
1 

OFFICIAL  MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
VILLAGE OF MATTESON 

September 20, 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, Chairperson 
2. William Harris 
3. Marty Patton 
4. A.J. Pearson, III 
5. James Floyd 
6. David Nagel 
 
Also Present: 
1. Pam Hirth, Director of Community Development 
 
Absent: 
 
1. Trustee Veloid Cotton  
 
 
Chairperson Howard-Davis announced the newly appointed Members (Commissioners Pearson, 
Floyd and Nagel) and asked that they each provide a short introduction about themselves. 
 
 
CHANGES TO THE AGENDA - No changes to the Agenda. 
 
APPROVAL July 19, 2012 MINUTES:  
 
A motion to approve the July 19, 2012 Minutes made by Commissioner Harris and seconded by 
Commissioner Patton, was made.  
 
VOTES: 
 

Patton :  Aye     
Harris :  Aye     
Howard-Davis :  Aye     
Pearson :  Aye     
Floyd :  Aye 6 Ayes 0 Nays  0 Abstain 0 Absent 
Nagel :  Aye     
      
      

 
The July 190, 2012  minutes were approved, as presented. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
PC#12-005 Consideration of a Zoning Text Amendment to Section 159.62 Planned Unit 
Developments 
 
Applicant: Planning Division of the Community Development Department 
 
Ms. Hirth presented the Staff Report as follows: 
 
ANALYSIS/BACKGROUND: 
 
The original Section 159.62 related to Planned Unit Developments was approved in December, 
2007.  Prior to the adoption this approving ordinance, the Village did not have the ability to 
consider commercial projects as Planned Unit Developments (PUDs).  Since its adoption, the 
Village has reviewed and approved several projects under this section of the zoning ordinance.  
Staff has determined with the assistance of the Village Attorney’s that the current section needs to 
be updated to reflect actual practices and applications of this section.   
 
The attached marked-up document highlights the proposed changes to the section using strike-
through and bold/italicize.  
 
Staff presented the text amendment page-by-page and responded to questions and comments from 
the Commission members. 
 
Highlights of the proposed text changes: 
 

1. In general, the document has been revised to include minor correcting of and using more 
applicable wording in the various subsections. 
 

2. Subsection B. Applicability - eliminating “Elective” as an option since it is not typical 
that an applicant requests a PUD, but Staff requiring the PUD review process due to the 
need for deviations from the zoning ordinance and the ability to subject a project to 
follow the Village’s design and development guidelines; expanding the B.4 related to 
commercial development and B.5 related to industrial/business park development to 
include those properties being redeveloped and needing code modifications not subject to 
hardship criteria due to established site conditions. 
 

3. Subsection C.10 Special Service Area – Residential Development – Clarifying that 
section relates to private, commonly owned areas of the development.  Staff further 
provided an explanation of the purpose of a dormant Special Service Area (SSA), and its 
need for establishment before or concurrent with final platting.  
 

4. Subsection D.4 Additional Signage–expanding modifications section to include 
additional signage as a permitted modification to be considered as part of a PUD review; 
not included previously.  Staff noted for the Commission that signage has been part of 
recent PUDs requests and now with this proposed amendment there is authority to 
consider signage deviations. 
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5. Subsection E.1.a. and b.  Purpose and Pre-application Meeting-clarifying that it the 
development review team that will meet with applicants at a pre-application meeting. 
 

6. Subsection E.1.d.   Initial Review by Plan Commission– deleting original language 
having Plan Commission complete a pre-application meeting and revising language 
addressing Additional (pre-application) Meetings as being determined by the Director of 
Community Development after consult with the Development Review Team. 
 

7. Subsection E.2.c. Submission – deleting language relating to the requirement for a 
summary report of an application’s content in general and specifically a report being sent 
to the Plan Commission.  Adding language that an applicant will receive written 
notification of missing plan submittal documents; incorporating the initial review of a 
formal application by the Development Review Team and then forwarding to the Plan 
Commission. 
 

8. Subsection E.3. Status of Preliminary Development Plan b. – deleting language. 
 

9. Subsection E.4.c. Submission – deleting language relating to the requirement for a 
summary report of an application’s content in general and specifically a report being sent 
to the Plan Commission.  Adding language that an applicant will receive written 
notification of missing plan submittal documents; incorporating the initial review of a 
formal application by the Development Review Team and then forwarding to the Plan 
Commission. 
 

10. Subsection F. CONSTRUCTION TIMING – increase length of time for commencement 
of construction from 12 months to 24 months to be consistent with other sections using a 
2 year timeframe; and delete 1. Revocation of Permits and 2. Time Extensions as these 
sections are duplicate and inconsistent with provisions found in 3.J.d. 
 

11. Subsection J.3.b. Minor Changes; c. Revocation; and e. Extensions and Hearings – revise 
language to allow the Director of Community Development to confirm a minor change 
since the Village does not have a specific and separate PUD Review Committee; 
clarification that PUDs can be revoked under what defined grounds; and simplifying the 
ability to extend the time limits of a PUD by the Village Board in one (1) year 
increments. 
 

12. Subsection K.2. Notice of Public Hearing b. and c. – eliminate provisions as it has not 
been common practice; and as a non-home rule community it is not required to post a 
public notice sign on the property nor notify adjacent property owners of the public 
hearing.   
 

13. Subsection 3. Timing of Notices b. and c. – eliminate provisions since the need for public 
notice signage and notification of adjacent property owners is not warranted due to our 
status as a non-home rule community. 
 

14. Subsection 5. Delivery of Notice to Adjacent Property Owners – eliminate provisions 
since the need for public notice to the adjacent property owners is not warranted. 

 
 
FINIDNGS 
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As required, staff has evaluated the text amendment based upon the findings as identified in the 
zoning ordinance.  Based upon the findings identified in the zoning ordinance, Staff finds the 
following: 
 
(i) Whether such change is consistent with the intent and purpose of the Zoning Code in 

establishing the particular zones affected.  The proposed amendment remains 
consistent with the intent and purpose of the original section as adopted in 2007, the 
Section needs to be updated to reflect current practices and applications of the 
provisions.  

 
(ii) Which areas in the municipality are most likely to be directly affected by such change 

and in what way they will be affected.   The proposed text amendment is applicable to 
all areas in the Village when a Planned Unit Development is requested by an 
applicant.  The proposed changes will reflect actual practices and applications of the 
provisions. 

 
(iii) Whether any indirect effects are likely to result from such change in the foreseeable 

future and, if so, the nature of such indirect effects.  There are no indirect effects likely 
to result from the proposed text amendment since the proposed changes reflect 
actual practices and applications of the existing provisions. 

 
(iv) Whether the amendment under consideration would correct an error or oversight in the 

ordinance as originally adopted.  The proposed text amendment reflects actual 
practices and applications of the existing provisions.    

 
(v) Whether the amendment under consideration is made necessary because of changed or 

changing conditions in the areas and zones affected or in the municipality generally, and, 
if so, the nature of such changing conditions.  The proposed text amendment has been 
generated to reflect the actual practices and applications of the existing provisions.  

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based upon the established findings, Staff recommended approval of the Zoning Ordinance Text 
Amendment to Section 159.62 Planned Unit Developments, with corrections. 
 
COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION / QUESTIONS / COMMENTS  
 
Staff responded to questions and comments raised by the Commission as follows: 
 
1. Asked various questions as Staff presented the text amendment page by page (see 

ANALYSIS).  In addition, Commission members also asked the following. 
2. Asked about differences between Community Development and Economic Development.  

Staff clarified that Community Development is responsible for the development of land in the 
Village based on documents such as the zoning ordinance, Comprehensive Plan, Design and 
Development Guidelines.  Community Development focuses on land use and its 
appropriateness and does not look at the economic viability or a project’s ability to generate 
sales tax revenue. 

3. Asked whether the PUD ordinance is applicable to churches.  Staff noted uses allowed 
defined as permitted “by right” or special uses which due to the nature of the special use 
requires a more detailed review.  Churches are typically special uses, however when 
reviewing churches it is important to do so based on solid analysis as case law has been 
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established.  If the special use being considered includes site plan review and the plan 
requires deviations from the zoning ordinance, the PUD process could apply. 

4. Inquiry regarding the notice requirements.  Staff presented a copy of the notice as prepared 
for the newspaper and explained the timing requirements.  

 
There was no further discussion or questions by the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Nagel made a motion to approve agenda item PC #12-005, with corrections.  
Commissioner Patton seconded the motion. 
 
VOTES: 
 

Patton :  Aye     
Harris :  Aye     
Howard-Davis :  Aye     
Pearson :  Aye     
Floyd 
Nagel                    

:  Aye 
:  Aye 

6 Ayes 0 Nays  0 Abstain 0 Absent 

 
 
By a vote of 6-0, the Plan Commission made a motion to recommend approval to the Board of 
Trustees a Text Amendment to Section 159.62 Planned Unit Developments (PUDs).  
 
OLD BUSINESS - None 
 
NEW BUSINESS – None 
 
COMMISSIONER’S REPORT/INQUIRIES 
 

1. Commissioner Patton advised the Commission members of the recent 211th TOD 
Steering Committee meeting in which the draft document was presented.   Staff 
confirmed that Matteson had the best attendance at the meeting, 

2. Chairperson Howard-Davis inquired about Lincoln Mall.  Staff confirmed there is a new 
owner, but has no other information at this time. 

3. Chairperson Howard-Davis noted to the Commission members the flyer about the 
upcoming Plan Commissioner Training Workshop in December at the Village of Park 
Forest. 

4. Commission Pearson asked that the existing Commission members provide a brief 
introduction of themselves. 

 
STAFF COMMUNICATIONS 
 

1. Advised Commission of the new owner for the Bally’s building and its redevelopment 
into an X-sport Fitness facility. 

2. Advised Commission of the bid opening for the Cicero Avenue Median Enhancement 
Project, including the enhancement of the gateway sign located at Cicero and Vollmer.   

3. Updated the Commission on the Shared Quiet Zone with Richton Park – pre-construction 
meeting held, permit from IDOT, 30-days to complete). 

4. Advised Commission of the Village receiving an ICC grant to further noise mitigation 
and impact for sound barrier type fencing along the residential areas backing onto the 
railroad.  No detailed plans have been generated at this time. 
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5. With the new Commission members, and a fresh start – Staff inquired as to whether the 
Commission would consider changing the start time of the meetings from 7:30 pm to 
7:00 pm.  Commissioner members agreed to the start time change for future meetings. 

 
 
NEXT REGULAR MEETING - Staff advised the Commission that the next regularly 
scheduled meeting is October 4, 2012. 
 
ADJOURNMENT - The Plan Commission Meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m.  
 
 

Minutes submitted by:  Community Development Department 
 
 
 


