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Planning & Community 
Development Dept. Review  
September 14, 2017 

 

REVIEW ROUND 1 

Project: 2525 N. Arlington Heights Rd. 

St. Edna’s PUD Amendment 

Case Number: PC 17-010 

General: 
 

7. The Plan Commission must review and approve the following action: 
a) Planned Unit Development (PUD) Amendment to Ordinance 02-005 and Ordinance 13-072 to 

allow for the construction of a 13,425 sq. ft. parish center building addition. 
b) A variation from Chapter 28, Section 11.4, Schedule of Required Parking, to allow a reduction to 

the minimum number of required parking stalls from XXX (additional data needed to verify amount 
– see parking comments) to 378 spaces. 

 
8. A courtesy meeting with the neighbors is required prior to appearing before the Plan Commission. Has this 

meeting been scheduled? Please provide a summary of this meeting once it has been held.  
 

9. Plans from 2015 indicated a rectory in the northeast corner of the site. The rectory was not shown on the current 
plans. Please confirm the long-term plans for the church relative to an onsite rectory. 

 
10. Please provide additional information on the 3 proposed HVAC units. Will they all be the 20 ton Carrier grade 

units as indicated in 2013? How tall are the units? Will the proposed fence and landscaping be adequate to 
buffer the sound? The proposed fence around the units is 8’ in height, is the 8’ tall fence needed to fully screen 
the unit? 
 

11. Please ensure that all plans and/or studies to be resubmitted as a result of the Round 1 Department review 
comments include a revision date. 

 
Site Plan/Building: 
 
12. The engineering plans and architectural site plans do not appear to be consistent. Please revise the plans so 

that they reflect the same information. Specifically, the following areas are different: 
a) There is no curb shown on the north side of the parking lot on the architectural site plan, however, the 

engineering plans shows a curb in this location. 
b) The rear area of the Parish Center doesn’t match on both site plans. There is a landscape area shown 

on the architectural plan that is shown as pavement on the engineering plans. The location of the 
proposed fencing around the HVAC units is shown at different locations on each plan. 

c) A concrete servicewalk leading from the existing shed to the building is missing on the architectural site 
plans. 

d) As servicewalk into the side HVAC area (north) is shown differently on the architectural site plan and 
the engineering plans. 

e) The pavement around the rear HVAC units does not appear to match on both the engineering plans 
and architectural plans. What is the thick dark border shown on the engineering plans that encloses the 
HVAC units? Is this paving? The type of paving material for the HVAC unit enclosures is not indicated on 
the engineering plans. 
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13. Building height for buildings with a flat roof is defined as measured from the average elevation of the 
finished lot grade at the front of the building “to the highest point of the roof in the case of a flat roof”. 
The elevations appear to measure building height to the top of the parapet wall. Please revise the 
drawing to measure the building height from the average elevation at the front of the building top the 
roof (this excludes the parapet walls and faux gable). 
 

14. Please add the existing shed to the building lot coverage calculation.  
 

15. The FAR calculation does not appear to take into consideration the basement space of the Hurley Center. 
Please confirm that the height of the basement space is less than half above the finished lot grade. If more than 
half of the basement level is above finished lot grade, the basement space shall be included in the FAR 
calculation. 

 
16. Design Commission approval is required for the proposed building addition. Design Commission hearing is 

scheduled for Sept. 26th. 
 

Parking and Traffic: 
 
17. There are several areas where the parking calculations must be re-evaluated in order to determine the code 

required parking. Please clarify the following: 
 

Church: 

 Please delineate the areas that are considered the nave and what areas are considered the choir 
area. 

 The narthex was calculated on a seating basis. Previous documentation indicated that overflow 
seating is provided in the narthex during Christmas and Easter services. Please confirm that these 
are the only times when seating in the narthex is provided and that 130 seats are the maximum 
number of seats in the narthex. 

 Were the number of seats calculated as per the building code (i.e. a continuous row of seating 
without dividing arms is calculated as one seat per 18” lineal inches). Or are there individual seats 
and/or dividing arms? 

Doherty Center: 

 The sum of meeting rooms 1-9 is equates to 5,320 sq. ft, however, the table indicates that there 
are 5,342 sq. ft. of multi-purpose rooms. Please adjust to reflect the correct square footage. 

 The table lists 750 sq. ft. of office spaces in the Doherty Center, yet no office spaces are indicated 
on the floor plan. Is the “Music Library” used as office space, or just for storage of music played 
within the church? 

 The Nursery should be included as part of the multi-purpose rooms and the label should be 
changed to read “Nursery/Multi-purpose”. 

Hurley Center: 

 The upstairs youth room was not included within the “Youth Room” line item in the table. Please 
incorporate the 728 sq. ft. into the parking table. 

 
18. The project narrative indicates that the church will not rent out the facilities while Mass is taking place. To whom 

does the church rent out the facility and for what purposes (both current and future)? 
 

19. The parking study does not address the fact that peak parking demand was estimated at 309 spaces and the 
proposed parking lot will accommodate 378 parking spaces. If peak demand is estimated at 309 spaces, 
please explain the reason for needing an oversupply of parking. 

 

 

  

Prepared by: ____________________________ 

 






