
 
 
 
 
 

VILLAGE BOARD  
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 

 
MARCH 11, 2013 – 7:30 P.M. 

LEMONT VILLAGE HALL 
418 MAIN ST. 

LEMONT, IL 60439 
 
 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
II. ROLL CALL 
 
III. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
  
IV. DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

A. UDO AMENDMENT PARKING AS SPECIAL USE IN R DISTRICT 
(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES) 
 

B. APPEAL OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION DENIAL – ST. PATRICK’S PARISH / 
217 CASS  
(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES) 
 

C. TIMBERLINE KNOLLS – 11861-11865 BROWN DRIVE SPECIAL USE 
(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES) 
 

D. DISCUSSION OF DOWNTOWN WASTE DISPOSAL LOCATIONS 
  

V. NEW BUSINESS 
 
VI. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
VII. ADJOURN  
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TO:  Committee of the While                                                   #023-13 
    
 
FROM:  James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director 
   
THRU   
   
SUBJECT: Case 13-03 – UDO Amendment Parking as Special Use in R Districts 
 
DATE:  15 February 2013 
       
 
Summary 
 
A recent application for demolition of a house in the historic district has prompted the re-
evaluation of uses and permitted uses in R districts.  Staff recommends an amendment to 
the Table of Permitted and Special Uses in the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 
that would allow a parking lot as a special use in all R zoning districts.   Following a public 
hearing, the PZC recommended such an amendment.   
 
Background 
 
St. Patrick’s Church desires to demolish a house on Cass Street and convert the site into a 
parking lot.  The house lies within the Historic District, and thus approval from the Historic 
Preservation Commission is required.   In January, St. Patrick’s Church applied for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish a house on Cass Street, and the HPC will meet 
prior to the PZC’s meeting to conduct a public hearing on the matter.  The HPC’s 
evaluation will largely be confined to examining the historic merits of the house, and not 
looking at the zoning or broader land use implications of the desired demolition.  (One of 
the criteria the HPC uses involves an assessment of impacts on the streetscape.)   
 
Chapter 17.06 of the UDO contains Table 17-06-01, Permitted and Special Uses in the 
Zoning Districts.  This table and the definitions chapter of the ordinance provide the 
regulations for what is and isn’t allowed in a particular zoning district.  The table does not 
allow for the establishment of a parking lot in Residential Districts.  In many cases within 
the Village, church parking lots are on the same zoning lot or are immediately adjacent 
to the primary use on the site, and thus are considered accessory to the permitted 
religious use on the lot.  The St. Patrick’s application, however, has raised another issue:  
how to treat the desired establishment of a parking lot for a permitted use when the 
location of the parking lot is not on the same zoning lot.   
 

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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In the past, at least one church has indicated a need and desire for expanding parking.   
St. Matthew’s Church has seen its congregation outgrow its historic church building, and 
intends to move to a new location.  Expanding parking opportunities are part of the 
church’s plans.  Now we have the desire of St. Patrick’s Church to expand its parking.  It is 
likely, given the number of churches in the downtown area, that religious uses will 
confront such parking issues in the future.  Should the UDO be amended to allow parking 
as a permitted or special use on a lot within the R districts?  If so, what types of conditions 
or considerations should be required? 
 
Analysis 
 
The UDO defines a parking lot as:  “an open, off-street, ground-level, surfaced area for 
the temporary storage of five or more motor vehicles.”  That religious uses in the Village 
need or desire additional parking has been established.  However, the creation of a 
parking lot within a residential district can potentially bring a variety of issues that need to 
be considered, addressed, and perhaps mitigated.  For example, what effect will a new 
parking lot have on traffic flow on the neighborhood streets?  To what extent will a new, 
private, parking lot remove needed public on-street parking?  What will be the 
illumination requirements for a new lot, and how will lighting impact the neighbors?  How 
will stormwater management be addressed?  Will the impacts of car headlights have a 
detrimental effect on the neighbors, and if so, how will such impacts be mitigated? 
 
Given the potential range and potential severity of impacts that a new parking lot could 
have on a neighborhood, staff feels that it is best not to allow parking lots as a permitted 
use in the R districts.  Such a range of issues—which by their nature will be site-specific—
are best addressed through a discretionary review by staff, the Planning & Zoning 
Commission, and the Village Board, i.e. they are best evaluated and approved as a 
special use.   
 
Staff therefore recommends that Table 17-06-01 of the UDO be amended to allow 
parking lots in all R districts as a special use.   
 
PZC Recommendation 
 
The Planning & Zoning Commission conducted a public hearing on the matter of parking 
lots as a special use on Feb 20, 2013.  By a vote of 5-1, the PZC recommended the UDO 
be amended to allow parking lots as a special use in the R zoning districts.  Staff suggests 
the following Findings of Fact. 
 
 The areas near the Lemont’s historic downtown have a high number of religious land 

uses that generate great parking demand on certain days of the week; and 
 These religious land uses often do not have adequate space to meet the parking 

demand on the same lots where their primary use is located; and 
 Requiring approval of parking lots as a special use will help ensure the character of 

established residential neighborhoods is protected; and 
 Requiring approval of parking lots as a special use will help ensure the value of land 

and buildings is conserved. 
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Attachment 
 
Table 17-06-01 of the UDO 
Extract of PZC draft minutes of Feb 20 meeting 
 
 

 



B-1 B-3 B-4 DD INT M-1 M-2 M-3 M-4 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-4A R-5 R-6
RESIDENTIAL B-1 B-3 B-4 DD INT M-1 M-2 M-3 M-4 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-4A R-5 R-6

Household Living
Single-family dwelling - - - P - - - - - P P P P P P P

- - - P - - - - - - - - - - P P
Town house - - - P - - - - - - - - - - P P
Multi-family dwelling - - - P - - - - - - - - - - - P

Group Living
Assisted living facility - - - - S - - - - S S S - - S S
Group home - - - - S - - - - S S S - - S S
Nursing home - - - - S - - - - P S S - - S S
Transition shelter - - - - S - - - - S S S S - S S

- - - - S - - - - S S S S S S S
COMMERCIAL B-1 B-3 B-4 DD INT M-1 M-2 M-3 M-4 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-4A R-5 R-6

Adult Uses
- - - - - - - - S - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - S - - - - - - -

Animal Services
Animal grooming sales and service P P P P - - - - - - - - - - -
Animal hospital/veterinarian - P P P - - - - - - - - - - -
Animal shelter/kennel - - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

Commercial Recreation
Indoor Recreation P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Amusement Arcade P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Health and sports clubs S P S - - - - - - - - - - - -
Outdoor recreation - S S - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- S - - - S P P - - - - - - - -
- S - - - P P P - - - - - - - -

Drive-Through Establishments S
Eating and Drinking Establishments  (Note:  Drive-throughs require special use)

Brew-pub/microbrewery - P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Café, coffee shop, soda fountain P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Nightclub (O-38-12) - P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

S S S S - - - - - - - - - - - -

Restaurant P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
- P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

Specialty food shop/carry-out P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Tavern S P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

Financial Services  (Note:  Drive-throughs, other than ATMs, require special use)
Bank, credit union, savings & loan P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Brokerage or financial advising P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Money exchange or payday loan - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Food and Beverage Retail Sales
Convenience store P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Grocery store/supermarket - P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

Adult entertainment 

Construction Contractor Office/Yard 
Adjacent to R district
Not adjacent to R distirct

Adult bookstores, video stores, movie 
theaters 

Restaurant, formula (fast food)

Outdoor dining as allowed under 
§17.06.170 of this ord

TABLE 17-06-01  Permitted and Special Uses in the Zoning Districts
Use Category Zoning District

Duplex, Two-family detached dwelling

Group living not otherwise classified



B-1 B-3 B-4 DD INT M-1 M-2 M-3 M-4 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-4A R-5 R-6

TABLE 17-06-01  Permitted and Special Uses in the Zoning Districts
Use Category Zoning District

Liquor stsore P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Funeral and Internment Services

Crematorium S S - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Funeral home S S - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Landscaping
Garden center P P P P - P - - - - - - - - - -
Landscaping/nursery - - - - - P P P - - - - - - - -

Lodging
Bed and breakfast (Ord O-54-09) P P - P - - - - - P P P P P P P
Campground - - S - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Hotel/motel (Ord O-54-09) S P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Youth hostel (Ord O-54-09) S P - S - - - - - - - - - - - -

Entertainment Complex S S S S S
Medical

Hospital - S - S S - - - - - - - - - - -
Medical clinic or office P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

Office (except as more specifically regulated)
P P - P - P - - - - - - - - - -

- P - P - P - - - - - - - - - -
Parking, Commercial

Garage as principle use S S S - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Non-accessory parking lot S S S - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Retail Sales and Service (except as more specifically regulated)
Banquet hall - S - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Fortune telling business - - - - - P P - - - - - - - - -
Flea market/farmer's market S S - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

Lumberyard S - - - P P P - - - - - - - -
Pawnshop (O-38-12) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Personal services P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

P P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

- S - P - - - - - - - - - - - -

- S - S - - - - - - - - - - - -

Smoking lounge (O-38-12) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Tatoo parlor - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Vehicle-Related Land Uses
Auto body and auto repair S P - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Automobile sales and service - P - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Auto supply or auto accessory S P - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Boat/RV sales,service, or storage - P - - - P P - - - - - - - -
Car wash - P - - - - - - - - - - - -
Heavy equipment sales or service - P - - - - P P - - - - - - - -
Service station S P - S - S - - - - - - - - - -

Office with GFA less than/equal to 7,500 
sq ft

Hardware store/Home improvement 
center(O-38-12)

Office with GFA over 7,500 sq ft

Retail business with GFA less than 15,000 
sq ft

Retail business with GFA 15,000 - 24,999 
sq ft

Retail business with GFA 25,000 or more 
sq ft



B-1 B-3 B-4 DD INT M-1 M-2 M-3 M-4 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-4A R-5 R-6

TABLE 17-06-01  Permitted and Special Uses in the Zoning Districts
Use Category Zoning District

Vehicle storage and towing - S - - - - S S - - - - - - - -
Wholesale sales S S

INDUSTRIAL B-1 B-3 B-4 DD INT M-1 M-2 M-3 M-4 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-4A R-5 R-6
Industry and Manufacturing

Light industry - - - - - P P P - - - - - - - -
Medium industry - - - - - S S P - - - - - - - -
Heavy industry - - - - - S S P P - - - - - - -
Asphalt manufacture or refining - - - - - - - S - - - - - - - -
Chemical manufacturing or storage - - - - - - - S - - - - - - - -
Container storage yard - - - - - S S S - - - - - - - -
Freight transportation terminal  (O-38-12) - - - - - S - P - - - - - - - -

- - - - S S S S S - - - - - - -

Self-storage facility (O-41-10) - S - - - P P P P - - - - - - -
PUBLIC, CIVIC, EDUCATIONAL, OTHER B-1 B-3 B-4 DD INT M-1 M-2 M-3 M-4 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-4A R-5 R-6

Agriculture
- S - - - - - - - P P P P - - -

Farm stand P P - - - - - - - P P - - - - -
Greenhouse, commercial P P - - - P P - - - - -

- P - - - - - - - P P - - - - -

Civic and civic-related
Library, public S S - - P - - - - S S S S S S S
Lodge, fraternal and civic assembly S S - P - - - - - S S S S S S S
Government facilities P P - P P - - - - P P P P P P P
Parks and playgrounds P P P - P P P P P P P P P P P P
Postal service S S - P P - - - - S S S S S S S

Child care facilities
S S - P - - - - - S S S S S S S

Day care home P P - P - - - - P P P P P P P
Foster home - S - - - - - - - S S S S S S S

Educational facilities
College and university S S - - S - - - - - - - - - - -
School, K thru high school - - - S P - - - - S S S S S S S
Trade school S S - P S - - - - S S S S S S S

Religious use
Religious assembly P P - S P - - - - P S S S S S S
Religious institution S S - S P - - - - P S S S S S S

Other
S S S S S S S S S S S S S S

Cemetery S S S - - - - - - S S S S - S S
Heliport (O-54-09) - - - - S - - - S - - - - - - -
Planned unit development S S S S S S S S - S S S S S S S

P P P P - P P P - - - P P - P PRailroad rights-of-way, excluding 
classification yards, terminal facilities, 
and maintenance facilities

Outside display/storage not permitted 
under §17.06.120 of this ordinance

Roadside market on lots of 5 acres or 
more

Agriculture, consistent with §17.06.160 of 
this ordinance (O-41-10)

Child care facilities other than day care 
home and foster home

Telecommunications tower



B-1 B-3 B-4 DD INT M-1 M-2 M-3 M-4 R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-4A R-5 R-6

TABLE 17-06-01  Permitted and Special Uses in the Zoning Districts
Use Category Zoning District

P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P P

Utilities, as part of subdivision plat P P P P P P P P - P P P P P P P
S S S S S S S S S S S S S S SUtilities, not as part of subdivision plat 

and not regulated more specifically by 
Ordinance O-94-07, Standards for the 
Construction of Facilities in the Public 
Right of Way.

Temporary uses consistent with other 
permitted uses in the zoning district (O-38-
12)



 
 

EXTRACT OF PZC DRAFT MINTUES FOR MEETING OF FEB 20, 2013 
 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
A. Case 13-03 – UDO Amendment.  A public hearing to consider a text amendment to 

the Unified Development Ordinance, to allow non-accessory parking lots as a 
special use in the downtown and residential zoning districts. 

 
Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Spinelli to open the 
public hearing for Case 13-03.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Mr. Brown stated this was a proposal to amend the text in the Unified Development 
Ordinance.  He said it would change to the use table in Chapter 17.06 that is provided in 
the staff packet.  He stated that it was an oversight and they didn’t contemplate situations 
like St. Patrick’s Church, St. Alphonsus’s Church or other churches or institutions that 
are zoned residential that may want to establish a parking lot.  He said this would not be 
on their lots, but on other lots adjacent or nearby.  Mr. Brown stated this would amend 
the zoning ordinance and staff is recommending that it would be a special use.  He said it 
would allow someone like St. Patrick’s Church or another institution to come forward 
and request the special use.  He stated staff would prefer this because then it would be a 
discretionary review.  Mr. Brown stated this would give the Planning and Zoning Board 
and Village Trustees the ability to attach certain conditions to any approvals that they 
might want to grant.  He said staff is against making this a permitted use and feels special 
use would be the best option.  Mr. Brown stated staff is recommending approval of the 
text amendment.  He said St. Patrick’s Church is present and would like to speak.  Mr. 
Brown said he would like to caution both the Board and St. Patrick’s Church that this is 
not a public hearing for St. Patrick’s Church.  He stated they can speak on behalf for 
themselves, but they are not voting on St. Patrick’s Church in general. 
 
Chairman Schubert then asked if anyone would like to come up and speak in regards to 
this Case. 
 
Larry Oskielunas, 13403 Red Fox Court, Lemont, handed out a copy of the power point 
presentation to the Planning and Zoning Board.  He stated he was chairperson for the 
Mass and Planning Committee at St. Patrick’s Parish.  He said they have submitted a 
request for the removal of a house at 217 Cass Street.  Mr. Oskielunas stated if you went 
east from the parking lot there is their Parish Ministry Center.  Then east of that a 
residency is at 215 Cass, then 217 Cass (the house they would like to remove), and then 
an AT&T central office building.  He said the approximate of the lot to the Church is 
ideal for them to expand their parking.  He stated they are interested in the land and not 



the house.  Mr. Oskielunas said the current owner is aware of their intentions to demolish 
the house and they are fine with that.  He stated the need for more parking is driven by 
public safety.  He said there are over crowded conditions at several of the weekend 
masses and holidays are unbearable.   
 
Mr. Oskielunas stated parking has become so acute with people parking illegally that they 
would have problems getting emergency vehicles through the alleyway.  He said they 
have had people from Village staff, Police and Fire tell them that they support the need 
for additional parking.  Mr. Oskielunas then showed pictures of their parking lot during 
different Mass times.  He also showed pictures of how people are parking illegally and 
blocking the alleyway just to attend Mass.   
 
Mr. Oskielunas said another reason why they need additional parking is to help support 
the additional growth in the Parish.  He stated they feel the over crowded parking lot 
deters people from attending Mass.  He said if they ever want to do Church events they 
have to wedge them in after Masses.  Mr. Oskielunas stated they can not do Church 
events on Sunday afternoons due to morning Masses and then evening Mass for everyone 
at 5 p.m. 
 
Mr. Oskielunas stated the additional parking would also be good for Lemont.  It could 
provide additional parking for the Historical Society and for summer events in the 
downtown area of Lemont.   He said there have been some alternative suggestions made 
but they do not find them viable.  Mr. Oskielunas stated they appreciate the need for the 
historical preservation for Lemont but it needs to be balanced with parishioner’s safety 
and the growth of the Parish.  He said a parking lot there would allow them that.  He 
stated a special use zoning change would allow a situation like that to take place.  He said 
that would conclude his presentation. 
 
Chairman Schubert asked if anyone else would like to come up and speak in regards to 
the case. 
 
Sue Raymond, Secretary and Parishioner at St. Patrick’s Church, stated she is at plenty of 
Masses and feels the current parking lot is not enough on a regular weekend.  She stated 
the pictures presented were not even taken on holidays when there is even more people 
attending.  She said she has gone out in the parking lot to make sure that nobody was 
parking illegally or blocking the alleyway.  Ms. Raymond stated some people don’t care 
where they park and just want to get into Mass.  She said there are people who are still 
trying to park after Mass had already started 25 minutes ago.  She stated this is not fair 
for their parishioners.   
 
Jim Savino, 16645 Lakeside, Lockport, stated they really want the special use permit.  He 
said they can get into the traffic study and how it would affect the area later.  He stated 
they just want to be able to have a chance to apply for a special use to go into more detail. 
 
Chairman Schubert asked if anyone else would like to come up and speak.  None 
responded.  He then asked if the Board had any questions. 



 
Commissioner Messer asked if they would have a chance again to present if this passes. 
 
Mr. Brown said there are two separate tracks.  He stated one is the Historic Preservation 
Commission.  He stated they were just denied their certificate of appropriate application 
and they intend to appeal that to the Village Board.  Mr. Brown said that is just to 
demolish the house.  He stated to turn the vacant lot into a parking lot they need zoning 
approval.  The code does not accommodate changing a residential lot into a parking lot.  
He stated that is what this hearing is for.  Mr. Brown said if we amend the zoning code 
then they would have to apply for a special use to convert that lot into a parking lot. 
 
Mr. Maher asked what would happen if they did not amend the zoning code. 
 
Mr. Brown stated if the Village does not change the code, then regardless of the appeal 
they would not be able to change the lot into a parking lot.  He said this change is not 
specific to St. Patrick’s Church.  He stated they are changing the zoning code for all 
applicants who in the future may want to convert a residential lot into a parking lot.   
 
Commissioner Sanderson asked if they were being specific as to which types of 
residential lots. 
 
Mr. Brown stated there is no specific lot that they were considering tonight.  He said a 
yes vote to amend it does not mean the Board supports their application and a no vote 
does not mean they don’t want to see the house get knocked down.  
 
Commissioner Messer asked if they would have to come before the Planning and Zoning 
Board if it is a special use. 
 
Mr. Brown said yes if the Board amends the zoning code.  Mr. Brown stated what St. 
Patrick’s Church is wanting to do is unique.  He said it is very rare that they get a 
certificate of appropriation to demolish something and change the use.  He stated 
normally it is to demolish a house to build a bigger house.  Mr. Brown said regardless of 
their case, he feels the zoning code should be changed because there may be future 
instances of someone wanting to change the use of a lot.  
 
Commissioner Sanderson stated he feels it is odd to change a residential lot to a parking 
lot.  He said he can see why they are doing it, but feels if St. Patrick’s Church was not 
involved right now then they would not be having this discussion.   
 
Mr. Brown stated that their application prompted it. 
 
Commissioner Maher asked how many Churches in Lemont are in residential areas. 
 
Mrs. Jones said there are 13 Churches in Lemont and most of them are in residential 
areas.   
 



Commissioner Sanderson asked if it would be fair to say that the majority of them have 
parking issues.  He stated he feels they are protected because it does have to come back 
before the Board. 
 
Nancy Jackson, 15964 New Avenue, Lemont, stated she has no ties to any of this.  She 
asked how this affects the surrounding properties and the value to their homes.   
 
Mr. Oskielunas stated from the current parking lot going east you have an old school, 
then a residence, then the property they want to purchase.  He stated the other property at 
215 Cass; they have been in contact with the owner to purchase their property as well.  
He said east of 217 Cass is just an AT&T building.   Mr. Oskielunas stated it goes school, 
house, house, and then industrial building. 
 
Chairman Schubert asked if anyone else wanted to speak in regards to this case. None 
responded.  He then asked the Board if they had any more questions.  None responded.  
He then called for a motion to close the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Messer to close 
the public hearing for Case 13-03.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Chairman Schubert called for a motion to approve Case 13-03. 
 
Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
recommend approval of Case 13-03 to the Mayor and Board of Trustees.  A roll call vote 
was taken: 
Ayes:  Kwasneski, Sanderson, Spinelli, Maher, Schubert, 
Nays:  Messer 
Motion passed 
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Spinelli to 
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact as prepared by staff.  A voice 
vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 

 



  1

  
 
TO:  Committee of the Whole                                                           #022-13 
   
FROM:   James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director 
   
THRU   
   
SUBJECT: Appeal of Historic Preservation Commission Denial – St. Patrick’s Parish / 217 

Cass 
 
DATE:  4 March 2013 
       
 
Summary 
 
On 20 February the Historic Preservation Commission denied an application from St. 
Patrick’s Parish to demolish or re-locate the residence at 217 Cass St.  St. Patrick’s Parish is 
appealing the HPC decision. 
 
Background—Historic Preservation 
 
In February 2001 the Village Board approved Ordinances O-06-01 and O-07-01, creating 
the Lemont Historic District No. 1 and the Lemont Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) 
respectively.  Ordinance O-07-01 promulgated the HPC’s authorities, which included the 
authority to hold public hearings and “review applications for construction, alteration, 
removal, or demolition affecting proposed or designated landmarks or structures or 
historic districts and issue or deny Certificates of Appropriateness for such actions.”  
Guidelines for the review of demolition applications were adopted by Resolution R-35-05 
in June 2005.  
 
In 2006 Granacki Historic Consultants completed and delivered to the HPC a two-volume 
study, “Architectural Resources in the Lemont Historic District.”  Funded in part by a grant, 
the study evaluated each building within the historic district for its architectural and 
historical significance.   Structures were rated as “contributing” or “non-contributing” to 
the historic district.  Such factors as structure age, condition, historical integrity of 
alterations or additions, and relationship of the structure to Lemont’s history were used to 
determine contributing status.   
 
In March 2008 these ordinances and the resolution pertaining to historic preservation 
were incorporated, with minor changes, into the Lemont Unified Development 
Ordinance of 2008.   

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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Historic District No. 1, the only such district, encompasses generally the downtown area 
and properties on both sides of Singer Avenue southward to Eureka Avenue.  Properties 
on the north side of Cass Street are also within the Historic District (map attached).   
 
Background—Zoning 
 
Most religious uses in the Village are within an R zoning district or the DD zoning district.  
St. Patrick’s church is within the DD zoning district.  The house at 217 Cass is within the R-
4A zoning district.  Neither the Lemont Zoning Ordinance of 2002 nor the Unified 
Development Ordinance of 2008 anticipated the conversion of residentially zoned 
property to serve as parking lots for nearby religious uses—a parking lot is not permitted 
as a use in any of the R districts or the DD district.   
 
For St. Patrick’s Parish to expand its parking lot onto the property at 217 Cass it needs two 
separate, but related approvals:   
 
 Permission to demolish a structure in the historic district;  
 Permission to change the land use from residential to a parking lot.   
 
The Application 
 
In December 2012 members of St. Patrick’s Parish contacted the Planning & Economic 
Development Department concerning the potential demolition of the residence at 217 
Cass Street and conversion of the site to a parking lot for the church.  St. Patrick’s Parish 
submitted an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish the residence 
at 217 Cass in January.  The application cited the intention of the parish to purchase the 
house, demolish or re-locate it, and convert the property for use as a parking lot.  A 
public hearing was scheduled for the application, and the parish duly completed all of 
its public notice requirements. 
 
Additionally, St. Patrick’s requested that the zoning ordinance be amended to allow 
parking lots as a use in residential areas.   
 
The Public Hearing and HPC Denial 
 
On February 20, 2013 the HPC conducted a public hearing on St. Patrick’s application for 
the Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish or re-locate the house at 217 Cass Street.  
Mr. Larry Oskielunas spoke on behalf of St. Patrick’s Parish and distributed photographs of 
the existing parking situation during Mass times at the church.  The pastor, Rev. Kurt Boras, 
also spoke, as did parishioner Mr. Jim Salvino.  Two residents had questions concerning 
traffic and property values.  (Draft minutes of the meeting are attached.)  
 
Mrs. Barbara Buschman, Chairman of the HPC and HPC members questioned Mr. 
Oskielunas and explained that the Granaki survey (see background section above) had 
determined the house at 217 Cass Street as “contributing” to the historic district.  (See 
attached sheets from historic resources survey pertaining to 217 Cass.)  Following an 
explanation and review of the HPC’s criteria for evaluating certificate applications to 
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remove a structure, a motion was made to approve St. Patrick Parish’s application.  By a 
vote of 5-0 the motion failed.  Written notice of the HPC’s decision and findings were 
forwarded to the applicant on March 4 (attached). 
 
The Appeal 
 
Section 17.16.060 of the Unified Development Ordinance states in its entirety: 
 

When a Certificate of Appropriateness or Certificate of Economic Hardship is denied or 
approved by the Historic Preservation Commission, the applicant or any interested party 
may, within 60 days of the decision, appeal such decision to the Village Board.  The 
Village Board may affirm, reverse or modify the HPC’s decision by a majority vote of a 
quorum of the Village Board.  The decision of the Village Board shall be final, subject 
only to judicial review as provided by law. 

 
Upon the vote of the HPC, Mr. Oskielunas stated the parish’s intention to appeal the 
denial of the Certificate of Appropriateness.  Staff received written notice of the appeal 
on March 4 (attached).   
 
For COW Discussion 
 
As mentioned above, there are two separate approvals necessary for St. Patrick’s Parish 
to complete its desired transformation of the property at 217 Cass Street:  (1) approval to 
demolish or move the residence on the site, and (2) change the land use on the property 
from residential to a parking lot.   
 
Mr. Oskielunas has stated the parish’s intention to repeat the presentation of 
photographs and remarks concerning the parking situation at the church to the COW.   
 
The COW should provide feedback to staff and the applicant concerning: 
 

1. Desire to amend the zoning code to allow parking lots in the R-4; 
2. Willingness to see or hear further discussion on specific proposal for a parking lot at 

217 Cass Street.   
 
Because the zoning code has not yet been amended, and because the Village has 
therefore not received an application for a parking lot as a special use at 217 Cass, staff 
has not done a thorough evaluation of the parking situation at St. Patrick’s church.  The 
Village Board has at least two options on how to approach the two approvals: 
 
 Immediately approve the appeal of the HPC’s decision.  This would mean the house, 

pending Building Department permits, could be immediately demolished.  However, 
this creates a scenario where the house could be removed prior to a thorough review 
and public hearing on the need and merits of a parking lot at 217 Cass.   

 Postpone decision on the appeal until the zoning amendment has been enacted, an 
application for special use is filed, and a public hearing is held on the matter.  This 
would allow a thorough staff review of parking issues related to St. Patrick’s church.   
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If the second option were pursued, a timeline could look like this: 
 
 March 25--Village Board amends zoning ordinance to allow parking as special use in 

R districts 
 March 26—St. Patrick’s Parish applies for special use 
 April 17—PZC conducts public hearing on special use application 
 May 20—COW review of public hearing and HPC recommendation 
 June/July—potential approval of both St. Patrick’s appeal and special use request 
 
The COW could also consider immediate steps aimed at mitigating parking concerns, 
e.g. allow parking on both sides of Cass Street. 
 
Attachments 
 

1. Map of Historic District 
2. Draft minutes of HPC meeting, 20 Feb 2013 
3. Historic Resources Survey sheet on 217 Cass 
4. HPC decision and findings of fact 
5. St. Patrick’s Parish appeal of HPC decision 
6. Photographs of Cass Street  and house at 217 Cass 
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MINUTES 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

 

February 20 2013 - 6:30 p.m. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 The monthly meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission was called to order on Wednesday, 

February 20, 2013 at 6:30 p.m. by Chairman Barbara Buschman. 

 

II. ROLL CALL 

 Commissioners Buschman, Batistich, Cummmins, Flynn, Roy and Schwartz present.  

Commissioner Baldwin absent.  Ron Stapleton, Board Liaison, and Planning & Economic Development 

Director Jim Brown were also present.  

 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 Motion by Mr. Flynn, seconded by Mr. Schwartz, to approve the minutes of the November 8, 

2012 meeting.  Voice vote: 5 ayes.  Motion passed.  

 

IV. CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 

 No report  

  

V. PUBLIC HEARING 

13.01   APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS  

DEMOLITION OR RE-LOCATION OF STRUCTURE AT 217 CASS 

STREET - ST. PATRICK CHURCH 

 

 Motion by Mr. Batistich, second by Ms. Roy to open the Public Hearing on the 

Application for demolition or relocation of the structure at 217 Cass Street.   

Present for the Petitioner, St. Patrick Church, were:  Rev. Kurt Boras, pastor; Larry 

Oskielunas, Planning & Finance Committee Chairman; Susan Raymond, Parish Secretary; 

Jack Lebert (representing property owner at 217 Cass Street).  

 Mr. Oskielunas presented the application for the Petitioner and distributed printed 

materials and photographs of the existing parking situation at the 5:00 p.m. and 10:00 a.m. 

masses.  The primary concern of the parish is for safety and access to the Church entrance for 

emergency vehicles in the event of an emergency.  Photographs demonstrated stadium 

parking with vehicles parked illegally, blocking the emergency access lanes through the alley 

and at the Church entrance.  St. Patrick’s wishes to acquire the property at 217 Cass Street 

and the property owner is willing to sell to the parish for construction of an auxiliary parking 

lot which could accommodate approximately 40 vehicles to relieve the existing parking 

congestion and provide better emergency access.  An auxiliary benefit of the parking lot 

would be to provide extra parking for community events taking place in the downtown area. 

 Mr. Batistich asked whether in addition to the auxiliary parking now permitted at 

Markiewicz, other auxiliary parking has been considered.  Mr. Oskielunas previously stated 

that auxiliary parking at Markiewicz Funeral Home is already being used; Village-suggested 

alternatives at the Metra Station or on the north side of Cass Street are not really viable 

solutions. 

 Mr. Flynn asked how long the problem has existed and what enforcement action is taken 

discourage the illegal parking.  The response was that the parish is encouraging growth, with 

growth comes more vehicles.  The parish has asked on occasion for police enforcement of the 

illegal parking, but it is occurring with greater frequency.  Announcements are made in 

Church and in the Sunday bulletin, but are not being heeded. 

 Chairman Buschman then stated the purpose of the Commission:  to preserve the 

character and integrity of the Historic District.  She cited two documents the Commission 



uses to evaluate applications for demolition:  The Granacki Survey of the Historic District 

completed in 2006; and the Unified Development Ordinance Chapter 17 on Historic 

Preservation.  Demolition Guidelines were adopted by the Commission and are outlined in 

the Ordinance at Section 17.16.050.  She enumerated four of the criteria used by the 

Commission to evaluate the application and summed up with the statement that the guidelines 

state:  “Demolition of a building that contributes to the district’s historic appearance should 

not be permitted unless the Historic Preservation determines that it is not economically 

feasible to repair the building.”  The complete findings of the Commission are attached to 

these minutes.   

 

The Chairman asked for comments and questions from the audience. 

 Steve Mlekowski, property owner at 216 Main Street, to the north of 217 Cass, asked how 

the proposed parking lot might affect his property and utilities.  The response was that traffic 

would have dual access to both the east-west alley (exiting to State or Lemont Streets), or on 

Cass Street.  There should be no adverse effect to the property at 216 Main Street. 

 Mr. Flynn asked whether the parish had ever done a professional traffic study to seek 

alternatives and gauge the impact to the neighborhood.  The parish has conducted a parish 

survey only.  A majority of the parishioners are in favor of having additional parking and are 

willing to pay the price to acquire the property.   

 Mr. Batistich inquired whether a formal agreement exists with Markiewicz Funeral Home  

Susan Raymond, parish secretary, commented that the Markiewicz family is very agreeable to 

parish utilization of their lot only if there is no conflicting wake or service at the funeral home. 

 Chairman Buschman commented that although the parking lot is congested, all churches 

have the same situation.  Neither St. Matthew Church nor Bethany Lutheran have parking lots 

and their congregations manage to find neighborhood parking to attend Sunday services. 

 Dennis Schubert inquired about the historical significance of the AT&T building, 

adjoining 217 Cass Street to the east.  Mr. Batistich responded that it is a non-contributing 

structure based on age of the building and use.   

 Rev. Kurt Boras commented that people attending Mass from other communities to the 

north—Woodridge and Bolingbrook--would then stay in Lemont and perhaps visit the 

downtown and the restaurants.  If they see there is no parking in the lot, they would find 

another Church with better parking for their Sunday services.  He believes that the Village is 

trying to attract visitors to its downtown. 

 Mr. Flynn commented that if all the buildings downtown were torn down there would be 

an abundance of parking, but no buildings left to attract visitors. 

 Mr. Jim Salvino, parishioner at St. Patrick, asked about the year of the Granacki Survey 

and whether the information would still be considered current.  Chairman Buschman 

responded that the only real thing that is changed since 2006 is that the buildings are a few 

years older.  A few have been lost since publication of the survey, but not many. 

 Mr. Batistich reiterated that the Commission must follow the established criteria for 

demolition as stated in the Unified Development Ordinance in considering the application for 

demolition. 

 There being no further comments, the Chairman asked for a motion to close the public 

hearing.  Ms. Roy moved and Mr. Flynn seconded the motion to close the public hearing at 

7:05 p.m.  

 The Chairman asked for a motion to approve the Application.  Motion by Mr. Batistich, 

seconded by Mr. Flynn, to approve the Application for Demolition or Relocation of the 

structure at 217 Cass Street.  Roll call:  Buschman, no; Batistich, no; Cummins, no; Flynn, 

no; Roy, no.  Motion failed.  

 James Brown, Planning and Economic Development Director, repeated the process for 

appeal of the Commission’s decision, stating that the Petitioner may request an appeal to the 

Village Board within 60 days of receipt of the Commission’s decision. No form is required; 

the appeal must be in writing. 



 Mr. Oskielunas stated that the Petitioner would like to appeal the decision. 

 

VI.        APPLICATIONS 

   No other applications were on the agenda. 

 

   

VII. NEW BUSINESS 

  None. 

 

VIII. PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR COMMENTS 

    No additional comments were made 

 

 There being no further business, a motion was made by Mr. Schwartz, seconded by Mr. Flynn, to 

adjourn the meeting at 7:10 p.m.  Voice vote:  6 ayes.  Motion passed. 







FINDINGS BY THE 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 

13.01 Application for Demolition or Re-Location of 

217 Cass Street 

 

February 20, 2013 – 6:30 pm 

 

 

1. In considering the Application for Demolition of the structure, the Historic Preservation Commission has relied on 

2 documents: 

A. Architectural Resources in the Lemont Historic District (Granacki, 2006) 

B. Section 17.16.050 of the Unified Development Ordinance (Historical Preservation Commission Criteria          

for Demolition) 

 

2. The Granacki Survey ranks the building as “A Contributing Structure” in the Historic District. 

 

3. The character of the 200 block of Cass Street is primarily residential in nature. 

 

4. Criteria #7:  “Whether the building, although it may or may not be designated as a landmark, is 

considered to be a contributing historic structure and whether it contributes to the overall character of the 

historic district.”   

 

The Granacki Survey ranks the building as “C”, a contributing structure in the Historic District.  The Commission 

finds that the building contributes to the overall character of the historic district. 

 

5. Criteria #8: “Whether the demolition of the structure would create a breach in the visual streetscape of 

the historic district, or be detrimental to public interest and contrary to the general welfare of the historic 

district.” 

 

The Commission finds that whether the structure is re-located or demolished, a breach in the visual streetscape of 

the historic district would occur.  In the event of re-location,  a separate Certificate of Appropriateness would be 

required prior to its removal and re-location. 

 

6. Criteria #10: “Whether the building or structure is in such a deteriorated condition that it is not 

structurally or economically feasible to preserve or restore it, or whether there is a compelling health and 

safety reason to demolish the building or structure.” 

 

Upon examination of the building, the Commission finds that it is in generally “Good” condition with no 

outstanding structural defects, and that ordinary care and maintenance would preserve the building’s integrity.  No 

compelling health and safety reason for demolition is evident. 

 

7. Criteria #11: “Whether the building is 50 years or older unless it has no historic merit.” 

 

The Commission finds that the building’s estimated year of construction is 1884, The building has withstood 

approximately 130 years without losing its structural integrity. 

 

E. In addition to the criteria listed above, the demolition guidelines state “Demolition of a building that 

contributes to the district’s historic appearance should not be permitted unless the HPC determines that it 

is not economically feasible to repair the building.” 

 

Chapter 17.16.060 of the Unified Development Ordinance states that the applicant or any interested party 

may, within 60 days of the decision, appeal such decision to the Village Board. 
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James Brown

From: Yahoo [loskielunas@att.net]
Sent: Sunday, March 03, 2013 4:31 PM
To: James Brown
Cc: St. Patrick Secretary; Savino Jim; McCarthy Walt & Mary; Zagorski Mel; Swiec Ray; Doyle 

Jane
Subject: Report and Appeal of HPC Ruling on 217 Cass

Hi Jim, 
 
I've not seen the Historic Preservation Commission report for the petition from St. Patrick 
Church. Rather than wait further for the Report, I wanted to send you email confirmation that 
St. Patrick Parish will appeal the HPC's decision disapproving the request to demolish the 
residence at 217 Cass.  We will attend the Committee of the Whole Hearing on Monday, March 18 
at 6:30 pm.  Please let me know of you need anything further. 
 
Regards, 
Larry Oskielunas 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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TO:  Committee of the Whole            #21-13 
 
FROM:  Charity Jones, Village Planner 
 
THRU: James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director 
    
SUBJECT: Case 13-02, 11861-11865 Brown Drive Special Use 
 
DATE:  February 27, 2013 
       
 
SUMMARY 
 
TK Behavioral, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of Acadia Healthcare Company Inc. and 
contract purchaser of the subject property, has requested a special use for group living, 
not otherwise classified, to operate a supportive living environment with up to 18 beds for 
graduates of the Timberline Knolls residential treatment program.  The Planning & Zoning 
Commission and staff recommend 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. 13.02   
Project Name 11861-11865 Brown Drive Sp Use   
General Information       
Applicant TK Behavioral, LLC 
Agent for Applicant Al Domanskis 
Status of Applicant Contract purchaser of the subject property 
Requested Actions: Special use for group living not otherwise classified 
Purpose for Requests supportive living environment, 120 days or less, up to 18 beds 

  
Site Location 11861, 11863, and 11865 Brown Drive (PIN: 22-20-305-059) 
Existing Zoning R-6 
Size 11,573 sf (.27 acres) 
Existing Land Use Residential 
Surrounding Land 
Use/Zoning 

North: Industrial, M-2   

    South: Residential, R-4   
    East: Residential, R-4   
    West: Residential, R-4   
Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comprehensive Plan map designates this area as high density 

residential (6-12 dwelling units per acre). 
Special Information   
Public Utilities   Water/sewer is available on site. Electrical is overhead. 

Physical Characteristics The property is currently developed as a three unit, single-family 
attached (townhouse) building. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
   
Timberline Knolls is a residential treatment center providing clinical, educational, and 
therapeutic support for young women dealing with eating disorders, addiction, or other 
co-occurring disorders.  The facility was formerly operated by Four Winds/Rock Creek, 
which closed in 2002.  Timberline Knolls began operation in 2006; in 2007, Timberline Knolls 
sought to expand its program to include a supportive living environment for graduates of 
its residential treatment program.  Thus, Timberline Knolls applied for and received a 
special use to operate a group living facility at 1 Povalish Court.  In 2012, Timberline Knolls 
renewed its special use at 1 Povalish Court; the renewal was necessary due to a change 
in ownership of Timberline Knolls.  Now Timberline Knolls seeks to establish more group 
living facilities at 11861, 11863, and 11865 Brown Drive, which are proposed to be 
operated in the same manner as the group living facility at 1 Povalish Court. 
 
CASE HISTORY 
 
PZC Public Hearing.  The Planning & Zoning Commission conducted a public hearing on 
the requested special use at its February 20, 2013 meeting.  Representatives for the 
applicant were present and spoke on behalf of the applicant.  Two nearby property 
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owners spoke at the hearing.  The minutes of the hearing are attached; the residents had 
a variety of questions about the special use, and expressed concerns about the impacts 
on neighborhood property values if Timberline Knolls were to continue to purchase 
nearby properties for uses similar to that proposed by the special use application.  After 
taking public comment, the PZC voted 6-0 to recommend approval of the special use, 
with the following conditions: 
 

1. The special use approval is limited to Timberline Knolls, its parent company, or 
another wholly owned subsidiary of its parent company; any new owner/operator 
would have to reapply for special use approval.  

2. The special use shall include the resident rules of conduct. 

3. Resident parking shall be limited to the existing garages and driveways.  No 
resident parking shall be allowed on-street.  Any excess resident parking demand 
shall be satisfied by designated parking areas on the main Timberline Knolls 
property, located at 40 Timberline Drive.  Staff shall park in designated areas on 
the main Timberline Knolls property, located at 40 Timberline Drive. 

4. The special use shall allow a maximum of six residents per unit, for a total of 18 
residents.   

5. Any future building remodeling or site changes shall be subject to all applicable 
Village codes and ordinances, even if the application of such would reduce the 
maximum occupancy of the facility. 

6. Security cameras and motion sensitive lights shall be installed and maintained 
near the entrances and exits of each unit.   

 
The applicant indicated that they were amenable to the proposed conditions. 
 
STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE 
 
UDO Section 17.04.150.C states that special use requests must be consistent with the 
following six standards to be recommended by the PZC for approval: 
 
1. The special use is deemed necessary for the public convenience at that location. 

 
Analysis.  Like Magnolia House at 1 Povalish Court, the new group living facility will 
act as an extension of the larger Timberline Knolls facility. Timberline Knolls provides 
services to women in need of mental health treatment and support.  No other 
facility exists within Lemont to provide such services in an environment comparable 
to the proposed facility, save Magnolia House.  The applicant asserts that there is 
currently an eight-week waiting list for entry into Magnolia House.  The addition of 
the proposed new facility would help alleviate this long waiting list.  Therefore, staff 
finds that the use is necessary for the public convenience in that it provides a 
needed service to local residents that they might otherwise have to leave the area 
to receive or be placed on a waiting list.  The facility will also provide services to 
women from outside the Lemont, who may not have access to a facility of this kind 
near their home. 
 

2. The special use is so designed, located, and proposed to be operated that the 
public health, safety, and welfare will be protected. 
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Analysis.  The site, and all structures on it, shall remain as they currently exist. The 
special use will be operated consistent with the conditions of the Magnolia House 
special use approval.  The Code Enforcement Officer reported no records of code 
enforcement complaints against Magnolia House.   The property will be maintained 
by Timberline Knolls, consistent with all applicable building, fire, and property 
maintenance requirements.  Therefore, there is no reason to believe there would be 
any health or safety threats on the site caused by the physical environment. 
 
Staff does not believe the residents of the proposed facility will themselves pose any 
threat to the public health, safety or welfare.  Magnolia House has had no recorded 
issues of residents causing a threat to the surrounding community.  Residents of the 
proposed facility will have the same kinds of medical and psychiatric diagnoses as 
residents of Magnolia House, will have completed the same kind of treatment 
program, and will be subject to the same rules and regulations governing resident 
behavior.  Therefore, there is no reason to conclude that the impact on the 
surrounding community will be any different than that of Magnolia House.   
 
To protect the safety and wellbeing of the residents of the proposed facility, the 
Police Department requests the addition of security cameras and motion sensitive 
lighting near the facility’s entrances and exits.  The security cameras would be 
monitored by Timberline Knolls’s private security. 

 
3. The special use will not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the 

neighborhood in which it is located. 
 

Analysis.  There are no proposed changes to the structure.  The site is used as rental 
housing and is currently occupied by three families.  Visitors are not allowed to the 
proposed facility, so there will be a maximum of 18 people on the site at any time.  
The residents are required to be in treatment on the main Timberline Knolls campus 
during the day and have a 9:30 p.m. curfew, so the hours of activity at the 
proposed facility will not be incompatible to that of nearby residences.  The 
residents are allowed to have vehicles; vehicle parking should be limited to within 
the garages and driveways, so as not to create excessive on-street parking.  With 
parking restrictions, no change in property values is anticipated as a result of 
approving the special use application.   
 

4. The special use shall not create excessive demands on Village service or impair the 
ability of the Village to maintain the peace and provide adequate protection for its 
citizens. 

 
Analysis.  As noted, the proposed facility is to be operated in the same manner as 
Magnolia House and residents will be subject to the same rules of behavior.  The 
Lemont Police Department and Code Enforcement Officer have not experienced 
excessive demands for services from Magnolia House.  The Fire Marshal did not 
express any concerns regarding demand for services. 

 
5. The special use is consistent with standards enumerated elsewhere in this ordinance 

for the specific use, including planned unit developments. 
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Analysis.  The UDO does not contain any additional standards for a group living, not 
otherwise defined. 

 
6. The special use meets, as applicable, the standards for planned unit developments 

found in Chapter 17.08 of this ordinance. 
 

Analysis. Not applicable. 
  
 
GENERAL ANALYSIS 
 
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan designates this area 
for high density residential use.  Based on the size of the subject site and the density 
guidelines in the Comprehensive Plan, no more than three dwelling units would be 
recommended on the subject site.  The site currently includes three units and no 
expansion is proposed, so the density is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Comprehensive Plan does not specifically address uses like group living. 
 
Aesthetic and Environmental.  No changes are proposed to the site.  
 
Engineering Comments.  The Village Engineer had no objection to the requested special 
use. 
 
Fire District Comments.  The Fire Marshal notes the requirements for smoke alarms and 
carbon monoxide detectors.   
 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The requested special use will allow Timberline Knolls to meet an existing need.  The 
operation will be the same as that of Magnolia House, and there have been no known 
public health, safety, or other land use issues caused by the operation of Magnolia 
House.  Therefore, staff and the PZC recommend approval, with the conditions noted 
above. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. DRAFT minutes, 02-20-13 PZC meeting 
2. Application Materials 
3. Fire Marshal review 
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Chairman Schubert asked if anyone else wanted to speak in regards to this case. None 
responded.  He then asked the Board if they had any more questions.  None responded.  
He then called for a motion to close the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Messer to close 
the public hearing for Case 13-03.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Chairman Schubert called for a motion to approve Case 13-03. 
 
Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
recommend approval of Case 13-03 to the Mayor and Board of Trustees.  A roll call vote 
was taken: 
Ayes:  Kwasneski, Sanderson, Spinelli, Maher, Schubert, 
Nays:  Messer 
Motion passed 
 
Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Spinelli to 
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact as prepared by staff.  A voice 
vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
B. Case 13-02 – 11861 – 11865 Brown Drive Special Use.  A public hearing for a 

special use for group living, not otherwise classified, to operate a supportive living 
environment for graduates of the Timberline Knolls residential treatment program. 

 
Chairman Schubert called for a motion to open Case 13-02. 
 

Commissioner Messer made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to open 
Case 13-02.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 

Mrs. Jones said this is a special use request by TK Behavioral, LLC, also known as 
Timberline Knolls, for the property located at 11861, 11863, 11865 Brown Drive.  She 
stated it is a three unit townhome building.  She said Timberline Knolls is the contract 
purchaser of the property.  They are requesting a special use for group living, not 
otherwise classified to operate a supportive living environment with up to 18 beds for 
graduates of Timberline Knolls residential treatment program.  Mrs. Jones stated recently 
the Board renewed the approval for Magnolia House at 1 Povalish Court.  She said the 
resident rules which are attached in the staff report are exactly the same as those for 

cjones
Line
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Magnolia House.  She stated they are just looking to expand their operations to this 
property.   
 

Mrs. Jones stated she would briefly go through the standards for special uses.  She said 
one is the use is deemed necessary for the public convenience at that location.  She stated 
Timberline Knolls states there is an eight week waiting list for residents to get into 
Magnolia House.  Offering this new facility would allow them to have 18 additional beds 
which will alleviate some of that waiting list time.  Mrs. Jones stated some of the people 
on that waiting list are residents of Lemont.  Some are residents of areas that do not have 
this kind of group living environment available to them.  She said staff finds these 
services, by being provided by this location, would not only help residents of Lemont but 
other women from outside the area. 
 

Mrs. Jones stated the second standard is the special use is designed, located and proposed 
to be operated that the public health, safety and welfare are protected.  She said the site 
and building are not proposed to change in anyway.  She stated it is planned to operate 
with the same conditions of Magnolia House.  Mrs. Jones said the Code Enforcement 
Officer has no records of complaints or issues with the Magnolia House in regard to 
property maintenance or nuisance issues.  Mrs. Jones stated the property will be 
maintained with all applicable building, fire and property maintenance requirements.  She 
said there would be no reason for any concerns by the physical environment for this site.  
She stated staff does not believe the residents will pose any threat to the public health, 
safety or welfare.  Mrs. Jones stated she has spoken with the Police Chief and there have 
been few issues with Magnolia House since it’s been in operation.  She said given that 
this will operate in the exact same way and it is the same type of residents or patients, 
staff does not foresee any issues there. 

 
Mrs. Jones stated to protect the safety and wellbeing of the residents themselves within 
the facility, the Police Department requested the addition of security cameras and motion 
sensitive lighting near the facility’s entrances and exits.  She said Timberline Knolls was 
agreeable to that condition. 
 

Mrs. Jones said the third standard is the special use will not cause substantial injury to the 
value of the other property in the neighborhood in which it is located.  She stated the 
structure is not supposed to change.  The rules of operation for the facility require a 9:30 
p.m. curfew and residents are out of the house at programs during the day.  So the 
comings and goings are similar to nearby residential properties.  Mrs. Jones said the 
residents are allowed to have vehicles.  The vehicle parking, giving that there can be up 
to 18 women living in these three units could be a problem.  Therefore, staff recommends 
that there be limitations on the parking.  She said when she gets to the conditions she will 
go through that.  She stated as long as parking is handled then staff does not see any 
problems with property values. 
 

Mrs. Jones stated the last standard is that it will not create excessive demands for Village 
service or impair the ability of the Village to maintain peace and provide adequate 
protection.  She said again they had spoken with the Police Department, which has not 
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seen excessive demands from the Magnolia House property.  She stated those who are 
familiar with Timberline Knolls might be familiar with issues with the main campus.  
However, with the programming at the Magnolia House there have been no issues with 
the residents of that house.  Mrs. Jones stated the Code Enforcement Officer did not have 
any excessive demands and the Fire Marshal did not express any concerns.   
 

Mrs. Jones said staff is recommending approval with a few conditions.  She said staff 
recommends that the special use be limited to Timberline Knolls, its parent company, or 
another wholly owned subsidiary of its parent company.  She stated this is the same 
condition that was placed on the Magnolia House.  Secondly, the special use shall include 
the resident rules of conduct.  She said which means if Timberline Knolls were allowing 
people to act in a way that was in violation of the rules of conduct of the house, it would 
be in violation of the special use, and then the Village can revoke the special use.   
 

Mrs. Jones stated in regards to parking, she said staff feels it is okay for them to have 
cars, but the parking needs to be limited to the existing garages and driveways.  She said 
no resident parking will be allowed on-street.  Any excess resident parking demand shall 
be satisfied by designated parking areas on the main Timberline Knolls property.  She 
stated staff must park in designated areas on the main Timberline Knolls property.  Mrs. 
Jones said they are not allowed visitors, so they do not have to worry about visitor 
parking. 

 
Mrs. Jones said another condition is the special use shall allow a maximum of six 
residents per unit, for a total of 18 residents.  She stated that is what was requested from 
Timberline Knolls.  She said based on the property that is the maximum allowed under 
the property maintenance code as well.  She said another condition is if there are any 
future building remodeling or site changes they shall be subject to all applicable Village 
codes and ordinances even if the application of such would reduce the maximum 
occupancy of the facility.  Mrs. Jones stated lastly the security cameras and motion 
sensitive lights shall be installed and maintained near the entrances and exits of each unit.  
She said with these conditions, staff recommends approval. 
 

Chairman Schubert stated he thought he had read something about street parking. 
 

Mrs. Jones stated there is street parking available, but they decided to limit it for these 
residents so it does not become a nuisance for the neighbors.   
 

Commissioner Spinelli asked how is that going to be policed. 
 

Mrs. Jones said the Police Department can run the plates.  She stated the majority of the 
women at the Timberline facility are not residents of Lemont area.  She said the majority 
of them do not have cars and she doesn’t anticipate this being an issue. 
 

Chairman Schubert asked if the applicant wanted to come up and speak. 
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Al Domanskis, attorney for Timberline Knolls, stated in the last four years there have 
been only about five people that have had cars.  He said they have no expectations of 
anybody having their own cars.  He stated they had agreed to no off-street parking at the 
location.   
 

Commissioner Spinelli asked if the four cars that he talked about, were they registered 
with Timberline Knolls so they could self police them. 
 

Tom Dattolo, President of Timberline Knolls, stated with Magnolia House they have six 
designated spots on their campus.  He said in the past five years he only remembers five 
cars and that is because they were never used.  He stated he remembers this because he 
would have to charge the batteries or jump the cars. 
 

Commissioner Messer stated there are two-car garages and if you put two cars in the 
driveways, times that by three, gives you up to 12 cars that can park there. 
 

Mr. Domanskis stated that is correct.  He said they feel the conditions are acceptable.  He 
said the issue was reviewed by him, Mr. Dattolo and the Police Chief.  He stated the 
special use; at this time is what they need.  He said the “transition people” walk across for 
the programs.  Mr. Domanskis stated there is a school on the main campus plus other 
various treatment programs.  He said they have sent out the required letters to residents 
and posted the required signs.  He stated from the letters he had received only one 
telephone call and it was positive.  Mr. Domanskis said they request their approval and 
can answer any questions they might have. 
 

Commissioner Spinelli asked if at this time is there any intention on fencing the property. 
 

Mr. Domanskis stated that he does not think so. 
 

Chairman Schubert asked if there was anyone who wanted to speak in regards to this 
case. 
 

Dorothy Rosier, 15952 New Avenue, Lemont, asked if they felt 18 people living in the 
townhomes was manageable. 
 

Mr. Dattolo stated the projection would be five in each with a total of 15. 
 

Ms. Rosier stated it just seemed like a small area to house 15 people. 
 

Mr. Domanskis stated considering that the people don’t drive; there is the potential of 
taking the garages out in the future.  He said there is significant square footage with large 
bedrooms.  He stated six would be the absolute maximum.   
 

Ms. Rosier said she was thinking about when you get a group of people together the 
potential of things happening become greater.  She stated she has not seen any 
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disruptions and she knows it was mentioned earlier that there hasn’t been.  She asked 
what it exactly means when Mrs. Jones stated substantial injury to property. 
 

Mrs. Jones said when they review a special use there is a set list of criteria.  The third one 
is that the potential will not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the 
neighborhood in which it is located.  She stated for example with commercial 
development things like noise or lighting, if they aren’t mitigated enough those can cause 
substantial injury to the property value of adjacent properties.   
 

Ms. Rosier asked how much value can her home lose for it to be okay.  She stated her and 
her husband will be selling their house at some point.  She said she would fully disclose 
what that property is and it could potentially turn someone away.  She stated someone 
might not want to buy her house knowing that there are six people living in one house 
then 15 in another.  Ms. Rosier said she totally supports rehabilitation and she has no 
problem with them, but someone else could.   
 

Mr. Domanskis stated the price for the townhome was included in the packet.  He stated 
the price is more than comparable and is probably too high.  He said this should help as 
far as an appraised value standpoint. 
 

Chairman Schubert asked if the property had already been purchased. 
 

Mr. Domanskis stated it was contingent on the special use. 
 

Mrs. Jones stated in regards to the standard, she is not a property appraiser and they don’t 
hire an appraiser to try and project what an impact might be.  She said what they look at 
is the physical changes and activities of the use. 
 

Chairman Schubert asked if this would be the end result of the rehabilitation and the last 
step before they return home. 
 

Mr. Domanskis stated it is a transition before they return home.  He said with this it 
increases the percentage of them not returning.   
 

Chairman Schubert asked what the percentage of completion is.   
 

Melissa Rocchi, Program Development Coordinator for Timberline Knolls, stated it was 
about 90%.  She stated very few decided to pull out early. 
 

Ms. Rosier asked who is watching the security cameras.  She asked is it live or is it just a 
recording. 
 

Mr. Dattolo stated they would not have someone sitting there watching the cameras seven 
days a week.  It would be a recording and they would have their safety officers patrolling 
the area.  He stated the safety office is about 75 feet from the Magnolia house, which is 
an additional 20 feet from there to the townhomes. 
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Ms. Rosier asked how long they would be keeping the tapes. 
 

Mr. Dattolo said he has not looked into that requirement yet.  He stated the conversation 
with the Police Chief was the recommendation to look into the motion detector lighting 
and for the resident’s safety in the building to have monitors on the front and back doors. 

 
Mrs. Jones stated it is really intended for the resident’s safety more than anything else.  
She said to an extent they are a vulnerable population. 
 

Ms. Rosier asked what their intent is in the future, because they have been here before, 
for purchasing more property to expand this program.   
 

Mr. Dattolo said as he has stated before, at this point for this year and next year’s plan, 
there is no more intent.  He stated he could never say never, however the steps would be 
they would have to look at buildings on the property to provide services before they 
could expand this program.  He said they are exploring an alternative with churches in the 
area to have host families. 
 

Ms. Rosier stated they have to understand that the further this goes the less chance she we 
will have selling her home. 
 

Mrs. Jones said it is not something that they are looking at right now.  However, if they 
did want to do that in the future it would have to come back through this process again.  
She stated a concentration of similar uses like that is definitely something they would 
look at.  
 

Mr. Domanskis stated they should be happy with the prices with what they will do in 
comparable.  He said secondly he does not think it has affected any of the homes in 
Timberline or on their side.   
 

Ms. Jackson asked where the five cars were parked that they were talking about earlier. 
 

Mr. Dattolo stated the very corner next to Brown Drive that is located in their main 
parking lot.   

 
Ms. Jackson stated there is currently a problem with parking on New Avenue.  She said 
she has a neighbor that can’t park in front of her house because there are so many cars.  
She stated she has had her driveway blocked because there was nowhere else to park.   

 
Mr. Domanskis stated they have no intention with doing anything on New Avenue.  He 
said there is also no on-street parking in front of their own building for residents. 
 

Ms. Jackson asked who is policing that. 
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Mr. Dattolo said there is no on-street for their residents.  He stated they can police their 
own residents.  He said if other people in Lemont park there they can not police that. 
 

Mrs. Jones stated they do not see this being an issue due to past history.  She said because 
they do know that a lot people do park on-street on New Avenue staff wanted to make 
sure there was something in the ordinance.  She stated this will protect them for in the 
future if anything changed and people did start bringing their cars.   
 

Chairman Schubert asked if there were any more questions. 
 

Commissioner Messer stated he would like to say that their facility is a true asset to the 
community.  He said the proposal before them might be a short term fix for what may be 
a long term growth issue for the facility.  He stated he was pleased to hear that they are 
looking at alternatives to housing and have considered on site building.  Commissioner 
Messer asked at what point do they switch over from expansion off-site to expansion on-
site.  He asked is this the last time they will see them for off-site expansion. 
 

Mr. Dattolo stated he can not answer that for his company.  He said all the funding is 
done through them.   
 

Mr. Domanskis stated there is a lot of land on their property.  He said they would have to 
expand on-site in terms of expanding their educational programs before they would want 
to do anything with transition.   

 
Commissioner Messer stated it does answer his question but it raises his concern that they 
will continue to buy single family homes and turn them into multi-transitional houses.  
He said he appreciates what they do and the building is an optimal use for what they are 
doing.  He stated without a line in the sand stating they are going to build on their 
property; this point forward raises a concern.  Commissioner Messer said he sees the 
white fence expanding down Brown Drive onto New Avenue. 
 

Mr. Domanskis stated it is an issue and he understands.  He said the property on the 
Timberline side does not go all the way over to Timberline.  He said there are people 
right there that don’t effect anyone in Lemont because across there is a wet land area on 
the other side of Timberline.  He stated you might bring the fence closer to Timberline 
and include that in.  Mr. Domanskis said he does not want them to say that they might not 
expand anywhere else and here have something that does not affect anyone else.  He 
stated there is only one vacant parcel and one house which in the future might be ideal in 
terms of expanding.  He said that is his hesitation, but in terms of this particular direction 
he can say they’re right.   
 

Commissioner Messer said he understands that they can’t predict the future.  He stated 
his question is at what point is there a financial commitment to build on-site instead of 
continuing to build up convenience housing.   
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Mr. Domanskis stated the price they are paying for this; he would recommend building 
on-site.  He stated this property is very convenient being on Brown Drive and Magnolia 
House right next door.  He said it completes it and does not think they need anything else 
at that location to complete it.  Mr. Domanskis stated at a practical standpoint they would 
have to expand programs on-site for the educational, which they have completed two 
additions.   
 

Mrs. Jones stated they have been expanding on-site as well as off-site. 
 

Commissioner Messer stated the density on-site is considerably small compared to the 
whole site. 
 

Mrs. Jones stated there is a significant amount of land, however there is a lot that is not 
buildable.   
 

Commissioner Sanderson stated they are trying to make a transition for their patients so 
they can make the next step.  He said their mission as a planning standpoint is, do they 
want them to keep picking houses in this area.  Commissioner Sanderson stated he hears 
the concerns, but thinks it needs to be addressed one at a time. 
 

Mr. Domanskis stated they would have to come back with a special use and they could 
always say no at that time.  He said Mr. Dattolo stated it would not be at least for another 
two years.  He stated last fall they were bought out by a company which can change the 
dynamics.  He said they just can not predict the future. 
 

Ms. Jackson stated this is supposed to be a transition where they are brought back into a 
community.  She said but then you are talking safety with adding security lights and 
cameras.  She asked would they be better off on their property where they can provide 
security for that area.  She also asked what the total acre was for their property and how 
much is built-on already. 
 

Mr. Dattolo stated about 50% is built-on, but there are wetlands, ravines, FEMA, quarry, 
and the topography that moves up back by Timberline Drive with the new annexation 
agreement and HUD.  He said that brings in a whole new dynamic of infrastructure with 
water, sewer and roads.  He stated there is 43 acres but it is not conducive.   Mr. Dattolo 
stated the area that they are building on now has been used very wisely.  He said 
everything below the ravine is about half of the property.  He stated when you walk the 
fencing and go up on top there is a back area, but in order to access that area it is very 
limited.  He said you have a 40 to 50 foot elevation change from there. 
 

Ms. Jackson stated she had no idea how many acres it was and was not familiar with the 
area he was talking about. 
 

Mr. Dattolo stated if you are going north on Timberline Drive just look to the right and 
everything behind that fence is about 50% unbuildable land.    He said the whole lower 
level is different from that upper level. 
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Chairman Schubert asked if anyone else had questions or wanted to speak in regards to 
this case.  None responded.  He then called for a motion to close the public hearing. 
 

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Spinelli to close 
the public hearing for Case 13-02.  A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 

Chairman Schubert then called for a motion for approval of Case 13-02. 
 

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sanderson to 
recommend approval of Case 13-02 to the Mayor and Board of Trustees with the 
following conditions: 
1. The special use approval is limited to Timberline Knolls, its parent company, or 

another wholly owned subsidiary of its parent company; any new owner/operator 
would have to reapply for special use approval. 

2. The special use shall include the resident rules of conduct. 
3. Resident parking shall be limited to the existing garages and driveways.  No resident 

parking shall be allowed on-street.  Any excess resident parking demand shall be 
satisfied by designated parking areas on the main Timberline Knolls property, located 
at 40 Timberline Drive.  Staff shall park in designated areas on the main Timberline 
Knolls property, located at 40 Timberline Drive. 

4. The special use shall allow a maximum of six residents per unit, for a total of 18 
residents. 

5. Any future building remodeling or site changes shall be subject to all applicable 
Village codes and ordinances, even if the application of such would reduce the 
maximum occupancy of the facility. 

6. Security cameras and motion sensitive lights shall be installed and maintained near 
the entrances and exits of each unit. 

 
A roll call vote was taken: 
Ayes:  Kwasneski, Sanderson, Spinelli, Messer, Maher, Schubert 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 
Commissioner Messer made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to 
authorize the Chairman to approve the Findings of Fact as prepared by staff.  A voice 
vote was taken: 
Ayes:  All 
Nays:  None 
Motion passed 
 

IV. ACTION ITEMS 
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ADDENDUM TO SPECIAL USE CRITERIA WORKSHEET 

1. The proposed special use is necessary for the public convenience at this location because there 
is a demonstrated need for this proposed group home next to Timberline Knolls, a residential 
treatment center (“Timberline”).  Upon completion of programs at Timberline Knolls, residents 
continue with programs through continued residence in group homes such as Magnolia House 
located next door to this property at 1 Povalish Court before returning to their own homes.  The 
availability of a group home next to Timberline Knolls helps for a smoother transition as absent 
this transition, there is a greater likelihood of relapse.  At this time, Timberline Knolls has an 
approximately 8 week waiting list for Magnolia House, a comparable group home which 
waiting list should be alleviated with the approval of this group home.  The Brown Drive 
Property would supplement the service provided at Timberline because residents who have 
completed an initial stay within the residential programs at Timberline could then move to the 
Brown Drive Property for continuation of their program, just as with Magnolia House.  This 
proposed group home services residents of Lemont, the surrounding area and internationally 
and is for the public convenience of these members of our community.  Further, these residents 
will be consumers in the Lemont area for various retail, food and shopping services which 
benefits the public convenience with sales taxes as well as an increase in local employment.   

2. The special use will be designated, located and operated so that the public health, safety and 
welfare will be protected in the same way that the public health safety and welfare have been 
protected at Timberline and 1 Povalish Court.  The proposed special use is substantially the 
same as the preexisting use.  The Brown Drive Property is currently a multi-family 
condominium being rented to tenants.  No changes are contemplated for the exterior of the 
building, other than normal upkeep.  As the proposed special use is substantially the same as 
the preexisting use, there will be no negative impact on the public health, safety and welfare.  
There is ample parking available at the Brown Drive Property, however, residents are not 
expected to have cars.  Ample staff and visitor parking also exists at the parking lots at 
Timberline, which is adjacent to the Brown Drive Property.  A restriction of no on-street 
parking adjoining the Brown Drive Property should be part of an ordinance approving the 
proposed special use.  Also, the residence will maintain the same rules and regulations as 
outlined in Ordinance No. 0-68-12 granting a special use to TK Behavioral, LLC, a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Acadia Healthcare, Inc., for Magnolia House.  The rules and regulations 
which will be adopted for the Brown Drive Property are attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

3. The special use will not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the 
neighborhood in which it is located for all of the reasons that Ordinance 0-68-12 regarding 1 
Povalish Court was approved and because the Brown Drive Property will be an integral part of 
the Timberline and Magnolia House services and TK Behavioral, LLC, a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Acadia Healthcare, Inc., intends to leave the current residences at the Brown 
Drive Property intact.  The proposed residential use is consistent with the current use of the 
Brown Drive Property, which is a multi-family rental condominium building.  This residential 
property will be compatible with Magnolia House, which is adjacent.  The subject property is 
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currently zoned R-6.  Many of the lots within the immediate area are also zoned R-4 and R-6.  
Thus, the existing building fits within the overall character of the neighborhood, and would not 
cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the neighborhood in which it is 
located.   
 

4.   The special use will not create excessive demands on Village services or impair the ability of 
the Village to maintain the peace and provide adequate protection for its citizens for all of the 
reasons that the Ordinance 0-68-12 regarding 1 Povalish Court was approved and because 
Magnolia House has not been found to create excessive demands on Village services.  The 
Brown Drive Property will be a continuation of the services provided at Magnolia House and, 
as set forth above, the same rules and regulations as outlined in Ordinance No. 0-68-12 will be 
adopted for residents at Brown Drive.   
 

5. The special use is consistent with the standards enumerated elsewhere in the UDO for the 
specific use.  The existing building, which will be converted to be used in the same way that 
Magnolia House is currently being used, is compatible with the surrounding character of the 
neighborhood and complies with the standards in the UDO, including the regulations under the 
R-6 District.   
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