Agenda
Village of Homer Glen
PLAN COMMISSION
Thursday, August 18, 2022 – 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) August 2, 2022
5. Public Comment.
6. New Business and Possible Action or a Recommendation.
a) Case No. HG-2203-V, 13304 and 13306 Doede Lane (Lots 14 & 15 of Pines of Spring
Creek Subdivision), PINs: 16-05-26-101-011-0000 & 16-05-26-101-012-0000
(Public Hearing): Consideration of a request for (1) a Variance to increase the maximum
permitted square footage of accessory structures from eight hundred (800) square feet to three
thousand six hundred fifty (3,650) square feet, and (2) a Variance to increase the maximum
permitted height of an accessory structure from fifteen (15) feet to eighteen (18) feet for
certain real property located in the R-2A Single Family Residential Zoning District at 13304
& 13306 Doede Lane, Homer Glen, Illinois.
b) Case No. HG-2214-A, Zoning Code Text Amendments (Public Hearing):
Consideration of a request for numerous text amendments to Chapter 220, Zoning and
Chapter 138-5, Land Use and Site Development, Article I, Environmental conservation
and tree preservation of the Code of the Village of Homer Glen.

NOTE: Staff is requesting that the Plan Commission continue this public hearing to the
September 1, 2022 Plan Commission meeting. There will only be a workshop of possible zoning
code updates. No public hearing will be held and no action or recommendations will be made.

7. Workshop and Discussion of Possible Zoning Code Updates
8. Reports of Plan Commissioners and Staff.
9. Adjourn.

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
August 2, 2022

DRAFT

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

Plan Commission

August 2, 2022

1. Call to Order
The Meeting was called to Order at 7:00 PM
2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag was led by Commissioner McGary.
3. Swearing in Jay Bradarich
4. Roll Call
Members present: Commissioner Foley, Commissioner Hand, Vice Chair Verdun, Commissioner
Bradarich and Commissioner McGary. Also present were and Director King, Assistant Planner
Udarbe and Plan Commission Secretary Cassin.
Not present: Chairman Stanly

5. Minutes
a) June 2, 2022
Vice Chair Verdun asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the June 2, 2022 Plan
Commission as they were written. Commissioner McGary made a motion to approve the minutes,
seconded by Commissioner Foley. All were in favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion carried.
6. Public Comment.
None
All those wishing to speak were sworn in.
7. New Business
a) Case No. HG-2211-PUD, Lot’s 4 & 5 of the Menards PUD Subdivision: (Public Hearing):
Consideration of a request for: [1] a Preliminary Plat of Subdivision ; [2] a Special Use Permit
for a Major Amendment to the Menards Planned unit Development (PUD) with certain
exceptions; [3] special Use Permits for (a) a car wash 9an automobile repair, service and body
shop use) and (b) a drive-through establishment; and [4] a Site Plan, for certain real property
generally located in the C-1 Local Business District on Lots 4 & 5 of the Menards PUD
Subdivision, Homer Glen, Illinois.
Director King presented the case, the applicant is seeking to re-subdivide lots 5 at Menards
into lots 1 & 2. There are minor improvements to lot 4. The subject property is looking to
construct an eight thousand seven hundred and seventy-eight (8778) square foot retail center
that includes a drive though end cap, a restaurant and a stand-alone automated car wash with
drive through. The proposed hours of operation for the car wash will be seven (7) am to nine
(9) pm daily. Hours may vary seasonally. The retail center hours of operation will be on a
tenant by tenant basis.
Staff has not received any public comment.
Staff had some discussion about still having function for potential use/construction for lot four
(4). There currently is a gravel road on there. Any new development coming in to purchase
lot four (4) will need to work with the lot as it is, per Menards and staff. Village staff, Menards
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and the applicant’s team are all in agreement with the location of the development and the
road through lot four (4).
Our Village consulting engineer was satisfied with a solution for the peak traffic times with the
car wash, so there is some language added to the motion, that will help manage any potential
traffic conflicts with either someone directing traffic, shutting down the vacuum stalls to allow
better flow of traffic or restrict egress.
The fire district is OK with the circulation as designed. The drive through for the car wash and
restaurant are both sufficient. The drive throughs are not right in front. As for parking and
loading, the proposal meets our requirements.
Regarding the retail space, the north space would be a restaurant, the next space would be a
service use (salon), the next space would be retail, the most southern would be a restaurant.
Staff explained that they had the applicant’s team present a variety of scenarios for filling the
retail area, and staff is recommending overage in parking in the event there is something that
comes in that might facilitate a restaurant that comes in that may want to expand into other
tenant areas or has high traffic.
The car wash meets all regulations as well.
The applicant has provided a zoning compliance table. As far as the site plan goes,
exceptions to the code we are seeing would be the five (5) foot set-back for the driveway,
there is a side setback request for both buildings for a seventeen and a half (17.5) foot setback
from the center line (versus twenty-five [25] feet).
Staff did a calculation for impervious for the entire PUD, the numbers come in at about seventy
three percent (73%) versus sixty-three point seven (63.7 %). Our engineers were comfortable
with stormwater calculations.
Regarding landscaping, our code doesn’t have a lot of requirements. Parking lot islands need
to be landscaped which they will be. Screening is required between commercial and
residential, and screening is being provided even for the horse farm. There are also signage
and landscaping requirements which they have met. There will be landscaping around the
dumpster enclosure and along the frontage of Bell road which is significant.
The applicant is asking for an exception to reduce the landscape area along Bell Road, and
in this case, they were comparing to the overall PUD, in matching the same distance to the
property line which would mean a reduction from thirty (30) feet to twenty (20) feet which
would keep the look for the new area balanced with that of the other sections of the PUD.
Regarding architecture – buildings are predominantly masonry. The car wash is entirely
masonry. There is EIFS on the towers in the retail area along with
They are proposing to install two (2) multitenant monument signs, one on lot four (4) and one
on lot five (5). They are asking to reduce the setback on lot four (4) from five (5) feet to one
(1) foot. The two (2) monument signs are well within the allowances of our code. They are
asking for increased sign copy for the future spaces on the retail. Staff thinks these signs are
attractive and will look nice.
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Commissioner McGary asked how far back from the center of the road are these signs. Staff
and the applicant responded that they would be approximately one-hundred and forty (40)
feet in distance for wall signs and the ground signs will likely be about forty-five (45) feet and
one-hundred and five (105) feet from center line of the road, respectively.
There is a request for an additional sign on the car wash, and they are still under the total
allowable for the North and South side of the lot. The Commissioners felt the word FREE for
the FREE Vacuum was large. They are channel letters that will be internally lit. They like the
appearance where it says Platinum Car Wash. There was some concern that the word FREE
violated code because it affects/displays pricing. Attorney Daniels stated that generally
speaking, what they found, is there are various types of trademarks. The FREE carwash has
not come under debate in a very long time. He feels it is an issue that you could find yourself
in a tug-of-war with regulation, and he has not seen anything that you cannot refer to pricing
in the code. Commissioner Verdun asked if FREE insinuates pricing and if that violates code.
Staff said that pricing is on gas station signs, said that our attorneys have weighed in on these
cases, and staff feels comfortable with the word FREE. He said that in Skokie, they reduced
the word FREE and changed the tone of the sign so it is not so pronounced, which is
something that they can do.
The sign on East is above the allowance but it looks proportionate to the building and staff
does not have an issue.
The dumpster enclosure meets code. The vacuum code meets code height.
Melissa concluded her report.
Commissioner Foley made a motion to open the public hearing, seconded by Commissioner
Hand. All were in favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion carried.
Mark Daniel (attorney) approached to thank the Plan Commission for their time. He has been
working with staff extensively for months and has been working on these developments with
these applicants for a long time. He said he is not going to repeat everything that Melissa
went through. Said that their architect, contractor and engineer are here to answer any
questions.
He stated that Melissa did one hell of a job on the landscape discussion. They refer to their
landscape as Melissa’s garden. This is the most they have landscaped a project. They are
required to have a connection between the sidewalk and the retail center. They need to create
a safe side walk. They have met the ADA requirements on both buildings. Also handicapped
accessible vacuum stalls are available.
Just to the South of the right in/right out, there are an additional 6 parking stalls, that can be
used by the retail establishments. February and early March is when we get most snow and
thaw and salt build up. They will have an employee by the west end, by pay station, to make
sure that the traffic inbound moves to alleviate traffic. If needed, there are times they have
two (2) employees doing the same, helping to enter access codes. Exiting is never an issue.
There is a bypass lane that runs the perimeter of the car wash. During the busy season, you
may see a third (3rd) employee on site to help inbound traffic and keep it moving without issue.
This may happen when the facility opens.
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They have not had any issue with any of their carwashes that have one third (1/3) of the
stacking that is being proposed here.
Regarding the access road, it will be paved with asphalt, will have one (1) curb. There will be
drainage, there will be some lighting, and it will remain like this until there is development on
lot four (4). Owners for lot five (5) are planning to stay for long term, they will be invested in
the maintenance of the access road through lot four (4). The access road will likely remain
visible from Bell road. The access road may shift West which may be better for lot for, but not
East. There is some flexibility with respect to the layout of that temporary design of the access
road. Fully improving it will again occur after the development of lot four (4).
This product or project is supported by the code, by the market and also by the environmental
plan. There are other car washes in town, the only other one that is similar is the one on the
south west side by 355 with the tunnel wash. Sixty percent (60%) of us wash our cars at
these facilities.
The car wash is a membership car wash and a credit card car wash. Memberships will run
from nineteen dollars ($19) a month to thirty-four ($34) a month.
There weren’t any comments from the audience. A motion was made by Commissioner Foley
to close the Public hearing, which was seconded by Commissioner Bradarich. All were in
favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion carried.
Commissioner Bradarich asked the civil engineer about moving the development to the south.
Attorney Daniels stated the reason they elected the placement where it currently is, is related
to the grading to the North. Commissioner Bradarich asked if they could move the grading to
thirty-one (31) feet, because he feels the drive isle is too tight at twenty-two (22) feet and he
feels it should be more like twenty-six (26) feet. He said it would be easily handled by shifting
the building three (3) feet. He suggested to make the island by the traffic shift too to make
more room for the garbage truck. He added the stacking isle is too tight, suggests the isle is
widened, and the northern entrance to the vacuum isle be shortened. He again said all this
could be handled by shifting everything 3 feet to the north. Their engineer said the width of
the lanes in the drive through, and said that bypass lanes are typically twelve (12) feet.
Commissioner Bradarich said that he is not arguing, but maintains his opinion that this is too
tight. The other comment he wanted to make, the back to back parking stalls are eighteen
(18) feet, and not nineteen (19) foot. Their engineer stated that they have twenty-four (24)
foot isles. Attorney Daniels said that if they make the parking stalls nineteen (19) feet, then
the access road will not be where it is planned. Commissioner Bradarich disagreed. Again,
he said he would really like to see them move this project 3 feet to the north and put in the
retaining wall and massage the parking and drive isles.
Attorney Daniels stated this would be a huge financial expense, and said that after eight (8)
months of working on this, he doesn’t want to lead the Commission to believe they can move
this when maybe they can’t. They have been working for months with staff on this, they have
listened to all recommendations by staff. Commissioner Bradarich said that there is also an
opportunity to change the grade as they build out. Attorney Daniels said that they don’t want
to impact drainage some place else by affecting the rate of flow and they don’t want to over
saturate the farm.
Commissioner Bradarich looking for three (3) things: (a) widen the by-bass isle to twenty-four
(24) feet total face to face. (we have 22 right now) Taking it to the property line would be fine.
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(b) The island that is at the entrance to the vacuum, take the curb to the west, by vacuum
stalls and reduce it so it is not so tight, pull it back six (6) to seven (7) feet and still stripe the
pavement, and (c) is there a way to see eighteen and a half (18.5) feet on those face to face
cars by the restaurant. The applicant and team will agree to make these changes.
Mr. Daniels asked about the south drive thru line, because he has to deal with Menards, if you
reduce the curb to a 0 foot setback, in other words up to the lot line, Mr. Daniels said he would
have issues with Menards as then lot 4 would be less developable. Commissioner Bradarich
suggested then try this two and a half (2.5) feet when you pass the building and then go back
to five (5) feet. The applicant was agreeable to this.
On the south property line, if there is a motion made tonight, five (5) feet to zero reduction for
the center line between lot 1 and lot 2.
A zero-lot line will require some discussion with Menards as there will be some grading that
will be needed on lot 4. They will need to get approval from Menards. They would not
construct an overland flow. Commissioner Bradarich suggested heightening the curb to 12”
versus 6”.
Commissioner McGary asked for clarification from if there would be any access from Jewel
into the Menards lot and then into this new area. Would this be addressed? Commissioner
McGary asked if we could connect the spaces. Commissioner McGary would like for us to
look into the possibility of connecting. Staff agreed to do so.
Commissioner Hand asked attorney Daniels about the large restaurant with drive through,
what are the thoughts about what kind of large restaurant would want that. Their traffic study
showed a Panera QSR (quick service restaurant) will not open in an area like this without a
drive through. Nothing is locked in, no LOI (letter of intent) on file, this is for the benefit of an
example only. Commissioner Hand asked what if a restaurant came in that didn’t need a drive
through. The space for a drive through would still need to be allotted for. There are multiple
restaurants that they can market this too.
Commissioner Hand states he cannot see a lot of marketability into lot four (4), and is there a
way even twenty (20) feet of that parcel be absorbed into the lot five (5)? Could this temporary
access sit in temporary status for thirty (30) years? Staff said that this lot has always been an
issue. The gravel road is pretty much in. Staff has had discussions at length about this parcel.
This lot is restricted based on how it was graded. Menards does not like to have a lot of large
buildings in front of their stores. Staff has had discussions with Menards real estate arm, and
they came back with how lot four (4) is being left. The access road will appear to most that it
is a permanent road as there will be a curb on one side and some lighting. There will be four
(4) led lights to match the parking lot. Mr. Daniels added one (1) comment that for title
purposes, the temporary is only to the extent that they would be willing to work with the other
tenants/owners, but it will take the agreement of all four (4) now and eventually six (6) owners
to change things.
Commissioner Bradarich asked if the garbage cans will be heavy and wind resistant, which
they will be and there will not be a public restroom in the car wash.
Commissioner Verdun asked about the drive thru restaurant, one (1) lane each way, appears
people can make a left turn to get into the que for the drive through. Her concern is the
pedestrian walkway from the back lot into the restaurant, she feels it would be important for
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signage for drivers, for anyone coming from west to east, caution for pedestrian cross walk,
they will add that. Not only markings on pavement but also signage.
No other discussion from the Commissioners.
Commissioner McGary made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Hand, to adopt staff’s
findings as the findings of the Plan Commission and to recommend approval with conditions of:
a request for: [1] a Preliminary Plat of Subdivision; [2] a Special Use Permit for a Major
Amendment to the Menards Planned Unit Development (PUD) with certain exceptions; [3] Special
Use Permits for (a) a car wash (an automobile repair, service and body shop use) and (b) a drivethrough establishment; and [4] a Site Plan, for certain real property generally located in the C-2
Local Business District on Lots 4 & 5 of the Menards PUD Subdivision, Homer Glen, Illinois,
subject to the following conditions:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Meet all applicable building codes and apply for all applicable building permits.
Meet all applicable engineering codes and requirements for Final Engineering.
Submit of a Final Plat of Subdivision to the Village Engineer for final review and recording.
The car wash special use is approved on the condition that the operator will take
precautions necessary during the peak season to avoid hazards in the access road or
blocking of the access road, including one of more or the following: additional staff will be
used to help direct and manage the traffic flow through the site; a staff person will be
placed at the internal intersection west of Bell Road to help direct traffic; electing the most
efficient time for vacuuming (i.e. before or after a car wash; and/or traffic exiting the car
wash will be prohibited from making a left turn to (1) exit the car wash site via the rightturn in/right-turn out access drive or (2) enter the vacuum stations. The operator shall also
report to staff upon inquiry concerning the peak season operations and any of the
precautions noted above. (Staff will work on final language to be presented to the Board).

PUD Exceptions:
1. Allow Parking Lot/Drive aisle as an obstruction in the required front yard.
2. Reduce the Required Landscape Setback from the required thirty (30) feet to twenty (20)
feet.
3. Reduce the side setback for the retail building and the car wash from twenty (20) to
seventeen and a half (17.5) feet from the central lot line between the proposed Lots 1 and
2.
4. Reduce the parking lot/drive aisle setback from five (5) feet to zero along the property line
between Lots 1 and 2, and from five (5) feet to two and a half (2.5) feet south of the building
along the South property line.
5. Increase the aggregate lot coverage/impervious of Lots 1 and 2 from sixty-five (65) percent
to seventy-five (75) percent and to consider aggregate impervious for the entirety of the
PUD.
6. To allow for parking on Lot 1 for the benefit of Lot 2.
7. Reduce the parking lot stall depth from nineteen (19) feet to eighteen and a half (18.5)
feet.
8. Allow an additional wall sign on the north and south walls of the car wash.
9. Increase wall sign copy area for the following tenant wall signs:
a) East Elevation of Car Wash: from forty-three (43) square feet to ninety (90) square
feet
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b) East Elevation of Retail Center Building Area D: from twenty-one (21) square feet
to forty (40) square feet
c) East Elevation of Retail Center Building Area C: from twenty-five (25) square feet
to thirty-three (33) square feet
d) East Elevation of Retail Center Building Area B: from twenty-three (23) square feet
to forty-four (44) square feet
10. To allow for a multi-tenant monument sign on Lot 4.
11. Reduce the setback for the monument sign on Lot 4 from five (5) feet to one (1) foot.
A roll call vote was taken, with that resulted in a five (5) to zero (0) vote in support of this project,
with Commissioners Bradarich, Foley, McGary, Hand and Vice Chair Verdun all voting in favor.
The motion carried and this will go before the Village Board on August 24, 2022.
8) Discussion of Possible Zoning Code Updates – Commissioners asked to review this at
a later date in light of the amount of time spent on item 7. A . Staff agreed.

9) Old Business - NONE

10) Reports of Plan Commissioners and Staff
Director King said we will likely have one (1) case for the next meeting and bring the zoning code
back at that time.
11) Adjournment
A motion was made to adjourn by Commissioner Foley, seconded by Commissioner Hand. All in
favor, zero (0) opposed and the meeting was adjourned at 9:27 PM.
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:

February 17, 2022

Plan Commission Meeting Date:

August 18, 2022

Subject:

Case No. HG-2203-V

Address:

13304 & 13306 Doede
Lane

Item Title: Consider a request for (1) a Variance to increase the maximum permitted square
footage of accessory structures from eight hundred (800) square feet to three thousand six
hundred fifty (3,650) square feet, and (2) a Variance to increase the maximum permitted height of
an accessory structure from fifteen (15) feet to eighteen (18) feet for certain real property located
in the R-2A Single Family Residential Zoning District at 13304 & 13306 Doede Lane, Homer Glen,
Illinois [Case No. HG-2203-V]
Staff Contact: Director of Planning & Zoning Melissa King and Assistant Planner Taylor Udarbe
Background Information
The applicant, James Fencil, lives at the subject property at 13306 W. Doede Lane, or Lot 14 of the
Pines of Spring Creek subdivision and also owns the vacant Lot 15 directly east of the primary lot. The
applicant is proposing to install a metal pole barn that measures forty-two (42) x sixty (60) feet, or two
thousand five hundred twenty (2,520sf), on Lot 15 or 13304 W. Doede Lane, as shown in Attachments
2 & 3. Per zoning regulations, the maximum aggregate square footage allowed for accessory
structures in R-2A is eight hundred (800) square feet. The applicant is requesting a variance to allow
an aggregate square footage of accessory structures up to three thousand six hundred fifty (3,650)
square feet, as there is another existing detached structure on the primary lot. The applicant is also
requesting a variance to allow an increase from the maximum height of an accessory structure from
fifteen (15) to eighteen (18) feet.
In 2020, the aggregate driveway and the building pad for the proposed structure were constructed
without building permits or a site development permit from the Village.
Property Information
Location:

13304 & 13306 W. Doede Lane

Property Size:

Lot 14: 188,960 sf
Lot 15: 78,422 sf

Existing Zoning/Use:

R-2A Single Family Residence District
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Adjacent Zoning:

N:
E:
S:
W:

A-2 Rural Residential/ Unincorporated Will Co.
R-2A Single Family Residence District/ Vacant Lot 24
(Storm Water Detention)
R-2A Single Family Residence District
R-2A Single Family Residential/ A-1 Agricultural

February 17, 2022 Plan Commission Meeting
This case was on the agenda for the February 17, 2022 Plan Commission meeting. Staff presented
the case, explained the public comments and engineering issues on the project. The public hearing
on the case was never opened. The Plan Commission voted (6-0) to continue the case to a future
date and require the hearing to be re-noticed. The case was re-noticed, as required for this August
18, 2022 Plan Commission meeting.
Public Comment
On 02/08/22 a resident came into the Village and stated that she was opposed to this project. She told
staff that she will email comments on Monday, February 14th.
Another resident that lives on the Doede Lane cul-de-sac came into the Village to view plans for this
project. He expressed concerns about the height of the structure, being able to see it during winter
and questioned if this went against the subdivision covenants. He was also concerned that chemicals
would be stored inside the structure.
A resident left a voicemail on 02/10/22 to express concerns about the size and thought this type of
structure was only allowed in agricultural districts. He said he was the first to build on Doede Lane and
will be coming to the Plan Commission hearing.
In March, a resident on the cul-de-sac called the Village to ask about the status of this case. Staff
explained that the case had been continued and that residents will be re-noticed once it was going
back to Plan Commission. Staff called back this resident to alert them of the changed date and he
indicated that he feels the structure is too large and is concerned about what he will be storing inside
the structure. He was also concerned about potential traffic issues.
On 08/12/2022, a neighbor on Doede Lane told staff he had concerns about what a structure of this
size would be used for and if it could create new traffic in the subdivision. Staff explained that the
applicant is allowed to apply for a storage building of this size but they are not allowed to run a business
out of the structure.
See Attachments 5 &6 for additional letters/emails of support and also letters/emails of objection from
neighbors.
Conformance with Zoning Regulations
Every residential property in the Village of Homer Glen is designated an aggregate square footage
allowance for detached accessory structures based on the zoning district. The R-2A Single Family
Residential District is allowed up to an aggregate of eight hundred (800) square feet for detached
accessory structures, including sheds and detached garages. There is an existing twenty (20) x fifty
six (56) foot or one thousand one hundred twenty (1,120) square foot accessory structure on the
property. The applicant is proposing to install a new forty-two (42) x sixty (60) foot or two thousand
five hundred twenty (2,520) square foot accessory structure, seen in Attachments 2 & 3. The applicant
is requesting a variance to allow for an increase in the total allowable square footage for detached
structures from eight hundred (800) to three thousand six hundred fifty (3,650) square feet.
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Per Chapter 220 of the Village Code, accessory structures located in the R-2A Single-Family
Residential District are to have a maximum height of fifteen (15) feet, measured to the mean. The
applicant is requesting a variance to increase the maximum permitted height of an accessory structure
from fifteen (15) to eighteen (18) feet. In the R-1 District, for example, the maximum size of accessory
structures is eighteen hundred (1,800sf) the maximum height for accessory structures in twenty (20)
feet. As the proposed structure has a square footage of around two thousand five hundred twenty
(2,520) square feet, a height variance would be more proportional to the structure’s size.

The applicant is proposing to construct the accessory structure on a vacant lot (Lot 15), just east of
the primary lot (Lot 14), which is not allowed, as accessory structures must be ancillary to a principle
structure. The applicant is prepared to consolidate the two parcels. Per Village Code Chapter 138-2,
the consolidation of lots or parcels into a fewer number of lots or parcels is considered a minor
subdivision, and can be done administratively through the Development Services Director. Staff
recommends this minor consolidation be a condition of approval and should be completed before
building permits can be issued.
Similar Variances Granted:
• HG-2134-V: 13740 W. Chicago Bloomington Trail. Approval for 1) a Variance to permit an
accessory structure in the front yard where accessory structures are not typically allowed, and
2) a Variance to increase the maximum permitted square footage of accessory structures from
eighteen hundred (1800) to three thousand two hundred forty (3,240) square feet. (a 119,858sf
in R-1 – minimum 60,000sf)
• HG-1815-PSV: 16545 S. Hidden Cove Court. Approval for … C) a Variance to increase the
maximum permitted gross floor area of accessory structures from eight hundred square feet
to 2,682 square feet, D) a Variance to increase the maximum permitted height of the proposed
accessory structure from 15 to 18 feet…(R-2; Lot 7=53,143sf & Lot 8=43,124sf – minimum
43,560sf/ 1 acre lots)
• HG-1912-V: 14945 S. Glen Crest Lane. Approval for 1) a Variance to increase maximum size
of an accessory structure from 800sf to 1400sf and 2) a Variance to increase maximum height
of and accessory structure from 15 to 16 ft (a 45,900sf in R-2 – minimum 43,560sf)
• HG-1807-V: 14003 W Erin Lane. A variance to increase the maximum permitted square
footage of accessory structures from 650sf to 1,470sf. (a 34,077sf in R-4 – minimum 12,500sf
lots)
• HG-1316-V: 17332 S Parker. A variance to increase the size of an accessory structure from
1,800 to 2,304sf in R-1. (a 131,701sf lot in R-1 – minimum 60,000sf lots)
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•

HG-0309-MV2: 13701 S Bell Road. A variance to increase the size of an accessory structure
from 800sf to 2,100sf in R-3. (a 159,355sf lot in R-3 - minimum 20,000sf lots)

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. Staff
concurs with the following hardship & character evidence described by the applicant:

 The subject lots are oversized and will be over 6 acres in size once consolidated. The
minimum lot size for R-2A is 30,000sf.

 If the maximum allowable square footage of the accessory structure was proportional to the
lot size, as seen in the Village’s larger residential lot zoning districts (where E-1 Districts
have a minimum lot size of 5 acres and are allowed up to 3.5%, not to exceed 10,000sf, of
the total lot area for accessory structures) then the subject property would be allowed a
maximum accessory square footage of 8,556sf.
 The Village’s residential zoning districts that do allow larger accessory structures are also
allowed a maximum height of twenty (20) feet for accessory structures. This height is more
proportional to the footprint of these larger structures.

Conformance with other Village Regulations
Exterior Construction Standards (Chapter 75, Article II): The Exterior Construction Standards do
apply to the requested Variance as such standards apply to accessory structures greater than two
hundred twenty-five (225) square feet in area located in residential zoning districts with primary
structures that have 100% masonry on the first floor. Staff is recommending approval of the metal
construction material, as the structure is set back nearly 450feet off of a right of way and behind a
significant forested area. The administrative variance will need to be authorized by the Village
Manager.
Lighting (Chapter 75, Article II): The Lighting regulations do not apply to this request as no exterior
lighting has been proposed at this time. Any proposed lighting must meet the required regulations of
the outdoor lighting ordinance.
Conservation Subdivision (Chapter 107, Article IV): 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 have they proposed the development of a
residential subdivision made up of lots less than one and one-half (1.5) acres in size.
Tree Preservation (Chapter 107, Article III): The Tree Preservation regulations do apply to this
request, they are only removing minimal trees based on the overall canopy of the property. Staff did
receive a tree preservation plan that indicated the tree protection line and the trees to be protected in
close proximity to the construction area. Staff met with the Village Arborist on site and staff has no
concerns that is property is over the 50% threshold for removal. The area of removal is closer to
approximately 10% of the wooded area of the lot.
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 do apply to this request. This project has already undergone a preliminary
engineering review. Staff has been working with the applicant on necessary engineering review. At
the February Plan Commission meeting, there was still a significant amount of concern regarding
floodplain and wetland impact from the work completed without a permit. See below the original
comments from the February 17, 2022 Staff Report in blue and updates from staff in yellow.
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a. Based on Will County’s GIS, the garage addition, the aggregate driveway and the proposed
building are all located within an existing wetland. A wetland delineation will need to be
provided to identify the limits of the wetland, including the limits prior to the construction of the
three noted facilities. A delineation was completed and it was determined the work is outside
of a wetland. While the structure itself is approximately 80’ from the delineated wetland,
driveway was constructed within the required 75’ wetland buffer, to less than 10’ from the
delineation line. The consulting engineer and staff are recommending that the driveway not
be relocated at this time because that would result in even more grading work and tree
removal than has already occurred on site.
b. A permit may be required from the US Army Corp of Engineers for any work proposed or
previously completed within the wetland limits. A copy of the approved permit, if any, will need
to be provided to the Village, prior to the issuance of the Village’s permit. The US Army Corp
was coordinated with on this project and determined the wetland on this property is not under
their jurisdiction.
c. Based on a review of the “existing“ contours shown on the proposed site plan compared to
the contours shown on the Will County GIS site for this area, it appears that fill was brought
into this area, including some that may have been placed within the limits of the flood plain.
Any fill placed within the floodplain will need to be removed immediately, or compensatory
storage will need to be provided, at a 1.5 to 1 ratio, in accordance with Village Code. It was
determined that 2 cubic yards of fill was placed in the floodplain. The plans have been updated
to reflect the removal of this fill, per Village consulting engineers.
d. If the total disturbed work exceeds 1 acre, including work previously completed that will be a
part of this permit, an NOI permit will be required from the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency. No NOI permit is required from IEPA, as no work was performed within the floodplain.
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
Single-Family – Estate Residential. These two lots also feature Environmental Corridor and Other
Environment Features to be Preserved Land Uses. This aligns with the subject property’s current
zoning, R-2A Single-Family Residential and the uses/structures on the property.
Transportation Plan: The Variance requested by the applicant conforms to the regulations and
recommendations set forth within the Village of Homer Glen Transportation Plan.
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Motion for Consideration
Is there a motion to adopt staff’s findings as the findings of the Plan Commission and to recommend
_______________ (approval / approval with conditions / denial) of (1) a Variance to increase the
maximum permitted square footage of accessory structures from eight hundred (800) square feet to
three thousand six hundred fifty (3,650) square feet, and (2) a Variance to increase the maximum
permitted height of an accessory structure from fifteen (15) feet to eighteen (18) feet for certain real
property located in the R-2A Single Family Residential Zoning District at 13304 & 13306 Doede Lane,
Homer Glen, Illinois [Case No. HG-2203-V] subject to the following conditions?
a. That the owner consolidate Lot 14 and Lot 15 of the Pines of Spring Creek Subdivision through
the administrative minor consolidation process.
b. The driveway was placed within the required 75’ wetland buffer. A variance from the
stormwater code is required and will need to be considered by the Village Board of Trustees.
Attachments
1. Aerial Map
2. Architecture
3. Findings of Fact
4. Minutes from the February 17, 2022 Plan
5. Neighbor Letters of Objection & Support
6. Site Plan (20 and 30 scale)
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Attachment 1 – Aerial Map

Lot 14
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Lot 15

Attachment 2 – Architecture
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Attachment 2 – Architecture
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Attachment 3 – Staff-Suggested 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 this 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 indeed yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under
the conditions allowed by the regulations in the R-2A Single-Family Residential District,
but the owner would be limited to accessory structure size and reasonable use of land.
The subject property is also underutilized vacant land.

(b)

That the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.
The request for the increase of the maximum allowance for detached structures from
800sf to 3,650sf is tied directly to the subject property being oversized for the Zoning
District. For R-2A Single Family Residential Districts the minimum lot size is 30,000sf
while Lot 14 is over six (6) times the minimum lot size (188,960sf) and Lot 15 is around
two and one half (2.5) times the minimum (78,422sf). The applicant is also requesting
a Variance to increase the maximum height of the proposed accessory structure from
fifteen (15) to eighteen (18) feet, which would make the pole barn’s height proportional
to its size as well as allow the property owner reasonable use of the structure.

(c)

That the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
The variances, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Pines
of Spring Creek Subdivision is characterized by oversized lots, the biggest being the
subject lot of approximately of 190,000sf and the smallest Lot 23 (platted for stormwater
detention) is approximately 30,953sf. The average lot size in this subdivision is
approximately 73,173sf, well above the 30,000sf minimum lot size of R-2A zoning
district. While are not many detached structures in the subdivision, there is one home
with a detached garage and another home that appears to have a shed on the lot
adjacent to the primary structure, although both of these structures appear to be within
the maximum accessory structure size. There is a home down Parker Road, zoned R2, that has a 1,600sf detached garage. The proposed structure is sited in the far back
yard of the subject lot and is closer to the applicant’s primary dwelling than other
neighbors. This neighborhood is wooded and the structure will likely not be very visible
from neighbor’s properties or Doede Lane.

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 in Subsection C(1).

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:
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(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.
As stated above, the request for a Variance to increase the maximum size of accessory
structures from 800sf to 3,650sf is tied to the lot(s) being oversized. After a minor
consolidation of the Lot 14 and Lot 15, the property will be around 267,381sf or over 6
acres. This variance would allow the property owner reasonable use of their land.

(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 conditions for this variance would not be applicable to residential lots, generally, in
the R-2A Zoning District, as this property far exceeds minimum lot size for the district.

(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 this Variance is not exclusively based on the desire to make a profit out
of the property, but for reasonable use of property.

(d)

That the alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently
having an interest in the property.
The Spring Creek subdivision was platted in 1975 and the home on the subject property
was not built until after 1995, according to aerial imagery.

(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.
Village staff does not foresee the approval of these Variances as having a detrimental
impact on the public welfare or being unduly injurious to other property or improvements
in the of this area of the Village.

(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 because the primary structure is
constructed of brick and the applicant is proposing the pole barn to be made of metal.
An exterior materials Variance is needed for this case.

(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, substantially increase the danger or fire, or substantially diminish or impair
property values in this area of the Village. Staff has no opinion on property values.
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Fencil property hearing, Case #HG-2203-V
I live on the
Doede Ln block., a 20-home self-contained street with a single
entrance and no other subdivision abutments. Having lived here for over 33 years, I can
attest that the street was always bucolic with the ability to walk, jog, walk pets or push
baby strollers in a park-like setting. The initial Fencil acquisition at the far end of the
street was purchased as a home to flip. Having stayed in the home, an appreciation of
the neighborhood prompted them to move in permanently. After some time, a detached
garage building was constructed in order to draw family members to the property to
learn wood-working. Sadly Joan Fencil died suddenly. Jim (now 90 yrs. old) decided to
acquire the gated estate next door which also contains a formal large barn-like building.
Jim eventually welcomed a grandson's family to live with him and allowed a son's large
family to take over the original property. As a result, we have had to endure dirt bikes
and ATVs up and down the street, hunting tents and rifle shootings, a chicken coop in
the front of 2nd property, and this past fall 2 months of dump trucks delivering dozens
and dozens of dirt and stone weekly. The extended family frequently spills into
the cul de sac with motorized vehicles. With the acquisition of yet a third property, the
initial idea of constructing an 800 sq. ft. pole barn has expanded by over 4 1/2 times the
size. This is not an industrial, commercial nor farm location. I truly question its need or
what would be stored in an eye-sore building that large. Not only would this diminish our
property values but continue to down-grade our quality of life. Depending on its usage
we could also see an increase in traffic. Would the approval of such a structure also
come with frequent inspection and monitoring of its usage?
with great concern,
Kathy Cothroll
W. Doede Ln.

To: Planning & Zoning Director (Homer Glen)
Case No. HG-2203-V, 13304 and 13306 Doede Lane
From: Don and Luci Lewandowski
Doede Lane
We are not able to attend the variant meeting but hope that our comments are taken into
consideration.
It is difficult to understand the objective of a neighbor to build a Pole Barn of such magnitude in
such a very special area of single family homes. These properties represent what Homer Glen
residents moved here to get away from. The reason for this department is to insure that no one is
above the law and rules are enforced to protect property values along with safety for all
residents.
If this variance were approved, a new precedent would be now available to everyone. A structure
of this size doesn’t belong in a residential area and I’m sure will have a negative effect on our
property values. Every one of these homes are one acre or larger. It is very tranquil with nature
surrounding us in abundance. We are not a through street which makes this area unique with
under 20 homesites, having restrictions that help to make it that way.
This request is 4 ½ times the size of any approved structure, which just doesn’t make any sense.
Thank you, Don and Luci Lewandowski—

Doede Lane, Homer Glen, IL 60491

REF: Case No. HG-2203-V
I live diagonally across the cul-de-sac from this property. This letter to express my support for the
proposed request for a Variance to increase the maximum permitted square footage of accessory
structure from 800 to 3650 feet, and a Variance to increase the permitted height from 15 to 18 feet for
R-2A residential real property at 13304 & 13306 Doede Lane, Homer Glen, IL.
I expect that the applicant's proposed increase will reflect a quality structure that allows the owner the
ability to store their personal goods and equipment out of the weather. I understand the design includes
the planting of native species around the structure in a commitment to the concept of nature in
harmony in the township.
In consideration of the previous landscaping improvements on the property, I am confident of the
landowner’s intent and ability to respect a commitment to the environment and the beautification of
the property to maintain the value and quality of life in this neighborhood.
Respectfully,

Mike Connelly
W Doede Ln
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Plan Commision Workshop
August 18, 2022

Agenda Item: Proposed Zoning Code
Updates

New Policy Questions – Summary
Should the Village of Homer Glen:
Content Changes
• Remove the reference to Zoning District classifications in the Chicken and Bee ordinance?
• Allow retail sale of vape products as a permitted use in C-1 through C-4 districts?
• Allow off-street parking for restaurants to be calculated based on square footage versus seats and number of employees?
• Allow Electronic Message Signs as a component of a permitted Ground Monument Sign?
• Address changes to the tree preservation ordinance?
• Increase the allowable copy area for manual changeable message boards?
• Allow full-size canopy signs as an option in lieu of a wall sign?
• Allow copy to be measured as a tight geometric shape?
• Remove the regulation that restricts signage to a maximum of two lines of text?
• Reduce Monument Sign setbacks to 5’ in all Zoning Districts?
• Amend the regulation for mounting multi-tenant wall signs on a horizontal center line?
• Clarify Cross Access Requirements?
• REMOVE Amortization requirements for non-conforming signage.

Remove reference to Zoning District classifications
for the Chicken and Bee Ordinance?
Background:
 Staff is looking for a recommendation on whether or not Chickens and Bees should be allowed in all of the Residential Districts (subject to setbacks)
 Currently, there are properties in the Village that are in one of the “prohibited” zoning districts, but have larger lot sizes that can meet the setback
requirements.
 Residents have expressed interest in having this ordinance changed. This item was presented at the Public Safety Committee and the Environment
Committee in January and both Committees recommended changing the ordinance to remove the reference to the Zoning Districts and allow chickens and
bees in all the residential zoning districts, subject to the setback regulations.
Current Code:
 No more than 4 poultry; no more than 2 hives
 No roosters
 Poultry must be confined to the lot of record
 For bees, fencing is required to enclose the property or hive
 50’ setbacks; same for chickens/bees
 Structures greater than 50sf require an accessory structure permit
 Restricted to E-1, E-2, R-1 and R-2
Peer Community Analysis:
 Lockport: special use in Ag only; no bees
 Lemont: minimum 1 acre; 150’ side and rear setbacks; 200’ from another residence; 1 per 20,000sf; bees also allowed 100’ setback and signage
 Mokena: only allowed in Ag; no bees
 New Lenox: only allowed in Ag; no bees
 Frankfort: no chickens; no bees
 Woodridge: no chickens; no bees
 Romeoville: minimum 1 acre; 50’ side and rear setbacks; 1 per 20,000sf; bees permitted in ag
 Lisle: no chickens; bees allowed on ½ acre; 2 acres min/2 colonies; up to 10 acres/4 colonies; over 10 acres/10 colonies; 10’ setback
 Darien: max 6 hens on a minimum 6,000sf single family lot; 20’ setbacks from side/rear; bees allowed on min 10,000 acre lot, max 2 colonies; 15’ setbacks

Allow retail sale of vape products as a permitted
use in C-1 through C-4?
Background:
 Code currently restricts retail sales of vape products as a Special Use in C-3, but it is already being sold in most smoke shops.
 Retail sale of tobacco products are currently listed as a Permitted Use C-1 through C-4. The definition of smoke shop does include
products that emit vapor, the code is confusing; but the use table separates these uses.
 Possible that a vape shop stays a special use if it only sells vape; and then we clarify in the “smoke shop” that the vape sales is
incidental.
 Combine vape shop with smoke shop (retail only) and allow this as a permitted use in C-1 through C-4? Or leave it separate as a
Special Use?
Current Code:
 VAPE SHOP (retail only): Not defined by code. Allowed as a special use only in C-3.
 SMOKE SHOP (retail only): A retail establishment that devotes 15% or more of its total floor space to prepackaged products
intended or designed for use in ingesting, inhaling or otherwise introducing tobacco or controlled substances into the human body,
including but not limited to tobacco products, smoking oils and extracts, electronic cigarettes which contain nicotine and emit smoke or
vapor, and smoking accessories, ……A smoke shop shall not include any on-site sampling of any tobacco, smoking oils and extracts, or
any similar component substances, without being deemed a smoking lounge.
 SMOKING LOUNGE: A business establishment that is dedicated, in whole or in part, to the smoking of tobacco or other substances,
including but not limited to establishments known variously as cigar lounges, tobacco clubs, tobacco bars, etc. [collectively referred to
as "smoking lounge(s)"]. Hookah bars, hookah cafes, and hookah lounges are not included in this definition, as hookah pipes and
related devices are defined as drug paraphernalia in Article II, Drug Paraphernalia, of Chapter 155, Public Safety, of the Code of the
Village of Homer Glen.

Allow retail sale of vape products as a permitted
use in C-1 through C-4?

Peer Community Analysis:
Majority of peer communities include Electronic Cigarettes in definition, which also include the term vape or vaping product in the
definition.
 Lockport: Tobacco Shop (includes Vape); Special use for C-2, C-2T, and C-4; Permitted in C-3 Highway commercial.
 Lemont: Tobacco Shop; not listed separately, might be viewed as a “retail use”
 Mokena: Based on Tobacco License; Type A allows retail sale of tobacco / electronic cigarette / alt device as ancillary use at
convenience store (permitted in all commercial), tavern (special use in all commercial), liquor store (special use in all
commercial), or gas station (special use in all commercial); Type B is for when primary use is for retail sale of tobacco products
 New Lenox: Tobacco Shops, alternative nicotine shops, and vapor shops permitted in the I-1 Limited Industrial District
 Frankfort: Tobacco Stores (includes Vape) allowed as special use in B-2 and B-3
 Woodridge: Tobacco Shop (includes Vape) as a permitted use in B-1 and B-2 Business Districts
 Romeoville: Tobacco sales (including Vape) permitted in B-2 and Downtown District
 Lisle: Tobacco Shop permitted in B-3 sub district – Central Retail Core; does not specify if vape can be sold in these shops
 Darien: Tobacco Shop permitted in B-2

Allow outdoor seating for businesses other
than restaurants?
Background:
 Increasingly, communities are encouraging outdoor seating ancillary to a primary use.
 Current Village code requires outdoor seating to be ancillary to a permitted restaurant.
 Staff is recommending changing the code to allow for outdoor seating areas as an ancillary use for a permitted use. Would still require a
special use. Could be beneficial for a indoor rec use, banquet facility use, bookstore, etc.
 Technically these could just be viewed as “patios”, but if people are congregating in public spaces we would want to review these seating
areas for safety/access.
Current Code:
 Outdoor seating areas are reviewed administratively for small areas (9 seats and under) and as a special use for larger; but must be affiliated
with a permitted restaurant.
Peer Community Analysis:
 Lockport: outdoor seating (mostly geared to outdoor dining, but they do have a cigar lounge); small permitted by right; larger is a special use
 Lemont: outdoor dining/drinking; 10 or more requires a special use permit
 Mokena: outdoor dining
 New Lenox: outdoor areas for dining/drinking
 Frankfort: outdoor seating associated with a permitted restaurant; but they did entertain a bowling alley that wanted to open an outdoor
seating area
 Woodridge: outdoor customer seating; ancillary to a restaurant; permitted in all non-residential districts
 Romeoville: outdoor dining when ancillary to a permitted use; requires a special use in commercial districts
 Lisle: outdoor seating, secondary to a permitted restaurant; permitted in B-1
 Darien: allowed as part of a liquor license

Adjust the parking requirement for restaurants
from a per seat requirement to a per square
footage?
Background:
 Requiring parking by seating and per employee is less “concrete” to regulate and enforce, as seating plans can be easily manipulated and
numbers of employees can fluctuate. Complicated and time consuming for business owner and staff.
 APA recommends the reduction and elimination of minimum parking standards and cite issues that minimum parking requirements cause
issues such as increased traffic/congestion, increased development cost, non-essential impervious surface, pollution, encouraged sprawl,
degradation of urban design, reduced walkability, etc.
 Urban Land Institute recommends simplification of parking requirements across land uses.
Current Code:
 Restaurant, full-service: one space per three seats of total seating capacity; plus one space per employee for the work shift with the largest
number of employees.
 Restaurant, fast-food: one space per three seats of total seating capacity; plus one space per employee for the work shift with the largest number
of employees; plus on-site queuing for a minimum of three vehicles waiting at a drive-through which has been approved as a special use.
Peer Community Analysis:
 Lockport: 1 space per 200 sf GFA
 Lemont: 1 space per 100 sf GFA
 Mokena: 1 space per 100sf GFA
 New Lenox: stand alone restaurants give options to calculate per square feet or seats, whichever is greater plus employees
 Frankfort: 1 per 100 sf GFA and 1 space per employee during largest work shift
 Woodridge: 1 space per 200 sf GFA in multi-tenant building and 12 spaces per 1,000sf GFA for stand alone buildings (1 space per 83sf)
 Romeoville: 1 space per 50 sf accommodating customers
 Lisle: the greater of 1 space per 100 sf or 1 space per 3 seats and 1 for every 3 employees
 Darien: 1 space per 3 seats for dining with tables and chairs; 1 space per 2 seats for sit down serving counter

Adjust the parking requirement for restaurants from
a per seat requirement to a per square footage?
Restaurant

Square Footage

Seats

Parking based on square Parking based on square Parking based on
footage (1/100sf GFA)
footage (1/200sf GFA)
seating (Current
Code)

Blueberry Hill Café

6000

240

60

30

80 + employees

Cervantino’s Mexican 3000

40

30

15

13 + 4 for employees

Enzo’s Pizzeria

2981

50

29

15

17 + 10 for employees

Front Row

4620

210

46

23

70 + 5 employees

McDonald’s

3851

80

39

19

27 + 12 for employees

Mug Shots

4275

174

43

21

58 + 10 employees

Nick's Barbecue

3900

90

39

20

30 + employees

Purple Onion

7500

260

75

38

86 + employees

Rubi Agave

4973

137

50

25

46 + 10 for employees

Tazza

4500

200

45

23

67 + employees

Wendy’s

3429

61

34

17

20 + 13 for employees

Allow Electronic Message Signs as a component of
a permitted ground monument sign?
Background:
 Do we want to allow Electronic Message Center (EMC) Signs
 Very beneficial for distribution of information. Concerns about code
enforcement of light intensity, movement/flashing, roadway distractions.
 History Electronic Message Center requests:
1. Library
2. Culver’s
3. First American Bank
4. Crosstown Realtors
5. Big R
6. Touch of Green granted a variance as a result of the 159th widening
Current Code:
 EMC signs are prohibited in all residential, commercial, and industrial
zoning districts, except as a gasoline price sign accessory to an
automobile service.
 Regulations for gas signs included:
1. The electronic display shall not exceed 50% of the entire sign copy
area
2. Allowed only in lieu of manual changeable copy area; shall not
have both manual changeable copy and electronic message on a
monument sign or a dual post sign

Peer Community Analysis:












Lockport: permitted as part of a monument sign;
prohibited in historic and residential zoning; no
flash or vary in light intensity, blinking or video;
no more than 25% copy
Lemont: permitted on property zoned B-3 or INT
along certain roads; 400ft from another EMC
sign; 250ft from residential zoned property;
monument sign; not to exceed 33% of total sign
area; prohibited for institutional and commercial
uses in residential districts.
Mokena: prohibited
New Lenox: regulations for nonresidential uses
in residential districts; permitted in all
commercial and industrial district except C-1
Frankfort: changeable copy signs are prohibited
Woodridge: allowed as special use
Romeoville: allowed as a freestanding sign
Lisle: allowed as a special use
Darien: manual changeable only

Updates to the
Tree Preservation Ordinance
Background:
 Reduce the acreage threshold for applicability of the tree preservation ordinance from 5 acres to 2.5 acres? This was
recommended from the Environment Committee.
 Analyze the way we calculate inches to be mitigated in order to simplify the process?
 Define a protected tree as any healthy tree under a specific inch threshold and clarify the definition of a “healthy tree”?
 Require that tree removal inch thresholds be established for Agricultural and Open Space Districts?
 Clarify a specific list of tree species that are exempt from mitigation? The code currently allows for exemption from mitigation
but does not define which species?


This code is technically in the subdivision code and will follow a different procedure for approval (does not require a public
hearing).

Current Code:
 Current code requires applicability for any lot 5 acres or larger, or if the plat process is triggered.
 Analyzes the inches based on a percentage of significant inches which can only be determined if a tree survey is completed for the
entire property. Code allows for 50% of significant inches to be removed before mitigation kicks in.
 The code does not define what is considered a “healthy” tree, but requires that those be identified in order to establish the total
significant inches.
 Currently the code has removal thresholds for residential and non-residential zoning districts, but not for Ag Districts.
Agricultural and open space districts are separate from those two categories.
 The code currently states that exempt trees do not need to be mitigated, but there is no definition of what classifies an exempt
tree.

Acreage Threshold

Healthy Tree?

Protected Tree?

Exempt Tree List

How are inches
calculated for
mitigation?

Lockport

3 acres for development;
Non specific
“Heritage tree” protection is
applicable to entire Village

Heritage Trees – 5 tree
List of 4 species and
dead/declining/ structurally
species 20” or larger
(ironwoods are 10” or larger) unsound

Only require “heritage trees”
that are proposed to be
removed are mitigated

Lemont

Tree survey required for any Not dead/diseased/dying
new development
Basic tree protection
No tree preservation
regulations for all property ordinance

No specific regulation

No exemption list

No tree preservation
ordinance

No tree preservation
ordinance

No inches calculation or
mitigation required
No tree preservation
ordinance

Tree survey required for any No specific regulation
new development
“Preservation tree” protection No specific regulation
only

No specific regulation

No specific regulation

Mokena
New Lenox
Frankfort
Woodridge

Romeoville

Lisle
Darien

No inches calculation or
mitigation required
Limited list of about 15 tree Anything not a preservation Only require “preservation
tree
trees” that are proposed to be
species
removed are mitigated
Full tree survey/ preservation Defined as a excellent and
No specific regulation
List of undesirable/invasive Calculates an aggregate of
plan; no acreage threshold; good conditions (tree survey
species; these trees are
“qualifying” inches and
any new development (ex.
conditions are typically
mitigated at 50%
allows removal of 25% before
Single family homes are
excellent, good, fair, poor,
mitigation kicks in.(this is
exempt)
dead)
very similar to our code); has
a much smaller replacement
inches schedule.
No acreage threshold; any
Healthy would be
No specific regulation
Very extensive exempt list; Everything 4” or larger is
new development; existing
excellent/good condition;
exempt list is mitigated at 1 surveyed; anything that is
single family homes are
mitigation reductions for poor
tree versus 4-6 trees.
proposed to be removed is
exempt
or fair trees; dead do not need
mitigated
to be mitigated
No acreage threshold
Very general definition
No specific regulation
Short list
Mitigation only required if a
tree to be preserved is
removed during construction
No tree preservation
No tree preservation
No tree preservation
No tree preservation
No tree preservation
ordinance
ordinance
ordinance
ordinance
ordinance

Increase the allowable copy area for manual
changeable message boards?
Background:
 Do we want to allow an increase in total copy area for changeable
message board signs?

MANUAL CHANGEABLE COPY IS
APPROX. 38% OF OVERALL COPY

Current Code:
 Manual Changeable Copy Signs are only allowed in Commercial
Districts and have a maximum total copy area equal to 25% of the sign
copy area
Staff Recommendation:
 Increase the allowable manual changeable message board to 50%.
Peer Community Analysis:
 Lockport: not specific
 Lemont: not more than 50% of total allowable sign area
 Mokena: cannot have a manual changeable copy
 New Lenox: not specific
 Frankfort: (pricing information only allowed) changeable information as
part of a freestanding sign; show times at theaters can be changeable
 Woodridge: prohibited; EMC allowed
 Romeoville: allowed at 50% of sign area
 Lisle: not specific
 Darien: not to exceed 40% for commercial districts

MANUAL CHANGEABLE COPY IS 55% OF
OVERALL COPY, VARIANCE GRANTED

Allow Full Size Canopy Signs?
Background:
 The Village Board approved sign variances for the
Megaplex that increased allowable copy area of a
canopy sign to 75sf and allowed the sign to be
constructed as a cloud sign.
 Do we want to allow these types of signs to be
constructed on top of canopies? In lieu of a wall
sign?
Current Code:
 Canopy Sign: A wall sign which is permanently
affixed to a canopy.
 Canopy signs in Commercial and Industrial districts:
 Total copy area is equal to 20% of the visible
surface area of each side of the canopy
 1 sign per each side of the canopy. Only 1
canopy per building elevation per business or
tenant may have canopy signs.
Staff Recommendation:
 Staff recommends allowing full size canopy signs to
be allowed to be allowed as a wall sign option.

Peer Community Analysis:
 Lockport: sign copy on side of canopy only, not to extend above.
 Lemont: wall sign not allow to extend above or out from façade;
awning signs constructed of canvas or cloth, not illuminated
 Mokena: The sign area of such awning signs shall be counted
against the maximum sign surface area permitted by this chapter.
 New Lenox: canopy signs shall be non illuminated and shall not
extend above canopy (in all districts)
 Frankfort: Only one wall sign shall be located on a building,
fueling canopy or accessory building per road frontage (for gas
fueling and automotive only)
 Woodridge: signs shall not exceed a height of twenty feet (20')
above average surrounding grade and shall be counted against
the maximum wall signage permitted (i.e. allowed)
 Romeoville: allowed as a small accent sign, no larger than 3sf
 Lisle: allowed as a wall sign, part of total copy
 Darien: canopy signs not specified

Allow sign copy to be measured as a tight
geometric shape
Background:
 Staff reviews sign copy area per the Village Code definitions, as a Length
x Width calculation.
 Should we allow copy area to be calculated as a tight geometric shape, as
shown in green below on the Orland Pharmacy Illustration A?
Current Code:
 The area in square feet of the smallest geometric figure that can be
described so as to enclose the actual copy/letters and logo of a sign. (See
Illustration B below.)
Staff Recommendation:
 Remove the graphic and allow for wall sign copy to be calculated as a tight
geometric shape, similar to the Woodridge regulation.
A. Example of calculation comparison

B. Existing Code

Peer Community Analysis:
 Lockport: Display surface area= net geometric area enclosed by
the display surface of the letters, characters, and delineations…
 Lemont: when measuring signs consisting of only mixed case
letter with no background, either the ascenders or descenders of
the text shall be included as part of the sign area
 Mokena: uses smallest circle, rectangle, triangle or combination
 New Lenox: area enclosed within the smallest regular geometric
figure needed to completely encompass all letters, words,
insignias or symbols
 Frankfort: drawing imaginary squares or rectangle envelopes so
as to completely enclose each entire symbol, word, phrase, title,
and or name
 Woodridge: tight geometric shape, see diagram below:
 Romeoville: smallest rectangle enclosing extreme limits of copy,
similar to our current code.
 Lisle: calculated based on shape that surrounds the dimension of
largest letter, also similar to our code.
Woodridge Regulation

Remove regulation that restricts copy area
to a maximum two lines of text
Background:
 Currently there are design standards in the Sign Code that regulate text and
legibility of the signage.
 One of the regulations restricts copy to only two lines of text or symbols. Staff has
found this can be difficult for businesses to achieve and is overly restrictive.
Current Code:
 No more than two lines of text or symbols shall be allowed per business or tenant.
 The size (height) of text or the size of the logo or symbol shall be sufficient enough
to be easily viewed from major roadways, subject to review by the Planning and
Zoning Department.
Staff Recommendation:
 Staff is recommending the removal of this regulation, the sufficient legibility design
standard will remain.

Peer Community Analysis:
 Lockport: lines of text are not restricted;
they do have a general legibility design
standard.
 Lemont: lines of text are not restricted.
 Mokena: lines of text are not restricted.
 New Lenox: lines of text are not restricted.
Letter size is restricted on large multitenant signs
 Frankfort: lines of text are not restricted.
Letter size is restricted based on road
classification.
 Woodridge: lines of text are not restricted.
 Romeoville: lines of text are not restricted.
 Lisle: lines of text are not restricted.

Reduce Monument Sign setbacks to 5’ for all Zoning
Districts
Background:
 Currently Monument Sign setbacks in residential, public/government
and industrial districts are 10’ compared to the 5’ setback allowed in
business districts.
 Easements would supersede the setback, if applicable.
Current Code:
 All ground-mounted signs shall be set back 10 feet from any property
line with the exception of signs in business districts which shall be set
back five feet from any property line. All ground-mounted signs shall
conform to the clear vision requirements of § 220-808 of the Village
Code.
Staff Recommendation:
 Staff is recommending a single setback for all ground mounted signs
(permanent, directional and temporary) in all districts. Provides code
that is easier to apply/understand.

Peer Community Analysis:
 Lockport: 5’ setbacks from front and corner side lot lines;
10’ from interior side lot lines.
 Lemont: setback equal to or greater than half the height of
the sign.
 Mokena: 6” for each foot above the crown of adjacent
roadway, measured from the lot line.
 New Lenox: Temporary Signs 10’; no closer than 15’ from
pavement edge; 2’ from sidewalks; must be on private
property.
 Frankfort: 25’ Setback in all districts; 5’ for temporary
signs.
 Woodridge: 5’ setback from all property lines for
development signs, all other ground mounted signs have
no specific setback and must be on private property, not in
easements.
 Romeoville: 10’; 25’ to residential zoned lot.
 Lisle: 5’ from front; 25’ from side

Wall signs must be mounted on a center line.
Background:
 Currently wall signs on multi-tenant buildings are required to
be mounted on a common horizontal center line.
 Staff consistently has issues with buildings that have variable
architecture
Current Code:
 Wall signs upon multitenant structures shall be mounted in
accordance with an established center line.

This is a very common regulation in a sign code to have multitenant signs mounted on a common center line, but staff would like
to have the discretion to administratively vary this requirement if
deemed necessary for the architecture.
Staff Recommendation:
 Staff is recommending that language be added to this regulation
that states, “unless deemed aesthetically appropriate by the
Planning & Zoning Department/Director.

Clarify requirements for Cross Access?
Background:
 Clarify the requirements for cross access between developments?
Current Code:
 All off-street parking facilities shall be designed with appropriate means of vehicular access to a street or alley in a manner which will least
interfere with traffic movement. Access to parking areas in business and industrial districts shall be minimized and designed
comprehensively with connections between adjacent developments. Site-to-site access shall be granted through cross-access easement
agreements to facilitate traffic, and frontage roads are encouraged along arterial roads.
Staff Recommendation:
 Staff is recommending the requirement for cross access be clarified.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Cross access easement must be recorded on the final plat for property involving a subdivision, or recorded by separate instrument
when no plat is proposed. Easement may stay dormant until such time a reciprocal easement is granted.
Cross access must be built to the property line (or lease line).
Applicants not required to seek cooperation or permission from adjacent property owner.
Could include exemptions, including but not limited to:
1. Significant natural features
2. Incompatible land uses
3. Vehicular safety factors
4. Significant topographic differences
5. Not sharing common frontage on same street

Code Clarifications and Scrivener’s Errors

Code clarifications related to the Zoning Code
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reduce setbacks for accessory structures from the typical 10’ to 5’ in R-5 to match the setbacks for principle
structures which is currently 5’? Should we extend this 5’ allowance to any other Residential District, such as R-3
or R-4?
Some of the procedure requirements for site plans are located in the planned development section and need to be
moved to the site plan section.
Clarify residential monument sign height and copy area.
Add dog grooming to home occupations.
Remove distance requirement between accessory structures and principle structures and follow ICC building code
requirements.
Clarify 5’ nonresidential driveway setback.
Relocate the language in the code that increase in parking change/use out of the parking adjustment and into the
main off-street parking section. For clarify/user friendliness?
Clarify yards/setbacks throughout the code.

