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AGENDA 
 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 
 

December 18, 2024 - 7:00 PM 
Village Hall - Board Room 

300 Plaza Circle, Mundelein, IL 60060 
  

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

III. ATTENDANCE 

IV. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 A. Approve the Planning and Zoning Commission Regular meeting minutes from November 6, 
2024 

V. PUBLIC COMMENTARY 

VI. OLD BUSINESS 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 

 A. PUBLIC HEARING - PZC-15-2024 – 760-780 S. Midlothian Road - Outdoor Contractor Storage 
Yard 

VIII. QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

IX. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 
The Village of Mundelein, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, requests that persons 

with disabilities who require certain accommodations to allow them to observe and/or participate in 
this meeting, or who have questions about the accessibility of the meeting or facilities, to contact the 
ADA Coordinator at 847-949-3200 to allow the Village to arrange accommodations for those persons. 
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Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting 
Minutes 

November 6, 2024 

  

CALL TO ORDER  
  The Regular Meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Village of Mundelein 

was held on November 6, 2024 at 300 Plaza Circle, Mundelein. Chair Terry Roswick called 
the meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
  Chair Roswick led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

ATTENDANCE  
  Secretary Erin Swanson took the roll call. It indicated as follows:   

 
Board Attendance 
PRESENT: Chairman Roswick, Commissioner Anderson, Commissioner Garesche, 
Commissioner Holden, Commissioner Petti, Commissioner Schneckloth 
ABSENT: Commissioner Teehan 
 
Village Attendance 
PRESENT: Senior Planner Colleen Malec, Recording Secretary Erin Swanson 
ABSENT:  

MINUTES APPROVAL  
   

 Approve the Planning and Zoning Commission Regular meeting minutes from 
September 4, 2024  

  
  Motion to approve the September 4, 2024, Planning and Zoning Commission Regular 

Meeting Minutes.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Kevin Anderson 
SECONDER: Commissioner Jennifer Holden 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
  

PUBLIC COMMENTARY  
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  There was no public commentary. 

OLD BUSINESS  
  There was no old business.  

NEW BUSINESS  
   

 428 N Chicago Avenue - Plat of Vacation - Fenton Brewing  
   
  C. Malec reviewed the attached presentation and gave a brief overview of the case. 

 
Scott Hezner of Hezner Corporation gave a description of the brew pub facility that is 
being designed for conceptual design and construction on the parcel. No variations will 
be requested for the project other than anticipated signage.  
 
Commissioner S. Schneckloth raised questions on easements of the property. C. Malec 
noted that the Village Attorneys are already looking into any possible easement 
conflicts.  
 
Chair T. Roswick requested any public commentary. There were no public comments 
regarding the plat of vacation.  
 
Motion to Recommend Approval of a Plat of Vacation regarding the public alley south 
of 428 N Chicago Avenue.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Steven Petti 
SECONDER: Commissioner Sophia Schneckloth 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
  

 PUBLIC HEARING - PZC-16-2024 - Flaherty & Collins – Townhouses (322-360, 331-339, 
and 385 Plaza Circle)  

   
  Motion to Open Public Hearing PZC-16-2024 

 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Jennifer Holden 
SECONDER: Commissioner Steven Petti 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 
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Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
C. Malec reviewed the attached presentation and gave a detailed history of the case. 
The petitioner is requesting a special use to allow for Townhouses, as well as four 
variations regarding articulation of the townhouses. Commissioner K. Garesche 
questioned if the design was reviewed by Trustees. C. Malec confirmed that the 
negotiating team has been working with Flaherty and Collins on the design being 
presented.  
 
Zack Henley of Flaherty and Collins and Craig Pryde of KTGY were sworn in. Mr. Henley 
gave a background a overall philosophy of Flaherty and Collins' approach to choosing 
and getting established in new communities. Mr. Pryde discussed the design approach 
of the multifamily project.  
 
Mr. Henley gave an overview of the site plan of the townhouse project and reviewed 
the floor plans. Mr. Pryde gave an overview on the style of architecture and the 
multiple drafts gone over with staff and Trustees to make the townhouses better match 
the vision and architectural character of the Village Center.   
 
Commissioner K. Anderson raised questions on the amount of variations on both the 
multifamily and townhouse projects. He inquired if our current zoning code is too 
restrictive for design. Mr. Pryde felt that the zoning code is not too restrictive as it is 
designed to create consistency throughout the community and the variations are made 
to assist with hardships. The variations requested are being requested in a holistic 
approach with the intent of the code in mind. C. Malec reiterated that the intent of the 
code is to create a baseline  quality of architecture in the village, but the code cannot 
anticipate every architectural style and vision.  
 
Commissioner K. Garesche inquired as to the location of the balconies above the garage 
and if that is standard design practice. There are several townhouses located within the 
Village that also have this design feature. C. Malec added that this allows for some 
privacy for the residents and keeps items like grills, storage, etc. out of public view.  
 
Chair T. Roswick opened the floor to public commentary. There were no public 
comments received by staff.  
 
Melanie Barret, an owner in the Cardinal Square building, was sworn in. She wanted to 
know what the new view would be as they are now used to the open field view. C. 
Malec and Mr. Pryde opened the aerial design to show Ms. Barret what the layout of 
the building would be. Ms. Barret inquired if the Village would meet with the Cardinal 
Square Condominium Association Board of Directors to give them an opportunity to 
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weigh in on the project. T. Roswick let Ms. Barret know that the current meeting would 
be the time to comment on the townhouse proposal, and the multifamily project was 
already passed at a previous meeting. Ms. Barret claimed that she knew of some 
owners who did not receive a notification about the meeting, so not everyone from the 
Cardinal Square building would be able to weigh in. C. Malec requested the names so 
that the Village could research the issue to ensure that everyone was on the mailing list 
that went out. (This item has since been addressed by staff). C. Malec did let Ms. Barret 
know that the item will progress to the Village Board and she is welcome to attend that 
meeting to speak as well.  
 
Therese and Patrick Lupton, owners in the Cardinal Square building, were sworn in. 
Therese spoke about the open space and how the population enjoyed the open area 
for the annual Forth of July celebration in 2023 when it was held there.  
 
Chair T. Roswick closed the floor to public commentary.  
 
Commission Discussion 
 
S. Schneckloth discussed the item on the parking garage and how the commission 
requested further design features to make the building more visually appealing. J. 
Holden clarified that the parking garage motion is a follow-up item that is separate 
from the public hearing on the townhouses.  
 
Motion to recommend Approval of a Special Use pursuant to Section 20.36.020 for 
Townhouses in the C-5-VC Zoning District, including the findings of fact as presented.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Kevin Anderson 
SECONDER: Commissioner Kerry Garesche 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
Motion to recommend Approval of a Variation from Section 20.36.050(B)(8)(b) 
regarding window setbacks and projections, including the findings of fact as presented.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Jennifer Holden 
SECONDER: Commissioner Steven Petti 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
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NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
Motion to recommend Approval of a Variation from 20.36.050(C)(1)(a) regarding 
building articulation on the side and rear elevations, including the findings of fact as 
presented.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Steven Petti 
SECONDER: Commissioner Sophia Schneckloth 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
Motion to recommend Approval of a Variation from Section 20.36.050(H)(1) regarding 
attached garage details, including the findings of fact as presented.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Jennifer Holden 
SECONDER: Commissioner Sophia Schneckloth 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
Motion to recommend Approval of a Variation from Table 20.36-5 of Section 20.36.040 
regarding the front build-to zone for townhouses, with the findings of fact as 
presented.  
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Steven Petti 
SECONDER: Commissioner Jennifer Holden 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
Motion to Accept the redesigned architectural elevations for the previously approved 
multi-family building regarding enhanced vertical uprights above the parking garage, 
with the findings of fact as presented.  
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RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Kerry Garesche 
SECONDER: Commissioner Sophia Schneckloth 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
Motion to Close Public Hearing PZC-16-2024 
 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Jennifer Holden 
SECONDER: Commissioner Steven Petti 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, 

Steven Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
  

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS  
   

ADJOURNMENT  
  Motion to Adjourn the Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting of November 6, 2024.  

 
RESULT: Passed [Yes 6, No 0, Abstained 0] 
MOVER: Commissioner Steven Petti 
SECONDER: Commissioner Sophia Schneckloth 
AYES: Terry Roswick, Kevin Anderson, Kerry Garesche, Jennifer Holden, Steven 

Petti, Sophia Schneckloth 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
The Regular Scheduled Meeting adjourned at 8:19 PM. 
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Fentons Brewing Company
Plat of Vacation – 428 N. Chicago
Staff Presentation – November 6, 2024

Page 10 of 91



PROPERTY LOCATION
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HISTORY

3

2012

2024

 Property owned by Village since at 
least 1910.

 Home to many municipal uses for a 
century.

 For the last 70 years, it was home to 
the Public Works Water Division.

 After the new Public Works 
Headquarters was built in 2020, 
space was vacated.

 For 4 years, it was used as an 
incubator for the Mundelein Tool 
Library. It also housed the North 
Central ‘O’ Gaugers Model Railroad 
Club. 

 Both occupants have relocated 
within Downtown Mundelein.
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4

YELLOW AREA TO BE 
TRANSFERRED 

FOLLOWING
ALLEY VACATION

GREEN AREA CLOSED 
(NOW OWNED BY 

APPLICANT)
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7

Important Notes

• No formal submittal received for 
building renovations yet.

• If there are zoning requests related 
to the use, layout, or architecture, 
those would come at a future time.

• Planning and Zoning Commission’s 
role for Plats of Vacation? In brief –
not much.  

• If the applicant resubdivides or 
consolidates, that would come to 
the PZC at a future time. 
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QUESTIONS FOR STAFF?
Next: Applicant’s Presentation
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Flaherty & Collins
Plaza Circle Redevelopment: “AREA”
Zoning Application for Townhouses

Staff Presentation
PZC-16-2024
November 6, 2024
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Village Hall Subdivision History
 Village Hall Subdivision was previously occupied by an 

industrial user (Sigma Services). 
 Mundelein plans began to envision the area surrounding the 

Metra Station as a focal point for the community, including 
retail, residential, and civic uses:
 2004 - Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Plan
 2005 - TIF district created to incentivize development 
 2012 - Master Redevelopment Implementation Plan
 2012 – New Zoning Ordinance created the “Downtown” designation 

and phased out industrial users
 To fulfill those goals, Village acquired the Sigma Services 

property to create the Village Hall Subdivision. 
 In 2014, Village entered into a PPP with Weston Solutions to 

construct the first building (Mundelein Village Hall). 
 Remainder of property was subdivided to create “shovel-ready lots”.
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 Since then, Village has worked with interested developers to 
find the best fit for the subdivision. 

 Older plans called for ground floor retail around the circle, but 
financial consultants, research, and market feedback indicate 
that retail would need more visibility to succeed. Plan has 
shifted to predominantly residential around the circle as a 
result, with the possibility for retail near Hawley Street. 

 Station 250 (165 apartments) broke ground on Lot 3 in 2023.
 Flaherty & Collins, a multifamily developer, now proposes a 

project for the remainder of the lots: 
 Lot 5 – Multifamily residential (225 apartments)
 Lots 2 and 4 – Townhomes and a pad for future retail at the 

northernmost end. 
 Flaherty & Collins team has been working diligently with 

Mundelein since 2022 to create a site plan and architectural 
design that capture’s Mundelein’s vision for an urban, vibrant, 
walkable TOD. 

Village Hall Subdivision History
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 2 and 3-story, rear-loaded townhomes 
flanking Chicago Avenue on the north half 
of project site:
 Subject of today’s public hearing

 Future retail pad reserved at north end 
(user not currently identified).

 Multifamily residential on remainder of 
site (APPROVED IN SUMMER 2024):
 225 apartments
 285 garage parking spaces (225 required)
 29 bicycle parking spaces
 Amenities such as: Pool, Outdoor lounge areas, 

Club room, Fitness room, Parcel room, Dog 
area, Indoor bicycle storage

Project Concept
Townhomes
Subject of Today’s 
Public Hearing
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Plaza Improvements
• Developer agrees to make a $300,000 

contribution towards the design and 
construction of a public open space in the 
central plaza. 

• Village agrees to complete the improvements 
no later than August 1, 2028.

• Plaza will feature landscaping and 
hardscaping, along with other possible 
features such as seating, open lawn space, 
pergolas, water features, lighting, and signage. 
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Townhouse Architectural Design

 17 units across 3 
buildings

 68 parking spaces 
provided (half enclosed 
in garages)

 Exceeds parking 
requirements (1 enclosed 
space per unit required)

 Height:
 3 stories (9 units)
 2 stories (8 units)
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Townhouse Architectural Design Background

• Architecture was negotiated extensively between Flaherty & 
Collins and the Village Board (Negotiating Team). 

• Original design was very different than what is now proposed. 
The developer and architect worked diligently with the 
Negotiating Team to rework the architecture into a design they 
felt had the right character. 

• Some elements that were desired by the Negotiating Team and 
incorporated into the design:

 

More of a residential feel
More emphasis on vertical elements rather than horizontal elements
Visual differentiation between units
Cleaner design rather than busy (e.g. less is more)
Brighter color scheme
No unnecessary articulation where it clutters the design and doesn’t 

add architectural value

• Staff supports all variation requests, as the character and 
balance of the building aesthetic is more important than strict 
adherence to the Zoning Ordinance design requirements. 
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Zoning Variation Requests (4)
Section 20.36.050(B)(8)(b) – Window Setbacks and Projections. 
Code Reads: “Windows and doors shall have raised elements to create shadow and articulation. In addition, 
three-dimensional elements, such as balconies and bay windows, should be incorporated to provide 
dimensional elements on a façade. Windows shall be set back (“punched”) into or projected out from 
the façade to provide façade depth and shadow, vertical in orientation and of a consistent style.” 

 Variation Required – Windows are not punched in or projected from façade. 

Section 20.36.050(C)(1)(a)  – Building Articulation on Side and Rear Elevations. 

Code Reads: “All facades require articulation of no less than 12” in depth and 36” in width. Walls 
less than 25’ in width are required one area of articulation. Walls between 25’ and 75’ in width are required 
two significant areas of articulation. Walls over 75’ are required one articulation of significance for every 25’ 
in building width at regular intervals.”   

 Variation Required – Articulation requirements not fully satisfied on the side and rear 
elevations (front meets them). 
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Zoning Variation Requests (4)
Section 20.36.050(H)(1)  – Garage Details. 
Code Reads: “Attached garage overhead doors in the C-5-VC Zoning District must contain windows or other 
details such as applied brackets, hinges, arched panels, or other design elements to enhance the look of the 
overhead door.” 

 Variation Required – Garages do not have embellishments (windows, brackets, etc.)

Table 20.36-5 of Section 20.36.040  – Front Build-To Zone for Townhouses. 

Townhouses and most other building types in the C-5-VC Zoning District are subject to a “Build-To Zone” 
along the front property line, which is the opposite of a front yard setback. The front of the building 
must start within 0’ – 15’ of the front property line. The intention of this section is to encourage 
development in the Village Center to be closer to the street for an urban, walkable feel. 

 Variation Required – Small section on the southern end of Building D is further than 15’ away 
from the front property line. 
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June 19th Meeting Condition Follow-Up (Multi-Family Building)

“The applicant must bring potential designs to enhance the blank vertical uprights above the 
parking garage (stairwell and elevator columns) back to the Planning and Zoning Commission for 
consideration at a public meeting prior to the issuance of a building permit.”
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Questions for Staff?
Next: Petitioner’s Presentation
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FINDINGS OF FACT – SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
AREA – Townhouses (Flaherty & Collins) 

 
CASE NUMBER PZC-16-2024 
PUBLIC HEARING DATE November 6, 2024 
Motion to recommend approval of a Special Use Permit pursuant to Section 20.36.020 for Townhouses in the C-5-VC Zoning 
District. 
 
On November 6, 2024, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend approval/denial of the aforementioned 
motion.  
 
1. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the special use in the specific location proposed will not endanger 

the public health, safety, or general welfare of any portion of the community. 
The Commission finds that the proposed townhouse use is consistent with, and complimentary to, the proposed multi-family 
building to the south of this site. The proposed development provides valuable housing stock to the community and will not 
endanger the public health, safety, or general welfare of the community.  
2. The proposed special use is compatible with adjacent properties and other property within the immediate vicinity of 

the special use.   
The Commission finds that the proposed townhouse use is compatible with the adjacent uses, which include multi-family, the 
Village Hall, and a shopping center. The project is designed to compliment the proposed multi-family building to the south.  
3. The special use in the specific location proposed is consistent with the spirit and intent of this Ordinance and the Village 

land use policies. 
The Commission finds that the proposed townhouses are consistent with the spirit and intent of the Zoning Ordinance and 
Comprehensive Plan, which encourage a diverse mix of residential types in the downtown.   
4. The special use conforms to the applicable regulations of the zoning district in which it is to be located. 
The Commission finds that the proposed townhouses conform to all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, minus four 
architectural variations which are separately requested.   

 

FINDINGS OF FACT – VARIATION (1) – WINDOW SETBACKS AND PROJECTIONS 
AREA – Townhouses (Flaherty & Collins) 

 

CASE NUMBER PZC-16-2024 
PUBLIC HEARING DATE November 6, 2024 
VARIATION A variation from Section 20.36.050(B)(8)(b) regarding window setbacks and projections. 
 
On November 6, 2024, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend approval/denial of the aforementioned 
variation.  
 
No variation from the provisions of this Ordinance shall be granted unless the Zoning Administrator, Planning & Zoning 
Commission, and Village Board makes specific written findings based on the standards imposed by this section.  These standards 
are as follows: 
1. The strict application of the terms of this Ordinance will result in undue hardship; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The strict application of the Zoning Ordinance would require the developer to increase the thickness 

of the walls beyond necessary to accommodate the “punched or recessed” windows, which would 
add cost with little architectural value added.   

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The plight of the petitioner is due to unique circumstances because the architecture, which was 

heavily negotiated by the Village Board, achieves a similar effect through trim elements and color 
changes.   

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; 
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DRAFT APPROVAL The variation requested is with the intent to allow the proposed development to help “establish” 
the essential character of the locality as guided by the Comprehensive Plan. A large portion of the 
Village Center is undeveloped and there is an opportunity to establish an architectural character.  

The Zoning Administrator, Planning & Zoning Commission, and Village Board, in making its findings, may inquire into the 
following evidentiary issues, as well as any others deemed appropriate. 
1. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the specific property involved, a 

particular hardship or difficulty to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter 
of the regulations were to be carried out. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the 
property do not present a particular hardship with regards to window design.  

2. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having a proprietary interest in the property 
in question. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the Petitioner has not created this hardship, as the architecture of the 
townhouses has been heavily negotiated by the Village Board through the adoption of the 
Redevelopment Agreement.  

3. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare in the neighborhood in which the property is 
located. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare in the 
neighborhood that the property is located within, as the Petitioner has offset the lack of window 
recesses with ample articulation, changes in material, and other architectural detail.  

4. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, substantially increase 
congestion in the public streets, increase the danger of fire, endanger the public safety, or impair property values within 
the neighborhood. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, 
substantially increase congestion in the public streets, increase the danger of fire, endanger the 
public safety, or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

5. The proposed variation is consistent with the spirit and intent of this Ordinance and Village land use policies. 
DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the proposed variation is consistent with the spirit and intent of this 

Ordinance and Village land use policies, which were written to encourage better building design within 
the Village Center. 

6. The value of the property in question will be substantially reduced if permitted to be used only under the conditions 
allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The value of the property in question will not be substantially reduced if permitted to be used only 
under the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT – VARIATION (2) – WINDOW SETBACKS AND PROJECTIONS 
AREA – Townhouses (Flaherty & Collins) 

 

CASE NUMBER PZC-16-2024 
PUBLIC HEARING DATE November 6, 2024 
VARIATION A variation from Section 20.36.050(C)(1)(a) regarding building articulation on the side and rear 

elevations. 
 
On November 6, 2024, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend approval/denial of the aforementioned 
variation.  
 
No variation from the provisions of this Ordinance shall be granted unless the Zoning Administrator, Planning & Zoning 
Commission, and Village Board makes specific written findings based on the standards imposed by this section.  These standards 
are as follows: 
1. The strict application of the terms of this Ordinance will result in undue hardship; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The strict application of the Zoning Ordinance would require the developer to create articulation 

beyond necessary to satisfy the letter of the articulation requirements, which would add cost with 
little architectural value added.   
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2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The plight of the petitioner is due to unique circumstances because the architecture, which was 

heavily negotiated by the Village Board, achieves a similar effect with trim elements that provide 
“visual articulation”, “doghouse” structures on the side elevation for utilities, and using at least two 
materials on the side elevations. The roof design along the front and rear also achieve a visual 
articulation effect.    

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The variation requested is with the intent to allow the proposed development to help “establish” 

the essential character of the locality as guided by the Comprehensive Plan. A large portion of the 
Village Center is undeveloped and there is an opportunity to establish an architectural character.  

The Zoning Administrator, Planning & Zoning Commission, and Village Board, in making its findings, may inquire into the 
following evidentiary issues, as well as any others deemed appropriate. 
1. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the specific property involved, a 

particular hardship or difficulty to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict 
letter of the regulations were to be carried out. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the 
property do not present a particular hardship with regards to articulation.  

2. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having a proprietary interest in the property 
in question. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the Petitioner has not created this hardship, as the architecture of the 
townhouses has been heavily negotiated by the Village Board through the adoption of the 
Redevelopment Agreement.  

3. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare in the neighborhood in which the property is 
located. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare in the 
neighborhood that the property is located within, as the Petitioner has introduced ample 
architectural detail such as trim, changes in material, etc.  

4. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, substantially increase 
congestion in the public streets, increase the danger of fire, endanger the public safety, or impair property values within 
the neighborhood. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, 
substantially increase congestion in the public streets, increase the danger of fire, endanger the 
public safety, or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

5. The proposed variation is consistent with the spirit and intent of this Ordinance and Village land use policies. 
DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the proposed variation is consistent with the spirit and intent of this 

Ordinance and Village land use policies, which were written to encourage better building design within 
the Village Center. 

6. The value of the property in question will be substantially reduced if permitted to be used only under the conditions 
allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The value of the property in question will not be substantially reduced if permitted to be used only 
under the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT – VARIATION (3) – ATTACHED GARAGE DETAILS 
AREA – Townhouses (Flaherty & Collins) 

 

CASE NUMBER PZC-16-2024 
PUBLIC HEARING DATE November 6, 2024 
VARIATION A variation from Section 20.36.050(H)(1) regarding attached garage details. 
 
On November 6, 2024, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend approval/denial of the aforementioned 
variation.  
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No variation from the provisions of this Ordinance shall be granted unless the Zoning Administrator, Planning & Zoning 
Commission, and Village Board makes specific written findings based on the standards imposed by this section.  These standards 
are as follows: 
1. The strict application of the terms of this Ordinance will result in undue hardship; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The strict application of the Zoning Ordinance would require unnecessary embellishment on 

elevations that the Village Board has negotiated and feels that it meets the intent of the Village 
Center vision. The applicant also feels that adding windows in the garage door creates security and 
maintenance issues.  

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The plight of the petitioner is due to unique circumstances because the architecture, which was 

heavily negotiated by the Village Board, achieves visual interest on the rear elevation through 
articulation, balconies, changes in materials, 5+ windows and/or doors, etc.    

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The variation requested is with the intent to allow the proposed development to help “establish” 

the essential character of the locality as guided by the Comprehensive Plan. A large portion of the 
Village Center is undeveloped and there is an opportunity to establish an architectural character.  

The Zoning Administrator, Planning & Zoning Commission, and Village Board, in making its findings, may inquire into the 
following evidentiary issues, as well as any others deemed appropriate. 
1. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the specific property involved, a 

particular hardship or difficulty to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict 
letter of the regulations were to be carried out. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the 
property do not present a particular hardship with regards to garage details.  

2. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having a proprietary interest in the property 
in question. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the Petitioner has not created this hardship, as the architecture of the 
townhouses has been heavily negotiated by the Village Board through the adoption of the 
Redevelopment Agreement.  

3. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare in the neighborhood in which the property is 
located. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare in the 
neighborhood that the property is located within, as the Petitioner has offset the lack of garage 
embellishments with articulation, balconies, changes in materials, and ample windows and 
doorways.   

4. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, substantially increase 
congestion in the public streets, increase the danger of fire, endanger the public safety, or impair property values within 
the neighborhood. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, 
substantially increase congestion in the public streets, increase the danger of fire, endanger the 
public safety, or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

5. The proposed variation is consistent with the spirit and intent of this Ordinance and Village land use policies. 
DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the proposed variation is consistent with the spirit and intent of this 

Ordinance and Village land use policies, which were written to encourage better building design within 
the Village Center. 

6. The value of the property in question will be substantially reduced if permitted to be used only under the conditions 
allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The value of the property in question will not be substantially reduced if permitted to be used only 
under the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT – VARIATION (4) – FRONT BUILD-TO ZONE FOR TOWNHOUSES 
AREA – Townhouses (Flaherty & Collins) 
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CASE NUMBER PZC-16-2024 
PUBLIC HEARING DATE November 6, 2024 
VARIATION A variation from Table 20.36-5 of Section 20.36.040 regarding the front build-to zone for 

townhouses. 
 
On November 6, 2024, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 6-0 to recommend approval/denial of the aforementioned 
variation.  
 
No variation from the provisions of this Ordinance shall be granted unless the Zoning Administrator, Planning & Zoning 
Commission, and Village Board makes specific written findings based on the standards imposed by this section.  These standards 
are as follows: 
1. The strict application of the terms of this Ordinance will result in undue hardship; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The strict application of the Zoning Ordinance would require the developer to wrap the southern 

portion of one of the 4-unit buildings around the curved roadway, which would incur great cost and 
could result in a less visually appealing and less efficient building design.    

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The plight of the petitioner is due to unique circumstances because amount of the building that 

exceeds the 15’ build-to zone is very minimal, and the costs of altering the building design to satisfy 
this requirement would far outweigh any visual or placemaking benefits.   

3. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; 
DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the amount of the townhouse building that exceeds the 15’ build-to zone 

is very minimal and will not be apparent to residents, visitors, or passerby.  
The Zoning Administrator, Planning & Zoning Commission, and Village Board, in making its findings, may inquire into the 
following evidentiary issues, as well as any others deemed appropriate. 
1. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the specific property involved, a 

particular hardship or difficulty to the owner would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict 
letter of the regulations were to be carried out. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the shape of the property presents a particular land-based hardship, as 
the building would need to be wrapped around a curvilinear shape to satisfy the code requirement.  

2. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having a proprietary interest in the property 
in question. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the Petitioner has not created this hardship, as the shape of the property 
was put into place by the Village many years before the applicant proposed a project on the 
property.   

3. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare in the neighborhood in which the property is 
located. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare in the 
neighborhood that the property is located within.  

4. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, substantially increase 
congestion in the public streets, increase the danger of fire, endanger the public safety, or impair property values within 
the neighborhood. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, 
substantially increase congestion in the public streets, increase the danger of fire, endanger the 
public safety, or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

5. The proposed variation is consistent with the spirit and intent of this Ordinance and Village land use policies. 
DRAFT APPROVAL The Commission finds that the proposed variation is consistent with the spirit and intent of this 

Ordinance and Village land use policies, which were written to encourage better building design within 
the Village Center. 

6. The value of the property in question will be substantially reduced if permitted to be used only under the conditions 
allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located. 

DRAFT APPROVAL The value of the property in question will not be substantially reduced if permitted to be used only 
under the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located. 
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To: Commission Members 

From: Colleen Malec, Senior Planner 
Erin Swanson, Administrative Assistant 

For: Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting of December 18, 2024 

Subject: PUBLIC HEARING - PZC-15-2024 – 760-780 S. Midlothian Road - Outdoor Contractor 
Storage Yard  

 
Attachments: 
1. Certificate of Publication 
2. Petitioner's Packet 
3. Public Commentary as of December 12, 2024  
 
Background: 
In 2019, the Village annexed 760-780 S. Midlothian Road at the former property owner’s request. 
The former owner, Gerald Teegan, represented that it was used as a single-family home and had a 
failing well that required extensive repair.  Mr. Teegan asked to instead connect to the Village’s 
water main, which requires annexation per the Village’s agreement with our water provider (Central 
Lake County Joint Action Water Agency).   
 
There were some unique elements to this particular annexation:  

a. No Rezoning. When properties are annexed, they are by default assigned the R-1 Single-
Family Residential designation, as it is the least intense zoning district. If the applicant 
proposes a specific use, they may request a rezoning to a more appropriate district at the 
same time as annexation. Mr. Teegan did not request a rezoning, as the stated single-family 
use was already permitted in the R-1 district.   

b. Sanitary Connection Variation. The Annexation Agreement included a variation from the 
Municipal Code requirement that all incorporated properties must be connected to the 
Village’s sanitary sewer. It specified that if the property were ever to be redeveloped in the 
future (or in this case, converted to a commercial land use), the property must be connected 
to the sanitary sewer.   

c. Annexation Fee Deferral. Mr. Teegan requested a deferral of a portion of the Annexation Fee 
($10,233.90 deferred), claiming financial hardship because of the single-family nature of the 
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property. The Annexation Agreement specified that the remainder of the fee must be paid if 
the property were ever redeveloped or converted to commercial.   

 
In February of 2024, Code Enforcement noticed the property being used for commercial purposes 
without any permits or business registrations. Specifically, the property owner was operating a 
landscaping business with an office and outdoor contractor storage yard. They were advised of the 
zoning violation, and the property owner opted to apply for a use variation to continue the 
commercial use.  
  
Figure 1: Subject Property Location (Dated July 2019) 
 

 
  
Figure 2: View from Street (Dated September 2024) 
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Variation Requested 
  
The Petitioner is requesting a use variation to operate a (1) Outdoor Contractor Storage Yard; and (2) 
an office in the R-1 Single-Family Residential zoning district. The Petitioner will use the former house 
entirely as an office and there will be no residents.  
  
There was some gravel installed without a permit, which is not a permitted surface in Mundelein. 
The Petitioner will remove and pave over the new gravel areas, so a variation for gravel is not 
needed. Any gravel areas that existed prior to annexation are grandfathered in, including the pre-
existing gravel driveway.  
  
Site Details 
  
See page 26 of the Petitioner’s Packet for the site plan, and page 20 for the office floor plan. The site 
includes: 

• Office (formerly the single-family home) – No residents 
• Pre-existing solid wooden fence around a substantial portion of the property 
• Two pre-existing metal garages to the rear of the office 
• A concrete pad for storing material piles, installed by the applicant in 2021 
• Proposed asphalt parking for landscaping vehicles and equipment  

 
Any future expansions or changes beyond the Petitioner’s site plan would require zoning relief due to 
the R-1 designation.  
  
Figure 3: Aerial Comparison Pre- and Post-Annexation 
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Use Standards for Outdoor Storage Yards 
  
The business must adhere to the Use Standards for Outdoor Storage Yards. As far as staff is aware, 
these are all either satisfied, or will be satisfied during the building permit review.  

1. All outdoor storage must comply with the screening requirementsof Section 20.60.150 
(Screening Requirements).  

a. Per the Petitioner: They will comply with all screening requirements, including the 
perimeter fencing (6’ high and solid) and landscaping.   

2. When there is a structure affiliated with the storage yard, the structure shall be oriented 
toward the front of the lot and the storage area shall be located to the rear of the lot. The 
outdoor storage area should be located to the rear of the lot where possible. All structures 
must be located towards the front of the lot, in compliance with the front yard of the 
underlying zoning district.  

a. Site layout already meets this requirement.   
3. Outdoor storage areas shall be surfaced, and graded and drain all surface water. Outdoor 

storage areas may be surfaced with pervious paving, if adequate drainage and erosion and 
dust control are provided. However, gravel is prohibited.  

a. Per the Petitioner: The outdoor storage area is currently gravel, but any portions 
installed post-annexation will removed. A new asphalt paved surface will be installed 
in the contractor storage yard area for the Petitioner’s business vehicles.   

4. Any lighting used to illuminate an outdoor storage area shall be directed and shielded as to 
not illuminate any adjacent residential areas.  

a. Per the Petitioner: The lighting used to illuminate the outdoor storage area is directed 
away from nearby residential areas. Petitioners will comply with all lighting 
requirements.  
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5. All items stored outdoors must be related to the on-site business and its operations.  
a. Per the Petitioner: All items stored on the property relate to the Petitioner’s landscape 

business.   

 
Staff Comments 

• Building Department: Due to the conversion of a single-family home to a commercial use 
(office), please note that there may be some modifications required to bring the building up 
to code for commercial use (ADA accessibility, fire alarms, etc.).   

• Public Works and Engineering: The Petitioner must comply with all Watershed Development 
Ordinance requirements with regards to new surfaces.   

• Community Development: Per the Annexation Agreement, the Petitioner will be responsible 
for paying the remainder of the Annexation Fee ($10,233.90) and must connect to the 
Village’s sanitary sewer system.   

 
Public Comments 
  
As of December 12th, Staff has been contacted by four residents: 

• Residents at 693 Waverly Drive provided a written email in support of the Petition, which is 
attached.   

• Another nearby resident contacted Staff with questions about the contents of the petition, 
hours of operation, construction schedule, security, and surrounding property values. They 
have not yet followed up with written public commentary as of December 6th.   

• Residents at 668 Wortham Drive provided a written email in opposition of the Petition, which 
is attached.  

• Residents at 26862 N Midlothian Road provided a written email in support of the Petition, 
which is attached.  

 
Comprehensive Plan 
  
Relevant excerpts from the Comprehensive Plan to provide guidance: 

• Future Land Use Plan:  
o The Future Land Use Map designates this property under the “Flexible Use” category.  

• Residential Chapter:  
o Preserve and enhance the residential character of the Village.  
o Ensure residential areas are adequately screened/buffered from incompatible 

adjacent non-residential uses and activity.  
o Protect residential areas from encroachment by incompatible land uses and the 

adverse impacts of adjacent non-residential activities through implementation of the 
Future Land Use Plan and the strict enforcement of buffering, landscaping, screening, 
and lighting requirements of adjacent non-residential properties.   

• Economic Development Chapter:  
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o Improve and strengthen the Village’s diverse tax base and fiscal stability through the 
attraction, retention, and expansion of businesses in the Village.  

o Consistently and strictly administer property maintenance and code enforcement 
process in nonresidential areas of the Village.  

o Promote the appropriate mix and intensity of non-residential uses in the various 
districts throughout the Village.  

o Support and encourage an appropriate mix of retail, office, service commercial, and 
industrial activities to be organized by use and concentrated within or near areas of 
complementary uses.  

o Require all industrial development to meet specific applicable performance 
standards for noise, air, odor, and any other forms of environmental pollution.   

 
Analysis 
  
Staff does not strongly oppose nor support the proposed use as presented. The following points are 
offered for consideration: 

A. The use has been conducted on the site for several years (albeit without permission), and no 
complaints have been received from neighboring residents. Due to the solid fence and gate 
screening the storage area, it is not immediately apparent from the roadway that the 
property is being used for commercial purposes.   

B. The “Flexible Use” category is often assigned to properties located at a junction between 
multiple land use types because more than one use may be compatible with the surrounding 
area. The PZC should evaluate these “Flexible Use” properties on a case-by-case basis. This 
property is surrounded by a wide variety of uses, such as:  

a. Single-family residential 
b. Recreation/open space 
c. Agriculture 
d. Institutional (fire station) 
e. Commercial strip centers and freestanding businesses  

C. Staff recommends reserving judgement until all public commentary is received. If nearby 
residents are negatively impacted by the proposed use, it may not compatible with residential 
areas.   

D. The property is much larger than the Petitioner’s outdoor storage area and has far more 
potential for intensity than the Petitioner has requested. This existing, large lawn area on top 
of the existing screening may provide a buffering affect to surrounding properties.   

E. If approved, the surrounding area can have an expectation that the size, use, and intensity of 
the commercial use cannot increase without a public hearing. 

  
 
Recommendation: 
Motion to recommend Approval/Denial of a use variation to Table 20.28-1 of Section 20.28.020 to 
permit an Outdoor Contractor Storage Yard and Office in the R-1 Single-Family Residential zoning 
district at 760-780 S. Midlothian Road, Mundelein, Illinois. 
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               CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION 
                                                                                                                        Paddock Publications, Inc. 

 

        Lake County 

                                                            Daily Herald 
 

 

       Corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

       the State of Illinois, DOES HEREBY CERTIFY that it is the publisher 

       of the Lake County DAILY HERALD. That said Lake County  

DAILY HERALD is a secular newspaper, published in Libertyville, Lake  

County, State of Illinois, and has been in general circulation daily throughout 

Lake County, continuously for more than 50 weeks prior to the first Publication 

of the attached notice, and a newspaper as defined by 715 ILCS 5/5.  

 

I further certify that the Lake County DAILY HERALD is a newspaper 

as defined in "an Act to revise the law in relation to notices" as amended  

in 1992 Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 715, Act 5, Section 1 and 5.  

That a notice of which the annexed printed slip is a true copy,  

was published 12/02/2024 

in said Lake County DAILY HERALD. This notice was also placed on a 

statewide public notice website as required by 5 ILCS 5/2.1. 

 

 

 

       BY ______________________________________________ 

      Designee of the Publisher of the Daily Herald 

 

 

       Control # 270854 *LAKE* 
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From: Planning
To: Colleen Malec
Subject: FW: EXTERNAL -PUBLIC Commentary on Planning & Zoning Commission Gonzalez petition (Case PZC-15-2024)
Date: Monday, December 2, 2024 9:11:24 AM

 
 
From: mlagalante <mlagalante@att.net> 
Sent: Friday, November 29, 2024 1:05 PM
To: Planning <planning@mundelein.org>
Cc: Steve Odes <rphhomeopath@att.net>
Subject: EXTERNAL -PUBLIC Commentary on Planning & Zoning Commission Gonzalez petition (Case
PZC-15-2024)

 
Caution: This message originated outside of the Village of Mundelein -- DO NOT CLICK on links
or open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe. If you have any doubt, contact the
sender by phone to confirm.

 
 
We received today a letter from the Attorneys for the petitioners, Maria & Jose Gonzalez,
regarding Outdoor Contractor Storage in the Yard and Office in the R-1 Single-Family
Residential zoning district at 760-780 South Midlothian Rd.
 
We will be unable to attend the Village meeting addressing this petition on Dec 18, 2024, and
wish to record these comments.
 
We are adjacent neighbors to the west of these properties, and have the unique opportunity to
observe activities on the property on a daily basis. The property is well-maintained by the
owners, without any community impact nor disruption by the outdoor storage situation onsite. 
The Gonzalez family is hard working, considerate, polite and extremely neighbor sensitive to
any impact from their own activities.
 
We encourage the Commission to endorse the petition for variation, as filed.
 
Respectfully submitted,
 
Marlene and Steve
 
Marlene Galante  and Steven Odes
693 Waverly Dr
Mundelein, IL 60060
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Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S23 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone
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From: Chris Dombrowski
To: Planning
Subject: EXTERNAL -case PZC-15-2024
Date: Monday, December 9, 2024 11:08:36 AM

Caution: This message originated outside of the Village of Mundelein -- DO NOT CLICK on links
or open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe. If you have any doubt, contact the
sender by phone to confirm.

I am Deborah Dombrowski. I live at 668 Wortham drive Mundelein. I have been at this
residence for 14 yrs. I purchased it for its location, school district, privacy, and esthetic value.
This proposed building of an outdoor contractor storage would damage ALL the reasons I
bought my home. I grew up a landscape contractor's daughter and he required storage. I
understand that but I also have full idea and experience with the amount of dust, dirt and
vermin these sites bring. They are noisy and increase traffic particularly early in the morning
as most construction businesses do. They store materials or use the area as a dumping ground
increasing the population of vermin. Diesel engines are extremely pungent and those things
would compromise this neighborhood's quality of living. I strongly object to this building and
use of this property.
Thank you 
Deborah Dombrowski
847 682-3595
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From: dlfinch@comcast.net
To: Planning
Subject: EXTERNAL -Public Commentary - Case PZC-15-2024
Date: Wednesday, December 11, 2024 11:38:07 AM

Caution: This message originated outside of the Village of Mundelein -- DO NOT CLICK on links
or open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe. If you have any doubt, contact the
sender by phone to confirm.

Hi,
We have lived next to the property that is currently owned by Maria and Jose Gonzalez
since 1998, before they purchased the property. We have no concerns with their zoning
variation request. They have always been very pleasant to live next to, and very respectful
in regards to noise control in the operation of their business. They are the best neighbors
that we have had in the years that we have lived here.
 
Sincerely,
Laura M Finch
David L Finch
26862 N. Midlothian Rd.
Mundelein, IL. 60060
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