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Village of Lemont 
418 Main Street • Lemont, Illinois 60439 

VILLAGE BOARD 
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 

OCTOBER 18, 2010·7:00 P.M. 

CALL TO ORDER. 

ROLLCALL. 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

DISCUSSION OF ANNExATlbN AND REZONING NW CORNER 
MCCARTHY & BELL '(RvKllelt): .. 
(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES) 

DISCUSSION OF ANNEXATION AND REZONING SW CORNER 
MCCARTHY & BELL (PREFERRED PALOS, LLC) 
(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES) 

DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED OUTDOOR STORAGE USE· BIL Y PROPERTY 

(FULL CIRCLE GROUP) 
(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES) 

PRESENTATION ON PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS IN RECREATION BOWL BY 
LEMONT LITTLE LEAGUE.· . 

(ADMINISTRATION)(RIiAVESj(WEHMEIERlSCHAFER) 

OPEN MEETINGS LAW CHANGE· CONDUCT OF LOCAL MEETINGS. 
VERBAL UPDATE· NO$TAFF REPORT. 
(ADMINISTRATION)(REAVES)(WEHMEIERISCHAFER) 

NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH ON WHEELS. 
(PUBLIC WORKS)(BLATZER)(PUKULA) 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS. 

NEW BUSINESS 

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION. 

VII. ADJOURN. 



TO: 

FROM: 

THRU 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

SUMMARY 

Village of Lemont 
Planning & Economic Development Department 

Committee of the Whole 

Charity Jones, Village Planner 

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

#119-10 

James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director 

Case 10-13 - NW Comer of McCarthy & Bell - RJ Rymek & Co. 

October 11,2010 

Rich Rymek, agent acting on behalf of the owners of the subject properties, has 
requested annexation to the Village, rezoning to the B-3, Arterial Commercial zoning 
district for an approximately 1.7 acre portion of the subject property immediately 
adjacent to the intersection of McCarthy & Bell Road and rezoning to the R-4, Single­
Family Detached Residential zoning district for the remainder of the subject property. 
Staff recommends approval of the rezoning to R-4 Single-Family Residential, but not to B-
3 Arterial Commercial. The Planning & Zoning Commission does not recommend 
nr,nnclV,ClII of either ,,:,,~u," 
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CASE HISTORY 

PZC Public Hearing. The Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC) conducted a public 
hearing on the requested rezoning and special use on September 15, 2010. The PZC took 
public comment on both this case, and case 10-12 (SW comer of McCarthy & Bell) 
simultaneously. Over thirty nearby residential property owners were present at the 
hearing. Fifteen spoke in opposition to the rezoning requests. Most speakers expressed 
general opposition to any commercial use of the subject site. Some expressed specific 
concems about traffic safety and how access to the site would be designed. Many 
speakers also expressed opposition to the minimum lot size allowed in the R-4 zoning 
district. The PZC members did not support the rezoning requests, but for varying reasons. 
Some were opposed to commercial use generally, while others were not comfortable 
approving B-3 zoning without a specific site plan in place. Several members also 
expressed concem over the proposed R-4 zoning. The PZC voted 0-5 to recommend 
approval; therefore, the PZC does not recommend approval. 

PROPOSAL INFORMATION 

Case No. 

Applicant 
Status of Applicant 

Requested Actions: 
Requested Actions: 
Requested Actions: 
Site Location 

Existing Zoning 
Size 
Existing Land Use 
Surrounding Land Use/Zoning 

Comprehensive Plan 2002 

Public Utilities 

Transportation 
Physical Characteristics 

10.13 

Rich Rymek, RJ Rymek & Co. 
Agent acting on behalf of the owners of the subject 
properties. 
Annexation 
Rezoning from R-1 to R-4 (20.9 acres) 
Rezoning from R-1 to B-3 (1.7 acres) 
Northwest corner of the intersection of McCarthy 
Road and Bell Road. 
Cook County, R-3 Single-Family Residence District 
987,480 sf; approx. 22.67 acres 
Vacant & Residential 
North: Vacant, Cook Co. R-3 Single-Family Residence 
District 
South: Residential, Cook Co. R-3 
East: Residential, Cook Co. R-3 
West: Residential, Cook Co. R-3 
The Comp Plan calls for this site to be low density 
residential (0-2 du/acre). 

Water and sewer would most likely be extended from 
the Glens of Connemara, along the ComEd right of 
way to Bell Road and then north to the subject site. 
This extension of water and sewer to the site is 
feasible. 
Traffic impact study not required. 
One single-family home is located on the subject site. 
The western portion of the site has the most varied 
topography and the site appears to include an 
approximately 1.12 acre wetland. 
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GENERAL ANALYSIS 

Land Use/Compliance with Comprehensive Plan. The subject site is within the area 
recommended to be annexed to the Village by the Comprehensive Plan. The Lemont 
Comprehensive Plan of 2002 recommends as a long-range goal to "annex, to the extent 
that is practical, legally defensible, and cost-effective, the remainder of the territory in 
Lemont Township" (p.18). The Plan also states that the future eastem boundary of the 
Village should extend to Will-Cook Road, "excepting the portion of Lemont Township 
already occupied by Willow Springs" (p.18). 

The Comprehensive Plan recommends low-density residential development for the 
subject site. The Comprehensive Plan map designates the subject site and the 
surrounding properties as low-density residential (0-2 d.u. per acre). Additionally, the 
Land Use chapter of the Comprehensive Plan includes a section that specifically 
addresses the area southeast of Archer Avenue (p.33). It states that the area should be 
generally comprised of low-density single-family subdivisions, that "there will be some 
small commercial nodes at State & Archer. 1 271h & Archer, McCarthy & Archer, and 131'1 
& Bell, but the great majority of the public highway will have a parkway character" 
(p.33). 

Commercial. The requested B-3 zoning is consistent with the Arterial Commercial' future 
land use category. Although the subject site is not designated for Arterial Commercial 
use by the Comprehensive Plan, it is well situated for Arterial Commercial use by the 
Comprehensive Plan's standards. The Arterial Commercial future land use category is 
defined as "areas of existing or planned commercial development of an intensity typical 
of arterial highways and their intersections" (p.23). The subject site is located at the 
intersection of two arterial roads, as identified by the Comprehensive Plan (p.34). By 
comparison, the properties at l271h & Archer and at 131'1 & Bell are designated by the 
Comprehensive Plan for Arterial Commercial use, but these intersections each only 
include one arterial road. The size of the commercial site is also consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan's recommendation for "small commercial nodes" southeast of 
Archer Avenue. 

Existing land uses in the area near the subject site have changed since adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan in 2002. In 2003, the Lemont High School opened up new athletic 
fields at the southwest comer of the intersection of 131'1 Street and Bell Road. This site, 
approximately 25.48 acres, was designated for Arterial Commercial land use in the 
Comprehensive Plan but it has been developed for noncommercial use. In light of these 
changed land use patterns, the, Village may wish to allocate additional acreage for 
future commercial development elsewhere along this corridor. If so, the subject site is 
appropriately located to accommodate Arterial Commercial use. 

Residential. The requested R-4 zoning is generally consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan guidance for this area. The Comprehensive Plan's low-density residential future land 
use category calls for a gross density of zero to two dwelling units per acre (p.22). The R-4 
zoning district does not require a specific density; instead it establishes a minimum lot size 

I The Comprehensive Plan map calls this land use category "Arterial Commercial" while the text of the 
Comprehensive Plan refers to it as "Arterial Business." Although the titles are slightly different, they are the same 
future land use category, 
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of 12,500 sf. Theoretically, the minimum lot size of the R-4 zoning district could permit 3.48 
dwelling units per acre. However, it is important to remember how density is calculated. 

Gross Density is calculated by dividing the number of dwelling units in a development by 
the development's total area. This total area includes street right of way, detention 
pond outlots, park facilities, etc. An analysis of six R-4 subdivisions throughout the Village 
reveals that on average, 35% of the development's total area is devoted to these uses; 
the residential lots make up the other 65% of the total development area. Based on 
these figures, and assuming all lots in the proposed subdivision would be the minimum 
12,500 sf, the gross density for the subject site would be 2.25 dwelling units per acre. 
However, it is unlikely that this density would be achieved. The average gross density 
achieved in the subdivisions studied is 1.9 dwelling units per acre. This is because it is 
practically very difficult for all lots in a development to be limited to the minimum lot size. 
See Attachment 3 for further details on the subdivisions studied. 

Compatibility with Existing Land Uses. The surrounding properties are vacant, forest 
preserve, or large lot residential development. Adjacent to the subject site to the west 
are three single family lots, each slightly less than one acre in size. 

Commercial. Commercial development is not inherently incompatible with adjacent 
residential uses. However, the requested zoning allows relatively intense commercial use 
which could create incompatibilities with adjacent residential uses. The smaller size of 
the site (l.7 acres) will limit the intensity of commercial development to some degree 
and the developer will have the opportunity to design the proposed development in 
such a way as to further minimize impacts of commercial use on the adjacent residential 
lots. Also, the UDO's transition yard requirements are intended to mitigate adverse 
impacts of commercial development on adjacent residential land use. Although the 
residential properties are not within the Village limits, any approval of the requested 
annexation and rezoning should explicitly state that the site will be subject to the 
transition yard requirements of the UDO. 

-,,', '~::'/,'; }:q,;:'«' " ···;;;"\·H~'qpQ~M,tIMJ7;9!.q!~9.tl"pn~lnpriyg~9·.R~~.1IIr~m~nt~.· ···>\\;!.··/.··>iii·.···· .... ,,-:',' '" ',,,.--

Yard Depth Required 12 feet 

Screening Required A wood fence with a minimum of 95% opacity and with a 
minimum height of five feet plus at least two plant units per 100 
linear feet; or 

An earth em berm at least three feet in height plus at least one 
plant unit per 1 00 linear feet along the rear lot line and side 
lot lines; or 

Four plant units per 100 linear feet plus an additional two 
evergreen trees per 100 linear feet along the rear lot line and 
side lot lines. 

Use Restrictions The transition yard shall not be used for parking, loading, 
servicing, or storage. 

Note: One plant unit equals .5 canopy trees, I evergreen tree, 1.5 ornamental trees, and 6 shrubs or 
ornamental grasses. 
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Residential. The proposed residential use is detached single-family housing; this is 
consistent with the nearby properties. The requested zoning allows significantly smaller 
lots than are currently found anywhere near the subject site, however. This is inconsistent, 
but not necessarily incompatible with the surrounding properties. 

Aesthetic and Environmental. U.S. Fish & Wildlife wetlands maps indicate the presence 
of a 1.12 acre freshwater emergent wetland on the subject site. Emergent wetlands may 
or may not be classified as open water. The Comprehensive Plan recommends that for 
areas southeast of Archer Avenue, to "save all open water wetlands and use them as 
amenities in developments" (p.33). The applicant will be required to follow all necessary 
procedures to properly address wetlands preservation and/or mitigation. At the time of 
development of the subject site, the applicant will be required to follow all requirements 
of the Lemont Unified Development Ordinance to address all site design, aesthetic, and 
environmental concerns. 

Storm Water Management/Engineering Comments. The Village Engineer has no 
objections to the proposed annexation and rezoning. The Village Engineer has discussed 
a potential route for sewer and water connection with the applicant. 

Fire Department Comments. The Fire Marshal provided comments on items that would 
need to be addressed at the time the subject property is developed. He had no 
comments regarding the requested approvals of annexation and rezoning. 

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The requested rezoning to the B-3 zoning district is not consistent with the land use 
recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan. However, if the Board finds that the 
Comprehensive Plan land use recommendations for the Bell Road corridor are out of 
date due to the changes in existing land use since 2002, then the subject site is one 
potential location that could be considered for additional commercial land use that is 
appropriately located per the Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan requires 
consistency with its land use chapter; it states that where projects deviate from the land 
use recommendations of the Plan, then applicants shall present studies or analyses to 
justify the change (p.7). In the absence of any such justification, staff can not 
recommend deviation from the Comprehensive Plan. 

The requested rezoning to the R-4 zoning district is consistent with the land use 
recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan. The achievable gross density for the 
development will most likely not exceed two dwelling units per acre. Although the 
proposed residential development is of a different intensity than the existing surrounding 
residential uses, it is of the same type. Therefore, staff recommends approval of the 
rezoning to the R-4 Single-Family Residential District. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. 09-15-10 PZC draft minutes (to be approved on 10-20-10) 

2. Correspondence received at 09-15-10 PZC meeting 

3. Fire District comments 
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4. Site photos 

5. Density Analysis of R-4 Subdivisions 

6. Applicant submittals 
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Village of Lemont 
Planning and Zoning Commission 

Regular Meeting of September 15,2010 

A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30 
p.m. on Wednesday, September 15,2010, in the second floor Board Room of the Village Hall, 
418 Main Street, Lemont, Illinois. 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

A. Pledge of Allegiance 
Chairman Schubert led the Pledge of Allegiance. He then asked everyone to 
continue standing, and raise his or her right hand. He then administered the oath. 

B. Verify Ouorum 
Upon 1'011 call the following were: 
Present: Maher, Murphy, O'Malley, Spinelli, Schubert 
Absent: Armijo, Erber 

Village Planner Charity Jones was also present. 

C. Approve Minutes 
Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Maher to 
approve the minutes ofthe July 21, 2010 with no changes. A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes: All 
Nays: None 
Motion passed 

II. CHAIRMAN COMMENTS 

Chairman Schubert greeted the audience. He then explained that there were several 
people present that would like to give some input on both cases. He stated that they 
needed to come up to the podium when asked to speak and to state their name and 
address. Chairman Schubert then explained that the Board would open both cases to be 
heard as one. However, they would be voted on separately. 

III. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Case #10-12: SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell- Preferred Palos, LLC. 
Public hearing for rezoning & special use request to annex 8.7 acres at the southwest 
corner of the intersection of McCarthy Road and Bell Road to rezone from R-1 to B-3 
and to permit a special use for two drive-throughs. 

B. Case #10-13: NW Corner of McCarthy & Bell- RJ Rymek & Co. 

Attachment 1 



Public hearing for rezoning request to annex 22.6 acres at the northwest corner of the 
intersection of McCarthy Road and Bell Road to rezone 20.9 acres from R-l to R-4 and 
to rezone 1.7 acres from R-l to B-3. 

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Spinelli to open the 
public hearing for Case # 10-12 and Case # 1 0-13. A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes: All 
Nays: None 
Motion passed 

Charity Jones stated that they would be hearing both cases at one time, for those people 
who just walked into the meeting. She said that when it was time for public comments, 
if anyone had a comment for either case they would be able to step forward at that time. 
Mrs. Jones then presented, via power point, some site photos of the subject property. 
She said that the property on the NW corner did contain approximately one acre of 
wetland on the site. She stated that some ofthe homes on Galway had mature 
landscaping along the rear property line. This landscaping could provide a buffer to the 
developed site if it was developed. 

Mrs. Jones stated that both sides are requesting to be annexed. She said that the 
Comprehensive Plan does recommend for this area to be annexed into the Village of 
Lemont. She stated that the Village did not have a boundary agreement with Palos Park 
and Palos has previously expressed interest in extending its western boundary into this 
area. 

Mrs. Jones went over the remaining staff report broken up into three parts: the 
commercial rezoning request, the residential rezoning request, and the special use 
request. She stated that the Comprehensive Plans designates this area as low density 
residential and the text of the plan also reinforces that recommendation. It does include 
some recommendations for some commercial nodes but does not identify the subject 
site as one ofthose nodes. Mrs. Jones stated that there have been some changes in land 
uses in the area near the subject site since the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan. She 
stated that the southwest corner of Bell Rd. and 131 st was designated as commercial. 
However, in 2003 the Lemont High School opened a new athletic field on that site; that 
land now is no longer available for commercial use. 

Mrs. Jones stated that the B-3 zoning that is being requested is equivalent to the 
Arterial Commercial Land Use category in the Comprehensive Plan. The 
Comprehensive Plan states that Arterial Commercial uses should be located at the 
intersection of arterial roads. She stated that in the Comprehensive Plan, Bell Road and 
McCarthy are designated as two arterial roads. By comparison, the properties at 127'h 
and Archer and 131 st and Bell are also designated as Arterial Commercial use, but these 
intersections each only include one arterial road. Mrs. Jones stated that it could be 
argued that this site has a better location for Arterial Commercial use then some ofthe 
properties that were designated in the Comprehensive Plan. She said due to the 
changed land uses in the area, the Village might wish to allocate additional acreage for 
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future commercial development elsewhere along this corridor. If so, this site is a 
potential site that meets the criteria for the Comprehensive Plan. 

Mrs. Jones said that B-3 zoning allows for a variety ofland uses. Some of these land 
uses could have a negative impact to adjacent properties. She said that the UDO does 
require a transition yard when a commercial is adjacent to residential. She stated that 
because the adjacent residential properties aren't actually in the Village of Lemont it 
wouldn't be explicit in the UDO that it is required. However, staff would recommend 
that if the zoning was allowed then the buffering requirements of the UDO be applied 
to these sites. 

Mrs. Jones stated that in conclusion to the commercial analysis, the zoning is not 
consistent with Comprehensive Plan. However, there have been changes in land uses 
since the Comprehensive Plan. She stated that if the Commission finds that the plan for 
the Bell Road corridor is out-of-date due to these changes in existing land use, then the 
subject site is one potential location that could be considered for additional commercial 
use. 

Mrs. Jones said in regards to the residential zoning, staff agrees that the R-4 zoning is 
consistent with low-density residential land use recommendation of the Comprehensive 
Plan. She said that the lot size that is allowed in R-4 is 12,500 square feet, which 
equates to a gross density of 3.48 dwelling units per acre if the density is calculated by 
dividing the total lot area by the minimum lot size in R-4. However, once you factor in 
street right of way, detention, and any other facilities needed in a subdivision, it can 
take up 35% of the total development area. She said based on that figure, the gross 
density would be 2.25 dwelling units per acre. This figure is also unlikely, because this 
would mean that every lot would have to be the minimum of 12,500 square feet. 

Mrs. Jones stated that in regards to compatibility with existing land uses, it is the same 
type ofland use, which is single-family detached residential. The R-4 zoning would be 
much smaller lots than what is currently surrounding the area. She stated that staff 
feels that the R-4 zoning is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and is consistent 
with the surrounding land uses. 

As far as the special use, Mrs. Jones stated that the property that is on the southwest 
corner of McCarthy and Bell requested a special use for two drive-throughs. She said 
the UDO has specific criteria that would have to be met to approve a special use. The 
first is that it is necessary for public convenience. Mrs. Jones stated that drive-throughs 
are convenient, but it is not known at this time what services would be offered. The 
second is that the public health, safety and welfare would be protected. She said that 
the UDO has requirements for the designs of drive-throughs to ensure that the public 
health, safety, and welfare are protected due to vehicular traffic. The third is that it will 
not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the neighborhood. Mrs. 
Jones said that the properties most impacted would be the ones that are adjacent to the 
site. She said the impact would be based on how the drive-throughs were designed and 
the location that they are facing. She said the design is unknown at this time, so it 

3 



cannot be answered whether this criteria is met. The fourth criteria would be that the 
special use would not cause excessive demand on Village services. Mrs. Jones stated 
that there are several drive-throughs in the Village currently, and from experience they 
do not cause excessive demand. The last criteria would be that it is consistent with the 
other standards in the UDO. Mrs. Jones stated that the UDO does contain requirements 
for drive-throughs, and it would have to comply with those requirements. In 
conclusion, Mrs. Jones stated that it is unknown at this time if the special use meets the 
criteria of the UDO. Staff recommends that at the time the property is ready to be 
developed and when the Village has a site plan, the applicant would then reapply for 
this special use. 

Mrs. Jones then showed a couple of photos of the site that were submitted from the 
applicant. 

Chairman Schubert then asked everyone who had walked in late to please stand and 
raise his or her right hand. He then administered the oath. 

Chairman Schubert asked if the developer for the southwest property could please come 
forward. 

Matthew Klein, 322 W. Burlington, LaGrange, stated that he was the attorney for both 
applicants. He stated that Mrs. Jones covered the application and what the applicants 
are proposing. Mr. Klein stated that there is not a current plan for any development on 
either parcels, but he did provided a typical layout of what it could look like if 
developed. Mr. Klein stated that he was not aware of the wetland that Mrs. Jones 
mentioned, but would take that into account. 

Mr. Klein said that they are proposing commercial for the southwest corner also and 
provided a typical layout for that corner too. The plan did include two drive-throughs. 
He stated that the market for many typical shopping centers demand drive-throughs. 
Mr. Klein stated that they are seriously requesting the drive-throughs be approved at 
this time so they could market the property and let potential buyers know that the 
approval is already there. He said that they would come back to the Board at a later 
date with the design ofthe center. 

Chairman Schubert stated that they specifically asked for two drive-throughs and did 
they have a business in mind already. 

Mr. Klein stated not at this time. He stated that there are some businesses that 
Preferred Palos has worked with, but no particular business or plan for development are 
set at this time. Mr. Klein stated that the intersection meets the definition and would be 
acceptable for commercial development because both roads being arterial. He stated 
that he provided a map from the Department of Transportation that did a traffic count 
for that intersection. He stated that traffic has increased in the area. Mr. Klein said that 
part of the submittal in the package did include potential expansion of water and sewer 
from the Village north along Bell Road. This expansion would be needed for future 
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planning and development in the area. Mr. Klein stated that he asks the Commission 
not only to think about the rezoning into the Village but also about the infrastructure 
and development of the area. 

Chairman Schubert asked who drew the plan and if that person could step forward. 

Tom Morabito, 141 W. Jackson, Chicago, stated that he was Vice-President for 
Preferred Development. 

Chairman Schubert then asked what potential hazard were they looking at with the 
entrances and exits to this property. 

Mr. Morabito stated that they haven't looked at that at this time. He said that they are 
looking at a nine-acre piece of property not a one-acre. He stated that they laid the plan 
out specific to the topography of the land. Mr. Morabito stated that they kept the 
detention or open site at the corner, and by doing so they are pushing the access points 
to the furthest spot on the site. He stated that they were asking for two cuts on nine 
acres, which was very reasonable. Mr. Morabito did say that they have not talked with 
the State or County at this time. He said he knows that there is going to be some 
negotiating with turning lanes and with the widening ofthe roads. 

Chairman Schubert asked the Commissioners if they had any questions at this time. 
None responded. He asked if anyone in the audience would like to come up and speak. 

Dorothy Goushas, 12821 Campbell Street, Lemont, stated that she lived approximately 
a mile from the intersection. She said looking at the pictures she would have to say that 
they were taken on a Sunday afternoon at 2:00 p.m. She has lived in this area for 49 
years and from 5:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. traffic is backed up from Archer to 131 st Street 
and that is on a good day. She stated that she would sit for five minutes trying to exit 
her street in the afternoon. Ms. Goushas stated that Bell Road is the only road that 
Lockport, Orland, Homer Glen and Lemont use to get to Route 83. She said that there 
is a new school at II 5th and Bell Road. It has approximately 200 students and none of 
them are bused. She stated that there are a lot oftraffic problems and fatalities on those 
roads. Ms Goushas stated that they are going to have to really look at these plans and 
to also look at what the Lemont High School did with their access points. She said that 
this is one project they really need to look at. 

Mr. Klein stated that the access point would be as far west on McCarthy Road as 
possible. 

Remo Tmano, 4 Clearview, in Equestrian Estates, stated that he was on the Board for 
Equestrian Estates. He said the issue is zoning. He has been a resident for 22 years and 
he loved the way it looked. He moved from Oak Brook and always envisioned Bell 
Road to look like 31 st Street in Oak Brook. Mr. Turano stated that they did not want a 
drive-up, or a gas station, and they do not want "typical". He said they worry about 
their property value and how you go from a 48,000 square foot lot to an adjacent lot of 
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12,000 square feet. He said that his concern is the look and future ofthat comer. He 
said that they have watched Lemont grow and it is a city that they would want to be 
associated with, however this is not the route they would want. 

Ken Mc Vickers, 5 Chestnut Court, Lemont, stated that he has lived out in Equestrian 
Estates for 24 years. He said that he loves Lemont and would not want to raise his 
children in any other place. He stated that he was the President of the Equestrian 
Estates Homeowners Association about 13 years ago. At that time, there was another 
developer that wanted to develop some of this land. He said that they met with the 
developer, the County, and Lemont Officials. He said they worked out an agreement 
with the developer to keep the lots at % of an acre. When he brought the plan to the 
Lemont Board, it was turned down. Mr. McVickers stated that Lemont has not been 
very good neighbors. He stated that there was an article in the Lemont Suburban Life, 
in regards to these two cases, and it states "Lemont Officials are concerned that the 
homes would be built on half-acre lots while surrounding homes sit on acre lots". He 
said that now it is going to be 12,500 square foot lots. He stated that they couldn't stop 
progress; however, there would be a huge affect to property values if you put 
commercial on those comers. He said that he is upset because they had the opportunity 
to have it residential and have half-acre lots. Mr. McVickers said he doesn't 
understand what it is they plan on putting on the 1.7 acres on the northwest corner. He 
said that is the worst place you could have for a commercial site. That whole 
intersection is a death trap. He said semi -trailers and cars come speeding down there. 
He said that he recommends not approving these cases. He said he knows that Palos 
has been after them to be annexed into their town and has even used the ploy ofturning 
those corners into commercial as a threat. He said if you make those corners 
commercial then the Village is not helping them and it will be long time before their 
community comes to the Village of Lemont. 

Lois Iles, 169 Galway Road, stated that her house has been on the market for a long 
time. She said some of the comments she has received from people looking at the 
house are that it is to close to a busy road. She asked staff how could they know that 
their property values would not go down. Ms. Iles stated that when you turn off of 
Galway Road to go east on McCarthy, there is a slight incline right before the golf 
course. She said she doesn't understand how they could have an exit for the golf 
course, Galway Road and a store before you got to Bell Road. The distance is to short. 
She stated that the traffic is always backed up on Bell Road from Archer. There are no 
turn lanes so if traffic is trying to cross to turn they hold traffic up. 

Mrs. Jones stated that she would like to address the issue of property values. She said 
that when she spoke about the impact on property values it was in reference to one of 
the criteria for special use. She said that the criteria were that the special use would not 
have a significant negative impact on property values in the neighborhood. Mrs. Jones 
stated that they did not have a site plan showing where the drive-throughs would be. 
She said that most negative impacts with drive-throughs are lights and noise and those 
are highly dependent on how they are situated on the site in relation to the adjacent 
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property. Mrs. Jones stated that this was the comment about not knowing the impact to 
the adjacent property and their values. 

Beth Butler, 7 Sun Hill Lane, stated in regards to the layout of the detention pond, her 
concern is that according to township regulations they have to put up landscape barriers 
with a certain amount of distance. She said that she is unclear as to whether that would 
fall under Lemont Township or Cook County. She stated that if they are pushing the 
entrances closer to the houses, how much room does that leave for the barrier. She said 
the reason for her concern is because there have been times she had to call the police. 
She said she had to wait 45 minutes for a response from County police. Mrs. Butler 
asked who is responsible for regulating the distance of space, trees and barriers. She 
said that her other concern is with traffic and accidents on that corner. She said she 
lives on the end and doesn't even let her children ride their bikes on the northbound 
side of the street. She stated that cars come in so fast because they try to cut through 
the neighborhood. Ms. Butler stated that they now have an Emergency Facility south 
on Bell Road, so now there are Emergency vehicles whipping down Bell Road every 
few hours. She stated that this is a catastrophe in the making. 

Mrs. Jones stated that if the property were developed as unincorporated and not 
annexed into Lemont, it would be up to the County. She said ifthe property was 
annexed and developed in the Village of Lemont, then staff is recommending that the 
transition yard requirements would apply. So the developer ofthat site would be 
responsible for maintaining a distance that is free and clear, including landscaping to 
provide a natural buffer and fencing. Mrs. Jones stated that it would depend upon what 
the Village Board approves. 

Ms. Butler said that the Board has to consider that these are people's backyards. 

Dan Noonan, 5 Clearview from Equestrian Estates, asked that before any decisions 
were made on this case, if the Board would go and see how bad the traffic problems are 
in the morning and afternoon on these roads. He said that there were a lot of 
negotiations when the school went in on Bell Road. He said he couldn't even imagine 
how 300 plus stalls for a commercial property would affect the area. Mr. Noonan said 
he doesn't understand how you can consider a special use for drive-throughs without 
any plans. He stated that anything with a drive-through would not help the community 
and it would decrease their property values. Mr. Noonan stated that as far as the 
residential portion, everything around in the area is one acre or more. He said they 
would like to keep the area as beautiful as it is with acre plus lot sizes. 

Malcolm Derrick, 20 Equestrian Way in Equestrian Estates, stated that he remembers 
years ago there was a proposal to develop the southwest corner of Bell and McCarthy 
with 40,000 square foot lots. He said however the Village of Lemont blocked that. He 
stated that this is another power play between the Village of Lemont and the Village of 
Palos Park. He stated that in Equestrian they have one-acre lots, and to develop across 
the street 12,500 square foot lots would be completely out of character. Mr. Denoick 
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said that he was upset with the presentation that staff had presented. He said that he is 
adamantly apposed to this proposal. 

Eve Markou, 6 Surrey Lane in Equestrian Estates, stated that her back yard faces Bell 
Road. She said the traffic, especially in the morning, is unreal. She stated that what 
they are proposing with these two parcels is not right when they have one-acre plus 
home sites. She stated that she is also adamantly against the proposal. 

Greg Gilbertson, 81 Horseshoe Lane in Equestrian Estates, stated that he agreed with 
all the comments made by his peers. He asked what was the benefit here. He said, for 
the residents, there is no benefit with developing these two corners. He stated that he 
has lived here for 23 years. All he can see is increased traffic and decreased property 
values. He said the Village would get a tax base and revenue. He commends Lemont 
for the development that they have done. Mr. Gilbertson said that they have the big 
box stores in the area. Homer Glen, to the south, is a great example of going overboard 
on commercial. He said they are slaughtering that end of Bell Road. He stated take a 
look at our strip malls that are empty. He said as a community we don't need 
commercial on that corner, there is enough in Lemont. 

Vicki Melonas, 8 Horseshoe Lane, stated that she is a realtor. She said Lemont is a 
lovely community and Equestrian Estates as a whole has stood by Lemont. She said 
Palos has wanted to annex them, but they keep saying no. Now they would like the 
Village to reciprocate for them. She said being a realtor there are two killers to 
property values, power lines and if your backyard faces commercial property. She 
stated that they could drive to Lemont to go shopping, and that they don't need it on 
their corner. 

Dan Bechtlofft, 26 Sun Hill Lane, stated that his yard backs up to this southwest lot and 
finds it shocking that his property value would not go down because of it. He said that 
there are three blind hills on Bell Road. Two of the hills are on Bell Road and one is on 
McCarthy. He said that he finds it shocking that they would not expand the streets and 
expect no increase in accidents. Mr. Bechtlofft asked where the 3D graphics were to 
show what is going to be built. He stated that he finds it hard to believe that they do not 
know who is going to use the two drive-throughs. He said everything is too vague and 
he can't believe the Village would approve this without details. 

Marcia Lafa, 152 Galway Road, asked ifthey annexed this property how far are they 
carrying the water. She asked would they have to get American water and pay $500 for 
water. She also asked how much her taxes would be going up. 

Mrs. Jones stated that only these properties that they have petitions for would be 
annexed in at this time. She said water and sewer would be brought up Bell Road 
where they currently have water and sewer. She told Ms. Lafa that she would stay on 
well and septic. Mrs. Jones stated that her taxes would not change; it would only affect 
the properties being annexed. 
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Ms. Beth Butler stated that she grew up in Palos Park. She said that the pull to Palos 
Park is the land that is not developed. She said behind the farms are nature preserves 
that are protected. She said they don't even allow horses through there. She said many 
people come to this beautiful place of Lemont and Palos because it is so beautiful. Ms. 
Butler stated that she was so pleased to see what Lemont did to the Quarries. She said 
that they are cleaning up the garbage in Lemont. She said to make this move would be 
a step in the opposite direction. 

Charles Englund, 20 West IISth Street, stated that he is a resident and part of the 
Lemont Township Planning Commission. He said that Bell and McCarthy Road are 
not improved for business traffic at this corner. He said they do not need the business 
on this corner and it would probably be strip malls anyways. He stated that there are a 
lot strip malls that are currently empty. He said the residential on the north side is too 
dense for this area. Mr. Englund asked to not approve these two proposals that do not 
blend with this area. Any development on these two areas should be within the current 
zonmg. 

Marsha Hunter, 8 Caniage Lane in Equestrian Estates, stated that she has lived here 21 
years. She said within three miles there are seven banks, 14 storefronts that are 
available for lease and there is more land down on Bell waiting to be developed. She 
asked why would Lemont want commercial here. It would draw away from the areas 
on 12ih and the one at Derby and Archer that the Village is trying to develop and are 
vacant. She stated that they moved here for the rural feel of the area. She stated that 
the traffic has already been discussed. Ms. Hunter said that the water and sewer 
sounded like it was a proposal or is it a done deal. 

Mrs. Jones stated that they would have to be annexed. She stated that the Village 
requires them to have water and sewer for development. 

Ms. Hunter asked what would stop the developer from the southwest side, once they get 
annexed, selling off the parcels and not subjecting them to these regulations and public 
sClUtiny. 

Mrs. Jones stated that it would be possible for the developer to do a commercial 
subdivision on that southwest side. She said that the commercial subdivision would 
have to go through a public meeting process, but then individual developments would 
possibly not. She said the most likely scenario is that the development would fall under 
the Planned Unit Development requirements. She stated that there are certain 
thresholds of square footage were they would have to go through a special use 
approval. Mrs. Jones said more likely than not they would have to go through a public 
hearing process, but there are no guarantees. 

Ms. Hunter stated that she received other e-mails from other residents in the area. She 
asked if she could give them to staff. 
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Mrs. Jones stated that she would take them and that they would become part of the 
public record. 

Ms. Goushas stated that the Village just recently came down Main Street with water 
and sewer, but did not include everyone. She said there is no guarantee that Lemont is 
going to go all the way out to McCarthy. 

Mrs. Jones stated that those homes that were not included on route 83 were not part of 
the Village. 

Cindy DeMarie, 3 Galway Court, stated that she has lived here for 23 years. She stated 
that the nine acres on the southwest corner was supposed to be one-acre lots. She said 
since then it has changed hands. She would like to thank Equestrian Estates, because 
her subdivision is just a few people. They appreciate their help and voice in this. She 
stated that she moved out of Orland Park, because of the congestion. Ms. DeMarie said 
that the only thing she would want to see on either propelty is residential. She said that 
the area is a housing area, and that is the way they would like to keep it. 

Chairman Schubert asked if anyone else would like to make a comment. None 
responded. He then asked if Mr. Klein would like to respond to any of the comments. 

Mr. Klein stated that Equestrian Estates is a lovely area. He said it was developed with 
well and septic, that is the basis for the lot size. He stated that you could also have a 
lovely area with lot sizes at 12,500 square feet. Mr. Klein stated that there was no 
inconsistency with Equestrian Estates on one side and a beautiful subdivision in the 
future with development on the other side. He stated that if the Village chooses to 
annex these properties, provide the water and sewer in conjunction with the 
development of the properties, then the lot size they are talking about would be 
appropriate for development. Mr. Klein stated that traffic has increased here and 
everywhere else. He said the peaks from the operation of a commercial center would 
offset the peaks of the residential traffic. He said that there would have to be some 
modifications to the intersection to improve the traffic situation fi·om what it is now. 
Mr. Klein stated that the applicants have the desire to become part of the Lemont 
community with the development ofthese parcels. He stated that officials from 
Lemont have contacted both property owners about coming to Lemont and proposing 
appropriate zoning for these properties. 

Mr. Turano asked if they have done any demographics or studies on what kind of 
impact they would have on area. 

Mr. Klein stated that when Preferred acquired the property, they would have looked at 
the impact. He said they are professional developers and do some assessment before 
they acquire the property. He said that Mr. Morabito could describe some demographic 
reasons as to why this property is a viable commercial property. Mr. Klein stated that 
showing 17,000 cars come down this road would be a good traffic basis for a developer. 
He stated that also the economics of the Lemont community and the Palos community 
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that sunounds the area is another basis that a commercial developer looks at. Mr. Klein 
stated that the economy has had a devastating impact with the development of this site 
at this moment. He said what they are asking for is to be annexed into Lemont and to 
be able to work with the Village of Lemont to provide water and sewer to the location. 
He said as far as the demographics of the corner, they did look at the traffic. Mr. Klein 
stated that they did not have a specific plan or a specific user. However, they are taking 
the first step in that process to find a community that this developer wishes to part of 
for this project. He said also setting the utilities in place for the commercial 
development and in conjunction to provide utilities to allow residential development to 
a site that has been vacant for years. He said ifthe neighbors would like to participate 
in the water and sewer, he was sure that the Village of Lemont would be receptive. 

Mr. Turano said that they have respectably seen the growth in Lemont and it is now in 
the Board's hands. He said you know that the residents are against this plan. He stated 
they would like to see residential eventually, but would like to see the area go up not 
down. 

Chairman Schubert stated that he would like to let the Commissioners make any 
comments at this time. He said he would be the first to speak. He said he has lived 
here many years and have seen this town grow. He said he believes in growth, but does 
not agree with what they are proposing for commercial at this time. He stated that the 
Comprehensive Plan shows that the area is suppose to be low density. Chairman 
Schubert stated that the B-3 zoning can take on any kind of look and he is not 
comfortable with that for that area. He said that his feelings are residential on the 
nOlihwest side with the density being looked at. He stated that for the southwest he 
does not see commercial there. 

Commissioner Maher stated that the objective of the Board is to do things within the 
Comprehensive Plan. He said that this area is zoned for residential and not 
commercial. He stated that the Plan is eight years old and one of the things the Village 
needs to do is revisit the Comprehensive Plan and update it accordingly. Commissioner 
Maher stated that this is a high congested area and it needs to work things out with the 
County to improve the traffic situation. He said in general this spot would be good for 
some commercial as well as residential on the northern side. He stated that he was not 
sure how much residential could fit on the southern lots. He said either the southern 
area should be left vacant or changed to commercial because it is so close to the high 
congestion area. Commissioner Maher stated that it comes down to the Comprehensive 
Plan and it states that the area should be residential. 

Commissioner O'Malley stated this site has potential in the future, but there is a lot of 
planning that needs to be done to move forward. A traffic study specifically needs to 
be looked at, which was a big problem for a lot of the residents. He said that at this 
time he would have to wait and see more information before he could make a decision. 

Commissioner Spinelli stated that he was never one to vote on any project that comes 
before the Board without seeing some kind of plan. He said he understands that it is 
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hard to get a company to commit to a site, but there is no plan. He stated that he did not 
have a problem with annexing the properties, however he would recommend annexing 
them as R-2. This would give them the 45,000 square foot lots and then the petitioners 
can come back later with a plan. He said then it would be up to the Village Board to 
make a decision on the property. He stated he did not like letting them come in and get 
the highest up front without a plan. 

Commissioner Murphy stated that she agreed with Commissioner Spinelli. She said 
that she is not opposed with the annexation, but would not want them to come in at the 
zoning that they are requesting without a plan. She stated that she doesn't think she 
would change that comer even with a new Comprehensive Plan. She said that area is 
low density and she would not want that area to lose the rural character. She said that 
there are very few areas left to develop in Lemont so they have to be choosier in the 
future. 

Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murphy to close the 
public hearing for Case #10-12 and Case #10-13. A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes: All 
Nays: None 
Motion passed 

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Maher to 
recommend approval for Case #10-12. 

Chairman Schubert then read the Findings of Fact for Case #10-12: 
1. The requested rezoning is consistent with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan in 

that it provides commercial space along Bell Road, at the intersection of two arterial 
roads. Although the requested rezoning deviates from the location of commercial 
land use proposed in the Comprehensive Plan, this deviation is justified by changes 
in land use that have taken place along Bell Road since the Comprehensive Plan's 
adoption in 2002. All Commissioners did not agree. 

2. Sufficient safeguards exist within the Unified Development Ordinance to mitigate 
any potential incompatibility of commercial use with surrounding residential land 
uses. All Commissioners agreed. 

3. Sufficient safeguards exist within the Unified Development Ordinance to ensure 
that the proposed special use will be designated so that it protects the public health, 
safety and welfare. All Commissioners agreed. 

4. The requested special use will create minimal demands for Village Services. All 
Commissioners agreed. 

A roll call vote was then taken for recommendation of approval: 
Ayes: O'Malley 
Nays: Maher, Spinelli, Murphy, Schubert 
Motion denied 
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Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murphy to 
recommend approval for Case #10-13. 

Chairman Schubert then read the Findings of Fact for Case #10-13. 
I. The requested commercial rezoning is consistent with the intent of the 

Comprehensive Plan in that it provides commercial space along Bell Road, at the 
intersection of two arterial roads. Although the requested rezoning deviates from 
the location of commercial land use proposed in the Comprehensive Plan, this 
deviation is justified by changes in land use that have taken place along Bell Road 
since the Comprehensive Plan's adoption in 2002. All Commissioners did not 
agree. 

2. Sufficient safeguards exist within the Unified Development Ordinance to mitigate 
any potential incompatibility of commercial use with surrounding residential land 
uses. All Commissioners agreed. 

3. The requested residential rezoning is consistent with the land use recommendations 
of the Comprehensive Plan for the subject site. All Commissioners did not agree. 

4. The request residential rezoning allows for a land use type (single-family detached 
residential) that is consistent with the existing land use of surrounding properties. 
All Commissioners agreed. 

A roll call vote was taken for recommendation of approval: 
Ayes: None 
Nays: Maher, Spinelli, O'Malley, Murphy, Schubert 
Motion denied 

IV. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Mrs. Jones stated that at the Committee of the Whole meeting on Monday night they 
were going to talk about what it would cost to re-Iook at the Comprehensive Plan. She 
said they would also talk about if they want to look at a portion of the Plan or the whole 
thing and whether to do it in house or get a consultant. She said once they have an idea 
of a financial commitment from the Village Board then her and Mr. Brown can start a 
plan of work for the project. 

Commissioner Spinelli asked Mrs. Jones if someone could look at the ranch home in 
Smith Farms at 16601 Harvest. He said it is the only structure being built right now 
next to the detention basin. He said they put the public walk in across the front of their 
lot and across the front of the vacant lot west of the house. However they left a 20-foot 
gap to the existing walk that they put in when they went through the detention basin. 
Commissioner Spinelli stated that before staff approves occupancy, they need to know 
who is going to put that 20-foot gap of sidewalk in. 

Commissioner Spinelli stated that the final surface needs to be put on the roads in 
Mayfair Estates. He said that they have enough homes in Mayfair to put the final layer 
on those roads. He stated that the binder coat is really rough. 
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Mrs. Jones stated that they are talking with Dr. Evans about several issues in Mayfair. 

Commissioner Murphy stated that there is a sewer cover that is broken and needs to be 
fixed in front of 526 Ledochowski. She said that she has been calling for two years. 

Commissioner O'Malley had asked about an article that he read that talks about funds 
from the State or the County being used for improving the canal. 

Mrs. Jones stated that the article was referring to the Canal Corridor Association's 
Corridor Management Plan. Discussion then continued about this Plan. 

Commissioner O'Malley said that a lot of communities are doing some kind ordinance 
towards foreclosures and how they handle the properties. He asked what Lemont is 
doing. 

Mrs. Jones said that they just adopted a vacant property ordinance that gives the 
building department a little leverage to get into those buildings and check them out. 

Discussion continued about the updating of the Comprehensive Plan and potential 
commercial zoning areas. 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner O'Malley to adjourn 
the meeting. A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes: All 
Nays: None 
Motion passed 

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper 
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Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association (j' 

<eehainformation@gmail.com> 

FW: Alert - Zoning Meeting for Bell and 
McCarthy Roads - COMMENTS 
1 message 

Magda Chuchra <madziocha@hotmail.com> 
To: eehainformation@gmail,com 

To the EEA Board Members: 

Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 11:06 AM 

The following are some concerns we had with the proposed annexations: 

• Bell Road and McCarthy Road are narrow one lane roads. With the new developments 
there is a potential of increased noise and traffic. Also, if more business develops, the 
roads may potentially be widened which will be an added cost to the tax payer. 
• Currently, there are currently approximately 207 single family homes for sale or 
pending sale and 68 vacant lots for sale in Lemont. This does not include many vacant 
lots that are not for sale. Some examples include: 

*The Glens of Connemara 

• 6 single family homes for sale 
• 3 vacant lots for sale 

*Briarcliffe 

• 7 single family homes for sale, including 1 builder abandoned/unfinished home 
·4 vacant lots for sale 

*The numbers do not include any homes that are currently being constructed and are 
not on the market for sale. 

Because of the current state of the economy, many of the homes have been on the 
market for a prolonged amout oftime and at a reduced cost which drives the value of 
other homes in the community down. 

Many of the subdivisions have been unfinished and have multiple vacant lots or homes that 
are not finished and are not about to be finished because the builder is in no rush to finish 
them due to financial hardships or no potential buyer. A subdivision takes years to fully build 
out and sell especially in today's hard real estate market. Before the community planners 
approve a subdivision with a reduced lot size of 12,SOOsq. ft rather than 40,000 sq. ft. they 
should examine the current state of other such subdivisions. Leaving empty lots or 
unfinished buildings is unacceptable and serves as an invitation for thieves to explore the 
areas. Also unfinished subdivisions are esthetically unappealing to potential buyers which 
prolongs the process of selling the properties. 
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The lemont community planners should consider the current state of our economy and put a 
lot of thought into granting permission to build more homes on the property. Also the added 
traffic is a big concern for us, as our property sits second from Bell Road and any changes in the 
traffic pattern would mean an added noise level. 

Please bring our concerns to the meeting today. We just moved into EE and value the quiet 
and carefree lifestyle that the community has to offer. 

Thank you 

Magdalena & Piotr Chuchra 
4 Carriage Lane 
Lemont, IL 60439 
773-391-1892 

Date: Tue, 14 Sep 201013:16:53 +0000 

To: madziocha@hotmail.com 
Subject: Fwd: Alert _ Zoning Meeting for Bell and McCarthy Roads 

--Forwarded Message Attachment-­
From: eehainformation@gmail.com 
To: Subject: Alert _ Zoning Meeting for Bell and McCarthy Roads 
Date: Sun, 12 Sep 2010 01 :22:25 -0500 

Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association 

September 11, 2010 
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This is an email alert co, Jrning an upcoming Lemont ~ ling Meeting 9-15-2010 

On September 15, 2010 there will be a meeting of the Village of Lemont Planning and Zoning 
Commission. At this meeting the Commission will be considering two applications for annexation and 
rezoning to Lemont of the properties located at the SW and NW corner of Bell and McCarthy Roads. 
The owner of the SW corner (Preferred Palos, LLC) is requesting a zoning of B-3 (Arterial 
Commercial) and the owners of the NW corner are requesting a B-3 zoning (1.7 acres) and R-4 
zoning (residential with 12,500 sq. ft. minimum) for 20.9 acres. Both properties are presently in 
Unincorporated Cook County with an R-3 zoning (minimum lot size of 40,000 sq. ft.) 

The Village has posted on their website the details of each proposal under their agenda for the 

September 15th meeting. Click on this link (http://www.lemontil.us/archjves/40/9-15-
10%20Aaenda%20Packet.pdf) to go directly to the agenda and the report; the report actually begins 
on page 9 of 54. Please consider attending the meeting to show the Village that we are interested in 
any development of the two areas and to voice your concerns, questions and opinions. You can also 
email the Association at EEHAinformation@gmail.comwith your comments and we will bring them 
with us to the meeting. 

The Equestrian Estates Homeowners Associaton Board 

EEHAlnformation@gmail.com 

Hotline: (708) 802-3342 

2 attachments 
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Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association 
<eehainformation@gmail.com> 

concerns on redevelopment 
Aurie Wilk <auriemw@comcast.net> 
To: EEHAinformation@gmail.com 

Sun, Sep 12, 2010 at 6:47 PM 

Hil 

Jim and Aurie Wilk at 6 Carriage Ln. cannot be present at your proposed meeting 
on Wed night but here are some of our concerns. Thank you so much for bringing 
them to the attention of others during your meeting. 

Impact on intersection and surrounding communities on: 

1. Increase of criminal activity in area 
a. What was increase in criminal activity with the development of Archer & 

McCarthy shopping centers. 
1) all reports via newspapers (Southtown Star) show majority of criminal 

activity to be on the increase in that area. 

2 Increase of traffic -
a. Plan for widening of roads to accommodate proper traffic patterns, 

espeCially with drive-thrus as stated, and the impact of wayward vehicles into 
residential neighborhoods that are presently quiet and non traveled areas. 

3. Support for commercial development. 
a. Based upon density of population in this area or lack of density, in this area 

suited for this type of development as a necessity. 
1) Is the shopping area at McCarthy & Archer sustaining itself or are you 

going to have to move vacant property in the near future. 
b. Considering that there are shopping centers immediately to the south 

(@143rd St) is it necessary to reconfigure our residential community into another 
shopping disaster. 

4. Water Retention: 
a. Where is all the water overflow going to go--ponds? 

1) McCarthy Rd. -east of intersection cannot sustain adequate drainage and 
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~/lllLUlU Gmail - concerns on redevelopment 

floods,. even after snow, .noval. 

As a member of this Homeowner Association I feel we should get very involved in 
this project. 
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Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association 
<eehainformation@gmail.com> 

Zoning Meeting 9/15/2010 
2 messages 

Guenther Schmidt 
<GSchmidt@spmarchitects.com> 

Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 7:27 
AM 

To: "EEHAinformation@gmaiLcom" <EEHAinformation@gmaiLcom> 

I reviewed the attached information regarding the two applications for annexation 
& re-zoning at Bell & McCarthy Roads. I am against the re-zoning of any R-1 
property to B-3 at that location. The proposed site plan for the SW corner of Bell 
& McCarthy shows a mixed use two story building, bank, another building and 
parking for 323 cars, which is not an appropriate use for that location and will 
cause traffic congestion at that intersection. 

The re-zoning of the R-3 to R-4 on the NW corner should not be allow~d or 
approved without a site plan that shows the location & size of the residential lots, 
streets & utility right of ways. 

Guenther Schmidt, AlA 

SPM Architects, Inc. 

8104 W. 119th Street, Unil1230 

Palos Park, IL. 60464 

708-671-0446 phone 

708-671-0558 fax 

Guenther Schmidt 
<GSchm idt@spmarchitects.com> 

Wed, Sep 15,2010 at 7:35 
AM 

To: "EEHAinformation@gmail.com" <EEHAinformation@gmaiLcom> 

Correction to my previous e-mail. TheexistingzoningisR-3notR-1,so lam 
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against the re-zoning of any R-3 property to 8-3. 

Guenther Schmidt, AlA 

SPM Architects, Inc. 

8104 W. 119th Street, Unit 1230 

Palos Park, IL. 60464 

708-671-0446 phone 

708-671-0558 fax 

From: Guenther Schmidt 
Sent: Wednesday, September 15,20107:27 AM 
To: 'EEHAlnformation@gmail.com' 
Subject: Zoning Meeting 9/15/2010 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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LEMONT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 
BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 

September 1, 20 I 0 

Ms. Charity Jones 
Village Planner 
Village of Lemont 
418 Main Street 
Lemont, Illinois 60438 

Re: Case 10-13 Northwest Comer of McCarthy and Bell. 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Ltl 
MEMBER 

05·06 

15900 New Avenue 
Lemont, IL 60439 

Business: (630) 257-0191 
Fax: (630) 257-5318 

lemontfire.com 

This Department is in receipt of the above mentioned submittal. After reviewing this document, 
this Department would recommend approval with the stipulation that the following items be 
incorporated at the time of formal plan submission. They are: 

• Adequate accessibility to the property and buildings by emergency vehicles. 
• Adequate water supply for any required fire protection systems. 
• Adequate water supply and location of hydrants on the property. 

• 
A list of specific and detailed requirements will be established when a set of formal plans are 
submitted indicating the type of buildings and potential occupancy for this property. If you should 
have any further questions or comments please don't hesitate to contact me . 

• 

Fire Marshal 

Cc: file 
Cc: Chief Churulo 
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Subject Site as viewed from McCarthy 

Subject Site as viewed from Bell 
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Density Analysis of R-4 Zoned Subdivisions in Lemont 
Subdivision %of 

Area Subdivision 
Total # Gross dedicated to dedicated to Average 

Subdivision Dwelling Density residential residential Lot Size 
Subdivision Name Size (in acres) Units (du/acre) lots (in acres) lots (sf) 

The Glens of 
Connemara 68.08' 140 2.06 44.88 66% 13,964 

Briarcliffe 70.91 128 1.81 42.27 60% 14,384 

Smith Farms 10.5 19 1.80 7.18 68% 16,457 

Mayfair Estates 28.52 56 1.96 17.62 62% 13,703 

Southpointe 11.14 21 1.89 7.72 69% 16,004 

Eagle Ridge 11.24 21 1.87 7.26 6S% 15,067 

AVERAGE 1.90 6S% 14,930 

* Glens Total Subdivision Size does not include CornED ROW; if included it would have further reduced the gross density a/the development. 
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Rezoning Application Form 

APPLICANT INFORMATION 
13 /<. . /2.4 0 L C-e. ... I:> A'\. ..... {, ;.., 

Applicant Name tiP N\.ti-11le-___ /.t..fe. c, I ,dJpCfll~ 
Co panv/OrBanlzation 

,J 2.2 l.<..,.I t1v .... t'. r~ bo I., G,;, a~4 
Applicant Addrt!ss , 

708 .;H··« eecfo 70M 3.ti.( 
Telephone & Fa. A 

M. tv\. k I J (cO'J ttO Ie ' LO """ 
E·mall 

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

Village of Lemont 
Planning & Economic Development Department 

418 Moin Street Lemont, Illinois 60439 
phone (630) 257·1595 

fox (630)257-1598 

-¥-Applicant Is the owner ofthe subject property and Is the signer 01 Ihls application. 
__ Applicant Is the conlract purchaser olthe subJecl property. 
__ Applicant Is acllng on behall of the beneficiary of a Irusi. 
AApplicanl Is acting on behalf 01 Ihe owner. 

PROPERTY INFORMATON 
/Vtt;..c-./ 

Address ot SubJect PropertV/Propertles 

'2.. 2. - Lt? -Wf - 01 If,av:z.2·z.l.-WI -@6 - D.)~ 
Parcel Identification Number of Subject Property/Properties 

5:.7&'" 0 ~2 , r.eq ~ 
Size of Subject property/propeAles 

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST • 
RequesledZonlng: B-'-I) (5-3 ~ ~I'"I'\Ilt1Lz.~/",-fu(j Self).3aJ 'a1cJ~ t1I,,-~) 

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS 

See Form S02·A, Rezoning Application Checkllsto! Required Materials, for Items that must accompany this applicallon. 

Planning & Deuelopment Department 
Special Use Packet - Special UseAppliootion Form 
Ponn SOR, updated Il-I6-09 
Page I oJ2 
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Rezoning Application Form 
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW 

Appllcatlon Fee (based on size of propertv to be rezoned): 
< 2 acres = $300 10 to < 20 acres' $1,000 
2 to < 5 acres' $500 
5 to < 10 acres = $750 

Feels non-refundable. 

Required E,crow = $500 

20 acres or more = $1,250 

Village of Lemont 

At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow 
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants, or other direct costs incurred by the Village In 
association with the rezoning application. Additionally, should the applicant fall to remove the required public notice sign 
In a tlmelv manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs olthe slgn'sremoval. After completion of the 
rezoning review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request. 

AFFIRMATION 
I hereby affirm that I have full legal capacity to authorize the filing olthls application and that all Information and eKhlbits 
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. I permit Village representatives to make all 
reasonable Inspections and Investigations of the subject property during the period of processing of this application. I 
understand that as part of this application I am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs associated 
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfillment of public notice reqUirements, removal of the public notice 
Sign, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants·hlred by the Village to evaluate this application. I 
understand that the submitted fee Is non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion will 
be refunded upon request. I understand that I am responsible forthe posting of a public hearing sign and for the mailing 
of legal notice to all surrounding property owners as required bV Village ordinances and state law. 

SllnatWeof Applicant 
6LaQ~ 

Oa 

State County 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public In and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that 
_______________ Is personallv known to me to be the same person whose 

name Is subscribed to the foregoing Instrument, and that said person signed, sealed and delivered the 

above petition as a free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes set forth. 

Notary Signatur. 

Given under my hand and notary seal this ___ day of ________ A.O_ 20 ___ . 

My commission eKplres this ___ day of ________ A.O. 20 ___ . 

PlalUling & Development Department 
Special Use Packet ~ Special Use Application Form 
Form 502, updated lJ-J6-09 
Page 2 0/2 
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Annexation Application Form 
(with or without rezoning) 
TYPE OF APPROVAL REQUESTEO 

CHECK ALL THAT APPLY: 

i Annexation and Annexation Agreement 

~ Rezoning 

APPLICANT INFORMATION 
($ -r ~~ r z. '10'2. 

Applicant Name 

C./O M#4- M !<'Je.~;" '~ 

Telephone&Fax :": 

MYh kI3/Q~l-. L.O· ....... 
E·mall 

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

Village of Lemont 
Planning" EconomIc Development Department 

418 Main Slreet Lemonl, Illinois 60439 
phone (630) 257·1595 

fax (630) 257·1596 

X Applicant Is the owner of the subject property and Is the signer of this application. 
__ Applicant Is the contract purchaser of the subject property. 

__ Applicant Is acting on behalf of the beneficiary of a trust. 

.)s.,... Applicant Is acting on behalf of the owner. 

PROPERTY INFORMATON 

11.~O h I 2..1 '>0 
Address of Subject Property/Pro les 

J.2.-'26-.UJI_OII-"tA»~ 2.2-·2.~··Z()I~0D6-0a,u S;V~) (~'{jqA 
ParcelldentlDcation Number of SubJ ct Property/Properties Size of Subject Property/Properties 

DESCRIPTION OF REQUE~T • '1'\ r 

.,,,,,12- ..-. I"" ~ ..... 121'- .• L.f ~ _ - ~. ~ 
Brief description of the proposed annexation/rezoning ~ L ~ 

<3-4: !2!:Grl roM S=W' ~Iq ~d~ .... II) 3c/f.J" 0.. "'-VA." . 
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS 

See Form 505-A, Annexation ApplicatIon Checklist 0/ Required MaterIa's, for Items that must accompany this application. 

=J1:,f!~f~M!t~m~!: ......,..: i 
."' .. ':.,,: ::. ," 

~:i,1~i~i~,~~4J;p~~~Qff,.':·. '. '.f .',' .'. ' •• 

·~".1u\)~~~!j~O~¢~;T:'/ -, . 
Planning & Economic Development Department 
AnnEruition Packet -AnnexatfonAppllwtion Form 
Form 506, updated 11-16-09 
Pagel 0/2 
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Annexation Application Form 
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW 

Rezoning Application Fee (based on ,lie of property to be rezoned): 
< 2 acres = $300 10 to < 20 acres. $1,000 

2 to < 5 acres = $500 

5 to < 10 acres = $750 

20 acres or more. $1,250 

Annexation Application Fee = $250 (per zoning lot) 

Village of Lemont 

Fee Is non-refundable. A zoning lot Is defined as "a single tract of land located within a single block that (at the time of 
filing for a building permit) Is deSignated by its owner or developer as a tract to be used, developed, or built upon, under 
single ownership or control" (Unified Development Ordinance Chapter 17.02). 

Required Escrow. $750 for onn ••• tlon, plu. $500 for rezoning 
At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow 
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants, or other direct costs Incurred by the Village In 
association with the annexation application. Additionally, should the applicant fall to remove the required public notice 
sign In a timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs of the sign's removal. After completion of 
the annexation review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request. 

SlgnatUr 'Applicant ~ Date 

State County 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that 
_______________ 15 personally known to me to be the same person whose 

name Is subscribed to the foregoing Instrument, and that sold person signed, sealed and delivered the 

above petition as a free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes set forth. 

Notary Sisnature 

Given under my hand and notary seal this ___ day of ________ A.O. 20 ___ . 

My commission expires thls ___ day of ________ A.D. 20 ___ . 

Planning & Economic Development Departnunt 
Annexation Packet RAnnexationApplication Form 
Formso6. updated JJ~16-(}9 
Paguqfll 
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UUV D\I\I ";;'OUg r. UU,41' VU"" 

AUG-~3-2010 MaN 02:13 PM FINNEGAN CONSTRUCTION FAX No, 630 25 J 0483 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS, 

COUNTY OF CQOK ) 

l'ETmON lUlQUBSTlNG ANNnXATION 
TO THE- VU,LAGB OF LEMONT 

TO; THE VILLAGE CLERK, VILl.AGE OF LEMONT,ILLINOIS 

The ulldoJ'Siglled respeotfully l'epl'eSent, stato and !'eqU\\!It a~ foJlows~ 

L That thl! undersigned areal! of the OWllel'S of record ofall the land ill·the 
following desot'jbed terrltOlY! SEE ATIACHED 

2, That tile UlW01'5iglled comprise atleasl51 % oftl\e ~leotots residing within said 
lallitOlY; and that ·at least 5 I % of such electol'B join hllWs petition, 

3. Tl18t such tellitmy hereinbefore desc1'lbed is not w.ithin tho corporato limits ·of any 
munioipality. but is contiguQ\lS t@ the Village of Lemont, Cook County, Diinois, a l\l1U)iclpality 
organized and existing under the. laws oftlle State of nIh lois. 

4. That the undel'signed, lIS all Qwne)'s.ofl'eool'd urihe a'fbresaid.\and and terdtmy 
and as, at least.5] % .oflhe eleclor~ reJiding on said land 01' lellitOly, hel'eby petition that said 
tfJ1'I'itol'Y be ennexed to the Villlige ofLemol1t, Cook CQunty, Ji(iliois, oonditJo/l~d upon entry of 
an alUlexatlan agreement acceptable tQ such bwners. 

p, 002 

1IMl~4.. ~UJv. J;- t-, 

Signature: 
Plin.t n8mel 

-Owner 

Signature: 
Print name; 

Owner 

Signature: 
Prillt lIlIme: 

Elector 

EJecto)' 

/P(}' '11.f I 
proP'"r~dress: --,i:..:';).:...::..:....' ..::.~.c:o_.£13:..;:e..:=:..:...:II'--

Lemp ..... ~ :rt..... 
~~d."--~O 1- CJ II 

AddrellS; _______ _ 

Addl'e8s: _______ _ 
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AUG-~3-2010 MON 02:13 PM FINNEGAN CONSTRUCTION FAX No, 630 257 0483 P, 003 
.' 

Qwnoi' Elector _ 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
)8S, 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

I, the undersigned, he\l1g first duly 3Wo).11 and unde!.' oath, depose and. $ny that I am a party 
to the above petition, hav .. knowledge of the.facts slated thereill, have r.ead Iho contents tbel.'C!9f, 
and thaI the mattel'S and thinas thereUl contamed are hue ill substance alld in fqnl and the 
signaturos 0111110 Petitjoll 81'0·tho gell\line sigllBtul'es of the persons ftsl'epl'esenled. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS, 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

I. the undersigned, a Notal)' PubliC) hi alld (01' said COUll\)' and Stall, IIforesaid. DO 
HEREBY CER:TJFY that h11 tNlil:::t?-t- 'F.- Pi III' ~nally 1o10Wll to me to. 
bo the same person whoso IIsme.is 8ubsorih6ll to this illsh'Ul1\ent, appeared hefo!'e Ille thlli 
dRY 111 pOl'son nnd aoknowledged thai ~ signed this iilsll"Umcnt as .Jt.6.. own ftell' and. 
voluntary act for the uses and purposes theroin Bel forth. 

..,,~ 

GIVEN ulldenny hWld and offioial seal tliis 21( day of t4 r,(rlI~r 201.0 

·OFFICIAL SEAI!' ~~ 
SANDRA J. KAWA ~ 

Notary Public, State of illinois '/.. ~ 
My Commission E>cplres 03-1&14 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

PETITION REQUESTING ANNEXATION 
TO THE VILLAGE OF LEMONT 

TO: THE VILLAGE CLERK, VILLAGE OF LEMONT, ILLINOIS 

The undersigned respectfully represent, state and request as follows: 

1 , That the undersigned are all of the owners of record of all the land in the 
following desclibed ten'itory: SEE ATTACHED 

2. That the undersigned complise at least 51% of the electors residing within said 
terlitory; and that at least 51 % of such electors join in this petition. 

3, That such tel1'itory hereinbefore desclibed is not within the cOlporate limits of any 
municipality, but is contiguous to the Village of Lemont, Cook County, Illinois, a municipality 
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Illinois. 

4. That the undersigned, as all owners ofrecord of the aforesaid land and territOlY 
and as at least 51 % of the electors residing on said land or ten'itoIY, hereby petition that said 
telTitory be annexed to the Village of Lemont, Cook County, Illinois, conditioned upon eull'y of 
an amlexation agreement acceptable to such Owners. 

, OWNERS AND ELECTORS 

Signature: )jUv, 0 ~ fv\fI,tfo!lAddress: to5J.jq m.x...Ln 
Print name: ~o Ma.l2 .. -rl N 

B,(os !-/+s ID ,(goL{l.O"3 
Owner _ Elector c-

"~~~~~~ L ~ I Address: (0 5H q Fox t1 
M ..... , 'fV'> 

}6 \os t±is, TL 0i DLf03 
Owner £ Elector 

Signature: PY'o/",;\yAddress: c?, 9-- d-~ - a ell ~ II 0 ~ 

Owner Elector 
I ~ '[01 M .. c.-rtly r< P. 

Print name: 

Signature: Address: ________ _ 
Print name: 
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Owner Elector 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

I, the undersigned, being first duly swom and under oath, depose and say that I am a party 
to the above petition, have knowledge ofthe facts stated therein, have read the contents thereof, 
and that the matters and things therein contained are tme in substance and in fact and the 
signatures on the Petition are the genuine signatures of the persons as represented. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said County and State aforesaid, DO 
HEREBY CERTIFY thatG,"';v ± C{crHjll mAP--r ;N personally known to me to 
be the same person whose name is subscribed to this instrument, appeared, before me this 
day in person and acknowledged tha'"i/tJ(; { signed this instrument ii.iifH ., ..... own fi'ee and 
voluntary act for the uses and purposes t erein set f011h. 

"Xli 
GIVEN under my hand and official seal this J1:. day of AV,"un 2010 
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TO: 

FROM: 

THRU 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

SUMMARY 

Village of Lemont 
Planning & Economic Development Department 

Committee of the Whole 

Charity Jones, Village Planner 

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

#118-10 

James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director 

Case 10-12 - SW Comer of McCarthy & Bell - Preferred Palos, LLC 

October 11, 2010 

Matthew Klein, agent acting on behalf of Preferred Palos, LLC, owner of the subject 
properly, has requested annexation to the Village, rezoning to the B-3, Arterial 
Commercial zoning district, and a special use for two drive-throughs. The Planning & 
Zoning Commission does not recommend approval of either request. 

COW Memorandum - Case # 10-12 SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell- Preferred Palos, LLC 
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210 
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CASE HISTORY 

PZC Public Hearing. The Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC) conducted a public 
hearing on the requested rezoning and special use on September 15, 2010. The PZC took 
public comment on both this case, and case 10-13 (NW corner of McCarthy & Bell) 
simultaneously. Over thirty nearby residential property owners were present at the 
hearing. Fifteen spoke in opposition to the rezoning and special use requests. Most 
speakers expressed general opposition to any commercial use of the subject site. Some 
expressed specific concerns about traffic safety and how access to the site would be 
designed. The majority of the PZC members did not support the rezoning and special use 
requests, but for varying reasons. Some were opposed to commercial use generally, 
while others were not comfortable approving B-3 zoning without a specific site plan in 
place. The PZC voted 1-4 to recommend approval; therefore, the PZC does not 
recommend approval. 

PROPOSAL INFORMATION 
Case No. 

Applicant 
Status of Applicant 
Requested Actions: 
Requested Actions: 
Requested Actions: 
Site Location 

Existing Zoning 
Size 
Existing Land Use 
Surrounding Land Use/Zoning 

Comprehensive Plan 2002 

Public Utilities 

Transportation 
Physical Characteristics 

Other 

10.12 

owner of the subject property 
Annexation 
Rezoning from R-1 to B-3 
Special Use to allow two drive throughs. 
Southwest corner of the intersection of McCarthy 
Road and Bell Road. 
Cook County, R-3 Single-Family Residence District 
380,554 sf; approx. 8.7 acres 
Vacant / greenfield 
North: Vacant & Residential, Cook Co. R-3 Single­
Family Residence District 
South: Residential, Cook Co. R-3 
East: Recreation, Cook Co. R-3 (Forest Preserve 
District) 
West: Residential, Cook Co. R-3 
The Comp Plan calls for this site to be low density 
residential (0-2 du/acre). 

Water and sewer would most likely be extended from 
the Glens of Connemara, along the ComEd right of 
way to Bell Road and then north to the subject site. 
This extension of water and sewer to the site is 
feasible. 
Traffic impact stUdy not required. 
The site is vacant and relatively flat with a slope 
upward toward the single-family lofs to the west. 

COW Memorandum - Case # J 0-J 2 SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell- Preferred Palos, LLC 
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210 
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GENERAL ANALYSIS 

Land Use/Compliance with Comprehensive Plan. The subject site is within the area 
recommended to be annexed to the Village by the Comprehensive Plan. The Lemont 
Comprehensive Plan of 2002 recommends as a long-range goal to "annex, to the extent 
that is practical, legally defensible, and cost-effective, the remainder of the territory in 
Lemont Township" (p.18). The Plan also states that the future eastem boundary of the 
Village should extend to Will-Cook Road, "excepting the portion of Lemont Township 
already occupied by Willow Springs" (p.18). 

The Comprehensive Plan recommends low-density residential development for the 
subject site. The Comprehensive Plan map designates the subject site and the 
surrounding properties as low-density residential (0-2 d.u. per acre). Additionally, the 
Land Use chapter of the Comprehensive Plan includes a section that specifically 
addresses the area southeast of Archer Avenue (p.33). It states that the area should be 
generally comprised of low-density single-family SUbdivisions, that "there will be some 
small commercial nodes at State & Archer, 1271h & Archer, McCarthy & Archer, and 131 sl 

& Bell, but the great majority of the public highway will have a parkway character" 
(p.33). 

The requested B-3 zoning district is consistent with the Arterial Commercial' future land 
use category. Although the subject site is not designated for Arterial Commercial use by 
the Comprehensive Plan, it is well situated for Arterial Commercial use by the 
Comprehensive Plan's standards. The Arterial Commercial future land use category is 
defined as "areas of existing or planned commercial development of an intensity typical 
of arterial highways and their intersections" (p.23). The subject site is located at the 

. intersection of two arterial roads, as identified by the Comprehensive Plan (p.34). By 
comparison, the properties at 1271h & Archer and at 13]s1 & Bell are designated by the 
Comprehensive Plan for Arterial Commercial use, but these intersections each only 
include one arterial road. 

Existing land uses in the area near the subject site have changed since adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan in 2002. In 2003, the Lemont High School opened up new athletic 
fields at the southwest comer of the intersection of 13]s1 Street and Bell Road. This site, 
approximately 25.48 acres, was designated for Arterial Commercial land use in the 
Comprehensive Plan but it has been developed for noncommercial use. In light of these 
changed land use pattems, the Village may wish to allocate additional acreage for 
future commercial development elsewhere along this corridor. If so, the subject site is 
appropriately located to accommodate Arterial Commercial use. 

Compatibility with Existing Land Uses. The surrounding properties are either forest 
preserve or large-lot residential development. Adjacent to the subject site to the west 
and south are six single family lots, with an average lot size of just over an acre (44,406 sf). 
Commercial development is not inherently incompatible with adjacent residential uses. 
However, the requested zoning and size of the subject site predict relatively intense 
commercial use which could create incompatibilities with adjacent residential uses. 
The UDO's transition yard requirements are intended to mitigate adverse impacts of 

I The Comprehensive Plan map calls this land use category "Arterial Commercial" while the text of the 
Comprehensive Plan refers to it as "Arterial Business." Although the titles are slightly different, they are the same 
future land use category. 

COW Memorandum - Case # 10-12 SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell- Preferred Palos, LLC 
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210 
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commercial development on adjacent residential land use. Although the residential 
properties are not within the Village limits, any approval of the requested annexation 
and rezoning should explicitly state that the site will be subject to the transition yard 
requirements of the UDO. 

. .... 
1I00$edion17.P7 .030TrClh~It1~nY qrd Requirl!ments< .<. • . .. .. 

Yard Depth Required 12 feet 

Screening Required A wood fence with a minimum of 95% opacity and with a 
minimum height of five feet plus at least two plant units per 100 
linear feet; or 

An earth em berm at least three feet in height plus at least one 
plant unit per 100 linear feet along the rear lot line and side 
lot lines; or 

Four plant units per 100 linear feet plus an additional two 
evergreen trees per 100 linear feet along the rear lot line and 
side lot lines. 

Use Restrictions The transition yard shall not be used for parking, loading, 
servicing, or storage. 

Note: One plant unIt equals .5 canopy trees, I evergreen tree, 1.5 ornamental trees, and 6 shrubs or 
ornamental grasses. 

Aesthetic and Environmental. No environmental concems appear evident at this time. 
At the time of development of the subject site, the applicant will be required to follow all 
requirements of the Lemont Unified Development Ordinance to address site design, 
aesthetic, and environmental concems. Depending on the type and scale of the 
proposed development, the applicant may be required to acquire a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) approval. For example, the concept plan submitted by the 
applicant includes multiple buildings; Section 17.08.020.3 requires a PUD approval for any 
development that includes more than one principal building on a lot of record. 

storm Water Management/Engineering Comments. The Village Engineer has no 
objections to the proposed annexation, rezoning and special use. As noted in the 
attached letter, the Village Engineer has discussed a potential route for sewer and water 
connection with the applicant. 

Fire Department Comments. The Fire Marshal provided comments on items that would 
need to be addressed at the time the subject property is developed. He had no 
comments regarding the requested approvals of annexation, rezoning and special use. 

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE 

The applicant has requested a special use for two drive throughs. 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. 

COW Memorandum - Case # 10-12 SW Cornel' of McCarthy & Bell- Preferred P%s, LLC 
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Analysis. The requested special use could provide convenient services for the 
public at the subject site. However, it is unknown exactly what services would be 
provided at this time since no specific plan has yet been submitted. 

2. The special use is so designed, located, and proposed to be operated that the 
public health, safety, and welfare will be protected. 

Analysis. No specific plans have been submitted at this time. However, the 
requirements of the UDO (see #5 below) would ensure that pedestrian and traffic 
safety would be addressed. 

3. The special use will not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the 
neighborhood in which it is located. 

Analysis. The properties that would most directly be affected by the proposed drive 
throughs would be those located immediately adjacent to the subject site, along 
Galway Road. Quantified impacts of drive throughs on residential land values are 
unknown; however, any impact would likely be related to the design of the drive­
through and the hours of operation. Both of these items are unknown at this time. 
Therefore, staff cannot make a determination as to the likelihood of impact on 
adjacent properties. 

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. Drive-throughs do not create excessive demands on Village services, nor 
impair the ability of the Village to maintain the peace and provide adequate 
protection for the citizens. 

5. The special use is consistent with standards enumerated elsewhere in this ordinance 
for the specific use, inciuding planned unit developments. 

Analysis. The UDO requires that all drive-throughs meet the following requirements: 

• Each drive-through facility shall be designed so that the drive-through 
window is not on a side of a building facing a public street. 

• The queue area shall not interfere with other on-site circulation and parking 
arrangements. 

• All pedestrian walkways for a drive-through development shall be clearly 
marked and enhanced with special paving or markings when they intersect 
the drive-through aisles. 

No site plan is being approved at this time, so the exact locations and 
configurations of the proposed drive-throughs are currently unknown. When the 
development is reviewed for PUD or site development permit approval, the 
proposed drive-throughs should be designed to comply with these requirements of 
the UDO. 

COW Memorandum - Case # 10-12 SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell- Preferred P%s, LLC 
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 2/0 

5 



6. The special use meets, as applicable, the standards for planned unit developments 
found in Chapter 17.08 of this ordinance. 

Analysis. Not applicable. 

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The requested rezoning to the B-3 zoning district is not consistent with the land use 
recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan. However, if the Board finds that the 
Comprehensive Plan land use recommendations for the Bell Road corridor are out of 
date due to the changes in existing land use since 2002, then the subject site is one 
potential location that could be considered for additional commercial land use that is 
appropriately located per the Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan requires 
consistency with its land use chapter; it states that where projects deviate from the land 
use recommendations of the Plan, then applicants shall present studies or analyses to 
justify the change [p.7). In the absence of any such justification, staff can not 
recommend deviation from the Comprehensive Plan. 

Without a specific site plan to be approved, it is impossible to gauge whether the 
proposed special use meets the requirements of UDO Section 17.04.150.C. The only 
circumstance where staff could recommend approval of the drive-throughs would be 
with the condition limiting the drive-through lanes and windows on the northeast portion 
of the site, i.e. away from the existing single-family residences, or a specified distance 
away from the west and south property lines. Such conditions, however, will limit design 
flexibility and make it difficult to meet the zoning requirements for the placement of 
drive-throughs away from the street. Another option would be a condition that requires 
an increase in the Village landscaping and screening requirements. Otherwise, it would 
be more prudent to pursue drive-through approval at a later date after a site plan has 
been submitted. 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. 09-15-10 PZC draft minutes [to be approved on 10-20-10) 
2. Citizen Correspondence received at 09-15-10 PZC 
3. Village Engineer comments 
4. Fire District comments 
5. Site photos 
6. Applicant submittals 
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Village of Lemont 
Planning and Zoning Commission 

Regular Meeting of September 15,2010 

A meeting of the Plarroing and Zoning Commission of the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30 
p.m. on Wednesday, September 15, 2010, in the second floor Board Room of the Village Hall, 
418 Main Street, Lemont, Illinois. 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

A. Pledge of Allegiance 
Chairman Schubert led the Pledge of Allegiance. He then asked everyone to 
continue standing, and raise his or her right hand. He then administered the oath. 

B. Verify Ouorum 
Upon roll call the following were: 
Present: Maher, Murphy, O'Malley, Spinelli, Schubert 
Absent: Armijo, Erber 

Village Planner Charity Jones was also present. 

C. Approve Minutes 
Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Maher to 
approve the minutes of the July 21, 2010 with no changes. A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes: All 
Nays: None 
Motion passed 

II. CHAIRMAN COMMENTS 

Chairman Schubert greeted the audience. He then explained that there were several 
people present that would like to give some input on both cases. He stated that they 
needed to come up to the podium when asked to speak and to state their name and 
address. Chairman Schubert then explained that the Board would open both cases to be 
heard as one. However, they would be voted on separately. 

III. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Case #10-12: SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell- Preferred Palos, LLC. 
Public hearing for rezoning & special use request to annex 8.7 acres at the southwest 
corner of the intersection of McCarthy Road and Bell Road to rezone from R-I to B-3 
and to permit a special use for two drive-throughs. 

B. Case #10-13: NW Corner of McCarthy & Bell-RJ Rymek & Co. 

Attachment 1 



Public hearing for rezoning request to annex 22.6 acres at the northwest corner of the 
intersection of McCarthy Road and Bell Road to rezone 20.9 acres from R-l to R-4 and 
to rezone 1.7 acres from R-l to B-3. 

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Spinelli to open the 
public hearing for Case # 1 0-12 and Case # 1 0-13. A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes: All 
Nays: None 
Motion passed 

Charity Jones stated that they would be hearing both cases at one time, for those people 
who just walked into the meeting. She said that when it was time for public comments, 
if anyone had a comment for either case they would be able to step forward at that time. 
Mrs. Jones then presented, via power point, some site photos of the subject property. 
She said that the property on the NW corner did contain approximately one acre of 
wetland on the site. She stated that some of the homes on Galway had mature 
landscaping along the rear property line. This landscaping could provide a buffer to the 
developed site if it was developed. 

Mrs. Jones stated that both sides are requesting to be annexed. She said that the 
Comprehensive Plan does recommend for this area to be annexed into the Village of 
Lemont. She stated that the Village did not have a boundary agreement with Palos Park 
and Palos has previously expressed interest in extending its western boundary into this 
area. 

Mrs. Jones went over the remaining staff report broken up into three parts: the 
commercial rezoning request, the residential rezoning request, and the special use 
request. She stated that the Comprehensive Plans designates this area as low density 
residential and the text of the plan also reinforces that recommendation. It does include 
some recommendations for some commercial nodes but does not identify the subject 
site as one of those nodes. Mrs. Jones stated that there have been some changes in land 
uses in the area near the subject site since the adoption ofthe Comprehensive Plan. She 
stated that the southwest corner of Bell Rd. and 131 st was designated as commercial. 
However, in 2003 the Lemont High School opened a new athletic field on that site; that 
land now is no longer available for commercial use. 

Mrs. Jones stated that the B-3 zoning that is being requested is equivalent to the 
Arterial Commercial Land Use category in the Comprehensive Plan. The 
Comprehensive Plan states that Arterial Commercial uses should be located at the 
intersection of arterial roads. She stated that in the Comprehensive Plan, Bell Road and 
McCarthy are designated as two arterial roads. By comparison, the properties at 12ih 
and Archer and 13151 and Bell are also designated as Arterial Commercial use, but these 
intersections each only include one arterial road. Mrs. Jones stated that it could be 
argued that this site has a better location for Arterial Commercial use then some of the 
propelties that were designated in the Comprehensive Plan. She said due to the 
changed land uses in the area, the Village might wish to allocate additional acreage for 
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future commercial development elsewhere along this cOll'idor. If so, this site is a 
potential site that meets the criteria for the Comprehensive Plan. 

Mrs. Jones said that B-3 zoning allows for a variety ofland uses. Some of these land 
uses could have a negative impact to adjacent properties. She said that the UDO does 
require a transition yard when a commercial is adjacent to residential. She stated that 
because the adjacent residential properties aren't actually in the Village of Lemont it 
wouldn't be explicit in the UDO that it is required. However, staff would recommend 
that if the zoning was allowed then the buffering requirements of the UDO be applied 
to these sites. 

Mrs. Jones stated that in conclusion to the commercial analysis, the zoning is not 
consistent with Comprehensive Plan. However, there have been changes in land uses 
since the Comprehensive Plan. She stated that if the Commission finds that the plan for 
the Bell Road corridor is out-of-date due to these changes in existing land use, then the 
subject site is one potential location that could be considered for additional commercial 
use. 

Mrs. Jones said in regards to the residential zoning, staff agrees that the R -4 zoning is 
consistent with low-density residential land use recommendation ofthe Comprehensive 
Plan. She said that the lot size that is allowed in R-4 is 12,500 square feet, which 
equates to a gross density of3.48 dwelling units per acre if the density is calculated by 
dividing the total lot area by the minimum lot size in R-4. However, once you factor in 
street right of way, detention, and any other facilities needed in a subdivision, it can 
take up 35% of the total development area. She said based on that figure, the gross 
density would be 2.25 dwelling units per acre. This figure is also unlikely, because this 
would mean that every lot would have to be the minimum of 12,500 square feet. 

Mrs. Jones stated that in regards to compatibility with existing land uses, it is the same 
type ofland use, which is single-family detached residential. The R-4 zoning would be 
much smaller lots than what is currently surrounding the area. She stated that staff 
feels that the R-4 zoning is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and is consistent 
with the surrounding land uses. 

As far as the special use, Mrs. Jones stated that the property that is on the southwest 
comer of McCarthy and Bell requested a special use for two drive-throughs. She said 
the UDO has specific criteria that would have to be met to approve a special use. The 
first is that it is necessary for public convenience. Mrs. Jones stated that drive-throughs 
are convenient, but it is not known at this time what services would be offered. The 
second is that the public health, safety and welfare would be protected. She said that 
the UDO has requirements for the designs of drive-throughs to ensure that the public 
health, safety, and welfare are protected due to vehicular traffic. The third is that it will 
not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the neighborhood. Mrs. 
Jones said that the properties most impacted would be the ones that are adjacent to the 
site. She said the impact would be based on how the drive-throughs were designed and 
the location that they are facing. She said the design is unknown at this time, so it 
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cannot be answered whether this criteria is met. The fOUlth criteria would be that the 
special use would not cause excessive demand on Village services. Mrs. Jones stated 
that there are several drive-throughs in the Village currently, and from experience they 
do not cause excessive demand. The last criteria would be that it is consistent with the 
other standards in the UDO. Mrs. Jones stated that the UDO does contain requirements 
for drive-throughs, and it would have to comply with those requirements. In 
conclusion, Mrs. Jones stated that it is unknown at this time if the special use meets the 
criteria of the UDO. Staff recommends that at the time the property is ready to be 
developed and when the Village has a site plan, the applicant would then reapply for 
this special use. 

Mrs. Jones then showed a couple of photos of the site that were submitted from the 
applicant. 

Chairman Schubert then asked everyone who had walked in late to please stand and 
raise his or her right hand. He then administered the oath. 

Chairman Schubert asked ifthe developer for the southwest property could please come 
forward. 

Matthew Klein, 322 W. Burlington, LaGrange, stated that he was the attorney for both 
applicants. He stated that Mrs. Jones covered the application and what the applicants 
are proposing. Mr. Klein stated that there is not a current plan for any development on 
either parcels, but he did provided a typical layout of what it could look like if 
developed. Mr. Klein stated that he was not aware of the wetland that Mrs. Jones 
mentioned, but would take that into account. 

Mr. Klein said that they are proposing commercial for the southwest corner also and 
provided a typical layout for that corner too. The plan did include two drive-throughs. 
He stated that the market for many typical shopping centers demand drive-throughs. 
Mr. Klein stated that they are seriously requesting the drive-throughs be approved at 
this time so they could market the property and let potential buyers know that the 
approval is already there. He said that they would come back to the Board at a later 
date with the design of the center. 

Chairman Schubert stated that they specifically asked for two drive-throughs and did 
they have a business in mind already. 

Mr. Klein stated not at this time. He stated that there are some businesses that 
Preferred Palos has worked with, but no particular business or plan for development are 
set at this time. Mr. Klein stated that the intersection meets the definition and would be 
acceptable for commercial development because both roads being arterial. He stated 
that he provided a map from the Department of Transportation that did a traffic count 
for that intersection. He stated that traffic has increased in the area. Mr. Klein said that 
part of the submittal in the package did include potential expansion of water and sewer 
from the Village north along Bell Road. This expansion would be needed for future 
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planning and development in the area. Mr. Klein stated that he asks the Commission 
not only to think about the rezoning into the Village but also about the infrastructure 
and development of the area. 

Chairman Schubert asked who drew the plan and if that person could step forward. 

Tom Morabito, 141 W. Jackson, Chicago, stated that he was Vice-President for 
Preferred Development. 

Chairman Schubert then asked what potential hazard were they looking at with the 
entrances and exits to this property. 

Mr. Morabito stated that they haven't looked at that at this time. He said that they are 
looking at a nine-acre piece of property not a one-acre. He stated that they laid the plan 
out specific to the topography of the land. Mr. Morabito stated that they kept the 
detention or open site at the corner, and by doing so they are pushing the access points 
to the furthest spot on the site. He stated that they were asking for two cuts on nine 
acres, which was very reasonable. Mr. Morabito did say that they have not talked with 
the State or County at this time. He said he knows that there is going to be some 
negotiating with turning lanes and with the widening of the roads. 

Chairman Schubert asked the Commissioners if they had any questions at this time. 
None responded. He asked if anyone in the audience would like to come up and speak. 

Dorothy Goushas, 12821 Campbell Street, Lemont, stated that she lived approximately 
a mile from the intersection. She said looking at the pictures she would have to say that 
they were taken on a Sunday afternoon at 2:00 p.m. She has lived in this area for 49 
years and from 5 :00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. traffic is backed up from Archer to 131 st Street 
and that is on a good day. She stated that she would sit for five minutes trying to exit 
her street in the afternoon. Ms. Goushas stated that Bell Road is the only road that 
Lockport, Orland, Homer Glen and Lemont use to get to Route 83. She said that there 
is a new school at I I 5th and Bell Road. It has approximately 200 students and none of 
them are bused. She stated that there are a lot of traffic problems and fatalities on those 
roads. Ms Goushas stated that they are going to have to really look at these plans and 
to also look at what the Lemont High School did with their access points. She said that 
this is one project they really need to look at. 

Mr. Klein stated that the access point would be as far west on McCarthy Road as 
possible. 

Remo Turano, 4 Clearview, in Equestrian Estates, stated that he was on the Board for 
Equestrian Estates. He said the issue is zoning. He has been a resident for 22 years and 
he loved the way it looked. He moved from Oak Brook and always envisioned Bell 
Road to look like 31 st Street in Oak Brook. Mr. Turano stated that they did not want a 
drive-up, or a gas station, and they do not want "typical". He said they worry about 
their property value and how you go from a 48,000 square foot lot to an adjacent lot of 
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12,000 square feet. He said that his concern is the look and future of that corner. He 
said that they have watched Lemont grow and it is a city that they would want to be 
associated with, however this is not the route they would want. 

Ken Me Vickers, 5 Chestnut Court, Lemont, stated that he has lived out in Equestrian 
Estates for 24 years. He said that he loves Lemont and would not want to raise his 
children in any other place. He stated that he was the President of the Equestrian 
Estates Homeowners Association about 13 years ago. At that time, there was another 
developer that wanted to develop some ofthis land. He said that they met with the 
developer, the County, and Lemont Officials. He said they worked out an agreement 
with the developer to keep the lots at % of an acre. When he brought the plan to the 
Lemont Board, it was turned down. Mr. McVickers stated that Lemont has not been 
very good neighbors. He stated that there was an article in the Lemont Suburban Life, 
in regards to these two cases, and it states "Lemont Officials are concerned that the 
homes would be built on half-acre lots while surrounding homes sit on acre lots". He 
said that now it is going to be 12,500 square foot lots. He stated that they couldn't stop 
progress; however, there would be a huge affect to property values if you put 
commercial on those corners. He said that he is upset because they had the opportunity 
to have it residential and have half-acre lots. Mr. Me Vickers said he doesn't 
understand what it is they plan on putting on the 1.7 acres on the northwest corner. He 
said that is the worst place you could have for a commercial site. That whole 
intersection is a death trap. He said semi-trailers and cars come speeding down there. 
He said that he recommends not approving these cases. He said he knows that Palos 
has been after them to be annexed into their town and has even used the ploy of turning 
those corners into commercial as a threat. He said if you make those corners 
commercial then the Village is not helping them and it will be long time before their 
community comes to the Village of Lemont. 

Lois lies, 169 Galway Road, stated that her house has been on the market for a long 
time. She said some of the comments she has received from people looking at the 
house are that it is to close to a busy road. She asked staff how could they know that 
their property values would not go down. Ms. lies stated that when you turn off of 
Galway Road to go east on McCarthy, there is a slight incline right before the golf 
course. She said she doesn't understand how they could have an exit for the golf 
course, Galway Road and a store before you got to Bell Road. The distance is to short. 
She stated that the traffic is always backed up on Bell Road from Archer. There are no 
turn lanes so if traffic is trying to cross to turn they hold traffic up. 

Mrs. Jones stated that she would like to address the issue of property values. She said 
that when she spoke about the impact on property values it was in reference to one of 
the criteria for special use. She said that the criteria were that the special use would not 
have a significant negative impact on property values in the neighborhood. Mrs. Jones 
stated that they did not have a site plan showing where the drive-throughs would be. 
She said that most negative impacts with drive-throughs are lights and noise and those 
are highly dependent on how they are situated on the site in relation to the adjacent 
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property. Mrs. Jones stated that this was the comment about not knowing the impact to 
the adjacent property and their values. 

Beth Butler, 7 Sun Hill Lane, stated in regards to the layout of the detention pond, her 
concern is that according to township regulations they have to put up landscape barriers 
with a certain amount of distance. She said that she is unclear as to whether that would 
fall under Lemont Township or Cook County. She stated that if they are pushing the 
entrances closer to the houses, how much room does that leave for the barrier. She said 
the reason for her concern is because there have been times she had to call the police. 
She said she had to wait 45 minutes for a response from County police. Mrs. Butler 
asked who is responsible for regulating the distance of space, trees and barriers. She 
said that her other concern is with traffic and accidents on that comer. She said she 
lives on the end and doesn't even let her children ride their bikes on the northbound 
side of the street. She stated that cars come in so fast because they try to cut through 
the neighborhood. Ms. Butler stated that they now have an Emergency Facility south 
on Bell Road, so now there are Emergency vehicles whipping down Bell Road every 
few hours. She stated that this is a catastrophe in the making. 

Mrs. Jones stated that if the property were developed as unincorporated and not 
aunexed into Lemont, it would be up to the County. She said if the propelty was 
annexed and developed in the Village of Lemont, then staff is recommending that the 
transition yard requirements would apply. So the developer of that site would be 
responsible for maintaining a distance that is free and clear, including landscaping to 
provide a natural buffer and fencing. Mrs. Jones stated that it would depend upon what 
the Village Board approves. 

Ms. Butler said that the Board has to consider that these are people's backyards. 

Dan Noonan, 5 Clearview from Equestrian Estates, asked that before any decisions 
were made on this case, if the Board would go and see how bad the traffic problems are 
in the morning and afternoon on these roads. He said that there were a lot of 
negotiations when the school went in on Bell Road. He said he couldn't even imagine 
how 300 plus stalls for a commercial propelty would affect the area. Mr. Noonan said 
he doesn't understand how you can consider a special use for drive-throughs without 
any plans. He stated that anything with a drive-through would not help the community 
and it would decrease their property values. Mr. Noonan stated that as far as the 
residential portion, everything around in the area is one acre or more. He said they 
would like to keep the area as beautiful as it is with acre plus lot sizes. 

Malcolm Derrick, 20 Equestrian Way in Equestrian Estates, stated that he remembers 
years ago there was a proposal to develop the southwest comer of Bell and McCarthy 
with 40,000 square foot lots. He said however the Village of Lemont blocked that. He 
stated that this is another power play between the Village of Lemont and the Village of 
Palos Park. He stated that in Equestrian they have one-acre lots, and to develop across 
the street 12,500 square foot lots would be completely out of character. Mr. Derrick 
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said that he was upset with the presentation that staff had presented. He said that he is 
adamantly apposed to this proposal. 

Eve Markou, 6 Surrey Lane in Equestrian Estates, stated that her back yard faces Bell 
Road. She said the traffic, especially in the morning, is unreal. She stated that what 
they are proposing with these two parcels is not right when they have one-acre plus 
home sites. She stated that she is also adamantly against the proposal. 

Greg Gilbertson, 81 Horseshoe Lane in Equestrian Estates, stated that he agreed with 
all the comments made by his peers. He asked what was the benefit here. He said, for 
the residents, there is no benefit with developing these two corners. He stated that he 
has lived here for 23 years. All he can see is increased traffic and decreased property 
values. He said the Village would get a tax base and revenue. He commends Lemont 
for the development that they have done. Mr. Gilbertson said that they have the big 
box stores in the area. Homer Glen, to the south, is a great example of going overboard 
on commercial. He said they are slaughtering that end of Bell Road. He stated take a 
look at our strip malls that are empty. He said as a community we don't need 
commercial on that corner, there is enough in Lemont. 

Vicki Melonas, 8 Horseshoe Lane, stated that she is a realtor. She said Lemont is a 
lovely community and Equestrian Estates as a whole has stood by Lemont. She said 
Palos has wanted to annex them, but they keep saying no. Now they would like the 
Village to reciprocate for them. She said being a realtor there are two killers to 
property values, power lines and if your backyard faces commercial property. She 
stated that they could drive to Lemont to go shopping, and that they don't need it on 
their corner. 

Dan Bechtlofft, 26 Sun Hill Lane, stated that his yard backs up to this southwest lot and 
finds it shocking that his property value would not go down because of it. He said that 
there are three blind hills on Bell Road. Two of the hills are on Bell Road and one is on 
McCarthy. He said that he finds it shocking that they would not expand the streets and 
expect no increase in accidents. Mr. Bechtlofft asked where the 3D graphics were to 
show what is going to be built. He stated that he finds it hard to believe that they do not 
know who is going to use the two drive-throughs. He said everything is too vague and 
he can't believe the Village would approve this without details. 

Marcia Lafa, 152 Galway Road, asked if they annexed this property how far are they 
carrying the water. She asked would they have to get American water and pay $500 for 
water. She also asked how much her taxes would be going up. 

Mrs. Jones stated that only these properties that they have petitions for would be 
annexed in at this time. She said water and sewer would be brought up Bell Road 
where they currently have water and sewer. She told Ms. Lafa that she would stay on 
well and septic. Mrs. Jones stated that her taxes would not change; it would only affect 
the properties being annexed. 
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Ms. Beth Butler stated that she grew up in Palos Park. She said that the pull to Palos 
Park is the land that is not developed. She said behind the farms are nature preserves 
that are protected. She said they don't even allow horses through there. She said many 
people come to this beautiful place of Lemont aud Palos because it is so beautiful. Ms. 
Butler stated that she was so pleased to see what Lemont did to the Quarries. She said 
that they are cleaning up the garbage in Lemont. She said to make this move would be 
a step in the opposite direction. 

Charles Englund, 20 West IISth Street, stated that he is a resident and part of the 
Lemont Township Planning Commission. He said that Bell and McCarthy Road are 
not improved for business traffic at this corner. He said they do not need the business 
on this corner aud it would probably be strip malls auyways. He stated that there are a 
lot strip malls that are currently empty. He said the residential on the north side is too 
dense for this area. Mr. Englund asked to not approve these two proposals that do not 
blend with this area. Any development on these two areas should be within the current 
zonmg. 

Marsha Hunter, 8 Carriage Laue in Equestrian Estates, stated that she has lived here 21 
years. She said within three miles there are seven banks, 14 storefi'onts that are 
available for lease aud there is more land down on Bell waiting to be developed. She 
asked why would Lemont want commercial here. It would draw away from the areas 
on 127th and the one at Derby aud Archer that the Village is trying to develop aud are 
vacaut. She stated that they moved here for the rural feel of the area. She stated that 
the traffic has already been discussed. Ms. Hunter said that the water aud sewer 
sounded like it was a proposal or is it a done deal. 

Mrs. Jones stated that they would have to be annexed. She stated that the Village 
requires them to have water and sewer for development. 

Ms. Hunter asked what would stop the developer from the southwest side, once they get 
annexed, selling off the parcels and not subjecting them to these regulations and public 
scrutiny. 

Mrs. Jones stated that it would be possible for the developer to do a commercial 
subdivision on that southwest side. She said that the commercial subdivision would 
have to go through a public meeting process, but then individual developments would 
possibly not. She said the most likely scenario is that the development would fall under 
the Planned Unit Development requirements. She stated that there are certain 
thresholds of square footage were they would have to go through a special use 
approval. Mrs. Jones said more likely than not they would have to go through a public 
hearing process, but there are no guarantees. 

Ms. Hunter stated that she received other e-mails from other residents in the area. She 
asked if she could give them to staff. 
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Mrs. Jones stated that she would take them and that they would become part of the 
public record. 

Ms. Goushas stated that the Village just recently came down Main Street with water 
and sewer, but did not include everyone. She said there is no guarantee that Lemont is 
going to go all the way out to McCarthy. 

Mrs. Jones stated that those homes that were not included on route 83 were not part of 
the Village. 

Cindy DeMarie, 3 Galway Court, stated that she has lived here for 23 years. She stated 
that the nine acres on the southwest corner was supposed to be one-acre lots. She said 
since then it has changed hands. She would like to thank Equestrian Estates, because 
her subdivision is just a few people. They appreciate their help and voice in this. She 
stated that she moved out of Orland Park, because of the congestion. Ms. DeMarie said 
that the only thing she would want to see on either property is residential. She said that 
the area is a housing area, and that is the way they would like to keep it. 

Chairman Schubert asked if anyone else would like to make a comment. None 
responded. He then asked ifMr. Klein would like to respond to any ofthe comments. 

Mr. Klein stated that Equestrian Estates is a lovely area. He said it was developed with 
well and septic, that is the basis for the lot size. He stated that you could also have a 
lovely area with lot sizes at 12,500 square feet. Mr. Klein stated that there was no 
inconsistency with Equestrian Estates on one side and a beautiful subdivision in the 
future with development on the other side. He stated that if the Village chooses to 
annex these properties, provide the water and sewer in conjunction with the 
development of the properties, then the lot size they are talking about would be 
appropriate for development. Mr. Klein stated that traffic has increased here and 
everywhere else. He said the peaks from the operation of a commercial center would 
offset the peaks of the residential traffic. He said that there would have to be some 
modifications to the intersection to improve the traffic situation from what it is now. 
Mr. Klein stated that the applicants have the desire to become part of the Lemont 
community with the development ofthese parcels. He stated that officials from 
Lemont have contacted both property owners about coming to Lemont and proposing 
appropriate zoning for these properties. 

Mr. Turano asked if they have done any demographics or studies on what kind of 
impact they would have on area. 

Mr. Klein stated that when Preferred acquired the property, they would have looked at 
the impact. He said they are professional developers and do some assessment before 
they acquire the property. He said that Mr. Morabito could describe some demographic 
reasons as to why this property is a viable commercial property. Mr. Klein stated that 
showing 17,000 cars come down this road would be a good traffic basis for a developer. 
He stated that also the economics ofthe Lemont community and the Palos community 
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that surrounds the area is another basis that a commercial developer looks at. Mr. Klein 
stated that the economy has had a devastating impact with the development of this site 
at this moment. He said what they are asking for is to be annexed into Lemont and to 
be able to work with the Village of Lemont to provide water and sewer to the location. 
He said as far as the demographics of the corner, they did look at the traffic. Mr. Klein 
stated that they did not have a specific plan or a specific user. However, they are taking 
the first step in that process to find a community that this developer wishes to part of 
for this project. He said also setting the utilities in place for the commercial 
development and in conj unction to provide utilities to allow residential development to 
a site that has been vacant for years. He said ifthe neighbors would like to participate 
in the water and sewer, he was sure that the Village of Lemont would be receptive. 

Mr. Turano said that they have respectably seen the growth in Lemont and it is now in 
the Board's hands. He said you know that the residents are against this plan. He stated 
they would like to see residential eventually, but would like to see the area go up not 
down. 

Chairman Schubert stated that he would like to let the Commissioners make any 
comments at this time. He said he would be the first to speak. He said he has lived 
here many years and have seen this town grow. He said he believes in growth, but does 
not agree with what they are proposing for commercial at this time. He stated that the 
Comprehensive Plan shows that the area is suppose to be low density. Chairman 
Schubert stated that the B-3 zoning can take on any kind oflook and he is not 
comfortable with that for that area. He said that his feelings are residential on the 
northwest side with the density being looked at. He stated that for the southwest he 
does not see commercial there. 

Commissioner Maher stated that the objective of the Board is to do things within the 
Comprehensive Plan. He said that this area is zoned for residential and not 
commercial. He stated that the Plan is eight years old and one ofthe things the Village 
needs to do is revisit the Comprehensive Plan and update it accordingly. Commissioner 
Maher stated that this is a high congested area and it needs to work things out with the 
County to improve the traffic situation. He said in general this spot would be good for 
some commercial as well as residential on the northern side. He stated that he was not 
sure how much residential could fit on the southern lots. He said either the southern 
area should be left vacant or changed to commercial because it is so close to the high 
congestion area. Commissioner Maher stated that it comes down to the Comprehensive 
Plan and it states that the area should be residential. 

Commissioner O'Malley stated this site has potential in the future, but there is a lot of 
planning that needs to be done to move forward. A traffic study specifically needs to 
be looked at, which was a big problem for a lot of the residents. He said that at this 
time he would have to wait and see more information before he could make a decision. 

Commissioner Spinelli stated that he was never one to vote on any project that comes 
before the Board without seeing some kind of plan. He said he understands that it is 
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hard to get a company to commit to a site, but there is no plan. He stated that he did not 
have a problem with annexing the properties, however he would recommend annexing 
them as R-2. This would give them the 45,000 square foot lots and then the petitioners 
can come back later with a plan. He said then it would be up to the Village Board to 
make a decision on the property. He stated he did not like letting them come in and get 
the highest up front without a plan. 

Commissioner Murphy stated that she agreed with Commissioner Spinelli. She said 
that she is not opposed with the annexation, but would not want them to come in at the 
zoning that they are requesting without a plan. She stated that she doesn't think she 
would change that corner even with a new Comprehensive Plan. She said that area is 
low density and she would not want that area to lose the rural character. She said that 
there are very few areas left to develop in Lemont so they have to be choosier in the 
future. 

Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murphy to close the 
public hearing for Case #10-12 and Case #10-13. A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes: All 
Nays: None 
Motion passed 

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Maher to 
recommend approval for Case #10-12. 

Chairman Schubert then read the Findings of Fact for Case #10-12: 
1. The requested rezoning is consistent with the intent ofthe Comprehensive Plan in 

that it provides commercial space along Bell Road, at the intersection of two arterial 
roads. Although the requested rezoning deviates from the location of commercial 
land use proposed in the Comprehensive Plan, this deviation is justified by changes 
in land use that have taken place along Bell Road since the Comprehensive Plan's 
adoption in 2002. All Commissioners did not agree. 

2. Sufficient safeguards exist within the Unified Development Ordinance to mitigate 
any potential incompatibility of commercial use with sun-ounding residential land 
uses. All Commissioners agreed 

3. Sufficient safeguards exist within the Unified Development Ordinance to ensure 
that the proposed special use will be designated so that it protects the public health, 
safety and welfare. All Commissioners agreed 

4. The requested special use will create minimal demands for Village Services. All 
Commissioners agreed 

A roll call vote was then taken for recommendation of approval: 
Ayes: 0 'Malley 
Nays: Maher, Spinelli, Murphy, Schubert 
Motion denied 
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Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murphy to 
recommend approval for Case #10-13. 

Chairman Schubeli then read the Findings of Fact for Case #10-13. 
1. The requested commercial rezoning is consistent with the intent of the 

Comprehensive Plan in that it provides commercial space along Bell Road, at the 
intersection of two arterial roads. Although the requested rezoning deviates from 
the location of commercial land use proposed in the Comprehensive Plan, this 
deviation is justified by changes in land use that have taken place along Bell Road 
since the Comprehensive Plan's adoption in 2002. All Commissioners did not 
agree. 

2. Sufficient safeguards exist within the Unified Development Ordinance to mitigate 
any potential incompatibility of commercial use with smTOunding residential land 
uses. All Commissioners agreed 

3. The requested residential rezoning is consistent with the land use recommendations 
of the Comprehensive Plan for the subject site. All Commissioners did not agree. 

4. The request residential rezoning allows for a land use type (single-family detached 
residential) that is consistent with the existing land use of surrounding properties. 
All Commissioners agreed. 

A roll call vote was taken for recommendation of approval: 
Ayes: None 
Nays: Maher, Spinelli, O'Malley, Murphy, Schubert 
Motion denied 

IV. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Mrs. Jones stated that at the Committee ofthe Whole meeting on Monday night they 
were going to talk about what it would cost to re-Iook at the Comprehensive Plan. She 
said they would also talk about if they want to look at a portion of the Plan or the whole 
thing and whether to do it in house or get a consultant. She said once they have an idea 
of a financial commitment from the Village Board then her and Mr. Brown can stali a 
plan of work for the project. 

Commissioner Spinelli asked Mrs. Jones if someone could look at the ranch home in 
Smith Farms at 16601 Harvest. He said it is the only structm'e being built right now 
next to the detention basin. He said they put the public walk in across the front of their 
lot and across the front of the vacant lot west of the house. However they left a 20-foot 
gap to the existing walk that they put in when they went through the detention basin. 
Commissioner Spinelli stated that before staff approves occupancy, they need to know 
who is going to put that 20-foot gap of sidewalk in. 

Commissioner Spinelli stated that the final surface needs to be put on the roads in 
Mayfair Estates. He said that they have enough homes in Mayfair to put the final layer 
on those roads. He stated that the binder coat is really rough. 
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Mrs. Jones stated that they are talking with Dr. Evans about several issues in Mayfair. 

Commissioner Murphy stated that there is a sewer cover that is broken and needs to be 
fixed in front of 526 Ledochowski. She said that she has been calling for two years. 

Commissioner O'Malley had asked about an article that he read that talks about funds 
from the State or the County being used for improving the canal. 

Mrs. Jones stated that the article was referring to the Canal Corridor Association's 
Corridor Management Plan. Discussion then continued about this Plan. 

Commissioner O'Malley said that a lot of communities are doing some kind ordinance 
towards foreclosures and how they handle the properties. He asked what Lemont is 
doing. 

Mrs. Jones said that they just adopted a vacant property ordinance that gives the 
building department a little leverage to get into those buildings and check them out. 

Discussion continued about the updating of the Comprehensive Plan and potential 
commercial zoning areas. 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner O'Malley to adjourn 
the meeting. A voice vote was taken: 
Ayes: All 
Nays: None 
Motion passed 

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper 
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Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association (s 

<eahainformation@gmail.com> 

FW: Alert - Zoning Meeting for Bell and 
McCarthy Roads - COMMENTS 
1 message 

Magda Chuchra <madziocha@hotmail.com> 
To: eehainformation@gmail.com 

To the EEA Board Members: 

Wed, Sap 15, 2010 at 11 :06 AM 

The following are some concerns we had with the proposed annexations: 

• Bell Road and McCarthy Road are narrow one lane roads. With the new developments 
there is a potential of increased noise and traffic. Also, if more business develops, the 
roads may potentially be widened which will be an added cost to the tax payer. 
• Currently, there are currently approximately 207 single family homes for sale or 
pending sale and 68 vacant lots for sale in Lemont. This does not include many vacant 
lots that are not for sale. Some examples include: 

*The Glens of Connemara 

• 6 single family homes for sale 
• 3 vacant lots for sale 

*Briarcliffe 

• 7 single family homes for sale, including 1 builder abandoned/unfinished home 
• 4 vacant lots for sale 

*The numbers do not include any homes that are currently being constructed and are 
not on the market for sale. 

Because of the current state of the economy, many of the homes have been on the 
market for a prolonged amout oftime and at a reduced cost which drives the value of 
other homes in the community down. 

Many of the subdivisions have been unfinished and have multiple vacant lots or homes that 
are not finished and are not about to be finished because the builder Is in no rush to finish 
them due to financial hardships or no potential buyer. A subdivision takes years to fully build 
out and sell especially in today's hard real estate market. Before the community planners 
approve a subdivision with a reduced lot size of 12,SOOsq. ft rather than 40,000 sq. ft. they 
should examine the current state of other such subdivisions. Leaving empty lots or 
unfinished buildings is unacceptable and serves as an invitation for thieves to explore the 
areas. Also unfinished subdivisions are esthetically unappealing to potential buyers which 
prolongs the process of selling the properties. 
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The Lemont community planners should consider the current state of our economy and put a 
lot of thought into granting permission to build more homes on the property. Also the added 
traffic is a big concern for us, as our property sits second from Bell Road and any changes in the 
traffic pattern would mean an added noise level. 

Please bring our concerns to the meeting today. We just moved into EE and value the quiet 
and carefree lifestyle that the community has to offer. 

Thank you 

Magdalena & Piotr Chuchra 
4 Carriage Lane 
Lemont, IL 60439 
773-391-1892 

Date: Tue, 14 Sep 201013:16:53 +0000 

To: madziocha@hotmail.com 
Subject: Fwd: Alert - Zoning Meeting for Bell and McCarthy Roads 

--Forwarded Message Attachment-­
From: eehainformation@gmail.com 
To: Subject: Alert - Zoning Meeting for Bell and McCarthy Roads 
Date: Sun, 12 Sep 201001 :22:25 -0500 

Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association 

September 11, 2010 
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This is an email alert co, Jrning an upcoming Lemont ~ ling Meeting 9-15-2010 

On September 15, 2010 there will be a meeting of the Village of Lemont Planning and Zoning 
Commission. At this meeting the Commission will be considering two applications for annexation and 
rezoning to Lemont of the properties located at the SWand NW corner of Bell and McCarthy Roads. 
The owner of the SW corner (Preferred Palos, LLC) is requesting a zoning of B-3 (Arterial 
Commercial) and the owners of the NW corner are requesting a B-3 zoning (1.7 acres) and R-4 
zoning (residential with 12,500 sq. ft. minimum) for 20.9 acres. Both properties are presently in 
Unincorporated Cook County with an R-3 zoning (minimum lot size of 40,000 sq. ft.) 

The Village has posted on their website the details of each proposal under their agenda for the 

September 15th meeting. Click on this link ( http://www.lemontil.us/archives/40/9-15-
1 0%20Agenda%20Packet.pdf) to go directly to the agenda and the report; the report actually begins 
on page 9 of 54. Please consider attending the meeting to show the Village that we are interested in 
any development of the two areas and to voice your concerns, questions and opinions. You can also 
email the Association at EEHAinformation@gmail.comwith your comments and we will bring them 
with us to the meeting. 

The Equestrian Estates Homeowners AssoCiaton Board 

EEHAlnformafion@gmail.com 

Hotline: (708) 802-3342 

2 attachments 
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9/12/2010 Gmail - concerns on redevelopment 

Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association 
<eehainformation@gmail.com> 

concerns on redevelopment 
Aurie Wilk <auriemw@comcast.net> 
To: EEHAinformation@gmail.com 

Sun, Sep 12, 2010 at 6:47 PM 

H'I I. 

Jim and Aurie Wilk at 6 Carriage Ln. cannot be present at your proposed meeting 
on Wed night but here are some of our concerns. Thank you so much for bringing 
them to the attention of others during your meeting. 

Impact on intersection and surrounding communities on: 

1. Increase of criminal activity in area 
a. What was increase in criminal activity with the development of Archer & 

McCarthy shopping centers. 
1) all reports via newspapers (Southtown Star) show majority of criminal 

activity to be on the increase in that area. 

2 Increase of traffic -
a. Plan for widening of roads to accommodate proper traffic patterns, 

especially with drive-thrus as stated, and the impact of wayward vehicles into 
residential neighborhoods that are presently quiet and non traveled areas. 

3. Support for commercial development. 
a. Based upon density of population in this area or lack of density, in this area 

suited for this type of development as a necessity. 
1) Is the shopping area at McCarthy & Archer sustaining itself or are you 

going to have to move vacant property in the near future. 
b. Considering that there are shopping centers immediately to the south 

(@143rd St) is it necessary to reconfigure our residential community into another 
shopping disaster. 

4. Water Retention: 
a. Where is all the water overflow going to go--ponds? 

1) McCarthy Rd. -east of intersection cannot sustain adequate drainage and 
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/l/7ui=2 ... 1/2 
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floods,. even after snow, . noval. 

As a member of this Homeowner Association I feel we should get very involved in 
this project. 
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Gmail - Zoning Meeting 9/15/2010 

Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association 
<eehainformation@gmail.com> 

Zoning Meeting 9/15/2010 
2 messages 

Guenther Schmidt 
<GSchmidt@spmarchitects.com> 

Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 7:27 
AM 

To: "EEHAinformation@gmail.com" <EEHAinformation@gmail.com> 

I reviewed the attached information regarding the two applications for annexation 
& re-zoning at Bell & McCarthy Roads. I am against the re-zoning of any R-1 
property to B-3 at that location. The proposed site plan for the SW corner of Bell 
& McCarthy shows a mixed use two story building, bank, another building and 
parking for 323 cars, which is not an appropriate use for that location and will 
cause traffic congestion at that intersection. 

The re-zoning of the R-3 to R-4 on the NW corner should not be allow~d or 
approved without a site plan that shows the location & size of the residential lots, 
streets & utility right of ways. 

Guenther Schmidt, AlA 

SPM Architects, Inc. 

8104 W. 119th Street, Unit 1230 

Palos Park, IL. 60464 

708-671-0446 phone 

708-671-0558 fax 

Guenther Schmidt 
<GSchmidt@spmarchitects.com> 

Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 7:35 
AM 

To: "EEHAinformation@gmail.com" <EEHAinformation@gmail.com> 

Correction to my previous e-mail. The existing zoning is R-3notR-1,solam 
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against the re-zoning of any R-3 property to 8-3. 

Guenther Schmidt, AlA 

SPM Architects, Inc. 

8104 W. 119th Street, Unit 1230 

Palos Park, IL. 60464 

708-671-0446 phone 

708-671-0558 fax 

From: Guenther Schmidt 
Sent: Wednesday, September 15, 2010 7:27 AM 
To: 'EEHAinformation@gmail.com' 
Subject: Zoning Meeting 9/15/2010 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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Franl( Novotny &- Associates, Inc. 
825 Midway Drive • Willowbrook, IL • 60527. Tel~pbone; (630) 887-8640 • Fnx: (690) 887-0U2 

Ci yiJ Engineers! 
Mllnioipal ConslIltnnis 

Ms. Charity Jones 
Planner 
Village of Lemont 
418 Main Street 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

Re: Case 10-012 
McCarthy & Bell 

Dear Charity: 

August 6, 2010 

I have reviewed the Case packet for Case 10-12 and do not have any objections to the 
project. 

We have been working with the applicant to implement a plan to bring sanitary sewer and 
water mains to the site, via the Glens of Connemara, West Shore Pipeline, the First Church of 
the Nazarene, and the applicant property. The Case packet includes a map of the proposed 
plan. 

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

JLC/dn 
Enclosure 
cc: Mr. Ben Wehmeier, Administrator 

Sincerely, 

VOTNY & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Mr. James Brown, Planning & Econ. Development Director 
File No. 09321 

09321 Case 10-12letter080610.doc 
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\Jt.MO.I\T~ 
1886 

• FIRE 
PROTECTION 

DISTRICT LEMONT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 
BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 

August 02, 2010 

Ms. Charity Jones 
Village Planner 
Village of Lemont 
418 Main Street 
Lemont, Illinois 60438 

Re: Case 10-12 Commercial Annexation for McCarthy and Bell Road. 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

W 
MEMBER 

05·06 

15900 New Avenue 
Lemont, IL 60439 

Business: (630) 257-0191 
Fax: (630) 257-5318 

lemontfire.com 

This Department is in receipt of the above mentioned submittal. After reviewing this application 
and related documents, the following items need to be addressed or clarified. They are: 

• A looped water main around the perimeter of the property is strongly recommended. 
• Location of fire hydrants shall be at 300 feet intervals. 
• As a reminder the steamer ports on these hydrants shall be equipped with a five inch storz 

fitting with a cover/cap. The cover cap shall be connected to the hydrant with a 0.125 vinyl 
coated aircraft cable. 

• These hydrants shall be so located within ten feet from the roadway. 
• Since each of these buildings shall be protected throughout by an approved automatic 

sprinkler system, the exterior fire department connection shall be so located within 75 feet 
of a hydrant. 

These items need to be addressed and incorporated in the plans at the time of submittal for permit 
application for site development. If you should have any further questions please don't hesitate to 
contact me. 

~~j'~ John F. Rutkowski 
Fire Marshal 

cc:fi1e 
cc: Chief Churulo 
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Su bject Site 

Looking West on McCarthy from Subject Site 
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NE corner of Bell & McCarthy - Equestrian Estates 

SE corner of Bell & McCarthy - Forest Preserve District 
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Subject Site as viewed from Galway 
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Annexation Application Form 
(with or without rezoning) 
TYPE OF APPROVAL REQUESTED 

CHECK ALL THAT APPLY: 

__ Annexation and Annexation Agreement 
__ RezonIng 

AeJ:LlCAlIT INFORMATION 
f"'(!'~c..--.r&Jl.p ... rCl>S 

Applicant Name 

r Q. ... eLc::> 
Company/Organl.atlon ~F. .,.. 

LH I "'" .::r-(lr.c.Cc:.t"", .~ c..v0 Il-
Applicant Address 

'312.. -32.7- 2. 70'0 3/l..qfU~/'o/Ptb' 

Village of Lemont 
Pllmnlng & l'conomlc Development Depllrlmenl 

418 MaIn Street Lemont, Illinois 60439 
phone (630) 257-1595 

lax (630)257-1598 

Telephone 'i Fax . 

"'om Cl2 fce£.>c42c2 ... ""a.~"""IA.:J .c,..... 
E-mail 

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

$ Applicant is the owner ofthe subject property and Is the signer of this application. 
__ Applicant is the contract purchaser of the subject property. 
_. _ Applicant is acting on behaif of the beneficiarY of a trust. 
__ Applicant is acting on behaif ofthe owner. 

PROPERTY INFORMATON 11. 
S\.V C.o,......~ rv\c..c....-

Address of Subject Property/Prop.rtl~s 

22..-2.'-C(DI ~ OJ2-oo~ 
Parc~lld.ntiflcatlon Number of Subject Property/Properties 

~d)c' 8.6q 1k."S, 
SllOfSUbject Property/Properties 

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST •. • r\. 
A","XX' ~ '7.p..:.. a -,3 _.1l.. ...$jJQc.a...>t' V..5-oL 

Brief description of the proposed annexatlon/re.oning r 

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS 

See Form S06-A, Annexation Application Checklist of Required Materials, for items that must accompany this application. 

Forms06, 
Pagelq/2 
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Annexation Application Form 
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW 

Rezoning Application Fee (based on ,Ize of propertv to be rezoned): 
< 2 acres = $300 10 to <20 acres = $1,000 
2 to < 5 acres. $500 
5 to < 10 acres = $750 

20 acres or more = $1,250 

Annexation Application Fee = $250 (per iOnlnglot) 

Village of Lemont 

Fee Is non-refundable_ A zoning lot Is defined as "iI single tract of land located within a single block that (at the time of 
filing for a building permIt) is desIgnated by Its owner or developer as a tract to be used, developed, or built upon, under 
single Qwnershl.p or control" (Unified Development Ordinance Chapter 17.02) .. 

Required Escrow = $750 for annexatlon,.plus $500 for rezonlns 
At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow 
money shall be used to defray costs of public notIce, consultants, or other dIrect costs Incurred by the Village In 
associatiOn with the annexation application. Additionally, should the applicant fall to remove the requIred public notice 
sIgn in a timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs ofthe sIgn's removal. After completIon of 
the annexation. revIew process, any unused portIon of the escrow account will be refunded upon request. 

AFFIRMATION 
I hereby affIrm that I have full legal cllpaclty to authorIze the filing of thIs application and that all InformatiOn and exhIbIts 
herewith submItted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. I permit Village representatives to make all 

. reasonable InspectIons and Investlaations ofthe subject property during the perIod of processing of thIs application. I 
understand that as part ofthls applicatIon I am requIred to establish an escrow accountto pay for direct costs associated 
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfillment of public notice requirements, removal of the public notice 
sign, taking of minutes at the public hearIng and fees for consultants hlr.ed by the VlUage to evaluate thIs application. I 
understand that the submitted fee I.s non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion will 
be refunded on request. I understand that I am responsible for the postIng of a public hearlilg sIgn and for the mailing 

~tl9li'l!l:llJl.all surrounding property owners as requIred by Village ordinances and state law. 

Sisnure of Applicant 
LUM1~ 

State 

I, the undersigned, a Nota~ Public In and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that 
~ Is personally known to me to be the same person whose 

name Is subscribe .0 the foregoIng Instrume t and that said person signed, sealed and delivered the 
act f the uses and purposes set forth. 

OFFICIAL SEAL" 
MAR!3ARET SCHAR . 

Notary 5f n ure NOTARY PUBlIC -STATE OF lu.iIlOIS 
j \ ~~MY~COI.tMIeStON __ . <'\I .... EXP ... j¥RE;.o;S:.;;oen;;;;·~~l:...J ''''1<!i~!l . .' I K Given under my hand and notary seal thIs 6,,( U dayof_-"""""",U'",'",L(",_;,.. ___ A.D. 20.L ... v,--_ 

My commission expires this ,-- dayof ____ ===. __ A.D. 20 

Planning IIr EconomicDeuelopment Departmsnt 
Annexation Packet -Annexation Application Form 
Form 506, updated 11-16-09 
Pagel!oja Attachment 6 



Rezoning Application Form 

Apglleal1t Name . 

/re./lymi. fl~",,~~t 

APplicant Addre.s C"".~ :p... 1>0," 
31'2-~ 3l..7 .... Z,7bb 

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

Village of Lemont 
Planning" Eccmomlc; .PeveloPment Pepartmen' 

418 Main Street lemont; Illinois 60439 
phone (630) 257-1595 

fax (630)257-1.598 

~ Applicant Is the owner ofthe subject property and 15 the signer of this application. 
__ Applicant Is the contract purchaser of the subject property. 
__ Applicant Is acting on behalf of the beneficiary of a trust. 
_> _ Applicant Is acting on behalf of the owner. 

PROpERTY INFORMATON 
..s \,oV Cpr; ItA.. r..Lc.... a..lJ 

Address Qf Subject Property/Propenles 

2. '2..~ 'l..G> - 'to , -all. - <.!lOOO 

SIz-.lbj8ctProperty/Propenles 

DESCRIPTION OFR!UEST 
Requested Zoning: ~-3 ......... ~N 

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS 

See Form S02-A, Rezoning Appllcat/on Check/lsto! Requlrl!d Moter/o/s, for items that /nust accompany this application. 

Planning 8r Deuelopment 1)eparlment 
Special Use Packet - Special UseApplicotion Fbrm 
Form 5011, updated ,,.,6-09 
PagUqf2 Attachment 6 



Rezoning Application Form 
APPLICATION FEE Bo ESCROW 

Application Fee (based on size of property to be rezoned): 
< 2 acres'" $300 10 to < 20 acres = $1,000 
2to < 5 acres'" $500 
5 to < 10 acres'" $750 

Fee is non-refundable. 

Required Escrow = $500 

20 acres or more = $1,250 . 

Village of Lemont 

At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow 
money shall be used to defray CO$lS of public notice, consultants, or otherdirett costs Incurred by the Village In 
association with the rezoning application. Additionally, should the applicant fall to rem·ove the required public notice Sign 
In a timely manner, the escrow account may be lJsed to defray the costs ofthe sign's removal. After completion of the 
rezonlns review process, any unused portion ofthe escrow account will be refunded up!)n request. 

State County 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that 
______ ...,~:--_·-______ IS personally known to me to be the same person whose 

name Is subscribed 'the foregoing Instrument, and that said person signed, sealed an.d delivered the 

My commission expires this ----aay Of ____ ----___ -__ A.D. 20 __ _ 

Planning & .Qevelopment Department 
Special Use Packet· Special Use Appliootion Form 
Form50a, updah1dll-l~-Og 
Pag ... cif2 Attachment 6 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
MARI3A~ET SCHAR . 

NOTARY PUBLIC. STATE OF ILLINOIS­
PSi COMMISSI()N EXPIRES:ll8I1~l1 



:Special Use Application Form 

Telephone & Fa. 

Village of Lemont 
Planning & Economic Development Department 

418 Main Street Lemont. illinois 60439 
phone (63Cl) 257-1595 

fax (630) 257-1598 

~_ (j) . fMr:A"'~ t9..q ... eJ.c,~...,..Jc..e ...... 

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: 

..::::L. Applicant Is the owner of the sijbject property and Is the sianer of this application. 
_ Applicant Is the contract purchaser of the subject property. 
__ Applicant Is actina on behalf oftha beneficiary ofa trust. 
__ Applicant Is acting on behalf of the owner. 

PROPERTY INFORMATON 
S ....... c<A 

Address of Subject Property/Properties 

Z2~2.'-"o 1- p3Z-~ 

Siz. Subject Property/PrQpertles 

Brie .scrlptlon of the proposed special use 

A) e",....eapo '.0.9.:;1 
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS 

See Form SOI·A, Special Use Application Checklist of Required Materials, for Itlims th.at mlJstaccompany this application. 

Planning &: EconomlcDe .. lopment Department 
Special !lse Packet -SpeciQ/ Us. Application Form 
Form 501, updated lN6·fl9 
pagelqfa 
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Special Use Application Form Village of Lemont 

APPLl~TION FEE & ESCROW 

ApplicatIon Fee = $500 for properties less than 10 acres, $750 for propertlas10 acres or larger 
Fee is non·refundable. 

Required Escrow = $500 
At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow 
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants, or other 41rect costs Incurred by the Village In 
assocl.atlan with the special use applicatIon. Additionally. should the applicant fail to remove the required public notice 
sign In a timely manner, the escrow aCcOunt may be used to defray the costs ofthe sign's removal. After completion of 
the sp~clal use review process, any unused portion ofthe escrow account wlil be refunded upcm request. . 

AFFIRMATION 
I hereby affirm that I have full legal capaCity to authorize the filing of thIs application and that all information and exhIbits 
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of m.y knowledge. I permit Village representatives to make all 
reasonable inspections and Investigations of the subject property during the period of proceSSing of this application. I 
understand that as part of this applicstilln I am required to establish an escrow account to pay fOr direct costs associated 
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfillment of publiC notice requirements, removal of the public notice 
Sign, taking of minutes at the public he~rlng and fees for consultants hired by the Village to evaluate this application. I 
understand that the submitted fee Is non·refundable and that an.y escrow amount left()ver upon project completion will . 
be refunde up request. I understand that I am responsible for the posting of a public hearing sign and for the malllns 
of Ie surrou'l..dlng property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law. 

State County 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public In and for the aforesaid c;c,unty and state, do hereby certify that 
-- Is personally known to me to be thE! same person whose 

name Is subscribed t he foregoing instrument, a d that said person signed, sealed and delivered the 
I>f .. ,.,....,.,"for uses and purposes setforth. 

Notary 18 tur 

Given under my hand and notary seal thla~ay Of __ .",.~=~""·''''·/'-,""L'''e..=_ A.D. 20 /1/ 

-' My commission expires thIs dayof ________ A.D.20 ___ ' 

r-~"""""-owW~ .. " .. ·'­
OFFICIAL SEAL 

MARGARET SCHAR. . . 
NOTARY PUBLIC -STATE OF iLLINOIS' 

MY COMMISSION EXPiRES:08JI2111 

Planning Be EconomicDevBlopment Department 
Special USe Packet- Special Use Application Form 
Formsol, updated U-16·09 
PagB20ja 
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Special Use Criteria Worksheet 
Unified Development Ordinance (UDal Section 17.04.140.C establiShes the criteria for.approval 
of special use requests; no special use will be recommended by the Planning & Zoning 
Commission unless It meets the following criteria. 

Please describe below how your variation request meets the criteria of UDO Section 
17.04.140.C. Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.1 

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.2 
The special Use is so designed, located and proposed to be operated that the public health, 
safety and welfare will be protected: 

:r64=b ...... , t).,J'.:d tt..,.""Ob. l&.IAGG ..... ;U '2 ..c" Sk.t'Jvog~ 

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.3 
The special use will not cause substantial Injury to the value of other property In the 
neighborhood In which It Is located: 

PlannIng & EconomIc Developmellt Department 
Special Use Packet - Special Use Criteria Worksheet 
Updated 11-16-09 
Pagel 0/2 
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UDO Section 17.04.140.C.5 
The special use is consistent with the standards enumerated elsewhere in the UDO for the 
specific use, including but not limited to, planned unit developments: 

:fL. De, ""HW~S<-~~ VI rq is rp"",c",&:!= 

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.6 
The special use meets, as applicable, the standards for planned unit developments found in 
Chapter 17,08 of the UDO: 

:(1.,4.. S'PIZ,-/J USe 

Planning & Economic Development Department 
Spedal Use Packet - Spei:lal Use Criteria Worksheet 
Updated 11-16·09 
Page2of2 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

PETITION FOR ANNEXATION 

TO THE VILLAGE PRESIDENT AND VILLAGE BOARD OF THE VILLAGE OF LEMONT 
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

The undersigned respectfully represent, state and request as follows: 

1. Thlit the undersigned are all of the. owners .of record Mall the land in the 
following described territory: SEE ATTACHED 

2. That the undersigned comprise at least 51 % of the electors residing within said 
territory; and that at least 51 % of such electors join in this petition. 

3. That such territory hereinbeforll d!lscribed is not within the corporate limits of any 
municipality, but is contiguous to the Villag!l of Lemont, Cook County, lllinois, a municipality 
organized and !lxisting under the. laws of the State oflllinois. 

4. That the undersigned, as all owners of).'ecord of the aforesaid land an<i territory 
and as at least 51 % of the electors residing on said land or territory, hereby petition that sal<i 
territory be annexed to the Village of Lemont, Cook County, lllinois, conditioned upon entry of 
an annexation agreement acceptable to such Owners. 

Preferred - Palos, LLC 
By: Thomas Mora to 

ManagingM 

Signature' 

,. ---
Pririt name: Tljomas Moabito 

Owner X Elector 

OWNERS AND ELECTORS 

Attachment 6 

Address: 141 W Jackson, 35th Floor 
Chicago, 1L 60604 



STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

J, the undersigned, being first duly sworn and under oath, 4epose and say that I am a party 
to the above petition, have. knowledge of the facts stated therein, have read t;he contents thereof, 
and that the matters and things therein contained are true in substance and in fact and the 
signatures on the Petition are the genuine signatures of the s represented. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF COOK ) 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said County and State aforesaid, DO 
HEREBY CERTIFY that / personally known to me to 
be the same person whose name is subscribed to this instrument, appeared before me this 
day in perSOn and acknowledged that -==- signed this instrument as (~. own free and 
voluntary act for the uses and purposes theteinset forth .. 

GIVEN under my hand and official seal tWs",;2?'dt dayof '~VI~L. 2010. 

Attachment 6 



EXRWITA 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

A tract of land In the North ~ of. the East ~ (except thewe~t .250.00 teet thereof) of till!' Soulhel1st 14 of Section 26, 
Township 37 North, Range 11, East of the Third Principal Meridian, In Cook COunty, IIl1nofs. Botl/ided and desorlbedas 
follows: Beginning at a Point on Ihe North line of the Southeast 14 of said Sect/on 26,796.00 feel east Of the West Une 
of the West line of the East 14 of said Seatlon 26, thenoe south along II Une that is parellel with the said West line of the 
. East 14 of the SoUtheast 14 Of said Section 26,a distance of 746.00 f!l!ltea$t of. the West Jlheof said '=ast ~ of the 
Southeast 14 of said Section 26; thencesoulh along a line. parallel with the Westline of the East ~of the SO!ltheaSi 14 
of said Section 26 a distance of 276.00 fee!; thence W!lst along a line parallel til the Southeast to the Northwest comer 
of S!lnhill Subdivision Unll#1as recorded April 8.1981, as Document No. 25833414 In COQk COl.lnty,IIHnols.Thence 
East along the North line of $unhlll SubdIVISion Unit #1, a distance of 500 feel to the E<lSt line of the Southeast % of 
said Seti!ion26; thence North along seld East Hne of the SOljlhell.st % of Said Section 26. a dfstanceof710.86 feet to 
the Northeast cOmer of the Southeast ~. Iilf said Seollon 2&, theQce W8$I arcing the N611h line of the saId southeast % of 
~ectlon 26, a distance of 531.41 feet to the place of beginning. . 

Attachment 6 
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VIllAGE OF LEMONT 

BEL!. ROAD SANITARY SEWER & WATER MAIN EXTENSION 

@ West ShmePipeline 

@LemontRre_mDislric:t 

@FiIStCliurchoflbe_ 

@.caroJyn_(RBs" IIal) 
. 14.7Acn1@ 1.5:I¥'IAC~ZZIifH@3.5 

@CaroIynKwasn_ 
wayne KwasniewskI 
KeIIb Hudges 

@Commen:faI,Pan:eI 8Acres= 

<D Commen:ia1 Pan:eI 8,9 Acre$= 

Q) RiIs_Pan:e1 6 SFH@3:SPE 

S.PE p 

3PE :pro 

20PE 2,lIII0 

7.180 

3:SPE 1.\150 
UPE 
3.5P£ 

100PE 10400 

120 PE 12.QOO 

Z.1~ 
® __ parcel 

. 15Acres@1.5 DIllAC=ZZSFH@UPE 1.7fIO 

@--
1SJi AorBS@1.5DI.I1AC=23 SFH @3,~PE ~ 

ToIaI L!ltStallonFlow,.,.,..""_~~, ___ ,_,,,_,_,___ SII,G5O 
S86S0.gpd ~41 gpmAvg, Flow, 164 gpmmaL DesIgnROlIr . 

DU = DweIin,g llniI !Single Family Home! 
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PROJECT DATA 

SJTB~RBA 
aUILDINP AJtBA: 

MJXBP UStl.BlJIJ"PINO 
dROUND J~BVBL 
SaCO~O LevaL 

BANK 

OBTENTION 

NO REQUIRED: 
P.-\~JW USB :BUILPING 

(I pBR200 SF) 

BANK 
(1 PER 200 SF) 

OUTLO'r 
(1 pBR 200 SF) 

TOTAL 

PAQ.K.(NO PROVIDED: p' 
INCLUDIN"O }lANPJCA . 

01>8.69 ACRBS 

*27.000 SF 
*2-"OO()-SF 

""S,200.$F' 
:1:6.000 SF 

=59,200 SF 

_=,,0.88 ACRBS 

240 STALLS 

26 STALLS 

JOSTALLS 

296STALJ..S 

il=323 STAt.LS 
4:11-STJ\L1.S 

~--------------. 

:.-' ." 30' BUFPijR YA.RD 

( 

I 
I 

I 
I ~ 

I ! 
! ~ 
I 

I 
I I 

L 

L __ -+-

Gill III 
STORY 

OUTLINE t:t~~ 

MIX)E!D USE DE 

k.2NDSTORY 
OUTLINE 

Otl+l+ ~:fH 1#0 
- .... ------~--

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

____ -- - -- - -- - -- - -- - --BEf:;l;;-R01\fl 
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-

TO: 

FROM: 

THRU 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

SUMMARY 

Village of Lemont 
Planning & Economic Development Department 

Committee of the Whole 

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

#120-10 

James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director 

Full Circle Group / Biley Property 

October 13, 2010 

Mark Hannah of Full Circle Group has been negotiating to purchase the Biley junkyard. 
He has inquired about the possibility of rezoning the property and receiving special use 
approval for outdoor storage. He is specifically interested in container storage and/or 
aggregate (e.g. sand) storage. I Informed him that based on previous applications that 
the Board would probably be reluctant to approve the aggregate storage on the site. I 
was unsure whether the Board would consider container storage. We thought it best 
that he raise the proposal directly with the trustees before pursuing purchase, 
engineering, or applications for rezoning and special use. 

DISCUSSION 

Under what circumstances, if any, would the trustees favorably consider the rezoning 
and special use for outdoor storage of (1) containers and (2) sand and aggregate? Mr. 
Hannah will be at the meeting and bring some air photos and/or maps of the area. 

COW Memorandum - Full Circle Group 1 



Item # 

to: Mayor & Village Board 

from: Ralph Pukula, Director of Public Works 

Subject: Neighborhood Watch on Wheels 

Date: 10-11-2010 

BACKGROUNDIHISTORY 
Lemont has Neighborhood Watch programs currently active in many village neighborhoods. The 
Public Works Department shares the same concern as the Police Department for the well being 
and safety of the residents. We see an opportunity to take Neighborhood Watch to a new level 
by beginning a new Public Works program, Neighborhood Watch on Wheels. 

PROS/CONSI ALTERNATIVES (IF APPLICABLE) 
The goal of the program is to assure Lemont residents that the Public Works Dept. will report 
any suspicious activity to the Lemont Police Dept. immediately. The Public Works Dept. is 
involved in many different activities in many different locations at all times of the day. By 
attending meetings with residents and Sgt. Thompson, communication and involvement, the 
Public Works Dept will add a positive contribution to these programs. 

ATTACHMENTS (IF APPLICABLE) 
This decal will be placed on Village vehicles to promote the Neighborhood Watch on Wheels 
program. A press release will be provided for the website and Lemont news media. 
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	Agenda

	NW Corner McCarthy & Bell (Rymek)

	SW Comer of McCarthy & Bell (Preferred Palos, LLC)

	Outdoor Storage - Bily Property

	Neighborhood Watch on Wheels

