
OFFICIAL MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
VILLAGE OF MATTESON 

April 19, 2012 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER: 
Chairperson Howard-Davis called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
Commissioners Present: 
1. Sebronella Howard-Davis, Chairman 
2. William Harris 
3. Albert Tyler III 
4. Allan Johnson  
5. Regan Stockstell 
 
Also Present: 
1.  Trustee Cotton 
2.  Trustee Farr  
3. Pam Hirth, Director of Community Development 
4.  Ryan Franklin, Village Planner 
5.  Wanda Tippie, Public Works Assistant 
 
Commissioners Absent: 
1. Marty Patton 
 
CHANGES TO THE AGENDA – None 
 
APPROVAL OF December 1, 2011 MINUTES:  
 
A motion to accept the December 1, 2011 Minutes made by Commissioner Tyler and 
seconded by Commissioner Harris.  
 
VOTES: 
 

 :     
Patton :  Absent     
Harris :  Aye     
Howard-Davis :  Aye 3 Ayes 0 Nays  2 Abstain 1 Absent 
Stockstell :  Abstain     
Tyler :  Aye     
Johnson :  Abstain     

 
The December 1, 2011 Minutes were approved as presented.  
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
PC#12-001 Consideration of a Special Use Permit for a Governmental Facility (new 
Public Works Office Building), on the property located at 21146 Towner Avenue. 
(clarified and amended during public hearing discussions that it is the intent of this 
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requested action to also consider the site plan, landscape plan, and signage and 
elevation plan) 
  
Applicant:  Bart Gilliam, Superintendent of Public Works, Village of Matteson  
  
The public hearing for this agenda item was opened by Chairperson Howard-Davis.    
 
Pam Hirth, Director of Community Development was asked to present a summary of the 
Staff Report.  Staff advised the Commission that the applicant and architect were 
present and have generated project boards.  Staff further requested that the 
Commission permit Mr. Gilliam and Bill Matthys to participate in the initial presentation.  
The Commission agreed and Mr. Gilliam and Mr. Matthys identified themselves for the 
record.  
 
Director Hirth summarized the background as follows. The Public Works existing office is 
located inside the north garage at 21146 Tower Avenue.  Per the submitted narrative, 
this office was constructed in1974 and fit the needs of the community at that time.  
Several years later in 1979, as additional pole building was constructed to the south.  
The southern building was designed to accommodate additional equipment for the 
department. As the Village developed to the west, additional equipment was purchased 
creating space concerns.  Around 1990, the department constructed an employee break 
area within the north building, creating further space concerns.  The current office is 
exposed to certain elements which come from being in the maintenance garage, in 
particular exhaust fumes and heavy dust.  The Department has been working in an office 
with a total of approximately 600 square feet of area (less the free-standing storage).  
The proposed new office building will comprise approximately 2,000 square feet of area 
with a separate file storage room and break room.  Upon completion of the new office 
building, it is the department’s intent to demolish the existing break room in the north 
building to provide additional space for equipment.  The proposed use as a 
governmental facility requires approval of a Special Use Permit under the R-3 Moderate 
Density Zoning District.  No records could be found that a special use permit was 
previously granted when the original buildings were constructed.  With the need for a 
new office building and as a house-keeping measure, the requested action is before the 
Commission to bring the property into zoning compliance.  Public notice appeared in the 
South Town Star newspaper on Wednesday, April 4th.    
 
Mr. Gilliam, applicant and Mr. Matthys, architect summarized the project.  The main 
improvements will include an approximate 2,000 square foot building constructed of 
brick and hardee board. The roof will be constructed of standing seam metal to 
incorporate a complimentary look to the existing garage structures, which the 
department anticipates can be repainted by in-house staff.  The design, brick materials 
and height of the building take into consideration the surrounding residential 
neighborhood.    
 
Four (4) new parking spaces are proposed immediately adjacent to the new building in 
addition to the existing parking spaces used for the park. A sidewalk connection will be 
provided to access the new office building as well as connect to the existing dead-end 
sidewalk.  Measures will also be taken to provide improved pedestrian crossing to the 
existing sidewalk located on the opposite side of the street.  
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A new freestanding sign, 4 feet in height and 10 square feet in area will be installed to 
the south of the new office building, facing Tower Avenue.  The sign will be constructed 
of metal and incorporated into a landscape feature consisting of a small berm planted 
with perennial flowers and evergreen shrubs.  The sign meets code. 
 
The landscape plan provides for foundation plantings on the front and side elevations.  
The plantings consist of a combination of shrubs and perennials.  The foundation 
planting areas will be provided on all sides of the building.  The rear of the building will 
be sodded.  The front grassed area along Tower Avenue will be enhanced with new 
planting beds consisting of transplanted trees, evergreen shrubs, and perennials flowers 
and grasses.     
 
Director Hirth added that on the front elevation, a building sign is being proposed.  The 
sign comprises approximately 47 square feet in area.  Building signage is not referenced 
in the ordinance under these circumstances which would typically be interpreted as not 
allowed.   However, the building elevation does not directly front onto Tower Avenue nor 
the existing residential area as it faces the existing park.  Neither the freestanding sign 
nor the building sign will be illuminated. As such, it is staff’s opinion that building signage 
would not have a negative impact on the existing neighborhood. 
 
In addition, Ms. Hirth noted that the proposed engineering plans consisting of a grading 
plan and utility plan were generated by the Village’s consulting engineer using best 
management practices.  The plans provide an up-to-date record for the property 
 
FINDINGS/CRITERIA  
 
As required, staff evaluated the Special Use Permit request based upon the criteria as 
established in the Zoning Ordinance.  Based upon the established criteria, Staff 
identified the following:  
 

1. Proper District – the proposed special use is designated by this code as a 
possible special use in the zoning district in which the property in question is 
located. The definition of the R-3 Moderate Density district indicates 
certain facilities required to serve governmental needs of the area may 
be allowed within the district as a special use subject to restrictions 
intended to preserve and protect the residential character. The 
proposed office building was designed to meet the intent of the district. 

 
2. District Regulations – the proposed special use will comply with all applicable 

regulations in the zoning district in which the property in question is located.  
The proposed office building complies with applicable regulations of 
the Zoning Ordinance.  The residential neighborhood will not be 
negatively impacted by this new building as the property is presently 
used as the Public Works headquarters.  The improvements will 
enhance the overall area. 

 
3. Special Regulations – the proposed use will comply with all special 

regulations established by this code for such special use.  There are no 
special regulations identified in the zoning ordinance related to 
governmental facilities.   
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4. Purpose – the proposed use is in harmony with the purpose and intent of this 
code and of any applicable portion of the Comprehensive Plan of the 
municipality. (At time of presentation, Staff corrected this criteria in 
accordance with the application of the requested action) The R-3 District as 
stated above allows certain facilities required to serve governmental 
needs of the area within the district as a special use subject to 
restrictions intended to preserve and protect the residential character.   
The proposed office building has been designed taking into 
consideration the residential nature of the area. 
 

5. Impact on Surroundings – the granting of the special use permit will not 
substantially lessen the suitability of any nearby property for use and 
development in a manner permitted by right in the zoning district, within which 
such nearby property is located, and will not substantially diminish or impair 
property values in the vicinity of the property in question.  The granting of 
the requested Special Use Permit will actually enhance the adjacent 
residential neighborhood since its design and scale take into 
consideration the existing residential character. 

 
6. Community Impact – the proposed special use permit will not substantially 

increase the congestion in the public streets; will not place burden on any 
other public utilities; or will not increase the danger of fire or endanger the 
public health or safety.  The proposed special use will not have a negative 
impact on community services or facilities as it will continue to be 
governed and maintained by the Village of Matteson.  In addition, the 
utility plan generated by the Village’s consulting engineer takes into 
consideration best management practices for connection to the 
Village’s water system.   

   
7. Adequate Buffering – it shall have adequate site area, which area may be 

greater than the minimum in the district in which the proposed site is located, 
and other buffering features to protect permitted uses or surrounding 
properties.  There is no minimum lot area for a governmental facility in 
the R-3 Moderate Density District.  The new office building will be 
setback a minimum of 62 feet from Tower Avenue (corner of the 
building only) and the improved front yard area incorporating new 
planting beds will enhance the streetscape.  

 
8. Performance – there shall be reasonable assurance that the proposed 

special use will be properly completed and adequately maintained if 
authorized.  The Village will remain responsible for maintaining the new 
office building as well as the existing grounds.  The construction of the 
new office building along with the repainting and freshening up of the 
existing buildings, and improved landscaped areas will enhance the 
look and appeal of site and compliment the established residential 
character of the area. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Based on the established criteria, Staff recommended approval of a Special Use Permit 
for a Governmental Facility, (at time of presentation, Staff clarified that it was the intent 
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of Staff to have the site plan, landscape plan, signage and elevation plan considered as 
part of this request and that it was an oversight of Staff’s to not have referenced it 
specifically on the agenda) including site plan, landscape plan, and signage and 
elevation plan to allow the construction of a new Public Works office building with a wall 
sign, as presented, subject to adding a handicapped parking space for each existing 
building (Building A and Building B). 
 
Further Staff reiterated that if the Plan Commission chooses to recommend in favor of 
the requested Special Use Permit, then the above findings shall be adopted as required 
by Section 159.60 (C) (6) (b) (i-viii) of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 
COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION / QUESTIONS / COMMENTS  
 
The applicant, Bart Gilliam and project Architect, Bill Matthys were present to respond to 
any questions or concerns raised by the Commission. 
 
1. Commission asked whether building is sprinklered – the applicant and the architect 

confirmed that the building would be sprinklered.  
2. Commission asked what the current use of the property is (where building is 

proposed) and whether there are any stormwater detention requirements – staff 
advised that the current of the land is green space and that any Village requirements 
have been addressed by our Consulting Engineer.  Staff identified a copy of the 
approved plans. 

3. Commission noted that there are not handicapped parking spaces shown by the 
existing buildings – the applicant agreed to provide spaces. 

4. Commission inquired as to the number of employees in each building – the applicant 
clarified that there are 2 mechanics in the north garage building. 

5. Commission asked how many offices will be in new building – the applicant clarified 
that there will be 3 offices for 3 employees plus a conference room. 

6. Commission asked for a reason why the sidewalk connection is being provided into 
building– staff noted that the dead-end sidewalk has existed for quite some time and 
best practices include making the connection when possible, the proposed 
connection will extend not only to the building but provide a defined crossing into the 
property and a safe crossing to the sidewalk on the opposite side of the street.  

7. Commission inquired whether any other improvements are planned for Tower 
Avenue – the applicant responded that no improvements are planned.  

8. Commission asked whether the general public would be conducting business at the 
new office building – staff clarified that no specific public business would be 
conducted, however as a public building residents can come to the facility. 

9. Commission inquired as to whether the facility is fenced – the applicant stated that 
there is fencing around the two existing buildings, but there will not be fencing 
planned around the new building. 

10. Commission asked for the purpose of the path leading to the north of the facility-the 
applicant clarified that it is a cemetery access road. 

11. Commission asked if there is any off-site directional signage proposed for facility – 
the applicant stated the only sign is located on Lincoln Highway. 

12. Commission inquired as to the adequacy of on-site lighting – the applicant noted that 
no new parking lot lights are proposed, however building lights are shown on plans. 
Further, if additional lighting is needed, in-house staff is qualified to install parking lot 
lights as needed. 
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There was no further discussion by the Commission. 
 
There was no one from the public present to provide testimony.  The public hearing was 
subsequently closed by Chairperson Howard-Davis. 
 
Commissioner Harris made a motion to approve agenda item PC #12-001 and adopt the 
applicable criteria/findings.  Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion. 
 
VOTES: 
 

Patton :  Absent     
Harris :  Aye     
Howard-Davis :  Aye  5 Ayes 0 Nays  0 Abstain  1 Absent 
Stockstell :  Aye     
Tyler :  Aye     
Johnson :  Aye     

 
By a vote of 5-0, the Plan Commission made a motion to recommend approval to the 
Board of Trustees and adopt the applicable Criteria/Findings for a Special Use Permit for 
a Governmental Facility, including a site plan, landscape plan, and signage and 
elevation plan to allow construction of a new Public Works Office Building with wall 
signage at the property located at 21146 Tower Avenue, subject to the condition of 
adding a handicapped parking stall at each of the existing garage buildings.  
  
PC#12-002 Consideration of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Special Use 
Permit for a two tenant commercial building including a drive-through on the 
property located at the 4630 Lincoln Highway (former Nino’s Pizza) 
 
Applicant:  Nilax Patel of Resa Construction, as owner representative for 
Samorma  Property LLC. 
  
The public hearing for this agenda item was opened by Chairperson Howard-Davis and 
referenced that the public hearing is to be continued.   Pam Hirth, Director of Community 
Development, stated for the record that the item is to be continued to the next regular 
meeting on May 3, 2012.  Staff further noted to the Commission that a second review 
has been completed and comments sent to the applicant.  In order to maintain the 
schedule on May 3rd, the applicant has been advised that revised plans need to be 
submitted no later than Monday, April 23rd, 2012. 
 
Commissioner’s asked who the tenants are for the building.  Staff identified Dunkin 
Donuts and an unknown tenant. Commissioner’s asked whether the Dunkin Donuts will 
include a Baskin Robbins.  Staff stated that it will not.  Chairperson reminded the 
Commission that these types of questions need to be saved for the May 3rd meeting.  
There was no further discussion. 
 
OLD BUISNESS - None 
 
NEW BUSINESS-None 
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COMMISSIONER’S REPORT/INQUIRIES 
 
There were no Commissioner’s reports, however see below regarding inquiries and 
discussions.  
 
STAFF COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Staff advised the Commission that 3 of the 4 tenants in the Crossroads Plaza and Bar 
Louie in the Matteson Hotel and Conference Center are now open for business.  Staff 
responded to Commissioner’s inquiries. 
 

1. Commission inquired as to the return of Holiday Inn – staff stated that it is 
planned to be a Holiday Inn again. 

2. Commission inquired as to whether there was an incentive agreement for the 
property – staff indicated that there is an incentive agreement which can be 
discussed with the Economic Development Division. 

3. Commissioner Stockstell advised the Commission members that he attended the 
National APA conference. 

4. Commission asked how Toys R Us sales ranked nationally – staff advised that 
this is a question for the Economic Development Division.   

5. Commission suggested that the Village should consider an incentive for Toys R 
Us since the building needs to be updated – staff advised that this would be a 
matter for the Economic Development Division to address. 

6. Commission commented on the condition of the former Club Mix site and when it 
will be cleaned-up – staff discussed current ownership situation of the overall 
property.  Staff also discussed the use of the ESI (existing structure inspection) 
as leverage for commercial property compliance both inside and outside. 

7. Staff requested that the Commission members contact staff in advance of 
meetings either by phone or email with specific concerns and questions so that 
staff can be better prepared to respond at the meeting.   

8. Commission inquired as to the status of the ZBA – staff advised the Commission 
that at this time one member has been appointed and accepted a position on the 
ZBA. 

9. Commission further inquired as to the meeting schedule of ZBA – staff clarified 
that the ZBA will meet on an as-needed basis.  At this time, there have been no 
agenda items for the ZBA and since 2009 there has only been a single case.  
Staff typically works with the owner to bring the proposal into compliance so that 
a variance is not needed. 

10. Commission referenced the Asian Fusion sign and the previous variance to sign 
height.  Staff clarified that per the Village Attorney’s office, a sign variance is not 
an authorized variance of the ZBA.  Staff noted that for that reason, it is fortunate 
the sign was never constructed.   

11. Staff reiterated that they are working on trying to bring commercial properties into 
compliance but the owners, landlords and tenants are not always cooperative.   

12. Staff further noted that they are busy working on some very positive things for the 
Village related to community development as well as economic development. 

 
 
 
 
 

7 



PUBLIC COMMENT - None 
 
NEXT REGULAR MEETING – May 3, 2012 
 
ADJOURNMENT - The Plan Commission Meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m.  
 

 
Minutes submitted by:  Community Development Department 
 
Approved:  May 3, 2012, as presented. 
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