
 
 
 
 

VILLAGE BOARD  
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 

 
JUNE 15, 2015 – 6:30 PM 

LEMONT VILLAGE HALL 
418 MAIN ST. 

LEMONT, IL 60439 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
II. ROLL CALL 
 
III. DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 
A. VILLAGE OF LEMONT WATER STUDY AND BOND PROCESS DISCUSSION 

(ADMIN./ PW/P&ED)(REAVES/BLATZER/)(SCHAFER/PUKULA/JONES)  
 

B. MAIN STREET BIKE PATH DISCUSSION 
(ADMIN/P&ED)(REAVES/CHIALDIKAS/STAPLETON)(SCHAFER/JONES)  
 

C. LEMONT NURSING HOME & REHAB DISCUSSION 
(PLANNING & ED)(CHIALDIKAS/STAPLETON)(JONES) 
 

IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
V. NEW BUSINESS 
 
VI. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
VIII. ADJOURN 



   

Village Board  

Agenda Memorandum                                                                         

  
 
To: 

 
Mayor & Village Board 
 

From: George Schafer, Village Administrator 
Ralph Pukula, Public Works Director 
Chris Smith, Finance Director 
 

Subject: Discussion of Village of Lemont Water Study and Bond Process 

 
Date: 

 
June 12, 2015 

 
BACKGROUND/HISTORY 
 
Consistent with the strategic plan and during the FY 15-16 capital budget process, the Village Board 
allocated funds to complete an evaluation of the Village’s water system.  In addition, the Village Board 
approved several water and sewer capital projects, in which selling bonds would be required to 
finance.  The discussion at the June COW is intended to give an update on the study and the bond 
process.   
 
 
Water System Study 
 
The Village of Lemont contracted with HR Green earlier this year to complete a study of the Village’s 
water system.  The study consists of an analysis of the current water system demands and future 
projected water system demands based on projected growth and the evaluation of the existing aquifer 
to ensure long-range adequate supply.  The study will yield a model for the system, in which the 
Village will be in control to evaluate the effects of changes and additions to the system.   
 
The detailed model is still be developed and the full study will be available subsequent to the 
completion of the model.  However, we have asked HR Green to provide a preliminary 
recommendation so staff can continue its planning process for potential improvements.  Specifically, 
we have asked the consultants to give an initial indication of the need for more storage tank capacity 
and/or well capacity.  Preliminary recommendation is that the Village should plan accordingly for 
additional tank storage and well capacity.  A 750,000 gallon tank and new well similar to existing 
wells 5 and 6, is recommended and would be sufficient to meet the needs of the community over the 
short to midterm.  Additional facilities will be needed to meet the needs of the community for 2030 
projections, but these can be phased in over time.  More detail on the study will be available at the 
meeting.   
 
 



   

 
Bond Process 
 
The Village Board has initiated a process to issue alternate revenue bonds for the infrastructure 
projects. The water and sewer revenues will pay the debt service.  Sales and use taxes are pledged as a 
backup revenue. However, the water and sewer revenues will pay the debt service, with a 125% 
coverage level being shown. Major financing milestones are listed below.   A discussion on project 
bidding and construction timelines will be discussed at the meeting on Monday.  Please note, also 
included in the issuance will be the refunding the 2007 parking garage bond and refunding of a portion 
of the 2007 Police Station bond.     
 
 
Date Step in Procedure Status 
May 11, 2015 Board authorizes bond ordinances Completed 
June 8, 2015 Bond Public Hearing Held by VB Completed 
June 17, 2015 Bond Rating Call with Moody’s Scheduled 
June 22, 2015 VB to pass parameters ordinance for bond 

issuance 
On June 22nd VB Agenda 

June 24 – June 30 Rating received, POS finalized, rate discussion 
with staff, Pre-Order Selling period, 
negotiation.   

Scheduled 

July 2, 2015 Final pricing  Scheduled 
July 15, 2015 Bond Closing Scheduled 
 
 
RECOMENDATION  
 
ACTION REQUIRED 
Discussion. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
None.   
 
 



   

Village Board  

Agenda Memorandum                                                                         

  
 
To: 

 
Mayor & Village Board 
 

From: George Schafer, Village Administrator 
Ralph Pukula, Public Works Director 
Charity Jones, Planning & Economic Development Director 
 
 

Subject: Main Street Bike Path Discussion 

 
Date: 

 
June 11, 2015 

 
 
BACKGROUND/HISTORY 
 
In conjunction with initiatives in the Village’s active transportation, strategic and comprehensive plans, 
the Village has been desirous of implementing measures to connect Lemont to other regional trail 
systems.  One of the key projects that has potential to connect Lemont with these trails is building a 
shared use path along Main Street, from Route 83 to downtown Lemont.  This path would eventually 
connect downtown Lemont to the recently improved Cal-Sag trail, and provide further connectivity to 
other regional trails near Lemont.    
 
 
FUNDING/COST 
 
In 2014, the Village applied for and received federal funding through the Southwest Conference of 
Mayors, for 80% of the engineering and construction for this project.  The phase I engineering is 
estimated to cost $145,000, of which the Village would be responsible for $29,000.  Because of the 
lengthy approval process with IDOT, the majority of the funds for Phase I will likely not be expensed 
until FY 17.      
 
The total project is estimated to cost $2.34 million, of which the Village would be responsible for 
$548,000.  Because of the complexity of this project and required approvals, the construction would 
likely not take place until 2018 and beyond.   
 
 
RECOMENDATION  
 
Staff recommends approving the local agency agreement for Phase I Engineering for the Main Street 
Shared Use project.  This action will start the process to plan for this trail connection.  The item is 
schedule to be on the June 22nd VB Agenda.   
 



   

 
 
ACTION REQUIRED 
The item is up for discussion purposes only.   
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Local Agency Agreement Agenda Item 
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TO:  Committee of the Whole            
 
FROM:  Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director 
    
SUBJECT: Case 15-04 Lemont Nursing & Rehab 
 
DATE:  June 11, 2015 
       
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
In April, 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 made no changes to the 
site plan but requested to increase the number of allowable beds within the facility to 
186, which necessitated another public hearing by the PZC in May.  The PZC 
recommended approval with conditions. 
 
  

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. 15-04   
Project Name Lemont Nursing & Rehab   
General Information       
Applicant John Antonopoulos 
Status of Applicant Agent for Owner 
Requested Actions: Final PUD approval 
Purpose for Requests Expansion of existing Lemont Nursing & Rehab Center 
Site Location 12450 McCarthy Rd (PINs: 22-27-300-076 and 077) 
Existing Zoning R-5, Single-Family Attached District 
Size Approx. 9.39 acres 
Existing Land Use Lemont Nursing & Rehabilitation facility 
Surrounding Land 
Use/Zoning 

North: Rosewood Court shopping center, B-3 Arterial Commercial 
District 

    South: Castlewood Estates subdivision, R-4 Single Family Residential 
District and Bailey’s Crossing townhomes, R-5 Single-Family 
Attached District 

    East: vacant land and large lot single-family residential, 
Unincorporated Cook R-3 Single-Family Residence District 

    West: Amberwood Townhomes, R-5 Single-Family Attached District  
Lemont 2030 
Comprehensive Plan 

The Comprehensive Plan map designates this area as institutional 
land use.   

 
 
BACKGROUND 
   
Original Ordinances.  On February 14, 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, which was referred to at that time as the Health 
Care Center of Lemont.  Among the provisions of the annexation agreement was a 
restriction that prevented the property owner from developing anything other than 
single-family detached homes on the south half of the site.  The annexation agreement 
had a typical 20-year term and therefore expired in February 2014.  The special use 
granted in 1994 by ordinance 830 is still in effect and provides for a “unique use” to allow 
a nursing and rehabilitation center consistent with the following conditions: 

• Site design and landscaping shall be per the approved plans referenced in the 
ordinance. 

• 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 the 
State. 

• Minimum of 80 parking spaces (the text of the ordinance requires 80 spaces 
however, the approved site plan attached to the ordinance only includes 74 
spaces). 

• Future development of the southern five acres is limited to single-family detached 
residential development. 
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The current configuration of the Lemont Nursing & Rehab Center site generally appears 
to conform with the requirements of the original special use ordinance.  However, staff 
did not conduct a detailed plan review of the existing landscaping; some of the 
landscaping prescribed by the original special use approval may have died or been 
removed since 1994. 
 
Initial Application.  The property owner approached staff several months ago about a 
potential expansion. Because the UDO no longer allows for a special use for a “unique 
use,” a nursing home is now a special use in the R-5 zoning district, and the property is 
already substantially developed, staff suggested a special use for a final planned unit 
development for the subject site.  The applicant subsequently submitted an application 
for a concept plan review to the Village Technical Review Committee, followed by the 
attached formal PUD application.   
 
April 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 was required.   
 
May PZC Hearing and Post-Hearing Actions.  On May 20, the PZC again conducted a 
public hearing on the proposed final PUD.  The site plan had not changed since the initial 
application, but the proposed number of beds within the facility had changed / been 
clarified.  Many surrounding property owners again attended and expressed either 
opposition or concerns related to the proposed expansion.  Several neighbors requested 
greater screening, and issues related to current drainage issues were again raised.  The 
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PZC ultimately recommended approval of the proposed PUD with the following 
conditions: 

1. Meet the conditions of the Village Arborist and Fire Marshal. 

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 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. Install landscaping consistent with the UDO B zoning transition yard landscaping 
requirements for the area around the addition. 

4. 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.  

5. Trash receptacles need to be installed on sight.  

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

 
GENERAL ANALYSIS 
 
Consistency with PUD Objectives.  UDO Section 17.08.010.C.4 lists eleven different 
objectives to be achieved through planned unit developments.  Staff finds that the 
proposed PUD supports objective #4, encouraging and stimulating economic 
development within the Village.  The conversion of shared rooms to private rooms will 
help the facility compete against other similar facilities in the area and will represent a 
major investment in their existing operations.    
 
Consistency with Lemont 2030.  The Comprehensive Plan map designates this area as 
institutional land use.  The Plan describes the institutional district as being comprised of 
existing and planned civic, educational, governmental, and religious land uses. The Plan 
acknowledges that characteristics of new development within this district will vary widely 
depending on the particular type of proposed land use. However, the plan dictates that 
all new development in this district should be sensitive to the established character of the 
surrounding neighborhood and/or corridor. 
 
Compatibility with Existing Land Uses.  The subject site is surrounded by residential land 
use to the west, south, and east.  The proposed expansion will have limited new impact 
on the properties to the east and west, however, residences to the south and southeast 
of the subject site will now be closer to the facility and parking than in the past.  The 
proposed parking lot, particularly vehicle headlights, poses the potential for some 
conflicts between the proposed land uses. See additional comments in the Aesthetic & 
Landscaping section. 
 
Parking Issues.  The proposed PUD includes an expansion of the facility parking from 76 
spaces to 145 spaces.  The site access will remain unchanged.  The facility is already 
considered over the UDO maximum parking but the UDO parking standard for nursing 
homes appears to be inadequate.    



COW Memorandum – Case # 15-04 Lemont Nursing & Rehab 
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210 

5 

 
In 2009, the Village received complaints from the Amberwood Townhomeowners 
Association (west of the subject site) aimed at Lemont Nursing facility staff parking on-
street near the townhomes.  At that time, staff conducted an audit of the facility parking 
at various times of day and found that there was a need for additional parking spaces if 
all parking was to be accommodated off-street.  Since this recent application, staff has 
visited the facility and found that, with exception of early morning, the parking lots were 
generally over 90% utilized and some cars were parked on-street nearby or illegally 
parked in fire lanes within the parking lot.  Therefore, staff concludes that the facility does 
need more parking and that the UDO parking minimums for nursing homes should likely 
be revised. 
 
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 also 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.  Although the Lemont Center’s operations 
certainly vary from VA facility operations, the VA model was the only quantitative tool 
available, no tool for nursing and rehabilitation facilities could be found.  Therefore, staff 
finds that the model and provides at least some additional support for the Lemont 
Center’s requested parking expansion. 
 
 
ISSUES FROM PZC REVIEW 
 
Arborist & Fire Marshal comments.  The Arborist and Fire Marshal have not had an 
opportunity to review the most recent plan revisions; comments are forthcoming. 
 
Landscaping / Screening.  The applicant has provided a revised landscape plan that 
includes a berm that is 4.7 feet higher than the elevation of the parking lot.  The 
applicant also provided a sight line analysis per the PZC’s request (see attached building 
elevation).  The berm and the proposed landscaping to be installed upon the top of the 
berm has been significantly expanded since prior proposals.  See following photos. 
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 Landscape Plan submitted to May PZC 
 Berm planting included 14 trees and 27 shrubs. 

 
 
 
 Current Landscape Plan 
 Berm planting includes 66 trees (57 evergreens and 9 ornamentals) and 54 evergreen shrubs.  East   
 property line landscaping of 9 ornamental trees and 54 deciduous shrubs also added. 

 
 
The PZC had requested screening around the proposed expansion consistent with the 
UDO transition yard requirements for B zoned properties.  Such landscaping would 
require a broader mix of plant types (e.g. the presence of canopy trees and deciduous 
shrubs, a higher number of ornamental trees).  However, given the neighbor concerns 
regarding screening, the applicant has chosen to plant almost exclusively evergreen 
plants, which provide better year-round screening.  Staff would defer to the Village 
Arborist for further comment on specific proposed species and planting plan, but is 
generally supportive of the greater emphasis on evergreen plants.   
 
Along the south property line, the UDO transition yard provisions would only require 22 
trees and 43 shrubs or grasses along the south property line for a property with a three 
foot berm. The applicant’s berm does not extend along the entire length of the property, 
but is extensive and is over four feet in height.  Therefore, the applicant’s proposed 66 
trees and 54 shrubs more than meets the UDO transition yard requirements along the 
south property line.  Along the east property line, the proposed landscaping will provide 
screening, but does not necessarily adhere strictly to the UDO transition yard 
requirements, which would require a higher number of trees.  However, the PZC did not 
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specify that the transition yard requirements needed to extend north of the southeast 
corner of the proposed building, so staff finds the proposed landscaping acceptable. 
 
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 been working to coordinate a meeting. 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Staff feels that the quantity of landscaping provided in the revised submittal meets the 
requests of the PZC.  A more detailed review of species and planting details is needed by 
the Village Arborist.  Additionally, the trash enclosure needs to be finalized.  Once these 
items are completed, and all conditions of approval from the Village Arborist and Fire 
Marshal are met, staff recommends approval consistent with the PZC’s 
recommendations. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Revised Application package 
2. May PZC draft minutes excerpt 
3. April PZC minutes excerpt 



_j 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

2 3 

SANITARY SEWER 

FORCE MAIN 

STORM SEWER 

UNDER DRAIN 

MANHOLE 

CATCH BASIN 

INLET 

CLEAN OUT 

WATER MAIN 

VALVE VAULT 

VALVE BOX 

FIRE HYDRANT 

FLARED END SECTION 

COMBINED SEWER 

4 5 

STREET LIGHT /PARKING LOT LIGHT 

POWER POLE 

STREET SIGN 

FENCE 

GAS MAIN 

OVERHEAD LINE 

TELEPHONE LINE 

ELECTRIC LINE 

CABLE TV LINE 

HIGH WATER LEVEL 

NORMAL WATER LEVEL 

CONTOUR LINE 

TOP OF CURB ELEVATION 

TOP OF DEPRESSED CURB 

PAVEMENT ELEVATION 

SPOT ELEVATION 

FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATION 

TOP OF FOUNDATION 

GRADE AT FOUNDATION 

HIGH OR LOW POINT 

OVERLAND FLOOD ROUTE 

PAVEMENT FLOW DIRECTION 

SWALE FLOW DIRECTION 

DEPRESSED CURB AND GUTTER 

REVERSE CURB AND GUTTER 

6 7 

LEGEND 

~x:sTH\lG 

)- w· >vc ->-

--- f'\,j -------- :C!J, ---

12'' 8C 0 >---
--co-----,_::; ---

w 
() 

0 

:§ 

--v;v. wv--
/f,, .q 

© 

0 
6 

----"f)...... ->>--

):( 

c 
--u-

--X X---

-' G:-- I G--

---GN 0"1---

------[- ~ 

----CTV----CH----

------ - - --- --- --

/~--·XXX. XX-~------

8C ;<;~X. X\ 

BC XXX./X 

r~ XXX.XY 

xxx.xx 
•:-F XXX. XX 

F XYX.XX 

;;} XXY, XX 

"''-'.c-, -''-

8 9 10 

PROPOSED 

8" PVC --) >---
-FM FM-

..._12" RCe.._ 

.... ... 
--uo----

® 

• 
• .. 

-s• WM-

e 
8 

-.. ... 
~ ~ 
To • 

)::( ... 
T 

--- HWL xxx---
--NWL XXX---

__.,..-XXX.XX_.....­

TC XXX. XX 

TDC XXX.XX 

p xxx.xx 
xxx.xx 

ff"'XXX.XX 

TF =XXX.XX 

GF =XXX.XX 

©~® .. 
2-0't. 

~ 

1&t\tiL .. 1-. _,,. •..••• -&. \W .. ¥, 

11 

ABBREVIATIONS 

AC ACRE HWL HIGH WATER ELEVATION SAN SANITARY SEWER 
BC BACK OF CURB INL INLET SMH SANITARY MANHOLE 
BTM BOTTOM INV INVERT STA STATION 
CB CATCH BASIN LF LINEAL FEET /FOOT STM STORM SEWER 
CFS CUBIC FEET PER SECOND LP LIGHT POLE SY SQUARE YARD 
CY CUBIC YARD LT LEFT SWPP STORMWATER POLLUTION 
DIA DIAMETER L/W LOWEST GRADE ADJACENT PREVENTION PLAN 
DIWM DUCTILE IRON WATER MAIN TO RETAINING WALL TDC TOP OF DEPRESSED CURB 
EL ELEVATION MAX MAXIMUM TC TOP OF CURB 
EP EDGE OF PAVEMENT MH STORM MANHOLE TF TOP OF FOUNDATION 
FF FINISHED FLOOR MIN MINIMUM T/W TOP OF RETAINING WALL 
FES FLARED END SECTION · NWL NORMAL WATER ELEVATION TYP TYPICAL 
FT FOOT /FEET ocs OUTLET CONTROL STRUCTURE VB VALVE BOX 
G GUTTER ELEVATION p PAVEMENT ELEVATION vc VERTICAL CURVE 
GF GRADE AT FOUNDATION PVC POLYVINYL CHLORIDE PIPE vv VALVE VAULT 
GR GRADE RING ELEVATION R RADIUS w WALK ELEVATION 
HOPE HIGH DENSITY RCP REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE WM WATER MAIN 

POLYETHYLENE PIPE RIM RIM ELEVATION VPI VERTICAL POINT OF 
HYD FIRE HYDRANT RT RIGHT INTERSECTION 
HMA HOT MIX ASPHALT ROW RIGHT OF WAY 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

INDEX 

COVER SHEET 
DEMOLITION PLAN 
GRADING PLAN 

19 20 21 22 23 

, 

C-100 
C-101 
C-102 
C-103 
C-104 

STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION 
DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS 

C-105 
C-106 
C-107 
C-108 
C-109 

UTILITY PLAN 
GEOMETRIC AND PAVING PLAN 
CONSTRUCTION DETAILS 
CONSTRUCTION DETAILS 
PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS 

SOURCE BENCHMARK: 

BENCHMARK 03 CUT SQUARE ON TOP/CURB AT SE QUADRANT 
JOINT 

OF OAK & WALKER INTERSECTION AT ROSEWOOD COURT CENTER. 
ELEVATION , 731.29 

O UTILITY 
LOCATING II-'\~ INFORMATION FOR 

SITE BENCHMARK l WEST FLANGE BOLT ON FH AT SOUTHEAST 
CORNER OF EXISTING BUILDING 
ELEVATION , 734.51 

EXCAVATORS 

C II 48 hours before you dig 
a {Excluding Sat, Sun, & Holidays) 

1-800-892-0123 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

LOCATION MAP 
. ' ' .-. . f -.I/"" 
• 
'" 

.. -
8 :-: .; 
MONT::::~ 

t27 
.... - ~ . ..... 

30 " MWRD ___x: .. • •. , Ill ,. 

INTERCEPTOR .-;;.~C 
r;t;;._~ 
i""' ...... ~ 

Vi..f"l;i:.~..,t 
u,='t:ul 

.... -. 
~--... ' 
~~ ' . 

I 
I 

' I 

"' iT I . 1..,- • -

• 

• 

I 
! 
I 

ITE 

I 
P j I 0 " 

DRAINAGE CERTIFICATION 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF. THE DRAINAGE 
OF SURFACE WATERS WILL NOT BE CHANGED BY THE CONSTRUCTION OF SAID 
IMPROVEMENTS OR ANY PART THEREOF, OR, THAT IF SUCH SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE 
WILL BE CHANGED, REASONABLE PROVISION HAS BEEN MADE FOR COLLECTION AND 
DIVERSION OF SUCH SURFACE WATERS INTO PUBLIC AREA, OR DRAINS WHICH THE 
SUBDIVIDER HAS A RIGHT TO USE AND THAT SUCH SURFACE WATERS WILL BE PLANNED 
FOR IN ACCORDANCE WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED ENGINEERING PRACTICES SO.,,,·,(I\Si'!ii!iu, .... 
TO REDUCE THE LIKELIHOOD OF DAMAGE TO THE ADJOINING PROPERTY BEC,A.~S(i:iCOf",;.,·;·;·' .. :, 
THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE IMPROVEMENTS. i;};~i~L .......... _'C; 

~~ t?Iu~·,t;~~:;w····· 
~ :\ rr:OFE:~')~:-!'j·,ii\t.: ;_:1 

ENGINEER'S Sl ~ (p-Jo-.f E~~~t;{~~~;~~t~i~£; 
e"'~,e ~ ·S}.',, i/:·."··"'-·c: .-~" 

I \\f' ""P)I~''/;;f:,~;.;:~_:t\{)\:~,,\\\c_'>~'-') 7 ',-,nn;,•,;:\1'' -· 

~'ARCHITECTS 
sustcinability performance design 

EXTENDED CARE 
CLINICAL, LLC 

LEMONT NURSING 
AND 

REHABILITATION 
CENTER 

12450 Walker Road 
Lemont, IL 60439 

ARCHITECT 

Legat Architects 
2015 Spring Road· Suite 175 

Oak Brook, Illinois 60523 
P. 630.990.3535 
F. 630.990.3541 
www.legat.com 

CIVIL ENGINEER 

Mackie Consultants, LLC 
9575 W. Higgins Road, Suite 500 

Rosemont, Illinois 60018 
P. 847.696.1400 

www.mackieconsult.com 

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER 

KJWW Engineering 
1100 Warrenville Road· Suite 400W 

Naperville, Illinois 60563 
P. 630.527.2320 
F. 630.527.2321 
www.kjww.com 

M.E.P.IF.P. ENGINEER 

Amsco Engineering 
5115 Belmont Road 

Downers Grove, Illinois 60515 
P. 630.515.1555 
F. 630.515.1583 

WWN.amscoengineering.com 

DATE (.,~lo ~\') r er 
I '§£>/1~ 

REVISIONS 

NO. DESCRIPTION I DATE 

1 ZONING REVISION#1 ! 5-6-15 

2 ZONING REVISION #2 I 6-10-15 

PROJECT NUMBER 

DATE OF ISSUE 

DRAWN BY 

CHECKED BY 

COVER SHEET 

215019.00 
03.18.2015 

TRB 

DAS 

C-100 
ZONING REVIEW 























7
4
0

7
3
3

733

734

7
3
4

7
3
5

7
3
7

7
3
7

7
3
8

7
3
8

7
3
9

7
3
9

741

7
4
2

7
3
6

7
3
6

7
3
7

22.73'

1
7
6
.6
7
'

1
.1
7
'

7
3
5

7
3
4

73
3

7
3
3

7
3
3

733

733

7
3
4

3

7
3
2

7
3
2

CJ CJ CJ CJ CJ CJ CJ

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF
SYSTEM

PREFINISHED METAL
FASCIA - TYPICAL

ALUMINUM FRAMED
STOREFRONT SYSTEM (SF03) -
REFER TO STOREFRONT ELEVATION

ALUMINUM WINDOW
FRAME AND GLAZING -
TYPICAL

CAST STONE SILL -
TYPICAL

4" FACE BRICK

EXISTING BUILDING NEW ADDITION

ALUMINUM DOOR AND
STOREFRONT SYSTEM

PREFINISHED METAL
FASCIA

FIBER CEMENT BOARD

MECHANICAL UNIT - REFER TO
MECHANICAL DRAWINGS - TYPICAL

PREFINISHED METAL
FASCIA - TYPICAL

2" EXPANSION JOINT
ASSEMBLY

PREFINISHED METAL
GUTTER AND
DOWNSPOUT - TYPICAL

ALUMINUM FRAMED
STOREFRONT SYSTEM
(SF04) - REFER TO
STOREFRONT ELEVATION

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 1 4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 2

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 3

BR-1

BR-2

BR-3 4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 1

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 2

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 3

A-1

4

8'-0" HIGH PLASTIC FENCE
GENERATOR ENCLOSURE
WITH LANDSCAPING

2'
-8

"

CJCJCJ CJ

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF SYSTEM

PREFINISHED METAL GUTTER
AND DOWNSPOUT  - TYPICAL

ALUMINUM FRAMED
STOREFRONT SYSTEM (SF03) -
REFER TO STOREFRONT
ELEVATION

ALUMINUM WINDOW FRAME
AND GLAZING - TYPICAL

CAST STONE SILL - TYPICAL

4" FACE BRICK

CJ

ALUMINUM DOOR AND STOREFRONT
SYSTEM - TYPICAL

BR-1

BR-2

BR-3

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 1
4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 2

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 3

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 1

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 2

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 3

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 3

FIBER CEMENT TRIM

FIBER CEMENT PANEL

8'-0" HIGH PLASTIC
FENCE GENERATOR
ENCLOSURE WITH
LANDSCAPING

CJCJCJCJCJCJCJCJ

ALUMINUM FRAMED
STOREFRONT SYSTEM (SF03) - REFER TO
STOREFRONT ELEVATION

ALUMINUM WINDOW FRAME
AND GLAZING - TYPICAL

CAST STONE SILL - TYPICAL

4" FACE BRICK -
TYPE 1

ASPHALT SHINGLE
ROOF SYSTEM

PREFINISHED METAL
GUTTER AND
DOWNSPOUT - TYPICAL

EXISTING BUILDINGNEW ADDITIONALUMINUM DOOR AND STOREFRONT
SYSTEM - TYPICAL

MECHANICAL UNIT - REFER TO
MECHANICAL DRAWINGS - TYPICAL

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 1
4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 2

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 3

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 2

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 2

4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 3
4" FACE BRICK - TYPE 3

FIBER CEMENT TRIM

FIBER CEMENT PANEL

4'-0" HIGH
ORNAMENTAL FENCE

6' - 0"EQEQ

1'
 -

 4
"

1'
 -

 0
"

5'
 -

 8
"

1'
 -

 4
"

BRICK COLOR #3 (BR-3)

BRICK COLOR #1 (BR-1)

BRICK COLOR #2 (BR-2)

BRICK COLOR #1 (BR-1)

5'
 -

 4
"

2'
 -

 8
"

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF

PREFINISHED METAL
GUTTER

CAST STONE SILL

ALUMINUM WINDOW
FRAME AND GLAZING

PREFINISHED METAL
FASCIA

PREFINISHED METAL
DOWNSPOUT

ALUMINUM WINDOW FRAME
AND GLAZING - TYPICAL

CAST STONE SILL - TYPICAL

4" FACE BRICK

ASPHALT SHINGLE
ROOF SYSTEM

PREFINISHED METAL
GUTTER AND
DOWNSPOUT - TYPICAL

BR-1 BR-2

BR-3

BR-1 BR-2BR-3

ALUMINUM FRAMED
STOREFRONT SYSTEM (SF03) -
REFER TO STOREFRONT ELEVATION

PREFINISHED METAL
FASCIA

FIBER CEMENT BOARD

ASPHALT SHINGLE
ROOF SYSTEM

PREFINISHED METAL
GUTTER AND
DOWNSPOUT - TYPICAL

MECHANICAL ROOF TOP
UNIT

A-12

A-1

3

A-1

1

5

A-1

5

A-1

7

A-1

P
R

O
P

E
R

T
Y

 L
IN

E

T/ GRADE: PARKING LOT

ELEVATION:  732.5

T/ GRADE: PROPERTY LINE

ELEVATION:  738

PROJECT NUMBER

DATE OF ISSUE

DRAWN BY

CHECKED BY

REVISIONS

ARCHITECT

2015 Spring Road - Suite 175
Oak Brook, Illinois 60523

P.  630.990.3535
F.  630.990.3541
www.legat.com

DATE

SIGNATURE

Legat Architects

CIVIL ENGINEER

9575 W. Higgins Road, Suite 500
Rosemont, Illinois 60018

P.  847.696.1400

www.mackieconsult.com

Mackie Consultants, LLC

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

1100 Warrenville Road - Suite 400W
Naperville, Illinois 60563

P.  630.527.2320
F.  630.527.2321
www.kjww.com

KJWW Engineering

M.E.P./F.P. ENGINEER

5115 Belmont Road
Downers Grove, Illinois 60515

P.  630.515.1555
F.  630.515.1583

www.amscoengineering.com

Amsco Engineering

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

26

27

28

25

32

EXTENDED CARE

CLINICAL, LLC

LEMONT NURSING

AND

REHABILITATION

CENTER

12450 Walker Road

 Lemont, IL  60439

215019.00

04.17.2015

ZRW

ZRW

A-1

BUILDING ELEVATIONS

PERMIT REVIEW

NO. DESCRIPTION DATE

1 ZONING REVISION #1 05.06.15

ZONING REVIEW

 1/8" = 1'-0"
1

BUILDING ELEVATION - WEST

 1/8" = 1'-0"
2

BUILDING ELEVATION - SOUTH

 1/8" = 1'-0"
3

BUILDING ELEVATION - EAST

 1/4" = 1'-0"
4

BUILDING ELEVATION DETAIL
 1/8" = 1'-0"

5
BUILDING SECTION

NOT TO SCALE
6

KEY PLAN

ACTUAL NORTH PLAN NORTH
 1/8" = 1'-0"

7
SITE SECTION



 1 

Village of Lemont 
Planning and Zoning Commission 
Regular Meeting of May 20, 2015 

 
A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission for the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30 
p.m. on Wednesday, May 20, 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 6:34 p.m.  He then led the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 
 

B.  Verify Quorum 
 

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

C.  Approval of Minutes for the April 15, 2015 Meeting 
 

Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
approve the minutes for the April 15, 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. 

 
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. 
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Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sullivan 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 last month the Commission had heard an application from the Lemont 
Nursing & Rehab Center for a proposed expansion of their facility.  After the public 
hearing staff was made aware that there was a miscommunication on the applicant side 
that they do want to increase the number of beds in the facility.  At the last public 
hearing we had talked about leaving the number where it is in the existing special use 
ordinance which is at 160.  The applicant is requesting that the number of beds be 
placed at 186.  For that reason we have another public hearing tonight so that everyone 
has an opportunity to hear about that revision.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated additionally, the applicant has presented some revised plans to 
address some of the conditions that the PZC (Planning and Zoning Commission) made 
as part of their recommendation last month and she will go through those briefly.  The 
applicant has presented some additional material regarding the detention basin and tree 
preservation measures which was a request of the Village Arborist.  Staff has not been 
able to complete the review so it is still pending.  The applicant has also added a fire 
hydrant at the request of the Fire Marshall.  The applicant has submitted a revised 
landscape plan that includes a berm that is approximately four and half feet higher than 
the elevation of the parking lot.  They have also provided a sight line analysis that is 
included in staff’s packet.  She then showed it on the overhead projection.  The 
landscape berm includes eight evergreen trees, 22 evergreen shrubs, six ornamental 
deciduous trees, and five deciduous shrubs.  Staff feels that they should revise the plan 
further to try and make the berm a full five feet in height and use a higher percentage of 
evergreen material.  The deciduous material looses it leaves in the winter time and does 
not provide a good screening.  There should also be some additional evergreen plan 
material beyond just the berm.  It should be place in the landscaping border adjacent to 
the southern edge of the parking lot, particularly the southwest edge.   
 
Mrs. Jones said the applicant did provide a revised plan for a trash enclosure, but it did 
not enclose the medical waste receptacles.  Staff has informed the applicant that those 
need to be enclosed as well so they are revising that plan accordingly.  They also did 
provide trash cans in the parking lot for staff use.  The applicant has not met with the 
Village Engineer at this time but they are trying to coordinate a meeting in regards to 
the existing drainage issues that they were made aware of in the southeast corner of the 
property.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated she used the same analysis for the parking.  The parking has not 
changed since last month, however the number of beds has.  She recalculated using the 
new number of beds and they still fall within the range of observed rates and nearby 
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similar facilities.  Also, it still falls under what the Veteran Affairs would recommend 
for one of their facilities.  However, something that is still questionable for staff is that 
the increase in beds increases the patient capacity by 12%, but the projected changes for 
staffing vary.  This made it questionable when they were trying to do the analysis of the 
parking versus staffing capacity.  She said this would conclude staff’s presentation. 
 
Commissioner Arendziak arrived for the meeting at 6:40 p.m. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any questions for staff at this time.  
 
Commissioner Maher asked if she could elaborate on what further questions staff 
would have in regards to parking. 
 
Mrs. Jones said the parking analysis that she did last month was really unchanged by 
the projected increase in the number of beds.  In order to run the VA model she would 
have to input the staffing levels.  Last month she had entered the current levels because 
the number of beds were not changing so staffing would not change.  Now with the 
increase in beds, most likely there will be more staffing requirements.  The question is 
the staffing increases weren’t in direct correlation to the increase in capacity of the 
facility.  She would just like the applicant to elaborate further on how the staffing ratios 
work and how they relate to patient capacity.     
 
Commissioner Sanderson arrived for the meeting at 6:42 p.m. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions for staff.  None responded.  
He then asked if the applicant wanted to make a presentation. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
 
John Antonopoulos, attorney for the applicant, apologized for making staff, the 
Commission, and residents come out for a second time.  There was a 
miscommunication between himself and his client in regards to the number of beds.  He 
was under the impression that they were going to take residents at the existing facility 
and just put them in private rooms.  When he had found out that they were making a six 
million dollar investment and that they could not restrain themselves but rather think 
about the future.  He said he had met with Mrs. Jones and staff to try and work this out.  
Tonight, Ron Nunziato, CEO for Lemont Nursing & Rehab is present to address the 
issues of staffing.   
 
Ron Nunziato apologized also for the miscommunication in regard to the bed capacity.  
It has always been their intention with presenting this project and moving forward with 
the amount of expense that they are putting into the building that there has to be a 
return on investment.  Not only for the partners of the Lemont facility but also the 
bankers that are financing the project.  They too want to see a return on investment.  In 
regards to the parking, there really is not a huge increase in staffing as it relates to 
whether it is 20 or 25 additionally residents.  With the exception of nursing no other 
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piece of the staffing model, vendors or consultants, would be increased.  They don’t 
necessarily need another cook just because they are adding an additional 20 beds, they 
would just make more food.  This would be the same for housekeeping, dietary doctors, 
etc. so the parking would not change.  Based on his calculations they would be adding 
three additional staff people to the day shift, two staff people to the evening shift and 
one person to the night shift.  The day shift is when they are most compromised right 
now and they would be adding three additional staff people.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if the increase of the 26 beds would incur immediately upon 
the completion of the addition or is there a staging that will occur. 
 
Mr. Nunziato said it will be staging.  There are regulations where the State of Illinois 
only allows facilities a certain percentage of beds that can be added every two years.  
Their theory is that they would be adding fifteen beds in a two year period.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if they would still be regulated by the State. 
 
Mr. Nunziato stated that is correct.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if the facility that they proposed last month, parking and 
building, is not changing.  He said he wants to make it clear for the residents that are 
here tonight. 
 
Mr. Nunziato said there are minor changes but no changes to the size of the building.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for the 
applicant.  None responded.  He then asked if anyone in the audience wanted to come 
up and speak in regards to this case. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Pam Rea, 1313 Drawbridge Lane, said she has brought a letter tonight and will be 
reading that.  She would like to express her opposition to the proposed expansion.  Her 
family and her have lived behind this Center since 1999.  They dutiful pay their 
ridiculously high Cook County property taxes every year and work hard to maintain 
their property.  The original special use had limited this acreage to a single-family 
detached residential development.  They are now faced with the possibility of a 24 
hour, seven day a week, 125 staff car parking lot, 130 feet from their back yard.  She 
can only imagine the adverse effect to their home value if this expansion is allowed.  
Immediately following the last meeting Lemont had quickly changed it plans to 
increase the number of beds to 186.  Even though they were told repeatedly that there 
were no plans to change the number of beds.   
 
Mrs. Rea asked if the Center had received approval of the Health Facilities Services 
Review Board allowing the increase in the number of beds.  If not, do they know when 
they anticipated review and will they be notified.  If the increase is not allowed are they 
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planning on going back to maintaining the current number of beds.  She asked for the 
PZC to consider the threshold at which the number of parking spaces is determined.  
She understands that there is no “apples to apples”, but she is questioning if the VA 
facilities that were used for comparison are surrounded by residents on three sides.   
 
Mrs. Rea stated the Village might want to do some research on the person who signed 
the Affidavit of Authorization.  The name that signed it shows up in 124 lawsuits in 
Cook County alone.  She can’t say that it is the same person but it does show up in 124 
lawsuits.  Obviously they need to evaluate the engineering and parking situation which 
was clear at the April 15th meeting so it will not negatively affect the homes.  Ideally 
they would love for this space to stay as it is.  If not they should look into relocating the 
parking lot to the eastern most side of the property line or even eliminate a number of 
parking spaces.  The berm or landscape plan that has been revised will not be sufficient 
to conceal lights and noise from their homes especially since their home is raised up a 
little bit.  If the Village proceeds with the expansion that is proposed it sends a clear 
message that there is no concern for the residents and clearly puts business before the 
homeowners.  She then gave a copy of her letter to staff.   
 
Rick Seskauskas, 12486 Archer Avenue, asked if they are planning to expand the 
building. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said their proposal right now is the building that they presented last 
month.  If this gets approved, that building and sight plan is part of the PUD approval.  
So if they change the size or sight plan then they would have to come back before 
another public hearing.  He would anticipate, but can’t speak for the applicant, that his 
“not at this time” comment would be for this request to go to 186 beds and it would not 
require a building change as it sits right now.  If the State was to allow them to increase 
for more than that number, and they would need additional building space, then they 
would have to come back for another hearing.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas asked if there was any additional landscaping for the residents on the 
east side which was mentioned at the last meeting.  He stated there are some trees 
marked on the property but he is not sure if they are staying or going.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked staff if there were any changes for the east side. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated the changes that were proposed was to add the screening to the south 
end of the parking lot.  There were no additional landscape materials proposed there.  
Her recollection were the concerns for screening of the parking lot from headlights and 
noise.  The closer you put the screening to the parking lot the better it is for screening.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas said this is a development so it should cover the whole area. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if the applicant was meeting the Village’s landscape 
ordinance.   
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Mrs. Jones stated yes they are and the berm is in an excess to the landscape ordinance.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson said they are meeting the requirements.  What the 
Commission and the Village Board are trying to do is bargain with them so they can 
mesh some of the concerns that the residents have.  He said he feels it will part of the 
discussion again tonight and where it goes from here is out of their control.  The 
applicant should be hearing those residents again that are present tonight.      
 
Mr. Seskauskas asked what he meant when he said “it is out their control”. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated they are a recommending body to the Village Board.  The 
Village Board ultimately has the say.  The Commission can make recommendations to 
the Village Board.  Sometimes they accept those recommendations, sometimes they 
don’t, sometimes they modify them and sometimes they vote completely opposite of 
what the Commission voted.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas said but the Commission controls the initial recommendation. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated yes. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson said after the meeting last month there was a heavy rain.  He 
drove out there and walked to the corner of their property line to see what was 
happening with the water.  He stated he can see where the problem is at. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated the Village Engineer and Public Works Department has not met with 
the applicant out on site yet.  That is something that still needs to be addressed but has 
not been done yet. 
 
Norval Galloway, 1305 Drawbridge Lane, said he opposes the expansion for all of the 
reasons that were expressed last month.  He would like to add in an earlier staff report it 
was indicated that the residents on the back side of the property had an expectation of 
privacy.  He does not feel that a five foot berm and some trees is adequate to address 
that expectation.  As one of those residents, his expectation was that the property would 
be used for residential housing and not for an expansion to an on going commercial 
venture.  He feels that the rules have been changed in practical fact if not actual fact.  
The expansion would make it worse for the residents in regards to drainage, noise, light 
and garbage.  The expansion may be good for the business but it is clearly not good for 
the neighboring residents.   
 
Don Conklin, 1446 Amberwood Lane, stated at the previous hearing they had talked in 
length about parking and keeping it at 156 beds.  The needed increase parking was 
because the Center was going to become more of a rehab center where you would have 
more visitors daily then you do normally for senior care.  Now they want to go up to 
186 beds.  He is not sure what that means for the number of vehicles; however there is 
only one access.  If you are increasing the number vehicles to this great quantity what 
are they planning so there is safe access to and from the facility.   
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Ted Dziubek, 1331 Bailey’s Crossing, said his concern is also the one access in and out 
of the parking lot.  Bailey’s Crossing dead ends right at the southern edge of the 
property.  His concern is if they make that a through street for another ingress/egress to 
the parking lot.  If it is true who would pay for that to be done.   
 
John Rea, 1313 Drawbridge Lane, asked if there was any assurance as to what type of 
residents are going to be at this facility.  The owners of this property have a bunch of 
other facilities and they have mentally ill residents, which have people that can be 
problematic.  He asked if there were any assurances that these are going to be rehab 
patients. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated it is slated as a nursing and rehab facility. 
 
Mr. Rea said it does not mean that they can’t have people with mental illness there.  He 
wants to know what type of residents are going to be there. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated mental illness does not mean that they are a threat to the 
community. 
 
Mrs. Jones said they do not have anything at this point but maybe the applicant can 
speak more in regards to that.  She stated it was an issue that they dealt with for 
Timberline Knolls in relation to care and being transferred.   
 
Mr. Rea asked with this addition is there any more room for expansion, horizontally 
versus vertically, in the future. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated theoretically yes, but financially she is not sure if they would get their 
return on investment.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked what the setback is.  He said they would not be able to 
do that unless they come back through this whole process again.   
 
Mr. Rea said he understands that but here they are a month later and they want to 
increase the beds.  He asked if this was being financed by private money or is the 
government financing this expansion. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated they are not privy to that information.  It is not required for the 
applicant to disclose this.  The applicant is taking notes and if they are willing to 
disclose their financing then they would answer that question.   
 
Mr. Rea said if the government is financing it then they would be somewhat beholding 
to the government which may dictate the type of residents they bring into the facility.   
 
Monica Andruszkiewicz, 12518 Archer Avenue, thanked Commissioner Sanderson for 
coming out and looking at the area.  She stated her ejection pump runs 24/7 and all 
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seasons.  She has a system that tries to take water away from there because it is such a 
ditch which was decided by the Village for Bailey’s Crossing.  That area is always wet 
back there.  She asked to please keep in mind the drainage back there, which was 
originally a farm. She has kids that go out there to play and come back head-to-toe 
muddy.  There is not only this expansion but the other townhomes and with the both 
together one is going to affect them somehow.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked for the site plan to be put on the overhead.  Any water that is 
west of the addition and south of the addition, the grading plan is proposing to pick up 
all of that water.  North of it is the existing building and courtyard so they are going to 
have drains there also.  At the last meeting someone said towards the end that the 
drainage problem started with Bailey’s Crossing.  This facility is accommodating their 
water runoff to get it to their detention basin which is on the west side of the parking lot 
away from this area.  The area towards the south and east of the parcel is remaining 
relatively undisturbed except for putting in the berm for the neighbors to the south.   
 
Mrs. Andruszkiewicz said as long as it does not affect their drainage and the direction it 
needs to go.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated looking at the site plan it appears that her drainage does not go 
west.  It is their drainage on the undeveloped portion that is going east towards them.  
With the additional improvements that they are making that water is going to be 
directed to their detention basin to the west.  He said he wants to make it clear to 
everyone in the audience that it is not this facility pushing water off to you from a 
parking lot but rather water coming from Bailey’s Crossing. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked for the engineering plan to be put up on the overhead.  
The contours that are show on the plan does not show what is out there.  He said 
walking that site there are more contours than what is shown on the plan.  It makes a 
little pocket down in that corner.  He stated staff will get the Village Engineer involved 
with this.  Somehow they need to get the grades expanded out from the site.  He agrees 
with Chairman Spinelli that it was caused by some other development than this one.  
This was supposed to be residential and given the opportunity to ask for more beds, 
even though they did not cause the problem they are asking for a favor.  There is an 
opportunity here to help both sides out.   
 
Mr. Seskauskas asked if the Village was going to control expansion in regards to 
height. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said yes because this property is a PUD (Planned Unit Development) 
any changes to what they presented to the PZC and the Village Board would have to 
come back through this process again.  That is why they are back here again this month 
because they want to increase the beds.  What they presented last month is what they 
are going to build. 
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Stan Durkiewicz, stated he is directly east of the subject property.  When the first owner 
came in for the Nursing Home, he had asked where all the water was going to go that 
used to be in the corn field.  They decided to put in 34 inch storm sewers and put a nice 
swale in there.  He said he has had no problems.  If you go to the second five acres 
behind the nursing home they have completely forgotten about it.  They only cut the 
grass twice a year.  He asked why don’t they put a nice sewer back there with a swale 
and bring it all back to where that person lives.  He said there is no landscaping on his 
side except for willow trees that nobody takes care of.  The willow trees are blocking 
the sewers.  He marked a sewer back there that nobody knows about.      
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if anyone else wanted to come up and speak.  None responded.  
He then asked if the applicant wanted to come up and address any of the comments or 
questions that were addressed.   
 
Mr. Antonopoulos stated that Mr. Nunziato will come up and address some of the 
questions that were asked in regards to the type of facility.  In regards to the 
engineering issues, the Village Engineer will review it and they will have to comply 
with all the standards that are set forth by the Village.   
 
Mr. Nunziato said whether they take government funding or privately fund this project 
they would be prohibited against discriminating against any person with any type of 
disability.  This would include whether they were physically or mentally disabled.  As a 
business model it would be detrimental to their business where they are providing care 
for the geriatric and physical rehabilitation to younger population that would be going 
home, to have residents with overt mental disabilities that would disrupt the operation 
of the facility.  The neighbor that had inquired about their other facilities that they have 
in Cook County and the city of Chicago, they do have facilities that provide care for the 
mentally disabled.  Those are exclusively for the mentally disabled.  They are not 
mixed population facilities much like Lemont.  He stated that is not to say there may 
not be someone there already who has a mental disability, but also has physical 
disabilities in which they have determined that they could meet their needs safely and 
appropriately.  He asked if there were any other questions that he might be able to 
answer for them.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if he was free to discuss the financing terms. 
 
Mr. Nunziato stated it would probably be a combination of private and government 
funding.   
 
Chairman Spinelli said there was a question regarding whether or not there would be a 
requested access to Bailey’s Crossing.  At this time the plan does not show it.  He asked 
if staff anticipated a need to ever connect there.  To him it would seem out of the way 
to connect there. 
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Mrs. Jones stated as a sight planning perspective it is not a logical connection.  Again it 
would have to go through this process because they can’t make any changes to the site 
plan once it is approved.   
 
Chairman Spinelli said he wanted the neighbors to hear it from staff besides himself.  
He agrees that it is not a logical connection.  He then asked if there was anyone else in 
the audience that wanted to come up and speak in regards to this public hearing.  None 
responded.  He then called for a motion to close the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski 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 questions for staff or comments. 
 
Commissioner Maher asked if they wanted to increase the beds past 186 would they 
have to come back for another hearing. 
 
Mrs. Jones said the current ordinance for the property has a maximum of 160 beds; 
their intention is that the new maximum would be placed in the ordinance.  They would 
have to go through this process if they wanted to amend that.  She feels this is 
appropriate because this type of facility the capacity for residents impacts things like 
parking that would have an impact on the adjacent residents.   
 
Commissioner Maher stated he was not at the last hearing but reading the minutes and 
listening to the neighbors he does not understand if there was a mistake in the number 
of beds why was it not mentioned at the last session.   
 
Chairman Spinelli said Mr. Antonopoulos had indicated it was a miscommunication on 
his end.  He is not sure if the attorney had filled out the application for the applicant 
which indicated 160 beds. 
 
Mr. Nunziato stated from the operation side of facility he did not know there was an 
ordinance that indicated 160 beds.  In his mind with the planning of this project for the 
last year he had always intended and moved on the theory that Public Health 
Regulation would be the bearer of the structure and not the Village.  Most 
municipalities do give that power over to Public Health.  It was not until they heard 
Mrs. Jones speak in regards to this specific ordinance did they realize it was tied to 160.  
After last month’s meeting they had met with the attorney in this very room to find out 
where did this come from because they had never heard about it.   
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Commissioner Maher said in the meeting last month it was asked if you were going to 
increase beds and the answer was no.  He asked why it was never answered with a yes. 
 
Mr. Nunziato stated he was never asked the question. 
 
Mr. Antonopoulos said it was a miscommunication and he would take the blame.  
Initially they were not going to take any more beds, it was not until he found out their 
long term goal is that they could not be restricted.  They need to have the flexibility to 
build a $6 million dollar facility and not be tied to the original ordinance.  He 
apologizes for having to bring everyone back out.   
 
Commissioner Maher stated he believes that there were people with the facility present 
that night that knew.  He does not understand why it was not brought up that night as a 
mistake.   
 
Commission Sanderson said there was the option to continue the hearing.  He stated the 
Chairman had asked if anyone from the facility wanted to come up and speak that night 
and nobody did.  Someone had spoken tonight saying does the Village care about the 
residents or business.  He feels they have to balance both.  If there is anything here 
tonight that is not represented correctly he would expect them to get up and correct it 
now.  It looks misleading and puts a lot of people in a situation that they do not want to 
be in.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated he agreed however they are not changing the building or 
parking. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson said he understands but the load is changing.  More people 
are there, more visitors, and more employees.  The parking needs are going to change 
and that was a complaint last month where employees were parking on the street.  He 
asked staff if the facility has made any attempts to clean the place up or talk with the 
residents regarding the issues within the last month.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated she is not aware of anything.   
 
Mr. Nunziato said over the last six months they have had staff out cleaning and walking 
around the neighborhood picking up debris.  They have been reassigning their parking 
and having people park in their fire lane within their parking lot so they will not park on 
Walker.  They have been trying to be accommodating.  He has received hundreds of 
emails from one individual regarding the noise of the trash compactor.  They have met 
with the police department and a mediator where they had someone come out and do a 
decimal level sound check of the trash compactor door slamming or closing.  It came 
back no louder than a car door closing.  He feels they have gone beyond what they can 
do to clean the area of the facility.  He stated he is at the facility very often and there 
are people driving down that street at high speeds that are not their staff.  It is easy for 
community members to focus on a business that is in a residential area and blame them 
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for all the problems or concerns for that area.  The grasslands behind the building they 
use to mow but then the neighbors complained that they wanted it natural. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he knows that there are two sides.  When he walked 
the area he did not notice anything out of the ordinary.  Trying to bridge the gap 
between them and the residents makes a lot sense.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any more questions or discussion.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if they can go back to staff’s recommendations. 
 
Mrs. Jones said the only other condition, besides the explanation that they provided 
regarding the staffing levels, was further revisions to the landscape plan.  Staff feels 
what was provided did not address the concerns from last month.  Additionally tonight 
some of the residents feel that the landscaping surrounding the parking is not sufficient.  
They would like to see additional landscaping along the east property line.  She stated 
staff has reviewed their revised landscaping plan but has not had the opportunity to 
review the naturalized detention plantings in the detention area.  They send that out to a 
specialized consultant who deals exclusively with naturalized detention facilities.   
 
Commissioner Maher asked if that would be their responsibility to maintain. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated yes. 
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if the further revisions to the landscape plan was still a 
requirement of what was approved or are they requiring it to be added to this month. 
 
Mrs. Jones said on page two of staff’s report there are the five conditions that were 
included in last month.  What staff was saying in this report is that condition two was 
not fully met.  Staff feels they should do a five foot berm and the landscape material 
was not sufficient in and around the landscape berm area to provide the screening.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked what are they considering tonight.  He asked if it was 
just the increase in the number beds. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated they are here with a new request.  The five conditions that 
were included in last month should be included in a motion.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked what is their average staff to patient ratio for nursing 
care. 
 
Mr. Nunziato said it varies with shifts.  He stated 1 to 20 is standard for nurses and 1 to 
10 or 15 for CNA’s.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan stated he shows a 17% increase with the bed increase.  He is 
not sure if the other calculations are correct since he came up with a different number.   
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Discussion continued in regards to how many extra employees will be needed for the 
additional 26 beds.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if the original PUD had single-family lots, did it state 
how deep those lots were.   
 
Mrs. Jones said they were never platted. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked what is their minimum depth right now.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated it would be 138 feet deep.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson said he is trying to understand if he had purchased a home 
and was told that last five acres would be residential how far away would a building be 
from him.  He asked how far away is the parking lot. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated the closest point of the parking lot to the closest point of a property 
line is about 130 feet.  If the original plan had gone through and the south five acres 
sold for residential then the limit of the property would be closer to 30 feet from the end 
of the existing building.  From the edge of the existing parking lot to the proposed 
parking lot is 190 feet.  They are occupying 160 feet that could have been residential. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if staff knew what the percentage of impervious area was for 
the proposed property.   
 
Mrs. Jones said it was within the standard. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated if he lived in one the houses that backed up to this then 
he would not want this.  If he had to settle for this then he would expect a lot more 
landscaping around there.  This is not what they bought into and he feels they are not 
doing much for the neighbors.  He said if he lived there he would want landscaping 
wrapping from Walker around to the backside of the building.   
 
Chairman Spinelli said they are meeting their ordinance right now and we are already 
asking for more. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he does not care. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said it is unrealistic to require any applicant to have to go a 
substantial percentage above and beyond the ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated the ordinance right now is written that the property is 
residential.  He feels they are asking the residents who live behind there above and 
beyond what is expected.  He said his vote is simple if they don’t get the landscaping 
around there then he would vote no.   
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Commissioner Maher stated he feels that is consistent with what they have done when 
they have had commercial come into residential areas.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked at what percentage do you stop.  There was a comment to 
wrap the whole building.  The entire east property line, whether a person likes the 
species of tree or not, is lined with trees.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if he could establish a baseline of what kind of 
landscaping he is looking for.  He asked if he was looking for that whole south edge to 
comply with a parkway landscape requirement.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson said he would want year round screening.  The reasoning is 
when they bought their house they thought there was going to be residential behind 
them.  Now they are going to be looking at a parking lot.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked what level of landscaping is he looking for.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he is just extending the berm along the south end.   
 
Discussion continued in regards to the different standards for landscaping and what the 
applicant is proposing.   
 
Commissioner McGleam said he understands Commissioner Sanderson’s concern.  
Maybe they should forget the berm and just screen the south edge of the property line. 
 
Commissioner Kwasneski clarified that the current landscape plan is over the required 
amount already. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated that is correct.  The reason why staff recommended the berm and the 
location was because as headlights shine out the light spreads.  Staff felt that they could 
more effectively screen those lights if they pushed the landscaping toward the parking 
lot.  If the issue is aesthetics and more of a general buffer of not having to see the 
development then along the property line would make sense.  Staff was trying to 
mitigate the issue of seeing the headlights.   
 
Mr. Durkiewicz asked about the east side of the property.  He stated the applicant never 
said anything about his property. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said the public hearing portion has been closed.  His comments and 
concerns have been heard and noted.   
 
Mrs. Jones stated this property is not zoned for commercial zoning however on 
properties that have commercial zoning they do have a transition yard landscaping 
option that might be appropriate.  That would be four plant units per 100 linear feet plus 
an additional two evergreens per 100 linear feet along the rear and side lot line.  It does 
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not have to be along lot lines if they want to make it closer to the improvements.  That 
might be an appropriate level of landscaping.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson said he feels that would work perfectly because that is what 
this is.  He feels it should be along the south property line and from the east corner of 
the building going to the south property line. 
 
Mrs. Jones stated normally if this was zoned a commercial property and they were just 
doing landscaping it would be the four plant units plus the two evergreens.  However, 
doing an earth and berm with a minimum of three feet that would reduce the obligation 
to one plant unit per 100 feet so they might want to use a standard somewhere in the 
middle.  If they use the term plant unit per 100 feet then staff would be able to apply 
that and they would certainly get a high quantity of landscaping.   
 
Chairman Spinelli then called for a motion for recommendation. 
 
 Plan Commission Recommendation 
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Maher 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 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 sight. 
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.   

6. Include transitional yard landscape requirements for B-zoning around the area of 
the addition. 

A roll call vote was taken: 
Ayes:  Sanderson, Maher, McGleam, Arendziak, Sullivan 
Nays:  Kwasneski, Spinelli 
Motion passed 
 
Commissioner Sanderson 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: 
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Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Commissioner Kwasneski wanted to thank the applicant for considering bringing 
improvements of $6 million dollars into the Village. 
 
B.  15-06 – 508 Illinois Street Preliminary PUD. 

Request preliminary PUD approval for two two-unit structures and one three-unit 
structure in a historic district. 

 
Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing for Case 15-06. 
 
Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
open the public hearing for Case 15-06.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Mrs. Jones stated the request is for a Preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
approval for two duplexes and one three-unit residential building with shared vehicular 
access.  The proposal is adjacent to 508 Illinois Street which is a two flat building and it 
would not impact that lot.  That building would all be under same ownership with the 
proposed buildings.  This property does have R-6 multi-family residential district 
zoning.  The property has been subject to a couple of different proposals over the years 
which is noted in staff’s report.  The current owner had an application to the TRC 
(Technical Review Committee) back in 2013 and has revised plans and is now back 
with this proposal.  She then showed on the overhead pictures of the proposed site.  Lot 
B is the Illinois Street frontage.  There is a proposed three flat that would face Illinois 
Street.  It would sort of mimic the same architecture as 508 next door.  There is one unit 
that would not be provided with off street parking which would be the basement unit 
which is 900 square feet.  The first floor unit would have a one car parking garage and 
the second floor unit would have a two car garage.  Those garages would have access 
from the rear.   
 
Mrs. Jones showed lots C and D and then showed the proposed duplexes that front onto 
Porter.  There is a front loading garage and the entry to the first unit.  The second unit is 
in the rear.  The first floor is garages and the second floor and third floor are living 
spaces.  She then showed some neighboring homes on Porter.  The HPC (Historic 
Preservation Commission) reviewed the proposed buildings for compliance with the 
Historic District Standards and voted 4-0 in favor of the application to issue a 
certificate of appropriateness with the condition that the applicant receives final 
approval of the building materials from the HPC.  The HPC felt the architecture of the 
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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 
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