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MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 18, 2014 
MEETING OF THE PLAN COMMISSION 

VILLAGE HALL 6101 CAPULINA, MORTON GROVE, IL 60053 
 

Pursuant to proper notice in accordance with the Open Meetings Act, the regular meeting of the Plan 
Commission was called to order at 7:40 pm. by Chairperson Farkas.  Secretary Sheehan called the roll. 
 
Members of the Commission Present:    Blonz, Dorgan, Gillespie, Khan, Shimanski, Farkas 
 
Members of the Commission absent:    Gabriel  
  
Village Staff Present:                           Nancy Radzevich, Community and Economic    
     Development Director, Dominick Argumedo, Zoning    
     Administrator/Land Use Planner, John Komorowski,   
     Building Official, Bill Porter, Director of Fire Protection 
 
Trustees Present:    John Thill, Janine Witko 
 
Chairperson Farkas described the procedures for the meeting.  Anyone from the audience would be 
allowed to speak after the commission asks questions of the applicant.  After residents comments, 
discussion and voting would take place. 
 
Chairperson Farkas then proceeded to seek approval of the June 16, 2014.  Commissioner Dorgan 
moved to approve the minutes of June 16, 2014.  Commissioner Gillespie noted that the minutes show 
Commissioner Khan in attendance and also as absent.  Commissioner Shimanski seconded the motion 
with correction. 
 
Chairperson Farkas called for a voice vote to approve the minutes of June 16, 2014.  Vote unanimous.  
 
 
CASE PC 14-13_ 
 
APPLICANT:   Village of Morton Grove 
    6101 Capulina Avenue  
    Morton Grove, Il  60053 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  6101 Capulina Avenue 
    Morton Grove, IL 60053 
 
PETITION: Proposed Text Amendments to Section 12-3-5 of the Morton Grove Unified 
Development Code (Ordinance 07-07) to modify regulations regarding fences within the front yard 
setback. 
 

Dominick Argumedo introduced this case to modify the ordinance for regulations regarding fences 
within the front yard setback in an effort to streamline the process but also maintain the vision of the 
Unified Development Code to encourage and protect open front yard spaces. 
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Mr. Argumedo noted the intent of the Village’s prohibition on fences in the front yard is to maintain 
open space along the streetscape and to promote pedestrian and vehicular safety by minimizing the 
visual barriers. Current fence regulations, however, provide limited opportunities for owners of corner 
lots or multi-frontage lots to have fencing as the Unified Development Code specifies that side yards 
that abut streets are required to follow the requirements established for front yards.  As noted above, 
property owners of corner lots often seek a variance to enclose a portion of their street side yard and/or 
their rear yard with a fence, depending on the configuration of such lots, to allow for some usable 
enclosed yard space. 
 
Mr. Argumedo testified that a number of cases have been filed before the ZBA to allow for fences within 
the street side yards of corner lots.  Those applications which were approved by the ZBA often included 
conditions that were designed to preserve the intent of the ordinance to try to maintain an open 
streetscape and to protect pedestrian and vehicle safety. These conditions often included reductions to 
the proposed fence height; increasing setbacks of the fences from sidewalks, alleys, and/or driveways to 
provide clear “sight lines”; and provisions to try to increase fence opacity.      
 
Mr. Argumedo noted that based on the trends of the variance applications and the ZBA’s actions on 
those they approved, staff initiated this text amendment to allow fences in limited portions of the street 
side yards. This proposed amendment would enhance property owners’ use of their property; help to 
provide uniformity to street side yard fence design and construction through establishment of height, 
material and opacity requirements; promote pedestrian/vehicular safety and reduce visual barriers; 
accommodate the Village of Morton Grove’s desire for open yards along the streetscape; and to reduce 
permit review time on such applications.  
 
Mr. Argumedo noted the current regulation prohibiting fences in the front yard would remain.  
However, applicants may still seek variations to allow for extended street side yard fences or fences 
within front and rear yards that abut streets. In such cases, staff notes that by incorporating height, 
material and opacity requirements for the by-right street side yard fencing, the ZBA will have some 
criteria by which they can review the variance application in addition to reviewing them against the 
intent of the original ordinance - to preserve and enhance open streetscapes and promote vehicular and 
pedestrian safety. 
 
Mr. Argumedo also provided an overview of the diagrams, which were included in the staff memo, to 
illustrate which types of lots and/or configurations would be eligible for by-right fencing in the street 
side yard setback. Staff is proposing to include these diagrams in the updated ordinance.   
 
Chairman Farkas asked for questions from the commissioners.  
 
Commissioner Dorgan asked how the amendment impacts bushes or vegetation placed at the property 
line. Mr. Argumedo noted that per the Unified Development Code, a fence can include bushes and 
vegetation. Any planting of bushes along the property line for eligible lots under this proposed 
amendment would need to meet the height and opacity requirements. Staff would need to examine 
submissions and understand the potential future impact of such plantings (would the bushes grow 
together to provide for an opacity below 50% or grow to a height beyond 42 inches?) before approval. 
Mr. Dorgan asked if the amendment would be retroactive and if fences currently placed on the property 
line would need to be adjusted/reduced to meet the forthcoming code. Staff noted that fences 
constructed before the Unified Development Code prohibited front yard fences would be legal non-
conforming structures. Fences built after the ordinance prohibited fences in the front yard, without 
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proper permits, are non-compliant and could be subject to code enforcement actions and/or 
subsequent removal. For fences comprised of vegetation, the same holds true except that even legal 
non-conforming organic fences are required to adhere to property maintenance standards.  
 
Commissioner Shimanski expressed concern that some vegetation that meets the Unified Development 
Code definition of a fence, but that would not meet the regulations of the proposed amendment, 
provides benefit as sound barriers for homes on busy streets. Nancy Radzevich, Community and 
Economic Development Director, acknowledged the validity of that point and noted the amendment is 
intended to strike a balance: to establish some limited ability to construct street side yard fences by-
right, but to still allow property owners to seek variances for site specific challenges. Ms. Radzevich went 
on to say that staff initially discussed eliminating the ability for anyone to seek a variance for a front 
yard fence, but after further discussion staff recognized that the variance process exists to successfully 
examine appropriate circumstances where relief from the code may be appropriate.  
 
Commissioner Blonz inquired where a property owner could place a fence when a utility easement exists 
on the property. Ms. Radzevich noted that at present, staff first discusses an application with the 
Village’s Public Works department to understand the likelihood of the easement being used in the 
future and then advises the applicant that if Village’s Public Works department or a utility company 
needs to access that portion of property the fence would be removed and Village is under no obligation 
to repair or replace it.  
 
Commissioner Blonz inquired about the permitted fence height beyond the required front yard setback 
on lots that meet the eligibility requirements. Staff noted a fence beyond the required front yard 
setback in the side and rear yards could be built to a height of 6 ft. as stated in the existing code.   
 
Commissioner Blonz inquired if the proposed 10 ft. sight line triangle would be for driveways as well as 
alleys and roads; staff confirmed this would be the case. Commissioner Blonz inquired what style of 
fences would have 50% opacity. Staff noted that picket fences and wrought iron would be appropriate 
examples, but chain link fence would not be allowed by-right. If there is a debate over materials in a 
fence submission between the applicant and staff, the fence application would be forwarded to the ZBA 
for final determination.  
 
Commissioner Blonz asked if a fence variance application that the ZBA had denied could be 
subsequently approved under this text amendment. Ms. Radzevich noted that there are specific 
requirements in the codes that prevent people from re-applying, after a denial, for a set time-frame or 
unless the application substantial changes. In this case, staff believes that a property owner who had 
been denied a street side yard fence could submit a new plan and gain approval by-right, if it complied 
with the proposed ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Shimanski sought clarification of the portion of the amendment that said the fence shall 
only be permitted to enclose that portion of the street side yard that is in line with and to the rear of the 
back portion of the principal structure. He noted that if a home had a staggered back exterior wall, then 
there may be questions as to which portion of the “rear part of the principal structure” would dictate for 
the by-right approval process.  He suggested it should be the rear part of the principal structure, nearest 
the street side yard.  Staff agreed this could be a point of contention and worked with the Commission 
to modify the amendment language to state, that it would be the rear of the principal structure, nearest 
to the street side yard.  
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Commissioner Blonz inquired if the ZBA could grant front yard variances beyond the standards (height, 
opacity, location) in the proposed amendment. Ms. Radzevich noted that the Board could exceed the 
administrative approval limitations within the amendment. However, staff hopes that the ZBA would 
use these criteria as guidelines (for height, opacity and placement) in the determination of subsequent 
front yard fence variance applications. An example might be if the ZBA receives a variation application 
asking that the height be increased to 48 inches, if the ZBA believes the height waiver is warranted, the 
Board may make additional provisions, such as requiring an additional setback (i.e. 5 ft. from the 
property line) to help retain the intent of the original ordinance – to preserve open streetscapes and to 
promote vehicular and pedestrian safety. Staff also confirmed that the amendment did not include any 
limitation on the extents of the waivers that could be requested or approved by the ZBA.  
 
Commissioner Khan inquired why the proposed amendment is not being extended to all corner lots 
instead of solely blocks that are entirely composed of street side yards. Ms. Radzevich noted that 
allowing all corner lots to be eligible for fences would conflict with the inherent intent of the ordinance 
– which is to preserve open front yards along the streetscape.   Allowing by-right fences along street side 
yards that abuts or aligns with a block of one of more true front yards could have adverse impacts on 
the abutters, who may not want a fence along their front yard, and on the overall streetscape for that 
block. Owners of lots not eligible under this proposed amendment can still apply for a variance to try to 
enclose a portion of their street side yard. 
 
Chairperson Farkas asked if there was anyone present that wanted to be heard on this case. 
 
There was no response. 
 
Chairperson Farkas asked for a motion to approve Case PC14-13. 
 
Commissioner Blonz made motion to approve Case PC14-13. 
 
Proposed Text Amendments to Section 12-3-5 of the Morton Grove Unified Development Code 
(Ordinance 07-07) to modify regulations regarding fences within the front yard setback as presented in 
the example from the Community and Economic Development Director and the Zoning 
Administrator/Land use Planner August 14, 2014 memo with one addition: 
 
A.  “The fence shall only be permitted to enclose that portion of the street side yard that is in line with 
the rear portion of the principal structure at the nearest point to the street side yard, as exemplified in 
“Exhibit 3-Permitted Location of Street Side yard Fences”. 
 
Commissioner Gillespie seconded the motion. 
 
Chairperson Farkas called for the vote. 
 
Commissioner Khan voting  Abstain 
Commissioner Shimanski voting  Aye 
Commissioner Dorgan voting  Aye 
Commissioner Blonz voting  Aye 
Commissioner Gillespie voting  Aye   
Chairperson Farkas voting  Aye 
The motion passed. 
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CMAP FINAL DRAFT INDUSTRIAL PLAN PRESENTATION 
 
Presentation by the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP) staff of “The Village of Morton 
Grove Industrial Area Plan-Final Draft Plan” 
 
Nicole Woods, (CMAP) began presentation with the plan completion and approval phase of “The Village 
of Morton Grove Industrial Area Plan-Final Draft Plan”.   These steps entail: 
 

 Presentation to the Planning Commission May 2014 

 Presentation to the public which included breakfast with Local Industrial Businesses July 2014 

 Public Feedback presented to Planning Commission August 2014 to seek approvals  

 Looking forward to approval from Board of Trustees 
 
The overall plan was reviewed based on the basic content. 
 
Vision - keeping the industrial areas thriving and they continue to be active and competitive not only 
locally but regionally.  The recommendations were divided into two themes, Local and Regional. 
 

 Local 
Economic Growth 
a. keep the industries active and competitive, creating partnerships with local businesses and 

realtor estate brokers,  and encourage  local & industrial business to create their own kind 
of industrial business district association 

b. Encourage utilization of the Cook County Class 6B designation 
c. Maintain awareness of regional initiatives 
d. Creating an industry resource center 
Land Use  
a. developing industrial property inventory 
b. creating an industrial business directory data base 
c. continue to refine Morton Grove’s permit and review process  
d. zoning districts are compatible and optimized 
e. retention of commercial districts within the industrial areas 
f. creating a lively and accessible downtown 
g. park and open space utility and optimize the use of open space 
Transportation  
a. transportation needs assessment from business survey 
b. improve and promote the transportation network 
 

 Regional 
a. Creating Regional Business consortium with other industrial business 
b. Creating a regional industry resource center 
c. Maintaining and strengthening work force development 
d. Educating and supporting property owners on efforts of energy efficiency 
e. Comprehensive look at truck routes 
f. Participate in regional and industrials initiatives 

 
Ms. Woods continued by sharing the feedback from the industrial business meeting stating that there 
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was positive feedback with businesses wanting to help implement the plan and volunteer to be a 
financial advisor on the project in part of the industry resource center.  This positive feedback shows 
there is no need for modifications and the content of the CMAP plan has no changes. 
 
Chairperson Farkas stated it was mentioned at the last presentation that the statement on page 20 
regarding the thermo usage consumed needs to be corrected. 
 
Commissioner Blonz also stated that on page 6 and 7 there are tables that are from 2010 and is there 
more current data.  Ms. Woods stated that the population estimates will be updated. 
 
Blonz also stated that on page 20 the data is from 2007 and on page 25 there is a footnote from 2009 
and is there more current data.  Ms. Woods stated that this is the most current data on page 20 and the 
footnote will be checked for and update. 
 
Blonz inquired who will head up and implement the local and regional goals and recommendations 
noted on page 37. 
 
Ms. Woods responded that there is a table on page 43 and each recommendation is broken down, 
which includes staff assignments.  After the plan is approved, CMAP stays involved for 2 years, keeping 
in touch with Ms. Radzevich with the recommendations and the priorities that are going on currently 
and will give more direction toward the end process. 
 
Commissioner Blonz commended the organization and thought it was a wonderful benefit for the 
village. 
  
Ms Radzevich gave an overview on the complete process based on the staff, the strategic plan process, 
and how everything will be implemented.  The goal and the recommendations were reviewed based on 
short term and long term goals. 
 
Chairperson Farkas asked if there was going to be a vote on this. Ms. Radzevich responded that a 
recommendation needs to be made to the Board of Trustees. 
 
Chairperson Farkas asked if there was anyone present that wanted to be heard on this final draft. 
   
There was no response. 
 
Chairperson Farkas asked if there was any further discussion.  Hearing none, Farkas asked for a motion 
to approve the final draft. 
 
Commissioner Blonz made a motion to adopt the CMAP final draft presentation as presented by the 
Chicago Metropolitan Agency on August 18, 2014. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Dorgan. 
 
Chairperson Farkas called for the vote. 
 
Commissioner Khan voting  aye 
Commissioner Gillespie voting  aye 
Commissioner Shimanski voting  aye 
Commissioner Dorgan voting  aye 
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Commissioner Blonz voting  aye 
Chairperson Farkas voting  aye 
 
Motion passed. 
 

Chairperson Farkas asked for any other business or discussion. Hearing none, Commissioner 
Blonz moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Gillespie and 
approved unanimously pursuant to a voice vote at 8:54 pm. 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Minutes by:  Janet Sheehan 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 


