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To:  Village of Arlington Heights Plan Commission 

 

Submitted By: The Winkler Group LLC 

 1699 E. Woodfield Road, Ste. 400 

 Schaumburg, IL 60173 

 

On Behalf of: Weber Packaging Solutions, Inc. 

 

Date: March 2, 2018   

  

Matter: Hamilton Partners proposed project for the property known as 703-

709 W. Algonquin Road, Arlington Heights 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Concerns re: Proposed Project (703-709 W. Algonquin Road) 

 Weber Marking Systems, Inc. d/b/a Weber Packaging Solutions (“WPS”) remains 

committed to communicating its concerns regarding the Hamilton Partners proposed 

project eventually consisting of a 330,720 square foot distribution center with 64 exterior 

doors and 4 drive-in doors (“Proposed Project”) to be located on the property at          

703-709 W. Algonquin Road (“Subject Property”).   

 The five major concerns that have not yet been adequately addressed and/or 

resolved by Hamilton Partners in connection with the Proposed Project can be 

summarized as follows: 

(A.) Inadequacy of Traffic Operations Analysis (“Operational Issues”); 

(B.) Uncertainty of Legal Access (“Legal Issues”); 

(C.) Overburdening Traffic congestion in and around the Golf Road, Algonquin 

Road and Meijer Drive public access streets (“Traffic Congestion”);  

(D.) Failure to address relocating utilities (“Utility Relocation”); and  

(E.) Inadequate Water Management Planning (“Water Management Concerns”).   

 The Proposed Project has many unresolved, yet interrelated issues.  Accordingly, 

it is not suggested that the above five concerns contain all of the issues relating to the 

Proposed Project.  As a proposed solution to one issue is recommended, other issues 

could be impacted or created.  Accordingly, WPS requests that a more careful, 
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comprehensive review of the Proposed Project be undertaken by the Village of Arlington 

Heights and/or Hamilton Partners prior to its approval of the Proposed Project by the Plan 

Commission.  Some of the unresolved issues concern, in part, significant safety issues to 

both vehicles and pedestrian traffic.   

 The issues identified above are more fully discussed in detail below, with the 

lettered paragraphs corresponding to the five (5) concerns summarized above.   

 

(A.) Inadequacy of Traffic Operation Analysis (“Operational Issues”) 

The Proposed Project will significantly and adversely affect traffic flows in and on 

the 44’ foot cross easement private access road (“Private Cross Easement”).  Summarily, 

it appears that trucks entering and leaving the Proposed Project will almost certainly be 

slowing down, stopping and/or turning on the Private Cross Easement.   

The issues involving the adequacy of the Private Cross Easement have been a 

major topic since the inception of the Proposed Project. 

At a meeting of The Plat and Subdivision Committee on March 22, 2017, the 

following comment was recorded in the minutes:   

“Mr. Hubbard mentioned that the subject property shared a private drive 

aisle with the property to the west, and staff did not know if a formal 

reciprocal easement agreement or cross access easement was established for 

this shared drive aisle.  If not, then this must be recorded during the PUD 

process.  It would be important for the applicant to take this into 

consideration during the design of the site, and information would be 

required on the functionality of this shared access this during the Plan 

Commission process.”  [our emphasis] 
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 Later, at the same meeting, Commissioner Jensen identified this issue and 

commented as follows: 

“Commissioner Jensen said the traffic study should assess the ability of the 

shared drive, Meijer Drive, and the intersection of Algonquin Road and Meijer 

Drive, to determine their ability to accommodate the traffic that could be 

generated by this development.  He asked if access to the site could come from 

Algonquin Road”.  [our emphasis] 

Finally, after further discussion on the Subject Property, Commissioner Jensen still 

seemed unconvinced that the access issue was resolved and stated as follows: 

“Commissioner Jensen said he was a little concerned about the number of 

trucks and the conditions of the roads”.   

Contrary to the warnings from Arlington Heights staff and the Board 

Commissioners, the Proposed Project went forward without any resolution to the access 

issues.   

At the Plan Commission meeting held on January 24, 2018, the Commissioners 

asked Mr. Wauterlek (of Hamilton Partners) about “flipping” the design of the building 

so that access to the truck docks would be from the east side, thereby essentially 

eliminating this serious access issue.  Mr. Wauterlek’s reply, paraphrasing, was that such 

a change would not be made since it would require “some government approvals.”  It was 

not specified what “government approvals” were needed.   

Following the January 24, 2018 Plan Commission meeting, Hamilton Partners was 

apparently asked to prepare an “Operational Analysis” demonstrating that the Private 

Cross Easement would accommodate the building design.  The request resulted in a 

single “Truck Routing Exhibit” which is attached.  The analysis lacks detail, specifically 

and, most importantly seems to support WPS’s concerns that the Private Cross Easement 

cannot adequately support the truck traffic to be created by the Proposed Project.   
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WPS retained Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. (“CBBEL”) to provide a 

comprehensive review and analysis relating to the Operational Issues.  A letter from 

CBBEL summarizing the issues is attached.  The major concerns outlined by CBBEL are 

as follows: 

1. The Developer should demonstrate with truck turning templates that large 

multi-unit vehicles (WB-65 and/or WB-67) will not encroach onto WPS’s 

parking lot. 

2. The Truck Routing Exhibit should be expanded to demonstrate adequate space 

for truck maneuvering with trucks already docked.   

3. The Developer should demonstrate with truck turning templates that the above 

referenced trucks will not encroach onto the Private Common Easement when 

accessing the loading docks.  The failure to demonstrate same would create 

serious safety concerns. 

4. A pavement assessment should be performed to determine the pavement’s 

suitability to withstand the weight of the trucks. 

5. The IDOT comments contained in their December 19, 2017 letter should all be 

addressed to IDOT’s satisfaction.   

All of the above concerns should be adequately resolved prior to consideration of 

approval by the Plan Commission.   

 

(B.) Uncertainty of Legal Access (“Legal Issues”) 

The WPS plant located at 711 W. Algonquin Road, which is located immediately 

west of and contiguous to the Subject Property, was built by WPS approximately 50 

years ago (“WPS Property”).   

Members of the Weber family personally acquired and developed the south 

portion of the Subject Property and built a commercial building often referred to as the 

“Weber Atrium” building.  The Weber Atrium building was recently acquired by 

Hamilton Partners.  It continues to be in operation leasing space to many commercial 

tenants.  At the time of the construction of the Weber Atrium, private cross easements 
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were established (in 1977 and 1978) so that vehicular traffic could access both the Weber 

Atrium and the WPS plant from the Private Cross Easement.   

 At the time of the construction of the Meijer store in approximately 2004, an 

Easement Agreement (recorded with the Cook County Recorder of Deeds as Document 

Number 0608244082) was entered into (among WPS and the owners of the Subject Property) 

which abrogated some of the prior easements and created a 44’ cross easement between the 

Weber Property and the Subject Property (“Easement Agreement”). WPS contributed 22’ to 

the Private Cross Easement, and the Subject Property (then owned by members of the Weber 

family) contributed 22’ to the Private Cross Easement.  The Easement Agreement provides 

that the Private Cross Easement would be maintained by WPS at its sole cost and expense 

(WPS is referred to as WMS in the document). The precise language contained in the 

Easement Agreement is as follows: 

“11.  Maintenance of Private Road.  WMS agrees to repair and maintain, at its 

sole cost and expense, the private road…” 

 According to a cost analysis and impact study performed internally by WPS 

personnel, it would cost approximately $250,000 in order for the Private Cross Easement to 

be improved to withstand the additional truck traffic and stress to the driveway foundation.  

It is fundamentally unfair for the Village to approve a project which places such an enormous 

financial burden on a third party having no financial interest in the Proposed Project.   

 The Private Cross Easement establishes mutual rights to both the dominant estate 

holder and the servient estate holder. These mutual rights run with the land, per the terms of 

the Easement Agreement, and allow the easement holder to take reasonable action to enjoy 

the purposes for which the easement was granted. These mutual rights may be terminated 

should an undue burden be placed on the easement holder’s use of the easement.  

 In determining the scope of the easement, recognition that an implied easement is the 

product of the intention of the parties to the conveyance is crucial. Emanuel v. Hernandez, 

313 Ill. App. 3d 192, 196, 728 N.E. 2d 1249, 1252 (2000). An undue burden may arise 

through a variety of circumstances which “hamper the servient owner’s control or use of the 

land by going beyond what is reasonable use of the easement.” Doan v. Allgood, 310 Ill. 381, 

141 N.E. 779 (1923). The question of reasonableness is one of fact in the circumstances. 
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Seymour v. Harris Trust & Savings Bank, 264 Ill. App. 3d 583, 596 (1994). At the time of 

the execution of the Easement Agreement, the Private Cross Easement established a 44’ strip 

to be used as a way of access for employees of WPS and for tenants of the Weber Atrium. 

The Private Cross Easement was intended to be used and has been used for both automobile 

traffic and pedestrian traffic, not heavy commercial vehicle traffic. The addition of heavy 

commercial traffic to the roadway on the Private Cross Easement, which will increase the 

maintenance costs solely born by WPS, directly contradicts the intention of the parties who 

established the easement and creates an undue burden on WPS. 

 In the event that the facts and circumstances demonstrate an undue burden is placed 

on WPS, several legal remedies are available to the easement holder. These legal remedies 

may include, but are not limited to, removal of an obstruction to the easement, compensatory 

damages or extinguishment of the easement in whole.  

Importantly, the Easement Agreement contains language stating that a Party’s use of 

the Private Common Easement “shall not unreasonably interfere with any one of the Party’s 

uses thereof…”  [our emphasis] 

 The intent of the Private Cross Easement as reflected in the Easement Agreement 

could be determined to be contrary to the uses contemplated by the Proposed Project. The 

uncertainty of the effects of this Proposed Project and a potential undue burden on the 

easement holder creates a legal uncertainty if the Proposed Project is approved without 

further analysis.    

(C.) Overburdening Traffic Congestion in and around the Golf Road, Algonquin 

Road and Meijer Drive Public Access Streets (“Traffic Congestion”) 

Hamilton Partners retained KLOA to prepare a traffic study of the area in and 

around the Proposed Project.   
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The accuracy of certain aspects of that study have been questioned.  For example, 

the City of Rolling Meadows in a letter to the Village of Arlington Heights dated   

January 17, 2018 raised the following question: 

“Why is the Weber Marking Systems traffic never mentioned in the  

Traffic Impact Study?  It is as if the facility is not even there.” 

The response from KLOA dated January 18, 2018, the very next day, is as 

follows: 

“It’s included.” 

 After careful review of the KLOA Study, the “inclusion” of the WPS plant was 

never found.   

 Furthermore, WPS, through counsel, raised the issue of the projections set forth in 

the traffic study relating to the Proposed Project.  For example, the following language 

appears in the KLOA traffic study: 

“Overall, the development will have a low impact  

On the surrounding roadway network.” (p. 1) 

 WPS questions the conclusion of KLOA that the Proposed Project will generate a 

“low impact” on traffic.  Page 14 of the KLOA report references Table 1 which estimates 

daily truck and passenger vehicle trips to the Proposed Project.  Table 1 estimates 276 

daily truck trips and 1,104 daily passenger vehicle trips.  Given the nature of the 

Proposed Project, these figures don’t seem accurate, nor can they be described as “low 

impact”.  Pages 14 and 17 of the KLOA report are attached.   

 The traffic projections appear to be wildly inaccurate.  It was previously 

suggested, and suggested again, that the actual operations of properties similar to the 

Proposed Project be observed and analyzed to either support or contradict the traffic 

projections which seem to underestimate the amount of truck traffic to be created by the 

Proposed Project.     

(D.) Failure to address relocating utilities (“Utility Relocation”) 

WPS personnel performed a visual inspection of the Private Cross Easement area.  

There are utility easements broadly granted over, above, under and upon the Private 
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Cross Easement.  It was observed that some or all of the utility companies may have 

wires, pipes, conduits and/or other equipment actually in place on or immediately 

adjacent to the Private Cross Easement.  There has been, to WPS’s knowledge, no 

adequate plan to address the Utility Relocation and, if necessary, how such work can or 

will be performed in order to minimize any interference with WPS’s operation and 

equally important, as to who will pay the cost of such Utility Relocation.  As stated 

before, the Easement Agreement would burden WPS with all such costs.   

The ALTA Survey contained in Hamilton Partner’s submittals was prepared by 

Gentile and Associates, Inc.  The ALTA survey clearly shows a 12” Water Main in the 

Private Cross Easement.  Furthermore, parts of the Storm and Sanitary Sewer Structure 

lie within the Private Cross Easement.  As relates to underground utilities, these have not 

been specifically identified in the surveys.  In fact, the ALTA survey (Sheet 3 of 3) 

contains the following specific warning relating to the location of underground utilities:   

 

“NOTES: 

THE LOCATIONS OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AS SHOWN HEREON ARE 

BASED ON ABOVE GROUND STRUCTURES AND RECORD DRAWINGS 

PROVIDED THE SURVEYOR.  LOCATIONS OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES 

MAY VARY FROM LOCATIONS SHOWN HEREON.  ADDITIONAL BURIED 

UTILITIES/STRUCTURES MAY BE ENCOUNTERED.  NO EXCAVATIONS WERE 

MADE DURING THE PROGRESS OF THIS SURVEY TO LOCATE BURIED 

UTILITIES/STRUCTURES.  BEFORE ANY EXCAVATION BEGINS ALL UTILITY 

COMPANIES SERVING THE PROPERTY SHOULD BE CONTACTED FOR 

VERIFICATION OF FIELD LOCATION.”   

 Obviously, some major concerns of WPS include who would pay for the fees and 

costs and, in the event of a collapse of a pipe due to heavy truck traffic, who would pay 

for such repair.   
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(E.) Inadequate Water Management Planning (“Water Management Concerns”) 

At the time of the Meijer development, significant water detention issues were 

raised and, following significant study and analysis, were adequately addressed.  The 

resolution of the Water Management Concerns involved establishing two (2) additional 

large water detention areas and numerous easements.  The Water Management Concerns 

were professionally analyzed and adequately addressed a substantial cost to the City of 

Rolling Meadows, Meijer, WPS and the Weber family.   

WPS and the Weber family have personally stated to the Plan Commission that 

significant Water Management Concerns exist in connection with the Proposed Project.  

These concerns are set forth in a letter prepared by CBBEL and previously submitted to 

staff of the Village of Arlington Heights.  A copy of that letter is attached.  The concerns 

raised have not been adequately addressed to the knowledge of WPS.   

Recommended Actions. 

WPS and the Weber family recommends that approval of the Proposed Project by 

the Plan Commission be withheld at this time.  At a minimum, the following actions 

should be undertaken, at the cost of Hamilton Partners, in order to satisfy all interested 

entities that approving the Projected Project is prudent:   

(A.) Obtain a thorough, independent study addressing the Operational Issues; 

(B.) Address the Legal Issues (or, as an alternative, Hamilton Partners should 

engage in good faith negotiations with WPS and the Weber family 

regarding the construction and maintenance issues relating to the Private 

Cross Easement); 

(C.) Obtain a separate, independent Traffic Study addressing more fully the 

Traffic Congestion issues; 

(D.) Obtain a thorough analysis of all issues relating to the relocation of utilities 

located on the Private Common Easement;  
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(E.) Address the Water Management Concerns to show that the Proposed 

Project will not create water flow and detention/retention issues on the 

WPS Property or the Subject Property; and  

(F.) Obtain the unqualified approval from IDOT as set forth in the IDOT letter 

dated December 19, 2017.   

Without the foregoing actions, WPS believes that it is unwise and reckless for the 

Plan Commission to approve the Proposed Project.  If the Plan Commission approves the 

Proposed Project, the myriad of unresolved issues will be simply transferred to the 

Village Board for resolution.   
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MEMORANDUM 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

TO:  Village of Arlington Heights 

  Plan Commission 

 

FROM: Hamilton Partners, Inc., by its Counsel:  

 

Bruce E. Garner 

  Law Office of Schirott, Luetkehans & Garner, LLC 

  105 East Irving Park Road 

  Itasca, IL  60143 

  (630) 773-8500 

   

SUBJECT: Petition No. PC 17-013 

Hamilton Partners, Inc.’s Petition for approval of a PUD and Subdivision 

Subject Property: 703-723 West Algonquin Road, Arlington Heights, IL 

 

DATE: March 7, 2018 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

LEGAL ACCESS – “LEGAL ISSUES”. 

 

On March 2, 2018, the Winkler Group LLC (“Winkler”) submitted a Memorandum to the Village of 

Arlington Heights Plan Commission (the “Village”) on behalf of Weber Packaging Solutions, Inc. 

(“Weber”). Section B of the Memorandum is entitled “Uncertainty of Legal Access (‘Legal 

Issues’)”.  However, contrary to the title of that Memorandum’s Section B, and as detailed below, 

there is no doubt as to the certainty of the legal access granted to Hamilton Partners, Inc.’s 

(“Hamilton”) property.   

 

As indicated in Weber’s Memorandum, access to both the Weber property and the Hamilton 

property from Meijer Drive is guaranteed by a perpetual Easement Agreement (the “Agreement”) 

recorded in the Cook County Recorder of Deeds Office on March 23, 2006 as Document No. 

0608244082.  A copy of the Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit A.  The Agreement was 

drafted by Thomas W. Winkler, the same attorney who prepared Weber’s Memorandum to the 

Village on March 2, 2018.  In the Agreement, Winkler ensured that the benefits and burdens of the 

Easement would “run with the land”, as paragraph 12 provides that: 

 

All provisions of this Agreement, including the benefits and burdens, run with the 

land and are binding upon and inure to the heirs, assigns, successors, tenants, and 

personal representatives of the Parties hereto. 

 

Accordingly, when Hamilton succeeded to the ownership interest in the subject property, it also 

succeeded to the easement interests recorded in the Agreement. 
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As explained in Weber’s Memorandum, Weber and Hamilton both derive their access to their 

respective properties through a mutual easement - a 22-foot strip of land running in a north-south 

direction along the boundary of each parcel of property from Meijer Drive all the way to the 

southern border of the Weber and Hamilton parcels (the “Easement”).  Each party benefits from the 

use of 22 feet of the other’s parcel and is likewise burdened by the other’s use of 22 feet of their 

parcel.  However, as recognized by Weber in its Memorandum, the Agreement provides that Weber 

is solely responsible for the repair and maintenance of that private road which was constructed in 

the Easement.  (See Ex. A, ¶  11) 

 

A. Easement Not Confined to Present Uses. 

 

In its Memorandum, Weber complains that the use contemplated by Hamilton’s plans is 

unreasonable and places an undue burden on Weber, since it must maintain and repair the 

Easement.  Weber states that the Easement was “intended to be used and has been used for both 

automobile traffic and pedestrian traffic, not heavy commercial vehicle traffic” and that the use 

planned by Hamilton Partners “…directly contradicts the intention of the parties who established 

the easement and creates an undue burden on [Weber]”.  However, in making this argument, Weber 

conveniently ignores seminal terms in the Agreement drafted by Weber’s counsel.  Paragraph 5 of 

the Agreement clearly states: 

 

5. Use of Easement Premises.  

 

The use of the Easement Premises referred to in paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 4 above 

are not confined to present uses of the Weber parcel, the Oak Pointe Property, 

the WMS Plant and/or Weber Atrium or to present means of transportation. 

 

Exhibit A, ¶ 5, emphasis added. 

 

Contrary to Weber’s assertion, by the very terms of the Agreement, the Easement is not confined to 

that use as of the date of execution of the Agreement, or any other historical use, but rather, may be 

expanded upon by the parties benefiting from the Easement.  Illinois law is clear that if the 

language of an easement agreement is clear and free from doubt, that language is not the subject of 

interpretation, and no resort to facts and circumstances outside of the agreement may be made to 

modify the clear terms of the easement.  Duresa v. Commonwealth Edison Co., 348 Ill. App. 3d 90, 

101 (1st Dist. 2004).  Here, the Agreement is clear – the parties’ use of the easement is not confined 

to the present uses or present means of transportation and may therefore be used in any way the 

parties see fit to use it.  Contrary to the case of Emanuel v. Hernandez, cited by Weber, this is not a 

case of an implied easement where the scope of the use of the easement must be determined by 

looking at the circumstances surrounding the grant of the easement because the easement agreement 

is not in writing.  Illinois law holds that when there is a written easement agreement, the intention 

of the parties is determined from the language used in the agreement itself, without resort to facts 

and circumstances outside of those written terms.  Rivers Edge Homeowners’ Assoc. v. City of 

Naperville, 353 Ill. App. 3d 874, 878 (2d Dist. 2004).  In other words, rather than determining the 

proper scope of use of the Easement by looking at its use at the time of execution of the Agreement 

or some other historical period, the Easement here is determined strictly by the words used in the 

Agreement itself.  Those words indicate that a perpetual easement is granted for ingress and egress 

over, under and across the Weber and Hamilton properties.  Further, the use of that Easement is 

“not confined to present uses . . . or to present means of transportation.”  Ex. A, ¶ 5.  
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Accordingly, Hamilton is not confined to the use made of the Easement at the time the Agreement 

was executed and may lawfully expand upon that use pursuant to the terms of the Agreement.  The 

cases of Doan v. Allgood and Seymour v. Harris Trust & Savings Bank, cited by Weber, are not 

applicable as no examination of the burden on Weber or reasonableness of the scope are applicable 

in this instance.  However, the Seymour case is instructive in that it makes clear that under Illinois 

law, the rights of the holder of an easement (here, Hamilton) are paramount to the extent necessary 

to carry out the purpose of the easement agreement.  264 Ill. App. 3d 583, 595 (1st Dist. 1994).   

 

B. Hamilton Partners Has Negotiated In Good Faith. 

 

Weber’s Memorandum contains a Section at the end of same entitled “Recommended Actions” in 

which Weber requests that Hamilton engage in good faith negotiations with Weber regarding the 

construction and maintenance of the Easement area.  (Memorandum, p. 9)  Hamilton and its counsel 

met with Doug Weber at Weber’s offices on January 31, 2018 to discuss Hamilton’s development.  

During that meeting, Mike Wauterlek of Hamilton Partners offered to split the future maintenance 

and repair costs of the Easement roadway 50/50 after the construction of Hamilton’s development.  

Hamilton has heard no response from Weber since this offer.  As demonstrated above, under the 

terms of the Agreement, Weber has the duty to pay for 100% of the maintenance and repair of the 

Easement roadway.  Hamilton Partners’ offer to split equally the maintenance and repair obligations 

is extremely generous given the terms of the Easement Agreement.  Accordingly, Weber should 

accept Hamilton Partners’ offer before it is rescinded. 

 

C. Hamilton Partners is Repaving Their Portion of the Easement 

 

As part of Hamilton’s plans for construction submitted to the Village, Hamilton will be paving their 

22’ of the Easement private roadway during their development of the subject property.  This, 

coupled with the offer to pay 50% of the overall maintenance costs of the Easement addresses any 

claims of increased costs to Weber.  As with the offer to pay 50% of the maintenance costs of the 

Easement, Hamilton is not obligated to pave its portion of the Easement, but is doing same in an 

effort to be a good neighbor to surrounding property owners.  

 

CONVEYANCE OF OUT LOT A. 

 

An issue raised by the Village Staff is that Village Ordinance No. 02-094 conditioned the approval 

of construction of Meijer Drive in 2002 on the conveyance of the ownership of “Out Lot A”, which 

is adjacent (and Northwest) to the Hamilton property, to the then owner of the Hamilton property.  

To date, this has not been done by Weber.  As Weber should have conveyed Out Lot A several 

years ago, Village Staff has requested that the lot be conveyed to Hamilton now.  At the meeting 

with Doug Weber on January 31, 2018, Hamilton offered to receive such a conveyance of the 

ownership of Out Lot A from Weber.   Again, Hamilton has received no response from Weber to 

this request. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The February 14, 2018 Recommendations by the Village Planning & Community Development 

Department Staff directed Hamilton to “…work with Weber Packaging Solutions property owner to 

ensure that the easements governing the shared access drive are suitable to accommodate the 

proposed development on the subject property”.  Feb. 14, 2018 Recommendations, para. 10.  As 
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demonstrated above, Hamilton Partners has attempted to work with Weber, and was generous in its 

overtures.  Instead of responding to Hamilton’s generous offers, Weber chose to send a misleading 

memorandum to the Village in an apparent attempt to thwart Hamilton’s development.  Weber’s 

arguments regarding the shared Easement have been shown to be meritless.  But more to the point, 

Hamilton has shown that it has unrestricted legal access to Meijer Drive through the Easement 

Agreement.  That Weber would like to restrict the development of those parcels around them 

smacks of nothing more than complaints of “Not in my backyard”.  This is illustrated by the fact 

that Weber’s own loading docks are adjacent to the subject Easement and truck traffic coming to 

and from Weber utilize the Easement roadway, just as Hamilton has planned.  In any event, 

Weber’s complaints do not affect the merits of Hamilton’s requested PUD and subdivision and 

same should be approved. 



EXHIBIT A
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ARLINGTON HEIGHTS EASEMENTS

CURRENT EXHIBIT

071914
Line

071914
Line

071914
Line

071914
Line

071914
Highlight

071914
Textbox
APPROXIMATE 30' OF OFFSITE WATER MAIN SERVICE TO CONNECT TO EXISTING WATER MAIN. ADDRESS/CLARIFY IN NEW EASEMENT DOCUMENT THIS IS PREFERRED LOCATION FOR THE WATER MAIN CONNECTION. WITHOUT THE EASEMENT, THE WM CONNECTION WOULD NEED TO BE RELOCATED  

071914
Textbox
APPROXIMATE 10' X 65' OFFSITE PAVEMENT EXTENSION FOR TRUCK ACCESS TO PROPOSED DOCK AREA. ADDRESS/CLARIFY IN NEW EASEMENT DOCUMENTTHIS ALSO INCLUDES OFFSITE GRADING WORK FOR NECESSARY GRADE (ELEVATION) TRANSITION - ALL WITHIN EASEMENT AREA. IF NO WORK IN OFFSITE EASEMENT AREA,  GRADE TRANSITION WOULD BE ADDRESSED BY RETAINING WALL. REMOVAL OF OFFSITE PAVEMENT WOULD LIMIT ACCESS TO MOST SOUTHERLY BAY(S) WITH A TRUCK AND CAB PARKED IN ADJACENT DOCK. 

071914
Textbox
OUTLOT A INCLUDES EASEMENT FOR DRAINAGE AND DETENTION GRANTED TO VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS AND PUBLIC FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE WEBER RESUBDIVISION AND PUBLIC GENERALLY. THE OWNER OF OUTLOT A IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE OF AREA AND DRAINAGE FACILITIES WITHIN OUTLOT A. OUTLOT A ACTUALLY PROVIDES DRAINAGE SERVICE FOR EXISTING OAK POINTE PARCEL WHICH WOULD BE MAINTAINED WITH PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. DRAINAGE AND DETENTION EASEMENT LANGUAGE  FOR OUTLOT A SHOULD BE CLARIFIED. WOULD BE ADDRESSED WITH CONVEYANCE OF OUTLOT A TO HAMILTON PARTNERS. 

071914
Textbox
EASEMENT OVERVIEW EXHIBITCOMMENTS IN RED FONT  --   01-18-2018AND SUBMITTED TO WPS --   01-31-2018COMMENTS IN GREEN FONT, UPDATED & STATUS WITH WPS --  03-09-2018

071914
Textbox
WITH THE DEDICATION OF MEIJER DR AND THE WEBER'S RESUBDIVISION, AS WELL AS THE OAK POINTE PLAT OF DEDICATION, THE INGRESS-EGRESS EASEMENTS AND THE EASEMENT FOR GAS AND SEWERS WERE VACATED AND NOT REGRANTED FOR OUTLOT A OR THE SECTION OF SANITARY SEWER HIGHLITED IN YELLOW.  CLARIFY APPROPRIATE EASEMENTS ARE IN PLACE FOR  INGRESS-EGRESS FOR THE EXISTING DRIVEWAY THRU OUTLOT A, THE HIGHLITED SECTION OF SANITARY SEWER, AS WELL AS THE PROPOSED PAVEMENT AND SANITARY SEWER AT THE SOUTHERLY CORNER OF OUTLOT A. WOULD BE ADDRESSED WITH CONVEYANCE OF OUTLOT A, EXCEPT FOR PORTION OF SANITARY SEWER HIGHLITED IN YELLOW, WHICH IS POSSIBLY MORE OF AN ISSUE FOR WPS AND THE VILLAGE THAN FOR HAMILTON PARTNERS. 

071914
Textbox
25' INGRESS-EGRESS EASEMENT ALONG EAST SIDE OF OAK POINT PARCEL/PARCEL 1, WHICH MAY HAVE BEEN VACATED PREVIOUSLY. CLARIFY VACATION OF THIS EASEMENTTHIS MAY NOT BE AN ISSUE AND PROBABLY NOT A PRIMARY ITEM. 

071914
Arrow

071914
Textbox
THERE ARE A NUMBER OF EASEMENTS ALONG THE COMMON DRIVEWAY GRANTED AT VARIOUS TIMES THRU THE YEARS, SOME OF WHICH HAVE BEEN VACATED OR PARTIALLY VACATED, RESULTING IN A COMPLEX SITUATION WHICH IS DIFFICULT TO FOLLOW. THE VILLAGE IS REQUESTING THIS SITUATION BE ADDRESSED/CLEANED-UP. IT IS SUGGESTED THE VARIOUS EXISTING EASEMENTS BE VACATED AND A NEW EASEMENT AGREEMENT (WITH PLAT/EXHIBIT CLARIFING LOCATIONS) BE EXECUTED OUTLINING THE RIGHTS TO THE RESPECTIVE PARTIES ALONG THE COMMON DRIVE BASED ON CURRENT CONDITIONS. USE OF 22' EASEMENT ON WPS PARCEL ADDDRESSED PER BRUCE GARNER'S MEMO OF MARCH 7, 2018

071914
Arrow

071914
Arrow

071914
Arrow

071914
Arrow

071914
Arrow

071914
Line

071914
Arrow

071914
Textbox
VERIFY NO ACCESS ISSUES WITH THESE 2 PARKING SPACES WITHIN EXISTING INGRESS-EGRESS EASEMENT.ALTHOUGH PROBABLY OK PER EXISTING EASEMENT AGREEMENTS, COULD REMOVE THESE 2 PARKING SPACES TO AVOID THE ISSUE AND ADDRESS VILLAGE COMMENTS & CONCERNS.

071914
Arrow

071914
Arrow

071914
Line

071914
Textbox
WPS PARKING AREA ENCROACHMENT INTO INGRESS-EGRESS EASEMENT (TYP ENTIRE LENGTH OF EASEMENT) - TO BE ADDRESSED

071914
Arrow

071914
Arrow

071914
Arrow

071914
Arrow
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Planning & Community 
Development Dept. Review  
March 20, 2018 

 

SUPPLEMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW 

Project: 703-723 W. Algonquin Rd 

Hamilton Partners Distribution Facility 

Case Number: PC 17-013 

1. The traffic study used ITE traffic generation rates to estimate that the proposed development would generate 
1,380 daily trips. Furthermore, the study states that “based on other studies of warehouse/distribution centers, it is 
estimated that approximately 10 to 20 percent of the traffic approaching and departing the development during the 
peak hours of the day will be trucks, with the remaining 80 to 90 percent being passenger vehicles”. Please provide 
details on these additional studies. If other developments were studied to determine this breakdown of truck 
traffic vs. passenger vehicle traffic, please provide the data for our review. The estimated daily volume of truck 
traffic for a 331,014 sq. ft. distribution facility with 64 loading bays appears low. 
 

2. Hamilton Partners has developed three similar facilities in the Chicagoland area over the last several years. 
Please provide details on these facilities (such as number of loading spaces, size of building, general usage, 
location, and occupancy of each facility), as well as details on the existing traffic volumes at these facilities (both 
passenger vehicles and trucks) to further clarify the estimated traffic impact of the proposed development. 
 

3. Please clarify the need for 305 passenger vehicle parking spaces. It is our experience that warehouse facilities 
generally involve low passenger vehicle volumes, however, the traffic study estimates that the proposed site will 
generate 1,104 passenger vehicle trips per day. 
 

4. The Truck Routing Exhibit, dated 3/9/18 (showing a WB-67 truck accessing a loading space when there are 
trucks already parking in the loading spaces on each side) did not show how that truck would back into the space. 
Please provide a separate exhibit showing how trucks will back into the loading spaces when there are existing 
trucks parked on both sides. 
 

5. Would Hamilton Partners be willing to take pavement borings on the Weber site within the existing shared private 
drive, to determine what extent repairs would be needed? This would help to understand if resurfacing that drive 
would be adequate to accommodate for the increased truck traffic, or if a complete reconstruction of the 
driveway is necessary to accommodate for the increased volume of trucks that will be traveling down Weber’s 
portion of the access drive. 
 

6. On any future plans or exhibits, please clearly indicate the bounds of the shared private drive easement, both 
on your property and on the Weber property. 
 

7. Please prepare a separate exhibit showing the Weber parking/loading area in relation to the proposed facility, 
which also clearly indicates the bounds of the shared private drive easement. 
 

8. Please prepare a plan which outlines potential site improvement that would help to address cross access site 
circulation and eliminate passenger/truck conflicts. 
 

9. Please provide a written response outlining why flipping the building is not feasible. 
 

10. Please explore options to maintain all truck movements within the subject property. 
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±18' TO EDGE OF EXISTING

WPS PARKING AREA

±4' ENCROACHMENT OF WPS PARKING

AREA IN INGRESS-EGRESS EASEMENT

(NOT ALLOWED PER EASEMENT

AGREEMENT)

PROPOSED YELLOW DASHED LINE

22' INGRESS & EGRESS EASEMENT PER

DOC. NO. 24738091 & 0608244082

±16' TO EDGE OF EXISTING

WPS PARKING AREA

±6' ENCROACHMENT OF WPS PARKING AREA

IN INGRESS-EGRESS EASEMENT

(NOT ALLOWED PER EASEMENT AGREEMENT)

J

A

N

E

 

A

D

D

A

M

S

 

M

E

M

O

R

I

A

L

 

T

O

L

L

W

A

Y

 

(

I

-

9

0

)

M

E

I

J

E

R

 

D

R

W

 

A

L

G

O

N

Q

U

I

N

 

R

D

PROPOSED WHITE SOLID LINE

CENTERLINE OF EASEMENT

PROPOSED WHITE SOLID LINE

22' INGRESS & EGRESS EASEMENT PER

DOC. NO. 24738092 & 0608244082

RESTRIPE TO REMOVE

PARKING FROM

EASEMENT AREA (TYP)

EXISTING WPS FACILITY

PROPOSED ARLINGTON HEIGHTS

INDUSTRIAL FACILITY
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