction shall be indicated for any trees to be 
preserved. As many high-quality existing trees as possible should be preserved.  

✓ Clearing of vegetation along Rt 31 will be necessary in order to maintain proper sight 
distance requirements.   
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G. Subdivision 
 
Subdivision of the property will be required. The Concept Plan depicts the intended 
subdivision layout. Each townhome building will be covered by a lot. Outlots will cover the 
remaining portions of the site including the space around each building lot, the private drive, 
stormwater detention facility, and central park. 
 
A 23’ wide right-of-way dedication is depicted along Rt 31. This dedication is required in order 
to provide a right-of-way consistent with the width of Rt 31 to the north and south of the 
property.  
  
Staff Comments:  

✓ IDOT approval will be needed for the right-of-way dedication.  
✓ A townhome owners association will need to be established to maintain the outlot 

areas. A Declaration of Covenants will need to be provided along with the Plat of 
Subdivision for City review to ensure that adequate provisions are in place to ensure 
adequate maintenance of the site, including the stormwater detention area.    

✓ A drainage easement is required where a drainage way traverses a subdivision. The 
easement shall include an additional area at least fifteen (15) feet wide adjoining both 
edges of the area that has been affected by the high water.   

 
 

V. DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
A. Inclusionary Housing 

 
This development will be subject to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, Title 19 of the City 
Code. The affordable unit requirement for this development is 2.1 units (10% of the total 
number of units). A fee worksheet has been submitted indicating the applicant’s intent to pay 
a fee in-lieu of providing 2 affordable units. Based on a fee in-lieu amount of $36,718 per 
required affordable townhouse unit, a total fee in-lieu amount of $77,107.80 would be due at 
the time of building permit. 
 

B. School & Park Districts 
 

The applicant will be required to provide the School and Park Districts with a cash contribution 

in lieu of physical land per the standards established in the Subdivision Code, Chapter 16.10 

“Dedications”. The fees would be due at the time of building permit: $52,670 to St. Charles 

Community Unit School District 303 and $113,997 to the St. Charles Park District.    

 
VI. DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS  

 
A. Engineering Review 

 
Engineering staff have conducted a preliminary review. It appears the size of the stormwater 
management area on the west side of the property is not sufficient. Additional land area will 
be needed. All required stormwater volume for the proposed development shall be 
constructed on the property. The land to the west is owned by the City and shall not be used 
as stormwater management for the development.  
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The existing drainageway to the northwest will need to be evaluated to establish a base flood 
elevation/high water elevation. Compensatory storage may be necessary in addition to the 
required detention volume and best management practice volumes. Buildings shall be 
protected up to the flood protection elevation. Retaining walls will likely be required to meet 
stormwater management and building protection standards.  
 
Engineering plans and a stormwater report, as well as a wetland assessment, will be required 
alongside the Plat of Subdivision should the project move forward.  
 

B. Public Works – Sanitary  
 
Existing sanitary sewers exist immediately west of the site.  A Sanitary Sewer Capacity 
Evaluation was conducted for this development to assess whether the existing sanitary sewer 
and the Red Gate Lift Station has the capacity to handle the additional flow from the proposed 
development. The findings of the analysis indicate that there are no capacity issues.  
 

C. Public Works – Water  
 
Municipal water mains are not currently in the immediate vicinity of the subject property, and 
the applicant is aware that water main extensions will be required to serve the proposed 
development.  An analysis of the water supply in this area is currently being performed. 
Results will be provided to the applicant.  
  

D. Electric Review  
 
Underground electric service is anticipated. Service will be extended to the site from the 
south. Three transformers on the site are anticipated. 
 

E. Fire Dept. Review  
 
Emergency vehicle access to the site appears to be adequate, however a turning analysis will 
be needed to confirm. Parking will be permitted on only one side of the private drive; “No 
Parking” signage will be needed on one side of the drive. Fire hydrants will be required with a 
minimum fire flow necessary to serve the proposed buildings. An automatic sprinkler system 
will be required for the buildings.  

 
 

VII. FUTURE APPROVAL PROCESS  
 
If the applicant chooses to move forward with the proposed development at the conclusion of the 
Concept Plan process, the following zoning and subdivision applications will need to be approved 
by City Council:  
1. Map Amendment- To request rezoning of the property from RS-1 to RM-2 in order to allow 

the townhome use. A site plan is the only plan required to be submitted. A public hearing with 
Plan Commission is required.  

2. Preliminary Plat of Subdivision- To propose division of the property into building lots and 
outlots, establish easements, and depict right-of-way dedication. Preliminary engineering 
plans must be submitted along with the Preliminary Plat of Subdivision.  

3. Final Plat of Subdivision- Approval of the actual plat document that will be recorded with the 
County to formally create the buildings lots, outlots, establish easements, and dedicate right-
of-way. Final engineering plans must be submitted along with the Final Plat of Subdivision.  
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The applicant may submit for Map Amendment (rezoning) first, and pursue the Preliminary Plat of 
Subdivision later. Alternative, the applicant may submit for Map Amendment and Preliminary Plat 
of Subdivision at the same time. In this case, the applications would go through the review process 
concurrently.   
 
 

VIII. SUGGESTED ACTION  
 
Review the Concept Plan and provide comments to the applicant. Staff recommends the 
Commission provide feedback on the following:  

 
✓ Land use and compatibility with surrounding development. 
✓ Proposed zoning designation.  
✓ Site layout.  
✓ Connectivity.  
✓ Building design.  

 
 

IX. ATTACHMENTS 

• Application for Concept Plan; received 4/5/24  

• Concept Plan 

• Public comment letters  

 



City of St. Charles 
Community Development Division 

2 E. Main Street 
St. Charles, IL 60174 

C1TV Of 
ST. CHARLES 

ILUi'IUIS • ltt.,.. 

CONCEPT PLAN APPLICATION 

Phone: (630) 377-4443 
Email: cd@stcharlesil.gov 

----- --- -- -------------- , I I 

For City Use : Received Date : 
:RECEIVED I 

Project Name: _ Th~~e._ G~r~o_v_e... ______ _ 
Project Number: a,Od\ i./- -PR- 00 8 
Cityview Project Number: pi-C,;f J.OJ.,L/000/~ 

I 
I 
I 

:APR 05 2024 
I 
I 

City of St. Charles 
Comµnmity Development ___ _ . 

• File this application to request review of a Concept Plan for a property. 
• Complete the application and submit with all required attachments to the Community Development Division. 
• The information you provide must be complete and accurate. If you have any questions please contact the 

Community Development Division. 
• City staff will review the submittal for completeness prior to scheduling a Plan Commission review, followed by 

review by the Planning & Development Committee of the City Council. 

1. Property Location: 
Information: 5N024 HWY 31, St. Charles, Illinois 

Parcel Number (s) : 

09-15-351-003 

Proposed Name: 

The Grove 

2. Applicant Name: Phone: 
Information: FD Fund II LLC 630-461-7075 

Address Email : 
5 E Main Street conrad@frontierdevelopmentgro 

St. Charles IL 60174 up.com 

3. Record Owner Name: Phone: 
Information: Virgilio L. Calahong & Misty G. Aldea KIN/A Misty Aldea Calahon1 

Address: Email: 

609 Oakton Street, Apt 20 Evanston II 60202 

City of St. Charles Concept Plan Application 1 



City of St. Charles Concept Plan Application 2 

4. Identify the Type of Application:

PUD Concept Plan Proposed PUD Name:   

Subdivision Concept Plan Proposed Subdivision Name: 

Other Concept Plan

5. Zoning & Use Information:

Current zoning of the property:  

Current use of the property:  

Comprehensive Plan designation of the property:  

Is the property a designated Landmark or in a Historic District? 

Proposed zoning of the property:  PUD? 

Proposed use of the property:   

6. Required Attachments:

REIMBURSEMENT OF FEES AGREEMENT:  An original, executed Reimbursement of Fees Agreement and deposit of
funds in escrow with the City, as provided by Appendix B of the Zoning Ordinance.

REIMBURSEMENT OF FEES INITIAL DEPOSIT:  Deposit of funds in escrow with the City. Required deposit is based on
review items (number of applications filed) and the size of the subject property:

Number of 
Review Items Under 5 Acres 5-15 Acres 16-75 Acres Over 75 Acres 

1 $1,000 $2,000 $3,000 $4,000 
2 or 3 $2,000 $4,000 $5,000 $7,000 

4 or more $3,000 $5,000 $7,000 $10,000 

PROOF OF OWNERSHIP:  a)  A current title policy report; or
b) A deed and a current title search

NOTE: Private covenants and deed restrictions can limit private property rights with respect to the use of land even though the 
City’s Zoning Ordinance may authorize the use or a less restrictive use. We strongly advise that you perform a title search on the 
property to determine if there any private covenants containing use restrictions or other deed restrictions. As those private 
covenants and deed restrictions may conflict with the City’s Zoning Ordinance, it is further recommended that you consult with 
an attorney to obtain an opinion with respect to whether your intended use is compatible with those restrictions. 

OWNERSHIP DISCLOSURE:  Use the appropriate disclosure form (attached), if the owner or applicant is a
Partnership, Corporation, Trust, or LLC.

✔ The Grove

Vacant and Unimproved Land

RS-1 Low Density Suburban Single-Family Residential District

Single Family Attached Residential

No

RM-2 Medium Density Multi-Family Residential District No

Single Family Attached Residential

✔

✔

✔

✔

□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION:  If the property owner is not the applicant, an original letter of authorization from the 
property owner permitting the applicant to file the Concept Plan application with the City of St. Charles for the 
subject property.  

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  For entire subject property, on 8 ½ x 11 inch paper and Microsoft Word file.  
 
PLAT OF SURVEY:  A current plat of survey for the subject property showing all existing improvements on the 
property, prepared by a registered Illinois Professional Land Surveyor.  

 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT:  Written statement describing the proposed development. Include the following 
information: 

Proposed land use(s), number of type(s) of residential units, building coverage, building height, and floor 
area for nonresidential uses.  
Planning objectives to be achieved and public purposes to be served by the development  
Explanation of the rationale behind the proposal 
Anticipated exceptions or departures from zoning and subdivision requirements, if any 

 
PARK AND SCHOOL LAND/CASH WORKSHEETS:  For residential developments only. Use the attached worksheet to 
calculate the estimated population and student yields and resulting land/cash contributions in accordance with Title 
16 of the St. Charles Municipal Code.  
 
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING WORKSHEET:  For residential developments only. Use the attached worksheet to calculate 
the affordable unit requirement and indicate how the development will comply with Title 19 of the St. Charles 
Municipal Code.   

 
LIST OF PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN 250 FT.:  Fill out the attached form or submit on a separate sheet. The form or 
the list must be signed and notarized. Property ownership information may be obtained using Kane County’s 
interactive GIS mapping tool: http://gistech.countyofkane.org/gisims/kanemap/kanegis4_AGOx.html   
 
AERIAL PHOTO:  Aerial photo of the subject property and surrounding property at a scale of not less than 1”=400’, 
preferable at the same scale as the Concept Plan.  

 
PLANS:  All required plans shall be drawn on sheets no larger than 24" x 36", unless the Director of Community 
Development permits a larger size when necessary to show a more comprehensive view of the project.  

 
Copies: Ten (10) full size copies, one (1) 11" by 17", and PDF electronic file emailed to: cd@stcharlesil.gov  
 
Concept Plans shall show the following information: 

1. Existing Features:  
Name of project, north arrow, scale, date  
Property boundaries with approximate dimensions and acreage  
Existing streets on and adjacent to the subject property 
Natural features including topography, high and low points, wooded areas, wetlands, other 
vegetative cover, streams, and drainage ways. 
General utility locations or brief explanation providing information on existing sanitary sewer, 
storm sewer, water, and other utilities necessary to serve the development.  
 

2. Proposed Features:  
Name of project, north arrow, scale, date 
Property boundaries with approximate dimensions and acreage 

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 



• Site plan showing proposed buildings, pedestrian and vehicular circulation, proposed overall 
land use pattern, open space, parking, and other major features. 

• Architectural elevations showing building design, color and materials (if available) 
• General utility locations or brief explanation providing information on existing sanitary sewer, 

storm sewer, water, and other utilities necessary to serve the development. 

I (we) certify that this application and the documents submitted with it are true and correct to the best of my (our) 
knowledge and belief. 

Record Owner 

d ~-.~4~ 
Appli{antor AthorizedAgent 

Date 

if-:;:? e-f 
I 

Date 
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April 25, 2024 
 
Bruce Sylvester  
Assistant Director - Community Development P&E 
City of St. Charles 
2 E. Main Street 
St. Charles, IL 60714 
 
RE: New Residential Subdivision  “The Grove” – 5N024 Rte. 31 

Application for Rezoning and Plat of Subdivision 

Dear Mr. Sylvester, 

On behalf of FD Fund II LLC (the “Applicant”), we are pleased to present the plans for a new 
attached single-family residential community called “The Grove,” which will be located at 
5N024 Route 31 in St. Charles (the “Subject Property”) on approximately 2.55 acres of currently 
unimproved land. The Grove will contain 21 3-story, rear-loaded townhomes comprised of 
14 3-bedroom/2.5-bath units and 7 2-bedroom/2.5-bath units. Each unit will have a two-car garage and 
provide parking for two additional cars in the garage driveway.  

In accordance with applicable provisions of Chapter 17 of the City Code (the “Zoning 
Ordinance”), and in furtherance of the construction of The Grove, we are submitting to you an 
application (“Application”) requesting the following elements of zoning relief: (i) the rezoning of the 
Subject Property to the RM-2 Medium Density Multi-Family Residential District, and (ii) approval of 
a preliminary and final plat of subdivision..  

The Grove 

The Grove has been planned to be a self-contained townhome community that is comparable 
to the very successful Park Place townhome community in nearby Geneva. It has been designed to be 
compatible with and complementary to the character of the existing neighborhood and to provide a 
new housing option for the area.  

Townhome units have been positioned around a private cul-de-sac which will be constructed 
to public street construction standards, with a significant “Central Park” green space amenity at its 
center. The decks, garages, street parking and primary residential entrances have all been positioned 
along the interior of the development to minimize any potential impact of the new community on 
surrounding neighborhoods. Exterior elevations have been designed to mirror traditional residential 
elevations with front doors. A walking path is provided around the exterior of the Subject Property to 
act as circulation through the green space to the front doors of the units. 

Parking provided on-site will exceed the Zoning Ordinance’s requirements for off-street 
parking by approximately 54 spaces. 42 spaces are required, but 96 spaces are being provided. This 
includes 12 on-street parking spaces which will also be available for guests of community residents. 



Bruce Sylvester, Assistant Director - Community Development P&E 
City of St. Charles 
April 25, 2024 
Page 2 of 3 
 

The Subject Property is situated on the east side of Route 31, surrounded by a mix of residential 
zoning districts including RS-1 Low Density Single-Family Suburban to the west and south and RE-2 
Single-Family Estate to the east. The Subject Property is bordered on the north by a heavily wooded 
lot owned by the City, with a creek bed that creates a natural buffer to the private road White Bridge 
Lane. It is separated from the adjacent neighborhood to the south by an existing landscape buffer 
comprised of old growth trees which will be maintained as part of the proposed development. To the 
west, there is an existing stormwater management basin that provides a buffer to City-owned land 
currently being used for stormwater management and open space purposes. This basin will be evaluated 
and improved to accommodate or exceed the stormwater management needs of the new community, 
which may also help reduce the potential for flooding in the surrounding area.  

Conformity with the Comprehensive Plan 

Admittedly, the Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property for detached 
single-family residential development. However, the Comprehensive Plan also establishes goals and 
objectives which will be advanced by The Grove.  

For instance, a housing development with a higher density than a typical detached 
single-family development will help sustain local businesses and shopping centers by creating a greater 
number of customers and patrons. It will also create a housing option for the different populations who 
seek to call St. Charles home, which in the case of The Grove will be the growing demographic of 
those who are between the ages of 25 and 34. The importance of this to the City is recognized by the 
fact that the Comprehensive Plan allows flexibility for certain townhome developments and duplexes 
that conform with or enhance the single-family character of the surrounding area.  

Project Goals and Community Benefits 

1. Creative and Financially Feasible Development of Vacant and Unimproved Land 
The Subject Property presents significant development challenges. It is a small 
landlocked, vacant and undeveloped parcel of land which will not be able to be 
economically developed without the expenditure of significant sums of money. For 
example, it is not currently connected to potable water service. To provide that service 
to the Subject Property, any developer of the Subject Property will need to construct 
a new and costly watermain that extends for several hundred feet along the frontage 
of Route 31. 

2. Dedication of New Road Right-of-Way 
If the construction of The Grove proceeds, the developer will be dedicating 
approximately 0.15 acres of land to the state of Illinois as new road right-of-way.  

3. New Landscaping Improvements and Preservation of Existing Natural Features 
Construction of The Grove will include the installation of significant new landscaping 
improvements and the preservation of some significant existing natural features on 
and in the vicinity of the Subject Property. These improvements and features are 
identified on the plans included with this Application.  

4. Stormwater Management 
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Analysis of the existing stormwater basin on the Subject Property is ongoing. Current 
plans include the repair and improvement of this basin to accommodate the 
stormwater management needs of the proposed development. These stormwater 
improvements may also work to benefit the surrounding area by adding drainage 
capacity near existing residential neighborhoods and alleviating the strain on City-
owned land to the west of the Subject Property which is currently used for stormwater 
management. 

5. Diverse Housing Stock 
Townhomes are a crucial component of a diverse housing stock, offering options that 
cater to a wide range of income levels and lifestyles. When integrated into existing 
single family zoning areas, townhomes can have a complementary effect by slightly 
adding density without adversely impacting the overall single-family character of the 
area. We have carefully designed this community to blend into the existing 
architecture and landscape of the adjacent neighborhoods. Product finish levels and 
price points were designed to complement the single-family stock. Included with our 
application is a third-party market study performed by Housing Trends, LLC, which 
sets forth the target demographic of this community and concludes that there is a 
market demand for the townhomes The Grove will provide. This study also concludes 
that construction of The Grove will not adversely impact surrounding property values.  

 

We look forward to working with the City on all aspects of this exciting development 
opportunity. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

 

 

 

Sincerely,  

      

By:      



EXHIBIT A 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

THAT PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 40 NORTH, 
RANGE 8 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 15, THENCE NORTH 
0 DEGREES 14 MINUTES EAST 364.98 FEET ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID 
SECTION 15; THENCE EAST PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER 547.4 FEET TO THE CENTER LINE OF STATE ROAD NO. 31; THENCE SOUTH 
9 DEGREES 56 MINUTES WEST ALONG THE CENTER OF SAID ROAD 281 FEET; 
THENCE WEST PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER 
427.52 FEET; THENCE NORTH 9 DEGREES 56 MINUTES EAST PARALLEL WITH THE 
CENTER LINE OF SAID ROAD, 281 FEET; THENCE EAST PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH 
LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER 427.52 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING IN 
THE CITY OF ST. CHARLES, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 

ADDRESS: 5N024 HWY 31, ST. CHARLES, IL 60174 

PIN NO.: 09-15-351-003 



DocuSign Envelope ID: 6233445A-FA48-488B-9B91-435B28616B95 

March_, 2024 

Bruce Sylvester - Assistant Director 
City of St. Charles - Community Development P&E 
2 E. Main Street, 
St. Charles, IL 60714 

RE: The Grove Residential Development - 5N024 Rte. 31, St. Charles, Illinois 
Owner Authorization Letter for City Applications 

Dear Mr. Sylvester, 

This letter is respectfully submitted on behalf of Virgilio L. Calahong and Misty G. Aldea KIN/A 
Misty Aldea Calahong, the owners of the property legally described as follows (the "Property"): 

THAT PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 40 NORTH, RANGE 8 
EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 15, THENCE NORTH 0 
DEGREES 14 MINUTES EAST 364.98 FEET ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 15; THENCE 
EAST PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER 547.4 FEET TO THE 
CENTER LINE OF STATE ROAD NO. 31; THENCE SOUTH 9 DEGREES 56 MINUTES WEST ALONG 
THE CENTER OF SAID ROAD 281 FEET; THENCE WEST PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF 
SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER 427.52 FEET; THENCE NORTH 9 DEGREES 56 MINUTES EAST 
PARALLEL WITH THE CENTER LINE OF SAID ROAD, 281 FEET; THENCE EAST PARALLEL WITH 
THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER 427.52 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING 
IN THE CITY OF ST. CHARLES, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 

ADDRESS: 5N024 HWY 31, ST. CHARLES, IL 60174 

PIN NO.: 09-15-351-003 

This will confirm that Frontier Development LLC (the "Applicant"), and its representatives and 
attorneys, are authorized to prepare, process and file applications for development approvals related 
to the proposed project on the Property. Such approvals shall include, without limitation, rezoning, 
amendments to the text of the City's zoning ordinance, special use permits, subdivision or 
consolidation approvals, variations, planned development approvals, site plan, engineering, 
landscaping, signage approvals and all other approvals necessary pursuant to their request, as well as 
any construction and building permits related thereto. 

OWNERS: 



OWNERSHIP DISCLOSURE FORM 

LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY (L.L.C.) 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 

) ss. 
KANE COUNTY ) 

I, Conrad Hurst , being first duly sworn on oath depose and say that I am 

Manager of FD Fund II LLC 

Curtis Hurst 

//; · / t 
1/ , j. I , 

I 

I 

By: 
~ ~-~ 

L::::..-.... ===--~2_/ _;...... _...;~~ -, _ _,, Manager 
- 7 

Subscribed and Sworn before me this __ ..,,5_·'----- day of 

-~ ........... .....,,,~\----...J' 20 ::zM: 

Notary Public 

City of St. Chor/es Ownership Disclosure Forms 

, a Delaware Limited Liability 

IN 

lllnoll 
411 · 
31,m 

4 



PARK LAND/CASH WORKSHEET 
City of St. Charles, Illinois 

Total Dwelling Units: l ____ 2_1 ___ ~ 

Name of Development: 
Date Submitted: 
Prepared by: 

The Grove 

4-25-2024 

Conrad Hurst 

A credit for existing residential lots within the proposed subdivision shall be granted. Deduct one (1) unit per existing lot. 

Total Dwelling Units w/ Deduction: 

*If the proposed subdivision contains an existing residential dwelling unit, a credit calculated as a reduction of the estimated population for the 
dwelling is available. Please request a worksheet from the City. 

Estimated Population Yield: 
Type of Dwelling 

Detached Single Family 

► 3 Bedroom 

► 4 Bedroom 

► 5 Bedroom 
Attached Single Family 

► 1 Bedroom 

► 2 Bedroom 

► 3 Bedroom 

► 4 Bedroom 

Apartments 

► Efficiency 

► 1 Bedroom 

► 2 Bedroom 

► 3 Bedroom 

Totals: 

# Dwelling Units {DU) 

7 

14 

21 1 

Total Dwelling Units 
(with deduction, if applicable) 

Population Generation Estimated Population 
per Unit 

DU x 2.899 = 
DU x 3.764 = 
DU x 3.770 = 

DU x 1.193 = 
DU x 1.990 = 13.93 

DU x 2.392 = 33.488 

DU x 3.145 = 

DU x 1.294 = 
DU x 1.758 = 
DU x 1.914 = 
DU x 3.053 = 

47.418 

Estimated Total Population 

Park Site Requirements: 

Estimated Total Population: .... I __ 4_7_.4_1_a _ __.l x .010 Acres per capita = .1 ___ .4_7_4 __ _.1 Acres 

Cash in lieu of requirements: 

Total Site Acres:I .474 Ix $240,500 (Fair Market Value per Improved Land) = $ .I ___ 1_13_9_9_7 __ .. 1 



SCHOOL LAND/CASH WORKSHEET 
City of St. Charles, Illinois 

Total Dwelling Units: 21 

Name of Development: 
Date Submitted: 
Prepared by: 

A credit for existing residential lots within the proposed subdivision shall be granted. Deduct one (1) unit per existing lot. 

Total Dwelling Units w/ Deduction: 

The Grove 
4-25-2024 

Conrad Hurst 

*If the proposed subdivision contains an existing dwelling unit, a credit is available calculated as a reduction of the estimated population for the 
dwelling. Please request a worksheet from the City. 

Estimated Student Yield by Grades: 
Type of Dwelling # of dwelling Elementary Middle High 

Units (DU) (Grades K to 5) (Grades 6 to 8) (Grades 9 to 12} 

Detached Single Family 

► 3 Bedroom DU x .369 = DU x .173 = DU x .184 = 
► 4 Bedroom DU x .530 = DU x .298 = DU x .360 = 
► 5 Bedroom DU x .345 = DU x .248 = DU x .300 = 
Attached Single Family 

► 1 Bedroom DU x .000 = DU x .000 = DU x .000 = 
► 2 Bedroom 7 DU x .088 = .616 DU x .048 = .336 DU x .038 = .266 

► 3 Bedroom 14 DU x .234 = 3.276 DU x .058 = .812 DU x .059 = .826 

► 4 Bedroom DU x .322 = DU x .154 = DU x .173 = 
Apartments 

► Efficiency DU x .000 = DU x .000 = DU x .000 = 
► 1 Bedroom DU x .002 = DUx .001 = DUx .001 = 
► 2 Bedroom DU x .086 = DU x .042 = DU x .046 = 
► 3 Bedroom DU x .234 = DU x .123 = DU x .118 = 

Totals: 21 ITDU 
(with deduction, if applicable) 

3.892 ITE 1.148 I™ 1.092 I TH 

School Site Requirements: 
Type # of students Acres per student Site Acres 
Elementary (TE) 3.892 x .025 = .097 

Middle (TM) 1.148 x .0389 = .044 

High (TH) 1.092 x.072 = .078 

Total Site Acres: 1 ___ ._2_19 __ .,.I 
Cash in lieu of requirements: 

...._ __ ._21_9 __ __.I (Total Site Acres) x $240,500 (Fair Market Value per Improved Land) = $ .I __ s_2_6_6_9_.s __ .,.1 



INCLUSIONARY HOUSING WORKSHEET 

Name of Development: The Grove 

Date Submitted: 

Use this worksheet to determine the affordable unit requirement for the proposed development and to 
propose how the development will meet the lnclusionary Housing requirements of Title 19. 

1) Calculate the number of affordable units required: 

Unit Count Range 
# of Units Proposed % of Affordable 

in Development Units Required 

1 to 15 Units X 5% 

More than 15 Units 21 X 10% 

2) How will the lnclusionary Housing requirement be met? 

D Provide on-site affordable units 

~ Pay a fee in-lieu of providing affordable units (calculate fee in-lieu below) 

D Provide a mixture of affordable units and fee in-lieu 

o # of affordable units to be provided: 

o Amount of fee in-lieu to be paid (calculate below): 

Fee In-Lieu Payment Calculation 

Multi-Family Development: 

# of Affordable 
# of Affordable 

Fee-In-Lieu Amount 
Units Required 

Units Proposed to 
Per Affordable Unit 

Pay the Fee-In-Lieu 

X $52,454 = 

= 

= 

Single-Family Attached (Townhouse) / Two-Family Development: 

# of Affordable 
# of Affordable 

Fee-In-Lieu Amount 
Units Required 

Units Proposed to 
Per Affordable Unit 

Pay the Fee-In-Lieu 

2.1 2.1 X $36,718 = 

Single-Family Development: 

# of Affordable 
# of Affordable 

Fee-In-Lieu Amount 
Units Required 

Units Proposed to 
Per Affordable Unit 

Pay the Fee-In-Lieu 

X $20,982 = 

# of Affordable Units 
Required 

2.1 

Total Fee-In-Lieu 
Amount 

Total Fee-In-Lieu 
Amount 

$77,107.8 

Total Fee-In-Lieu 
Amount 
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BEARINGS SHOWN HEREON ARE BASED ON 
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ASM Consultants, Inc. 
16 E Wilson St, Batavia IL 60510 

Tel (630) 879-0200 Fax (630) 454-3774 
advanced@advct.com 

Professional Design Firm #184-006014 expires 4/30/2019 

PREPAREO FOR: 

© 2018, ASM CONSULTANTS, INC. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. 

[\.@'ii' ~ 

Virgilio Calahong 
609 Oakton Street, Apt. 2D 

Evanston, IL 60202 
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I 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
THAT PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, 
TOWNSHIP 40 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL 
MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 
15; THENCE NORTH O DEGREES 14 MINUTES EAST 364.98 FEET 
ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 15; THENCE EAST 
PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER 547.4 FEET TO THE CENTER LINE OF STATE ROAD NO. 
31; THENCE SOUTH 9 DEGREES 56 MINUTES WEST ALONG 
SAID CENTER LINE 46.42 FEET FOR THE POINT OF BEGINNING; 
THENCE SOUTH 9 DEGREES 56 MINUTES WEST ALONG THE 
CENTER OF SAID ROAD 281 FEET; THENCE WEST PARALLEL 
WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER 427.52 
FEET; THENCE NORTH 9 DEGREES 56 MINUTES EAST PARALLEL 
WITH THE CENTER LINE OF SAID ROAD, 281 FEET; THENCE 
EAST PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER 427 .52 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING IN THE 
CITY OF ST. CHARLES, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 

SURVEY NOTES 
EASEMENTS AND SETBACKS SHOWN HEREON ARE BASED 
UPON THE RECORDED SUBDIVISION PLAT UNLESS NOTED 
OTHERWISE. 

NO IMPROVEMENTS ON SUBJECT PROPERTY • 

THE PERMANENT PARCEL INDEX NUMBER FOR THE 
PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREON 15 09-15-351-003. 

THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREON CONTAINS 
110,694.4 SQ. FT. OR 2.541 ACRES NET (EXCLUSIVE OF 
ROAD), MORE OR LESS. 

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ~ 
55 

COUNTY OF KANE 

I, CAROL A. SWEET-JOHNSON, AN ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL 
LAND SURVEYOR, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PLAT SHOWN 
HEREON, BEING COMPLETED IN THE FIELD ON 2/4/2019, IS A 
CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF A SURVEY PERFORMED AT AND 
UNDER MY DIRECTION. 

THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT 
ILLINOIS MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR A BOUNDARY SURVEY. 
ALL DISTANCES ARE GIVEN IN FEET AND DECIMAL PARTS 
THEREOF. 

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL 
14TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, A.O. 201 

NO. DATE REVISION 

1. 2/4/2019 FIELD SURVEY COMPLETED 

2. 2/14/2019 FINAL SURVEY COMPLETED 

3. 

SITE OESIGNATION INFORMATION: 

SN024 HWY 31 
ST. CHARLES, IL 60174 
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MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

3 BEDROOM END UNIT B
1,930 SQ FT LIVING AREA

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER
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MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

2 BEDROOM INTERIOR UNIT C
1,699 SQ FT LIVING AREA

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

3 BEDROOM END UNIT A
1,930 SQ FT LIVING AREA

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

3 BEDROOM INTERIOR UNIT D
1,929 SQ FT LIVING AREA

MATERIALPRODUCTTRADENAMEMODELNUMBER

BATIR ARCHITECTURE, LTD.
1121 E. MAIN ST. SUITE 220, ST. CHARLES, IL 60174

PHONE: 630-513-5109 FAX: 630-513-5919
WWW.BATIRARCH.COM
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building 2 - back elevation
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From: Michael Anderson <mikejand31@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 7:00 PM
To: CD <cd@stcharlesil.gov>
Subject: The Grove - 05N024 IL Route 31

To whom it may concern:

This letter is response to the correspondence that I received from the City of St Charles.

My wife and I live at 35W979 Fieldcrest Drive, St Charles, IL 60175 which is one of the three properties that are 
immediately North of the Subject Property.

I cannot attend either of  the two proposed meetings on May 7 and May 14 but want this letter to go on record of our 
opposition to this proposed development.

The reasons for the opposition:

* We built the house and lived in it since 1986 and enjoyed the surrounding single family housing.  This area was 
marketed and always developed as a single family area for the municipalities and county.

* As indicated in the correspondence that we received the “Existing Zoning” for the Subject parcel  is for RS-1 Low 
Density Suburban Single-Family Residential.

* North, South, East and West of this property are all Low Density Single-Family Residential.

* There is no dense multi-family developments anywhere close by!

* Even the “Comprehensive Plan Designation” calls for Single-Family Detached Residential. Why is this project 
even being considered - the St Charles Planning Department just needs to follow its guidelines that were put in place 
because the City of St Charles uniformed development plan was established for a good reason that to protect the 
public from non-conforming developments.

* The plan for 21 housing units on 2.4 acres are not “low density”! That equates to .114 acres per housing unit.

* The subdivision to the North (Fieldcrest) averages 1.75 acres per 1 housing unit and the Subdivision’s to the South 
(Redgate), West and East average .5 acres per 1 housing unit.

* I can see 5 housing units going on the 2.4 acres and fitting in with the surrounding area. I would support that type 
of development. 

* My comment to the commissioners and City Council is "Put yourself right now living in one of the existing single 
family residential units adjacent our near this proposed development, can you honestly say that you would welcome 
this use?" Be Honest and look at an aerial map - would you? 

If you have any questions or want to discuss in more detail please either email or call. 

Thank you! 

Sincerely, 

Mike 

Sent from my iPad
Mike Anderson
35W979 Fieldcrest Drive
St. Charles IL 60175 
708-989-5070



From: Meredith Lanan <meredithlanan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 1, 2024 9:13 AM
To: CD <cd@stcharlesil.gov>
Subject: The Grove Townhomes Comments

Dear City of St. Charles,

I hope you’re having a wonderful week!

I was born and raised in St .Charles from 1992-2010.  My parents purchased their house in Red Gate Subdivision, 
the first property in the entire neighborhood in 1988. From 1988 they’ve seen the neighborhood grow and 
incorporate nature through the years.  One of the subdivisions favorite details is that we have lots of forested 
areas, prairie and grass areas.  My parents still live in their house on Abbeywood and I visit at least once a month.

As a kid, having the forests within walking distance and knowing our neighborhood boarded the forested property 
of 5N024 Rt 31 made us feel safe and tranquil. We had a play area close to home and we were safe from heavy 
traffic. Exposure to nature not only makes one feel better emotionally, it contributes to our physical wellbeing, 
reducing blood pressure, heart rate, muscle tension, and the production of stress hormones.

Nothing has made my physical wellbeing more disturbed and ill than seeing the Concept plan for the 5N024 Rt 31 
property.

While I have no qualms about townhouses being built in St.Charles, the location is disrespectful and disgusting to 
surrounding neighbors.  It’s clear to me that the concept has no care nor regard for the neighbors or the space- it’s 
strictly a manner of money and benefit only to Frontier. 

While I’m sure the property is appealing for building, there are serious consequences for all neighbors and 
existing wild life that depend on that forested area.

If the property had to be developed, the best solution would be a park with a path for North Students to walk to 
school.  As you know, less than a mile from a school - no bus.  Walking to school from 2006-2010 was 
occasionally unsafe due to no direct sidewalks or paths to North.

The townhomes should be built on a property that is free from surrounding neighborhoods, at the very least has 
ample space for the townhomes to have a nature area of their own.  

Condensing three (3+) neighborhoods together for the sake of “just doing it” is disgusting.  Many, if not all 
owners of the surrounding land purchased their homes for the tranquility and safety of their family.  Not to 
mention, if the townhomes are built this will create additional traffic and noise to even more surrounding 
residents.

If you must build, build a park.  If you must build townhomes, move away from the property at 5N024 Rt 31.

This would cause unimaginable damage and shows a HIGH disregard to the longtime residents of St. Charles. 

Best Wishes,

Meredith Lanan

mailto:ckaleta@stcharlesil.gov
mailto:ejohnson@stcharlesil.gov
mailto:csanchez@stcharlesil.gov


From: mvolpe200@yahoo.com <mvolpe200@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2024 12:33 PM
To: Sheets, Marzena <msheets@stcharlesil.gov>; CD <cd@stcharlesil.gov>
Cc: Jennifer Volpe <jennifervolpe215@gmail.com>
Subject: The Grove Townhomes

Hi, 
My name Is Mark Volpe. I'm a St. Charles resident and homeowner is the Red Gate sub division. I think 
the Grove Townhomes proposal would be an eyesore and a mistake. It would be a group of multi 
residential homes tucked in a subdivision of single family homes. I moved to St. Charles, specifically 
Red Gate, because of the size of the lots and spacing between houses. To put 20 residents in a 2 acre 
plot of land would take away that. To be frank no one in an affluent subdivision want a plot of lower 
income homes dropped right in the middle of it. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Mark Volpe

mailto:ckaleta@stcharlesil.gov
mailto:ejohnson@stcharlesil.gov


KENNETH F. SCHOENING 
 

3103 Pendleton Court, St. Charles, IL  60175-5617    (630) 842-0351  kschoening@a1rfid.com  

 

 

Page 1 of 1 

Re: Concept Plan for 2.5-acre property located at 5N024 Rt 31. 
 
I have lived adjacent to this property for ~ 26 years and over the years several other 
builders have tried to develop this property.  The issues that plagued other 
builders/developers remain the same. 
 

1. This property is low-land/wet-land and will be difficult to build on.  In the past it 
was suggested that the land would be raised.  This would cause flooding in 
surrounding yards.  STC City Engineers have previously been onsite to verify 
these issues and saw the flooding of yards along Easton Court during heavy rains. 

2. One of the options if the land was to be raised to avoid flooding was to make 
sure the additional waters were easily evacuated downstream by: 

a. Tearing out the evacuation system under Abbeywood and re-doing it. 
b. Tearing out the evacuation system under Greenwood and re-doing it. 

3. The area adjacent to this property is the “Backup” well for STC.  The previous 
owner of this property was a junk collector and as such collected chemical 
containers as well as anything else he could find.  Concerns have always been 
developing this property might contaminate the City Well. 

4. Does STC remember there is a “Right-of-Way” thru this property for the 
“Backup” Well? 

5. To avoid flooding, the ground would need to be raised significantly.  This creates 
~ 4-story buildings (instead of the 3-story buildings proposed) in a single-family 
residential neighborhood. 

6. The property was previously determined to not be significantly large to 
accommodate 4 homes on ½ acre lots and a cul-de-sac.  Now we are looking at 
21 homes? 

7. What are the traffic implications of having 21 townhomes (~ 42 vehicles) on Less 
Than 2 Acres?  What happens when 42 vehicles leave for work each day? 

 

I will attend the meeting on the 7th and look forward to discussing this in more detail. 

 

Regards, 

 

Ken 
 

Ken Schoening 

mailto:kschoening@a1rfid.com


May 7th, 2024 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed townhome development (The Grove 
Townhomes 5N024 Rt.31) near our neighborhood.  While I understand the need for more housing in 
our city, I believe that this proposed project would have a detrimental impact on our Red Gate 
neighborhood community and surrounding area, while amplifying a few already present issues. 

First and foremost, the construction of this project could result in significant damage to natural 
habitats and neighboring yards.  There is currently a wetland (greenway) to the Southwest of this 
property and if water run-off isn’t managed correctly, it would add to the current flooding issues in 
Red Gate yards, near Abbeywood Dr.  Improvements to the drainage of this greenway under 
Abbeywood Dr would also need to be completed.  Additionally, the increase in population density 
would put a strain on our already overburdened infrastructure, leading to increased traffic 
congestion, automobile accidents, noise pollution, and a strain on our public services.  *(I also 
believe the proposed site houses the City’s backup water well) 

Furthermore, the type of housing being proposed is simply too large and not keeping within the 
character of our neighborhood and surrounding area.  The proposed 3-story buildings wouldn’t 
aesthetically fit in an area of Single-Family Homes.  It would drastically alter the aesthetic of our 
area, replacing the existing greenery and open spaces with a monolithic, higher-density housing 
complex. 

Finally, I am deeply concerned about the impact this development would have on property values in 
the surrounding area.  The influx of multi-family residents with attached housing could result in a 
decline in property values, making it difficult for current residents to sell their homes and move 
elsewhere. 

In conclusion, I strongly urge you to reconsider this proposed housing development.  While I 
recognize the need for affordable housing, I believe that this project is simply not the right fit for our 
neighborhood and surrounding area.  Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

Sincerely, 

The Porter’s 

3004 Easton Pl. 

St. Charles, IL 60175 



From: Katie Ryan <katie.ryan83@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, May 5, 2024 9:14 PM
To: CD <cd@stcharlesil.gov>
Subject: The Grove Townhomes

To Whom it May Concern-

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed townhome development at 5N024 Rt 31. 

I am in the unique position in that I have lived most of life within 1000 feet of this parcel of land. In 1986 
my family moved into a home on Fieldcrest Drive where my parents still reside today and in 2015 I 
moved with my husband and our two children to Easton Place. I remember a time when the Red Gate 
subdivision was just a field full of pheasants and I remember when Crane Road Estates was a cow 
pasture. 

Growing up this parcel had a single family home on it. When we purchased our home in 2015 this land 
was vacant. We purchased our home with the understanding and knowledge that this land would most 
likely be developed at some point. However, we purchased our home with the knowledge that this land 
was zoned for a single family residence. 

I am asking that you maintain the current zoning classification of a low-density single family residence to 
maintain the continuity with the surrounding homes. Homes in the immediate area range from .5to 1.5. 
acre lots and a multi-family residence would not fit into the current landscape of this community. 

In their concept plan the developers likened the proposed development to that of the Park Place 
townhomes in Geneva, The glaring difference in these two properties is the walkability factor. In 
Geneva, residents are able to walk to nearby Wheeler Park, the train, coffee shops, restaurants, and 
various retail shops. The parcel of land in question is land-locked. The developer proposes a walking 
path (which I also oppose as it is in an area of land that is frequently underwater and prone to flooding) 
to connect to the Red Gate sidewalk system. The issue is that to connect to larger bike paths or walking 
trails one must still cross either Crane, Red Gate, or Rt. 31. There are no restaurants or retail 
establishments within walking distance.

Additionally, another concern is the increased strain on the traffic flow. Anyone who has tried to turn left 
onto Rt. 31 can attest to the large traffic flow especially with traffic from St. Charles North High School. 

I am asking you to please maintain this parcel's zoning classification as low-density single family. 

Thank you for your time and commitment to St. Charles. 

Katie Ryan
3001 Easton Place

mailto:csanchez@stcharlesil.gov
mailto:ejohnson@stcharlesil.gov
mailto:ckaleta@stcharlesil.gov


From: vivian van roekel <vanroekelv@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 6, 2024 9:57 AM
To: CD <cd@stcharlesil.gov>
Subject: May 7 plan commission meeting

Dear Sir or Madam, Having  carefully reviewed the documents pertaining to the 2.5 acre property at 5N024 R 31, 
and having met with my St. Charles neighbors and alderperson May 4, I strongly oppose changing the zoning of 
this land.

The current zoning of this property  is absolutely correct and most appropriate to maintain for the wellbeing and 
cohesiveness of our community. All other properties in the general vicinity do not have nor wish to have a denser 
population of housing. This current zoning has provided a high quality of life for this north west part of St. 
Charles, and to change it would be a detriment to the community and neighborhood.

There are additional concerns that the water management systems would not support a higher density of housing 
in this area, and would potentially lead to more water safety issues for multiple parties.

I also think there will be significant traffic issues on Route 31 if the zoning is changed to changed to allow for 
high density housing. Most likely there will be more accidents and delays.

I will be at the meeting tomorrow, but I  and all neighbors strongly oppose any zoning changes to this property 
5N024 R 31.

Sincerely,

Vivian Van Roekel, M.D.
205 ABBEYWOOD DRIVE
St. Charles, IL.  60175



Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life . 

Address 3001 t.C\s1ao Pl. Signature q-1-, •;;:?~ 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express Jur strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. 'vve believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-bei.1g of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The constructicn of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development. threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to 'the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Con~truct1on activities and the suu~.~quent infiux of resideiit5 would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peacefµI ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Name Address 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. "!> 1 o? Cr-r-e{)"\ ~oc,c) t..o.~ 

Name V\ ~<?J..f\ Address .51 · C...'-'.°""' l-t<, J L { J___ 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Name MA++ 1· B c ,· ~ <, -t (f , ,> AJ Address '3 lo L fl? >--J.Cfl-\ f L 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

s. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life . 

Name 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Name Address Signature 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Name Address 00 J ~i nature 



Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red G te, here t ,y express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near 1ur neig borhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and ovE all well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing: flarm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community ~nd would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Name Address 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreci?tion of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the c:ity of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Name 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

sign ificant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 
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Community P9tltton to Halt Constn,ctlon of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic Is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development Is not In the best Interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Name ~ ~17 Address:3/03 ~ CA, Signature " I 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Nantl)(1~ Address ~lO ;', r e.b dlci\rlosignature::J::3:i1S::~ 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 

Name Address %/t?i 



Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction : 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from t_he peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. //(} 
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Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. 

Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from 

our quality of life. 

Resident Name Resident Address 
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Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. 

Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change In the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from 

our quality of life. 

Resident Name Resident Address 
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Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial Increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 
children. 

Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from 

our quality of life. 

Resident Address 

3 



Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 
children. 

Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from 

our quality of life. 

Resiidyit ~ame 

1/2 0-(vt-

Signature 

1L-

3 



Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

Introduction: 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, hereby express our strong opposition to the proposed 

construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this development poses 

significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Drive, it is potentially very unsafe. 

2. Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

commun;ty guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the ap?nval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate Subdivision & surrounding community, hereby express our 

strong opposition to the proposed construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We 

believe that this development poses significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being 

of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Lane, it is potentially very dangerous. 

2. Residential Zoning Violation: The proposed construction violates residential zoning regulations 

set forth by the city. The current zoning in our area is for single-family homes, and the 

introduction of townhouse units would be in direct violation of this zoning ordinance. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Water Runoff and Stress on Sewage Management Infrastructure: The proposed construction 

could exacerbate water runoff issues and place additional stress on sewage management 

infrastructure. Our area is already susceptible to water runoff during heavy rain. Additionally, 

our sewage management infrastructure may not be equipped to handle the increased demand 

from additional households, leading to potential overflows and contamination. 

6. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality oflife. S £'1,,.'J 2 11 /r··f /c-/ c Y'r" Jr!)) 
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Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial Increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. 

Violation of Community Guidelines: The construction of townhouse units would violate our 

community guidelines, which prohibit the erection of fences and the parking of business cars or 

trailers within our neighborhood. 

Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from 

our quality of life. 

Resident Name Resident Address 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate Subdivision & surrounding community, hereby express our 

strong opposition to the proposed construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We 

believe that this development poses significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being 
of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Lane, it is potentially very dangerous. 

2. Residential Zoning Violation: The proposed construction violates residential zoning regulations 

set forth by the city. The current zoning in our area is for single-family homes, and the 

introduction of townhouse units would be in direct violation of this zoning ordinance. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. 

5. 

Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

Water Runoff and Stress on Sewage Management Infrastructure: The proposed construction 

could exacerbate water runoff issues and place additional stress on sewage management 

infrastructure. Our area is already susceptible to water runoff during heavy rain . Additionally, 

our sewage management infrastructure may not be equipped to handle the increased demand 

from additional households, leading to potential overflows and contamination. 

6. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. ~ 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate Subdivision & surrounding community, hereby express our 

strong opposition to the proposed constructinn of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We 

believe that this development poses significant ~hreats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being 

of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition : 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Lane, it is potentially very dangerous. 

2. Residential Zoning Violation: The proposed construction violates residential zoning regulations 

set forth by the city. The current zoning in our area is for single-family homes, and the 

introduction of townhouse units would be in direct violation of this zoning ordinance. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

~ 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed deve!opment threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Water Runoff and Stress on Sewage Management Infrastructure: The proposed construction 

could exacerbate water runoff issues and place additional stress on sewage management 

infrastructure. Our area is already susceptible to water runoff during heavy rain . Additionally, 

our sewage management infrastructure may not be equipped to handle the increased demand 

from additional households, leading to potential overflows and contamination. 

6. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate Subdivision & surrounding community, hereby express our 

strong opposition to the proposed construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We 

believe that this development poses significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being 
of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition : 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Lane, it is potentially very dangerous. 

2. Residential Zoning Violation: The proposed construction violates residential zoning regulations 

set forth by the city. The current zoning in our area is for single-family homes, and the 

introduction of townhouse units would be in direct violation of this zoning ordinance. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Water Runoff and Stress on Sewage Management Infrastructure: The proposed construction 

could exacerbate water runoff issues and place additional stress on sewage management 

infrastructure. Our area is already susceptible to water runoff during heavy rain. Additionally, 

our sewage management infrastructure may not be equipped to handle the increased demand 

from additional households, leading to potential overflows and contamination. 

6. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

we, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly d 

quality of life. 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate Subdivision & surrounding community, hereby express our 

strong opposition to the proposed construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. we 

believe that this development poses significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being 
of our community. 

Reasons fur Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming In and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Lane, it is potentially very dangerous. 

2. Residential Zoning Violation: The proposed construction violates residential zoning regulations 

set forth by the city. The current zoning in our area is for single-family homes, and the 

introduction of townhouse units would be In direct violation of this zoning ordinance. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Water Runoff and Stress on Sewage Management Infrastructure: The proposed construction 

could exacerbate water runoff issues and place additional stress on sewage management 

infrastructure. Our area is already susceptible to water runoff during heavy rain. Additionally, 

our sewage management infrastructu!e may not be equipped to handle the increased demand 

from additional households, leading to potential overflows and contamination. 

6. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent Influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best Interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate Subdivision & surrounding community, hereby express our 

strong opposition to the proposed construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We 

believe that this development poses significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being 

of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Lane, it is potentially very dangerous. 

2. Residential Zoning Violation: The proposed construction violates residential zoning regulations 

set forth by the city. The current zoning in our area is for single-family homes, and the 

introduction of townhouse units would be in direct violation of this zoning ordinance. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Water Runoff and Stress on Sewage Management Infrastructure: The proposed construction 

could exacerbate water runoff issues and place additional stress on sewage management 

infrastructure. Our area is already susceptible to water runoff during heavy rain. Additionally, 

our sewage management infrastructure may not be equipped to handle the increased demand 

from additional households, leading to potential overflows and contamination. 

6. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate Subdivision & surrounding community, hereby express our 

strong opposition to the proposed construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We 

believe that this development poses significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being 

of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Lane, it is potentially very dangerous. 

2. Residential Zoning Violation: The proposed construction violates residential zoning regulations 

set forth by the city. The current zoning in our area is for single-family homes, and the 

introduction of townhouse units would be in direct violation of this zoning ordinance. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Water Runoff and Stress on Sewage Management Infrastructure: The proposed construction 

could exacerbate water runoff issues and place additional stress on sewage management 

infrastructure. Our area is already susceptible to water runoff during heavy rain. Additionally, 

our sewage management infrastructure may not be equipped to handle the increased demand 

from additional households, leading to potential overflows and contamination. 

6. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 

quality of life. 
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Community Petition to Halt Construction of Townhouse Units 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate Subdivision & surrounding community, hereby express our 

strong opposition to the proposed construction of 21 townhouse units near our neighborhood. We 

believe that this development poses significant threats to the safety, tranquility, and overall well-being 

of our community. 

Reasons for Opposition: 

1. Increased Traffic Congestion: The proposed development will lead to a substantial increase in 

traffic within our community, posing safety risks to pedestrians and residents, especially 

children. Route 31 traffic is already heavy during rush hours and moving at speeds of 45mph, 

with the increased number of vehicles coming in and out from 21 townhome units on White 

Bridge Lane, it is potentially very dangerous. 

2. Residential Zoning Violation: The proposed construction violates residential zoning regulations 

set forth by the city. The current zoning in our area is for single-family homes, and the 

introduction of townhouse units would be in direct violation of this zoning ordinance. 

3. Negative Impact on Property Values: The sudden change in the landscape and demographic 

makeup of the area could lead to a depreciation of property values, undermining the 

investments made by homeowners. 

4. Environmental Concerns: The proposed development threatens to disrupt the delicate balance 

of our local ecosystem, potentially causing harm to the wildlife and natural habitat that enrich 

our community. 

5. Water Runoff and Stress on Sewage Management Infrastructure: The proposed construction 

could exacerbate water runoff issues and place additional stress on sewage management 

infrastructure. Our area is already susceptible to water runoff during heavy rain. Additionally, 

our sewage management infrastructure may not be equipped to handle the increased demand 

from additional households, leading to potential overflows and contamination. 

6. Noise Pollution: Construction activities and the subsequent influx of residents would result in 

increased noise pollution, detracting from the peaceful ambiance we cherish. 

We, the undersigned residents of Red Gate, urge the City of St. Charles to halt the approval and 

construction of the proposed townhouse units near our neighborhood. We believe that this 

development is not in the best interest of our community and would significantly detract from our 
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Re: Concept Plan for 2.5-acre property located at SN024 Rt 31. 

I have lived adjacent to this property for~ 26 years and over the years several other 
builders have tried to develop this property. The issues that plagued other 
builders/developers remain the same. 

1. This property is low-land/wet-land and will be difficult to build on. In the past it 
was suggested that the land would be raised. This would cause flooding in 
surrounding yards. STC City Engineers have previously been onsite to verify 
these issues and saw the flooding of yards along Easton Court during heavy rains. 

2. One of the options if the land was to be raised to avoid flooding was to make 
sure the additional waters were easily evacuated downstream by: 

a. Tearing out the evacuation system under Abbeywood and re-doing it. 
b. Tearing out the evacuation system under Greenwood and re-doing it. 

3. The area adjacent to this property is the "Backup" well for STC. The previous 
owner of this property was a junk collector and as such collected chemical 
containers as well as anything else he could find. Concerns have always been 
developing this property might contaminate the City Well. 

4. Does STC remember there is a "Right-of-Way" thru this property for the 
"Backup" Well? 

5. To avoid flooding, the ground would need to be raised 5-10 feet. This creates~ 
40-45' buildings (instead of the 35' buildings proposed) in a single-family 
residential neighborhood. 

6. The property was previously determined to not be significantly large to 
accommodate 4 homes on ½ acre lots and a cul-de-sac. Now we are looking at 
21 homes? 

7. When we purchased our home it was with the understanding that there would 
always be single-family homes around us. 

8. What are the traffic implications of having 21 townhomes (~ 42 vehicles) on Less 
Than 2 Acres? What happens when 42 vehicles leave for work each day? 

We are adamantly opposed to this being multi-family development. 

Name Address 

Page I of I 



Re: Concept Plan for 2.5-acre property located at SN024 Rt 31. 

I have lived adjacent to this property for~ 26 years and over the years several other 
builders have tried to develop this property. The issues that plagued other 
builders/developers remain the same. 

1. This property is low-land/wet-land and will be difficult to build on. In the past it 
was suggested that the land would be raised. This would cause flooding in 
surrounding yards. STC City Engineers have previously been onsite to verify 
these issues and saw the flooding of yards along Easton Court during heavy rains. 

2. One of the options if the land was to be raised to avoid flooding was to make 
sure the additional waters were easily evacuated downstream by: 

a. Tearing out the evacuation system under Abbeywood and re-doing it. 
b. Tearing out the evacuation system under Greenwood and re-doing it. 

3. The area adjacent to this property is the "Backup" well for STC. The previous 
owner of this property was a junk collector and as such collected chemical 
containers as well as anything else he could find. Concerns have always been 
developing this property might contaminate the City Well. 

4. Does STC remember there is a "Right-of-Way" thru this property for the 
"Backup" Well? 

5. To avoid flooding, the ground would need to be raised 5-10 feet. This creates~ 
40-45' buildings (instead of the 35' buildings proposed) in a single-family 
residential neighborhood. 

6. The property was previously determined to not be significantly large to 
accommodate 4 homes on ½ acre lots and a cul-de-sac. Now we are looking at 
21 homes? 

7. When we purchased our home it was with the understanding that there would 
always be single-family homes around us. 

8. What are the traffic implications of having 21 townhomes (~ 42 vehicles) on Less 
Than 2 Acres? What happens when 42 vehicles leave for work each day? 

We are adamantly opposed to this being multi-family development. 

Name Address Signature 

itt Mi~~Vl.4-.ll ~,z_p 

Page 1 of I 



Re: Concept Plan for 2.5-acre property located at SN024 Rt 31. 

I have lived adjacent to this property for~ 26 years and over the years several other 
builders have tried to develop this property. The issues that plagued other 
builders/developers remain the same. 

1. This property is low-land/wet-land and will be difficult to build on. In the past it 
was suggested that the land would be raised. This would cause flooding in 
surrounding yards. STC City Engineers have previously been onsite to verify 
these issues and saw the flooding of yards along Easton Court during heavy rains. 

2. One of the options if the land was to be raised to avoid flooding was to make 
sure the additional waters were easily evacuated downstream by: 

a. Tearing out the evacuation system under Abbeywood and re-doing it. 
b. Tearing out the evacuation system under Greenwood and re-doing it. 

3. The area adjacent to this property is the "Backup" well for STC. The previous 
owner of this property was a junk collector and as such collected chemical 
containers as well as anything else he could find. Concerns have always been 
developing this property might contaminate the City Well. 

4. Does STC remember there is a "Right-of-Way" thru this property for the 
"Backup" Well? 

5. To avoid flooding, the ground would need to be raised 5-10 feet. This creates~ 
40-45' buildings (instead of the 35' buildings proposed) in a single-family 
residential neighborhood. 

6. The property was previously determined to not be significantly large to 
accommodate 4 homes on ½ acre lots and a cul-de-sac. Now we are looking at 
21 homes? 

7. When we purchased our home it was with the understanding that there would 
always be single-family homes around us. 

8. What are the traffic implications of having 21 town homes (~ 42 vehicles) on Less 
Than 2 Acres? What happens when 42 vehicles leave for work each day? 

We are adamantly opposed to this being multi-family development. 
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Re: Concept Plan for 2.5-acre property located at SN024 Rt 31. 

I have lived adjacent to this property for~ 26 years and over the years several other 
builders have tried to develop this property. The issues that plagued other 
builders/developers remain the same. 

1. This property is low-land/wet-land and will be difficult to build on. In the past it 
was suggested that the land would be raised. This would cause flooding in 
surrounding yards. STC City Engineers have previously been onsite to verify 
these issues and saw the flooding of yards along Easton Court during heavy rains. 

2. One of the options if the land was to be raised to avoid flooding was to make 
sure the additional waters were easily evacuated downstream by: 

a. Tearing out the evacuation system under Abbeywood and re-doing it. 
b. Tearing out the evacuation system under Greenwood and re-doing it. 

3. The area adjacent to this property is the "Backup" well for STC. The previous 
owner of this property was a junk collector and as such collected chemical 
containers as well as anything else he could find. Concerns have always been 
developing this property might contaminate the City Well. 

4. Does STC remember there is a "Right-of-Way" thru this property for the 
"Backup" Well? 

5. To avoid flooding, the ground would need to be raised 5-10 feet. This creates~ 
40-45' buildings (instead of the 35' buildings proposed) in a single-family 
residential neighborhood. 

6. The property was previously determined to not be significantly large to 
accommodate 4 homes on ½ acre lots and a cul-de-sac. Now we are looking at 
21 homes? 

7. When we purchased our home it was with the understanding that there would 
always be single-family homes around us. 

8. What are the traffic implications of having 21 town homes (~ 42 vehicles) on Less 
Than 2 Acres? What happens when 42 vehicles leave for work each day? 

We are adamantly opposed to this being multi-family development. 

Address Signature 
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AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  4b

Title: 
Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Adopting a First Street Plaza 
Special Event Policy  

Presenter: 
Derek Conley, Economic Development Director 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee  Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost: Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐ 

TIF District:  None 

Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 

The City of St. Charles made a significant investment our downtown area with the expansion of the 

First Street Plaza which is now completed. With the popularity of the new space, staff is recommending 

the City establish a policy governing the plazas use for special events. 

The proposed policy is intended guide the City through the remainder of 2024 and be reevaluated at the 

end of the year. Given that the plaza is still new, and both the City, community, and surrounding 

businesses are still learning its functionality and safety considerations, it is prudent to start with 

smaller, established events before introducing new ones. Outlined below are the key points of the 

proposed policy: 

• Consistent with existing practices for all special events in the City, applicants must submit a

Special Event Application to the City for evaluation by the Special Events Committee. This

committee, comprising representatives from all City departments and chaired by the Police

Department.

• Initially, only the following entities will be permitted to host special events to use the plaza

area: St. Charles Business Alliance, St. Charles School District 303, St. Charles Park District, St

Charles Library, St. Charles Chamber of Commerce. This could be reevaluated at the end of the

year. The Business Alliance is already planning on incorporating the plaza into existing events

such as STC Live, Fine Show, Jazz Weekend, and Scarecrow Fest.

• Any Special Event must remain open to the public and free at all times in all areas of the First

Street Plaza Area. Ticketed Special Events in the First Street Plaza Area are prohibited.

• Special events shall be limited in scope and size to the Permitted Area, which is defined as the

oval-shaped space within the trellis, as specified in Exhibit A of the agreement. Temporary

directional signage, wayfinding aids, or decorations may be placed outside this area with

approval.

• Food vendors and food trucks, which prepare and serve to the public for immediate

consumption are not permitted.

• Community organizations seeking to utilize the First Street Plaza for events must submit a

special event application no later than January 31st of the event year. This provision aims to

ensure proper planning and scheduling to avoid conflicts.

CITY Of 
ST. CHARLES 
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Attachments (please list):  
Draft First Street Plaza Special Event Policy 

Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Adopting a First Street Plaza Special Event Policy 

 



DRAFT – First Street Plaza Special Event Policy 2024 

 

A. DEFINITIONS – For the purpose of the First Street Special Events Policy, certain terms and words are 

hereby defined. Whenever the following words, terms and/or phrases are used, they shall have the 

meanings respectively ascribed to them as specified below, except where the context indicates a 

different meaning:  

1. SPECIAL EVENT: Means an outdoor market, festival, art exhibition, cultural performance, craft 

shows, charity and fundraising events, or similar activities.  

 

2. COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION: Means one of the following entities; St. Charles Business Alliance, 

St. Charles School District 303, St. Charles Park District, St Charles Library, St. Charles Chamber of 

Commerce. 

 

3. COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION SPECIAL EVENT: Means a Special Event in which the applicant is a 

Community Organization which will be held on the First Street Plaza and is: 

a. open and free to the public; and 

b. organized and held with the objective that creates activities that attract people to or 

retain people in the City, to foster community spirit; and 

c. adhere’s to all rules and procedures of this policy 

Example of COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION EVENT includes: the St. Charles Chamber of Commerce 

hosting a free and open Job Fair where members of the public are allowed to visit business tents 

or booths to discuss employment opportunities. 

 

4. CITY OF ST. CHARLES SPECIAL EVENT COMMITTEE: Means a committee of various of City 

department as provided by City Code. 

 

5. FIRST STREET PLAZA AREA: Means the area generally designated South of West Main St., North 

of the entrance to the First Street Public Parking Deck, East of 2nd St., and West of the Fox River, 

as depicted in Exhibit A. 

 

6. PERMITTED AREA: Means the authorized section within the First Street Plaza eligible for hosting 

Special Events. The specific area is depicted in Exhibit A. 

 

7. TICKETED SPECIAL EVENT: Means a Special Event for which attendees are required to purchase 

or obtain an admission ticket or passes in order to attend.  

 

B. RULES AND PROCEDURES    

1. COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS seeking to utilize the FIRST STREET PLAZA AREA for an event 

must submit Special Event application no later than January 31st of the year of the event to be 

review by of the City of St. Charles Special Event Committee and approved by the City of St. 



Charles City Council.   

 

2. Special Events shall be limited to size and scope to the Permitted Area identified in Exhibit A 

ONLY. Any event furniture, including tents, tables, chairs, equipment shall include within the 

Permitted Area. Any programmed events, vendors, or other activities must be limited to the 

Permitted Area. Temporary directional, wayfinding signage, or decorations may be added 

outside of the Permitted Area evaluated by the Special Event Committee and approved by City 

Council. 

 

3. It shall be unlawful for any person or organization to conduct Special Event within the FIRST 

STREET PLAZA AREA unless a permit for such event has been issued. The cost of the permit is 

$500.00 and shall be in addition to other costs for City services as well as any third-party costs 

deemed necessary by the City Administrator. City services includes City personnel (Police 

officers, crossing guards, EMTs, etc.) and City equipment (generators, barriers, cones, etc.) 

provided by the City Public Works, Police, and Fire Departments.    

 

4. City can reserve FIRST STREET PLAZA AREA or the PERMITTED AREA at any time. 

 

5. With approval, BUSINESS ALLIANCE SPECIAL EVENTS are permitted to use the FIRST STREET 

PLAZA AREA (outside of the PERMITTED AREA) for SPECIAL EVENTS.  

 

6. Any Special Event must remain open to the public and free at all times in all areas of the First 

Street Plaza Area. Ticketed Special Events in the First Street Plaza Area are prohibited. 

 

7. The temporary waiver of the City noise ordinance may be granted upon approval of a Special 

Event Application on a case-by-case basis. Special Event organizers must be mindful of the 

impacts of sound on the surrounding neighborhoods. The City reserves the right to impose 

decibel limits at any time. 

 

8. Food vendors and food trucks, which prepare and serve to the public for immediate 

consumption, are not permitted in connection with any Special Event or within FIRST STREET 

PLAZA AREA including the Permitted Area. 

 

9. Sales and distribution of alcoholic beverages is prohibited at all Special Events unless licensed by 

the City of St. Charles. 

 

10. All vendors are required to securely affix protective feet to the bottom of their equipment to 

prevent damage to surfaces. 

 

11. If damages to public property occur during a SPECIAL EVENT held in the First Street Plaza, as well 

as the Permitted Area, event organizers will be obligated to pay for such damage. Damages will 

be assessed and separate fees will be calculated on a per incident basis.  

 



12. Applicants are responsible for clearing all equipment and cleaning of the SPECIAL EVENT area 

and any adjoining areas after the Special Event and restore the First Street Plaza and any 

surrounding areas impacted by the Special Event back to its regular condition, and as may be 

directed by the City. 

 

13. Non-compliance with the permit conditions may result in immediate permit revocation or denial 

of future permits. 

  



EXHIBIT A 

  



AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  4c 

Title: 
Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Accepting the Downtown 

Parking Study 

Presenter: Derek Conley, Economic Development Director 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee  Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost: Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐ 

TIF District:  None 

Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 

In June, 2023 the City approved an agreement with Desman Inc to conduct a Downtown Parking Study. 

During the course of the study, Desman completed one business survey, two public online surveys, four 

open house public meetings, and several focus groups with downtown stakeholders. 

Staff released the Draft Parking Study on January 15 via press release. City staff introduced the Draft 

Parking Study at the Government Operations meeting on January 16. Desman also presented the Draft 

Study to the Planning and Development Committee on February 12. Attached is the feedback garnered 

from the survey and public forums subsequent to the study's release. The additional survey and public 

meetings were conducted to gather residents' perspectives, particularly on the recommendations 

delineated in the study. This feedback collected is invaluable in prioritizing the recommendations. 

The parking study makes several observations about the downtown parking system, however indicates 

that there is adequate parking supply for current demand, but future demand may change based on 

factors such as population growth, commercial development, and residential development. The study 

also identifies specific areas where parking is over practical capacity. Desman included ten 

recommendations the City can implement in order to improve the downtown parking experience. Staff's 

presentation will include next steps for implementing the recommendations. Staff plans to address the 

following items first: 

• Shared Parking Potential

• Wayfinding and Signage Improvements

• Improve Alternative Transportation Options

• Parking Space Availability Signs in Parking Garages

• Establish Pick-up/Drop-off Locations in Core Restaurant/Shop Areas

In addition to implementing some of the parking improvement measures, Desman also recommended 

the City continue to do annual parking counts. The study outlined the framework for parking counts, 

City staff will build on this framework and conduct additional counts this summer. The study does 

provide criteria for how additional counts should be conducted. 

Attachments (please list): 
Downtown Parking Study, Feedback from 3rd and 4th Public Meetings and Online Survey 

Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Accepting the Downtown Parking Study 

CITY Of 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 1, 2024 

TO: Derek Conley 

 Economic Development Director, City of St. Charles, IL 

FROM: Gerald Salzman 

 Maria Berg 

George Kandathil 

RE: Final Report 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City of St. Charles has commissioned DESMAN to conduct a parking needs and operations assessment 

for downtown on-street and off-street parking. The study focuses on inventory, occupancy, adequacy, 

operations, technology, wayfinding, and enforcement. Downtown St. Charles offers a mix of commercial, 

office, retail, government, and residential space. The city is currently responsible for three parking 

garages, 20 surface parking lots, and curbside parking located in and around downtown. This report 

provides existing conditions, future conditions, and recommendations for its parking system. Future 

parking needs were projected based on planned developments, and recommendations were provided to 

create a more visitor friendly, financially sustainable, and efficient parking system. These actions will 

ultimately support the growth and continued vitality of St. Charles, IL. 

 

The parking space inventory accounted for on-street parking spaces and off-street parking facilities (both 

lots and garages) in the downtown area of St. Charles. Occupancy counts were conducted during August 

of 2023 on both a typical weekday and weekend.  A total of ten counts were taken, four main counts and 

six supplementary counts. The six supplementary counts were taken on Friday and Saturday evenings to 

capture parking demand during the busiest time period. While the highest demand from these Friday and 

Saturday counts are shown in this report, averages of these counts were used as “typical” peak period 

demand in order to provide a true representation of parking demand. In addition, local stakeholder 

interviews were conducted to understand the dependence on and perception of the parking system by 

community patrons, businesses, and government leaders. These first-hand insights on parking issues, 

challenges, and opportunities helped the analysis when considering the anticipated development plans in 

St. Charles. The following list is a brief summary of our findings. For additional information with a detailed 

break-down, please refer to the recommendations section of the report. 

• The highest occupancy of on-street parking spaces was 55% west of the river and 76% east of the 
river.  

• For off-street lots and garages, the average scenario occupancy was 80% both west and east of 
the river. Peak occupancies occurred on Saturday evening.  
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• Of the three parking garages, only the five-story parking garage (79%) is under practical capacity 

(85% standard) during the peak period of occupancy. Including this garage, there are 11 total off-

street parking facilities that are under practical capacity during the highest occupancy period. This 

means that overall, there are a significant number (209) of available parking spaces in downtown 

during the peak period, despite perception. 
 

• Downtown visitors have trouble finding parking spaces, especially when their first parking choice 

is unavailable. General parking information, signs, and wayfinding is inadequate. This includes 

information about available spaces in multistory parking garages.  
 

• There are a number of downtown surface lots that are unused outside of business hours. These 

surface lots are either owned by a private business or a public entity (such as the public library 

lot). These lots can provide additional parking space after business hours for downtown visitors 

during the evenings and weekends.  
 

• Future Conditions 
o St. Charles currently has seven downtown development projects planned for the future, 

one of which (Plaza Project) is nearing completion.  

o The projects are a mix of commercial, residential, and office development. These five 

developments expected to be completed by 2028. Parking demand has been estimated 

individually in Table 14.    

o Plaza Expansion project includes the permanent closure of 1st Street to vehicles from 

Walnut St. to Main St. to accommodate a contiguous public plaza. This project is 

scheduled to be completed in February of 2024. In comparison to the other uses, public 

plazas do not generate high parking demand, but indirectly attract more traffic to the 

downtown or result in visitors staying longer.   

o The Whole Foods will meet parking requirements according to industry parking standards. 

Furthermore, during peak times for Whole Foods, patrons can utilize one of the adjacent 

parking lots or on-street parking spaces. Peak demand for the grocery is during the 

afternoon when there is the most available parking in the downtown. 

o The River East Loft, which is an approved mixed-use building, will include 51 parking 

spaces and meet the City’s parking requirement. This is privately-owned property 

however the current property owner allows the parking lot to be used by the general 

public. Once the River East Lofts is completed it will be perceived as a displacing public 

parking, even though it is privately owned. 

o The Baker Church owns two parking lots which are currently used for public parking 

except on Sunday’s morning. Those lots have a parking inventory of 46 and 36, 

respectively. The Church has indicated to the City that the two parking lots are available 

for sale and development. Development of these sites would decrease the parking supply 

on the east side of the Fox River if developed and public parking isn’t replaced or 

expanded. 

o River 504 (Milestone Row 2) is a proposed mixed-use development on First Street with 

the parking for the residential units being provided internally. The project would also 

include the addition of 15 angles public parking spaces on First Street. The proposed 

number of parking spaces would exceed the estimated parking demand. 
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o Lot 4 is a city-owned vacant 0.13-acre grass lot in the downtown. In the past there has 

been mixed-use developments proposed on the property. Any proposed project could 

include some internal parking on site or utilize the adjacent five-story parking garage, 

which is under practical capacity.  
 

• Some of the proposed developments are less solidified, for example the former Police 

Department site. The unknown of future of projects makes it difficult to determine parking 

demand. Included in this report is a table of general estimated parking ratios based on 

development type. As projects evolve or new projects are proposed, the City can utilize parking 

ratios to determine appropriate amount of parking needed and whether it can be absorbed by 

currently parking supply. 
 

• Recommendation Summary 

o St. Charles has adequate parking supply for current demand, but future demand may 

change based on factors such as population growth, commercial development, and 

residential development.  

o Wayfinding and signage improvements are needed to improve the parking experience, 

especially for visitors from out-of-town. 

o To make parking in garages more efficient, digital parking space availability signs should 

be installed in multistory parking garages. 

o Parking time limit categories need to be reduced to provide clarity for both parkers and 

enforcement. 

o In high-density areas, there should be designated pick-up and drop-off parking stalls that 

are prioritized for the elderly or those that are physically challenged. 

o Parking time restrictions are not enforced in downtown. To discourage overstaying and 

to encourage the appropriate amount of turnover, the City can consider enforcing parking 

violations.,  

o A number of street segments are at or over 100% capacity during the highest peak period. 

Metering these segments would discourage excess parking and encourage parkers to find 

off-street lots, but could negatively impact residents living in the adjacent neighborhoods. 

o Electric vehicles and their charging stations are becoming prevalent nationwide. Installing 

charging stations in parking garages and other surface lots as well as seeking state and 

federal sources of funding should be investigated.  

o The 1st Street five-story parking garage does not provide good access to neighboring 

activity sites for walkers after parking. Expanded elevator access, signage and design 

improvements should be considered.  

o Shared parking is an effective, easy-to-implement method of increasing the parking 

supply. A number of candidate locations exist in the downtown area, and they should be 

explored. 

o The city should promote alternative transportation modes such as biking and walking by 

providing improved facilities, with the goal of encouraging visitors to access downtown 

without a vehicle. 

o A downtown trolley could serve as a strategic solution during peak parking demand hours, 

encouraging individuals to park in peripheral downtown areas with available parking. 
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BACKGROUND 

DESMAN 

DESMAN is a national specialist in parking planning, design, and restoration. We offer a full range of 

services including Master Planning, Economic Feasibility Studies, Site/Size Selection Analysis, Cost 

Estimating, Parking Functional Design, Architectural Design, Structural Engineering, Revenue/Access 

Control System Design, Condition Survey/Due Diligence Studies, and Restoration Engineering. We have 

been in existence since 1973 and currently operate on a national basis out of nine principal offices. We 

have a total staff of over 80 people, comprised mostly of Parking Planners, Architects, and Structural 

Engineers. We have been involved in the planning, design, and restoration of over 5,000 parking projects 

throughout the United States and abroad. We have a broad range of municipal parking planning expertise. 

In addition, our staff has been extensively involved in the development of the ULI Shared Parking 

methodology. 

St. Charles, IL 

St. Charles, IL is a city that lies approximately 40 miles west of downtown Chicago, IL and within both Kane 

and DuPage counties.  Its downtown is divided by the Fox River which runs north-south through the city.  

The major roadways traversing St. Charles are: State Routes 31 and 25 running north-south, and State 

Routes 64 and 38 running east-west.  State Routes 31 and 25 follow the contour of Fox River through the 

downtown, and State Route 64 becomes Main St. as it traverses downtown St. Charles. As of 2020, the 

population of St. Charles was approximately 33,000 and the city area is about 15 square miles. Major 

private sector employers include RR Donnelley & Sons, Bison Gear, and Smithfield Foods, LLC.   

Study Area 

The study area lies primarily within downtown St. Charles, both east and west of the river. It is generally 

bounded by State St. to the north, Prairie St. to the south, 5th Ave. (Route 25) to the east, and 5th St. to 

the west. The study area is shown in Figure 1 below.   
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 Figure 1: Study Area 

Source: DESMAN 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Off Street Parking Inventory 

The downtown area consists of 20 surface parking lots and three parking garages.  These off-street parking 

lots and garages are open to the public and free of charge, but have time restrictions ranging anywhere 

from 90 minutes to 24 hours.  The lots and garages are shown in Table 1 below.  The tables show that the 

number of off-street parking spaces on the west side is more than double that of the east side (1,065 to 

394).  This is largely due to the five-story parking garage at South 1st St. and Illinois St. which contains 429 

spaces.    
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Table 1: Off Street Parking in St. Charles, IL 

 

                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: DESMAN 

On Street Parking Inventory 

The on-street parking inventory is shown in Table 2 below.  As the table shows, there is a total of 356 on-

street spaces west of the river and a total of 256 spaces east of the river. A significant number of on-street 

spaces have time restrictions lasting anywhere from 15 minutes to 8 hours. Since a number of street 

segments contained unstriped parking spaces, the consultant team estimated the availability of parking 

spaces on these street segments.  West of Fox River, 1st, 3rd, and 4th Streets have the greatest number of 

on street parking spaces. Along with the lots, these parking spaces service the parking for restaurants in 

the area and the Cedar Fox wedding venue on Cedar St.  

 

Map 

Letter
Location Facility Type Spaces

Map 

Letter
Location Facility Type Spaces

C
2nd St & 

Illinois St
surface lot 29 A

Riverside Ave &  Main 

St
surface lot 16

E
S 2nd St &    

W Main St
surface lot 20 B 2nd Ave & Walnut St surface lot 52

F
S 2nd St &    

W Main St
surface lot 28 J

N Riverside Ave &     

Cedar Ave
surface lot 91

G
N 2nd St & 

State St
surface lot 82 K E Main St & N 3rd Ave surface lot 36

H
N 2nd St & 

State St
surface lot 38 N State Ave & N 3rd Ave surface lot 46

L
N 3rd St & 

Cedar St
surface lot 40 P

N Riverside Ave near    

cul-de-sac
surface lot 46

O
N 3rd St & 

State St
surface lot 80 U

N Riverside Ave near    

cul-de-sac
surface lot 29

Q
Walnut St & 

S 4th St
surface lot 33 S

Walnut Ave & S 3rd Ave 

garage

3 story 

garage
78

R
Walnut St & 

S 3th St
surface lot 48 Total 394

T
S 2nd St & 

Walnut St
surface lot 27

V
Illinois St &     

S 1st St
surface lot 52

X
Illinois St &     

S 1st St
surface lot 34

Y
Indiana St &    

S 1st St
surface lot 19

I

S 1st St & 

Illinois St 

parking 

garage

5 story 

garage
429

Z

Illinois St  

River West 

parking deck

2 story deck 106

Totals 1,065

West Side of River  East Side of River
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Table 2: On Street Parking Inventory in St. Charles, IL 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Note: Some of the streets included in Table 2 were included even though they were not part of the original scope area) 
Source: DESMAN 

 

 

1st St Cobblestone Dr to Prairie St 4 Indiana Ave Riverside Ave to 2nd Ave* 0

1st St Indiana St to Cobblestone Dr 29 Indiana Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave* 6

1st St Illinois St to Indiana St 4 Walnut Ave Riverside Ave to 2nd Ave* 10

1st St Walnut St to Illinois St 19 Walnut Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave* 4

1st St Main St to Walnut St 0 Walnut Ave 3rd Ave to 4th Ave* 6

State St 3rd St to 2nd St* 3 Walnut Ave 4th Ave to 5th Ave* 5

3rd St State St to Cedar St 18 Main St 4th Ave to 5th Ave 0

3rd St Cedar St to Main St 18 Main St 3rd Ave to 4th Ave 15

3rd St Main St to Walnut St 9 Main St 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave 13

3rd St Walnut St to Illinois St 10 Main St Riverside Ave to 2nd Ave 6

3rd St Illinois St to Indiana St 8 Main St Riverside Ave to west bridge end  22

4th St Illinois St to Indiana St* 8 Riverside Ave Cedar Ave to Main St 3

4th St Walnut St to Illinois St* 4 Cedar Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave 1

4th St Main St to Walnut St* 1 Cedar Ave 3rd Ave to 4th Ave 6

4th St Cedar St to Main St 18 Cedar Ave 4th Ave to 5th Ave 6

4th St State St to Cedar St* 8 State Ave 3rd Ave to 4th Ave* 4

State St 5th St to 4th St* 6 State Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave* 2

5th St Cedar St to Main St 10 Riverside Ave Great Western Trail to State Ave 57

5th St Main St to Walnut St* 7 Riverside Ave Main St to Walnut Ave 15

5th St Walnut St to Illinois St* 6 Riverside Ave Walnut Ave to Illinois Ave 10

Indiana St 4th St to 3rd St* 7 2nd Ave Walnut Ave to Illinois Ave* 8

Indiana St 3rd St to 2nd St* 12 2nd Ave Main St to Walnut Ave* 12

Illinois St 2nd St to 1st St 0 2nd Ave Cedar Ave to Main St 12

Illinois St 4th St to 3rd St* 9 Chestnut Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave 5

Walnut St 5th St to 4th St* 16 3rd Ave Cedar Ave to Main St 6

Walnut St 4th St to 3rd St* 14 3rd Ave Main St to Walnut Ave* 6

Walnut St 3rd St to 2nd St 16 3rd Ave Walnut Ave to Illinois Ave* 5

Cedar St 3rd St to 2nd St 11 3rd Ave South Ave to Riverside Ave* 3

Cedar St 4th St to 3rd St 12 4th Ave Walnut Ave to Illinois Ave* 1

Cedar St 5th St to 4th St 15 4th Ave Main St to Walnut Ave* 0

State St 4th St to 3rd St* 9 4th Ave State Ave to Cedar Ave* 7

Indiana St 1st St to Fox River 8 256

Cobblestone Dr Limestone Dr to Brownstone Dr* 5

Limestone Dr Indiana to Cobblestone Dr 2

Limestone Dr Cobblestone Dr to Bluestone Dr* 14

Bluestone Dr Limestone Dr to Brownstone Dr* 6

Brownstone Dr Cobblestone Dr to Bluestone Dr* 4

Brownstone Dr Indiana St Cobblestone Dr 6

Main Street 5th Street to 4th Street 0

Illinois Street 1st Street to Fox River 0

Prairie Street 2nd Street to 1st Street 0

356

On Street East of Fox River

Street Segment
Inven-

tory

East Side Total Inventory

On Street West of Fox River

Street Segment
Inven-

tory

West Side Total Inventory
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Occupancy Data Collection 

On-site data collection was performed to capture off-street parking occupancy. The counts were 

performed during ten time periods in the summer and fall of 2023:  These time periods are shown in Table 

3 below.  

Table 3: Data Collection Time Periods and Locations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                        Source: DESMAN 

These time periods were purposefully selected to ensure that peak parking was captured on both 

weekdays and weekends. The data collection helped determine the where, when, and how much of 

parking demand.  Industry standards indicate that occupancy should not exceed 85 to 90% of capacity. 

This concept, known as practical capacity, refers to the operational efficiency of a parking area. Ideally, 

between 10 and 15% of the parking spaces in a facility would be available to accommodate peak surges 

of demand. Tables 4 and 5 below presents parking occupancy for off-street facilities in St. Charles.  

Off Street Parking Occupancy 

East of the Fox River, six of the eight facilities exceeded the 85% occupancy threshold at some point during 

the week (highlighted in blue in Table 4). As expected, all of these occurred on Friday and Saturday, when 

parking demand is greatest. Lots N (30%) and U (83%) were the only two that never exceeded this 

threshold. Lot N in particular is difficult to find and recognize, is poorly lit, and is uphill from the downtown 

area. These factors most likely contribute to its underutilization.  

West of the Fox River, seven of the 15 facilities exceeded the 85% occupancy threshold (also highlighted 

in blue in Table 5) at some point during the week. While this mostly happened on Friday and Saturday, 

off-street facilities E, V, and Z met this threshold on weekdays as well.  

While both east and west of the Fox River 13 of the 23 off-street facilities are above the 85% occupancy 

threshold at some point, it is very important to note that these peaks do not occur simultaneously. 

Therefore, it is not wise to look at each off-street lot/garage in isolation. Rather, it is more accurate and 

informative to look at the entire parking supply during one time period. Since weekend (Friday and 

Saturday) evening parking was sampled multiple times at a number of key locations, averages of these 

locations were calculated and utilized with the other Saturday, Aug 12th evening values to provide a 

Day Time Scope

Wed, Aug 9, 2023 10am - noon on- and off-street; all facilities

Thu, Aug 10, 2023 1pm - 3pm on- and off-street; all facilities

Sat, Aug 12, 2023 1pm - 3pm on- and off-street; all facilities

Sat, Aug 12, 2023 6pm - 8 pm on- and off-street; all facilities

Fri, Sep 22, 2023 6:30pm
off-street lots 

J,K,N,P,U,G,O,V,X,Y,I

Fri, Sep 22, 2023 7pm
off-street lots 

J,K,N,P,U,G,O,V,X,Y,I

Sat, Sep 23, 2023 6pm off-street lots N,P,O,V,X,Y,I

Sat, Sep 23, 2023 6:30pm off-street lots N,P,O,V,X,Y,I

Sat, Sep 23, 2023 7pm off-street lots N,P,O,V,X,Y,I

Sat, Sep 23, 2023 7:30pm off-street lots N,P,O,V,X,Y,I
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“representative” weekend parking sample. A summary of total average weekend parking space vacancies 

is in Table 6. In the worst-case scenario, where maximum values are used regardless of time and day, off-

street parking on the east side of the Fox River is at 88% occupancy with 47 vacancies and on the west 

side of the river is at 85% with 157 vacancies. When average values are used for the peak period, there 

are 209 off-street vacant spaces on the west side and 80 vacant spaces available on the east side for a 

total of 289 vacant off-street spaces even during the busiest period of the week. 
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Table 4: Off Street Parking Occupancy in St. Charles, IL East of Fox River 

(Note: High occupancy lots are highlighted in light blue.) Source: DESMAN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

A
Riverside 

Ave &  Main 
16 3 19% 12 75% 16 100% 16 100% 16 100% 0

B
2nd Ave & 

Walnut
52 16 31% 39 75% 44 85% 52 100% 52 100% 0

J
N Riverside 

Ave & Cedar 
91 59 65% 65 71% 54 59% 74 81% 89 98% 90 99% 90 99% 1

K
E Main St & 

N 3rd Ave
36 13 36% 18 50% 22 61% 24 67% 31 86% 33 92% 33 92% 3

N
State Ave & 

N 3rd Ave
46 6 13% 14 30% 12 26% 9 20% 11 24% 13 28% 6 13% 6 13% 6 13% 6 13% 14 30% 32

P
N riverside 

Ave near 
46 0 0% 1 2% 3 7% 13 28% 16 35% 41 89% 15 33% 15 33% 19 41% 23 50% 41 89% 5

U
N riverside 

Ave near 
29 18 62% 19 66% 24 83% 24 83% 16 55% 22 76% 24 83% 5

S
Walnut Ave 

& S 3rd Ave 
78 36 46% 40 51% 72 92% 77 99% 77 99% 1

Totals 394 151 38% 208 53% 247 63% 289 73% 347 88% 47

Sat, Aug 12, 2023          Fri, Sep 22, 2023 Sat, Sep 23, 2023         

Vacancies
7pm 6pm 6:30pm 7pm 7:30pm10am - noon 1pm - 3pm 1pm - 3pm 6pm - 8 pm 6:30pm

Count %

Peak PeriodMap 

Let-

ter

Location Spaces

Wed, Aug 9, 2023        Thu, Aug 10, 2023           
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Table 5: Off Street Parking Occupancy in St. Charles, IL West of Fox River 

(Note: High occupancy lots are highlighted in light blue.) Source: DESMAN    

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

C
2nd St & 

Illinois St
29 21 72% 15 52% 0 0% 9 31% 21 72% 8

E
S 2nd St &   

W Main St
20 8 40% 19 95% 18 90% 20 100% 20 100% 0

F
S 2nd St &   

W Main St
28 21 75% 17 61% 15 54% 22 79% 22 79% 6

G
N 2nd St & 

State St
82 45 55% 64 78% 63 77% 78 95% 82 100% 81 99% 82 100% 0

H
N 2nd St & 

State St
38 16 42% 9 24% 18 47% 28 74% 28 74% 10

L
N 3rd St & 

Cedar St
40 16 40% 15 38% 34 85% 38 95% 38 95% 2

O
N 3rd St & 

State St
80 9 11% 12 15% 23 29% 64 80% 80 100% 80 100% 78 98% 78 98% 78 98% 78 98% 80 100% 0

Q
Walnut St & 

S 4th St
33 13 39% 15 45% 3 9% 9 27% 15 45% 18

R
Walnut St & 

S 3th St
48 11 23% 12 25% 12 25% 18 38% 18 38% 30

T
S 2nd St & 

Walnut St
27 21 78% 19 70% 15 56% 19 70% 21 78% 6

V
Illinois St &   

S 1st St
54 48 89% 30 56% 29 54% 34 63% 50 93% 52 96% 54 100% 48 89% 49 91% 49 91% 54 100% 0

X
Illinois St &   

S 1st St
34 22 65% 14 41% 11 32% 33 97% 34 100% 33 97% 33 97% 30 88% 29 85% 28 82% 34 100% 0

Y
Indiana St & 

S 1st st
19 6 32% 7 37% 0 0% 8 42% 1 5% 19 100% 14 74% 15 79% 13 68% 9 47% 15 79% 4

I
S 1st St & 

Illinois St 
429 168 39% 156 36% 118 28% 239 56% 254 59% 359 84% 323 75% 361 84% 359 84% 362 84% 362 84% 67

Z
Illinois St  

west of river 
106 102 96% 77 73% 89 84% 100 94% 100 94% 6

Totals 1,067 527 49% 481 45% 448 42% 719 67% 910 85% 157

10am - noon 1pm - 3pm 1pm - 3pm 6pm - 8 pm 6:30pm 7pm 6pm 6:30pm 7pm 7:30pm

Sat, Aug 12, 2023          Fri, Sep 22, 2023

Count %

Peak Period

Vacancies

Map 

Let-

ter

Location Spaces

Wed, Aug 9, 2023        Thu, Aug 10, 2023           Sat, Sep 23, 2023         

DES MAN----------Celebrating 50 Years 



     
                                              Page 12 of 42       

 

Table 6: Peak Period (Weekend Evening) Off-Street Parking Vacancies 

 

 

 

                              Source: DESMAN    

Figure 2 below gives a geographical snapshot of parking congestion and shows that parking is most 

congested in the most central areas of downtown St. Charles where there are the most activity sites. 

Directly east of the Fox River, Flagship on the Fox and Arcada Theatre which lie along S. Riverside Ave. just 

south of E. Main St. are two venues that generate substantial weekend traffic and thus a large demand 

for parking. Patrons use lots A, B, S, and K for these venues, but Lots N, P, and U are also available and 

undercapacity despite their proximity to these three congested lots. A total of 73 spaces are vacant in 

these three lots during the Saturday evening time period. This underutilization could be due to their 

distance from the activity sites both along Main St. and south of Main St. as respondents in an online 

survey mentioned that distance to their final destination was a significant parking issue.  

On the west side of the Fox River, Cedar Fox Weddings and Events (on Cedar St. between N 3rd and 4th 

streets), Hotel Baker (on Main St. alongside Fox River), along with various other restaurants, bars, and 

nightlife are major generators of weekend traffic. Parking demand is generated in lots nearby the Fox 

River starting at State St. going southward to Indiana St. Despite this demand, at its peak during the 

weekend evening, the five-story parking garage along with other west side surface lots have over 200 

parking spaces vacant. During the peak period, the five-story parking garage still has approximately 67 

parking spaces available. A majority of the vacant parking spaces of the parking garage are on the fifth 

level. Reallocating parking demand from more crowded lots to less crowded ones is a strategy that should 

be pursued. For example, when Lots O, G, X, and V are crowded, visitors would be well-served by using 

nearby lots C, Q, R, and I which have a total of over 160 available parking spaces during the weekend peak 

period.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Occupancy Vacancies Occupancy Vacancies

West of Fox River 85% 157 80% 209

East of Fox River 88% 47 80% 80

Total 86% 204 80% 289

Worst Case Scenario Average Scenario
Location
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Figure 2: Off Street Public Parking Facilities with at least 85% Occupancy 

Source: DESMAN 

On Street Parking Occupancy 

On-site data collection was also conducted to obtain on-street parking occupancy. As with off street data 

collection, the counts were performed during four time periods in the summer of 2023: Wednesday, 

August 9 from 10 am to noon, Thursday, August 10 from 1 pm to 3 pm, Saturday, August 12 from 1 pm to 

3 pm, and Saturday, August 12 from 6 pm to 8 pm. The practical capacity rate of 85% was used, and once 

this rate is exceeded, potential parkers find it difficult to locate open spaces and are more likely to 

continue to search for an available space, creating traffic flow problems, frustrating drivers, and ultimately 

leading them to park elsewhere. Tables 7 and 8 below present on-street parking occupancy in St. Charles. 

Saturdays have the greatest number of street segments that exceed practical capacity.  This is especially 

true east of the Fox River, which has 22 time-location windows that exceed practical capacity, compared 

with 14 for west of the Fox River. These time-location windows are highlighted in orange. Despite these 

high-occupancy street segments on Saturday evenings, Tables 5 and 6 show that there are still a number 
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of segments that are below practical capacity during the same time frame, particularly west of the Fox 

River.    

Table 7: On Street Parking Occupancy in St. Charles, IL East of Fox River 

(Note: High occupancy segments are highlighted in orange.)  
Source: DESMAN 

 

 

Count % Count % Count % Count %

Indiana Ave Riverside Ave to 2nd Ave* 0 0 - 0 - 0 - 1 -

Indiana Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave* 6 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 5 83%

Walnut Ave Riverside Ave to 2nd Ave* 10 1 10% 1 10% 5 50% 9 90%

Walnut Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave* 4 0 0% 0 0% 1 25% 5 125%

Walnut Ave 3rd Ave to 4th Ave* 6 4 67% 4 67% 4 67% 5 83%

Walnut Ave 4th Ave to 5th Ave* 5 3 60% 4 80% 4 80% 4 80%

Main St 4th Ave to 5th Ave 0 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Main St 3rd Ave to 4th Ave 15 2 13% 1 7% 1 7% 8 53%

Main St 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave 13 3 23% 1 8% 7 54% 9 69%

Main St Riverside Ave to 2nd Ave 6 4 67% 2 33% 4 67% 5 83%

Main St Riverside Ave to bridge west end 22 7 32% 11 50% 16 73% 18 82%

Riverside Ave Cedar Ave to Main St 3 2 67% 6 200% 3 100% 3 100%

Cedar Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Cedar Ave 3rd Ave to 4th Ave 6 3 50% 3 50% 1 17% 3 50%

Cedar Ave 4th Ave to 5th Ave 6 1 17% 0 0% 1 17% 0 0%

State Ave 3rd Ave to 4th Ave* 4 1 25% 1 25% 2 50% 4 100%

State Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave* 2 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50%

Riverside Ave Great Western Trail to State Ave 57 15 26% 0 0% 17 30% 29 51%

Riverside Ave Main St to Walnut Ave 15 10 67% 17 113% 15 100% 15 100%

Riverside Ave Walnut Ave to Illinois Ave 10 2 20% 8 80% 10 100% 10 100%

2nd Ave Walnut Ave to Illinois Ave* 8 0 0% 1 13% 7 88% 8 100%

2nd Ave Main St to Walnut Ave* 12 4 33% 3 25% 10 83% 12 100%

2nd Ave Cedar Ave to Main St 12 8 67% 11 92% 6 50% 13 108%

Chestnut Ave 2nd Ave to 3rd Ave 5 1 20% 2 40% 0 0% 0 0%

3rd Ave Cedar Ave to Main St 6 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 67%

3rd Ave Main St to Walnut Ave* 6 2 33% 1 17% 1 17% 8 133%

3rd Ave Walnut Ave to Illinois Ave* 5 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 7 140%

3rd Ave South Ave to Riverside Ave* 3 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0%

4th Ave Walnut Ave to Illinois Ave* 1 1 100% 3 300% 0 0% 1 100%

4th Ave Main St to Walnut Ave* 0 3 - 3 - 1 - 2 -

4th Ave State Ave to Cedar Ave* 7 6 86% 3 43% 5 71% 6 86%

256 83 32% 87 34% 125 49% 195 76%East Side Total

Street

Wed, Aug 9, 2023, 

10am - 12pm

Thu, Aug 10, 2023, 

1pm - 3pm

Sat, Aug 12, 2023 

1pm - 3pm
Inven-

tory
Segment

Sat, Aug 12, 2023, 

6pm - 8 pm)
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Table 8: On Street Parking Occupancy in St. Charles, IL West of Fox River 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                      

           
(Note: 

High occupancy segments are highlighted in orange.) 
 Source: DESMAN 

Count % Count % Count % Count %

1st St Cobblestone Dr to Prairie St 4 2 50% 2 50% 2 50% 2 50%

1st St Indiana St to Cobblestone Dr 29 18 62% 19 66% 9 31% 18 62%

1st St Illinois St to Indiana St 4 3 75% 3 75% 2 50% 4 100%

1st St Illinois St to Walnut St 19 17 89% 16 84% 9 47% 18 95%

1st St Walnut St to Main St 0 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

State St 3rd St to 2nd St* 3 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0%

3rd St State St to Cedar St 18 3 17% 7 39% 4 22% 14 78%

3rd St Cedar St to Main St 18 6 33% 14 78% 15 83% 17 94%

3rd St Main St to Walnut St 9 4 44% 5 56% 5 56% 9 100%

3rd St Walnut St to Illinois St 10 4 40% 2 20% 3 30% 7 70%

3rd St Illinois St to Indiana St 8 3 38% 2 25% 1 13% 1 13%

4th St Illinois St to Indiana St* 8 2 25% 3 38% 2 25% 3 38%

4th St Walnut St to Illinois St* 4 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 1 25%

4th St Main St to Walnut St* 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

4th St Cedar St to Main St 18 3 17% 7 39% 9 50% 18 100%

4th St State St to Cedar St* 8 1 13% 1 13% 6 75% 5 63%

State St 5th St to 4th St* 6 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

5th St Cedar St to Main St 10 7 70% 7 70% 5 50% 5 50%

5th St Main St to Walnut St* 7 0 0% 3 43% 0 0% 0 0%

5th St Walnut St to Illinois St* 6 2 33% 1 17% 3 50% 3 50%

Indiana St 4th St to 3rd St* 7 2 29% 2 29% 2 29% 2 29%

Indiana St 3rd St to 2nd St* 12 7 58% 5 42% 6 50% 6 50%

Illinois St 2nd St to 1st St 0 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Illinois St 4th St to 3rd St* 9 0 0% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0%

Walnut St 5th St to 4th St* 16 1 6% 2 13% 2 13% 3 19%

Walnut St 4th St to 3rd St* 14 3 21% 1 7% 0 0% 1 7%

Walnut St 3rd St to 2nd St 16 9 56% 11 69% 2 13% 15 94%

Cedar St 3rd St to 2nd St 11 9 82% 9 82% 9 82% 11 100%

Cedar St 4th St to 3rd St 12 5 42% 4 33% 8 67% 11 92%

Cedar St 5th St to 4th St 15 8 53% 3 20% 6 40% 10 67%

State St 4th St to 3rd St* 9 2 22% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Indiana St 1st St to Fox River 8 4 50% 2 25% 7 88% 9 113%

Cobblestone Dr Limestone Dr to Brownstone Dr* 5 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Limestone Dr Indiana to Cobblestone Dr 2 1 50% 1 50% 2 100% 2 100%

Limestone Dr Cobblestone Dr to Bluestone Dr* 14 3 21% 0 0% 1 7% 0 0%

Bluestone Dr Limestone Dr to Brownstone Dr* 6 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17%

Brownstone Dr Cobblestone Dr to Bluestone Dr 4 1 25% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0%

Brownstone Dr Indiana St Cobblestone Dr 6 1 17% 2 33% 1 17% 0 0%

Main Street 5th Street to 4th Street 0 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Illinois Street 1st Street to Fox River 0 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Prairie Street 2nd Street to 1st Street 0 0 - - 0 - 0 -

356 131 37% 138 39% 123 35% 196 55%West Side Total Occupancy

Wed, Aug 9, 2023, 

10am - 12pm

Thu, Aug 10, 2023, 

1pm - 3pmInven-

tory
SegmentStreet

Sat, Aug 12, 2023 

1pm - 3pm

Sat, Aug 12, 2023, 

6pm - 8 pm)
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On Street and Off-Street Parking Occupancy Summary 

In summary, there are total of 2,071 public parking spaces, including on and off-street, in the downtown 

area and the highest parking occupancy is on Saturday evenings. On a peak Saturday evening, 

approximately 1,648 of the 2,071 total downtown parking spaces are occupied, or about 80% of the total 

parking spaces.  

On a typical Saturday evening, the east side of the Fox River has an average off-street parking of 80% 

occupancy (88% in the worst-case scenarios), with a majority of the vacant parking spaces in Lot N. On-

street parking on the east side is at 76% occupancy, with a majority of the vacant parking space between 

State Ave and the Great Western Trail. As depicted in Figure 2, parking occupancy is highest closer to Main 

Street however there is available parking in lots one or two blocks north of Main Street. The data 

presented here confirms the observations and comments of city staff, citizens, and the consulting team, 

namely, parking is most difficult on Saturday evenings on the east side of the Fox River. Parkers on the 

east side do not experience significant congestion during any of the other three time-intervals for 

weekday mornings, weekday afternoons, and Saturday afternoons. 

The west side of the Fox River, 7 of the 15 off-street parking facilities reached above the practical capacity 

occupancy threshold at some point. It is important to note that the five-story parking garage never 

reached above the practical capacity. On-street parking occupancy reached a 55% occupancy at peak, with 

the highest occupancy on First Street, Cedar Street, and Third Street. 

The data shows that even in the worst-case scenario, there is both on- and off-street parking available. 

Wherever and whenever there is a high-occupancy facility, there is always a lower-occupancy facility 

nearby. However, this second and third parking option is not always readily apparent to visitors or is 

inconvenient from a pedestrian standpoint if you have to cross a barrier such as Route 64.   

Parking Rates 

The City of St. Charles currently does not charge for parking at any of its public surface lots, garages, or 

on-street spaces. Visitors may park wherever they like so long as space is available.  

Parking Equipment 

The City of St. Charles currently does not use any equipment for parking purposes. Since parking is not 

charged, there is no need for meters, gates, mobile apps, or pay stations.  

Time Restrictions 

Of the 23 off-street parking facilities, 12 provide 24-hour parking. Others provide a mix of parking time 

limits, ranging from 30 minutes to eight hours. Figure 3 below gives a snapshot of the off-street parking 

facilities, colored according to time restrictions. These time restrictions are listed in Table 9 below. Time 

restrictions are also an element of on-street parking with time limits ranging from 15 minutes to eight 

hours. One major drawback is that there are too many categories of these parking time restrictions making 

it hard for downtown visitors to remember how long they can park and where.    
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Table 9: Parking Time Restrictions in Downtown St. Charles, IL 

 

 

 
                                                   Source: DESMAN 
 

Figure 3: Off Street Parking in Downtown St. Charles According to Time Restrictions 

Source: DESMAN 

 

 

Color Parking Time Limits

Maroon 24 hrs

Yellow 1,3, & 24 hrs

Other colors 30 min to 8 hrs
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Signage and Wayfinding 

Both on-street and off-street parking and wayfinding signage exists in downtown St. Charles. However, 

both the quantity and quality of signage and wayfinding is not adequate to clearly direct downtown 

visitors to designated public parking.  This was especially true in the five-story parking garage where 

drivers are more hesitant to park on the 4th and 5th floors due to the circular ramp and poor 

maneuverability on the first three levels. Wayfinding after vehicles have been parked is also difficult 

because the north-end elevator does not access the 2nd and 3rd floors.  

Wayfinding and signage in the surface lots are also insufficient. Signs in a number of lots are not placed in 

easily visible locations, do not contain easy-to-understand information, and are hard to discern whether 

or not the lot is public or private. A sample of currently used signage and their potential drawbacks are 

below in Figures 4 to 7. Figure 4 is a wayfinding sign, but does not clearly indicate that public parking is 

available in the lot directly behind the sign. Figure 5 is also a wayfinding sign, but it is not specific enough. 

There are four public parking surface lots in the direct vicinity of the sign, and the public would be better 

served if the signs were positioned clearly in each of the lot’s entrances. Figures 6 and 7 are examples of 

signage that is too difficult to see. The sign in Figure 6 is too small and far from the road, and the sign in 

Figure 7 is emblematic of signs in the parking garage that should be made more visible.  

Figure 4: No Clear Indication of Public Parking at Lot Entrance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                  
Source: DESMAN 
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Figure 5: Unclear Wayfinding Signage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

            Source: DESMAN 

 Figure 6: Small Sign Size, Suboptimal Location, and Unclear Meaning 

Source: DESMAN 
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Figure 7: Difficult to Find Directional Signage in Parking Garage 

        Source: DESMAN 

 

Enforcement 

Parking ordinances are spelled out in the City of St. Charles Municipal Code Book, Title 10, “Vehicles and 

Traffic”, Section 10.40 – Stopping, Standing, and Parking. These ordinances apply to both the operator 

and owner of any vehicle in question. Parking enforcement falls under the responsibility of the St. Charles 

Police Department. Since parking is free of charge in St. Charles, there are no code violations regarding 

cost.  However, code violations can occur due to time restrictions, prohibited parking locations, loading 

zones, snow conditions, and so on. Citizens, government, and police all agree that there is a lack of 

enforcement of parking violations.  

Parking Facility Misuse 

While technically not a violation, vehicles being stored in public parking lots has been noticed. This 

“warehousing” of vehicles over multiple days is a misuse of public parking lots and can cause problems 

during periods of high occupancy. Figure 8 shows two business vehicles parked over multiple days in a 

public lot. 

In addition, due to its high vacancy levels, the 1st St. parking garage has experienced numerous incidents 

of youth joyriding their vehicles on its top floor. While this is also technically not a parking violation, it 

defaces the parking garage, discourages parking on the top floor, and is a nuisance to the public. Figure 9 

shows skid marks on the top floor of the 1st St. parking garage.  
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Figure 8: Multi-Day Continuous Parking in Publicly Owned Lots 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

              Source: DESMAN 

 

Figure 9: Skid Marks Due to Joyriding on Top Floor in Parking Garage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                  Source: DESMAN 
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Online Parking Survey - Residents 

An online survey was conducted during the study timeframe and over 390 responses were received. The 

overwhelming majority of respondents were from St. Charles and its western suburbs and most were 

above the age of 41. Consistent with expectation, visitors found parking during the weekend evenings to 

be most troublesome, with many finding parking availability and the distance to their final destination as 

the two biggest problems. Nearly 80% of respondents went downtown for eating or other entertainment 

and about 7 in 10 parked in an off-street public lot or garage. Finally, visitors responded that they would 

be very unwilling to pay for parking. Highlights of the survey are shown in Table 11 below.  

Table 11: Online Visitor Parking Survey Highlights 

Source: DESMAN 

Online Parking Survey - Businesses 

An online survey was also conducted for business owners in downtown St. Charles. Close to 30 businesses 

responded, and responses mirrored those of the residents. Highlights of the business survey are in Table 

12 below.  

Question Response Highlight

Where downtown visitors live… 93% were either from zip code 60175 or 60174

Visitor age… 80% were 41 years old or above

How often visitors go downtown… 97% visit downtown at least a few times a month

Days which visitors find parking most 

challenging…
91% find weekends to be most challenging for parking

Time of day visitors find parking most 

challenging…
83% find parking most challenging after 5 pm

How visitors go downtown... 91% go by car, 6% walk, and 2% use a bicycle

Reason visitors go downtown… 79% of visitors go downtown for eating or recreation

Where visitors park their cars…
71% park in an off-street public lot or garage, 13% park on-street 

alongside a curb

How easy visitors can find a parking space in 

downtown…
Visitors scored this only about 3.5 out of 10

How safe visitors feel parking downtown… Visitors scored this about 5.7 out of 10

How willing visitors would be to pay a small fee 

for parking dowtown…
Visitors scored this only about 1.5 out of 10

Problems visitors have when parking 

downtown…

72% of visitors find parking availability and distance to their 

destination as the biggest problems
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Table 12: Online Business Parking Survey Highlights 

Source: DESMAN 

STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS AND PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES 

A series of stakeholder interviews on August 9 and 10, 2023 as well as two public open houses on August 

14 and September 6, 2023 were conducted. The interviews as well as the open houses provided 

community input and first-hand experience of parking-related issues in downtown St. Charles. Open 

house visitors came from a broad cross section of St. Charles with a total of over 30 visitors at the August 

and September open houses. The following is a list of stakeholders and their respective organizations. 

Stakeholders 

• Laura Purdy – St. Charles Business Alliance 

• Amy Curione – St. Charles Business Alliance 

• Mike Kies – St. Charles Park District 

• Sue McDowell – Arts Council 

• Debbie Gurley – St. Charles Area Chamber of Commence 

• John Rabchuk – River Corridor Foundation of St. Charles  

• Tom Anderson – Developer/Property Owner 

• Amber Grove– Developer/Property Owner 

• Nick Smith– Developer/Property Owner  

• Megan Curren - The Graceful Ordinary (restaurant) 

• Mike Carney – The Office/Whiskey Bend (restaurant) 

• Dino Sisto – La Zaza’s (restaurant) 

• Jayme Muenz – Ward 2 Alderperson 

• Bryan Wirball – Ward 4 Alderperson 

• Billy Metzer – The Diamondaire (business) 

• Lance Ramella – Cedar Fox (business) 

• Bob Gehm – Ward 3 Alderperson 

• Ed Bessner – Ward 5 Alderperson 

• David Pietryla – Ward 4 Alderperson   

 

Question Response Highlight

How easy it is for their customers to find a 

parking space…
Businesses scored this at about 5 out of 10

How easy it is for their employees to find a 

parking space…
Businesses scored this at about 6 out of 10

Biggest problem their patrons have with 

parking…

Many businesses wrote that patrons' biggest problems were 

inconvenient distances from destinations and the time needed to 

park

Days which patrons find parking most 

challenging…

89% of business owners selected weekends as the most 

challenging for their patrons…

Time of day patrons find parking most 

challenging…

93% responded that aftenoons and evenings are most challenging 

for patrons
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Among major employers, minor employers, developers, and public works, the stakeholders gave varying 

feedback on the public parking system. The following describes common issues brought about during the 

interviews. 

General Comments 

• St. Charles has a lot of popular dining places so evenings are especially bad for parking.  

• Weekend and event traffic is the problem, especially in the Lincoln Park neighborhood. I’ve found 

that people will accept festival-related traffic and parking, but not typical weekend traffic and 

parking.  

• The lot alongside N 2nd St. between State St. and Cedar St. could fill a few garbage cans after a 

weekend night. Cleaning it more frequently should be considered.  

• The city needs to provide numbers about the costs of solutions such as parking garages and 

enforcement.  

• Parking decks are good, but if they are built north of Main St. on the east of the river, I wonder if 

people will be willing to cross to the south side of Main St. to access Arcada Theatre and other 

businesses. Main St. is not easy to cross for either pedestrians or cars.  

• One issue is the problem of perception.  Parking needs to be presented as an increase in spaces for 

the public, not as a revenue generator for the government.  

• In the northeast quadrant of downtown, parking is challenging on the weeknights and weekends 

when the Arcada is in use.  

• Recommendations should take into consideration the quality of life issues of current residents.  

• Please!  We are the “Pride of the Fox”. Stop giving the parking lots the river view!   

• I am amazed at how many people park at the old police station and city hall during evenings to 

come in town for dining, etc. It’s actually very cool and we can capitalize on that space somehow.  

• Maintain the current parking characteristics of the neighborhoods even if new developments go 

in.  

• There should be free shuttles/trolleys on Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays around town.  

• Why do we have a parking issue when there is so much vacancy on 1st and Main?   

• The city should be cognizant of river quality and runoff.  

• Perceived safety is an issue.  

• The SE quadrant is always full!  

• A circulating shuttle would be better than valet service.  

Signage & Wayfinding 

• During events, if lots near my business are filled, customers don’t know where to park even though 

I tell them beforehand where they can park. Signage is important.  

• Wayfinding is a big issue. It’s inconsistent throughout the downtown area, and perhaps a parking 

app would help.  

• Parkers need real-time information about parking space availability.  

• Downtown needs better signs and wayfinding.  
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• There definitely needs to be wayfinding that directs people from more crowded lots to less 

crowded lots.  

• There needs to be signage in the deck that indicates how full each floor is.  

• There needs to be electronic signage and an app that indicates the number of spaces available.  

• There is a general lack of information about parking. People who visit downtown don’t know who 

to ask or where to look to find information about parking.  

• Better signage in parking deck!   

• There should be electronic signage showing open parking spots in garages. Especially on 1st St, 

people should be encouraged to drive into where parking spots are available.  

• Please add more and better signage to direct drivers to major parking sites!   

• Top levels of decks are sometimes empty.    

• Traffic on Main St. gets blocked by delivery trucks; better signage would help.  

• Large, lighted parking signs are needed. Some lots are barely marked.  

Enforcement 

• I think enforcement is an issue. I see that 24-hour lots are being taken advantage of. I’ve seen 

some commercial trucks that park continuously in some lots.  

• I also see that 24 hour lots are being taken advantage of. I’ve seen some vehicles left in these lots 

for over one month!   

• Enforcement of time limits is low-hanging fruit – that’s something that could be done pretty easily.  

• I’ve heard of car break-ins in the parking garage. The police need to be involved.  

• Hiring enforcement officers is better than spending $10 to $20 million on a parking deck.  

• Because time restrictions need to be enforced, I wonder if parking tickets are a good way to enforce 

this.  

• Nowadays, with delivery services less reliable, delivery trucks are blocking traffic. This needs to be 

managed better.  

• People who park in our lots don’t always patronize our businesses. I see some parking in our lot 

who use Pottawatomie Park trails, which go across the river.  

• Please enforce current parking regulations and limit parking on residential streets.  

• Parking enforcement does not need to be increased unless it becomes a serious issue. It’s a waste 

of resources.  

Physical Parking Infrastructure Supply, Equipment 

• The city needs to install more speed bumps in the parking deck to prevent bad driving.  

• Rideshare spots for Uber and Lyft are a waste of space – get rid of them!  

• Combine the two parking lots between State St. and Cedar St. into one.  

• There is not enough striping to indicate parking stalls.  

• Parking in the Arcada area is underserved for parking patrons.  

• Our customers use the lot alongside N 3rd St. between State St. and Cedar St. During our events it’s 

filled to capacity and our employees and subcontractors have to park on the street sometimes 

blocks away from our venue. 
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• For aesthetic reasons, I am opposed to any parking garage being built riverside. I prefer something 

further away from the river.  

• I don’t think we need new parking garages, and if we do build them, I want them pushed to the 

outskirts. The city needs to think more about micro-mobility, trolleys, and the like.  

• Arcada Theatre and breweries bring in younger crowds. This brings a lot of youth to the big parking 

garage, and there needs to be a gate system to regulate the flow of traffic in and out of the parking 

garage.  

• There is room for putting a parking garage in a number of candidate locations. In particular, I think 

the lot west of Baker Memorial Church across 3rd Ave is a good location.  

• I think there is more land to convert into parking than the city is willing consider.  

• Bicycle parking is needed. Bicyclists shouldn’t have to lock their bicycles to lampposts.  

• It seems to make sense to utilize the parking lots between 2nd and 3rd Avenue better. And remove 

the old houses because they look awful!   

• There needs to be handicap accessibility on 2nd Ave and in the Main area.  

• I hate the thought of giving up the parking lot directly north of the government office for a 

multistory parking deck. Try to be more creative! 

• The lot on N 3rd Ave between Cedar Ave and E Main St. could have underground parking.  

• No tall parking garages!  I do not like the 1st St. five-decker!   

• Residential parking for homeowners (or renters) on streets near town is needed.  

• I like the idea of the parking lot on N 3rd Ave between Cedar Ave and E Main St. becoming some 

kind of garage.  

• A gate system in the parking garage is needed.  

• Add an east side parking garage on 2nd Avenue.  

• There should be more drop-off locations in downtown.  

• Obtain more federal money to build EV stations.  

• More multi-level, off-river parking is needed in the southeast quadrant of downtown.  

• Parking is needed on the east side because of the Arcada and new restaurants.  

• More parking is needed for the Baker Community Center. Some events fill its capacity and parking 

spills into the streets.  

• Do not save the old police station!   

• Bicycle trail parking is needed near the bridge to Pottawatomie Park.  

• Expand the downtown northeast quadrant parking deck to incorporate the neighboring housing 

property!   

• Parking on the Main St. bridge should be eliminated!   

• QR codes can be used instead of or in addition to a parking app. This can be used to direct parkers 

to lots with vacancies.  

• Another parking garage is possibly needed in the SE quadrant near Pollyanna Brewing.  

Parking Pricing, Time-Restrictions, Permits, Ordinances 

• On-street metered parking is needed. If we use this, we can push free parking into the garages. 

More parking turnover means more profit.  
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• Charging a parking fee is not a bad idea, but businesses and their employees will feel punished. 

Therefore, if parking in some places in downtown is charged, I would like to see different fees for 

employees and customers.  

• I moved my business here from a neighboring city because the parking there was horrendous!  

Here parking isn’t as bad, but my customers don’t know where to park. Channeling them to 

available parking locations would help. Parkers spend about 45 minutes in my store, and 

Thursdays and weekends get busy. With some parking only available for only 30 minutes, it’s hard 

to do anything.  

• The city needs to create permit parking according to neighborhood.  

• I think there will be resistance to paid parking because people aren’t accustomed to it.  

• There needs to be parking spaces dedicated to employees of businesses, so they don’t need to walk 

far to get to work. Also, spaces with time restrictions are tough for employees because they may 

have to move their cars mid-shift.  

• Customers of small stores should be able to park in front of the store using short-term parking.  

• At our restaurant, we don’t do lunch business because of 90-minute parking nearby. This is too 

short for lunch-goers and people don’t want to park in the parking deck for lunch.  

• Increase the cost of on-street parking to force cars into the city’s parking garages.  

• Change zoning so that all new buildings downtown accommodate all needed parking.  

• No on-street parking facing the river!   

• Maintain liberal green space between the municipal building and Pottawatomie Park.  

• When the riverfront is closed for the art fair, businesses struggle.  

• The 90-minute parking restriction is unnecessary.  

• Pick-up and drop-off zones need to be established on the west side.  

• Either all parking should be 24 hours or overnight parking should be allowed. Otherwise, people 

will try to drive while intoxicated.  

Shared Parking 

• Shared parking is low-hanging fruit and a great idea, but it’s a cultural shift. I think it could work 

at some banks as well as the public library.  

• Ultimately, lower cost options need to be explored first. Start with shared parking and 

enforcement before considering expensive parking decks.  

• Shared parking at the library or at other businesses when they’re not open is needed. 362 

• Allow the public library as well as St. Mark’s Church parking lots to be used by private valet 

services.  

• Protect current library parking for patrons during library hours. Open it to be utilized after hours 

only.  

• On Friday and Saturday evenings, use church parking and provide shuttle service.  

• The city should try to arrange to have private parking lots used during their non-business hours.  

• Support utilizing existing capacity during late hours (Ex:  public library with shuttles). Oppose 

building a new parking structure.  
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SHARED PARKING POTENTIAL  

Shared parking can be one efficient solution to the parking problems currently faced by St. Charles. Shared 

parking is when parking spaces can be used to serve two or more individual land uses or purposes without 

conflict or encroachment. Shared parking can happen when there are variations in the peak accumulation 

of parked vehicles as the result of different activity patterns of adjacent or nearby land uses (by hour, by 

day, by season), or when there are relationships among land use activities that result in people visiting 

two or more land uses on a single auto trip to a given area or development. In the case of St. Charles, 

some candidate businesses would be banks, funeral homes, daytime shops, and public facilities. These 

businesses attract visitors at different hours than bars and restaurants. The physical infrastructure (lots) 

is already available, and there are a number of potential locations throughout the study area. Table 13 

and Figure 10 below shows candidate shared parking locations in the downtown area of St. Charles. These 

locations would be used outside of conventional business hours (8 am to 5 pm) and would help to serve 

the abundance of visitors that frequent the restaurants and bars during the evenings and weekends. The 

location with the largest potential is the St. Charles Public Library. This is due to is large lot size (125 

spaces) and its location near the southeast quadrant which is the area that is experiencing the most 

parking congestion.  Other locations are scattered throughout the area and contain around 10 to 60 

parking spaces. In order to utilize these spaces, contractual arrangements must be made with the property 

owners.    

Table 13: Candidate Shared Parking Locations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         Source: DESMAN 

 

 

 

Business/Organization Name  Location
Estimated 

Parking Spaces

1 St. Patrick's Catholic Preschool State St & N 4th St 58

2 St. Charles Bank & Trust W Main St & S 5th S 45

3 Shelby School Indiana St & S 5th St 38

4 Dick Pond Athletics St. Charles State St & N 2nd St 54

5 Moss-Norris Funeral Home Illinois St & S 3rd St 20

6 Doc Morgan Inc. Walnut St & S 2nd St 30

7 Law Offices of Jotham S. Stein P.C. Indiana St & S 3rd St 8

8 Directions in Clothing State Ave & N 2nd Ave 20

9 Joseph M. Wiedemann & Sons Inc E Main St & 3rd Ave 15

10 Yurs Funeral Homes Inc. E Main St & 4th Ave 44

11

Public Library & St. Mark's Lutheran 

Church Shared Parking
E Main St & 5th Ave 125

West of Fox River

East of Fox River
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Figure 10: Candidate Shared Parking Locations 

Source: DESMAN 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS 

A number of future developments are planned in St. Charles within the next five years, most of which will 

be the redevelopment of previously or currently used properties. St. Charles provided information on 

proposed developments in the downtown area. This included information about the development type, 

location, size, land use elements.  Based on this information, projected parking need was estimated as 

shown in Table 14. Developments for which specific numerical information about size were provided, 

parking estimates were generated using industry standard calculation methodology.  For other 

developments which specific numerical information was not available, parking ratios are provided in Table 

15 below as a general estimate of parking demand needs.  These recommended ratios are based on 

industry standards. It should be noted that these are very general parking ratios to give an idea for 

demand however it will vary based on location and market conditions. For downtown environment, these 

demands are typical fully or partially absorbed by public parking facilities. Descriptions for each proposed 

project are below: 

• Plaza Expansion project includes the permanent closure of 1st Street to vehicles from Walnut St. 

to Main St. to accommodate a contiguous public plaza which will essentially triple the existing 

plaza space. The project will feature a meandering walkway to allow for unobstructed pedestrian 

passage through the site. This project is scheduled to be completed in February of 2024. In 
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comparison to the other uses, public plazas do not generate high parking demand, but indirectly 

attract more traffic to the downtown or result in visitors staying longer.    

 

• Whole Food Market has been approved and the developer is working with City staff to obtain 

building permits. Whole Foods is forecasted to need 132 spaces, there will be a total of 144 

parking spaces dedicated to the grocery store. The methodology used to calculate the Whole 

Foods parking need is based on the methodology developed by the Urban Land Institute which 

calculates parking demand based on factors such as development square footage, seasonality, 

and captive customer ratios. Whole Foods peaks during the afternoon, and if there aren’t any 

available dedicated parking spaces then customers can park in one of the surrounding public 

parking spaces. There will still be a total of 30 public parking spaces in Lot V and Lot X. Per the 

Whole Foods site plan, the developer will also be converting parallel parking on First Street to 

angled parking, which will result in a net gain of five public parking spaces. It is important to note 

that that parking occupancy is at its lowest during the day, below 50% occupancy. The five-story 

parking garage on the west side of the river is only 28% occupied during the afternoon timeframe.                                                      

 

• Former Police Department Site, spanning approximately two acres and owned by the City, has 

been the subject of development considerations in recent years. The City has yet to approve a 

project however proposals have included multi-family housing and hotels to restaurants, all 

incorporating a public space component. The absence of a specified development type makes it 

challenging to estimate parking demand accurately. In planning for the site's development, 

the City should consult Table 15, which outlines the recommended parking spaces needed per 

development type. This reference will be crucial in determining the appropriate parking 

infrastructure when a specific proposal takes shape. Additionally, the City can leverage this 

development opportunity to bolster downtown parking availability by strategically increasing the 

overall parking supply.  

 

• The River East Lofts project is a planned mixed-use building at the southeast corner of Illinois & 

Riverside Ave and consists of a 4-story building, with retail space and parking on the first floor and 

42 total residential units on the upper floor. This property is privately-owned and currently 

consists of one building and 48 parking spaces (11 public parking stalls).  The completed 

development will include 51 parking spaces (2 public parking stalls). This property is included in  

both downtown SSAs, per City code the developer needs to replace the existing parking. This is a 

typical practice for downtowns as meeting the industry standards is difficult given the limited 

available land. In many cases, meeting the industry standards would result in fewer buildings, 

more surface lots, and thus a less vibrant urban environment. The developer is increasing the total 

parking supply of the property from 48 to 51, thereby meeting the City’s requirement. This is a 

privately-owned lot; however, the current property owner allows it to be used by the general 

public. Once the River East Lofts is completed it will be perceived as a displacing public parking, 

even though it is privately owned.     
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• River 504 (Milestone Row 2) is a four-story building incorporates 3,330 square feet of commercial 

space fronting S. 1st St. and 41 internal parking spaces on the first floor, with up to 20 residential 

condominium units on floors 2-4, and a partial 5th-floor penthouse. The project is would also 

include the addition of 15 angled public parking spaces on First Street. The proposed number of 

parking spaces would exceed the estimated parking demand.  

 

• Lot 4 is a city-owned vacant grass lot at the northeast corner of Illinois St. and IL Route 31 (2nd 

St.). The lot is approximately 0.13 acres and, in the past, has been considered for a mixed-use with 

first floor commercial and second and third floor office or residential. Ideally, this development 

would include internal parking however given the size of the property that may not be possible. 

As this property is in the downtown Special Services Areas it would not be required to provide 

parking. The adjacent five-story parking garage could accommodate a development here as the 

garage is not currently at practical capacity. If in the future, the garage parking occupancy exceeds 

the practical capacity threshold then the City could consider a development that generates less 

parking demand during peak parking times.   

 

• The Baker Church is located four blocks east of the Fox River on Main Street. The Church owns 

two parking lots which are currently used for public parking except on Sunday mornings. The two 

lots are identified as Lots N and Lot K on Figure 1. Those lots have a parking inventory of 46 and 

36, respectively. Lot N never reached an occupancy count above 30%, despite it being a 5-minute 

walk to the Arcada Theatre  This is likely due to it being difficult to find and recognize, and is poorly 

lit. Additional wayfinding signage will help direct visitors to Lot N. Lot K is considered to be above 

practical capacity during peak hours during weekend nights. The Baker Church has indicated to 

the City that the two parking lots are available for sale and development. It has been suggested 

by the Church that either lot could accommodate a private mixed-use development and/or a 

public parking garage. In the event the lots are both developed without a public parking 

component it would result in a loss of 82 parking spaces. Both lots are partially included in the 

downtown SSAs, meaning any of the parking spaces in the SSA would need to be replaced in the 

event a development occurs. The replaced parking spaces would not be required to be public 

spaces.  

Table 14: Planned Developments and Parking Need in St. Charles, IL 
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        Source: DESMAN 

 

Table 15: General Parking Ratios  

 

                                                           Source: DESMAN 

                                        

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations were developed by DESMAN, in consultation with the City of St. Charles, 

to address the issues identified throughout the course of this study. Recommended changes to the supply, 

management, operations, and technology of the parking system are intended to address both current and 

anticipated needs of the downtown area. No recommendation alone will alleviate all existing or future 

Residential Commercial Other

Plaza Project Main St & South 1st St public plaza ≈30,000 sqft by 2028 0 0

Whole Foods 

Market
Indiana St & Geneva Rd supermarket 35000 sqft by 2025 132 144(1)

Former PD Site Riverside Ave & State St TBD TBD TBD after 2028 TBD TBD

River East
Riverside Ave & South 

2nd Ave

multifamily residential, 

commercial
42 units 6500 sqft by 2028 68 50

River 504 

(Milestone   

Row 2)

Limestond Dr & Prairie St

multifamily residential, 

commercial, garage 

parking

24 units 4000 sqft by 2028 40
provided 

internally

Lot 4 Illinois St & South 2nd St
potentially commercial, 

residential, office
3500 sqft 7000 sqft(2) by 2028 40 TBD

Baker Church 

Properties

North 3rd Ave b/t East 

Main St & State Ave

potentially commercial, 

residential
TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

Notes: (1) Includes 12 employee spaces. (2) Assumed to be office space. Total: 280

Parking 

Demand

Parking 

Spaces 

Proposed

Development Location Development Type
Development Scale (sq ft, units) Development 

Timeframe

public plaza 0.13/1000 sq ft

supermarket 4.75/1000 sq ft

 multi-family development 

(one bedroom units)
1.05/unit

 multi-family development 

(two bedroom units)
1.8/unit

hotel (50-175 rooms) 1.15/room

conference center 5.5/1000 sq ft

restaurant 17.4/1000 sq ft

retail 4/1000 sq ft

park 5.5/acre

concert bandshell 0.4/seat

office 3.93/1000 sq ft

bar/nightclub 19/1000 sq ft

Recommended Parking 

Spaces Needed
Development Type
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parking issues. However, incremental improvements that delay or eliminate the need for additional 

physical parking structures will be cost-effective, improve the user experience, and address concerns 

raised by the stakeholders and citizens alike. City staff should consider conducting annual parking counts 

using the same methodology as this study.  The annual counts would be beneficial in determining the 

actual impacts of both future developments and the parking solutions that are implemented. The scope 

of the parking counts can be expanded to include more on-street parking areas in the southwest quadrant 

of the study area. To maximize reliability of future counts, they should be conducted based on the 

following criteria: 

• Multiple weekend nights 

• Stretch from hours of 5pm to 8:30pm 

• Favorable weather 

• Non-special event days 

• Nights with high and low attendance shows at the Arcada Theatre 

• Wedding events at Baker Hotel, Cedar Fox, or other venues should be noted 

While the impacts of the recommendations are predictable to an extent, parking system changes have 

the potential to impact parking in unknown ways. Due to this uncertainty, the implementation of parking 

system changes should have leeway for the impact to take effect before additional changes follow. Based 

on experience, this approach is successful in avoiding unintended consequences in a piecemeal way. This 

will allow a methodical approach that conserves resources for St. Charles.  Simple, low-cost solutions can 

be implemented in the immediate/short-term. Complex, expensive solutions are assumed to be 

implemented over the course of several years. 

Cost estimates that are provided below are for high-level planning purposes only. Actual costs can vary 

significantly depending on the circumstances. Despite this, it is hoped that these cost estimates will 

provide guidance for decision-making into the future. 

Peak Period Off-Street Parking Availability 

The study has shown that, despite perception, there is parking available in the downtown area even during 

times of heavy usage. Of the 394 available off-street spaces east of the Fox River and the 748 spaces west 

of the Fox River, an average of 80% are occupied on both sides during the peak weekend time period. This 

gives a total of 289 unoccupied spaces during peak parking space usage – 209 on the west side and 80 on 

the east side. On the east side, Lot P, near city hall, and Lot N, near Baker Church, have 25 and 28 available 

spaces during the peak period, respectively. On the west side, Lot C, Q, R, and I have a total of 160 parking 

spaces available during the peak. The city would be well served by making better use of existing parking 

facilities. How to do this is discussed subsequently.  

Wayfinding and Signage Improvements 

A lack of large, clear, and understandable signage was a concern for many citizens. Citizens and business-

owners alike expressed concern about knowing where to park and what to do if their first parking choice 

was unavailable. New wayfinding and parking facility ID signage should be created for all City-owned 

parking facilities. Wayfinding signage is needed to direct drivers to off-street parking facilities in St. 
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Charles. Signs could be as simple as the universal “P” symbol with an arrow pointing toward the route to 

a parking facility, or include the name of the facility on it too. New signage should also be unique in design 

or color as to not blend in with the other downtown signage. In most cases, these directional signs can be 

located on existing light poles to minimize costs. In addition to external signage, informational and 

instructional signage posted inside St. Charles parking facilities should conform to an easily recognizable 

design scheme, the messaging should be clear and direct, and sign placement should be in an optimal 

location. Signs within the facility should only include vital information and be legible for drivers. The style 

should be consistent across all city facilities. In the event that parkers cannot find space in an off-street 

lot, wayfinding signage that directs parkers to nearby lots should exist.   

Estimated Cost to Implement:   $7,000-$15,000 per lot location 

Estimated Timeframe    6 months 

Action Steps: Evaluate existing signage, identify locations for 

additional or improved signage, create design for 

new signage that is consistent with the city’s 

existing signage, solicit bid proposals from 

service providers, execute contract. 

 

Parking Space Availability Signs in Parking Garages 

St. Charles currently has three multi-story parking garages, none of which have digital signs showing real-

time parking availability.  While the five-story parking garage is under capacity during its peak parking 

period on Saturday evenings, the remaining two parking garages are both near capacity during the same 

peak parking period.  We recommend St. Charles install digital parking signs showing real-time parking 

availability at the entrance of each multi-story garage. Since these digital signs give information about 

parking availability on each floor, this would significantly reduce the time drivers waste looking for parking 

on floors where it doesn’t exist. At the five-story garage in particular, parkers can waste a lot of time 

ascending and descending the ramps as well as driving around each floor looking for vacant spaces. Out 

of frustration, parkers may exit the garage midway through their search and look for parking and 

entertainment opportunities elsewhere. Installing these digital signs can greatly reduce driver frustration 

as well as wasted time, especially in the five-story garage. These digital signs can either be those that 

indicate the number of spaces vacant on each floor of the garage, or those that simply show the words 

“full” or “available” on each floor. A similar system can also be installed in surface lots where a sensor 

detects the number of cars in the lot and provides that information to a parking app used by downtown 

visitors. An example of a digital sign that indicates the number of vacancies is shown below.  
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Estimated Cost to Implement: $80,000 - $120,000 (five story garage) 

Estimated Timeframe: 3 months (five story garage) 

Action Steps: Develop and approve scope and program for 

services, solicit bid proposals from service 

providers, execute contract.   

 

Parking Time Restriction Improvements 

As mentioned in a previous section of this report, St. Charles currently has a wide range of parking time 

restrictions for both their on- and off-street facilities. Some of these time restrictions are: 30 minutes, one 

hour, three hours, eight hours, and 24 hours. These time restrictions are too numerous and difficult to 

follow. To provide more clarity to downtown visitors, these time restrictions can be reduced to three 

different categories based on location.  For locations where high turnover is needed, one-hour time limits 

are appropriate.  For visitors staying for longer periods of time, i.e., events, shopping, employment, etc., 

three-hour or 12-hour time restrictions are more appropriate. The City may consider keeping 24-hour 

time restrictions in areas that are heavily utilized by residents in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Estimated Cost to Implement: $50 per sign 

Estimated Timeframe: 1 month 

Action Steps: Remove, reallocate, and/or replace existing 

parking time limit signs. Utilize standard design 

templates. 

Establish Pick-up/Drop-off Locations in Core Restaurant/Shop Areas 
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Downtown restaurant owners voiced concerns that some of their older 

and physically challenged customers had difficulty visiting their 

restaurants due to the challenge of walking from their parked vehicle to 

the restaurant. Official pickup/drop-off zones in downtown core 

locations should be established to ensure safety for the elderly and 

physically challenged. These zones should also be accessible to 

transportation network companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft. The 

pickup/drop-off zone should be clearly identifiable and protected from 

on-going traffic. The signage should also notify drivers of the maximum 

duration of stay to prevent excessive vehicle “standing”. When the Plaza 

Project is complete, locations alongside South 1st St. and the west side of 

the plaza with easy access to the restaurants and shops would be very advantageous.  A number of 

curbside parking spots along Riverside Ave. and Main St. can also be re-designated as pick-up/drop-off 

locations.  

Estimated Cost to Implement:   $100/sign 

Estimated Timeframe: 6 – 8 weeks 

Action Steps: Establish location, signage, and striping 

necessary for pick up/drop off areas, solicit bid 

proposals from service providers for sign design 

and manufacture, execute contract. 

 

Enforcement of Existing Parking Code Violations 

St. Charles does not strictly enforce parking violations. Parkers that overstay their time in a parking spot 

are not ticketed, giving little to no incentive to follow the city code. Since continuous multi-day parking in 

public lots has also been spotted, it is imperative that the city enforce its code for parking violations. 

Parking violations that can be issued to a vehicle for failure to comply with city legal requirements should 

be clearly stipulated through city code, administered through the finance department, and enforced 

through the traffic section of the police department.  In order to enforce time restrictions, one possibility 

is for St. Charles to implement Automatic License Plate Recognition (ALPR) technology, which is widely 

used today. Communities that have transitioned from 

manual enforcement to ALPR enforcement have 

significantly increased the productivity and efficiency of 

their parking systems. It is recommended that if on-street 

parking meters are introduced, at least one city vehicle 

be outfitted with LPR hardware and software for use by 

the City’s parking enforcement officers. In lieu of 

installing ALPR technology, the City deploy staff from the 

Police Department to enforce parking violations 

manually, however this is often less effective and more time consuming.  

NO 
PARKING 

_t(iii) 
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Estimated Cost to Implement: Mobile Unit: $40,000 to $60,000 (excluding the 

lease or purchase cost of a vehicle) 

Handheld Unit: $5,000 per unit plus system 

software platform 

Estimated Timeframe: Program should be implemented if and when a 

pay-to-park on-street program is enacted. 

Action Items: Create a specific document to be bid on by 

potential vendors ensuring that the enforcement 

system works in conjunction with the on- and off-

street revenue collection equipment, solicit bids 

and choose preferred technology. 

 

Metered Parking on Major Streets  

Saturdays have the greatest number of street segments that exceed practical capacity (85%), with the 

majority of these being east of the Fox River. All of these street segments are located alongside major 

activity sites such as restaurants, bars, and the Arcada Theatre. Parking on Saturday evenings even 

exceeds capacity (over 100%) on some of these segments.   On-street parking during times of congestion 

can be a safety issue and it also interrupts traffic flow. To discourage parking over capacity and encourage 

parking in off-street lots and garages, metering is the best method. Metering also creates more turnover 

which is better for businesses, and encourages longer-term parkers such as employees to park in off-street 

facilities. A number of street segments are candidates for parking meters. Some of these include Main St. 

from the west end of the bridge to 5th Ave. as well as the streets east of the Fox River running north-south 

between Cedar Ave. and Walnut Ave. There are over 100 parking spaces in this area that could be 

metered.    

St. Charles can accomplish this by installing credit-card payment enabled single-space meters and/or 

multi-space pay stations at selected on-street parking spaces. It is also possible to establish a pay by cell 

phone app that would also allow visitors to know about on-street parking vacancies in real time. In total, 

downtown St. Charles has over 600 on-street parking spaces, none of which are metered and hence they 

receive no income. By installing single-space meters, multi-space pay stations, and/or a pay-by-cell app 

for the highest demand areas, the city could generate parking revenue and reroute longer term parkers 

to off-street facilities thereby optimizing use of the city’s parking assets.   

Estimated Cost to Implement:  $550 per single space meter, $6,500 per multi-space  

     kiosk 

Estimated Timeframe:   3-6 months 

Action Steps: Develop and approve scope and program for services, 

solicit bid proposals from service providers, execute 

contract, implement a public relations campaign, adapt 

internal operations and management practices and 

policies as warranted. 

 

DES MAN-------
Celebrating 50 Years 



     
                                              Page 38 of 42       

 

Electric Vehicle Charging Stations   

Electric vehicles are growing substantially in popularity throughout the country and will continue to do so 

for years to come.  This growth in popularity has led to many cities in the U.S. adding more electric vehicle 

charging stations within their parking facilities, and St. Charles has the opportunity to be one of them.  

The benefits of electric vehicles and charging stations include reduced CO2 emissions, new revenue and 

branding opportunities, and reduced fuel costs.  With that in mind, some drawbacks include maintenance 

and installation costs, longer fueling times, often times higher costs to purchase, and displaces non-

electric charging vehicle spaces. However, the benefits outweigh the drawbacks in that the environmental 

impact benefits everyone and the additional revenue opportunities can be a source of funding for the city.  

Electric vehicle charging stations normally consist of payment 

mechanisms, monitors, and charging power cords.  Having 

charging stations that are connected to the same network, 

allow owners to track payments and utilization, and are easy to 

navigate for users are essential to their success.  They can be 

placed on streets, in parking lots, and in garages.  We 

recommend that St. Charles place charging stations in lots and 

garages rather than on streets because when they are placed on streets, they are more vulnerable to 

damage and can be more expensive to maintain.  When choosing the locations of these stations there are 

important factors to consider.  These include proximity to power sources and building entrances, lighting 

and security, visibility and signage, and accessibility. The City did install an electric charger station on the 

fourth-level of the parking garage on First Street a few years ago. The City purchased the equipment, 

funded the installation, and eats the cost of the usage. The equipment has also been damaged in the past 

and required repairs. The City should continue to pursue additional electric vehicle charging stations 

based on these recommendations and experience of the one station previously installed.  

In addition to investing in this initiative with their own funds, we recommend that the city also investigate 

funding opportunities at both the state and federal levels.  For example, the Illinois Environmental 

Protection Agency (IEPA) offers grants to public agencies to install and maintain publicly available Level 2 

and direct current fast charging (DCFC) stations. Funding may cover up to 80% of the project costs. 

Estimated Cost to Implement:  $11,795 per station (charges two vehicles) 

Estimated Timeframe:   3 – 6 months 

Action Steps: Develop and approve scope and program for services, 

solicit bid proposals from service providers, execute 

contract, adapt internal operations and management 

practices and policies as warranted.  

 

1st Street Parking Garage Access 

The five-story parking garage at the intersection of 1st St. and Illinois St., is the city’s major parking facility 

with over 400 spaces, and is centrally located near many shops, restaurants, and bars. However, walking 
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access to restaurants after parking is an issue.  The parking deck has elevators on both its north and south 

sides, but the elevator on the north side does not access Floors 2 and 3 and the south side elevator is a 

further walk from shops and restaurants. This makes it somewhat confusing and difficult, especially for 

the elderly and physically challenged as well as out-of-towners that may have to walk longer distances as 

well as up and down stairwells to access their destination.  We recommend that the parking garage north 

side elevator be improved to provide access to all floors.  For Floor 2, a door can be provided for access 

to the corridor to the elevator. Providing Floor 3 access to the elevator would cause more disruption, and 

would be significantly more expensive, because a corridor would need to be built. Negotiations with the 

owners of the 2nd and 3rd floor offices would have to be conducted prior to this operation.  

 

Estimated Cost to Implement:  $40,000 for each Floor  

Estimated Timeframe:   3 – 6 months 

Action Steps: Develop and approve scope and program for services, 

solicit bid proposals from service providers, execute 

contract, adapt internal operations and management 

practices and policies as warranted.  

 

Shared Parking Potential 

Shared parking is one fast, cost-effective solution to the parking problems currently faced by St. Charles. 

The existing conditions section found that there are potentially 11 locations in the downtown area at 

which shared parking is possible. Shared parking is possible only if parking spaces can be used to serve 

multiple land uses without conflict. The candidate parking lots (for the most part) operate during normal 

business hours and would not conflict with bar and restaurant visitors on the weekends and in the 

evenings. The 11 potential locations have a combined total of approximately 457 parking spaces which is 

more spaces than the five-story parking garage (429 spaces). The location with the largest potential is the 

St. Charles Public Library. This is due to is large lot size (125 spaces) and its location near the southeast 

quadrant which is the area that is experiencing the most parking congestion.  For this to happen, St. 

Charles would have to enter into shared parking agreements with property owners that explicitly state 

conditions for using the parking space.  These would include: designated parking area, approved usage, 

maintenance of the facility including snow, garbage, and debris removal, utility costs, taxes, signage, and 

parking enforcement.   

Estimated Cost to Implement:  Minimal – will depend on individual contracts 

Estimated Timeframe:   Minimal 

Action Steps: Contact property owner, develop proposal for property 

use, create and execute contractual agreement, adopt 

operations to be implemented and monitored.    
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Improve Alternative Transportation Options 

  

The City should promote alternative transportation modes such as biking and walking. This can be 

achieved through measures such as installing additional bike racks, enhancing pedestrian infrastructure, 

improving overall accessibility, and promoting these options to the public. Addressing sidewalk gaps and 

expanding bike lanes, especially in the downtown area, should be prioritized to create a more pedestrian 

and bike-friendly environment. 

 

The City has taken significant steps in this 

direction by finalizing a comprehensive 

Pedestrian/Bike plan and adopting a 

Complete Street Policy in 2023. The plan 

and policy outline potential infrastructure 

projects aimed at encouraging biking and 

walking to and in the downtown area. By 

successfully encouraging more alternative 

transportation modes the City would 

reduce the total number of parked cars 

and improve the downtown parking 

experience. Additionally, the proposed improvements would facilitate safer pedestrian crossings and 

could encourage people to park further away from their final destinations. These improves should be 

considered and addressed as the Public Works Department implements the annual road improvement 

plan or as funding is made available during the budgeting process or grants.    

 

Estimated Cost to Implement:  Minimal to Expensive – depending on particular project 

Estimated Timeframe:   Dependent of individual projects 

Action Steps: Follow the recommendations of the Bike/Pedestrian 

Plan. The City can tackle low hanging fruit projects first 

such as adding more bike racks to the downtown or 

restriping streets to include bike lanes. Others projects 

will take years to design, engineer, and potentially give 

IDOT approval. 

 

Downtown Trolley Service 

 

A downtown trolley could serve as a strategic solution during peak parking demand hours, encouraging 

individuals to park in peripheral downtown areas with available parking. This approach effectively expands 

the effective parking supply by encouraging visitors to park in underutilized lots. For instance, the St. 

Charles Library parking lot is an approximately 15-minute walk from downtown, including a crossing at 

Route 25 that may dissuade some visitors. By offering a faster and safer alternative, the trolley not only 

addresses safety concerns but also enhances accessibility. Additionally, the trolley becomes an attractive 

feature in itself, potentially drawing more attention and visitors to the downtown area. 
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Estimated Cost to Implement: $2,000 - $2,500 for 3-hours per night – including 

advertising of service 

Estimated Timeframe:   Minimal 

Action Steps: The City could simply test the trolley service for a matter 

of one summer month and determine if usage of the 

service is worth the costs.  

 

 

Increase Parking Supply – considerations for reference only and not a recommendation 

The study has shown that there is parking available in the downtown area even during times of heavy 

usage. Implementing the recommendations outlined in this study could substantially enhance the current 

parking experience. In the event that future demand rises to the point where practical capacity is reached 

and other suggested measures are applied, and the City contemplates the construction of an additional 

parking structure, the following factors should be taken into account: 

• Location of garage - If a multistory parking garage is considered, a key location would be in the 

direct vicinity of the St. Charles City Hall building. This parking lot is nearby popular destinations 

which include The Arcada Theater and other popular restaurants which attract significant 

nighttime traffic on the weekends. The east side of the river also has 773 fewer parking public 

parking spaces than the west side river. When determining locations, consideration should be 

given to walking distance tolerances, with typical ranges of 200 to 300 feet for shoppers, visitors, 

and restaurant patrons, 500 to 800 feet for downtown employees, and 1,500 to 2,000 feet for 

special event patrons from parking to their primary destination. 

 

• Typical Site Requirements - Optimal parking structures are characterized by large, rectangular 

sites. While flat terrains are usually more cost-effective for development, sloped areas present 

design possibilities, such as multi-level access without the need for ramps. Considering the 

downtown St. Charles topography and the scarcity of available land parcels, constructing a multi-

level access garage appears to be the most practical choice for the city. 

 

• Capacity and dimensions of garage – The size of a proposed parking garage is largely dependent 

on available land.  At a minimum, a garage should be three stories with about 50 spaces per level, 

giving a total of 150 spaces. Although parking garages can be custom designed to fit most sites of 

adequate size, in general, the minimum footprint dimensions for an “efficient parking garage” is 

approximately 125 ft x 300 ft. Given that there are often available land constraints in downtowns, 

parking garages can still be designed smaller however are typically at least 90 ft x 160 ft. The 

approximate dimensions of the existing parking garages are below for comparison: 

o Five-Story Parking Garage on South First Street (Lot I) – 122 ft x 400 ft - 429 parking 

spaces 

o Three-Story Parking Garage on South Second Ave (Lot S) – 85 ft x 185 ft - 78 parking 

spaces 

o Two-Story Parking Garage on First Street and Illinois Street (Lot Z) – 60 ft x 280 ft – 106 

parking spaces) 
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• Garage costs – The cost to build a parking garage can vary widely depending on various factors 

such as location, size, design, construction materials, and current labor costs. A rough estimate 

for a parking garage is about $25,000 to $35,000 per parking stall.  However, this is a general 

range, and costs can be higher or lower based on specific project details. When evaluating the 

need and type of parking garage, the City should also consider the annual maintenance costs. 

Generally, maintenance costs can range from $1,500 to $3,000 per parking space per year 

depending on factors such as the size of the garage, its age, design complexity, location, and the 

level of wear and tear. This estimate includes routine maintenance tasks such as cleaning, lighting, 

signage, security, and repairs to structural or mechanical components. 
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Ql What is the most interesting thing you learned from the Parking Study? 
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Answered: 52 Skipped: 24 

RESPONSES DATE 

I found it interesting that according to industry standards, there is adequate parking downtown 3/14/2024 6:34 PM 
since on weekends and evenings it doesn't always feel like that is the case. 

The most interesting thing I learned from the study was just how much parking downtown St. 2/9/2024 10:22 PM 
Charles has. I never realized we had 2071 spaces. Using Kane County's definition of a parking 
space being 9'x18', that adds up to about 7. 7 acres. Though that is a just for the spaces 
themselves and does not include all the other square footage in a parking lot or garage. 

You all haven't got a clue 2/5/2024 12:50 PM 

Interesting that they indicate the Whole Foods parking will be sufficient. Yet that lot is always 2/5/2024 11:48 AM 
full on weekend evenings . 

I didn't agree with the number they gave concerning available spots. Maybe it was a slow 2/5/2024 11:23 AM 
weekend because of a Geneva festival or something else. 

That the five-story parking garage has capacity at peak times but is underutilized - maybe 2/3/2024 8:13 AM 
because of lack of ease in use. 

That there is more than enough parking for everyone, including during busiest times ___ 2/1/2024 5:29 AM 

That the City has adequate parking. It does not feel that way during busy times. 1/31/2024 4:25 PM 

Angle parking on Main Street will be awful. I don't frequent down town Geneva because of it 1/31/2024 2:24 PM 
and I'll not use it on Main Street in St. Charles either. I never heard the word ''wayfinding" not in 
my dictionary either. 

Capacity numbrs for parking lots 1/29/2024 9:49 AM 

Too much 1/25/2024 11:50 AM 

That a trolley is a viable option. 1/25/2024 11:11 AM 

The parking garage was uncapacity ________________ 1/25/2024 11:08 AM 

That the parking garages are under capacity. 1/25/2024 10:47 AM 

That there is current capacity. I especially wonder if the study included weekends when there 1/24/2024 3:07 PM 
was a popular show at the Arcada. 

The number of unused spaces and the need for unified and updated signage _____ 1/23/2024 12:02 PM 

That we really do not have a major parking problem. Never thought we did. ______ 1/23/2024 11:18 AM 

More spots available than I thought 1/23/2024 11:15 AM 

It's good to know that parking is typically readily available. Happy to see more businesses are 1/23/2024 10:56 AM 
coming to downtown. I would be very unhappy to see metering anywhere in town - this would 
deter us from using st. charles. 

What I learned is that the image of a double deck parking structure on South First street south 1/23/2024 8:27 AM 
of Route 64 is an abomination! Screening storefronts and eliminating open space (even though 
it is the "street" is criminal and obliterates all the progress that has been made on this project. 
Someone should be fired for posting this image or even suggesting this as a viable option. 

The breakdown of the cost of each project. 1/22/2024 1:49 PM 

Locations of public spots I didn't know existed. Handicapped parking is limited.m 1/21/2024 2:28 PM 

The conflicting points of view & recommendations from stakeholders. And, east & west the 1/19/2024 1:30 PM 
distance included from the river. 
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the percentages regarding the use of the city parking spaces 1/18/2024 9:14 PM 

That the study found signs were not sufficient _____________ 1/18/2024 11:48 AM 

There is more public parking available than I realized ______ 1/18/202410:15 AM 

That even during times of capacity there are still parking spaces available. ______ 1/18/2024 8:39 AM 

Nothing new. Everyone knows there is not enough parking downtown. 1/18/2024 6:36 AM 

That visitors will not patronize businesses if the distance to the destination is too far. We need 1/17/2024 10:26 PM 
to keep all of our centralized on-street parking to continue to support businesses. 

I'm in disbelief that there are so many unused parking spots during the weekends. ____ 1/17/2024 3:56 PM 

Current parking spaces adequate! I disagree, especially on weekends. _____ 1/17/2024 2:21 PM 

How many parking spaces and where are actually available during peak times. 1/17/2024 11:13 AM 

That parking times are not being enforced, and especially that commercial vehicles are using 1/17/2024 10:53 AM 
24 hour lots as "free parking". If the city wants to make some money, convert a city lot into 
paid permit parking for commercial vehicle storage and at least consolidate it into one place. 

No surprises. 1/17/2024 9:43 AM 

That Signage and having the 1st st parking garage show how many spaces left would be huge. 1/17/2024 9:27 AM 

That parking has only been considered for one kind of transportation, namely, cars . Congestion 1/17/2024 9:11 AM 
will not be decreased as long as cars are the sole focus of solving access to downtown 
businesses. Data is clear, increased access with patrons on bikes--which our city is perfectly 
located on the Fox River Trail--means higher levels of time spent in the city spending their 
dollars than patrons in cars. Businesses are better benefited by patrons who use bicycles than 
cars. The bicycle and pedestrian task force was told that this parking issue for the whole city 
would include provisions for bikes. It has not. the congestion of bicycles around the around 
Pollyanna, for example, and other popular attractions in this area is problematic; patrons end 
up spilling out onto the street with bikes hooked up to signage and on sidewalks because even 
what little parking is available to them is poorly located. Patrons along the Fox River Trail are 
looking to stop and spend their dollars but they have no sufficient place to park their bikes . 
This has got to be part of the city's overall plan for improving access and decreasing car 
congestion. Pay attention to these trends. To ignore them is to turn away much needed money 
for the downtown businesses. We can do better. In addition--employees who don't have cars--
and there are many who work in our restaurants--who don't have cars and use bikes have no 
place to park. Safe bikelanes are not sufficient to the degree we have had several deaths this 
past year from service workers on bikes killed while trying to get home after a late shift. This is 
more than just a recreational use issue. This negatively impacts our residents and our city's 
work force. My husband rides to work everyday throughout the year even though we have a 
car. Studies show others would prefer to ride to work if that were an option. Less cars needed; 
less congestion. Every little bit helps. There will never be enough car parking. But you can 
mitigate the problem by reducing the need for cars for employees, residents and the thousands 
of potential patrons biking recreationally on the Fox River Trail. 

There is only a brief mention of improving bike and pedestrian access to downtown. 1/17/2024 7:50 AM 

That lack of parking is a perception - there is almost always something available. 1/16/2024 9:06 PM 

As a resident since '79, we have to park further away for the east side of town local business 1/16/2024 7:37 PM 
visits. Has anyone considered seating in each establishment vs vehicles parking. Occupancy 
of each business on the east side with 2 people in a vehicle maybe four, way exceeds east 
side parking spaces peak hours. As a resident we just stayed out of our downtown area over 
the years at peak days and times. Great for the businesses doing well along with the city. 

There is not enough info/signage around to point people to secondary parking locations. I agree 1/16/2024 6:15 PM 
with this statement 

"St. Charles has adequate parking supply for current demand". I don't agree with this 1/16/2024 4:39 PM 
statement. Parking is inadequate when there are events at Arcada. 

I was surprised to learn how many parking spaces there are downtown. 1/16/2024 4:31 PM 

That there was even a study happening & that a previous survey was available to make 1/16/2024 4:04 PM 
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comments. 

There are many available options for parking. 

That parking volume is generally adequate, but that signage and access may be insufficient 
during peak hours. 

East side of the river has significantly less parking. 

Future needs are not met 

I didn't actually read it 

There are several parking lots in St. Charles I was not even aware of. 

nothing 

The city has not 1, but 3 parking garages. Additionally, the lack of parking enforcement and 
signage/wayfinding available to the public. 

dfg 
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Q2 Which of the study recommendations do you feel would be most 
effective to improve the downtown parking experience? Pick three. 

Improve 
wayfinding a ... 

Install 
parking spac ... 

Creating fewer 
and more ... 
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pick-up/drop ... ...------

Enforce 
existing cod ... 

Install 
metered park ... 
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Improvements 
to the 1st ... 

Expand public 
parking supp ... 

Improve 
alternative ... 

Implement a 
downtown ... 

-----

Answered: 76 Skipped: O 
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ANSWER CHOICES 

Improve wayfinding and signage for public parking 

Install parking space availability signs in parking garages - making parking vacancy data available in real time 

Creating fewer and more consistent parking time restrictions 

Establish pick-up/drop-off locations 

Enforce existing code violations more strictly 

Install metered parking on major streets 

Install more electric vehicle charging stations 

Improvements to the 1st Street parking garage - Creating access to northern elevators from 2nd and 3rd levels 

Expand public parking supply by partnering with privately-owned existing lots to create shared lots 

Improve alternative transportation options - More sidewalks and bike paths 

Implement a downtown trolley service 

Total Respondents: 76 
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Q3 Is there a particular recommendation that you think would best improve 
the downtown parking experience? Please explain. 
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Answered: 58 Skipped: 18 

RESPONSES DATE 

Signage would be very beneficial . I forgot what lot it is, but I always have trouble locating the 3/14/2024 6:34 PM 
additional floors for the one parking garage where you have to leave the structure and then 
come back in to get to the other floors. 

It's not broke, so don't fix it. Any paid or metered parking will ruin downtown and I personally 3/9/2024 4:17 PM 
will be motivated to patronize other places like Geneva. 

Signage for public lots. 2/21/2024 10:10 PM 

Improve deck access with elevators. ___________________ 2/18/2024 9:51 PM 

Reopen North 1st Street to Rt 64. 2/13/2024 9:35 AM 

Implement variable pricing for all city controlled parking spots, starting with the highest 2/9/2024 10:22 PM 
demand streets and lots. By using modern digital parking meters or even an app, the price of 
parking can change throughout the day, getting higher in the peak times and lower or even free 
in off peak times. The price should be set so that any lot or street is about 85% full. This way 
there is always a spot for someone, as long as they are willing to pay. This incentivizes people 
to make efficient use of parking. Someone carpooling with 5 people in a car can split the fee 5 
ways, making even the most prime spot cheap, where as someone driving alone would have 
pay the fee all by themselves, incentivizing them to park in a less used lot. Anyone making 
parking policy should read Donald Shoup's "The High Cost of Free Parking". It is considered 
the definitive book on parking policy, and even just reading its preface (which only has 22 
pages) can give great insight to anyone making parking policy. 

better way finding signage, if I circle thru a lot and find it's full I should see a sign at the exit of 2/7/2024 7:16 PM 
that lot to show me what way I should go to find somewhere else to park. I've had trouble with 
this near Pollyanna mostly but everywhere else during Scarecrow Fest. I live here and can 
never find an open lot during large events downtown, I can't imagine how difficult it is for 
tourists. 

I did not see any mention of the absurd flow (or rather, lack of) on most floors of the 1st St 2/6/2024 11:36 PM 
parking garage - are there any plans to reconfigure, improve, and optimize this? 

The barrier on Main Street and first can be much more appealing as the project is completed. 2/6/2024 12:07 PM 
Continue with curb parking on Main and encourage private lots to allow parking in off hours. 

No paid parking. This is what makes our downtown special! 2/6/2024 7:13 AM 

Remove parking on Main. I never use it. Twice over the past 50 years I have been sideswiped 2/5/2024 3:10 PM 
by traffic . 

You need to enforce the parking laws that you have on the books instead of looking for more!! 2/5/2024 12:50 PM 
Especially in the residential areas. 

Access to the North side of the 1st street parking garage is very problematic. This could 2/5/2024 11:48 AM 
temporarily be resolved by removing the card reader on the stairwell immediately behind 
Corocco coffee. Why can't you get back upstairs at this door? 

Many of these solutions don't provide for additional parking (meter, electrical vehicle charging, 2/5/2024 11:23 AM 
access to levels, etc.) Partnering with private entity would increase physical spots . A trolley 
could run from the old junior high and current middle school. People could drive/walk there and 
trolley to town. 

I would put all the budget dollars in upgrading the 1st Street 5-story garage. Out-of-town 2/3/2024 8:13 AM 
visitors will begin to use it as their go-to location for parking if it always has spaces and is 
easier to use. It doesn't have to be free. 
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Make downtown more walkable so people feel safe and have a nice experience when they walk 2/1/2024 5:29 AM 
to their car (or even to their home) 

Personally creating better elevator access in the 1st street garage would be helpful, and make 1/31/2024 4:25 PM 
sure it is working. I have parked on the top floor only to find the elevator out of service. Having 
mobility issues, this was frustrating. 

While there are spaces available, patrons must walk far from certain lots . The southeast side 1/29/2024 9:49 AM 
is particularly void of adequate parking, and expanded parking options should be explored in 
that quadrant. 

I believe the downtown parking experience should be very confined within different parts of the 1/25/2024 9:59 PM 
city, in alternative to small parking spaces spread throughout town. Metering street side 
parking spaces would cut down on the amount of traffic in that area, and make more room for 
pedestrians. There should be more parking opportunities for bikers, as well as bike lanes 
replacing parallel parking. 

more biking and walking paths 1/25/2024 11:50 AM 

A redesigned main street that makes it easier for pedestrian and bikes to use. Currently it is 1/25/2024 11:11 AM 
very difficult to get to and travel around downtown without owning a car due to the narrow 
sidewalks and high speeds. I think a median among other things are a good way to reduce 
speeds on 64 and open it up to more multimodal transportation. 

I like trolleys 1/25/2024 11:08 AM 

A trolley service, and bike lanes. Any sort of public transportation and alternatives to cars 1/25/2024 10:47 AM 
would be extremely beneficial to downtown. 

Real time information for the parking garages would be helpful, especially if it was accessible 1/24/2024 3:07 PM 
via cell phone so we'd know which lot was available before arriving 

I believe the combination of updated signage and increased wayfinding with improved non 1/23/2024 12:02 PM 
vehicular access to the downtown area would deliver the sense of increased parking with a low 
overhead/ cost 

I do not see any major issues with the parking situation downtown. 1/23/2024 11:18 AM 

Better walkways, signage, and ensuring there are some sort of limits to help keep cars rotating 1/23/2024 10:56 AM 
through. Parking is available most of the time. Finding them can be the only challenge - and 
sometimes we're required to walk without any cover in bad weather or it's icy in winter. 

Enforcing the parking code violations would provide for increased parking for the local 1/22/2024 1:49 PM 
businesses downtown. Too often the 24 hour parking is overly abused w/o serious 
consequences to the repeat offenders. 

More handicapped spots necessary. 1/21/2024 2:28 PM 

An agreement for shared parking in private lots is a no/low cost option that will immediately 1/19/2024 1:30 PM 
add spaces in high demanded locations. I also favor adding a parking deck with 200-300 car 
capacity on the East side 

Partnering with privately-owned existing lots will create additional parking without additional 1/18/2024 9:14 PM 
expenses. It would also not create a burden for homeowners who live close to downtown. 

Yes, encouraging residents to walk, bike, or have free/low cost public transportation is the best 1/18/2024 11:48 AM 
route. There are so many great places to have drinks and we should be encouraging our 
residents to consume alcohol responsibly by providing great alternatives to driving. 

The 1st Street garage is incredibly poorly planned - particularly the confusing elevator access. 1/18/2024 10:15 AM 
Fix that immediately. 

Better direction and signage for available spaces. 1/18/2024 8:39 AM 

Install parking availability signage so people don't waste time looking for spots in a garage that 1/18/2024 7:38 AM 
doesn't have any would improve time finding the available spots. Couple this with improved 
wayfinding signage would be good first step before constructing any new. 

Build more parking decks 1/18/2024 6:36 AM 

Keep the on street parking and stop closing down streets making it more difficult to park near 1/17/2024 10:26 PM 
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businesses. Seniors and ADA people can not walk long distances. 

The trolley from the library to downtown is a wonderful idea and can be decorated for the 
holidays like the CTA holiday train! A way to draw in folks to the city. 

No metered parking 

Install bike racks closest to buildings and promote biking to downtown and especially during 
busy events. If 93% of survey responders are from St. Charles, think how many people could 
be coming downtown on a bike at least 6 months of the year. Gradually install designated bike 
lanes on many streets and promote the heck out of it! If a bike rack is next to my destination, 
but I need to park a few blocks away, many will chose to bike once they realize that. 
Especially as our region becomes younger. Biking, Biking, Biking is the most effective 
solution. 

Updated (often) parking options perhaps on the City and Business Alliance apps. 

I can't stress Enough what a Horrible Missed opportunity using the Land that is now going to 
the River East Lofts project is ! ! Anyone that frequents downtown regularly knows how useful 
that lot is now! And putting a parking garage there would of been Ideal !! Now because of the 
River East Lofts project we are going to lose at least 48 PRIME SPACES !! ! 

improve and create new pathways for pedestrians in our own area for our own residents to be 
able to walk and ride their bikes to the downtown centers. Currently, there is no easy way 
without walking into traffic or risking harm with the current piecemeal sidewalks and paths 
available. Increasing pedestrian and biking access will significantly decrease the need for cars 
to park. Data is clear, people want to be on foot when the weather is beautiful, and this frankly 
is not just three months out of the year. Saint Charles needs to think about more than just 
people coming from outside the town. We need to also be thinking about what makes living 
here a quality experience. Consider the impact that other cities who have created more 
walkable downtown have experienced. Cities in Europe cities and in the United States that 
have shut down whole areas to become pedestrian only have seen a significant boom in 
business growth, and in overall ratings for visitor and residential experience. Driving around in 
your car, Looking for unsightly places to park and having no way to get from one store to 
another or one area to another without getting back in your car and driving to another location 
is unpleasant. Car-exclusive mindsets are simply short sighted. 

Off street pedestrian and bike crossing of route 64. If families don't feel safe crossing the 
street, they won't park across the street. 

Better signs and a trolley 

More convenient parking areas for the concentrated areas. 

more signage for secondary parking locations 

emphasis on parking away from rt 64 would be better especially with traffic. Make those 
parking spots big enough to accommodate all vehicle types up to the size of a Ford F150 at 
least. 

Parking on east side is very difficult, especially near Pollyannas, making driving through the 
area extremely difficult and dangerous. Reduce allowed street parking in this area. 

Parking near the Arcada Theater for performances can be difficult. I recommend finding ways 
to increase parking availability on the east side of the river. 

The patrons of Club Pilates on 1st street should be using the 2 garage parking lots located 
nearby the studio & the 1st street parking spaces should be set up for handicap parking only. 
There are only 2 handicap parking spots on 1st street in this section. Not enough with a 
breakfast restaurant located in the areal In addition, food delivery drivers should NOT be 
parking in handicap spots to pick up orders from restaurants . Tickets should be given. 

I think that continuing to focus on creating a walkable downtown that is fun for people to visit 
provides the city's best opportunity for continued growth. Some of the proposed measures 
could also mitigate the issue with intoxicated drivers on busy evenings. 

Build a garage on the East side of the river. No one is going to park on the west side and walk 
to the east. Also, no one will park in the STC library lots to visit downtown. 

Using existing lots and implement a downtown trolley services (free) Wednesday-Saturday 
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evening would be good. New developments should have to include underground parking or low 
level parking garages. 

A trolley service could be very nice, but you really just need more parking spots. 

In addition to parking space availability signs showing real time parking vacancy data, it would 
be very helpful to access that information online. 

finding a way to accommodate restaurant and business stocking and load in. there is a variety 
of times where parking is blocked or limited due to semi's being parked on the street or 
obstructing entrance to parking lots/garages. 

Improving signage for parking, i.e. making signs more clear and directing traffic to some of the 
lesser used lots. 
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Q4 Is there a particular recommendation that you think the City should 
NOT implement? Please explain. 

Answered: 58 Skipped: 18 

RESPONSES DATE 

Meters or paid parking. I think one of the draws of downtown is that parking is free so people 3/14/2024 6:34 PM 
want to visit and spend a lot of time downtown. 

NO paid meters _______________________ 3/9/2024 4:31 PM 

Do not install meters. 3/9/2024 4:17 PM 

Metered parking. _________________________ 2/21/2024 10:10 PM 

A trolley.8 2/18/2024 9:51 PM 

Please do not add more parking, particularly free parking. Parking is a limited resource, and 2/9/2024 10:22 PM 
subject to supply and demand just like any other good or service. Setting its price to $0 is a 
surefire way to guarantee a shortage. All of these parking lots sit on some of the most prime 
real estate in St. Charles. If people wish to store their cars on this valuable real estate, they 
should pay for it, because parking is really just another name for short term self storage. 

I am highly opposed to increasing enforcement on parking downtown. Parking is stressful 2/7/2024 7:16 PM 
enough without having to worry I'll be ticketed or towed because I parked in the wrong spot or 
left my vehicle overnight. 

One of the older master plans indicated no public parking within a specified distance from the 2/6/2024 12:07 PM 
river. We have already encroached on that valuable space and should not add more. 

Electric chargers. Sales of these cars is tanking as more people learn of the costs of operating 2/5/2024 3:10 PM 
EVs. 

Before you create a congested shopping area, you should make considerations for parking 2/5/2024 12:50 PM 
ahead of time. 

Electric vehicle charging 2/5/2024 11:23 AM 

I wouldn't do parking meters on the streets at this time. I think signage, lighting, wayfinding, 2/3/2024 8:13 AM 
and lot enforcement will alleviate a lot of parking problems. 

I don't think we need fewer parking restrictions, on the contrary. 2/1/2024 5:29 AM 

Install more electric vehicle charging stations. I don't think this should be a priority and would 1/31/2024 4:25 PM 
only take away from general parking spots. 

I'm against another tall parking garage. 1/31/2024 2:24 PM 

No metered parking. That will discourage customers. Also, biking and walking are good, but 1/29/2024 9:49 AM 
only for certain people and certain times of the year. 

We should not expand exponentially on parking. The available area in the downtown parking 1/25/2024 9:59 PM 
garage should be advertised, with public transport connection from there around the city. 

i don't know 1/25/2024 11:50 AM 

I do not think that adding more parking would help, as with more parking more people would 1/25/2024 11:11 AM 
come until eventually all of downtown is parking. Instead, the city should look at more efficient 
forms of transport like biking, walking, and public transportation. 

Expanding surface parking as it takes away space from places where the downtown could be 1/25/2024 10:47 AM 
improved 

Do not install charging stations downtown. It would encourage longer stays in the limited 1/24/2024 3:07 PM 
spaces. 
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Do not build more parking - there is entry of parking, and the study proves that to the case 1/23/2024 12:02 PM 

I can see perhaps having metered parking on Main Street and First Street to deter people from 1/23/2024 11:18 AM 
parking there all night. But I do not think it is needed elsewhere. 

Metered parking 1/23/2024 11:15 AM 

DO NOT use metering. The only time we have had any extreme difficulty finding a spot is 1/23/2024 10:56 AM 
during a parade or fourth of july. There are always places to park in St. Charles if you know 
where to look. 

Installing more electric charging stations. I have ZERO objection to electric vehicles but these 1/23/2024 8:27 AM 
stations are often occupied by one vehicle that remains in the spot beyond the period of time 
needed to recharge ... therefore denying charging opportunities to other EV's. 

No more lots on the river. Save for open space or commercial use. 1/21/2024 2:28 PM 

Pick up & drop off locations are unnecessary. If I use Lyft or Uber, for safety & convenience i 1/19/2024 1:30 PM 
the car should come to the location of the user, not have the user meet it somewhere. 

Please do not install meter parking on major streets. I prefer free parking for people visiting our 1/18/2024 9:14 PM 
city. 

Parking should not be metered!! Free parking is so wonderful. I would consider going to 1/18/2024 11:48 AM 
Geneva instead of st Charles if parking did not remain free. 

Metered parking - doesn't seem necessary 1/18/2024 10:15 AM 

Meters! 1/18/2024 8:39 AM 

Trolley system would be expensive on annual basis 1/18/2024 7:38 AM 

We don't need more electric charging stations-useless in the winter. Trolleys are a waste of 1/18/2024 6:36 AM 
money nobody will use them to ride a couple blocks. More parking restrictions are an 
unnecessary burden on visitors , residents and customers downtown. 

No parking meters _________ 1/17/2024 10:26 PM 

No meters. That completely changes the feel of our community. 1/17/2024 9:35 PM 

I refuse to pay for public metering downtown. I already pay a lot in taxes and as a teacher 1/17/2024 3:56 PM 
have a tight budget. I want to enjoy my downtown restaurants and meters will be a deterrent. 

No parking meters .... ever. ______________________ 1/17/2024 2:21 PM 

No metered or paid parking 1/17/2024 1:53 PM 

More EV chargers. Why? A vast majority of people coming to downtown are coming from their 1/17/2024 11:13 AM 
home where they presumably have their own charging station. Installing EV chargers would 
encourage more cars, that may park longer depending on the type of chargers. The goal should 
be to bring more people not cars downtown. 

Paid parking. 1/17/2024 9:43 AM 

We dont need the electric stations Downtown area! it will only takeaway from the beauty of 1/17/2024 9:27 AM 
downtown. 

No more ugly parking garages 1/17/2024 7:50 AM 

Meters and ticketing 1/16/2024 9:06 PM 

A trolley!, vehicle, maintenance and labor costs. _______________ 1/16/2024 7:37 PM 

metered parking ___________ 1/16/2024 6:15 PM 

Nothing that requires payment, metered parking is an insult. ___________ 1/16/2024 5:48 PM 

Do not build more parking structures. ___ 1/16/2024 4:39 PM 

I don't believe a trolley service would be used enough to make it financially viable. 1/16/2024 4:31 PM 

Paying for parking is ridiculous. Our taxes are high enough already to have to pay for parking 1/16/2024 4:04 PM 
when going downtown to spend$ at local restaurants, entertainment venues, etc. 
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Parking meters 1/16/2024 3:49 PM 

Urban planning studies have suggested that metered parking it has the potential to decrease 1/16/2024 1:43 PM 
spending at local businesses in downtown areas because parkers feel pressured to complete 
their business within the paid meter span, 

Use of the STC Library lots. Bad idea. No one will use it. Too far. 1/16/2024 1:35 PM 

NO paid parking. This would be unfair to those that work in downtown and have customers that 1/16/2024 12:58 PM 
come in on a regular basis. 

Do NOT make parking metered, that won't solve anything, it'll just fleece more money from 1/16/2024 11:27 AM 
visitors and residents. And until MANY more people get EVs, don't waste valuable space with 
those. 

Do not add more parking lots, please. 1/15/2024 4:14 PM 

Realtime time parking counters - too expensive unless implementation of paid parking is to 1/15/2024 1:05 PM 
accompany the counters. 

Improvements to the 1st Street parking garage - Creating access to northern elevators from 1/15/2024 12:04 PM 
2nd and 3rd levels. The parking garage seems to be in good condition as-is and I do not 
believe it would greatly improve from the proposed recommendation, nor would the overall 
parking situation benefit from this recommendation. 
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Q5 Is there a potential parking solution that the study did not discuss that 
you feel should have been? 

Answered: 46 Skipped: 30 

RESPONSES DATE 

No 3/14/2024 6:34 PM 

Yes, do nothing (other than passive things like improving signs). People find a way, and the 3/9/2024 4:31 PM 
study shows very few time-dependent issues actually exist, such as Saturday nights near 
Arcada. Every government action has unintended consequences, so don't ruin a good thing. 
By trying to make downtown perfect, he will create other issues that have not been foreseen. 
Hippocratic oath do no harm. 

Charging for parking in the deck, building a second or third deck, add bicycle/moped parking in 2/18/2024 9:51 PM 
the deck. 

Anything that would relieve congestion on north 1st Street. 2/13/2024 9:35 AM 

The city should look into removing all minimum parking requirements. Parking requirements 2/9/2024 10:22 PM 
artificially increase the supply of parking spaces, which encourages more driving to downtown 
than would otherwise be, contributing to traffic and crowding. Private businesses and 
landowners should be free to provide as many or little spaces as they think they need. Parking 
minimums also result in higher costs for everything, because businesses must devote less of 
their limited land to the operations of their business, and more land to parking which is a land 
use low in productivity. The City should ask itself, if parking is so in demand, why must private 
businesses and developers be forced by law to provide it? 

I don't know how feasible it is but I saw very little information on underground parking as an 2/7/2024 7:16 PM 
alternative to constructing new above ground decks. The decks we have are unsightly and 
terribly constructed. 

The designation of handicap parking spaces should be more available with easy access to a 2/6/2024 12:07 PM 
variety of shops and restaurants. 

No paid parking. This is what makes our downtown special! ___________ 2/6/2024 7:13 AM 

no 2/5/2024 3:10 PM 

Before creating a congested shopping area, consider they are available parking spaces!. 2/5/2024 12:50 PM 

Access to the North side of the 1st street parking garage is very problematic. This could 2/5/2024 11:48 AM 
temporarily be resolved by removing the card reader on the stairwell immediately behind 
Corocco coffee. Why can't you get back upstairs at this door? This is not a secure area. The 
card reader should be removed immediately. 

I like the bike path idea because I would ride my bike if the train track path were completed. 2/5/2024 11:23 AM 
However, not at night. 

I think that many of the smaller lots throughout downtown may be ripe for sale/redevelopment 2/3/2024 8:13 AM 
and a larger lot could be created through purchase on the East side of the river near B, Sor K. 
Based on the study, this might not be a need for today, but It could be needed within the next 
ten years. 

Free parking should not exist, studies have showed that it only creates more traffic . People 2/1/2024 5:29 AM 
should pay for their parking so all taxpayers don't subsidize drivers. 

See above. Add parking on SE quadrant area. 1/29/2024 9:49 AM 

i don't know 1/25/2024 11:50 AM 

NIA 1/25/2024 11:11 AM 

More detail about transit. 1/25/2024 10:47 AM 
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Discontinue Pollyana's use of the city parking lot. Discontinue the Arcada's takeover of the 1/24/2024 3:07 PM 
river lot for paid valet parking. 

Closure of side streets on a permanent basis to create pedestrian areas year round. This would 1/23/2024 12:02 PM 
increase the incentives to leave the car behind and enjoy our shared spaces. 

What will parking look like now that the Fourth of July fireworks have been moved to Mount St. 1/23/2024 11:18 AM 
Mary's. 

Multilevel lot near McNally's & Zaza's is difficult to maneuver. The circular two way ramp is 1/21/2024 2:28 PM 
dangerous. The dead end turnaround at the end of each upper floor is also difficult to 
maneuver. I have seen cars parked there, thus forcing me to back up to the ramp. The elevator 
is ridiculous. Access to each floor is not available!! 

1. When assessing the usage of parking on public streets , the residents of the neighborhoods 1/19/2024 1:30 PM 
should be considered. While there are many public spaces on our streets, visitors should be 
directed to nearby available public parking without infringing on neighborhood residential 
streets. 2. Improve crossing Main Street at key intersections. Especially east of the river. 

N/A 1/18/2024 9:14 PM 

Remove the building at the NE comer of Rt 31 and Main. Widen the intersection with a turning 1/18/2024 10:15 AM 
lane going North from Main onto 31 and a turning lane going East from 31 onto Main. This will 
open up traffic and make the intersection safer for pedestrians. Use the remaining space as a 
small lot for short-term parking for Baker Hotel. Install a right turn entrance from Main into the 
lot (directly next to the hotel) and have the valet located there rather than on Main St. I realize 
this is unlikely to happen but that intersection is so dangerous and the Baker such a crown 
jewel that I get a bit onto my soapbox here. 

I think the study was very thorough therefore no. 1/18/2024 8:39 AM 

More aggressively point out that more parking spaces would solve most of the problems 1/18/2024 6:36 AM 
identified. Build more parking decks. 

Address the ongoing drifting/noise issues on the 5th floor parking deck. What measures are 1/17/2024 10:26 PM 
being recommended besides police enforcement? 

Tear down old police station. Build rec center to lease canoe, tubes, kayak's.etc. build 5 story 1/17/2024 2:21 PM 
parking garage to support Active River project and current restaurants south of Rt 64. 

How many people live within 5-10 min bike ride from a downtown? Biking Biking Biking should 1/17/202411:13 AM 
have been discussed a lot more. 

It was in the comments but there was no discussion in the study about parking along main 1/17/2024 10:53 AM 
street, and especially on the bridge. Covert that parking into protected bike lane & wider 
pedestrian access would be a great option. 

Think harder on a deck for Arcada parking - private or public or combination. 1/17/2024 9:43 AM 

I think they really don't take into account that People don't want to walk far after parking. The 1/17/2024 9:27 AM 
prime Spots for Parking are Near Back of Arcada and Flagship/ Pollyanna area. I also think the 
City should purchase the CIBC bank next to Szechwan and behind the Parking garage. This 
would free up so much space for Parking and overall Congestion issues. and that building is 
not a Historic Building anyway, it would not be missed! 

Add bicycle parking to the parking garages like the one at 1st street--employees who work in 1/17/2024 9:11 AM 
our city often ride bikes and they spill out all over the first floor of the garage blocking 
pedestrian stair access because what little provision is made is on an elevated pad. Requiring 
bike users to lift bikes to hoist them into a platform is ridiculous. Create a desgnated biking 
garage section. 

Better bike infrastructure 1/17/2024 7:50 AM 

No 1/16/2024 9:06 PM 

Above statement ______ 1/16/2024 7:37 PM 

Parking garages such as those in Naperville actually work. Build upwards!! 1/16/2024 5:48 PM 

n/a 1/16/2024 4:39 PM 
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No. 1/16/2024 4:31 PM 

Diagonal parking like in downtown Geneva is dangerous and should NOT be implemented in 1/16/2024 4:04 PM 
St. Charles. 

While it is likely cost prohibitive, it would be interesting to explore subterranean parking. 1/16/2024 1:43 PM 

The Arcada should have to unload tour buses, semis and then park them off site (out of 1/16/2024 12:58 PM 
downtown), they block so much of public parking, city streets with RVs and such. 

Build more garages! The Blue Goose lot could become a small garage. 1/16/2024 11:27 AM 

remote parking in under-utilized lots like the mall and schools during peak evening and 1/15/2024 1:05 PM 
weekend hours. Implement a ride share from parking locations to downtown. 

The trolley service seems like a novel idea, but I would have liked to see the idea expanded on 1/15/2024 12:04 PM 
a bit more in regards to potentially extending service to Geneva and creating an intercity 
service. 
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Q6 Is there anything else that you want the City to know about the 
downtown parking experience? 

Answered: 45 Skipped: 31 

RESPONSES DATE 

No ___________ 3/14/2024 6:34 PM 

It's actually very good and one of the best in Chicagoland 3/9/2024 4:31 PM 

Please just be sure downtown residents still have ample parking as several buildings on 1st 2/21/2024 10:10 PM 
St. do only have street parking as an option. Even if that means parking by permit only. 

We have plenty of parking, too much of it is private. Parking is valuable and doesn't need to be 2/18/2024 9:51 PM 
free, City should charge to create a revenue stream and fund more improvements. 

North 1st Street congestion and parking is chaotic. 2/13/2024 9:35 AM 

The less cars coming into downtown, the better the parking experience will be. Anyone looking 2/9/2024 10:22 PM 
to park downtown would benefit from the City investing money into other means of 
transportation into downtown, such as walking and biking. Every person not driving into 
downtown is one less person who needs to park their car. And frankly, the more parking in 
downtown the less attractive it becomes. Who wants to visit a parking lot? 

the number one thing I avoid at all costs when deciding where to park downtown is never 2/7/2024 7:16 PM 
having to cross Rt. 64 on foot. if the city made crossing rt. 64 feel safer it would dramatically 
alter my parking habits . 

Closing off first street completely to provide a walking and dining area without vehicle traffic 2/6/2024 12:07 PM 
makes sense in towns like Wheaton so why not here. 

No paid parking. This is what makes our downtown special! ___________ 2/6/2024 7:13 AM 

no 2/5/2024 3:10 PM 

I was meeting an out of town guest at Gia Mia and they had the worst time in the parking 2/5/2024 11:48 AM 
garage because they parked on level 2. She only lives in West Chicago but said she'll never 
come back again and frankly I don't blame her. 

Eliminate parking on the Main Street bridge. 2/5/2024 11:26 AM 

Id rather you build a parking lot than apartments on Illinois. 2/5/2024 11:23 AM 

I walk downtown and love it. One thing to consider is that Whole Foods shopper will need their 2/3/2024 8:13 AM 
cars nearby because of the carrying of groceries. Using the parking garage is too far. 

Main Street is too wide and too hard to cross to have a safe downtown. It is a much bigger 2/1/2024 5:29 AM 
issue than parking 

City should enforce time limits more actively. This reduces spaces for short term visits. 1/29/2024 9:49 AM 

no ---------------------------- 1/25/202411:50 AM 

NI A 1/25/2024 11: 11 AM 

A trolley in tandem with bike lanes is a fantastic choice that I am interested in as a resident. 1/25/2024 10:47 AM 

I want to thank the city for taking the time to study this issue in a thorough and public manner 1/23/2024 12:02 PM 

I am hopeful this survey was not just a way to find a reason to charge us to park in the 1/23/2024 11:18 AM 
garages and streets of St. Charles. 

I have lived in St. Charles for my entire life, I have never considered parking an issue 1/23/2024 10:56 AM 
especially with the additional parking garages. The only time parking stops us from doing 
things in St. Charles is because it might not be close to where we are actually going in town. 
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Downtown Parking Study Rev iew 

I would like to see all vehicle parking removed from Main S .. especially between 7th St. and 5th 1/22/2024 1:49 PM 
Ave. The volume and speed in which traffic travels is dangerous and there isn't anywhere for 
people or vehicles to go except into traffic. 

Enforcement of parking limits would help. 1/21/2024 2:28 PM 

St Charles is a downtown, river front destination. Especially from April - November. People 1/19/2024 1:30 PM 
want to spend time here. Decisions to modify and improve parking must be forward thinking. 
The perceived or real traffic congestion & parking challenges are thematic deterrents interfering 
with meaningful development of the downtown. Decisions today must be made with the vision 
for the next 5-10 years and beyond. 

I have not had any issues parking downtown, but I also visit downtown during times that are 1/18/2024 9:14 PM 
less busy. Thank you for requesting input. 

no 1/18/2024 10:15 AM 

No parking structures or lots directly adjacent to river - keep that for walking trails/open space 1/18/2024 7:38 AM 

It's frustrating being unable to find parking when going downtown. Sometimes it causes us to 1/18/2024 6:36 AM 
skip going to a restaurant or shop in STC and go elsewhere - like Geneva or Naperville. 

What about implementing a parking app? 1/17/2024 10:26 PM 

Could also build multi deck on West side on top of current parking lot north of 64. To 1/17/2024 2:21 PM 
accommodate bikers, river enthusiasts and runners. Connect LeRoy Oaks path to rt 31. 
Awesome!! 

Did I say biking is the main solution?! :) 1/17/2024 11:13 AM 

We need better signage, not more. Protect the neighborhood parking for residents and their 1/17/2024 9:43 AM 
guests. 

Listen to Residents like myself that live the downtown Experience everyday! _____ 1/17/2024 9:27 AM 

Do more for people .. .. Not cars. 1/17/2024 7:50 AM 

its difficult to tell if a lot is available for parking use by the public. It is also difficult to tell 1/16/2024 6:15 PM 
where else to park if your first lot choice is full 

Spaces can be tight in a pickup truck, and the parking is almost unsafe it being in the middle 1/16/2024 5:48 PM 
of route 64. 

I'm disappointed to see that residential streets are being considered as available parking for 1/16/2024 4:39 PM 
the dense downtown area. These streets are "residential" and parking should be for residents, 
not for businesses who are blocks away. 

Improved signage and wayfinding should be a "must do". I wasn't aware of some of the areas 1/16/2024 4:31 PM 
identified until I read the report. 

Stop blocking main street for parades at various time of the year. These parades can take 1/16/2024 4:04 PM 
place on side streets. Semi's being redirected to side city streets is dangerous when main 
street is closed. 

I would love for the city to partner with local businesses to think about how to equalize parking 1/16/2024 1:43 PM 
load over the week by incentivizing people to visit downtown at times that are currently 
underutilized 

Must improve East side parking especially with the new development on the horizon. Do not 1/16/2024 1:35 PM 
wait...be PROACTIVE! 

It is ROUGH. 1/16/2024 11:27 AM 

I typically don't have a problem finding parking within a short walk of where I am headed. 1/15/2024 1:05 PM 

Overall, parking seems ok even in peak hours, but the main problem appears to be the 1/15/2024 12:04 PM 
difficulty of locating some of the parking lots which remain unused due to their 
markings/signage. 
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Feedback on Draft Parking Study from  

Third and Fourth Open House Public Meeting 

• Wayfinding and Signage Improvements 

o The current signage is confusing 

o Needed. I didn’t even know about some of these lots until I read the study. 

o Very effective use of $ spent to result – also new technology solutions  

o Excellent upgrade! 

o Yes! Better signage 

o Agree 

 

• Parking Space Availability Signs in Parking Garages 

o Great Idea! 

o This would be great! 

o Good idea – Let’s Go! 

o Do this! But start w/just the 5- story lot 

o Yes! 

o Yes (signs) this is a great idea – also tie into an app 

 

• Parking Time Restriction Improvements 

o No Comments 

 

• Establish Pick-up/Drop-off Locations in Core Restaurant/Shop Areas 

o My parents would definitely use this 

o All for more valet parking 

o I like this idea 

o Good idea. Always consider ADA 

o Good ideas! Valet parking is good too! 

o Good idea when couples with trolley 

 

• Enforcement of Existing Parking Code Violations 

o I don’t want tickets. Be visitor friendly. 

o This is off brand. We want people to come downtown. Enjoy a meal, walk along 

the river, then have an ice cream. Take several hours. Not worry about a parking 

meter or time. 

o Some enforcement is needed to prevent people from abusing the free parking. 

This will give more people the opportunity to park instead of a select few. 

o Would be impactful during evening peak hours, otherwise limited benefit. 

o I think lax enforcement is ok as long as its even-handed and maybe tougher on 

holidays and festivals 

o Good enforcement is needed. Parking, like other prime downtown real estate, is 

limited. Why should only a few get access? Lack of enforcement leads to abuse to 

abuse of parking. 

o Visitor friendly is most important part of this. Consider requiring resident permits 

for street parking to free up space. 

o I don’t want tickets. Be visitor friendly. 

o Would be impactful during evening peak hours, otherwise limited benefit. 

o Why have parking limits if they aren’t enforced. 

 



• Metered Parking on Major Streets 

o No! 

o I don’t think this is a good idea 

o There’s no faster way to guarantee a shortage than to give it away for free.  Paid 

parking that goes up or down in price to ensure 85% capacity ensures some spaces 

will --?--, be open while discovering --?-- missing prime parking spots. For more 

info read Donald Shoup “The High Cost of Free Parking”  

o I like it. Meter on-street but keep the lots free. Meters are a small fee for 

convenience 

o Approach this meter parking with caution. Could be more negative than positive 

perception.  

o It like it. Meter on-street but keep the lots free. Meters are small fee for 

convenience.  

o This could be difficult for businesses 

o Not a good idea at all!! 

 

 

• Electric Vehicle Charging Stations 

o This makes sense for the future 

o This makes sense. E-Vehicles are here to stay! 

o Good! Add more EV Spots to decks 

o I don’t think the city “needs” to provide this. Only if the charging station owners 

pay for all of it. 

o Bike rental around town  

o Partner with car manufacturers & have them pay for stations  

o PAID…these could be good revenue drivers for the city 

 

 

• 1st Street Parking Garage Access 

o Too expensive 

o Women do not feel safe alone in this garage. Improvements are needed 

o I like this a lot! Would be worth the investment 

o Not sure this provides value! 

o Good use of resources to improve usage 

o It’s a good idea to improve access for pedestrians, but to restrict vehicle access to 

discourage loitering.  

 

 

• Shared Parking Potential 

o Great idea if possible 

o Makes sense… why have existing spaces vacant during “off hours”! 

o Low ganging fruit. Good idea 

o Shared parking is a great idea – could be a win-win for both the city and the 

businesses 

o Library should share parking 

 

 

 



• Improve Alternative Transportation Options 

o This will make it easier for pedestrians 

o Would be great 

o Improved methods to cross Hwy 64 would help the utilization of open parking 

spaces 

 

• Downtown Trolley Service 

o Give it a try for a few weekends. Have it cycle between all outlying parking areas 

o I don’t think that this would be used. People would just go elsewhere 

o Nice idea but won’t help much 

o I prefer other options 

o Can be effective for valet companies 

o This distance seems as a non-starter 

o With some public service announcements & education, this could work. Keep it 

cheap or free 

o People will not park at the library 

o Good idea 

 

• Comment & Suggestion Board 

o Striped parking on busy side streets 

o If I know the deck had available spaces I would park there more 

o Given the current development plans and timelines, when will the city parking 

load hit the 85% level? 

o Relocate historic home from Cedar & 3rd Ave to allow redevelopment/additional 

public parking on block along Main St.  

o Link on Arcada & other venue websites directing patrons parking options 

o I think it would be interesting to know what the east side load calculation is. I 

think the east side might be over the 85% already.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  4d

Title: 
Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Authorizing the Execution of a 
Shared Parking Agreement with St. Charles Public Library 

Presenter: 
Derek Conley, Economic Development Director 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee  Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost: Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐ 

TIF District:  None 

Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 

In 2023-24, the City conducted a parking needs and operations study for downtown on-street and off-

street parking. The study focuses on inventory, occupancy, adequacy, operations, technology, 

wayfinding, enforcement, and made recommendations to improve the downtown parking experience. 

One recommendation included in the study was to expand the St. Charles parking supply by entering 

into shared parking agreements with property owners that control downtown parking lots. The shared 

parking agreements would convert the privately-owned lots into public parking during times there 

would not be interference with the private entity’s hours of operation. 

In an effort to create a better parking experience for the downtown, City staff has been working with 

the Library staff craft a shared parking agreement. The key points of the share parking agreement with 

the St. Charles Public Library is below: 

• The portion of the Library’s parking lot, identified as Exhibit “B” of the agreement would be

converted into public parking limited to the days and hours of Fridays between the hours 8pm to

2am and Saturdays between the hours 5pm to 2am.

• On an annual basis, the City would reimburse the Library for 7% for maintenance costs related

to snow removal, pavement patching, pavement sealing and marking to define stalls, limited to

the Public Parking Easement Area. This annual reimbursement shall not exceed $10,000 in a

single fiscal year/calendar year, however, the total amount is expected to be much less the

maximum amount. City Staff would not be responsible for coordinating any snow removal or

maintenance work.

• This would be a three-year agreement, however, each entity would have the right to terminate

with 90-day notice.

• The City shall be responsible for installation and maintenance of public parking signs and other

necessary wayfinding signage

City staff would with Library staff to create the proposed shared parking agreement. The proposal has 

not been reviewed or approved by the Library board. If this agreement is approved by the Planning and 

Development Committee it would be approved by the Library Board before coming back to City 

Council for final approval. 

Attachments (please list): 
DRAFT - Shared Parking Agreement with St. Charles Public Library 

CITY Of 
ST. CHARLES 

lLLINOlS • 1834 



Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Recommendation to Approve a Resolution Authorizing the Execution of a Shared Parking Agreement 
with St. Charles Public Library 
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Prepared by and Mailed to: 
 
City of St. Charles 
2 East Main Street 
St. Charles, Illinois 60174 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For Recorder’s Use Only 

 

SHARED PARKING AGREEMENT 

This SHARED PARKING AGREEMENT ("Agreement") made and entered into this ______ day of May, 

between the CITY OF ST. CHARLES, Kane And DuPage, Illinois, an Illinois municipal corporation, hereinafter 

referred to as the "City," and the St. Charles Public Library, an Illinois public library district, hereinafter 

referred to as the "Library." 

 

W I T N E SS E T H 

  

WHEREAS, the CITY deems it necessary to provide additional public parking spaces for the Central 

Business District; and  

WHEREAS, the LIBRARY is desirous of providing additional public parking which would be available 

for public use on property it owns which is legally described as in EXHIBIT “A” (“Property”). 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual agreements of the parties 

hereto, it is hereby agreed by and between the CITY and LIBRARY as follows: 

SECTION 1. Public Parking Easement over Property. For the term of this Agreement, the Library 

hereby grants, gives, and conveys to the City a non-exclusive easement on, over and across a portion of 

the Property for use by the general public for the parking of motor vehicles in the parking spaces 

designated thereon and ingress and egress to and from said parking spaces, as depicted and described on 

EXHIBIT “B”, attached hereto and made a part hereof (“Public Parking Easement Area”). No barrier, curb 

or other improvements shall be erected in, on or above the Property or otherwise which would prohibit 

or prevent ingress or egress to and from said Public Parking Easement Area by motor vehicles or 

pedestrians or the exercise of any easement rights granted to the City herein on the Property. Said Public 

Parking Easement Area shall be subject to the additional terms and conditions set forth herein. Any 

additional rights or easements granted by the Library over the Public Parking Easement Area and the 

Property shall not interfere with the City’s use of said Public Parking Easement Area, as may be provided 

for under this Agreement.  

SECTION 2. Public Parking Permitted Time. Public parking time for the Public Parking Easement 

Area is limited to the days and hours of Fridays between the hours 8pm to 2am and Saturdays between 

the hours 5pm to 2am (“Public Parking Permitted Time”). 
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SECTION 3. Special Event Closure. The Library reserves the right to adjust the Public Permitted 

Parking Time for a given weekend upon one-month prior notice to the City for the purpose of any event 

in which the Public Parking Easement Area is necessary to accommodate for any Library special events. 

SECTION 4. Public Parking Signage. The City shall be responsible for installation and maintenance 

of Public Parking Signs and other necessary wayfinding signage, as shown on EXHIBIT B. Signage shall be 

reviewed and approved by Library prior to installation. 

SECTION 5. Maintenance of the General Parking Area.  The City shall, on an annual basis, 

reimburse the Library for 7% for maintenance costs related to snow removal, pavement patching, 

pavement sealing and marking to define stalls, limited to the Public Parking Easement Area. This annual 

reimbursement shall not exceed $10,000 in a single fiscal year/calendar year.  

SECTION 6. Term of the Agreement. This Agreement shall be effective as of the date set forth 

above and shall continue through December 31, 2025. Upon mutual agreement of the Parties, this 

Agreement may be extended for successive three (3) year periods (each a “Renewal Term”) such mutual 

agreement to be evidenced by an extension agreement executed by both Parties and recorded with the 

Office of the Recorder for Kane County, Illinois. In order to give effect to this provision, no less than 90 

days before expiration of the Initial Term or any Renewal Term, each party shall send notice to the other 

as to such party’s intent to interest in extending the Term. Within ten (10) business days of the first of 

such notices to be sent, the parties shall meet and confer to determine whether such mutual agreement 

can be reached.  

Termination by Either Party: Either party may terminate this Agreement by providing written 

notice to the other party at least ninety (90) days prior to the intended termination date. Upon receipt of 

such notice, both parties shall make reasonable efforts to fulfill any outstanding obligations under this 

Agreement prior to the termination date. 

SECTION 7. Indemnification. For injuries or property damage occurring during the Term of the 

Agreement and except for the Library’s negligence or willful misconduct, the City will indemnify and hold 

the Library harmless from any liabilities, losses, damages, expenses, suites, judgments, reasonable counsel 

fees and all reasonable costs of defense whatsoever for personal injuries or property damage arising 

during the course of this agreement arising out of the use, maintenance, ad operation of the Public Parking 

Easement Area that is the subject of this Agreement.  The city agrees to obtain and maintain commercial 

general liability insurance for the use of the Public Parking Easement Area as created by this Agreement, 

naming the Library as an additional insured and produce evidence annually of such insurance.  Such 

insurance shall include an “each occurrence” limit of not less than One Million Dollars ($1,000,000.00) and 

a general aggregate limit of not less than Two Million Dollars ($2,000,000.00).  Notwithstanding the 

foregoing, the City reserves the right to self-insure for the benefit of the Library, to the extent stated 

above. 

 SECTION 8.  Covenants Running with the Land; Recording.  All provisions of this Agreement, 

including the benefits and burdens set forth herein, shall run with the land and are binding upon and shall 

inure to the benefit of the successors and assigns of the parties hereto.  A fully executed copy of this 

Agreement shall be recorded with the Office of the Record, Kane County, Illinois. 
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 SECTION 9.  Interpretation.  The rule of strict construction does not apply to the grants herein.  

The grants herein shall be given a reasonable construction to carry out the intention of the parties hereto. 

 SECTION 10.  Notices.  All notices given pursuant to this Agreement shall be in writing and shall 

be given by (a) personal delivery, (b) electronic communications, between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. CST 

Monday through Friday, (c) overnight courier, (d) registered or certified first-class mail, post prepaid, 

return receipt requested, or (e) priority mail with delivery confirmation.  The parties expressly agree that 

notices given by attorneys on behalf of their client(s) in the manner provided in this subsection are 

effective and recognized notice pursuant to this Agreement.  All notices shall be sent to the person and 

address set forth below: 

 If to the Library:  ________________________________ 
    ________________________________ 
    ________________________________ 
    ________________________________ 
    Email:___________________________  
 
 If to the City:  City of St. Charles 
    2 East Main Street 
    St. Charles, Illinois 60174 
    Attn:  Administrator 
    Email:  hmcguire@stcharlesil.gov 
 
or such other address as either party may from time to time designate upon thirty (30) days’ prior written 
notice to the other.  Any notice given under this Agreement shall be in writing and deemed received when 
personally delivered, transmission of e-mail or other electronic transmission, or received by overnight 
mail. 

 SECTION 11.  Miscellaneous.   

  a. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws 
of the State of Illinois. 

  b. The headings of the articles, sections, paragraphs, subparagraphs, subdivisions, 
and subsections of this Agreement are for the convenience of reference only, are not to be 
considered a part hereof and do not limit or otherwise affect any of the terms hereof. 

  c. Wherever possible, each provision of this Agreement shall be interpreted in such 
manner as to be effective and valid under applicable law, but if any provision of this Agreement 
shall be prohibited by or invalid under such law, such provision is ineffective to the extent of such 
prohibition or invalidity, without invalidating the remainder of such provision or the remaining 
provisions of this Agreement. 

  d. Whenever the singular or plural number, or the masculine, feminine, or neutral 
gender is used herein, it legally includes the other. 

  e. Neither this Agreement nor any provision hereof may be changed, waived, 
discharged, modified, or terminated orally, but only by an instrument in writing signed by all of 
the parties. 

mailto:hmcguire@stcharlesil.gov
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  f. This Agreement does not create an association, partnership, joint venture or a 
principal and agency relationship between the parties. 

  g. This Agreement may be executed simultaneously in one or more counterparts, 
each of which shall be deemed to be an original, and all of which together shall constitute one 
and the same instrument. 

 SECTION 12.  Exhibits.  The following exhibits are attached hereto and made a part hereof: 

  Exhibit “A”  Library Legal Description 
  Exhibit “B”  Public Parking Easement Area 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereby have executed this Shared Parking Agreement as of 
the date first above written. 
 
CITY OF ST. CHARLES, an Illinois municipal corporation 
 
 
By:___________________________________________ 
 Mayor Lora A. Vitek 
 
 
Attest:_______________________________________ 
 Nancy Garrison, City Clerk 
 
 
ST. CHARLES PUBLIC LIBRARY DISTRICT, an Illinois public library district 
 
 
By:__________________________________________ 
Name:_______________________________________ 
Title:________________________________________ 
 
 
Attest:_______________________________________ 
Name:_______________________________________ 
Title:_________________________________________ 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS  ) 
    ) SS 
COUNTY OF KANE  ) 
 
 I, a Notary Public, do hereby certify that Lora A. Vitek, the Mayor of the City of St. Charles, and 
Nancy Garrison, City Clerk of the City of St. Charles, each personally known to me to be the persons whose 
names are subscribed in the foregoing instrument, appeared before me this day in person and 
acknowledged that they signed and delivered the said instrument as such Mayor and Clerk of said City, as 
their free and voluntary act, and as the free and voluntary act and deed of said City, for the purposes 
therein set forth. 
 
 Given under my hand and notarial seal this _______ day of ____________________, 2024. 
 
My commission expires:      _______________________________________ 
       Notary Public 
 
 
 
STATE OF ILLINOIS  ) 
    ) SS 
COUNTY OF KANE  ) 
 
 I, a Notary Public, do hereby certify that __________________________, the _______________ 
of the St. Charles Public Library District, and ____________________________, __________________ of 
the St. Charles Public Library District, each personally known to me to be the persons whose names are 
subscribed in the foregoing instrument, appeared before me this day in person and acknowledged that 
they signed and delivered the said instrument as such _________________ and _____________________ 
of said Library District, as their free and voluntary act, and as the free and voluntary act and deed of said 
Library District, for the purposes therein set forth. 
 
 Given under my hand and notarial seal this _______ day of ____________________, 2024. 
 
My commission expires:      _______________________________________ 
       Notary Public 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 

St. Charles Public Library Property:  

PARCEL ONE: LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 AND 8 IN BLOCK 9 OF THE ORIGINAL TOWN OF ST. CHARLES (EXCEPT 

THAT PART OF SAID LOTS 4 AND 5 LYING WESTERLY OF THE EAST LINE OF A TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED 

BY DOCUMENT 1723758 AND ALSO EXCEPT THAT PART OF SAID LOT 4 LYING WESTERLY OF THE EAST LINE 

OF A TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED BY DOCUMENT 96K038592); THE NORTH HALF OF VACATED WALNUT 

AVENUE LYING BETWEEN FIFTH AVENUE SOUTH AND SIXTH AVENUE SOUTH (EXCEPT THE WESTERLY 3.0 

FEET THEREOF); VACATED SIXTH AVENUE SOUTH LYING SOUTHERLY OF THE NORTHERLY LINE EXTENDED 

EASTERLY OF BLOCK 9 IN SAID ORIGINAL TOWN OF ST. CHARLES AND NORTHERLY OF THE SOUTHERLY 

LINE EXTENDED EASTERLY OF SAID BLOCK 9, AND ALSO; LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,6 ,7 8 AND 9 IN BLOCK 15 OF 

MINARD, FERSON AND HUNT’S ADDITION TO ST. CHARLES (EXCEPT THAT PART OF LOT 1 LYING 

NORTHEASTERLY OF THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF A TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED BY DOCUMENT 

96K042195), ALL IN THE CITY OF ST. CHARLES, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 

 PARCEL TWO: LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 AND 12 IN BLOCK 16 OF MINARD, FERSON AND HUNT’S 

ADDITION TO ST. CHARLES, IN THE CITY OF ST. CHARLES, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.  

PIN:  ___________________________________________________________ 
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EXHIBIT “B” 

GENERAL PUBLIC PARKING AREA 

 

 

Public Parking 
Easement 

Area 

Signage  



AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  4e

Title: 
Recommendation to approve a Plat of Vacation of a portion of N. 15th 
Street in regards to the City-owned Dean Street Parcel Identified for 
Donation to Habitat for Humanity of Northern Fox Valley  

Presenter: Ellen Johnson, Planner 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee  Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost: N/A Budgeted Amount:  N/A Not Budgeted:     ☐ 

TIF District:  None 

Executive Summary (if not budgeted please explain): 

In September 2023, the Housing Commission approved funding in the amount of $115,000 to Habitat for 
Humanity of Northern Fox Valley for construction of an affordable home in St. Charles, with a 
recommendation that City Council donate a City-owned parcel at the SW corner of Dean and 15th Streets for 
the project. Kane County also awarded $115,000 to the project. 

At the October meeting, P&D Committee recommended donation of the parcel to Habitat. At the time, it was 
identified that the parcel was over 5,000 square feet in size based on GIS parcel data. A lot area of at least 
5,000 sf is required for a parcel to be buildable in the subject zoning district. 

At the February P&D Committee meeting, staff reported that a Plat of Survey for the property found the 
parcel to be only 4,604 sf in area, and therefore would not be considered buildable. The Committee 
recommended moving forward with vacating adjacent 15th Street City right-of-way to provide additional land 
to make the lot buildable. 

A Plat of Vacation has been prepared which vacates 721 sf of 15th Street ROW, between the east parcel line to 
0.5’ from the public sidewalk. The sidewalk and 12’ wide parkway will continue to be City ROW. The ROW is 
clipped at the northeast corner to allow an existing storm sewer to remain in City ROW. 

With the proposed ROW vacation, the resulting parcel for donation to Habitat is 5,325 sf and will therefore be 
a buildable lot. 

Upon approval of the Plat of Vacation, staff will proceed with executing a Real Estate Contract between the 
City and Habitat to initiate the property transfer. 

Attachments (please list): 

Plat of Vacation; Plat of Survey 

Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 

Recommendation to approve a Plat of Vacation of a portion of N. 15th Street in regards to the City-owned 
Dean Street Parcel Identified for Donation to Habitat for Humanity of Northern Fox Valley 
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CITY CQUNC/L CEBTlf/CA TE 

STA TE OF JWNOIS 

arr OF ST. CHARLES 

) 
) S.S. 

) 

APPROVED ANO ACCEPTED THIS ___ OAY OF _______ 20 __ 

arr COUNCIL OF CITY OF ST. CHARLES. IWNOIS 

AIAYGW 

ATT£S~----------------CITY Cl.£RK 

CDUNTY Q fRK CFRPflCA 1F 

STATE OF IWNOIS 

COUNTY OF KAN£ 

) 
) S.S. 

) 

I, -=~~~=~~~~-~ COUNTY CL.ERK OF KANE COUNTY, IWNO/S, 00 H£REBY 
C£RTIFY THAT THERE ARE NO DElJNOU£NT GENERAL TAXE'S, NO UNPAJD FORF£1TED TAXES AND 
NO R£0£aJABL£ TAX SALES AGAINST ANY OF TH£ LANO INQUD£D IN ANND<EO PUT. 

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I HA~ RECEJVED ALL STA TU TORY FEES IN CONNECTION WITH TH£ 
ANNEX£{) PLAT. 

GIVEN UND£R MY HAND AND SE'AL AT GENEVA, WNOIS, IWNOIS, 

THIS __ DAY OF ________ A.O., 200-

COUNTY CL£RK 

NOTES: 
• lhls mop was created for UN as Plot of VocoUon. 
• lhls mop la not to be used for any construction or staking purposes 

wfthout consent from a proper agent of HR Green, Inc. 
• Thia 1$ NOT g Pint gf SUOr'IY No os9Umptlons or agreements as to 

ownership, UN, or possession con be conveyed from this document. 
• No underground Improvements hove been located unless shown Md noted. 
• No distance should be assumed by scaling. 
• lhls mop la wkt without Nol and signature affixed. 

5/8/2024 5:34:03 PM 
j J:\2023\2303828\Survey\Dwg\2303828- POV Deon&15th.dwg 

PLAT OF VACATION 
LEGAL D£SCRIPUDN QF RIGHT-OF-WAY HEREBY VACATUI 
THAT PART OF TH£ NORTH 15TH STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY, PER DEDICATION RECORDED APRIL 6TH, 198J AS DOCUM£NT 
1634667, JN KAN£ COUNTY, IWNOIS, BEING MORE PARTICULARL. Y O£SCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

co,Jl,IOICING AT THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF LOT 2 IN 'MWAM BALIS SUBDl\115/0N ACCORDING TO THE PU, T 
TH£R£0F, RECORDED SCPTEMB£R 5TH, 1911 IN BOOK 20 OF PL.ATS, PAGE 21; TH£NC£ SOUTH 66 DEGREES 05 MINUTES 
4-1 SECONDS EAST. ALONG THE NORTHERLY UNE OF SA/0 LOT 2, 69.10 FEET TO THE EXISTING M£57ERI.. Y RIGHT-OF-WAY 
LINE OF NORTH 1'TH STREET, PcR SAJO D£DICAT10N FOR A POINT OF BEGINNING; TH£NC£ SOUTH 07 0£GRE£S 09 
MINUTES 2J SECONDS WEST, 20.15 FEET; THENCE SOUTHERLY 65.00 FffT, ALONG A NON-TANGENTIAL CURVE TO THE 
LEFT. SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 4-IZOO FEET, A CHORD THAT BEARS SOUTH 15 DEGREES 43 jJ/NlJTES 18 
SECONDS WEST ANO A CHORD OF 64.9J FffT TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY UN£ OF SAID LOT 2, SAID POINT 8£1NG 
71.00 FEET ltE"S1ERLY OF THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY UN£ OF SA.JO NORTH 15TH STR££T, AS IEASURED ALONG SAID 
SOUTHERLY UNE; THENCE NORTH 89 DEGREES 54- MINUTES 58 SECONDS WEST, ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY UNE, 16.45 
FEET ro SAID £XJST1NG WES1ERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE; THENCE NORTH 2J DEGREES 54 UINU1ES 19 SECONDS EAST, 
ALONG SAID WES7£Ri.Y RIGHT-OF-WAY UN£. 90.21 FEET TO SAID POINT OF BEGINNING. 

POINT OF CCMIIENC£M£NT 

R.O.W. H£R£8Y VACATED
(721% SQ.FT./0.017± AC.) 

I 

I , N89'5< '58-W ~ 
I}- 26.93' - ;:J'; 

II BOUNDARY NOTE II BOUNDARY LINES SHOWN HEREON BASED UPON THE PLAT DF 
SURVEY PREPARED BY HR GREEN, DA TED DECEMBER 7, 2023. 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

i i 
( IN FEET ) 

1 inch = 20 tl 

THIS PLAT PRESENTED BY/RETURN TO: 
NAM8 ___________ _ 

ADDRESS: _________ _ 

HA Tt;H l£G£NQ 

~ PUBUC RIGHT-OF-WAY 
~¼] H£REBY VACA TED 

SURVEYOR'S CERVf/CA T1QN 

STATE OF IWNO/S) 
) S.S. 

COUNTY OF KAN£ ) 

I, BERNARD J. 8AU£R, IWNO/S PROF£SSIONAL LANO SUR~)'Qt? Nt.Ml8£R 3799, 
00 H£REBY C£RTIFY THAT TH£ PLAT OF VACA 710N HEREON DRAWN WAS 
PREPARED USING PR£"AOUS SUR',£Y INFORMA 710N AND MAPS. PU 1S AND 
OTHER INSTRUM£N1S OF RECORD FOR TH£ USE'S AND PURPOSE'S H£R£1N SE'T 
FORTH. 

OATED AT AURORA. KAN£ COUNTY. IWNOIS ______ A.O. 2024. 

BERNARD J. BAU£R, P.LS. (bbouerflllrgreen.com) 
IWNOIS PROFESSIONAL LANO 5UR\.£)'Qf? NO. 3799 
UC£NS£ EXPIRATION DATE: 11/J0/2024 

/;; ~ 
~ 
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~ 
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I 
BAR ,s ONE " CH ON (I 

OFFICIAL DRAWINGS 
o ____ , .. 

IF NOT ONE INCH, 
ADJUST SCALE ACCORDINGLY 

I
ORAWN BY• BJfL___J 
APPROVED: .MQ_______ 

JOB DATE: 04/03/2024 
JOBNO: ~ 



Illinois Professional Design Firm # 184-001322

2363 Sequoia Drive, Suite 101
Aurora, Illinois 60506
t. 630.553.7560 f. 630.553.7646
www.hrgreen.com

( IN FEET )

1 inch =     ft.
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PT. LOT 2
WILLIAM BALIS SUBDIVISION

BK. 20 / PG. 21

LOT 3

PT. LOT 1

 LOT 8
BUCKTHORN, UNIT 2

DOC. 1097704

PRELIMINARY

~e,..._., PklttN:warae.2'124-loDOprn. ==-bbaulr~),I: . ... . 

LEGAL QESCRIPTIQN 

PLAT OF SURVEY 
THAT PART OF LOT 2 OF 'MWAM BAUS SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO TH£ PLAT TH£R£0F, R£CORD£D S£PTE:MB£R 5TH, 1911 IN BOOK 20 OF PLATS, 
PAG£ 21, LYING ltf:ST£RLY OF NORTH 15TH STR££T. P£R D£DICATION R£CORD£D APRIL 6TH, 198J AS DOCUM£NT 1634667 AND AS VACATE:D P£R 
DOCUM£NT _____ R£CORD£D _____ , IN KAN£ COUNTY, IWNOIS. B£ING MOR£ PARTICULARLY D£SCRIB£D AS FOLLOWS: 
B£GINNING AT TH£ NORTHltf:STE:RL Y CORN£R OF SAID LOT 2; TH£NC£ SOUTH 66 D£GR££S 05 MINUTE:S 41 SECONDS £AST, ALONG TH£ NORTH 
UN£ OF SAID LOT 2, 69.10 F££T TO TH£ ltf:STE:RLY RIGHT-OF-WAY UN£ OF SAID NORTH 15TH STR££T, P£R SAID VACATION; TH£NC£ SOUTH 07 
D£GR££S 09 MINUTE:S 23 SECONDS ltf:ST, ALONG SAID ltf:ST£RLY RIGHT-OF-WAY UN£ 20. 15 F££T; TH£NC£ SOUTH£RLY 65.00 F££T, ALONG SAID 
ltf:ST£RLY RIGHT-OF-WAY UN£, B£JNG ALONG A NON-TANG£NTIAL Ct/RV£ TO TH£ L£FT, SAID Ct/RV£ HAVING A RADIUS OF 417.00 F££T, A CHORD 
THAT B£ARS SOUTH 15 D£GR££S 43 MINUT£S 18 SECONDS ltf:ST AND A CHORD OF 64.93 F££T TO A POINT ON TH£ SOUTH£RLY UN£ OF SAID 
LOT 2; TH£NC£ NORTH 89 D£GR££S 54 MINUT£S 58 SECONDS ltf:ST, ALONG SAID SOUTH£RLY UN£, 43.:JB F££T TO TH£ SOUTHltf:ST£RLY CORN£R 
OF SAID LOT 2; TH£NC£ NORTH 00 D£GR££S 09 MINUTE:S 44 SECONDS £AST. ALONG TH£ ltf:ST£RLY UN£ OF SAID LOT 2, 110.4:J F££T TO SAID 
POINT OF 8£GINNING. 

LAND AREA 
5,325% SQ.FT. OR 0.122% ACR£S 

FND 1• I.R. 
AT CORNER 

POINT OF B£GINNING 
FOUND 5/8" I.R. 

AT CORNER 

2.4· 

soro9•23•w 20.1s' 

@ 

= 
~ 

~ 
B.O.C. 
£.0.P. 
R.O.W. 

I.P. 
I.R. 

(XXXX) 
(R&M) 

MANHOLE 

CURB INL£T 
UTIUTY POL£ 
SIGN 
BACK OF CURB 
£DG£ OF PA V£M£NT 
RIGHT-OF-WAY 
IRON PIP£ 
IRON ROD 

R£CORD DIM£NSION 

R£CORD = M£ASUR£D 

/ rNt,/uNE OF LOT 2 

~-~,/=::.L..,..::...._~:.....:.:.:~:..:..=..::.,j,-:,=:;;;,-+....:, 0.5~/ S89'S4'58"£ 

SET 5/8" I.R. 
AT CORNER 

FND. 3/4• I.P. 
AT CORNER 

FND. 1" I.P. 
AT CORNER 

FND. 5/8" I.R. 
0. TT"S. OF CORNER 1--'--t-----'+6~ 1:::',gg~fO:--++---i 

NOlE: Only thON BuUdlng Une Reetrfctlone or Eoeementa llhown on 
o Recorded Subdlvlefon Plot are llhown hereon uni-■ the 
dNctfptJon ordered to be aurw~ contain• o prop• dMCl'1)tlon of 
the required buDdlng llnee or eoeementa 
• Boole of be«lngo to, this a,rwy. IL 5PC EAST {NADBJ-2011) 
• No distance ahould be onumed by ecollng. 
• No underground lmprowmenta how been located unten shown 
and noted. 
~!'!., '--enr;':~otion oa to ownerahlp, uee. or poeNNlon llhould be 

• lhle Survey e11d Plat of Survey are YOld without signature and seal affixed. 
• lhle profealonol ..-.tee conform• to the current llllnole minimum 
standards for o boundary a,rwy and woe performed for: 

arr OF ST. CHARLES 
Compare your ~tlon and elte markings wtth thle plot and 
AT ONCE report any dloc:repancleo which you may ffnd. 

' i j 

t ---
PLAT OF SURVEY 

SOUTIIWBST CORNER 15TB STREIT 
le DEAN STREIT, 

CITY ST. CBARLBS, 
KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

SURlrflPR'S C£RT(f1CA 1£ 
STA TE: OF IWNO/S ) 

) S.S. 
COUNTY OF KAN€ ) 

THIS PROffSSIONAL SERI/IC. CONFORMS ro TH€ CURReNT IWNO/S MINIMUM 
STANDARDS FOR A BOUNDARY SURl£Y. 

DA TBJ AT AURORA, KAN€ COUNTY, IWNO/S. _____ 2024. 

BeRNARD J. BAUeR, P.LS. (bbauerOhrgreen.com) 
IWNO/S PROffSSIONAL LAND SURv.rrJR NO. 3799 
L/C£NS£ DIP/RATION DATE:: 11/30/2024 
FlaD'tlfJRK COMPLfl.rJ: 11/15/2023 

-HRGreen 



AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  4f

Title: 
Plan Commission recommendation to approve a Final Plat of 
Subdivision for Cityview Resubdivision.   

Presenter: Ellen Johnson, Planner 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee  Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost:  $ Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐ 

TIF District:  None 

Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 

Cityview Subdivision, located at the NW corner of Geneva Rd/Rt 31 and Mosedale Street, is a four-lot 
single-family subdivision approved in 2018. A home has been constructed on Lot 1 Lots 2-4 remain 
available for development. 

Stonewood Properties & Development LLC has requested approval of a Plat of Resubdivision to 
modify the lot lines of Lot 2, Lot 3, and the outlot. Proposed is to reduce the size of the outlot by 
shifting the lot lines of Lots 2 and 3 to the east, gaining additional square footage for the rear yards of 
those lots. Required easements have been provided over portions of the stormwater facility that 
encroach onto the lots. 

Plan Commission Review 
The Plan Commission reviewed the Plat on 5/7/24 and unanimously recommended approval. 

There are no outstanding staff comments. 

Attachments (please list): 
Plan Commission Resolution, Staff Report, Application, Plat 

Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Recommendation to approve a Final Plat of Subdivision for Cityview Resubdivision. 



City of St. Charles, Illinois 

Plan Commission Resolution No. 7-2024 
 

A Resolution Recommending Approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision (Minor 

Subdivision) for Cityview Resubdivision  

(Stonewood Properties and Development LLC) 
 

Passed by Plan Commission on May 7, 2024 

  

 WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the St. Charles Plan Commission to review requests 

for Final Plat of Subdivision; and 

   

 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has reviewed the Final Plat of Subdivision (Minor 

Subdivision) for Cityview Resubdivision (Stonewood Properties and Development LLC); and  

  

 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission finds the Final Plat of Subdivision to be in conformance 

with the requirements of Title 16 of the City Code entitled, “Subdivisions and Land Improvement” 

and Title 17, Chapter 17.12-Residential Districts. 

  

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the St. Charles Plan Commission to recommend to 

the City Council approval of the Final Plat of Subdivision (Minor Subdivision) for Cityview 

Resubdivision (Stonewood Properties and Development LLC); contingent upon the resolution of all 

staff comments prior to City Council action. 

 

 

Roll Call Vote:   

Ayes: Moad, Wiese, Ewoldt, Rosenberg, Gruber, Fitzgerald, Vargulich 

Nays:  None 

Absent:  Funke, Lawson 

Motion carried:  7-0 

 

 PASSED, this 7th day of May 2024. 

 

 

 

 ____________________________ 

 Chairman                     

 St. Charles Plan Commission 



Community Development Department 
 

Staff Report 
                  Plan Commission Meeting – May 7, 2024 

 
 

 
Applicant: Stonewood 

Properties & 
Development LLC 

Cityview Resubdivison  
 

 

 Subject Property 
 

Property 
Owners: 

Stonewood 
Properties & 
Development LLC; 
David & Wendy Park  

Location: NW corner of 
Geneva Road & 
Mosedale Street 

Purpose: Modify lot lines and 
easements  

Application:  Final Plat of 
Subdivision (Minor 
Subdivision)  

Public Hearing: N/A  

Zoning: RT-2 (Traditional 
Single Family)  

Current Land 
Use: 

Single-Family 

Comprehensive 
Plan: 

Single Family 
Detached Residential  

Summary of 
Proposal:  

Stonewood Properties, developer of the Cityview Subdivision, is requesting approval of 
a Plat of Resubdivision to modify the lot lines of Lot 2, Lot 3 and Outlot A. Proposed is 
to reduce Outlot A in size, allowing for Lots 2 and 3 to gain additional square footage by 
shifting the northeast lot lines further east. Lots 2, 3, and 4 are intended for future 
development of single-family homes.  

Info / 
Procedure on 
Application: 

Final Plat (Minor Subdivision)  

• Final Plat is the actual plat document that will be recorded with the County to 
formally create new lots, dedicate streets, and provide easements, etc. 

• Recommendation is based on compliance with all other code requirements 
(including Zoning & Subdivision Codes). Staff has provided an analysis in the Staff 
Report. 

• A public hearing is not required for this type of application. 

• No findings of fact are applicable to this application. 

Suggested 
Action:  

Review the Final Plat of Subdivision. 
 

Staff has found the application materials to be complete and the Final Plat to be in 
compliance with the Zoning and Subdivision Codes.  
 

Staff recommends approval of the Final Plat of Subdivision.  

Staff Contact: Ellen Johnson, Planner  

 



Staff Report – Cityview Resubdivision         May 7, 2024 
 
I. PROPERTY INFORMATION  

 
A. History / Context  

 
Cityview Subdivision is located at the northwest corner of Geneva Road/Rt 31 and Mosedale 
Street. Cityview contains four buildable single-family lots fronting on Mosedale Street, with an 
outlot intended for stormwater management at the northeast corner. A home has been 
constructed on Lot 1. Lots 2-4 remain available for development.   
 
Cityview Subdivision was approved under Ord. 2018-Z-4. Subsequent to Final Plat and Final 
Engineering approval in 2019, City staff approved revised engineering plans which reduced the 
area needed to accommodate the required stormwater management basin. This was due to a 
change in the Stormwater Ordinance which allowed for a less intensive stormwater 
management approach for the subdivision.  
 

B. Zoning  
 
The subject property is zoned RT-2 Traditional Single Family Residential. The same zoning 
designation exists adjacent to the property on all sides. The surrounding properties all contain 
single-family homes. 
 

 Zoning Land Use 

Subject Property RT-2 Traditional Single Family Residential SF home/buildable lots 

North RT-1 Traditional Single Family Residential  SF homes  

East RM-3 General Residential   The View Apartments  

South RT-1 Traditional Single Family Residential  SF homes  

West RT-2 Traditional Single Family Residential SF homes 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Zoning Map 
1 I 

Mosedafe St 

I I 



Staff Report – Cityview Resubdivision         May 7, 2024 
 
II. PROPOSAL 

 
Stonewood Properties & Development LLC, developer of the Cityview Subdivision, is requesting 
approval of a Plat of Resubdivision to modify the lot lines of Lot 2, Lot 3 and Outlot A. Outlot A will 
be reduced in size by shifting the western lot line east by 11 feet. Lots 2 and 3 will each gain 
additional square footage by shifting the northeast lot lines further east, providing larger back 
yards for these lots. The width of the lots will remain unchanged along Mosedale St.  
 
Lots 2 and 3 are intended for development of single-family homes. Outlot A will continue to be 
reserved for stormwater management. Engineering plans that incorporate the changes to the lot 
lines have been submitted. The lot areas are proposed to change as follows:  
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
III. ANALYSIS 

 
A. Bulk Standards  

 
The table below compares the bulk requirements of the RT-2 District with the two impacted 
buildable lots: Lots 2 and Lot 3. All bulk standards are met. These standards are not applicable 
for Outlot A as it is not a buildable lot.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Existing  Proposed  Change in Lot Area 

Lot 1 8,708 sf  No change N/A 

Lot 2 9,141 sf 9,847 sf + 706 sf 

Lot 3 9,256 sf 9,390 sf  + 134 sf 

Lot 4 12,839  No change N/A 

Outlot A 5,993 sf 5,152 sf  - 841 sf  

 RT-2 District Lot 2 Lot 3 

Min. Lot Area 6,600 sf 9,847 sf 9,390 sf 

Min. Lot Width 50 ft. 60 ft. (no change)  60 ft. (no change) 

Max. Building 
Coverage 

30% for structures 1 
½ stories or less 

25% for structures 
over 1 ½ stories  

26% 23% 

Max. Building Height 
Lesser of 34 ft. or 2  

stories 
TBD TBD 

Min. Front Yard 25 ft. 25 ft  30 ft 

Min. Side Yard 

Greater of 6 ft or 
10% of lot width for 
1 ½ stories or less  

Greater of 8ft or 10% 
of lot width for over 

1 ½ stories  

8 ft 10 ft 

Min. Rear Yard  30 ft. 74 ft 43 ft 



Staff Report – Cityview Resubdivision   May 7, 2024 

B. Plat Review

Planning and Engineering staff has reviewed the Plat of Resubdivision and corresponding
engineering plans for conformance with the requirements of Title 16 of the City Code,
“Subdivisions & Land Improvement”.

Generally, good subdivision design requires all stormwater management facilities to be wholly
contained within an out lot, without encumbering adjacent developable lots with portions of
storm water facilities. The proposed plat for the Cityview Resubdivision does not allow for all
of the storm water facility to be wholly contained within the out lot, but rather allows
portions of the storm water facility to encroach onto Lots 3 and 4. The proposed design allows
Lot 4 to continue to be a buildable lot, as previously approved. The portions of Lots 3 and 4
that are affected are outside of the native vegetation planting area that surrounds the
stormwater facility, and are expected to remain dry most of the time.

City staff has required clear easement language be included on the plat to help ensure that
future owners of these lots are aware of this situation, and aware of the resulting obligations
and limitations on the use of their property. One resulting obligation is that future owners of
Lots 3 and 4 will be required to maintain the affected portions of their property with turf-
grass, as required by the storm water management plan. Limitations on future property
owners include a prohibition against any buildings, structures, impervious surfaces, mulch,
gravel, fencing, trees, and shrubs within the affected portions of their Lot. Enforcement of
these provisions will fall on the Homeowners’ Association and—if/when permits are ever
requested for improvements such as fences—on the City.

An Amendment to the Cityview Homeowners’ Association Declaration has been prepared to
reference the Plat of Resubdivision and an exhibit for the Revised Stormwater Management
Plan previously approved for the subdivision.

Staff Comments:
✓ The Amendment to the HOA Declaration shall be recorded alongside the Plat of

Resubdivision.

IV. SUGGESTED ACTION

Staff recommends approval of the Final Plat- Minor Subdivision Application. There are no 

outstanding staff comments.

V. ATTACHMENTS

• Application for Minor Subdivision – Final Plat; received 11/7/23

• Plat of Resubdivision



City of St. Charles 
Community Development Division 

2 E. Main Street 
St. Charles, IL 60174 11 

ClTY tlF 
ST, CHARI.F.S 

ILllNOI~ • •H.H 

Phone: (630} 377-4443 
Email: cd@stcharlesil.gov 

MINOR SUBDIVISION - FINAL PLAT APPLICATION 

For City Use Received Date 

Project Name: ( i:bjvi ('0 £,e,su\;,J i V\S \ On RECEIVED 
Project Number: ______ -PR-_____ _ 

Cityview Project Number: PLt:0- ~D),3 DO/~{S 
City of St. Charh~s 

___ .;:-2-;y:i,:1,;Jity-De¥eloprnc.J 
• File this application to request approval of a Minor Subdivision - Final Plat. 
• Per City Code Section 16.04.040, a Minor Subdivision must meet the following criteria: 

1) Compliance with subdivision design standards in the City Code; 2) No more than 4 lots; 3) No public utility 
extensions or new streets are required to serve the subdivision; 4) No stormwater detention is required to serve 
the subdivision; 5) All lots meet minimum zoning standards. 

• Complete the application and submit with all required attachments to the Community Development Division. 
• The information you provide must be complete and accurate. If you have any questions please contact the 

Community Development Division. 
• City staff will review the submittal for completeness and for compliance with applicable requirements. Staff will 

distribute the plans to other City departments for review when the application is complete. 
• The Final Plat will be scheduled for Plan Commission review when staff has determined the plat is ready. 

1. Property 
Information: 

2. Applicant 
Information: 

3. Record Owner 
Information: 

Location: 
Mosedale at Rt 31- North West Corner 

Parcel Number (s): 
Lot 2-09-34-401-022 Lot 3-0934-401-023 Outlot A-09-34-401-024 

Proposed Subdivision Name: 
City View's First Resubdivision 

Name: 
Stonewood Properties and Development LLC. 

Address 
926 Sunset Rd. Geneva, II. 60134 

-· 
Name: 

Lot 2 Stonewood Properties and Dev. LLC. 
- -

Address: 
Lot 2- 926 Sunset Rd. Geneva, II. 60134 

Lot 3 David C. Park and Wendy M. Park 
20 Mosedale St. St. Charles, II. 60174 

City of St. Charles Minor Subdivision - Final Plot Application 

Outlot A - City View Homeowners Assoc. 
Outlot A- 926 Sunset Rd. Geneva, II. 60134 

Phone: 
630-514-5590 

Email: 
John@Stonewood LLC. Net 

Phone: 
630-514-5590 

Email: 
John @ Stonewood LLC.net 

224-688-7197 

630-514-5590 

1 



4. Required Attachments: 
If multiple zoning or subdivision <;ipplications will be submitted concurrently, do not submit duplicate checklist items 
or plans. Fee must be paid for each application. 
Submit 1 copy of each required item, unless otherwise noted. 

1111 APPLICATION FEE: $300 

1111 REIMBURSEMENT OF FEES AGREEMENT: An original, executed Reimbursement of Fees Agreement and deposit of 
funds in escrow with the City, as provided by Appendix B of the Zoning Ordinance. 

I II I REIMBURSEMENT OF FEES INITIAL DEPOSIT: Deposit of funds in escrow with the City. Required deposit is based on 
review items (number of applications filed) and the size of the subject property: 

Number of 
Under 5 Acres 5-15 Acres 16-75 Acres Over 75 Acres 

Review Items 
1 $1,000 $2,000 $3,000 $4,000 

2 or 3 $2,000 $4,000 $5,000 $7,000 
4 or more $3,000 $5,000 $7,000 $10,000 

□ FEE FOR INSTALLATION OF CITY BENCHMARKS: Payment for installation of City benchmarks in accordance with 
Appendix F of the Subdivision Code (City Code Title 16). Required payment is based on the size of the subdivision: 

NIA 
Subdivision Acreage Number of Benchmarks Fee at $2500 per Benchmark 

20+ 2 $5000 
10 to 20 1 $2500 
5 to 10 0.5 $1250 
1 to 5 0.25 $625 

Less than 1 0.10 $250 

1111 PROOF OF OWNERSHIP: a) A current title policy report; or 
b) A deed and a current title search 

NOTE: Private covenants and deed restrictions can limit private property rights with respect to the use of land even though the 
City's Zoning Ordinance may authorize the use or a less restrictive use. We strongly advise that you perform a title search on the 
property to determine if there any private covenants containing use restrictions or other deed restrictions. As those private 
covenants and deed restrictions may conflict with the City's Zoning Ordinance, it is further recommended that you consult with 
an attorney to obtain an opinion with respect to whether your intended use is compatible with those restrictions. 

I II I OWNERSHIP DISCLOSURE: Use the appropriate disclosure form (attached), if the owner or applicant is a 
Partnership, Corporation, Trust, or LLC. 

1111 LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION: If the property owner is not the applicant, an original letter of authorization from the 
property owner permitting the applicant to file the zoning application with the City of St. Charles for the subject 
property. 

~ PARK AND SCHOOL LAND/CASH WORKSHEETS: For residential developments only. Use the attached worksheet to 
calculate the estimated population and student yields and resulting land/cash contributions in accordance with Title 
16 of the St. Charles Municipal Code. 

~ INCLUSIONARY HOUSING WORKSHEET: For residential developments only. Use the attached worksheet to calculate 
the affordable unit requirement and indicate how the development will comply with Title 19 of the St. Charles 
Municipal Code. 

City of St. Chor/es Minor Subdivision - Final Plat Application 2 



PLANS: All required plans shall be drawn on sheets no larger than 24" x 36", unless the Director of Community 
Development permits a larger size when necessary to show a more comprehensive view of the project. All required 
plans shall show north arrow and scale, and shall be drawn at the same scale (except that a different scale may be used 
to show details or specific features). All plans shall include the name of the project, developer or owner of site, person 
or firm preparing the plan, and the date of plan preparation and all revisions. 

Copies: Ten (10) full size copies, one (1) 11" by 17", and PDF electronic file emailed to: cd@stcharlesil.gov 

I ti' I FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION/ DRAWING REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST: A Final Plat of Subdivision that includes 
the information listed on the Subdivision Plat Drawing Requirements Checklist. Also submit a completed 
Checklist (attached). 

I (we) certify that this application and the documents submitted with it are true and correct to the best of my (our) 
knowledge and belief. 

1-.,_.. z.. ~ 1,1. (.f~ ~~ 
/_o,-J S',4"'1"1"ac,... 

0oh6~C4: ~ "'-'~ ~ 1 ,;.. 1-/pA, ~~ ltb~ ~ e• ~ 
Record Own~ Date ;; 

City of St. Charles Minar Subdivision - Final Plat Application 3 



STATE OF ILUNOIS ) 

) ss. 
KANE COUNTY ) 

OWNERSHIP DISCLOSURE FORM 

LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY {l.l.C.) 

John H. Cebrzynski 
I, ___________ _, being first duly sworn on oath depose and say that I am 

Manager of __ s_t_o_ne_w_o_o_d_P_ro_p_e_rt_ie_s_a_n_d_D_e_v_._L_L_C_. ____ , an Illinois Limited Liability 

Company (L.L.C.), and that the following persons are all of the members of the said L.L.C.: 

Patricia M. Cebrzynski Sole Owner 

By: ~ Ir{ ~Manager 

Subscribed and Sworn before me this ___ (pyz_~ ___ day of 

Notary Public 

City of St. Chor/es Ownership Disclosure Forms 

OFFICW.IEAL 
DAWN M WROIEL 

NOl'ARY PUii.iC, STATE OF lllNOIS 
EJIPIES: 12/IOIDI 

4 



VICINITY MAP 
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FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION 
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CITYVIEW'S FIRST RESUBDIVISION 
BEING A R[StJBOIVISION OF LOTS 2, J. 4 ANO OUTLOT A. IN OTYVIEW, BEING A SUBDIVISION Of' Pi\RT Of THE SOUTHEAST 

QUARTER OF SECTION 34, TO~SHIP 40 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST Of THE THIRO PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO lliE 
PLAT THER£0f RECORDED NOVEMBER 8, 2019 AS DOCIJMENT NUt.18(R 2019K-054029,IN KANE COUNTY, IWNDIS. 

FIR 5/8" 
IN CONC. 
0 .1J' S & 
ON LINE 

MOSEDALE STREET 
(HERCTCTORE DEDICATED) 

Rl\1::RVIEW -'OOITION 
TO ST. CtV,RLES 
PERj.107847 

O.OCk J 

LOT 1 

I 

Tlt$PU.T W"5SIJ8MITIEO'ltlTHECQUHTT 
l!ECOMIOfOIITHE~S0FltCCOIIOltlG81': 

SHEET 1 OF 2 

QTYOFST.QWUS 
:;?C.MAIMSlREET 

ST. O!Alll£S, l. eol74 

NOTia:TOKC(IIIOOlt 
~RCTIJIINR{t:QRIIO)tnlAATOMS.WC. i LI NI! Ll!G l! ND 
--- -Sl.8Jl\1Sl0lllnMIAAYUNE 

(-..,Solldl.ho) 

- - - -LOTUM£/PR(lf'(RTYUNE 
(So11c1u..J N 

----Al>JACCITLOT LM<~/l'ftOttl'ITYUIC 
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~ISolldU,,.) 

---IIUI.DINCS£T8ACKUNE n.-.-i..) 
------- - CASDIOIT UNC 

□ 

c::J 

(Sloort-~) 

-f"OUNIICQNCRE'll:IIIOHUMDO 
c-,s.t> 

- Sl.f'Pl.£IIENTAI.. STORMW~lDI 

~*~~r!.) 

20 10 0 20 

SCALE: l lNOi • 20ftET 

TOTAi AREA Of SUBD/YlS/ON 

0.855 ACRES 
(MORE OR LESS) 

LOT AREA SUMMARY TABLE 

LOT NO SO. FT. ACRES 
2 ,4 0.226 
J 0.216 
4 l ,o.>,r 0.295 

OUTLOT A .b.: 0.1 18 
TOTAL 7228 0.855 

5' P.S.M.£. ANO P.U. ,I: D,£. 
(UHI..ESS OlHERWISE NOTED) 

20"FRONT BUILOING 
SETBACK UN( 

(HOSCAI..[) 
10" P.U.& 0.E. (UNL($$ 
OTil£Rl'I\SEN01EO) 

EXISTING Btlll PING SFJRAQ( &; FASFMFNI DETAIi l OJS 
(FOR LOTS 1-4 INQ..USl\-'E PER DOC. 2019K-054029) 

~{.:Jw~~TED~ SET AT Al.I. LOT CORNERS MO PONT5 Of WIVAM!E UNWS 

Al.I. MEASl.JRCM(NT5 ARE SHOl'M ti F'EET .t.NI) DE0MALPART5 THEm:Of. 

OIMEtlSIOOSD4Q.OSCD'Mll1 ( )ARE RECOIIODATA. AU.Oll1ERDIMENSIONSAREt.ltASUREO. 

Utll.ESS NO"l[l) OTHER'MS£ Al.I. U.S£MOIT5 $HO'M'I l'IER£0N IIERETOl'OR:E GRAIITED BY DOC. 
H0.201!1K-054029. 

P.U, f< D.E. - INDICATES PVIIUC UR.IT'I' MO DIIIJNAC:C EASEMENT. 

P.5.M.(.-IHOICATESl'f!IVATESTORMWATERMAIIAGO,i[Hf[AS(M(Nl 

S.S.D.E.-SI.FPlDIEHTALSTORMWATERD£rumOHEASCMENT 

THEMCA51JREDIIEARINCS-AIIE8ASEDI.POHTHEEASTUHCOfTHESUIIDl\o1SIOHIIOtlG 
S 33"33'47"E(AS51JMEO). 

f'IP-fClJNDIROHPIPC(• ASSHOM,1) 
nR-rCUIDIRONROD(• ASSHO'IIIH) 

PltOPCRTYZ<»IEO RT-2.TRADITIOOAI.SIHQ.ErA.1111.YOISTRICTOfCIT'l'OfST.QlAIII..ES. 

DEQ.AIIAllONOfCOYEHAll lS. COHCMTIOOS,MOIICSTIOCTIONSFORCITY'<IE'IIHOMEO'IINOIS 
ASSOCIAll00R(COftOEOAPffll.1 4,2.02J ASDOCIJMENTH0.202lK01166&AIIAM(N()(l) 
DEQ.AIIAll00l08E Rt:COROEOCOHTEMPORAIIEOOSI.Y\lllll1"MSP\.Al. 

~ 
STONEWOOD PROPERTIES AND DEVELOPMENT LLC 

926 SUNSET ROAD 
GENEVA, IL 60134 
(630) 262-3844 

.fJllliB"2...0 

CEMCON, Ltd . 
Consulting Engineers, Lond Surveyo..-s & Plonner1 
2280 'Nhilti 0<:ik Clrel t , Sulto 100 Auroro, Illinois 
60502-9675 PH: 630.862.2100 FAX: 630.862.2199 
£-Moil: coddOcemcon.com Website: www.cemcon.com 

DISC NO.: 50401 5 f'ILE NAME: 1ST RESUB 

DRA~ BY: SMR/000 FlD, BK. / PG. NO.: 053/57- 60 
COMPl.£TlON DATE: 11-01-2023 JOB NO.: 504.015-411 
PROJECT REFERENCE: 826.005 
REVISED: 11-15-23 AOOEO O'MIIER & NOTARY CERT. 
REVISED: 2-22-24/SMR PER CITY REVIEW 12-21-23 
REVISED: 4-9-24/SMR REVISE S.S.O.E. PROVISIONS 
REVISED: 4-26-24/PER CITY RE..-,EW 4-25-24 

Cop t© 202J Comcon,ltd.AII 



O'WEB'S & 59:1991 P1SIBICT CfBDOCA.lf 

STATtOf'UINOIS )S.S. 

OOUNTYOf'K,\NE) 

Tl.slSTOCERTf"l'lHAT'!HEIJNDERSICNEDl5THEO'M«ROf'PARTOf' 
THE P!IOPUITY OESCRIBEO IN lHE -'NNOEti Pl.Al, NI() lHAT ti[ HAS 
CAUSEOTI-t[SAWETOEIESIJRVE'ltO NIOSUBOIYICIEOASNOlc:Arto 
lH[R[OO,fORlH[USESANOPU!IPOSESll-lEREINSETfORlH,,\NODO[S 

m:A

1

:...~ ANO ADOPT 'lHE SAME Ul'IOER lHE Sl'IU ,\NO 

ALSO. lHS 15 TO COUVY lHAT PROPERTY 90NC. $1.1101\Ql) AFCIMSAIO, 

~~:rENOF'~=\.:~,Al'IOIIEUO'.SAll 

Sl. OIAIII.LS COMWUMTYUNT SCH00L DISTIIICT J0J 

8 1':STOt€'MXIOPROP£RTIESNIOOE'.€l.OPWD(Ill.C 

-ss: t:ze Sl.lNSEl IIOAO. i.8€VA, l. 80134 

OATtDTICS_OAYOF' __ t..0. 20-

NOTARY CfBDOCA.Tf 

STATtOF'UINOIS)S.S. 

COUl'ITYOf'KAM'.) 

'""' 
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PER501'1All.YKl'IOll!tl TO .. E1{18EMSAWEPER501'15'M10S[ 
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OWNERS.APPEN!EDIIEl'ORCIElHSOAYINPCRSOl'IAl'IO 

~~~?:r~~m!~~N/() 
OATtDlHS_OAYOf' ____ _ 

(SKll'IATURE) 

SUR'lr'fYOffS C£RDBCAif 

SlATtOF'IJ.J'IOIS)S.S. 

QCUITYOf'IU'I«.) 

MS IS TO CCIITn' ,W,T L L.,Wl'f C:. f'OCIASI(. u.N<IS I.AKI~ HO. 
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::~Atl~~~Sl-:::Pl.ATHfJIEOOO!IAll!tl lSAREPRCSENTATl(INOf'SMI 
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n Q.&.\lfC:PJ.BKl!tll)IMPWI: 

ADOR£SS:: 79MPSCPNESIHfIJ SI OIHl'f5 I ftPlzt 

NOJABX CfRDBCA.Jf 

STATtOf'lllOS)S.S. 

COUl'ITYOF'KANE) 

, .... ..., 
'""' 

OATEDlHIS_OAYOf' ____ _ 

(SKll'IAl\111£) 

P'M:JEB"S & 59100 PISIBICT CfRDOCA.Tf 

STATtOF'IJ.J'IOIS)S.S. 

COIMlTOF'KNIC) 

TICSISTOCCIITn''IHATTHl'.UICJOISICtCISMo.«ll:Of'PMTOf'MPROP£RTY =~~~~~~OII.IV.Sftll~~=~ 
~..,:,-~~o::c...~~NeAOOf'TflilES.t.1€I.INODITHE 

Al.50,ll.slSTOCERTn'lMATPll<l'Ol'TYIDl'IG....wJmKORESAl).Al'IOT01HE 
~~TH~/l'IHR"SKNOIIUOOt Ne ltlJ[f', SAO Sl..e0M5ION LO Dl'TRl.Y 'lll'Mtl 

ST.O\ARLESOCMll.NTYI.NTS0400LOISTIIICT303 

ltClfY\o1EWlf(lljEOIIKJfSASSOCIAllOtl 

AOORES5.: ~2f.l SUl'ISCT l!OAO. OCNEV,_ l. 80134 

OA'ltDTHIS_OAYOf' _____ A.0.20-

NOTARY CfRDOCAJf 

STATt Of'lUQS )S.S. 

CIJUIITYOFKANE) 

(SIGl'IATURE) 

(lm.tJ 

OAlEODE_OAYOF' _____ A,0, 20-

PIBfCTOR Of COUMUNIIY PEYfl OPMfNT C£RDBCA.Tf 

STATtOf'UINOIS)S.S. 

COUl'ITYOfKAM'.) 
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STATtOf'Ul'OS )S.S. 

CIJUlll"l'OF' UN[ ) 

~F£~~~~~i~ic~,. 

Pl AN COMMISSION CEBDOCATF 

SlATtOf't.UlfOIS)S.S. 

00Ul'ITYOf'l(NI[) 

~ll.s-DAYOF' _____ ,_0,20-

QTY CQI.INcn CfBDBCA.Tf 

SfATtOf'UNOIS)S.S. 

00Ul'ITYOfltN«) 

~ ...,_, AC:aPTtO MS _OAYOF' ____ t..O. 20-

CITYOOUNCILOf' CITYOF Sl. CKAIILES. t.UlfOIS 

COIINJY Q ERK CEBDBCATf 

STATtOf'UINOIS )S.S. 

CIJUlll"l'OfKANE) 

~--~=-~,~-="--~=~~~~:.:~~ 
~~,. IICOCDIAIIU: TAX SAi.CS AGAINST l«r Of' THE lANO NWUD IN THE 

I f\JIUHC"CDtl'n lHATI 11.l-.CIICar.c) AI.LSTA1UT(ln'fUSIN <XINll[C'IIOl'I .... 
THEN4NDDll'l.AT. 

CI\Oll#IDOI .. YIWIO.....OSl'.M.AT ______ _ 

nts_OAYOf' ____ _ 

$1/PPI fMfNTA.l SJOBNWAifB PEJENDCW EASEMENT {S $Pf ) PEBTAINJNG 
fXQUSltflX ro IOT J A.NP IOI 4 AS PIADfQ HEBEPH 

Al'(Jlllf•l«JtllfON-CXQ.IJSI-.Csu>Pl!liEMTAI.STORMWATEJI0£1tNllOl'ICASEMDITP'OtTjl,jlll,l(l 
D!a.USIVEl.Y TO LOT 3 AtlO LOT 4 AS Pl.ATT[0 1€11£01'115HOOYCllAl'ITt08Y THEO'MOS Of'LOT 
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ACIIOSS.OVER.UNOOlNIOTHROUCHllfEAIIEASSl'fOM,IIYOASlt[DIJN[SA!Cll.All(l.[tl 
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'!HE M:SPCINSIIIUTYOf' .. AINT.1,lletG THE 0£l(Nfl(IN AR[},. CASCMDtTSltAI.I.IE IINIIIHGOl'I H IIOl!S, 
Dl:OJTMS. AOMNmlATMS. $I.IOC£SSMS At10 ASSIQISOf' H 0'lltlCIIS Of'SAll LOT l AKI SAil 
LOT4.1HCO'MOOF'SAOLOTlNIOSAIOL0l'SHAU.tlOTDCSTIIOTOIIIIIODIFYSI.Ol'C$0111 
OntfJl'IIIISE NTECl THE OCTtllllOtl 110LUME 'lll'Mtl SAID CASOICNl 'IIITHOUT 11.l-..C MST IICCEVEO 
'IIITT()l ll'f'f/lCNAI.~ THE CITYOF' ST. CKAR1L5. THE CITYSHAU. HA\IE H laGtll M.ITHOT H 
09.JCAllOl'ITOIIC$TOIICMYO£l(Nfl(IN IIOLUMELOSTlHIIOJQll.NAUTHOIIIZCD ...cll\olTID. 

EMifMfNTpt1:i?c,mwrvtt&AbmiflGE68E~N1PJtm:,.,z:wr-aw211 
APDIIIAHOlflfON-PQ.1,1$1\1:~T151€R£8YCl!NtlllJTOTlt[Cll"l'Of'ST. 

~"'::.:t~~~~=~:r:t:~ 
NQ.UtlltGM,ITHOTI.N'ltD TO,,AMElll1COI Nlt)l'IIOOIINll)T01ICIRSI.ICCCS$Ol!S 
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ACIIOSS.OVER.UNOER. AKI MIOUGH lHEAIIEASSHO'lll<IIYOAStOUl'ICS~OF 

EASEMENT PROVISIONS FOO EASEMENT GRANTfP BX P9C 2019K-OM029 
SIDBMWAJfB PEifNTlCJi fA.SfMfNT PBPY151Qlll$ 

AP0MAl'l[MT--£XCWSM:CASEl,l[NTISHDEIYCIINffi'.ll10llltQTYt:IST, 
QWII.CSAl'IOT01HOIISI.IC(:[SS(IISWJASS!lltlS.1'1.!.l'Otl.A<:IIO$S.~UtlllfR. 
Al'IOHIJUOHTHEAREAS-BY DASIIUI Ul'l[$WJl.>8EI.ZD'S'KlflMWAmt 
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CEMCON, Ltd. 
Con1ultln9 Eng!neen, Lond Surve)'Of's & Planners 
2280 'Mli\1 Ook Clrcl1, Suite 100 Aurora. 1mnais 
60502-9675 PH: 630.862.2100 FAX: 630.862.2199 
E-Moi; coddCkemcon.com Website: ww•.cemcon.com 

DISC NO.: 504015 fll.E NAME: 1ST RESUB 
ORA't,W BY: SMR/000 FU). BK. / PG. NO.: 053/57-60 
COMPLETION DATE: 11-01-2023 JOB NO.: 504.015-411 
PROJECT REF'ERENCE: 826.005 
RE\1SEO: 11-15-23 AOOED O'M-IER &: NOTARY con. 
RE\-15£0: 2-22-24/SMR PER OTY RE\1EW 12-21-23 
RE\1SEO: ♦-9-2♦/SMR REVISE S.S.O.E. PR0\1SIONS 
RE\1SCD; 4--26-24fr[R Ori' RE\'IEW 4--25-24 
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EXHIBIT 
FOR 

CITYVIEW'S FIRST RESUBDIVISION 
REVISED STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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TURF GRASS ABOVE ELEVATION 
697± BMP FACILITY 

VEGETATED TRANSITION ZONE 

LIMITS OF HIGH WATER 
LEVEL 698.2 
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AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  4g

Title: 
Consideration to Approve a Resolution Authorizing Business 
Improvement Grant Agreement with Maple Leaf Roasters 

Presenter: 
Derek Conley, Economic Development Director 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee  Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost: Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐ 

TIF District:  None 

Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 

Maple Leaf Roasters is a new café/restaurant which open at the former Kava Diem location at 1 West 

Illinois St. Upon taking control of the space, the new ownership wanted to reinvest and enhance the 

outdoor deck which was failing. Maple Leaf Roasters applied for the City’s Business Improvement 

Grant program and was awarded $10,000 to be disbursed once the work was completed. 

The Business Improvement Grant offers financial assistance to businesses looking to invest in the 

property and enhance their operations. The grant reimburses applicants for 50% of eligible costs up to a 

maximum of $10,000. This grant is administrated and approved by the Economic Development 

Director. The grant program outlines eligibility for an additional $15,000 in grant funds if the project 

meets certain criteria and is approved by City Council. 

Upon construction of the outdoor deck, Maple Leaf Roasters ran into a few issues with the foundation 

and the ground under the deck which resulted in additional work. Due to the property also being in a 

floodplain, the work also triggered a review from IDNR. The issues during construction resulted in a 

lengthier construction process and increased in eligible costs from $47,600 to $62,200, which has been 

confirmed with the contractor. 

With the unforeseen increase in costs to the project, Maple Leaf Roasters is requesting the City increase 

the total grant amount to $25,000. Maple Leaf Roasters meets the special criteria for this request as the 

business is located in the Downtown Retail Overlay District. Regardless of the City Council decision 

on the request, Maple Leaf Roasters would still receive the $10,000 grant. 

Per the grant guidelines, the work is not supposed to commence before grant approval. In this case, the 

applicant was approved for the $10,000 grant prior to work started however the work was completed 

before the additional $15,000 has been approved by the City Council. Additionally, it is important to 

note, that the City has already approved three $10,000 grants this fiscal year. In order to fund the 

additional grant request, City staff will need to do a budget add of $30,000. The City will also not have 

any other funds available for future grant requests in this fiscal year even if the additional requests are 

denied. 

Attachments (please list): 
Business Improvement Grant Agreement with Maple Leaf Roasters 

Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Consideration to Approve a Resolution Authorizing Business Improvement Grant Agreement with 
Maple Leaf Roasters 

CITY Of 
ST. CHARLES 

lLLINOlS • 1834 
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City of St. Charles 

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT GRANT  

Award Agreement 

 

1 West Illinois St, St. Charles, IL 60174 

(Maple Leaf Roasters – Alex Behrens) 

 

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this _____ day of _______________ 2024, between the 

City of St. Charles, Illinois (hereinafter referred to as "CITY") and the following designated 

APPLICANT, to wit: 

APPLICANT Name:  Alex Behrens 

Address of Property to be Improved:  1 West Illinois St, St. Charles, IL 60174 

PIN Number(s): 09-34-129-001-000 

Property Owner’s Name:  FOX ISLAND LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

 WITNESSETH: 

 WHEREAS, the CITY has established a BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT GRANT 

program to provide matching grants for permanent Building Improvements for eligible businesses 

as defined in the Program Guidelines; and 

 WHEREAS, APPLICANT(S), desires to install related Building Improvements to the 

above-described property that are eligible for reimbursement under the Business Improvement 

Grant Award; and 

 WHEREAS, said Business Improvement Grant Program is administered by the CITY and 

is funded from the general fund for the purposes of improving the commercial building stock along 

the major commercial corridor and downtown area of the CITY and preventing blight and 

deterioration; and 

 WHEREAS, the above-described property for which the APPLICANT seeks a grant is 

located within the area eligible for participation in the Business Improvement Grant Award 
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Program. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements obtained 

herein, the CITY and the APPLICANT do hereby agree as follows: 

  

 SECTION 1:  The APPLICANT understands and agrees that only the cost of eligible 

Building Improvements located on the parcels with the following PIN(s) 09-34-129-001-000, shall 

be considered reimbursable as described in Exhibit I.   The CITY will reimburse the APPLICANT 

up to 50% of the cost of labor, materials and equipment necessary to install Building Improvements 

in accordance with the approved plans, specifications and cost estimates attached hereto as Exhibit 

“I” (the “ Eligible Building Improvements Cost Estimate”), but in no event more than the maximum 

amounts as defined below: 

 

Total improvement costs: $62,980 

Eligible Building Improvements cost: $62,600  

City’s Share @ 50% up to a maximum of $25,000 

 

 Labor by the APPLICANT (“sweat equity”) is not a reimbursable expense.  All Building 

Improvements shall be installed in accordance with approved building permit plans, subject to 

minor revisions as may be approved by a representative of the CITY due to field conditions not 

known at the time of design, and similar circumstances beyond the APPLICANT’s control.   

 

 SECTION 2:  The Director of Community & Economic Development, or designee, shall 

inspect the Building Improvements installed pursuant to this Agreement and shall include any 

required permit inspections by the CITY.  All work that is not in conformance with the approved 

plans and specifications shall be remedied by the APPLICANT and deficient or improper work 

shall be replaced and made to comply with the approved plans and specifications and the terms of 

this Agreement. 

 

 SECTION 3:  Upon completion of the Building Improvements and upon their final 

inspection and approval by the Director of Community & Economic Development, or designee, the 

APPLICANT shall submit to the CITY a properly executed and notarized contractor statement 
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showing the full cost of the Building Improvements as well as each separate component amount due 

to the contractor and each and every subcontractor involved in furnishing labor, materials or 

equipment in the work.  In addition, the APPLICANT shall submit to the CITY proof of payment of 

the contract cost pursuant to the contractor's statement and final lien waivers from all contractors 

and subcontractors.  The CITY shall, within thirty (30) days of receipt of the contractor's statement, 

proof of payment and lien waivers, and “before” and “after” pictures of the property, reimburse the 

APPLICANT for the 50% of the actual construction and materials cost or the maximum amount 

specified in this Agreement, whichever is less. 

 At its sole discretion, CITY may reimburse APPLICANT in two payments. The first 

reimbursement may be made only  

 1) Upon completion of Building Improvements representing 40% or more of the maximum 

reimbursement specified in Section 1 hereof and,  

 2) Upon receipt by CITY of the all invoices, contractor's statements, proof of payment and 

notarized final lien waivers for the completed Building Improvements and, 

 3) Upon a determination by the Director of Community & Economic Development, or 

designee, that the remainder of the Building Improvements are expected to be delayed for thirty 

days or more following completion of the initial work due to weather, availability of materials, or 

other circumstances beyond the control of the APPLICANT.  The second, final reimbursement 

payment shall be made by CITY only upon submittal of all necessary documents as described 

herein. 

  

 SECTION 4:  All Building Improvements must be completed within 270 days after the 

approval of this Agreement.  Extensions may be approved by the Director of Community & 

Economic Development, prior to the expiration of the said 270 days.  Projects which have not 

received an extension and have not been completed within 270 days will not receive funding. 

 

 SECTION 5:  If the APPLICANT or his contractor fails to complete the Building 

Improvements provided for herein in conformity with the approved plans and specifications and the 

terms of this Agreement, then upon written notice being given by the Director of Community & 

Economic Development to the APPLICANT, by certified mail to the address listed above, this 
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Agreement shall terminate and the financial obligation on the part of the CITY shall cease and 

become null and void. 

 

 SECTION 6:  Upon completion of the Building Improvements pursuant to this Agreement 

and for a period of five (5) years thereafter, the APPLICANT shall be responsible for properly 

maintaining such Building Improvements in finished form and without change or alteration thereto, 

as provided in this Agreement, and for the said period of five (5) years following completion of the 

construction thereof, the APPLICANT shall not enter into any Agreement or contract or take any 

other steps to alter, change or remove such Building Improvements, or the approved design thereof, 

nor shall APPLICANT undertake any other changes, by contract or otherwise, to the Building 

Improvements provided for in this Agreement unless such changes are first approved by the 

Director of Community & Economic Development, Designee, or City Council, whichever the case 

may be.  Such approval shall not be unreasonably withheld if the proposed changes do not 

substantially alter the original design concept of the Building Improvements as specified in the 

plans, design drawings and specifications approved pursuant to this Agreement.  

 In the event that any of the Building Improvements are removed during the term of this 

agreement the APPLICANT and/or the Owner shall repay the CITY all grant funds received 

pursuant to this Agreement and shall pay any costs and fees including reasonable attorney’s fees 

incurred by the CITY to collect said grant funds. The amount of repayment required to be paid by 

the APPLICANT and the OWNER shall be reduced by 20% for every full year that this Agreement 

has been in effect at the time of the required repayment. 

 If within the 5-year maintenance period improvement is damaged by automobiles, 

wildlife, acts of nature, or stolen or any other cause, the APPLICANT shall install and pay for 

replacements.  

In the event of inadequate maintenance, the CITY shall give the owner reasonable notice of 

conditions to be corrected.  In the event that substandard maintenance still exists after thirty (30) days, 

OWNER shall repay the CITY all grant funds received pursuant to this Agreement and pay all costs 

and fees, including attorney fees, of any legal action taken to enforce the maintenance of the Building 

Improvements. 

 SECTION 7: The APPLICANT covenants and agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the 
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CITY and its officials, officers, employees and agents from and against, any and all losses, claims, 

damages, liabilities or expenses, of every conceivable kind, character and nature whatsoever arising 

out of, resulting from or in any way connected with directly or indirectly with the Business 

Improvement Grant Award(s) which are the subject of this Agreement.  The APPLICANT further 

covenants and agrees to pay for or reimburse the CITY and its officials, officers, employees and 

agents for any and all costs, reasonable attorneys' fees, liabilities or expenses incurred in connection 

with investigating, defending against or otherwise in connection with any such losses, claims, 

damages, liabilities, or causes of action. The CITY shall have the right to select legal counsel and to 

approve any settlement in connection with such losses, claims, damages, liabilities, or causes of 

action. The provisions of this section shall survive the completion of said building improvement(s).   

 

 SECTION 8:  Nothing herein is intended to limit, restrict or prohibit the APPLICANT from 

undertaking any other work in or about the subject premises, which is unrelated to the Building 

Improvements provided for in this Agreement. 

 

 SECTION 9:  This Agreement shall be binding upon the CITY and upon the APPLICANT 

and its successors and assigns with respect to the property on which the Building Improvements are 

installed, for a period of five (5) years from and after the date of completion and approval of the 

building improvement provided for herein.  It shall be the responsibility of the APPLICANT to 

inform subsequent owners and lessees of the provisions of this Agreement. 

 

 IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the date first 

appearing above. 
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                 PROPERTY OWNER 

  APPLICANT    (if different from APPLICANT) 

 

        

__________________________    ____________________________  

 

 

CITY OF ST. CHARLES: _______________________ 

Mayor or Director of Economic Development 

 

 

ATTEST: _______________________ 

  City Clerk 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Applicant contact information:   

 Phone:  __________________________________ 

 Fax: __________________________________ 

 Email:  __________________________________ 

 

Property Owner’s information, if different than applicant:  

 Phone:  __________________________________ 

 Fax: __________________________________ 

 Email:  __________________________________ 
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Exhibit I 

 
Eligible Expenses Cost Estimate 
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9,&rHI e,H-4-~ 
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manner according to standard prklteea Any alterahon or deVIatton from above specmcauona 

Jf'IVOtvlng extra costs w,11 be executed only upon written o,defs and wra become er, extra 
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ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSAL Tl'<I obo.,,. proee• apec,fc;ot,ona 

and cond1hons are 11t11factory and •~ hereby accepted You 1r1 au1honzed to do the 
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Exhibit II 

 

Checklist for Eligible Improvements & Reimbursements 

 

 

Improvement Item Estimated  Cost 
Work 

Completed 
(Yes/No) 

Money Spent 
per Final 
submittal 

Amount 
Reimbursed  

Remove existing deck and replace with new deck $62,980.00 Yes   

  
   

     
     

Total of all eligible improvements  $62,200.00 
   

Amount of anticipated grant @ 50% of eligible 
cost of improvements 

$25,000.00 
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Exhibit III – Design and Site Plan 

 

 

CITY OF 
ST. CHARLES 

ILLINOIS• 1834 

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT GRANT 
Application Packet 

Updated July 2021 

AWARD APPLICATION FORM 

1. APPLICANT INFORMATION: 

Name: Al l"/. 0e-1,tr(#'\ ~ 
Home Address: q ~- 6ll'V' Jh-e · f2,of.e,,()..{, IL- 00I 1 Z

Phone/email: (p30 -(p1-<f- _,.,f5~(p / lO't1-rP.Cf@la..vt1cl1tM U1)IYI 

Name of Business: Mp.,e<.R, i,e.t..f Po~ S-fl-rs. C-a k, iVll, cl~ /LttV'a D, e-tY7 

Business Address: / W :::cl (lh,Ol~ <;f. / S"f (ih.vvV1e S //.,. llO I '.:l-4-

Federal Tax ID Number: _q--'-"3_-_g,'-2,_-:}---'~'--lp-4'_3 ___________ _ 
{All awards are subject to Federal and State taxes, and are reported to the Internal Revenue 
Service on Form 1099 (W-9). You are required to provide your taxpayer ID number or social 
security number as part of the Business Improvement Grant. Property owners and tenants 
should consult their tax advisor for tax liability information.) 

2. PROPERTY INFORMATION: 

Address: j v,/, j;( llVl 01 S n-. 
Property Identification Number: 00 - 34- - I V1 - 0 0 { 000 

3. ARCHITECT/DESIGN PROFESSIONAL: 

Name: __________________ _ 

Address: __________________ _ 

Phone/email: ________________ _ 

4. CONTRACTOR(S): 

Name: JMY1 l-S ~l(~ / 74..J.XA) ,@-~ r 
Address: //o /?GlL.'"ty k..AJd,!.J A--ve.- li<:,r,; ~ bO/ Aft> 

Phone/email: (o '?()- CJ 1gS- f?2-S"' / ~ W J \fl C,, G UJWl(,t,\ S.1 • vi-e.,f-..,, 

BIG APPLICATION I 3 
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ClTY OF 
ST. CHARLES 

llLlNOIS • 1834 

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT GRANT 
Application Packet 

Updated July 2021 

5. SCOPE OF PROJECT (INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING WITH YOUR SUBMITTAL): 

A. Building Plans accurately drawn to scale, showing proposed improvements. 

B. Cost estimates for materials and labor. (There should be two cost estimates 
submitted, one for the estimated costs of alt improvements to the building and one 
that highlights only the costs for eligible improvements). 

4. STATEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING: 

A. I agree to comply with the guidelines and procedures of the St. Charles Business 
Improvement Grant. 

C. I understand that I must submit detailed cost documentation, copies of bids, 
contracts, invoices, receipts and contractors' final waivers of lien upon completion of 
the approved improvements before any reimbursement payment will be authorized. 
"Before" and "After" pictures of the project must be submitted before funds will be 
released. 

D. I understand that work done before a Business Improvement Grant Agreement is 
approved by staff or the City Council is not eligible for an award. 

E. I understand that Business Improvement Grant reimbursement awards are subject to 
taxation and that the City is required to report the amount and the recipient of said 
awards to the Internal Revenue Service. 

Signature of Applicant: 

If the opplii;ant is someone other thon the owner of the property, the owner(s} must 

,omplete the following certificate: 

I/We certify that I/we own the property identified on this application and that I/we hereby 

authorize the applicant to apply for a reimbursement award under the City of St. Charles 

Business Improvement Grant and undertake the approved improvements. 

IG APPLICATION I 4 
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Exhibit IV – Design and Siteplan 
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AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  4h

Title: 
Consideration to Approve a Resolution Authorizing Business 
Improvement Grant Agreement with The Office 

Presenter: 
Derek Conley, Economic Development Director 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee  Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost: Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐ 

TIF District:  None 

Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 

The Office is a restaurant/pub located at 201 E Main Street.  Due to the rise in popularity in outdoor 

dining, the Office is interested in making improvements to their existing outdoor dining space in 

remain competitive in the market. The Office is eligible for the City’s Business Improvement Grant 

program for $10,000 to be disbursed once the work is completed. 

The Business Improvement Grant offers financial assistance to businesses looking to invest in the 

property and enhance their operations. The grant reimburses applicants for 50% of eligible costs up to a 

maximum of $10,000. This grant is administrated and approved by the Economic Development 

Director. The grant program outlines eligibility for an additional $15,000 in grant funds if the project 

meets certain criteria and is approved by City Council. 

The Office is requesting the City increase the total grant amount to $25,000. The Office meets the 

special criteria for this request as the business is located in the Downtown Retail Overlay District. 

Regardless of the City Council decision on the request, the Office would still receive the $10,000 grant. 

The work consists of light demolition, new brick pavers in areas, plumbing, electrical, concrete, and 

other miscellaneous work all which would contribute to a enhancing the outdoor dining area and 

improving its functionality. The total project costs are $107,013.78m of which $74,188.78 is eligible. 

Per the grant guidelines, the work is not supposed to commence before grant approval. In this case, the 

applicant is nearing completion of the project and the additional $15,000 has not been approved by the 

City Council. The applicant wanted to complete the project as soon as possible in order capture the 

favorable weather. 

Additionally, it is important to note, that the City has already approved three $10,000 grants this fiscal 

year. In order to fund the additional grant request, City staff will need to do a budget add of $30,000. 

The City will also not have any other funds available for future grant requests in this fiscal year even if 

the additional requests are denied. 

Attachments (please list): 
Business Improvement Grant Agreement with The Office 

Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Consideration to Approve a Resolution Authorizing Business Improvement Grant Agreement with the 
Office 

CITY Of 
ST. CHARLES 

lLLINOlS • 1834 
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City of St. Charles 

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT GRANT  

Award Agreement 

 

201 E Main St., St. Charles, IL 60174 

(The Office – Mike Carney) 

 

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this _____ day of _______________ 2024, between the 

City of St. Charles, Illinois (hereinafter referred to as "CITY") and the following designated 

APPLICANT, to wit: 

APPLICANT Name:  Mike Carney 

Address of Property to be Improved:  201 E Main St, St. Charles, IL 60174 

PIN Number(s): 09-27-390-006 and 09-27-390-008 

Property Owner’s Name:  201 MAIN ST PARTNERS LLC 

 WITNESSETH: 

 WHEREAS, the CITY has established a BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT GRANT 

program to provide matching grants for permanent Building Improvements for eligible businesses 

as defined in the Program Guidelines; and 

 WHEREAS, APPLICANT(S), desires to install related Building Improvements to the 

above-described property that are eligible for reimbursement under the Business Improvement 

Grant Award; and 

 WHEREAS, said Business Improvement Grant Program is administered by the CITY and 

is funded from the general fund for the purposes of improving the commercial building stock along 

the major commercial corridor and downtown area of the CITY and preventing blight and 

deterioration; and 

 WHEREAS, the above-described property for which the APPLICANT seeks a grant is 

located within the area eligible for participation in the Business Improvement Grant Award 
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Program. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements obtained 

herein, the CITY and the APPLICANT do hereby agree as follows: 

  

 SECTION 1:  The APPLICANT understands and agrees that only the cost of eligible 

Building Improvements located on the parcels with the following PIN(s) 09-27-390-006 and 09-

27-390-008, shall be considered reimbursable as described in Exhibit I.   The CITY will reimburse 

the APPLICANT up to 50% of the cost of labor, materials and equipment necessary to install 

Building Improvements in accordance with the approved plans, specifications and cost estimates 

attached hereto as Exhibit “I” (the “Eligible Building Improvements Cost Estimate”), but in no 

event more than the maximum amounts as defined below: 

 

Total improvement costs: $107,013.78 

Eligible Building Improvements cost: $74,188.78  

City’s Share @ 50% up to a maximum of $25,000 

 

 Labor by the APPLICANT (“sweat equity”) is not a reimbursable expense.  All Building 

Improvements shall be installed in accordance with approved building permit plans, subject to 

minor revisions as may be approved by a representative of the CITY due to field conditions not 

known at the time of design, and similar circumstances beyond the APPLICANT’s control.   

 

 SECTION 2:  The Director of Community & Economic Development, or designee, shall 

inspect the Building Improvements installed pursuant to this Agreement and shall include any 

required permit inspections by the CITY.  All work that is not in conformance with the approved 

plans and specifications shall be remedied by the APPLICANT and deficient or improper work 

shall be replaced and made to comply with the approved plans and specifications and the terms of 

this Agreement. 

 

 SECTION 3:  Upon completion of the Building Improvements and upon their final 

inspection and approval by the Director of Community & Economic Development, or designee, the 

APPLICANT shall submit to the CITY a properly executed and notarized contractor statement 
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showing the full cost of the Building Improvements as well as each separate component amount due 

to the contractor and each and every subcontractor involved in furnishing labor, materials or 

equipment in the work.  In addition, the APPLICANT shall submit to the CITY proof of payment of 

the contract cost pursuant to the contractor's statement and final lien waivers from all contractors 

and subcontractors.  The CITY shall, within thirty (30) days of receipt of the contractor's statement, 

proof of payment and lien waivers, and “before” and “after” pictures of the property, reimburse the 

APPLICANT for the 50% of the actual construction and materials cost or the maximum amount 

specified in this Agreement, whichever is less. 

 At its sole discretion, CITY may reimburse APPLICANT in two payments. The first 

reimbursement may be made only  

 1) Upon completion of Building Improvements representing 40% or more of the maximum 

reimbursement specified in Section 1 hereof and,  

 2) Upon receipt by CITY of the all invoices, contractor's statements, proof of payment and 

notarized final lien waivers for the completed Building Improvements and, 

 3) Upon a determination by the Director of Community & Economic Development, or 

designee, that the remainder of the Building Improvements are expected to be delayed for thirty 

days or more following completion of the initial work due to weather, availability of materials, or 

other circumstances beyond the control of the APPLICANT.  The second, final reimbursement 

payment shall be made by CITY only upon submittal of all necessary documents as described 

herein. 

  

 SECTION 4:  All Building Improvements must be completed within 270 days after the 

approval of this Agreement.  Extensions may be approved by the Director of Community & 

Economic Development, prior to the expiration of the said 270 days.  Projects which have not 

received an extension and have not been completed within 270 days will not receive funding. 

 

 SECTION 5:  If the APPLICANT or his contractor fails to complete the Building 

Improvements provided for herein in conformity with the approved plans and specifications and the 

terms of this Agreement, then upon written notice being given by the Director of Community & 

Economic Development to the APPLICANT, by certified mail to the address listed above, this 
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Agreement shall terminate and the financial obligation on the part of the CITY shall cease and 

become null and void. 

 

 SECTION 6:  Upon completion of the Building Improvements pursuant to this Agreement 

and for a period of five (5) years thereafter, the APPLICANT shall be responsible for properly 

maintaining such Building Improvements in finished form and without change or alteration thereto, 

as provided in this Agreement, and for the said period of five (5) years following completion of the 

construction thereof, the APPLICANT shall not enter into any Agreement or contract or take any 

other steps to alter, change or remove such Building Improvements, or the approved design thereof, 

nor shall APPLICANT undertake any other changes, by contract or otherwise, to the Building 

Improvements provided for in this Agreement unless such changes are first approved by the 

Director of Community & Economic Development, Designee, or City Council, whichever the case 

may be.  Such approval shall not be unreasonably withheld if the proposed changes do not 

substantially alter the original design concept of the Building Improvements as specified in the 

plans, design drawings and specifications approved pursuant to this Agreement.  

 In the event that any of the Building Improvements are removed during the term of this 

agreement the APPLICANT and/or the Owner shall repay the CITY all grant funds received 

pursuant to this Agreement and shall pay any costs and fees including reasonable attorney’s fees 

incurred by the CITY to collect said grant funds. The amount of repayment required to be paid by 

the APPLICANT and the OWNER shall be reduced by 20% for every full year that this Agreement 

has been in effect at the time of the required repayment. 

 If within the 5-year maintenance period improvement is damaged by automobiles, 

wildlife, acts of nature, or stolen or any other cause, the APPLICANT shall install and pay for 

replacements.  

In the event of inadequate maintenance, the CITY shall give the owner reasonable notice of 

conditions to be corrected.  In the event that substandard maintenance still exists after thirty (30) days, 

OWNER shall repay the CITY all grant funds received pursuant to this Agreement and pay all costs 

and fees, including attorney fees, of any legal action taken to enforce the maintenance of the Building 

Improvements. 

 SECTION 7: The APPLICANT covenants and agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the 
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CITY and its officials, officers, employees and agents from and against, any and all losses, claims, 

damages, liabilities or expenses, of every conceivable kind, character and nature whatsoever arising 

out of, resulting from or in any way connected with directly or indirectly with the Business 

Improvement Grant Award(s) which are the subject of this Agreement.  The APPLICANT further 

covenants and agrees to pay for or reimburse the CITY and its officials, officers, employees and 

agents for any and all costs, reasonable attorneys' fees, liabilities or expenses incurred in connection 

with investigating, defending against or otherwise in connection with any such losses, claims, 

damages, liabilities, or causes of action. The CITY shall have the right to select legal counsel and to 

approve any settlement in connection with such losses, claims, damages, liabilities, or causes of 

action. The provisions of this section shall survive the completion of said building improvement(s).   

 

 SECTION 8:  Nothing herein is intended to limit, restrict or prohibit the APPLICANT from 

undertaking any other work in or about the subject premises, which is unrelated to the Building 

Improvements provided for in this Agreement. 

 

 SECTION 9:  This Agreement shall be binding upon the CITY and upon the APPLICANT 

and its successors and assigns with respect to the property on which the Building Improvements are 

installed, for a period of five (5) years from and after the date of completion and approval of the 

building improvement provided for herein.  It shall be the responsibility of the APPLICANT to 

inform subsequent owners and lessees of the provisions of this Agreement. 

 

 IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the date first 

appearing above. 
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                 PROPERTY OWNER 

  APPLICANT    (if different from APPLICANT) 

 

        

__________________________    ____________________________  

 

 

CITY OF ST. CHARLES: _______________________ 

Mayor or Director of Economic Development 

 

 

ATTEST: _______________________ 

  City Clerk 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Applicant contact information:   

 Phone:  __________________________________ 

 Fax: __________________________________ 

 Email:  __________________________________ 

 

Property Owner’s information, if different than applicant:  

 Phone:  __________________________________ 

 Fax: __________________________________ 

 Email:  __________________________________ 
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Exhibit I – Grant Application 

 

 

 

~ ClTYOF 
ST. CHARLES 

ILLIN01S • 1834 

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT GRANT 
Application Packet 

Updated July 2021 

AWARD APPLICATION FORM 

1. APPLICANT INFORMATION: 

Name: ,,?/,cH.,,H-'- C.1011-,Je'1 

Home Address: ltJ /t..t l A.lt, d :57 :::::#- '-/..£ 
Phone/email: 6.JO - ;l'-1 0 · 6,6c>C> /lJ·l'(: 7 l J 1@ (r-,>,A/1,, (.,OM 

NameofBusiness: J./-t C #dsP1T◄ ,f'T'1 

Business Address: ,Jo I 6 /J'l,4,v ST. 

Federal Tax 10 Number: f 7 - ZcJ '-/ ..5 q 'r D 

(All awards are subject to Federal and State taxes, and are reported to the Internal Revenue 
Service on Form 1099 (W-9). You are required to provide your taxpayer ID number or social 
security number as part of the Business Improvement Grant. Property owners and tenants 
should consult their tax advisor for tax liability information.) 

2. PROPERTY INFORMATION: 

Address: 2<> 1 G lf1 ,<J, .,J .J7 ------------- --------
Property Identification Number: tJ't · ?.7- J?o-OOf:, ~ tJ '!- Z. 7-]1tJ-OO ':J 

3. ARCHITECT/DESIGN PROFESSIONAL: 

,A 1t ,µ rrt..=cru,1., t--Name: ,//1/JJ.vAl#FIIYJ 

Address: Ye> VJ? 'J ;1 ;t 1-11'-S /711't llt..1v;,- 5'-r, (;/..1,Mtl<J /{. (pQ/7.J 
I 

4. CONTRACTOR(S): 

Name: '{6 Ale., Co AJS'rtt-UG,J:>U -I' ,,,,,,A.,l)/,J'/1'76'1\J"T ,)ft·lt //IC D, <-l-c 
Address: '10 ..z. S . /l. ,o Nt:J,1 l'- /ld 4 (. l ?7 [,. LN-4/l c~ /c (§t::117'-;1 

Phone/email: /,Jo- ,JL/6., t OOD fi1C'Ar..N~3/ 8 o/t¾,t. t.J7'?(,P'tst:r-//lC'1-S, (.,.,>/71 

BIG APPLICATION I 3 
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CITY OF 
ST. CHARLES 

lLI.INOIS • t 834 

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT GRANT 
Application Packet 

Updated July 2021 

5. SCOPE OF PROJECT (INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING WITH YOUR SUBMITTAL): 

A. Building Plans accurately drawn to scale, showing proposed improvements. 

B. Cost estimates for materials and labor. (There should be two cost estimates 
submitted, one for the estimated costs of all improvements to the building and one 
that highlights only the costs for eligible improvements). 

4. STATEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING: 

A. I agree to comply with the guidelines and procedures of the St. Charles Business 
Improvement Grant. 

C. I understand that I must submit detailed cost documentation, copies of bids, 
contracts, invoices, receipts and contractors' final waivers of lien upon completion of 
the approved improvements before any reimbursement payment will be authorized. 
"Before" and "After" pictures of the project must be submitted before funds will be 
released. 

D. I understand that work done before a Business Improvement Grant Agreement is 

approved by staff or the City Council is not eligible for an award. 

E. I understand that Business Improvement Grant reimbursement awards are subject to 
taxation and that the City is required to report the amount and the recipient of said 
awards to the Internal Revenue Service. 

Signature of Applicant: 

If the applicant is someone other than the owner of the property, the owner(s} must 

complete the following certificate: 

I/We certify that I/we own the property identified on this application and that I/we hereby 

authorize the applicant to apply for a reimbursement award under the City of St. Charles 

Business Improvement Grant and undertake the approved improvements. 

Signature of Owner(s): ~ ~ 

BIG APPL CATION I 4 
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EXHIBIT II - Eligible Expenses Cost Estimate 

 
 

Item Vendor Estimate  
       
Design & Permitting Mannheim $7,900.00  
Permit Fee City of St. Charles $875.00 Not eligible  

Plumbing & Waterlines Tyson Guthrie $4,000.00  
Demolition Tyson Guthrie $1,400.00  
Pergula Materials The Office $6,000.00  
Bar Labor Ken Macon $7,000.00  
Bar Top Riverstone Concrete $5,682.10  
Gutters Mr Gutter $1,000.00  
Electric (includes Paver 
Removal & Repacement) Point Electric $22,642.87  
Tree top Removal Chalie's Tree Services $950.00 Not eligible  

Furniture The Office $5,000.00 Not eligible  

Misc. Bar Equipment The Office $10,000.00 Not eligible  

Glassware/Plates The Office $2,000.00 Not eligible  

Beer Hookups The Office $1,000.00 Not eligible  

TV's The Office $3,000.00 Not eligible  

Roll Down Doors Chicago One $10,380.00  
Low Voltage Orbis $2,740.00  
Low Voltage  The Office $400.00  
POS Equipment Toast $0.00 Not eligible  

Painting NR Painting $0.00 Not eligible  

Misc. Concrete work Riverstone Concrete $4,343.81  
Fans Lamps Plus $700.00  
Contingency   $10,000.00 Not eligible  

       

    

 Totals: $107,013.78  

    

 Elgible Work $74,188.78  
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March 15, 2024 

The Office Dining & Spirits 
201 East Main Street 
St. Charles, IL 60174 

RE: Exterior Bar Renovations 

Dear Mr. Headley: 

York Utility Services is pleased to submit a proposal for construction services in St. Charles, IL. 

General Scope of Work: 

• Procure, review architect and design. 

• Submit all permits and addendums as needed. 

• Provide General Contracting Services to complete exterior bar renovations at 201 E. 
Main Street, St. Charles, IL 60174. 

• Project is to be completed per Architectural plan and per city code and permit 
requirements. 

Specific Scope of Work: 

• Supply all materials. 

• Remove tree hanging over patio pergola. 

• Demo and remove (4) fire pits. Replace pavers underneath with a concrete base. 

• Remove pavers, dig two trench approximately 40' total and install water lines, low 
voltage cables and electric cables. Restore pavers to like condition. 

• Convert existing pergola into new bar structure per plan. 

• Install new electric sub-panel and place new electric throughout bar area per plan. 

• Install concrete bar top, TV's, roll down doors and electric heaters. 

• Remove fan and all old electric cables. 

• Replace bathroom floor with concrete. 

• Install low voltage wiring for POS system. 
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Lump Sum: $89,000.00 

SDVOSB Certified: 

York Utility Services is certified by the U.S. Small Business Administration (SBA) Department of as 

a Service-Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Business (SDVOSB). This certification is accepted by 
most municipalities as part of their supplier diversity program. 

Regards, 

Michael Carney 
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Exhibit IV 

 

Checklist for Eligible Improvements & Reimbursements 

 

 

Improvement Item Estimated  Cost 
Work 

Completed 
(Yes/No) 

Money Spent 
per Final 
submittal 

Amount 
Reimbursed  

Remove existing deck and replace with new deck $107,013.78 Yes   

  
   

     
     

Total of all eligible improvements  $74,188.78 
   

Amount of anticipated grant @ 50% of eligible 
cost of improvements 

$25,000.00 
   

     
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  *4i

Title: Recommendation to Approve and Execute an Acceptance Resolution for 
Public Utility (Watermain) for Tiger Drylac – 3945 Swenson Ave 

Presenter: Simona Hawk 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee     Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost:  $ Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐
TIF District:  None 
Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 

Public watermain and appurtenances were constructed by the developer to service the improvements 
for the Tiger Drylac Building Expansion project. 

Said utilities have undergone and passed all required standard testing. 

The City has performed inspections and all punchlist items have been resolved.  

Record Drawings have been submitted and approved.  Easements have been granted. 

Attachments (please list): 
Acceptance Resolution 
Bill of Sale 
Exhibit 
Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Staff recommends approval and execution of an acceptance resolution. 

CITY o~ 
ST. CHARLES 

l LLINOIS • 1834 



BILL OF SALE 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that ·-r l 4 t;;i.. 'ii-tt LPC vt-5A·. JrJ{ ("Seller"), 
in consideration of One ($1.00) Dollar and other good and valuable consideration, does hereby 
grant, sell, transfer and deliver unto the CITY OF ST. CHARLES, an Illinois municipal corporation 
in Kane County, Illinois, ("City") the following goods, chattels or other items of personal property, 
to wit: 

ONE: Each and every part of Watennain Systems and appmtenances, as fully described in 
a certain set of Record Drawing plans and specifications, titled Site Improvement Plans for 
Tiger Drylac Building Expansion, 3945 Swenson Ave, prepared by MeritCorp, dated 
December 12, 2023, of which the overall utility plan is attached hereto and incorporated 
herein as Exhibit "A". 

TWO: The object of this Bill of Sale is to grant, sell, transfer and deliver to the CITY, with 
the exceptions noted, the ownership in all items of personalty, which comprise Watermain 
Systems and appurtenances by SELLER to date within the CITY. 

SELLER does hereby covenant and warrant to the CITY that SELLER is the lawful owner 
of the aforedescribed goods, chattels and personalty; that such items are free and clear from 
all encumbrances; that SELLER has the absolute right to sell the same as aforesaid; and that 
SELLER warrants and will defend the same against the claims and demands of all persons; 
and that the execution of this Bill of Sale is an authorized act of said SELLER. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, SELLER has signed and sealed this Bill of Sale at 
~v\~LPH ,ON1 , , this 2 "'> day of ft,P!-1 L- 20 2'f . 

' 

(SELLER) 

~ 
BY: 

ATTEST: 

c4(:.._, 
\'Jar,·~ ~- \Je;"','"' Got,c,'eL.. 

o"'\ {o';). { ~~ ~1.-

--Pr'- f>fl£vJ ___ H_P<_,J~------

ITS: l>, '2E:C.7o<?: 2>F F, ,-J /ttv~ 



(Watermain) 
 

City of St. Charles 
Kane and DuPage Counties 

 
ACCEPTANCE RESOLUTION 

 
 

Subdivision Name: Tiger Drylac – 3945 Swenson Ave                         
 
 

  Whereas            Tiger Drylac USA, Inc   , the Developer of  

    Tiger Drylac – 3945 Swenson Ave  , constructed public watermain and appurtenances in easements 

as described in the attached exhibits in the aforesaid Subdivision; and 

  Whereas, the Developer has constructed public watermain and appurtenances in accord 

with the plans and specifications, heretofore approved by the City of St. Charles; and 

  Whereas, the constructed public watermain and appurtenances have been inspected by 

the Engineer for the sub divider and by a representative for the City of St. Charles and are found to be 

satisfactory; 

  Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved by the City Council of St. Charles, that said Council 

hereby approves and accepts the constructed public watermain and appurtenances.  It being understood 

that this acceptance and/or approval in no way relieves the Developer of his Surety of any obligation for 

maintenance for a period of one (1) year as provided for in said Contract. 

  Passed by the City Council of the City of St. Charles, this            day of                  , 2024, 

and APPROVED by the Mayor of said City of St. Charles, this        day of                     , 2024. 

 
________________________________________ 

         MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________________ 
  CITY CLERK 
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AGENDA ITEM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Agenda Item number:  *4j 

Title: Recommendation to approve Plat of Easement for 3795 E Main St. 

Presenter: Simona Hawk 

Meeting:  Planning & Development Committee     Date: May 13, 2024 

Proposed Cost:  $ Budgeted Amount:  $ Not Budgeted:     ☐
TIF District:  None 
Executive Summary (if not budgeted, please explain): 

A plat of Easement has been submitted as required for improvements associated with the Chick Fil A 
project located at 3795 E Main St. 

A Plat of Easement has been provided to cover the stormwater management facility. 

The Plat of Easement is required to be recorded prior to the City granting final occupancy for the 
building project. 

Attachments (please list): 
Plat of Easement 
Recommendation/Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
Recommendation to approve Plat of Easement 3795 E Main St. 
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