CITY OF OAK FOREST
Planning and Zoning Commission
Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, November 20, 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
READING OF AGENDA – ADDITIONS, DELETIONS
NEW BUSINESS
1. ZC #19-018 15051 Ridgeland Ave. Fence – Variation: PUBLIC HEARING – The applicant, mike
Duffin, 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 R2 - Single Family Zoning District at 15051 Ridgeland Avenue.
2. Preliminary Discussion regarding a Subdivision, Annexation, and Lot Width Variation for a 3
parcel residential development at 14815 Temple Street
3. Preliminary Discussion regarding Text Amendment – Guns Shop in C3 – Central Business
District
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
November 6, 2019
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION
ADJOURNMENT

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
Staff Report

November 20, 2019

TITLE:

DUFFIN RESIDENCE FENCE VARIATION

CASE NUMBER:

ZC #19-018

REQUESTS:

VARIATION APPROVAL
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 R2 - Single Family Zoning District at 15051
Ridgeland Avenue.

LOCATION:

15051 Ridgeland Avenue

APPLICANT INFORMATION
APPLICANT:

Mike Duffin

MEETING DATE:

November 20, 2019

NOTICE PUBLISHED:

November 5, 2019
Daily Southtown

STAFF:

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

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Responses to Standards
2. Photos
3. Plat of Survey
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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 R2 – 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
The applicant purchased the property on May 5, 2004. At the time the property had an older house on
the lot measuring approximately 1,729 square feet. The house was put up for sale in both 2011 and 2013.
Since then the applicant has been more active on making improvements to the property.
On May 22, 2017, The applicant added a shed to the yard allowing for more storage. The shed is located
in the northwest corner of the property.
In 2017, the City Council approved 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 July 11, 2018, The applicant applied for a fence to the requirements set above. Due to the position
of the applicants home the fence was only able to be placed in the back or side yards or the property.
On July 30, 2018 The applicant was approved to demolish the existing house and build a new 3,034
square foot house in place of the old one. The new house is located entirely in the footprint of the old
house as well as expanding an additional 1,305 square feet.
In the process of finishing the house the petitioner realized the need to fence, gate, and to enclose their
property. The private access road causes confusion for forest preserve access and through access via
Ridgeland Avenue. These circumstances happen often enough for it to become a problem and issue.
III.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning
R2 – Single Family Residence District
Required Yards & Front yard: 25 feet
Setbacks
Interior side yard: 6 feet
Rear yard: 30 feet
Current Use
Single family home
Future Land Use
Single family residential
Area &
Frontage: 33 feet
Dimensions
Total area: approximately 0.58 acres (25,319.25 square feet)
Depth x Width: 163.35 feet x 155 feet (2 parcels)
Existing Site
Property
Features The subject property currently sits on two parcel conjoining the house with his
Property
side yard.
Buildings
One single-story, single family home with a building footprint of 3,034 sq. ft.
serves as the primary structure.
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Access
The subject property has access from a private drive extending Ridgeland
Avenue north of 151st Street. This drive services two house immediately north of
6360 151st Street including the applicant’s property.
Existing Fence
The house was recently remodeled as an existing home. The applicant installed
the existing aluminum fence in 2017. The building department let them know in
order to continue the fence into the front yard they needed to apply for a
variation.
IV.

CONTEXT
Surrounding
Zoning & Uses

Exhibit 1: Aerial

North: R2 – Single Family District (single-family home)
South: R2 – Single Family District (single-family home)
West: Cook County Forest Preserves
East: R2 – Single Family District (single-family home)
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Exhibit 2: Current Zoning

R3

R3

R3

R3

R3
R3

R3

R3

R3
R3

R3

R3

R3

R3
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Exhibit 3: Future Land Use

V.
Proposal
The applicant proposes to place a six (6) foot tall aluminum fence along the south property line. The
existing fence will continue beyond the house to the west property line. The applicant is requesting
twenty-six (26) feet of fencing from their existing fence to the twenty (20) foot wide gate and another six
(6) feet from the gate to the west property line. The extension of the fence will be placed right on the
property line.
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Private-drive access to petitioners property.

Private-drive to west property line.
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Private-drive with existing gate and fence to the front yard building line.

VI.
Analysis
The applicant’s request is based on the reasons of hardship and safety. The hardship the property faces
is the existing lot functions off a private drive with another house in front of the petitioner’s, accessing
their own property. The safety of the new home, personal property, and the homeowner is the reason
they feel it is necessary for this fence to be constructed. The future land use map designated this are as
a residential use which is cohesive with the current uses. The house buffers the forest preserve on the
west and residential backyards to the north and east. Due to the nature of this private drive people often
mistake it fora through road or forest preserve access. The applicant has 3 separate incidents with cars
crashing into their lot and damaging property.
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 another residence in
front of their property as well as the confusion of access of this private drive 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
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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 access via a private drive confused as a through
road, qualifies an existing use creating a unique physical condition to the

Not SelfCreated.

Denied
Substantial
Rights

Not Merely
Special
Privilege

Code Plan
and Purposes

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 lot configuration and presence of the existing private drive 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 where the private drive
creates confusion and leads to vehicles trespassing their property.

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 practical difficulty resulting from the situation of the subdivision of
property 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 as well as the future
land use.
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Essential
Character of
the Area

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 access and provide security from drivers on the road.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards

VII.
PZC MOTION
Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 19-23. recommending approval of a variation request to allow the
extension of a six (6) foot tall fence located in the front yard in the R2 – Single Family District, at 15051
Ridgeland Avenue.

Zoning Case# 19-018
CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 19-23
WHEREAS, Mike Duffin (“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 15051 Ridgeland Avenue (“Property”); and
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown on
November 5, 2019, and a public hearing was convened before the Planning and Zoning
Commission (“PZC”) on November 20, 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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Zoning Case# 19-018
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 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

Page 2 of 2

Zoning Case# 19-018
EXHIBIT A
Findings of Fact
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS
General Standard 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 another
residence infront of their property as well as the confusion of access of this
private drive does create a particular hardship or practical difficulty.
Unique Physical
Met. The subject property’s access via a private drive confused as a
Condition
through road, qualifies an existing use creating a unique physical condition
to the subject property not experienced by other properties in the vicinity.
Not Self-Created. 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.
Denied
Met. The property in question is in a unique situation allowing access for cars
Substantial Rights crashing into their property. By erecting a fence in the specified location the
nuisance and security of the property will benefit substantially.
Not Merely
Met. The practical difficulty resulting from the situation of the subdivision of
Special Privilege
property 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.
Code Plan and
Met. The current use matches current zoning regulations as well as the
Purposes
future land use.
Essential
Met. The requested variation would not result in a use or development on the
Character of the
subject property that negatively affect the essential character of the area.
Area
No Other
Met. The requested location of the fence in the front yard is the most
Remedy
effective option to barrier out access and provide security from drivers on the
road.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards

Zoning Case# 19-018
EXHIBIT B
Project Details

The applicant proposes to place a six (6) foot tall aluminum fence along the south
property line. The existing fence will continue beyond the house to the west property
line. The applicant is requesting twenty-six (26) feet of fencing from their existing fence
to the twenty (20) foot wide gate and another six (6) feet from the gate to the west
property line. The extension of the fence will be placed right on the property line.

PZC POTENTIAL
CASE MEMO
DATE:

NOVEMBER 20, 2019

TO:

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

FROM:

PAUL RUANE, COMMUNITY PLANNER
PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION REGARDING A SUBDIVISION, ANNEXATION, AND LOT
WIDTH VARIANCE FOR A 3 PARCEL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 14815 TEMPLE
STREET

SUBJECT:

Background
The prospective buyer, Jim Malecky, has approached the city about subdividing and
developing property at the northeast corner of Temple Street. The land is currently unutilized
by the owner of the property facing 147th Street. The property is currently located in
unincorporated Cook County.

Zoning

PZC POTENTIAL CASE MEMO (CONT’D)

Proposal
The owner proposes to subdivide the existing 105,807 SF lot (2.43 acres) into 4 lots. The
northernmost lot contains a single-family residence and would remain unincorporated. Mr.
Malecky would utilize the three southern lots to annex into the City of Oak Forest and construct
three single-family residences. This would require annexation, a subdivision, and rezoning to
R2 – Single Family District to match the neighboring properties. Additionally, because the total
property width is 165’, Mr. Malecky’s proposal of three 55’ wide lots would require a lot width
variation from the required 60’. Prior to moving forward, the applicant would like to hear
feedback from the Planning and Zoning Commission.

PZC POTENTIAL
CASE MEMO
DATE:

NOVEMBER 20, 2019

TO:

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

FROM:

PAUL RUANE, COMMUNITY PLANNER
PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION REGARDING A PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT FOR
16210 S. CICERO AVENUE

SUBJECT:

Background
The business owner of Judge Auto, Mark Judge, has approached the city about approving
his application for a Federal Firearms License using his business address at 16210 Cicero
Ave. The license category is a Type 1 FFL Dealer/Gunsmith of Firearms which allows the
license holder to purchase and sell guns as a business and they may also operate as
gunsmiths.
Beyond running Judge Auto, Mr. Judge is also the CEO and President of Waterfowl USA.
This non-profit organization organized for improving waterfowl hunting opportunities. He had
indicated that this license will allow him to process gun transfers on behalf of the organization.
This will also allow them to sell guns for the organizations’ banquets and shoots. The intention
of their license is to sell to only to members of Waterfowl USA or personal friends. With the
security of the automotive shop their plan would be to secure the site properly with a locked
steel door, existing camera system, and a gun safe.
The business is currently operating as an automotive repair, maintenance, and towing
service. The property (16210 Cicero Ave.) is currently zoned C3 – Central Business District.
Gun Shop & Gunsmith Shops are only allowed via special use in C2 – General Service
Commercial District. Additionally, Gun shops must be ancillary to “NAICS 713990 All Other
Indoor Amusement & Recreation Industries” or “NAICS 451 – Sporting Goods Retail”.
After consulting with the City Attorney, it has been determined that City approval of a FFL
license at this location would require a zoning text amendment adding the use ‘Gun Shops &
Gunsmith Shops’ to this zoning district. The code would also need to be amended to allow
these gun shops as a primary use, as allowing gun shops as an accessory use to automotive
shops is not recommended.
Mr. Judge is requesting feedback from the Commission regarding this potential text
amendment. If a formal petition would move forward, then the proposed location would also
be reviewed against the special use standards of the zoning code.

PZC POTENTIAL CASE MEMO (CONT’D)

My name is Mark Judge and I own Judge Automotive & Towing here in Oak Forest. I
am also the CEO and President of Waterfowl USA. Kris Perez is my secretary at Judge
Automotive and is also the Executive Director at Waterfowl USA. Waterfowl USA is a
non profit organization that was founded in 1983. Our general purpose is to develop,
preserve, restore, and enhance waterfowl habitat throughout the United States to
provide better hunting opportunities for Americas Sportsmen & women. With that being
said, we are hoping to obtain our FFL for Waterfowl USA to help ease the process of
the transferring of guns. This is the main reason for our application. We would like to
ensure our organization, that the transfers are being done properly and in a timely
manner. In the past, we have run into a few issues as far as transferring guns go. With
Kris and I having an FFL any transfers can be done properly, then and there, and in the
proper manner. Having our FFL will also allow us to purchase guns for our
organizations banquets and/or shoots.
It is not our intention to sell firearms to anyone other than that associated with
Waterfowl USA and/or persons known personally to either Kris or myself. We would like
to run the office out of Judge Automotive, located at 16210 S Cicero. We have already
obtained our Business License, Illinois Business Authorization-Certificate of
Registration, our EIN # 84-2990971, and our Articles of Incorporation. All at the 16210 S
Cicero address. We have already purchased a safe that more than meets the standards
required by the ATF and is behind a locked steel door, and the building is already
equipped with high definition security cameras. There will be no signs indicating sales
and/or transfers of guns. There will be no guns on display or visible to the public, no
internet sales or advertisements. This office will be primarily used for office work,
storage of paperwork, and anything related to Waterfowl USA business.
It had been mentioned about the possibility of using my home address as the business
address. I am uncomfortable with this suggestion seeing as though I have children at
my house and would prefer to conduct business away from them. My office at Judge
Automotive is already set up and equipped for safety and is the logical solution in this
matter. Please take this under consideration, and if you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to contact either myself or Kris with any questions.

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING / ZONING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, November 6, 2019
The Planning & Zoning Commission meeting was called to order at 7:01 p.m. with Roll Call.
PRESENT:

ABSENT:

Commissioner Chuck Wolf
Commissioner Jason Riha
Commissioner Michael Ziak
Commissioner Chuck Poulin
Commissioner Nick Zembruski
Commissioner Dave Kerr
Commissioner Ken Keeler
Chairman Jim Stuewe
Commissioner Wayne Schroeder
Staff Member Paul Ruane
Counsel Jason Guisinger

******************************
1. ZC #19-010
Madam Cross 15120 S. Cicero Ave. (Psychic Reading Advisor) – Special Use
Permit: PUBLIC HEARING – The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval for
a special use permit to allow a psychic readings establishment and such other and further zoning
relief as may be required in the C3 – Central Business District at 15120 S. Cicero Avenue.
Niece of the owner of the business (representative), Zaza Brunning, was sworn in.
Jim Stuewe:

Zaza Brunning:
Jim Stuewe:

Zaza Brunning:
Dave Kerr:

Zaza Brunning:

I guess my question was, when we had this meeting last time you withdrew
it because you said you weren't going to be running a psychic reading
facility, so you've changed your mind, that is what you're going to do now?
Yes. I spoke to my aunt, in at the time I believed that it was only going to be
church related issues that were, but since my aunt spoke to me, and I
understand it clearly now, it is going to be as reader and advisor.
And you're going to have church studies there too, as I read earlier?
Yes.

What church are you affiliated with?

I cannot answer that question. I am not one of... I'm Catholic and that's not
my religion and I never asked my aunt the church.
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Dave Kerr:

Do you know if it’s an establish religion?

Dave Kerr:

You don't know, which one it is?

Zaza Brunning:
Zaza Brunning:
Dave Kerr:

Yes it is.

No, I do not.
Thank you.

Chuck Wolf:

So are we looking to zone it for church activities?

Chuck Wolf:

But they're going to be doing, church activities. So I'm just-

Chuck Wolf:

I hope you can appreciate it. I mean it’s kind of confusing on what we're
doing and this is the third time where we've had the ownership who's
applied for the business, not come in and speak on their own behalf.

Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:

No, it would be just a psychic reading.

Your right. No, I understand what you're asking.

So I'm having difficulty with this whole thing and until that is resolved and
we get a clear distinction of what we are zoning here. I just moved to a, to
continue this or to table it until there's a confirmed response and answer,
with the applicant present.

Dave Kerr:

Why isn't the applicant here?

Chuck Wolf:

One more question. There's a sign out in front of the building that indicates
that there is a psychic reader operating there now. When was that put up?
Does anyone know?

Zaza Brunning:

Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:
Chuck Wolf:

She's not feeling well sir.

So I did speak with the building department since the last time we brought
up this issue, and it was something that was applied for and permitted
through the building department, at that point was when they trigger it to a
business license and therefore this, was brought to the planning and zoning
to for approval.

The actual owner of the property was the one that actually pulled it because
I believe they were doing more than one sign at the same time. So in order to
replace and fill out their cabinet, they pulled the sign for them.

So the sign was put up before the business was authorized to be there?
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Paul Ruane:

Jason Riha:

Zaza Brunning:
Zaza Brunning:
Chuck Wolf:
Zaza Brunning:
Chuck Wolf:

Correct.

Okay, got it. And the first few questions you're unable to answer a few that
the applicant probably could. So in my opinion, we really need the applicant
here to move forward.

I have spoke to my aunt. I myself has been very busy, but I spoke to her and I
asked her exactly what exactly she wanted to do into this unit.
She told me to come here before you, tell you exactly what she's going to run
into that unit, which is a reader and advisor.
Do you actually know even how many of this employees or how many
readers there are or what this establishmentYes, I do know, there will be only my aunt.

But my concern rests solely on the activities of church activities versus the
readership and the percentage of use. So, and right now as I understand we
do not allow... It's not within our code for church establishment serve
facilities of nonprofit nature on Cicero Avenue or 150 ninth street, correct?

Paul Ruane:

That is correct.

David Nolan:

If the applicant revises the application, remove the church wording and was
here herself to apply for the application, is she likely to get the permit, if the
church business went away? And it was just the psychic reading?

Resident, David Nolan of 15140 Oxford Drive, was sworn in.

Chuck Wolf:
Paul Ruane:

From what I understand, the church language is not in this application.
Correct?

That is correct. That was just something that was brought in discussion.

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to Approve PZC Resolution 19-15, approving the Special Use
Permit to allow a Psychic Reading establishment in the C3 – Central business District at 15120 S.
Cicero Avenue.
Mr. Zembruski motioned

Mr. Kerr seconded
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AYES
Mr. Zembruski
Mr. Ziak

NAYS
Mr. Kerr
Mr. Keeler
Mr. Poulin
Mr. Riha
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Schroeder
Chairman Stuewe

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve Special Use Permit to allow a Psychic Reading establishment in the C3 – Central
Business District at 15120 S. Cicero Avenue denied, 2-7-0 with 0 absent.

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to recommend City Council to deny Special Use Permit Request.
Mr. Schroeder motioned
Mr. Riha seconded

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

NAYS
Mr. Zembruski
Mr. Ziak

ABSTAIN

Motion to deny the Special Use Permit to allow a Psychic Reading establishment in the C3 – Central
Business District at 15120 S. Cicero Avenue confirmed, 7-2-0 with 0 absent. Recommending that
City Council deny the Special Use Permit.
******************************
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2. ZC #19-013
Carcraft Advanced Inc. – (Automotive Dealership) Text Amendment: PUBLIC
HEARING – The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval for a text
amendment to allow Automotive Dealership as a special use and such other and further zoning
relief as may be required in the I1 – Industrial District.
Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Okay, so with this one I currently have the special use up there but for the
text amendment I was able to locate the ordinance pass city council on
December 12th or no, I'm sorry, it passed in 2014 and on December 12th
2017 we additionally passed auto dealership requirements and regulations.

So with us being able to locate that ordinance before, we wouldn't need to
have the applicant apply for a text amendment as it is our IDS special use in
the industrial district. It just was not reflected in the zoning ordinance
properly changed even though it was a pass.

So in doing so I was looking to from the board if they had any thoughts or
further discussions to the city looking at a text amendment to change any of
these rules and regulations that we put in place in 2017, to better
understand for an industrial use in comparison to a commercial use. We're
not going to make this a matter as of this evening because with the applicant
withdrawing the application, he wouldn't necessarily need to ask for any
additional text amendment as it is a special use, as I said.

Czeslaw Szkodon, the applicant, was sworn in.

Czeslaw Szkodon, the applicant, withdrew the application for a Text Amendment allowing an
Automobile Dealership in the I1 – Industrial District.

******************************
3. ZC #19-014
Carcraft Advanced Inc. – (Automotive Dealership) Special Use Permit:
PUBLIC HEARING – The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval for a special
use permit to allow for an Automotive Dealership and such other and further zoning relief as may
be required in the I1 – Industrial District.
Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

The existing business is called CarCraft Advanced, which they offer auto
repair and preventative maintenance. The typical body shop and repair type
of facility. They're requesting the ability to sell vehicles and be utilized as
more of an online type of a dealership with some of the cars that they fix up
and are moving ready to actually have something available for people that
are looking to buy.

The building that houses the businesses is a nineteen thousand, eight
hundred and ninety five square foot building, home to both CarCraft
Advance as well as Gerber Collision. The applicant here, leases about 5,000
square feet located in the southern portion of the building, with the
remaining going to Gerber. The applicant owns the parking lot to the
southwest of this property.
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Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:
Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

The property is currently on two parcels, with his parking lot being
completely landlocked within. As I said that the applicant owns the partially
paved lot on the southwest of the building. Parcel A being the actual building
that he is currently occupying for his business, and parcel B being the one
that the applicant actually owns himself for his own storage of vehicles.

The parcel A is a 1.3 acres with 5,000 leased to the applicant and then parcel
B being 23,612 square feet owned by the applicant with a combined
property size of 1.79 acres.

So the proposed conditions that staff put in place is across access easement
to access parcel B through parcel A there. Secondly, storage of vehicles
restricted to the paved portion of parcel B that, that will be paved. The lot
owner by the applicant will be finished will be finished with asphalt or
concrete paving totaling to 50% of the subject plot or a greater Stripe. A site
plan submitted with a maximum of 25 cars that could be sold on it at any
given time and then providing a landscape buffer between the parking lot
and the west property boundary.

This was previously brought to this board at the same time as that text
amendment took place and similar conditions were put on. We added a
couple additional ones like the cross access easement, a few extra cars that
were allotted in order to help out the capacity of vehicles being sold and
then the landscape offer to try to help buffer it from the commercial that is
to the west of there, that's currently vacant right now but will eventually
built out as well as so that it can meet standards of the auto dealership as we
put in place in 2017.

So the proposed conditions, additionally, as I said, we would ask for a
parking lot to be meet two 50% of that property space there, with the
approximate existing asphalt at about 4,400 square feet, which we roughly
estimated about 18.6%. So they would need the additional to get to 50% and
as you can see here on the right hand side is our proposed parking lot that
could be kind of designed to specifications of the parking requirements, but
it should be able to give at least 25 spaces if not a few more.

And as you can see on the existing to the left, they currently already have 73
striped parking spaces and for both require, or for both Gerber and CarCraft,
they would only need 60 so with this additional parking lot we would be
taking that extra 25 spaces that we would be allowing to an auto dealership
to be fully encased in a hard pavement.
And the existing parking lot that that is already to the South of, there was
something that was already allowed at the time of the opening of the
business. So therefore the reasoning we stuck to the 50% as it was proposed
last time was the parking lot was already in conformance at that point in
time when they were applying for that use rather than this new one.
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Jim Stuewe:
Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:
Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:
Chuck Wolf:

Paul Ruane:
Chuck Wolf:

Czeslaw Szkodon:
Chuck Wolf:

Czeslaw Szkodon:
Paul Ruane:

When he was before it's before I, my understanding was he was supposed to
pave that lot 50% back then. And where is that? So he's only about 25% of
it's been paved?

So that's why he came back here this evening is because with there has been
so much time between the last special use permit and this special use permit
that we asked for him to reapply. And so therefore the conditions may be
different, but we tried to keep them as close as possible to what was
permitted last time.
The pictures and you've done a great presentation of the pictures, but is
there, has there been a plan at all that has been done up that pretty well
gives an overview of the whole site and what's expected to be done?

That would be something that I would ask for included in the site plan
submittal to be reviewed by staff and verify that it meets the codes. But it
should be pretty similar to what I have here with the proposed additional
parking lot and something along the lines of that to at least cover the 25
parking spaces and 50% of the lot and the landscaping requirements.

So in essence if I am right and going through the materials of what we did a
couple of years back in 2014.

We approved this based upon conditions and I know you listed some
conditions up there, but I believe in reading through the notes in here is that
at that time it was for 10 cars not 25. So what are we looking, are we're
looking at 25 now?

Correct. We were offering some actual extra assistance for the amount of
capacity of the parking lot that being asked to add.

So a site plan will be provided and that's part of this whole thing. I mean,
again, we're reissuing a special permit that was but was never really
complied to. Now we're expanding a little. All right. And is this something
you're going to follow through?
I will, for sure I will.

Develop the site plan and do it according to the code that's required? For the
establishment.
I will for sure, yes.

And also this was not something that the applicant requested for more
additional spaces or anything like that. I spoke with him and he said he was
fine with 10, 15, maybe whatever works for us. But we were looking into it
and the actual parking lot that we propose, as I said, we were trying to align
it up with that in allowing so that he doesn't come back to us asking, can I
have a more few more cars now at this point?
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Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve PZC Resolution 19-19 recommending approval
for a special use permit to allow an Automobile Dealership and other and further zoning relief as
may be required in the I1 – Industrial District at 7043 W. 153rd Street with the proposed staff
conditions.
Mr. Ziak motioned

Mr. Poulin seconded

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

NAYS

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve a special use permit with conditions for an Automobile Dealerships in the I1 –
Industrial District carried, 9-0-0 with 0 absent.

******************************
4. ZC #19-017
Citgo Gas Station. – Special Use Permit: PUBLIC HEARING – The applicant
requests review and recommendation of approval for a special use permit to allow a Gasoline
Station with a Convenience Store and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in
the C3 – Central Business District at 15229 S. Cicero Avenue.
Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

The applicant is looking to open up a vacant Citgo that has been sitting here
for some time. It is located in the C3 central business district, with a future
land use of commercial. The property has quite a significant amount of land
beyond just the gas station itself. The property currently sits on four parcels,
as an existing gas station. Just needs to have some consolidation to bring this
into one parcel instead of split into four.

The proposed conditions that we would request would be plat consolidation
to create one legal lot of record. A lighting plan to be approved by a staff.
They currently have some pole lights that are there that just need to get
some heads to them. We just wanted to take a look at that and make sure we
get a good understanding, and that would be approved by staff. Along the
same lines would be a landscape plan approved by staff, showing both the
proposed added landscaping and removal of some of the excess and things
that have gotten overgrown over time. And then lastly we would be
requiring the car wash to be in operation or demolished in order to either
make the site usable, or find some other use for it and get rid of it.

Mohammad Ramadan, attorney and representative for the applicant, was sworn in.
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Jim Stuewe:

What is the intent with the car wash? Are they going to want to open that up,
or they're just going to take it down?

Mohammad Ramadan: They're going to definitely fix the car wash; they do want to keep the car
wash there. Once they get inside, they'll need to see exactly what needs to be
fixed. It's been vacant for roughly, don't quote me, I want to say about three
years, so they have to go into the car wash and basically see what needs to
be fixed. Depending on that, we will discuss with building department on
what permits, if any, will need to be pulled, and then we'll take it from there,
basically. But yes, the intention is to have a fully operating carwash.
Michael Ziak:

Do we know what the status of the underground tanks are? That asphalt has
been down for a while, it looks like. So has anything been ...?

Mohammad Ramadan: Yes, we're actually in the process of that now. We're still fixing it. So we are
waiting on the permit in order to do the testing. Before we can use any
pumps, we do need to get certified, so we will have to go through that
process. However, we're just waiting for the permits in order for them to go
under, check, see what's going on, if anything needs to be fixed. And then
prior to getting final approval and the stickers on the pumps, they will have
to be signed off by the fire department and the state.
Michael Ziak:

So you need to get the building permits first, before you can go in to get the
IEPA to come out to look at the tanks?

Mohammad Ramadan: Correct.
Chuck Poulin:

Does the signage out front, that's covered by shrubbery now, is that going to
be updated, or is that to code for what we're looking to do?

Mohammad Ramadan: Yeah. Again, it's been vacant for a few years, so they're going to come in with
a lot of TLC, basically. The insight is relatively good to go, just some cleanup.
But all signage will be put up, brand new signage, both of them on the top. It
is on Cicero, so you want to attract all that, so they will be lighting, signage,
and all of that to kind of bring it out on Cicero.

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve PZC Resolution 19-22 with conditions
recommending approval for a special use permit to allow a Gasoline Station with a Convenience
Store and other and further zoning relief as may be required in the C3 – Central Business District at
15229 S. Cicero Avenue.
Mr. Poulin motioned
Mr. Ziak seconded
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AYES
Mr. Poulin
Mr. Ziak
Mr. Keeler
Mr. Kerr
Mr. Riha
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Zembruski
Chairman Stuewe

NAYS

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve a special use permit with conditions for a Gasoline Station with a convenience
Store in the C3 – Central Business District carried, 9-0-0 with 0 absent.

******************************
5. ZC #19-016
Cridhe LLC. – (Recreational Cannabis) Text Amendment: PUBLIC HEARING –
The applicant requests review and recommendation to amend NAICS Code 441660 Medical
Cannabis Dispensary to NAICS Code 453998 Marijuana Stores, Medical or Recreational. Adding
Craft Grower and Infusion Facility and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in
the C2 – General Service Commercial District, C3 – Central Business District, and I1- Industrial
District.
Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Paul Ruane:

Staff recommends allowing cannabis dispensaries in the C1, C2, C3, and the
industrial I1 district. Dispensary's and commercial areas are limited to
frontage is on Harlem, Cicero, 159th, and 167th, and by frontage we mean
not anyone's that are backing up to a property that has frontages, so it would
only be physically on the major commercial corridors there.

Looking into the cannabis infusion and the cannabis craft growing, we
wanted to limit that to the industrial district as that serves more of that type
of purpose and wouldn't have any commercial components to it. Cannabis
establishments will not be located within 450 feet of existing preschools,
elementary schools, middle schools, high schools, daycare centers, parks, or
the redevelopment sub-area, which is the Gateway triangle at 159th and
Cicero.

The state allows operation hours from 6:00 AM to 10:00 PM, and we were
looking at more of a limited timing as far as the morning side goes, from 8:00
AM until 10:00 PM. Also requiring all transactions to be located inside the
establishment, no drive-thru windows or anything outside of the actual
facilities. And we strictly allowed no consumption onsite there.

We came up with that 450 feet from these preexisting sensitive areas was
what we'd taken out of our code for a sexually orientated businesses, and we
currently have in our ordinance a distance requirement for those and
therefore we felt this would be a similar distance that would be required for
this type of business.
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Ray Kalinsky, the applicant, was sworn in.
Jim Stuewe:

How will loitering around your facility be taken care of?

Jim Stuewe:

The people coming in to purchase cannabis. You're going to let two, three
people at a time, one person at a time?

Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:
Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

Jim Stuewe:
Ray Kalinsky:

Jim Stuewe:

The recent rules came out, so we are required to have a live security guard
there. So it's not going to be allowed, if that's you're asking.

I think that's set up in the law, I got to look into it. It's set up on the square
foot, when we pick a site.

You got to understand, first of all, it's a long shot that I even get a license. I'm
approaching you guys way ahead of the ... There's going to be 47 license in
the eight-county area that they're given out, probably about 2000 to 3000
applicants for those 47 licenses. So I've got to get that, and then we got to
pick a site after that. Based on that square footage, there's requirements to
how many people are in the store at a time.
So you'd scan their ID, all the software allows you to scan their actually
driver's license, make sure it's legitimate, and then you have the security
guard that checks it. And depending on square footage, that's how many
people can be allowed in the store at a time. But they won't be waiting out
on the sidewalk, there's going to be a waiting area inside the store.

Okay. When they're in the store, I guess my question, they can walk up and
down, pick out what they want or they have to actually see you?

No. Everything's in locked cases and locked counters, and they're assigned
what they call a bud tender, like a bartender, and you wait in the line. And
then you're assigned Jim or Joe or Mary, the bud tender, who is a trained bud
tender, and you work with them and they inform you on the the different
stuff you're looking to purchase. So yeah, you don't just browse the store and
put your hands on stuff, all the stuff's under locked counters and behind
counters. And that's just the showcases, most of the stuff's in the back in a
safe, there's just minimal product out.
And this is a cash business too, correct?

Ray Kalinsky:

Yes.

Ray Kalinsky:

Well that's going to be in our plan, which I can let you see. That's going to be
in part of our plan too. We got to find the bank first, there's only about, I
think, 500 banks nationwide that are actually. But it's not published

Jim Stuewe:

And I was trying to think of the other one. The security of your deliveries,
and when you go to the bank with the money.
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Paul Ruane:

Jim Stuewe:
Ray Kalinsky:
Jim Stuewe:

Ray Kalinsky:
Jim Stuewe:

Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

anywhere because they're still federally mandated, so no one's saying
they're doing business. Each of those banks can only take on one business
because it kind of throws their numbers into a loop. But that's going to be
part of our plan, we haven't got to that part yet.

Just another clarification is, with that security plan that that's something
that we would ask to take a look at and have both our department as well as
the police department to be able to verify that that's something that we
would be okay with, the process of approving a special use permit.
Okay. And there's a limit to what an individual can purchase purchase,
correct?
Yes.

And what is that?

I think it's 30 grams, basically. Or 28 grams every 14 days, I believe.
Okay.

I think that's what it is. And then it's different, that's actual the flower ... And
I don't know how they do the calculations exactly, I'd have to get out my
abacus to let you know. But it's different for how the edibles work, it's a little
different. But just so you know, so when someone comes in and swipes their
ID, and you talked about the security, part of our security program ... Oh,
there you go, 30 grams of cannabis flower, five grams of cannabis
concentrate, 500 milligrams of THC containing cannabis infused product.

But part of the plan, before we get it, we have to pick a ... The state picked up
program called BioTrack THC, which tracks it from seed to sale, states got it
locked down pretty well. We got a select date point of sale system that does
the same thing. And that point of sale system, you come in, we scan your ID,
it tells us right away if you've been in there in the last 14 days or if you've
been in another dispensary in the last ... So you can't just go from one and
buy some and go ... It tells you. And then as you're purchasing things, the bud
tender will type in what you purchase, and it says, "Oh, they're over the limit.
They can't have this," and it stops you at that point, and we have to have that
in place.

And as far as the security plan, in order to try to get a dispensary license, it's
250 points, the scoring, that's 65 points of the total applications, which is the
biggest one is security. So the security has got to be pretty robust. You got to
actually contract with a security firm, you've got to have pictures of where
all the cameras are, you got to tell them how many cameras per square feet.
They don't leave any of that out. We can't get by and say, "Oh yeah, we're
going to have security." We got to paint the picture of who's going to be
there and how we're going to do security, how we're going to lock it up at
night, how we're going to pull the truck into a garage door. All the customers
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Chuck Wolf:

Paul Ruane:

Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

Paul Ruane:

Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

would have to leave the store at that time, when we're taking product in, and
you can only take product in at a certain time, hours. It's very rigid for
security.

And basically, we're looking at a whole amendment, but right now you'd be
listed as a special use of a cannabis dispensary, correct? Under the
definition? Because you've got a cannabis craft grower here and you got a
cannabis infusion.

Yeah. So those were two other things, that if he were to get the license for, he
would like to go down that venture. And that was also a chance for the city to
take an active stance on not only just the dispensaries, but also the other
two, to, not continue to bring this back up, when one does come.
It's three separate processes. So just because I get the dispensary, so say I
get it, I get the one in a million and I get that, and then I got to go through the
second process to try to get a craft grow, and then I got to go through the
third and try to get an infusion. The state, they're not allowing any more
cultivators because those are big business people from out of state that own
a hundred thousand square feet, so they're letting people craft grow because
they want people from Illinois to partake in the business. That's 5,000
square feet, and they may raise it up.
But if you have a dispensary, they're letting you connect those three, not
three secured buildings. But kind of do business where you grow it, you
infuse the product, you sell some, you're kind of almost a vertically
integrated business in one spot. That's the plan. If I had to place odds on my
chance of getting all three of those, one in a million, but I'm going to try.

And in the case that that type of business would be allowed with multiple
uses within one building or three buildings, all accompany each other, they
would still be required to tax between each one of the bodies. So the craft
grow would be paying to go to the infusion, as well as to go to the
dispensary, so they would be taxed on every portion of that in between the
businesses.

Not only that, I think, if the state does it like they usually do everything else,
that they're probably going to tax me on the transportation even though it's
three buildings that are connected. I bet when I transport between each
building they're going to get me on that too, I would imagine. Because
there's transportation license as well, so I would imagine they're not going
to let me transport it myself even though the building's connected, unless I
have a transportation license.

Just so you know, the licensure, the update, just came out, it came on
October 1st. They had a question period. There were too many questions,
they pushed it back, it came out. I need your approval to put it in your town,
but I don't need an approval or place to even ... I'm kind of going ahead of the
game, I don't need ... And I'm not saying anything, I'm just saying when I sent
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Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:
Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:
Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:
Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:

in my license, I don't have to say I'm putting it in Oak Forest. I just got to pick
the eight-county area. So I'm just choosing Oak Forest because I grew up in
Oak Forest and I'd like to keep the business close.
And to add on top of that, this is most beneficial for him so that he knows
moving forward that the zoning is already in place, and he almost kind of
built himself a location without necessarily having the location yet by us
allowing this.

What's the distinction here? Where there is like a pocket, so you have it here
but you can't have it right next door.

The reason being as you've seen in the bold black is where parks are or
schools are that would require a buffer distance from that, so they're within
450 feet the red ones that are in that area that you were speaking of, one
being Central Park for the park district and the other one being Lagoon Park
the retention of water in the South of honor, 59th there, which it's just based
upon zoning designations. And if it's within 450 feet of a space labeled as a
park, then that's where that's coming from.
Was there any consideration giving it and expanding it to residential itself? I
notice where it, where it does seem to do that on Cicero.

So Cicero was more of a strange issue for the fact that they had the daycare.
That's on 155th and then as well as the park on the East side of there as well
too. But a residential, once we pulled it out, the information that would be
even within, and I believe a hundred feet of residential, I think it was about
five or six properties that were available and not, and just like I said before,
some of those may have been things that would be quite a difficult process to
change and make a working site whether they're available or not
Due to the fact that it impacts that close to residential. Correct?

Correct, which pretty much most of our commercial backs up to a residential
with a lot less than 150 feet or so.

Yeah. If you took residential into consideration, there are lots available
where you can have dispensaries and we're not looking at many
dispensaries. First of all, as the applicant mentioned, there aren't many out
there. We want to get an amendment in place in the event that there is
interest, which there is, and I think, due to that fact, I think if we take into
consideration it may limit the fronts that may be available due to a
residential restriction, but I'd like to see that.

Resident, Linda Parson of 5124 Coulter Road, was sworn in. Linda had concern that the meeting was
given on limited notice. Linda further mentioned that she is not in favor of the request.
Paul Ruane:

I know that I worked with Nick here and, as far as putting out a public notice
for the hearing and as well as we put the access through our website, I
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believe some form of online publication, it was put in the patch. There was a
couple of different places that this was put out. It wasn't something that was
given door to door or anything by any means, but there was different media.

Efren Ortiz of 13337 Rexford Street in Blue Island, was sworn in. Representing one of the largest
dispensaries in the nation. He would like to come Oak Forest for a dispensary location.

Resident, Dawn Joyce of 15332 Orchard Lane, was sworn in. Dawn voiced her opinion not in favor
of this request. She also mentioned that nobody knew about the meeting.

Resident, David Lyon of 16121 Grove Avenue, was sworn in. David understands the use for medical
cannabis but doesn’t think we should allow recreational cannabis.

Resident, Bob Hopper of 15601 Sierra Drive, was sworn in. Bob sees the need to attract businesses
and sees this a use that will not go away due to online sales. Bob also made light that this was
notified on July 1st when Illinois allowed it statewide. Bob also said that if you have a problem with
anything you should speak with your alderman and voice your opinion.

Resident, Annette Schlessen of 15561 Reynolds Lane, was sworn in. Annette voiced her support and
noted that there are conditions that aren’t currently covered by medical that would indeed benefit
from the recreational supply of cannabis. She also highlighted the amount of businesses leaving Oak
Forest and thinks this will attract more businesses and revenue to the City. She also thought the hours
should be open to 6AM for morning commuters.

Resident, Kevin Clark of 15415 Orogrande Street, was sworn in. Kevin believes that this issue should
be provided to residents in a referendum.

Resident, Delores Reesner of 15340 Meadow Court, was sworn in. Delores read an article and made
sure everyone is aware that cannabis is much stronger than it was in the 1960’s. She also believes
that a referendum should allow for the opinion of the Oak Forest residents.

Resident, John Harris of 5560 Ann Marie Lane, was sworn in. John mentioned that he would not let
his kids go to a place like this unless they’re of legal age. Relatives and family visiting would
potentially utilize these places when in town. If not, they will go somewhere else for it. John also made
the comparison to bars and how we regulate them for sensitive sites.

Resident, Wayne Wilhelmsen of 5711 Albert Drive, was sworn in. Wayne would be in favor of medical
cannabis but isn’t sure about recreational cannabis.

Resident, Joshua R. Lyon of 16121 Grove Avenue, was sworn in. Joshua is opposed to the idea of
allowing cannabis in the City of Oak Forest. He works at 7/11 at 167th and Cicero and deals with
customers who appear to be using the substance. In the instances he has dealt with these customers
they give him gruff.
Ray Kalinsky:

Firstly, I just want to applaud everybody because this is what makes it great.
I mean, you got people against it for it. I mean I'm just a businessman. I'm
trying to, I grew up in Oak Forest. I don't fault anyone that's against it. I just
want to clarify some of the things that came up.
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Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

Ray Kalinsky:

Michael Ziak:

Michael Ziak:

One, the good thing about it being legal, it's all tested. It's all lab tested. It's
all labeled. You're not buying a black market. I don't know if you guys know,
but the vape deaths that have happened are from black market THC vape
because they mix it with I don't even know, like all kinds of different
chemicals. That's from the black market. When it's legalized, it's all tested. I
don't know if anyone's driven by a gas station, come get your CBD's here.
30% of the sales of a marijuana store CBD. Don't even have the THC in them.

You see gas stations have CBD, it's all unregulated. You can go in there and it
says we have CBD's. It could be gummy bears, whatever it is. No regulation
whatsoever. When it becomes legalized and there's a dispensary, all that
stuff is regulated and packaged, and stamped, proved all that good stuff. You
know what you're getting instead of the black market, good luck.

I also want to say, I'm in healthcare. I own a healthcare company. I did grow
up in Oak Forest. I'm not just an outsider. I grew up in Fieldcrest for, I don't
know, my whole life actually 28 years I think. My mother being in healthcare,
I own a health healthcare company. My mother suffered from Parkinson's
and she used to win the home beautification award every year here in Oak
Forest. She didn't have Parkinson's then, she moved out. She lives in Palos
Park, suffered from Parkinson's. That was just declining rapidly. I mean she
loved gardening, she was a florist. Declining rapidly, wasn't sleeping and I
don't know if anyone knows, but without sleep, that illness, any illness,
whatever you have decline more rapidly.
I went out on a limb because she wasn't sleeping and I did go out to a legal
state, and illegally brought some back, I mean because she needed it. Her
health, she got better. I mean she got better and better and I seen it. I mean
she was so much so that recently she just finally got back into her gardening
in the last year and she won the home beautification award in Palos after
about eight years of just kind of given up on life and doing things like that. So
I have seen the positive.
I can understand the people's, what they're against it. Here's the thing, it's
coming. I'm not here to say look too bad, but it's coming. If it's not here, it's
going to be an Orland Hills. Or it's going to be in wherever they're going to
drive through here to get to it. It's coming. That's all I wanted to say and it's
better regulated than the black market.

So the question about a referendum. There was a referendum in Cook
County. What I mean, although it was nonbinding, this was what maybe a
year, two years ago, it was on the ballot, and roughly 60, 63, 64% of the
people in Cook County said yes to allow recreational marijuana. If you
further drill that down and look at the townships that make up Oak Forest, it
was the same percentage.

Nearly two thirds of the people who voted in Oak Forest, voted in that
particular referendum said yes. It's there. I mean, I know there's of the
people who came up today there was probably a majority that said no, but
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Jason Riha:
Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:

Jason Riha:
Ray Kalinsky:

Chuck Wolf:
Paul Ruane:

Chuck Wolf:

generally the people who are against stuff are the only people who ever
come out to these things. I think as far as the studies that show the adverse
effects of marijuana, there are just as equal number that will say that
marijuana does not cause any additional crime. Polls are subjective based on
which way you lean. You can find a poll that will agree or disagree with
whatever your point of view is.

Paul, can you confirm for us and for the audience that the posting
requirements were met for this meeting? For the public hearing?

That is correct and we did additional noticing to try to get some more
community members aware of the situation. Giving them an additional two
weeks of notice and doing so. Not only that, like we've said before, this is not
necessarily the vote here, this is the recommendation to city council. There
are still options for people to get their voice and their opinions heard.

Yeah. I just like to reiterate or one of the things and look at the boundaries
on residential and look at some of the areas again. We did show that it's
limited to where 450 feet from not only churches, or elementary schools,
preschools, high schools, daycare's, things like that, and parks, but as well as
our gateway redevelopment area. I'd like to re-look at the impact that close
to residential areas. We have commercial property that is available, that isn't
going to impact or directly abut our residential areas.

No matter what we decide tonight, can I almost want the petitioner to
answer this, no matter what we decide tonight, does your process stop?
You're going to continue with your process.

No, I'm applying for a license. I've already invested. I mean, we've got our
license prepared I mean we'll be turned in. I don't have to identify a location.
I just have to identify one of 17 locations. The one I'm looking at is the 47
licenses, which is eight counties from Will County all the way up to the
Wisconsin border.
Just to follow up on that. Was there a rationale on why staff decided that
there are no limitations?

As far as the rationale that was something that was talked about amongst
city council. Then from city council it was an internally discussed but there
wasn't a necessarily a rationale. The option was to leave it open to you guys
and if there was a specific. Now that you know exactly where they would be
allowed and how many locations there may be within a specific zoning
designation, then you could formulate however there made needed be for
each type of zoning. As in before, if we just left it as is there might be a
cluster in one area and not in the other. Therefore, we left that one open for
discussion.

So, and again, and it's why I'd really like to see the limitations on where
these can be as far as close to residency because you are well, daycare for
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Paul Ruane:

one for example, but you're eliminating another business that can open up if
the dispensary is allowed to move in to a spot and now a daycare can't be
closer than 400 feet from that.

It actually can't. It says that it's only preexisting. If they had daycare where
to move in, that dispensary wouldn't have to necessarily pack up their stuff
and leave. It would just be understood that they would be getting into a
business where they're going to be close to this existing dispensary.

A discussion ensued requesting that a cap of dispensary businesses be put on the regulations. It was
agreed to place one on each of the following locations. Harlem Avenue (1), Cicero Avenue (2), 159th
Street (3), 167th Street (4), and Industrial District (5). After further discussion it would make sense
to allow 5 throughout the City with the properties already limited to Harlem, Cicero 159th, 167th and
Industrial District. The locations would not be able to locate within 1500 ft. from another
establishment. This was thought to be effective for situations where there may be 2 on opposite
ends of the street.
A discussion ensued asking about distances required for liquor licensed establishments. They
require 100-foot buffer from churches and schools. The board was in favor of moving forward with
a 100-foot buffer from residential with the 100 foot deprived from liquor distances from churches
and schools.

Attorney Guisinger requested a motion to approve PZC Resolution 19-21 with conditions
recommending approval to allow NAICS Code 453998 Marijuana Stores, Medical or Recreational, as
a special use and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the C1 – Local Commercial
District, C2 – General Service Commercial District, and C3 – Central Business District, I-1 Industrial
District. Further recommending approval to allow Cannabis Craft Grower, and Cannabis Infusion
Facility as a special use and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the I1 –
Industrial District. With the additional requirements proposed by the Planning and Zoning
Commission: 1. A 100 ft. residential buffer from Cannabis Business Establishments. 2. The maximum
number of Adult-Use Dispensaries shall not exceed 5 locations.
Mr. Ziak motioned

Mr. Zembruski seconded

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

NAYS

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve with conditions a text amendment for a Marijuana Stores in the C1 – Local
Commercial District, C2 – General Service Commercial District, and C3 – Central Business District, I-
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1 Industrial District. Further recommending approval to allow Cannabis Craft Grower, and Cannabis
Infusion Facility as a special use in the I1 – Industrial District. carried, 9-0-0 with 0 absent.
******************************
Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to Approve the meeting minutes from October 16, 2019.
Mr. Riha motioned

Mr. Poulin seconded

Motion to approve carried by voice vote.

******************************
Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to adjourn the meeting.
Mr. Zembruski motioned

Mr. Ziak seconded

Meeting Adjourned at 9:40 p.m.

________________________________________

CHAIRMAN JAMES STUEWE
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