Agenda
Village of Homer Glen
PLAN COMMISSION
Thursday, October 21, 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) August 19, 2021
5. Public Comment.
6. New Business.
a) Case No. HG-2121-V, 14416 S Oak Trail (Public Hearing): Consideration of a request for
a Variance to reduce the rear yard setback for an attached garage from forty (40) feet to ten
(10) feet, for certain real property located in the R-3 Single-Family Residential District at
14416 S Oak Trail, Homer Glen Illinois.
b) Case No. HG-2122-S, 16849 S. Cedar Road (Konow Farm PUD Amendment) (Public
Hearing): Consideration of a request for an Amendment to the Planned Unit Development
(PUD), granted previously under Ordinance No. 14-049, amended under Ordinance No. 16011 and No. 19-019, and any exceptions from the Homer Glen Zoning Ordinance as may be
required for property in the A-1 Agricultural District commonly known as 16849 S. Cedar
Road, Homer Glen, Illinois. The applicant is requesting to allow weddings and banquet type
events within a new permanent structure.
7. Reports of Plan Commissioners and Staff.
8. 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 19, 2021

DRAFT

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

Plan Commission

Aug. 19 2021

1. Call to Order
The Meeting was called to Order at 7:01 PM
2.

Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag was led by Commissioner Verdun.

3. Roll Call
Members present: Commissioner Stanly, Commissioner Hand, Commissioner Zarebczan, Commissioner
McGary, Commissioner Foley, Chairman Kozor and Vice Chair Verdun. Also present were Director
Gadde, Senior Planner King, intern Taylor Udarbe and Plan Commission Secretary Cassin.
4. Minutes
a) July 15, 2021
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the July 15, 2021 Plan Commission, as
written. Commissioner Zarebczan made the motion to approve the minutes, seconded by Commissioner
Stanly. All in favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion carried.
b) August 5, 2021
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to approve the minutes as written from the August 5, 2021 Plan
Commission. Commission Secretary Cassin offered to make two (2) small changes to the minutes as they
were written. Both changes are located in page eight (8) of the minutes. At the top of the page, the recorded
vote is reflected by name as four (4) Commissioners in favor, and two (2) opposed. The correction is in
making the three (3) into a four (4). Also, the date for the Plan Commission meeting for the appointment
of Commissioner McGary to chair the meeting as Chairman Kozor and Vice-Chair Verdun will not be in
attendance, is for September 2, 2021, and not August 19, 2020 as was recorded in error. Commissioner
Foley made the motion, seconded by Commissioner McGary. All in favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion
carried.

5. Public Comment. NONE
Secretary Cassin swore in all in attendance wishing to speak on the public hearing matters listed on the
agenda.
6. New Business
a) Case No. HG-2118-PS, The Square at Gooding’s Grove (Public Hearing): Consideration of a
request for: (1) a Preliminary & Final Plat of Subdivision, (2) a Map Amendment from C-3 General
Business District to R-6A Attached Single-Family Residential District, (3) a Special Use for a Planned
Unit Development with certain exceptions, and (4) Site Improvement Plans for certain real property
generally located at the southwest corner of Glengary Drive and S. Waveland Way in the Gooding’s
Grove Planned Unit Development.
Director Gadde presented this case. Currently, 48 townhomes of 76 townhomes have been sold in The
Square at Gooding’s Grove. M/I Homes is the contract-purchaser and is seeking to rezone lots 21 and 22
of this subdivision from a General Business District to Attached Single-Family Residential district. In
today’s economic climate, it makes sense to rezone this section to add more single family attached
residential homes as it has been challenging to attract additional retail and office tenants in a second-tier
commercial site. The Planned Unit Development (PUD) has been designed to complement the surrounding
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area. The applicant would like to include a pocket park along the south end of the property. The applicant
is asking for Planned Unit Development (PUD) exceptions which will be read with the motion.
The proposed plan will also allow for twenty-six (26) guest parking spaces along the East-West roadway.
They are seeking an exception for exterior materials just like they did for phase 1. They are looking to
include rear loaded garages below the front grade. A PUD exception for exterior materials has been
requested to allow this.
Staff has received approvals from the Fire District and the Gooding’s Grove Property Owners Association
for this project. This concluded Director Gadde’s presentation.
A motion to open the public hearing made by Commissioner Verdun, seconded by Commissioner Hand.
All in favor, zero (0) opposed, the motion carried.
The applicant, Greg Collins approached to introduce himself. He explained that this property is unique and
adding this phase and product to this particular plot of land and its location, promotes the walkability of the
area. With the commercial and the residential and the added sidewalks, in this area, they have also worked
to keep up with the open spaces, and still have an attractive residential area within or near the retail
environment. He said this area is very pedestrian focused and not drive through focused.
No one from the public was here to discuss this case so Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to close the
public hearing. A motion was made by Member Stanly, seconded by Member Verdun. All in favor, zero
(0) opposed, the motion carried.
The Plan Commission held a brief discussion. Commissioner McGary asked about the commercial zoning.
Director stated that at the time of Phase 1, the Village did not want the entire project to be residential.
Commissioner Hand expressed concern about the buffer zones and the setbacks of the corner unit by the
curve near Out-lot B. He questioned if there was enough buffer to keep that unit private. He also asked if
there was any plan to keep the setbacks consistent all the way down. He also asked if there would be curb
and gutter.
The applicants approached to respond to Commissioner Hand’s concerns and also assured him there would
be curbs along the East side of Greystone. With the curb and landscape, there are roughly twenty (20) feet
of buffer. Also, the goal is to meander the sidewalk rather than keep it a rigid walk. Commissioner Hand
is looking at the most southern building on Greystone – he feels that one (building) will not keep the same
setback as the others due to the curve on Greystone. The applicant stated they originally considered turning
the building so the front would face the commercial and the setback would be a little further, but that wasn’t
so appealing. So, the orientation turned to where the side end unit is slightly closer to the curb, but there is
an established curb line and there will be landscape buffer.
Commissioner Hand also asked about the streetlights, will the ones along Greystone be changed to match
the ones internal to the subdivision. The applicant stated that those lights on Greystone belong to the retail
owners and that their association and that Greystone is a private road. Commissioner Hand stated that those
lights may shine into the homes nearby. Staff suggested potentially shielding the lights if they shine into
the homes.
Commissioner McGary confirmed that the buildings would be the same as we currently see them, and there
would be one HOA inclusive of the first phase.

3|Page

Plan Commission

Aug. 19 2021

Zack Blair, represents MI homes and wanted to make some corrections. He clarified Director Gadde’s
statement regarding the side loaded garages, but they are looking to change from the current zoning side
which requires thirty percent in R-6A to be side load, and to change that so they could deviate from that
requirement and make all of the garages rear loaded. A second point of clarification to Director Gadde’s
comment that the Gooding’s Grove Property Owner’s Association had approved this plan but it should be
the Gooding’s Grove Shopping Center Association.
Commissioner Zarebczan asked if Greystone will become part of the association, and staff clarified that it
is part of the shopping center association.
Chairman Kozor asked if someone would make a motion. Commissioner McGary made the motion to adopt
staff’s findings as the findings of the Plan Commission and to recommend for approval of (1) a Preliminary
and Final Plat of Subdivision, (2) a Map Amendment from C-3 General Business District to R6-A Attached
Single-Family Residential District, (3) a Special Use for an amendment to the Planned Unit Development
with the following exceptions, and (4) Site Improvement Plans for certain real property generally located
at the southwest corner of Glengary Drive and S. Waveland Way in the Gooding’s Grove Planned Unit
Development.
PUD Exceptions: Approve such exceptions, variances, departures, and deviations as may be necessary
and appropriate to develop the subject property as depicted on the Preliminary/Final PUD Plan submitted
herewith pursuant to the PUD Development Standards (§220-905) and Exterior Construction Standards
(§75-87), including the following:
•
•
•
•

An exception to permit a net density of 8.99 units per acre
An exception to other residential standards that at least thirty (30) percent of all garages shall be
side loaded.
An exception to exterior materials to include rear-loaded garages below the front grade as depicted
on the proposed elevations.
An exception to permit minimum building separation of 15.5 feet to side.

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Foley. A Roll Call vote was taken, and the vote was passed
with a vote of (seven) 7 to zero (0), with Commissioners Zarebczan, Foley, McGary, Stanly, Verdun, Hand
and Chairman Kozor all voting unanimously to approve. This will go before the Village Board on
September 8, 2021.

b) Case No. HG-2120-V, 15765 S. Annico Drive (Public Hearing): Consideration of a request for:
(1) a Variance to increase the allowable lot coverage/impervious surface area beyond the maximum
seventy-five (75) percent, and (2) a Variance to reduce the required setback for a parking/drive aisle
area from five (5) feet to zero (0), for certain real property located at 15765 S. Annico Drive, Homer
Glen, Illinois.
Senior Planner King presented this case. The subject property is zoned I-1 Industrial. The applicant began
placing gravel along the East side of the property in 2020. The Village stopped the work and requested that
the owner apply for the appropriate permits. The owner has not completed any additional work since that
time. No official citation has been issued, and the property owner has been working with Village Staff.
The property owner is proposing that the impervious surface in this area be extended with gravel past the
required five (5) foot parking lot/driveway setback all the way to the property line. Lastly, adjustments are
necessary to the easements through a minor plat amendment. The Village does not allow any construction
in any drainage easement and this property has quite a bit of drainage easement. Engineering has reviewed
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these plans and is agreeable with the plan. There will be a final engineering review as well, upon completion
of the project.
The Village did grant a setback reduction like this back in 2015, for property at 15723 Annico Drive,
reducing the side yard setback from five (5) feet to zero (0). The impervious surface coverage for this case
on Annico had approximately ninety-six (96) percent coverage although no variance was granted for the
impervious overage.
Staff did receive comment from Peterson Properties at 15745, 15751 and 15757, expressing concerns with
the entire Annico property and drainage issues. They have concerns about the additional pavement
allowances for impervious area above seventy-five (75) percent in the complex. They have concerns that
the swale that drains their properties to the retention pond has not been maintained and is overgrown. They
are concerned with the non-compliance work that the other property owners have completed and wanted an
update from Staff. Staff also received a call from a neighboring owner looking to clarify that this plan was
not seeking five (5) feet from their property.
Senior Planner King mentioned that the project keeps with the character of the properties on Annico Drive,
the drainage easement will need to be maintained at thirty-five (35) feet, and lastly, the plat will need to be
updated to decrease the forty-five (45) foot drainage easement to create a total of thirty-five (35) feet in
drainage easement along the rear. This project will be reviewed by engineering for final approval. This
concluded Melissa King’s presentation.
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to open the public hearing. Commissioner Stanly made a motion to
open the public hearing, seconded by Commissioner McGary. All in favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion
carried.
The applicant did approach to discuss the flooding which has increased since the neighboring property
owner did new grading and work on their property. (Staff did address this and stated that it would be
managed to keep moving the water to the East, Engineering will look to make sure of this so the water at
the applicant’s property will be minimized)
The engineer from Morris Engineering was present a few months ago to discuss the drainage on the property
to the West, which had standing water. There was a lot blocking the water and when they cleared out the
debris, with the way it is pitched, the water moved to the East. This engineer is also working on the
applicant’s property. He stated that this property is in better condition than the neighboring Annico
property. He said that with improvements, they should accommodate the swale and keep the water moving.
He stated that with three (3) inches of gravel to help keep the area dry and manage the water that you can
see percolating between the rocks, is better than the mud, as there is a wetland there and keeps the land
usable. There has been some discussion between the two (2) owners about working together. He addressed
the concern of a property owner worried about the five (5) foot encroachment by stating that with the
property to the west there is a neighbor that is encroached onto the commercial property, and that may be
where this resident’s concern originated. Perhaps she is worried the applicant’s project would encroach on
to her property by five (5) feet for this reason.
Commissioner Hand asked about the downspouts. The engineer stated that there is drain tile to catch the
downspout water and it will lead to the gravel area.
Chairman Kozor asked the Civil Engineer what Will County or the Village of Homer Glen’s Ordinance
was for drainage. Are there retention requirements for distributing this size area with gravel? The Engineer
said this development was originally designed with the pond working properly, which the Village is trying
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to correct. He said that he will work with engineering regarding the thirty-five (35) foot setback for
drainage. The engineer added that by providing a bio swale that is approximately two (2) feet deep even
though they could go three (3) or four (4) feet down but they don’t want everything to drain to the side
there, so they are trying to make a balance and manage some of the drainage, but they don’t want to drain
everything to the side of the lot. He is looking to find out what would help, and is also considering planting
special wetland plantings. He said he would try to come up with infiltration, he feels that gravel on the East
side of the property will help a lot, with the way this site works right now, that is the lowest part of the
property. He clarified with staff that there is existing asphalt, and there is gravel to go in much of the areas
around the asphalt. Chairman Kozor confirmed there would not be any outdoor storage. Staff stated not at
this time, they would need to apply for a Special Use Permit and that would come back to the Plan
Commission.
Staff added we don’t want to get into a situation where the applicant comes back and applies for a special
use permit for outdoor storage and then we have a bio swale that is helping meet engineering requirements
but doesn’t allow us to provide (space for) screening. The screening may not be a line of arborvitaes like
next door; they currently have a metal fence and we may want to add canopy trees, and something that can
handle being wet, unlike the neighboring property.
The applicant stated if they did come back for storage in the future, they would be looking to storage on the
gravel, not a paved area and agreed they would apply for a Special Use Permit. The applicant believes the
gravel is the best way to do storage because they have wetlands. Chairman Kozor asked if outdoor storage
is permitted, is there screening in the code? Staff stated the current screening code discusses fences and
landscape but is currently gray.
Derek Peterson with Peterson Properties approached to express this domino effect that is taking over
Annico, less green space and it is turning into a gravel lot and he wanted this addressed for this and future
exceptions.
Chairman Kozor asked how they mediated their property which has all asphalt. It was constructed by his
grandfather (Al Peterson) who was present, and said that there are drains in the lots and they feed to the
swale. All of their drains do this. In the rear of the property, they have a berm. They were told they could
not move the berms, they couldn’t increase the size of their buildings. Then they noticed the other tenants
around their properties have removed the berms, and he felt that was not fair. No other comments were
made.
A motion was made to close the public hearing by Commissioner McGary, Seconded by Commissioner
Stanly. All in favor, zero (0) opposed, motion carried.
Commissioner Verdun asked if we asked the property owner to the West to add in a berm when they came
through for the Special Use Permit in 2020, now that we are seeing that berms were removed. Staff stated
we didn’t discuss it. Staff stated we do not have any engineering records of these parcels prior to
incorporation. After lots of search and requests from Will County, the records were never found. Staff
stated we do not have a lot of precedent either. She said it would be difficult to go back and make these
property owners put these berms back in. Commissioner Verdun also asked about the storm sewer in certain
areas of their properties. She said there were 2 on each side. She did notice there weren’t any in the big
cul-de-sac, and wondered if any were added to the rear of the properties. The Engineer said none were
added to the rear of the properties. He stated that the ditches and the pond need to be maintained properly
and there will be improvement as the water will flow downhill.
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Some of the concerns everyone is seeing are related to the pond that is getting filled which is a current
violation that the Village is working on. Commissioner Hand asked what the violation process looks like
and Melissa explained that citations are issued, time is allowed to turn things around, and the eventual path
is taking this to court if and when things are not resolved within a reasonable time frame.
There wasn’t any other discussion and Chairman Kozor asked for a motion.
Commissioner Foley made a motion to adopt staff’s findings as the findings of the Plan Commission and
to recommend for approval with conditions of (1) a Variance to increase the allowable lot
coverage/impervious surface area to eighty-eight (88) percent and (2) a Variance to reduce the required
setback for a parking/drive aisle area from five (5) feet to zero (0), for certain real property located at
15765 Annico Drive, Homer Glen, Illinois, subject to the following conditions:
a. Update the Plat to increase the Public Utility and Drainage easement along the north property line
from twenty-five (25) feet to thirty-five (35) feet*
b. Update the Plat to decrease the forty-five (45) foot drainage easement to thirty-five (35) feet. The
forty-five (45) foot utility easement shall remain*
c. Remove items that are being stored outside until such time as a Special Use Permit for outdoor
storage has been granted by the Village.
d. Final Engineering.
*(Please note: staff is working with the engineer to best delineate the final easements. The intent is to
maintain a 35’ drainage easement along the north and retain all utility easements)
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Zarebczan. A Roll Call vote was taken and the vote was passed
with a vote of (seven) 7 to zero (0), with Commissioners Zarebczan, Foley, McGary, Stanly, Verdun, Hand
and Chairman Kozor all voting unanimously to approve. This will go before the Village Board on
September 8, 2021.
c) Case No. HG-2119-A, Landscape Regulations (Public Hearing): Consideration of a request
for new Landscape Regulations and other related text amendments to Chapter 220, Zoning, of
the Code of the Village of Homer Glen including, Article III: Rules and Definitions, Article
VII: Nonresidential Districts, Article VIII: General Provisions, and Article X: Site
Development Regulations.

Intern Taylor Udarbe presented this item as she has been working on it with Staff. Staff is looking to initiate
the discussion about the new landscape codes and get some feedback. Staff is also preparing a red-line
version of this code. The purpose of the code is to enhance the character and quality of the urban landscape
of the village, provide minimum standards that are consistent with Homer Glens identity and design
expectations, and finally the goal is to establish clear guidelines. In the Village currently, the landscape is
largely unregulated, village Ordinances do not provide clear information. Buffer landscape, street
landscape, parking lots have been updated. New landscape zoned for front yards, transitions yards, building
foundations and screening have been created. Taylor concluded her presentation.
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to open the public hearing. A motion made by Commissioner Foley,
seconded by Commissioner Hand. All in favor, zero (0) opposed.
Chairman Kozor asked how we selected the peer communities. Staff stated that they took the communities
that Kahn introduced in the Sign Code, and staff opted to include Frankfort because they like the way it
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looks when they drive through it. It was based on neighboring communities, innovation from other
communities, and populations.
The Plan Commission asked if there was any feedback from the Environment Committee or the Village
Board. They would like to have more time to go through this and have a presentation on the guidelines to
see it all at one time. Chairman Kozor asked if we could have a workshop, and allow all kinds of feedback
and discussion. Staff agreed we could put a workshop together and stated that we are not rushed and is
basically looking for high-level feedback.
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to continue this hearing after a workshop at a non-specific date, future
Plan Commission meeting. Commissioner McGary so moved, seconded by Commissioner Foley. All in
favor, zero (0) opposed. The motion carried and this public hearing remains open till a future date.
Commissioner Verdun asked if they put this together, will they see more variances? Staff stated it’s only
where commercial abuts residential. Single family lots are exempt from this new landscape code.
Chairman Kozor asked if any of our requirements are stricter than our peer communities, such as the trees?
Staff has not done that review, but stated our tree code stands. Staff will see if they can look at the strictness
of other peer communities and ours. There are diversity requirements that are more comprehensive than our
peer communities. Once a landscape code is adopted, zoning clean up can happen annually as it currently
does with current code.
7. Reports of Plan Commission and Staff
September 2nd meeting will be canceled.
Commissioner Hand stated they were building the Welcome to Homer Glen sign by Gas N Wash.
Staff added that the new gateway sign should be complete by Monday of next week. Landscape install is
going to happen closer to the end of September because we do not yet have an irrigation system, but there
will be some temporary arrangement so that it looks nice for the next six (6) weeks.
Commissioner Verdun thanked Director Gadde for all his assistance and the plan Commission also thanked
him.
Commissioner Zarebczan asked if there was any update on the Comprehensive Plan, staff stated that was
still pending at this time.
9. Adjournment
Chairman Kozor asked for a motion to adjourn. Commissioner Zarebczan so moved, seconded by
Commissioner Foley. The meeting was adjourned at 8:38 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:

October 21, 2021

Subject:

Case No. HG-2121-V

Address:

14416 S Oak Trail

Item Title: Consider a request for a Variance to reduce the rear yard setback for an attached
garage from forty (40) feet to ten (10) feet, for certain real property located in the R-3 SingleFamily Residential District at 14416 S Oak Trail, Homer Glen Illinois.
Staff Contact: Senior Planner Melissa King & Planning Intern Taylor Udarbe
Property Information
Location:

14416 S Oak Trail

Property Size:

30,261 sf

Existing Zoning/Use:

R-3 Single Family Residential / Single Family Home

Adjacent Zoning:

N:
E:
S:
W:

R-3 Single Family Residential / Single Family Home
R-3 Single Family Residential / Single Family Home
R-3 Single Family Residential / Single Family Home
R-4 Single Family Residential / Single Family Home

Background Information
The applicant, Deividas Pranckevicius, lives on the subject property located at 14416 S Oak Trail in
the Old Oak Subdivision. The applicant is proposing to construct a new twenty (20) foot x twenty-five
(25) foot attached garage on the west side of the existing principle structure. The height of the attached
garage will be between eighteen (18) feet and twenty (20’) feet, approximately, a few feet taller than
the existing garage and the same height as the dwelling portion of the home. In the R-3 Single Family
Residential Zoning District, the required rear setback is forty (40) feet. The applicant is requesting a
reduction of the rear setback from the required forty (40) feet to ten (10) feet.
Conformance with Zoning Regulations
The applicant is proposing to construct the attached garage on the west side of the existing principle
structure, ten (10) feet from the west (rear) property line, see Attachment 2 – Plat of Survey. Below is
a breakdown of the setback requirements for a single-family home to be built on a property zoned
R-3 Single-Family Residential:
•
•

A front yard setback of forty (40) feet; although for this property the required front yard setback
is thirty (30) feet, per the approved Plat of Subdivision for Old Oak;
A side yard setback totaling twenty-five (25) feet, not less than ten (10) feet on either side;
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•

A rear yard setback of forty (40) feet

This lot measures approximately 30,261sf, which exceeds the minimum lot size (20,000sf) for the R3 Single Family Zoning District. This is an average sized lot compared to others in the Old Oak
subdivision, although they do vary in size and shape due to topography. The subject lot meets the R3 zoning requirements for minimum lot width, lot frontage, lot depth, front yard setback, and side yard
setback. However, the rear yard setback for the existing principle structure does not meet the forty
(40) foot rear yard setback requirements for the R-3 Residential Zoning District and appears to have
a rear setback of approximately seventeen (17) feet.
Creek/Floodplain: A creek runs along the north and west side of this property, see Attachment 1. The
north and west portions of this property appear to be located within floodplain. The presence of the
creek and the floodplain created a hardship as to where the principle structure could be constructed
on the lot, the existing home was built sometime prior to 1997. There may have been more available
space in the rear yard if the house could have been sited closer to the front property line. The house
was also positioned in the opposite direction of the lot orientation, the front of the home faces the side
property line and the side of the home fronts Oak Trail. This orientation was likely due to the physical
restrictions of the creek and floodplain.
Easements: There is also a twenty (20) foot drainage easement along the north property line and a
twenty (20) foot wildlife easement along the south property line, the drainage easement is larger than
normally required and the wildlife easements are very rare to see in subdivisions. The addition is not
proposed within any of these easements. The presence of these two large easements in combination
with the restrictions of the floodplain and creek likely played a role in the location of the existing
principle structure.
Impervious Surface/Lot Coverage: The proposed attached garage brings the lot coverage
percentage to twenty-three (23) percent and the impervious surface coverage to twenty-eight (28)
percent. Both are under the maximum lot coverage and impervious surface cover in the R-3
Residential Zoning district, which is thirty (30) percent and thirty-five (35) percent, respectively.
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 evidence described by the applicant:
•
•
•
•
•

Extensive creek and floodplain along the north and west property lines.
A twenty (20) foot Drainage Easement along the North side property line.
A twenty (20) foot Wildlife Easement along the South side property line.
Existing house orientation opposite of the lot orientation; limits where an attached garage can
be constructed.
Existing house being sited far back on the property due to constraints from easements, creek,
and floodplain; limits where an attached garage can be constructed.

Public Comment
Staff received a call from a neighbor of the subject property asking what was being done to the house
and to express concerns about the roofing material on the existing home. The neighbor has concerns
that the metal roof on the existing home of the subject property is unattractive. Staff explained that
they are asking for a variance to reduce the rear yard setback from forty (40) feet to ten (10) feet to
add an attached garage. The resident had no further questions.
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The President of the Dawnwood HOA, Wayne P. Fairbrother, stopped in the office to discuss the plans
for the variance request. Mr. Fairbrother wanted to make sure that the proposal was not going to be
on the HOA’s property. The HOA for Dawnwood owns a portion of land that sits directly west of the
subject property, but east of the creek. Staff showed Mr. Fairbrother that the garage was being
proposed 10’ away from the property line. Mr. Fairbrother had no other concerns.
Conformance with other Village Regulations
Exterior Construction Standards (Chapter 75, Article II): The Exterior Construction Standards for
brick or stone do not apply to the requested Variance as such standards apply only to principle
structure additions if the primary building is constructed with 100% of the aggregate total area of the
first floor of exterior finishes consisting of brick or stone. However, the Village code does require that
the materials proposed be harmonious with the principle structure. Staff requires that if siding is
proposed that the material be either cedar (to match) or fiber cement board siding, as an alternative,
and painted to match the primary structure.
Lighting (Chapter 75, Article II): The Lighting regulations do not apply to this request as no exterior
lighting has been proposed.
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 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.
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. The applicant will need to provide the Village with an
Engineering Grading Plan, per requirements of the Village Code. In addition to all other requirements
for engineering plans, the applicant will be required to provide a base flood elevation on the
engineering plan so that staff can verify that the addition will be built outside of 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 – Low Density. The Comprehensive Plan designation aligns with the existing singlefamily home land use on the subject property and the proposed garage is an acceptable addition to a
single-family home.
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 a Variance to reduce the rear yard
setback for an attached garage from forty (40) feet to ten (10) feet, for certain real property located in
the R-3 Single-Family Residential District at 14416 S Oak Trail, Homer Glen Illinois, [Case No. HG2121-V]?
Attachments
1. Aerial
2. Plat of Survey
3. Site Images
4. Staff-Suggested Findings of Fact
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Attachment 1 – Aerial
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Attachment 2 – Plat of Survey
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Attachment 3 – Site Images
Subject Property, from south side yard.

Proposed attached garage site, from south side yard.
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Attachment 3 – Site Images (continued)
Subject property, from east property line/ S. Oak Trail

Proposed garage site from north side yard
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Attachment 4 – 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-3 Single-Family Residential District.

(b)

That the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.
The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. The applicant noted that due
to the strange shaped lot and the orientation of the home, it is difficult to follow R-3
Zoning rear setback requirements. The current property owner did not build the home,
which appears to have a rear yard setback of only seventeen (17) feet and have been
built prior to the Village of Homer Glen’s incorporation. Staff also found that the twenty
(20) foot Drainage Easement on the north property line, the creek that runs through the
north side yard of the property, and the twenty (20) foot Wildlife Easement on the south
property line further restricts the owner from fully utilizing their property.

(c)

That the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
The Variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. There are
other odd shaped lots in this subdivision with restricted space for accessory structures
and the proposed structure will be in the rear yard and not visible from the street.

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:
(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 subject lot is very narrow and has a creek running through the north side yard
which further narrows the available land near the thirty (30) foot building setback line.
For this reason, the home, which was built before Village incorporation and not by the
applicant, is set further back in to the property and appears to have a rear yard setback
of only seventeen (17) feet where R-3 Zoning requires a forty (40) foot rear yard
setback.
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(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.
It is unlikely that these conditions present on this property could be generally applicable
in the R-3 Zoning District as the presence of the creek, the floodplain and the large
easements on the subject property creates a unique hardship.

(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 presented were not created by the current homeowner. The subdivision
was platted in 1968 and the home was not built by the current homeowner. The home
was built sometime prior to 1997, per a review of the Will County historic aerials.

(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 this variance having a detrimental impact
on the public welfare or being unduly injurious to other property or improvements in the
Old Oak Subdivision.

(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 Exterior Construction Standards do not apply to the requested Variance as such
standards apply only to accessory structures greater than two hundred twenty-five
(225) square feet in area located in residential zones when the primary building is
constructed with 100% of the aggregate total area of the first floor of exterior finishes
consisting of brick or stone. As the primary building consists of a mix of materials
including brick, cedar siding and painted white cedar siding, the applicant plans to use
white cedar or fiber cement siding for the proposed attached garage. The applicant
indicated that the proposed garage will look similar to the existing garage, seen in
Attachment 3, but without the brick and will be taller to make room for storage space.

(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 Variance will not impair an adequate supply of air to the adjacent
property. Staff does not foresee the location of the proposed attached garage as a
public safety issue, the structure is still required to meet all of the required building
codes. Staff does not have a professional opinion on property values.
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PLAN COMMISSION MEMORANDUM
Agenda Item Number:

6.b

Plan Commission Meeting Date:

October 21, 2021

Subject:

Case No. HG-2122-S

Address:

16849 S. Cedar Road
(Konow Farm)

Item Title: Consider a request for an Amendment to the Planned Unit Development (PUD),
granted previously under Ordinance No. 14-049, amended under Ordinance No. 16-011 and No.
19-019, in the A-1 Agricultural District commonly known as 16849 S. Cedar Road, Homer Glen,
Illinois. [HG-2122-S Walter Konow].
Staff Contact: Senior Planner Melissa W. King
Property Information
Location:

16849 S. Cedar Road

Property Size:

79.55 acres

Existing Zoning/Use:

A-1 Agricultural

Adjacent Zoning:

N: City of Lockport; Single Family Residential
E: A-1 Agricultural; Vacant/Farming
S: A-1 Agricultural; Vacant/Farming
W: Unincorporated Will County and City of Lockport;
Single Family Residential and Vacant/Farming

Background Information
The applicant, Walter Konow, is proposing to construct a fifty-five (55) foot x one-hundred and twenty
(120) foot FBI barn. The barn will have a ten (10) foot porch on three (3) sides. The barn will be
located on the existing concrete slab that is currently being utilized for the large tent that was
previously approved for use under the Planned Development.
Conformance with Zoning Regulations
Planned Unit Development (PUD) Amendment
Previously, the applicant had a Special Use Permit for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to use the
“Tilsy Barn”, the tent and the Train Depot for wedding and banquet type events via Ordinance 19019. The applicant would like to host similar events from March through December at the new barn.

1

Under the A-1 Agricultural Zoning District, the setback requirements apply to all farm structures.
Setbacks for buildings or structures of planned developments shall comply with the minimum front,
side or rear yard requirements along the perimeter of the property. The new barn is located eight-six
(86) feet from the front property line along S. Cedar Road, the required front yard setback is seventyseven (77) feet. The maximum lot coverage is twenty (20) percent and the subject property complies.
Findings of Fact: Section 220-1209D of the Code of the Village of Homer Glen states the required
standards for making findings of fact for a Special Use Permit. The Code requires that the Plan
Commissioners consider these standards in making its finding and determining a recommendation to
send to the Village Board. Please see Attachment 4 for the responses to these standards.
Other Code Standards
Exterior Construction Standards (Chapter 75, Article II)
The Exterior Construction Standards only apply to residential buildings located on agriculturally zoned
properties. However, the applicant shall adhere to Village Code standards regarding the submittals
required for building permits.
Lighting (Chapter 75, Article II)
The applicant is encouraged to use dark sky compliant light fixtures to minimize glare and reduce
light trespass and skyglow.
Conservation Design (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 onehalf (1.5) acres in size.
Tree Preservation (Chapter 107, Article III)
The Tree Preservation regulations do not apply to this project as there are no significant trees located
near the train depot.
Subdivision & Stormwater (Chapter 138, Article I):
The Subdivision regulations do not apply to this request because the applicant is not proposing to
subdivide the property. The Stormwater regulations may apply to this request. The applicant may
need to submit an engineering plan for review. At this time the applicability is still being reviewed by
the Development Services Department.
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.
Community Plans
Comprehensive Land Use Plan
The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property as Commercial/Single family-low density.
Transportation Plan
The project will not change the existing ingress and egress to and from South Cedar Road.
Building Code/Fire
The Village Code requires the new barn to have fire suppression/detection and comply with NFPA 13
and NFPA 72, with Village Amendments, and comply with all other applicable Building code
requirements.
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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 an Amendment to the Planned
Unit Development (PUD), granted previously under Ordinance No. 14-049, amended under
Ordinance No. 16-011 and No. 19-019, in the A-1 Agricultural District commonly known as 16849 S.
Cedar Road, Homer Glen, Illinois, subject to the following conditions:
1. Only the “Tilsy Barn”, “Train Depot”, and the new barn will be used for parties, weddings and
banquet type events.
2. The new barn shall have fire suppression/detection and comply with NFPA 13 and NFPA 72,
with Village Amendments, and comply with all other applicable Building code requirements.
Attachments
1. Location of Subject Property
2. Site Plan
3. Architectural Plans
4. Staff-Suggested Findings of Fact

3

Attachment 1 – Location of Subject Property

Cedar Road

167th Street
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Cedar Road

Attachment 2 – Site Plan

Proposed
55’ x 120’
Barn
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Attachment 3 – Architectural Plans
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Attachment 3 – Architectural Plans

7

Attachment 3 – Architectural Plans
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Attachment 4 – Staff-Suggested Findings of Fact
Standards for Special Use Permit
Section 220-1209D of the Code of the Village of Homer Glen states the required standards for making
findings of fact for a special use (and any amendments thereto). The following are the categories
with staff’s suggested findings (in italics):

1. That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the special use will not be detrimental to, or
endanger, the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.

The Special Uses requested by the applicant to permit wedding and banquet type events in an
additional building on the subject property will not be detrimental to the public in any way.

2. The proposed use at the proposed location will not have an undue or substantial adverse effect,

above and beyond that inherently associated with such use, irrespective of the location in the
particular zoning district, upon adjacent property, the character of the neighborhood, or other
matters affecting the public health, safety and welfare of the community.
The proposed Special Use at the subject property will not have an undue or substantial adverse
effect upon adjacent properties, the general area or the public as the requested use is already
permitted on the subject property.

3. That the Special Use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair
property values within the neighborhood.

The proposed Special Use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
immediate vicinity.

4. The proposed use at the particular location is desirable to provide a service or facility in the
interest of public convenience and the gain to the public and all or a part of the community exceeds
the hardship imposed upon the property owner.

The proposed Special Use at the subject property will provide a unique experience to the
community.

5. The proposed special use is generally suitable for the particular zoning district and will not

adversely affect development of adjacent properties in accord with the applicable district
regulations.
The proposed Special Use will not adversely affect the development of the adjacent properties.

6. That the establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly development
and improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.

The Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the
surrounding properties.

7. That the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure will not be so

at variance with either the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of the structures
already constructed, or in the course of construction in the immediate neighborhood or the
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character of the applicable district, as to cause a substantial depreciation in the property values
within the neighborhood.
The proposal would not have any impact on the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan
of any existing structures.

8. That the adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary facilities have been or are
being provided.

The proposed development will comply with the Village’s Subdivision and Stormwater regulations
and will account for the necessary extension and connection of all public utilities.

9. That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so designed
as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

The subject property has existing ingress and egress to and from South Cedar Road.

10. The proposed use has been considered in relation to the location, goals and objectives of the
Village’s Comprehensive Plan and is in general accord with the guidelines of the plan.

The Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property as Commercial/Single family-low
density.
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