
 
 
 
 
 

VILLAGE BOARD  
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 

 
SEPTEMBER 15, 2014 - 7:00 P.M. 

LEMONT VILLAGE HALL 
418 MAIN ST. 

LEMONT, IL 60439 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
 

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

 
A. 901 SINGER AVE. VARIATION DISCUSSION 

(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(JONES/GLAS) 
 

B. ST. MARY’S WATER CONNECTION REQUEST DISCUSSION 
(ADMIN.)(REAVES)(SCHAFER) 

 
IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
V. NEW BUSINESS 
 
VI. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
VIII. ADJOURN 
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TO:  Committee of the Whole            
 
FROM:  Martha M. Glas, Village Planner 
   
THRU  Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director 
   
SUBJECT: Case 14-07 901 Singer Ave Variation 
 
DATE:  September 9, 2014 
       
 
SUMMARY 
 
Joe Dlugopolski, owner of the subject property, is requesting a variation to place a 6’ 
privacy fence 4.2’ into the required corner side yard setback at 901 Singer Ave.  The 
property is zoned R-4A and the required corner side yard setback is 7.2’ or, 12% of the lot 
width.  The applicant is requesting the 6’ privacy fence to be placed in the same 
location as the existing 3’ decorative fence.  Staff does not recommend approval of the 
variation.  PZC members were spilt and voted 3-3.  

Village of Lemont 
Planning & Economic Development Department 

 
418 Main Street  · Lemont, Illinois 60439    
phone 630-257-1595 ·  fax 630-257-1598   
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PROPOSAL INFORMATION     
Case No. 14-07     
Project Name   901 Singer Ave 
General Information     
Applicant Joe Dlugopolski 
Status of Applicant Owner of the subject property 
Requested Actions: Variation to allow a 6’ privacy fence 4.2’ into the 

required corner side yard setback. 
Site Location 901 Singer Ave (PIN 22-29-119-001) 
Existing Zoning Lemont R-4A, Single-Family Detached Residential 
Size 6,630 sf; approx. 0.152 acres 
Existing Land Use Single-family residential  
Surrounding Land Use/Zoning North: Single Family Residential, Lemont R-4A 
    South: Single Family Residential, Lemont R-4A 
    East: Multi-family Residential, Lemont R-6 
    West: Single Family Residential, Lemont R-4A 
Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comp Plan calls for this site to medium density 2-6 

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

 
Site has no unusual topography  

Other  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The applicant constructed the home in 2010 and was aware of the 7.2’ corner side yard 
setback for the subject lot.  The owner installed a 3ft decorative fence that is located 3’   
from the lot line.  For privacy, the owners were advised to install bushes as the UDO does 
not regulate landscaping on residential lots.  A majority of the bushes that were installed 
have not survived.  The applicant states that soil conditions are poor and they have 
been unable to maintain the landscaping.  The applicant is requesting a variation to 
allow a privacy fence in the location where the decorative fence currently exists.   The 
homeowner intends on increasing the height to 6’ to match what exist along the rear lot 
line of the property.   See site photos for reference. 
 
CASE HISTORY 
 
PZC Public Hearing.  The Planning & Zoning Commission conducted a public hearing on 
the requested variation at its August 20, 2014 meeting.  Staff did not recommend 
approval of the variation as all 3 standards for evaluating variation requests were not 
substantially met.  Particularly, the hardship was created by the owner and the variation 
request would be applicable to other corner lots.  The PZC members were split and voted 
3-3. 
 
Chairman Spinelli was most concerned with safety and adhering to the vision triangle.  
The fence, as proposed, would meet the vision triangle defined in the UDO, however, the 
Chairman believed the fence would cause obstruction to motorists exiting the alley 
behind the subject property.  The owners contended that evergreen bushes planted 
along the fence line would create the same obstruction.   
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The UDO does not regulate the placement of landscaping.  If evergreens were planted 
and survived, they would be closer to the sidewalk than the proposed fence and would 
likely cause a greater visual obstruction than the proposed fence. 
 
Another concern was the close proximity of a privacy fence to the sidewalk.  
Commissioners stated that a corner side yard provides a buffer and a privacy fence 
closer to the sidewalk than what is permitted would create a wall effect for public using 
the sidewalk.  The owners contended that the area is a high traffic area and many 
people from the apartment complex behind their lot park along Norton and pass their 
yard.  They further stated that a privacy fence would allow them to utilize their yard 
without feeling like they are on display. Additionally, the owners stated that while moving 
the fence inward an additional 4.2’ is an option, it would reduce the size of their already 
small yard.  They also contended that because the area is higher traffic, the 3’ fence 
does not provide adequate protection for their children when they are out in the yard.   
 
Commissioners Sanderson, Kwasnewski, and Sullivan voted to approve the fence stating 
that the vegetation would likely not grow there.  Allowing the privacy fence would allow 
the family to maximize their limited yard space and would allow them reasonable use of 
the yard.  
 
Those against approval offered alternatives such as a 5’ fence or a semi-private fence.  
The applicants stated that they had not considered those options as they wanted to 
match the existing fence along the rear lot line.  
 
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS  
 
UDO Section 17.04.150.D states that variation requests must be consistent with the 
following three standards to be approved: 
 

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

• Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare.  The 
proposed variation should have no impact on public safety, health or 
welfare.  The proposed fence would be placed outside the vision triangle 
identified in UDO Figure 17-12-01 and therefore, would not create a hazard 
for pedestrians. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances and thus strict 
enforcement of the Unified Development Ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or impose exceptional hardships due to the special and unique 
conditions that are not generally found on other properties in the same zoning 
district; 

 
Analysis.  The UDO states that in making a determination whether there are 
unique circumstances, practical difficulties, or particular hardships in a variation 
petition, the Planning and Zoning Commission shall take into consideration the 
factors listed in UDO §17.04.150.D.2.   
 
a. Particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions results in a 

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

 
Dense landscaping can provide the desired screening and privacy; the 
applicant contends, however, that poor soil conditions prevent this.  Without 
actual soil samples or a soil analysis it is difficult to validate this as a hardship.  
Soil amendments are readily available as are other plant varieties that may be 
better suited for the existing conditions. 
 
In regards to the concerns about safety and traffic in the area, a 6’ privacy 
fence located to meet the required corner yard setback would provide equal 
protection. 
 
The applicant further claims that the UDO’s fence location restrictions create a 
hardship for their enjoyment of limited outdoor space.  Additionally, they have 
children and dogs and are concerned about their safety.  The exiting fence is 
located 4’ from the lot line.  A 6’ privacy fence would be permitted if moved 
inward an additional 4.2’.  While some yard space would be lost, staff finds 
that the physical surroundings cannot be attributed to the hardship and the 
proposed location is a preference. 
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a. The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be 
applicable generally to other property within the same zoning district. The 
conditions upon which this petition is based would be applicable to other 
properties in residential zoning districts.  On Singer Ave., two other corner lots 
are adjacent to apartment complexes.  The home depicted below is located 
on Singer and Eureka and has similar physical surroundings and currently 
maintains a row of landscaping to provide privacy. 
 

 
 

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

presently having an interest in the property.  The applicant built the home in 
2010 and was advised of the fence regulations at the time.  The applicant 
installed a decorative fence in the corner side yard and installed bushes along 
the fence line to provide screening. The applicant has stated that poor soil 
conditions prevented the bushes from establishing and resulted in their 
removal.   The applicant could install a 6’ privacy fence at the corner setback 
line; however their intention is to increase the fence height of the existing 
fence, which is 3’ from the lot line.  Because the existing lot conditions were 
created by the current owners, the desire to not move the fence to meet the 
setback is a hardship created by the owners.    

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

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

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

properties or substantially increase congestion in the public street or increase 
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the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or 
impair property values within the neighborhood.  The variation would not 
endanger public safety, substantially impair property values, diminish 
adequate supply of light or air, or increase the danger of fire or congestion. 

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

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

 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS. 
 
The UDO requires that the applicant demonstrate consistency with all three of the 
variation standards contained within §17.04.150.D. and staff finds that not all three were 
substantially met.   
 
The corner side yard fence setback protects homeowners adjacent to the rear of a 
corner lot.  In this case the lot backs up to an alley and is adjacent to a parking area for 
the neighboring apartment complex.  While the physical surroundings contribute to the 
desire for a 6’ privacy fence, the surroundings do not create a hardship for meeting the 
fence regulations.  The fence, if moved inward an additional 4.2’, would comply with the 
fence location regulations and provide security and screening.  Staff finds that because 
the applicant purchased the lot, built a home and constructed the existing fence with 
knowledge of the UDO fence regulations, the hardship is created by the applicant. 
 
Recognizing that constructing the fence at the setback line would reduce the amount of 
yard space, the fact remains that this variation request would be applicable to other 
corner lot properties and is a hardship created by the applicant.  Based on the analysis 
above and the inability to substantially meet all three criteria, staff does not recommend 
approval the requested variation.  In evaluating the request and circumstances, PZC 
members were split and voted 3-3. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Site Photos 
2. Minutes from 8/20/14 PZC meeting 
3. Applicant submittals 
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SITE PHOTOS 
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Village of Lemont 

Planning and Zoning Commission 

Regular Meeting of February 19, 2014 
 

A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30 
p.m. on Wednesday, February 19, 2014 in the second floor Board Room of the Village Hall, 418 
Main Street, Lemont, Illinois. 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

A.  Pledge of Allegiance 

 

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, Maher, McGleam, Sanderson, Sullivan, Spinelli 
Absent:  None 
 
Planner Martha Glas was also present. 

 
C.  Approval of Minutes July 16, 2014 

 
Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sullivan to 
approve the minutes from the July 16, 2014 meeting with no changes.  A voice vote 
was taken: 
Ayes:  All  

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 
 
II. CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS 

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

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

Case 14-07 – 901 Singer Avenue Variation. 
Variation to allow a 6’ privacy fence into a corner side yard setback. 
 
Chairman Spinelli called for a motion to open the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner McGleam made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sanderson to 
open the public hearing for Case 14-07.  A voice vote was taken: 
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Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 
Chairman Spinelli asked for staff to make their presentation. 
 
Mrs. Glas stated this is a variation to allow a six foot privacy fence into a corner side 
yard setback.  She presented the fence regulations on the overhead screen.  She said 
fences are not permitted in a corner side yard.  The intent of a corner side yard setback 
is meant to protect neighbors from having a six foot privacy fence in their front yard.  
This particular case it is not applicable because the lot is adjacent to an alley which is 
next to a parking area of an apartment building.  Substantially, meeting the criteria for 
the variation is still applicable. 
 
Mrs. Glas showed a picture of the subject area on the overhead.  The lot is located on 
the corner of Singer and Norton.  The applicant is requesting a variation to allow a three 
foot decorative fence be increased to a six foot privacy fence.  The applicant 
constructed the home in 2010 and at that time they installed the decorative fence.  The 
owners were concerned about privacy at that time and were advised to put a landscape 
barrier along the fence.  The Village does not regulate the amount of landscaping on a 
residential lot.  She stated the applicant did try to do that and were unsuccessful in 
keeping it alive and maintained.  The existing fence is 4.2 feet into the corner side yard.  
The side yard setback for this particular lot is 7.2 feet.   
 
Mrs. Glas said they did have one neighbor call concerned about visibility coming out of 
that alley.  There is a vision triangle that stipulates that for street corners there has to be 
a 20 x 20 foot triangle.  In its current location on the north side the three foot decorative 
fence is three feet from the lot line.  On the east side abutting the alley it is right up to 
the lot line.  She then showed a picture of the current fence on the east side.  In its 
proposed location, the fence would be outside of the vision triangle.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated the vision triangle should be based on the lot lines and not the 
street lines. 
 
Mrs. Glas said it is the street lines. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated that needs to be looked at.  The intent when proposed was 
supposed to be from the lot lines because of public safety on sidewalks.  He said before 
the 20 x 20 it used to be 6 x 6 on the property line.  He stated after this case staff needs 
to look at regulation.   
 
Mrs. Glas said there are three standards that have multiple components in the standards.  
The first standard is that it is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 
UDO (Unified Development Ordinance).  The intent of the UDO for protecting your 
neighbor is not relevant for this particular case.  However, there is a component that 
talks about the character of the neighborhood.  Allowing a privacy fence closer to the 
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lot line then what is permitted may not impact it individually, but can set precedence 
for other requests.  The second criteria are that the plight of the owner is due to unique 
circumstances and would impose exceptional hardships.  The circumstances in this case 
are the applicant’s desire for privacy from adjacent land uses which includes the 
apartment building.  Also the desire to increase the height of the existing fence rather 
than moving it to the permitted location.  Moving the fence to meet the required setback 
would reduce the applicant’s existing yard space by about 225 square feet.  The 
applicant has tried to screen the yard with landscape but has been unsuccessful.   
 
Mrs. Glas stated the existing lot conditions were created by the lot owner.  Meaning 
they constructed the house, put up the decorative fence and now want to increase the 
height in the same location.  Additionally this request would be applicable to other lots 
and there are other corner lots in the general vicinity that are adjacent to apartment 
complexes with similar land use concerns.   
 
Mrs. Glas said the third criteria are that it will not alter the essential character of the 
locality and will not be a detriment to adjacent property.  Allowing a six foot privacy 
fence closer to the lot line than what is permitted would have negative visual impact to 
pedestrians.  It would create a wall a lot closer to a sidewalk then if we would allow 
some green space in between.  She stated it would not be detrimental to adjacent 
property which in this case would be the apartment complex.  Because the variations 
are based on meeting these criteria, staff does not recommend approval.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if because there is an alley if the vision triangle is different. 
 
Mrs. Glas stated with the vision triangle there are two options.  One if there is a street 
to a street, which would be the twenty feet.  The other being if there is a driveway or a 
driveway access or an access aisle which would be ten feet.  This would the more 
restrictive vision triangle because it is a street to an alley.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked being that it is an alley, isn’t it a still dedicated access. 
 
Mrs. Glas said yes it is. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if they knew how far the new solid fence on the alley was off 
of the property line.   
 
Mrs. Glas stated the solid fence off the alley is on the property line.  The plat of survey 
shows their original decorative fence.  The applicant came in a couple of months ago 
asking for the privacy fence in the rear yard.  The applicant was not able to carry that 
along the whole rear lot line because of the corner side yard.  The applicant moved it 
three feet forward at the point it was a corner side yard. 
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if that was permitted. 
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Mrs. Glas said that was permitted.  The rear fence can be on the lot line with a privacy 
fence.  The corner side yard can’t have a privacy fence. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if the Village allows fences right on the alleyway.  
 
Mrs. Glas said yes they do.    
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked what was across the street from the three foot decorative 
fence. 
 
Mrs. Glas stated it was residential. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked how that protects the view of the apartment complex. 
 
Mrs. Glas said their issue is with privacy and safety. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked how high is the apartment building. 
 
Mrs. Glas stated it was a two and half story building. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if anyone else had questions for staff.  None responded.  He 
then asked if the applicant wanted to come up and make a presentation. 
 
Joe Dlugopolski, 901 Singer Avenue, Lemont, passed out photos to the Commissioners 
of another home that is on the corner of Warner and Cass that has a six foot privacy 
fence on a side yard.  He said initially when they put up the three foot decorative fence 
staff recommended using landscape as fillers for privacy.  In the pictures from staff’s 
report you can see only five bushes survived out of all of them.  They had planted 40 
some trees along the side and back.  He stated he was well aware of the 7.2 setback.  
Obviously the yard is not very large and every foot counts.  He felt comfortable 
stepping that back three feet off the sidewalk and planting the trees, but that did not 
work.  He said if they try the trees/bushes again and they take they will be pushing out 
towards the sidewalk.  The vision triangle will be more affected if they do the 
trees/bushes rather than the six foot privacy fence. 
 
Mr. Dlugopolski said it is a high traffic street and there are a lot of people coming 
through the alley.  He stated there is also a lot police activity and he has children that he 
is trying to protect and keep safe.  He said he is trying to make it look nice with safety 
being a concern. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked about the police activity and traffic. 
 
Mr. Dlugopolski stated he sees police there once to three times a week.  He said there 
are a lot of people filtering through.  Most of the people are nice but there are three to 
five families filtering through that cause a few a problems.  He finds trash in his yard 
and people block cars.   
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Chairman Spinelli said if the trees were able to be planted on the sidewalk side of the 
fence, he agrees they would be encroaching on the sidewalk.  Also with the 20 x 20 
vision triangle, that is not only for fences but for any above ground obstruction.  He 
stated he would be restricted planting there also.  If the vision triangle is what staff 
reported, he would like it noted that it is not the original intent.  Regardless of how this 
Commission makes its recommendation to the Village Board he is going to make the 
suggestion that the vision triangle be taken from the property line and not the street 
line. 
 
Ms. Glas stated that the vision triangle is specific to fences and does not apply to 
landscaping.   
 
Mr. Dlugopolski stated that a vision triangle from his lot line would cut off half his 
yard.   
 
Chairman Spinelli said he is looking for public safety.  Before the meeting he had 
visited the property and came down the alley to pull out onto the street.  He stated half 
of his vehicle had to get onto the sidewalk in order to see down the sidewalk.  He said 
he has always aired on the side of safety when it comes to public safety and sidewalks.  
He has made developers move monument signs because it is blocking the vision 
triangle.  Regardless on how the Commission votes one of the recommendations will be 
that the vision triangle is adjusted based on how he feels the original intent was.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked when was the rear six foot fence put in along the alley. 
 
Mr. Dlugopolski stated it was less than two months ago.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked if that was permitted and allowed. 
 
Mrs. Glas said yes. 
 
Commission Sullivan asked if the vision triangle was looked at when that was put in. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated he feels it was based on the way the ordinance was written. 
 
Barbara Antol, 901 Singer Avenue, Lemont, said she understands that safety is the most 
important thing.  However, what was approved before were the privacy bushes, whether 
it is the bushes or the privacy fence how does that change.  She stated you can see the 
bushes that survived and what it would look like for the visibility.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated they had built their house in 2010 and the vision triangle had 
not been approved at that time.   
 
Ms. Antol said the bushes did not go in during 2010. 
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Mr. Dlugopolski stated it was at the end of 2011 that they put the bushes in. 
 
Chairman Spinelli said he does not know the exact date that this vision triangle became 
an ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Maher stated the point is if you go ahead and put the same bushes in, 
where you have the fence stopping is where you would have to stop with the bushes as 
well.  He said you would not be able to wrap all around this.   
 
Mrs. Glas said the vision triangle is under fences and under development signs.  
Landscaping at the time they built their house and currently is not regulated for where it 
can and can’t be placed. 
 
Commission Sullivan stated if the owner took where the six foot fence ends now and 
took it on a 45 degree angle and went down he would then open up that vision triangle.   
 
Chairman Spinelli said the fence would have to be outside of the vision triangle if it is 
anything more than a three foot fence.   
 
Mr. Dlugopolski stated with that 20 x 20 vision triangle from his property line he would 
lose that whole back fence. 
 
Ms. Antol said that was just put in and now they are going to be held to some standards.  
She stated she does not see any difference in terms of visibility if it is a six foot fence 
that is not going to move or six foot bushes that could grow as tall as eight feet and 
unruly.  That would create more of a hazard and could grow onto the sidewalk.  She 
said why would she want to cut into her yard and take away space from her kids.  It 
would create more dead space for dogs to poop on in her neighborhood.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there was any attempt to put the trees within the fence line 
to provide the screening, since they didn’t survive between the sidewalk and the fence.  
 
Ms. Antol stated they spent $5,000 to put the bushes in, by the time summer ended they 
were brown.  They took those bushes out and have been trying to decide since then 
what is their best option.   
 
Mr. Dlugopolski said the lot is small and if you are trying to put a 20 x 20 triangle in 
there then you are taking away half my yard.  He stated moving it in to the 7.2 also 
decreases the yard.  He does not mind cutting it at a 45 degree angle for safety 
concerns.  He said if he puts the bushes back in then it will create a larger problem. 
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he agrees with him.  If he is allowed to put the bushes 
back in then he would rather see a fence.  He understands safety but a 20 x 20 triangle 
on that size lot is too much especially with what is adjacent to him.  He said let him do 
a 45 degree angle, it would be much better than having bushes all around.   
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Chairman Spinelli said he has a problem with having a solid fence that close to a 
sidewalk.  The last three fence requests that have come before the Commission were for 
pools.  He stated they have made all of those fences come eight feet off the property 
line.  There was even a gentleman in Mayfair that had to do a strange angle because of 
the sidewalk.   
 
Ms. Antol asked what the concern is with the sidewalk and the fence. 
 
Commissioner Maher stated it is with people using the sidewalk. 
 
Ms. Antol said if there were bushes then they would not even have the three feet.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if staff can clarify what the intent is for the 7.2 foot 
setback.  He stated you passed out a picture and what they are trying to avoid is 
something that looks as terrible as that. 
 
Mrs. Glas stated the intent of the corner side yard setback was to protect an adjacent 
house from having a privacy fence in their front yard.   The criteria for a variation has 
other standards.  The visual impact of having a fence right up along your sidewalk 
speaks toward character and allows for a buffer.  The intent is to protect adjacent 
neighbors, but there are other things that they look for with the criteria for the variation.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if there is a different setback depending on the type of 
fence. 
 
Mrs. Glas said a decorative fence is permitted in a front yard or a corner side yard.  The 
size was just recently changed from three feet to four feet.  This allows residents to 
enclose the yard without having that impact of a wall next to you.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if the applicant had thought of putting up a six foot 
ornamental fence along the sidewalk instead of a privacy fence.   
 
Ms. Antol stated it is a busy street with everyone from the apartments parking along 
that street.  She said as her kids are playing in the backyard there are constantly people 
walking back and forth.  She is not saying that someone is going to try and take her kids 
but things can happen in nice neighborhoods.  She stated she can’t even turn her head 
for three seconds without worrying that something is going to happen.  This is her 
home and she should feel safe and comfortable.   
 
Chairman Spinelli asked on the decorative fence rule can the four foot fence be solid. 
 
Mrs. Glas said it cannot, it has to be 50% opaque. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked if landscaping can be planted on the inside of that fence. 
 
Chairman Spinelli stated yes it can.   
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Mr. Dlugopolski said the lot is small and you will take away more of the lot. 
 
Ms. Antol stated the landscaping is permitted on the outside so why would they want to 
bring it inside.   
 
Mr. Dlugopolski said if that was the case he would have built at the 7.2 feet and went 
straight across.  He stated that would have left a side yard for the apartment building to 
park their toys, beer bottles, or for them to walk their pets on.  He said that is why the 
landscaping has not survived.  After he planted new grass he had asked for them not to 
walk on it and they just yelled at him.  
 
Chairman Spinelli stated he wondered if there was a solid four foot tall fence with an 
open decorative feature at the top.  This way you would get the privacy you need but 
there will still be the openness at the top.  He said he has a hard time permitting a solid 
six foot tall fence that close to the sidewalk.   
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked if those cars on the street park there overnight. 
 
Mr. Dlugopolski said yes they do.  He stated the parking is not that big of a problem. 
 
Ms. Antol stated she is not sure why they would want to do a four foot solid with the 
open at the top rather than the six foot privacy. 
 
Commissioner McGleam said it helps the appearance of the side yard and the view 
along the parkway or street.  He stated he thinks it would be a good compromise.  It 
would make the fence tall which will provide additional security and it gives that clear 
vision.   
 
Chairman Spinelli stated that was just something he was throwing out there as a 
compromise.  He is not sure if it is even possible.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if they know of any other reason other than the dogs as 
to why the shrubs did not take. 
 
Ms. Antol said after spending $5,000 the first time you are not in a rush to spend more.  
She stated she is not sure.  She said it is something they could try, but they would still 
be planting it along the outside which might be defeating the purpose of what the 
Commission is stating.  If they put up the fence then there is still three feet of space for 
people to walk down the sidewalk without getting scratched or for dogs to walk on.   
 
Commissioner McGleam asked if they have ever considered a five foot solid fence.   
 
Mr. Dlugopolski stated since the back fence was six feet they though it would be easier 
to wrap around.   
 



 9 

Chairman Spinelli asked if there was anyone else in the audience that wanted to speak 
in regards to this case.  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 Case14-07.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 

Nays:  None 

Motion passed 

 
Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions or comments from the 
Commission.  None responded.  He then called for a motion for a recommendation to 
the Mayor and Village Board of Trustees. 
 
Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sullivan to 
recommend to the Mayor and Board of Trustees approval of Case 14-07, variation to 
allow a six foot privacy fence at 901 Singer Avenue.  A roll call vote was taken: 
Ayes:  Kwasneski, Sanderson, Sullivan   

Nays:  McGleam, Maher, Spinelli 

Motion failed 

 
IV. ACTION ITEMS 

 

Athen Knolls Resubdivision – Subdivision of a single lot into two which allows an 
existing detention basin to become a separate lot. 
 
Mrs. Glas said this was a previously approved subdivision.  The particular lot is zoned 
B-1 and includes an easement which encompasses a detention area.  The Village has 
been working with the owner of this property because there are some maintenance 
issues with the detention area and it was determined that the best course of action was 
to divide the basin from the lot. 
 
Mrs. Glas said staff approves the plat of resubdivision.  She stated they would only take 
over the detention basin and not the other half of the lot. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if it was a wet basin with standing water.   
 
Mrs. Glas stated it has been referenced as a “pond” so there is standing water. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if the Village is willing to take on this maintenance and asked 
if all 16 homes were part of the Village of Lemont. 
 
Mrs. Glas stated yes they are.  She said both empty parcels will remain B-1. 
 
Chairman Spinelli asked if the commercial lot comes in and has to provide storm water 
detention where are they going to provide that.  He stated he understands that the 























   

Village Board  

Agenda Memorandum                                                                         

  
 
To: 

 
Mayor & Village Board 
 

From: George Schafer, Village Administrator 
 
 

Subject: St Mary’s Water Connection Request Discussion  

 
Date: 

 
September 10, 2014 

 
BACKGROUND/HISTORY 

 
The Slovenian Catholic Mission, headquartered in St Mary’s Franciscan Monastery at 14246 Main Street in 
Lemont is requesting a connection to the Village’s water system via the Franciscan Village’s water line.  The 
water serving St Mary’s would not be metered by the Village, instead the water usage would run through the 
Franciscan Village’s meter.  The plan would be to supply the residence structures including the internally 
attached smaller property structure to the east.  There will be no interconnection to the existing well and proper 
backflow devices will be installed.   
 
Franciscan Village has a similar arrangement with Mt. Assisi Academy.  Currently, Franciscan Village furnishes 
water to Mt. Assisi by means of a water main down Hillcrest Road, east of Walker.  All of this supply is metered 
at the point of connection near the Franciscan Village water tower. They are also requesting that they may keep 
their existing wells to be used for irrigation purposes.   
 
There are a couple issues with this request that will require policy direction from the Board.  It is Village policy 
to only service properties with water/sewer that are incorporated with the Village.  This property is not 
continuous with the Village.  In addition, when connected to Village water the Village typically requires the 
capping of all wells.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
A similar arrangement is allowed for Mt Assisi Academy.  Further, the annexation agreement with Franciscan 
Village (which expires in November of this year) states that the Village shall place no restrictions upon the 
owners’ right to utilize its water system.  Therefore, its staff’s recommendation to allow the connection.  In 
addition, if the well is allowed to stay in operation, it is recommended that the site not be allowed to drill any 
future wells to service the property.  Also, potential annexation should be addressed, via a pre-annexation 
agreement or similar arrangement.   
 
ACTION REQUIRED 
Discussion and Direction 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1.  Water Distribution Map 
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