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Village of Lemont 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Regular Meeting of April 15, 2015 

 
A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission for the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30 
p.m. on Wednesday, April 15, 2015 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 6:35 p.m.  He then led the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

 
B.  Verify Quorum 

 
Upon roll call the following were: 
Present:  Kwasneski, McGleam, Sanderson, Sullivan, Spinelli 
Absent:  Arendziak and Maher 
 
Planning and Economic Development Director Charity Jones, Village Trustee Ron 
Stapleton and Fire Marshal Dan Tholotowsky were also present. 
 

C.  Approval of Minutes for the February 18, 2015 Meeting 
 

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
approve the minutes for the February 18, 2015 meeting with no changes.  A voice 
vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 

D.  Approval of Minutes for the March 18, 2015 Meeting 
 

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sullivan to 
approve the minutes for the March 18, 2015 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 to stand and raise 
his/her right hand.  He then administered the oath. 
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III. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

A.  15-04 Lemont Nursing & Rehab Center. 
Request for final PUD approval for expansion of existing Lemont Nursing & Rehab 
Center facility. 

 
Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing for Case 15-04. 
 
Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
open the public hearing for Case 15-04.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Mrs. Jones said the application before the Commission is for a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) for an addition to the existing Lemont Nursing & Rehab Center.  
Some background information, in 1994 the Village approved an annexation agreement, 
annexation, zoning, and special use for a unique use for the development of the Lemont 
Nursing and Rehab facility as it exists today.  The Village no longer has this “special 
use for a unique use” in their Code.  When Lemont Nursing came to staff and talked 
about their expansion plans, we had suggested that they apply for a special use for a 
PUD.  Nursing Homes are a special use in their zoning category, but rather than a 
special use for a unique use it is a special use for a PUD.  It locks in the site plan if 
approved.  In the original approval from 1994 there were some requirements for site 
design and landscaping and that ordinance was attached.  It included: 
• 40’ minimum setback along the east property line. 
• Total gross floor area no more than 59,000 sf. 
• Maximum of 150 beds in the facility, plus an additional 10 beds if approved by 

State. 
• Minimum of 80 parking spaces. 
• The southern five acres is limited to single-family detached residential 

development.  
She stated the current configuration of the site currently complies with that original 
ordinance.  However, some of the landscaping that was prescribed by the original 
special use may not actually be there.   
 
Mrs. Jones said the current application would be for a final PUD and would include an 
expansion of the building and parking area but would not add any beds to the facility.  
The proposal is to convert all of the shared rooms into private rooms.  The total bed 
count would remain at 158.  There is a table included in staff’s report that illustrates 
how the application deviates from the different zoning standards.  One of those is off 
street parking.  The Village’s off street parking requirement for Nursing Homes is one 
space per four beds and that is the minimum and 140% would be the maximum.  So 
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their minimum would be 40 spaces and their maximum would be 56 spaces.  Clearly 
they have more than that now.  Based on staff’s observation and complaints by 
neighbors from the west they are generally lacking in parking.  They are proposing an 
expansion of the parking from 76 spaces to 145 spaces.  The standard that is in the 
UDO is very low so staff did some research to see what other facilities had for parking.  
She stated she had contacted four other facilities in the area and found that their parking 
spaces ranged from .55 spaces per facility bed to 1.14 spaces per facility bed.  Lemont 
Nursing’s current parking rate is .48 spaces per bed, which is lower than any of the 
facilities that they had contacted.  The proposed rate is .91 per space per bed which is 
on the high end, but within the range of rates observed elsewhere.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated they also looked at the parking using the U.S. Department of Veteran 
Affairs Parking Demand Model.  That model is based on observed parking related to 21 
different VA facilities across the country.  This is not a perfect fit because a VA facility 
is not the same as Lemont Nursing, but it was the guide staff could find available.  
According to that guide there would be estimated parking demand of 166 parking 
spaces.  Staff feels with that and the combination of their research of other facilities 
their parking proposal is within the range of what might be acceptable or expected.  
However, staff can’t say it is exactly the right amount specifically because they don’t 
have a great standard to be able to use.   
 
Mrs. Jones said she would like to talk about the consistency with the recently adopted 
Lemont 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  The Plan does designate this area as institutional 
land use as well as compatibility with the existing uses.  Staff finds that it would have 
limited new impact to the properties to the east and west because the extension is 
directly to the south.  The impact then would be mostly to the owners to the south and 
will talk about that when they get into the landscaping and aesthetics.  The addition is a 
one story building addition and the materials will all match the existing building.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated that Village Arborist noted that there would need to be additional 
information regarding how the trees that are suppose to be preserved will be preserved.  
Also the detention basin, which is on the west side of the property, is supposed to be a 
naturalized detention basin.  Naturalized detention basins are designed to filter out more 
contaminants and are therefore better for the environment.  The applicant’s plan did not 
include the information that staff needs on what exactly those plants are, planting 
schedules, and maintenance will look like. 
 
Mrs. Jones said the proposed parking lot will bring the parking lot nearly 190 feet 
closer to the homeowners south of the subject site.  Since the original special use for 
this property limited the development of the southern five acres of the subject site to 
residential development, staff finds that the adjacent homeowners had a reasonable 
expectation of a buffer between their property and the Nursing Home.  The proposed 
parking lot will be at least 130 feet from the nearest lot line to the south, which does 
provide a substantial visual separation.  The proposed photometric plan shows there 
will be no new light spillage near the property line.  Therefore staff finds the remaining 
conflict would be vehicle headlights.  In the landscape plan they proposed shrubs along 
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the south end of the parking lot as well as a couple of stands of evergreen trees.  Staff 
does not feel that it is sufficient, and so is recommending that there be a landscape berm 
or a masonry wall of an adequate height to prevent headlights from cars shining to the 
property owners to the south.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated the Village Engineer was satisfied that the plans submitted were 
sufficient for zoning and entitlement approval.  The Fire Marshall noted that an 
additional fire hydrant is needed on the southeast area of the parking lot addition.  She 
said this would conclude staff’s presentation. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if the southern five acres was for residential or nursing home 
resident usage. 
 
Mrs. Jones said it was originally to be developed for single-family residential.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated that is going to remain as a buffer now instead of actual 
potential building. 
 
Mrs. Jones said it would not be developable under this PUD and they are only seeking 
approval for this specific site plan.  If they wanted to change this site plan then they 
would have to come back through the zoning entitlement process to do so.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated she had mentioned sight lines for the parking lot with the 
landscape plan.  They are providing plantings at the south end of the parking lot.  The 
existing property line adjacent to the residents to the south is higher than the parking 
lot.  He feels that there might not be much of an issue with headlights.  He said berming 
at the parking lot might not be beneficial because it will stop what the existing grading 
would have stopped.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if any of the Commissioners had any additional questions for 
staff at this time.  None responded.  He then asked if the applicant wanted to come up 
and make a presentation. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
 
John Antonopoulos, attorney for Lemont Nursing & Rehab, stated he is very familiar 
with this facility.  He knows people are concerned regarding the expansion of the 
facility.  It will be the same number of beds, but instead of having two people in a room 
they will only have one in a room.  Parking space is going to double for the area.  He 
said a PUD means that whatever a developer puts on that plan he has to build.  He 
brought four people with him to answer any questions, which include the Administrator 
of the Nursing & Rehab Center, two architects, and a representative who owns these 
facilities.  They currently own 14 facilities throughout the U.S.   He stated they are 
present tonight to answer any questions. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if anyone from his team would like to speak at this time.   
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Mr. Antonopoulos said not at this time. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for the 
applicant.  None responded. 
 
Public Comment 
 
John Savas, who lives on the corner of Roscommon Way and Walker, stated he has 
seen the plans and does not have a problem with the plans.  He has two concerns, the 
parking has always been an issue and it is ironic that just before the letter came out 
there hasn’t been anybody parking on Walker.  What this tells you is that there has 
always been adequate parking but the employees have chosen not to park there.  He 
would like to see some kind of restriction with parking on Walker.  This way they can 
still have their own guests and visitors over and they can find parking.  His second 
concern is people would go out to these cars and eat their lunch there then leave their 
garbage there.  He said they have picked up garbage every single day from that area.  
He asks that they be good neighbors and try to enforce that their employees should not 
park there and not leave their garbage lying around.   
 
Ted Dziubek, 1331 Bailey’s Crossing, said his concerns are for the detention area that 
is adjacent to 1285 and 1295 Bailey’s Crossing.  The detention pond gets all the 
drainage from Archer Avenue coming down along Bailey’s Crossing into the cul-de-sac 
where he lives.  That detention area is filled up with water and is released over a period 
of time.  It drains into the field that is by the nursing home.  He would like to know if 
there has been some engineering done and is that water going to be restricted in 
anyway.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated he has not spoken with the Village Engineer but he is familiar 
with the process.  The site will have its own detention basin and they will control their 
own release off of their property.   
 
Mr. Dziubek asked if this would affect his release of water. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said State drainage laws do not allow them to negatively impact 
downstream properties.  By the same token, downstream properties can not block 
drainage from upstream.  If this property drains towards your detention basin, then your 
detention basin has to take the water.  They will be restricted on their property to hold 
back and have a slower release rate.  This can be done with a non-mechanical device so 
you don’t have to have someone go out during a storm to open or close the valve.   
 
Mr. Dziubek asked if his release from his detention area would flow into theirs. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated he does not have storm sewer path for his site or from the 
proposed site.   
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Mr. Dziubek asked if there was any engineering data done to see if the runoff that he 
has will go along that same path. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said there is preliminary engineering that has been done but he does 
not have a report from the Village Engineer.  This Commission does not review the 
Engineering Plans. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated the Village Engineer has reviewed the Engineering Plans that were 
part of this submittal.  He is confident that the detention basin is sized and designed 
appropriately and no substantial changes will need to be made to it.  This process gets 
them their zoning entitlements and locks in the site plan.  Then they have to go through 
a permitting process where they get permits from IEPA, MWRD, and as well from the 
Village.  At that point, the very detailed engineering plans get drawn up and the Village 
Engineer and MWRD reviews those plans for storm water.   
 
Mr. Dziubek asked if there could be some kind of special assessment for their 
development. 
 
Mrs. Jones said that could not be legally possible.   
 
Mr. Dziubek asked if he had to go to all these meetings to make sure that they sign off 
on this. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he does not need to come to all the meetings.  It will be 
taken care of by the proper agencies.  There is no way around the laws. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said recently Cook County had enacted a more stringent ordinance 
regarding storm water management which are currently in effect. 
 
Craig Hearne, 12502 S. Archer Avenue, stated he lives in unincorporated Cook County 
but it is in the area of the Village.  He showed on the site plan where his house would 
be located.  He showed the storm water detention pond that Mr. Dziubek was talking 
about.  The level of that land right now is the level of his property and his next door 
neighbor.  He said the drainage pond drains into an empty lot.  When they finish all the 
site work where is all that water going to go. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said the preliminary drainage plan that he has shows that drainage 
path is maintained to the north along the east side of the building. 
 
Mr. Hearne asked where the water is going to go. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated it is draining north along the east side of that parcel.   
 
Mr. Hearne said when this is developed it is going to sit there.   
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Chairman Spinelli stated based on the contours of the site the site drains north towards 
the building from his property.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson showed Mr. Hearne the preliminary drainage plan.  He said 
what the owners concern is that even though the engineering is proposed this way, it 
sounds like there are some field conditions out there that aren’t corresponding to the 
existing grades that are listed on the plan.  He stated staff should make sure before final 
engineering that the topography has been updated dealing specifically with the east 
property line. 
 
Mr. Hearne explained showing on the site plan where his concern is at with the 
drainage on the property.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated the developer and property owner will have to maintain proper 
drainage on their site.  When the final engineering plans are done, the Village engineer 
and MWRD will be reviewing the plans.  They will have to ensure that the drainage is 
correct for the site.  Currently the existing grades drain north and they have to make 
provisions to accept their water.  The water from off-site must be maintained on 
receiving properties.  Their engineer will have to do whatever it takes to design the 
system and site grading to still maintain acceptance of that water.   
 
Mr. Hearne said the second issue he has is parking.  It was pointed out that there is no 
need for a berm or shrubbery.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated what he indicated was the height of the parking lot is 
significantly lower than the south property line.  A berm immediately adjacent to the 
parking lot will not serve the best interest to the neighbors to the south.  He said he has 
his own opinion as to where certain plantings should be placed. 
 
Mr. Hearne said the southeast section is the same level as the parking lot.  He stated he 
has been present at previous cases, such as the banquet hall that went in north of him, 
and he was assured that they would put a berm and landscaping.  Now every Thursday, 
Friday, Saturday and Sunday night he gets headlights flashing through his front door 
from that last row of parking.  That was also supposed to be addressed, so telling him it 
will be addressed he’d rather see it in writing.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated the Final Landscaping Plan when it is approved will be 
available for viewing.   
 
Patricia Pietrzak, 1305 Draw Bridge Lane, said she has a problem with the parking lot 
and the west side detention pond.  She provided the Commissioners with pictures of 
what she looks at everyday.  There is talk about landscaping on the south end of the 
parking lot but what about the west side.  The Nursing home does not take care of the 
field and she has complained for 18 years.  They cut the field only about three times a 
year.  She stated this plan has no concern for the residents in the surrounding area. 
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Chairman Spinelli said the Landscape Plan does not only address the south but is 
required to address the entire parking lot.  Staff has received an initial Landscape Plan 
but they have not accepted it and would want more landscaping. 
 
Ms. Pietrzak stated this is not a quiet lot, but rather a 24 hour lot.  In the winter they get 
to listen to the snow plow at 2 a.m. beeping back and forth.  She asked where are they 
going to put all the snow for this big lot.   
 
Pam Rae, 1313 Drawbridge Lane, said she is south of the proposed site.  She is 
extremely upset about this plan and does not understand the need for all the parking.  
She is upset about what negative value this will put on her home where she has lived 
for over 16 years.  There is no need for this many parking spaces and begs the 
Commission to reconsider the plan.  She provided a written statement to the 
Commission. 
  
Randy Kaden, 1429 Roscommon Way, he stated he echoes his neighbors regarding the 
parking situation that has been ongoing for the past decade.  He asked if the plan goes 
through will there be restrictions imposed on Walker that will no longer allow people to 
park there.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if he wanted restrictions.   
 
Mr. Kaden said yes he does.  He is out there in the morning with his puppy and has 
found other items like condoms and empty whiskey bottles in the field behind the 
Nursing Home.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated he hopes that he is not implying that it is coming from the 
facility. 
 
Mr. Kaden said where do you think it is coming from.  It is coming from the people 
who take McDonald’s bags and dump them on the prairie.  It is open land and they 
don’t have any respect for it.  If and when he decides to sells, he does not want to have 
a line of cars parked up and down Walker.  He asked how intense will the overhead 
lighting be at night and will it be on 24/7.  He is concerned that when he comes around 
the corner there will be a brightly lit parking lot.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated the applicant is required to submit a photometric plan that for each 
light it shows how many foot candles of light are shining down at equal intervals across 
the property.  It gets to zero before you get to any of the property boundaries.  
Obviously with the building and parking lot expanding there will not be as much dark 
prairie land, but there will be no light spillage.  If the lights are currently on during the 
night, then she would assume that would continue.   
 
Mr. Kaden asked how bright would this be.  This prairie has been dark for a long time.  
He is concerned as a property owner and for resale value how this bright parking lot is 
going to affect him. 
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Mrs. Jones said they do have ordinances and require that the lights are shielded so light 
focuses downward.  They also require these photometric plans that show the lights are 
focused downward and do not spill out of the parking lot.  It has to reach zero before it 
reaches the property line. 
 
Mr. Kaden stated his last question is in regard to the Nursing Home being in violation 
with whatever standing laws exist for the garbage dumpsters.  He asked where are the 
dumpsters going to be located.  He works from home and on nice days he will have his 
windows open and about every 10 minutes an employee comes out to throw trash in the 
dumpsters.  All you hear is the squeaky hinges and the slam of the door shutting.  He 
has asked them repeatedly to oil the hinges and to put some kind of insulation on the 
doors of the dumpsters.  He feels like he is living downtown above a Chinese 
restaurant.   
 
Mrs. Jones said one thing she forgot to mention in her oral report was that staff 
recommends a revised design of the current trash enclosure.  The current trash 
enclosure does not conceal all of the different trash receptacles from view.   
 
Mr. Kaden asked if there will be some sensitivity applied to the fact that there is a 
certain noise issue.  It could very easily be addressed by either investing in new 
dumpsters or equipment. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated the applicant might be able to answer that later. 
 
Brenda Miller, 1366 Bailey’s Crossing, said there are three issues.  The first issue being 
the drainage from their detention pond behind their properties and where that water is 
going to go.  It does not seem like the engineers have addressed that problem at all.  
There can be sewer drainage from their detention pond to theirs that goes across the 
property or north towards McCarthy on the east side of building.  Another issue is the 
landscaping.  They do not want to look at a parking lot.  Lastly, she wants to know if 
there is more than one entrance to that parking lot.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated there is not and there is only the one entrance.   
 
Ms. Miller stated her concern is that she walks her dog a lot along there, and there is a 
lot of trash along there, the people come out of the parking lot very fast.  They then go 
through the neighborhood instead of going to the light at McCarthy.  The employees 
have no respect for the property there or the neighbors who live there.  The employees 
should have some type of rules that they have to abide by.   
 
Rick Seskauskas, 12486 Archer Avenue, said he lives next door to Mr. Hearne.  The 
water does run from Bailey’s Crossing into his yard.  There are drain tiles that run 
along the east side of the proposed property.  He asked if anything is going to be 
disturbed there, because otherwise his yard is going to flood.   
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Chairman Spinelli stated by looking at the proposed grading plan it does not appear that 
they are doing any grading or drainage on that portion of the property.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson said from his understanding is that there is a current problem 
out there right now.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas stated yes there is.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated as you have pointed out the water flows and wraps 
around to hit your property.  What you are asking the applicant is can they fix this 
current problem since they will be doing work out here.  He said they are not doing any 
work in that area so they are not going to make it any worse, but the problem is they are 
not going to make it any better.  He asked staff can they get the engineers out there and 
try to define what the problem is.  When they look at the paper right now it is not down 
to the inches and inches can cause water to go different ways.  If the engineers can look 
at this corner specifically and maybe they can work something out to fix the problem.  
There are no guarantees, but at least they can specifically look at this corner.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas said that would be good.  He stated you have to remember though he 
and his neighbors did not create the problem.  When they put in Bailey’s Crossing they 
had raised the land three and half feet and now the water runs into his backyard.  He 
wants to make sure nothing will happen to the drainage tile along the east side of the 
property because if it does then he will flood.  Again he said he did not create the 
problem, but they allow for these things to go in and nobody follows up after to see 
how they are going.  He was told they would have all these trees on the berms and 
nothing happened.  Mr. Seskauskas stated we need to do something better with this.  
The Village is changing zoning and changing what is around them which is affecting 
their property values.  He wants to know what landscaping is going to be done so he 
does not have to look at a building or have headlights from the parking lot shining on 
his house.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated this is not changing zoning.   
 
Mrs. Jones said the original special use for the property restricted the southern five 
acres to single-family development.  It is changing the provision of the special use and 
going to a PUD to allow the expansion.  Technically it is not changing the zoning 
district because it is all still remaining in the R-5 district because nursing homes are a 
special use in the R-5.  It is changing the provision from 20 years ago.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he is not sure who caused the original problem.   
 
Ms. Pietrzak said the original excavation was just left on the property. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated there is a mound of dirt that was left on the property. 
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Commissioner Sanderson said there are multiple concerns with the development that 
they are going to try and address in the conditions when they vote on it.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas asked what happens after this. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated they are just a recommending Board.  The Commission’s 
recommendation positive or negative will go before the Village Board with conditions 
and all the minutes that are being taken tonight.  The Village Board reviews it at the 
Committee of the Whole meeting (COW) then it gets voted on or there is a continuance 
at the Village Board meeting.   
 
Mrs. Jones said when the Village Board gets it at the COW meeting they see whatever 
happens tonight and then whatever revisions the applicant makes because of the 
comments and conditions made at this meeting.  The Village Board will review it and 
they may request additional changes from the applicant or they may not.  When it goes 
before the Village Board for a vote those are the Final Plans for the PUD. 
 
Mr. Seskauskas asked what is going on with the east side in regards to berming or 
landscaping.   
 
Mrs. Jones pulled up the landscape plan on the overhead screen.  Most of the 
landscaping is clustered around the parking lot.  There is no landscaping proposed on 
the east side.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas stated it needs to be addressed because they are ignoring one whole 
side.  He asked if the building going south was going in a straight line. 
 
Mrs. Jones said it goes straight down.  The existing building is 42 feet from the 
property line and the addition will be going straight down from there.   
 
Edward Andruszkiewicz, 12518 Archer Avenue, stated he understands that the 
applicant’s plans cannot impact them, but what they want is to fix a problem that was 
made a long time ago.  What he understands is that they can’t force these people to fix 
an existing problem.  What he and his neighbors are looking for from this Commission 
is how do they fix a problem that was made when Bailey’s Crossing took out their 
drainage and put the berm up.  Their natural line of flowing was impacted.  They are in 
an unincorporated area and that was Village.  He was not there when they built Bailey’s 
Crossing but he has to deal with what is wrong.  There is no way someone is going to 
buy his property which is an acre but when it rains it goes down to a quarter of an acre.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked staff if there was some way they can have someone from their 
engineering firm or public works come out and look at the area.  He said he can ask the 
applicant when he comes back up to try to incorporate something or at least help 
minimize the issue.  At least you are acknowledging that it was not something this 
property caused and it is the detention basin in Bailey’s Crossing that is causing this.  
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John Rae, 1313 Draw Bridge, asked why do they need so many parking spaces.  He 
said they even stated that they don’t need that many parking spaces.   
 
Chairman Spinelli said as far as whether or not they need it, they do not have that 
information.  The residents along Walker indicated that all the employees are parking 
over there.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated the applicant can speak in regards to that.   
 
Mr. Rae asked if the Cisco food trucks were going to be unloading and loading in the 
same area.   
 
Mrs. Jones said they are not making any changes in regards to that. 
 
Matt Friscia, 1309 Drawbridge Lane, stated his concern is the people to the south have 
to look into a parking lot.  He would like to see some kind of structure or wall so they 
do not have to look into a parking lot.  The lot to the south is only cut a few times every 
summer, which causes another eyesore.  There is the issue with the garbage also. 
 
Mr. Conklin, 1446 Amber Wood, asked what is the next step.   
 
Chairman Spinelli explained again what happens after the Commission votes on the 
case tonight.   
 
Madelyn Dziallo, 1442 Covington Drive, said she is directly across the street from the 
nursing home.  She asked when would they be starting this project.  She is concerned 
about the amount of noise.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated the applicant can come back up to answer that question in a 
few minutes.  He then asked if there was anyone else in the audience that wanted to 
come up and speak in regards to this case.  None responded. He then asked if the 
applicant wanted to come up and speak in regards to the questions and comments that 
were made. 
 
Mr. Antonopoulos said he would like to thank all the people in the audience and he 
understands that it is a difficult situation.  He stated he is assured that this Commission 
and Village Board will take all of this into consideration.  There are about five main 
issues with one being drainage.  We have a Village Engineer and multiple layers of 
oversight to make sure the water does not impact adjoining property owners.  They will 
try to coordinate their engineer with the Village Engineer to look at some of the issues 
that the residents are concerned about.  He said parking is another issue and has been 
for a long time.  Village staff did a great job researching other nursing homes.  They are 
not increasing the number of beds and this facility is geared more for rehabilitation 
rather than nursing home.  Because of this sometimes people visit more or there might 
be more doctors visiting.  
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Mr. Antonopoulos stated there are a number of housekeeping issues that need to be 
addressed.  The Director is present and heard the complaints and will talk to staff about 
the dumpsters, garbage and parking.  They plan on working with staff regarding the 
landscaping. As far as when do they want to start construction, they would like to start 
as soon as they can once they get approval.  They hope it will be sometime this year.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked about the trash enclosure. 
 
Mr. Antonopoulos said they will redo the enclosure and put in landscaping or enclose it 
to make sure it is not visible. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked what was the reasoning for switching from double rooms 
to single rooms. 
  
Ron Nunziato said it is what the market is bearing. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked what if in the future you get more paying customers do 
you plan on doubling up again.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated the PUD can cap the number of beds in the facility.  She planned on 
leaving the cap at 160, which is what it is at now.  If this is the number of parking 
spaces they feel they need for 160 beds then she does not think they should give them 
the opportunity of getting into another parking crunch by increasing the number of 
beds.   
 
Mr. Antonopoulos said they agree with it. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked if there was room for expansion. 
 
Mrs. Jones said it would have to go back through this process again.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan stated he was just looking out for the future.  The applicant has 
not complained at all about the residents, but there are a lot of residents complaining 
about the applicant.  He would hate to see 10 years from now more burdens on these 
residents.   
 
Mr. Antonopoulos said as far as they are concerned this is it.  There are a lot of 
constraints with the site already.   
 
Mr. Friscia asked how are the construction vehicles going to get on the property during 
construction. 
 
Mr. Antonopoulos stated there will be a preconstruction meeting with the Village 
Engineer and staff as to where they can or can’t go.   
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Commissioner Sanderson said it has been asked by residents as to whether the applicant 
feels they need these parking spots.  
 
Mr. Antonopoulos stated they don’t want to spend the money if they don’t have to.  If 
they could make it smaller, then they would.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson said the audience asked where the number had come from. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated it was based on surveying the other nursing homes and the VA 
standards.  She can’t say it is specifically the exact number of spaces they will need. 
 
Discussion continued in regards to the number of parking spaces needed.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson said someone asked if the parking is on 24/7.  He would 
assume that it would be for safety. 
 
Mr. Nunziato stated it is on 24/7. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if at night they could go to where not every parking light is 
illuminated.  He said he is not sure if it is possible or maybe where they could be dimed 
after a certain hour. 
 
Mr. Antonopoulos stated he could look into it.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if on the landscape plan are there any trash receptacles 
on site.   
 
Mrs. Jones said there is not and it would make sense. 
 
Commissioner McGleam stated he would like the applicant to go over the landscape 
plan.  He feels it would be beneficial for the audience.   
 
Mr. Antonopoulos said he can have the architect come up.  However, the Village has an 
arborist and they agree within limits what the arborist recommends and will comply 
with it.  
 
Commissioner McGleam stated the arborist is looking at proposed trees that are going 
too planted or what trees are going to be removed.  He asked are they looking at in full 
detail for the screening benefits.   
 
Mrs. Jones said that is what she is doing.  She will make sure that they meet the 
ordinance.  In general they meet everything for the ordinance, but they are a little short 
with the parking lot islands.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated he feels the buffer on the south end out weighs adding 
landscaping to islands which would in turn push parking further south.   
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Mrs. Jones said what they are requesting in regards to additional screening and 
buffering here along the south edge of the parking lot is above and beyond the code 
requirement.  The residents to the south had an expectation that the property would be 
residential if anything.  The shrubs along the edge of the parking lot will be at maturity 
6 to 12 feet high.  There are deciduous and not evergreens, so they won’t provide year 
round screening.  There is a small section or pockets of evergreens but if you are 
concerned about headlights those can go through all the gaps. 
 
Discussion continued in regards to what trees are allowed and where.  
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked that there has been talk about a berm and can that berm 
be carried around to the east. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated it could.  
 
Stan Durkiewicz, neighbor to Mr. Seskauskas, said he owns about 700 feet from Mr. 
Seskauskas where the site boarders.  There are no good significant trees there.  He 
stated when they first built the nursing home they were suppose to put in evergreen 
trees that were so large they would need a crane to put them in and a five foot berm.  
He never saw the berm and all they put in were a bunch of deformed evergreens that 
ended up dying.  He feels they should first finish up the first nursing home before they 
start the second one.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated she had met with Mr. Durkiewicz last week and she did see the 
evergreens on the property line.  She assumed they were the original evergreens that 
were required under the landscape plan for the nursing home.  The original landscape 
plan that is attached to the original special use ordinance is not that detailed as the 
landscaped plans that they are getting now.  That and time limitations is the reason why 
they did not do a complete evaluation of their existing landscaping. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson said things are different now so when they plant the 
landscape there will be a final inspection. 
 
Mr. Durkiewicz stated with the original grading he had told the gentleman to make sure 
the grading was lower so the water from his property can run to the west.  He thinks he 
made the guy mad because he kept insisting to him that he wanted it that way.  When 
they left they had left it higher.  Due to his medical condition, he had to have his wife 
dig 300 feet with a shovel so the water can drain from his house.  He had gone to the 
Village but never got any help and nothing happened. 
 
Mr. Antonopoulos said they will try to do the best they can to accommodate the 
concerns of the neighbors.  He thanked the Commission for their time.   
 
Wayne Molitor, 12516 Archer Avenue, asked if there is going to be a spot on site for 
staff where they can eat their lunches.   
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Chairman Spinelli stated they did ask the attorney for the applicant to look into 
providing receptacles for the parking lot to help eliminate the potential of garbage being 
left around.   
 
Mr. Molitor said they need to tell their employees what to do and where not to park.  It 
should be part of their duties for running the facility. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated they did indicate that they have an outreach program for their 
employees that will be letting them know of potential new rules.  This should help 
alleviate 90% of the concerns that the neighbors have.  
 
Mr. Molitor said he would like to reiterate what Mr. Durkiewicz had said in regards to 
other surrounding projects.  There was nobody who followed up on the projects.  He 
hopes this time the Village and the Building Department will follow up and make sure 
this plan is properly initiated.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions or comments from the 
audience.  None responded.  He then called for a motion to close the public hearing for 
Case 15-04. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to 
close the public hearing for Case 15-04.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Plan Commission Discussion 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions or comments from the Plan 
Commission. 
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if they could go through staff’s recommendations.   
 
Mrs. Jones said staff’s conditions are that the applicant addresses the Village Arborist 
and Fire Marshall’s comments.  They need to revise the landscape plan to include a 
landscape earth and berm or masonry wall or combination there of at an appropriate 
height to prevent vehicle headlight glare to the properties to the south.  She stated they 
could include southeast of the subject site.  Lastly, the redesign the trash enclosure to 
better conceal the trash receptacles from view.  She said the Commission can add that it 
has to be a full masonry enclosure which might help with the noise.  It is currently all 
fencing which is not allowed today.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if the materials are going to match. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated they would. 
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Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any other conditions that any of the 
Commissioners would like to include or suggest. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan said he has been to the facility several times and he would go at 
different times, either during the day or evening and he never had a problem parking in 
that parking lot.  He would have to think then that the parking on the street is employee 
parking.  He would like staff to look into putting some type of parking restriction on 
Walker Road, similar to what they have around the high school.  They are doubling 
their parking so there should be no need for anyone to be parking on Walker Road.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked staff if the Village Attorney and staff could look into placing 
restrictions on that road.  It would be difficult to provide 100% protection for the 
neighbors, but there might be some type of means. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated if they are adding all this additional parking then they should not be 
seeing any more staff parking on Walker.  She would rather monitor it and if it 
continues to be a problem then they could pursue parking restrictions. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said he does not feel that at this time the request is to automatically 
implement parking restrictions.  It would be for staff to review the possibility and 
options and if the issue is still there then the restrictions can be implemented right away 
so there is no waiting.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked about the berm going to the southeast. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated staff’s recommendation is for a land and earth berm 
that will going down the south edge and wrap around to the east. 
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if there was a height requirement for that berm.   
 
Mrs. Jones said she did not include a specific height requirement.  It states at a 
sufficient height to prevent headlight glare.  They would have to demonstrate that.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he would like to see more solid year round trees for 
their plantings. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked that when they are evaluated for sight lines for the berm make 
sure they provide a cross sectional view.  He then asked if there were any further 
comments or questions.  None responded.  He then called for a motion to approve Case 
15-04. 
 
Plan Commission Recommendation 
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Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to 
recommend to the Mayor and Village Board approval of Case 15-04 Lemont Nursing & 
Rehab Final PUD with the following conditions: 

1. Approval from the Village Arborist and Fire Marshall in regards to their comments 
and the applicant meeting those comments. 

2. The applicant is to design and include some type of earth berm or masonry wall, to 
help screen the headlights from the parking lot.  A cross sectional diagram needs to 
be approved by staff to ensure the berm or wall is at a sufficient height.  Staff 
should encourage that there are added trees as part of that berm, within reason, for 
all the adjacent neighbors. 

3. The trash enclosure needs to be brought up to the current Village standards which 
includes using like materials for building construction.  In an effort, they would like 
the applicant to do all they can to limit the noise caused by the slamming of the 
dumpster. 

4. Trash receptacles need to be installed on-site. 

5. Have staff meet with the Village Engineer and some of the neighbors, along with 
the applicant’s Engineer, to see what can possibly be done to address the current 
conditions along the southeast corner of the property.   

 
A roll call vote was taken: 
Ayes:  Sanderson, McGleam, Kwasneski, Sullivan, Spinelli 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to 
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact for Case 15-04 as prepared by 
staff.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
    
B.  15-05 Seven Oaks Townhomes 

Request for annexation, annexation agreement, rezoning and final PUD approval 
for a 26 unit townhouse development. 

 
Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing for Case 15-05. 
 
Commissioner McGleam called for a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
open the public hearing for Case 15-05.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Staff Presentation 



 

 19 

 
Mrs. Jones stated Cole Cullen, on behalf of Seven Oaks Developers, LLC, is the 
purchaser of the subject property.  He is requesting annexation, an annexation 
agreement, rezoning to R-5 Single-Family Attached Residential District and Final PUD 
approval for 26 unit townhome development.  Staff is recommending approval with 
conditions.  She showed on the overhead an aerial view of the subject site and pointed 
out that there is a flag lot to the west.  She then showed on the overhead the site plan.   
 
Mrs. Jones said as part of doing the new 2030 Comprehensive Plan there was talk about 
increasing density in appropriate areas that are close to commercial amenities that are in 
walking or biking distance.  This area in the Comprehensive Plan is designated as 
multi-family development.  This is not multi-family but more similar to what is 
considered in the Comprehensive Plan as contemporary neighborhood.  However, 
multi-family districts in the Comprehensive Plan talk about minimum site size of about 
10 acres.  This combined with all of the other unincorporated property immediately to 
its west would just be around 10 acres.  So given that we are seeing a proposal tonight 
just for approximately half of that area staff is comfortable with a townhouse project for 
the portion of the site that is being proposed tonight.  It is still residential in character 
and still higher density then single-family detached homes, so instill keeping with some 
of the principles that were behind the land use planning in the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated there are 26 units, three five-unit buildings, two four-unit buildings 
and a three-unit building.  There is an existing wetland on the property that the 
applicant is maintaining.  The applicant is providing a road of right-of-way so if there is 
development to the west the road can go through without any issues.  That is consistent 
with the objectives for connectivity within the community.  She showed an example of 
what the buildings will look like.  There will be masonry on the first floor and siding on 
the second floor. 
 
Mrs. Jones said with all PUDs staff does a table which is included in staff’s report that 
shows all deviations from the code that are being requested.  These deviations that are 
being requested relate to the minimum lot size, minimum lot area per unit, and 
minimum lot width.  For all three of those, because they are deviations to provide a 
little bit higher density product in this area that is designated for higher density in the 
Comprehensive Plan, staff finds those to be acceptable.  There is also a reduced front 
yard setback, which is normally 25 feet, but the applicant is proposing 22 feet.  Again, 
staff finds that to be acceptable and it still leaves sufficient room for vehicle parking in 
front of the units in the driveways.  Staff would rather see a reduced front yard setback 
rather than a rear yard setback.  Another deviation is the sign, which is not to exceed 
five feet and theirs did not include a dimension.  So that will be clarified as we move 
on.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated staff finds that the proposed PUD does support several objectives for 
PUD’s.  The first being that it is ensuring future growth and development in accordance 
with the policies and goals of the Village.  It is substantially consistent with Lemont’s 
2030 Comprehensive Plan.  The PUD provides a more desirable living environment by 
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preserving and integrating the natural environmental and landscape features into land 
development.  There is an existing wetland on the subject site that will be preserved.  
The PUD also encourages patterns of and uses that decrease trip lengths and increase 
the use of modes of transportation other than private vehicles.  This property is 
immediately adjacent to Derby Plaza and Three Corners area.  Residents in the area will 
easily be able to walk and go to the grocery store, hair salons, restaurants, etc.   
 
Mrs. Jones said the site is proposed to be accessed from McCarthy Road.  The applicant 
has received initial approval from IDOT.  Although Derby Plaza’s parking is adjacent 
to the east of the site, there was no easement granted when Derby Plaza was developed.  
The developer would also rather have the development have their own access.  In 
regards to landscaping, the Village Arborist has reviewed the submitted landscape plan 
and generally found it acceptable, there is some additional clarification needed on a few 
points.  Additionally, there was a little mix up with the submittal of the plans, the 
naturalized storm water detention facility did not get transmitted to staff, but she does 
have them now.  The Village Arborist will review the naturalized plantings. The 
applicant has agreed to reduce the overall driveway width and increase the amount of 
green space between the side by side driveways to allow for some plantings or 
shrubbery.  After reviewing other townhouse subdivisions in Lemont, staff found that 
having the visual buffer helped minimize the look of all of those driveways together.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated regarding the building and site design, aesthetically the applicant has 
provided a logical site design.  The proposed buildings are constructed of quality 
materials and are appropriately designed.  Staff’s only concerns are limited to garages 
and driveways within the development.  The applicant has addressed some of those 
concerns.  In the staff report there was concern about the first driveway on the west 
side.  Staff was concerned with its proximity to McCarthy Road.  The applicant has 
proposed to move those buildings over to move that driveway a little father away.  
Also, switching the side by side drive on the three unit building.  The only other 
comment that staff had was in the Village there are not many five unit townhomes.  The 
only five-unit buildings have are rear loading garages.  It is rare that they ever have five 
driveways on a building like this one presented.  Staff was concerned about having so 
many driveways in such a small area.  So what they had suggested was to shift the 
arrangement of the four unit buildings to provide for separation between the driveways 
on those buildings, rather than reducing the overall number of units in the development.  
 
Mrs. Jones said the Village Engineer has comments that are attached.  He generally 
approves of the proposed plan for the purpose of zoning entitlements.  As noted, there 
is a wetland on the property which is not subject to Army Corps of Engineers review 
but is subject to MWRD.  The Fire Marshal’s comments are attached and he approved 
the plans as noted in his comments.  Staff does recommend approval and the only 
remaining issue is the driveway and are they going to require any changes to the floor 
plans to minimize the number of side by side driveways.  She stated this would 
conclude staff’s presentation. 
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Chairman Spinelli stated the flag lot needs to be included in the Plat of Subdivision.  It 
is being called outlot 7, which is the 33 foot strip that has been taken off of the Plat of 
Subdivision.  The detention basin’s storage depth exceeds the Village Ordinance of four 
feet.  It is currently showing as four and half feet on the plans that they provided, so the 
Village Engineer needs to look at that.  Lastly, the entrance monument sign looks like it 
might be encroaching on the vision triangle. 
 
Mrs. Jones said the location of the sign was more than four feet from the sidewalk. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated the vision triangle is based on property lines and not the 
sidewalk. 
 
Mrs. Jones said they did revise their sign plan from the initial submittal, but she will 
review that. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
 
Phil Cullen, 440 N. Wabash, Chicago, said he and his son, Cole Cullen, are managing 
partners for Seven Oaks Developers.  He also brought with him Carl Peterson who is a 
certified wetland specialist.  He stated the flag lot is what they need to talk about and he 
is not sure if it is considered an outlot.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated it is part of the property that is being included in the 
development so it can be called outlot 8, but it has to be part of the Plat.   
 
Mr. Cullen said this property has been for sale for over two and half years.  They 
started working on this back around July 28th of last year.  The property lines are not 
parallel to McCarthy Road which makes it difficult.  They have come up with six 
different floor plans trying to make it fit.  The single-family home on the property 
would come down along with the two detached garages.   
 
Mr. Cullen stated in regards to the wetland, the natural flow that is coming from the 
south is going to continue to feed that wetland.  The detention basin is going to bypass 
that wetland.  There are three trees on the property that are going to stay.  He then 
showed pictures of the site and how it currently looks.  He then explained how he 
shifted the buildings to give a little more room.  In regards to the open space, he had 
added a patio with some benches.  He originally had it with access coming off of the 
public sidewalk, but staff would prefer the sidewalk coming from the subdivision.   
 
Mr. Cullen said water and sewer are on the opposite side of the street.  He has seen the 
comments from the Village Engineer and when his engineer gets back into town they 
will all sit down to address those comments.  One of the things was there was a dead 
end on a storm sewer that was running out which was the discharge line for the Atlantis 
facility that nobody had any “as builts”.  He had gone to city hall, public works and 
talked with the Village Engineer.  When they built the office buildings they had buried 
the manholes, so he brought in a camera crew and found them pretty quickly.  When 
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they did the storm sewer on McCarthy Road it is a lot higher then what they are going 
to drain off of that detention pond.  Everything from Atlantis, Derby Plaza actually 
flows out and discharges into the pond in front.  All the restrictors are further south so 
once it hits a 36 inch pipe that gets into that pond it just releases under McCarthy Road.  
The Village Engineer has gone through it and once he got the jurisdiction determination 
letter that the Army Corps was not claiming jurisdiction of the property they were able 
to go to MWRD.  As soon as the snow melted they had sent someone out and they liked 
the plan so they are letting them move forward.   
 
Mr. Cullen stated the proposed grading plan might need to be adjusted.  Some of the 
basins are a little bit low and they don’t need to be which might create some swales 
down on the front of the property.  The rim elevation can be brought up about six to 
nine inches minimum to flatten out that surfaces and it will still keep from running on 
the property next door.    In regards to the tree survey, he would prefer to reforest the 
area.  One of things he did do because they call it Seven Oaks Development is up where 
the sign is he put a cluster trees with three on one side and four on the other and tied in 
the new seating under the oak trees.  
 
Mr. Cullen said with the building design there will be nine foot basements with nine 
foot first floor ceilings, so there will be nine foot of brick on them. The product on the 
top is LP siding.  He then showed some brick samples.  In regards to the landscape 
plan, for the one neighbor there will be a berm and there are trees on his property.  He 
showed all the stuff they are tearing down and how the water flows on the property.  He 
said when they did Atlantis there was a beehive.  The rim elevation on the beehive on 
the Atlantis property was designed to keep the water level low.  The rim elevation on 
the beehive is nine inches higher than wetland so there is enough flow to sustain the 
wetland based on them routing around it.  At first they were going to discharge into the 
wetland, but once they did their calculations they did not need to keep supplying the 
wetland and that is what MWRD agreed to.  He feels the landscaping is sufficient and 
colorful.  He then showed his designed seating area.   
 
Mr. Cullen then showed a picture of the original sign, which was about six feet high.  
He will make corrections to the sign and get it in the annexation agreement.  It will be a 
limestone sign with 16 by 16 columns made of brick. 
 
Commissioner Kwasneski asked if there is going to be any lighting to the sign. 
 
Mr. Cullen said yes.  Their driveways will be concrete with full irrigation on the sod.  
The wetland will be under a three year management program.  They run very similar to 
what the Army Corp of Engineers.  Once it is developed and created they have to 
approve that their standards have been met.  He stated he will now have Carl Peterson 
come up and speak in regards to the wetland.   
 
Carl Peterson stated the staff report says that they are preserving the wetland however; 
this is a small part of the land.  It is less than a tenth of an acre below the threshold that 
MWRD approves.  They are still in the process of getting approved but after five 
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months of review they have been told verbally that it looks like it will go through.  The 
hang up is not about if they could build this and the wetland can be preserved.  MWRD 
requires that the Village of Lemont has all of the engineering approved and approves 
the application.  The basin itself is going to be native vegetation.  They did a very basic 
grass and wildflower mix, but it will be mostly grass.  This will make it easier for long 
term maintenance and deep rooted native vegetation helps get that water into the 
ground.  The detention will be piped out and will go out to McCarthy Road.  As far as 
drainage goes or flow from the wetland it is not going to effect adjacent properties.  The 
wetland is going to be the same as it is.   
 
Mr. Cullen said the last thing they are looking at is some comments from the Village 
Engineer as to where they are going to make their sewer and water connections.  On 
one of the pages he had shown his sewer and water services incorrect.  There have been 
a lot of changes, but when both engineers get back in the office then they will meet.  
There are two models, but both are designed with three bedrooms.  He then went 
through the different floor plans.  This product is selling at a base price of $300,000 to 
$350,000 based on the interior finishes.  He then asked if the Commission had any 
questions. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan stated on the west side of the development it shows a little 
berm at 737.50.  The high water mark in the detention pond is 736.50; there are storm 
inlets at 735 and a building at 738.  When the detention pond gets at high water mark 
then you are going to have a foot of water coming out of your manholes.  If you have 
737 at the west and 738 at the building then you are going to have a pond sitting there.  
He asked if that was planning to be a retention area.   
 
Mr. Cullen said like he said there are a few things that need to be adjusted on there.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan stated there are 26 homes being built; there is no room for 
company or visitors to park in the area.  He has never seen a development with 26 
homes and zero street parking.   
 
Mr. Cullen said if you have 66 foot driveway or lot in front of you then you have space 
to put a couple of cars.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated the common area there is nothing in the sub-plat regarding 
what its permitted use is.  A lot times there is a blanket drainage utility easement over 
the top and he does not see that indicated on the plat. 
 
Mrs. Jones said that was noted in the Village Engineer’s comments.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated the basin in the south end is going to back up through the 
storm pipes because the rim elevations are a foot lower than the high water.  There is 
going to be a significant pond behind buildings one and three which are currently not in 
an easement.  He feels it is not the applicant’s intent to include detention back there so 
it needs to be addressed.   



 

 24 

 
Mr. Cullen said when he was looking at the rim elevations he did not want to create 
these big swales.  He wants to prevent the water from going onto the neighbor’s 
property.    
 
Chairman Spinelli stated in regard to the drainage, seven out of the eight curb inlets, the 
rim elevation is at high water.  If there is no chimney seals on those catch basins the 
pavement sub grade will fail if they remain at the high elevation.  If the catch basins are 
full of water they are going to leech into the pavement sub grades.  He understands that 
the applicant is not at Final Engineering but they are at a point were it needs to be 
looked at.  If the Village Engineer did not note that then it needs to be looked at.  
Another comment is on the northern most driveway on building one, which is on the 
west side of the entrance; the driveway is in the staging lanes for entrance/exit of this 
development.   
 
Mrs. Jones said that was the comment in the staff report.  The applicant has proposed to 
shift the buildings south to move that driveway further away.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated he is surprised that IDOT did not comment on a driveway that 
close to an entrance.  He then asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions or 
comments for the applicant.  None responded.  He then asked if there was anyone in the 
audience that wanted to come up and speak in regards to this case. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Stan Durkiewicz, lives next door to the subject property, said there is water currently on 
the property.  He does not understand how he is going to put in nine foot basements 
because if you drill a hole three feet it will fill with water.   
 
Mr. Cullen said he has taken soil borings off of every one of those lots.  These 
foundations are coming up to 738.5 because the office buildings are 738.44.  The 
foundations are going to be brought up out of the water tables.   
 
Mr. Durkiewicz asked if he could put on the overhead the aerial view of the site.  He 
asked about a certain piece of property as to what will happen to it because he has a 
perpetual easement. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated if that easement is currently recorded then it will have to be 
maintained.  The developer is not proposing to vacate that easement at this time.   
 
Loraine Wood, 14317 McCarthy Road, said she is across the street from the subject 
property.  She asked if the road will currently go through. 
 
Mr. Cullen stated no it is not at this time.  There will be a turn around for the fire 
department. 
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Ms. Wood asked if the detention pond was going to be on the south end of the property. 
 
Mr. Cullen said yes it is.  
 
Ms. Wood said she is concerned about the 22 foot setback and feels it will be awfully 
close to the road. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated the building will be much farther than 22 feet from McCarthy Road.  
It is from the internal drive that they are setback.   
 
Wayne Molitor, 12516 Archer Avenue, showed on the overhead where his property is 
located to the subject site. He stated he has a problem with the density.  He understands 
it will be nice for people to move in and utilize all the businesses on Derby.  He has ¾ 
of an acre and the other properties around him are on an acre.  He did not buy his home 
to have apartments down the street and feels it needs to be looked at as far as density 
goes.   
 
Ms. Woods said at one time when their property was annexed she had thought the 
Comprehensive Plan showed that property as being commercial.  The Derby Plaza they 
were expecting, so how did this residential come in.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated in November 2014 the Village had recently adopted a new 
Comprehensive Plan.  The process started in October 2011 so over the last three years 
they have been working on updating the plan.  There were at least a dozen public 
workshops throughout that time period.  The Village did their best trying to get the 
word out.   
 
Ms. Wood asked what the general feel is for that area is.  Her neighbors are older so she 
is getting information and brining it back to them.   
 
Mrs. Jones asked if she would like to give her phone number or contact information so 
she could call her or send her the area around her house.  This way she can see what the 
Comprehensive Plan shows. 
 
Rick Seskauskas, 12486 Archer Avenue, said he feels that the Commission covered the 
majority of it.  He feels the density needs to be looked at.  He asked how does anyone 
turn around in the subdivision. 
 
Chairman Spinelli explained they are putting in a hammerhead at the end of the road to 
turn around at.  He stated the reason why it is like that is so if the property next to him 
develops then the road can be connected. 
 
Dan Tholotowsky, Fire Marshal, said the applicant is going to work with the Fire 
District in modifying that hammerhead so their apparatuses are able to turn around 
there.   
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Mr. Cullen stated they will have a sign at the entrance that will say “no through traffic”. 
 
Mr. Seskauskas said his last question is what the setback to the detention pond is.   
 
Mr. Cullen stated it is designed with a lot of heavier grasses on the outside then bermed 
up all natural then go back down.  It is about eight feet off of the property line. 
 
Mr. Peterson said the reason for the thatch grass is it is like a turf grass that you don’t 
have to mow.  It only grows eight inches so you don’t have the grass flopping over onto 
the road. 
 
Mr. Seskauskas asked how far from his property is the detention pond. 
 
Mr. Cullen stated the high water level will be a foot lower than the top of the berm.  It 
is about 25 feet from the lot line. 
 
Mr. Peterson said that basin is not like a lake.  The bottom is going to be six inches 
deep.  At a heavy rain the basin can get three and half to four feet deep. 
 
Mr. Seskauskas stated 25 feet from his house is going to be this hole.  He is concerned 
about safety.  There is an issue with density so they should pull a building out and 
move that backwards.   
 
Mr. Cullen asked if the Comprehensive Plan was online. 
 
Mrs. Jones said yes it is. 
 
Mr. Cullen stated when he originally started this he was working off of the old Plan.  
He said he was kind of surprised that you could do a midrise building there up to six 
stories.   
 
Mrs. Jones said the Comprehensive Plan is in general terms.  It talks about three to six 
story buildings in multi-family midrise districts.  It does not mean that six stories is 
appropriate everywhere they have multi-family midrise.  Obviously closer to the 
downtown is where you would be looking at a higher building.   
 
Mr. Cullen stated he was just bringing it up because down on Main Street all the work 
that they did with Heritage Park and they put the condominiums down there.  The 
density here is about 5.4 and when you get into a three story building the density would 
increase to 13 to 14 units per acre.  This is a smaller density then what is in the 
Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas said he does not feel that it fits there with the other homes there.  There 
is no parking and they are trying to fit too much for the area.  He is concerned that it is 
to close to his road. 
 



 

 27 

Commissioner McGleam asked staff if when the Village looks at a development do 
they look at on street parking.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated there is limited on street parking in this development.  It is the 
challenge for this site.  The opportunity for the higher density, which she knows the 
surrounding property owners do not like, is consistent with their established Plan 
outweighs some of the lack of on street parking options.   
 
Discussion continued in regards to the limited parking.   
 
Mr. Molitor asked if there is any consideration given to the six homes surrounding the 
subject site in regards to their property value.  He asked if there was a study done on 
what would happen to property values if they are next door to a development like this.   
 
Mr. Cullen said in all the developments he has done he has never done an appraisal of 
other people’s property.   
 
Mr. Molitor stated he did not care about that.  He feels that everyone here is really 
happy that this going in.  He said he is not happy about this development and he feels 
his neighbors feel the same way.  He feels this is a done deal already. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said he is implying that this Commission does not care because he 
and his neighbors are not in the Village.  They are looking out for the best interest of all 
the surrounding properties including the Village of Lemont.   
 
Mr. Molitor stated the way it is going it does not feel that way to him. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said they have not voted on this Case.  They are listening right now 
to all of the neighbors concerns. 
 
Mr. Molitor stated he can see what is going on and he is not blind. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said he takes offense to that.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he lives in the township also.  This is not about 
whether you are in town or not.   
 
Mr. Molitor said they are surrounded by the Village so they do not have a say.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated to the point of the surrounding land uses.  The reason that there is not 
a lot of reference in the staff report and the discussion so far is because the developer 
has put the lowest intensity use, which is the storm water detention basin, adjacent to 
the surrounding residential properties.  The buildings are pushed towards the existing 
commercial uses. 
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Chairman Spinelli asked if staff had the amount of pervious or lot coverage on that 
property that could potentially be here.   
 
Mrs. Jones said she believes the limit for commercial is 85% and residential is 65%.  It 
would be less impervious surface. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated potentially even though this is townhomes and it is not multi-
story residents it could have a higher lot coverage than what is being proposed. 
 
Mrs. Jones said that is correct. 
 
Craig Hearne, 12502 S. Archer Avenue, stated he built his house 16 years ago.  The 
contractor at that time called him 15 minutes into digging his basement told him he 
could not do it.  He said he did and he has a nine foot basement that have two 
commercial pumps and a back up generator.  His comment is that they are going to 
have 26 townhomes with nine foot inside swimming pools. He is 200 feet from him and 
he knows what the ground is going to look like.  The applicant surrounded the property 
with drainage.  There is drainage to the east, south, and southeast.   
 
Chairman Spinelli said any ground water issues is something the developer is going to 
have to overcome.  If his soil boring logs are incorrect then he is going to have to re-
evaluate his structure and he might not be able to provide basements.   
 
Mr. Hearne stated that is what brings up his concern.  All of the natural drainage that 
they have talked about goes here.  He showed on the site plan the areas that flood when 
the snow melts.  The day they finished the dig of his basement the next day he had three 
feet of water.  That is what happened overnight with no rain.  If there is a problem with 
the water then there will be problems with foundations and houses themselves.  That 
will affect the neighbors because they are surrounding them.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked staff if inspections are done before they pour 
foundations. 
 
Mrs. Jones said they do inspections pre-pour and after the foundation goes in.  
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated the applicant will be given the chance to overcome that 
obstacle if it develops just like you were able to.  
 
Mr. Hearne said if he knew then what he knows now he would have a ranch home.    
 
Edward Andruszkiewicz, 12518 Archer Avenue, stated he is the new guy in the 
neighborhood with the oldest house.  The underlying theme with the previous applicant 
and this case here is drainage and water.  He has an acre that goes down to a quarter 
with a good rain.  The doors in his house only close six months out of the years.  It sits 
on that clay bowl and rolls around. The reason why it shifts around like that is because 
there is a lot of water in this area.  The Village should really consider what potential 
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future problems they might have with this drainage water type issue. If they are able to 
control it then that will be great, but in this area an in-depth study needs to be done 
about water and drainage and how to handle it.   
 
Mr. Durkiewicz said he has lived in the area for 65 years and there was nothing but 
corn fields.  The farmers all had drain lines all over the area and the corn was great until 
people started developing and breaking those lines.  That is why there is water now.  
Where Mr. Seskauskas lives it is just a pond. 
 
Stan Bafia, from Crystal Grand Banquets, stated the water level is about six feet under.  
When they did the drilling in four places the water level was six feet under.  Derby 
Plaza did 11 drillings and did not find any, but they have lots of problems with their 
basements.  He said his detention pond collects water from the five acres the building is 
on, but it also connects from the neighbor’s cul-de-sac.  He asked if the buildings can 
be turned so the residents are not bothered with the noise from the parking lot.   
 
 Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any other questions or comments.  None 
responded.  He then asked if the applicant wanted to come up and speak in regards to 
any of the comments that were made. 
 
Mr. Cullen said he has worked with staff and this is not his first development.  He has 
worked with wetlands and flood plains.  He trusts the soil borings and he understands 
what they are up against.   He is aware of the banquet hall and plaza so he overloaded 
the landscaping by the office buildings because it was not done.  He then went over 
where he added landscaping.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there was any further comments or questions.  None 
responded.  He then called for a motion to close the public hearing for Case #15-05.  
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
close the public hearing for Case 15-05.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
  
Plan Commission Discussion 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any comments or questions from the 
Commissioners. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated in regards to the density.  Even if you pulled one unit 
off of the six buildings you would only be eliminating six driveways.  It is high in 
density, but he does not see parking getting much better. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said even if you pulled a unit out of buildings one and three the only 
thing it will do is move it closer to McCarthy.   
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Commissioner McGleam stated you are not getting the parking by eliminating the 
driveway. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked staff what is the best comparison to this. 
 
Mrs. Jones said what is different here is that these are front loading garages.  So all 
those garages are facing the street.  Part of that is a function of the way the site lays out.  
The other part is the developer wanted to provide a private outdoor rear yard space for 
the owners.  It is important to have a balance of both in the community, but she has 
some concerns about having all those driveways so close together.  She stated her 
suggestion was revising the floor plan of the four unit buildings to separate those 
driveways from each other.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there was any thought in doing a carriage walk. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated her concern with that is there is already so much pavement in a small 
area.  She feels having that parkway space is beneficial.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked what the current zoning was right now. 
 
Mrs. Jones said it is R-3 right now. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated when they did the Comprehensive Plan he remembers 
someone being concerned with where the Mama D’s strip mall is.  They were 
concerned about it coming in the resident area and they did not want that.  Now they 
will have residents there.  It could have been six more office buildings with parking 
lots.  He is not sure if one is better than the other.  He does not see it staying as single-
family home for the next 20 years.  He sees the area getting developed over the years.  
It is just trying to pick the better option.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if staff could go over their recommendations.  
 
Mrs. Jones said there were seven recommendations in the staff report.  Her 
understanding by what they received from the applicant all but two of those have been 
addressed in his revisions to the plans or his willingness to address those.  The only 
ones that remain are:  
1. Revise the arrangement of the four unit building garages as described in this report 

to reduce the number of side-by-side garages/driveways.   
2. Address the outstanding issues as noted by the Village Arborist, Village Engineer, 

and Fire Marshal. 
She feels the applicant has every intention in doing that, but the applicant just was not 
able to get it all accomplished by tonight.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated the issue with the driveway at the north end. 
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Mrs. Jones said that has been revised.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated two through six have been completed to staff’s satisfaction.  
In regards to his and Commissioner Sullivan’s engineering comments, it is part of the 
minutes and Trustee Stapleton is present.  It does not have to part of the motion.  It is 
not up to the Commission to approve the engineering issues.  The Commission can 
highlight them, include them in the minutes, and staff is aware of the issues.  He said 
what he feels should be included is the post part of the parcel that inadvertently got left 
off of the Subdivision Plat.  He asked if there were any further questions or comments.  
None responded. He then called for a motion for approval of Case 15-05. 
 
Plan Commission Recommendation 
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sullivan to 
recommend to the Mayor and Village Board approval of Case 15-05 Seven Oaks 
Townhomes annexation, annexation agreement, rezoning & final PUD with the 
following recommendations: 

1. Revise the arrangement of the four unit building garages as described in this report 
to reduce the number of side-by-side garages/driveways.   

2. Address the outstanding issues as noted by the Village Arborist, Village Engineer, 
and Fire Marshal. 

3. Subdivision Plat needs to be updated to include the 33 foot strip of land, north of lot 
7. 

A roll call vote was taken: 
Ayes:  Sanderson, Sullivan, McGleam, Kwasneski, Spinelli 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to 
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact for Case 15-05 as prepared by 
staff.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 

IV. ACTION ITEMS 
 

None 
 
V. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 

Mrs. Jones said the Village has extended an offer for a new Planner and hope to hear 
something soon.   
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Chairman Spinelli asked staff if there was any information about J-Stack getting their 
trash enclosure done.  The sandwich board out in front also seems very big.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated Code Enforcement has been working on the issue. 
 
Discussion continued in regards to code enforcement.   
 
Mrs. Jones said she has invitations to the new model at the Glens of Connemara for 
each of the Commissioners. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions or comments.  None 
responded.  
 

VI. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 

None 
 

VII. AJOURNMENT 
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
adjourn the meeting.  A roll call vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
 
 
 
Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper 
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TO:  Planning & Zoning Commission            

 

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

    

SUBJECT: Case 15-04 Lemont Nursing & Rehab 

 

DATE:  May 17, 2015 

       

 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Last month, the Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC) considered a Final Planned Unit 

Development approval for an addition to the existing Lemont Nursing and Rehabilitation 

Center property located at 12450 Walker Road.  The applicant has revised their proposal; 

no changes are proposed to the general site design but the applicant has requested to 

increase the number of allowable beds within the facility to 186. 

 

  

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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BACKGROUND 
   
PZC Hearing and post-hearing actions.  On April 15, the PZC conducted a lengthy and 
well attended public hearing on the proposed PUD, during which it was stated that the 
number of beds within the Lemont Nursing and Rehab facility would not change with the 
proposed expansion.  The PZC voted 5-0 to recommend approval of the proposed final 
PUD with the following conditions: 

1. Approval from the Village Arborist and Fire Marshall in regards to their comments 
and the applicant meeting those comments. 

2. The applicant is to design and include some type of earth berm or masonry wall to 
help screen the headlights from the parking lot.  A cross sectional diagram needs to 
be approved by staff to ensure the berm or wall is at a sufficient height.  Staff should 
encourage that there are added trees as part of that berm, within reason, for all the 
adjacent neighbors. 

3. The trash enclosure needs to be brought up to the current Village standards which 
includes using like materials for building construction.  In an effort, they would like 
the applicant to do all they can to limit the noise caused by the slamming of the 
dumpster. 

4. Trash receptacles need to be installed on-site. 

5. Have staff meet with the Village Engineer and some of the neighbors, along with 
the applicant’s Engineer, to see what can possibly be done to address the current 
conditions along the southeast corner of the property.   

 
The day after the hearing, the applicant reached out to staff and informed them that 
they did desire to increase the number of beds within the facility from the maximum 160 
currently allowed by the special use for the property.  The applicant has requested a 
maximum of 186 beds.  Therefore, a new public hearing is required.  This staff memo does 
not re-evaluate the entire proposal, but rather will address whether the revised submittal 
addresses the PZC’s conditions from April and what, if any, impact the proposed 
increased number of beds has on the final PUD. 
 
 
PZC CONDITIONS 
 
Arborist & Fire Marshal comments.  The applicant provided additional information 
regarding the proposed plantings within the detention basin and tree preservation 
measures; staff has not completed review of these revised materials.  The applicant also 
added a fire hydrant, per the request of the Fire Marshal. 
 
Landscaping / Screening.  The applicant has provided a revised landscape plan that 
includes a berm that is 4.5 feet higher than the elevation of the parking lot.  The 
applicant also provided a sight line analysis.  The plan includes a variety of plan material, 
including 8 evergreen trees, 22 evergreen shrubs, 6 ornamental deciduous trees, and 5 
deciduous shrubs.  The applicant should revise the landscape plan further to make the 
berm a full five feet higher than the parking lot grade and include a higher percentage 
of evergreen plant material vs. deciduous; this material could be placed within the 
bermed area and/or the landscaping border immediately adjacent to the southern 
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edge of the parking lot.   In particular, the area southwest of the parking lot needs 
additional landscaping. 
 
Dumpster enclosure and trash receptacles.  The applicant did provide a revised plan for 
a trash enclosure but it failed to enclose the medical waste receptacles; it only enclosed 
the standard commercial dumpster.  The applicant has been advised that all large 
waste receptacles need to be enclosed and is preparing a second revised plan for such.  
The applicant has provided three trash cans for employee and visitor use within the 
revised site plan. 
 
Pre-existing drainage issues.  The applicant has not yet met with the Village Engineer but 
has indicated that they plan to do so. 
 
GENERAL ANALYSIS 
 
Parking Issues.  The proposed PUD includes an expansion of the facility parking from 76 
spaces to 145 spaces.  As noted, the facility is already considered over the UDO 
maximum parking but the UDO parking standard for nursing homes appears to be 
inadequate.    
 
Absent a UDO parking standard, staff sought other standards against which to evaluate 
the site’s proposed parking of 145 spaces.  Staff contacted four area nursing and 
rehabilitation facilities and found that parking rates varied from .55 parking spaces per 
facility bed to 1.14 parking spaces per facility bed.  Lemont Center’s current parking rate 
is .48 spaces per bed, below the lowest observed rate elsewhere.  The proposed rate, 
based on an increase to 186 beds is .78 spaces per bed, within the range of observed 
rates elsewhere.  
 
Staff again evaluated the site’s proposed parking using the US Department of Veteran 
Affairs (VA) Parking Demand Model, published by the VA Office of Construction and 
Facilities Management.  The model is based on parking demand observed 21 VA 
facilities across the country and provides estimates of demand per employee, patient, 
visitor, etc.  These estimates of parking demand vary by urban, suburban, and rural land 
use contexts.  Applying Lemont Center’s estimates of patients, visitors, staff, etc. to the 
suburban, weak transit demand ratios within the model, staff calculated an estimated 
parking demand of 173 parking spaces.   
 
In order for staff to run the VA model, the applicant submitted its projected staffing and 
visitor changes for a total of 186 beds vs current.  Although the increase from 158 beds to 
186 beds represents a 12% increase in patient capacity, the applicant’s projected 
staffing and visitor changes varied from 3% to 16%.  The applicant should provide 
additional explanation related to this observed variance.  
 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Staff would like further explanation from the applicant regarding the parking and staffing 
levels.  Additionally, further revisions are needed to the landscape plan. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Revised Application package 
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TO:  Planning & Zoning Commission            

 

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

    

SUBJECT: Case 15-06 508 Illinois Street Planned Unit Development 

 

DATE:  May 17th, 2015  

       

 

SUMMARY 

 

Pam Zukoski, on behalf of Zen Dog Properties, LLC, owner of the subject property, has 

requested a preliminary planned unit development (PUD) approval for two duplexes and 

one three-unit residential building with shared vehicle access. This proposal will not alter 

the existing two-unit structure at 508 Illinois Street. Staff recommends approval, with 

modifications. 

 

  

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. 15-06   

Project Name 508 Illinois Street PUD   

General Information       

Applicant Pam Zukoski, Zen Dog Properties, LLC 

Status of Applicant Property Owner 

Requested Actions: Preliminary PUD Approval 

Purpose for Requests Two duplexes and a three-unit structure 

Site Location 508 Illinois Street (PINs: 22-20-429-006, 014, and 015) 

Existing Zoning R-6 Multi-family Residential District 

Size Approx. 0.3 acres 

Existing Land Use Lots A Existing two-unit structure and Lots B, C, and D vacant 

Surrounding Land 

Use/Zoning 

North: parking lot for multi-family building, Downtown District (DD) 

  South:  Single family and multi-family homes, R-4A Single-Family 

Residential Preservation and Infill District  

    East: Multi-tenant building, R-6 Multi-Family Residential District  

    West: Single family homes, R-6 Multi-Family Residential District 

Lemont 2030 

Comprehensive Plan 

The Comprehensive Plan map designates this area infill residential 

land use.   

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Previous Development Proposals.  In 2006 the prior owner of the subject property applied 

for variations to setback, lot coverage, and maximum floor area standards to construct a 

single family home on one of the lots facing Illinois Street.  The existing home at 508 Illinois 

Street was to be left as-is. The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the Planning 

and Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) each considered the case twice; ultimately 

the proposal failed to receive a recommendation from either the PZC or HPC.  The Village 

Board never formally voted to approve or deny the application.  

 

In 2007 the prior property owner applied for preliminary approval of a Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) to allow the construction of three single family homes on the three 

vacant lots surrounding 508 Illinois Street, which were to be platted similar to 

condominiums. The homes were to share a common drive accessed off Porter Street.  

Each home was to have a dedicated garage. This application was viewed more favorably 

by both the HPC and the PZC. The Village Board approved the preliminary PUD. However 

the applicant did not file for final PUD and the preliminary PUD expired, preventing the 

development from occurring. 

 

Technical Review Committee.  Prior to submitting a formal application, the applicant 

submitted plans to the Technical Review Committee (TRC) in July 7th, 2013.  At that time, 

the applicant presented a concept plan that included two single-story duplex buildings 

facing Porter Street and one single-story duplex facing Illinois Street.  At that time, the 

existing historic building at 508 Illinois Street was being renovated as a two-flat building.   A 

shared driveway accessed off Porter Street provided access for all three new buildings 

and off-street parking was limited to six surface parking spaces in the interior of the lots.  

The TRC noted that the parking arrangement would require the consolidation of the four 
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lots into a single property and development as a PUD. The aesthetics of the proposed open 

parking lot was a concern and Village standards require 16 parking spaces vs. the six 

spaces proposed. 

 

Application.  Following the TRC, the applicant redesigned the PUD proposal to change the 

proposed Illinois Street unit from a duplex to a three flat.  The applicant also redesigned 

the buildings and parking to include two-car garages for the two duplexes facing Porter 

Street and a three-car garage for the three-flat facing Illinois Street. The applicant also met 

with staff several times before submitting a formal application in April 2015. 

 

Historic Preservation Commission. The application was reviewed by the Historic 

Preservation Commission (HPC) on May 7th, 2015. The HPC voted 4-0 in favor of the 

application and issued a certificate of appropriateness with condition that the applicant 

receives final approval of the building materials by the HPC.  The HPC felt that the 

architecture of the proposed buildings would fit in the context of the surrounding property 

within the historic district. 

 

DEPARTURES FROM ZONING STANDARDS 

 

Section 17.08.010 of the Unified Development Ordinance [UDO] describes the purpose of 

PUDs:  “Within the framework of a PUD normal zoning standards may be modified.  The 

resulting flexibility is intended to encourage a development that is more environmentally 

sensitive, economically viable, and aesthetically pleasing than might otherwise be possible 

under strict adherence to the underlying zoning district’s standards.”  The table below 

illustrates how the application deviates from the current standards of the UDO. Below is a 

summary of current UDO standards, how the proposed PUD differs from those standards, 

and staff’s recommendations related to those deviations. 
 

UDO Section UDO Standard Proposed PUD Staff Comments 

17.07.010 10,000 sf 

minimum lot size 

in R-6 

Lots B, C, and D are under the 10,000 

sf lot size, with lot size of 4,396 sf 

each. 

The existing lots are lots of 

record and have multi-

family zoning; therefore 

staff finds this deviation 

acceptable. 

17.07.010 2,500 sf 

minimum lot 

area per unit 

When calculating the lot area per 

unit based on the three affected 

lots, the lot area per unit is 1,884 

sf/unit. 

 

17.07.010 80 ft minimum 

lot width in R-6 

The lot width for all lots is 43.84 ft.  The existing lots are lots of 

record; therefore staff finds 

this deviation acceptable. 

17.07.010 15 ft minimum 

interior side 

yard setbacks in 

R-6 

The proposal includes 4.5 ft interior 

side yard setbacks on all lots.  

The 15 ft. side yard setback 

is inappropriate for lots of 

this size.  The R-4A district’s 

setbacks are more 

appropriate; however, that 

district would require at 

least 5.2 ft. side setbacks. 

17.07.010 25 ft minimum 

front yard 

setback in R-6 

Lot B, which faces Illinois Street, 

complies with the front setback (30 ft 

proposed). Lots C and D, which face 

Porter St., have 10 ft proposed 

setbacks. 

The proposed setbacks for 

the Porter Street units are 

more consistent with the 

setback of existing homes 

along Porter Street. 
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17.07.010 30 ft minimum 

rear yard 

setback in R-6 

All lots do not meet the required 

setback.  Lot B, which faces Illinois 

Street, has a proposed 10 ft setback 

while the other two lots have a 

proposed 22 ft setback. 

The reduced setback on 

Lot B is more consistent with 

the existing 508 Illinois Street 

building.   

17.07.010 65% maximum 

lot coverage in 

R-6 

Lots D & B comply.  Lot C is 78% 

covered.  The composite lot 

coverage for all three lots is 55.4% 

The excessive lot coverage 

on Lot C severely limits any 

usable open space for 

residents of that lot. 

 

17.08.030.D 

 

All PUDs with a 

residential 

component 

must include 

15% open 

space for the 

benefit of 

residents within 

the PUD. 

The common open space is not 

displayed on the preliminary PUD 

document. 

Given the location of the 

PUD, with proximity to 

downtown and many open 

space amenities, as well as 

the limited size of the 

proposed development, 

staff finds the deviation 

acceptable.  

17.10.01 (Table) Duplexes are 

required two 

off-street 

parking spaces 

per dwelling 

unit. Multi-family 

are required 

one and a half 

spaces per 

dwelling unit. 

The duplex buildings facing Porter 

Street meet the UDO requirement. 

The three-unit (multi-family) building 

facing Illinois Street includes a three 

car garage; it does not provide the 

4.5 spaces required by the UDO. 

Staff finds the deviation for 

the three-unit building 

acceptable given that 

there is at least one off-

street parking spot per unit 

and overnight street 

parking is permitted on the 

surrounding streets.  

 

 

GENERAL ANALYSIS 

 

Consistency with Lemont 2030.  The Comprehensive Plan map designates this area as infill 

residential land use.  Per Lemont 2030, the infill residential district is: 

 

“Existing residential neighborhoods, typically in platted subdivisions. New 

development in this district is expected to be minimal and generally limited 

to new construction on the few vacant lots in the area. Some 

redevelopment of older home sites may also occur over time, but would 

likely not increase the total number of dwelling units on the redevelopment 

parcels. Any new development or redevelopment will be consistent with the 

established character of these neighborhoods.” 

 

The proposed development provides infill multi-family development near downtown, 

which is consistent with Lemont 2030’s goals for housing diversity and a thriving downtown.  

The architecture of the proposed buildings, particularly the building proposed along Illinois 

Street, are well designed.  Staff has concerns that the proposed size of the structures 

compromises their ability to be consistent with the established character of the area, as 

discussed in detail in the following sections. 

 

Consistency with PUD Objectives. UDO Section 17.08.010.C lists eleven different objectives 

to be achieved through planned unit developments.  Staff finds that the proposed PUD 

supports objective #3, stimulating a creative approach to residential development of 
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land; the proposed development utilizes three existing lots with challenging topography, 

while creatively providing for needed parking and generally remaining sensitive to the 

historic context of the neighborhood. The proposed PUD supports objective #8, 

encouraging patterns of and use that decrease trip lengths and increase the use of modes 

of transportation other than private vehicle; this property is within walking distance of 

commercial land uses and the Metra Station. The proposed PUD supports objective #10, 

encouraging the introduction of related and complementary land uses; the proposal 

introduces multi-family and duplex development that mimics single-family residential 

architecture.  

 

Compatibility with Existing Land Uses.  The immediately surrounding area is a mixture of 

small and larger homes.  A majority of the homes are used single-family residences while 

several others, particularly the larger homes, have been converted to multi-unit buildings 

and are currently uses as such The property immediately to the east of the subject site is a 

multi-tenant building.  . The property to the north of the subject site, across Illinois Street is 

a multi-family development; its parking lot is directly north of the subject site). Immediately 

south of the subject site, across Porter Street, are single-family residential buildings, one of 

which has been converted to a multi-family building.  Given the mixed character of the 

area, staff sees no compatibility concerns related to the proposed land use.  However, 

since the existing housing stock is well established, it is critical that the site design and 

physical massing of the proposed structures are compatible with the surrounding area as 

well.  See the discussion in the following section on Building & Site Design.   

 

Traffic & Site Access.  The site is proposed to be access from Porter Street; the location of 

the first proposed access point (curb cut) on Porter is roughly 100 feet west of the 

intersection of Holmes and Porter. The second is roughly 35 feet west of the first access 

point and the third curb cut is roughly 35 feet from the second access point. The proposed 

curb cuts are similar to neighboring properties on the north side of Porter Street 

(Attachment 9). Internally, the second curb cut allows access to the proposed structure 

that faces Illinois Street.  

 

Landscaping & Tree Preservation.    The applicant submitted a tree survey indicating that 

all but one tree on the subject site are proposed for removal.  Several large trees are 

currently existing on the site; the applicant notes that some of these trees are dying, but 

this has not been confirmed by staff.  Staff would prefer to retain the remaining healthy, 

existing trees on the site.  However, the size of the lots and the need to provide off-street 

parking make any tree preservation difficult.  Staff recommends that the Arborist review 

the development plan and recommend preservation measures that may allow the 

preservation of a portion of the trees located near the property lines.  Additionally, the 

applicant should provide mitigation for the removal of healthy existing trees per the 

requirements of the UDO.   

 

 

Building & Site Design.  Given the zoning history of the site, the varied surrounding built 

environment, the existing topography, and the code requirements related to off-street 

parking, the site presents numerous design challenges.  The proposed site design, with 

vehicular access off Porter Street only, is a favorable approach to provide access to all 

three lots. 
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The three-flat building proposed along Illinois Street mirrors the setbacks and architecture 

of the existing home at 508 Illinois Street.  It is larger in size, but the footprint of the two 

structures are similar because the proposed building uses area as living space that 508 

Illinois Street uses as porch space.  The front façade of the proposed home is also 

articulated, further reducing the building’s perceived mass when viewed from Illinois 

Street.  Staff believes the proposed design is an elegant solution to provide the owner with 

high yield for the site, remain true to the character of the area, and still accommodate 

necessary off-street parking. Although one unit will not have designated off-street parking 

and one unit has only a single-car garage, these units are relatively small and likely to each 

only have a single occupant.  Additionally, the reduced rear yard setback is acceptable 

because it mimics the setbacks of 508 Illinois Street and allows for the proposed off-street 

parking.  Staff’s concerns are principally limited to the proposed Porter Street units. 

 

As noted above, the proposed Porter Street units also do not meet the required setbacks 

for the R-6 zoning district.  However, the lot sizes of the proposed units are significantly 

undersized as compared to a standard R-6 lot.  The lots are more similar to an R-4A lot (e.g. 

the lot depth is about twice its width) but are even smaller than the standard R-4A lot, 

which is 5,000 sf.  If the R-4A setback standards were applied to these lots, the proposed 

duplexes still would not meet the minimum front, side, or rear setbacks.  However, the 

proposed side yard setback would be close to the R-4A standard (4.5 ft proposed vs. 5.2 

ft required) and the reduced front yard setback could be justified as more supportive of 

the existing surrounding development pattern.  Yet, if the R-4A standards are used to justify 

the reduced setbacks, then it should be noted that the R-4A standards would also limit the 

building size to approximately 2,300 sf, including garage; the proposed buildings are 3,200 

sf without including the garages.   

 

The duplex units proposed along Porter Street were redesigned following the 2013 TRC in 

response to Committee comments and code requirements related to off-street parking.  

To accommodate the required two parking spaces per unit the first floor of each duplex 

unit is garage space.  This results in a three-story building; the surrounding home are all one 

to two-story buildings.   However, there are two factors that mitigate the perception of the 

height difference between the proposed duplexes and the existing homes.  First, along the 

north side of Porter Street the height difference is mitigated by the distance between 

homes.  The next closest structure on the north side of Porter Street is a garage on a through 

lot which is approximately 35 feet from the west property line of the subject site; the closest 

home is situated on the corner of Freemont and Porter.  On the south side of Porter the 

height difference is mitigated by the change in grade between the north and south sides 

of the street.  The top of the foundation for the proposed duplexes will be 641.7 ft.  Staff 

estimates that the top of the foundation for the homes immediately across Porter are at 

least six to eight feet higher than the proposed duplexes.   

 

Given the mitigating factors related to height, staff’s concerns are not inherently the 

overall height of the structures but rather that the mass of the buildings is too much for the 

lots.  As noted, the lots are small even by an R-4A standard.  The proposed structures are 

larger than the single-family homes approved by the Village in 2007.  The proposed 

structures are also larger than those presented to the TRC in 2013.  As noted, the proposed 

building along Illinois Street has been cleverly designed to mimic the existing 508 Illinois 

Street structure; therefore, staff can finds the requested variations for that building 

acceptable.  However, Porter Street has a different character than Illinois Street; it is more 

varied.  Therefore, staff returns to the Village standards and is not convinced that the 
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requested variations are offset by the benefit of an additional two units and/or size of the 

units.  Staff would recommend that the duplex units be revised to reduce the overall mass 

of the structures.  This could be accomplished by reducing the size of the units or by 

converting the duplex units to single-family units.   

   

Engineering Comments & Stormwater Management.  The Village Engineer’s comments are 

attached; he expressed concern over the slope of the proposed driveway.  The Village 

Engineer estimates that during icy times of the year, the off-street parking may be unusable 

due to the slope of the driveway.  Additionally, although the property would not be subject 

to stormwater detention requirements, the Village Engineer recommended that the 

property include some stormwater volume control measures. 

 

Fire District Comments.  The Fire Marshal’s comments are pending and will be provided at 

the hearing. 

 

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This is a challenging site that has been subject to several different design proposals over 

the years.  Although the property has multi-family zoning, it is not sized for multi-family 

development; it is more the size of a three small single-family lots.  Although the proposed 

structures are cleverly designed, staff feels as though the applicant is simply trying to fit a 

little too much on the subject site.  Therefore, staff recommends the following: 

1. The proposal for the Porter Street buildings should be redesigned to reduce their 

bulk.  At a minimum the buildings should meet a 5 ft side yard.   

2. The applicant should address the issues noted by the Village Engineer, particularly 

as they relate to the usability of the off-street parking in winter months. 

3. The applicant should attempt to provide tree preservation where possible, as 

determined by the Village Arborist, near the property line. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Application package 

2. Village Engineer review 

3. Site photos 

4. 2013 TRC application 
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Attachment 3 

Site visit Photograph 1 

 
Figure 1 Existing single family and multi-family homes along the south side of Porter Street. 
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Figure 2 Two-flat and single family homes along the south side of Porter Street. 
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Figure 3 Multi-family structure along the north side of Illinois Street. 
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Figure 4 Parking lot for multi-family along the north side of Illinois Street. 
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Figure 5 Existing garages two lots west of the subject property on the north side of Porter Street. 
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