CITY OF OAK FOREST
Planning and Zoning Commission
Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, May 5, 2021 – 7:00 p.m.

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 #21-009 Maziur Residence – Garage and Driveway Variation: PUBLIC HEARING – The applicant
requests review and recommendation of variation to allow a second garage and a second driveway
as well as a garage beyond the allowed floor area square footage and such other and further zoning relief
as may be required in the R1 –Single Family District at 5001 152nd Street, petitioner Peter Maziur.
2. ZC #21-010 D.A.’s Deli Drive-Thru – Special Use Permit: PUBLIC HEARING – a special use permit request
to allow a Drive-up Facility and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the C1 – Local
Commercial District at 5201 W. 167th Street, petitioner D.A.’s Deli.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
April 21, 2021
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION
ADJOURNMENT

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
Staff Report

May 5, 2021

TITLE:

MAZIUR RESIDENCE GARAGE & DRIVEWAY VARIATION

CASE NUMBER:

ZC #21-009

REQUESTS:

VARIATION APPROVAL
The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval of a
variation request to allow a second garage and a second driveway as
well as a garage beyond the allowed floor area square footage and such
other and further zoning relief as may be required in the R1 - Single
Family Zoning District at 5001 152nd Street.

LOCATION:

5001 152nd Street

APPLICANT INFORMATION
APPLICANT:

Peter Maziur, property owner

MEETING DATE:

May 5, 2021

NOTICE PUBLISHED:

April 20, 2021
Daily Southtown

STAFF:

Paul Ruane, Community Planner

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Statement of Need
2. Responses to Standards
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 second garage, a second driveway, and a one-thousand forty (1040) square foot garage in a lot allowed only
six-hundred sixty (660) square foot floor area and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the
R1 – Single Family Zoning District at 5001 152nd Street.
For the 2nd garage and 2nd driveway variation, The Planning and Zoning Commission shall approve, approve with
conditions, or deny the variation. This will be the final determination pertaining to those two (2) out of three (3)
variation requests.
For the garage size variation, 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 in 1993. The applicant has an existing 2 car garage with an existing
driveway in front of the house (152nd Street). The rear yard currently has an above ground pool with a deck
associated with it. The applicant has indicated that this setup provides limited storage and a need for a larger
garage space to store Christmas decorations, motorcycles, atvs, a truck, and a boat.

III.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning
R1 – Single Family Residence District
Required Yards & Side Yard Setback: 3 feet
Setbacks
Pool Setback: 10 feet
Rear Yard Setback: 3 feet
Current Use
Single family home
Future Land Use
Single family residential
Area &
Frontage: 93.00 feet
Dimensions
Total area: approximately 0.22 acres (9,419 square feet)
Depth x Width: 101.28 feet x 93.00 feet
Property
The subject property currently sits on one parcel.
Buildings
Existing Site
One single-story, single family home with a building footprint of 1,540 sq. ft. serves as
the primary structure. Additionally, a pool with a diameter of 18 ft. in the rear yard
Features serves as the only accessory structure.
Property
Access
The subject property has access from a driveway on Hawthorne Road.

IV.

CONTEXT
Surrounding
Zoning & Uses

North: R1 – Single Family District (single-family home)
South: R1 – Single Family District (single-family home)
West: R1 – Single Family District (single-family home)
East: R1 – Single Family District (single-family home)

ZC #21-009 | Maziur Residence | Garage - Driveway Variation
May 5, 2021
Page 3

Exhibit 1: Aerial

Exhibit 2: Current Zoning

R1

R1
R3
OS
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Exhibit 3: Future Land Use

V.

Proposal
The applicant proposes to place a one-thousand forty (1040) square foot garage near the south-west property
line. The garage will be placed three (3) feet from the south property line, five (5) feet from the west property line
(Section 9-102 D.1.d.ii) and maintain a distance of over 10 feet from the pool (Section 9-102 D.3.c.iv). Meeting the
minimum requirements for setbacks.

Additionally the applicant is requesting a second garage and a second driveway, both require Planning and
Zoning Commission approval.
VI.

Analysis
The applicant’s request is based on the reason of hardship, an inability to store possessions. Looking at the plat
of survey provided it appears close to maximized impervious surface. This accessory structure is proposed to
cover more than 20% of the rear yard. Accessory structures covering more than 20% of the rear yard requires a
drainage plan. The house is 1,540 SF, the main driveway is 403 SF, the deck is 320 SF, and the pool is 255 SF.
These add up to 2,518 SF of lot covered out of 9,420 SF (27% lot coverage). With the addition of a 1,040 SF garage
and second driveway at 48 SF, the lot coverage is 3,606 SF (38% lot coverage) which meets the requirements of
50% or less (4,710 SF would be the maximum). The larger garage will not put the lot coverage over the required
maximum. Staff still doesn’t see the need to allow a garage larger than allowed for the lot size. The future land
use map designated this area as a residential use which is cohesive with the current use.
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS
General Standard

Unique Physical
Condition

Not Self-Created.

Denied
Substantial Rights

Not Merely
Special Privilege

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 garage does create a
particular hardship or practical difficulty as storage is necessary to meet requirements
of city code.
The subject property is exceptional as compared to other lots subject to the same provision
by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of an existing use, structure or
sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; irregular or substandard shape or size;
exceptional topographical features; or other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to
and inherent in the subject property that amount to more than a mere inconvenience to
the owner and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the personal situation of the
current owner of the lot.
Met. The subject property’s ability to expand or add storage is limited to a second
garage or a garage expansion. By adding a second garage it allows a more affordable
option than the grading needs to attach to the existing garage.
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 of a corner lot and size is not the result of the action or
inaction of the applicant, 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 would like to receive the ability to allow for more storage
as many homes in the nearby neighborhood can with the use of a second garage.
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 not enough garage space 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.
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Code Plan and
Purposes

Essential
Character of the
Area

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 and the future land use.
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
Second
garage &
driveway
variation

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. If attached to the existing garage major elevation constrains the feasibility of an
extension to the existing garage.

Garage
Not Met. The requested garage can meet the requirements of the size allowed for a lot
sq. ft.
of this size.
variation
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards (PZC Res 21-11) 2nd garage and driveway
TOTAL MET: 7 of 8 standards (PZC Res 21-12) larger square footage than allowed garage
VII.

PZC MOTION
Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 21-11. recommending approval of a variation request to allow the installation of
a second garage and a second driveway in the R1 – Single Family District, at 5001 152nd Street.
Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 21-12 recommending denial of a variation request to allow the installation of a
one-thousand forty (1,040) square foot garage where a 660 SF garage is allowed in the R1 – Single Family District,
at 5001 152nd Street.

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 21-11
WHEREAS, Peter Maziur (“Applicant”) filed an application for a variation request
to allow a second garage and a second driveway in the R1 – Residential District; and such
other and further zoning relief as may be required (“Zoning Relief”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief is for the property commonly
known as 5001 W. 152nd Street (“Property”).
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown on April 20,
2021 and a public hearing was convened before the Planning and Zoning Commission
(“PZC”) on May 5, 2021; 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 A;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the PZC of the City of Oak Forest,
Cook County, based on the foregoing recitals which are hereby incorporated by reference,
that:
Section 1.

FINDINGS.

Based on the evidence presented at the public hearing, and the Findings of Fact
attached hereto as Exhibit B, 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.

C. Compliance with Plans. The development, maintenance, and operation of the
Property will be in substantial compliance with those documents and plans
submitted in the application, except for minor changes and site work approved by
the Community Development Director in accordance with all applicable City rules,
regulations, and ordinances.
D. Limitation of Approval. The variation is limited to the property.
ADOPTED THIS _____ day of ______________, 20 _____
AYES: (___)
NAYS: (___)
ABSENT: (___)
ABSTAIN: (___)

______________________________________
James Stuewe, PZC Chairman

EXHIBIT A
Site Plan

EXHIBIT B
Findings of Fact
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS
General Standard 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.

Unique Physical
Condition

Not Self-Created.

Denied
Substantial Rights

Not Merely
Special Privilege

Met. Carrying out the letter of the code to not construct a garage does create
a particular hardship or practical difficulty as storage is necessary to meet
requirements of city code.
The subject property is exceptional as compared to other lots subject to the
same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including
presence of an existing use, structure or sign, whether conforming or
nonconforming; irregular or substandard shape or size; exceptional
topographical features; or other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to
and inherent in the subject property that amount to more than a mere
inconvenience to the owner and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather
than the personal situation of the current owner of the lot.
Met. The subject property’s ability to expand or add storage is limited to a
second garage or a garage expansion. By adding a second garage it allows
a more affordable option than the grading needs to attach to the existing
garage.
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 of a corner lot and size is not the result of the action
or inaction of the applicant, 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 would like to receive the ability to allow for more
storage as many homes in the nearby neighborhood can with the use of a
second garage.
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 not enough
garage space 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
Purposes

Essential
Character of the
Area

No Other
Remedy

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 and the future
land use.
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.
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. If attached to the existing garage major elevation constrains the
feasibility of an extension to the existing garage.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 21-12
WHEREAS, Peter Maziur (“Applicant”) filed an application for a variation to allow
the installation of a one-thousand forty (1040) square foot garage in a lot allowed only sixhundred sixty (660) square foot floor area (“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 5001 W. 152nd Street (“Property”); and
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown on April 20,
2021, and a public hearing was convened before the Planning and Zoning Commission
(“PZC”) on May 5, 2021; 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 A;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the PZC of the City of Oak Forest,
Cook County, based on the foregoing recitals which are hereby incorporated by reference,
that:
Section 1.

FINDINGS.

Based on the evidence presented at the public hearing, and the Findings of Fact
attached hereto as Exhibit B, the PZC hereby finds that the Applicant’s request does not
satisfy the standards for the requested Zoning Relief as set forth in the Zoning Ordinance
of Oak Forest.
Section 2.

RECOMMENDATION.

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

EXHIBIT B
Findings of Fact
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS
General Standard 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.

Unique Physical
Condition

Not Self-Created.

Denied
Substantial Rights

Not Merely
Special Privilege

Met. Carrying out the letter of the code to not construct a garage does create
a particular hardship or practical difficulty as storage is necessary to meet
requirements of city code.
The subject property is exceptional as compared to other lots subject to the
same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including
presence of an existing use, structure or sign, whether conforming or
nonconforming; irregular or substandard shape or size; exceptional
topographical features; or other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to
and inherent in the subject property that amount to more than a mere
inconvenience to the owner and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather
than the personal situation of the current owner of the lot.
Met. The subject property’s ability to expand or add storage is limited to a
second garage or a garage expansion. By adding a second garage it allows
a more affordable option than the grading needs to attach to the existing
garage.
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 of a corner lot and size is not the result of the action
or inaction of the applicant, 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 would like to receive the ability to allow
for more storage as many homes in the nearby neighborhood can with the use
of a second garage.
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 not enough
garage space 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
Purposes

Essential
Character of the
Area

No Other
Remedy

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 and the future
land use.
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.
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.

Not Met. The requested garage can meet the requirements of the size
allowed for a lot of this size.
TOTAL MET: 7 of 8 standards

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
Staff Report

May 5, 2021

TITLE:

D.A.’S DELI DRIVE-UP FACILITY - SPECIAL USE PERMIT

CASE NUMBER:

ZC #21-010

REQUESTS:

SPECIAL USE PERMIT
The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval for a
special use permit to allow a drive-up facility and such other and further
zoning relief as may be required in the C1 – Local Commercial District at
5201 W. 167th Street.

LOCATION:

5201 W. 167th Street

APPLICANT INFORMATION
APPLICANT:

D.A.’s Deli

MEETING DATE:

May 5, 2021

NOTICE PUBLISHED:

April 19, 2021
Daily Southtown

STAFF:

Paul Ruane, Community Planner

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Site Plan
2. Photographic Drive-Thru
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I.
REQUEST
The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval for a special use permit to allow a drive-up
facility and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the C1 – Local Commercial District at 5201
W. 167th Street. 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, D.A.’s Deli, is requesting a Special Use Permit for a drive-thru. After approval of the special use,
the applicant plans build the new drive-thru to benefit the restaurant. The addition of the drive-thru will remove
parking in the front but will add employee parking to the rear. Not only does this assist with response to the
pandemic, but also the ability to provide quick service to vehicles passing by. The applicant proposes a new
dumpster enclosure to meet site requirements. Lastly, a fence on the east side of the drive-thru will provide buffer
from the headlights created by the stacked cars.
III.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning
C1 – Local Commercial District
Required Yards & Front yard: 25 feet
Setbacks
Interior side yard: 0 feet
Rear yard: 25 feet
Current Use
Vacant Restaurant – (formerly Mila’s Family Kitchen)
Future Land Use
Commercial
Area &
Frontage: 140 feet
Dimensions
Total area: approximately .4 acres (17,500 square feet)
Total depth: 125 feet
Existing Site
Property
Features According to the plat of survey and associated legal description, the subject property
Property
currently consists of one (1) parcel.
Buildings
One single-story, commercial building with a footprint of approximately 806 sq. ft. serves
as the primary structure.
Parking
9 parking spaces currently exist in front of the building with additional, unmarked parking
is available in the rear of the property.
Access
The subject property has one curb cut on 167th Street and seamless connection to the Old
Laramie Avenue ROW (currently used as a private road between this property and the
residence to the south).

IV.

CONTEXT
Surrounding
Zoning & Uses
CBD- Central
Business District

North (Across 167th Street): Cook County Forest Preserve
South: C1 – Local Commercial District (vacant land)
West: R2 – Single Family Residential 15211 W. 167th Street
East: R2 – Single Family Residential 16700-06 Laramie Avenue
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Exhibit 1: Aerial Location

Exhibit 2: Current Zoning

R2

R2
C1
R2
R2

R2
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Exhibit 3: Future Land Use

V.

ANALYSIS
The applicant is proposing to modify the existing site to add a drive-thru. The drive-thru lane will be added to the
existing parking lot. Three (3) parking spaces will be removed from the west side of the parking lot to allow for a
drive-thru. The drive-thru lane will then circulate around the south to the east side of the building. Six (6) parking
spaces dedicated to dine-in customers will allow for 18 seats. A few minor improvements provided through
conditions of this Special Use Permit will bring the business up to city requirements. The restaurant use is
permitted without a drive-thru, so the conditions are required to use the drive-thru. The drive-thru will be
contingent on completing the conditions. The requirement of fencing along the west property line will screen the
commercial use from the single family use next door. A landscape buffer from 167th Street is a code requirement
for parking lots. This will offer a buffer from the stacked cars of the drive-thru. Landscaping will also cut down on
the sound from 167th Street. The future land use map designated this are as a commercial use, which is cohesive
with the current uses.

VI.

CONCLUSION
STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE PERMITS
No special permit shall be recommended or granted pursuant to the below unless the applicant establishes
that they are met.
Code and Plan
Met. The proposed use is in harmony with city code and the Comprehensive Plan.
Purposes
No Undue Adverse
Impact

Met. The use will not have undue adverse impact on neighboring properties, as the
use is existing with the addition of a drive-thru to help the business make the more
convenient to those driving through from I-57.
No Interference with Met. The existing use will not change nor interfere with surrounding development.
Surrounding
Development.
Adequate Public
Met. There are adequate public facilities to serve this use.
Facilities.
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No Traffic
Congestion.

Met. The use will add additional space to place the cars that would normally have to
go inside to receive orders. The previous restaurant use didn’t see any congestion
issues.
Met. The proposed drive-thru will not destroy and significant features of the site.

No Destruction of
Significant
Features.
Compliance with
Met. The proposed use is compliant with all standards of the Code.
Standards.
TOTAL MET: 7 of 7 standards
VII.

PZC MOTION
Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 21-13 recommending approval for a special use permit to allow a drive-up facility
and other and further zoning relief as may be required in the C1 – Local Commercial District at 5201 W. 167th
Street with the following conditions:
1. A solid opaque fence providing a buffer from the residential to the west. Fencing to be installed
prior to opening the drive-thru.
2. Create a 3 ft. hedge or dense landscape buffer from 167th Street. Provide a landscape plan to be
reviewed by staff for approval. Installation of landscaping will be required prior to opening the
drive-thru.
3. Employee Parking Only signage shall be used for the parking in the rear. Installation of signage
will be required prior to Certificate of Occupancy for the business.
4. Provide concrete pad with a brick enclosure similar to the building. Installation of enclosure will
be required prior to opening the drive-thru.

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 21-13
WHEREAS, D.A.’s Deli (“Applicant”) filed an application for a special use permit
request to allow a drive-up facility in the C1 – Local Commercial District; and such other
and further zoning relief as may be required (“Zoning Relief”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief is for the property commonly
known as 5201 W. 167th Street (“Property”); and
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown on April 20,
2021, and a public hearing was convened before the Planning and Zoning Commission
(“PZC”) on May 5, 2021; 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 A;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the PZC of the City of Oak Forest,
Cook County, based on the foregoing recitals which are hereby incorporated by reference,
that:
Section 1.

FINDINGS.

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

RECOMMENDATION.

Based on the findings of fact set forth in Section 1 of this resolution, the PZC
hereby recommends approval of the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief, with the
following conditions:
A. No Authorization of Work. The Ordinance approving the Zoning Relief
(“Ordinance”) does not authorize commencement of any work on the Property.
Except as otherwise specifically provided in writing in advance by the City, no work
of any kind shall be commenced on the Property pursuant to the approvals granted
unless and until all conditions of the Ordinance precedent to such work have been
fulfilled and after all permits, approvals, and other authorizations for such work
have been properly applied for, paid for, and granted in accordance with applicable
law, including, without limitation, approval of final engineering plans and issuance
of required permits.
B. Compliance with Laws. The development, maintenance and operation of the
Property must comply with all applicable State, County and City statutes,
ordinances, codes, rules, and regulations.
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C. Compliance with Plans. The development, maintenance, and operation of the
Property will be in substantial compliance with those documents and plans
submitted in the application, except for minor changes and site work approved by
the Community Development Director in accordance with all applicable City rules,
regulations, and ordinances.
D. Limitation of Approval. The special use is limited to the property.
E. Other.
1. A solid opaque fence providing a buffer from the residential to the west.
Fencing to be installed prior to opening the drive-thru.
2. Create a 3 ft. hedge or dense landscape buffer from 167th Street. Provide
a landscape plan to be reviewed by staff for approval. Installation of
landscaping will be required prior to opening the drive-thru.
3. Employee Parking Only signage shall be used for the parking in the rear.
Installation of signage will be required prior to Certificate of Occupancy for
the business.
4. Provide concrete pad with a brick enclosure similar to the building.
Installation of enclosure will be required prior to opening the drive-thru.

ADOPTED THIS _____ day of ______________, 20___
AYES: (___)
NAYS: (___)
ABSENT: (___)
ABSTAIN: (___)
Chairman, Oak Forest PZC

Page 2 of 2

EXHIBIT A
Site Plan

EXHIBIT B
Findings of Fact
STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE PERMITS
Code and Plan
Purposes

Met. The proposed use is in harmony with city code and the
Comprehensive Plan.

Met. The use will not have undue adverse impact on neighboring
properties, as the use is existing with the addition of a drive-thru to
help the business make the more convenient to those driving
through from I-57.
No Interference Met. The existing use will not change nor interfere with surrounding
with
development.
Surrounding
Development.
Adequate
Met. There are adequate public facilities to serve this use.
Public
Facilities.
No Traffic
Met. The use will add additional space to place the cars that
Congestion.
would normally have to go inside to receive orders. The previous
restaurant use didn’t see any congestion issues.
No Undue
Adverse
Impact

No
Met. The proposed drive-thru will not destroy and significant
Destruction
features of the site.
of Significant
Features.
Compliance
Met. The proposed use is compliant with all standards of the Code.
with
Standards.
TOTAL MET: 7 of 7 standards

Dumpster
pavement
Employee Parking
pavement
Fencing 6'x15'
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CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING / ZONING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, April 21, 2021
The Planning & Zoning Commission meeting was called to order at 7:03 p.m. with Roll Call.
PRESENT:

ABSENT:

Commissioner Dave Kerr
Commissioner Wayne Schroeder
Commissioner Chuck Wolf
Commissioner Nick Zembruski
Commissioner Michael Ziak
Chairman Jim Stuewe
Staff Member Paul Ruane
Commissioner Ken Keeler
Commissioner Sal Mosqueda

******************************
1. ZC #21-005 Captain Jack’s Beverages – Monument Sign Height Variation: PUBLIC HEARING
- The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval of a variation request to
allow a sign beyond the height allowance of a monument sign permit and such other and
further zoning relief as may be required in the C3 – Central Business District at 15211 S.
Cicero Avenue.

Staff Member Ruane led the presentation of the case and reviewed staff report.
Mr. Zembruski asked how tall the existing pole sign is now.

Mr. Ruane responded roughly 25 -30 ft. tall.

Mr. Kerr asked why is the petitioner asking for the sign to be 2 feet taller.

Mr. Ruane said that they were hesitant on the EMC sign being so low to the ground that it wouldn’t
be visible. Originally they came to us with a plan to place the EMC sign on top of the primary sign. But
according to the sign code, we not only don’t want the EMC sign to be as big as the primary sign, as
well as we want the primary sign to be on top of the EMC sign or accessory sign as it would be thought
of.
Mr. Wolf asked what is the allowed width of the monument signs, as the height only allows 10 ft.

Mr. Ruane confirmed the height is 10ft. but the width is not expressly given. The sign is allowed a
maximum of 10 ft. in height and an overall 100 SF of signage.
Mr. Wolf asked if the base was figured into the signage SF area.

Mr. Ruane let him know that the base is not part of the signage SF area.
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Mr. Ziak asked if in the past we granted Blarney Stone a similar height variation allowance.

Mr. Ruane confirmed that they were saying similarly that they wouldn’t be able to view the EMC from
its current allowed height.
Mr. Ruane read off the responses to the standards provided from the petitioner.

Mr. Wolf I would prefer the two feet in height in comparison to the two feet in width.
Mr. Ruane displayed the current pole sign used by their store in Worth, IL.

Mr. Zembruski asked if they would have the sign similar to the one in worth with the nautical wheel
on top.

Mr. Ruane responded that is not what they proposed as it would count towards the overall height of
the sign.

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to adopt PZC Resolution 21-08 recommending approval
of a monument sign height variation request in the C3 – Central Business District at 15211
Cicero Avenue.
Mr. Kerr motioned

Mr. Ziak seconded

AYES
Mr. Kerr
Mr. Ziak
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Zembruski
Chairman Stuewe

NAYS

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve the variation request at 15211 Cicero Avenue, carried, 6-0-0 with 2 absent.
******************************

2. ZC #21-007 Refuse Containers and Enclosures – Text Amendment: PUBLIC HEARING - The
applicant requests review and recommendation of the proposed text amendments to the
following provisions of the City of Oak Forest Zoning Ordinance: Section 9-107 (I), Refuse
Containers; Outdoor Storage and adding Section 9-107 (J), Outdoor Storage.

Staff Member Ruane led the presentation of the case and reviewed staff report.
Mr. Wolf asked if they are allowed on the side yard of the building.

Mr. Ruane confirmed yes they are allowed, only on an interior side yard though.
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Mr. Wolf asked about the shipping container at 151st Street and Cicero Avenue in front of the building.
Mr. Ruane answered that they have a temporary allowance to place the container there. The
restoration project allows for the temporary placement of the container.

Mr. Forbes confirmed as well, they have one unit left for the old tattoo parlor. State Farm and Discount
Smokes have been completed. Once they are done with their construction that will be gone.
Mr. Ruane let the commission know that the outdoor storage isn’t limited to just outdoor storage
containers but also general outdoor storage. Such as auto uses that allow for storage in the rear.

Mr. Wolf asked as we look into what we have done for refuse enclosures, and what we are doing for
outdoor storage, they are related. We are basically taking the screening requirements of dumpsters
from before and applying them to outdoor storage. Why doesn’t it maintain the same standard.

Mr. Ruane answered that outdoor storage and containers are something that we don’t want to see
permanent. The businesses intend to keep them permanently, but if we brick these areas in then it
will never go away. At least this way when someone new takes over a building they can easily remove
a fenced in area.
Mr. Wolf asked if we are allowing these because of the times? Why are we allowing these storage
containers?

Mr. Ruane confirmed that the direction from the businesses was that they need more space and short
of leaving the City to find a larger location they need additional storage space. Direction was further
verified from City Council that they would like to work with the businesses and find a precise way of
allowing the use of storage containers.

Mr. Forbes added that we are getting a hand full of requests from businesses, usually their building
isn’t large enough and they need more room. This offers the business the least expensive option.
Instead of putting an addition on their building or moving to a larger store. So this is something that
we talked to City Council about and they would like for us to regulate it. Put some rules that will allow
these to be permanent but you have to screen them, there is only certain places you can put them. So
we need to make rules to regulate them.
Chairman Stuewe asked for clarification of storage between the two text amendments on the agenda
tonight.

Mr. Ruane said the ZC 21-007 is in reference to the specific screening requirements similar to refuse
containers. ZC 21-008 is in reference to the specific requirements of the shipping containers similar
to garages and sheds.

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to adopt PZC Resolution 21-09 recommending approval
of a Text Amendment to amend Refuse Container and Outdoor Storage requirements.
Mr. Zembruski motioned

Mr. Ziak seconded

Page 3 of 6

AYES
Mr. Zembruski
Mr. Ziak
Mr. Kerr
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Wolf
Chairman Stuewe

NAYS

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve the text amendment to Section 9-107 (I-J), carried, 6-0-0 with 2 absent.
******************************

3. ZC #21-008 Outdoor Storage Containers – Text Amendment: PUBLIC HEARING - The
applicant requests review and recommendation of the proposed text amendments to the
following provision of the City of Oak Forest Zoning Ordinance: Section 9-102 (D.2.c),
Outdoor Storage Containers.

Staff Member Ruane led the presentation of the case and reviewed staff report.

Chairman Stuewe asked if Steve Becker from Performance Masters’ plan to place storage containers
in the rear of his property for maintenance garages, are we going to regulate that?

Mr. Ruane responded that we still would require them to meet the design review requirements. They
would need to clad the container in brick and adding required features of the design review.

Mr. Forbes added that there are two different uses, what Mr. Ruane is talking about now is just for a
storage box. What Mr. Stuewe is referring to is a permanent structure. You can make it into a building,
by wielding them together and adding heat plumbing and electric, that is different request. If you are
going to turn it into an actual building that is habitable space it will require coming into compliance
with all standards of the building code.

Mr. Forbes asked correct me if I am wrong Mr. Ruane but this is only for commercial lots. There is
already something in the City Code but its only for residential lots. You are allowed to have these on
a residential lot for 30 days.

Mr. Ruane responded that this will be only for the commercial districts not industrial districts. In the
Industrial Districts I believe they didn’t need them to be screened from each other.
Mr. Wolf asked if the containers can be stacked on top of each other.
Mr. Ruane answered no as the can only be a maximum of 8.5 ft. tall.

Mr. Wolf asked if there is requirements for commercial lot coverage or is it nothing.

Mr. Ruane confirmed that there is no maximum lot coverage for commercial properties. However,
they usually find themselves with limitations on parking preventing you from filling the lot with
shipping containers.
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Mr. Forbes asked if Mr. Ruane could pull up a photo of the storage containers behind Eagle Gun Range.
This is located behind the commercial business on 159th Street. In the back they have these five
shipping containers. Everyone in those condominiums and apartments behind them have to look at
that.
Mr. Wolf added that they shouldn’t be there.

Mr. Forbes confirmed correct, but City Council said they were okay with that as long as they are
properly screened and we have rules regulating that. We have placed a requirements to regulate the
containers because City Council wants to allow it.

Mr. Wolf said Outside of the painting of the container to look like the building, these individuals that
have their backyards facing this shouldn’t see any of those boxes. So if you want to put in a bunch of
evergreens and make sure it is screened totally I would be fine with that. But if you are just saying
painting and solid fencing is okay.
Mr. Wolf asked right now they would be in violation of the code, correct?
Mr. Ruane confirmed that is correct.

Chairman Stuewe asked if they are being ticketed.

Mr. Ruane answered not currently, this amendment would tell us how to handle this request.

Mr. Wolf asked if this amendment is allowed Eagle would have to remove three of the five containers.
Mr. Ruane confirmed that is correct.

Mr. Forbes added that by it not existing in the code currently that means that they are not allowed to
have those containers. So we went to administration and City Council to ask if they want us to get rid
of all these or how would you like us to handle these. When we went to City Council they said they
were limited quantity, height, and screening. They wanted to allow these containers.
Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to adopt PZC Resolution 21-10 recommending approval
of a Text Amendment to amend Outdoor Storage Container requirements.
Mr. Zembruski motioned

Mr. Schroeder seconded

AYES
Mr. Zembruski
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Kerr
Mr. Ziak
Chairman Stuewe

NAYS
Mr. Wolf

ABSTAIN

Motion to approve the text amendment to Section 9-102 (D.2.c), carried, 5-1-0 with 2 absent.
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******************************

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve the meeting minutes from April 7, 2021.
Mr. Kerr motioned

Mr. Wolf seconded

Motion to approve carried by voice vote.

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

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

Mr. Schroeder seconded

Meeting Adjourned at 8:08 p.m.

________________________________________
CHAIRMAN JAMES STUEWE
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