CITY OF OAK FOREST

Planning and Zoning Commission
Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, November 17, 2021 – 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

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# 21-025 Malecky Temple Subdivision – Subdivision and Variation: PUBLIC HEARING – The
applicant requests consideration of a plat of resubdivision that will subdivide two lots into
three and create the Malecky Temple Street Subdivision and a variation request for lot width
of lot 2 and lot 3 and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the R2 – Single
Family District at 14815 Temple Street.
2. ZC# 21-026 Epic Autos and Logistics – Auto Dealership – Special Use Permit:

Petition has been withdrawn without consent from the ownership.

3. ZC# 21-027 Tornado Brakes and Mufflers – Wall Sign Location Variation: PUBLIC HEARING –
The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval of a variation request to allow
a sign on a wall not parallel to a street or providing a customer entrance and such other and
further zoning relief as may be required in the C2 – General Service Commercial District at
5434 W. 159th Street.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
November 3, 2021
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION
ADJOURNMENT

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
Staff Report

November 17, 2021

TITLE:

MALECKY TEMPLE STREET SUBDIVISION

CASE NUMBER:

ZC #21-025

REQUESTS:

PLAT OF SUBDIVISION
The applicant requests consideration of a plat of resubdivision
that will subdivide two lots into three and create the Malecky
Temple Street Subdivision and a variation request for lot width of
lot 2 and lot 3 and such other and further zoning relief as may be
required in the R2 – Single Family District at 14815 Temple Street.

LOCATION:

14815 Temple Street

APPLICANT INFORMATION
APPLICANT:

Malecky Builders

MEETING DATE:

October 20, 2021 – Tabled
November 17, 2021 – Rehearing

NOTICE PUBLISHED:

October 5, 2021
Daily Southtown

STAFF:

Paul Ruane, Community Planner

ZC #21-025 | Malecky Temple Street | Subdivision
November 17, 2021
Page 2

I.

REQUEST
The applicant, Malecky Builders, requests review and recommendation of approval of a plat of
subdivision to resubdivide two lots to three lots and a variation request for lot width of lot 2 and lot 3 in
the R2 – Single Family District. The request qualifies as a minor plat of subdivision because it involves the
subdivision of land into less than four (4) lots. 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 petitioner proposes to subdivide the existing parcels (the triangle piece is already annexed into the
City) (the remaining property is currently unincorporated) into three parcels to allow for a three lot
subdivision. The continuation of the Forest Edge Subdivision will allow the three homes to complete the
remaining developable properties in the subdivision.
III.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning
R2 – Single Family District
Current Use
Vacant (triangle parcel) Single-Family Residence (square parcel)
Future Land Use
Residential
Existing Site
Property
Features According to the plat of survey and associated legal description, the subject
Property
property currently consists of two (2) parcels.
Access
The subject property current has no curb cuts.
Lot Dimensions

R2 - Zoning District Lot 1
Requirements

Lot 2

Lot 3

Lot Width

60 feet

60 feet

55 feet

51.24 feet

Lot Depth

125 feet

150.46 feet

165.43 feet

203.55 feet

Gross Lot Area

6,600 square feet (SF)

9,366 SF

10,006 SF

12,430 SF
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Exhibit 1: Aerial Location
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Exhibit 2: Current Zoning
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Exhibit 3: Future Land Use

ZC #21-025 | Malecky Temple Street | Subdivision
November 17, 2021
Page 6

IV.
ANALYSIS
When creating new lots through the subdivision process, each new lot must conform to the applicable
zoning district’s minimum lot width standards. Per the City’s Subdivision Ordinance, all subdivisions are
subject to the design and improvement standards as stated in Article IV of said ordinance. Specifically,
residential subdivisions are required to meet the above referenced zoning requirements of the
applicable zoning district and the lot standard as listed below.
Lot Dimensions
Lot Width

R2 – Single Lot 1
Lot 2
Family District
Requirements
60 ft.
60 feet (+/- 0 Ft.) 55 Feet (-5 Ft.)

Lot 3
51.24 Feet (-8.76 Ft.)

The subdivision of the property will complete the remaining property of the Forest Edge Subdivision.
V.

CONCLUSION
Section 4-101(C) Lot Standards, Oak Forest Subdivision Ordinance
1. General Size, Shape, and Orientation. All lots shall be designed and subdivided in
conformance with all of the zoning requirements applicable to the subject property.
Side lot lines shall generally be located at right angles or radial to the street-rightof-way.
2. Single-Family Detached Residential Subdivisions.
3. Additional Requirements for Lots Served by Private Water or Sanitary Sewer.
4. Multiple-Family and Non-Residential Lots. Subdivision or Development applications
involving two-family, townhouse or multiple-family dwellings and non-residential
uses shall be designed in a manner to promote the reasonable development of the
property in conformance with zoning requirements, making adequate provision for
the location of appropriate building sites, off-street parking and loading
requirements and other on-site circulation system requirements, and all applicable
requirements of this code.
5. Outlots.

Met.

Met.
N/A
N/A

N/A
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STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

General
Standard

Unique
Physical
Condition

Not SelfCreated.

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. The existing subdivision functions closer to the request than what is
allowed.

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 would either create two 80ft. width properties instead
of the three proposed. This would change the character in comparison to the
existing subdivision.

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 remaining property not currently used from the original subdivision is
only existent because the ownership wasn’t amendable to sell property at the
time.

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 properties share a similar situation to a cul-de-sac which have been
granted smaller lot width due to their shape. The variation would grant similar
rights to the cul-de-sac at the corner of Temple Street and Forest Edge Lane.

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 lot width
is not due to merely the inability of the applicant 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

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. The division of property to two properties would allow for lots with an 80 ft.
width. This would be much larger than other neighboring properties.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards
VI.

PZC MOTION

Option # 1.
Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 21-27 recommending approval for a plat of subdivision for a
three lot subdivision and a variation request for the lot width of lot 2 and lot 3 of the plat of
subdivision and other and further zoning relief as may be required in the R2 – Single Family District
at 14815 Temple Street.
Option 2.
Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 21-27 recommending approval for a plat of subdivision for a two
lot subdivision and other and further zoning relief as may be required in the R2 – Single Family
District at 14815 Temple Street.

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING / ZONING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, October 20, 2021
The Planning & Zoning Commission meeting was called to order at 7:05 p.m. with Roll Call.
PRESENT:

ABSENT:

Commissioner Mike Forbes
Commissioner Ken Keeler
Commissioner Chuck Wolf
Commissioner Michael Ziak
Chairman Jim Stuewe
Staff Member Paul Ruane

Commissioner Dave Kerr
Commissioner Sal Mosqueda
Commissioner Wayne Schroeder

1. ZC#21-025 Malecky Temple Subdivision – Subdivision and Variation: PUBLIC HEARING The applicant requests consideration of a plat of resub division that will subdivide two lots
into three and create the Malecky Temple Street Subdivision and a variation request for lot
width of lot 2 and lot 3 and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the R2Single Family District at 14815 Temple Street.

Community Planner Ruane informed the Commission this item was originally brought before
Planning & Zoning in 2019, again in 2020 with different reiterations of the same idea; since then
it has been refined. He presented a PowerPoint showing the different plats and areas being
discussed. (The main two being a red square depicting where the houses would be built and a
yellow triangle as right of way/set back area) He detailed the potential lot sizes, with two being
under the minimum requirement, and the buildable footprint for each. Public Works has
confirmed there is the ability to link in to the utilities at this site; what would need to be provided
is the developer proposing what would be the drainage, which would be reviewed by staff to
verify it meets the engineering standards and requirements.
Mr. Forbes asked if the triangle is in Oak Forest and the square is Unincorporated Cook County;
Planner Ruane affirmed. Mr. Forbes then asked if the Commission is looking to approve
subdividing a property that isn’t in the City of Oak Forest. Planner Ruane explained what is up for
approval is a recommendation to approve a subdivision, this will run concurrently with the
agenda for City Council to annex to Oak Forest. Per legal counsel, there is no issue with doing one
before the other, as this commission does not make the final determination.
Mr. Wolf wondered if the triangle would be part of it; Planner Ruane affirmed it is annexed and
would be primarily right of way. Mr. Wolf then asked who owns that part of the property. Planner
Ruane explained it would be with the properties with part being right of way. Mr. Wolf asked
what the conformity of the homes around there has as lot sizes. It led to a discussion of lot sizes,
including those in cul-de-sacs.
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Mr. Forbes explained that certain properties were oversized because they’re on turns where they
are corner lots; typically, those lots are pie shape which is larger because you can’t squeeze that
many in there. He thinks going with two 80-foot lots would stay with the rest of the houses in the
subdivision. Mr. Wolf added especially the third one, which is cut down, and being given a longer
driveway; he is having a hard time seeing how it conforms. Mr. Wolf responded he was always
concerned about the ingress or egress to the third property.
Mr. Ziak asked if the setback follows the radius of the street; Planner Ruane affirmed. Mr. Ziak
asked if the house on lot three could be pushed further to the South than lot one; Planner Ruane
again affirmed. Mr. Ziak pointed out by that, right they wouldn’t have a giant driveway, as
discussed previously. Planner Ruane explained this concept is from a previous meeting, but the
house is set back by the curvature of the road and as close as possible to Temple Street; not to
say this is the final plan, it is something that would be figured out but the Planning and Zoning
Commission can be put a setback as a condition of approval. Mr. Wolf feels moving the house up
would make the house to the East their viewpoint within their front yard. Planner Ruane asked
if Mr. Wolf would, rather the houses be straight across the board, as he thought it was decided
that was unfavorable. Mr. Wolf is more concerned and questioning the whole concept of three
homes.
Kim Malecky-Isles stepped forward on behalf of the petitioner and reiterated that it has been
before the Commission, reviewed, and altered several times and they are open to discussion, but
three lots seems to be favorable to the area. There are other homes in Oak Forest that are fifty
feet wide, and in the subdivision sixty feet wide; if the house needs to be pushed back in order to
be esthetically pleasing she doesn’t see why it can’t be looked over. As far as the development,
they are meeting what needs to be required and asking for the small variance to finish off this
project.

Mr. Ziak asked Mr. Wolf if Temple made a regular 90-degree angle and wasn’t curved would that
make a difference. Mr. Wolf feels the houses would align appropriately in that situation. This lead
to a short discussion on irregularities and lot sizes. Mr. Wolf is not that concerned about the depth
of the homes. Chairman Stuewe pointed out that if it were a 90-degree angle it would be all
squared down the road; the offsetting makes some contrast in the area.

Mr. Forbes pointed out that looking at the other bends in the street, lot 8 (14808 Temple Street)
is parallel to the street as are other lots, but these three lots are not parallel to the street. There
was some discussion while viewing the lot visuals. Community Planner Ruane asked Mr. Wolf if
he is asking the developer to rotate the houses, Mr. Wolf replied it’s what you can do with the lot,
not rotating a house. After more discussion Mr. Forbes added that the lots could be made the
same way as lots on 5239-5243 Temple Street, just flipped; the house would be turned parallel
to the street.
Chairman Stuewe opened questioning to the floor.

Mr. Dean Judickas, of 14750 S. Laramie, approached the commission. Mr. Judickas asked if this
has been worked on since 2019/2020; Chairman Stuewe replied yes. Mr. Judickas asked if it was
Mr. Malecky who proposed this two years ago; Chairman Stuewe confirmed. Mr. Judickas asked
how long Mr. Malecky has owned the property (the little triangle); Mrs. Malecky-Isles answered
since the original development, which is assumed to be over thirty-five years. Mr. Judickas stated
Mr. Malecky owned the outlot for thirty-five years and did nothing with it; the 166’ x 600’ farm
lot behind Mr. Judickas recently sold the property to Mr. Malecky two months ago for $35,000.
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He asked who owns the property that is being considered for annexation; Planner Ruane
answered it is a private owner. There was a tax split, the portion that was split was purchased by
Mr. Malecky and the remaining is not contemplated in this subdivision. Mr. Judickas asked if the
property had already been split prior to the meeting, with Mr. Malecky currently owning the 166’
x 125’ deep; Planner Ruane affirmed. Mr. Judickas asked who owns the unincorporated property
under going development; Planner Ruane is not familiar with who owns that property. Mr.
Judickas asked if the Planning Commission or Planner Ruane suggested that R1 zoning might be
more appropriate to the area since it’s surrounded by property on both sides with R1 zoning, in
which case you would have an 80’ lot. Planner Ruane answered no, this was going to be accessed
off Temple Street, which that entire subdivision was in the R2; one side in unincorporated, the
other side is R1 zoning off of Laramie Avenue. Mr. Judickas asked why the city would not want
to annex in the whole property, like Mr. Forbes said; it’s been under discussion for twenty years
that there’s property in Oak Forest that is unincorporated but people are getting the services.
Planner Ruane reminded Mr. Judickas that is not a discussion for this evening. Mr. Judickas asked
if was discussed over the last two years and Planner Ruane said it had not come up. Mr. Judickas
asked if everyone was served notice because it sounds like this discussion has been going on for
a couple years, and nobody really knows; the only reason he found out about it is because the
surveyor was staking their lot. Planner Ruane explained everyone within 250’ received a certified
letter, to which he has received back the green cards notifying him they have been received by
the other parties, and that is standard procedure. Mr. Judickas asked if it’s possible to receive a
copy of the service list; Planner Ruane affirmed. Mr. Judickas asked if it would have made sense,
if it was in discussion two years ago, to let residents know about this and provide input before
getting to the final decision. Planner Ruane explained they weren’t at the point yet of making an
actual determination, they were asking for the temperature amongst Planning & Zoning, whether
they would be willing to give a variation as well as a subdivision in this location. It was no more
than a ten-minute conversation in each one to which they’ve been pointed one way or another as
well as getting favorable feedback. They felt at this point they were ready to move to that next
step, and this will obviously allow the public to come in and give their comments. Mr. Judickas
asked if it was uncommon or strange that they were working on something for two years and
then two months ago he (Mr. Malecky) purchases the back half of the property like it’s a done
deal; it sounds like it’s a done deal. Planner Ruane explained each has their own way of
developing property; it doesn’t mean the city is going to approve whatever happens. If he feels
comfortable in buying it, the city is can’t enforce anything against that. Mr. Judickas asked where
the setback for the corner is and who owns the property just east where the park is located.
Planner Ruane informed him it is the Park District and it is unincorporated. Mr. Judickas asked if
they were served, Planner Ruane affirmed. He then asked if the school district owns the property
and Planner Ruane said no. Mr. Judickas referred to the red box saying he thinks it goes back
further to the right, and then asked if anyone from Planning & Zoning has walked the property,
three members raised their hands. He addressed Mr. Wolf saying, if you’re walking down the path
you’re going to walk right into the house; the house would be ten feet off the North end of the
walking track. Mr. Wolf answered he hasn’t seen the dimensions and couldn’t say because there
is no house there. Mr. Judickas asked where the setback would be and where would the home be
placed. Planner Ruane referred to the PowerPoint slide saying the setback line is the dotted line,
25’ from the front of the property. Mr. Judickas said the building line shows 25’ from the
curvature of the road, Planner Ruane affirmed. Mr. Judickas continued, most cul-de-sacs houses
are perpendicular on a turn and they face the road; looking at the screen this home would be
placed at the 25’ setback line and people walking around the park will be looking right in the side
windows of the home, is that correct? Chairman Stuewe replied the way it looks there would be
no one looking in windows. Mr. Judickas asked if the R2 yellow triangle goes back 166’, then asked
for the dimensions of the triangle. Mr. Judickas said the concern is if you are walking down there,
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you will see the home; the other concern is at the south end of the park it floods and people are
not able to walk around the entire park or use the swing set. There is a huge concern that if you
put homes on this property, right on the property in question, now the north end of the property
will flood. There are major concerns with the flooding this will cause. He asked if the section
marked OS was for retention, Planner Ruane affirmed. The information on page 5 says that this
will be open space or a park, what was the thought that this would now be park area or open
space, what is the future land use proposed as. Planner Ruane explained that is just an open
category for the drainage basins, similar to the detention pond behind Food 4 Less. Mr. Judickas
asked if it wouldn’t be a park, but just an open space or detention, not really used for anything;
Planner Ruane affirmed. Mr. Judickas asked if the property will dump into that detention area as
part of the drainage; Planner Ruane explained his assumption would be that is what they would
try to tap into and they would have to provide city staff with the calculations that there is more
room to add to that. Mr. Judickas asked if the original plan for the lots was 39’ x 100’. Planner
Ruane said no they were all at 55’ x 150’, he thinks Mr. Judickas was talking about the building
footprint. Mr. Judickas asked Planner Ruane what he sees as any cons to this project as proposed;
Planner Ruane answered the only thing that goes beyond his expertise is trying to fit a house
within a 50’ lot, he could see that potentially being an issue. Mr. Judickas brought up being able
to see peoples house from the walking track and after a brief discussion Chairman Stuewe said
from what they can see the house in nowhere near 15’ from the track and you will not be walking
their property line while walking the track. Mr. Judickas asked if any impact fees would be paid
to the school district; Mr. Forbes said no. Mr. Judickas asked if Mr. Malecky has been taking care
of his property for 35 years, Mr. Forbes did not know off the top of his head. Mr. Judickas asked
how the principal and school board have not been invited to the meeting or know about the
development; Planner Ruane explained it would be the Park District’s responsibility as they
aren’t within 250’ of the proposed subdivision. Chairman Stuewe informed Mr. Judickas that they
have not been working on this for two years; it has been around for two years, the meeting tonight
was only the third time they have heard something and nothing was ever resolved.

Mr. Robert Burns, of 14816 Temple, approached the podium. Mr. Burns has no problem with Mr.
Malecky, just the houses being placed where they are. They are asking for two lots under 60’; it
is completely unaesthetic to the area and doesn’t match any other properties in the area. He feels
the three smaller lots should be withdrawn and made a two lot subdivision. With three
properties, the houses will not be facing the street. The park and the track that sits in the park,
from the curb, is only about 36’; the house will be within 40’ of the curve and half the house will
be in front of the track so people will be looking in to the house. He hopes they will not be taking
the extra property tax bill into consideration. Chairman Stuewe explained he felt there was a
misconception that three lots were a given. He explained it was a matter of recommendation and
having the public talk about it to make their decision.

Mrs. Jennifer Sandoval, of 5231 Temple, approached the podium. Mrs. Sandoval lives directly
west to the subdivision, next to potential lot 1. She explained there are many trees leaning over
her property, and dead tress behind them on this lot, and she would be happy with them being
taken down, as they are a potential hazard. She has a concern with the garage placement, and
asked if it could possibly be moved, especially because the trees cause a blind spot on Temple.
She suggested possibly adding a cul-de-sac to resolve the issues.
Mr. Walter Spreadburry, of 5243 Temple, approached the podium. Mr. Spreadburry lives in a
house in the cul-de-sac. His concern is the water run-off created by the homes, no matter how
many there are. There are times the retention pond that exists is incapable of handling the water
now, more homes will only add more water.
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Mr. Burns approach the commission again. Based on the PowerPoint, Mr. Burns pointed out in
the middle of the green lot there is a natural drainage that runs to the storm sewer, and when
there is heavy rain, they get a large river of water running down the back of their lots. They have
had water 10’ from the house in a 60’ deep lot; the retention pond cannot handle what’s there
now. Mr. Forbes explained a drainage plan will have to be submitted and Public Works and the
engineer will have to review it to make sure it’s acceptable. Chairman Stuewe asked if they would
change the drainage area, and Planner Ruane answered, it’s possible they may have to do
additional to capture more than what it’s built for.

Chairman Stuewe asked the Commissioners if they would rather go with three or two. The
majority said two lots with the exception of Mr. Ziak, who voted for three lots. The
recommendation for Mr. Malecky is the Commissioners would like to see two lots. Mr. Wolf added
it’s what fits. Mr. Forbes asked if they will vote on the three lots or table this, Chairman Stuewe
replied table.
Mr. Forbes made a motion to table this item.
Mr. Wolf seconded.

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to table PZC Resolution 21-025 recommending
approval to resub divide the lots at 14815 Temple Street requesting the applicant return with
the plat divided into two lots.

AYES
Mr. Ziak
Mr. Forbes
Mr. Keeler

NAYS

ABSTAIN

ABSENT

Mr. Kerr
Mr. Mosqueda
Mr. Schroeder

Mr. Wolf
Chairman Stuewe

Motion to approve the request to table a subdivision at 14815 Temple Street, carried 5-0-0 with 3
absent.
******************************
Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve the meeting minutes from October 6, 2021.

Motion to approve made by Mr. Ziak.
Seconded by Mr. Forbes.
Carried by voice vote.

******************************
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Option #1
CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 21-27
WHEREAS, Malecky Builders, (“Applicant”) filed an application for a plat of
subdivision to subdivide two existing lots into three lots to create “Malecky Subdivision”
(“Subdivision”) An additional request for a Variation of the lot width of Lot 2 and Lot 3 at
55 ft. and 51.24 ft. where 60 ft. is required (“Zoning Relief”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Subdivision is for the property commonly
known as 14815 Temple Street, located at the northeast corner of the bend in Temple
Street (“Property”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief was a variation for a lot width
required for the R2 – Single Family District at the aforementioned public hearing; and
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown and certified
letters were duly mailed on October 5, 2021 and a public meeting was convened before
the Planning and Zoning Commission (“PZC”) on October 20, 2021; and at said meeting
the Planning and Zoning Commission decided to table the matter; and was reconvened
before the Planning and Zoning Commission on November 17, 2021; and
WHEREAS, the PZC has considered all of the evidence presented to it, including
without limitation, those documents attached and incorporated into this resolution by
reference as Exhibit B;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the PZC of the City of Oak Forest,
Cook County, based on the foregoing recitals which are hereby incorporated by reference
that;
Section 1.
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION.
Based on the evidence presented at the public meeting, and the Findings of Fact
attached hereto as Exhibit A, the PZC hereby finds that the Applicant’s application for
Subdivision with the approval of a lot width variation does satisfy the standards for the
requested Zoning Relief complies with all applicable zoning and subdivision requirements
and recommends that the City Council approve the Applicant’s requested Subdivision.
Section 2.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.

Approval of the subdivision is conditional on the approval of an annexation request.
ADOPTED THIS _____ day of ______________, 20
AYES: (___)
NAYS: (___)
ABSENT: (___)
ABSTAIN: (___)

Chairman, Oak Forest PZC

EXHIBIT A
Findings of Fact
Section 4-101(C) Lot Standards, Oak Forest Subdivision Ordinance
1. General Size, Shape, and Orientation. All lots shall be designed and
subdivided in conformance with all of the zoning requirements
applicable to the subject property. Side lot lines shall generally be
located at right angles or radial to the street-right-of-way.
2. Single-Family Detached Residential Subdivisions.
3. Additional Requirements for Lots Served by Private Water or Sanitary
Sewer.
4. Multiple-Family and Non-Residential Lots. Subdivision or
Development applications involving two-family, townhouse or
multiple-family dwellings and non-residential uses shall be designed
in a manner to promote the reasonable development of the property
in conformance with zoning requirements, making adequate provision
for the location of appropriate building sites, off-street parking and
loading requirements and other on-site circulation system
requirements, and all applicable requirements of this code.
5. Outlots.

Met.

Met.
N/A
N/A

N/A

STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

General
Standard
Unique
Physical
Condition
Not SelfCreated.

Met. The existing subdivision functions closer to the request than
what is allowed.

Met. The subject property would either create two 80ft. width
properties instead of the three proposed. This would change the
character in comparison to the existing subdivision.
Met. The remaining property not currently used from the original
subdivision is only existent because the ownership wasn’t
amendable to sell property at the time.
Denied
Met. The properties share a similar situation to a cul-de-sac which
Substantial
have been granted smaller lot width due to their shape. The
Rights
variation would grant similar rights to the cul-de-sac at the corner of
Temple Street and Forest Edge Lane.
Not Merely
Met. The practical difficulty resulting from the situation of not
Special
enough lot width is not due to merely the inability of the
Privilege
applicant to enjoy any special privilege or right enjoyed by others
as it applies to their properties.
Code Plan
Met. The current use matches current zoning regulations and
and Purposes
the future land use.
Essential
Met. The requested variation would not result in a use or
Character of
development on the subject property that negatively affect the
the Area
essential character of the area.
No
Met. The division of property to two properties would allow for lots
Other
with an 80 ft. width. This would be much larger than other
Remedy
neighboring properties.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards

EXHIBIT B
Plat of Subdivision

Option #2
CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 21-27
WHEREAS, Malecky Builders, (“Applicant”) filed an application for a plat of
subdivision to resubdivide two existing horizontal lots into two verticle lots to create
“Malecky Subdivision” (“Subdivision”) (“Zoning Relief”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Subdivision is for the property commonly
known as 14815 Temple Street, located at the northeast corner of the bend in Temple
Street (“Property”); and
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown and certified
letters were duly mailed on October 5, 2021 and a public meeting was convened before
the Planning and Zoning Commission (“PZC”) on October 20, 2021; and at said meeting
the Planning and Zoning Commission decided to table the matter; and was reconvened
before the Planning and Zoning Commission on November 17, 2021; and
WHEREAS, the PZC has considered all of the evidence presented to it, including
without limitation, those documents attached and incorporated into this resolution by
reference as Exhibit B;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the PZC of the City of Oak Forest,
Cook County, based on the foregoing recitals which are hereby incorporated by reference
that;
Section 1.
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION.
Based on the evidence presented at the public meeting, and the Findings of Fact
attached hereto as Exhibit A, the PZC hereby finds that the Applicant’s application for
Subdivision with the approval of a lot width variation does satisfy the standards for the
requested Zoning Relief complies with all applicable zoning and subdivision requirements
and recommends that the City Council approve the Applicant’s requested Subdivision.
Section 2.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.

Approval of the subdivision is conditional on the approval of an annexation request.
ADOPTED THIS _____ day of ______________, 20
AYES: (___)
NAYS: (___)
ABSENT: (___)
ABSTAIN: (___)

Chairman, Oak Forest PZC

EXHIBIT A
Findings of Fact
Section 4-101(C) Lot Standards, Oak Forest Subdivision Ordinance
1. General Size, Shape, and Orientation. All lots shall be designed and
subdivided in conformance with all of the zoning requirements
applicable to the subject property. Side lot lines shall generally be
located at right angles or radial to the street-right-of-way.
2. Single-Family Detached Residential Subdivisions.
3. Additional Requirements for Lots Served by Private Water or Sanitary
Sewer.
4. Multiple-Family and Non-Residential Lots. Subdivision or
Development applications involving two-family, townhouse or
multiple-family dwellings and non-residential uses shall be designed
in a manner to promote the reasonable development of the property
in conformance with zoning requirements, making adequate provision
for the location of appropriate building sites, off-street parking and
loading requirements and other on-site circulation system
requirements, and all applicable requirements of this code.
5. Outlots.

Met.

Met.
N/A
N/A

N/A

EXHIBIT B
Plat of Subdivision

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
Staff Report

November 17, 2021

TITLE:

TORNADO MUFFLERS & BRAKES SIGN LOCATION VARIATION

CASE NUMBER:

ZC #21-027

REQUESTS:

VARIATION APPROVAL
The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval
of a variation request to allow a sign on a wall not parallel to a
street or providing a customer entrance and such other and
further zoning relief as may be required in the C2 – General
Service Commercial District at 5434 W. 159th Street.

LOCATION:

5434 W. 159th Street

APPLICANT INFORMATION
APPLICANT:
CONTRACTOR:

Tornado Mufflers & Brakes
One Up Signs

MEETING DATE:

November 17, 2021

NOTICE PUBLISHED:

November 2, 2021
Daily Southtown

STAFF:

Paul Ruane, Community Planner

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Responses to Standards
2. Sign Plans
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I.
REQUEST
The applicant requests review and recommendation of approval of a variation request to allow a sign on
a wall not parallel to a street or providing a customer entrance and such other and further zoning relief
as may be required in the C2 – General Service Commercial District at 5434 W. 159th 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 subject property was originally developed as a Firestone tire store in 1974, later transitioning to a
Discount Tire in 2006 and becoming vacant in 2016. A Special Use Permit petition was approved fall of
2018 for AAMCO Transmissions but that use did not move forward and the permit expired.
The current owner, Oscar Martinez, was approved for a special use permit to operate Tornado Mufflers
& Brakes. The owner is in the final stages of opening up his business. The signage proposed is in the
same location of Discount Tire. The sign code has changed since the sign permit for Discount Tire was
originally approved.
III.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Zoning
C2 – General Service Commercial District
Required Yards &
Front yard: 25 feet
Setbacks
Interior side yard: 5 feet
Rear yard: 25 feet
Current Use
Vacant, free-standing commercial building
Future Land Use
Commercial
Area & Dimensions Frontage: 140’ along 159th Street
Total area: 24,500 SF (0.56 acres)
Total depth: 175 feet
Existing Site
Property: According to the plat of survey and associated legal description, the
Features - Property subject property currently consists of one parcel.
Buildings: One single-story, commercial building with a footprint of
approximately 6,837 sq. ft. serves as the primary structure.
Access: The subject property currently provides one point of access from 159th
Street (State Route 6), which is approximately. This point of access shares a
cross easement with the vacant commercial parcel to the West. Additionally,
another access point was created to the north property line.
Signage: The previous pole sign was removed part of the amortization of pole
signs. The previous business had wall signage on both the front and back of the
building.
IV.
CONTEXT
Surrounding
North: C2 – GSCD (Oak Forest Commons) 5550 W. 159th Street
Zoning & Uses
South: (Across 159th Street: C2 – GSCD (McDonald’s) 5441 W. 159th Street
West: C2 – GSCD (Vacant Chase Bank) 5520 W. 159th Street
East: C2 – GSCD (Kingsberry’s) 5420 W. 159th Street
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Exhibit 1: Aerial Location

Exhibit 2: Previous Sign
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Exhibit 3: Proposed Sign

V.
Analysis
The applicant is requesting approval for a sign not in conformance with the current sign code. The current
requirements of the sign code do allow for wall signs but not on walls not facing the street or an entrance.
The proposed sign meets the requirements besides the placement of the sign. The subject property is
unlike many businesses in town this business backs up to a shopping center. Outlots located in the
shopping center have utilized signage in this direction of the shopping center. Both Chase Bank and
Food4Less fuel station have similarly be allowed in the past.
STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

General
Standard

Unique
Physical
Condition

No variation shall be granted pursuant to this Section unless the applicant shall
establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this Code would
create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty. Such a showing shall require
proof that the variation being sought satisfies each of the standards set forth in
this Subsection F.
Met. The requested variation for a wall sign does create a hardship. By allowing
for the additional signage it would allow for the vehicle traffic behind the
business to generate additional customers.

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.
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Met. The subject property is in a unique physical condition not experienced

Not SelfCreated.

Denied
Substantial
Rights

Not Merely
Special
Privilege

Code Plan
and Purposes

Essential
Character of
the Area

by many properties in the vicinity. The ability to use signage is shared with
the other in the frontage of the Oak Forest Commons.
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 applicant didn’t install the original wall sign, but the sign code changes
made this situation not allowed without a variation. The unique situation makes it
different than other businesses on 159th Street.

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 sign code changes provides signage for existing business in the same
situation. Similarly, these other businesses would need to apply the same for the
few situations that are in outlot.

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 code doesn’t provides options for signage in this situation. Granting
this request wouldn’t be a special privilege but assisting cross access properties
advertisement.

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 request does not conflict with the Comprehensive Plan.

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 will not have a significant or detrimental impact in
ways addressed in this standard.
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No
Other
Remedy

There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit
a reasonable use of the subject property.

Met. The requested wall sign has no other opportunity besides temporary
signage.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards

VI.
PZC MOTION
Motion to affirm PZC Resolution 21-29 recommending approval of a variation request to allow a sign on
a wall not parallel to a street or providing a customer entrance in the C2 – General Service Commercial
District, at 5434 W. 159th Street.

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PZC RESOLUTION NO. 21-29
WHEREAS, Tornado Brakes and Mufflers (“Applicant”) filed an application for a
variation request to allow a sign on a wall not parallel to a street or providing a customer
entrance and such other and further zoning relief as may be required in the C2 – General
Service Commercial District (“Zoning Relief”); and
WHEREAS, the Applicant’s requested Zoning Relief is for the property commonly
known as 5434 W. 159th Street (“Property”).
WHEREAS, a public notice was duly published in the Daily Southtown on
November 2, 2021 and a public hearing was convened before the Planning and Zoning
Commission (“PZC”) on November 17, 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.
ADOPTED THIS _____ day of ______________, 20 _____
AYES: (___)
NAYS: (___)
ABSENT: (___)
ABSTAIN: (___)

______________________________________
James Stuewe, PZC Chairman

EXHIBIT A
Sign 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

Code Plan and
Purposes

Met. The requested variation for a wall sign does create a hardship. By
allowing for the additional signage it would allow for the vehicle traffic behind
the business to generate additional customers.
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 is in a unique physical condition not experienced
by many properties in the vicinity. The ability to use signage is shared with
the other in the frontage of the Oak Forest Commons.
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 applicant didn’t install the original wall sign, but the sign code
changes made this situation not allowed without a variation. The unique
situation makes it different than other businesses on 159th Street.
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 sign code changes provides signage for existing business in the
same situation. Similarly, these other businesses would need to apply the
same for the few situations that are in outlot.
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 code doesn’t provides options for signage in this situation.
Granting this request wouldn’t be a special privilege but assisting cross
access properties advertisement.
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.
Essential
Character of the
Area

No Other
Remedy

Met. The request does not conflict with the Comprehensive Plan.
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 will not have a significant or detrimental impact
in ways addressed in this standard.
There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to
permit a reasonable use of the subject property.

Met. The requested wall sign has no other opportunity besides temporary
signage.
TOTAL MET: 8 of 8 standards

10/28/2021
15501 S. 70th Court
Orland Park, IL 60462
(708) 479-4949
brandon@oneupsigns.com

Dear Mr. Ruane,

We are requesting a variation from section 0-106F.3.e. Wall Signs. Tornado Mufflers & Brakes located at
5434 W. 159th street, Oak Forest, IL 60452.

3. A statement of the characteristics of the subject property that prevent compliance with the said
provisions of this Code.

The previous tenant Discount Tires had a sign on the north elevation of the building. This building was
designed to have matching signage on the north and south elevation. There is currently electrical wiring
for signage on the North Elevation. We are asking for permission to add a sign where a sign once was
located so the building has proper identification.

5. A statement of how the variation sought meets the STANDARDS (below) as set forth
Subsection 9-106 (F) of the zoning ordinance.

1) General Standard Subsection 9-106 (F)(3)(e. Wall signs) restricts the placement of signs in areas
not parallel with the street or without an entrance.

2) Unique Physical Condition The stripmall, parking lot and thoroughfare lanes adjacent to the north
elevation are non-residential in a commercial setting. This side of the building is just as important
as the side facing the street since it is facing other businesses. The proposed sign will be placed
in the exact same location as the previous tenant.

3) Not Self-Created The variance requested is a result of an existing condition of the location of
the previous wall mounted sign.

4) Denied Substantial Rights The provision as stated will deprive the owner of identifying their
business towards a commercial setting potentially missing thousands of impressions a day. Other
neighboring businesses such as Food4Less Gas station have signage as we are requesting.

5) Not Merely Special Privilege The variance is not a requested special privilege, it is to allow the
owner to receive the same benefits of a sign facing a commercial area as its neighboring
businesses.

6) Code and Plan Purposes The variance will allow for a sign to be placed toward a commercial
setting with pedestrians in a non-residential area.

7) Essential Character of the Area The requested variance will allow the owner to have a sign on the
north and south elevation of the building that follows all size regulations of the sign code and is in
harmony with neighboring signage.

8) No Other Remedy No other place to put a sign without seeing both signs at the same time and
creating redundancy. Placement on the north and south side of the building is cohesive to the
design of the building. If you have any questions or concerns please don’t hesitate to call to
discuss.

Sincerely,

BRANDON ESPARZA
ONE UP SIGN PRESIDENT

CITY OF OAK FOREST
PLANNING / ZONING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, November 3, 2021
The Planning & Zoning Commission meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m. with Roll Call.
PRESENT:

ABSENT:

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

1. ZC #21-025 Malecky Temple Subdivision – Subdivision and Variation: PUBLIC HEARING –
This meeting will be held to give notice for this matter to be discussed during the November
17, 2021 Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting at 7:00 pm.

Staff Member Ruane stated this meeting is giving public notice that this item will be held at the
November 17, 2021 Planning & Zoning meeting at 7:00PM in the City Council Chambers. No motion
was needed, as this was just an announcement.
******************************

Staff member Ruane informed the Committee the December 15th Planning & Zoning meeting will
include a Zoom meeting with a representative of SolSmart to discuss potential gaps in the Zoning
Code in reference to solar power.
******************************

Staff Member Ruane informed the Committee of potential items for review in upcoming meetings.
******************************

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve the meeting minutes from October 20, 2021.

Mr. Forbes motioned
Mr. Kerr seconded
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AYES
Mr. Forbes
Mr. Keeler
Mr. Kerr

NAYS

Mr. Ziak
Chairman Stuewe

ABSTAIN

Mr. Schroeder

Motion to approve the minutes of October 20, 2021, carried 5-0-1 with 2 absent.
******************************

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to adjourn the meeting.

Mr. Ziak motioned

Mr. Forbes seconded

Meeting Adjourned at 7:14 p.m.

________________________________________
CHAIRMAN JAMES STUEWE
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