CITY OF OAK FOREST
Planning and Zoning Commission
Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, July 17, 2019 – 7:00 p.m.
Council Chambers – City Hall

15440 S. Central Avenue
Oak Forest, IL 60452
(708) 687-4050

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
June 19, 2019
READING OF AGENDA – ADDITIONS, DELETIONS
NEW BUSINESS
1. ZC #19-007
15920 Latrobe fence – Variation: PUBLIC HEARING – The applicant, Theresa
Taccola, requests review and recommendation for a variation to allow a privacy fence in the
required front yard and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the R3 –Single
Family District at 15920 S. Latrobe, in accordance with Section 9-107(K) of the Zoning Ordinance.
2. ZC #19-008
5329 W. 159th St. (Jack Frost) – Variation, lot width: PUBLIC HEARING - The
applicant, Ambee Maa Inc d/b/a Jack Frost Ice Cream, requests review and recommendation for
a variation to allow a minimum lot width of less than 50 feet and such other and further zoning
relief as may be required in the C1 – Local Commercial District at 5329 W. 159th Street in
accordance with Section 5-109 of the Zoning Ordinance.
3. ZC #19-009
5329 W. 159th St. (Jack Frost) – Variation, total lot area: DISCUSSION - The
applicant, Ambee Maa Inc d/b/a Jack Frost Ice Cream, requests review and recommendation for
a variation to allow a total lot area of less than 6,250 square feet and such other and further zoning
relief as may be required in the C1 – Local Commercial District at 5329 W. 159th Street in
accordance with Section 5-109 of the Zoning Ordinance.
4. ZC #19-003 Long & Lorel 159th St Subdivision – Minor Plat of Resubdivision: PUBLIC HEARING The applicant, 5347 W 159th Inc, requests consideration of a plat that will resubdivide six lots into
three and create the Long & Lorel 159th Street Subdivision and such other and further zoning
relief as may be required in the C1 – Local Commercial District at 5329-5347 W. 159th Street in
accordance with Section 3-301 of the Subdivision & Development Code.
5. Preliminary Discussion regarding rezoning petition for 4804 151st St
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION
ADJOURNMENT

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING / ZONING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, June 19, 2019
The Planning & Zoning Commission meeting was called to order at 7:05 p.m. with Roll Call.
PRESENT:

ABSENT:

Chairman Jim Stuewe
Commissioner Dave Kerr
Commissioner Chuck Poulin
Commissioner Jason Riha
Commissioner Wayne Schroeder
Commissioner Chuck Wolf
Commissioner Michael Ziak
Staff Member Travis Bandstra
Commissioner Ken Keeler
Commissioner Nick Zembruski

******************************
1.

ZC #19-006
Warren Automotive – Special Use Permit: PUBLIC HEARING – The
applicant, Robert Warren of Warren Automotive, requests review and recommendation of
approval of a Special Use Permit to allow an automotive mechanical and electrical repair and
maintenance shop and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the C1 – Local
Commercial District at 5135 W. 159th Street, in accordance with Section 11-502(E) of the
Zoning Ordinance.

The owner of the property, Chester Borsuk, was sworn in.
Chester Borsuk:

I think everything is fine. I don't see too much going on, but I do have one
issue or a couple issues. One of them I think we solved as far as for the
landscaping in front. We don't have to have engineering or anything for that
because it's very small and doesn't require very much. Right? Okay. In the
back of the property about 50 feet of it we put in asphalt a few years back,
and in back of that there's actually gravel stone there at this time, and I don't
see the reason to dig up and spend all kinds of money, especially in a new
venture for this fella here, being back after being gone for a few years. He
was there for a long time. He wants to try his hand at it again, but I don't see
the additional cost needed to put it back in business, to remove all that
gravel and so on. They were very nice we spray the weeds all the time, so it
doesn't come back. I think we put grass there like they're recommending
that's more maintenance and cost than it's actually worth.

Page 1 of 19

Chester Borsuk:

Chester Borsuk:

Chester Borsuk:

What bushes there are so, but 20 feet of a grassy area whatever I don't know
if that makes sense, bushes and a fence. That were there knowing that they
were going to live there, and they were going to be in next door adjoining to
a commercial piece of property, so they were there, all there before the in
most cases, and they knew it because Cicero and 159th are going to be
commercial, so they're all adjoined, so they're more than aware of that, but I
would like to not be able to leave the gravel there if you want. The fence
we'll put up and bushes that's not a problem. I don't see why bushes. It's not
going to help, but if you want a little grassy area back there away from the
fence, I don't have too much of a problem. But to take everything there and
put in the grass does not make any sense at all.

And then we have another issue, which driving ... I've been living in Oak
Forest for over 32 years myself, and I've seen a lot of change here and some
of the stuff I don't like. There's probably over 50% of the commercial
properties for sale in Oak Forest at this time. I gave them a few properties,
and I think you'd be surprised what's for sale and what's possibly going to
close here if they don't get them sold. You know you got the sign ordinance
here, and I don't know how you expect anybody to operate with no sign in
front of their place. I mean the tire shop here, they got no sign. They can't
afford to put up another sign. I think that's idiotic I just don't see that. If a
sign's been up there for a long time, I think it should be grandfathered
enough for it to stay there and give somebody an opportunity to make a
living.

I got to tell you something, and in Markham, I almost bought that place. I had
a deal on it. In Markham, which is the repair shop on these north side of the
street that's been sitting there vacant forever, and it's going to sit there
forever. Property taxes are $50,000 a year same as the taxes for this repair
shop you have here, and you've got these problems with property taxes and
these people walking in do not have a lot of money to put up a lot of stuff and
by not putting up ... By taking down the sign and making somebody take
down the sign, that doesn't make sense. If it's there it's there, it's been there
forever. Everything else I think we're on target.

Chairman Stuewe introduce Director of Economic & Community Development, Travis Bandstra, to
review the case.
Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Mr. Borsuk is the owner of the property and has rented it to a previous
automotive tenant. The zoning is C-1 commercial. The building on it is about
1500 square feet. There's a small parking area in the front along with rear
asphalt paved area as Mr. Borsuk indicated. There's an access point off of
159th Street as well as a cross access to the neighboring property.

You have commercial zoning northwest and east and then just south, the
neighboring properties are single family residential so there you see an
aerial of the property, you see the improvements that I was alluding to. You
can see here in the rear what he was describing at some point in the past so
there's an access control gate that's shared between the two properties.
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Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Currently there a chain link fence gate. There's about 50 feet of paved
asphalt that's used for vehicle storage and employees and functions that are
part of the business and then this, about 60 feet of area back here, at some
point has been stoned and has gravel on it and then there's a storage unit
from the previous user. But to the east you have the garages for the mixeduse building to the south is the neighborhood for a single family with their
backyards and then to the west you pretty much have a seamless connection
with the neighboring property which is currently vacant.

So as we, the staff, who have reviewed the site, have given its history as an
automotive use, it seems well-suited for it. This is designated by the
comprehensive plan as mixed-use commercial zoning for future land use. It
does have that opportunity of potentially being mixed use, but it doesn't
preclude it from remaining commercial.

Also as we review the standards for the special use permit, we found that the
standards to be met, all the typical seven standards, and then as part of the
motion before you, there's the standard on there A, B, and C, compliance
with plans and laws other issue for work and then what Mr. Borsuk was
alluding to was staff had, in collaborating with some of the other
departments, had made a couple recommended conditions for your
consideration tonight.

The motion right now currently includes them, and it's obviously up to the
Commission to decide if they all should be included or if there's additional
consideration that you'd want to issue. Some of the recommended
conditions that staff had, as Mr. Borsuk was alluding to the first one, is really
just simply the confirmation of a separate code enforcement issue which is
removal of the pylon sign, a sign that's right here, and so as the commission
is familiar with, the city ordinance designates those as legal non-conforming
which stipulates when property's vacant and the signs become obsolete.
This sign that was for the neighboring property also was removed and so
this is a sign that would be designated as obsolete. Our recommended
condition is that that pylon sign be removed.

The other condition that we recommended was designation of cross access
easement between the two properties. Another recommended condition Mr.
Borsuk was alluding to is the code requires that in C1 that there be a rear
yard of 20 feet and particularly in C1 because of the adjacency to residential,
it requires that that be some sort of a natural area so it could be any sort of
grass or landscaping. You have about 60 feet give or take, so at minimum,
you'd need 20 feet to comply. By ordinance, the city doesn't allow gravel
anymore, so we are looking for opportunities to remove it as its a substandard surface that tends to leech into other properties which is why we
don't allow it anymore.
The other thing we noted on the site is there's no screening from the
residential property to the south, so we recommended the installation of a
solid fence screening from the residential. The storage container that was
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Chuck Wolf:

Chester Borsuk:

Chuck Wolf:
Chester Borsuk:
Chester Borsuk:

Chester Borsuk:

Chester Borsuk:

Chester Borsuk:

noted here, I think was perhaps used by the former tenant, doesn't comply
with city code, so that we would recommend that that be removed. Final
recommendation that we had was we install a small landscape area in this
grassy area fronting 159th street to comply with city standards for
landscaping. It doesn't meet code now, but they used to have that. It was
actually there previously and it's since been removed.

Let me just clarify, what's the plan for the storage unit in the back right now?

That's going to be out of there. In order for that guy to put that there, he was
instructed also to come and get a permit or whatever from the Oak Forest. I
instructed him to do that and that was his fault but I take responsibility for it
by not following up on it. That's going to be out of there. I called him many
times to get it out of there, but it'll be out of there.

Back of the property line we were talking about the gravel. That's south
right now. There's not a screened fence.
We repaired the fence and everything back there, so that's all got to be
changed.

I feel the sign should be grandfathered for this guy to be out for a business to
be noticed. I think we're taking the signs down and nothing's getting noticed.
You're driving by, and another thing is, see these people don't even keep
their signs on at night so you don't even know what business is there, so you
get this nighttime traffic going by at night and they're not advertising for no
one. They don't know how to take advantage of it.

You got nighttime people that travel at night back and forth to work, so I
mean that's a big serious problem. You got to make something standout
where these people are able to see things, and at night it's a safety issue
because we have no lights in front of the place. It's all dark. Nothing. It's all
dark. I mean if you drive down 159th Street at night, you've got no signs. You
got nothing. The signs are turned off, and it's dark and you don't recognize
anything.
Doesn't make any sense of this to me but I've been out here for ... and I
remember all these businesses that we've had here, and they're all closed
and you're getting other people to come in. They can't afford to invest in this
type of stuff getting started. You gotta remember something, this is a starter
town at this point. These are people that are working like you and I every
day, working their tail off, and they can't afford to come pour all kinds of
stuff and because we want this and that.

A lot of times they can't afford it and they're not going to put it in there, just
not going to open up. These places are going to sit there like the place next
door to me has been sitting there. Used to be a karate school or something
and then a radiator shop and it's still sitting there.
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Chester Borsuk:

Jim Stuewe:

You got to understand what you want; you're not going to get if you get
some of what you want that'll would be great but if you want no signs or
anything that you're not going to have anything out of here it's going to be
empty.

You're allowed to have a sign. It's a monument sign you've got to have, not a
pole sign. You're not being eliminated; you're not being cut out from having
a sign on that property.

Chester Borsuk:

It's illuminated, but you know these people-

Chester Borsuk:

Yeah, but what are you going to do far as sign. You're going to take it down
and put it low? It's got to be visible from a distance. If you don't want
somebody to drive up and see your business you want them to be noticed.
That's just like Las Vegas or anywhere else.

Chuck Wolf:

Chester Borsuk:

Chuck Wolf:

Chester Borsuk:
Chester Borsuk:
Chuck Wolf:

Chester Borsuk:
Jim Stuewe:

Travis Bandstra:

Well, you can illuminate, the ordinance allows this.

You have these little signs. People are never going to stop in here, and we're
having that problem in Oak Forest, because you don't have anything to
attract people. All the signs are off at night. Nothing's lit up. I mean you
knowIt’s up to the business owners whether they light or repair their signs.

The fence was fixed and put back up but that's been like that for a long time,
and I can see the need for a new fence, I mean as far as a solid fence. I have
no problem with that.

Yeah we keep spraying the weeds in the gravel area, but that's going to get
worse with the grass because it's just the way it is.
What is the intent for that rear of the property?

Nothing. It's going to be gravel, and you're going to have your 20 feet of
buffer from the fence to here.

I still want the sign to just disappear, but I would like, if we could extend it,
and not indefinitely or grandfathered in, because that doesn't make sense to
me, but allowing a certain amount of time to build this business and then
take that sign down.

Regarding the sign specifically, they've already been sent a violation notice
from the building department. In fact, it would be up the purview of the
building department on that. If the Commission wants to stay out of it, I
would just recommend removing that as a condition and just leave it in the
hands of staff to work on it and address it.
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Chuck Wolf:

We've taken a careful look at our sign ordinance and there's been studies of
other towns and everything else and whether you want to comply with the
ordinance isn’t up to you. I mean, five years, at some point in time and these
were grandfathered when the initial sign ordinance went into place, we
provided an amortization on the dollar value correct? And it's essentially
too, it's the maintenance of how a lot of these poles look and we sought to
change it.

Chester Borsuk:

That sign lights up the street, lights up the lots and so on. I don't buy it.

Chester Borsuk:

Well, I understand that. I bought one.

Jim Stuewe:

Jim Stuewe:

Chester Borsuk:

Jim Stuewe:

Chester Borsuk:

Chuck Wolf:

Chester Borsuk:

Chuck Wolf:

Chester Borsuk:

Chester Borsuk:

You might not, but other businesses have come in and we're taking down
their signs and putting in other signs.

Wait a minute. You just said it doesn't make sense, but obviously it must
make some sense because these people are different.

Well yes, but that doesn't mean a new person's going to want-

These are new businesses.

Absolutely. I don't think a new guy coming into town is going to consider all
that. They don't need the expense, and every time you got to take down the
sign and all that, put a tiny little sign in there, I'd like to but it'sI don't think our standards are tiny little signs, but that's being subjective-

Well, but you're putting them closer to the ground.

There are quite a few businesses. Yes, sir. That's their option and choice as
well.

Well, but they're not thriving like you think they are. I got to beggar there
with you. It's the misconception here. If it was sold, you know we would
have had this whole built, all these stores. Right now there's over 40% of
Oak Forest in commercials for sale at this point. Did you know that? Do you
think these people are going come in here and spend this type of money?
They're not going to do that. They can bypass it and go somewhere else
without making this stop, and that's what happens when you're ...

It takes a lot to open up a business, because you got to remember something.
When all these places close, they're going to be closed for a long time. They
don't reopen having seen that. They make it more difficult. Like the sign
here? It doesn't make sense to me. You make it difficult because of a sign.
That's no big thing that's the neighbor. Got to be nice to the people, but when
you're when you're trying to make people come by and into a business here.
Everybody's got a planning agenda. This is what they want to do, but the
majority of times, they're off target by a hundred percent. Doesn't fall where
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Chuck Wolf:
Travis Bandstra:

Chester Borsuk:
Chuck Wolf:
Chester Borsuk:

Jason Riha:

Jim Stuewe:
Mike Ziak:

Mike Ziak:
Dave Kerr:

Wayne Schroeder:

they want it. Businesses are transient. You take a look up and down Harlem
Avenue you know businesses are ... Taco Bell moved from Oak Forest moved
to Cicero Avenue, now they're closed. You see, they got specialty markets.
Everybody does, and they bypass areas that they don't think are specialty.

The only thing is that right now is you're requesting a special use permit, Mr.
Bandstra ...what is the future land use call for this site?
The future zoning is mixed use.

But see, that's not going to become mixed zoning there. You're not going to
get residential. You're not going to get condos or anything commercial on
the street.

Well, if you have it right and that's the Brigham Building to the east. Correct?
It is a mixed-use building.

That's been there for quite a while but for another building like that to come
about would be a while. You got to understand. You work what you can get
now, because businesses open and close, but you worry about that down the
road you can't worry about it today because it's not happening. You gotta
take care of what you have now to make it viable, then whatever happens
down the road, because otherwise everything is going to remain closed.

For comparison purposes I'm just thinking of Oak Park Avenue, Tinley Park
up and down. There's a ton of monument signs. Right? Monument signs up
and down Oak Park Avenue. Business is thriving over there. The sign isn't
going to dictate whether your business gets business or not. That's one piece
of the puzzle, but it's not everything.

What does the rest of the Commission have to say? Let's get the questions
out there.

I tend to agree with Mr. Riha. I mean, I don't think that business is going to
falter or survive based on the design. I mean you can have a sign up and it
can be lit. Part of the code, and as Mr. Wolf said, we've gone through our
code extensively. We compared to other towns. We know we're a small
town, but we've looked at other small towns and they have monument signs.

We made the decision to go with monument signs because all signs, quite
frankly, are unsightly and they become unsightly after a while. They start to
lean, or need fix/repair.

I agree. A sign doesn't dictate the success of how you do.

I also tend to agree with Mr. Riha's statement. Oak Forest has a sign
ordinance that we spent a lot of time developing and looking at what other
communities have come up with, and that's our ordinance, and for the sign,
if it's a monument sign is not going to discourage business, whether it be a
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Chuck Poulin:
Mike Ziak:

Chuck Poulin:
Dave Kerr:

Travis Bandstra:

Jim Stuewe:

Chuck Wolf:

Travis Bandstra:

signage out in front that can be illuminated at night, and ... It's in your
business here.

I would agree with what he was saying.

The only thing that I would like to add too, I mean this is an automotive
repair. Automotive repair tends to thrive based on word of mouth. You're
not going to be driving down the street and think, "Oh, I need to get my car
fixed. I want to pull in here." It's how automotive remains. You ask
somebody, "Hey, where did you get your car fixed?" "Oh. I go over here."
Okay. Time is going to make or break for success. If they can do business,
they'll thrive.

I don't think it would be adequate. If I go by and I see a monument sign over
a high sign, a hanging sign, I'm going to pay more attention to the monument
sign. I mean that's-

There's been a lot of research done that monument signs are more
productive than tall full signs. This is eye level and the study's been done
many times. Full signs are obsolete. They're being taken down everywhere,
not just in our little town, but in your big towns that you keep referring to.
They're coming down too. I see no problem with monument signs. We went
into extensive research before we decided to do that, and we didn't do it
willy-nilly. We did it after a lot of research and a lot of discussion with
businesses and contractors, so I don't see the issue at all with the tall sign
coming down.

I just want to make sure there were any of the other facts of the case or any
other conditions that you wanted to discuss or potentially change, add
anything of that sort. I can go back to the list since I know not everyone has a
hard copy.
Well the only other thing left that's actually a discussion is the stone in the
grass. He's already agreed to the fence, the landscaping in the front ... across,
so those are all gone. The only thing is the ... He said he would put 20 foot of
grass in the back and the fence. That leaves us that 40 foot of gravel to either
allow for the time being or to ... for it to require it to be removed.
What's the east property line? What's that look like?

The property to the east is screened by the garage and they have their own
fence. So these, on our site visit, the only screening that seemed relevant, the
improvement was to the south which is the residence, which is where you
currently see just the one chain-link fence that we were ... This is what
screens the south. To the west is another commercial property that in our
view didn't need any screening.
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Jim Stuewe:
Travis Bandstra:

The question for me is another one is the commercial property next door,
because wasn't there always some issue with the idea of parking cars are
using their driveways? Who owns that property? Is that in foreclosure?

It is owned by separate owner. It is, yes, going through the bank foreclosure.
It's currently vacant. I was wondering why we didn't have a fence going
dividing the property. Ultimately as we've both reviewed this site as well as
had extensive discussions about the neighboring site with the owner of that,
to your point basically the front area is completely seamless in terms of how
you can drive across them. Between here there's approximately 24 to 26 feet
of drivable area between the buildings which is equivalent to two-way drive
aisle. It's useful. It's usually shared historically folks ... And then this is all
seamless asphalt. This is paved parking from when this was ... Basically you
can cross over anywhere, so then hence why the recommendation for just
formalizing that through an easement. But in terms of what past practice has
been, I would let the petitioner speak to that either-

The petitioner, Robert Warren, was introduced and sworn in.
Robert Warren:

Robert Warren:

Jim Stuewe:
Chester Borsuk:

I actually used to own this property for 11 years. It used to be R&S
Automotive. As to your question before, in the east, they have a white vinyl
fence there, that's what ... It's there now, but the way used to work is, that
used to be Waves Radiator, so we shared the fence there. We would just lock
it at the end of the night. Whoever left the latest would lock it, and would
make sure, it was a verbal, to make sure it was secure every night.

As far as a property line, Wayne would park his cars over there obviously. It
was not his property, but there was never any issue as far as parking on each
other's property. We just kind of had that understanding between each other
that whoever left at the end of the night would lock the gate.

Any other questions of the commissioners? Comments? Chester you have a
last minute statement?

On the front I don't see a problem. The cross easement makes it easier in and
out so there's not an issue there. But I see again, if you want to think about it
until next time it doesn't matter, but I think I would reconsider
grandfathering his sign or whatever on his premise here. It's been there.
Signs do matter for any business. Take the sign down no one knows you're
there, so it does matter. That's how I notice things, but it's always going to
be. You can't put an address on a building and hope people come there. It's
not going to happen. That's why you're doing so much advertising on the
internet. Anything you possibly can to drive business to your business.
When the guy's driving there, they got to be able to find it. It's got to be
noticeable. We're missing this. A car dealership is not going to break without
signs. Lighting, they keep it on all night long. Signs are on, the lights are off.
They make the area.
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Jim Stuewe:

Jason Riha:

Mike Ziak:

Let’s see if there is a consensus regarding the gravel area. Personally I think
the idea that he's putting the fence in there and the 20-foot grass would be
fine, the stone i don't see is an issue now that you had the grass blocking
anything, if something is, the business progresses in the future I would
believe they would be able to pave it because they could use it for more
storage for cars. That is my personal opinion.
Yes, I don't see an issue with it.

Yes, I concur.

Dave Kerr:

Yes.

Wayne Schroeder:

Yes. I don't think it's visible from 159th.

Chuck Wolf:

I concur.

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to Approve PZC Resolution 19-9 approving the special use
permit as amended to reflect that only the gravel in the designated 20’ rear yard buffer area needs
to be removed and not the entire area.
Mr. Ziak motioned

Mr. Riha seconded

AYES
Mr. Kerr
Mr. Poulin
Mr. Riha
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Ziak
Chairman Stuewe

NAYS

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve a special use permit for 5135 159th St carried, as amended, 7-0 with 2 absent.

Jim Stuewe:

2.

The motion passes with all the recommendations that we had with the
change of being 20 foot of grass in the back, and the stone can stay, but the
sign will need to be changed. Therefore, it goes to City Council second week
of July.
******************************

DR #19-004 5233 W. 159th St. Retail Center Level 3 Design Review Permit: PUBLIC MEETING
The applicant requests review and approval of a Level 3 Design Review Permit at 5233 W.
159th St in the C1 – Local Commercial District in accordance with Sections 9-401, 9-402, and
11-505 of the Zoning Ordinance for modifications to the existing building façade.
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The petitioner’s architect, Russel Franceschina, of 266 Starling Lane in Bloomingdale, Illinois was
sworn in.

Chairman Stuewe introduced Director of Economic & Community Development, Travis Bandstra, to
review the case.
Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

There is currently one unit occupied with Tracy's Bistro, the owner of the
plaza is Silver Oak Holdings. The building is one-story. There's about six feet
of a gangway behind the property that separates it from the commercial
building to the west. There is about 10 feet of stone area behind the building
and parking lot here. There's a residential property in the rear with parking
around the center, there's a light out here and then front.

The owner is not certain yet as to what the exact tenant demising would
look like, but you see currently the one unit occupied by the cafe. Looking at
the current elevations, the building which we looked at, they're proposing to
change out windows to make taller windows, to remove the awnings, that
are on the building now. There's some fabric and structural awnings, so the
poles that are there would be removed, replaced by metal canopies with
tiebacks with the cornice across the top.

All the wall signage is just there for example purposes. On a later case, on the
next case you'll see that they're proposing to change out the sign that the
ground sign that services the property as well. One of the things we've
looked at with them is raising the height of the wall is to better screen some
of the AC units that are on the roof and may be added to help with the future
tenant demising.

One of the items that's up for discussion tonight is what's in the resolution
right now, is approval of what's labeled here is Alternative A, which is the
design you saw. We have talked with the petitioner about a potential
alternate design which is down here, and the one change here is to
potentially change the plane to make it a more even plane that would carry
this height across to allow for the signs to be placed more flexibly and not
have a sign be located between different heights in the façade.

Russel Franceschina: These are actually two alternatives. If you look, it's really this inset piece is
the portion that pushes into the building a little bit. We had these two
elevated areas, but if you go to the next, these are actually both alternate
elevations. And as well, this is the one unit that that currently has a partial
build off kitchen in the back. They do have some other mechanical units with
exhausts and things that are a little bit taller, so this will give us a little bit
more height on that parapet to help screen anything that might power.

Travis Bandstra:

I did misspeak. Thank you for that. You can see on the front there's a
window being added with a canopy that matches there, the different
materials, different types of EIFS, you see the existing brick that's on the
building now. You see an example of the canopy along with the finish. One of
the reasons that we discuss with them the use of the EIFS is because of the
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Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

rough brick and that it's a better overlay for that material to use I think
stucco.

This is an example of the wall sconce that would be used around the
entrances, and then this fixture would be used in a few locations on the
building to help with the purpose of helping to light the parking lot and so
we're also working on an administrative site plan review with them. They're
looking to do some landscaping improvements and help with lighting, and
one of the things we looked at with them was removing some of the
floodlights on the building now for the parking lot.

Obviously there's some wall sconces being done. We were looking to add a
pole or two throughout the lot and some of the lights on the building, the
reason they chose that fixture, is to actually help light the parking lot, but to
do it in a downcast way, by with our ordinance. Some of the building lights in
the case where they're using this fixture is for the purpose of helping to light
the parking lot as well. The West side faces the other building and the South
is I believe just smooth CMU block, and I think they're looking to clean that
up but not modify it.

Regarding the alternate elevations, the intent is for them to be a discussion
point between you and the petitioner, which one is the best one. This is what
they had originally proposed with again really the only difference being in
the height of this area here and plus to potentially allow for more flexibility
with splitting the signs in there.

Russel Franceschina: The only change in all in the options is only between here ... This was the
original and then part of the discussion Travis and I had, because these
would ... This is where Tracy's is now. The potential for them moving the
building is the space is too large for them and it already has a kitchen. And
the straight ... might take one of the smaller units, and have this available for
either to split it and the two other retail units or to have it as another
restaurant, but the good point that Travis brought up is that if this does split
into two units, where do you put the sign?

Russel Franceschina: We put a sign here and a sign here, it doesn't really go along with the way
we've set this up with the building, so thus we looked at a different elevation
to allow ... We don't want to have an offset sign that kind of split the corners.
That's why we looked at those alternate elevations.
Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

As we looked at the different design review standards, which the
Commission is familiar with, we found them all to be met and we did not
recommend any conditions or changes. We've already worked with them to
incorporate some changes into this proposal.

I wanted to point out that the Resolution 19-8 is labeled correctly but is out
of order. If you do recommend that motion, I think what you'd want to do is
clarify which of the three potential designs would be the recommended
design.
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Russel Franceschina: What we're actually suggesting is it pushing everything up to that elevated
piece and then extending it even further up in the middle. This one is just
taking that elevated portion and carrying it all the way across, so there is no
up and down architectural detail in that little piece, which gives us total
flexibility, but this really gives us the same flexibility but it creates another
higher architectural element.

Russel Franceschina: I think it adds a little bit more. We're really thinking about 16 inches total
more, and it will add a couple more blocks a little bit more EIFS, the expense
of it is minor compared to what I think that it does for the façade and to
allow the signage to look even and straight.

Jim Stuewe:

I can see it would hide more of the air conditioning units in the exhaust
system and kitchen.

Russel Franceschina: Exactly. That was the other I mean, the sight line diagram we showed on the
initial page is at this height, so it does hide a typical five-ton unit, and I think
it's about four or five feet above the roof. That's like my diagram, so this is
the kind and he has even labeled the new height here. I didn't know if I tell
you. The new high parapet is even though I can see my fingers showing.

Russel Franceschina: It's going to be started from scratch. He's re-roofing the entire building now.
It leaks really badly. With that, all of the HVAC units and we inspect new
developments. They're all going to be pushed to the back of the building
along the rear roof.

Russel Franceschina: This this portion of the building was added on to in the past. The interior
floor slab is actually, it's about four inches lower than the front door, so I'm
suggesting to the owner that they pour a new slab in there to bring the
building elevation up to ... It's an accessibility nightmare, but I don't know
why but there's a there's an arched, like a faux window, you can probably
see it.
Chuck Wolf:

Is there a new window?

Chuck Wolf:

Would you consider a larger window there? About more ... Where is it? You
know how the way it is.

Russel Franceschina: It doesn't really go with the design, so the suggestion is to remove that, put
another window in the end of the building, and put another one of the preengineered awnings over it.

Russel Franceschina: What we're doing, I mean there's the back and forth lift. The expense that he
puts into it versus what he can get out of it, and once we start widening that,
it's tearing the wall apart. My largest concern is we've been looking for a
brick match for this building, and it's ... Oh. We can get something close but
it's going to look ... It's not going look correct, so we're keeping it, all the
windows are staying within the width or making them taller, but and once
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Chuck Wolf:

we start making a wider we've got to start putting in new lintels, tearing
openings apart.

Would you consider in looking, just the only thing I'm looking at right now is
the lighting of. It looks like a white wall pack. Is there anything else that
could probably provide that lightning ... standpoint or architectural
standpoint?

Russel Franceschina: I mean there's plenty of options I'm sure we could we could look into. We
don't really want to go the route of ... with these engineered canopies
punching holes into, you know. These canopies are ... they're similar to like a
gas station canopy. It's really just a frame with panels inside of it that are the
drainage system to it, so once you punch a hole in that it's just an
opportunity for a leak.

Russel Franceschina: These types of canopies you can't put camp lights in. You can surface them
on a light underneath, but we don't. Aesthetically that not going to be the
best thing. We would be open to looking at alternates. We use this light on a
project we did in Addison at their ... they have like a little outdoor seating
area for their employees. They come out to a little picnic area, and it's
actually quite a nice light. It gives off a nice ambient light and it's not just flat,
I mean it does have a curve. It is a curved shape, so it does have a little bit of
architectural detail, and we did the vertical trims on it, so it gives it some
architectural element.
Russel Franceschina: You want like and up or down light coming off the top and bottom? Like a
light shining on the top?

Chuck Wolf:

And you want the light to illuminate the parking lot? Right? Is that the idea
behind it?

Russel Franceschina: The idea of the canopy is this light does need the ... Is partially lighting the
walkways and entries to the building, so it doesn't cast out a bit as well.
Otherwise with the lighting above, the lights above are lighting the parking
lot, but there's 30-inch canopy that's blocking it act up at the door.
Chuck Poulin:

There's no way bugs can get caught in that lighting?

Jason Riha:

When I drive through town right now, this building surely is one of the
buildings that stands out as kind of an eyesore. This is amazing! And just a
question not even a suggestion to get everyone riled up or anything like that,
just looking at the overhead view, has there been any talk about resurfacing
your parking lot.

Russel Franceschina: They haven't had any issues with that on other buildings where we’ve used
these lights, I assume.

Russel Franceschina: Yes. Travis and I had some discussions about what we're doing with the site
plan. We are re-surfacing the lot. There will be some landscaping put in.
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We're going to have some discussions about finalizing that, I would think
pretty shortly.

Russel Franceschina: We would like to put an access walk in the back. Currently it does those
come right out of the building onto another gravel area that butts up against
residential. I'll tell you my suggestion to the owner has been this: If you put a
walkway back there, so these retail tenants can have access to the back of
their space.

Russel Franceschina: There were doors. There is one set of double doors in the back that goes into
the restaurant now, but you can see where there were doors in the backs to
the units before, so they can take their deliveries and they can do things.
They can take their garbage out the back, but then the remainder of that
space we will landscape, put in ... apparently the residential, there's a garage
and they have a fence on the residential side, but I'm suggesting to him for
maintenance, that we just mulch it, put in some barber buddies create a little
bit of a landscape screen back there that's easy to maintain so he doesn't ...

Russel Franceschina: That's my suggestion to him. We haven't finalized what we're doing back
there. While we're on the site we're replacing the dumpster.

Russel Franceschina: It's something to look more modern and corrugated metal dumpster
enclosure on steel posts paint it and yeah, so we're going to clean that up,
and then we'll get into a little bit ... I mean we are going to do some
landscaping and potentially create a couple small new landscaping beds in
the lot, and the one area in the lot where I've noticed a couple of times when
I was there people cut the corner so we're going to put those ...

Russel Franceschina: The pole lights will be there, and we're going to landscape it.
Jim Stuewe:

The back of the building now, after walking through it today, that back door
that's there, the overhang has rotted out. Are you going to replace all the
system?

Russel Franceschina: We're going to clean all that up. We're going to power wash and blast the
back of the building and repaint the block on the back.
Jim Stuewe:

Chuck Wolf:

I was going to say, because that all needs to be redone, because, it's all
peeling terribly and then, I notice your neighbor's putting up a new plastic
fence, but the other neighbor or the other back side of the property is all
wood fencing. Is that their fencing or is that yours?

So exciting, except I saw in the front. The back area's got all the overgrowth.

Russel Franceschina: We're going to screen up against that. That's the residential I thing, but I
think we'll ... You're back just like I said for maintenance purposes, mulched
and landscape screen, get all the garbage in the dump.
Chuck Wolf:

Is there a patio on the one where the bar was?
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Russel Franceschina: There's a door that goes out into the little alleyway. That little alleyway is
part of this property, but that patio is part of the adjacent property.

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve PZC Resolution 19-8, amended to include Façade
Alternate A, approving the design review permit for 5233 159th St.
Mr. Kerr motioned

Mr. Schroeder seconded

AYES
Mr. Kerr
Mr. Poulin
Mr. Riha
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Ziak
Chairman Stuewe

NAYS

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve the Level 3 Design Review Permit, as amended, carried 7-0 with 2 absent.
Jim Stuewe:
3.

This goes to the city council on July 9th.

******************************

DR #19-005 5233 W. 159th St. Monument Sign Level 2 Design Review Permit: PUBLIC
MEETING The applicant, requests review and approval of a Level 2 Design Review Permit at
5233 W. 159th St in the C1 – Local Commercial District in accordance with Sections 9-401, 9402, and 11-505 of the Zoning Ordinance for replacement of a pole sign with a monument sign.

Chairman Stuewe introduced Director of Economic & Community Development, Travis Bandstra, to
review the case.
Travis Bandstra:

Travis Bandstra:

This is on the same site so everyone's familiar with the site. One of the
reasons we talked with the petitioner about changing it is because of its
nonconforming design and height. It only allows signage for two tenants and
as they split it up, it wouldn't allow full signage as well as just doesn't match
the building design. They are at least for now, want to get this design
approved to get the option to replace it in the future. You see here this sign
is currently located on the northeast corner of the property, and that
location is named. We've looked with them at as we go through the site
review process the intention seems to be to fill in some of this area around
this and make this a more traditional landscape area and by ordinance of
course there will be landscaping ...

The proposal is essentially to mimic the design of the new plaza. The
elevations for the plaza by using a brick that it will match as best as possible,
with a stone lintel here, and then a mask that uses the EIFS that's similar in
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Travis Bandstra:

the metal coping that's similar to the top of the cornice on the building, and
then has a cabinet that allows for any [inaudible 01:23:18] complies with the
city code regarding height and size, and so that leaves simply overall design
to come to you for approval.

As we reviewed the design criteria for signs, we found that it was compliant.

Russel Franceschina: I will tell you that the owner was adamant about having his signage as well,
as well as everybody is. He was initially not a fan of removing his pole stack
and I had the same discussion that he had had previously.

Russel Franceschina: Realistically, I believe firmly that monument signs attract more attention
than pole signs do, especially today in today's day and age. People are
looking street level. Pedestrians are looking street level aren't really looking
at that. I said, the challenge here is going to be that you have a vacant
building and you're trying to least that. How are you going to modify this?

Russel Franceschina: The city will not let you modify this if you leave it. How are you going to offer
amenities to your tenants that they're not going to have any signage? I also
created this exhibit, which I didn't include, but I'd just like to show you guys.
I have some copies, if you want to take a look at it.
Russel Franceschina: Once he saw this, he started to understand that, yes, his sign for his tenant's
spaces ... all, but he still gets some pretty visible signage. It's not the
misunderstanding that you're going to have no signage that you can't
change. With that we just came up with a simple idea. He's got, we're
speculatively thinking, five tenants. For the building's you want to create
space for each one, and just proportionately designing a sign that materials
are similar and go along aesthetically with the building and surrounding
properties.

Russel Franceschina: It's nothing that's vaguely out of shape, out of proportion. We're obviously
maximizing as much size, if we can. I'd put a base on [inaudible 01:25:53]
light, in fact we're going to landscape that island anyway because it's kind of
a maintenance issue in that corner. The box eliminated ...

Mike Ziak:

Chuck Wolf:

I like the design. I like the offset with the building material on one side. I like
it.
Let me ask you about that offset.

Russel Franceschina: The offsets going towards the street, or I mean the signage, basically.

Russel Franceschina: Regarding the base, what we will probably end up having to do is like rock
face cultured stone, like a fabricated stone or something, we could get it
various sizes and. We'll get it as close as we can. It's kind of a white.
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Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve PZC Resolution 19-10 approving the Level 2
Design Review permit for 5233 159th St.
Mr. Poulin motioned
Mr. Riha seconded

AYES
Mr. Kerr
Mr. Poulin
Mr. Riha
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Ziak
Chairman Stuewe

NAYS

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve the Level 2 Design Review Permit carried 7-0 with 2 absent.

Jim Stuewe:

This will be the final approval for the sign.

******************************

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to Approve the meeting minutes from June 5, 2019.
Mr. Schroeder motioned
Mr. Poulin seconded

Motion to approve carried by voice vote.

******************************

Director Bandstra clarified that the July 3 meeting was cancelled due to the Independence Day
holiday and the next meeting date would be July 17.

Chuck Wolf:

Travis Bandstra:

Something that we discussed tonight. I thought we passed the design review
ordinance where if staff feels they came in with the appropriate signage as
far as a monument, you could just do that?

Yes. You're exactly right, but it hasn't been codified yet. Once the PZC
approves the final ordinance, this process will be updated.

******************************

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to adjourn the meeting.
Mr. Poulin motioned
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Mr. Riha seconded

Meeting Adjourned at 8:41 p.m.
________________________________________

CHAIRMAN JAMES STUEWE
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I.

REQUEST

The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval of a variation request to allow the
installation of a six (6) foot tall fence in the front yard and such other and further zoning relief as may be
required in the R3 – Single Family Zoning District at 15920 Latrobe Avenue.
The Planning and Zoning Commission shall make a recommendation that City Council approve, approve
with conditions, or deny the variation. Upon receipt of this recommendation, Council shall then make a
final determination.
II.

BACKGROUND

On August 2, 2017, this Commission recommended approval of text amendments to Subsection 9-107(K),
Fences and Walls, of this Zoning Ordinance to prohibit front yard fences in single family residence
districts, but allowing property owners to request a variation.
On August 22, 2017, the City Council approved the text amendments as recommended (as
recommended below, additions in bold and underline; deletions in bold and strikethrough).
9-107 K.
Fences and Walls.
1. When located in a required yard, fences shall be installed with the finished side facing the
neighboring property.
2. Barbed wire fencing shall not be used, except in the I1 – Industrial District where necessary
for safety measures.
3. Except where a greater height is expressly authorized for screening purposes pursuant to this
Section or when, all fences and walls erected as a permitted obstruction in any required yard
shall be subject to the following height limitations:
Location
Single Family Residential Districts
Front yard:
The corner side yard of a lot, except when the fence is
determined to negatively impact the safety or
aesthetics of the streetscape
The corner side yard of lot, safety and aesthetic impact
All other yards when abutting a residential use
All other yards when abutting a nonresidential use
All Other Districts
Front and corner yards
All other yards

Maximum Height of Fence
3 feet
6 feet
3 feet
6 feet
8 feet
3 feet
8 feet

4. Fences may be permitted in front yards of properties within single family residential districts,
pursuant to Section 11-403.
5. Fences may be permitted in front and corner yards of properties within all other districts,
pursuant to Section 11-403.

ZC #19-007 | Taccola Residence | Fence Variation
July 17, 2019
Page 3

III.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning
Required Yards &
Setbacks
Current Use
Future Land Use
Area &
Dimensions
Existing Site
Features Property

R3 – Single Family Residence District
Front yard: 25 feet
Interior side yard: 5 feet
Rear yard: 30 feet
Single family home
Commercial
Frontage: 100 feet
Total area: approximately 0.30 acres (13,230 square feet)
Total depth: approximately 132.3 feet
Buildings
One two-story, single family home with a building footprint of 832 sq. ft. serves as
the primary structure.
Accessory Structures
A 540 sq. ft. frame garage is located to the rear of the primary structure. A deck
also comes off of the rear of the primary structure.
Access
The subject property has one curb-cut to Latrobe Avenue, which leads to a
driveway along the north property line.
Existing Fence
The existing six (6) foot tall wood fence is currently runs approximately 5 feet into
the front yard. The applicant was in the process of replacing the wood fence with
a vinyl fence until the building department let them know they needed a permit
and to apply for a variance.

IV.

CONTEXT
Surrounding
Zoning & Uses

North: C1 – Business District (retail strip center)
South: R3 – Single Family District (single-family home)
West: R3 – Single Family District (single-family home)
East: R3 – Single Family District (single-family home)
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Exhibit 1: Aerial

Exhibit 2: Current Zoning

C1

C1

C1
R3

C1
R3

C1
R3

C1
R3
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Exhibit 3: Future Land Use

Commercial

Commercial

Commercial

Residential

Residential

V.
Proposal
The applicant proposes to replace and extend the existing six (6) foot tall fence along the north property
line. The existing wood fence will be replaced with a vinyl fence. The applicant is requesting an additional
sixteen (16) feet of fence in the front yard. The extension of the fence will setback 2.5 feet from the
property line and maintain a distance of twenty-seven (27) feet from the edge of Latrobe Avenue.
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VI.

CONCLUSION
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

General
Standard

Unique
Physical
Condition

No variation shall be granted pursuant to this Section unless the applicant shall
establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this Code would
create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty. Such a showing shall require
proof that the variation being sought satisfies each of the standards set forth in
this Subsection F.
Met. Carrying out the letter of the code to not construct a fence in the required
front yard of the single family residence when adjacent to an off-street parking
lot does create a particular hardship or practical difficulty.

The subject property is exceptional as compared to other lots subject to the
same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of
an existing use, structure or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming;
irregular or substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical features; or
other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the subject
property that amount to more than a mere inconvenience to the owner and that
relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the personal situation of the current
owner of the lot.
Met. The subject property’s adjacency to a property zoned C1– Local
Commercial District, which is with an existing retail strip center, qualifies an

Not SelfCreated.

Denied
Substantial
Rights

Not Merely
Special
Privilege

existing use creating a unique physical condition to the subject property
not experienced by other properties in the vicinity.
The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or inaction
of the owner or his predecessors in title and existed at the time of the enactment
of the provisions from which a variation is sought or was created by natural forces
or was the result of governmental action, other than the adoption of this Code,
for which no compensation was paid.
Met. The presence of the existing property building is not the result of the action
of inaction of the applicant or his predecessors in title, nor was it created by
natural forces or the result of governmental action.

The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a variation is
sought would deprive the owner of the subject property of substantial rights
commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision.

Met. The property in question is in a unique situation allowing the flow car
headlights into their property. The shopping center also provides accessibility to
the neighborhood through the front of this property. By erecting a fence in the
specified location the noise, light nuisance, and security of the property will
benefit substantially.

The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of the owner or
occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to
owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor merely an
inability to make more money from the sale of the subject property; provided,
however, that where the standards herein set out exist, the existence of an
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economic hardship shall not be a prerequisite to the grant of an authorized
variation.

Code Plan
and Purposes

Essential
Character of
the Area

Met. The practical difficulty resulting from the higher intensity use of the
commercial center is not due to merely the inability of the present owner to
enjoy any special privilege or right enjoyed by others as it applies to their
properties.

The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject property
that would not be in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which
this Code and the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the
general purpose and intent of the Official Comprehensive Plan.
Met. The current use matches current zoning regulations but the future land
use is slated to transition into a commercial site. The temporary nature of a
fence wouldn’t warrant any issues, as a commercial site would welcome the
views from 159th Street.

The variation would not result in a use or development on the subject property
that: (a) Would be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially
injurious to the enjoyment, use, development value of property or improvements
permitted in the vicinity; (b) Would materially impair an adequate supply of light
and air to the properties and improvements in the vicinity; (c)Would substantially
increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or parking; (d) Would
unduly increase the danger of flood or fire; (e) Would unduly tax public utilities
and facilities in the area; or (f)Would endanger the public health and safety.
Met. The requested variation would not result in a use or development on the
subject property that negatively affect the essential character of the area.

No
Other
Remedy

There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit
a reasonable use of the subject property.

Met. The requested location of the fence in the front yard is the most effective
option to barrier out light, sounds, and access from the neighboring commercial
property.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards
VII.

PZC MOTION

Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 19-11 recommending approval of a variation request to allow the
extension of a six (6) foot tall fence located in the front yard in the R3 – Single Family District, at 15920
Latrobe Avenue.

VARIATION CHECKLIST
PROPERTY: 15920 Latrobe Avenue, Oak Forest, IL
ILLUSTRATIONS:
Exhibit A – photo of property from street to include commercial property to the North
Exhibit B – photo of previously existing 6’ wooden fence along North side of driveway with
proposed additional 16’ of new fence drawn in; Total length of new fence 64’
Exhibit C – survey of property with new 64’ vinyl fence highlighted in orange; includes
measurements showing new fence will be 5’from the sidewalk line of adjacent property and 27’
from the street
Exhibit D – side view of driveway with new vinyl fence to include posts for additional 16’
variance requested.
WRITTEN MATERIALS:
1. We are replacing the wooden fence previously running along the North side of the driveway
with a new vinyl fence (see Exhibits A and B).
2. We are requesting a variance to code section 9-107(K) Fences and Walls per Travis
Bandstra, Director of Oak Forest Economic and Community Development. We are
requesting that the new vinyl fence be extended an additional 16’ from the end of the
previous fence line (see Exhibit B). The new fence will be 64’ in total length from the front
of the garage. The new fence will end 27’ from Latrobe Avenue (see Exhibits C and D).
3. The Property is a single family residence that is directly adjacent on its entire North side to a
commercial building and parking lot which includes a main driveway entrance to the
commercial building.
4. (Not required.)
5. A fence has existed on the Property for the last 29 years. We are replacing the 6’ wooden
fence along the North side of the driveway with a 6’ vinyl fence to provide privacy, noise
reduction and security from the commercial building directly adjacent to the entire North side
of the Property.

Zoning Case# 19-007
CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 19-11
WHEREAS, Theresa Taccola (“Applicant”) filed an application for a variation to
allow the installation of a six (6) foot tall fence in the required front yard (“Zoning
Relief”); and such other and further zoning relief as may be required; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief is for the property commonly
known as 15920 Latrobe Avenue (“Property”); and
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown on July 2,
2019, and a public hearing was convened before the Planning and Zoning Commission
(“PZC”) on July 17, 2019; and
WHEREAS, the PZC has considered all of the evidence presented to it, including
without limitation, those documents attached and incorporated in to this resolution by this
reference as Exhibit B;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the PZC of the City of Oak Forest,
Cook County, based on the foregoing recitals which are hereby incorporated by
reference, that:
Section 1.

FINDINGS.

Based on the evidence presented at the public hearing, and the Findings of Fact
attached hereto as Exhibit A, the PZC hereby finds that the Applicant’s request does
satisfy the standards for the requested Zoning Relief as set forth in the Zoning
Ordinance of Oak Forest.
Section 2.

RECOMMENDATION.

Based on the findings of fact set forth in Section 1 of this resolution, the PZC
hereby recommends approval of the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief, with the
following conditions:
A. No Authorization of Work. The Ordinance approving the Zoning Relief
(“Ordinance”) does not authorize commencement of any work on the Property.
Except as otherwise specifically provided in writing in advance by the City, no
work of any kind shall be commenced on the Property pursuant to the approvals
granted unless and until all conditions of the Ordinance precedent to such work
have been fulfilled and after all permits, approvals, and other authorizations for
such work have been properly applied for, paid for, and granted in accordance
with applicable law, including, without limitation, approval of final engineering
plans and issuance of required permits.
B. Compliance with Laws. The development, maintenance and operation of the
Property must comply with all applicable State, County and City statutes,
ordinances, codes, rules, and regulations.
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C. Compliance with Plans. The development, maintenance, and operation of the
Property will be in substantial compliance with those documents and plans
submitted in the application, except for minor changes and site work approved by
the Community Development Director in accordance with all applicable City
rules, regulations, and ordinances.
D. Limitation of Approval. The variation is limited to the property.
E. Other. That the fence shall not encroach into the City of Oak Forest dedicated
right-of-way, named Latrobe Avenue, and shall be limited to the property as
described and as illustrated in Exhibit B.
ADOPTED THIS _____ day of ______________, 20___
AYES: (___)
NAYS: (___)
ABSENT: (___)
ABSTAIN: (___)
Chairman, Oak Forest PZC
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EXHIBIT A
Findings of Fact
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS
General Standard Met. This standard is met, given that each of the standards herein are found
as met.
Unique Physical
Condition
Not Self-Created.
Denied
Substantial Rights

Not Merely
Special Privilege
Code Plan and
Purposes
Essential
Character of the
Area

Met. The subject property’s adjacency to a property zoned C1 – Local
Commercial District, which is developed with an existing strip center,
qualifies an existing use creating a unique physical condition to the subject
property not experienced by other properties in the vicinity.
Met. The presence of the existing property building is not the result of the
action of inaction of the applicant or his predecessors in title, nor was it
created by natural forces or the result of governmental action.
Met. The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a variation
is sought would deprive the owner of the subject property of substantial rights
commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision by
limiting the applicant’s circumstance adjacent to C1 – Local Commercial
District.
Met. The practical difficulty resulting from the higher intensity use of the
shopping center is not due to merely the inability of the present owner to
enjoy any special privilege or right enjoyed by others as it applies to their
properties.
Met. Because the property is adjacent to a property that is zoned C1 –
Local Commercial, and is identified as Commercial in the Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use Map, the fence serving as screening from this use is
in harmony with the purposes of the Code and Plan.
Met. The requested variation would not result in a use or development on the
subject property that negatively affect the essential character of the area.

Met. There are no other means other than the requested variation by which
the alleged hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards
No Other
Remedy

Zoning Case# 19-007
EXHIBIT B
Project Details

The proposed project will remove and replace the existing six (6) foot tall wood fence
with a six (6) foot tall vinyl fence. The new fence will extend an additional sixteen (16)
feet further than the existing fence. The new fence will lie two and a half (2.5) feet from
the property line. The fence will also remain twenty-seven (27) feet from the edge of
Latrobe Avenue.

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
Staff Report

July 17, 2019

TITLE:

JACK FROST LOT WIDTH VARIATION

CASE NUMBER:

ZC #19-008

REQUESTS:

VARIATION APPROVAL
The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval
of a variation to allow a minimum lot width of less than 50 feet and
such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the C1 –
Local Commercial District at 5329 W. 159th Street, petitioner
Ambee Maa Inc. d/b/a Jack Frost Ice Cream.

LOCATION:

15920 Latrobe Avenue

APPLICANT INFORMATION
APPLICANT:
ATTORNEY:

Ambee Maa Inc.
Fadi Zanayed, Attorney at Law

MEETING DATE:

July 17, 2019

NOTICE PUBLISHED:

July 2, 2019
Daily Southtown

STAFF:

Travis Bandstra, Director of Economic and Community Development
Paul Ruane, Community Planner

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Plat of Survey
2. Responses to Standards
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I.

REQUEST

The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval of a variation request to allow the
reduction of the required lot width from 50 feet to 47.15 feet and further zoning relief as may be required
in the C1 – Local Commercial District at 5329 159th Street. The lot width variance request is a companion
to ZC #19-003 which proposes to resubdivide the entire block to match lot lines with ownership.
The Planning and Zoning Commission shall make a recommendation that City Council approve, approve
with conditions, or deny the variation. Upon receipt of this recommendation, Council shall then make a
final determination.
II.

BACKGROUND

On March 8, 2019, the Community Development Department spoke with the ownership of the Citgo at
5347 159th St regarding the need to resubdivide all property between 5329 and 5347 159th Street. As part
of the resubdivision plan, it was brought up that the petitioners property would require a variation due
to the width of the property not meeting the 50’ minimum lot width in the C1 – Local Commercial District.
III.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning
Required Yards &
Setbacks
Current Use
Future Land Use
Area &
Dimensions
Existing Site
Features Property

C1 – Local Commercial District
Front yard: 25 feet
Interior side yard: 0 feet
Rear yard: 20 feet
Limited Service Eating Place (Jack Frost)
Commercial
Frontage: 47.15 feet
Total area: approximately 0.14 acres (5,908 square feet)
Total depth: 125 feet
Property
According to the plat of survey and associated legal description, the subject
property currently consists of one parcel.
Buildings
One two-story, commercial building with a footprint of approximately 475 sq. ft.
serves as the primary structure.
Access
The subject property has one curb-cut on Lorel Avenue, which runs the length of
the east property line.

IV.

CONTEXT
Surrounding
Zoning & Uses

North (across 159th Street): C2 –Commercial District (Sherwin Williams)
South: R3 – Single Family District (single family home)
West: C1 – Business District (Mr. Submarine)
East (Across Lorel Avenue): C1 – Business District (Tower Car Wash)
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Exhibit 1: Aerial

Exhibit 2: Current Zoning

OS

C2

C2
C1

C2
R3

R3

C2

C1
C1

R3

C1
R3
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Exhibit 3: Future Land Use

V.
Proposal
The applicant is not proposing to modify the site in any way. By resubdividing the lot width will now
conform with City zoning requirements and allow for the Citgo station to meet its special use condition
to consolidate their lot. The applicant is therefore requesting a variation request to allow a reduction in
lot width from 50 feet to 47.15 feet (3.85 feet less than required) located in the C1 – Local Commercial
District, at 5329 159th Street.
VI.

CONCLUSION
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

General
Standard

Unique
Physical
Condition

No variation shall be granted pursuant to this Section unless the applicant shall
establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this Code would
create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty. Such a showing shall require
proof that the variation being sought satisfies each of the standards set forth in
this Subsection F.
Met. Applicant has demonstrated practical difficulty in meeting strict letter of
code and satisfies variation standards.

The subject property is exceptional as compared to other lots subject to the
same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of
an existing use, structure or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming;
irregular or substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical features; or
other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the subject
property that amount to more than a mere inconvenience to the owner and that
relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the personal situation of the current
owner of the lot.
Met. The subject property was developed many years back. The lot does not
meet current standards for a lot in the C-1 Local Commercial District. The
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Not SelfCreated.

Denied
Substantial
Rights

Not Merely
Special
Privilege

Code Plan
and Purposes

Essential
Character of
the Area

situation will only allow them the right to conformity. As there is no development
planned for this site, the business it will remain as is.

The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or inaction
of the owner or his predecessors in title and existed at the time of the enactment
of the provisions from which a variation is sought or was created by natural forces
or was the result of governmental action, other than the adoption of this Code,
for which no compensation was paid.
Met. The presence of the existing property building is not the result of the action
of inaction of the applicant or his predecessors in title, nor was it created by
natural forces or the result of governmental action.

The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a variation is
sought would deprive the owner of the subject property of substantial rights
commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision.

Met. The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a variation is
sought would deprive the owner of the subject property of substantial rights
commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision by
limiting the applicant’s ability to utilize the property as is.

The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of the owner or
occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to
owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor merely an
inability to make more money from the sale of the subject property; provided,
however, that where the standards herein set out exist, the existence of an
economic hardship shall not be a prerequisite to the grant of an authorized
variation.

Met. The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of the owner or
occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to
owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision.

The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject property
that would not be in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which
this Code and the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the
general purpose and intent of the Official Comprehensive Plan.
Met. The proposed use matches current zoning regulations as well as the
future land use plan.

The variation would not result in a use or development on the subject property
that: (a) Would be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially
injurious to the enjoyment, use, development value of property or improvements
permitted in the vicinity; (b) Would materially impair an adequate supply of light
and air to the properties and improvements in the vicinity; (c)Would substantially
increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or parking; (d) Would
unduly increase the danger of flood or fire; (e) Would unduly tax public utilities
and facilities in the area; or (f)Would endanger the public health and safety.
Met. The requested variation will not negatively impact the character of the area
nor would the variation result in a use or development on the subject property
that negatively affect the essential character of the area.
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No
Other
Remedy

There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit
a reasonable use of the subject property.

Met. The requested variation would be the only option as the property has no
ability to purchase any additional land to meet the required lot width.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards
VII.

PZC MOTION

Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 19-13 recommending approval of a variation request to allow a reduction
in lot width from 50 feet to 47.15 feet (3.85 feet less than required) located in the C1 – Local Commercial
District, at 5329 159th Street.

JACK FROST ICE CREAM
5329 W 159TH ST.
OAK FOREST, IL 60452
Written Materials Checklist supplement:
#2

The lot frontage variance doesn’t have the minimum 50 feet.

#3

The applicant does not have the ability to purchase more land to be in compliance with the 50
feet setback

#5

1. General Standard: The set back of 50 feet would cause a significant hardship on the applicant
because he has invest large sums of money for the current business and property. The applicant
cannot purchase any of the land or move the building structure currently on the premises in
order to comply.
2. This building on the lot is such that it cannot be removed without great cost. It would be a
great inconvenience to the applicant should he be forced to be in compliance with the zoning
ordinance.
3. The applicant purchased this property in its present form and was not informed that the
property was not in compliance by the Village of Oak Forest at the time of purchase. The
applicant did not create this non-compliance and therefore seeks a variance.
4. Carrying out the strict letter of the provision from which a variation is sought would deprive
the applicant/owner of the subject property of substantial rights commonly enjoyed by owners
of other lots subject to the same provision.
5. This is not merely a special privilege. There is no special privilege sought and the applicant is
not seeking an additional right not available to other owners or occupants of other lots subject
to the same provision. The applicant is not seeking to make more money from the sale of the
subject property.
6. The granting of the variation will not cause the subject property to derail the harmony with
the general purpose of the Zoning Code or the Official Comprehensive Plan.
7. The granting of the variance
(a) would not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the
enjoyment, use, development value of property or improvements permitted in the vicinity;
(b) Would not materially impair an adequate supply of light and air to the properties and
improvements in the vicinity;

(c) Would not substantially increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or parking;
(d) Would not unduly increase the danger of flood or fire;
(e) Would not unduly tax public utilities and facilities in the area; or
(f) Would not endanger the public health and safety.
Nothing about the character of the current subject property would change and therefore none
of the above matters would be affected.
8. No Other Remedy. There is no means other than the requested variation by which the
alleged hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit a
reasonable use of the subject property.

Zoning Case# 19-007
CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 19-13
WHEREAS, Jack Frost (“Applicant”) filed an application for a variation to allow
the reduction of the required lot width from 50 feet to 47.15 feet. (“Zoning Relief”); and
such other and further zoning relief as may be required; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief is for the property commonly
known as 5329 159th Street (“Property”); and
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown on July 2,
2019, and a public hearing was convened before the Planning and Zoning Commission
(“PZC”) on July 17, 2019; and
WHEREAS, the PZC has considered all of the evidence presented to it, including
without limitation, those documents attached and incorporated in to this resolution by this
reference as Exhibit B;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the PZC of the City of Oak Forest,
Cook County, based on the foregoing recitals which are hereby incorporated by
reference, that:
Section 1.

FINDINGS.

Based on the evidence presented at the public hearing, and the Findings of Fact
attached hereto as Exhibit A, the PZC hereby finds that the Applicant’s request does
satisfy the standards for the requested Zoning Relief as set forth in the Zoning
Ordinance of Oak Forest.
Section 2.

RECOMMENDATION.

Based on the findings of fact set forth in Section 1 of this resolution, the PZC
hereby recommends approval of the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief, with the
following conditions:
A. No Authorization of Work. The Ordinance approving the Zoning Relief
(“Ordinance”) does not authorize commencement of any work on the Property.
Except as otherwise specifically provided in writing in advance by the City, no
work of any kind shall be commenced on the Property pursuant to the approvals
granted unless and until all conditions of the Ordinance precedent to such work
have been fulfilled and after all permits, approvals, and other authorizations for
such work have been properly applied for, paid for, and granted in accordance
with applicable law, including, without limitation, approval of final engineering
plans and issuance of required permits.
B. Compliance with Laws. The development, maintenance and operation of the
Property must comply with all applicable State, County and City statutes,
ordinances, codes, rules, and regulations.
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C. Compliance with Plans. The development, maintenance, and operation of the
Property will be in substantial compliance with those documents and plans
submitted in the application, except for minor changes and site work approved by
the Community Development Director in accordance with all applicable City
rules, regulations, and ordinances.
D. Limitation of Approval. The variation is limited to the property.
ADOPTED THIS _____ day of ______________, 20___
AYES: (___)
NAYS: (___)
ABSENT: (___)
ABSTAIN: (___)
Chairman, Oak Forest PZC
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EXHIBIT A
Findings of Fact
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

General
Standard
Unique
Physical
Condition
Not SelfCreated.
Denied
Substantial
Rights
Not Merely
Special
Privilege
Code Plan
and
Purposes
Essential
Character of
the Area
No
Other
Remedy

Met. Applicant has demonstrated practical difficulty in meeting
strict letter of code and satisfies variation standards.
Met. The subject property was developed many years back. The lot
does not meet current standards for a lot in the C-1 Local
Commercial District. The situation will only allow them the right to
conformity. As there is no development planned for this site, the
business it will remain as is.
Met. The presence of the existing property building is not the result
of the action of inaction of the applicant or his predecessors in title,
nor was it created by natural forces or the result of governmental
action.
Met. The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a
variation is sought would deprive the owner of the subject property
of substantial rights commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots
subject to the same provision by limiting the applicant’s ability to
utilize the property as is.
Met. The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of
the owner or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or
additional right not available to owners or occupants of other lots
subject to the same provision.
Met. The proposed use matches current zoning regulations as
well as the future land use plan.
Met. The requested variation will not negatively impact the
character of the area nor would the variation result in a use or
development on the subject property that negatively affect the
essential character of the area.
Met. The requested variation would be the only option as the
property has no ability to purchase any additional land to meet the
required lot width.

TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards

Zoning Case# 19-007

EXHIBIT B
Project Details

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
Staff Report

July 17, 2019

TITLE:

CITGO MINOR PLAT OF SUBDIVISION

CASE NUMBER:

ZC #19-003

REQUEST:

Minor Plat of Subdivision
The applicant requests consideration of a plat of resubdivision
that will resubdivide six lots into three and create the Long & Lorel
159th Street Subdivision and such other and further zoning relief as
may be required in the C1 – Local Commercial District at 53295347 W. 159th Street, petitioner 5347 W 159th Inc of 8812 W.
Central Ave, Morton Grove, IL 60053.

LOCATION:

5329-5347 W 159th Street
Southern block of 159th Street between Long Avenue and Lorel
Avenue.

APPLICANT INFORMATION
APPLICANT:
SURVEYOR:

5347 W 159th Inc.
R.H. Granath Surveying Service, P.C.

MEETING DATE:

July 17, 2018

NOTICE MAILED:

July 2, 2019

STAFF:

Travis Bandstra, Director of Economic and Community Development
Paul Ruane, Community Planner

ATTACHMENTS:

1.

Final Plat of 159th Street Resubdivision
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I.

REQUEST

The applicant, 5347 W 159th Inc., requests review and recommendation of approval of a minor plat of
subdivision to consolidate six existing lots at 5329-5347 159th Street down to three lots for the three
existing businesses in the C1 – Local Commercial District. The request qualifies as a minor plat of
subdivision because it involves the subdivision of land into less than four (4) lots.
The Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) shall make a recommendation that City Council approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the minor plat of subdivision request. Upon receipt of these
recommendations, Council shall then make a final determination.
II. BACKGROUND
The petitioner proposes to resubdivide the existing parcels in order to match the legal lot boundaries
with current property ownership boundaries. This action was a condition of the Special Use Permit
Ordinance No. 2017-03-0336O for Citgo to operate at 5347 W. 159th St.
The original plan was to file a plat of consolidation solely for the property containing the Citgo fuel
station. However, it was determined that the legal lots of record spanning the entire block adjacent to
5347 159th St. were split between different owners, thereby necessitating that the additional properties
be included in the resubdivision. These additional properties include Mr. Submarine and Jack Frost. On
March 8, 2019, the Community Development Department confirmed this change with the petitioner in
regards to obtaining a subdivision of all properties between 5329, 5333, and 5347 159th Street. A
determination was also made that the most eastern lot on the block (5329 159th Street) would need to
request variations due to the both the total lot area and lot width of the property not meeting the
minimum bulk, yard, and space requirements of the C1 – Local Commercial District found in Section 5109.
III. EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning
Surrounding
Zoning & Uses
Current Use
Future Land Use

C1 – Local Commercial District
North (across 159th Street): C2 – General Service Commercial District (Family Dollar)
South: R3 – Single Family District (single family home)
West (across Long Avenue): C2 – General Service Commercial District (Jiffy Lube)
East (across Lorel Avenue): C1 – Local Commercial District (Tower Car Wash)
Gasoline Station with Convenience Store (Citgo) and Limited Service Eating Places
(Jack Frost and Mr. Submarine)
Commercial

Lot Dimensions

C1 - Zoning District 5347 159th Street
Requirements
(Lot 1)

5333 159th Street
(Lot 2)

5329 159th Street
(Lot 3)

Lot Width

50 feet

164.28 feet

53 feet

47.28 feet

Lot Depth

N/A

124.97 feet

124.97 feet

124.97feet

Gross Lot Area

6,250 s.f.

20,530 s.f.
(+14,280 s.f.)

6,623 s.f.
(+373 s.f.)

5,909 s.f.
(-341 s.f.)

ZC #19-003 | 5329-5347 159 Street Subdivision
July 11, 2019
Page 3
th

Aerial

Zoning

C2

OS

C2
R3

C2
C1
R3

C2

C1

C1

R3

C1
R3

The lot at 5347 159th Street lot exceeds the minimum lot width requirement of the C1 – Local Commercial
District by 114.28 feet and the minimum lot area requirement of 6,250 square feet by 14,280 square feet.
The 5333 159th Street lot exceeds the minimum lot width requirement of the C1 – Local Commercial
District by 3 feet and the minimum lot area requirement of 6,250 square feet by 373 square feet. 5329
159th Street lot is deficient of the minimum lot width requirement by 2.72 feet and the minimum lot area
requirement of 6,250 square foot lot area requirement is short 341 square feet. The resubdivision of the
three lots will clean up the excessive and overlap of unnecessary property lines.
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IV. ZONING & SUBDIVISION ANALYSIS
When creating new lots through the subdivision process, each new lot must conform to the applicable
zoning district’s minimum lot size standards. Applicable standards for easements, new public right-ofway, and stormwater management must also be met.

Bulk, Yard, and Space Requirements

The dimensions of the two proposed lots of the minor plat of subdivision are as follows:
C1 District
Lot width
Gross lot
area
Status Met?

50 feet
6,250 s.f.
Standard

5347 159th Street
(New Lot 1)
164.28 feet
20,530 s.f.
(0.47 acres)
Width- Met
Lot Area- Met

5333 159th Street
(New Lot 2)
53 feet
6,623 s.f.
(0.15 acres)
Width- Met
Lot Area- Met

5329 159th Street
(New Lot 3)
47.28 feet
5,909 s.f.
(0.14 acres)
Width- Not Met*
Lot Area- Not Met*

Per the City’s Subdivision Ordinance, all subdivisions are subject to the design and improvement
standards as stated in Article IV of said ordinance. Specifically, non-residential subdivisions are required
to meet the above referenced zoning requirements of the applicable zoning district and the lot standard
as listed below.
Section 4-101(C) Lot Standards, Oak Forest Subdivision Ordinance
1. General Size, Shape, and Orientation. All lots shall be designed and subdivided in
conformance with all of the zoning requirements applicable to the subject property.
Side lot lines shall generally be located at right angles or radial to the street-rightof-way.
2. Single-Family Detached Residential Subdivisions.
3. Additional Requirements for Lots Served by Private Water or Sanitary Sewer.
4. Multiple-Family and Non-Residential Lots. Subdivision or Development applications
involving two-family, townhouse or multiple-family dwellings and non-residential
uses shall be designed in a manner to promote the reasonable development of the
property in conformance with zoning requirements, making adequate provision for
the location of appropriate building sites, off-street parking and loading
requirements and other on-site circulation system requirements, and all applicable
requirements of this code.
5. Outlots.

Met.

N/A
N/A
Not Met.*

N/A

* In order to meet the requirements for the subdivision, 5329 159th Street will need to receive a variation
approval for:
1. Reduce the required width of the lot from 50 feet to 47.28 feet. (2.72 feet short)
2. Reduce the required lot area of the lot from 6,250 s.f. to 5,909 s.f. (341 s.f. short)
IV.

PZC MOTION

PZC Resolution 19-12 states that this Commission recommends approval of the Minor Plat of
Subdivision under the condition of variation approval for both the total lot area and lot width at 5329
159th Street.

Zoning Case# 19-003
CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 19-12
WHEREAS, 5347 W 159th Inc., (“Applicant”) filed an application for a minor plat of
subdivision to resubdivide three existing lots (“Subdivision”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Subdivision is for the property commonly known as
5329-5347 159th Street, located at the south side of 159th Street between Long Avenue and Lorel
Avenue (“Property”); and
WHEREAS, certified letters were duly mailed on July 2, 2019 and a public meeting was
convened before the Planning and Zoning Commission (“PZC”) on July 17, 2019; and
WHEREAS, the PZC has considered all of the evidence presented to it, including without
limitation, those documents attached and incorporated into this resolution by reference as Exhibit
A;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the PZC of the City of Oak Forest, Cook
County, based on the foregoing recitals which are hereby incorporated by reference that;
Section 1.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION.

Based on the evidence presented at the public meeting, the PZC finds that the Applicant’s
application for Subdivision complies with all applicable zoning and subdivision requirements and
recommends that the City Council approve the Applicant’s requested Subdivision.
Section 2.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

To meet the requirements of the subdivision of the properties at 5329-5347 159th Street,
5329 159th street will need to receive variation approval for both lot width and lot area.
ADOPTED THIS _____ day of ______________, 20___
AYES: (___)
NAYS: (___)
ABSENT: (___)
ABSTAIN: (___)
Chairman, Oak Forest PZC
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EXHIBIT A
Minor Plat of Subdivision

PZC POTENTIAL
CASE MEMO
DATE:

JULY 12, 2019

TO:

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

FROM:

TRAVIS BANDSTRA, DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

SUBJECT:

REZONING REQUEST FOR 4804 151ST STREET

Background
The owner, Michael Eischen, has approached the city about redeveloping his property.
The land is currently developed with two residential structures totaling 430 and 740 SF. The
property is currently zoned R2 – Single Family making the property legal non-conforming.
Current Zoning

Proposal
The owner proposes to demolish the existing structures and build townhomes. This would
require a rezoning to R5 – Multi-Family. The preliminary plan is for three units which would fit
the site and avoid the floodplain that transverses the southeast part of the property

