
 

 

 

 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

Regular Meeting 
Wednesday, August 20, 2014 

6:30 p.m. 
    

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

A. Pledge of Allegiance 

 

B. Verify Quorum 

 

C. Approval of Minutes July 16, 2014 meeting  
 

 

II. CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS 
 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

Case 14-07 – 901 Singer Ave Variation. Variation 

to allow a 6’ privacy fence into a corner side 

yard setback. 

 

IV. ACTION ITEMS 

 

Athen Knolls Resubdivision. Subdivision of a 

single lot into two which allows an existing 

detention basin to become a separate lot.  

 

V. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

a. Future Land Use Map. Review the latest 

future land use map and provide 

comments. 

b. Pioneer Award 

 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

Planning and Zoning 
Commission 
 
Anthony Spinelli, 
Chairman 
 
Commission Members: 
Ryan Kwasneski 
David Maher 
Jerry McGleam 
Jason Sanderson 
Phil Sullivan 
 
 

Village of Lemont 

Planning and Zoning Commission  sion 
 

418 Main Street · Lemont, Illinois 60439    
phone 630-257-1595 ·  fax 630-257-1598   

Planning & Economic 
Development Department 
Staff  
 
Charity Jones, AICP, Director 
Martha M. Glas, Planner 
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Village of Lemont 
Planning and Zoning Commission 

Regular Meeting of July 16, 2014 
 

A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission for the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30 
p.m. on Wednesday, July 16, 2014 in the second floor Board Room of the Village Hall, 418 
Main Street, Lemont, Illinois. 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Chairman Spinelli 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:  Maher, McGleam, Sanderson, Sullivan, Spinelli 
Absent:  Kwasneski 
 
Planning and Economic Development Director Charity Jones, Planner Martha Glas, 
and Village Trustee Ron Stapleton were also present 
 

C.  Approval of Minutes from the June 18, 2014 Meeting 
 

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sanderson to 
approve the minutes from the June 18, 2014 meeting with no changes.  A voice vote 
was taken: 
Ayes:  All  
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 

 
II. CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS 
 

Chairman Spinelli greeted the audience.  He then asked for everyone in the audience to 
stand and raise his/her right hand.  He then administered the oath. 
 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

A. Case 13-14 – 16548 New Avenue Annexation and Rezoning.   
Annexation of approximately 8.43 acres of land located at 16548 New Avenue and 
rezoning to the M-1 Light Manufacturing District. 

 
Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing for Case 13-14. 
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Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sullivan to open the 
public hearing for Case 13-14.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
At 6:35 p.m. Commissioner Kwasneski arrived for the meeting. 
 
Mrs. Glas stated this was a continued case from last month.  On the overhead she had 
shown a picture of the subject site.  The property is currently unincorporated and the 
applicant is looking to annex into the Village with a rezoning to M-1.  The applicant 
currently has a snow removal business.  A site plan is currently under development that 
will provide more details for the site with its use and the proposed screening.  These 
details will be addressed in an annexation agreement, which will be a separate public 
hearing by the Village Board.  This meeting tonight will just cover the rezoning 
request.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if the petitioner would like to make a presentation.  
 
Peter Coules, attorney for the applicant, said they have nothing new to add.  He stated 
they are in agreement on terms and final drawings are being done.  He said they are still 
working on retention for the site so it will be a little while before they will go before the 
Village Board for annexation.  He said nothing has changed from the last meeting. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for Mr. Coules.  
None responded.  He then asked if anyone in the audience wanted to speak in regards to 
this case.  None responded.  He then called for a motion to close the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
close the public hearing for Case 13-14.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All  
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Chairman Spinelli called for a motion for recommendation to the Mayor and Board of 
Trustees. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to 
recommend to the Mayor and Board of Trustees approval of the annexation and 
rezoning for 16548 New Avenue.  A roll call vote was taken: 
Ayes:  McGleam, Kwasneski, Sanderson, Maher, Sullivan, Spinelli 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact for Case 13-14 as prepared by staff. 
A voice vote was taken: 
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Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 

 
IV. ACTION ITEMS 
 

None 
 

V. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
A. Community Character and Future Land Use 
 
Mrs. Jones said this evening they will revisit the Future Land Use Map.  She had combined 
version one and two with comments from the June 4th special meeting.  She has now 
created version three of the map.  Staff has done some analysis, but they are having a minor 
technical glitch with getting the build out analysis for how many multi-family units would 
be generated with the areas that they have designated as multi-family.  She stated she is 
hoping to follow up by email with that information.  In the staff report there are charts for 
each of the categories.  The first is contemporary and conventional neighborhood which is 
predominately single-family residential.  The chart will tell you what the density would be 
if the build out accrued at the low, medium or high end.  Mrs. Jones stated she did the 
same thing for retail but instead of being based on density it is based on floor area ratio.  
She said this will give an idea of what the Future Land Use Map could yield as a build 
out.  She then showed the version three of the map on the overhead and asked if there 
were any questions or comments.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked if staff knew how much office/retail space there was in 
town. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated it is shown on the chart in staff’s report.  There is currently 1.2 
million square feet of office space.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked how much of that is occupied or vacant.   
 
Mrs. Jones said they do not have a good way to get local vacancy ratings.  They use to 
subscribe to a service that would provide that number to them, but then found out it was 
not that accurate.  Starting in January the Village will be requiring all businesses to 
have a business license.  This will give them a much better data set to work with.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if the license would have the square footage of the 
business. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated that is what they are trying to request.   
 
Discussion continued in regards to vacant office/retail space.   
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Mrs. Jones said it is difficult to plan for how much commercial is enough for the 
projected population that they are expecting.  She stated you want your allocation of 
commercial property in your Future Land Use Map related to your allocation of 
residential and the expected density for those areas.  She said she can do more analysis 
to see if they are really far off for what they are designating for commercial area in the 
Plan.  It is difficult though because there are several factors that come into play when 
you are planning out 15 to 20 years.   
 
Mrs. Jones asked if there were any questions in regards to the map.  None responded.  
She stated they will then move on to the Community Character element.  Last month 
staff had covered the guiding principles, so this month they would like to go through 
the draft of recommendations.   
 
Mrs. Jones said the first couple of pages talks about how far the Village has come with 
their standards in regard to land use, development, and design.  If you go back and look 
at the 2002 Comprehensive Plan with what was recommended, there were many things 
that did get accomplished which are impressive.  A lot of the recommendations that you 
see relate to maintaining those standards.  She stated there are three main 
recommendations; the first is maintaining high standards of design for residential 
development.  The second is maintaining high standards of design for new commercial 
and industrial development.  Lastly, continue to protect and enhance our unique 
community assets.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated she is going to go over the implementation action area which covers 
the specific steps.  For residential development the first is to develop standards for 360 
architecture for new residential development.  This is also referred to as four sided 
design and was recently talked about with the Kettering development.  It is a way of 
designing a home with materials that are consistent on all elevations of the home.  
These recommendation steps are balancing the recommendations in the housing 
element.  It is to try to diversify the housing stock and not require costly items to drive-
up prices of homes.  Also, it will help ensure there is good quality design, homes and 
neighborhoods in the Village.  The second action step is to revise the anti-monotony 
code for single-family development.  She said the anti-monotony code works for front 
elevations, but it does not address the rear of the homes.  This is important on visible 
lots that back up to main roads.  The code also has some administration challenges, so it 
needs to be looked at to make it easier and also easier for the builders to understand.   
 
Another implementation is to continually review codes for changes in technology.  
There have been new building materials and technologies that have been made 
available in construction so the code should be adjusted to reflect those changes.  The 
last is to develop a Comprehensive Residential Design Standards.  This relates to the 
anti-monotony and the 360 design, but also to go through the Commission to find out 
what we really want our standards to be.  Mrs. Jones asked if there were any comments 
or questions.  None responded. 
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Mrs. Jones stated the next implementation action area is maintaining high standards for 
new commercial and industrial development.  The first action step is to develop design 
standards for non-retail commercial buildings.  The commercial design standards are 
really geared for retail and there should be some standards that apply to buildings that 
aren’t retail strip centers.  The next is to maintain high standards for retail commercial 
buildings, which will be just continuing what they have been doing.  The third is 
revising landscaping requirements for commercial developments.  Staff wants to 
continue the high standards for landscaping, but in some cases the standards are too 
high.  
 
Mrs. Jones said the next action she would like to get their feedback on.  It is continue to 
seek residential-style buildings along 127th Street from State Street to I-355.  In 2006 
there was an appendix to the Comprehensive Plan that was adopted for guidelines for 
127th Street.  It called for buildings that were kind of residential in style.  The 
guidelines sought small building bulk, low building heights, hip roofs, and residential 
style windows.  She asked if the Commission wanted to still maintain this action item.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated with the commercial lots along Timberline a higher priority 
should be placed on the residential look that faces the residents rather than what faces 
127th.  He said there should be a certain percentage of parking that has to be behind the 
building.   
 
Mrs. Jones said they do not allow more than 50% of the parking be located in the front.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated they might want to reconsider that. He said he can not imagine 
having more than 50% of parking butting up to the back of those houses.  He thinks it is 
not right to put parking in back of the building and expect to have customers walk 
around to the front of the building.  He stated there should be more parking in the front.   
 
Mrs. Jones said if you have all the parking in the front and the building in the back then 
it is bad for pedestrians. 
 
Discussion continued in regards to parking for commercial lots for 127th Street.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated if you are going for that residential look then you are 
only going to get a one-story building.  He said when they looked at that corridor that 
had envisioned it as medical/office use and now we are restricting it to one-story.  He 
stated he can’t see that whole corridor become one-story.   
 
Commissioner Maher said he would prefer to see better design options rather than 
residential style.  He does not mind controlling it because of the residents being there, 
but he has seen better buildings than what is currently there.  He stated there could be 
something in there due to the amount of residential there, but not limiting it residential 
style.  This would open it up for more creativity for that street.   
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Mrs. Jones stated what if they had something that required a higher level of design for 
this corridor, but remove the component about it mimicking residential. All 
Commissioners agreed. 
 
Discussion continued regarding pedestrian traffic along 127th.   
 
Mrs. Jones said the last action item is creating design standards for industrial 
development.  Besides having landscaping standards, there are no standards for 
industrial development.  For the building material it only prohibits metal panels and no 
other requirement exist.  She stated there should be some design standards for these 
types of properties especially for parking and drive isles.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated the last implementation action area is to continue to protect and 
enhance our unique community assets.  The first action is to continue to prevent 
disturbances to our natural topography.  New development shall minimize disturbances 
to the area’s natural topography to the maximum extent possible.  She said this is just a 
policy statement. 
 
The next is continue to improve and restore the I&M Canal and its towpaths.  This was 
mentioned in the Economic Development Element so it is not really new.  The Village 
should improve and restore Canal.  Additionally, through development review and 
approval processes the Village should continue to ensure that future development along 
the canal respects this historic asset.  Again this is a policy statement stating that this is 
an important feature of our downtown area.  The third action item is to continue to 
preserve Lemont’s iconic skyline.  This statement has probably been in every 
Comprehensive Plan that the Village has had.  This is the statement that had saved the 
Village from the billboards. 
 
Mrs. Jones said the fourth action item is preserve downtown buildings which contribute 
to the charm of downtown.  There is a statement from the original vision or statement 
from when they started the process that she would like to get their opinion on.  “In the 
downtown buildings that are neither architecturally or historically significant, yet 
contribute to the overall historic character and charm of the downtown should be 
preserved”. 
 
Commissioner Maher stated he does not mind getting rid of a building like that.  He 
would like to see more buildings like La Dolce Vita. 
 
Mrs. Jones asked if all the Commissioners agreed that if there was a building that was 
neither architecturally or historically significant then it can be taken down.  She said 
she would not want it taken down and then have just a vacant lot.  However, if they 
were going to build something to fit in with the downtown then that is acceptable.   
 
Commissioner Maher said he would like to see that apply to new construction down in 
the downtown area.  He stated for example on Canal Street if the Ace Hardware was 
torn down he would like to see the same look extended down the street.   
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Discussion continued in regards to Certificate of Appropriatnice and historic buildings 
 
Mrs. Jones stated the last action item is to continue to install public art that reinforces 
our community character.  Lemont has a long tradition of using public art to beautify 
our community and celebrate our rich history and this is just to continue that tradition.  
She said there are two items that are not in here but she would like to discuss them.  
One is the R-4A district where she might include an action item in this element about 
evaluating the boundaries.  The R-4A is meant to fit the older properties which works 
great for the 50 x 100 foot lots.  However, when you get in to the properties that were 
built in the 1950’s or 1960’s the lot configurations are a little bit different and the 
standards don’t work so great.  There are also a lot of R-4 zoned properties south of 
McCarthy, east of State Street that would fit better in the R-4A lots.  She stated she 
would like to look at the boundaries and possible modifying those boundaries.  The 
advantage of the R-4A for people who are not built on a 12,500 square foot lot is that 
the standards are written to accommodate smaller lots.  This will help with accessory 
structures like sheds, garages, decks, and pools. 
 
Commissioner Maher said he thinks they should look at all of R-4.  There was a big 
debate when looking at the Kettering subdivision because there is not one lot that meets 
the standard. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated it was addressed in the housing development so maybe it should 
belong in there.  She asked if there are any other thoughts.  None responded.  She said 
the other issue was State Street.  She was going to add that they develop a corridor plan 
for State Street that addresses some of the older uses that are currently there.  There is a 
concern about the number homes that are for sale on State Street and some are corner 
lots.  They could get faced with someone wanting to put a business on one of these.  
They need to address whether they want to see any changing land use patterns on State 
or if they do allow limited commercial on State Street what it needs to look like or feel 
like.   
 
All Commissioners agreed it does need to be looked at. 
 
Mrs. Jones said she had applied for some grants through the Chicago Metropolitan 
Agency for Planning (CMAP).  They have free local technical assistance grants so they 
have submitted for four different projects.  One of them was a plan for the corridor of 
State Street.   
 
Discussion continued in regards to bike lanes. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any more questions or comments.  None 
responded. 
 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 
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Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to adjourn the meeting. 
 
Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
adjourn the meeting.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All  
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
 
 
 
Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper 
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TO:  Planning & Zoning Commission            
 
FROM:  Martha M. Glas, Village Planner 
   
THRU  Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director 
   
SUBJECT: Case 14-07 901 Singer Ave Variation 
 
DATE:  August 11, 2014 
       
 
SUMMARY 
 
Joe Dlugopolski, owner of the subject property, is requesting a variation to place a 6’ 
privacy fence 4.2’ into the required corner side yard setback at 901 Singer Ave.  The 
property is zoned R-4A and the required corner side yard setback is 7.2 feet or, 12% of the 
lot width. The applicant is requesting the 6’ privacy fence to be placed in the same 
location as the existing 3 foot decorative fence.  Staff does not recommend approval of 
the variation.  

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. 14-07     
Project Name   901 Singer Ave 
General Information     
Applicant Joe Dlugopolski 
Status of Applicant Owner of the subject property 
Requested Actions: Variation to allow a 6’ privacy fence 4.2’ into the 

required corner side yard setback. 
Site Location 901 Singer Ave (PIN 22-29-119-001) 
Existing Zoning Lemont R-4A, Single-Family Detached Residential 
Size 6,630 sf; approx. .152 acres 
Existing Land Use Single-family residential  
Surrounding Land Use/Zoning North: Single Family Residential, Lemont R-4A 
    South: Single Family Residential, Lemont R-4A 
    East: Multi-family Residential, Lemont R-6 
    West: Single Family Residential, Lemont R-4A 
Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comp Plan calls for this site to medium density 2-6 

du/acres. 
Special Information   
Public Utilities  The site is serviced with Village water or sewer 
Physical Characteristics 

 
Site has no unusual topography  

Other  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The applicant constructed the home in 2004 and was aware of the 7.2’corner side yard 
setback for the subject lot.  The owner installed a 3’ decorative fence that is located 3’ 
from the lot line.  For privacy, the owner was advised to install bushes as the UDO does 
not regulate landscaping on residential lots.  A majority of the bushes that were installed 
have not survived.  The applicant states that soil conditions are poor and they have 
been unable to maintain the landscaping.  The applicant is requesting a variation to 
allow a privacy fence in the location where the decorative fence currently exists.   The 
homeowner intends on adding height to the existing fence to match what was done in 
the rear of the property.   The fence would be a wood framed fence.  See site photos for 
reference. 
 
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 clearly not applicable to this variation 
request.  The remaining four components are applicable: 
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• Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The 
proposed variation should have no impact on public safety, health or 
welfare.  The proposed fence would be placed outside the vision triangle 
identified in UDO Figure 17-12-01 and therefore, would not create a hazard 
for pedestrians or motorists. 
 

• Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.  The 
proposed variation would not negatively impact light or air to the property.  
The fence would increase privacy for the homeowners. 

 
• Protecting the character of established residential neighborhoods.  The R-

4A district is generally comprised of smaller lots and is designated for 
preservation and infill.  The subject property is in a somewhat transitional 
area, located 1 block away from State Street and adjacent to higher 
density residential development, but it is in an established neighborhood 
nonetheless.  A 6’ privacy fence is permitted if it meets the setbacks.  The 
variation request would permit the 6’ privacy fence to be 4.2’ into the 
required corner yard setback which is more than half of the required corner 
side yard.  While this individually would not necessarily impact the 
character of the residential neighborhood it would set a precedence that 
could result in an overall change over time. 

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

addition of a fence is generally seen as an improvement to a property and 
when kept in good repair, has potential of increasing the value of the land 
and buildings in the surrounding area. 
 

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

particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 
inconvenience.  The applicant asserts that the physical surroundings create a 
hardship because the home is on busy corner and adjacent to an apartment 
complex that has high traffic volume .  The applicant has stated that safety is a 
concern and previous attempts to provide  landscape screening have failed 
due to poor soil conditions.   

 
Dense landscaping can provide the desired screening and privacy; the 
applicant contends, however, that poor soil conditions prevent this.  Without 
actual soil samples or a soil analysis it is difficult to validate this as a hardship.  
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Soil amendments are readily available as are other plant varieties that may be 
better suited for the existing conditions. 
 
In regards to the concerns about safety and traffic in the area, a 6’ privacy 
fence located to meet the required corner yard setback would provide equal 
protection. 
 
The applicant further claims that the UDO’s fence location restrictions create a 
hardship for their enjoyment of limited outdoor space.  Additionally, they have 
children and dogs and are concerned about their safety.  The exiting fence is 
located 3’ from the lot line.  A 6’ privacy fence would be permitted if moved 
inward an additional 4.2’.  While some yard space would be lost, staff finds 
that the physical surroundings cannot be attributed to the hardship and the 
proposed location is a preference. 

 
a. 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 residential zoning districts.  On Singer Ave., two other corner lots 
are adjacent to apartment complexes.  The home depicted below is located 
on Singer and Eureka and has similar physical surroundings and currently 
maintains a row of landscaping to provide privacy. 
 

 
 

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

presently having an interest in the property.  The applicant built the home in 
2004 and was advised of the fence regulations at the time.  The applicant 
installed a decorative fence in the corner side yard and installed bushes along 
the fence line to provide screening. The applicant has stated that poor soil 
conditions prevented the bushes from establishing and resulted in their 
removal.   The applicant could install a 6’ privacy fence at the corner setback 
line, however their intention is to increase the fence height by adding panels 
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to the existing fence, which is 3’ from the lot line.  Because the existing lot 
conditions were created by the current owners, the desire to not move the 
fence to meet the setback is a hardship created by the owners.    

 
c. 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 variation would not be detrimental to the 
public welfare or injurious to other property. It would, however, have a 
negative impact on the streetscape. A 6’ privacy fence 3’ from the 
sidewalk can create a wall effect for any pedestrians waking along Norton.  
Given the potential soil problems, landscaping, which is often used to mitigate 
the negative visual impact of fences, would likely not be an option.       

 
d. 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 would not 
endanger public safety, substantially impair property values, diminish 
adequate supply of light or air, or increase the danger of fire or congestion. 

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

substantial detriment to adjacent property. 
 
Analysis. Usually, in evaluating corner side yard variation requests the Village is 
concerned with examining impacts to adjacent neighbors whose front yards are 
adjacent to a corner side yard variation.  In this case there are no such neighbors 
in that the rear yard abuts an alley and is next to the parking area for the 
neighboring apartment complex.   The circumstance applicable to this case is the 
location and proximity to more intense land uses.  The variation to allow a 6’ fence 
into the required corner side yard would not be a substantial detriment to 
adjacent property. 
 
A variation allowing a 6’ privacy fence to be installed 3’ from the lot line rather 
than the required 7.2’ would likely not alter the essential character of the locality.  
As discussed, however, there would be a negative visual impact from having of a 
privacy fence closer to the lot line that what is permitted. 

 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS. 
 
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 not all three were 
substantially met.   
 
The corner side yard fence setback protects homeowners adjacent to the rear of a 
corner lot.  In this case the lot backs up to an alley and is adjacent to a parking area for 
the neighboring apartment complex.  While the physical surroundings contribute to the 
desire for a 6’ privacy fence, the surroundings do not create a hardship for meeting the 
fence regulations.  The fence, if moved inward an additional 4.2’, would comply with the 
fence location regulations and provide security and screening.  Staff finds that because 
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the applicant purchased the lot, built a home and constructed the existing fence with 
knowledge of the UDO fence regulations, the hardship is created by the applicant. 
 
Recognizing that constructing the fence at the setback line would reduce the amount of 
yard space, the fact remains that this variation request would be applicable to other 
corner lot properties and is a hardship created by the applicant.  Based on the analysis 
above and the inability to substantially meet all three criteria, staff does not recommend 
approval the requested variation. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Site Photos 
2. Applicant submittals 
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SITE PHOTOS 
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TO:  Planning & Zoning Commission            
 
FROM:  Martha M. Glas, Village Planner 
 
THRU: Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director 
    
SUBJECT: Case 14-08, Athen Knolls Resubdivision 
 
DATE:  August 15, 2014 
       
 
SUMMARY 
 
Michael Lippner, owner of the subject property, and the Village have made a joint 
submission for the approval of a final plat of subdivision for lot 16 in Athen Knolls 
Subdivision.  Staff recommends 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. 14-08   
Project Name Lippner Resubdivision   
General Information       
Applicant Michael Lippner 
Status of Applicant Owner 
Requested Actions: Final plat of subdivision 
Purpose for Requests Resubdivision of lot 16 in Athen Knolls subdivision 

  
Site Location 12721 Jane Ave (PINs: 22-33-207-006) 
Existing Zoning B-1, Office/Retail Transitional District 
Size Lot 1 is 20,358 Sq Ft & Lot 2 is 14,527 Sq Ft. 
Existing Land Use Lot 1 Vacant and Lot 2 Public Utility and Drainage Easement 
Surrounding Land 
Use/Zoning 

North: R-4 Single Family Residential   

    South: R-4 Single Family Residential   
    East: B-1, Office/Retail Transitional District   
    West: B-3, Arterial Commercial District & 

Unincorporated Cook, R-3 Single Family Residence 
  

Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comprehensive Plan map designates this area as low density 
residential (0-2 dwelling units per acre). 

Special Information   
Public Utilities   The site is served by Village utilities 

Physical Characteristics Lot is vacant; a portion (Lot 2) has a detention pond on site. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
   
Athen Knolls (also known as Archer Knolls) subdivision was annexed and subdivided on 
December 26, 1989 (O-643 & O-644).  The subject lot is lot 16 and shown in Exhibit A.  The 
resubdivision will create 2 lots.  Lot 1 is 20,358 sq. ft. and Lot 2 is 14,527 sq. ft.  Lot 2, in its 
entirety, is designated as a public utility and drainage easement.   
 
The resubdivision will allow the detention basin present on the southeastern portion of the 
lot to be a separate lot (Lot 2).  Lot 1 has frontage along Archer Ave. and is vacant.  Both 
lots will remain B-1. 
 
 
GENERAL ANALYSIS 
 
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan is 
not applicable for this resubdivision as it is merely a resubdivision to make the existing 
public utility and drainage easement a separate lot.  The separate lot will assist in the 
future maintenance of the detention facility present on the lot. 
 
Consistency with Subdivision Standards.  The proposed lot sizes and lot widths are 
consistent with Village subdivision standards. 
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Aesthetic and Environmental.  No changes are proposed to the site.  
 
Engineering Comments.  The Village Engineer has drafted the plat of resubdivision and 
has worked with the applicant on maintenance issues related to the site.  
 
 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed resubdivision. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Exhibit A – Athen Knolls subdivision 
2. Plat of Athen Knolls Lot 16 Resubdivision 

  



PZC Memorandum – Case # 14-08 Lippner Resubdivision 
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210 

4 

EXHIBIT A 
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TO:  Planning & Zoning Commission     
 
FROM:  Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director 
   
SUBJECT: Lemont 2030 – Future Land Use Map 
 
DATE:  August 15, 2014 
       
 
SUMMARY 
 
Attached is a draft Future Land Use Map, revised per the COW’s input at the July 
meeting.  Please review and provide comment.   
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. DRAFT Future Land Use Map 
 
 

 

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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