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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.

RoLL CALL.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

A.  DISCUSSION OF ANNEXATION AND REZONING NW CORNER
MCCARTHY & BELL (RYMEKY). *

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

B. DISCUSSION OF ANNEXATION AND REZONING SW CORNER
MCCARTHY & BELL (PREFERRED PALOS, LLC)

(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON ){BROWN/JONES)

c. DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED OUTDOOR STORAGE USE - BILY PROPERTY
{FuLL CIRCLE GROUP) _

(PLANNING & ED){(STAPLETON){BROWN/JONES)

D. PRESENTATION ON PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS IN RECREATION BOWL BY
LEMONT LITTLE LEAGUE.
(ADMINISTRATION}REAVES)(WEHMEIER/SCHAFER)

E. OPEN MEETINGS LAW CHANGE - CONDUCT OF LOCAL MEETINGS.
VERBAL UPDATE - NO STAFF REPORT.
(ADMINISTRATION}REAVES)(VWEHMEIER/SCHAFER)

F. NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH ON WHEELS.

(PuBLIC WORKS)(BLATZER)(PUKULA)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS.

NEW BUSINESS

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION.

ADJOURN,



Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department

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

TO: Committee of the Whole #119-10
FROM; Charity Jones, Village Planner
THRU James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director

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

DATE: October 11, 2010

SUMMARY

Rich Rymek, agent acting on behalf of the owners of the subject propertfies, 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 1o 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
approval of either request.
™
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CASE HISTORY

PIC 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 corner of McCarthy & Bell)
simultaneousty. Over thirty nearby residential property owners were present at the
hearing. Fifteen spoke in opposition to the rezoning requests. Most spedakers 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. Many
speakers also expressed opposition to the minimum lot size dllowed 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 concern over the proposed R-4 zoning. The PIC voted 0-5 to recommend
approval; therefore, the PZC does not recommend approval.

PROPOSAL INFORMATION

Case No. 10,13
Project Name NW Corner of McCarthy & Bell- RJ Rymek & Co.

jé j,@l

Applicant Rich Rymek, RJ Rymek & Co.

Status of Applicant Agent acting on behclf of the owners of the subject
properties.

Reguested Actions: Annexation

Requested Actions: Rezoning from R-1 to R-4 {20.9 acres)

Requested Actions; Rezoning from R-1 to B-3 (1.7 acres)

Site Location Northwest corner of the intersection of McCarthy
Road and Bell Road.

Existing Zoning Cook County, R-3 Single-Family Residence District

Size 987,480 sf; approx. 22.67 acres

Existing Land Use Vacant & Residential

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning 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

Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comp Plan cdlls for this site to be low density
residential {0-2 du/acre],

Zoni i N/A

H 5 iE e RN
Water and sewer would most likely be extended from
the Glens of Connemara, along the ComEd right of
way to Beli Road and then north to the subject site.
This extension of water and sewer to the site is
feasible.

Transpeorfation Traffic impact study not required.

Physical Characteristics 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.

gi‘»‘.;x. Srn

i:;EJbllc Utili
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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 eastern 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 Pian 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). Additiondlly, the
Land Use chapter of the Comprehensive Plan includes o 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, 127t & Archer, McCarthy & Archer, and 1315t
& Bell, but the great majority of the public highway will have a parkway character”
(.33).

Commercial. The requested B-3 zoning is consistent with the Arterial Commercial' future
lond 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 lond 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 127t & Archer and at 1315t & 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 corner of the intersection of 1315t 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 Vilage 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

' 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
revedls 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 dll 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 Aftachment 3 for further details on the subdivisions studied.

Compalibility with Existing Land Uses. The surrounding properties are vacant, forest
preserve, or large lof 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 (1.7 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 UDCO'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
annexdation and rezoning should explicitly state that the site will be subject to the
transition yard requirements of the UDO.

Yard Depth Required | 12 feet

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

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

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

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

Note: One plant unit equals .5 canopy trees, 1 evergreen free, 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 aliows significantly smaller
lots than are currently found anywhere necar 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” (0.33). 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 Vilage 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 fo 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 o
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,

|

1.

III.

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 Quorum
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

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.

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-1 to R-4 and
to rezone 1.7 acres from R-1 to B-3,

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Spinelli to open the
public hearing for Case #10-12 and Case #10-13. 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 of the Comprehensive Plan. She
stated that the southwest corner of Bell Rd. and 131* 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"
and Archer and 131% 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
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



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 of land 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.

Mars. 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 fo 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 of land 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



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 UDQ. 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 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



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
enfrances 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* 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 115" 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 Qak Brook and always envisioned Bell
Road to look like 31%" 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



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 McVickers, 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 corners. 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 puiting 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 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. lles 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 tratfic 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



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 barricrs
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 batriers. 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 if the property 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 property would affect the arca. 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 Detrick, 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. Derrick



said that he was upset with the presentation that staff had presented. He said that he s
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.



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 1 15" 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
zoning.

Marsha Hunter, 8 Carriage 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 127" 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
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,



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.

Mirs. 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 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 from what it is now.
Mr. Klein stated that the applicants have the desire to become part of the Lemont
community with the development of these 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 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 {o 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 patt 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 if the 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
northwest side with the density being looked at. He stated that for the southwest he
does not sec 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
Mabher 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. Ie 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 secing 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 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. Al 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. Alf
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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IV.

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.

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 devidtes 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. 4/l 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

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Mors. 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-look 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.

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

1 message

Magda Chuchra <madziocha@hotmail.com> Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 11:06 AM
To: eehainformation@gmail.com

To the EEA Board Members:

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 of time 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 iot size of 12,500sq. ft rather than 40,000 sq. ft. they
should examine the current state of other such subdivisions. Leaving empty lots or
unfinished buildings is unacceptabie and serves as an invitation for thieves to explore the
areas. Also infinished 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 wouid 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 2010 13:16:53 +0000

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

--Forwarded Message Attachment--

From: gehainformation@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

https://mail google.com/mailfu/1/?ui=2.., 2/3



, 9/18/2010

This is an email alert co.

On September 15, 2010 there will be a meeting of the Village of Lemont Planning and Zoning

Gmail - FW: Alert - Zoning Meeting for B...
2ming an upcoming Lemont »

ling Meeting 9-15-2010

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 (Arteriaj
Commercial) and the owners of the NW corner are requesting a B-3 zoning (1.7 acres) and R4
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. fi.)

The Village has posted on their website the details of each proposal under their agenda for the
September 15" meeting. Click on this link { http:/Avww.lemont.il.us/archives/40/9-15-

10%20Agenda%20Packet.pdf ) to go directly to the agenda and the report; the report actuaily 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, guestions and opinions. You can also

email the Association at EEHAinformation@gmail.com with your comments and we wili bring them
with us to the meeting.

The Equestrian Estates Homeowners Associaton Board

EEHAInformation@amail.com

Hotline: (708) 802-3342
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concerns on redevelopment

Aurie Wilk <auriemw@comcast.net> Sun, Sep 12, 2010 at 6:47 PM
To: EEHAiInformation@gmail.com

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
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/tui=2... ' 1/2
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floods even after snow . .noval.

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

2 messages
Guenther Schmidt Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 7:27
<GSchmidt@spmarchitects.com> AM

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

| reviewed the attached information regarding the two applications for annexation
& re-zoning at Bell & McCarthy Roads. | 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.

streets & utility right of ways.

Guenther Schmidt, AiA

SPM Architects, Inc.
8104 W. 119th Street, Unit 1230
Paios Park, IL. 60464
708-671-0446 phone

708-671-0558 fax

Guenther Schmidt Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 7:35

<GSchmidt@spmarchitects.com> AM
To: "EEHAinformation@gmail.com” <EEHAInformation@gmail.com>

Correction to my previous e-mail. The existing zoning is R-3 not R-1, so | am

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2... 1/2
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.- against the re-zoning of any R-3 property to B-3.

Guenther Schmidt, AlA

SPM Architects, Inc.
8104 W. 115th Street, Unit 1230
Palos Park, iL. 60464
708-671-0446 phone

708-671-0558 fax

From: Guenther Schmiat

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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LEMONT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT ]
BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 15900 New Avenue
Lemont, IL 60439

Business: (630) 257-0191
Fax: (630) 257-5318
lemontfire.com

September 1, 2010

Ms. Charity Jones
Village Planner
Village of Lemont

418 Main Street
Lemont, Illinois 60438

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

Dear Ms. Jones:

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.

L ]
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.

e

John F. Rutkowski
Fire Marshal

Ce: file

Cc: Chief Churulo
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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 {dufacre) | 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 65% 15,067
AVERAGE 1.90 65% 14,930

* Glens Total Subdivision Size does not include ComED ROW; if included it would have further reduced the gross density of the development.
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Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Depariment
418 Main Street  Lemont, llinols 60439

Rezoning Application Form phone (630) 2571595
fax (630) 267-1598

APPLICANT INFORMATION ~ -
SA BTR 12902 (C—ano Mwﬁ%).‘s’(ﬁfg Covadrn s il
Applicant Name 7 (m. y rv\ﬂ\l(g-)“_ /

elo Mtf—-ﬂk"'—/ [elen  otwrnac
Company/Organization !

J . —
S22 6""['Lj_ﬁn Lﬂ-ﬁ.&%‘_—z{-— ©O5 Z—J
Applicant Addrass \

208 384 GHYo 206354 Qavn (PAX>

Telephone 8 Fax
M K3 R QOQ,(-«S""\

€-mall

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:

_§L Applicant Is the owner of the subject property and is the signer of this application.
Applicant Is the cantract purchaser of the subject property.
Appllcant Is acting on behalf of the beneficlary of a trust.
Applicant is acting on behalf of the owner.

PROPERTY INFORMATON

(2861 Mcla Tl uleth 1250 Gelf@gﬂ

Address of Subject Property/Properties -\} .

22 -2(, 201 - OLPAD 2226~ 20~ QG - Qi

parcel Identification Number of Subject Praperty/Properties

_ Sy lenan | 156 fensen

Size of Subject Property/Propefties

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Requested Zoning: L‘g ) Q 35“ C-a/‘/\ﬂ’l(z-w a-(‘-"’c‘j‘ 8—‘2“7 3w ‘2"—7"3 /41&(«‘76)

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS

See Form 502-A, Rezoning Application Checkiist of Required Materials, for items that must accompany this application,

Feeatnaiing Erictoseds .- 500 Sl b Ampint ERélgsed Sz S o

Planning & Development Department

Special Use Packet - Special Use Application Ferm
Form 502, updated 11-16-09

Page 1 of 2
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Rezoning Application Form Village of Lemont
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW

Application Fee (based on size of property to he rezaned):
< 2 acres = $300 10to < 20 acres = $1,060
2t <5 acres = $500 20 acres or more = $1,250
5to < 10 acres = $750

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 direct costs incurred by the Village In
assoclation with the rezoning application. Additionally, should the applicant fali to remove the required public notice slgn
in a timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs of the slgn's removal. After completion of the
rezaning review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request.

AFFIRMATION
I hereby affirm that | have full fegal capacity 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. | permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable inspections and investigations of the subject property during the pertod of processing of this application, |
understand that as part of this application | am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs assoclated
with the approval of this applicatian, such as the fulfillment of public notice requirements, removal of the public notice
slgn, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants-hired by the Village to evaluate this application. |
understand that the subrmitted fee is non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upoen project completion will
be refunded upon request. | understand that | am responstble for the posting of a public hearing sign and for the malting
of legal notice to all surrounding property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law,

“(Sg 52(2!! Q é{ ;o : Sg.d;(g;%/
Signatiffe of Applicant Da

State ' County

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public In and for the aforesald County and State, do hereby certify that

Is personally known to me to be the same person whose
name Is subseribed to the foregolng Instrument, and that sald person signed, sealed and dellvered the
above petition as a free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes set forth,

Notary Signature
Given under my hand and notary seal this day of A.D, 20
My commission expires this day of AD. 20

Planning & Development Department

Spectal Use Packet - Special Use Application Form
Farm 502, updated 11-16-09

Page 2 of 2
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Village of Lemont

Planning & Economic Development Depariment

An ne-)(ation Application Form 418 Main Street  Lemont, Hlinois 60437
. . . phone (630) 257-1595
(with or without rezoning) f fox (630) 257-1598

e —————————————
TYPE OF APPROVAL REQUESTED

CHFCK ALL THAT APPLY:
& Annexation and Annexatlon Agreement

E Rezoning

R .

APPLICANT INFORMATION " .

St BKTR TR (2407 (Guno iacki), Siode ok Covhoiidl < /o 3
Applicant Name . \., ‘Q ‘:qw
L%Ml\&v— n/\ l(/ . y K{m jj

C?mpanv/Organizatfon -

322 w & el b bracnn DL OS2 5™
Applicant Address

700,369 ¥ O 206 25 e su(EAX)
Telephone 8 Fax : i

M 131Q AL, Lon

E-mail

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:
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,

_K__ Applicant Is acting an behalf of the owner.

A

s
PROPERTY INFORMATON

12.80( N\nﬁd%éﬂ‘ 12/50 4.1 2R
Address of Subject Property/Pro

A2-26-20( = 0 =000 4 22226201 ~006~ 002 __ 57 A, IS BN
Parcel Identification Number of 5uhjgct Property/Properties ’ Size of Subject Property/Properties

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

S A el

ﬁ- h‘-\.f\¢ ' houst n‘ &ﬁﬂeﬁ&%&mw\} 2 H ‘Z.M..q ot D\

Brief description of the proposed annexationfrezonmg _
wBall 3@70 ‘o b M L—Tb)

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS

See Form 506-A, Anniexation Application Checkiist of Required Materlals, for Rems that must accompany this application,

‘FeAmoun : s
Plannmg & Eeonomlc DeuelopmentDepamnem
Annexation Packet - Annexation Application Form
Form 506, updated 11-16-09

Page i of 2
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Annexation Application Form Village of Lemont
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW

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

2to <5 acres = $500 20 acres or more = $1,250

510 < 10 acres = §750

Annexation Application Fee = $250 {per zoning lot)

fee is non-refundable. A zoning lot is defined as “a single tract of land located withln a single block that (at the time of
filing for a building permit) is designated by its awner 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 annexation, plus $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 publlc notice, consultants, or other direct costs Incurred by the Village in
assoclation with the annexation 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 of the sign’s removal. After completion of
the annexatlon review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request,

A— T T VR

AFFIRMATION

| hereby affirm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this application and that ali information and exhibits
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 1 permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable Inspections and investigations of the subject property during the perlod of processing of this application. |
understand that as part of this application | am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs assoclated
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfiliment of public notice requirements, removal of the public notice
sign, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants hired by the Viliage to evaluate this application, |
understand that the submitted fee is non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion wiil
be refunded upon request. | understand that | am responsible for the posting of a public hearing slgn and for the malling
of legal natice to all surrounding property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law.

2ROl £Cr Bl Cur

State County

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the aforesald County and State, do hereby certify that
Is personally 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 Signature
Given under my hand and notary seal this day of A.D, 20
My commission explres this day of AD. 20

Planning & Economic Develepment Department
Annaxation Packet - Annexation Application Form
Form 506, updated 11-16-09

Page 2of 2
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AUG- -”3 2010 MDN 02:13 PM FINNEGAN CONSTRUCT I ON FAX No. 630 257 0483 P. 002

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
)} 88,

COUNTY OFCQOK )

PETITION REQUBSTING ANNEXATION
TO THE VILLAGE OF LEMONT

TC: THE VILLAGE CLERK, VILLAGE OF LEMONT, ILLINOIS
The undersigned respectfully represent, state and vequest as follows:

1. That the undersigined are all of the owners of vecord of all the land in the
following described tertitory: SBE ATTACHED

2. ‘That the undersigned comprise at least 51% of the electors residing within saitl
territoxy; and that at least 51% of such electors join in this petition,

3. That such territory herelnbsfore descefbed is not: within the cerporate limits of any
nunicipality, but is contiguows to the Village of Lemont, Cook County, llinois, a sounicipality
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Illinols.

4. That the undetsigned, as all owness.of record of the aforesaid.land and tertitory
and as, at least 51% of the electors residing on said land or tervitoty, heteby petition that said
territory be antexed to the Village of Lemoutt, Cobk County, lllinois, conditioned upon entry of
an annexatlon agreement acceptable tq such Ownets.

%mrﬂ P pe ous 1+ ONERS AND BLECTORS
VO T VO oo-r2d
Sl%natm 7 crﬁa’ao e:o’,ﬁa P 4Addrcss 3526 S, £lia DR

Print name! ‘41 s 2

PRES | DRAsT HoNER it , P
Ownsr X Elector __ Loy
1 .
Signatuye: Propaf Afidrcss: a1 50 Bell
Print names
Le W\o«.)‘“ J
Dwner _ Elector __ A~ -kol-aii
Sighatuye: Address:
Print name;

Owner __  Elector __

Signature: Addyress:
Print name:
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AUG *23 2010 MoN 02:13 PM FINNEGAN CONSTRUCTION FAX No. 630 257 0488 P. 003

Ownei __  Elector __

STATBE OF JLLINOIS )
) 88,
COUNTY OF COOK )

I, the undersigned, being first duly sworn and under oath, depose and say that I am a party
1o the above petition, have knowledge of thie facts stated therein, have read the contents thereof,
and that the matters and things therein contained are trie in substence and in fact and the
signatures on the Pelition are the genvine signatures of the persons aa represented.

STATE OFILLINOIS )
) 88.
COUNTY OF GOOK. )

I, the wndetsigned, a Notary Public inand for sald County and State aforesaid, DO

HEREBY CERTIRY that M EVIA-EAL- F £ &/ Eefadonally known to me to.
be the saine pergon whose name.is subsoribed to this instrument, appeared before me this

dny in person nnd acknowledged that ¢/  slgned this Instroment a5 (S own freeand,
voluntary aot for the uses and purposes thersin set forth,

GIVEN under my heand and official seel this 2 & _ day of _gfvss 2010

s“OFFICIA‘I’.. ?&c& M
ANDRA /(
Notary Public, State of fliinols | ¥ ; z Zu/d,

My Commission Expires 03-16-14

Attachment 6
TOTAL P.003



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 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 hereinbefore described is not within the corporate 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 lllinois.

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

. OWNERS AND ELECTORS
Signature: (ﬂ - L Madrsaddress: (p AHK &2& 2 N4
Print name: ( y~; nNe M.Qﬁ:rl“) 0ue R
E}_[Qf;z ” % ; Ll .oy

Owner __ _
Address: ¢p A4 G E2X L 7}

Signatuyé: |
Print name: Prdins
|23.LQ§ ” £§. Ll wove3

Owner \/ Elector
Signature: Pm'w'l)%ddress: Q8-ab-adel-a0 £
Print name:

. [ & EO‘ M Cﬂwﬂ>f RO,

Owner __ Elector

Signature: Address:

Print name;
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Owner _ Elector __

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
} SS.
COUNTY OFCOOK )

], the undersigned, being first duly sworn and under oath, depose and say that [ am a party
to the above petition, have knowledge of the facts stated therein, have read the 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 persons as represented.

A,

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) 8S.
COUNTY OF COOK )

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said County and State aforesaid, DO
HEREBY CERTIFY tha o H] 1A 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 thatl#s # _signed this instrument as/%#7 #~~own free and
voluntary act for the uses and purposes therein set forth.

GIVEN under my hand and official seal this I3 day of AU"Uﬂ’ 2010

Attachment 6
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Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department

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

TO: Committee of the Whole #118-10
FROM: Charity Jones, Village Planner
THRU James A, Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director

SUBJECT: Case 10-12 - SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell - Preferred Palos, LLC

DATE: October 11, 2010

SUMMARY

Matthew Klein, agent acting on behalf of Preferred Palos, LLC, owner of the subject
property, has requested annexation to the Vilage, 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 1
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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)
simultaneocusly. 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 maijority 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 PIC voted 1-4 to recommend approval; therefore, the PZC does not
recommend approval.

PROPOSAL INFORMATION

Case No. 10.12

Project Name SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell — Preferred Palos, LLC

Applicant Preferred Palos, LLC

Status of Applicant owner of the subject property

Requested Actions: Annexation

Requested Actions; Rezoning from R-1 to B-3

Requested Actions: Special Use to allow two drive throughs.

Site Location Southwest corner of the intersection of McCarthy
Road and Bell Road.

Existing Zoning Cook County, R-3 Single-Family Residence District

Size 380,554 sf; approx. 8.7 acres

Existing Land Use Vacant / greenfield

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning 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

Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comp Plan cdlls for this site to be low density
residential (0-2 du/acre).

Zoning History N/A

Public Utilities Water and sewer would most likely be extended from
the Glens of Connemara, along the ComeEd right of
way to Bell Road and then north to the subject site.
This extension of water and sewer to the site is

feasible.
Transportation Traffic impact study not required.
Physical Characteristics The site is vacant and relafively flat with a slope
upward toward the single-family lots to the west.
Cther
COW Memorandum — Case # 10-12 SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell - Preferred Palos, LLC 2

Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210



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 eastern 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, 127t & Archer, McCarthy & Archer, and 1314
& Bell, but the great majority of the public highway wil have a parkway character”
{.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 1271 & Archer and at 1315t & 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 corner of the intersection of 1315 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 Vilage 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.

Compatiblility 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 UDQ's transition yard requirements are intended to mitigate adverse impacts of

! 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 3
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commercial development on adjacent residential land use. Although the residentiol
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.

Ydrd bép’rh Iéediﬁred 12 feet

Screening Required A wood fence with a minimum of 925% opacity and with a
minimum height of five feet plus at least two plant units per 100
linear feet; or

An earthern 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 yord shall not be used for parking, loading,
servicing, or storage.

Note: One plant unit equals .5 canopy trees, | evergreen free, 1.5 ornamental trees, and 6 shrubs or
ornamental grasses.

Aesthetic and Environmental. No environmental concerns 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 concerns. 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 Watler 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 Corner of McCarthy & Bell — Preferred Palos, LLC 4

Planming & Economic Development Departiment Form 210




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 ime. 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 maintdin 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 fo 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, including planned unit developments.

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

* Each drive-through facility shall be desighed so that the drive-through
window is not on a side of a building facing a public street,

* The queue ared 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 UDOQ.

COW Memorandum — Case # 10-12 SW Corner of McCarthy & Bell — Preferred Palos, LLC 5

Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210



6. The special use meefts, 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 fo 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 condifion 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

09-15-10 PZC draft minutes (to be approved on 10-20-10)
Citizen Correspondence received at 09-15-10 PZC
Village Engineer comments

Fire District comments

Site photos

Applicant submittals

ok~
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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.

IL

118

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 Quorum
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

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.

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-1 to R-4 and
to rezone 1.7 acres from R-1 {0 B-3.

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Spinelli to open the
public hearing for Case #10-12 and Case #10-13. 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 of the Comprehensive Plan. She
stated that the southwest corner of Bell Rd. and 131% 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 fo 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™
and Archer and 131% 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
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



future commercial development elsewhere along this cotridor. 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 of land 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 of land 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



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. Mirs. 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 UDQ. Staff recommends that at the time the property is ready fo 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 submitied 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 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



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 Campbeli 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 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 115™ 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 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



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 McVickers, 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 corners, 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 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 lles, 169 Galway Road, stated that her house has been on the market for a long
fime. 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. lles 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



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 if the property 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 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. Derrick



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 sirip 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 Bechtloftt, 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.



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 sec 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 115™ 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
Zoning.

Marsha Hunter, 8 Carriage 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 127" 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
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.



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 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 from what it is now.
Mr. Klein stated that the applicants have the desire to become part of the Lemont
community with the development of these 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 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 conjunction to provide utilities to allow residential development to
a site that has been vacant for years. He said if the 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
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 of the things the Village
needs to do is revisit the Comprehensive Plan and update it accordingly. Commissioner
Mabher 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 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. Al
Commissioners agreed,

A roll call vote was then taken for recommendation of approval:
Ayes: O’Malley

Nays: Maher, Spinelli, Murphy, Schubert

Motion denied

12



1Vv.

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.

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 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

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-look 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.

13



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 arcas.

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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. 9/15/2010 Gmail - FW: Alert - Zoning Meeting for B... N ST TS Qe
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‘ ™. i I Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association '
i <eehainformation@gmail.com>

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

1 message

Magda Chuchra <madziocha@hotmail.com> Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 11:06 AM
To: eehainformation@gmail.com

To the EEA Board Members:

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 of time 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 12,500sq. 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.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2.., Attachment 2 1/3



. 9/15/2010 Gmail - FW: Alert - Zoning Meeting for B...

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 2010 13:16:53 +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

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2,,, 2/3



, 9/1%/2010 Gmail - FW: Alert - Zoning Meeting for B...
This is an email alert co, 2rning an upcoming Lemont . 1ing Meeling 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. f1.)

The Village has posted on their website the details of each proposal under their agenda for the
September 15™ meeting. Click on this link ( http://www lemont.il.us/archives/40/8-15-
10%20Agenda%20Packet.pdf ) to go directly to the agenda and the report; the report actuaily 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.com with your comments and we wili bring them
with us to the meeting.

The Equestrian Estates Homeowners Associaton Board

EEHAInformation@gmail.com

Holtline: (708) 802-3342

2 a.ttachmen&s-
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971272010 Gmail - concerns on redevelopment

‘ m ll Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association
b o <eehainformation@gmail.com>

concerns on redevelopment

Aurle W:Ik <auruemw@comcast net> Sun, Sep 12, 2010 at 6:47 PM
To: EEHAInformation@gmail.com

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
https://mail.google.com/mailfu/1/Tui=2... 1/2



Y/1272010 Gmail - concerns on redevelopment
floods.even after snow . .noval.

As a member of this Homeowner Association | feel we should get very involved in
this project.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/tui=2... 2/2



9/15/2010 Gmail - Zoning Meeting 9/15/2010

- Gm il Equestrian Estates Homeowners Association
d <eehainformation@gmail.com>

bk, wh "".:""

Zoning Meeting 9/15/2010

2 messages
Guenther Schmidt Wed, Sep 185, 2010 at 7:27
<GSchmidt@spmarchitects.com> AM

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

| reviewed the attached information regarding the two applications for annexation
& re-zoning at Bell & McCarthy Roads. | 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 allowed 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 Wed, Sep 15, 2010 at 7:35
<GSchmidt@spmarchitects.com> _ AM
To: "EEHAInformation@gmail.com" <EEHAinformation@gmail.com>

Correction to my previous e-mail. The existing zoning is R-3 not R-1, so | am

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2... 1/2



9/15/2010 Gmail - Zoning Meeting 9/15/2010
.- "against the re-zoning of any R-3 property to B-3.

Guenther Schmidt, AlA

SPM Architects, Inc.
8104 W. 119th Street, Unit 1230
Palos Park, |L. 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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Frank Novotny & Associates, Inc.

/ /\‘/ 825 Midway Drive % Willowbrook, IL # 60527 ® Telephone: (630) 887-8640 ® Fax: (630) 687-0139

Civil Engineers/
Municipal Consultants

August 6, 2010

Ms. Charity Jones
Plarner

Village of Lemont

418 Main Street
Lemont, lilinois 60439

Re: Case 10-012
McCarthy & Bell

Dear Charity:

| 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 1o 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.

Sincerely,

FR VOTNY & ASSOCIATES, INC.

James L. Cainkar, P.E., P.L.S.

JLC/dn

Enclosure

cc.  Mr, Ben Wehmeier, Administrator
Mr. James Brown, Planning & Econ. Development Director
File No. 09321

09321 Case 10-12 Letter 080610.doc
Attachment 3



NF
MEMBER
05-08

LEMONT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 15900 New Avenue
Lemont, IL 60439

Business: (630) 257-0191
Fax: (630) 257-5318
lemontfire.com

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:

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 areminder 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.

s 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,

incgrely,

John F. I-{utkowski
Fire Marshal

ce: file
cc: Chief Churulo
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Adjacent Property to the west

Attachment 5



Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Depdrdment

Annexation Application Form 418 Mcln Street  Lemont, Ilinois 60437
phone {630) 257-1595

(with or without rezoning) fox (630) 257-1598
TVPE OF APPROVAL REQUESTED

CHECK ALL THAT APPLY:
Annexation and Annexation Agreement
Rezoning

PPLICANT INFORMATION
‘é leu e X Lales LLC %‘ Ma‘ﬂ"w IngL:..\ 5&-‘
Appllcantl\l_ame o 3 2-2. s d.” fren
Q. ve |_,¢;‘ n\n.vd‘ Q e ok 69.)"2

Company/Organization

TR WA Y 8 “eoqo Ti- .
Applicant Address e 70B-35Y-Galy o

312 -327-2700 312-98)-/lo) EAX 2 Q%.-%r h -%.‘9;;-‘9 (ol v 8
Telephone & Fax .
MMW‘LW@L% Mwic 17) @ PoL.onm
E-mail iy :

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: .

_x_ Applicant is the owner of the subject property and is the signér of this application,
— Applicant is the contract purchaser of the subject property.
_____Applicant is acting on behalf of the beneficlary of a trust. [
_____ Applicant is acting on behalf of the owner. -

PROPERTY INFORMATON

_Sw Cornan ﬂ/\c.C.f.,-'ﬂu\ *;gc” -
"Address of Subject Property/Properiles N _
_22-26-%01 - 022~00c0 J%@ee bR Aene
Parcel ldentification Number of Subject Property/Profierties Stzof Subject Property/Properties '
DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

e B3 SO

Brief descriptfun of tha preposed annexationfrezoning

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS
See Form 506-A, Annexation Application Checklist of Required Materlals, for items that muist accompany this application.

i’lannirig & Emnoi;;i}: ﬁé&elopmahibepaaneﬂt '
Annexation Packet - Annexation Application Form
Form 506, updated 12-16-09

Page1ofz Attachment 6



Annexation Application Form Village of Lemont
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW '

Rezoning Application Fee {based on size of property to he razoned):
<2 acres = 5300 10 10 < 20 seres= 51,000

2to <5 acres = 5500 20 acres or more = $1,250

5 to < 10 acres = $750 '

Annexatlon Application Fee = $250 (per zoning lot)

FeeIs non-refundahle, A zoning lot is defined as “a single tract of land located within a single block that (at the time of
filing for a buliding permit) is deslgnated by Its owner or developer as a tract to be-used, developed, or built upon, under
single ownership or control” (Unified Development Orciinance Chapter 17,02).

Required Escrow = $750 for annexation, plus $500 for rezoning

At the time of application, the appficant shall submit a eheck for the establishment of an escrow account: The escrow
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, cansultants, or other direct costs incurred by the Village in
assoclation with the annexation application. Additlonally, 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.

AFFIRMATION
| hereby afflrm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this appiication and that all information and exhibits
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, | permit Village representatives to make all

- reasonable Inspections and investigations of the subject property during the period of processing of this application. |
understand that as part of this application ) am regjuired to establish an escrow account to pay for difect costs associated
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfiliment of public notice reguirements, remaval of the public notlce
sign, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fess for consultants hired by the Viliage to evaluate this application, |
understand that the submitted fee Is non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion will
be refunded upon request, | understand that | am responsible for the posting of a public hearing sfgn and for the malling
of legaln n@ all surrounding property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law.

625 10

Signai reanp_p_IIcant \ -bat_e i
LS lople

State . Caunty

), the undersigned, a Notary Publlc in and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify.that
e is personally known to me to be the same person whose

name [s subscribedta the foregoing instrument, and that sald person signed, sealed and delivéred the

above petition ; /a free and v unta actf the uses and purposes set forth,

OFFICIAL SEAL
MARGARET SCHAR .~ |
:

WA

: HOTARYPUBLIG STATE osru.ms
sxpmes 08121

Glven under my hand and notary seal this : ‘5 day of : HAWL A.D, 20 lQ

o

My commlssio}: explres this __——— day of _ — A.D. 20 v

Planninyg & Economic Development Department
Annexation Packet - Annexation Applicotion Form
Forin 506, updated 11-16-09

Page2of2 _ Attachment 6



Village of Lemont

Planning & Economic Development Deparfment
418 Main Street  Lemont; llinois 40439

Rezoning Application Form phone {630) 257-1595
s fox (630) 267-159%

APPLICANT INFORMAT, N

Appllcaht N'ame - ‘ ‘ 222 v -/"l ' {--\ |

Mﬂﬁ_&m&rm“f" CGrap 2 caray

Companv/OrgaEI_i_:ftfnn 0 LY -m ~SG¢D

[ W Sadesoaq Lﬁfﬂ‘f"éax 2ETO_EAX

Applicant Address Cla ¢ T LDBOb MM l.Zl <@ 4‘ L. LD
312~ 32727

Telephone & Fex 312 ~G@ 7 = 110 1 AKX

Lom o peolfersubievelopnant com

E-mail

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: A

A Applicant is the owner of the subject property and s 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
Swurs Corran M C.CCMTL\ * 89- ]

Address of Subject Property/Proparties

22 ~e~Y%o1-032 c.aooo

Parcél identification Numiber of Subject PropertylProperﬂes

&.69

-SizefoPSublect Property/Prope'rtfes'

DESCRIPTION OF RE UEST
Requested Zonhing: T\o\w

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS _
See Form 502-A, Rezoning Application Checklist of Required Materials, for items that must accompany this application,

Planning & Development Department
Special Use Packet - Special Use Application Form
Form 502, updated 11-16-09

Page tof 2 Attachment 6



Rezoning Application Form Village of Lemont
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW

Application Fee (hased on size of property to be rezoned);

<2 acres = 5300 10 to < 20 acrés = $1,000
2to <5 acres = 5500 20 acres or more = $1,250
5t0.< 10 acres = $750

Fee i$ 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, consuitants, or otherdirect costs incurred by the Village in
assaciation with the rezoning application. Additionally, shauld the applicant fall to remove the required public notice sign
in a timely manner, the escrow account may beé used to defray the costs of the sign's removal. After completion of the
rezaning review process, any unused portlon of the escrow account will be refunded upon request.

AFFIRMATION
| hereby affirm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this application and that all Information and exhiblits
. hierewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. | permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable inspections and Investigations of the subject property during the périod of processing.of this application, |
understand that as part of this application | am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs associated
_with the approval of this appication, such as the fulfiiiment of public notice requirements, removal of the public notice
slgn, taking of minutes at the public Hearing and fees for consultants hiired by the Villagé to evaluate this application. 1
understand that the submitted feeis non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion will
be refunded upon request. 1 understand that 1 am responsible for the posting of a public hearing slgn and for the mailing
of legal to all surroundmg praperty owners as required by Village ordmances and state law.

< (\-!'

Signature.of Appjicant

Tiitpscs

State ~ _ County

|, the undersigned, a Notary Publlc in and for the aforesatd County and State, da hareby certify that

Is personally known to ma to be the same person whose
6 the foregping Instrument, and that sald person signed, sealed and delivered the
sgises and purposes set forth.

A -
Given under my hand and notary seal this day of LG A.D.20 Zﬁ .

My commission explres this day of

name Is subscrfbed

OFr IC!AL SEAL
MARGARETSCHAR = ¢
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS" ' §
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES.001211 ¢

Planning & Development Deportment
Special Use Packet - Special Use Application Form
Form 502, updated 11-16-09
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Village of Lemont

Special Use Application Form

APPLICANT INFORMATION

e L f Lté-

Planning & Economic Development Departmant
418 Mciin Sireet  Lemont, llinols 60439

phone (630} 257-1595

fax (630} 257-1598

Al pllcant Name

Companwarganizatlon

1% W :\‘Waﬁjﬂ“r_bm

Applicant Address ('(,  tago G BRCS
22200 “ 319 €7~ 1101 FAx

Telephone & Fax

o @ Vferrad Sovelopma Fitps m,

-mall

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:

~[ . 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.
—__Applicant Is acting on behalf of the owner.

PROPERTY INFORMATON

S Cennen AJL__C,;.»T}-J Q&L

Address of Subject Property/Propertles

22-26~%0 1~ 032-Ox%

Parcel identification Number of Subject Property/Properties

o 44

Size of Subject Property/Properties

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS
See Form 501-A, Special Use Application Checklist of Required Materlols, for items that must accampany this application,

Planving & Economic Déuel_qpment Department
Spiectal Use Packet ~ Speclal Use Application Form
Form 501, updated 11-16-09
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Special Use Application Form Village of Lemont
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW ' -

Application Fae = $500 for propetties less than 10 acres, $750 for properties 10 acres or larger
Fee is non-refundabie,

Requlired Escrow = $500

At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow
monay shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants; or other direct costs Incurred by the Viliage In
association with the special use application, Additionally, should the applicant fail to remove the required public notice
slgn in a'timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs of the sign’s removal. After completion of
the spacial use review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon reguest,

AFFIRMATION ‘
I hereby affirm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the fillng:of this application and that all information and exhiblts
herewlth submitted are true and correct to the best of iy knowledge. | permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable inspections and investigations of the subject property during the period of processing of this application. |
understand that as part of this application | am requlred to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs assoclated
with the approvai of this application, such as the fulflliment of public notice requlrements, removal of the public notice
sign, taking of mihutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants hired by the Village to evaluate this-application. |
understand that the submitted fee Is non-refundable and that any escrow amaunt leftover upon project completion will |
be refunde request. | understand that | am responsible for the posting of a public héaring sign and for the malling
: surroundlng property owners as requlired by Village ordinances and state law.,

/2/‘23 LD

Signature of Applicant Date

State . County

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public In and for the aforesaid County #nd State, do hereby certify that - -
. e Is personally known to me to be the same person whose
name is subscribed tg he foregolng mstrument, a d that said person sighed, sealed and deliverad the

Glven under my hand and notary seal thisﬁ’ﬁ’ day of o M CC . AD. 20 L

g PR S
My commission expires this day-of . AD. 20 ——y

S

OFFICIAL SEAL

MARGARETSCHAR .~ ¢
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS

MY COMMISSION Exmnesowwn

Planning & Economic Developinent Department
Special Use Packet - Special Use Application Form
Form 501, updated 11-16-09
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Special Use Criteria Worksheet

Unifled Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 17.04.140.C establishes the criteria for-approval
of special use requests; no special use will be recommended by the Planning & Zo6ning
' 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
The special use is deemed necessary for the_z public canvenience atthat location:

O v b5 . Lo « oon s . ao T Quad > rra 2 AR S A o S e
7 v .‘@J" f}*\t:-t +_‘_4 2 T b e 28 -' al o MmN,

SR, :

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.2 . :
The special use is so desighed, located and proposed to be operated that the public health,

safety and welfare will be protected:

The Lbore e Thrank loves will Co b0 Qovga

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.3
The special use will not cause substantial injury to the value of 6ther property in the

nelghborhood in'which it is located:

- PR /At A f.g- WY

Flanning & Economic Developmelit Department
Special lse Packet — Specinl Use Criterla Worksheet
Updated 11-16-09

Page 1 of 2
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UDO Section 17.04.140.C.4
The special use shall not create excessive demands on Village setvice or impair the ability of the

Village to malntain the peace and provide adequate protection for its citizens:

() S € W\Q:’_-& L oG o jkﬂ#
__A__MW ‘f:g&f ﬁ.gw‘-q'f‘?-& ,e_efgﬁ-_.mrﬂ '

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.5
The special use is consistent with the standards enumerated elsewhere in the UDO for the

speclfic use, including but not limited to, planned unit developments:

v\f‘JAw\f.

UDO Section 17:.04.140.C.6
The special use meets, as applicable, the standards for planned unit developments foundin

Chapter 17.08 of the UDO:

Planining & Economic Developpment Department
Special Use Packet ~ Special Use Criteria Worksheet
Updated 11-16-09

Page 2 of 2
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) §S.

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. That the undersigned are all of the owners of record of all the land in the
following desctibed territory: SEE ATTACHED

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

3. That such territory hereinbefore described is not within the corporate liniits 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 of record of the aforesaid land and territory
and as at least 51% of the electors residing on said land or territory, hereby petition that said
territory be annexed to the Village of Lemont, Cook County, Tllinois, conditioned upon entry of
an annexation agreemenit acceptable to sach Owners.

OWNERS AND ELECTORS

Preferred - Palos, LLC.
By: Thomas Morabito

Address: 141 W Jackson, 35" Floor
Chicago, IL 60604

Priiit name;  Thomas Moabito

Owner X Elector __

Attachment 6



STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS.
COUNTY OF COOK )

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

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS.
COUNTY OF COOK )

1, 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 1nstrument appeared before me this
day in person and acknowledged that —— signed this instrument as ,— own free and

voluntary act for the uses and purposes theérein set forth.,.

GIVEN under my hand and official seal this ﬁ " day of Veacé.2010.

e
' NOTARWWWJA%CHAR
mm EXPIHE%.F%#%
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A tract of land in the North % of the East % (except the west 250.00 fest theraof) of the Southesst Y of Section 26,
Township 37 Nerih, Range 11, East of the Third Principal Metkilan, In Cook County, Ilinofs. Bouridet and described as
follows: Begihning at a Point on the Nerth fing of the Southeast % of sald Section 26, 798.00 feet east of the Wast line
of the West line of the East % of sald Seotion 26, therive south along a iine that is pamﬂe] with the said West line of the

.East % of the Southeast % of sald Secfion 28,  tistance of 748,00 feet east of tHe West iine of sald East % of the:

Southéast ¥ of said Section 26; thence south along a line parallel with the Waest line of the East 14 of the Southeast ¥
of sald-Section 26 a distance of 276,00 feet; thence west along & fine parallsl to the Soufhesst to the Northwest corner
of Sunhili Subdivision Unit #1 as recorded Aprll 8, 1981, as Dotument No, 256833414 in Cook County, liinols, Thence
East along the North line of Sunhill Subdivision Unit #1, a distance of 500 fest to the East line of the Southenst % of
sald Section 26; thence North along said East line of the Soulheast % of Sald Section 26, a distance of 710.86 feet fo
the Northeast corner of the Southeast % of sald Section 26, thence west along the North line of the sald Southeast Y4 of
Section 28, a distance of 531.41 feet to the place of beglnning

Attachment 6
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GRAFHIC SCALE
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SCALE: 1=1000
VILLAGE OF LEMONT
BELL ROAD SANITARY SEWER & WATER MAIN EXTENSION
SERVICE AREA AND FLOWRATES OF FLOW |
12725 SOUTH BELL. ROAD LIFT STATION ____topd)
(A west Shore Pipeline 5PE §00 |
(B) Lemont Fire Profection Distict IFE 200
(©) First Church of the Nazarena WPE 2000
T AT Acre @ 1.5 DINAGC=2ZSFH@ 3.5 el
(E) carolyn Kwasniswski T 35PE 1950
Kefth Hudges' 35PE
@ Krwamieuski sidi )
103 Acre @ 1.5 DIVAC = 15 SFH @ 3.5 ~626PE 5,250
(S Sun 1 Estates (Residentlai) T.900
20 SFHxA5=T0PE
(&) commercistParcel 8 Acres = 100PE 10400 |
(D Commerciai Parcel 8.8 Acres= 120PE 12300
(3) Residential Parcel 65FH@3.5PE 2500
() Residentiat Paircel _
15 Acres @ 1.5 DUIAC =22 SFH @ 3.5 PE 7700
156 Acres @ 1.5 DUWAC =23 SFH@ 3.5PE 350 -
58650.gpd =41 gpm Avg. Flow, 164 gpm max. Design Flg )
BU= Unit (Single Farmily Hosne

Ny

OTHER DESIGN FLOW TRIBUTARY TO EXISTING 8" PVC.
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1.50% GRADE AT POINT OF CONNECTION
ON DUNMORE DRIVE
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Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department

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

TO: Committee of the Whole #120-10
FROM: James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director
THRU

SUBJECT: Full Circle Group / Biley Property

DATE: October 13, 2010

SUMMARY

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. | Informed him that based on previous applications that
the Board would probably be reluctant to approve the aggregate storage on the site. |
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



Village Board
Agenda Memorandum liem #

to: Mayor & Village Board

from: Ralph Pukula, Director of Public Works

Subject:  Neighborhood Watch on Wheels

Date: 10-11-2010

BACKGROUND/HISTORY .

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/CONS/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 alf times of the day. By

aftending 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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