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Village of Lemont 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Regular Meeting of August 15, 2012 

 
A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30 
p.m. on Wednesday, August 15, 2012, at the Lemont Police Department, 14600 127th Street, 
Lemont, Illinois. 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance 
  Chairman Schubert led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
B. Verify Quorum 
  Upon roll call the following were: 
  Present:  Kwasneski, Maher, Sanderson, Schubert 
  Absent:  Messer, Murphy, Spinelli 
 
C. Approval of Minutes 
  Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sanderson to   
  approve the minutes from July 18, 2012 meeting with no changes.  A voice vote was 
  taken: 
  Ayes:  All 
  Nays:  None 

   Motion passed 
 
II. CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS 
 
 Chairman Schubert greeted the audience.  He then asked the audience to stand and raise 

his/her right hand.  He then administered the oath. 
 
III. ACTION ITEMS 
 

A. Case 12-16 – Covington Knolls Unit 1-A.  A review of a requested final plat of 
subdivision for a replatting of property within Covington Knolls, along Overton 
Drive. 

 
Mrs. Jones stated that these lots were originally part of Unit 1.  A couple of years ago 
Gallagher & Henry came in to do Phase VIII, which is the property immediately south 
of these lots.  She said at that time these lots were included in Phase VIII.  Mrs. Jones 
stated that the final PUD for Phase VIII has expired because it was never recorded.  She 
said Gallagher & Henry are now coming forward to do a final plat of subdivision for 
these lots that were originally part of Unit 1.  She stated that since they were originally 
part of Unit 1 it is really a replatting of lots that have been previously platted, and so it 
does not require a Planned Unit Development approval.  Mrs. Jones stated there are 
really no changes besides having to move some of the utilities from where they 
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previously proposed.  She said that does not effect the plat of subdivision, so it is the 
same layout that was approved for Phase VIII. 
 
Chairman Schubert stated for the newer Commissioners, if you match Lot 433 on the 
Covington Knolls Unit 1-A with Unit 8 that was approved and has lapsed in time, that 
lot was designed to be an emergency access.  This was a concern to people in the 
community, and for the Village Fire Department.  He said that he just wanted to 
reiterate that for the newer members. 
 
Chairman Schubert asked if the Board had any questions.  None responded.  He then 
asked if anyone wanted to come up and speak in regards to this case.  None responded. 
 
Chairman Schubert then called for a motion. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
recommend approval for Case #12-16.  A roll call vote was taken: 
Ayes:  Kwasneski, Maher, Sanderson, Schubert 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
B. Lemont 2030 Comprehensive Plan Update, Economic Development.  A discussion 

of last month’s target industries report and review of proposed economic activity 
centers. 

 
Commissioner Murphy arrived at the meeting at 6:41 p.m. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated that last month they had talked about industries that the Village would 
want to maybe target when they do things like incentives or do business attraction or 
retention efforts.  She said the next step would be to look at those target industries, see 
where they are located or figure out where in the future they would want them located.  
Mrs. Jones had provided in the staff packet a series of maps of different parts of the 
Village or areas within Lemont’s planning district.  These areas already exist or are 
potential future hubs of economic activity.  She stated not every little area of 
commercial activity is represented in the packet.  Mrs. Jones said that these maps are not 
the future Land Use Map, but is a step towards that direction to identify where the major 
centers of the activity might be.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated that in the packet is a map with a brief description of the area listing 
some of the assets or weakness.  She said it concludes with a matrix of the different 
economic activity areas and the different target industries.  She stated at this time she 
would open it up for comments or questions. 
 
Chairman Schubert stated that he felt staff did a very good job on this. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if there was money out there to attract businesses to 
Lemont.   
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Mrs. Jones stated that TIF money can be used within TIF districts to do business 
attraction.  She said which might be something that they might do with the Route 83 
area.  She stated the Village is getting more engaged in economic development activities 
by doing marketing or going to events and conferences.  Mrs. Jones said that this report 
and the last report are just intended to guide some of the activities as they move 
forward.  She stated how much money gets devoted towards that would be a budgeting 
question for the Village Board year to year.  Mrs. Jones said right now the Village has 
$25,000.00 budgeted for a marketing campaign for Lemont as a whole. 
 
Chairman Schubert asked how much available space is there at Bell Road and 
McCarthy. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated there may be sites that could have the potential for redevelopment in 
the future.  
 
Chairman Schubert stated that staff did include Archer Avenue all the way to I355.   
 
Mrs. Jones said the boundary for that area might look a little funny because of the where 
Homer Glen meets Lemont.  She stated given that the area is an interchange to the 
interstate, the Village should keep that area in mind for possible future development.  
She said that there are a lot of obstacles with the land right there.   
 
Discussion continued on the realigning of Archer Avenue and State Street and the 
flooding of Long Run Creek.   
 
Chairman Schubert asked if it was difficult annexing property when it is in a different 
county. 
 
Mrs. Jones said that the difficulty is not that it is in another county, because Lemont 
does already have property in Will County, it is providing them with services or utilities.  
She stated that sewer services are hard because it requires an amendment to the MWRD 
Facilities Planning Area.  She said it is a definite obstacle to Lemont when annexing any 
property outside of Cook County.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked out of all these different areas is there an area that has a 
higher priority.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated that 127th Street corridor would be a priority mostly because it already 
has utilities available to it.  The sites located on 127th Street aren’t particularly large, but 
they are well located.  She stated for medical office use they are well located near I355 
and close to area hospitals.  Mrs. Jones stated that the commercial property located in 
front of Rolling Meadows could be developed as office use.  She said that their retail 
potential is very limited due to traffic and the lots are not large enough for a bigger 
retailer that looks to develop along the interstate.  Mrs. Jones stated Route 83 and Main 
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is also another priority, because the Village has already invested in it and created the 
TIF district.  She said that the area is a gateway into Lemont. 
 
Commissioner Murphy asked what about east of Bell Road. 
 
Mrs. Jones said that it is either unincorporated residential development, forest preserve 
or another community. 
 
Mrs. Jones showed staff via overhead display where Lemont’s planning boundaries 
were east of Bell Road. 
 
Commissioner Murphy asked how many acres of potential Lemont has.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated that she has not calculated that for the whole Lemont Township.  She 
said what she is focusing on tonight with this report are centers for commercial activity 
for commercial or industrial use.   
 
Discussion continued about the benefits that the Village could offer to attract businesses 
to Lemont or annexed into Lemont.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if the limits for Route 83 are only in the area where 
they are demoing the buildings down. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated that there is a map included in the packet showing where the 
boundaries are for the TIF district. 
 
Mr. Stapleton, Village Trustee, stated the junkyards are annexed into Lemont.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated that they are raising grades on the east side of Route 83. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated that she would have staff look into it. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked from a planning standpoint what would they possible 
see for the land by the junkyards. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated she felt it would depend on what happened on the larger side of Route 
83 on the west side. 
 
Discussion continued on what potential commercial uses could be developed on Route 
83.  
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if the Village is going to make an effort, outside of 
these couple of areas, to attract certain businesses to other areas, like downtown.  He 
stated are they marketing or researching companies to try to entice them with money or 
incentives to come to Lemont.   
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Mrs. Jones stated that they do not have a specific pot of money that is for incentives.  
She said what they provided in the staff report would be the guide that they would use 
when they go to try and attract a company.  She stated that incentives are evaluated 
more on a case by case basis.   Mrs. Jones stated the next step when they actually draft 
the Economic Development of the Plan; it will have more guidance on what the Village 
and its resources will be spending its time on.   
 
Commissioner Maher asked in what county or town is the property on Archer Avenue 
and I355. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated that it was Will County and it might be Lockport. 
 
Commissioner Maher stated that he feels that area would be a very attractive piece of 
property.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated that she would look into whose that area was. 

 
IV. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 

Chairman Schubert reminded everyone that there is a special meeting with the Village 
Board on Monday, August 20, 2012 at 6:00 p.m. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated that she will be sending out a staff report with the different types of 
signs and what they are called.  There will also be a survey on what other communities 
are doing with signs.   She said that she is looking for four main answers: 
 
1. Does the Village want to allow electronic message centers? 

2. If it is allowed, then where? 

3. Does the Village want to allow internally illuminated monument signs? 

4. If so what kinds? 

She stated that she does not feel that they need to discuss specifics of the size or 
brightness of electronic message centers.  She said she has been doing research and 
found some different ways it can be measured.  Mrs. Jones stated that they would have 
to get a cooperative business owner that owns one and try some different levels of 
illumination to see what they think is appropriate and works.   
 
Commissioner Kwasneski asked once these standards are made, what happens with 
existing signs. 
 
Mrs. Jones said the existing signs would get grandfathered in except in regards to the 
operation of electronic message center signs.  She stated those would have to comply 
with whatever requirements they set.  She said for example if they change the display 
time, then they would have to change their sign to comply with it.  They would not 
however have to take down their sign if the Board decides to prohibit electronic 
message centers all together.   
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V. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Chairman Schubert called for a motion to adjourn the meeting. 
 
Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
adjourn the meeting.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
 
 
 
Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper 
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TO:  Planning & Zoning Commission           #100-12 
 
FROM:  Charity Jones, Village Planner 
 
THRU: James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director 
    
SUBJECT: Case 12-12 423 Holmes Street Variation 
 
DATE:  September 7, 2012 
       
 
SUMMARY 
 
Mike Madden Jr., owner of the subject property, has requested a variation from UDO 
§17.07.020.F.8 to allow a portion of a driveway to exceed 22’ in width.  Staff is 
recommending approval. 
 
  

Village of Lemont 
Planning & Economic Development Department 

 
418 Main Street  · Lemont, Illinois 60439    
phone 630-257-1595 ·  fax 630-257-1598   
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PROPOSAL INFORMATION     
Case No. 12.12     
Project Name 423 Holmes Street Variation  
General Information     
Applicant Mike Madden, Jr. 
Status of Applicant Property Owner 
Requested Actions: Variation to allow a portion of a driveway in the R-4A 

district to exceed 22’. 
Site Location 423 Holmes Street (PIN 22-20-437-011) 
Existing Zoning Lemont R-4A Single-Family Preservation and Infill 

District  
Size .25 acres (10,729 sf) 
Existing Land Use Residential   
Surrounding Land Use/Zoning R-4A Single-Family Preservation and Infill Residential 

use and  zoning on all sides 
Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comprehensive Plan calls for this site to be 

residential. 
Zoning History N/A 
Special Information   
Public Utilities   The site is serviced by Village water and sewer. 
Transportation N/A 
Physical Characteristics The site is on a steep hill; it slopes down to the north.  It 

is bordered on the south by an alley. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A gravel driveway has provided access to the existing garage on the subject site for 
many years, as shown in the 2008 aerial photo on page one of this report.  The applicant 
applied for a building permit to construct an asphalt driveway in the same location as 
the existing gravel drive, and was informed that driveways in the R-4A district are limited 
to 22’ wide.  The applicant then completed a 22’ drive and submitted an application for 
a variation to extend the asphalt drive to the remainder of the area previously occupied 
by the gravel drive. 
 
 
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS  
 
UDO Section 17.04.150.D states that variation requests must be consistent with the 
following three standards to be approved: 
 

1. The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified 
Development Ordinance; 
 
Analysis.  The general purpose of the UDO is specified in UDO Section 17.01.050.  
Of the eight components listed, four are not applicable to this variation request.  
The variation request is consistent with the remaining four components. 
 

• Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The 
variation request will not injure the public health, safety and general 
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welfare.   The driveway will be properly permitted and the access to/from 
the site is unchanged by the variation request.  Additionally, even with the 
asphalt driveway, the subject site’s lot coverage will remain under the R-4A 
zoning district’s maximum. 
 

• Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 
variation will have no impact on light, air, or privacy.   

 
• Protecting the character of established residential neighborhoods.  The 

subject site is in an established residential area.  It is located within the R-4A 
zoning district, which encompasses the majority of the older and historic 
homes in the village.  The lots in the R-4A district are typically narrow and 
deep.  The subject site is generally consistent with this pattern, but is 
trapezoidal rather than rectangular and it is a larger lot in the R-4A district.  

 
The variation would have limited impact on the character of the 
neighborhood.  Many homes in the area have asphalt driveways that, like 
the proposed drive, begin at the front property line and widen as they 
approach a garage in the rear of the lot.  Additionally, the proposed 
driveway will occupy the same area as the previously existing driveway. 
 

• Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  Any 
impact on nearby land or building values would be minimal since the 
proposed driveway will occupy the same area as the previously existing 
driveway. 

 
 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances and thus strict 
enforcement of the Unified Development Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or impose exceptional hardships due to the special and unique 
conditions that are not generally found on other properties in the same zoning 
district; 
 
Analysis.   The site, as noted, sits on a steep hill.  The elevation of the area drops 
nine feet within 65 feet.  As shown in the attached photos and site plan, the site 
includes several retaining walls.  One of the retaining walls runs along the north 
property line of the subject site.  The distance between the retaining wall and the 
newly constructed asphalt driveway is seven feet near the garage and tapers 
down from that point, as illustrated on the attached plat of survey.  Compliance 
with the 22’ maximum driveway width leaves the applicant with a small triangular 
space between the driveway and retaining wall along the north property line.  
Toward the west side of the site, this area is practically unusable.  At the widest 
point, toward the east side of the site, the area is wide enough to accommodate 
landscaping.  However, this area is also immediately adjacent to an access door 
into the existing garage. 

 
The UDO states that in making a determination whether there are unique 
circumstances, practical difficulties, or particular hardships in a variation petition, 
the Planning and Zoning Commission shall take into consideration the factors listed 
in UDO §17.04.150.D.2.  One of these factors is whether the alleged difficulty or 
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hardship has been created by any person presently having an interest in the 
property.   The applicant purchased the property in December 1995.  Lemont 
Building Department permit files show that the applicant pulled a permit to re-roof 
an existing garage in September 1996.  Therefore, it appears that the current 
garage, and most likely the gravel driveway, were constructed by a previous 
homeowner.  The applicant asserts that the garage and drive were present upon 
his purchase of the home. 
 
Staff finds that there are unique conditions on the site (i.e. the topography with 
existing retaining walls in combination with the configuration of the existing 
garage and driveway) which result in a practical difficulty for the applicant, and 
the applicant had no role in creating the factors that contribute to this practical 
difficulty. 
 
 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 
substantial detriment to adjacent property. 
 
Analysis.  See the analysis contained within section one of the variation standards, 
regarding the UDO’s purposes of protecting the character of established 
residential neighborhoods and conserving the value of land and buildings 
throughout the Village. 

 
Engineering Comments.  The Village Engineer stated he has no objections to the 
variation application. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Staff recommends approval of the variation request.   
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Applicant Submissions 

 
2. Site Photos 

 
 

 













 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                            Subject Site – looking east toward existing garage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                           Subject Site – looking west toward Holmes Street. 
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Housing Element 
 

1.  

2. Lemont will have diverse housing options that are financially attainable for residents in 
all stages of life, The diverse housing options will help ensure that multiple generations 
of families can continue to call Lemont home. 

3. Downtown Lemont’s population will be increased through continued residential 
development. 

The above statements are intended to be the vision statements for the housing element of 
Lemont’s new comprehensive plan.   

 

4.1  Purpose of Our Homes:  the Housing Element 

The purpose of the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan is to provide a plan for housing 
preservation and creation in order to meet the needs of the current and future populations.  The plan 
should reflect the community’s vision for itself, and needs to account for land use patterns and how 
the Village will grow.  Ideally, the plan should address several inter-related issues concerning housing: 

 Growth management.  How much new housing is appropriate, where should it go, and what 
form should it take?  Responses to these concerns are found in this element as well as the 
Land Use element. 

 Preservation of community character.  Almost any community’s identity is forged by the 
type, quality, and maintenance of its housing stock.  Lemont is no different.  How does the 
housing stock define Lemont’s character?  How should this character be altered or 
maintained?  Responses to these concerns are found in Section 4.3 and ?????? 

 Affordable housing.  Housing within the community should accommodate individuals and 
families with a range of incomes, including those who serve the community in relatively 
lower-paying jobs, and those who have not reached their peak income-producing years of 
employment.  Younger members of our community should not be forced to leave because 
they cannot find affordable housing.   

 Fair housing.   

 

4.2  Lemont’s Growth and its Housing in a Regional Perspective 

Over the last 30 or so years Lemont has seen tremendous growth in the number of residents, the 
number of acres developed, and the number of dwelling units.   Such growth was not unique to 
Lemont, but rather part of broader regional trends that emerged by the mid-1980s and continued 
until the mid-2000s.   From 1980 to 2007 the Metropolitan Chicago area experienced tremendous 
population growth and expansion of suburban areas.  The population increase and suburban 
expansion were fueled by: a significant influx of Hispanic immigrants into Chicago and inner ring 
suburbs and attendant movement of others to outer ring suburbs and the fringes of the Chicago 
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metro area; an ever-increasing motorized transportation network; favorable interest rates and lending 
policies that made homes attractive to people who otherwise may not have qualified for a house or 
for a house at a particular price.  The largest share of the region’s residential growth occurred in the 
outlying western and southwestern suburbs.  The population of Will County grew almost 35 percent 
from 2000 to 2010.  In that same period the population of Kendall County doubled.  Meanwhile, 
Chicago’s population decreased by nearly seven percent, and Cook County’s population fell by 3.4 
percent.  This seems to confirm the trend of growth away from Cook County, which has been the 
region’s center of population since Illinois statehood.   

Numerous communities in the southwest metropolitan region, such as in Plainfield, Frankfort, New 
Lenox, Mokena and Homer Glen, experienced significant growth in population and land area.  To a 
large extent, the increase in suburban population was accommodated by new single-family 
construction on greenfield sites.  (See Chart 4-1.)  The housing boom in Lemont, while nevertheless 
impressive, did not match the building frenzy witnessed by other nearby communities.  Contributing 
to the more guarded pace of development in Lemont were: a relative shortage of large greenfield sites; 
the community’s aversion to tract housing; an insistence on lot sizes of at least 12,500 square feet; 
and the Village’s propensity to negotiate all facets of site design, density, and architectural standards 
into annexation agreements. (See Chart 4-2.) 

 

Chart 4-1.  Comparison of Growth in Selected SW Suburbs, 1980-2010 
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Chart 4-2.  Lemont Residential Permits Issued, 1981-2008 

In Lemont, in the region, and across the nation, much development over the last 30 years occurred 
on greenfield sites where single-family homes were constructed on large lots.  Concern over the 
dispersed, large-lot development patterns in the region and throughout the nation led to campaigns 
for Smart Growth and traditional neighborhood design.  Nationally, the American Planning 
Association (APA) was a proponent of Smart Growth.  In 2002 the APA declared:  

The American Planning Association supports the development of mixed use, mixed 

income livable communities where people choose to live, work, and play because they 

are attractive and economical options rather than forced decisions. The American 

Planning Association identifies Smart Growth as that which supports choice and 

opportunity by promoting efficient and sustainable land development, incorporates 

redevelopment patterns that optimize prior infrastructure investments, and consumes 

less land that is otherwise available for agriculture, open space, natural systems, and 

rural lifestyles. Supporting the right of Americans to choose where and how they live, 

work, and play enables economic freedom for all Americans.1 

The Congress for New Urbanism, formed by a group of architects in 1993, “working against the 
conventional, predominant sprawl-oriented dogma of the post-WWII period,” became perhaps the 
leading national organization promoting traditional neighborhood design (TND), i.e. walkable, 

                                                            
1 American Planning Association, “Policy Guide on Smart Growth,” originally ratified by Board of Directors, April 15, 
2002.  Updated Guide adopted by Chapter Delegate Assembly and ratified by Board of Directors, April 14, 2012.  The 
full text of the Guide can be found at:  http://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/smartgrowth.htm. 
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mixed-use neighborhood development on relatively small lots.2  Regionally, the Metropolitan 
Planning Council and CMAP championed both Smart Growth and TND. 

The thriving economy and the accumulation of household wealth also fueled a demand for 
increasingly larger houses.  The average floor area for a new single-family home in the Midwest 
region peaked at 2,331 square feet in 2008.  This average was up from 1,655 square feet in 1982.3   In 
2002 the National Trust for Historic Preservation noted that a “disturbing new pattern of 
demolitions [was] approaching epidemic proportions in many historic neighborhoods across 
America.”  As the demand for larger houses grew, so did the search for alternatives to home sites 
that were not on the suburban fringe and thus would not require lengthy commutes.  Older, smaller 
homes in established neighborhoods in communities with good transit connections or close to 
downtown became attractive as sites for newer, substantially larger homes.  While many of these new 
homes replaced sub-standard housing stock, they were often viewed as being out of character with 
the surrounding homes.  And as noted by the National Trust, many charming and historic homes 
were being lost to this “teardown” trend.  Hinsdale and several North Shore communities were 
particularly hit with teardowns.   A teardown frenzy in Kenilworth resulted in the town being placed 
on the National Trust’s list of “11 Most Endangered Places” in 2006.       

Lemont’s growth did not come without controversial development proposals.  In the 1980s St. 
Vincent DePaul High School and Litas Investing Co., Inc. sued the Village of Lemont over the 
development of the territory north of 127th Street.  The issue was settled by a Consent Decree in 
1986, which allowed the creation of a large subdivision that eventually became known as Covington 
Knolls.  Commercial developments such as the shopping centers anchored by Jewel-Osco and 
Target-Kohl were also controversial.   

Regionally, the booming housing market included the construction of condos and apartments 
centered on commuter rail transit in downtown areas (such as Naperville, Downers Grove, Orland 
Park, Arlington Heights and Des Plaines).  The planning and construction of high-density housing 
near public transit, known as transit-oriented development (TOD), often involved public-private 
partnerships, and TOD was hailed as effective public policy.   

Lemont undertook a couple of studies and efforts aimed at capitalizing on the location of the 
downtown along Metra’s Heritage Corridor line.  In the early 2000s the Village conducted two 
planning efforts that incorporated TOD principles:  “Opportunities on the Waterfront” in 2002 and 
“Lemont Station Area Plan” in 2004.4  “Opportunities on the Waterfront” examined the potential for 
reclamation and redevelopment of underutilized industrial properties for residential and commercial 
uses.  Two years later the “Lemont Area Station Plan” expanded the geographic and thematic scopes 
of the 2002 planning effort by studying the interconnected themes of transportation, land use, and 
economic development in the downtown.  This plan proposed the creation of approximately 241 

                                                            
2 The quote is from CNU’s website.  More on CNU and its promotion of “walkable, mixed‐use neighborhood 
development, sustainable communities and healthier living conditions” can be found at:  http://www.cnu.org/. 

 
3 U.S. Census Bureau.   
4 “Opportunities on the Waterfront” was completed with the assistance of Hitchcock Design Group. “Lemont Area 
Station Plan” was financed in part through a grant from the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit 
Administration, and the Regional Transit Authority.  URS Corporation partnered with BauerLatoza Studio in 
completing the study.  The document is dated November 5, 2004.   



2030  Our Homes  5.4 

5 
 

dwelling units over two phases.    The plan, however, was largely a study in transportation and urban 
design, and did not address the housing needs of specific demographics.  The new housing units, for 
example, were to be simply “high-quality” townhouse and condominium units.  Neither 
“Opportunities on the Waterfront” nor “Lemont Area Station Plan” were formally adopted or 
approved by the Village Board.   

Also in late 2004 the Village embarked on a public-private planning and mixed-use development 
effort with Marquette Companies.  To be sure, the effort followed TOD principles, and the 
partnership resulted in the creation of 82 condominium units along the I&M Canal, not far from the 
Metra station.  But the collaboration with Marquette was mainly an attempt to boost the economic 
vitality of the downtown.  Other than marketing efforts that targeted first-time home buyers and 
empty nesters to the downtown, there was little emphasis on addressing the needs of specific 
demographics or anticipated housing needs of the entire community.  Again, no formal plan was ever 
adopted.  

Affordable Housing 

In many communities in the region, the demand for housing and the construction of larger, more 
expensive homes resulted in increased housing values that effectively put housing out of reach for 
moderate and low-income households.  Young adults starting new households often found it difficult 
to find affordable housing in the communities where they grew up.  Northeastern Illinois saw the 
number of rental units in the region decrease by over 7% from 1990 to 2006; in that same time 
period, the number of owner-occupied units increased by over 28%.  In northeastern Illinois, since 
1990, household incomes did not kept pace with increases in housing values.  The gulf between 
household income and housing values dramatically grew wider in the region between 2000 and 2005.5 

Additionally, many advocates for affordable housing were concerned that local zoning and land use 
regulations were increasing social and racial stratification in the region.  In an effort to increase the 
supply of affordable housing, the State of Illinois passed the Illinois Affordable Housing Planning 
and Appeal Act in 2003 (310 ILCS67/).  The law mandated that municipalities and counties without 
at least 10 percent of their housing stock classified as affordable to make and adopt an affordable 
housing plan by 2005.   

Responsibility for the implementation of the law went to the Illinois Housing Development Agency 
(IHDA).  The agency identified 49 communities in the state that failed to meet the 10% affordable 
dwelling threshold.  All of the 49 communities were in the Chicago metro region.  IHDA’s latest list 
of non-compliant communities, based on the 2010 census, also includes 49 communities.  Most of 
these communities have complied with the mandate and prepared affordable housing plans.  
However, a planning professor from UIC who studied local government responses to the state’s 
affordable housing mandate concluded that “the copycat quality of the policy and implementation 
portions of the plans evidence little practical commitment to providing more affordable housing.”6 

                                                            
5 CMAP, “Housing Preservation Strategy Report,” Nov 2008.     
 
6 Hoch, Charles, “How Plan Mandates Work,” Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol 73, No 1 
(Winter 2007), p86‐99.   
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The Village of Lemont met the threshold on both lists, i.e. based on the formula used by IHDA, 
over 10% of the housing in Lemont is considered affordable.  Affordable housing for Lemont should 
nevertheless remain a concern.  Lemont’s absence from the non-compliant list may have more to do 
with the presence of many senior housing units in town than any actual policy efforts over the last 
decades to stimulate the construction affordable housing.  Indeed, many of Lemont’s zoning 
regulations and land use policies appear to be inimical to the construction of affordable housing.   

Fair Housing 

Often confused with affordable housing is fair housing.  While affordable housing policy addresses 
the economic attainability of housing for all segments of the community, fair housing policy 
addresses equal access to housing.  “Equal and free access to residential housing (housing choice) is 
fundamental to meeting essential needs and pursuing personal, educational, employment, or other 
goals.  Because housing choice is so critical, fair housing is a goal that Government, public officials, 
and private citizens must achieve if equality of opportunity is to become a reality.”7 

As a recipient of community development funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), Cook County is required to “affirmatively further fair housing.”  The 
definition of “affirmatively furthering fair housing” has not been codified, but HUD has defined it 
through obligations of the funding recipients: 

 Conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice within the jurisdiction 
 Take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified through the 

analysis 
 Maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions taken in this regard8 

The issues concerning sprawl, teardowns, and affordability abated with the housing market collapse 
and economic downturn beginning circa 2007.  Nevertheless the planning principles raised with these 
issues remain valid. 

4.3 Current Housing Conditions and Issues in Lemont 

Housing choices are affected by the number, type, and prices ranges of available units, the age and 
condition of the units.  This section provides information on Lemont’s housing stock. 

Lemont has approximately 6,100 housing units.  The housing stock consists predominately of single-
family detached dwellings.  The geographic distribution of these single-family homes is widespread, 
covering every area of the community, including the downtown.  Indeed, certain areas in the heart of 
the downtown—the northern end of Stephen Street or Talcott Street, for example—include rows of 
small, wooden-frame single-family homes dating from the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  Two-flats 
are pervasive in certain areas of the Village, particularly in and near the downtown and the older 
residential areas east and west of State Street to the north of Peiffer.  It is uncertain how many of 
these two flats may have been legally established decades ago prior to the adoption of the first 
Lemont Zoning Ordinance in 1964? Despite the awareness of two-flats in areas where zoning 

                                                            
7 Fair Housing Planning Guide, Volume 1, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of 
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity. 
8 Ibid.   



2030  Our Homes  5.4 

7 
 

regulations prohibit them, e.g. in the R-4A zoning district, the Village has not aggressively pursued 
their removal.    

While not sharing the ubiquity of the single-family detached dwelling units, clusters of townhouse 
units are nevertheless found many areas of the Village.  With one exception, however, the territory to 
the southeast of Archer Avenue does not contain any townhouse developments, and the Village has 
largely failed to favorably consider—per a recommendation in the 2002 Comprehensive Plan—
development proposals including townhouses southeast of Archer Avenue.   

Multi-family housing, i.e. apartments and condominiums, are limited in both number and geographic 
distribution within the Village.  This statement is especially true of one eliminates senior housing 
from consideration.  The downtown area offers apartments or condominiums primarily in mixed-use 
buildings.  Two other clusters of apartment buildings are found in the State Street/Eureka Street area 
and along the eastern end of Short Street.  The only multi-family housing found south of 127th Street 
is along St. Andrews Court.  [true statement?]  Senior housing is located in several areas throughout 
town, including the downtown, the Franciscan Village at the corner of Main Street and Walker Road, 
on the southeast corner of Walker Road and McCarthy Road, and at the Lithuanian World Center.   
In 2008 the Village annexed territory and approved a senior housing development at the southeast 
corner of 131st Street and Parker Road.  The downturn in the housing market, with seniors being 
unable to sell their homes and downsize into such senior housing developments, meant that this 
proposed project never broke ground.    

Lemont was not as hard hit with foreclosures as many communities in the region [need chart/graph].  
Moreover, the geographic distribution of foreclosed properties was not concentrated in any specific 
areas in town; rather, the foreclosures were dispersed throughout the community.  [Need map].  
These two factors, plus the Village’s aggressive work with banks and property owners, largely 
prevented neighborhood deterioration due to lack of property maintenance.   To the contrary, 
Lemont’s homeowners continued to invest in their properties.  This is evidenced by the Building 
Department data.  (See Chart/Graph) 

The housing age and quality of Lemont’s housing is not homogeneous.    [Here add discussion of age 
and quality of Lemont housing stock.  Lead to discussion of reinvestment in housing stock.]  The 
two following quotes attest to the importance of maintaining good housing stock: 

 “For most households, housing characteristics, interacting with evolving stage-of-
life preferences for various sizes, styles, const, and quality of housing, are the 
dominant reasons for moving.  Housing characteristics, therefore, also influence 
whether current or future residents will choose to reinvest in existing dwellings or 
purchase new ones.  The small size of dwellings built in the 25 years after World 
War II may be a major obstacle to effecting enough housing reinvestments to 
achieve neighborhood stability… “Every dwelling needs reinvestment to avoid 
being discarded when the first vital system (roof, walls, heating, water, sewer, 
electricity) no longer functions adequately (Natl Association of Home Builders, 
1997).  The well being of neighborhoods, local governments, and regions is linked 
to reinvestment in structures.  If the reinvestment motivation and capacity of too 
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many current owners is insufficient, neighborhoods, local governments, and regions 
will suffer.”9  

 “Most reinvestment in housing is made in modest amounts from savings or 
windfalls (such as bonuses) by owner-occupants…The sum of remodeling activity 
amounts to less annually than the cost of new housing construction.  New 
construction, however, adds less than 2 percent annually to the nation’s housing 
stock.  Remodeling reinvestment on more than 98 percent of the housing stock is 
less than new investment in 1 to 2 percent of housing.  The median age of housing 
has reached 30 years—a notable threshold, the Harvard study noted, ‘because many 
major systems need replacement every 25 to 30 years…Despite the median age of 
housing, and the rising median age of the population, which now includes more 
households in the peak earning ages of the 40s and 50s…”  Projections on housing 
reinvestment “have grim implications for established neighborhoods and local 
govts, since without additional reinvestment their downward tracectory will 
accelerate.”10 

4.4 Affordable Housing For Lemont 

[This section will discuss the affordability of housing in Lemont, and the need to increase the range 
of housing in Lemont, particularly townhouses, two-flats, and units at lower prices.} 

4.5 Fair Housing in Lemont 

Lemont has a “fair housing ordinance.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.6 Implementation Action Areas 

The tables on the next pages summarize the housing element’s recommendations and 

responsible parties for addressing housing issues.   

 

                                                            
9 Lucy, William H. and David L. Phillips, Confronting Suburban Decline:  Strategic Planning for Metropolitan 
Renewal, Washington DC Island Press, 2000, p.16‐17.   
10 Ibid, p.30. 
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Implementation Action Area #1 – Amend Zoning Regulations 

Change zoning standards for R-4 
zoning to allow smaller lots with 
reduced yard setbacks 
 
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 
Planning & Zoning Commission 

 

The Village should consider the creation of a new zoning 
district, R‐4B, aimed at allowing single‐family home 
construction on smaller lots.  Requirements for lot size, 
width and setbacks should be slightly reduced from the 
current R‐4 zoning standards.  Zoning standards for this new 
zoning district could be:  minimum lot size of 10,500; 
minimum lot width of 80 feet; minimum side yard setback 
of 12 feet; minimum front yard setback of 20 feet. 

Change zoning regulations and 
definitions to allow the 
construction of “rowhouses” 
 
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 
Planning & Zoning Commission 

 

Current zoning regulations effectively prohibit the 
construction of rowhouses, i.e. groups of townhouse units 
more than three abreast.   The rowhouse product should be 
allowed as of right in the R‐5 and R‐6 zoning districts. 

Allow construction of two-flats 
and/or duplexes on corner 
locations within otherwise 
exclusively single-family zoning 
districts 
 
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 
Planning & Zoning Commission 

Two‐flats—at least legal ones—are uncommon in Lemont.  
This housing product offers great opportunities for multi‐
generational usage, or provides  an income‐producing 
opportunity for homeowners.  Two‐flats have been 
successfully blended within the fabric of single‐family 
neighborhoods in many urban environments, and with 
attendant design controls, need not appear out of place.   
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Implementation Action Area #2—Obtain and Maintain Right Housing Mix 

Encourage and favorably consider 
residential planned unit 
development proposals that 
contain a range of housing 
products 
  
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Village Board of Trustees 

 

In Lemont, planned unit development proposals have—with 
only two exceptions over the last 15 years—contained only 
one type of housing product, e.g. all townhouse units or all 
single‐family homes.  Encouragement should come In 
preliminary talks between the Village and developers, i.e. 
the Village should express its desire and willingness to see 
various housing products.  Additionally, approval of 
annexations and planned unit developments should be 
more closely tied to considerations of the balance of 
housing products.   

Staff should monitor dwelling unit 
construction and home buying 
trends and periodically provide 
elected officials with reports of 
those trends 
 
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 
Building Dept 

The Building Department tracks construction activity.  Staff, 
primarily through functions with the Lemont Area Chamber 
of Commerce, receives antidotal information on home 
buying activities in town.  Planning & Economic 
Development staff should meet periodically with real estate 
brokers to obtain information on home buying trends in 
Lemont.  Likewise, staff should track regional home 
construction and home buying trends.  The data from on 
housing construction and the information from the realtors 
should be analyzed and reported to elected officials on at 
least an annual basis.  Such reports should form the basis 
for continuing discussions of the appropriate housing 
balance and potential amendments to the comprehensive 
plan.   

 
 
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 
Planning & Zoning Commission 

Two‐flats—at least legal ones—are uncommon in Lemont.  
This housing product offers great opportunities for multi‐
generational usage, or provides an income‐producing 
opportunity for homeowners.  Two‐flats have been 
successfully blended within the fabric of single‐family 
neighborhoods in many urban environments, and with 
attendant design controls, need not appear out of place.   
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Implementation Action Area #3—Increase the Supply of Affordable Housing 

Reduce the practice of 
incorporating provisions in 
development approvals that result 
in more expensive construction 
  
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Village Board of Trustees 

 

In Lemont, annexation agreements and planned unit 
development ordinances of often include requirements that 
increase the cost of home construction.  The most common 
manifestation of this has been provisions for brick facades 
or high percentages of brick on exteriors.  The Village 
recently prohibited vinyl construction on new single‐family 
homes.  To be sure, there will be subdivisions and 
developments that seek to attract high‐end buyers.  
However, the Village should limit the incorporation of such 
provisions to a select number of new developments or 
perhaps require them on only a portion or certain phases of 
new developments.  Likewise, the prohibition on vinyl siding 
should be reconsidered.      

In the downtown, remove 
regulatory barriers to the 
conversion of commercial space to 
residential space.     
 
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Building Dept 
Lemont Fire Protection District 

Recent attempts of downtown property owners to convert 
office space to apartments have run afoul of the Lemont 
Fire Protection District’s fire code and/or the Lemont 
Building Code.  The Village and LFPD should adopt the 
International Rehabilitation Code or make other appropriate 
changes to the existing building and fire codes.   

   

Implementation Action Area #4—Remove Impediments to Fair Housing 

Appoint a Fair Housing Officer; 
publicize the officer’s role. 
  
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Village Administrator 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 

The mayor should appoint a Fair Housing Officer who will 
have oversight of the Village’s Fair Housing policy and who 
will function as the initial point of contact for those having 
inquiries or concerns about fair housing.  

Publicize the role of the Fair 
Housing Officer and encourage 
residents to contact the officer 
with inquiries or concerns 
 
LEAD IMPLEMENTERS: 
Planning & Economic Development 
Dept 
Village Adminstration 

The appointment of the officer and the officer’s function 
should be publicized.  Residents should be encouraged to 
contact the Fair Housing Officer, and contact information 
and details on fair housing should be prominently displayed 
on the Village’s website and in other appropriate Village 
documents or media. 

   
 




