
OFFICIAL MINUTES 
PLAN COMMISSION AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

VILLAGE OF MATTESON 
OCTOBER 2, 2008 

 
 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER: 
 
Chairman Howard-Davis called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
Commissioners Present: 
1. Sebronella Howard-Davis, Chairman 
2. William B. Harris  
3. Albert Tyler III  
4. Regan Stockstell 
 
Also Present: 
1. Trustee Sam Brown 
2. Ryan Franklin, Planner 
3. Richard Smeaton, Director, Community Development 
4. Linda Leonard, Recording Secretary 
5. Ricky Marks, PARC 
6. Paul Rzewuski, Comet Neon, Inc. 
7. Michael G. Shackelford, Joseph A. Schudt & Associates 
8. George Smith, William E. Brazley & Associates, Ltd. 
 
Commissioners Absent: 
Dr. Laurice Geanes 
Eric M. Wallace, PhD 
 
No changes to the Agenda. 
 
ITEM #3 APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 18, 2008 MINUTES: 
 
Commissioner Harris made a Motion to accept the September 18, 2008 Minutes as presented. 
Commissioner Tyler seconded the Motion. 

 
VOTES: 

 
Geanes : Absent     
Harris :  Aye     
Howard-Davis : Aye  4 Ayes 0 Nays  0 Abstain 2 Absent 
Stockstell : Aye     
Tyler : Aye     
Wallace : Absent     
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The September 18th, 2008 Minutes were approved. 
 
ITEM #4 PUBLIC HEARING 08-019 ZBA:  VARIATION FROM SECTION 159.30 (D) 
OF 1.41 FEET FROM SIDE YARD SETBACK, AT 6234 VINCENT LANE 
 
Chairperson Howard-Davis opened Public Hearing 08-019 ZBA. 
 
Mr. Franklin gave the following analysis: 
 
On November 17, 2005 Vince Bianco, developer for Ridgeland Manor, came to the Plan Commission for 
the approval of the Final Plat for phases 4 and 5 of Ridgeland Manor. Phases 4 and 5 include 42 single-
family lots.  The Plan Commission approved the rezoning of this property from R-4 to R-2 and the 
Preliminary Plat for Phases Four and Five on March 20, 2003 and the Board of Trustees approved the 
Preliminary Plat on April 7, 2003.  At the November 17th 2005 meeting the Plan Commission 
recommended the Board of Trustee’s approve the final plat for Ridgeland Manor with no conditions.   

After obtaining approval for the Final Plat the developer sold several lots in Ridgeland Manor to be 
developed by other builders.  6234 Vincent lane was sold to Leitrim Builders.  Leitrim Builders sold the 
lot approximately two years ago to Kimberly Keane who hired Joseph A. Schudt & Associates to 
complete a Plat of Survey of the property.  According to Michael Shackelford of Joseph A. Schudt and 
Associates the previous surveyor failed to accurately place iron stakes on the east corner of the parcel.  As 
a result, the home was constructed encroaching the side yard easement by approximately 1.5 feet.   
 
The side yard setback for homes in the R-2 District is 7 feet.  This garage on this home is located 
5.59 feet from the east property line (see attached).  There are no utilities located in the 7 foot 
public utility easement in question with the exception of ComEd.  The utility companies have 
written letters permitting the encroachment into the easement (see attached).  ComEd’s electrical 
line is located directly on the property line and would not be impacted by this encroachment. 
 
Commissioner Tyler asked Mr. Shackelford (current surveyor) which buyer/developer (1st, 2nd or 
3rd) actually built the house.  Mr. Shackelford said that the house was built under the 3rd 
buyer/developer.  There are two stakeouts done; a lot stakeout and a house stakeout.  The 
stakeout for the house was done for the third owner/developer.  It was discovered at that time 
that the lot stakeout done by the original owner of the land was in error.  This error was 
discovered when the surveying for the next house was being done.   
 
Commissioner Stockstell had a comment to the staff regarding the first Finding-of-Fact which 
speaks to the shape of a lot prohibiting the size of a home permitted.  It is not the size of the lot 
that prohibits the home because the same 1.9 feet that encroaches one utility easement of a house 
could have been shifted and conformed.  Commissioner Stockstell does not feel that the Finding-
of-Fact was written correctly.  Director Smeaton asked how the Committee would like it to be 
written and it was stated that basically the Finding-of-Fact should state that the lot has no bearing 
on the variance (also for second Finding-of-Fact).  It was stated by the surveyor that the 
remainder of the houses on that side of the street are staked correctly and there should not be any 
requests for variances in the future.  The incorrect stake on the first house built (6234 Vincent 
Lane) has been removed and corrected. 
 
Commissioner Harris asked if the developer would have checked the survey prior to building the 
house.  The surveyor responded that the developer would have only received a paper copy of the 
survey to review and that there is the possibility that the house shifted. 
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There were no questions from the public. 
 
Commissioner Howard-Davis closed Public Hearing 08-019 ZBA. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell made a Motion to recommend to the Board of Trustees 08-019 ZBA 
regarding a variance request from Section 159.30 (D) approving a 1.49 foot encroachment into 
the required side yard at the property located at 6234 Vincent Lane, adopting the following 
Findings-of-Fact: 
 
i. The property cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only by the conditions allowed 

by the zoning regulations in the R-2 Zone.  This variance request is not related directly to the 
economic return on the property.   

 
ii. The difficulties or hardships alleged by the applicant are suffered directly by the property at 6234 

Vincent Lane, are the result of the application of this code, and have not been created by any action, 
performed subsequent to adopting this code, of any person presently or formerly having an interest 
in the property at 6234 Vincent Lane.  The difficulties suffered by the applicant are directly 
related to the subject property due to an improper survey of the property by the original 
landowner. 

 
iii. The variation recommended or granted is the minimum variation that will enable the owner to 

realize a reasonable return from the property at 6234 Vincent Lane and, the variation does not grant 
a special privilege inconsistent with limitations of the Zoning Code on other properties in the 
vicinity.  The variation grants the property owners relief from compliance with the side yard 
setback requirement of 7 feet.  The side yard setback is 5.59 on the east side of the property.  
The requested variation is for 1.41 feet which is the minimum variation necessary to bring the 
property into compliance.  

 
iv. The plight of the owner is due to circumstances that are unique to the property at 6234 Vincent 

Lane.  The plight of the petitioner is due circumstances that are unique to 6234 Vincent Lane.   
 
v. The unique circumstances consist of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical 

condition of the property at 6234 Vincent Lane.  The physical surroundings are not unique to 
the neighborhood. 

 
vi. The plight of the owner is not caused by circumstances that are applicable generally to other 

property in the vicinity or to the R-2 District.  This plight is not generally applicable to other 
property in the vicinity. 

 
vii. The variation will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood if granted.  The variance 

will not alter the character of the neighborhood.   
 
viii. The variation will not substantially lessen the suitability of any nearby property for use and 

development in accordance with the Zoning Code; will not impair an adequate supply of light to 
any nearby property, will not substantially increase congestion in public streets, increase the danger 
of fire, or endanger the public safety or substantially impair or diminish property values in the 
neighborhood if granted.  This variance, if granted, will not negatively affect the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

 
ix. The variation, if granted, is in harmony with the purpose and intent of this code, and specifically, is 

in harmony with the purpose and intent of the regulations applicable in the zoning district in which 
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the property in question is located.  This variance, if granted is in harmony with the purpose 
and intent of the code. 

 
Commissioner Harris seconded the Motion. 

VOTES: 
 

Geanes : Absent     
Harris :  Aye     
Howard-Davis : Aye  4 Ayes 0 Nays  0 Abstain 2 Absent 
Stockstell : Aye     
Tyler : Aye     
Wallace : Absent     

 
 
ITEM #5 CONSIDERATION OF A SIGNAGE PLAN FOR THE FAMILY CHRISTIAN 
BOOKSTORE AT 4559 LINCOLN HIGHWAY 
 
Mr. Franklin gave the following summary: 
 
According to the 159.55 (3) (a) (i) Only one sign per dedicated street frontage may be permitted for each 
business establishment within the building provided that the total square footage of all building signs is 
limited by Section 159.55 (I) (a) (ii) of the Zoning Ordinance.  The area of all signs on a building or 
storefront shall not exceed two times the lineal feet of the front of the principal building or storefront 
except that no wall mounted sign may exceed 200 square feet. 
 
The petitioner may request additional signage per Section 159.55 (I)(3)(g) to the Plan Commission. 
 
The proposed signage plan for Family Christian Stores consists of three building signs.  The signage on 
the east elevations is 115 square feet (see attached).  The signs that are proposed for the side (north) 
elevation and the rear (west) elevations are approximately 80 square feet (see attached).  The proposed 
square footage complies with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
This proposed signage plan exceeds the maximum permitted number of signs.  There are 3 proposed 
signs on the building and according to the Ordinance only 1 sign is permitted per dedicated street front.  
None of the proposed signs exceed the 200 square foot maximum.  Therefore, the building signs located 
on the front elevation may be approved with additional signage.   
 
Granting this additional signage request will be consistent with the Villages policy in the past.  The 
petitioner originally applied for two 115 square foot signs, on the east and west elevations.  At staffs 
request the petitioner has reduced the sign area on the rear elevation. 
 
Paul Rzewuski, Comet Neon, would be responsible for installing the signs and was the representative 
for the Family Christian Bookstore.   
 
Commissioner Tyler asked the staff if the color/letter size of the sign was consistent with the signs of 
the other stores.  Mr. Franklin stated that he does not believe that there are any other purple signs but 
as far as the size of the sign, it would be consistent with other store signs. 
 
Commissioner Harris asked about the color on the Color Rendering.  He thought that the color 
appeared to be a dark blue but was stated as being a dark purple.  Mr. Rzewuski pointed out the PMS 
number, which stated that the color is a dark purple, would be the color. 
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Commissioner Stockstell asked if there are any architectural design guidelines as far as uniformity in 
signage in commercial areas.  Mr. Franklin stated that he does not believe that there are any uniformity 
standards to be met.  Mr. Franklin pointed out from the workshop that, other than the size of the sign, 
there would be no other stipulations made; i.e. color, etc. 
 
Commissioner Tyler stated that he always asks that a request for a sign would be consistent with the 
other signs so that there would not be a hodgepodge of signs.  Commissioner Howard-Davis pointed out 
that the only time that there would be a deviation of this request would be when it is a corporate sign 
where there would not be options. 
 
Mr. Franklin stated that staff had made a request to reduce the size of the sign area on the west 
elevation side to be consistent with the other stores which was done. 
 
Commissioner Harris asked exactly how many signs the Plan Commission is voting on.  Mr. 
Franklin stated that the entire signage plan (one sign allowed and two additional signs) is what is 
being voted on. 
 
Tyler made a Motion to approve the sign based on the fact that the color will be PMS #2622. 
Commissioner Stockstell seconded the Motion. 

 
VOTES: 

 
Geanes : Absent     
Harris :  Aye     
Howard-Davis : Aye  4 Ayes 0 Nays  0 Abstain 2 Absent 
Stockstell : Aye     
Tyler : Aye     
Wallace : Absent     

 
 
 
 
ITEM #6 CONSIDERATIONS OF SITE DESIGN FOR MATTESON COMMUNITY 
CENTER, SOUTH OF EXISTING COLIN POWEL MIDDLE SCHOOL  
 
Director Smeaton gave the following summary: 
 
The Community Center consists of 18.6 acres located in the Mixed-Use district.  It is zoned 
MXD on the northeast and south sides, abuts I-57 on the west side, and the housing development 
across the street is zoned R-2.  The applicant, which is the Village, is requesting approval of Site 
Plan for a Community Center.  The proposed Center will include a pool, multi purpose rooms, 
gymnasium/basketball courts, a spa, a juice bar, a running track, cardio vascular fitness area and 
weight training areas.  The athletic fields surrounding the facility will include a football field, a 
track, two (2) baseball fields, two (2) basketball courts, three (3) tennis courts, a soccer field and 
an outdoor Spray Ground.  The staff has reviewed the site plan to see if there are an appropriate 
amount of parking spaces and found that they have and the fire department has also reviewed the 
circulation pattern of the site and is satisfied that they will be able to negotiate the site with their 
vehicles. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell asked how the parking ratio was determined.  Director Smeaton stated 
that it was determined through the zoning ordinance, “one space per user based upon 35% of the 
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building capacity”.  The Petitioner, George Smith of William E. Brazley & Associates (architects 
of the building) stated that he does not recall the actual capacity number of the building.  Mr. 
Brazley stated that the number of parking spaces that the plan is showing does not include the 
existing middle school parking spaces.  Director Smeaton said that the total amount of 
new/additional parking spaces adds up to 219.  Director Smeaton stated that this amount of 
parking spaces exceeds 35% of the building capacity.  However, the architect nor Staff knew 
what the actual building capacity is. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell then inquired if the allotted parking spaces also include the exterior 
uses of the community center.  Director Smeaton responded that the exterior uses are not 
calculated into the overall structures, considering that the peak times for those uses will not be 
going on at the same time.  Director Smeaton indicated that the peak times for the community 
center would be early morning and daytime hours and that the exterior uses would be later in the 
day. 
 
Commissioner Tyler pointed out that many of the exterior areas could very well be in use during 
the summertime at the same time as the peak hours of the indoor community center. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell stated that the worst case scenario could very well be a problem with 
the amount of proposed allotted parking spaces versus the large amount of amenities being 
offered.  This is a very large investment and could hurt the investment being made.   
 
Commissioner Tyler then asked who all could be a member of the community center; whether 
the members would be residents only or whether non-residents would also be allowed to join.  
Director Smeaton said that he does not know the specifics of the operations of the center.  
 
Commissioner Stockstell suggested that a parking analysis be conducted for the community 
center to determine if there is adequate parking being offered for the community center itself 
plus all of the residual uses. 
 
Commissioner Harris stated that the Park District should notify the Plan Commission who all 
will be permitted to be members of the center. 
 
Commissioner Howard-Davis questioned the history of the proposed new community center.  
She stated that there were two general statements made about the Village Board and Village 
Administrator reviewing the Community Center; this was insufficient and incomplete 
information for such a large project.  Director Smeaton stated that there were several 
presentations made before the Village Board, both at workshops and general meetings, and they 
recommended that the architects go forward with the project and that they were now coming 
before the Plan Commission for review. 
 
Commissioner Howard-Davis asked Trustee Brown if there were any issues brought up at the 
Village Board meetings.  Trustee Brown stated his frustration in regards to the goal/goals set 
from the very outset of this project.  Input was requested from the major stakeholders in this 
project.  Trustee Brown was pushing for a preliminary presentation to the Plan Commission 
which did not happen.  He knew that it wasn’t fair to ask the Plan Commission for approval 
without many questions being answered. 
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Commissioner Stockstell agreed with Trustee Brown’s comments.  Joint meetings with Parks & 
Recreation should have taken place.  Commissioner Stockstell also questioned the comments 
about the property line of the proposed subdivision.  Mr. Smith stated that the issue of the 
subdivision has a history.  He stated that the Village had a plat showing the parcel as a single 
parcel and there was another plat that showed it as several parcels put together.  Through 
working with the Village, the architect’s engineer has resolved that.  The subdivision entails 
slight changes to the parcels; i.e. the two issues being: (1) This parcel was to be attached to the 
corner of the Colin Powell gym and the property line was 4-5 feet off of that corner and an 
adjustment needed to be made to make the property line so that it was on the building line and 
(2) The layout of the football track facilities required a dimension in the east/west direction, 
slightly larger than was the existing parcel.  The property line was moved approximately 20 feet 
to the west so that there was ample space for the track facility. 
 
Commissioner Harris asked if there is an internal plan showing where then entrances and exits 
are located. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell questioned the existing site plan; whether there are guidelines laid out 
when a site plan is submitted; whether the site plan must include A, B, C, D, etc.  Also, he asked 
about the existing detention pond for Colon Powell School.  Would it be able to hold additional 
storm water after the community center was built?  The architect stated that when the detention 
pond was built, it was sized to accommodate the entire parcel of land.  Director Smeaton verified 
that the detention had been reviewed by the Village’s Engineering Department. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell asked about the bid package.  The architect stated that there are 
alternate bids in the bid package.  The base bid for the project is the building and parking.  The 
fields would be the alternate bids based upon available funding.   
 
Commissioner Stockstell asked how the soccer field would be used due to the fact that soccer is 
no longer all that popular in the immediate area.  Ricky Marks, Chairman  of the Parks and 
Recreation Dept., stated that the soccer field would be a multi-use field.  There are times that the 
field would be used for football.  The Matteson Bears are interested in using the field for 
practice.   
 
Commissioner Harris asked why the football field could not also be used as the soccer field.  It 
was stated that the Matteson Bears are proposing lights, stands, goal posts, etc. so the football 
field area is open for discussion between the Parks & Recreation Dept. and the Matteson Bears. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell asked what the set-back requirement would be.  Mr. Smith replied that 
the set-back requirement would be the street requirement which, he believes, is 40 feet.  The 
condition is, in fact, that it is not actually facing the street.  The history of the project is to 
connect the buildings.  However, Commissioner Stockstell said that a recommendation would be 
made on a zoning matter and if a there is an issue with regard to a building being placed on set-
backs, which requires a special approval, then it needs to be done. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell stated that he would like all departments make reports that require 
review.  He would like to have a joint meeting with the Parks & Recreation Dept.   
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Trustee Brown asked Ricky Marks if there had been a scheduled  presentation by the architects at 
a Park & Recreation meeting which the Plan Commissioners were also invited to attend.  Ricky 
said that was true but due to lack of quorum, that meeting had been cancelled.  
 
Trustee Brown stated that additional leadership is needed and that he will continue to try to make 
this project happen in the way that it should have happened.  Time is money and every time that 
the architects attend a meeting it costs money.  This project costs too much money to have the 
Plan Commission make an approval of the site plan without more info.  Trustee Brown 
apologized to the architects and to Ricky Marks (Chairman, Park & Recreation Dept.) for having 
to come out to a meeting where the Plan Commission did not have sufficient information given 
to them to make an approval.  
 
A Motion was made by Commissioner Stockstell to table Items 6, 7, and 8 until there is a more 
detailed staff report.  This report should contain comments from, at a minimum, the following 
departments:  Police and Fire, Parks & Recreation, Public Works and the Village Engineer.  
Also, a Traffic Study should be conducted to determine that actual parking needs.  That the Staff 
Report also include a color rendering and that Trustee Brown work with staff to make sure that 
from here on out the Parks & Recreation Commission is well informed about something that they 
are ambassadors on behalf of the Village for.  Commissioner Tyler seconded the motion. 
 

VOTES: 
 

Geanes : Absent     
Harris :  Aye     
Howard-Davis : Aye  4 Ayes 0 Nays  0 Abstain 2 Absent 
Stockstell : Aye     
Tyler : Aye     
Wallace : Absent     

 
Mr. Smith, on behalf of the architects, asked when, and from whom, they might receive the next 
direction.  Trustee Brown stated that that would occur through Director Smeaton and staff and 
the Village Manager.  Director Smeaton would coordinate with the Parks & Recreation 
Commission. 
 
ITEM #7 CONSIDERATIONS OF ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS FOR 
MATTESON COMMUNITY CENTER, SOUTH OF EXISTING COLIN POWEL 
MIDDLE SCHOOL  
 
Per the Motion from Item #6, Item #7 has been tabled. 
 
ITEM #8 CONSIDERATIONS OF SIGNAGE PLAN FOR MATTESON COMMUNITY 
CENTER, SOUTH OF EXISTING COLIN POWEL MIDDLE SCHOOL  
 
Per the Motion from Item #6, Item #8 has been tabled. 
 
 
ITEM #9 COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Staff Report: 
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Director Smeaton stated the following:  (1) Lincoln Mall will probably be at the next Plan 
Commission Meeting for a concept plan for the mall and, also, for a final plan for the power 
center, located between the JC Penney and Target.  (2) Workshop on stacking requirements for 
ATM’s/any kind of drive-thru.  (3) Review for the Chipotle outdoor seating.  The Plan 
Commission approved the PUD with the condition that they return for the approval of the seating 
area. 
 
Commissioner Howard-Davis inquired about the stacking workshop.  Director Smeaton stated 
that this is an issue that Commissioner Stockstell had brought up several months ago.  
Commissioner Stockstell asked if the staff, in regards to the stacking workshop, would be 
bringing forth a recommendation.  Director Smeaton replied that the staff would be bringing 
forth examples from other communities and a recommendation and then, at the following 
meeting, will bring forth an actual ordinance amendment. 
 
Director Smeaton stated that in regards to “the memo”, he would be meeting with President 
Ashmore next week and the memo will be one of their topics of discussion. 
 
Plan Commission Inquiries: 
 
Commissioner Stockstell asked if there has been any feedback from Code Enforcement in 
regards to the Lincoln Mall sign frame with the missing sign.  Director Smeaton stated that he 
will e-mail everybody with the answer. 
 
Commissioner Stockstell then stated that at Panda Express, after the canopy covering the outdoor 
seating area had been removed, the wood component of the outdoor seating area is in serious 
need of scraping and painting.  Please ask Code Enforcement to follow up with this problem. 
 
Commissioner Howard-Davis stated that there is a continuous problem with Culver’s and their 
utilizing their electric sign with promotions other than the stated daily flavor.  She asked if this 
would be brought to Culver’s attention again.  Other retail businesses would ask to do the same 
thing as Culver’s.  Commissioner Howard-Davis asked if staff would pull the paperwork on 
Culver’s and see how to proceed to revoke the electric sign.  Commissioner Stockstell suggested 
that, in order to prevent a bad relationship with Culvers, that perhaps Director Smeaton can 
contact Culver’s to set up a meeting with either the manager or the regional manager to share 
with them the concern and position that the misuse of the sign puts the Plan Commission in.  
Commissioner Howard-Davis asked that the paperwork be pulled to review the guidelines prior 
to meeting with Culvers.  Commissioner Tyler stated that the Tinley Park Culvers (the same 
owner of the Matteson Culvers) does not seem to have the same problem with their sign. 
 
Trustee Brown asked that when the Staff coordinates the presentation with Brazley Architects, 
that Director Smeaton have the Park & Recreation Commission attend this presentation in order 
to cut down on meetings/expense.  Also, since the Plan Commission meets twice a month and 
Parks & Recreation only meet once a month, that it hopefully will be more convenient for them 
and that, not to attend this meeting, will not be an option.  Director Smeaton stated that he would 
hope that, because of the size of the project, that Brazley Architects would allow some free 
meetings.  Trustee Brown stated that there have been several occasions when the Parks & 
Recreation could not attend for various reasons.  Commissioner Stockstell stated that if this 
project will be on the agenda for the next Plan Commission Meeting then notices must be sent 
out immediately, 
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Commissioner Howard-Davis asked who is working on a replacement for the Plan Commission.  
Trustee Brown stated that President Ashmore is working on this and that he, Trustee Brown, has 
several names to recommend to President Ashmore.  Trustee Brown stated that if anybody else 
has any recommendations for a replacement, he will forward those names.  Commissioner 
Howard-Davis suggested that an advertisement should be on channel four in regards to a 
replacement.  Commissioner Harris stated that, in the past, the Homeowner’s Associations have 
been contacted in regards to openings.  Commissioner Stockstell inquired if the Senior Citizens 
Committee has been notified about the pending Community Center.  Trustee Brown stated that 
he believes that there has been some communication by the Parks & Recreation to the senior 
citizens within the village. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
Commissioner Tyler made a motion for the Plan Commission to adjourn the meeting.  
Commissioner Harris seconded the Motion. 
 

 
VOTES: 

Geanes : Absent     
Harris : Aye     
Howard-Davis : Aye  4 Ayes 0 Nays  0 Abstain 2 Absent 
Stockstell : Aye     
Tyler : Aye     
Wallace : Absent     

 
The meeting was  adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
 
Minutes submitted by:  Linda Leonard 


