Agenda
Village of Homer Glen
PLAN COMMISSION
Thursday, January 7, 2021 – 7:00 p.m.
Village Board Room, 14240 W. 151st Street, Homer Glen
1. Call to Order.
2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.
3. Roll Call.
4. Minutes.
a) November 5, 2020
b) November 19, 2020
5. Public Comment.
6. Old Business.
a) Case No. HG-2013-V, 13564 W. 167th Street (Public Hearing closed): Consideration
of a request for [1] a Variance to reduce the required rear yard setback for the proposed
attached garage addition from the required forty (40) feet to thirty-three (33) feet, [2] a
Variance to reduce the corner side setback for a non-dedicated right of way from the
required eighty (80) feet to forty-six (46) feet, [3] a Variance to increase the maximum
allowable impervious surface from thirty (30) percent to thirty-five (35) percent, and
[4] a Variance to increase the maximum allowable lot coverage from twenty (20) percent
to thirty-four (34) percent, for certain real property located in the R-2 Single-Family
Residential District at 13564 W 167th Street, Homer Glen, Illinois.
b) 2020 Comprehensive Plan (Public Hearing continuation): Consideration of a
request for review and adoption of the 2020 Village of Homer Glen Comprehensive Plan.
7. Reports of Plan Commissioners and Staff.
8. Adjourn.

For remote attendance, please see Zoom info below:
Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83906180524?pwd=OEJCZU9RUTBCUWJJYml5NjRWREx0dz09
Or Call US: +1 312 626 6799
Webinar ID: 839 0618 0524
Passcode: 725448

DISABLED: Any individual requiring special accommodations as specified by the Americans with Disabilities Act is
requested to notify the Village Manager of Homer Glen at 708-301-0632 at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting date.
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Plan Commission
Minutes of the Meeting on
November 5, 2020

DRAFT

Village of Homer Glen
14240 W 151st Street, Homer Glen, IL 60491
Community Room

Plan Commission

Nov. 5, 2020

1. Call to Order
2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.
3. Roll Coll
Members present (in the Board Room) at 7:03 p.m. were Chairman Kozor, Member Verdun,
Member Hand, Member McGary, Member Stanly, Member Foley and Member Zarebczan. Also
present were Planning and Zoning Director Gadde, Senior Planner King, Development Services
Director Mike Salamowicz, Chief Building Official Joe Baber and Assistant to the Village Manager
Matt Walsh. The minutes were recorded by Matt Walsh and transcribed by Plan Commission
Secretary Gia Cassin.
4. Minutes - October 15, 2020
Member Verdun made the motion to approve the minutes from October 15, 2020 as written,
seconded by Member Zarebczan. All in favor, zero (0) opposed, the motion carried.
5. Public Comment.
None
Prior to discussing the four (4) New Business cases, Chairman Kozor asked to rearrange the
first two (2) cases moving agenda item B to the spot of agenda item A. Member McGary moved
to make the change as requested, seconded by Member Stanly, all in favor, zero (0) opposed,
the motion carried.
Director Gadde swore in all those present wishing to speak.
6. New Business
b) Case No. HG-2014-V, 15427 S Badger Lane (Public Meeting): Consideration of a Variance
to reduce the required rear yard setback for the proposed residential addition from the required
thirty (30) feet, as shown in the Meadowview Plat of Subdivision, to fifteen (15) feet for certain
real property located in the R-5 Single-Family Residential District at 15427 S. Badger Lane,
Homer Glen, Illinois.
Director Gadde presented the background for this case. The applicant, Samir Nofal, is the owner
of the subject property located at 15427 S. Badger Lane. The property is zoned R-5 Single Family
Residential and has a single-family home with attached garage. Mr. Nofal contacted the Village
to inquire about the potential for a small addition, twenty (20) by twenty-seven (27) feet at the rear
of the house. Staff indicated a Variance would be required for the reducing the thirty (30) foot
setback to fifteen (15) feet. The applicant has a handicapped daughter needing a bed room and
bathroom at the ground level. The applicant is aware of and understands the exterior materials
for the addition will be required to match the existing home. The current setback is larger than
normal for a typical R-5 property, and the proposed addition will not encroach the easement.
There was a similar case in April of 2019 where there was a requested addition to a side yard for
similar circumstances. This case impacts a yard that backs up to bell road so there is less impact
to the neighbors as well. The applicant is present in case there are any questions.
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to open the hearing. Motion made by Commissioner
Zarebczan to open the public hearing, seconded by Commissioner Foley. All in favor, zero (0)
opposed, the motion carried and the public hearing was opened.
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The petitioner, Samir Nofal approached to explain that he has a twenty-two (22) year old daughter
that is confined to a wheel chair. When they moved to Homer Glen, their daughter was six (6)
years old and they were able to give her a bed room with attached bathroom. Now she requires
a lot more equipment and is only able to move her fingers to manage her wheel chair. They do
have a chair lift currently to bring her upstairs and down stairs, but the bedroom and bathroom
are now too tight for her, it is not accessible enough. They considered moving, but the house is
perfect for his family and he is also taking care of his mother at his home. Mr. Nofal did also have
a contractor look at the home to see if they could make some modifications to the existing home
but they were advised that even though it is more expensive, it is in their best interest to see about
doing the addition. It will serve his daughter best in the long run. The applicant and his family plan
to stay in this home as long as they can, they are the sole caretakers of their daughter, and wanted
to see if this project would be feasible. This concluded his statement.
The Plan Commission did not have any questions for the applicant. A motion was made to close
the public hearing by Commissioner Stanly, seconded by Commissioner Hand. All in favor, zero
(0) opposed, the motion carried.
There were not any comments received by any of the neighbors regarding this project. Chairman
Kozor clarified that this was a single store addition only. Plans have not yet been submitted for
this addition. No other questions or comments by the Plan Commission at this time. Chairman
Kozor asked for a motion.
Commissioner Foley made the motion to adopt as the findings of the Plan Commission and to
recommend approval of a Variance to reduce the required rear yard setback for the proposed
residential addition from the required thirty (30) feet, as shown on the Meadowview Plat of
Subdivision, to fifteen (15) feet for certain real property located in the R-5 Single-Family
Residential District at 15427 S Badger Lane, Homer Glen, Illinois. [Case No HG-2014-V] The
motion was seconded by Member McGary.
A roll call vote was taken. Members Zarebczan, Foley, McGary, Stanly, Verdun, Hand and
Chairman Kozor all voted in favor seven (7) with zero (0) opposed. The vote passed unanimously.
This will go to the Village Board on December 9, 2020.
a) Case No. HG-2013-V, 13564 W 167th Street (Public Meeting): Consideration of a request
for [1] a Variance to reduce the required rear yard setback for the proposed attached garage
addition from the required forty (40) feet to thirty-three (33) feet, [2] a Variance to reduce the
corner side setback for a non-dedicated right of way from the required eighty (80) feet to forty-six
(46) feet, [3] a Variance to increase the maximum allowable impervious surface from thirty (30)
percent to thirty-five (35) percent and [4] a Variance to increase the maximum allowable lot
coverage from twenty (20) percent to thirty-four (34) percent, for certain real property located in
the R-2 Single-Family Residential District at 13564 W. 167th Street, Homer Glen.

Senior Planner King addressed the Plan Commission, explaining the background on this case.
The applicant, Brian Stevens, owns the subject property located at 13564 W. 167th Street. The
property is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential and has a single-family home located along with
a detached garage that have been on the property since prior to 1961, per the Will County GIS
Aerial view. The applicant is proposing to remodel the existing garage, and attach it to the primary
structure as an addition. The size of the proposed addition is fifty (50) by sixty (60). The applicant
would like to use a portion of the existing footprint of the detached garage, and also would like to
use existing driveway for ingress/egress to the garage addition. If this would be placed anyplace
3|Page

Plan Commission

Nov. 5, 2020

else on the property, it would require more driveway which could increase the variance needed
for the impervious surface, as well as the lot coverage. Also, currently, the road coverage is
calculated into the lot coverage as there isn’t a dedicated easement. Even if you took that
coverage out, you would still be over the lot coverage allowance. There is pipeline in the
easement - from two (2) different companies. Staff is guessing that is why the home is located on
the parcel where it is currently set. Also, staff is ok with the mix of siding and stone for the garage
addition as that is what the principal structure is made from, and would like for it to match in
material and color alike.
Development Services reached out to Will County to see what was in the easements. The survey
that staff was originally provided showed there were two (2) different company pipelines in the
easement. There is a BP line that is live. There is a Chevron line that is potentially not a live line,
we just need confirmation still. The Development Services director was able to get sign off from
BP that they are ok with the project that close to the pipeline and he has not been able to get that
from Chevron yet but it is staff’s recommendation that we get that second letter from the second
petroleum company. Staff would also like to see the easements on the plat as well. Director
Gadde did field one (1) phone call on this case where the caller was just wanting to clarify one of
the variances involved in this case. This concluded Melissa’s presentation.
Chairman Kozor asked if there was a motion to open the public hearing. Commissioner Foley
made the motion to open the public hearing, seconded by Commissioner Stanly. All in favor, zero
(0) opposed, the motion carried and the public hearing was opened.
Senior Planer King spoke to explain that Brian Stevens, the applicant, also provided the Village
with some property maintenance items that we do not need to address this evening. Chairman
Kozor clarified that there are property maintenance items that need to be resolved prior to going
for permit, but are not pertinent to the discussion this evening.
The applicant, Brian Stevens, approached to discuss his proposal. He said that he did not have
anything to add except that BP did provide him with a survey that shows him the location of the
pipeline on the Plat of Survey. Staff stated we have this plat in our documentation, but we still do
not have the easements or the sign off from the second pipeline company. Director Salamowicz
stated they are looking for who the easement rights were granted to. The original pipeline
easement was granted to Sinclair Pipeline Company. Afterward, a second document granted
permission for the Chi-Cap company to construct a second pipeline within that same easement.
The survey shows the document numbers pertaining to easements on the property, but it does
not show the location of the easements on the survey. There may be some question as to where
the easements begin and end, and this came up for discussion between Mike Salamowicz and
BP. Mike Salamowicz has been looking to get clarification on that information because the existing
garage appears to be located within that easement. The addition as proposed, will also be within
that easement with the pipelines and may encroach even a little further into that easement. In his
conversations with BP, they did ultimately provide a sign off for their pipeline but what staff is
attempting to do is get sign off from the second pipeline. The second pipeline, originally owned
by Sinclair and later purchased by BP, then sold to Unical, who was ultimately purchased by
Chevron. Staff has made several attempts for verification with Chevron, to make sure they don’t
have any issue with the proposed structure. To date, staff has not been able to get sign off to
make sure everything is safe.
Chairman Kozor stated for clarification that this should be a twenty (20) foot dedicated easement
over the center line of the pipe. Director Salamowicz stated that it was a fifty (50) foot right-ofway per the documentation and there were certain dimensions showing “x number of feet” from
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either side. He added there are two (2) pipelines there, and staff has a general idea where the
pipelines are located, but is looking for more information from the second pipeline company.
There is a level of concern and caution for safety in light of house that blew up in the Village just
a few years back.
Chairman Kozor asked staff if it was a typical to verify that an easement has been recorded to
verify that a structure is not on an easement? Director Salamowicz indicated that a typical survey
shows all the easements that are recorded. There have been times where information appeared
to be inaccurately recorded and further verification is required because it is important to know
what easements are on that property, who has rights to that easement, and then make sure that
the information is corrected by those easement holders.
Chairman Kozor stated he is aware that staff has put in a lot of work to communicate with the
utility companies and to secure the needed information. He further asked if this was typical of
staff to do? Director Salamowicz responded that typically, it lies with the petitioner. Mr.
Salamowicz added in this case, The Village wants to make sure about the pipeline locations and
verify that we would be getting permission from pipeline company since it is their easement.
Director Salamowicz stated he started with BP and he had several conversations with them
directly, which lead to them providing their sign off. BP also provided additional information about
the Chevron pipeline, which lead to Director Salamowicz attempting to contact them several times
without success. Mr. Salamowicz stated he attempted via email when the phone attempts failed,
which also was unsuccessful. Director Salamowicz attempted again through a different
department within Chevron, their legal department, who responded to say that they would forward
Mike Salamowicz’ question on to the appropriate department. At this time, staff is currently waiting
to hear back from Chevron.
Chairman Kozor asked if the response comes back that the second pipeline is dead, and is set
back even further than necessary, would a plat of survey showing the legal easement still be
required showing the BP line? Director Salamowicz replied that regardless if the pipeline is
operational or not, having dealt with Chevron in the past in a different location, he stated we will
still need sign off. Chevron is still maintaining the pipeline, in the potential future event, they will
need to make this pipeline operational again, if it currently is not in use.
The applicant, Mr. Stevens, spoke up to express some confusion over the question about the
pipeline with respect to his property and the easement along with the survey that BP provided to
him. He added that his plat shows his home on the property was there prior to the install of the
pipeline. He stated that the original agreement or easement agreement did not require such a
letter to object the homeowner’s ability to enjoy the property. He stated he would just like to enjoy
his property like others in the area. He said that the pipeline safety is a concern. He added he
would follow the safety recommendations throughout the construction process. Adding to his
statement he felt confident that BP signed off knowing their own location of the pipeline and felt
that as the property owner, he could use the easement as the plat he originally has, is stating. He
does not understand why the Village is running around in circles for this added information.
Chairman Kozor asked Director Salamowicz for information about the process to get the
easement recorded and codified on a survey. Director Salamowicz stated that he would need to
get the updated survey completed, that it is a normal process. Chairman Kozor asked if there
was a list of surveyors we could provide for the applicant. Director Salamowicz said we do not
keep a prepared list of surveyors but could provide a short list of companies. Director Salamowicz
stated he wanted to add a comment about the documents that we do have, which show they are
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actually proposed plans for the pipeline and easement, not the final draft. There was not any seal
or stamp by a surveyor.
Chairman Kozor asked also if the applicant were to deliver to the Village, an updated survey,
stamped and finalized, showing the easement and pipelines, could this help the process and help
determine if the existing structure is ok where it is located or if it would need to be moved a little
North? Director Salamowicz stated that it would certainly help, in particular as to having an idea
about how much encroachment into the easement is potentially being proposed, and again stated
a written response from Chevron is needed.
The applicant added a final comment that the current structure is six (6) feet from the pipeline,
based on the documents he has provided to the Village, which was provided to the applicant by
BP.
Chairman Kozor asked if there were any additional comments from the audience, which there
were none. He asked for a motion to close the public hearing. Commissioner Stanly made the
motion to close the public hearing, seconded by Member Zarebczan. All in favor, zero (0)
opposed. The motion carried and the public hearing was closed.
Discussion between the Plan Commissioners and staff yielded an understanding that the plaintiff
does have permissions and should be able to enjoy his property, but that the Village has to comply
with the Village standards in their review and the issue here is that the variance can’t be
detrimental to the Village welfare or be injurious to neighboring properties and so not having that
second letter from the pipeline is a big issue. The Village has to have that. Yes, there has been
change of ownership, and to Mr. Stephens point about why not work with the approval of BP
regarding the second pipeline, Commissioner Verdun stated they do not own it any longer and
they cannot comment about the pipeline today. She added we cannot move forward without the
proper letters and verification. The Village needs to make sure this is a safe project.
Commissioner Verdun feels there are too many unanswered questions at this time to move
forward with a decision.
Commissioner Hand asked staff if the Village has any restriction for building in easements.
Director Salamowicz said that typically for any easements, there are restrictions for constructing
on any type of easement that we own, or that are owned by other utility companies. It would be
looked as allowing someone to build on property belonging to someone else. In this case, the
pipeline has the rights to that portion of the applicant’s property. This is why we have the
obligation to verify they do not have any issues with this project. Further discussion between
Commissioner Hand and the applicant indicated that the J.U.L.I.E markings matched with the
drawing of the pipeline. Also, he asked if the pipeline goes on a diagonal. The applicant stated
it does go on a diagonal through the property. Commissioner Hand asked if the current detached
garage is on a slab, which the applicant stated it is. Commissioner Hand stated then in putting
the addition on it would bring the structure closer to the pipeline. The applicant said it would not
as the footprint would move to the West and to the North. Chief Building Official Baber commented
that to date, the Village has not received any building plans and so cannot speak to the
construction piece, how it will be constructed or where the footings will be. In addition, Director
Salamowicz stated that the BP pipeline is six (6) feet from the existing structure, and the Chevron
pipeline is actually closer still than the BP line.
Senior Planner King stated that BP didn’t ask for construction details, but they are aware of this
construction footprint. The Plan Commission carried on further discussion with the applicant
about the pending construction project, and a how it will be connected to the home, lot coverage
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in light of the actual street bring on his property providing some hardship due to the fact that the
right of way was not dedicated. Furthermore, there was clarification about the property being on
well and septic which also limits the ability to relocate the project altogether. Chief Building Official
Baber commented that prior to permitting, the applicant would need to contact the Will County
Health Department for verification of the septic field and secure sign off from them, which is
documentation collected from the applicant when submitting for permit. Also discussed again
were lot coverage concerns. As was pointed out by staff, if the road piece were removed from
the equation, then Mr. Steven’s lot would be undersized for R-2. This has been looked at multiple
ways by staff in order to possibly recommend something other than what is being proposed in
order to step away from the easement and pipeline issue, but because of the lot hardship and the
well and septic, there are no other viable options.
The Plan Commission elected, in light of some outstanding items, to table this agenda item to a
later meeting date when the outstanding items are received and reviewed.
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to table agenda item 6a. Member Verdun made the motion
to table the discussion for case number HG-2013-V, for the property located at 13564 W 167th
Street, Homer Glen, Illinois subject to the following six (6) conditions:
1) Conceptual building elevations be updated to be architecturally consistent with the
principle structure, prior to review by the Board of Trustees;
2) All property maintenance violations are corrected prior to the issuance of a building permit
for this addition;
3) Pipeline easements are added to the plat of survey and to the engineering drawings;
4) Letters of no obstruction have been received from all pipeline owners;
5) Approval of Final Engineering;
6) Location of well and septic field from the Health Department is turned in.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner McGary. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners
Zarebczan, Foley, McGary, Stanly, Verdun, Hand and Chairman Kozor all voted in favor seven
(7) to zero (0). The motion carried.
6c. Case No. HG-2015-V, 13711 W 159th Street (Public Meeting): Consideration of a request
for a Variance to allow a commercial use multi-tenant monument sign on an A-1 Agricultural
District Property where monument signs are not allowed, pursuant to § 220-1005 Signs, of
Chapter 220 Zoning of the Code of the Village of Homer Glen, for certain real property located in
the A-1 Agricultural District at 13711 W 159th Street, Homer Glen, Illinois.
Senior Planner King presented the facts of the case. The applicants, Michael and Pat Forkan,
own the subject property located at 13711 W 159th Street. They applied for a building permit to
construct a multi-tenant monument sign for the subject property. The property has been used as
mix of commercial and office, but the property is zoned an A-1 Agricultural District. The only signs
allowed in the A-1 Agricultural Districts are produce signs. The applicant is requesting a Variance
to allow for the construction of a multi-tenant sign for this property. If a Variance is not granted,
the hardship would be that the owners would have to rezone the property in order to strictly comply
with the Village Sign Code, to install a monument sign. The proposed sign would need to meet
all of the regulations of a multi-tenant monument sign in a Business District. Senior Planner King
stated this is not uncommon. The owners are not trying to expand on the structure or the current
usage of the building, this sign is just basically an accessory structure. The sign would be out of
the clear vision area from a road standpoint. That concluded Melissa King’s presentation.
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Director Gadde swore in Pat and Michael Forkan, who are the owners of this property. Mr. Forkan
spoke about this case. It was a single-family home, but has been used as an office since
approximately 1996. There is a three (3) car garage being used as storage. They did improve
the property with plumbing and roofing and the garage, and they would like to get the sign up, as
this property is on the market also. They indicated that people do miss it off the road, and the
sign would also allow for some visibility and will include the names of the tenants.
Chairman Kozor asked if there was a motion to open the public hearing. Commissioner McGary
made the motion to open the public hearing, seconded by Commissioner Foley. All in favor, zero
(0) opposed, the motion carried and the public hearing was opened.
No public comment on this agenda item. Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to close the public
hearing. A motion was made by Member McGary, seconded by Member Foley. All in favor, zero
(0) opposed. The motion carried and the public hearing was closed.
The Plan Commission held a brief discussion, making sure the “for sale” sign near that location
is for the property in question, which it is. There was discussion about the number of tenants to
be listed on the sign. The maximum allowed are six (6) tenants, and currently there are three (3).
The width of the base will need to be wider, and then also landscaping around the base of the
monument sign are required. The applicants are aware of this without issue. The maximum
height and square footage for the sign for a multi-tenant sign is fifteen (15) feet and the 1 square
foot per 3 feet of frontage along the property, not to exceed 80 square feet of copy area and 120
square feet of sign frontage area. Also, it was clarified that if for some reason this property were
to be rezoned to commercial, this sign will conform.
No other comments or discussion from the Plan Commission.
Commissioner McGary made the motion to adopt the findings as the findings as the findings of
the Plan Commission and to recommend for approval of a Variance to allow a commercial use
milt0tenant monument sign on an A-1 Agricultural District Property where monument signs are
not allowed, pursuant to § 220-1005 Signs, of Chapter 220 Zoning of the Code of the Village of
Homer Glen, for certain real property located in the A-1 Agricultural District at the 13711 W. 159th
Street, Homer Glen, Illinois [Case No. HG-2015-V]. The motion was seconded by Commissioner
Zarebczan.
A roll call vote was taken, Commissioners Zarebczan, Foley, McGary, Stanly, Verdun, Hand and
Chairman Kozor all voted in favor unanimously. Zero (0) opposed. The vote passed seven (7)
to zero (0) in favor. The motion carried. This case will go before the Village Board on December
9, 2020.
6d. Case No. HG-2016-V, 13838 W Stonebridge Woods Crossing (Public Meeting):
Consideration of a request for a Variance to reduce the required driveway setback from fie (5)
feet to zero (0) feet, pursuant to § 220-614 Other Residential Standards, of Chapter 220 Zoning
of the Code of the Village of Homer Glen, for certain real property located in the R-3A SingleFamily Residential District at 13838 W Stonebridge Woods Crossing, Homer Glen, Illinois.
Senior Planner King presented the background. This property is currently zoned R-3A SingleFamily Residential. The applicant, Phil Hartz, owns the subject property and was also the builder
for the home located at this address. The home was constructed between 2018 and 2019, with
approximately eighteen (18) feet eight (8) inches of driveway backup space, which is substandard for a side-load garage. The Village Code requires twenty-six (26) feet for back up space
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from a side-load with a standard size vehicle and twenty-two (22) feet for a smaller car. This
follows industry standard. Senior Planner King stated that this plan was approved by the Village,
reviewed by the owner of the plans who is the builder and also the HOA for the subdivision, and
this dimension for the twenty-six (26) feet was not checked with the zoning review. Senior King
stated she was not with the Village at that time, Director Gadde does not typically do reviews like
this, they are typically done by the planner. Senior Planner King reminded the Commission that
none of us are perfect, and she believes that it is possible the planner that was here at the time
was attempting to streamline the process transferring data from their review to and excel file on
line, which is something that had not existed beforehand with the Village and this was missed in
the process. Neither Melissa or Director Gadde can say for certain since neither were involved
with this project. Melissa further explained when she arrived with the Village, there were line
checks for a variety of reviews, but there was not one added for side-load garaged and Melissa
added it. Melissa added that there was history of this being checked as she is aware of this as
there is a homeowner in the same subdivision that at the time of construction and who originally
had a side-load garage planned, was told that it would not fit, and they modified their plans from
a side-load garage to a front load in order to make the house project fit.
Senior Planner King stated that the applicant was looking to add a five (5) by thirty-five (35) foot
strip of Uni-Lock pavers on the west side of the existing driveway, that would extend to the west
end of the property line.
Melissa stated she did go out and look at this case directly. She added that the Village had
received an anonymous complaint about there being an obstruction in the easement back in 2019.
The complaint stated that an obstruction had been installed up to the property line along the
western side of the existing driveway. Village staff inspected and noted an impervious base with
artificial turf laid over the top. This had been installed without permit, and it’s intended use was to
provide better space for back up for a side-load garage. This additional impervious surface was
placed in the required setback for a driveway [which is five (5) feet], but it also encroached on a
drainage easement. The Development Services Department issued a citation for this violation,
and the builder complied and removed the obstruction. The applicant, Mr. Hartz, had been in
regular contact with the Village proposing alternate solutions to the substandard back up space.
Staff does not support the installation of this paver section within the driveway setback or within
the drainage easement for the following reasons: (a) the Development Services Department still
considers this to be an obstruction that diverts stormwater flow in a drainage easement, and (b)
Planning staff has concerns about setting a precedent for allowing driveways to be installed up to
the property line and how that impacts how we perceive the build environment. A portion of this
hardship was created during the construction. There is an onus on the Village, the HOA and also
the builder with respect to their review. The expansion being proposed could pose a danger due
to the overhang of the vehicle onto neighboring property while backing up.
There was an alternate option provided to staff called “geo-grid”. This is a product that could be
installed without a base, backfilled with soil and seeded to have natural grass. Installing this
product without a base allows for increased permeability and will allow water flow to the drainage
easement.
The Village did receive public inquiry in response to the postcards sent. The property owner
directly next door residing at 13850 W Stonebridge Woods Crossing, constructed his home in
2014 and was instructed to make modifications to his side-load garage as it would not fit the
property and meet setbacks as a side-load (as mentioned earlier in the minutes). He has
concerns about safety for his kids with a vehicle backing out and the over-hang crossing his
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property line. Also, the Village received a letter from the HOA about the driveway expansion and
they are not supportive either, and denied the request to utilize the artificial turf. This concludes
Melissa’s presentation.
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to open the public hearing. Commissioner Verdun made the
motion to open the public hearing, seconded by Commissioner Hand. All in favor, zero (0)
opposed. The motion carried and the public hearing was opened.
The petitioner opted to wait to hear from the public prior to coming up to discuss further.
The first person to step forward was Ann Fischer, a board member of the HOA. Ms. Fischer
stated the HOA was formed in 2018, prior to that it was run by the developer. The approval for
Mr. Hartz, was approved prior to the forming of the HOA. Also, speaking was Alex Rhengans the
President of the HOA, who stated their review does not include verifying the placement of projects
and setbacks and property lines. Mr. Rhengans feels that this problem was created by the builder
and added if he lived next door, he would not like to have a drive way abutting his property. None
of the properties in the subdivision have the driveway up to the property line. Mr. Rhengans feels
that the onus should be on the builder to fix it property. Ann Fischer added that when they do a
review, they are looking at design elements, and they assume the Village is adhering to the
standards required by the Village for their reviews. Ms. Fischer said they also reviewed the
landscape plan. She added that the plan didn’t have the pavers on the side of the driveway to be
approved. Ms. Fischer stated that what was approved prior to the forming of the HOA in 2018
was going to be left as it is and that going forward, the would only litigate what was before them.
Planner King then read the letter from Pat Macnamara to the Plan Commission. (see attached)
The applicant, Phil Hartz, stepped forward to discuss this further. The applicant stated the home
that has the pavers in the subdivision sold in 2018. The Board was part of that sale. Secondly,
said that the synthetic turf he put it, he thought would be acceptable to the HOA. Mr. Hartz stated
he wasn’t trying to hide it, he thought it would be ok and put it in when landscaping. What he
would like to do is apply for the Variance to include adding the permeable pavers to allow
drainage. He would like to put a curb in as well to stop the vehicle from going too far. Mr. Hartz
added maybe he would add a three and a half (3.5) foot paver extension. He said as far as
breaking the rules of Homer Glen, he’s built many houses in the Village and has been in business
a long time, and he wasn’t trying to go against rules. He did have an interested buyer in this
home, and the driveway posed an issue. Mr. Hartz is trying to come up with a solution.
Senior Planner circled back to Mr. Hartz to verify that he is now offering a three (3) foot section of
hardscape with a curb. Mr. Hartz said that he thought this could be a compromise for a solution.
Planner King said that Mr. Hartz did reach out to the Village the day before the Plan Commission
with the idea of the added curb, which Melissa did provide pictures to the Commissioners. She
added that in speaking with Development Services to see if this was an option, because of
drainage, a curb would not be allowed.
Director Salamowicz commented that whether a curb or obstruction is removable or not is not the
issue. It is that nothing can be set in a drainage easement that could block water flow.
No other discussion followed. Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to close the Public Hearing.
Member McGary made the motion to close the Public Hearing, seconded by Member Foley. All
in favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion carried and the hearing was closed.
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Chairman Kozor had some questions for Mr. Rhengans. He repeated a closing statement from
Mr. Rhengans stating that the builder should consider other options that would be agreeable to
the HOA. With that, Chairman Kozor asked what those options are that he suggests. The HOA
representative, Mr. Rhengans, stated his statement was intended for the builder to look into other
options. The HOA didn’t have any suggestions. He added, no matter what material is used, a
curb is ugly. Mr. Rhengans said that Mr. Hartz needs to look into other ways to make this work
that will not affect the neighbor.
Chairman Kozor stated it’s an unfortunate situation, and is looking to see what would be
agreeable. He stated the home is a beautiful home, and wondered if it would be a possibility to
put the garage doors in the front of the house. He added there doesn’t seem to be another
solution. Mr. Hartz said that he already did look in to that, and the garage would then only be a
2-car tandem and the garage is currently a 3-car. The Plan Commission asked if Mr. Hartz tried
backing a small car out of the garage, he had not. The Plan Commission asked what about
putting landscape gravel there to remedy the situation. The geo-grid without base is the preferred
option, will require maintenance as it will sink, because no base would be allowed and or
landscape beds with rock and plants would be something they would consider. Also, Chairman
Kozor did ask Mr. Hartz
Member Verdun stated that the expansion of the driveway with any of the approved suggested
methods, does not remedy the safety concern. Also discussed were fences, which are not
allowed in Stonebridge, unless you have a pool.
No other comments at this time. Member Verdun made the motion adopt the findings as the
findings of the Plan Commission and to recommend denial of a Variance to reduce the required
driveway setback from five (5) feet o zero (0) feet, pursuant to §220-614 Other residential
standards, of Chapter 220 Zoning of the Code of the Village of Homer Glen, for certain real
property located in the R-3A Single-Family Residential District at 13838 W. Stonebridge Woods
Crossing, Homer Glen, Illinois, [Case No HG-2016-V]. The motion was seconded by Member
Foley.
A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Zarebczan, Foley, McGary, Stanly, Hand, Verdun and
Chairman Kozor all voted unanimously seven (7) to zero (0) to deny this Variance. The motion
carried. Chairman Kozor explained that the Plan Commission is a recommending body, and this
could be further brought to the Village Board on December 9, 2020.

7. Reports of Plan Commissioners and Staff
Director Gadde stated that the next meeting would be November 19, 2020. It is completely
reserved for review of the Comprehensive Plan. The Plan Commissioners all have a copy of the
Comprehensive Plan. There will be an Open house in the Community Room before the Plan
Commission. There will be a drop box for comments, and the presentation will be laid out.
Consultants will not be present for the open house, but will be for the Plan Commission via Zoom.
Director Gaddy mentioned that the amended zoning code was approved with one (1) exception,
which was under the Open Space districts, there was a line item to allow crop growing and farm
animals, and the Board asked that we strike that line item and add Farmers Markets in the Open
Space Districts. The reason for this was they wanted to see the land more accessible to the
public and used for recreational purposes.
Branding has been approved, staff has been working on making the necessary changes.
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8. Adjournment
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to adjourn. A motion was made to adjourn the meeting at
9:40 pm by Member Stanly, seconded by Member Hand. All in favor, zero (0) opposed, the motion
passed and the meeting was adjourned.
Minutes transcribed and respectfully submitted by Gia Cassin.
Gia Cassin (Plan Commission Secretary):

______________________________________

Approved Date:

______________________________________
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1. Call to Order
2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.
3. Roll Coll
Members present (in the Board Room) at 7:02 p.m. were Chairman Kozor, Member Verdun,
Member Hand (via Zoom), Member McGary, Member Foley and Member Zarebczan. Also
present were Planning and Zoning Director Gadde, Senior Planner King and Plan Commission
Secretary Gia Cassin. The minutes were recorded by and transcribed by Plan Commission
Secretary Gia Cassin.
Not present: Member Stanly
In addition, in attendance in the Village Board room were Trustee Backal, Trustee Sweas and
Trustee Gray.
Also, via Zoom, in attendance were the consultants; Todd Vanadilok, Kon Savoy and Andrew
Johansson. Additional staff present on Zoom were Village Manager Karie Friling and Economic
Development Director, Janie Patch.
For the record, we had 39 attendees via zoom.
4. Public Comment
None
Plan Commission Secretary Cassin swore in those in attendance wishing to speak.
5. New Business
a) 2020 Comprehensive Plan (Public Hearing): Consideration of a request for review and
adoption of the 2020 Village of Homer Glen Comprehensive Plan.
Director Gadde provided a very brief statement to advise that the case would be presented by the
consultants via zoom.
With this information, Chairman Kozor asked to open the public hearing. Member Foley made
the motion, seconded by Member Zarebczan. All in favor, zero (0) opposed, the motion carried
and the meeting was opened.
The presenter, Todd Vanadilok, the principal planner, introduced his team that participated on the
Zoom with him. Kon Savoy with Savoy Consulting Group and Andrew Johansson with Antero
Group were live on Zoom as well.
At the onset of the presentation, Todd indicated he would like to flow through the presentation
and then take questions at the end. Todd presented each slide and went through the
Comprehensive Plan, chapter by chapter. In addition, Todd explained that this would eventually
go before the Village Board for adoption in January. At the conclusion of his presentation, he
turned things back over to staff.
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Director Gadde stated that we would be writing down the questions from the chat and would
respond to them on the Village website. Also, the slides will be posted to the website. Village
staff received some letters from residents which will be read by Gia. (please note the redacted
resident letters are attached to these minutes) Mr. Gadde continued to address the public in the
Board Room as well as those on the Zoom call to explain that the Comprehensive Plan is
designed to address core community issues such as housing, economic development,
infrastructure, utilities, potential opportunity sites and design guidelines. These are the
discussions we have been having and he stated the Village and Commission is interested in
getting their opinions before we take this to the Village Board and that this is the purpose of the
Public Hearing.
Chairman Kozor addressed the Board Room to clarify how this process would go. He reiterated
that if anyone is on line and has questions, to write them into the chat, and they would be
addressed by staff and the consultants. He explained that this is an overview of what the goal is
for the Village. It is about shaping the development of our community and keeping it in line with
how we want to see it look.
Senior Planner King stated she wanted to make an announcement for those that have called in
to the zoom but are on their phone and not a computer and cannot click on the “raise your hand”
feature, you can press *9 on your cell phone to raise your hand and we will see it and Gia can
unmute you to ask questions. Ms. King suggested to take live questions first, then chat questions
and then phone call questions, Chairman Kozor agreed.
Chairman Kozor explained we would have the residents speak, and those on the chat too. We
will not respond, it will be for the consultants to respond. There will be a Plan Commission
discussion for the members after all the comments and we will leave the public hearing open and
will continue it January so we can get responses from our community leaders, our consultants,
so that we give ourselves time to address the concerns and questions about this Comprehensive
Plan. Chairman Kozor stated our last Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2005 and it is good
to update it to keep up with our demographic, our changing times, and to incorporate what our
community desires to have for the future. With that, I would like to call our first speaker, Russell
Knaack.
Mr. Knaack approached and handed the to the Plan Commission a marked-up map. He stated
he wanted to highlight three (3) specific points. He is concerned that perhaps they conflict with
the existing Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Knaack indicated he has not read through each paragraph
of the proposed plan, line by line, but these were just some items that he wanted to make sure to
address. Mr. Knaack started with issue number one (1) that his highlighted by the dark areas on
the map he submitted, scattered through the Village though though most are around the area of
159th Street. He stated he looked at and compared the existing Comprehensive Use map with
the proposed Comprehensive Use map and he highlighted properties where there was an
increase in density in the category of Residential Density as proposed for those specific
properties. For example, Mr. Knaack said, there is an area that was proposed as Residential Low
Density which is now proposed as Residential Moderate Density. He added there are a number
of properties equating to approximately six hundred (600) acres, that he has a concern with. He
feels it is going against the original plan by the founding fathers which proposed a primarily rural,
Low Density residential area. Mr. Knaack does not see a need to increase the density, he does
not know that there is any value in increasing the density. He stated the Village already has
properties with the proposed category that are available for development and they remain
undeveloped. Mr. Knaack feels that it is a flaw in the plan and they should be reverted back to
the existing land use categories. The second item he had to discuss were the gray shaded areas
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on the map that he submitted, which were originally categorized as Rural Estate Residential
properties. He added that a lot of the homes on these lots are older homes, modest homes, but it
is the way of living that is unique to Homer Glen. The proposed plan is that they are all being
eliminated and lumped into the Residential Estate category. The former or existing Rural
Residential category is defined by properties that are two (2) acres or larger. The definition of the
proposed Residential Estate is defined by properties that are one (1) acre or larger. He explained
what this does is set the stage for a long-term subdivision of these lots into one (1) acre lots,
putting homes on them, and they would be the expensive, estate type home leaving us with a
completely different community than what we had started with. He added that it changes the
character of the Village that is so loved by the people that live here. He is proposing that the Rural
category should be reinstated, or remain as it is. The third area that Mr. Knaack discussed is in
the South part of Homer Glen, (in the circle on his map) with two (2) areas shaded in red, with
planned Commercial use adjacent to Forest Preserve. It was previously planned for Estate
Residential, and now it is suddenly changed to Commercial. Mr. Knaack feels that is a conflicting
land use and an inappropriate place for Commercial. He added we have a beautiful Commercial
Corridor running up through 159th Street. Mr. Knaack feels this change would promote conflicts
and feels it should be reverted back to the original Comprehensive Plan use. Mr. Knaack
concluded that those were his three (3) areas of concern and he hoped that this will get some
attention.
Chairman Kozor thanked Mr. Knaack for his presentation and called up the next resident, John
Lobic.
Mr. Lobic stated he had one (1) comment to make. His concern was with the plans on the
Transportation Map of the Comprehensive Plan. He has noticed that Cedar road, north of 143rd
Street, has been designated as a secondary arterial road. In looking at the original
Comprehensive Plan, it now shows a travel expectation of between 5,000 and 12,000 cars a day
as opposed to up to 8,000 cars per day. He expressed there is a concern there of the added
traffic through the dense, residential areas there. He added that back when the original plan was
being discussed in 2005, a girl was killed in that general area. Mr. Lobic stated we also have
higher foot traffic in that area due to more homes now so this is concerning.
Resident Bonnie Willis spoke next. She is a resident that also submitted a three (3) pager letter
to the Village expressing her concerns. She is summarizing her letter for the Plan Commission.
She stated she is a resident of the Village for over twenty (20) years, she lives south of 159th and
what she plans to say will affect her personally. She is a real estate agent (per her letter) and
represents several sellers on 159th Street, with properties that have been in their families for years.
She stated in her experience, she has had dialogue with developers both commercial and
residential, and they express the difficulty in working in the Village due to the restrictive
requirements the restaurants she has spoken to have clearly stated they require density. She
added that she is not looking for the Village to be an Orland Park, but would like our Village to
have its own amenities so that we can service our own community with restaurants, shops and
housing. Ms. Willis added she is aware that smaller lot sizes and town homes are not preferred,
ranch type town homes smaller lots are all projects that builders are looking to work on. Builders
are looking to offer different types of homes in order to make a profit and are not looking to reduce
the quality of the materials. She stated our Village is not accommodating all levels of housing for
families, single people, young married people or retired homeowners who want to continue to live
in Homer Glen. Also, the bigger lots carry higher taxes that not all people can afford to pay, or
larger lots that not all people can maintain. Ms. Willis stated we do not have enough property
types to have people look in or stay in Homer Glen so they look elsewhere. Ms. Willis indicated
that her letter documents some comments and suggestions that she has received which she will
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leave for the Plan Commission to read. With all this being said, she added that she feels that
159th Street parcels that are deep. She added that our Village lacks option for self-employed,
small company type businesses that need the light industrial storage but those deep lots with
fences would accommodate those types of businesses. Many residents own these types of
businesses and need to seek locations beyond the Village boundary to set up shop. She added
her son lives in a multi-tenant community. They are young, they have a child, and their neighbors
are a mix of young people and retired people. He is living in Asher Point in Lockport and it is a
great community. She said that people feel that multi-tenant communities bring unwanted people
but she said this community is a great community. It’s clean and it’s attractive and it’s very nice.
Ms. Willis circled back to her point about building materials, and added that our material
requirement is another issue that is brought up by builders. She added that main floor brick is not
always attractive and there are other materials such as Hardy Board, that are also attractive and
make for a more affordable option. She stated that her buyers can afford the $350-$425
thousand-dollar range, but the builders can’t build and profit much with the material requirements
prescribed in our ordinances. This concluded her summary of her letter and comments she is
passing along from various people she has spoken with.
Chairman Kozor thanked Ms. Willis for her comment.
The next resident, Matt Koenig stepped up. He was sworn in right away as he was not originally
in the Board Room when we began the meeting. He indicated that he was listening in the car to
try to maintain space. He thanked the Plan Commission for their service especially through the
Pandemic. He stated his wife grew up here, he’s raising his family here. He said when he read
the comprehensive plan, he had a hard time not feeling that we were looking to become like every
other suburb and he does not feel that is what Homer Glen is. Mr. Koenig proceeded to read the
introduction to Chapter 12 from the Comprehensive Plan: “The Comprehensive Plan is a
statement of policy, a guiding document expressing the visions and aspirations of the residents…”
He stopped there to add he feels this is an important statement, adding it is a big statement. He
said he thinks we will find this Comprehensive Plan does not express the views of the residents
and stated his opinion is that this is a guide to destroy exactly what this community has sought to
protect. He mentioned a survey that was circulated via email and text and public Facebook
Groups. In over just a few days, he stated the survey was able to gather over six-hundred (600)
responses. A copy was sent to Director Gaddy so that it could become part of the public record.
He said the results were clearly different than what this plan proposes. He said he does not want
to totally kill this plan, a lot of good work was put in to it and there are a lot of good points. Mr.
Koenig questioned what exactly is this plan about. He said this plan is a blue-print to a means to
double our population over the next twenty (20) years. He stated over the last ten (10) years,
through a financial crisis, through pandemic, through 159th Street Expansion, we have grown by
three thousand (3000) residents. This plan seeks to grow our population by thirty-three thousand,
(33,000) over the next twenty (20) years. Whether that is possible is certainly debatable, but that
is what the plan states. He added there are approximately one thousand (1000) acres dedicated
to mixed use. He said this is another way of saying multi-family residential. It seems to add
apartments, duplexes, and tri-plexes and quad-plexes in the middle of single-family communities
in a concept called Missing Middle Housing. Mr. Koenig states the plan seeks to double traffic
and more than double our schools; that there are fifty-six (56) mentions of ordinances, specifically
recommending they be amended to allow for denser, multi-family housing; there are over thirtyeight (38) mentions of building codes; there are more mentions in this plan about developers and
their needs versus our kids and there are no mentions of taxes. In one of the survey questions,
there were comments that the taxes are too high. Mr. Koenig stated he is aware that the Village
does not directly tax, but when three-quarters (3/4) of your taxes goes to the schools, and you’re
looking to expand the population by more than double, what will happen to our taxes, he asked.
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There was zero (0) mention of crime in one-hundred-sixteen (116) pages, no mention of police
and fire protection. He asked if this plan considered any projections for crime. How much will
residents have to pay for a police department, he asked. This plan mentions lower vacancy rates,
and he thinks that is a good thing. He added that the plan indicates we will like to have the kinds
of housing offered by other communities and he questions why is that. He asks what is the Village
of Homer Glen trying to become. He asked if we want to be like Orland, Joliet or Romeoville?
Mr. Koenig stated if the residents wanted that, they would just have moved there (to those towns
he just mentioned). He said his family made the choice to move to Homer Glen because of the
unique character. He added they didn’t move here so that they could transform it into the next
suburb. Mr. Koenig went back to report the findings of the survey, which said that ninety-seven
(97) percent of the residents to not want apartments. Ninety-five (95) percent do not want
apartments, triplexes, quadplexes or missing middle housing, and ninety-seven (97) percent want
to maintain strict building and density codes. He stated that he was asking the Plan Commission,
whole-heartedly, on behalf of the people in the community, to reject this plan, until it more
accurately reflects the views and values of the people of this community.
At the end of Mr. Koenig’s comment, since there were not any hands raised on the Zoom called
for comment, there were comments and questions that are appeared in the chat that we will read
for record. Chairman Kozor stated he would like to make the comments in the chat part of the
public record.
Matt Walsh, assistant to the Village Manager who joined the Plan Commission at 7:40 pm, took
over the Zoom from Plan Commission Secretary, Gia Cassin, read comments from the Zoom to
all that were present in the Board Room and on the Zoom call.
Zoom Call Public Comments:
Kyle:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Keep our open spaces one and no one wants apartment buildings in Homer Glen;
Are we bringing in more police;
You have empty store fronts in Homer, no more building until you get these spaces filled;
Are you going to let us have chickens in our subdivisions;
Why not plant fruit and nut bearing trees in our town to reduce our food costs;
Chicago is in a different county than Homer Glen;
Why don’t you turn these into forest preserves to help clean our air and capture carbon
instead of cause more carbon;
Grow trees;
Where are the trees;
You didn’t’ even mention trees;
Are you trying to destroy our air;
You want to bring in all these buildings, who is going to pay for the infrastructure including
water. Will our water bill increase because someone has to pay for more water lines;
If you don’t have the proper materials to present, come back another day;
Todd, where are the trees;
Why can’t we hire someone from Homer Glen;
Are you proposing section 8 or high dollar rentals;
But this guy stated the slides need to be updated. Will the updated slides be on the web
site or the incorrect slides you are presenting from now;
Why not P2P investors and open up to Homer residents;
Crowd funding offered to Homer residents;
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Why not keep the money in Homer. Open Crowd Funding to homer residents with no
minimum buy in;
If Crowd Funding is used and offered to Homer Glen residents, we can reduce our property
taxes instead of folks like Todd getting rich with his investment buddies;
No high-density property taxes please;
Orland Park is a joke;
I bought my house at age 25, almost 10 years ago and gladly pay the property taxes.

Sarah Haney:
• I can hear you perfectly on the zoom. Your articulation is fantastic;
• Can you clarify the difference between multi-family residential, low density and moderate
density? What are the lot sizes for each?
• I see 1.1% is agricultural, what is currently our percentage of agricultural land?
• I see my question regarding lot sizes was answered however I would love to know about
our current agricultural percentage;
Norma Raes Crusade:
• Our schools are already extremely overcrowded, with no intention of new schools being
built. Who exactly do the apartment buildings benefit;
• With all the problems we are having generating revenue in the Village, why would the
Mayor and the Trustees burden residents more with this kind of decision and not loo at all
the consequences;
• You can’t provide any of your residents with any amenities or services, but you can sell
us out to contractors for more density? You people better be prepared to promote and
deliver every ty m to pe of necessity for our community needs, such as senior needs,
special needs, handicapped needs, a part district, family and child activities, a police
department, etc. You want to destroy this community for your own personal gain and for
that of your friends. You better prepare to pay for this crime personally, and financially,
with this entire community. This is an abomination and blatant abuse of power.
• Why not work on attracting or helping small businesses survive or alleviate the ridiculous
ordinances you strangle everyone with? You’re ruining this town, and you will push out
every long-time resident who has paid their taxes. This is how you thank us.
Steve T:
• My wife is a lifelong resident since she was raised in Homer and when we married, we
decided to live here to raise our family even though we work in the Northern suburbs. We
looked at other suburbs all around and we like what Homer is and has to offer. While we
support controlled growth and improvements, we do not want to turn out beautiful, quiet,
community into Orland Park or Naperville. We support new houses and new businesses;
however, we have ordinances in place that protect our community values. If a builder
wants to build here, do it, based on the rules and regulations that we currently have in
place. Please listen to the citizens who call Homer Glen home and not a builder who only
comes here for work. Thank you, Stave Talaski.
Nicole Zwiercan:
• Thank you all for this info. A lot of time went in to this. A lot to think about, a lot of great
questions.
Trent Miller:
• Asked if the proposed apartment building is Section 8 or market driven building?
7|Page

Plan Commission

Nov. 19, 2020

Maggie M:
• What are the plans for Twin Lakes Subdivision? We do not need to expand it. No
apartment buildings. No expansion. Leave it alone. Our community is safe and secure
as is.
Matt Walsh stated there were a few things that came up in the question and answer tab of the
Zoom:
Maggie M:
• If there are plans to expand, where can I find the plans to development;
There were two (2) comments from George Karis.
• Many of the areas have changed since the original plans, specifically along 159th Street
corridor. It is vastly different than the study done on June 24, 2014;
• The areas seem to be changing from residential to mixed use;
• Do revisions to the original plan not require voting by the community.
We had a comment from an anonymous attendee as well:
• Keep our open spaces open. No one wants apartment buildings in Homer Glen;
• Are we bringing in more police?
• You have empty storefronts in Homer. No more building until you get your spaces filled;
• Are you going to let us have chickens in subdivisions;
Plan Commission Secretary Gia read several letters to the all present in the Board Room and on
the Zoom call. The letters came from Moises Cukierman with ILM Homes, Lawrence Locascio
Jr. Attorney, Rich Kozarits with Marcus and Millichap Commercial Real Estate Services, Portfolio
(company), John Gallagher with Gallagher and Henry, and Peter Tremulis with Alpha Terra. All
letters are attached to the minutes.
Matt Walsh addressed the Board Room with additional comments that came in from Zoom.
B. Buskovicz:
I have lived in Homer for over twenty (20) years. I moved her for peaceful surroundings. I agree
with the gentleman that spoke earlier, we came here for this. We have towns that have expanded
that are down the street either way. I would like to keep Homer Glen as is. I live near 159th Street,
and I don’t want apartment buildings or anything else built in my backyard. What about Section
8? How are we going to prevent this? Please leave our community alone.
Mark G:
I just want to go on the record and agree with Matt Koenig. I’m not opposed to filling the gap with
the Missing Middle housing market, but how we go about doing this is critical. Yes, we need to
provide housing options for young professionals just starting their careers or seniors on modest
retirement budgets, but low-quality apartments and condos just to not fit what Homer Glen is all
about. Small, affordable homes like bungalows like on the South side of Chicago where I grew
up, or stylish duplex homes, could fill this Missing Middle gap. Thank you, Mark Gawron.
Another comment from the chat from Stacy:
I moved to Homer Glen 21 years ago. I am always interested in positive growth within our
community. I believe we need more business opportunity and incentive to attract business. As
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someone who rented and operated a business within the strip mall on Bell and 146th, the high
cost of rent and minimal support by the administration, we relocated our business out of the
community that I live in. I beg you to plan without ignoring the impacts of higher density housing.
I love our community and do not want to follow some of our neighboring community trends.
Resident John Moscato was in attendance asked if he could speak. He was sworn in. John
Moscato wants to know why. He said all he hears is density, and the proponents are only talking
about builders and developers and how they want to make money. He said other communities
pushed for density, density, density and it didn’t solve anything and now those people do not like
where they live. He added that we are looking at it, right next door, in Orland Park. He stated
that it feels like this is what all of us (while addressing the Plan Commissioners) are wishing for.
He said it seems like all the Village is asking for is smaller lots, apartments and multi-family
properties. Mr. Moscato asked again why are we doing this, what is it going to get us. He said
to just look at history. Things are just going to get worse and worse and worse, according to Mr.
Moscato. He said this is just the way it is. He said he realizes we always have to adjust, but is
asking to keep our ideas down to a minimum on the density ideas. He said we cannot pave our
way out of a problem, thinking we can add more streets, more development, closer housing. This
is what they did in L.A. and look what they got, and it seems this is what the Village is wishing for
us. Again, Mr. Moscato asked that the plans are kept down to a minimum.
Matt Walsh stated we received another Zoom Comment from Art Gowron:
On page 44 of the Comprehensive Plan, the following statement is made about population growth:
Based on the full buildout of the residential areas, depicted on the future land use plan map, the
total population of Homer Glen could grow to 58,875 residents. I assume that this is assumed to
be over ten (10) plus years. But this growth is too much, too fast. This would require mass
expansion of schools, roads, police, fire, utilities, and many other Village services. I would
assume many residents would be very concerned over this projection. I would suggest that this
projection be re-examined.
Chairman Kozor opened up the comments to commissioners.
Chairman Kozor spoke to ask Commissioner Verdun to explain the process in putting the
Comprehensive Plan together, and what her involvement was, what that looked like and what
were the steps.
Member Verdun stated she was asked to be a participant on the Steering Committee that met to
put together this document and look at the Comprehensive Plan. She stated she was invited not
only as a member of the Plan Commission, but she is not a Village Staff member, not an employee
and not an elected Official, I am just a community member at large. The plan had not been done
since 2005. It’ typical to review the plan approximately every five (5) years. The committee
started working on this eighteen (18) months ago. She stated she had the opportunity to work
with staff members from the Village, other elected officials and the Consultant team who are
experienced planners. They were charged with the task of taking the existing Comprehensive
Plan, reviewing it, and setting up multiple community opportunities for the general public of our
Village to come and provide input at different times over the eighteen (18) month period. People
were interviewed at the Homer Fest last year. Several meetings were held in the Board Room
and Community room, where different topics that are listed in the Comprehensive plan were
discussed with the community. All the general information was looked at, including the analysis,
the projections, reviewed regional and national data, looked at the expertise from the planning
group, and we would meet, with displays set up, providing different activities for the community
members to provide their input. There were group plans and brainstorming sessions, where every
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suggestion was documented, moving from table to table so that each resident had an opportunity
to comment and contribute their ideas to each category. There were also sessions where the
community could come and participate and provide input as to what kinds of commercial growth
they would like to see in the Village. There was a lot of participation from the general community,
and it was a really good experience.
Chairman Kozor commented that the Commissioners do not take the Comprehensive Plan lightly.
All the Commissioners are part of the community for the same reasons and those same reasons
got them appointed to the Commission. They want to be actively part of this Village. He said it
was well articulated this evening that there is a desire to keep the rural part of the Village, and
also to develop for the future. Chairman Kozor said he wanted to read from Chapter Twelve (12)
of the Comprehensive Plan:
“The Comprehensive Plan is a statement of policy, a guiding document expressing the visions
and aspirations of the residents of Homer glen to develop a well-planned, economically viable
and sustainable community with a high quality of life. As a policy document, the Plan is a fluid,
not an end unto itself, requiring Village officials and residents to undertake further actions to
implement the polices and recommendations contained herein over the long term. This requires
that both Village officials and the community residents be familiar with and generally support the
major tenets of the Plan. Therefore, it is important that the Plan be well publicized, understood
and supported by the community for it to be recognized as a practical and effective guide for the
Village.
The process for achieving the goals for growth and positive change in Homer Glen over the long
term, as articulated in the Comprehensive Plan, is dependent on ensuring that the planning and
economic development programs are tied to specific actions, programs, and tools. Effective
implementation of the Plan’s objectives is the product of combining the recommended guiding
principles with the strategies, actions and tools described in this chapter.”
Chairman Kozor stated that he does appreciate the six hundred (600) residents that completed
the survey, he appreciates all the people that came out and spoke. He added that they are also
representing the twenty-three thousand (23,000) people who did not show up and so the Plan
Commission is balancing where all the people are coming from as well as the input that staff gets
on a regular basis, in addition to the input from the Trustees and the information they get from the
community. Chairman Kozor stated they want the community to continue to respond on this
matter before they bring this document to light. Anyone that wants to contact the Village by email
or by phone and provide comments has some time to do so. He reminded everyone that this
document is really just a guide to help various parts of the community to develop and protect other
parts of our community from development. It is a plan that is effective, efficient and makes
common sense for our town. With that being said, he added he wanted to open the discussion
up to the other Commissioners to provide any insights. Any unanswered questions tonight will be
answered by the next Plan Commission meeting.
Commissioner Verdun expressed she wanted to add one more comment. She wanted people to
be clear that this was not just a situation where a few people got together and came up with a
plan. It did run over an eighteen (18) month period with a lot of involvement from community
members. If you look at page seven (7) of the Comprehensive Plan, it does talk about community
engagement and provides a variety of key statistical information: There were one-thousand onehundred (1,100) website views, one hundred plus (100+) comments received on the project
website at Homer Fest and the public open house within the first two (2) months of the project.
Two hundred plus (200+) Stakeholders engaged via focus groups, interviews, open houses,
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workshops and other outreach methods. Twenty-two (22) thoughts and ideas shared on
chalkboards at Homer Fest, one-hundred thirty-eight (138) Unique comments shared at the June
26th Public Open House and six hundred plus (600+) unique comments shared at the February
11, 2020 sub area concepts design workshop. Member Verdun stated she hopes that this
information helped to provide some understand of how they got to where they currently are and
how the plan came together.
Commissioner Foley stated that this has all been very interesting and he has enjoyed listening to
everyone’s ideas. There are a lot of different opinions and ideas and to Beth, I want to say thank
you for all the hard work you put in to this and to staff who has done a great job working on this.
There is a lot to go over with this, and that’s what I wanted to say.
Commissioner Zarebczan also thanked Beth for her work. He understands how hard it is to put
together a Comprehensive Plan and participation on behalf of the Plan Commission I wanted to
say thank you. Going through this document and listening to all the comments, it is definitely
going to be important to take all that feedback and make the proper decisions. If you go to the
Economic Development section and you look at the need for different types of businesses and
services, and the leakage graph that’s there, it is amazing and what a great tool for economic
development to be able to go out and market your property. All comments are important, thank
you for being here this evening.
Commissioner McGary added a thank you for all coming out and discussing this and expressing
how you feel with the Plan Commission. She stated the first Comprehensive Plan was written
when development was definitely needed. If you lived here back then, you would remember, she
stated. Ms. McGary said she has opinions and said that the Conservation Subdivision cannot be
maintained as it is now, because no one will build here. The Village does want people to come
and build. She stated it should be written so that wetlands count. Commissioner McGary believes
in guidelines for development but every piece of property should be evaluated individually and
where this property is located in the Village. She added that this version of the Comprehensive
plan is kind of revolutionary. She feels we needed that, and she also feels it should be updated
more often, like other communities do, because then the new plans would be a little less
revolutionary.
Commissioner McGary does feel it should be a little slower approach. It is wonderful and think it
needs tweaking.
Chairman Kozor asked if Commissioner McGary had any specific place where it needed tweaking.
She stated she doesn’t see Bruce and Cedar being Commercial. Doesn’t see apartment buildings
be part of Homer Glen.
Commissioner Hand spoke from Zoom, said for someone like him, that has resided in the Village
for thirty-six (36) years, this is like a dream come true. He’s been here since before city water
and grocery stores and said to be here, knowing we control our growth, and to be twenty-five (25)
miles from one of the country’s largest cities, close to two (2) interstates and now that 159th Street
is finished, and to have this open land and to be able to control it, finally, and this open land, this
is amazing. This plan is fluid, like Chairman Kozor said, this is to let everyone know it is still a
work in progress but he stated he is a firm believer in getting more commercial especially along
159th Street. He did state that the commercial along 143rd is a little puzzling to him. He said when
coming off 355 and heading East on 143rd is such a beautiful road. Even when it opens up to four
lanes, he’s not so sure about seeing commercial growth there. Regarding the Conservation part,
we need to tear that up and start from scratch. He stated if we want to control growth, we need
growth to control. We do need to loosen up. Commissioner Hand suggest maybe it’s worth
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meeting with the developers to discuss options where we can maintain the rural feel of lowdensity housing. He concluded with thanking everyone for working on the plan, it is amazing.
Chairman Kozor asked where the Trustees that were present stood on the changes. He asked
are we being too aggressive? Are we not being aggressive enough?
Trustee Backal stated that he thinks that the Comprehensive Plan is just that, a plan. Nothing is
going to be set in stone. He thought there were a lot of great questions and good insight from
residents and it all needs to be taken into consideration. Trustee Backal stated he thinks there
will be changes to this Comprehensive Plan and he also thinks that in order to be a good steward
of Homer Glen, we need to take everything into consideration and added that he thinks they have
been good stewards. He added that just because plan has, maybe looser restrictions, doesn’t
mean you have to take advantage of those looser restrictions. He stated he thinks the Village
should look at everything on a case by case basis. That is what the Plan Commission does, that
is what the Trustees do, so he said he can’t view this as detrimental. Trustee Backal sees this as
opportunity and also see it as something to be taken with a grain of salt. We need to look at every
situation prior to making a decision. This is how he sees it and stated Trustee Gray is here and
maybe he has a different opinion on this.
Trustee Gray stated the discussion here this evening has been great. There have been so many
different view-points and different perspectives, it’s always a good exercise to go through that.
To Beth’s point, this has been going on for a year and a half and there has been a lot of community
engagement. It’s like Beth said, not a small handful of people got together in a room and decided
to bring this forward, this is the consultant’s answer to all of that community feedback. They
listened to all of it, they boiled it down and they heard people say they would like some different,
diversified housing. We have over ninety-five (95) percent of single-family homes and yet there
is no housing for entry level like for most of us who started out in our starter home and we moved
up and we lack that. We also lack the opportunity that comes with that. Trustee Gray continued
about some of the comments about the schools being impacted. Trustee Gray shared that his
kids were impacted, and his kids are separated by two (2) years, but sometimes they had to split
the classes and other times the teachers taught second and third grade and then had to teach
seventh and eighth grade. So, the schools they adapt and also, they see what is coming.
Subdivisions don’t just go in over-night. Two thousand (2000) people just do not show up
overnight. Those are processes that take time. He added we also have to feed those schools
too. We have to remember that if we have no growth, and to Mr. Koenig’s point that three –
fourths (3/4) of our tax bill goes to the schools, that is absolutely true. But right now, Homer Glen
is not contributing anything to that. Right now, what happens at our schools is being dictated to
us by Lockport. They have lot of growth going on right now, we don’t have a lot of growth, so they
are the ones impacting the schools more so than we are. So that’s one thing. Points were brought
up in the community discussion about what people want to see out there. Trustee Gray stated
have heard about housing and how do we get to that. The consultants said if you want to get to
these points, some things you might want to consider, are town houses, quad- plexes, and it is
saying we should be open to those. We need to overcome that fear of change. Another fearmongering term that was thrown out there was “low-income housing.” That was never part of this.
The apartment buildings that were in a few spread places, were more like, you could consider
doing this if you want to have them to add housing opportunities. Never was it envisioned, in the
three and a half (3.5) years that he has been on the board, no one has ever come in and said all
town homes or all this or all that. It has always been it is mixed and I think that is because
developers looking at large pieces of property will say we cannot build two hundred (200) single
family homes all at once and you find yourself with a market saturation if you do that. If we come
in with a little bit of single-family homes and a little bit of multi-family homes and a little bit of
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commercial, we will start attracting from three (3) or four (4) different pools of prospective clients
at the same time so we need to continue to make impacts on that piece of land. Whereas pre
2008, you might have had a subdivision go up and it would be filled in no time. And before that,
a subdivision might take ten (10) to fifteen (15) years to complete. Those were the normal days.
Who know what normal is now as we are all sitting here with masks on and no one even knows
what normal will be in a year or two (2). Trustee Gray stated these are guidelines, they are just
guidelines, it is nice to have input. There is still plenty of time, we have not voted yet. There has
been no adoption of this plan. This is good input. It’s good to look at it, maybe we missed the
mark. Maybe we went a little wide, and there is a lot of this plan that is good. It’s good to have
these kinds of discussions and make those needed modifications. This will never be to everyone’s
liking but it definitely is a roadmap to that helps the Village Board for the outlook and it also helps
developers from the outside looking in to say ok, the have a plan, they know where they want to
go, and they know how they want to get there. Trustee Gray thinks it is a great plan over all, and
said it will be great to get some feedback over the next month or two (2) and there is plenty of
opportunity to sift through these comments and see about maybe making some changes.
Chairman Kozor wanted to reiterate that it was the different committees of the Village, the
Trustees, the Plan Commissioners all that were involved in the stakeholder meetings. There were
multi-levels of engagement putting together the Comprehensive Plan, the Sign Code update, and
the zoning code updates. It was not done in a vacuum, but with a lot of assistance from our
consultants and staff to put it all together. The Plan Commission appreciates all that time they
poured into our Village.
Director Gadde added that staff will compile all the questions, and will post the responses on the
web site in the next few weeks. There will be time to pull this information together and we will
meet in the next year to cover more on the Comprehensive Plan.
Chairman Kozor stated that this public hearing would remain open till the next Plan Commission
meeting.
6. Reports of Plan Commissioners and Staff
Director Gadde announced that the December meetings are cancelled due to Covid. We will let
everyone know when the next one will be.
Senior Planner King added that there are cases that are in progress and will have a new case
from Illinois American Water looking for a Special Use Permit and some Variances. Director
Gadde said that Marion Village looking to expand will be coming to Plan Commission.
7. Adjournment
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to adjourn. A motion was made to adjourn the meeting at
9:03 pm by Member McGary, seconded by Member Foley. All in favor, zero (0) opposed, the
motion passed and the meeting was adjourned.
Minutes transcribed and respectfully submitted by Gia Cassin.
Gia Cassin (Plan Commission Secretary):

______________________________________

Approved Date:

_______________________________________
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PLAN COMMISSION MEMORANDUM
Agenda Item Number:

6.a

Plan Commission Meeting Date:

November 5, 2020
January 7, 2021

Subject:

Case No. HG-2013-V

Address:

13564 W. 167th Street

Item Title: Consider a request for [1] a Variance to reduce the required rear yard setback for the
proposed attached garage addition from the required forty (40) feet to thirty-three (33) feet, [2] a
Variance to reduce the corner side setback for a non-dedicated right of way from the required
eighty (80) feet to forty-six (46) feet, [3] a Variance to increase the maximum allowable impervious
surface from thirty (30) percent to thirty-five (35) percent, and [4] a Variance to increase the
maximum allowable lot coverage from twenty (20) percent to thirty-four (34) percent, for certain
real property located in the R-2 Single-Family Residential District at 13564 W 167th Street, Homer
Glen, Illinois.

Plan Commission Recommendation: At the November 5, 2020 Plan Commission meeting, the Plan
Commission voted 7-0 to recommend continuing the zoning case pending the following conditions:
1. Conceptual building elevations be updated to be architecturally consistent with the principle
structure, prior to review by the Board of Trustees.
2. All property maintenance violations are corrected prior to the issuance of a building permit for
this addition.
3. Pipeline easements are added to the plat of survey and to the engineering drawings.
4. Letters of no obstruction have been received from all pipeline owners.
5. Approval of Final Engineering.
6. Verification from Will County Health Department of well and septic locations.
See discussion below on the status of each of these conditions. See Attachment 10 for a DRAFT of
the Minutes from the November 5, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting.
Staff Contact: Senior Planner Melissa King
Background Information: The applicant, Brian Stevens, owns the subject property located at 13564
W. 167th Street. The property is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential and has a single-family home
and a detached garage that have been on the property since prior to 1961, per a review of the Will
County GIS Aerials. Mr. Stevens contacted the Village to discuss the potential for building a fifty (50)
by sixty (60) foot expansion of the existing detached garage. Staff indicated that a Variance of more
than twice the allowable square footage for a detached structure could not be supported by staff. Mr.
Stevens then proposed to the addition as an attached garage addition to the principle structure. The
addition, as proposed, still measures fifty (50) by sixty (60), see Attachment 2.

Page 1 of 31

Discussion of Conditions of the Variance:
1. Conceptual building elevations be updated to be architecturally consistent with the principle
structure, prior to review by the Board of Trustees. The applicant has verified that the proposed
materials for the proposed addition will match the existing home. The applicant has indicated
that the proposed plan is to paint the existing siding on the home to match the remodeled
structure/addition.
2. All property maintenance violations are corrected prior to the issuance of a building permit for
this addition. All property maintenance violations will need to be addressed prior to the
issuance of a building permit.
3. Pipeline easements are added to the plat of survey and to the engineering drawings. Staff
feels comfortable that all pipeline companies have field verified the location of the pipelines
and have provided letters of no objection. The location of the easements will be required to
be provided on a plat of survey at the time of Final Engineering review.
4. Letters of no obstruction have been received from all pipeline owners. The Director of
Development Services, Mike Salamowicz, was able to secure letters of no objection from both
pipeline companies, see Attachments 5 and 9. Both letters indicate that if changes occur to the
proposal that they need to be notified for review. No further action is needed at this time, as
this condition has been met.
5. Approval of Final Engineering. This project will be required to go through an engineering review
and be granted Final Engineering approval prior to the issuance of a building permit.
6. Verification from Will County Health Department of well and septic locations. Staff submitted
a FOIA to the Will County Health Department on December 15, 2020; but has not received any
information from the County to date. This will be a condition of approval of the variance and
will need to be provided by the applicant at the time of building permit application.
Property Information:
Location:

13564 W. 167th Street

Property Size:

43,734 SF

Existing Zoning/Use:

R-2 Single-Family Residential

Adjacent Zoning:

N:
E:
S:
W:

R-2 Single-Family Residential
R-2 Single-Family Residential
A-2 Rural Residential
Unincorporated Will County

Conformance with Zoning Regulations:
Findings of Fact: Section 220-1207C(1-3) of the Code of the Village of Homer Glen states the
required standards for making findings of fact for a Variance. The Code requires that the Plan
Commissioners consider these standards in making its finding and determining a recommendation to
send to the Village Board. See below the discussion for each of the Variance requests:
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A Variance to reduce the rear yard setback from forty (40) to thirty-three (33): At the narrowest
dimension, the proposed addition is sited approximately thirty-three (33) feet from the rear property
line. The required rear yard setback for the addition to a principal structure is forty (40) feet. The
existing detached structure is sited at thirty-eight (38) feet from the rear property line. In general,
accessory structures of this size in the R-2 District require a twenty (20) foot setback. The property
owner was hoping to utilize the footprint of the existing detached structure as part of the new footprint
for the addition. The following hardships are evident:
 Utilize an existing footprint
 Utilize an existing driveway for ingress/egress to the garage addition. If sited elsewhere on
the property, then there may have been a need for additional driveway, exacerbating the
request to vary impervious surface and lot coverage.
 There may have been more available space in the rear yard if the house could have been sited
closer to the front property line, you can see on the aerial, Attachment 1, that the neighboring
properties to the north have the principle structures sited closer to the front property line. The
house being shifted back off of Parker Road is likely due to the location of the petroleum
pipeline on the west side of the home, see Attachment 3. The pipeline location also restricts
the addition from being added in front of the principal structure.
A Variance to reduce the corner side setback for a non-dedicated right of way from eighty (80)
to forty-six (46): At the narrowest dimension, the proposed addition is sited approximately forty-seven
(46) feet from the center line of 167th Street, also the corner side property line. The required corner
side yard setback from a non-dedicated right of way is eighty (80) feet. Again, the property owner is
proposing to utilize the footprint of the existing detached structure as part of the new footprint for the
addition. The following hardships are evident:
 Utilize an existing footprint
 Utilize an existing driveway for ingress/egress to the garage addition. If sited elsewhere on
the property, then there may have been a need for additional driveway, exacerbating the
request to vary impervious surface and lot coverage.
 The pipeline location also restricts the addition from being added in front of the principal
structure, see Attachment 3.
 While the exact location of the well and septic have not been provided on a plat of survey, the
applicant has indicated that both are located in the northeast portion of the property, further
reducing the applicants’ ability to relocate the addition elsewhere on the property.
A Variance to increase the maximum allowable impervious surface from thirty (30) percent to
thirty-five (35) percent & a Variance to increase the maximum allowable lot coverage from
twenty (20) percent to thirty-four (34) percent:
The following hardships are evident.
 The property includes a large portion of the actual impervious roads, as the right of way along
167th Street and Parker Road have not been dedicated. The inclusion of the public roads into
the impervious surface area and lot coverage for a property can create a hardship for meeting
the required impervious surface and lot coverage allowances.
To continue, imagine that the right of way had been dedicated, the impervious surface and lot
coverage could be re-calculated with a result of the impervious surface going down to approximately
29% (code compliant) and the lot coverage to 28%, (lot coverage can be administratively approved
up to 10% over allowable). If we were still looking at this property as if the roads had been dedicated,
then the property would be undersized for the Zoning District, at roughly 30,547sf, once the right of
way is removed. Undersized lots can also create a hardship for meeting the required impervious
surface and lot coverage allowances.
It is important to keep in mind the purpose of the Variance request and the requirements for Variances,
as stated in the Village Code. Per the Village Code: “The variance process is intended to provide
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limited relief from the requirements of this chapter in those cases where strict application of those
requirements will create a practical difficulty or particular hardship prohibiting the use of land in a
manner otherwise allowed under this chapter. It is not intended that variances be granted merely to
remove inconveniences or financial burdens that the requirements of this chapter may impose on
property owners in general.”
The impervious surface and lot coverage Variances, while they may be supported to some extent by
hardship, are also more than “limited relief” to the strict application of the code. It is also important to
remember that impervious surface regulations are directly related to the collective impact of lots in a
larger drainage basin. Inherently, it is important when granting variances to these codes to always
weigh the potential erosion of precedent that could have a larger impact to the drainage basin in the
long run.
Preliminary Engineering Review: As part of the review on this project, staff determined there were
some questions as to the location of some known and unknown pipelines (both natural gas and
petroleum) and the affiliated easements. Staff has worked extensively with the property owner and
with the owners of the pipelines to try to verify this information and staff has requested that the
easements be added to the plat by a surveyor, prior to the project being reviewed for the zoning
Variances, so that we could comfortably assess feasibility of this project. Staff has serious concerns
for approving construction within pipeline easements without an approval or allowance from the owner
of the pipeline. JULIE has located the two petroleum pipelines, as shown on Attachment 3 and in the
images where the pipeline is shown flagged, see Attachment 3. The Village was able to secure a sign
off from BP for one of the pipelines, see Attachment 5 and a no objection letter from Chevon for the
other pipeline, see Attachment 9. There is also a NICOR gas line that runs parallel to 167th Street.
Conformance with other Village Regulations:
Property Maintenance Violations: Upon inspection of the subject property, staff has noted a number
of maintenance violations on the property. If these Variances are granted, there will be a condition
added that all maintenance violations are corrected prior to the issuance of a building permit.
Maintenance violations include storage of an inoperable vehicle, vehicle parked in a front yard,
driveway is in a state of disrepair, exterior surfaces of the principle structure roof, soffit and siding
need to be repaired, retaining wall has fallen and needs to be repaired or removed, and trash/garbage
that has accumulated behind the existing detached garage needs to be removed. See Attachment 7,
for images and descriptions of the maintenance violations.
Exterior Construction Standards (Chapter 75, Article II): The Exterior Construction Standards do
apply to this residential addition. See Attachment 6 for Conceptual Building Elevations. Per section
75-66 of the Building code, this addition would be exempt from the full provisions of the exterior
construction standards, as the primary structure was constructed prior to the adoption of those
regulations. The code requires that when these grandfathered structures are remodeled that the new
materials are architecturally consistent with the exterior finishes of the principle structure. The
applicant is proposing stone along the bottom of the addition to match the stone on the existing
principle structure and the siding on the existing home will be painted to match the new siding on the
addition.
Code excerpt: “….however, that any alteration, addition, repair or replacement of any residential
building or structure in existence as of the effective date of this Part shall be exempt from the provisions
of this Part if such alterations, additions, repairs or replacements are constructed with exterior finishes
that are architecturally consistent with the exterior finishes of said residential structures as they existed
as of the effective date of this Part,….”
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Lighting (Chapter 75, Article II): The Lighting regulations do not apply to this request as no exterior
lighting has been proposed.
Subdivision & Stormwater (Chapter 138, Article I): The Subdivision regulations do not apply to this
request as the applicant has not proposed the division of the subject property at this time. The
Stormwater regulations apply to this request and the applicable site plans will be reviewed as part of
the permitting process. Due to the size of the addition, engineering plans will be required at the time
of permit submittal.
Tree Preservation and Conservation Subdivision (Chapter 138, Article I): The Tree Preservation
regulations do not apply to this request as the applicant has not requested the approval of a
Preliminary Plat of Subdivision or proposed the division of the subject property, and the subject
property is less than five (5) acres in size.
The Conservation Subdivision regulations do not apply to this request because the applicant has not
proposed the development of a residential subdivision greater than ten (10) acres in area, nor the
applicant proposed the development of a residential subdivision made up of lots less than one and
one-half (1.5) acres in size.
Park Donation (Chapter 138, Article II): The Park Donation regulations do not apply to this request
as these regulations only apply when the final Plat for a residential subdivision or development has
been approved, or when the final Plat for a Planned Unit Development has been approved.
Conformance with Adopted Plans:
Comprehensive Land Use Plan: The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property as SingleFamily – Estate.
Transportation Plan: The regulations and recommendations set forth within the Village of Homer
Glen Transportation Plan do not apply as the applicant is not requesting any changes to the ingress
and egress from the subject property.
Motion for Consideration:
Is there a motion to adopt the attached findings as the findings of the Plan Commission and to
recommend _______________ (approval / approval with conditions / denial) of [1] a Variance to
reduce the required rear yard setback for the proposed attached garage addition from the required
forty (40) feet to thirty-three (33) feet, [2] a Variance to reduce the corner side setback for a nondedicated right of way from the required eighty (80) feet to forty-six (46) feet, [3] a Variance to increase
the maximum allowable impervious surface from thirty (30) percent to thirty-five (35) percent, and [4]
a Variance to increase the maximum allowable lot coverage from twenty (20) percent to thirty-four (34)
percent, for certain real property located in the R-2 Single-Family Residential District at 13564 W 167th
Street, Homer Glen, Illinois[Case No. HG-2013-V]?, subject to the following conditions:
1. The architecture of the addition shall meet the exterior materials ordinance and be
architecturally consistent with the principle structure.
2. All property maintenance violations shall be corrected prior to the issuance of a building permit
for this addition.
3. The location of the well and septic shall be provided on the plat of survey when an application
is submitted for a building permit.
4. Pipeline easements shall be added to the plat of survey and to the engineering drawings.
5. Approval of Final Engineering prior to the issuance of a building permit.
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Attachments:
1. Aerial for 13564 W. 167th Street
2. Plat of Survey
3. Aerial with Marked Pipelines
4. Recorded Easements
5. Letter of No Objection from BP
6. Building Concept Elevations
7. Existing Site Images & Property Maintenance Violations
8. Findings of Fact
9. Letter of No Objection from Chevron
10. DRAFT Minutes from the November 5, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting
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Attachment 1 – Aerial for 13564 W. 167th Street
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Attachment 2 – Plat of Survey
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Attachment 3 – Aerial with Marked Pipelines
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Attachment 4 – Recorded Easements
Attached Separately
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Attachment 5– Letter of No Objection
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EXHIBIT A - INCLUDED WITH LETTER OF NO OBJECTION
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Attachment 6 – Building Concept Elevations
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Attachment 6 – Building Concept Elevations, continued
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Attachment 6 – Building Concept Elevations, continued
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Attachment 6 – Building Concept Elevations, continued
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Attachment 7 – Existing Site Images & Property Maintenance Violations
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Attachment 8 – Findings of Fact
Standards for Variances
Chapter 220-1207C(1-3) of the Code of the Village of Homer Glen lists the standards by which the
Plan Commission shall make the findings of fact. The following are the categories with staff’s
recommended findings in italics.
1. The Plan Commission shall not vary the provisions of the Ordinance as authorized unless it
has made findings based upon the evidence presented to it in the following cases.
a) That the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only
under the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zone.
The property could still be used only under the conditions allowed by the regulations in the
R-2 Zoning District and still yield a reasonable return. The property already has a large
existing garage on the property.
b) That the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.
The proposed layout of the addition is subject to the existing location of structures on the
property. The principle home is setback further from Parker Road than other adjacent
homes, likely due to the pipeline easement. The homeowner is requesting to utilize the
existing footprint of the detached garage to limit impact to the property and to reduce the
need for extra driveway to be built. The right of way was never dedicated and so portions
of 167th Street and Parker Road are included as part of the impervious and lot coverage
calculations for the property, this causes a hardship to meeting the strict regulations for
impervious surface. These unique conditions together are not likely to be duplicated to
another typical R-2 lot.
c) That the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
The Variances, if granted, will alter the character of the locality to some degree. While
there are a number of homes along 167th Street that are rather large and have large
attached garages, these homes are set back significantly from 167th and have heavy
landscape buffers along the roadway. Some of the older homes along Parker are built with
mixed exterior materials and sit closer to the street, but are smaller in size and are more
consistent with the size of the existing home and detached garage.
2. A variance shall be recommended to the Village Board only if the evidence, in the judgment of
the Plan Commission, sustains each of the three conditions enumerated above.
3. For the purpose of supplementing the above standards, the Plan Commission, in making its
determination, shall also take into consideration the extent to which the following facts,
favorable to the applicant, have been established by the evidence:
a) That the particular surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the specific property
involved will bring a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations was carried out.
The proposed layout of the addition is subject to the existing location of structures on the
property. The principle home is setback further from Parker Road than other adjacent
homes, likely due to the pipeline easement. The homeowner is requesting to utilize the
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existing footprint of the detached garage to limit impact to the property and to reduce the
need for extra driveway to be built. The right of way was never dedicated and so portions
of 167th Street and Parker Road are included as part of the impervious and lot coverage
calculations for the property, this causes a hardship to meeting the strict regulations for
impervious surface.
b) That the conditions upon which the petition for variance is based would not be applicable,
generally, to other property within the same zoning classification.
The proposed layout of the addition is subject to the existing location of structures on the
property. The principle home is setback further from Parker Road than other adjacent
homes, likely due to the pipeline easement. The homeowner is requesting to utilize the
existing footprint of the detached garage to limit impact to the property and to reduce the
need for extra driveway to be built. The right of way was never dedicated and so portions
of 167th Street and Parker Road are included as part of the impervious and lot coverage
calculations for the property, this causes a hardship to meeting the strict regulations for
impervious surface. These unique conditions together are not likely to be duplicated to
another typical R-2 lot.
c) That the purpose of the variance is not exclusively based upon a desire to make more
money out of the property.
The purpose of the requested Variance is not exclusively based upon a desire to make a
greater profit out of the property upon its sale; but for reasonable use of the land.
d) That the alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having
an interest in the property.
The hardships described in the staff report were not created by the homeowner/applicant.
The size of the addition does impact the severity of the requested variances, and is selfcreated.
e) That the granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or unduly
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is
located.
There is concern regarding the location of the addition and its proximity to the pipelines
and pipeline easements. The easements must be verified and letters of no objection must
be obtained from all pipeline owners. The pipelines are very close the existing structure
and pose concerns that will likely affect the construction techniques/methods, i.e. hand
digging around the foundation.
f)

That the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure will not
be so at Variance with the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of the structures
already constructed, or in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the
character of the applicable district, as to cause a substantial depreciation in the property
values within the neighborhood.
The Village’s exterior materials standards do apply to additions, but the existing structure
does not comply with the masonry ordinance and so the addition is exempt.
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g) That the proposed variance will not impair an adequate supply of air to adjacent property,
substantially increase the danger of fire, otherwise endanger the public safety or
substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.
The proposed Variances will not impair an adequate supply of air to the adjacent property.
There is concern regarding the location of the addition and its proximity to the pipelines
and pipeline easements. The easements must be verified and letters of no objection must
be obtained from all pipeline owners. The pipelines are very close the existing structure
and pose concerns that will likely affect the construction techniques/methods, i.e. hand
digging around the foundation. Staff does not have a professional opinion on property
values.
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Attachment 9 – No Objection Letter from Chevron
From: Ziska, Jim <James.Ziska@arcadis.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2020 3:41 PM
To: Michael Salamowicz <msalamowicz@homerglenil.org>
Subject: RE: Unocal Pipeline - Homer Glen, Illinois
Good afternoon Mr. Salamowicz,
Thank you for the information you provided in regards to the planned home renovation at 13564 W.
167th St. in Homer Glen, IL. Based on our discussion and the plans provided, Arcadis, on behalf of
Chevron Environmental Management Company (EMC) (parent company of Unocal Pipeline), is
providing this email communication of No Objection to the home renovation per the details provided
below.
On December 1, 2020 the Unocal pipeline was located by USIC at the referenced address. The
pipeline was identified to be located approximately five feet from the southern wall of the garage
structure currently in place. Plans for the home renovation currently show the new building to be
located on the same southern boundary as the existing building. The statement of No Objection
herein assumes that the proposed plans do not change with respect to the new building’s distance to
the Unocal pipeline. If plans change, or foundation structures will encroach closer to the pipeline line
of lay, Arcadis shall be notified of the change and an additional evaluation will be completed to
determined if further actions need to be taken.
In lieu of a formal Letter of No Objection, please accept this correspondence/email for your needs.
Please contact me with any questions or if you need further assistance.
Thank you,
Jim Ziska, PE | Senior Environmental Engineer, Certified Project Manager | james.ziska@arcadis.com
Arcadis | Arcadis U.S., Inc.
126 N. Jefferson Street, Suite 400 | Milwaukee | WI | 53202 | USA
M. +1 815 302 9052
Professional Engineer | WI, #47358

Connect with us! www.arcadis.com | LinkedIn | Twitter | Facebook
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Attachment 10 - DRAFT Minutes of the November 5, 2020 Plan Commission Meeting
a) Case No. HG-2013-V, 13564 W 167th Street (Public Meeting): Consideration of a request for [1]
a Variance to reduce the required rear yard setback for the proposed attached garage addition from
the required forty (40) feet to thirty-three (33) feet, [2] a Variance to reduce the corner side setback for
a non-dedicated right of way from the required eighty (80) feet to forty-six (46) feet, [3] a Variance to
increase the maximum allowable impervious surface from thirty (30) percent to thirty-five (35) percent
and [4] a Variance to increase the maximum allowable lot coverage from twenty (20) percent to thirtyfour (34) percent, for certain real property located in the R-2 Single-Family Residential District at 13564
W. 167th Street, Homer Glen.

Senior Planner King addressed the Plan Commission, explaining the background on this case. The
applicant, Brian Stevens, owns the subject property located at 13564 W. 167th Street. The property is
zoned R-2 Single Family Residential and has a single-family home located along with a detached
garage that have been on the property since prior to 1961, per the Will County GIS Aerial view. The
applicant is proposing to remodel the existing garage, and attach it to the primary structure as an
addition. The size of the proposed addition is fifty (50) by sixty (60). The applicant would like to use
a portion of the existing footprint of the detached garage, and also would like to use existing driveway
for ingress/egress to the garage addition. If this would be placed anyplace else on the property, it
would require more driveway which could increase the variance needed for the impervious surface,
as well as the lot coverage. Also, currently, the road coverage is calculated into the lot coverage as
there isn’t a dedicated easement. Even if you took that coverage out, you would still be over the lot
coverage allowance. There is pipeline in the easement - from two (2) different companies. Staff is
guessing that is why the home is located on the parcel where it is currently set. Also, staff is ok with
the mix of siding and stone for the garage addition as that is what the principal structure is made from,
and would like for it to match in material and color alike.
Development Services reached out to Will County to see what was in the easements. The survey that
staff was originally provided showed there were two (2) different company pipelines in the easement.
There is a BP line that is live. There is a Chevron line that is potentially not a live line, we just need
confirmation still. The Development Services director was able to get sign off from BP that they are
ok with the project that close to the pipeline and he has not been able to get that from Chevron yet but
it is staff’s recommendation that we get that second letter from the second petroleum company. Staff
would also like to see the easements on the plat as well. Director Gadde did field one (1) phone call
on this case where the caller was just wanting to clarify one of the variances involved in this case.
This concluded Melissa’s presentation.
Chairman Kozor asked if there was a motion to open the public hearing. Commissioner Foley made
the motion to open the public hearing, seconded by Commissioner Stanly. All in favor, zero (0)
opposed, the motion carried and the public hearing was opened.
Senior Planer King spoke to explain that Brian Stevens, the applicant, also provided the Village with
some property maintenance items that we do not need to address this evening. Chairman Kozor
clarified that there are property maintenance items that need to be resolved prior to going for permit,
but are not pertinent to the discussion this evening.
The applicant, Brian Stevens, approached to discuss his proposal. He said that he did not have
anything to add except that BP did provide him with a survey that shows him the location of the pipeline
on the Plat of Survey. Staff stated we have this plat in our documentation, but we still do not have the
easements or the sign off from the second pipeline company. Director Salamowicz stated they are
looking for who the easement rights were granted to. The original pipeline easement was granted to
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Sinclair Pipeline Company. Afterward, a second document granted permission for the Chi-Cap
company to construct a second pipeline within that same easement. The survey shows the document
numbers pertaining to easements on the property, but it does not show the location of the easements
on the survey. There may be some question as to where the easements begin and end, and this came
up for discussion between Mike Salamowicz and BP. Mike Salamowicz has been looking to get
clarification on that information because the existing garage appears to be located within that
easement. The addition as proposed, will also be within that easement with the pipelines and may
encroach even a little further into that easement. In his conversations with BP, they did ultimately
provide a sign off for their pipeline but what staff is attempting to do is get sign off from the second
pipeline. The second pipeline, originally owned by Sinclair and later purchased by BP, then sold to
Unical, who was ultimately purchased by Chevron. Staff has made several attempts for verification
with Chevron, to make sure they don’t have any issue with the proposed structure. To date, staff has
not been able to get sign off to make sure everything is safe.
Chairman Kozor stated for clarification that this should be a twenty (20) foot dedicated easement over
the center line of the pipe. Director Salamowicz stated that it was a fifty (50) foot right-of-way per the
documentation and there were certain dimensions showing “x number of feet” from either side. He
added there are two (2) pipelines there, and staff has a general idea where the pipelines are located,
but is looking for more information from the second pipeline company. There is a level of concern and
caution for safety in light of house that blew up in the Village just a few years back.
Chairman Kozor asked staff if it was a typical to verify that an easement has been recorded to verify
that a structure is not on an easement? Director Salamowicz indicated that a typical survey shows
all the easements that are recorded. There have been times where information appeared to be
inaccurately recorded and further verification is required because it is important to know what
easements are on that property, who has rights to that easement, and then make sure that the
information is corrected by those easement holders.
Chairman Kozor stated he is aware that staff has put in a lot of work to communicate with the utility
companies and to secure the needed information. He further asked if this was typical of staff to do?
Director Salamowicz responded that typically, it lies with the petitioner. Mr. Salamowicz added in this
case, The Village wants to make sure about the pipeline locations and verify that we would be getting
permission from pipeline company since it is their easement. Director Salamowicz stated he started
with BP and he had several conversations with them directly, which lead to them providing their sign
off. BP also provided additional information about the Chevron pipeline, which lead to Director
Salamowicz attempting to contact them several times without success. Mr. Salamowicz stated he
attempted via email when the phone attempts failed, which also was unsuccessful. Director
Salamowicz attempted again through a different department within Chevron, their legal department,
who responded to say that they would forward Mike Salamowicz’ question on to the appropriate
department. At this time, staff is currently waiting to hear back from Chevron.
Chairman Kozor asked if the response comes back that the second pipeline is dead, and is set back
even further than necessary, would a plat of survey showing the legal easement still be required
showing the BP line? Director Salamowicz replied that regardless if the pipeline is operational or not,
having dealt with Chevron in the past in a different location, he stated we will still need sign off.
Chevron is still maintaining the pipeline, in the potential future event, they will need to make this
pipeline operational again, if it currently is not in use.
The applicant, Mr. Stevens, spoke up to express some confusion over the question about the pipeline
with respect to his property and the easement along with the survey that BP provided to him. He added
that his plat shows his home on the property was there prior to the install of the pipeline. He stated
that the original agreement or easement agreement did not require such a letter to object the
homeowner’s ability to enjoy the property. He stated he would just like to enjoy his property like others
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in the area. He said that the pipeline safety is a concern. He added he would follow the safety
recommendations throughout the construction process. Adding to his statement he felt confident that
BP signed off knowing their own location of the pipeline and felt that as the property owner, he could
use the easement as the plat he originally has, is stating. He does not understand why the Village is
running around in circles for this added information.
Chairman Kozor asked Director Salamowicz for information about the process to get the easement
recorded and codified on a survey. Director Salamowicz stated that he would need to get the updated
survey completed, that it is a normal process. Chairman Kozor asked if there was a list of surveyors
we could provide for the applicant. Director Salamowicz said we do not keep a prepared list of
surveyors but could provide a short list of companies. Director Salamowicz stated he wanted to add
a comment about the documents that we do have, which show they are actually proposed plans for
the pipeline and easement, not the final draft. There was not any seal or stamp by a surveyor.
Chairman Kozor asked also if the applicant were to deliver to the Village, an updated survey, stamped
and finalized, showing the easement and pipelines, could this help the process and help determine if
the existing structure is ok where it is located or if it would need to be moved a little North? Director
Salamowicz stated that it would certainly help, in particular as to having an idea about how much
encroachment into the easement is potentially being proposed, and again stated a written response
from Chevron is needed.
The applicant added a final comment that the current structure is six (6) feet from the pipeline, based
on the documents he has provided to the Village, which was provided to the applicant by BP.
Chairman Kozor asked if there were any additional comments from the audience, which there were
none. He asked for a motion to close the public hearing. Commissioner Stanly made the motion to
close the public hearing, seconded by Member Zarebczan. All in favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion
carried and the public hearing was closed.
Discussion between the Plan Commissioners and staff yielded an understanding that the plaintiff does
have permissions and should be able to enjoy his property, but that the Village has to comply with the
Village standards in their review and the issue here is that the variance can’t be detrimental to the
Village welfare or be injurious to neighboring properties and so not having that second letter from the
pipeline is a big issue. The Village has to have that. Yes, there has been change of ownership, and
to Mr. Stephens point about why not work with the approval of BP regarding the second pipeline,
Commissioner Verdun stated they do not own it any longer and they cannot comment about the
pipeline today. She added we cannot move forward without the proper letters and verification. The
Village needs to make sure this is a safe project. Commissioner Verdun feels there are too many
unanswered questions at this time to move forward with a decision.
Commissioner Hand asked staff if the Village has any restriction for building in easements. Director
Salamowicz said that typically for any easements, there are restrictions for constructing on any type
of easement that we own, or that are owned by other utility companies. It would be looked as allowing
someone to build on property belonging to someone else. In this case, the pipeline has the rights to
that portion of the applicant’s property. This is why we have the obligation to verify they do not have
any issues with this project. Further discussion between Commissioner Hand and the applicant
indicated that the J.U.L.I.E markings matched with the drawing of the pipeline. Also, he asked if the
pipeline goes on a diagonal. The applicant stated it does go on a diagonal through the property.
Commissioner Hand asked if the current detached garage is on a slab, which the applicant stated it
is. Commissioner Hand stated then in putting the addition on it would bring the structure closer to the
pipeline. The applicant said it would not as the footprint would move to the West and to the North.
Chief Building Official Baber commented that to date, the Village has not received any building plans
and so cannot speak to the construction piece, how it will be constructed or where the footings will be.
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In addition, Director Salamowicz stated that the BP pipeline is six (6) feet from the existing structure,
and the Chevron pipeline is actually closer still than the BP line.
Senior Planner King stated that BP didn’t ask for construction details, but they are aware of this
construction footprint. The Plan Commission carried on further discussion with the applicant about
the pending construction project, and a how it will be connected to the home, lot coverage in light of
the actual street bring on his property providing some hardship due to the fact that the right of way
was not dedicated. Furthermore, there was clarification about the property being on well and septic
which also limits the ability to relocate the project altogether. Chief Building Official Baber commented
that prior to permitting, the applicant would need to contact the Will County Health Department for
verification of the septic field and secure sign off from them, which is documentation collected from
the applicant when submitting for permit. Also discussed again were lot coverage concerns. As was
pointed out by staff, if the road piece were removed from the equation, then Mr. Steven’s lot would be
undersized for R-2. This has been looked at multiple ways by staff in order to possibly recommend
something other than what is being proposed in order to step away from the easement and pipeline
issue, but because of the lot hardship and the well and septic, there are no other viable options.
The Plan Commission elected, in light of some outstanding items, to table this agenda item to a later
meeting date when the outstanding items are received and reviewed.
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to table agenda item 6a. Member Verdun made the motion to
table the discussion for case number HG-2013-V, for the property located at 13564 W 167th Street,
Homer Glen, Illinois subject to the following six (6) conditions:
1) Conceptual building elevations be updated to be architecturally consistent with the principle
structure, prior to review by the Board of Trustees;
2) All property maintenance violations are corrected prior to the issuance of a building permit for
this addition;
3) Pipeline easements are added to the plat of survey and to the engineering drawings;
4) Letters of no obstruction have been received from all pipeline owners;
5) Approval of Final Engineering;
6) Location of well and septic field from the Health Department is turned in.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner McGary. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners
Zarebczan, Foley, McGary, Stanly, Verdun, Hand and Chairman Kozor all voted in favor seven (7) to
zero (0). The motion carried.
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PLAN COMMISSION MEMORANDUM
Agenda Item Number:

6.b

Plan Commission Meeting Dates: November 19, 2020
January 7, 2021
Subject:

Comprehensive
Plan Public Hearing

Item Title: Consideration of a request to review and recommend the adoption of the 2020 Village
of Homer Glen Comprehensive Plan draft dated November 2, 2020.

Staff Contact: Director of Planning & Zoning Gadde
Background Information: The 18-month project to update the Village of Homer Glen
Comprehensive Plan has produced a complete draft document ready for final public review and
Village Board consideration for adoption. The Comprehensive Plan update addresses core
community issues such as housing, economic development, infrastructure, utilities, potential
opportunity sites, and design guidelines. The public hearing process included the following:
 Open House, November 19, 5:00-7:00 p.m.
 Plan Commission public hearing, November 19, 7:00 p.m.
Residents and businesses were able to attend in-person to review exhibits set up around the
Community Room on November 19, 2020 and place their questions in a drop box. Several public
testimonies were presented at the Public Hearing that followed. Staff had worked with the
consulting team and responded to these questions and clarifications which were posted on the
Village’s website on December 18, 2020.
Community Engagement for the Comprehensive Plan: The community engagement process
gathered a multitude of community input through a multi-pronged approach as shown in
Attachment 1, including the first Public Open House held on June 26, 2019. The graphic in the
attachment summarizes the keys stats from the various community engagement activities. As a
follow-up to the Village Board workshop on Design Guidelines, staff also sought Village Board
opinions on the variety of housing options, lot sizes and building materials in January 2020.
Allocation of Future Land Uses: Based on the Existing Land Use Plan, roughly 7,444 acres are
presently built out (or about 49% of the 15,278 total acres). Of the remaining 7,834 acres, 2,172
acres are occupied by parks, open space and utilities. Adding these areas, the total built out area
would be 63% of the total acreage. See Attachment 2 for a breakdown of the acreage of future
land uses.
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Response to Public Comments and Resident Survey: As noted earlier, staff had worked with
the consulting team and responded to the questions and clarifications brought up at the Public
Open House and Hearing on November 19, 2020. Staff is requesting the Plan Commission to
make this document a part of the record of this public hearing. The consulting team will review
the responses and highlight potential changes to the draft plan at the Plan Commission.
Vision Boards: The new Comprehensive Plan envisions staff providing public education tools for
various development typologies. With this intent, staff will present vision boards to explain
horizontal mixed use, vertical mixed use, neo-traditional design, housing diversity, conservation
subdivision designs, and quality architecture matching with Homer Glen’s character at the
January 7th PC meeting.
Corrections and Recommendations:
The Plan Commission is vested to receive from the Zoning Officer the public hearing draft of the
Village’s 2020 Comprehensive Plan and report its conclusions and recommendations to the
Village Board. In addition to potential changes to the draft plan reviewed in the Response to Public
Comments, staff is presenting the following corrections and clarifications.
Missing Middle – Clarification on Quadplexes: Missing Middle is described in the
Comprehensive Plan typology as duplex/triplex/quadplex and is further described as being
allowed to be built in “new development, including townhomes or integrated in a mixed use
development”. Missing Middle is called out in the sub area plans and on the future land use plan
as being supported in the Single Family Moderate Land Use, all the orange.
Staff had a real-life example pop up recently, where staff had a question regarding the
development potential for a property surrounded by existing single family. This property is called
out as moderate single family residential, so staff was asking whether we would support
townhomes or even something denser like quadplexes in this area. When we looked at the
Comprehensive Plan draft it appears as if these multi-family missing middle housing types would
be supported anywhere Single Family Moderate is proposed. As triplexes and quadplexes are
very traditionally multi-family (no single family attached, as by definition they have single points
of ingress/egress); staff would like to make sure that we are keeping the multi-family to the mixed
use corridor along 159th Street. Missing middle could be a strategy staff can use in the toolbox
only in a true “infill” situation or in an appropriately designed mixed use development. The
recommended changes are as follows:
1. An update to the missing middle typology to really narrow down where this type of
development would be applicable, i.e. “only infill and/or integrated into a mixed use
development”. Staff would go further to ask the question, “what constitutes infill”, for example,
what size? Developers will continue to argue that their property meets their interpretation of
infill if it means they can get more units.
2. Remove the reference to missing middle typology on the subarea plans in the moderate single
family category.
3. On page 36, it should say “Recommendations for single family moderate density residential
include smaller lot size for single family detached and single family attached
townhomes.” Take out the missing middle portion and/or include it after the mutli-family (as
that is technically what it is).
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Current land use plan shows all the orange as moderate density and then the description above
describes this typology as being the missing middle duplex/triplex/quadplex and also townhomes.
Staff wants the orange to very clearly be single family detached smaller lots and also townhomes,
but not multi-family.

Update Retail Leakage and Surplus Analysis: This analysis on pages 52 and 53 of the draft
plan needs to be updated. For example, grocery stores are shown as retail surplus on page 52,
while they are included in the top 5 businesses to attract on page 53. Also, restaurants/other
eating places are listed as leakage on page 52, while 7/24/20 ESRI reports indicate them as
surplus.
In addition, a representative from Marian Village will be presenting their desired land use for the
parcels fronting 159th Street at the January 7th Plan Commission hearing.
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Staff-Suggested Motion: I move to recommend _______________ (approve / approve with staff
recommendations / deny) the adoption of the Village of Homer Glen 2020 Comprehensive Plan
draft dated November 2, 2020.
Attachments: The draft plan has been previously distributed to the Plan Commission and the
Village Board.
1. Community Engagement for the Comprehensive Plan
2. Allocation of Future Land Uses
3. Response to Public Comments and Resident Survey
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Attachment 1 - Community Engagement for the Comprehensive Plan
As noted in the draft Comprehensive Plan,
community engagement was an important
component of the update to engage
residents, businesses, property owners, and
other stakeholders. The process gathered a
multitude of community input through a multipronged approach.
The graphic to the right summarizes the keys
stats from the following various community
engagement activities, held prior to the
November 19, 2020 - second Public Open
House and Public Hearing:






Project Website Launched – June 2019
Booth at Homerfest – June 20-23, 2019
Focus Groups Meetings – June 25, 2019
First Public Open House – June 26, 2019
VB Workshop on Sign Regulations –
August 28, 2019
 VB Workshop on Design Guidelines –
October 9, 2019
 Community Design Workshop on
Concepts – February 11, 2020
 Second Public Open House and Public
Hearing – November 19, 2020*

*Numerous unique comments as well as a survey conducted by resident Matt Koenig were shared
at the second Public Open House and Plan Commission Public hearing.
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Attachment 2 - Allocation of Future Land Uses
Based on the Existing Land Use Plan, roughly 7,444 acres are presently built out (or about 49%
of the 15,278 total acres). Of the remaining 7,834 acres, 2,172 acres are occupied by parks, open
space and utilities. Adding these areas, the total built out area would be 63% of the total acreage.
Future Land Use
Single Family Residential Estate
Single Family Residential Low Density
Single Family Residential Moderate Density
Multi-Family Residential
Public/Institutional (w/ Religious Institutions)
School
Mixed Use
Commercial
Office/Business Parks
Healthcare
Light Industrial
Agribusiness
Agriculture
Parks & Recreation
Open Space
Utility/Utility Water
TOTAL
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Acres % of Total
4,917
32.2%
1,042
6.8%
3,726
23.7%
288
2.6%
125
0.8%
269
1.8%
1,372
9.0%
410
2.7%
183
1.2%
63
0.4%
0.0%
366
2.4%
163
1.1%
472
3.1%
1,429
9.4%
453
3.0%
15,278
100.0%

Attachment 3 - Response to Public Comments and Resident Survey
Attached separately
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MEMORANDUM
To:

Vijay Gadde, AICP
Director of Planning & Zoning
Village of Homer Glen

From: Konstantine Savoy AICP, President, Savoy Consulting Group
Todd Vanadilok AICP, Principal, Egret & Ox Planning
Date:

December 18, 2020

Subject: Response to Public Comments and Resident Survey
The completed draft of the Homer Glen Comprehensive Plan Update is currently going through the
formal review process, which started with a Public Open House and Public Hearing held on November
19, 2020. Members of the general public were able to provide their comments on the draft plan at
these two events, as well as via email, Zoom chat, and on the project website. Given the high volume of
public comments provided through these various methods, the comments were summarized and
organized into a two-part response. Part 1 is organized into categories to relate certain responses to
questions and comments that had a similar focus. Part 2 responds to the resident survey initiated by
Matt Konieg.
The issues and responses provided below represent input from both residents and members of the
Village Board as important policies to be considered during the planning process to guide Homer Glen’s
future. For instance, recommendations in the Plan to provide more housing options were the result of
input received by the consultant team from Village officials and stakeholders who indicated a concern
for these deficiencies. The role of the consultant team was to identify areas of need and identify options
that could remedy some of those concerns.
Plan revisions can still be made in response to the comments and public input received. Updates to the
draft will be prepared after the Plan Commission reviews the current version and makes
recommendations at their next meeting, tentatively scheduled for January 7, 2021.

PART 1
RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT
CATEGORY: HOUSING
HS1: Comments:
Multiple community members voiced their disapproval of adding multi-family housing, particularly
apartments, to the local housing stock. The reasoning primarily hinged upon the viewpoint that such
uses do not add to the Village and go against the appeal of Homer Glen. Others noted they just do not
want apartments whatsoever in Homer Glen. Residents also had a concern about the impact of
apartments on adjacent property values. [Public Hearing, Open House, Project Website]
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Response:
The concept of a diverse housing stock enables a person to stay in one community throughout
their life, regardless of their budget, needs, family structure, or life stage. A diversity of housing
options helps to meet varying budgets, individual and family needs (e.g., proximity to jobs, close
to relatives, grew up in Homer Glen and wish to stay in town, no lawns or small yards, etc.),
family structures (e.g., single parents, divorcees wanting to live close to their children,
grandparents living with families, etc.), and life stages (e.g., families, childless couples, single
individuals, empty nesters, seniors of varying abilities, etc.). Not all residents who wish to call
Homer Glen home can afford or wish to own and maintain a single-family detached house. A
single-family detached home may also not align with a person, couple, or family’s life stage. On
the other hand, a townhouse, condo, apartment, senior living facility, or duplex may fit their
budget, needs, family structure, and/or life stage, while also providing them with the
opportunity to call Homer Glen their home. Furthermore, the Comprehensive Plan has the
following recommendation (see Action Step DG4 in Chapter 12: Implementation Plan): Adopt
design guidelines for landscape improvements and architectural standards for non single-family
residential uses. The intent of these design guidelines will be to specify the design elements
(e.g., landscaping, buffers, building materials, colors, architectural features, window, and door
treatments, roof forms, façades, etc.) that the Village expects of all developments with non
single-family residential uses. With a set of design guidelines in place, the Village will require
developers to build to a high standard of quality. High-quality design for all forms of residential
development – from single-family detached homes and townhouses to condos and apartments
– will generally have a positive effect on property values.
HS2: Comments:
There were some concern and opposition to the Missing Middle housing concept, particularly viewing it
as a threat to Homer Glen’s single-family detached residential identity. [Public Hearing, Project Website]
Response:
Chapter 4 outlines a variety of development typologies recommended for Homer Glen, including
the concept of Missing Middle housing, which is an emerging approach to diversify a
community’s housing stock without significantly altering the character of existing
neighborhoods. For a community with mostly established, built-out neighborhoods, there is
probably a greater likelihood that Missing Middle housing would be integrated into a new
development than into an existing neighborhood. Regarding Homer Glen’s identity as a
primarily single-family residential community, the Future Land Use Plan assures that this type of
housing will continue to be the predominant form, with 96% of all residential uses being
comprised of single-family residential. In addition, 63% of all land uses will be comprised of
single-family residential.
HS3: Comments:
There was a suggestion to add a chapter to the Comprehensive Plan focusing on the Age-Targeted/AgeRestricted senior living typology, with an indication that this type of development would do well in
Homer Glen. [Public Hearing]
Response:
The Comprehensive Plan will allow for Age-Targeted/Age-Restricted senior living or any other
senior living options in the Multi-Family Residential and Mixed-Use land use categories. These
uses are also referenced as part of the development typologies described in Chapter 4.
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HS4: Comments:
One community member was completely opposed to “low-income housing,” specifically asking if the
Village can offer a guarantee that it will not accept government-issued Section 8 housing vouchers.
[Open House]
Response:
The ability of a person to use housing vouchers and the acceptance of such vouchers are
governed by Federal housing law. Furthermore, zoning law does not allow local governments to
distinguish between ownership and rental. Additionally, any attempt to zone out or prohibit
low-income residents in a community is illegal and is considered housing discrimination. Land
use is blind to how someone pays for their housing. Additionally, both Federal and State
governments require every community to have an affordable housing plan. Illinois State statute
requires that each community provide that a least 10% of its housing is affordable. Homer Glen
is currently non-compliant.
CATEGORY: MIXED USE
MU1: Comments:
The plan needs to clarify what is mix-use and the viability of these types of development. New housing
types are needed to provide for an increasingly more diverse population, but concerns were expressed
over losing the character of the Village. Concern was expressed over the intent and controls over the
159th Street corridor to prevent it from being overtaken by multi-family residential projects, as
approximately one thousand (1,000) acres is dedicated to mixed-use. [Public Hearing, Open House]
Response:
The recommended mixed-use development approach to development for the 159th Street
corridor is based on an understanding of the evolution of similar corridors across the county.
Initial approaches to corridor development were based on the idea of ‘all things commercial’
resulting in single-use, unattractive, and undifferentiated retail areas that are congested, lack
safe access for pedestrians and are not supportive of transit. Communities have tried to address
this by developing programs relating to brand identity, improved access, and beautification;
however, these efforts eventually did not stem the continuing decline of many corridors that we
see today. Development trends and best practices recommended by developers and planners
recognize the long-term success of corridors must be based on a more balanced and integrated
approach that includes: allowing a mix of uses, providing densities that encourage multi-modal
access, and offering opportunities to address housing affordability while creating better living
spaces that encourage walking. This is a response to failed models of the past that are not
sustainable and lack diversity which has led to an over-retailed economy resulting in many
centers with outdated, underperforming, and vacant storefronts.
Making corridors sustainable over the long-term is based on the idea of permitting supportive
land uses. The benefits of non-retail uses include providing needed services, providing a
customer base for local businesses, and help with safety and maintenance (eyes on the street).
Integrating non-retail uses such as offices, service business, and residential uses, while
protecting important commercial nodes at key intersections, contribute to a strong retail
environment and tax base. Residential uses should only be considered when a part of larger
mixed-use planned developments, and in locations where larger retail uses are not well suited.
Communities can limit the amount of residential in mixed-use projects as part of a planned
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development review.
As highlighted at the end of Chapter 4 of the Comprehensive Plan, mixed-use development
comes in a variety of forms, but most typically consist of several separate uses arranged on a
site that provides for well-integrated traffic and pedestrian system and creates opportunities to
provide welcoming public gathering and community-oriented spaces, such as can be seen in
projects in Burr Ridge, Orland Park, Deer Park, Willow Springs, and many other projects. This
trend is also evident with the reinvention of many outdated malls which now include housing,
entertainment, office, and hospitality uses. The redevelopment of Randhurst Mall in Rolling
Meadows and the massive redevelopment of the Motorola campus in Schaumburg into a mixeduse village center are notable examples. These developments have added vitality and enhanced
the character of these communities.
In response to community comments, consideration could be given to focusing the Mixed-Use
land use designation only along the 159th Street Corridor, and re-designating current Mixed-Use
areas beyond 159th Street with specific land uses, such as the area at Cedar and Bruce Roads.
The ultimate control over the location and type of uses allowed will be governed by a set of new
zoning standards that ensure that the corridor is not all multi-family residential uses, as this
would be counter to the principal goal of the mixed-use corridor to promote commercial
development. Also, of note is that a significant portion of 159th Street is already built out with a
diversity of uses, including commercial, residential, and public/institutional uses.
CATEGORY: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ED1: Comments:
There was a recognition that new businesses are needed, with support for sit down restaurants but
mixed feelings about big box stores. [Project Website]
Response:
Chapter 4 outlines a variety of development typologies that would be appropriate for Homer
Glen, including a variety of commercial businesses – from cafes, breweries, and sit-down
restaurants to a specialty grocer, artisan and boutique retail, and agribusiness – that would help
diversify the local business mix and provide offerings that may help refine Homer Glen’s image
as a unique place to visit. However, the value of big-box stores should not be discounted. They
provide important sales tax revenue to the community and bring people to the community. The
additional traffic generated by big box stores is also an advantage to the smaller businesses, as it
provides patrons and customers to Homer Glen that might otherwise not visit the trade area.
The retail market strategies in Chapter 7 also identifies potential demand for certain uses that
would likely come in as big-box retailers, e. g., office supply stores, grocers, and furniture. The
Village is also committed to the development of better design standards for commercial
projects, as discussed in part in Chapter 11: Design Guidelines for Sustainability and
Development.
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ED2: Comments:
There was a comment that empty stores should be filled first before new ones are developed. [Public
Hearing]
Response:
The Village constantly works with property owners and potential businesses to fill vacancies.
While many vacant spaces do get filled, some spaces take more time to find a new tenant or
user due to a variety of reasons, such as economic conditions and market demographics.
Vacancies may also become more prevalent in a highly volatile economy such as the one being
faced today with the pandemic and the forthcoming recovery. Filling vacancies and attracting
new development does not need to be an either/or proposition for any number of reasons. For
example, a vacant space may require exterior or interior improvements to attract new tenants,
which takes time and financial resources, but is still a worthwhile endeavor if the property is in a
prime location. However, a developer may be able to provide tenant spaces in a new
development that already provides modern attributes that attract new businesses or services to
Homer Glen. Maintaining 100% occupancy of available commercial spaces at all times is difficult
for most shopping centers, even under favorable economic conditions. As described on page 42
of Chapter 6, Homer Glen’s vacancy rate of 3.87% is less than the regional average of 5.19%.
However, the Village puts itself in a more practical position with an approach that balances
filling vacant spaces with seeking new developments that bring new goods and services, value,
and character to the community.
CATEGORY: WATER UTILITIES
WA1: Comments:
There was a recognition that water costs are extremely high. [Project Website]
Response:
The Village’s water situation is discussed in Chapter 10 of the Comprehensive Plan, particularly
describing the current conditions and outlining potential approaches to transition the
community’s water infrastructure from a privatized system to a municipally owned and
operated system.
CATEGORY: HOMER GLEN’S CHARACTER
CH1: Comments:
Residents expressed the need to retain the appeal Homer Glen has as a peaceful open space and
wonderful small-town feel, and overall single-family residential character that is the Village identity.
New development needs to support these qualities, including maintaining ordinances that protect the
residents and the environment [Project Website and Public Hearing Comments]
Response:
The new Comprehensive Plan, particularly Chapter 11, recommends the preservation of natural
areas, supports the continuation of the existing tree preservation, and conservation design
regulations with modifications, and will not change any existing land use or neighborhood. The
Plan provides for about 1,900 acres of parks and open space. All new land uses are intended to
provide appropriate transitions between existing and new uses, including recommendations to
create a new landscape code and building design standards to ensure Homer Glen retains its
character and ensures high-quality development.
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Below is a comparison of parks and open space acreages showing what currently exists in the
Village as indicated on the Existing Land Use map, and new proposed increases shown on the
Future Land Use Plan:

Existing Land Use
Future Land Use
Difference

Parks
410 acres
472 acres
+62 acres

Open Space
1,385 acres
1,429 acres
+44 acres

CATEGORY: OPEN SPACE AND TREES
OS1: Comments:
There was some concern about the potential loss of open space and trees. [Public Hearing, Project
Website]
Response:
Chapter 11 of the Comprehensive Plan is devoted to strategies regarding the protection of open
space and sensitive environmental features. In particular, the Village’s Conservation Design
Ordinance provides for substantial protection of open space in Homer Glen. Chapter 11 also
discusses strategies relating to the protection of trees, particularly in relation to its Tree
Preservation standards and status as a Tree City USA community. The potential to establish
landscaping guidelines is also outlined in this chapter, providing additional standards that aid in
the protection of trees. It is important to note that the Future Land Use Plan doesn’t show
wetlands, large tree masses, or other sensitive environmental features (only floodplains are
shown); as a result, while these elements may appear as residential or commercial uses on the
map, careful precautions will be undertaken to protect these elements from development, in
accordance with the strategies outlined in Chapter 11 and the related municipal ordinances.
CATEGORY: VILLAGE GROWTH
VG1: Comments:
There was concern about how the Village would handle servicing the community in response to growth,
particularly impacts on police, a park district, etc. [Public Hearing]
Response:
Chapter 8 of the Comprehensive Plan addresses Homer Glen’s various community facilities and
assets, including Village and Township facilities; public safety; historic sites; religious
institutions; healthcare; schools; parks, recreation, and open space; equestrian culture; and
agritourism and agribusiness. The chapter also outlines recommendations that will be used by
the Village to continually monitor the impact of growth and development on these facilities, as
well as coordinate with appropriate agencies to ensure the adequacy of their respective
facilities, including the potential for improvements, expansion, or construction of new facilities.
One recommendation of note is the potential to create a Park Department.
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CATEGORY: SCHOOLS
SC1: Comments:
One suggestion that Homer Glen should be in more control of local schools. [Open House]
Response:
Schools are under the jurisdiction of school districts, of which three districts operate schools
within or close to Homer Glen. The Village has not had nor intends to exert any level of
municipal controls over the local schools, particularly since such an arrangement would present
various conflicts of interest. However, as the Village grows there will be an increasing need for
more local schools which provides an opportunity for the Village and school district officials to
work together in the long-range planning for such facilities.
SC2: Comments:
One comment voiced worry about the impact of population growth on local taxes and allocation to
schools. [Public Hearing]
Response:
Amendments to tax allocation is a policy discussion beyond the purview of this planning process.
Such a policy discussion is best suited to be led by Village officials, along with all affected taxing
bodies like the school districts.
CATEGORY: CONSERVATION DESIGN SUBDIVISIONS
CD1: Comments:
Several developers and real estate agents active or who have attempted to undertake development in
Homer Glen expressed problems getting a project approved due to overly restrictive and antidevelopment ordinances. Commonly cited reasons include the requirement for reserving 20% of the
gross land area as a minimum open space and that 90% of the lots must adjoin open space. Other
factors that discourage development is the minimum lot size for single-family homes, of 12,000 sq. ft. or
15,000 sq. ft. The trend of development for over 10 years has been for smaller lots. It is important for
the growth of a municipality that it allows development because an increase in population will also
increase commerce within the Village. [Public Hearing]
Response:
Since the adoption of the Conservation Design Ordinance, there has not been a subdivision of 10
acres or more able to meet the standards of the ordinance. This has resulted in very little
growth in new residential development in Homer Glen. As part of the planning process, we
have provided the Village with a comprehensive set of recommendations to improve the
function and administration of the Conservation Subdivision code, which are summarized in
Chapter 11 of the Plan.
Below is a summary of the key recommendations, many of which are in support of the public
comments received. Other issues identified above will be more fully addressed in the update of
the Conservation code. Conservation Design standards should:
•
•

Apply to Open Space Plan Conservation Districts to be established by the Village
(emphasizing the preservation of significant natural resources).
Be permitted as an optional form of development with density incentives to encourage
the use of this approach to development rather than a requirement.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Exclude the mixed-use parcels along the 159th Street Mixed-Use Corridor.
Allow for greater flexibility in lot size standards.
Encourage conservation subdivisions to be designed as ‘density neutral’ developments.
Provide flexibility in the ability of developers to arrange units. With greater flexibility,
more open space preservation is possible. The required open space should not be
restricted to adjoin 90% of the residential lots within a subdivision.
Consider reducing developer fees in conservation subdivisions as an incentive.
Provide flexibility as to when conservation subdivision design is required, such as allowing development of a site with less than 10% tree cover under standard subdivision
regulations, while maintaining a minimum open space requirement of 20% of the net
land area. This should be applied to all residential zoning districts. The current open
space requirements ranging from 20% to 50% of the net lot area is overly restrictive as it
is required in addition to land set aside for a park. Park land may be counted toward the
required open space requirement provided the land dedicated to the park is usable and
does not include any environmentally sensitive areas.

We have previously addressed the issue of the mixed-use designation for the 159th Street
corridor above.
CATEGORY: SUGGESTED EDITS TO THE FUTURE LAND USE PLAN
LU1: Comments:
One comment asked why two sections on the Future Land Use Plan were marked for multi-family
residential. [Open House]
Response:
The two areas marked for Multi-Family Residential – (1) the area east of Lemont Road between
143rd Street and the ComEd right-of-way; and (2) the area north of Marian Village (south of 151st
Street between Cedar Road and Parker Road) – are mapping errors and will both be changed to
Single-family Residential Moderate Density.
LU2: Comments:
Multiple comments were provided to keep the rural residential land use designation from the 2005
Comprehensive Plan, particularly as it relates to retaining the identity of Homer Glen. [Public Hearing,
Open House]
Response:
The Single-family Residential Estate land use designation (lot size of 1 acre or more) in the
current Comprehensive Plan Update includes both the Rural Residential (lot size of 2½ acres or
more) and Estate Residential (lot sizes of 1 to 2½ acres) land use categories from the 2005
Comprehensive Plan. This designation in the proposed Comprehensive Plan update provides a
general development policy for a large area of the Village and does not change the Village’s
current zoning ordinance or map for properties included in this land use category. The
Comprehensive Plan affirms that the overall goal of the Village is to preserve the rural character
of existing large lots, rural properties identified in the Plan, without any intent to change existing
zoning or encourage the division of large estate lots. The Zoning Map and standards set forth by
the Zoning Ordinance will remain unchanged with the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan.
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LU3: Comments:
There was concern about the recommendation of commercial development around the Cedar
Road/Bruce Road intersection, with a suggestion that land along Bruce Road should be preserved as
open space to connect Messenger Woods. [Public Hearing, Open House]
Response:
The Future Land Use Plan will scale back the intensity of development along Bruce Road,
particularly recommending less coverage by commercial use and clearly defining the rest of the
area for residential development. Given the development pressure from New Lenox to the
south and the visibility provided by the Bruce Road/Cedar Road intersections, some level of
commercial development would help meet potential demand on the Village’s southern end,
particularly for neighborhood-oriented businesses or services. The Mixed-Use designation will
be replaced with specific residential land use designations to provide clarity to the type of land
uses anticipated for this area. Regarding connectivity between Forest Preserve properties, the
Transportation Plan indicates potential trail linkages along Bruce Road and through open spaces
that follow the floodplain.
LU4: Comments:
A map was presented showing areas where the Future Land Use Plan increased density, which was
viewed as undermining one of the founding principles of Homer Glen to be a low-density community.
[Public Hearing]
Response:
Certain revisions will be made to the Future Land Use Plan to reduce the intensity of residential
development in certain spots (as identified on the map provided by the resident), particularly as
reflected in the response to Comment LU1. However, the residential land use designation for
other spots will be maintained as shown by the current Future Land Use Plan, particularly in
alignment with the response to Comment LU2.
LU5: Comments:
One comment requested no commercial development along Cedar Road and Parker Road. [Open House]
Response:
Regarding commercial land use along Cedar Road, the commercial shown at the 159th Street
intersection on the Future Land Use Plan is comprised of existing businesses. For the proposed
commercial uses at the Cedar Road/Bruce Road intersections, please see the response to
Comment LU3 above. As for Parker Road, the Future Land Use Plan does not recommend any
commercial along this road.
CATEGORY: SUGGESTED EDITS TO THE TRANSPORTATION PLAN
TR1: Comments:
There is significant concern about the Transportation Plan recommending a segment of Cedar Road
north of 143rd Street to be designated as a Secondary Arterial, with particular comments about the
impact a road with this designation would have on the safety and character of the neighborhoods along
this stretch of Cedar Road. [Public Hearing, Open House]
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Response:
The Secondary Arterial designation for the segment of Cedar Road north of 143rd Street is a
mapping error and will be removed. As a result, the segment of Cedar Road north of 143rd
Street will continue to be designated as a local street. There are no current plans to designate
Cedar Road as a Secondary Arterial or anything other than a local street.
TR2: Comments:
One comment noted that the Transportation Plan does not show the proposed bike trail on 151st Street.
[Open House]
Response:
The proposed bike trail along 151st Street is shown on the Transportation Plan. However, the
green trail is sitting on top of the blue Secondary Arterial designation line for 151st Street, which
makes it difficult to see. The Transportation Map will be adjusted to ensure these the green
dotted line for the proposed bike trail is situated above or below the blue Secondary Arterial
designation line for 151st Street. This change will be made for other trails and road designations
that interfere with each other to improve map readability.
TR3: Comments:
There was a suggestion to add definitions of the different roadway designations, such as arterial, minor
arterial, collector, etc. [Open House]
Response:
The Transportation Plan will be revised to provide brief definitions of each roadway designation
(e.g., Highway, Principal Arterial, Secondary Arterial, Collector, Local Street).

PART 2
RESPONSE TO RESIDENT SURVEY (KONIEG)
During the public hearing process to review the draft Comprehensive Plan update, the Village was
presented with the results of a web-based survey prepared by Matt Konieg from 803 residents. The
Village requested that the Savoy Consulting Group review the resident survey and compare it to the
National Citizen Survey (NCS) results prepared by the National Research Center in 2017. The National
Citizen Survey is the premier scientific survey service from the International City/County Management
Association (ICMA) and National Research Center, Inc.
General Observations
It is our understanding that the resident survey was made available to residents of Homer Glen and
made available to residents on Homer Glen who use Facebook. Additionally, we understand it was
posted on Facebook community sites, such as the Homer Glen Village Square. The resident survey was
created via the SurveyMonkey web-based application and is not statistically valid or representative of
the entire Village. In contrast, 1,500 households in the Village were randomly chosen by NRC to
participate in the survey. NRC survey recipients were chosen using a systematic sampling method that
was applied to a list of households previously screened for geographic location within the Village limits.
Furthermore, the demographic characteristics of the survey sample were compared to those found in
the 2010 Census and American Community Survey estimates in the Village of Homer Glen. The primary
objective of this weighting or comparing the survey data is to ensure the survey sample reflective of the
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larger population of the community.
Other issues to consider regarding the resident survey and other surveys of this type include:
•
•

The way questions are worded or structured can be misleading, particularly if respondents are
not familiar with terms or concepts, or larger community goals.
No information is provided on how the survey was distributed, and what if any information was
shared that may have biased the results. An indication from a posting by Amy Konieg suggests
that participants may have been influenced by a biased viewpoint and incorrect information.

Although we identified several potential issues with the resident survey, we accept and acknowledge
that a general, non-randomized survey can be a valuable tool to gather public opinion but should not be
the basis for decision making. This should be included as part of several successful community-wide
outreach efforts we have made during the entire course of the process of creating the draft
Comprehensive Plan, including the HomerFest booth, Stakeholder Focus Groups, Public Open House,
Subarea Concepts Design Workshop, the results of the NCS survey, and on-going opportunities to learn
and provide comments on the project website.
Resident Survey
In addition to some of the general issues discussed above, we find that the resident survey did not
provide sufficient information to evaluate the difference in responses based on the demographic profile
of the participants. Only one question established how long participants lived in the Village, with
approximately 60% having resided in Homer Glen for over 10 years. No other information is provided
regarding income levels, ages, or household status which may impact responses as was seen in the NCS
survey. There is a very limited range of narrowly focused questions, with no related questions to test
the understanding of more complex issues. For instance, should Homer Glen allow for new types of
housing such as multiple-family development for young families, households without children, and
senior residents who do not want to maintain a single-family home? Typically, these groups of people
either cannot afford traditional single-family lots or do not want to maintain them. Other issues have to
do with specific questions including:
•

•
•

•

Quality of Life. There was a preference for low-density development and more parks and open
space, without defining what is low density, and without an understanding of the impact that
low-density development has on the Village’s ability to bring in new business desired by those
who responded, and what impact this could have on taxes.
Desirable Uses. Most residents desire a downtown area (65%) but did not support the idea of
mixed-use development (21%). However, the fundamental concept of what makes a downtown
work is the mix of uses present and relatively high densities needed to support businesses.
Missing Middle Housing Options. This question mischaracterizes what is ‘missing-middle’
housing types in traditional single-family areas which is defined in the Comprehensive Plan as
not including apartments. The survey does reveal that 40% of participants support two-family
housing which is a type of missing-middle housing but does not indicate where this type of
housing is appropriate.
Lower Quality Standards. This question infers that the Village is considering relaxing building
codes and allowing lower-quality materials in reference to allowing more dense forms of
housing. Nowhere in the Comprehensive Plan is this a stated objective, or have we been a part
of any conversation where this is being contemplated. References to housing options in the
Plan have emphasized maintaining high-quality materials.
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•

Priority Issues. Among the priority issues is lowering taxes (79%). However, no information or
questions address how to accomplish this. Lowering taxes is typically done either by adding new
commercial development and rooftops or providing fewer services. Participants also desire
more businesses (64%) but oppose adding housing with multiple-family options (86%).
Businesses locate in an area in response to market demand/potential. Without more housing
choices, particularly multiple-family options, Homer Glen will not provide the population base
that desired businesses need.

National Citizen Survey (NCS 2017)
The NCS survey was administered by a third-party group as a statistically valid study of the attitudes,
opinions, and desires of all of Homer Glen residents. The NCS survey results include separate crosstabulation studies that examined the significance of the location within Homer Glen and the
demographic profile of participants in how these factors influenced their response. For instance, it is
noted that as much as a 10-15% difference exists within certain questions based on where participants
live. The place of residence of a participant is shown to result in a 20% difference in opinion regarding
the built environment with reference to the provision of varied housing options and the availability of
affordable housing.
The NCS survey explores issues of quality of life and housing desires in greater depth, with the following
results:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Similar to the resident survey, there is a high desire for expanded commercial areas, with 77%
supporting high-quality commercial development.
A desirable place to retire – 44% responded positively, which is below the national benchmark
average.
Affordable quality housing – 53% responded that such housing is available.
Housing options – 65% desire more housing options.
Vibrant downtown/commercial areas – 70% see this as a deficiency in Homer Glen.
Housing cost stress – 30% are under financial stress in relation to housing costs.

When demographics characteristics are included the NCS survey finds a significant difference in
responses regarding the above issues, including:
•

•

•

Participants older than 35 years see Homer Glen as a much less desirable place to retire. A 20%
variation exists between the group that is younger than 35 years. This difference is likely due to
the lack of housing options for seniors. Participants were almost two times more likely to rate
Homer Glen as a good place to retire if they rented vs owned their housing.
Regarding support for a greater variety of housing options, the age of the participant made a
significant difference, with almost a 20% variance between those people over 55 years old and
those between 18 and 34 years old. Younger professional people supporting more housing
choice is likely due to cost issues and lifestyle preferences for affordable and maintenance-free
housing. Support for housing variety also varies by ethnicity with a 13% variance between white
residents being less supportive when compared to other ethnic groups.
The desirability of providing more affordable housing options also differs by age group between
the older and younger populations, with younger people more supportive of affordable options.
This gap also appears between renters and owners (15% difference).
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