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Executive Summary

The 810 North Main Street Task Force (“Task Force”) was formed by the Village of Glen
Ellyn (“Village™) “Zo determine the highest and best use disposition of the 810 N. Main Street property, as
subdivided...” (Task Force mission memo, Appendix A). This subdivision refers to the front
portion of the property. The Task Force recognizes that there is currently a verbal
understanding between the Village and the Glen Ellyn Historical Society (“GEHS”) that the
approximately 50 feet to the rear of the patcel, including the existing garage, is to be set aside
for use by the GEHS.

The property was purchased for the GEHS by the Village in 2006 for $1,200,000 with an
agreement that the price would be reimbursed by the GEHS in annual installments. The
agreement stipulated that the Village would own the property and the GEHS would be
provided with usage rights. In 2010, the GEHS gave up its usage rights as it could no longer
make the contractual payments nor fund its original development plans for a history park
that was to include the property at 810 N. Main Street. The facts, agreements and actions
sutrounding these events are well documented and will not be repeated in this report. As a
result, the Village now has full ownership and usage control over the 810 property and is
acting as owner and landlord. The Village is seeking a way to return to the taxpayers as
much of the original invested capital in the property as possible, while also being sensitive to
the fact that the highest and best use of the 810 propetty may not be measured in purely
economic terms.

After reviewing the property, the development alternatives, and the larger plans of the
Village, in light of current economic conditions, the Task Force recommends the following:

1. Retain the front commercial building, make modest improvements and/or repairs as
needed and continue leasing at least for the near term. The longer term outlook for
this building will be dependent on the direction taken by the overall development of
the Stacy’s Corners area, specifically the eventual development of the 825 N. Main
Street property.

2. Demolish the rear residential house due to its cutrent condition, estimate of
tehabilitation costs and view of its economic potential and future role in the
development of the area.

3. Revisit the subdivision of the back 50 feet of the 810 property granting its use to the
GEHS. For a number of reasons, the Task Force believes that this may have a
significant negative economic impact on the potential for the 810 property, which
may outweigh its value to the GEHS, and that there may be other less costly
alternatives for meeting the GEHS’ needs for access between Stacy’s Tavern and the
History Center as well as garage space.

In coming to these conclusions and making these recommendations, the Task Force
employed an economic analysis that will be presented below and assumptions derived from
various professional views and estimates, both formal and informal.



The Property

The property at 810 N. Main Street in Glen Ellyn is on the west side of Main Street between
Stacy’s Corners (formetly known as Five Corners), the intersection of Main Street, St.
Charles Road and Geneva Road to the north and Elm Street to the south. It is situated in
the middle of the block, between the GEHS History Center and Store and Five Corners
Cleaners. Excluding the back 50 feet that would be retained for use by the GEHS, the
parcel is approximately 58 feet wide at the street, 152 feet deep on the south side and 166
feet deep on the notth side.

Existing Conditions

The property is currently developed with a 2-story commercial building with residential uses
located on the second floor. Attached to the rear of the commercial building is an eatly
1900’s concrete block house. There are two units on the ground floor of the commercial
building both of which are currently occupied. However, eviction proceedings have begun
with one of the tenants. One of two second-floor residential units is also occupied. The
other residential unit is in need of some repair before being rentable. The residential
structure contains three apartments, one in the basement, one on the first floor and one on
the second floot. All units in the residential structure are currently vacant as the only
recently occupied unit, the apartment on the first floor, was vacated in early 2011. An
approximately 990-square foot gatage is located on the rear 50 feet of the property that
would be set aside for GEHS use.

A visit to the site by the Task Force found that both buildings are in need of tepair with the
tesidential structure requiring the most wotk and that other site improvements are needed,
including repaving and new landscaping. The basement unit in the residential building is
currently uninhabitable due to a previous sewer back-up and mold infestation. The plumbing
in at least one of the vacant residential units is also inoperable and the roof on the residential
structure needs to be replaced. The original potrch located on the house has also been
temoved. Pictures illustrating the existing conditions of the property can be found in
Appendix B. A structural report of the buildings conducted by R.I. Johnson & Associates in
2005 1s attached as Appendix C.

Zoning

The property is zoned C2 Community Commercial zoning district. The stated intent of this
district is to ‘provide basic services and convenience shopping for adjacent neighborboods as well as the entire
community” (Zoning Code Section 10-3-1(K)). With an average daily traffic count of 20,400
vehicles, this area also has the potential to serve and generate sales tax revenue from pass
through traffic. The property has a nonconforming lot width of 58 feet and an area of
11,713-square feet (including the rear 50 feet contemplated for use by the GEHS). A
minimum lot width of 75 feet and a minimum lot area of 9,000-square feet are required in
the C2 district. Residential dwelling units are not identified as either a permitted or special
use in the C2 Community Commercial zoning district. Therefore, the existing residential use
of the property is nonconforming and if residential use of the commercial building or house
is discontinued for more than 180 days, the respective building will lose its nonconforming
status and will not be able to be used for a residential purpose again unless a text amendment
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to the C2 district regulations is approved. It is the opinion of the Task Force that receiving
approval of such a text amendment could be challenging.

It 1s the understanding of the Task Force that the Village and GEHS have preliminarily
agreed that the rear 50 feet of the property where the garage is located would be set aside for
the Historical Society in order to allow use of the garage for storage by the GEHS and to
provide a pedestrian connection between the History Center at 800 N. Main Street and
Stacy’s Tavern at 557 Geneva Road. If the rear 50 feet of the property were subdivided off,
the total area of the property would be reduced to 8,713 square feet, reducing it below the
C2 minimum. Therefore, approval of a minor subdivision with a zoning variation for lot
atea would be required or use of the rear 50 feet would need to be granted to the GEHS in
some other fashion, such as through a lease or easement agreement. In the past, variation
requests to allow the creation of new nonconforming lots have not generally received a
favorable response.

Vision

The Village of Glen Ellyn’s 2001 Comprehensive Plan encourages the Village to work with
the GEHS to further their plans to establish a history park in this location. In furtherance of
this objective, in 2010 the GEHS and Village reached an agreement for the purchase of the
810 property. With the reduced scope of the Histotical Society’s plans for a history park,
guidance for the vision of this property and the overall intersection can be obtained from
other Sections of the Target Area Plan for Stacy’s Cotners (formerly known as Five Cornets)
contained in the Comprehensive Plan. The Target Area Plan includes both the commercial
core of Stacy’s Corners and portions of the sutrounding residential area. Some of the
recommendations in the Comprehensive Plan for this area include the following:

®  “Five Corners should continue to consist of a mix of small, retail, service, residential, public and
institutional uses” (Comprehensive Plan, Page 72)

®  “The Village should encourage the enhancement of existing businesses and the improvement of properties
in decline, and should promote high-quality new development and redevelopment in  select
locations.”(Comprehensive Plan, Page 72)

®  “The overall image and appearance of Five Corners should be significantly improved . . .
(Comprehensive Plan Page; 72)

o “Commercial uses should be oriented primarily to the needs of surrounding residents and motorists who
pass through the area. Five Corners shonld not compete with or detract from the commercial prominence
of nearby Downtown Glen Ellyn.” (Comprehensive Plan, Page 72).

® Al deficient buildings should be repaired and rehabilitated as required.” (Comprehensive Plan
Page 75)

o Streetscape improvements should be undertaken to visually unify the Five Corners area and make it
more attractive and convenient for visitors and pedestrians.” (Comptehensive Plan, Page 76)

»

In accordance with the recommendations in the Comptehensive Plan, in 2001 the Village
undertook streetscape improvements at the Stacy’s Cotners intersection, mncluding the
construction of new brick paver sidewalks and crosswalks and the installation of new historic
style light fixtures. These improvements have helped to set the stage for future private
investment.



Additionally, since the 2001 Comprehensive Plan was adopted, the Walgreen’s store at
Stacy’s Cotnets and related retail building has been constructed. This development has been
successful and has contributed significantly to the commercial activity at the intersection.

The Village also recently purchased the property at the southeast cotner of Stacy’s Corners
commonly known as 825 N. Main Street. If the 825 N. Main Street property is redeveloped
it should have a significant impact on the character of the intersection and improve the
marketability of the 810 N. Main Street property. Therefore, the purchase of this high
profile corner property by the Village has the potential to accelerate future improvements
and redevelopment at this intetsection.

Review of Alternatives

The “mission” forwarded to the Task Force states that neither the “GEH.S nor the Village has
the resources or the inclination o retain the current state (ownership of the current building and landlord to
many)”’. Therefore, the Task Force made the assumption that the Village is not interested in
long-term ownership of the property or in serving as a long-term landlord. For multiple
reasons, including liability concerns, the Task Force strongly agrees that the Village should
not be in the business of being a long-term commercial or residential landlord. Based on the
direction received from the Historical Society and the Village President’s confirmations, it
was understood that the GEHS would not be interested in the 810 propetty, even if its debt
was forgiven. Given the existing vacancy of the residential building and the current
condition of this building, it was further assumed that the house will lose its legal
nonconforming status and that, therefore, any future use of the house will need to comply
with the existing C2 zoning district standards and be either a commercial, service or office
use. Working off of these assumptions, the Task Force established and evaluated seven
different options for the site.

Sell the propetty as is

Maintain status quo and sell in 3 years

Tear down both structures and sell as vacant land

Tear down the residential structure, renovate the commercial structure and sell

Tear down the residential structure, renovate the commercial structure and sell in 3 years
Tear down the commercial structure, tenovate the residential structure and sell

Tear down the commercial structure, undertake minimal renovations to the residential
structure and sell

Nk wbh =

Each of these alternatives was analyzed using certain assumptions to determine an estimated
economic value for each. The economic value for each alternative is identified below. The
details and methodology of how the economic values were calculated is presented in
Appendix F of this report entitled “Financial Evaluation of Alternatives” which contains
spreadsheets outlining the details of each alternative. A brief discussion of some of the pros
and cons of each of these options is also provided below. Whete possible, these items have
been tied to the charter established for the Task Force.



Analytical Background

The assumptions used by the Task Force included a number of formal estimates for the
demolition of the structures on the property and more informal estimates of renovation and
structural repair costs. Current required rates of return and commercial rents were based on
professional opinion and market conditions. If anything, the analytical review was skewed
toward optimism as there are several issues working against the 810 property realizing
current market rents and values. As cited above, the property is a non-conforming C2 lot
and this issue would be exacerbated by the subdivision of the back 50 feet for GEHS use.
Additionally, there is a need to accommodate stormwater detention with any new
development on the property. This, along with required parking, restricts the size building
that can be constructed on the property, greatly limiting its appeal. Bringing part or all of
the rear 50 feet back into the patcel and perhaps accommodating the GEHS access need
with an easement improves the situation but still leaves the parcel with limited options.
Potential development economics are reviewed in Appendix G. Appendix H also presents
some site plan design alternatives for the property, which highlight the challenges of the
property and are discussed below.

One important area considered in reviewing private alternative uses is the revenue flowing to
the Village from property taxes and possibly sales taxes if the property were to go back into
private hands and commercial use. While the Task Force views these as positives, the likely
dollars flowing to the Village are not latge sums, absent a significant retail sales flow, and
wete not significant contributors to the analysis.

Option #1 - Sell As Is (NPV: $311,047)

This option assumes that the property is sold in its current condition and that it would be
the future owner’s decision whether or not to renovate the existing buildings or redevelop

the property.

Pros.

e Village relieved from the responsibility of being a landlord, including maintenance costs,
potential liability and taxpayer funded staff time to manage property.

¢ Little to no additional Village cost for maintenance/improvements to buildings.

® No investment required for demolition, rehabilitation or renovation costs.

¢ Limited investment risk for the Village.

® Provides the 3rd largest financial return (based on assumptions used).

® Private ownership would put building back on propetty tax roll.

® DPotential for continued generation of sales tax revenue from existing commercial
building, however minimal, or new potential commercial development.

Cons.

® May take considerable time to sell given current market conditions and other available
properties in the area.

e Limited control over future plans for property.

Does not assure property will be used by new owner in compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan.



® Fate of residential building considered by some residents as an important historic
structure in the Village would be unknown.

® If property not redeveloped, or is redeveloped with little sensitivity to existing context
provided by Stacy’s Tavern and the History Park, it will do little to enhance this
important gateway to the Village.

® Existing lot size may make property difficult to sell.

Option #2 - Maintain status quo and sell as is in three years (NPV: $394.760)

This option is similar to Option #1, with the exception that the Village would hold the
property for three years in hopes of allowing the market an opportunity to rebound. If the
Village selects this option, the Task Force strongly encourages the Village to leave the
residential building vacant as the costs to renovate the residential units and bring them up to
Code for either future residential or office use would be significant. In addition, renovation
of the house for a residential purpose would be contraty to the Zoning Code and
Comprehensive Plan and more marketable residential units exist in the area. Minimal
improvements could be made to the commercial building which would allow the Village to
continue to collect rent from this building which cutrently totals approximately $23,470 per
year combined for the two commercial units and $8,500 per year for each of the residential
units, only one of which is currently occupied. The estimated cost to renovate the
commercial structure by upgrading the front fagade and bringing it up to Code is included in
the $394,760.

Pros.

® Provides the largest financial return, primarily due to additional rents collected ptior to
assumed sale.

Keeps options open for Village on future development of Stacy’s Corners.

® No investment required for demolition and minimal investment required for
rehabilitation or renovation costs.

Potential for continued receipt of rental income and continued generation of sales tax
revenue from commercial building.

® The Village would be partially relieved of the responsibility of being a landlord.

¢ Limited investment risk for Village.

® Keeps structures intact for near term.

® Maintains commercial use of property in near term which assists other businesses.

Cons.

® Does little to enhance this important gateway to the Village.

¢ Village would continue to be a landlord for at least three more years and would assume

associated maintenance costs, liability and taxpayer funded staff time to manage
propetty.

® Village would have to underwrite some limited costs for improvements to the buildings
for short-term rental.



® If property not redeveloped, or is redeveloped with little sensitivity to existing context
provided by Stacy’s Tavern and the History Park, it will do little to enhance this
important gateway to the Village.

® Fate of residential building considered by some residents as an important historic
structure in the Village would be unknown.

® Leaving house vacant for extended petiod may detract from the area and could create 2
potential public safety issue.

® Does not assure property will be used by new owner in compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan.

® Existing lot size may make property difficult to sell.

Option #3 — Tear down both structures and sell as vacant land (NPV: $130,240)

With this option, the assumption is that the eventual buyer would construct a new
commercial development on the site. In order to get an idea of the size and scale of a new
development that could potentially be constructed on the property, the Task Force prepared
several conceptual site plans (three of which are attached in Appendix H). All three plans
were designed to accommodate the estimated amount of required stormwater detention. In
order to maximize the amount of building on the property, all three plans also assume
shared parking with the History Center at 800 N. Main Street which has excess patking
based on Zoning Code requirements. Site Plan #1 takes advantage of the currently
permitted O-foot building setback and retains the back 50-feet of the property for the
GEHS. This site plan shows an approximately 2,500-square foot building. With Site Plan
#1, the commercial space in the building would be relatively shallow (37-50 feet). The Glen
Ellyn Economic Development Corporation has previously indicated that a minimum
building depth of 80 feet is generally desired by most modern day businesses. Site Plan #2
also takes advantage of the permitted O-foot building setback, but assumes that the rear
garage would be demolished and that the rear 50 feet of the property would be used to
provide stormwater detention for the site and a pedestrian connection between the Historic
Society building at 800 N. Main Street and Stacy’s Tavern Museum. Site Plan #2 shows an
approximately 4,360-square foot building. This option also provides 80-foot deep
commercial spaces. Depending on the envisioned development pattern for the Stacy’s
Corners intersection, a site plan with a larger setback and patking in front of the building
was also developed. This site plan (Site Plan #3) shows an approximately 2,850-square foot
building and maintains the rear 50 feet for GEHS use.

Estimated construction costs and anticipated rents for redevelopment of the site show that,
at the present time, redevelopment would not likely be an economically feasible alternative
for a developer. A projected annual return of 15% to 20% is typically sought by a developer.
Appendix G illustrates that only negative or marginal profits, less than 1.5%, could be
achieved with either a new 2,500-squate foot building or a 4,360-square foot building, even if
the price of the land were substantially reduced. These numbers illustrate the challenges in
marketing the property by itself, particulatly in the current economy.

As requested, the Task Force contacted the owners of the property at 818 N. Main Street
directly notth of the site about the potential sale of their property with the idea that the
properties could be combined and redeveloped resulting in a larger, more marketable
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development with the potential for increased sales tax generation. A preliminary site plan
including both properties shows the potential to construct a 2-story, 8,000-square foot
building if these parcels were combined. However, the owners of 818 N. Main Street
continue to be reluctant to sell at this time.

o

£os.
® Village relieved from the responsibility of being a landlord, including maintenance costs,
potential liability and taxpayer funded staff time to manage property.
Limited investment and investment risk for Village (demolition only).
Anticipated future redevelopment may enhance the appearance of this important

gateway.
Generation of increased property tax revenue from the site.

Potential generation of increased sales tax from the site.

The possible development of a new commercial building meeting modern needs would
open property to more options.

Furthers goals of the Comprehensive Plan related to upgrading and redeveloping the
area.

Avoids any public safety issues with vacant buildings.

O

ons.

Village incurs demolition costs.

Second to lowest economic value to Village based on assumptions used.

Loss of any short-term income from buildings.

Loss of one of the older residential structures in the Village, considered historically
important by some residents.

Limited control over future plans for property.

Timing of any interest in development unknown.

If propetty not redeveloped, or is redeveloped with little sensitivity to existing context
provided by Stacy’s Tavern and the History Patk, it will do little to enhance this
important gateway to the Village.

® Does not assure the property will be used by the new owner in compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan.

May require revisiting agreement with GEHS on back 50 feet of parcel.

® Existing lot size may make property difficult to sell.

Option #4 — Teat down residential structure, renovate commercial structure and sell

(NPV: $212,196). With this option, it would be recommended that minimal improvements
be made to the commercial building to bring it up to Code and upgrade the front facade.
The estimated cost to renovate the commercial structure is included in the estimated
economic value of $212,196.

Pros.

® After sale, Village relieved from the responsibility of being a landlord, including
maintenance costs, potential liability and taxpayer funded staff time to manage property.
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Commertcial rents continue until sale.

Sales tax revenue would continue to be generated from the site.

Private ownership would put building back on propetty tax roll.

Appearance of streetscape/gateway would be improved.

Continued commercial use of property would lend support to other businesses.
Village maintains some control over appeatance and potential use of property.
Avoids potential public safety problems with vacant buildings.

ons.

Village incurs some demolition costs.

Village incurs rehabilitation/renovation costs for commercial structure.

May be difficult to rent vacant commercial unit in near future, given other available
inventory in the area.

Removes existing residential structure, which some residents view as having historic
value.

Village takes development risk and funds front end expenses.

No guarantee that property would be redeveloped in long term or redeveloped
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Option #5 — Tear down residential structure, renovate commertcial structure and sell
in 3 years (NPV: $325,141). This option is similar to option #4 with the exception that the

Village would hold the property for 3 years. Duting this time, the property at 825 N. Main
Street would likely be developed which the Task Force believes would improve the
marketability of the 810 property. It would also give the Village an opportunity to establish
a mote defined vision for Stacy’s Comers and give the economy additional time to recovet.

Pros.

Village partially relieved from the tesponsibility of being a landlotd, including
maintenance costs, potential liability and taxpayer funded staff time to manage residential
structure.

Provides the 2nd largest financial return, primarily due to rents collected prior to
assumed sale and limited renovation costs.

Village maintains some control over appearance and potential use of property.

Avoids potential public safety problems with vacant buildings.

Commercial rents continue until sale.

Sales tax revenue would continue to be generated from the site.

Private ownership would put building back on propetty tax roll.

Appearance of streetscape/gateway would be improved.

Continued commercial use of propetty would lend support to other businesses.

Gives Village mote time to refine the vision for Stacy’s Corners and undertake Zoning
Code updates if necessaty.



Cons.

e Village incurs some demolition costs.

e Village incurs rehabilitation/renovation costs for commercial structure.

® May be difficult to rent vacant commercial unit in near future, given other available
inventory in the area.

® Removes existing residential structure, which some residents view as having historic
value.

® Village takes development risk and funds front end expenses.

® No guarantee that property would be redeveloped in long term or redeveloped
consistent with Comprehensive Plan.

Option #6 — Tear down commercial structure, renovate residential structure and sell
(NPV: $68,044). With this option, the residential structure would be renovated to

accommodate a likely future office user and the renovation would include reconstruction of
the front porch.

Pros.

® Village relieved from the responsibility of being a landlotd, including maintenance costs,
potential liability and taxpayer funded staff time to manage property.

® Presetves the existing residential building which is considered by some residents to be an
important structure.
The attractiveness of the site would be improved.
The area would see progress in development.

Cons.

® Significant upfront cost to the Village.

® Risk of undesirable development.

® Lowest economic value, given assumptions used.

® May be difficult to sell or rent property once finished, given its location and other
available properties in the area.

® Loss of rents and potential sales tax generating use from commercial building.

® Inconsistency of the house setback to current and future streetscape.

® Loss of commercial inventory may hutt other businesses.

® No assurance that property would be redeveloped in long term or redeveloped

consistent with Comprehensive Plan.

Option #7 — Tear down commercial structure, undertake minimal renovations to
residential structure and sell (NPV: $101,085). This option is similar to Option #6,

however, the improvements to the residential building would be limited to those items
required to bring the building up to Code, and the front porch would not be reconstructed.
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Pros.

e Village relieved from the responsibility of being a landlord, including maintenance costs,
potential liability and taxpayer funded staff time to manage property.

® Presetves the existing residential building which is considered by some residents to be an

important structure.

Lower upfront investment relative to Option #6.

O

ons.
May be difficult to sell or rent property, given its location and other available properties
in the area.
Loss of rents and potential sales tax generating use from commercial building.

Village still incurs upfront investment.
Inconsistency of house setback to current and future streetscape.
Loss of commercial inventory may hurt other businesses.

No assurance that property would be redeveloped in long term or redeveloped
consistent with Comprehensive Plan.

Interest by Other Governmental Entities

As directed, the Task Force contacted School District 41, the Glen Ellyn Park District, the
Glen Ellyn Volunteer Fire Company, the Glen Ellyn Libraty and the Glen Ellyn Chamber of
Commerce to determine if they had any interest in the site. The School District voiced an
interest in using the property as additional parking for District offices and/or Forest Glen
School. The Park District and Library had no interest and the Fire Company did not
respond. The Chamber of Commerce may have an interest in the property as a possible
location for its offices and those of the Economic Development Corporation (“EDC”). The
Task Force was intrigued by the potential use of the propetty by the Chamber and EDC and
encourages pursuit of this option. However, the consensus of the group is that it would be
more desirable for the building to be occupied by a commercial use that would generate sales
tax revenue and would add to the commercial inventory at Stacy’s Corners thereby
generating more customer traffic and supporting other businesses.

Method of Sale

The Task Force suggests that the Village Board carefully consider the impact of any
restrictions that may be placed on the sale of the property. Placing too many restrictions on
the site could significantly impact its marketability. Howevet, it may be desirable to place
some conditions on the sale. For example, it may be desirable to prohibit certain limited
uses from locating on the property in the future.

If the Village wants to ensure redevelopment of the site and have more control over the
future plans for the property, a Request for Proposal (“RFP”) process could be used.
However, interest in responding to a RFP may be minimal until such time as the economy
rebounds and other improvements at the intersection, such as the potential redevelopment
of the 825 N. Main Street site, are made.
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Basis for Recommendation

Given the analyses above and the Appendices, the Task Force recommends that the
residential structure be demolished, the commercial building be renovated as needed to
continue generating rents and the proposal with the GEHS for the rear 50 feet be revisited.
Ultimately, the Task Fotce concluded that the development of the property at 825 N. Main
as being the key development site for the Corners. The Task Force viewed the future value
of the parcel at 810 to be linked to what happens to 825 and the Village and the community
will be best served, particularly in the cutrent economic environment, by letting that
development run its course prior to any planned sale of the 810 property. Making minimal
investments (assumed approximately $50,000) to continue rents in the interim appear
justified economically and will improve the overall appearance of the building and

intetsection.

After careful review of the costs involved and the economic realities, the Task Force is
recommending the demolition of the residential structure. The primary basis for this
recommendation is the current condition of the house and the high cost of bringing it up to
even a minimal standard, which would not be recoverable through market rents. While
some residents have voiced concern over the possible loss of this structure, many of its more
significant architectural features (i.e. the front porch) have been removed or are in disrepair
and the Task Force has not been presented evidence that the house is associated with any
person ot event of historic significance to the Village. In addition, the current condition of
the structure does not portray a positive image of the Village and poses a liability risk. The
Task Force does not see the building as generating future rents in its current condition, and
the current residential use of the building is not supported by the Comprehensive Plan or
Zoning Code. Thetefore, the Task Force does not recommend investing any new dollars in
this structure and we view the best alternative for the house to be demolition.

The commercial building is sound and in need of significantly less renovation than the
residential structure. It is also generating rent. Since the timing of the future development
of the parcel and the Corners is uncertain, we believe that making some investment in this
building to enhance and continue rental income is justifiable. The current zero foot setback
is consistent with the GEHS building next door, so leaving it in place will provide consistent
streetscape. This will also leave the building intact for a future owner to choose to keep ot
demolish. It was not believed that the area would be well served either aesthetically or
commercially by a vacant site. It should be noted that the demolition of the house may
result in a different view of the commercial building as they are connected and will require
some wotk to separate. If the cost of this is too high, the Village may choose to demolish
both structures or retain and mothball the residential building.

Finally, the Task Force strongly recommends that the agreement with the GEHS on the
back 50 feet and the garage be revisited. The temoval of this piece from the 810 parcel
results in the property being below standard size and stormwater detention and parking
requirements make it unattractive and uneconomic on which to build new. Options
considered by the Task Force were a small walkway at the rear of the property that might be
combined with a detention area that could be a landscape feature itself and add to all
surrounding properties. If needed, other garage space alternatives for the GEHS could also
be considered. The Task Force recognizes that the GEHS has already paid off
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approximately 4 of their debt on the 810 property. However, it is the Task Force’s opinion
that removing this area from the rest of the property would significantly affect the future
usage and value of the property and an alternative comptomise should be sought.

Given that the key to the future of the Stacy’s Cotners atea is the property at 825 N. Main
and that the current economic conditions ate depressed for commercial demand, the Task
Force did not believe that speculating on uses fot the property or potential commercial
tenants was fruitful. We do think the Corners has great potential and the 810 property can
be part of that. However, a commetcial recovery may be several years away and the Village
should do what it can to 1) position the propetty to best take advantage of future
redevelopment opportunities and 2) maximize the Village return and minimize the Village
risks in the interim.
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Task Force to Determine Future of 810 N. Main Street

Situation:

810 N. Main Street was purchased by the Village of Glen Ellyn with intended use as part of the Glen Ellyn
History Park on the southwest corner of Geneva Road and Main Street.

The Glen Ellyn Historical Society, operators and developers of the park, cannot afford to make further
payments on this parcel. Even if the debt, some $900,000, were written off, GEHS cannot develop the
parcel for its purposes now or in the foreseeable future. GEHS nor the village has the resources or the
inclination to retain the current state (ownership of current building and landlord to many.) As a result, the
bulk of the parcel must be redeployed, per the Finance Commission recommendation 4a on May 18, 2010.

Charter:

To determine the highest and best use disposition of the 810 N. Main Street property, as subdivided, which:

Provides maximum return to the taxpayers of Glen Ellyn in terms of sale value and ongoing return
on investment - property tax, sales tax, and visitor generation, consistent with points that follow.

Adds value to and is consistent with the theme of a northern gateway to the Village and, if possible,
serves as an an asset to attract people to our village and the downtown business district.

Is complementary to the History Park and the downtown perhaps in terms of period architecture
and attracting visitors to the History Park and its store

Takes the markets of Forest Glen School, District 41, and other professional, educational and retail
draws in the area (including Center Ice) into account as potential clients and customers.

Possibly serves as a model development for entire Stacy's Corners gateway.

Specifically, the task force will:

Meet with owners of 818 N. Main to determine interest in combining parcels to maximize value and
potential. (Explore other types of partnership including shared drive through possibilities.)

Depending on the results of the discussion above, discuss with the Glen Ellyn Volunteer Fire
Company and village officials the idea of land swap for Station One and possible sale of current
Fire Station No. 1 property in the downtown as mentioned in both the Strategic Downtown Plan and
the Comprehensive Plan.

Contact other units of local government (School Districts, Park District, Library) to determine
interest in property purchase and coordinated programming

Meet with commercial developers and realtors to glean interest and expertise
Generate a final report for the property including recommendations for:

Usage likely to maximize value (current state or with buildings removed)

Estimated value for various usage alternatives

Parcel to be sold (solely or combined)

Method of sale which maximizes return and minimizes cost (realtor, by owner, auction,
etc)

o A prioritized list of possible development ideas for the property, with pros and cons

Oo0O00O0

Come to a conclusion within four months.

ldeas received without any benefit of feasibility assessment:

Florist with tea room

Home-style restaurant

Small mausoleum (ala St. Mark's Episcopal)

Home for other historical societies being forced to close

Old-style donut shop with drive through

Related association headquarters (knitters, civil war reenactment, quilters, antiques, etc.)
Glenbard South and West booster headquarters

Vintage hardware store, vintage audio/record store

Cocoon (Geneva) type store

Permanent location for Bensidoun French Market type of venue
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R.l. JOHNSON & ASSOCIATES, LTD.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
December 5, 2005 (630) 653-9060 *» FAX (630) 653-9059

Mr. Dale Wilson

Village of Glen Eliyn

535 Duane Street

Glen Ellyn, lilinois 60137

Re: 810-816 N. Main Street - Glen Ellyn, Hlinois
Structural Due Diligence Report
RIJA Job No. 2005776

Dear Mr. Wilson,

In accordance with your request, an examination of the subject buildings was performed
on November 29, 2005 The purpose of the examination was to obtain an overall
assessment of the structural condition of the buildings. The structure was found to be
in generally in fair to good structural condition.

The buildings consist of two structures that are linked together with a passageway. The
east structure was constructed in the 1950s and consists of a two story masonry
building without a basement. The north area of the structure is a single story masonry
structure. The roof is precast plank support by masonry bearing walls. The west
structure is a two story house with a full basement that was constructed in 1910. The
walls are masonry construction and the floors are wood. The independent garage in
the rear of the lot is a single story masonry structure with a wood roof.

Due to the application of room finishes such as flooring, ceilings and wallboard, many
portions of the building were inaccessible. Access to the roof was not available,
therefore it was not examined.

The following items were noted during the examination:

L East Building (1950's)

- A masonry pier is cracked below the steel lintel on the east elevation.

- An air conditioner opening was added to the south elevation without
adding a steel lintel. The brick is deteriorated and sagging over the
opening..

- An opening was cut in the brick parapet (south elevation) for a stair. The
brick is deteriorated and loose. Rebuild brick parapet in this area.

- The exterior wood stairs on the south elevation appear to be supported
directly on the sidewalk. Provide footing to frost.

- Mortar joints are open on all four elevations including the brick chimney.
Tuck pointing would be recommended.

- Water leaks were noted below the second floor ceiling.

175 N. WASHINGTON ST. WHEATON ILLINOIS 60187



910-816 N. Main Street - Glen Ellyn, IL
Structural Due Diligence
Project No. 2005776 Page 2

. West Building (1910)
- Mortar joints are open on all four elevations. Tuck pointing would be

recommended. )

- Two full height vertical cracks in the masonry wall were found on the north
elevation adjacent to the basement access stair. Seal cracks with mortar.

- Cracks were found in the masonry below several lintel support points.
The masonry should be rebuilt in these areas.

- Cracks and spalled concrete were found in several lintels (west and south
elevations). The lintels should be replaced.

- The parapet over the rear single story area is cracked and deteriorated.
The parapet should be rebuilt.

- Vertical cracks were found in the basement foundation walls in several
locations. Seal the cracks with epoxy injection.

- The concrete chimney is cracked below the flue opening in the basement.
In addition, the chimney is deteriorated in the attic area just below the
roof. The crack should be sealed and the top section of chimney rebuilt.

- The first floor wood support beams have longitudinal splits for their full
length. Epoxy inject the splits.

- Several cracks were found in the plastered ceilings (closet areas, around
chimney and the stair to the attic).

- The south exterior stair to the second floor appears to be supported by
the sidewalk slab. Provide a footing to frost.

o Garage
- Vertical cracks were found in the north and south elevations where the

brick return from the east elevation meets the masonry block on the side
elevations. The cracks should be tuck pointed.

- Two holes (north and west elevations) were found in the masonry walls.
The holes should be patched.

f e,
fis, PlEMEHARS. *
i WILBUR
L 81-4248

Sincerely:

g5
XS a

Michael J. Wilbur, S.E. X
YoMy fisoject Engineer

R. I. Johnson & AssociatesE)lqr)

175 N. WASHINGTON ST.  WHEATON  ILLINOIS 60187
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Five Corners

Target Area 3 consists of Five Cor-
ners, a small grouping of commer-
cial, public, institutional and resi-
dential properties near the intersec
tion of Main Street, St. Charles
Road and Geneva Road, at the
northern “gateway” to the Village.
It encompasses land within Glen
Ellyn as well as properties within
unincorporated DuPage County.

Five Corners has traditionally
functioned as a small neighbor-
hood service area for Glen Ellyn’s
northern neighborhoods, the adja-
cent unincorporated area, and
passing motorists. It is also the site
of Stacy’s Tavern Museum, which is
listed on the National Register of
Historic Places.

While Five Corners is fully devel-
oped, itis characterized by a few
vacant properties, deferred main-
tenance, traffic circulation con-
cerns, and a less than desirable
overall image and appearance.
Much could be done to revitalize
Five Corners as a neighborhood
service area, a showcase for local
history, and an attractive gateway
to the Glen Ellyn community.

Planning Inflvences

Several factors will influence op-
portunities for improvement and
development within Five Corners.
Planning influences, highlighted in
Figures 20 and 21, include: a) exist-
ing land-use, b) building conditions,
c) current zoning, d) access and
circulation, e) parking, and f) ap-
pearance and character.

e Existing Land-Use. The Five Cor-
ners area consists of commercial,
residential, public and institu-
tional uses.

Target Area Plans: Clen Ellyn Comprehensive Plan

Commercial uses are located
along the Main Street frontage
from Emerson Avenue south to
Elm Street. Existing uses include a
White Hen Pantry, two dry clean-
ing establishments, a real estate
office, a gas station, two auto re-
pair shops, and other small retail
and service uses.

Single-family residential uses
border the commercial area on
all sides. Residential areas in-
clude Glen Ellyn’s attractive and
well-maintained neighborhoods
south of St. Charles/Geneva
Road, and unincorporated
neighborhoods to the north.
There have been several new
homes constructed on “in-fill”
lots both within and outside the
Village.

Five Corners also includes sev-
eral notable public and institu-
tional uses including Forest Glen
Elementary School, the Adminis-
trative Center for School District
#41, the Montessori Academy,
and Stacy Park.

Stacy’s Tavern Museum is lo-
cated on Geneva Road just west
of Main Street. The Glen Ellyn
Historical Society has prepared a
long-range plan to assemble and
redevelop adjacent properties as
a local “Historical Center” fo-
cused around Stacy’s Tavern and
areconstructed Yalding House,
which was moved from its origi-
nal location and is now in stor-
age.

Building conditions. While there
appear to be few major structural
deficiencies, a number of build-
ings within Five Corners would
benefit from minor maintenance
and repair. These include several
commercial properties along
Main Street, several homes in the

unincorporated area, and a few
homes along St. Charles/Geneva
Road in Glen Ellyn.

® Zoning. Current zoning generally
reflects the existing land-use pat-
tern.

Commercial properties within
the Village are zoned C2: Com-
munity Commercial. This district
is intended to accommodate lim-
ited neighborhood retail, com-
munity and neighborhood ser-
vices, and offices. There are no
front yard, side yard or lot cover-
age requirements within this dis-
trict. The maximum building
height varies from 35 to 45 feet,
depending on site conditions.

Residential properties in Glen
Ellyn are zoned R2, which is the
Village’s predominant single-
family zoning district.

DuPage County zoning regu-
lates the unincorporated portion
of Five Corners. Commercial
properties are zoned either B1:
Local Business, or B2: General
Business, and residential proper-
ties are zoned R4: Single-Family.

» Access and circulation. The Five
Corners area has good accessibil
ity. St. Charles Road, Geneva
Road and Main Street north of St.
Charles Road are all classified as
minor arterial streets. Main Street
south of St. Charles Road is clas-
sified as a Village arterial. These
streets provide convenient con-
nections to other activity areas
and highways. Traffic signals exist
at the intersection of Main Street,
St. Charles Road and Geneva
Road, and at the intersection of
Main and Elm Streets.

The primary traffic issues
within Five Corners relate to the
intersection of Main Street, St.
Charles Road and Geneva Road.
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Several streets carrying relatively
heavy traffic converge at this in-
tersection, creating significant
capacity problems during peak
travel periods. In addition, the
“five corners” configuration of
the intersection is difficult to sig-
nalize because of the number of
different crossing movements.

The Village is currently working
with the DuPage County Divi-
sion of Transportation to devise
an improvement plan for the Five
Corners intersection that would
simplify traffic operations and in-
crease traffic capacity.

e Parking. Commercial uses within
Five Corners are served by small,
separate off-street parking lots
served by individual access
drives. Most parking lots are lo-
cated either in front or at the side
of commercial buildings, and
several have deteriorated or
gravel surfaces. Curb parking is
not permitted within Five Cor-
ners.

o Appearance and Character.
While the neighborhoods south
of St. Charles/Geneva Road are
attractive and well maintained,
other parts of Five Corners are
characterized by a less than de-
sirable image and character.

Most of the commercial build-
ings have a tired and dated ap-
pearance and several are in need
of repair. Parking lots are not
well screened or landscaped,
and some have surfaces in poor
condition. A few of the commer-
cial uses have unattractive out-
door storage areas that are highly
visible from the street.

There are no distinctive street-
scape treatments along the
roadways that pass through Five
Corners, and several street sur-
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faces are in poor condition. Traf-
fic signals and public signage are
outdated, overhead utility lines
cross the area, and there are few
pedestrian amenities. Most
streets within the unincorporated
neighborhoods do not have
curbs, gutters or sidewalks, and
the parkways along most of
these streets are poorly main-
tained.

Improvement and
Development Guidelines

Five Corners should be revitalized
as a neighborhood service area, a
showcase for local history, and an
attractive gateway to the Glen Ellyn
community.

Existing businesses should be
upgraded, and limited and com-
patible new commercial develop-
ment should be promoted. Existing
public and institutional uses should
be maintained and enhanced as
focal points within the area. Resi-
dential areas in need of improve-
ment should also be upgraded.

The overall image and appear-
ance of Five Corners should be sig-
nificantly improved, including sites
and buildings, public and private
signage, and design treatments
along the public rights-of-way. The
southwest quadrant of the intersec-
tion of Main Street and St. Charles
Road should be improved as alo-
cal Historical Center centered on
Stacy’s Tavern and other historic
buildings.

Improvement and development
recommendations for Five Corners
are described below and high-
lighted in Figures 22 and 23. Rec-
ommendations relate to: a) land-
use, b) sites and buildings, c) streets
and transportation, d) parking, and
e) streetscape and open spaces.

LAND-USE:

» Five Corners should continue to
consist of a mix of small retail,
service, residential, publicandin-
stitutional uses.

o The commercial portion of Five
Corners should remain small and
compact. Commercial uses
should be limited to the frontage
properties along Main Street
from Emerson Avenue south to
Elm Street, and the properties
that “turn the corner” at the in-
tersection of Main Street and St.
Charles Road. The Five Corners
commercial area should not un-
dergo expansion into the adja-
cent neighborhoods.

o The Village should encourage the
enhancement of existing busi-
nesses and the improvement of
properties in decline, and should
promote high-quality new devel-
opmentand redevelopmentinse-
lected locations.

o Commercial uses should be ori-
ented primarily to the needs of
surrounding residents and motor-
ists who pass through the area.
Five Corners should not compete
with or detract from the com-
mercial prominence of nearby
Downtown Glen Ellyn.

e Plans should continue to be re-
fined for reorganizing the south-
west quadrant of Five Corners as
an Historical Center focused
around Stacy’s Tavern and the
Yalding House, as described in
more detail below.

Target Area Plans: Clen Ellyn Comprehensive Plan




Figure 20

Five Corners:
Planning Influences

Five Corners is a small group-
ing of commercial, institutional
and residential properties near
the intersection of Main Street, St.
Charles Road and Geneva Road,
at the northern “gateway”to the
Village. it encompasses land
within Glen Ellyn, as well as prop-
erties within unincorporated
DuPage County.

Five Corners has traditionally
functioned as a neighborhood
service area for Glen Ellyn’s north-
ern neighborhoods, the adjacent
unincorporated area, and pass-
ing motorists. It is also the site of
Stacy's Tavern Museum, a struc-
ture with local historic interest.

Several factors will influence
opportunities for improvement
and development within Five Cor-
ners. Planning influences, high-

lighted in Figure 15, include: a)
existing land-use, b) building con-

ditions, ¢) current zoning, d}
access and circulation, e) park-
ing, and f} appearance and
character.

Target Area Plans: Glen Ellyn Comprehensive Plan

Character of Five Corners

Charader of Five Corners...

Five Corners has a traditional “small-town”
image and character:

A - Five Corners serves as the northern
‘gatewsy’ to the Village of Glen Ellyn;

B - An *Historical Center” has been pro-
posed adjacent to Stacy’s Tavern Museum;
€ - Several arterial routes converge at the
Five Corners intersection;

D - Most existing commercial buildings
need site and building improvements;

E - Forest Glen Elementary School is an
important neighborhood focal point;
F-Older neighborhoods border Five Cor-
ners, and many homes have historic inter-
est; and

@ - Stacy Fark is an attractive open
space and recreational area.

3 b Fla el <4 ¥ S pe <} 1 - H

Current Zoning: Glen Ellyn

@l (2 - Community Commercial
R2 - Single-Family Residential

S CR - Conservation/Recreation

Current Zoning: DuPage County

7 BT -local Business
BEW B2 - General Business
... R4- Single-Family Residential

N Comprellensi ve Plan - Village of Glen Ellyn, lllinois

repared by Irkia, Pettigrew, Allon & Payne, Inc. ® Parsons Transportation Group ® April 2001
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Figire 21

Five Corners: Existing Uses and Facilties

Exlfm lune e e e Existing Land-Use:

BN Retail
IS8 Commercial service
B Restaurant
N Office
S pyp)ic
W Fducational
" Parking
W Parks and open space
Single-family residential
% Vacant land or building

Businesses & Fadilities:

T - Forest Glen Elementary School
2-Administrative Center for School
District #41

3 - White Hen Pantry, Barber Shop,
Pizzeria

4-Century 21 Real Estate

5 - Speed Way Gas

6 - Stacy’s Tavern Museum

7 - Stacy Park

8- Village Garage

9- Larry’s Auto Body

10- KCW Environmental
Consultants

11 - Montessori Academy

12 - Vacant Gas Station

13 - Five Corners Florist,
Photographer

14- Five Corners Cleaners

15 - Main Cleaners

16 - Chiropractor, Nail Salon

¢ omprelmnsi ve Plan . Village of Glen Ellyn, Ilfinois

Prepared by Irila, Pettigrew, Allon & Payne, inc. ® Paryons Transportation Group ® April 200
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e New uses that would strengthen,
enhance and complement the
historical focus and character of
Five Corners should be encour-
aged. For example, small restau-
rants and gift shops might be de-
veloped to serve visitors of the
proposed Historical Center.

Adjacent residential neighbor-
hoods, which contribute to the
overall character of Five Corners,
should be maintained and pro-
tected. Homes in poor condition
should be repaired. It should be
noted that Churchill Park Subdi-
vision, a new residential devel-
opment currently being reviewed
for the southeast corner of St.
Charles and Bloomingdale Roads
just west of Five Corners, will fur-
ther strengthen and enhance the
residential quality and character
of this portion of Glen Ellyn.

The Village should consider an-
nexing the unincorporated prop-
erties immediately adjacent to
Five Corners in order to ensure
direct control over the type, qual-
ity and character of future im-
provements and developments
in the area. While this is particu-
larly important for the commer-
cial properties, itis also desirable
in residential areas as well.

SITES and BUILDINGS:

¢ Although most existing commer-
cial and residential buildings
within Five Corners appear to be
structurally sound, several are
characterized by deferred main-
tenance. All deficient buildings
should be repaired and rehabili-
tated as required.

Most commercial buildings are
characterized by a tired and
dated appearance and would
benefit from a “facelift.” Appear-

Target Area Plans: Clen Ellyn Comprehensive Plan

ance improvements should focus
on exterior surface materials,
signs, colors, awnings and cano-
pies, and related design features.
Updated storefront treatments
would do much to improve the
image and appearance of indi-
vidual buildings and the Five Cor-
ners area as a whole.

More design consistency and
compatibility should be pro-
moted among buildings within
the same block. At a minimum,
signage, colors and materials
should be similar or compatible.

Building improvements and new
developments should help pro-
mote a new traditional scale and
character for Five Corners. Build-
ings should be one- to two-
stories in height and should
complement the scale and char-
acter of adjacent neighborhoods.
Traditional exterior building ma-
terials such as brick, shingles,
limestone and wood clapboard
siding should be encouraged.
Pitched roofs, which are repre-
sentative of the traditional char-
acter of buildings in Glen Ellyn,
should be promoted.

As commercial improvements
and redevelopment take place,
the Village should encourage the
grouping and clustering of build-
ings within the same block to
permit the coordination of build-
ings, parking areas, access drives
and pedestrian amenities.

o |n addition to new street trees

and landscaping along the public
right-of-way, more extensive
landscaping of private properties
should be encouraged. Land-
scaping can effectively screen
and buffer parking and service
areas, and can emphasize major

access points to commercial
properties.

The rear portions of commercial
properties should be clean, well
maintained and clear of trash and
debris. Trash receptacles, dump-
sters, service areas and outdoor
storage facilities should be well
maintained and attractively
screened. Chain-link fencing is
not appropriate within Five Cor-
ners.

e The Village should work with

property owners and developers
to address storm water planning
within Five Corners on acom-
prehensive, area-wide basis.

STREETS and TRANSPORTATION:
o The Village should continue to

work with DuPage County to
implement improvement plans
for the intersection of Main
Street, St. Charles Road and Ge-
neva Road that will improve traf-
fic flow and traffic safety, and
complement and enhance land
development plans for the Five
Corners area.

Street surfaces in poor condition
should be repaired. While sur-
face conditions do not necessar-
ily affect traffic circulation or
safety, they do detract from the
overall image and appearance of
the Five Corners. The replace-
ment of older traffic signals with
more distinctive new fixtures
should also be considered.

Pedestrian crosswalks should be
improved within Five Corners.
This is important for the safety of
children and other residents mov-
ing between different parts of the
community. Special paving
materials might be used to
designate crosswalks.
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» The Village should work with
DuPage County to determine if
limited new median treatments
might be appropriate as part of
the traffic operational improve-
ments near the intersection of
Main Street and St. Charles /
Geneva Road. A small land-
scaped median could help im-
prove traffic flow, enhance pe-
destrian safety, and improve the
image and appearance of the in-
tersection.

e The Village should also work with
DuPage County to develop a bi-
cycle facility along Main Street
extending from the Great West-
ern Trail south to Elm Street to
provide improved bicycle access
to the area.

¢ The condition of streets and
rights-of-way within currently un-
incorporated residential neigh-
borhoods should be improved. If
these areas are annexed into the
Village, neighborhood streets
should be equipped with curbs,
gutters and sidewalks on at least
one side of the street.

PARKING:

* An adequate supply of parking
should be provided on-site to
serve all commercial, public and
institutional uses within Five
Corners. Where possible, parking
lots should be located behind
buildings or in mid-block loca-
tions. Parking lots along major
streets should be attractively
edged with landscaping and
decorative amenities.

» Small, separate parking lots
within the same block should be
combined and redesigned to im-
prove access and internal circula-
tion, and to provide additional
spaces.

» Afew existing parking lots within
Five Corners are characterized
by cracked or gravel surfaces,
holes or depressions, poor drain-
age, and general disrepair. All
parking areas should be paved,
striped and have surfaces in
good condition, unless there are
compelling historic reasons for
retaining unimproved parking in
certain locations.

STREETSCAPE and OPEN SPACES:

» Streetscape improvements
should be undertaken to visually
unify the Five Corners area and
make it more attractive and con-
venient for visitors and pedestri-
ans. The Village should establish
guidelines for street trees, light
fixtures, paving materials, signs,
and other streetscape features.
Streetscape treatments should re-
flect the traditional and historic
qualities of the Five Corners area.

e Public and directional signage
should be improved. New sign-
age should better direct motor-
ists and visitors to points of inter-
est within Five Corners, such as
the Historical Center, and also to
other Glen Ellyn destinations,
such as Downtown.

* Pedestrian amenities such as
benches, bike racks, trash recep-
tacles and other conveniences
should be provided where space
permits, particularly in proximity
to the proposed Historical Cen-
ter.

» Even though small “welcome”
signs already exist, more exten-
sive gateway design features
should be considered where
Main Street actually enters the
Village. Gateway design features
could include a special sign utiliz-
ing the Village logo, trees, shrubs,
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flowers, and perhaps a sculptural
element.

¢ To supplement the gateway
signs, additional improvements
should be undertaken at Main
Street and St. Charles Road to
emphasize the historic impor-
tance of this intersection. Small
design treatments would be de-
sirable at each corner of the in-
tersection, perhaps including
signage and accent landscaping.
Special paving materials or deco-
rative design treatment might
also be considered for the street
surface at this key intersection.

e Stacy Park is an important recrea-
tional and visual amenity for the
Five Corners area. The proposed
Historical Center will be an im-
portant new open space addi-
tion. Additional opportunities for
small parks, plazas and open
space accents should be ex-
plored in the future. For example,
a new design element might be
considered at the east end of
Stacy Park as a more prominent
focal point for the area.

In addition to the recommenda-
tions outlined above, it is further
suggested that the Village consider
renaming Five Corners to “Stacy’s
Corners,” as suggested by the His-
torical Society, to further promote
historical connotations and en-
hance the distinctive character of
this particular area.

Potential Improvement
and Development Sites

Even though Five Corners is fully
developed and most existing uses
are viable, there will be opportuni-
ties for development and redevel-
opment in the future.

TYarget Area Plans: Cien Ellyn Comprehensive Plan




Figure 27
Five Corners:
Land-Use Plan

Five Corners should be revitalized as
a neighborhood service area, a show-
case for local history, and an attractive
gateway to the Glen Ellyn community.

Existing businesses should be
upgraded, and limited and compatible
new commercial development should
be promoted. Existing pubiic and insti-
tutional uses should be maintained
and enhanced as focal points within
the area. Residential areas in need of
improvement should also be upgraded.

The overall image and appearance of
Five Corners should be significantly
improved, including sites and build-

ings, public and private signage, and
design treatments along the public
rights-of-way.

Land-Use Plans:

Neighborhood Commercial m

School TR

Public/Semi-Public ==

Mixed-Use “Historical Center” wam

Multi-family Residential = i
Single-Family Residential —
Park/Open Space IR

Target Area Plans: Clen Eilyn Comprehensive Plan
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Land-Use Plan:

While the Land-Use Plan for Five
Corners is similar to the 1986
Comprehensive Plan, it differs
from the previous plan is several
ways:

® The southwest quadrant of
Five Corners is designated as a
mixed-use local “Historical Park”
suitable for museum and recrea-
tional uses and limited commer-
cial development;

T
Js| | r‘»’ EJE

® The frontage along both sides
of Main Street between St.
Charles Road and Emerson Ave-
nue is designated for commer-
cial use;

® The small vacant parcel along
the south side of St. Charles
Road just east of Main Street is
designated for commercial use;
and

@ The west side of Highland Ave-
nue between St. Charles and
Geneva Roads is maintained for
single-family use.

Comprehensive Plan . vitsge of lon Ellyn, tHlinois

Prepared by Irkla, Pottigrow, Allen & Payns, Inc. ® Parsons Transportation Group ® April 2001
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Figure 23
Five Corners: Improvement Guidelings

Improvement & Development Guidelines
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Comprehensive Plan « viitage ot 61en eltyn, illinois

Propared by Trila, Peitigrow, Allen & Payns, Ins. ® Parsons Transportation Group ® April 2001

Improvement Guidellnes:
=== Work with DuPage County to
improve traffic flow and safety at
the Five Corners intersection.

&== Undertake streetscape
improvements along each of the pri-
mary roadways that converge at
Five Corners.

@B work with the Historical Soci-
ety to refine plans for an Historical
Center near Stacy’s Tavern Museum.

@EB mprove and enhance the
other three quadrants of Five Cor-
ners for neighborhood-oriented
retail and service uses; promote
improvement of existing businesses
and compatible redevelopment.

i Provide more extensive
“gateway” design treatments where
Main Street enters the Glen Ellyn
community.

'@’ Undertake additional unify-
ing design enhancements at each
corner of the Five Corners intersec-
tion.

5':{., Consider providing a new
design element at the east end of
Stacy Park.

s Maintain, protect and
upgrade adjacent neighborhoods.
Consider annexing the commercial
properties within Five Corners to
ensure Village control over future
development.

improvement & Dovelopment Sies:
— Projects either underway or
being discussed (see text).

Vacant buildings and land par-
cels should be reused or redevel-
oped.

8 Marginal and underutilized

properties should be replaced with

new development.

[Z540 Residential properties that

may be subject to redevelopment.
5% Sound and viable businesses

that would benefit from building or

site improvements.

u Clusters of properties that

may represent special opportunities

for improvement or development

(see text).

.o -) Proposed bicycle facility.
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While change could conceivably
occur anywhere within Five Cor-
ners, there are several properties
that appear to be susceptible to
change in the future. They include
vacant parcels and buildings; mar-
ginal and underutilized properties;
older and/or obsolete buildings;
and properties where reuse or re-
development is already being dis-
cussed.

It should be emphasized that the
inclusion of sites in this section
does notimply that redevelopment
will occur or that redevelopment is
necessarily recommended as a part
of the Comprehensive Plan. Rather,
it suggests that these properties
appear “susceptible” to change in
the near future, or that they repre-
sent opportunities for new devel-
opment. Because of this, the new
Plan specifies the type and charac-
ter of new development to be
promoted, if change does indeed
take place.

Potential improvement and de-
velopment sites within Five Cor-
ners, highlighted in Figure 23, in-
clude the following:

* Projects underway or under dis-
cussion. A few projects are ei-
ther underway or being dis-
cussed within Five Corners:

a) A Walgreen’s store, possibly
including one or more addi-
tional commercial uses, has
been proposed for the va-
cant block bounded by
Main, St. Charles, Stacy and
Emerson;

b) The Village and the DuPage
County Division of Transpor-
tation are currently develop-
ing plans for improving traf-
fic circulation at the intersec-
tion of Main Street, St.

Target Area Plans: Clen Ellyn Comprehensive Plan

Charles Road and Geneva
Road; and

c) The Historical Society has
prepared preliminary plans
for reorganization and rede-
velopment of the southwest
quadrant of the Five Corners
intersection as a local His-
torical Center.

Vacant properties. There are a
few vacant buildings and land
parcels scattered throughout Five
Corners. Vacant properties
should be reused or redeveloped
for building development, park-
ing or public open space.
Marginal or underutilized prop-
erties. While Five Corners has no
truly “incompatible” uses, build-
ings or activities that may repre-
sent an underutilization of land in
this particular area occupy sev-
eral properties. These properties
should eventually be replaced
with new development.

While the redevelopment of
marginal and underutilized prop-
erties should be encouraged, it
should be noted that Five Cor-
ners has historically been a loca-
tion for gas stations, repair shops,
dry cleaners and other uses that
typically require environmental
remediation prior to redevelop-
ment.

Other commercial sites in need
of improvement. This category
includes other sites currently oc-
cupied by sound and viable
businesses that would benefit
from building or site improve-
ments in the future. Itis conceiv-
able that these properties could
be redeveloped or combined
with nearby properties for rede-
velopment.

* Residential areas in need of im-
provement. This category high-
lights several single-family areas
that are characterized by de-
ferred maintenance and other
concerns. In general, these prop-
erties should be improved, up-
graded and enhanced.

OPPORTUNITY SITES:

Figure 23 highlights several clusters
of properties within Five Corners
that may represent opportunities
for small new retail, service, office
and public use development during
the 10-year “horizon” of the Com-
prehensive Plan. The overall type,
quality and character of new de-
velopment to be considered at
each location is described below.
The Village should continue to re-
view and analyze these sites in the
future.

In essence, each site encom-
passes one quadrant of the Main
Street, St. Charles Road, Geneva
Road intersection. To the extent
possible, it is recommended that
each quadrant be planned, im-
proved and upgraded as an overall
unit, regardless of whether existing
uses are retained or redeveloped.

e Site A encompasses the south-
west quadrant of the intersec-
tion. It currently includes several
commercial buildings along Main
Street, which house a florist, a
dry cleaner, a beauty salon, a chi-
ropractor, and a real estate of-
fice, as well as paved and un-
paved parking lots. In addition,
Stacy’s Tavern Museum is lo-
cated along Geneva Road just
west of Main Street.

The Village should work with
the Historical Sodiety to refine
plans for a local Historical Center
in Site A. The Historical Center
should be focused around
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Stacy’s Tavern, the reconstructed
Yalding House, and other indoor
and outdoor facilities.

While the Historical Society’s
initial plans called for removal of
most of the commercial buildings
along Main Street, the possibility
of including a small commercial
component adjacent to the park
should be considered, either
within existing buildings or new
construction. Commercial build-
ings should be designed to re-
flect the historic character of the
park. The Village should also en-
sure that adequate, convenient
and attractively designed off-
street parking is provided to
serve the new Historical Center.

As the Historical Center con-
ceptis refined during the next
few years, consideration might
be given to retaining small sites
in the area to accommodate his-
toric structures now located else-
where in Glen Ellyn that might
require relocation for various
reasons in the future.

o Site Bincludes the northwest

quadrant of the intersection. It
currently includes a vacant gas
station property and vacant land.

The Village should continue
negotiations with Walgreen's for
a new pharmacy and related
convenience commercial uses at
this site. The Walgreen’s project
should be viewed a major new
focal point for Five Corners and
it should demonstrate a strong
new commitment to improve-
ment and revitalization of this
neighborhood service area.

The Village should work with
Walgreen’s to achieve distinc-
tive, high-quality building con-
struction and site design for this
project. In particular, building
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and site improvements shouldre-
flect the traditional scale and his-
toric character that the Village
wishes to promote in the Five
Corners area.

Site C encompasses the north-
east quadrant of the intersection.
It currently includes two auto re-
pair shops, two office uses, the
Montessori Academy and two
single-family homes that front
Main Street just south of Emer-
son Avenue.

Site C is a suitable location for
convenience retail, service or of-
fice uses. While the site contains
several sound and viable existing
uses, it may also have potential
for redevelopment in the future.
Various properties might be re-
developed separately, or several
parcels might be combined to
accommodate larger-scale new
development.

Good accessibility and visibil-
ity, a somewhat larger size, and
extended frontage along Main
Street should enhance the de-
velopment potential of this site.
However, the presence of sev-
eral auto-related uses may re-
quire clean-up prior to new de-
velopment.

Since this site occupies a
prominent and highly visible lo-
cation, all improvements and
new developments should be
characterized by high-quality de-
sign and construction. Landscap-
ing, site and building improve-
ments should be undertaken to
enhance the appearance of any
existing businesses to remain.
Parking lots and storage areas
should be upgraded and land
scaped more attractively.

The small converted residential
structure along the north side of

St. Charles Road just east of
Main Street should eventually be
removed.

In addition, a consolidated
stormwater storage facility
should be considered in or adja
cent to Site C.

e Site D encompasses the south-

east quadrant of the intersection.
It currently includes a gas station,
a dry cleaning establishment, and
a small convenience center with
a White Hen Pantry and two
other commercial uses. In addi-
tion, a small vacant land parcel is
located along the south side of
St. Charles Road just east of the
gas station.

Site D is a suitable location for
convenience retail, service or of-
fice uses. While the site contains
several viable existing uses, it
may also have potential for rede-
velopment. Various properties
might be redeveloped sepa-
rately, or several parcels might
be combined to accommodate
larger-scale new development.

Since this site occupies a
prominent and highly visible lo-
cation, all improvements and
new developments should be
characterized by high-quality de-
sign and construction. Landscap-
ing, site and building improve-
ments should be undertaken to
enhance the appearance of any
existing businesses to remain.
Parking lots and storage areas
should be upgraded and land-
scaped more attractively.

The small vacant parcel along
the south side of St. Charles
Road should be designated for
commercial use, which would al-
low for expansion of the existing
business or create a larger, more
attractive site for redevelopment.

Target Area Plans: Clen Ellyn Comprehensive Plan
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Appendix F

Financial Evaluation of Alternatives




810 N. Main Task Force
Village of Glen Ellyn
Appendix F
Financial Evaluation of Alternatives

Methodology
We have attempted to analyze each of the considered alternatives from a pure financial perspective to

provide a relative view of the estimated economic benefit/cost for each alternative. While our
recommendation is not based solely on the economics of the various alternatives, each alternative’s
relative benefit/cost should be taken into consideration, along with a number of other criteria, to arrive
at a recommended alternative.

Alternatives
The following were the different alternatives considered:
1. Status Quo
a. Sell Now
b. Hold and Sell in 3 Years
2. Vacant Land — Demolition of Existing Structures and Sell
3. Keep Commercial Only
a. Renovate Commercial, Demolition of House, and Sell
b. Keep Commercial, Demolition of House, and Sell in 3 Years
4. Keep House Only
a. Renovate House (Full), Demolition of Commercial and Selil
b. Renovate House (Selective), Demolition of Commercial and Sell

General Assumptions
Sale Price of Property

e Status Quo - Capitalization rate of 12.0% applied to existing rents (for currently occupied units,
assuming house is vacant and second commercial residential unit is occupied). Note: some tenants
of occupied units are behind on rental payments.

e Vacant Land — Comparable land sale prices per square foot (524 per square foot for 9,000 square
foot). Assumed that sale would not be for 3 years due to current sales environment for vacant land.

e Keep Commercial and Renovate - Capitalization rate of 12.0% applied to estimated future rents
(assuming a 30% premium to existing rents due to renovations). Note: some tenants of occupied
units are behind on rental payments.

e Keep Commercial and Sell in 3 Years - Capitalization rate of 12.0% applied to existing rents (for
currently occupied units plus assume second residential unit is occupied). Note: some tenants of
occupied units are behind on rental payments.

e Renovate House (Full) — Market sales price per square foot for comparable space ($160 for upper
levels of home and $100 for bottom floor).

e Renovate House (Selective) — Market sales price per square foot for comparable space ($140 for
upper levels of home and $80 for bottom floor).
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Appendix F
Financial Evaluation of Alternatives

Cost to Sell Property

Estimated at 8% of sale price
Includes commissions, fees, and expenses.

Rents Received

Assume that rent will be received on any occupied units at existing rental rates, rent escalations
where noted.

Assume that any related utilities and maintenance expenses will be passed through to the tenants.
Note: a number of tenants of occupied units are behind on their rental payments. Additionally, the
village likely incurs a portion of the utility and maintenance expenses that is not covered by tenants.

Property Taxes

Based on current Village levy rate in relation to the estimated fair market value of property.
Note: this figure only includes the portion of property taxes that are allocated specifically to the
village. Additional property tax would be paid to other governmental entities (e.g., District 41).

Sales Taxes

No estimate was made of any additional sales taxes (2% of retail sales) to the Village that would be
generated from the property.

The Village would only receive sales taxes that are generated from the sale of general merchandise
or food prepared for immediate consumption.

Services and food items (excluding prepared foods) would not generate sales taxes to the Village.
There is a reasonable likelihood that no sales taxes would be generated for the Village.

It is also unclear under which scenarios there would be a greater likelihood of Village sales taxes
being generated and/or a higher amount of Village sales taxes being generated.

Therefore, ignoring potential Village sales taxes under each scenario was deemed reasonable.

Maintenance and Operating Costs

No specific maintenance or operating cost assumptions were included under any of the scenarios.

A general assumption was made that while the property was owned by the Village, renters would
cover the costs of any maintenance or operating costs. This likely understates the cost to the Village
of the scenarios where the Village continues to own the property for some time.

One Time Expenses

Costs of any significant demolition or renovation projects were estimated based on either high level
estimates from independent contractors or Task Force committee members’ views.
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Details regarding the sources of assumptions for specific scenarios are the following:

1.

Status Quo
a. Sell Now - no one time expenses
b. Hold and Seli in 3 Years — no one time expenses
Vacant Land — Demolition and Grading of Existing Structures and Sell:
e Demolition of House and Commercial - $45,550 - based on Aces Demolition ($38,300) and
Midwest Site Services ($52,800) estimates
Keep Commercial Only
a. Renovate Commercial, Demolition of House, and Sell
e Demolition of House and Site Work - $22,925 - based on Aces Demolition ($21,650) and
Midwest Site Services ($24,200) estimates
e Commercial Fagade Renovations and Other Improvements — $200,000 (based on Task
Force estimate)
b. Keep Commercial, Demolition of House, and Sell in 3 Years
e Demolition of House and Site Work - $22,925 - based on Aces Demolition ($21,650) and
Midwest Site Services ($24,200) estimates
¢ Minimal renovation to commercial space and vacant apartment ($50,000)
Keep House Only
a. Renovate House (), Demolition of Commercial and Sell
e Demolition of Commercial - $30,000 (quote from Robinette Demolition)
e House - Interior Demolition — $19,500 (Based on quote from Thomas Gorton Homes)
e House — Interior Rebuild — $128,400 (Based on quote from Gorton Homes)
e House — Rebuild Roof — $24,000 (Based on quote from Thomas Gorton Homes)
e House — Rebuild Porch — $30,000 (based on costs of rebuild at 754 N. Main)
b. Renovate House (Selective), Demolition of Commercial and Seli
e Demolition of Commercial - $30,000 (quote from Robinette Demolition)
e House — Interior Selective Demolition — $9,000 (Based on quote from Thomas Gorton
Homes )
e House — Interior Selective Rebuild — $60,000 (Based on quote from Thomas Gorton
Homes)
e House — Rebuild Roof — $24,000 (Based on quote from Thomas Gorton Homes )
e House — Rebuild Porch —$30,000 (based on costs of rebuild at 754 N. Main)

Financial Assumptions

In order to account for the time value of money, assumptions were made regarding the discount
rates to apply for cash flows received after Year 1.

Discount rate was estimated at 4.75%. This is the highest interest rate on general obligation bonds
issued by the Village (as detailed in the 2010 CAFR).
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inflation rate was estimated at 2.0%.

Summary Analysis

Based on the stated assumptions, a Net Present Value (“NPV”) was arrived at for each alternative.
The alternative with the highest NPV {or the greatest economic value to the village) was then used
as a benchmark to compare against the remaining alternatives.

The amount by which an alternative’s NPV is less than the highest NPV can be considered the
“Relative Cost” of that alternative to the village.

Each Relative Cost was also analyzed in comparison to the Village's total population (from 2010
CAFR) to arrive at a theoretical cost per resident of each alternative.

Additional Considerations

The prior purchase price of the property is considered a “sunk cost” and was not considered when
analyzing the various alternatives.

All costs and value estimates are preliminary, based on high-level assumptions, and may not be all
inclusive.

The analysis is meant to provide a good general view of the potential economic value of each of the
alternatives to the Village.

Further analysis and research may be required prior to arriving at a final conclusion as to which
alternative the Village should ultimately pursue.
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810 N. Main Task Force
Village of Glen Ellyn
Appendix G
Redevelopment Economics

In reviewing the site for new development potential, two factors impose major restrictions
on design and construction alternatives. First is the tequited parking that must be provided
which is determined by the building size. The larger the building, the more parking spaces
must be provided; while at the same time the larger the building, the less space is available
for patking. This was addressed in our design considerations by assuming that the entrance
and exit to any parking could be through the GEHS History Center parking lot, which
would result in a loss of about four spaces for them. By using this scheme, it also moved
the entrance and exit to any parking further from the busy Stacy’s Cornets intersection. We
did look at patking in the front of the parcel with a setback building. While possible, it
would result in a small and awkward parking area that may require backing out of the lot into
Main Street for exit.

The second issue that must be addressed is the need for storm water detention. As
mentioned in the text, the requitements for this places limits on space available for building
and parking. In order to accommodate the larger building in this analysis, which from a
construction standpoint would be more economic, the back of the parcel needs to be
available for detention.

Based on conversations with multiple builders and general contractors, the estimated cost
for constructing the propetties desctibed below can vary significantly based on the level of
finish and intended end use (tetail, office, special purpose etc.). Because of this unknown,
we have assumed that the end product will be utilized for more of an office or tetail use as
opposed to a special putpose building. Based on our conversations with professional
builders, we have selected construction costs of $200.00 per square foot of building for the
4,000 squate foot facility and $250.00 per squate foot of building for the 2,500 Sq. Ft.

Option A: 2500 Square Foot Commercial/Retail Building

Specifications:
® Site Size: 11,713, Sq. Ft.
Building Size: 2,500 Sq. Ft.
Zero lot line setback
Parking: 10 Spaces
Site Access: Via GEHS patking lot

Assumptions:
® Cost of Demolition and Site work $45,000
® Cost of Construction $250 per squate foot of building
® Cost of Fees, Carry, Permitting Matketing: $50,000
® Achievable Net Rent $20.00 Net Per Sq. Ft. of building



® Land Purchase Price $100,000 for option A, $280,000 for Option B

One will note that the Land Purchase Price Assumption of $100,000 and $280,000 varies
considerably. The current “market value” of the land, is considered to be approximately
$280,000, or $24 per square foot of land. Howevet, given that running the analysis with a
putchase price at “market value,” gives the investor purchasing the site a negative return on
investment. For example purposes, we’ve allowed the investor to “break-even” by
purchasing the site for $100,000.

It is also noteworthy that the rental rate of $20.00 Net per squate foot number contemplated
is well above market. However, it is reasonable to assume that a tenant would pay above
matket for new construction.

Option B: 4,000 Sq. Ft. Commercial/Retail Building

Specifications:
e Site Size: 11,713, Sq. Ft.
Building Size: 4,361 Sq. Ft.
Zero lot line setback
Parking: 10 Spaces on site 8 spaces shated with GEHS
Site Access: Via GEHS parking lot

Assumptions:
e Cost of Demolition and Site work $45,000
Cost of Construction $225 per squate foot of building
Cost of Fees, Catry, Permitting Marketing: $50,000
Achievable Net Rent $20.00 Net Per Sq. Ft. of building
Land Purchase Price $100,000 for scenario 1, $280,000 for scenario 2

The cost of construction is slightly lower than the scenario involving 2,500 squate foot
building due to economies of scale. This allows the owner to achieve a positive cash flow in
both scenatios, albeit a modest one.
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Village of Glen Ellyn, illinois

810 Task Force
Minutes for 8/31/2010

Attendance:

Erik Ford, Chairman
Patrick Brosnan
Robert Friedberg
Jeff Girling

Ted Moody
Michele Stegall
Rene Stratton

Also attending:

Mark Pfefferman, Village President

Steve Jones, Village Manager

Staci Hulseberg, Director Village Planning and Development

The meeting was called to order at 7:37pm by Chairman Ford.

As this is the first meeting of the task force, the members each introduced themselves. President
Pfefferman then provided an overview of his objective in establishing the task force, stating that the
goal is find the “highest and best use of the property for the short and long term”. This was followed
which was followed by a general discussion of the mission by the task force. A binder of materials
provided by the Glen Ellyn Historical Society was circulated for review.

The Task Force agreed to meet on September 9 t 5:00pm for a tour of the property to be conducted by
the village facilities manger. The Task force also set meeting dates to be the second and fourth
Tuesdays of the month at 7:45pm at the Glen Ellyn Civic Center.

Task Force Member Stratton agreed to work with Task Force Member Stegall to prepare a building plan
for the site in order to provide insight into what is possible as a replacement structure.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:50pm.



Village of Glen Ellyn, Illinois

810 Task Force
Minutes for 9/9/2010

Attendance:

Erik Ford, Chairman
Patrick Brosnan
Robert Friedberg
Jeff Girling

Ted Moody
Michele Stegall

Absent:
Rene Stratton

Also attending:

Genell Scheurell

Steve Jones, Village Manager

Harold Kolze, Village Facilities Manager

The meeting was called to order at 5:05pm by Chairman Ford.

The attendees were given a tour of the property by the Village Facilities Manager. The tour included the
unoccupied residential units in the west building and the east building as well as the chiropractor’s office
in the east commercial space. We did not enter the two occupied residential units or the nail salon in

the front commercial space.

A brief discussion of tour followed and the Task Force members agreed to come to the next meeting
with thoughts from the tour.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:00pm.



Village of Glen Ellyn
810 Task Force
Minutes for 9/14/2010
Glen Ellyn Civic Center

Attending:

Erik Ford, Chairman
Ted Moody

Michele Stegall
Rene Stratton

Jeff Girling

Patrick Brosnan

Absent:
Robert Friedberg

Also attending:
Staci Hulseberg, Director Planning and Development, Village of Glen Ellyn
Genell Scheurell, National Trust for Historic Preservation (via conference line)

Call to Order:

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Ford at 7:50pm. The minutes for the
8/31/10 and 9/9/10 meetings were read and a motion to approve was made by Task Force
Member Girling and seconded by Task Force Member Moody. The motion passed
unanimously.

Chairman Ford introduced Genell Scheurell of the National Trust for Historic
Preservation to the Task Force. She was attending the meeting via conference call.
Scheurell attended the tour of the subject property on the 9® and given her professional
experience with historic properties will be available as a resource to the Task Force.

Discussion of the Site Tour:

The Task Force discussed the tour on Sept. 9® and general impressions of the condition
of the property. The consensus was that the property is in poorer condition than the
group expected, even with initial low expectations. The interior of the house is in very
bad shape with no apparent historical significance. The mechanicals, plumbing and
electric are in very bad shape, likely needing replacement if any rehabilitation is to be
undertaken. Ultimately these issues will come into play with any rehab estimates.

A rough rehab estimate provided by Leopardo was presented to the group and discussed.
This estimate was done while Leopardo was doing some other work for the Village. The
estimate was for the house only, but highlighted that a significant investment would be
required to bring the house up to current standards for continued use or repurposing. A
copy of this estimate will be filed with these minutes. The discussion of these costs and
possible demolition resulted in a consensus that the Task Force pursue more detailed



rehab estimates and demolition estimates. These estimates should include rehabbing each
building individually. Demolition estimates should also be for each building separately.

Discussion of Site Review:

The discussion then moved to the site plans prepared by Task Force Members Stratton
and Stegall. They presented examples of new commercial structures that could be built
on the site in keeping with current village code. Issues that present major obstacles are
parking, including entering and exiting, and water detention. Also discussed were
possible current violations on the subject property.

The Task Force discussed at length possible alternatives for the site utilizing the current
structures, as well as new structures. Task Force Member Girling was going to review
the economics of development for the site for a future meeting. Chairman Ford and
Member Stratton would pursue additional rehab estimates. The Task Force would look
the delineate costs of various alternatives first and then look into estimating the economic
benefits from those alternatives. While this analysis will provide an estimated investment
and return for various alternatives, the final recommendation will include a review of the
factors that are not quantifiable, such as historic significance.

Other Business:

Village Planning Director Staci Hulseberg presented the task force with a summary of the
Village’s pending purchase of the former Marathon property on the SE corner of Main
and St. Charles. It was agreed that this is a significant event relative to the total
development of the area and the subject property. The Task Force will look for updates
on this as available.

Task Force Member Girling summarized his discussions with the Turleys, owners of Five
Corners Cleaners. They are not interested in purchasing the subject property and any sale
of their property to enlarge a possible development would have to include a sale of their
business. This most likely makes this option prohibitive.

Adjourn:
Task Force Moody made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Task Force Member Girling.
The motion passed unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 9:30pm.



Village of Glen Ellyn
810 N. Main Task Force
Minutes

Regular Meeting held on September 28, 2010 at the Glen Ellyn Civic Center

Member Attendance:
Erik Ford, Chairman
Robert Friedberg
Jeff Girling

Ted Moody

Michele Stegall
Rene Stratton

Absent:
Patrick Brosnan

Also Attending:
Genell Sheurell

1. Call to Order. The meeting was called to order by Chairman Ford at 7:49 pm.
2. Approval of minutes. The minutes for the 9/9/2010 special meeting and the
9/14/2010 meeting were approved as amended. Task Force Member (TFM)
Moody motioned for approval, seconded by TFM Girling. The motion passed
unanimously.
3. Old Business.
Estimated costs for various degrees of demolition were discussed.
The general condition of the properties exterior was reviewed.
Estimated costs for various degrees of rehab were discussed.
Possible tenants for a rehabbed property were discussed.
The preliminary site plans previously reviewed were discussed again.
The status of the corner property (Marathon station) was discussed.
4. New Business.
a. Preliminary estimates, based on data gathered to date, for the market value
of the property were discussed.
b. An analysis framework an initial analysis for the property prepared by
TFM Girling was presented. The framework looked at the value and
return on investment for the property under various usage alternatives.
¢. An analysis framework for the property prepared by TFM Moody was also
presented. The Task Force Members will review both of these for
discussion at the next meeting. The Task Force is in the process of
gathering data that will be critical to making use of these analyses.
d. The possibility of applying various tax incentives to the property was
introduced and discussed.
5. Adjourn. Chairman Ford reminded the Task Force Members that the next
meeting was scheduled for October 12, 2010, but may be cancelled if enough of

Mmoo ot



the information on open issues had not been gathered. The meeting was
adjourned at 9:25 pm. The motion was made by TFM Moody and seconded by
TFM Girling. The motion passed unanimously.



Village of Glen Ellyn
810 N. Main Task Force
Minutes

Regular Meeting held on October 26, 2010 at the Glen Ellyn Civic Center

Member Attendance:
Erik Ford, Chairman
Jeff Girling

Ted Moody

Michele Stegall
Rene Stratton

Absent:
Patrick Brosnan
Robert Friedberg

Also Attending:
Chris Wilson

1. Call to Order. The meeting was called to order by Chairman Ford at 7:47 pm.
2. Approval of minutes. The minutes for the 9/28/2010 meeting were approved
without amendment. Task Force Member (TFM) Moody motioned for approval,

seconded by TFM Girling. The motion passed unanimously.
3. Old Business.

a. Review of estimates for demolition and rehabbing- The demolition

estimates are generally coming in higher than initially expected as the
brick and stone building materials will cost more to dispose of at the
landfill. Rehabbing costs were reviewed for updates from the previous
meeting and TFM Stratton presented a set of rehab estimates she had
obtained for the Task Force and she was expecting to receive demo
estimates before our next meeting. Chairman Ford stated that he will be
meeting a representative of Churchill Renovations at the site Friday
morning, October 29. The Task Force will continue gathering information
and refining estimates to improve the final analysis.

. Update on potential tenants- Chairman Ford had met with Mike Formento

and Georgia Koch of the Glen Ellyn Chamber of Commerce for a tour of
the site as a potential office space for the Chamber. The Chamber of
Commerce would like to discuss it internally at their board meeting and
would respond with interest. Regarding current tenants, CK Nails has a
lease that runs through 12/12, renewed shortly before.the property was
turned back over to the Village. Nothing is knewn 'at«tlals time about any
buyout options in the CK Nails lease. .
Continue discussion of alternative uses- A general review of alternatlve
uses and users included that School District 41 may be interested, but as a
parking lot. Contacts with the Park District and tbp Library resulted.in no
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interest in the property. Chairman Ford has left two messages with the
Fire Department and received no response.

d. Continue economic review of alternatives, review of analytical
frameworks- The Task Force reviewed the latest analytical spreadsheets
prepared by TFM Moody and agreed that we would use this methodology
for comparing alternatives as assumptions are refined. TFM Moody
reviewed his latest version and the assumptions included. He asked that
as additional information became available between meetings that it be
forwarded to him.

e. Update on corner property and any impact of 810 alternatives- No update.
The impact of having a price paid for the corner property was discussed as
it sets a benchmark market price for the 810 property, when compared on
a square footage basis.

4. New Business.

a. Finalizing analysis and list remaining data needs- The Task Force
reviewed the status of the data, what we had and what we were waiting
for, to determine what was needed to work toward a final
recommendation.

b. Discuss timeline for remaining work of Task Force- While the next
meeting is scheduled for Nov 9, it may be pushed back depending on
having additional information to work with. Future meeting dates will be
determined based on having new information. The Task Force will begin
pulling its analysis together and work toward a recommendation.

5. Adjourn. The meeting was adjourned at 9:22 pm. The motion was made by TFM
Girling and seconded by TFM Stegall. The motion passed unanimously.



Village of Glen Ellyn
810 N. Main Task Force
Minutes

Regular Meeting held on November 16, 2010 at the Glen Ellyn Civic Center

Member Attendance:
Erik Ford, Chairman
Jeff Girling

Michele Stegall
Rene Stratton

Absent:

Patrick Brosnan
Robert Friedberg
Ted Moody

[a—y

. Call to Order. The meeting was called to order by Chairman Ford at 7:55 pm.

2. Approval of minutes. The minutes for the 10/26/2010 meeting were approved
without amendment. Task Force Member (TFM) Girling motioned for approval,
seconded by TFM Stegall. The motion passed unanimously.

3. Old Business.

a. Review of additional estimates for demolition and rehabbing- An estimate
for demolishing the three structures were presented by TFM Stegall and
reviewed by the Task Force. The estimates by Robinette Demolition are
$23,850 for the House and $32,350 for the commercial structure. They
would deduct $7,750 from the total if both buildings are done together.
TFM Stegall said the Village was in the process of obtaining some demo
quotes for the structure at 825 North Main and would ask for additional
demo quotes for 810 as part of that process. It was discussed and agreed
that a new front porch for the house, which had not been part of any prior
rehab quote would probably be in the $30,000 range. Chairman Ford
stated that he was still waiting for a rehab quote from Churchill
Renovations, who had toured the buildings on October 29.

b. Update on potential tenants- Chairman Ford had followed up with Mike
Formento of the Glen Ellyn Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber of
Commerce had discussed the property internally at a recent board meeting
and did have some interest. They were interested in pursuing the
discussion with the Village and asked about the status of the tenant leases,
as they were interested in the entire building.

¢. Continue discussion of alternative uses- No new information was
introduced.

d. Continue economic review of alternatives, review of analytical
frameworks- The latest estimates received would be forwarded to TFM
Moody to incorporate into the analysis he has prepared.



e. Update on corner property and any impact of 810 alternatives- No update.

See above for mention of demo quotes being gathered.
4. New Business.

a. Finalizing analysis and list remaining data needs- It was generally
discussed that other than the demo quotes, the data used in the analysis
exhibited a wide variance due to the difficulty of getting a detailed quote
for a project not likely to be awarded. While this is the case, the Task
Force did not think it would result in a different analytical result.

b. Discuss timeline for remaining work of Task Force- The next meeting was
scheduled for December 14, 2010 and it would be the only meeting in
December due to the holiday. An outline of a final report was discussed
and Chairman Ford asked Task Force Members to consider what sections
of a final report they may wish to contribute. The Task Force will begin a
final review of its analysis work toward a recommendation.

5. Adjourn. The meeting was adjourned at 9:07 pm. The motion was made by TFM
Girling and seconded by TFM Stegall. The motion passed unanimously.



Village of Glen Ellyn
810 N. Main Task Force
Minutes

Regular Meeting held on December 14, 2010 at the Glen Ellyn Civic Center

Member Attendance:
Erik Ford, Chairman
Patrick Brosnan
Michele Stegall
Rene Stratton

Absent:

Jeff Girling
Robert Friedberg
Ted Moody

Also Attending:
Jean Turley

un—y

Call to Order. The meeting was called to order by Chairman Ford at 7:55 pm.

2. Approval of minutes. The minutes for the 11/16/2010 meeting were approved as
amended. Task Force Member (TFM) Brosnan motioned for approval, seconded
by TFM Stegall. The motion passed unanimously.

3. Old Business.

a. Review of additional estimates for demolition and rehabbing- TFM Stegall
presented demo quotes from Midwest and they were compared to others
the Task Force had received. The quotes from Robinette and Midwest
were comparable whereas the Aces quote was much less. It was discussed
that the Aces quote may not be including everything the others did and
that point should be clarified. The cost of updating the fagade of the front
commercial building was discussed along with a full update to that
building. It was generally agreed that the fagade update could run around
$30,000, while the full update could go to $180,000 to $200,000. These
numbers would be forwarded to TFM Moody for inclusion in the analysis
he had prepared. It was agreed that the Task Force should compile a list
of pros and cons for the alternatives in the analysis.

b. Update on potential tenants- Chairman Ford reported that the Glen Ellyn
Chamber of Commerce remained interested in leasing the entire front
commercial building. At this point they were directed to have a
preliminary discussion with the Village Manager and further progress may
wait until the Task Force issues its final report. TFM Stegall reported that
eviction proceedings were initiated against one tenant in the commercial
building and that the house should be vacant by the end of January 2011.
Chairman Ford stated that the lease for the nail salon had a two way



termination clause with 6 months notice by either party. The Task Force
discussed the implications of having the Chamber of Commerce as a
tenant for either the long term or short term as opposed to a retail or other
commercial entity. The potential loss of tax revenue and traffic attracted
by a retail establishment were cited.

Continue discussion of alternative uses- The limitations on the overall
development potential of the property given its dimensions were
discussed. Specifically, since the back 50 feet was intended to be given to
the Glen Ellyn Historical Society, this reduces the property to below the
standard C2 dimensions and could greatly reduce its attractiveness to a
potential buyer/developer. Given the topography, a detention area will
need to be accommodated on the already small property. One possible
solution discussed was to remove the garage on the back of the property
and use that space as both detention and right of way for the Historical
Society. For this to be viable, the Historical Society would need to find
alternative storage for what is currently in the garage.

. Continue economic review of alternatives, review of analytical
frameworks- The latest estimates received would be forwarded to TFM

Moody to incorporate into the analysis he has prepared. The Task Force
discussed the current analytical results, specifically comparing the value
estimates with or without the buildings and whether it was our intent to
assume that the buildings would have a positive value to a potential buyer
or if we should assume any buyer/developer would demolish the
structures. In the latter case the net value after demolition should equal
the assumed sale value as is, which currently is not the case in the
analysis.

Update on corner property and any impact of 810 alternatives- The Task
Force discussed the long term implications of the development of the 825
Main property on the corner and its impact on what may be the ultimate
best use of the property at 810. It was agreed that we should consider the
possibility that what happens on the corner may result in a major
transformation of the intersection and open up alternatives and improve
the development value of 810. At this point, Jean Turley, owner with her
husband of the Five Corner Cleaners property, spoke about the corner and
its great business potential. In her opinion, it would be essential to locate
a business at both the 810 and 825 sites as in her words “business
generates business”. The corner had been “a great corner for business”
and the addition of the Walgreens had been very beneficial to their
business at the cleaners. She was happy that something was being done at
the corners and asked that the Village take a long term view of its
development as a Village gateway.

Finalizing analysis and list remaining data needs- Updated quotes would
be forwarded to TFM Moody as discussed.

. Timeline for remaining work of Task Force, including report- The Task
Force would target the next meeting to discuss final recommendations. In
the meantime draft sections of a final report would be prepared.



4. New Business.
a. Discuss Task Force recommendations- This was not substantially
discussed due to new estimates and missing members. See 3.g.
b. Schedule remaining work of Task Force- see 3.g. above
5. Adjourn. The meeting was adjourned at 10:22 pm. The motion was made by
TFM Stegall and seconded by TFM Stratton. The motion passed unanimously.

Respectively submitted,

Erik Ford, Task Force Chair



Village of Glen Ellyn
810 N. Main Task Force
Minutes

Regular Meeting held on January 11, 2011 at the Glen Ellyn Civic Center

Member Attendance:
Erik Ford, Chairman
Patrick Brosnan

Jeff Girling

Michele Stegall

Rene Stratton
Ted Moody

Absent:

Robert Friedberg

1.
2.

Call to order. The meeting was called to order at 7:50.
Approval of minutes. The minutes from the 12/14/2010 meeting were approved
as amended. The motion was made by Task Force Member (TFM) Stegall and
seconded by TFM Brosnan.
Old Business

a. The Task Force had an open discussion on the data that had been gathered

and reviewed to date, the assumptions and the resulting analysis that had
been put together. It was agreed that the cost of any sale should be
increased to 8% of selling costs. At this time the Task Force agreed that
we should move toward putting forward a preliminary recommendation
for discussion. After hearing the views of each member and discussing
pros and cons, it was agreed that the Task force would make the following
recommendation.
i. Demolish the stone house as soon as practical
ii. Do some limited rehabilitation to the commercial building and
continue renting
iit. Revisit the decision to give the back 50 feet of the property to the
Glen Ellyn Historical Society
iv. The Task Force believes that the value of the property at 810 may
be highly dependent on what happens to the corner property at 825
North Main and given current economic conditions and the
undetermined future of that property, a sale of the 810 property
now may not be the best alternative. However the Task Force does
not believe it is in the long term interests of the Village to be the
owner.

. Discuss timeline for remaining work of Task Force. Having come to a

unanimous decision on recommendations, Chairman Ford discussed the
preparation of a final report. TFM Stegall and Chairman Ford would
combine their previous work to form the main body of the report. TFM



Moody would create an appendix around his financial analysis and TFM
Girling would create an appendix around his development analysis,
incorporating the site plans prepared by TFM Stratton and Stegall. Other
appendices would be prepared as needed. One to include photos of the
site. Chairman Ford asked that drafts be sent to him via email.

. Schedule remaining work of Task Force. The remainder of the Task Force
work would be in preparing a report, with meetings called as needed to
discuss and approve a final version.

4. New Business. None

5. Adjourn. The meeting was adjourned at 9:48 pm. The motion was made by TFM
Girling and seconded by TFM Stratton. The motion passed unanimously.

Respectively submitted,

Erik Ford, Task Force Chair
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