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Village of Lemont 

Planning and Zoning Commission 

Regular Meeting of February 19, 2014 

 

A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30 

p.m. on Wednesday, February 19, 2014 in the second floor Board Room of the Village Hall, 418 

Main Street, Lemont, Illinois. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

A. Pledge of Allegiance 

 

Commissioner Sanderson called the meeting to order at 6:34 p.m.  He then led the 

Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

B. Verify Quorum 
 

Upon roll call the following were: 

Present:  Kwasneski, Maher, McGleam, Messer, Sanderson 

Absent:  Sullivan and Spinelli 

 

Planner Martha Glas was also present. 

 

C. Approval of Minutes:  January 15, 2014 Meeting 

 

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Messer to 

approve the minutes from the January 15, 2014 meeting with no changes.  A voice 

vote was taken: 

Ayes:  All  

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

II. CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS 

 

Commissioner Sanderson stated he will be filling in as Chairman tonight for Chairman 

Spinelli. 

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

A. Case 14-01 – 410 Main St. Variation 

A public hearing for variation to allow a residential unit on the first floor of a 

property located on the Main Street street type in the Downtown District. 

 

Commissioner Sanderson called for a motion to open the public hearing. 
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Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to 

open the public hearing for Case 14-01.  A voice vote was taken: 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

Commissioner Sanderson then asked for the audience to stand and raise his/her right 

hand.  He then administered the oath. 

 

Mrs. Glas said the case before them is a variation request to allow a residential unit on 

the first floor of a property that is subject to the Main Street street type standards in the 

Downtown District.  She stated she was going to show on the overhead what is in the 

Unified Development Ordinance in terms of a regulating plan for the downtown 

district.  It is done by street types which is different then the rest of the Village.  The 

property is located on the Main Street street type, which is the central business district.  

She said anything happening on those properties have specific regulations.  The first 

being that you want to maintain the historic character of the area.  She stated being a 

central business district commercial area you want it to flow in terms of the commercial 

uses.  So if there was a residence on the first floor it is something that is not supported 

in this district. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated the variance request to allow for a residential use on this property is 

unique.  There are two commercial units on the first floor.  The front commercial unit 

that faces Main Street is currently occupied.  There is a second commercial unit that is 

in the rear that hasn’t been used commercially, but has been used just for storage.  She 

said the front unit is about 930 square feet and the rear unit is about 730 square feet.   

Laundry facilities are also on the first floor.  The request is unique in that it is not a 

residential unit that would face Main Street and would not away the commercial feel.   

 

Mrs. Glas said there is an east and west entrance on the building.  The east entrance 

provides access to the commercial unit in the front.  The west entrance provides access 

to the laundry facility, the stairs for the residential units on the second and third floor, 

and also the rear unit.  She stated there are separate utilities for both units and this door 

is a security entrance for the residences.  Since this is a unique configuration and the 

conditions are existing, staff is recommending approval of the variation. 

 

Commissioner Maher asked what used to be in the back. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated at one time a State Senator had the front office and they just used the 

back for storage.  She said they do not have any record of it being used as a commercial 

use.   

 

Commissioner Maher asked if it was going to require a build out. 

 

Mrs. Glas said it is somewhat already built out and the only addition would be to add a 

shower and kitchenette.   
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Commissioner Messer stated the staff report talked about the parking.  He asked where 

the current residents are parking.   

 

Mrs. Glas said she is not sure where those particular tenants are parking.  She showed 

on the overhead areas that are public parking in the downtown.  Residents are able to 

park there over night, but during the day it is limited to four hour parking.   

 

Commissioner Sanderson asked if any other Commissioners had questions for staff.  

None responded.  He then asked if the applicant wanted to speak.   

 

John Savarino stated he is the owner of 410 Main Street which is attached to the 

Village Hall.  He said the issue that he has is there is no accessibility unless you go 

through the residential.  There are two security doors that you have to go through and 

once you are past those you have access to the residences.  He stated it will jeopardize 

the safety and security of the tenants to allow commercial there.  The way it is 

constructed they should have made it a whole unit from front to rear but it is actually 

divided.   

 

Commissioner Maher asked if there is no other access point between the two units 

besides the hallway. 

 

Mr. Savarino said that is correct.  There are separate utilities and doors. 

 

Commissioner Sanderson asked what the variation would be. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated it would be to allow residential on the first floor of the commercial 

building.  She said it is not specified in the UDO whether it is the front or rear of the 

building, but in this case it would be limited to the rear. 

 

Mr. Savarino said from the front of the building you would never know that there was 

commercial space back there. 

 

Commissioner Sanderson stated if this was a new building they would like the whole 

first floor to be commercial versus residential on the first floor in the Downtown area.   

 

Mr. Savarino said the building is only 12 or 13 years old.  There was a fire in the 

original building and it burned down.  This is the new building they constructed which 

has a sprinkler system.  He stated when they divided it that is the way they constructed 

the building. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated if someone came in requesting to do this, then that would be a 

different case but this already exists and the units are separated.   

 

Commissioner Sanderson said his problem is if someone has an existing building, they 

put up a wall, and state now that it is an existing condition. 
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Mrs. Glas stated this one has utilities for two spaces.  It was developed with two 

utilities. Someone just putting up a dividing wall would not be able to convert it to two 

uses.   

 

Mr. Savarino said the entrance is the problem because you have to go through two 

security doors.  The doors are coded doors so you would not be able to have customers 

go through them to get to the business. 

 

Commissioner Maher asked if there was a bathroom in the front unit. 

 

Mr. Savarino stated there was and showed on the diagram where it was located. 

 

Commissioner McGleam asked if there was existing storage space for the commercial 

tenant on the first floor. 

 

Mr. Savarino said there are two small offices and a small storage room.  He stated the 

space is leased currently.  He stated every time he tried to lease both spaces as 

commercial he would get shot down once they saw the security doors.   

 

Commissioner McGleam asked if any future lease opportunities would be restricted to 

the current size of that commercial space.  He said by converting the back you will 

never be able to increase the size of the commercial space.   

 

Mr. Savarino stated unless someone wanted to live in the back and lease the front. 

 

Commissioner Messer asked if he knew where the current tenants were parking.   

 

Mr. Savarino said it is his understanding that there is an issue with the parking 

especially with all the snow.  The tenants are allowed to park for only four hours in the 

main parking lot right here at Village Hall.  He stated the tenants have been told to park 

in the lot across the street from the post office.  He asked what the parking is across the 

street from the Village Hall.   

 

Mrs. Glas stated that is public parking also which has the four hour limit during the day 

but they can park over night.   

 

Mr. Savarino said they could use some additional parking. 

 

Commissioner Kwasneski asked if he had received any complaints about this. 

 

Mr. Savarino stated no because you can’t even tell that there is a unit back there. 

 

Commissioner Sanderson asked if anyone in the audience wanted to come up and 

speak.  None responded.  He then called for a motion to close the public hearing. 
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Commissioner Messer made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to close 

the public hearing for Case 14-01.  A voice vote was taken: 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

  

Commissioner Sanderson then called for a recommendation to the Mayor and Village 

Board. 

 

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 

recommend to the Mayor and Village Board approval for a variation to allow a 

residential unit on the first floor of a property located on the Main Street street type in 

the Downtown District.  A roll call vote was taken: 

Ayes:  McGleam, Kwasneski, Maher, Messer, Sanderson 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

Commissioner Messer made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Maher to authorize 

the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact for Case 14-01 as prepared by staff.  A 

voice vote was taken: 

Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 

IV. ACTION ITEMS 

 

Mr. Savarino stated they were in the process of working on a small restaurant on the 

corner of Main Street.  He said they were actually concerned about parking.  He asked 

if there was anything on the agenda for the Village to purchase additional parcels for 

parking. 

 

Commissioner Sanderson said there is public parking by The Lofts. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated there is nothing besides the public parking that currently exists and the 

Village is not looking to purchase any property for additional parking.   

 

Mr. Savarino said he was just asking because there has been mention of the 2030 plan. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated the UDO currently has a whole section on what the Village envisions 

the Downtown to be developed like.  She said she can send the link to him and that 

would give him an idea of what the vision is for the downtown.  In terms of the future 

land use map it is not specific for the downtown but rather looks at Lemont and a mile 

and half beyond Lemont.  Mrs. Glas stated there are sub plans that have been developed 

in the past couple of years that the Village uses as a guide for development.  So that 

would be a starting point to see what the direction was for the Downtown area.   
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Commissioner Maher said the Village is looking into getting a Sports Complex in the 

Downtown area.  He stated if that went through there would also be a significant 

amount of parking. 

 

Mr. Savarino thanked the Commission for their information. 

 

V. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

A. Status of Comprehensive Plan Update 

 

Mrs. Glas said in February they had a meeting with the Committee of the Whole 

(COW).  In preparation for that they refined their existing five elements which the 

Commission has seen a draft to all of those.  She stated in the Natural Resources they 

had added a level of service standards for parks.  It was not included in there before, but 

they feel it should be added now.  She said the intent was to go through all five 

elements at the COW, but they were only able to get through three.   

 

Mrs. Glas stated they did have the two Land Use workshops.  The meeting on the 28
th

 

was better attended which had 10 participants and the meeting on the 3
rd

 there were 5 

participants.  She said they had maps set up at different tables with different land use 

categories.  The participants were suppose to put those land use categories on the map 

where they thought was appropriate.  She said they will synthesize that and add some to 

it.  At the March Planning and Zoning meeting they will have the first rendition of what 

the future land use map may look like.  In preparation for March’s meeting she would 

like to go through the categories with the Commission.   

 

Mrs. Glas said there were seven land use categories with some sub-categories for retail 

and residential.  The residents were given a flier with information and the photos.  In 

the fliers it had illustrations on building scale and type and the site plans they would 

expect based on what the Comprehensive Plan vision is.  She said everything they are 

going to see in terms of land use categories is informed by the guiding principles of the 

Comprehensive Plan.   

 

Mrs. Glas stated she is going to start with the industrial land use category.  This district 

is characterized by well designed sites that include suitable buildings for modern 

functional features, screening for outdoor storage, equipment, and landscaping to create 

curb appeal.  Included are some pictures of what that type of development would look 

like.  She said when you are thinking about the map of Lemont and designating areas 

for industrial, this is the type of industrial they would hope to go there. 

 

Mrs. Glas said for open space and recreation it is characterized by large parks, open 

green space, and outdoor commercial recreation.  The sites can range from 25 acres to 

more.  Smaller parks that are part of residential would not be classified because they are 

more of an amenity to a neighborhood.  She stated some local examples include 

Heritage Quarries, the Centennial Campus, Ruffled Feathers Golf Course, and any 

other area that would be suitable for the map.  
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Mrs. Glas stated the next section is employment center.  It is a mix of uses which all 

generate high employment per square foot of building.  This district has a primary 

benefit of generating local employment and a secondary benefit of providing useful 

services to the local residents.  She said the building would vary in design but the size 

would be no taller than a three story building.  She stated some local examples would 

be Advocate Good Samaritan Outpatient Center, Timberline Knolls, or Palos 

Community Hospital Home Health Care.  

 

Mrs. Glas said the next one is multi-family midrise.  This district is characterized by 

larger scale multi-family developments such as apartment complexes or condominiums.   

They are usually on sites of 10 acres and would have amenities such as club houses or 

swimming pools that are specific to that community.  The buildings within this district 

would be three to six stories and there are no local examples.  She stated if they felt a 

certain area of Lemont would be suited for that type of development then they would 

like to see it on the map.   

 

Mrs. Glas stated the mixed use district is characterized by the presence of buildings that 

house a mix of commercial and residential use.  They can be similar to what they find 

in the historic district or they can be new construction.  She said it can be as small as a 

1,000 square foot structure or as large as 250,000 square feet on a newly developed 

retail shopping center.  These sights are well suited for areas that are around transit 

stops.  Some examples of this would be Front Street Lofts, Budnik Building and 

Callahan Plumbing.  

 

Mrs. Glas said in the commercial district there are two subsets, the neighborhood retail 

and the community retail.  The neighborhood retail is characterized by retail uses that 

are convenience orientated which are shops and offices that need to be visited on 

regular basis.  The commercial building is usually occupied by a single business, a 

stand alone site or a small shopping center.  They are located on arterial streets but 

easily accessed by walking, bicycling, or transit and the sizes vary from 30,000 square 

feet to 125,000 square feet on sites up to five acres.  She stated examples of this type of 

retail would be Riley’s Point with Three Corners or Lemont Village Square.  Mrs. Glas 

stated community retail would be bigger and it draws from the bigger area.  She said 

examples would be the Target/Kohl’s area or Lemont Plaza. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated that there would be four different categories identified for the 

residential land use category.  She said one being the conventional neighborhood with 

mostly single-family detached homes, some single-family attached homes with multi-

family homes mixed in.  It would have two to four dwelling units per acre.  She stated 

most of the open space is private yards and some may feature common open space.  

Some examples of this type would be Covington Knolls, Briarcliffe including The 

Courtyards, and Woodglen.  Another category that is identified is the contemporary 

neighborhood.  Those have a typical density of four to eight dwelling units per acre.  

The private open space is smaller but the offset is more common open space.  Mrs. Glas 

said with an average of five to six dwelling units per acre more of the residents would 
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likely live within walkable or biking distances of other amenities.  She stated some 

examples are Brown Park block or Bailey’s Crossing Townhomes. 

 

Discussion continued in regards to trails and paths for connectivity.   

 

Mrs. Glas said another type of residential design is the large lot subdivision.  They 

would be single-family detached homes and the density is less than two dwelling units 

per acre.  She stated you find this in the unincorporated areas of Lemont.  The last 

residential design type is the conservation design.  This is typical for areas you would 

want to preserve some natural features.  She said this might be areas that have wetlands 

or areas that have significant ecological features.  So if there are any areas in Lemont 

that are not developed or if they have something significant that you would not want to 

see completely leveled this is the designation you would want to put there. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated that is a synopsis of what the land use categories are.  If you have seen 

the 2002 Comprehensive Plan it just gives the density and the raw terms.  She said it 

does not state much else in regards to walkability or design intents.  She stated if they 

have any feedback it would be appreciated, otherwise they will come back in March 

with the first rendition of the Land Use Map.  Mrs. Glas said this would conclude her 

presentation.  

 

Commissioner Messer asked if 604-606 State Street was approved. 

 

Mrs. Glas stated it was.  She said next month the Chicago Blaze Club might be coming 

in asking for some variations.   

 

Commissioner Sanderson asked what happened to the Birchpath Preliminary PUD/Plat. 

 

Mrs. Glas said it did not get approved.  She stated at the COW he had submitted an 

alternate plan that addressed some of the things that were concerns of the Planning 

Commission.  She said staff had stipulations in there prior to getting Preliminary 

approval they had to provide certain things.  The applicant is working on revisions to 

get preliminary approval. 

 

Commissioner Sanderson stated then he was not denied but instead he needs to come 

back with more. 

 

Mrs. Glas said yes he does need to come back with more.  She stated he has opted to do 

a shared detention with Mayfair.  This will allow them to expand the lot width.  She 

said once they get all of things that they have asked of them then it will go to the 

Village Board for approval.  She stated it will come back before the Planning 

Commission Board for Final PUD/Plat approval.   

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Commissioner Sanderson called for a motion to adjourn the meeting. 
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Commissioner Messer made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam 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            

 

FROM:  Martha M. Glas, Village Planner 

 

THRU: Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director 

    

SUBJECT: Case 14-02 931 Singer Ave. Variation 

 

DATE:  March 14, 2014 

       

 

SUMMARY 

 

Tracey Nappier, acting on behalf of owner Leslie Zalewski, is seeking a variation from 

§17.07.020.F.2 of the Unified Development Ordinance.  The variation would allow a 

proposed detached garage to be accessed from the street as opposed to the alley as 

required by code in the R-4A district.   The subject property is a corner lot and is currently 

vacant.  The applicant intends on constructing a home and a detached garage on the 

property.  Access to the garage is proposed off of Peiffer Ave.   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. 14-02     

Project Name 931 Singer Ave. Variation  

General Information     

Applicant Tracy Nappier 

Owners Leslie Zalewski 

Status of Applicant Agent acting on behalf of the owner 

Requested Actions: 

Variation to allow access from a proposed garage 

onto the street (Peiffer Ave.) as opposed to the alley 

as required by code in the R-4A district 

Site Location 931 Singer Ave. (PIN 22-29-119-010-0000) 

Existing Zoning R-4A  

Size 6,630 sq ft 

Existing Land Use Previously single family, currently vacant lot 

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning R-4A to the north, south and west; R-6 to the east 

Comprehensive Plan 2002 

The Comprehensive Plan calls for this site to be 

Medium density 2-6 units/acre within a Tear Down 

Area Overlay. 

Zoning History N/A 

Special Information   

Public Utilities 
  

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The applicant is a prospective purchaser of the property and acting on behalf of the 

owner.  The subject property is a corner lot at Singer Ave. and Peiffer Ave.  The home and 

detached garage that existed on the property was demolished in 2006. The detached 

garage on property at the time did exit onto Peiffer Ave. and a curb cut is present in the 

area.    A new construction permit was submitted in 2006 and cancelled within the same 

year.  The regulations have changed since the original submission.  The property is 

currently zoned R-4A Single Family Preservation and Infill.  When an alley is present, 

driveways are required to access off the alley. 

 

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 the variation request.  

The variation request to allow a driveway access the street as opposed the alley is 

consistent with the remaining four components. 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The variation 

request will not injure the health, safety and general welfare of the public. 
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Currently the sidewalk network along the north end of Peiffer Ave. is 

fragmented. (see photo below) A sidewalk currently exists from Walter to 

Warner Ave. but does not continue from Warner Ave. to Singer Ave.  The 

sidewalk along the southern edge of the subject property is partial and when 

completed, will terminate at the alley.  No public sidewalk is present on the 

southern side of the apartment complex from the alley to State St.  There is an 

existing curb cut on Peiffer Ave.  Any pedestrian walking along Peiffer Ave. 

would have to execute caution before the alley and as such an additional 

driveway would have minimal impact on pedestrian safety. 

 
 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation will have no impact on light and air to the property.  The variation 

would make the property accessible from Peiffer Ave.  

 

 Protecting the character of established residential neighborhoods.  The subject 

site is located in an established residential area and is zoned R-4A.  This area 

encompasses the majority of the older and historic homes in the village.  Lots in 

this district are typically narrow and deep.  The property is adjacent to a 

multifamily apartment complex which is zoned R-6. The apartment complex, 

which faces State St., currently has parking spaces in the rear of the building.  

These spaces are accessed through the alley. 

 

The intent of requiring driveway access from an alley when one is available 

is to promote development that creates uninterrupted lengths of sidewalk 

for pedestrian use.  Blocks without driveway interruptions provide safer 

places for children to play and reduce the amount of hard surface in front 

yards when the lots are narrow.  The subject site being a corner lot, does 

provide uninterrupted sidewalk in the front of the home.  The driveway 

interruption would be on Peiffer Ave.  The overwhelming majority of homes 

located along Peiffer Ave. from Walter St. to Singer Ave. have garage 

access onto Peiffer Ave. or intersecting streets (see photo below) The 

subject property, providing access from Peiffer Ave. would not impact the 

character of this block substantially and would maintain the integrity of the 

Singer Ave. block face.   
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 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  Investments 

that allow a property to be fully utilized add value to the land and generally 

conserve value throughout the Village. 

 

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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The subject property is currently vacant.  The garage 

associated with the previous home was accessed from Peiffer Ave.  A utility 

pole is located 20 ft. south of the northeast corner of the lot along the rear 

property line and restricts access from the alley.  The utility pole guy wire is 

located an additional 20 ft. south of the utility pole along the rear lot line and 

further restricts the ability to access a garage from the alley.   

 

The current location of the pole and associated wire limits the garage 

placement. (See photo below) In the northeastern corner of the lot, the 3ft. 

setback requirement would limit the available space to 17 ft. if the garage was 

to be accessed from the alley.  This particular location is also where two 

mature trees are located and the applicant expressed a desire to retain the 

trees.  Being a 60 ft. lot, the same is true in the southeastern corner of the lot as 

the guy wire is grounded in a location that leaves 20 ft. of available space.  
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With a 3 ft. setback, the available space is reduced.  A standard 2 car garage 

is 20 ft. at the minimum.     

 

 
 

 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would not generally be applicable 

to other properties in the R-4A district.  The location of the utility pole and guy 

wire is unique to this property. 

  

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The location of the utility pole and 

guy wire makes access from the alley impractical and this has not been 

caused by any person presently having interest in the property.   

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  Driveway access from the garage onto Peiffer Ave. 

would not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property in 

the neighborhood.  The driveway is proposed in the same location as what 

previously existed on Peiffer.  The home is proposed to face Singer Ave. and as 

such will not create an interruption of sidewalk on the primary block face. The 

secondary block face, or Peiffer Ave., consists primarily of homes that exit onto 

Peiffer Ave. 

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   No parking is permitted 

along Peiffer Ave. on the north side of the street so a driveway would not 

decrease the quantity of on street parking available in the neighborhood.  
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Exiting the lot onto Peiffer Ave. from a driveway would create the same traffic 

as exiting onto Peiffer Ave. from the alley.  Being a corner lot, exiting directly 

onto Peiffer Ave. may decrease the congestion at the intersection of the alley 

and Peiffer Ave. particularly because of the extra vehicles associated with the 

adjacent apartment complex and parking space. 

 

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. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Staff recommends approval of the variation request.  The UDO requires that the 

applicant demonstrate consistency with all three of the variation standards contained 

within §17.04.150.D. and staff finds that they were substantially met.   

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Exhibit A – Site plan 

2. Exhibit B - Site Photos 

3. Applicant submissions 
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EXHIBIT A – Site plan 

 
 



Exhibit B Site Photos 
 

Looking north from the alley 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Looking east towards the alley and 

adjacent apartment complex 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Looking southwest from the alley 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit B Site Photos 
 

Looking northwest from Peiffer Ave. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Looking northwest from Peiffer Ave. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Curb cut on Peiffer Ave. 
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TO:  Planning & Zoning Commission            

 

FROM:  Martha M. Glas, Village Planner 

 

THRU: Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director 

    

SUBJECT: Case 14-03 Chicago Blaze Rugby Club Variations 

 

DATE:  March 14, 2014 

       
 

SUMMARY 
 

Walt Rebenson, president of Chicago Blaze Building Corporation, owner of the subject 

property, is requesting 10 variations from the Unified Development Ordinance.  The 

requested variations pertain to the redevelopment of the site which includes a new 4,738 

sq. ft. rugby clubhouse and associated parking.  The redevelopment affects the western 

240 ft of the property.  No changes are proposed to the eastern portion that comprises 

the rugby fields.  The applicant contends that the variations are warranted because the 

site and the use are unique.  The existing conditions are depicted in Exhibit A and the 

proposed site plan is included as Exhibit B.  A sports club is a permitted use in the B-3 

district.  Outdoor recreation is a special use.  The property is exempt from obtaining a 

special use permit due to an existing annexation agreement (O-11-98).  The annexation 

agreement allows for the continued use of the site as a rugby club.  Staff is 

recommending denial of the requested variations. 

    

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. 14-03     

Project Name Chicago Blaze Rugby Club Variations 

General Information     

Applicant Walt Rebenson 

Owners Chicago Blaze Building Corporation 

Status of Applicant President of the Chicago Blaze Building Corporation 

Requested Actions: 

10 building design and site development variations 

pertaining to the redevelopment of the site which 

includes a new 4,738 sq. ft. rugby clubhouse and 

associated parking. 

Site Location 13011 Smith Rd. (PIN 22-31-100-004, 023, 027) 

Existing Zoning B-3  

Size 14.3 acres 

Existing Land Use Rugby club and four athletic fields 

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning 

North, R-4 Single Family Residence unincorporated 

Cook County;  

East, R-4 Single Family, Village of Lemont Rolling 

Meadows;  

South, R-4 Village of Lemont Smith Farms 

West, I-3 Intensive Industrial, unincorporated Will 

County, vacant land and CITGO refinery  

Comprehensive Plan 2002 
The Comprehensive Plan calls for this site to be 

Neighborhood Commercial. 

Zoning History Annexation Agreement O-11-98 

Special Information   

Public Utilities 
  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The applicant submitted building and site development applications in late fall of 2013.  

The submitted plans did not meet code requirements and plan review comments were 

provided.  The applicant submitted revised building plans in January 2014 and requested 

3 variations related to the urban design standards outlined in the UDO and 2 variations 

related to site development.  Site development plans were submitted in February 2014.  

Upon review of the site development plans, it was determined that the revised site 

development plans still did not meet code.  An additional 5 variations would be required 

to accept the plans as submitted.  The applicant was advised to consider applying for a 

planned unit development and declined.  An amended variation application was 

submitted to address the remaining issues.   

In addition to the Unified Development Ordinance, the property is subject to an 

annexation agreement, adopted as Ordinance O-11-98.  Per Ordinance O-11-98, 

paragraph II.3, the territory, irrespective of its zoning, shall always be available for use 

consistent with its current unique usage as artificially lighted rugby or other athletic fields, 

related parking, a clubhouse requiring a limited liquor license, related locker room 

facilities and a cellular communications tower.  Therefore, a special use permit is not 

required.  

Per the Ordinance paragraphs, IV.1 and IV.2, the owner agrees to grant easements for 

utilities, drainage access and other public purposes as necessary upon development 



PZC Memorandum – Case # 14-03, Chicago Blaze Rugby Club Variations 
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210 

3 

and agrees to dedicate to the public 50 feet of right-of-way for Smith Road as measured 

from the centerline.  The site development plans submitted on 2/10/14 do not show the 

dedication of the 50 ft. right-of-way.  The applicant has stated that the dedication will be 

completed. However, the dedication will impact the current site design and needs to be 

addressed in the design stage.  As currently designed, the proposed parking would abut 

the west lot line. 

The existing building square footage equals 3,514 sq. ft. With the demolition of one 

building and the addition of the new clubhouse building, the building square footage on 

the property is 6,780 sq. ft., representing nearly a 100% increase. The Village has 

previously agreed to waive the requirement to pave the parking lot, therefore the 

requirements for paving and for interior landscaping of parking lots is not applicable to 

this application. Per Ordinance O-11-98 paragraph III.5, street lighting and parkway trees 

are also not required and are not applicable to this application.  

Per section of three of O-11-98, with the addition of 1,000+ sq. ft. of building space, other 

applicable code requirements apply.  The variations requested pertain to applicable 

code requirements and are as follows: 

 

1. 17.12.040 FENCES IN THE B AND INT DISTRICTS.  Fences in B or INT districts shall be 

constructed of the following materials only: wood or wood laminate, wrought iron, 

aluminum or vinyl.  Chain link fences are not allowed.  Applicant is requesting a 

variation to allow chain link fencing. 

 

2. 17.14.020 ILLUMINATION STANDARDS. (A) Glare. All open off-street parking lots shall 

be illuminated. Applicant is requesting a variation to allow illumination of the 

parking area to be below the minimum 0.15 footcandles required. 

  

3. 17.20.070 A LANDSCAPE STANDARDS FOR PARKING LOTS. Exterior parking lot 

landscaping required when there are 15+ new spaces.  The exterior of parking lots 

shall be landscaped with at least three plant units per 100 feet of linear distance 

surrounding the parking area.  Applicant is requesting a variation to allow 

reduced landscaping. 

 

4. 17.20.080 LANDSCAPE STANDARDS FOR DETENTION PONDS. Detention and/or 

retention basins and ponds shall be landscaped along the perimeter of the high 

water level of the basin or pond.  Applicant is requesting for a variation to allow 

for no landscaping around the detention pond. 

 

5. 17.21.030 D(2) ROOFS.  Roof lines shall have a change in height every 100 linear 

feet in the building length.  Applicant is requesting a variation to allow no change 

in height along the roof line. 

 

6. 17.21.030 E(1) BUILDING ENTRANCES.  Building Entrances shall have clearly defined, 

highly visible customer entrances featuring at least 3 of items listed in the UDO.  

Applicant is providing 2 elements and requesting a variation from having to 

provide a third element. 

 

7. 17.21.030 F(2) SIDEWALKS.    A sidewalk shall be provided from the perimeter public 

sidewalk to the principal customer entrance.   Applicant is requesting a variation 
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from having to provide a sidewalk from a public sidewalk to the entrance of the 

building. 

 

8. 17.21.030 H WINDOWS. A minimum of 40% of the area between four feet and 10 

feet in height on a building elevation facing the public street shall be comprised 

of clear, non-reflective windows that allow views of indoor commercial space.  

Applicant is requesting a variation from having to meet this requirement. 

 

9. 17.21.030 J PARKING.  No use shall provide off-street parking in excess of 140% of 

the minimum standards expressed in Table 17-10-01.  Applicant is requesting a 

variation to allow for parking in excess of what is permitted. 

 

10. 17.26.110 D (1) PUBLIC SIDEWALKS.    Sidewalks shall be installed in all residential 

and commercial subdivisions and commercial developments. Applicant is 

requesting a variation from having to provide a public sidewalk 

 

STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS  

 

1) 17.12.040 FENCES IN THE B AND INT DISTRICTS.  Fences in B or INT districts shall be 

constructed of the following materials only: wood or wood laminate, wrought iron, 

aluminum or vinyl.   

 

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 the variation request.  

The variation to allow a chain link fence is consistent with the remaining four 

components. 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The variation 

request will not injure the health, safety and general welfare of the public. A 

chain link type fence currently exists on the property and is non conforming in 

the B-3 zoning district.  With the redevelopment of the site, portions of the 

fence will be removed and relocated in generally the same area it currently 

exists.  See Exhibit B for location of the proposed chain link fence. 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation to allow a chain link type fence will have no impact on light, air, and 

access to the property.  The applicant stated that an opaque fence is 

preferred so that the fields are visible from the parking areas so privacy is also 

not a concern. 

 

 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial 

areas.  The purpose of restricting the permitted materials for fences in a B-3 

district is to promote and ensure attractive a commercial areas.  A chain link 
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type fence is deemed inferior for the B-3 district and is only permitted in B-4 

district and M districts. 

 

 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  The 

variation to allow the chain link type fence in the B-3 district does little to 

conserve the value of land and buildings because a chain link is deemed an 

inferior material choice for the subject district. 

 

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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The chain link fence is nonconforming in the B-3 district.  

Because portions of the fence will be removed for redevelopment, the fence is 

not allowed to be reestablished.   The applicant states that reestablishing the 

fence is needed to maintain security at the site and to allow visibility to the 

fields.  An aluminum or wrought iron fence, which is permitted in B-3, would 

also provide the needed security and visibility and would be compliant. 

 

 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.  As stated in §7.04.150.A of the UDO, a variation is 

not intended merely to remove an inconvenience or financial burden that the 

requirements of this ordinance may impose.   

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The desire to relocate and 

reestablish the fence is a result of redevelopment plans submitted by the 

current owner.   

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variation would not be 

detrimental to the public welfare as it would provide a needed barrier to the 

playing fields.  A chain link type fence may not currently impact other 

improvements in the neighborhood but may impact future improvements if 

inferior products are permitted to remain.  

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 
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the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   A chain link type fence will 

not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties, would 

not increase congestion or endanger public safety.  The chain link fence 

currently exists, is located behind the primary structures and would not 

substantially impair property values if reestablished.   

 

Because there is no demonstrated hardship and the variation request would be 

applicable to any commercial redevelopment in the B-3 district, the 2nd standard 

has not been met. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and 

industrial land uses.  Reestablishing the chain link fence in the general location 

that it currently exists is not expected to be a substantial detriment to any 

adjacent property.  

 

2) 17.14.020 ILLUMINATION STANDARDS. (A) Glare. All open off-street parking lots shall be 

illuminated. Applicant is requesting a variation to allow illumination of the parking 

area to be below the 0.15 footcandles required. 

 

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 the variation request.  

The variation to allow reduced illumination in some areas of the proposed parking 

and no illumination in other areas is consistent with the remaining four 

components 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The variation 

request will negatively impact the safety and general welfare of the public. 

Illumination standards are intended to ensure that parking lots are sufficiently 

illuminated for the safety of drivers utilizing the lots.  Standards also protect 

adjacent property owner from excessive light and glare.  The variation would 

permit the lighting as proposed.  See Exhibit C, the photometric plan, which 

shows the addition of 2 light poles and illumination below the minimum 

required.  Based on the photometric plan, certain areas of the proposed 

parking will not be illuminated.      

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation will have no impact on light, air or privacy for the property.  The 

variation would allow below standard illumination for the proposed parking 

areas.  Inadequate parking lot lighting may have negative impacts on access 
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in and out of the property during more intensive usage such as tournaments 

but is also dependent on the time of day events are to take place.  The 

applicant has stated that after dark parking needs are minimal.  However, 

there are currently no restrictions in place to ensure or require only daytime 

events and use. 

 

 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial 

areas.  The purpose of requiring parking lots to be illuminated to a certain 

standard is primarily for safety but also to maintain attractive commercial 

areas.  While the use is not a typical commercial development, it will be utilized 

by the general public and is not just for club members.  Other commercial 

developments that are available to the public would be held to the same 

expectations. 

 

 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  The 

variation to allow substandard illumination in parking lots of commercial 

development does little to conserve the value of land and buildings 

throughout the Village. 

 

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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The applicant contends that the site and use is unique and 

does not want to have lighting that is obtrusive to the neighbors. The UDO 

protects adjacent lot owners from glare by restricting light levels to 2.0 

footcandles at the lot line.  The submitted photometric plan does not meet the 

minimum levels of required lighting.  No hardship has been demonstrated that 

would inhibit the applicant from providing the minimum required lighting. 

 

 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.  As stated in §7.04.150.A of the UDO, a variation is 

not intended merely to remove an inconvenience or financial burden that the 

requirements of this ordinance may impose.   

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The variation request for reduced 

lighting is a difficulty created by the applicant in redeveloping the site. 
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 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variation may be detrimental to 

the public welfare as it would allow public parking with substandard lighting.  

The increased parking area is meant to provide parking facilities for larger 

tournament events.  Accommodating large events and the associated traffic 

requires careful consideration to traffic flow and pedestrian access.  Lighting 

that meets minimum standards is key to ensuring safety. 

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   A variation to allow reduced 

lighting in the parking lot will not impact adjacent properties or increase 

congestion or the danger of fire.  It may however, endanger public safety as 

addressed in the previous section. 

 

Because there is no demonstrated hardship and the variation request would be 

applicable to any commercial redevelopment in the B-3 district, the 2nd standard 

has not been met. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and 

industrial land uses.  Permitting reduced lighting standards for the parking lot is not 

expected to be a substantial detriment to any adjacent property.  

 

3) 17.20.070 A LANDSCAPE STANDARDS FOR PARKING LOTS. Exterior parking lot 

landscaping required when there are 15+ new spaces.  The exterior of parking lots 

shall be landscaped with at least three plant units per 100 feet of linear distance 

surrounding the parking area.  Applicant is requesting a variation to allow reduced 

landscaping. 

 

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 the variation request.  

The variation to allow reduced perimeter landscaping around the proposed 

parking areas is consistent with the remaining four components 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The variation 

request will not negatively impact the safety and general welfare of the 

public.  Landscaping standards for parking lots are intended to increase the 

aesthetics of a property, provide shade and screening when needed.  
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Currently the site plan show minimal landscaping around the perimeter of the 

parking lots. Additionally, the proposed parking lot in front of the proposed 

building is designed to abut the lot line after dedication.  The proposed 

landscaping is in the right-of-way.   The UDO requires three plant units per 100 

feet of linear distance surrounding the parking area.  A plant unit is defined as 

0.5 canopy trees, 1.0 evergreen trees, 1.5 understory/ornamental trees; and 6.0 

shrubs or 6.0 minimum 18-inch containers or ornamental/native grasses.  The 

total linear length of all the proposed parking areas was calculated to be 730 

linear ft. The required landscaping and the deficiencies can be seen in the 

table below.  The landscaping plan is attached for reference as Exhibit D. 

 
 Required Original Submission 

Fall 2013 

Revised Submission 

Feb 2014 

Canopy trees 11 10 10 

Evergreen trees 22   

Ornamental trees 33   

Shrubs / grasses 132  21 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation will have no impact on light, air or privacy or access to the property.   

 

 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial 

areas.  The landscaping standards are in place to ensure the development of 

attractive commercial areas.    Other commercial developments that are 

open to the public would be held to the same expectations. 

 

 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  

Landscaping that meets the Village standards would conserve of the value of 

land and buildings in general throughout the Village.  The variation to allow 

reduced landscaping standards for the perimeter of the proposed parking lots 

would diminish the ability to maintain value.  

 

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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The applicant contends that due to their site location this 

requirement should not apply.  While the site is situated in the periphery of the 

village limits, it is in an area that is still developing and is adjacent to existing 

and new residential subdivisions.  What is currently characterized by the 

applicant as a remote area of Lemont will not remain that way in perpetuity 

and current commercial design standards should apply. 
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 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.  As stated in §7.04.150.A of the UDO, a variation is 

not intended merely to remove an inconvenience or financial burden that the 

requirements of this ordinance may impose.   

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The variation request for reduced 

landscaping in the perimeter of the proposed parking areas is a difficulty 

created by the applicant in redeveloping the site. 

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variation is not expected to be 

detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or improvements 

in the neighborhood.  The landscaping requirements are intended to add 

value and aesthetic appeal to properties in the Village.   

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   A variation to allow reduced 

landscaping in the perimeter of the parking areas will not impact adjacent 

properties or increase congestion or the danger of fire.  

 

Because there is no demonstrated hardship and the variation request would be 

applicable to any commercial redevelopment in the B-3 district, the 2nd standard 

has not been met. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and 

industrial land uses.  Permitting reduced landscaping for the perimeter of the 

parking areas is not expected to be a substantial detriment to any adjacent 

property.  However, should the areas to the north or west be developed, the glare 

of vehicular lights may be of concern if perimeter landscaping is insufficient for 

providing adequate screening. 

 

4) 17.20.080 LANDSCAPE STANDARDS FOR DETENTION PONDS. Detention and/or retention 

basins and ponds shall be landscaped along the perimeter of the high water level of 

the basin or pond.  Applicant is requesting for a variation to allow for no landscaping 

around the detention pond. 

 

UDO Section 17.04.150.D states that variation requests must be consistent with the 

following three standards to be approved: 
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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 the variation request.  

The variation to no landscaping around the proposed detention area is consistent 

with the remaining four components. 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The variation 

request will not negatively impact the safety and general welfare of the 

public.  Landscaping standards are intended to increase the aesthetics of a 

property, provide shade and screening when needed.  Currently the 

landscaping plan shows no landscaping around the proposed detention area 

as required by code. See Exhibit D Landscape Plan. 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation will have no impact on light, air or privacy or access to the property.   

 

 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial 

areas.  The landscaping standards are in place to ensure the development of 

attractive commercial areas.    Other commercial developments would be 

held to the same expectations. 

 

Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  Landscaping 

that meets the Village standards would conserve of the value of land and 

buildings in general throughout the Village.  The variation to allow no landscaping 

around the detention facility would diminish the ability to maintain value.  

 

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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The applicant contends that due to their site location this 

requirement should not apply.  The proposed detention facility is located in the 

southwestern corner of the property and is adjacent to the residential 

subdivision of Smith Farms.  There is some existing vegetation along the 

southern property line. This could be used as credit for meeting the 

requirements for landscaping around a detention facility, but was not included 

in the landscaping plan.  Additionally, there are no physical features that 

would prevent the installation of plant material around the proposed 

detention facility.   
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 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.  As stated in §7.04.150.A of the UDO, a variation is 

not intended merely to remove an inconvenience or financial burden that the 

requirements of this ordinance may impose. 

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The variation request for no 

landscaping around the detention facility is a difficulty created by the 

applicant in redeveloping the site. 

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variation is not expected to be 

detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or improvements 

in the neighborhood.  The landscaping requirements are intended to add 

value and aesthetic appeal to properties in the Village.   

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   A variation to allow no 

landscaping around the detention area may impact adjacent properties as 

the proposed detention area is adjacent to a residential subdivision.  Residents 

adjacent to the site should be afforded a design that meets current Village 

standards. 

 

Because there is no demonstrated hardship and the variation request would be 

applicable to any commercial redevelopment in the B-3 district, the 2nd standard 

has not been met. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and 

industrial land uses.  Permitting no landscaping around the proposed detention 

facility is not expected to be a substantial detriment to any adjacent property.  As 

a standard meant to increase the aesthetics of a property, the lack of 

landscaping around the detention area may negatively impact the aesthetic 

appeal of the area, with adjacent property owners most directly impacted. 

 

5) 17.21.030 D(2) ROOFS.  Roof lines shall have a change in height every 100 linear feet 

in the building length.  Applicant is requesting a variation to allow no change in 

height along the roof line. 

 

6) 17.21.030 E(1) BUILDING ENTRANCES.  Building Entrances shall have clearly defined, 

highly visible customer entrances featuring at least 3 of items listed in the UDO.  
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Applicant is providing 2 elements and requesting a variation from having to provide a 

third element. 

 

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 the variation request.  

The variation to allow no change in the roof line and to allow the reduced design 

elements for the building entrance is consistent with the remaining four 

components. 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The 

variations to allow no change in the roof line and to allow the reduced design 

elements for the building entrance will not negatively impact the safety and 

general welfare of the public.  Urban design standards for commercial 

developments are intended to foster aesthetically pleasing developments. See 

Exhibit E Building elevations. 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variations to allow no change in the roof line and to allow the reduced design 

elements for the building entrance will have no impact on light, air or privacy 

or access to the property.   

 

 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial 

areas.  The urban design requirements for commercial development are in 

place to ensure the development of attractive commercial areas.    Other 

commercial developments would be held to the same expectations.  The 

owner contends that the use is unique and not in an urban environment.  The 

UDO, however, does not differentiate the design requirements by use. 

 

 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  

Commercial developments that meet the Village standards for building design 

would conserve of the value of land and buildings in general throughout the 

Village.  The variation to allow no change in the roof line and to allow the 

reduced design elements for the building would diminish the ability to maintain 

value and undermine the UDO.  

 

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 UDO states that in making a determination whether there are 

unique circumstances, practical difficulties, or particular hardships in a variation 
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petition, the Planning and Zoning Commission shall take into consideration the 

factors listed in UDO §17.04.150.D.2.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The applicant contends that the site is not an urban site and 

the design requirements should not apply.  The current design features 2 

design elements at the entrance and the applicant feels that the addition of 

one more design element would take away from the building.   The lack of an 

elevation change along the roof line is also described by the applicant as 

more appropriate for downtown commercial design and not something 

appropriate for a remote part of town.  The commercial design standards 

were written for areas outside of the downtown district and are applicable to 

the subject site.  Sites located in the downtown have different design 

guidelines and are addressed in §17.09.070.   

 

The applicant also states that being in close proximity to residential uses, the 

current design fits in with the neighboring residential uses.  The 2002 

Comprehensive Plan includes design guidelines for 127th St. and those 

guidelines recognize the desire for development to mimic residential design 

along 127th St.  While the subject site is outside of the intended scope of the 

127th St. guidelines, the document can serve as a guide if the intent of the 

applicant is to fit in with the residential character.  The height, roof, and 

fenestration of the building can be constructed in a fashion that resembles 

residential design.  With some revision, the current submission could meet the 

commercial design standards and fit in with the residential character of the 

area.  The current submission is included for reference as Exhibit E Building 

Elevations. 

 

 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.  As stated in §7.04.150.A of the UDO, a variation is 

not intended merely to remove an inconvenience or financial burden that the 

requirements of this ordinance may impose. 

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The variations to allow no change 

in the roof line and to allow the reduced design elements for the building 

entrance is a difficulty created by the applicant in designing the building as 

proposed. 

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variations is not expected to be 

detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or improvements 

in the neighborhood.  The urban design requirements are intended to add 

value and aesthetic appeal to properties in the Village.   
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 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   The variations to allow no 

change in the roof line and to allow the reduced design elements for the 

building entrance will not impair adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion, the danger of fire or negatively 

impact public safety.  The commercial design standards are in place to ensure 

quality developments that bring value to the building and property.  The 

requested variations address minor elements as the building roof length is just 

over 100 ft. which is the threshold for when a change in elevation is required.  

Similarly the building entrance is missing all but one of the required elements.  

The lack of these features is not expected to negatively impact property 

values. 

 

Because there is no demonstrated hardship and the variation request would be 

applicable to any commercial redevelopment in the B-3 district, the 2nd standard 

has not been met. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and 

industrial land uses.  Permitting no change in the roof line and reduced design 

elements for the building entrance are not expected to be a substantial detriment 

to any adjacent property.   

 

7) 17.21.030 F(2) SIDEWALKS.    A sidewalk shall be provided from the perimeter public 

sidewalk to the principal customer entrance.   Applicant is requesting a variation from 

having to provide a sidewalk from a public sidewalk to the entrance of the building. 

 

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 the variation request.  

The variation to allow no interior sidewalk to the building entrance is consistent 

with the following components. 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The variation 

to no interior sidewalk from the public sidewalk to the customer entrance will 

negatively impact the safety and general welfare of the public.  The applicant 

is also seeking a variation from having to provide a public sidewalk.  The lack 

of interior sidewalks will force sports spectators to walk through the grassed 

areas and parking lots.  Relying on the grass and parking area limits the ability 

to manage traffic flow and increases safety concerns related to pedestrian 
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and vehicle use.  This is particularly of concern during high volume use such as 

tournaments. Additionally, the majority of the parking area is proposed to be 

gravel.  Only the required ADA accessible parking is proposed to be paved.  

As such, the lack of striping and directional flow adds to the safety concerns. 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation to allow no interior sidewalk will have no impact on light, air or 

privacy.  It will negatively impact access to the property, as pedestrians will be 

forced to walk through the gravel parking lot and drive aisles to get to the 

entrance of the building or the sports fields.   

 

 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial 

areas.  The owner contends that due to their site location, the requirement 

should not apply.  The requirement for providing an interior sidewalk is meant 

to increase the safety of pedestrians and to enhance pedestrian experience 

at commercial sites.  Other commercial developments would be held to the 

same expectations.   

 

 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  

Commercial developments that meet the Village standards for building design 

and site design would conserve of the value of land and buildings in general 

throughout the Village.  The variation to allow no interior sidewalk to the 

entrance would diminish the ability to maintain value and undermine the UDO 

and its intent on creating pedestrian friendly developments throughout the 

Village.  

 

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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The applicant contends that due to the site location, the 

requirement should not apply.  The site location, although on the periphery of 

the current village limits, should not be exempt from having to provide a basic 

amenity such as a sidewalk.  An interior sidewalk would better direct 

pedestrian flow and create a safer environment especially during high volume 

events.   

 

 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.  As stated in §7.04.150.A of the UDO, a variation is 
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not intended merely to remove an inconvenience or financial burden that the 

requirements of this ordinance may impose. 

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The variation to allow no interior 

sidewalk to the building entrance is a difficulty created by the applicant in 

designing the building and site plan as proposed. 

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variation is may be detrimental 

to the public welfare as sidewalks are meant to provide a safe option for 

pedestrian travel.  This is particularly important for high volume events.   

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   The variation to allow no 

interior sidewalk to the building entrance will not impair adequate supply of 

light and air to adjacent properties or substantially increase congestion or the 

danger of fire.  Property values and public safety of other properties in the 

area are also not expected to be negatively impacted. 

 

Because there is no demonstrated hardship and the variation request would be 

applicable to any commercial redevelopment in the B-3 district, the 2nd standard 

has not been met. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and 

industrial land uses.  Permitting no interior sidewalk to the building entrance is not 

expected to be a substantial detriment to any adjacent property.   

 

8) 17.21.030 H WINDOWS. A minimum of 40% of the area between four feet and 10 feet in 

height on a building elevation facing the public street shall be comprised of clear, 

non-reflective windows that allow views of indoor commercial space.  Applicant is 

requesting a variation from having to meet this requirement. 

 

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 the variation request.  

The variation to allow a reduced proportion of windows on the elevation facing 

the public street is consistent with the remaining four components. 
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 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The variation 

to allow a reduced proportion of windows on the elevation facing the public 

street will not negatively impact the safety and general welfare of the public.  

Urban design standards for commercial developments are intended to foster 

aesthetically pleasing developments. See Exhibit E Building elevations. 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation to allow a reduced proportion of windows on the elevation facing 

the public street will have no impact on light, air or privacy or access to the 

property.   

 

 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial 

areas.  The urban design requirements for commercial development are in 

place to ensure the development of attractive commercial areas.  The intent 

of this particular requirement is to ensure that commercial spaces have ample 

visibility from the outside and is also a design consideration. Commercial 

buildings by their nature are large and bulky.  Providing ample fenestration 

allows for an opportunity to break up the building face and adds architectural 

features.    The owner contends that the use is unique and not in a downtown 

commercial environment.  The commercial design standards were written for 

areas outside of the downtown district and are applicable to the subject site.  

Sites located in the downtown have different design guidelines which are 

addressed in §17.09.070 of the UDO. 

 

 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  

Commercial developments that meet the Village standards for building design 

would conserve of the value of land and buildings in general throughout the 

Village.   

 

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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The applicant contends that the building orientation is such 

that windows are needed in the rear of the building for viewing of the playing 

fields and not along the street.  The locker rooms and storage areas face the 

public street and makes is difficult to provide windows in these areas.  The 

UDO, however, does not differentiate the design requirements by building use, 

land use or surrounding land uses.   
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 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.  As stated in §7.04.150.A of the UDO, a variation is 

not intended merely to remove an inconvenience or financial burden that the 

requirements of this ordinance may impose. 

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The variation to allow a reduced 

proportion of windows on the elevation facing the public street is a difficulty 

created by the applicant in designing the building as proposed. 

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variation is not expected to be 

detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or improvements 

in the neighborhood.  The urban design requirements are intended to add 

value and aesthetic appeal to properties in the Village.   

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   The variation to allow a 

reduced proportion of windows on the elevation facing the public street will 

not impair adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties or 

substantially increase congestion of the danger of fire.  Property values and 

public safety are also not expected to be negatively impacted. 

 

Because there is no demonstrated hardship and the variation request would be 

applicable to any commercial redevelopment in the B-3 district, the 2nd standard 

has not been met. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and 

industrial land uses.  Permitting a reduction in the proportion of windows on the 

elevation facing the public street is not expected to be a substantial detriment to 

any adjacent property.   

 

 

9) 17.21.030 J PARKING.  No use shall provide off-street parking in excess of 140% of the 

minimum standards expressed in Table 17-10-01.  Applicant is requesting a variation 

to allow for parking in access of what is permitted. 

 

UDO Section 17.04.150.D states that variation requests must be consistent with the 

following three standards to be approved: 
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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 the variation request.  

The variation to allow parking in access of what is allowed by code is consistent 

with the remaining four components 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The variation 

request is not expected to negatively impact the safety and general welfare 

of the public.  Parking standards are meant to ensure that ample parking is 

provided for the use.  In this particular case the property serves as a sports club 

and a site with outdoor recreation.  The parking ratio for a sports club is 1 per 

200 sq ft GFA (UDO).  At 4,738 sq. ft. of gross floor area, 24 parking spots are 

required.  Per the Handbook of Landscape Architectural Construction, 16 

parking spaces are allotted per lacrosse/soccer field which have been 

deemed comparable in size.  With 4 playing fields, 64 parking spaces are 

required for the athletic field use.  Those 64 parking spaces in addition to the 24 

spaces required for the clubhouse amounts to a total of 88 parking spaces 

required for the site at a minimum.  Section 17.21.030.J of the UDO states that 

no off street parking shall be provided in excess of 140% of the required 

minimum, which amounts to 123 parking spaces.  The proposed parking plan 

shows 185 parking spaces, which is in excess of the 140% threshold.   While 

there may be more appropriate parking standards for this particular use based 

on historical use, no data has been provided.  In the interest of time, the 

applicant did not want to delay the public hearing and the variation request 

was made with the information available at the time.  Residents of neighboring 

Smith Farms have expressed concerns about the inadequate parking that 

currently is an issue.  During high volume events, spectators park on Pasture Dr. 

and walk to the site. See Exhibit B Site Plan. 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation will have no impact on light, air or privacy.  The variation request does 

impact access to the property as inadequate parking forces cars to park 

along surrounding residential streets. Inadequate parking could also create 

congestion along Smith Rd as spectators maneuver in and out of the lot 

searching for a place to park. Parking in excess of what is allowed would not 

impact access to the property in a negative way. 

 

 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial 

areas.  The minimum parking standards are in place to ensure the 

development of attractive commercial areas. Other commercial 

developments that are open to the public would be held to the same 

expectations. 

 

 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  Parking 

that meets the Village standards would conserve of the value of land and 

buildings in general throughout the Village.  
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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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The applicant contends that due to their isolated location 

and desire to keep cars from having to park on streets, the amount of 

proposed parking is needed.  Staff agrees that adequate parking is needed 

on site to maintain the integrity of the surrounding residential neighborhoods 

and to increase safety during high volume events.  The applicant has not 

provided any evidence that the proposed parking is was is needed based on 

historical use data or industry standards. While the site is situated in the 

periphery of the village limits it is in an area that is still developing and is 

adjacent to existing and new residential subdivisions.  What is currently defined 

by the applicant as an isolated area of Lemont, will not remain that way in 

perpetuity and parking standards should apply. 

 

 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.  As stated in §7.04.150.A of the UDO, a variation is 

not intended merely to remove an inconvenience or financial burden that the 

requirements of this ordinance may impose. 

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The variation request to allow 

parking in excess of what is allowed by code is a difficulty created by the 

applicant in redeveloping the site. 

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variation is not expected to be 

detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or improvements 

in the neighborhood.   

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   The granting of the variation 

will not impair adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties, 

increase the danger of fire or diminish property values.   If it is determined that 

parking in excess of what is allowed by code is needed to ensure public safety 
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during high volume events, the variation would positively impact the welfare of 

the public and reduce congestion on Smith Rd. as spectators seek parking 

availability. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and 

industrial land uses.  Permitting parking in excess of what is allowed by code is not 

expected to be a substantial detriment to any adjacent property.  Inadequate 

parking currently causes spectators to park along streets in adjacent residential 

neighborhoods. Residents have stated that spectators parking along Pasture Dr. 

then cut across vacant lots to get to the site. The installation of public and interior 

sidewalks will help alleviate some of what currently occurs.  Determining what is 

adequate is necessary to ensure no future detriment to adjacent property.    

Consideration must also be given to the fact that the high volume events are 

special events that only take place a limited number of times during the year.  

 

 

10) 17.26.110 D (1) PUBLIC SIDEWALKS.    Sidewalks shall be installed in all residential and 

commercial subdivisions and commercial developments. Applicant is requesting a 

variation from having to provide a public sidewalk. 

 

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 the variation request.  

The variation to allow for no public sidewalk is consistent with the remaining four 

components. 

 

 Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The 

variation to allow for no public sidewalk will negatively impact the safety 

and general welfare of the public.  Residents have stated that currently 

spectators that park along Pasture Dr. cut through vacant lots to get to the 

subject site or walk in the grassed area along Smith Rd.  Providing a public 

sidewalk would increase the safety of any pedestrians trying to access the 

site.  A public sidewalk along Smith Rd. has been provided for the Smith 

Farms residential subdivision and should continue along the subject site. 

 

 Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 

variation to allow no public sidewalk will have no impact on light, air or 

privacy.  It will negatively impact access to the property, as pedestrians will 

be forced to walk through grassed areas and drive aisles to get to the 

entrance of the building or the sports fields.   
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 Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive 

commercial areas.  The owner contends that due to their site location, the 

requirement should not apply.  The requirement for providing a public 

sidewalk is meant to increase the safety of pedestrians and to promote a 

pedestrian friendly environment for Lemont residents and visitors.  Other 

commercial developments would be held to the same expectations.  Smith 

Farms, the residential neighborhood to the south was required to provide a 

public sidewalk and complied.   

 

 Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village.  

Commercial developments that meet the Village standards for building 

design and site design would conserve of the value of land and buildings in 

general throughout the Village.  The variation to allow no public sidewalk 

would diminish the ability to maintain value and undermine the UDO and its 

intent on creating pedestrian friendly developments throughout the Village.  

 

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 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.   

 

 Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 

inconvenience.  The applicant contends that due to the site location, the 

requirement should not apply.  The site location, although on the periphery of 

the current village limits, should not be exempt from having to provide a basic 

amenity such as a sidewalk.  A sidewalk would better direct pedestrian flow 

and create a safer environment especially during high volume events.  It 

would also make a connection to the sidewalk that was installed for the Smith 

Farms subdivision, and further extend the Village’s sidewalk network for, in 

anticipation of the continued growth of the community. 

 

 The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 

applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 

conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 

properties in the B-3 district.   

 

 The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person 

presently having an interest in the property.  The variation to allow no public 

sidewalk is a difficulty created by the applicant in designing the site as 

proposed. 

 

 The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 

injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the 

subject project is located.  The granting of the variation is may be detrimental 
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to the public welfare as sidewalks are meant to provide a safe option for 

pedestrian travel.  This is particularly important for high volume events.   

 

 The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 

the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 

impair property values within the neighborhood.   The variation to allow no 

public sidewalk will not impair adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 

properties or substantially increase congestion of the danger of fire.  Property 

values and public safety are also not expected to be negatively impacted. 

 

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a 

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 

 

Analysis.  The character of the area is mixed in that it is a commercial use with an 

outdoor recreation component surrounded by residential, agricultural and industrial land 

uses.  The lack of a public sidewalk is currently causing detriment to adjacent property.  

Spectators that currently park along Pasture Dr. cut through the yards of Smith Farm 

property owners to access the subject site.  If a sidewalk was provided, these pedestrians 

would have a safe option for accesses the site and may be less inclined to cut through 

private property.  Allowing the property to redevelop without providing a public sidewalk 

is therefore expected to continue to be a detriment to adjacent owners.  Additionally it 

would detract from the overall intent of promoting a pedestrian friendly community and 

is contrary to the Active Transportation Plan and the complete street policy the Village 

has adopted. 

 

Engineers Comments.  The Village engineer has provided comments pertaining to the 

site development application.  The comments are included for reference. 

 

Fire Marshal Comments.  The fire marshal has provided comments related to the 

accessibility of the site in the case of an emergency.  The comments are included for 

reference. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Staff has recommended that the applicant consider pursuing this redevelopment as a 

planned unit development and has provided direction on what would be required and 

what would result in a favorable recommendation.  The applicant has stated that the 

use is unique.  Staff is agreeable to that interpretation and finds that a planned unit 

development would be beneficial for addressing some of the unique aspects of the site 

and use.  The applicant has stated that certain requirements cause financial hardship 

and would prevent the project from moving forward.  Although financial hardship is a 

concern, it is not one that is recognized in the variation standards.  The site location has 

been described by the applicant as remote and isolated and therefore a site that should 

be exempt from some of the Village requirements.  The site, although currently located in 

the periphery of the Village limits, it is an area of the Village that is currently developing.   

 

Based on the above and the analysis of the variations, staff recommends denial of all 

variation requests.  The UDO requires that the applicant demonstrate consistency with all 

three of the variation standards contained within §17.04.150.D. and staff finds that in 
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evaluating each variation request individually, all three standards were not substantially 

met for each variation requested.  Additionally, when evaluated individually, the 

variations were generally found to not be a substantial detriment to any adjacent 

property.  Collectively the variations requested are considerable and could be of 

substantial detriment to adjacent properties.   

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Exhibit A – Existing conditions 

2. Exhibit B – Proposed site plan 

3. Exhibit C – Photometric plan 

4. Exhibit D – Landscape plan  

5. Exhibit E - Building elevations 

6. Exhibit F – Engineers comments 

7. Exhibit G – Fire Marshall’s comments 

8. Applicant submissions 

9. Site Photos 
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SITE PHOTOS 
 

Subject property facing east, existing 

clubhouse 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Subject property facing east, area of 

proposed gravel parking 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Subject property facing east, playing fields  



SITE PHOTOS 
 

 

 

Facing west from Pasture Dr. at Smith 

Farms 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Facing west from the subject property 

towards vacant land south of the CITGO 

property 
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