PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING
City Council Chambers
3600 Kirchoff Rd.
Rolling Meadows, IL 60008
Tuesday, January 5, 2021
7:00 p.m.
Note Earlier Time in 2021

AGENDA
Call to Order
Roll Call/Declaration of a Quorum: Buckingham, Duvall, Fink, L. Morrison, S. Morrison, Rataiczyk,
Sheehan, Sipple
Approval of Minutes: November 18, 2020 Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting
Pending Business: NONE
New Business – (New Public Hearings):
1. Public Hearing and Consideration of a Variation from Section V-2C of City Code Chapter 122
(City of Rolling Meadows Zoning Ordinance) to reduce the east side yard setback from ten feet
(10’) to 2.6’ to allow a second story addition on top of an existing foundation in an R-3 Zoning
District, and other relief necessary to accommodate a full second story addition over the
existing foundation, 2104 Quail Lane, John W. Kwandras, Petitioner
2. Public Hearing and Consideration of a Text amendment to add the underscored language
below to Section III-5-C-8(b)(vii) of City Code Chapter 122, City of Rolling Meadows Zoning
Ordinance:
vii. For multi-tenant commercial buildings only, the outdoor seating area shall be
immediately adjacent to the principal building, having only one row of tables, and
located directly adjacent to the space which is occupied by the restaurant; City of
Rolling Meadows, Petitioner.
Discussion Items: NONE
Reports: Update of on-going projects and cases
Next Meeting: Tuesday, February 2, 2021 at 7:00 pm
Motion to Adjourn

City of Rolling Meadows
Planning and Zoning Commission
7:30 PM
November 18, 2020
UNAPPROVED
Call to Order
Chairman Rataiczyk called the November 18, 2020 regular meeting of the Planning and Zoning
Commission to order at 7:31 pm.
Roll call:
Presiding: Chairman Rataiczyk
Present: Buckingham, Duvall, Sheehan, Sipple
Absent: Fink, L. Morrison, S. Morrison
Also Present: Jo Ellen Charlton, Assistant Director of Public Works
Approval of Minutes
Chairman Rataiczyk asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the September 24, 2020 Planning
and Zoning Commission special meeting. Mr. Duvall moved to approve the minutes as written and Ms.
Sheehan seconded.
Motion carried by unanimous voice vote. Minutes approved as written.
Chairman Rataiczyk asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the October 6, 2020 Planning and
Zoning Commission regular meeting. Mr. Buckingham moved to approve the minutes as written and
Mr. Duvall seconded.
Motion carried by unanimous voice vote. Minutes approved as written.
Pending Business: NONE
New Business – New Public Hearings:
1. Special Use and consideration for a Video Gaming Café in a C-2 Zoning District, including
variations for required screening and other relief necessary to accommodate the use at 2164
Plum Grove Road, C-2 General Commercial Services District, Charity Johns, Laredo Hospitality,
Petitioner
Chairman Rataiczyk asked for a motion to open the public hearing and enter the staff report included
in the packet into the record. Mr. Buckingham made the motion. Ms. Sheehan seconded. Motion
carried by a unanimous voice vote.
Chairman Rataiczyk asked if proper notice was given, and if the file was in order. Staff indicated that
was the case.
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Noel Escalona, Escalona Real Estate, 2800 South River Road, Des Plaines, IL was sworn in by
Chairman Rataiczyk.
Mr. Escalona stated that his company worked with Laredo Hospitality in their real estate search. A
site was located in the Plum Grove Shopping Center to locate their café, and had been working on
moving in over the last two years. In that time, the City Council passed an Ordinance requiring new
businesses like the one they wanted to open to obtain a special use.
Ms. Charlton provided an overview of the staff report. The City Council passed the amendments to
the liquor license and zoning ordinance requiring gaming cafes to obtain special use permits in
August, 2020. The Council also provided the referral for the petitioner to appear at a public hearing.
Staff had been working with them since to help them obtain that special use.
Ms. Charlton stated that the Plum Grove Shopping Center was on the east side of Plum Grove Road
between Euclid Avenue and Kirchoff Road. Surrounding uses to the north, west, and south are largely
commercial, with some residential to the east. The use will be located in the southern third of the
center.
Ms. Charlton noted that the staff report tried to address each criteria of approval for a video gaming
café, and the petitioner had been very helpful in providing information to ensure that no question
went unanswered. A detailed site plan had been provided, including information on the other uses in
the center. The interior layout of the space had also been included, which complied with the
requirements of the code. The petitioner had further provided a security plan, would comply with the
state Video Gaming Act, complied with the minimum size requirement for this type of use, and meets
the maximum percentage of gaming area.
Ms. Charlton stated that the new code requirements sought to bring sites into compliance with good
planning. One of the requirements of the video gaming ordinance was screening refuse areas. In this
case, however, the area behind the center, where the refuse containers are located, is very limited in
space, and this center is not a good candidate for enforcing that requirement, and screening is
existing, especially as the residential properties to the east have a fence between them and the
existing center. As such, a variance is requested.
Ms. Charlton spoke about lighting requirements. A photometric study had been provided. There were
only two areas that the lighting requirement had not been met. In one, there are some fixtures that
had not been counted in the study. An updated study indicating compliance is required, or lighting
allowing for compliance is to be installed prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. The other
area, which is larger, is in the southwest corner of the site by the cemetery. The area does not have a
pole, and has been that way for an extended period. It was dark, but there is some residual lighting
from the area. Staff’s recommendation is to address that in some way to comply, but allow for more
time after occupancy.
Ms. Charlton next detailed parking on the site. The existing code requires evaluating collective
parking requirements for each use. There are 5,600 square feet of vacancies on site, not including this
use. As such, the parking requirement was calculated at 157 spaces, compared to the 161 provided.
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The center will need to address parking when the last two vacancies are filled, but there is currently
enough parking to support the current users.
Ms. Charlton addressed signage. The ordinance requires staff to evaluate signage of video gaming
special uses. Proposed signage meets requirements under the existing code. Staff had also done an
analysis of the exterior of the center. There is one area with deficient pavement, but overall the staff
is satisfied with the appearance. The deficient area would be required to be repaired prior to issuance
of a certificate of occupancy.
Ms. Charlton stated that City Council required separation between video gaming cafes. There is one
to the northwest, but the separation requirement has been met. This would be the fifth business
classified as a video gaming café in the City, which is the maximum number allowed. Any further
video gaming cafes would be required to seek a special use and a text amendment to increase the
number of cafes allowed in the City. The petitioner is also the only video gaming café proposed for
this center.
Ms. Charlton noted that there were requirements in the code regarding food offerings, ensuring that
the gaming experience was high quality, and good food items were being proposed. It was required
to have at least five hot, made from scratch food items on the menu. Staff believes that the petitioner
meets the intent of the code, and has the proper cooking devices.
Ms. Charlton stated that the liquor code requirements were also included in the staff report. Findings
of fact for the special use criteria were included as well.
QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD:
Chairman Rataiczyk opened the meeting to Commissioners’ questions and comments.
Discussion ensued regarding findings of fact and the process of approval of a special use.
Mr. Buckingham asked about the parking situation on the lot. Ms. Charlton replied that they would
need to either procure additional parking spaces, or the user would need to make the case that they
would not generate much parking or operate off-hours. She examined historical imagery over the last
twenty years, and there had never been a large lack of parking on site. It does not seem to be a
concern; however, any future user may need to process the case for the parking needs. Mr.
Buckingham asked how hard it would be to add additional parking spaces.
Joline Hoffmann, Plum Grove Properties, LLC, PO Box 2033. Glenview, IL was sworn in by Chairman
Rataiczyk. She stated that there is no room to add additional parking spaces. However, there is
nothing open at this time on the south end of the center, so there is plenty of parking available.
Chairman Rataiczyk asked if hours of operation had come into the calculations for required parking.
Ms. Charlton stated that it was not needed in this instance, because the required parking was met. In
the future, that would be considered for any future applicants.
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Chairman Rataiczyk asked what the hours of operation for the petitioner would be. Mr. Escalona
replied that it was dependent on the hours of the liquor license. Chairman Rataiczyk asked the
expected peak of operations. Mr. Escalona stated it was typically between 4:00 and 10:00 pm.
Mr. Buckingham asked if this was the first video gaming café the petitioner was operating. Mr.
Escalona stated that he was the real estate representative, and had worked for the company since
their first café in 2014. They had over 50 locations for Shelby’s, and combined with Dotty’s – which
they also operated, they had nearly 100 locations. Mr. Buckingham asked how many employees were
expected at the location.
Renata Burza, 2800 South River Road, Suite 110, Des Plaines, IL was sworn in by Chairman Rataiczyk.
She stated that there is generally one employee per shift, and 3-5 employees per store with three
shifts per day. All employees were certified food handlers, and did all the cooking.
Mr. Buckingham asked if the gaming machines operated on cash. Mr. Escalona stated that money
could be fed into machines, and a ticket was dispensed when the player was ready to cash out. The
ticket was brought to a machine similar to an ATM, and the money was dispensed there. The
operators would dispense larger amounts. Mr. Buckingham asked about cash collection. Mr. Escalona
stated that the petitioner was not allowed to touch the machines. Instead, a route operator would
come and empty them. The only cash they touch would be for food, which would be deposited once
per week.
Mr. Buckingham asked if the security plan was typical. Mr. Escalona replied that it was. Ms. Burza
added that it met the state gaming commission requirements.
Ms. Sheehan asked if all the units they operate are in Illinois. Mr. Escalona replied that they were all
in the Chicago-Metro area. Ms. Sheehan asked if it was a corporate owned store. Mr. Escalona replied
that it was.
Mr. Sipple asked why Rolling Meadows was chosen as a location. Mr. Escalona stated that the
company looked at the community population. Rolling Meadows had approved video gaming, and
was a good town. Traffic, demographics, etc., were all considered. Mr. Sipple asked if they were
targeting particular sections of the population. Mr. Escalona stated that they were not.
Mr. Duvall stated that the interior layout was excellent, and a casual passerby would likely not know
it was a video gaming establishment.
Mr. Duvall asked if video gaming cafes are classified as food establishments, and if a restaurant can
have video gaming next to a video gaming cafes. Ms. Charlton noted that accessory video gaming is
not regulated in the same way as video gaming cafes. Mr. Duvall asked about the 900 foot rule
applied. Ms. Charlton stated that it was between two establishments that are defined as video
gaming cafes, not restaurants with accessory gaming. Gaming establishments need to have a liquor
license, accessory or otherwise. All establishments in the City have been evaluated under the criteria
for video gaming cafés. He asked if there were any safeguards for the video gaming cafes. Mr.
Krumstok stated that there are caps to the number of licenses available for video gaming cafes and
for restaurants with accessory gaming. There were five video gaming café licenses available, and
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twelve accessory gaming licenses available. The Ordinance can be modified to allow more or fewer
licenses at the discretion of the City Council. The gaming board also considers location and adjacent
gaming establishments when granting licenses.
Chairman Rataiczyk noted that he did not agree that the first two standards of a special use had been
met. He does not believe that gambling contributes to community welfare. He acknowledges that it is
allowed in the code, and it is a well thought out plan, but it is not a benefit to the community. Mr.
Buckingham stated that it depended how you viewed benefit. This would provide economic benefit
and jobs, and was better than a vacancy. Mr. Sipple stated that he appreciated that the petitioner
had other locations, and that the petition was well done, and he will stand behind it. He will not agree
that it is a negative to the community, but also does not agree that it creates jobs.
Ms. Sheehan asked about the liquor codes, and the hours of operation. She asked if the license is
suspended or revoked, if the machines would shut down. Ms. Charlton stated that was the case. She
added that the machines could also only be operational during the hours a liquor license was valid.
Mr. Buckingham asked what the permitted hours for a liquor license were. Mr. Escalona stated that
the business hours would be concurrent with the liquor license laws. Mr. Krumstok added that some
morning hours were available, but there were many criteria for it and the codes had changed
recently. He added that other communities stated that the generated foot traffic was the economic
benefit.
QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE:
Chairman Rataiczyk opened the meeting for comments from the public. No members of the
public came forward to comment.
Mr. Buckingham made a motion to close the public hearing. Mr. Duvall seconded. With a unanimous
voice vote, the public hearing was closed.

Page 5

Minutes of the Planning and Zoning Commission
November 18, 2020

Ms. Sheehan asked if the motion was including the variation for the refuse containers. Ms. Charlton
confirmed that was the case.
Mr. Sipple made a motion that, based on the submitted petition and testimony presented, the Rolling
Meadows Planning and Zoning Commission adopt the findings for special use and variation listed in the
staff report prepared for the November 18, 2020 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, and
recommend to City Council approval of the special use for a gaming café in space 2164 in the Plum
Grove Shopping Center, subject to the following conditions:
a. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, additional wall pack lighting shall be added
or modified along the rear service drive pursuant to a properly issued City permit to ensure
that photometric analysis shows not less than 1 footcandle of lighting at the property line.
b. Within six months of approval of the special use and variation, additional lighting shall be
added or modified near the cemetery pursuant to a properly issued City permit to ensure
that photometric analysis shows not less than 1 footcandle of lighting along that property
line.
c. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, broken pavement near the rear exit of the
proposed Shelby’s space shall be repaired pursuant to a properly issued permit.
Mr. Buckingham seconded.
Roll call:
Mr. Duvall: Yes
Ms. Sheehan: Yes
Mr. Sipple: Yes
Mr. Buckingham: Yes
Chairman Rataiczyk: No
Yeas – (5) – Buckingham, Duvall, Sheehan, Sipple
Nays – (1) – Rataiczyk
Absent – (3) – Fink, L. Morrison, S. Morrison,
Abstain – (0) – NONE
Motion Approved.
Chairman Rataiczyk noted that this item will appear on the December 1, 2020 City Council agenda.
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Discussion Items: NONE
Reports: Update of on-going projects and cases
Ms. Charlton stated that some updates on previously approved cases had been provided to the
Commission in their packet. The Zoning Ordinance was approved by City Council, as was the Cultivate
Change on 350 Berdnick Street. The Development Agreement was under negotiation. Mr. Duvall
asked if they were still waiting on the state license, and Ms. Charlton stated that they were.
Ms. Charlton stated that there were no items on the agenda for December, but quite a few could
potentially be going forward in January. The agenda could have potentially four or five items. Staff
would be watching the COVID restrictions and keep the Commission posted.
Mr. Sipple asked about a technical issue regarding the packets.
Discussion ensued regarding the difference between gambling and cannabis consumption.
Ms. Sheehan asked if the December meeting was cancelled. Ms. Charlton confirmed that it was. Ms.
Sheehan asked if the proposed change to the meeting time of 7:00 pm was to take effect in 2021. Ms.
Charlton also confirmed that to be the case.
Adjournment
A motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Buckingham and seconded by Mr. Duvall. Motion carried by
unanimous voice vote. The regular meeting of the November 18, 2020 Planning and Zoning Commission
was adjourned at 8:32 pm.
Respectfully Submitted,
Elizabeth Payne
Administrative Services Coordinator
Community Development Division
Distribution:
Mayor
City Manager
Planning and Zoning Commissioners
Community Development Department
Clerk’s Office

Page 7

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION SUMMARY
MEETING DATE:

January 5, 2021

SUBJECT:

Public Hearing and Consideration for a variation from
Section V-2C of City Code Chapter 122 (City of Rolling
Meadows Zoning Ordinance), to reduce the east side yard
setback from ten feet (10’) to 2.6’ to allow a second story
addition on top of an existing foundation in an R-3 Zoning
District, to authorize construction of a second story addition
over an existing foundation when a corner of the existing
foundation is located 2.2’ into a platted 30’ corner side yard
building line (27.8’ corner side yard setback), and other
relief necessary to accommodate a full second story addition
over the existing foundation for the property commonly
known as 2104 Quail Lane.

PUBLIC HEARING:

[ x ] Yes

EXISTING ZONING:

R-3

[ ] No

LOCATION AND HISTORY:
The Subject Property is located on the
southeast corner of Quail Court and Quail
Lane. It is a corner property with 9,655
square feet of land within a subdivision
platted in 1956. The home on the lot
dates back to at least 1968, when the
City’s Zoning Board of Appeals granted a
variation to allow the construction of an
attached garage within six feet (6’) of the
west interior side lot line, as shown in the
image below. Exhibit 1 includes City
documentation about this variation.
At some time between 1968 and 1987,
when a plat was submitted as part of a
sanitary sewer installation permit (Exhibit
2), the home was extended back from the
garage to align with the rear building line,
so that a 2.6’ side yard setback was
established at the northeast corner of the
home. This 1987 plat is shown on the next

page. Staff could find no evidence
that this work in or prior to 1987
was authorized.
The current owner acquired the
property in 2010 on a short sale,
where no plats were provided with
the transfer of the property. The
owners only became aware of
setback encroachments when the
current owner began exploring a
second story addition on top of the
existing foundation, requiring him
to solicit the preparation of a new
plat.
The new plat, shown below and in
Exhibit 3, prepared for the planned
second story addition shows the
existing 2.6’ side yard setback for
the one story home on the
northeast corner of the home, which has existed for over 33 years. A red line was
superimposed over the house in the image below which represents that portion of the
existing home that falls within the 6’ setback authorized by the earlier variation. Note
that this encroachment involves a relatively small triangularly shaped area given the
irregular shape of the lot and the position of the home on the lot. In total, only 24
square feet, or roughly 1.3 percent of the
area of the house on the existing
foundation lies within the 6’ setback area.
The new plat also indicates that the
existing foundation was situated on this
irregularly shaped corner lot in a manner
that extends into a platted 30’ building
line on the Quail Court Corner Side Yard.
This encroachment was apparently
allowed when the home was constructed
in the late 50’s/early 60’s. Please note
this encroachment is NOT in violation of
the City’s 20’ corner side yard setback
requirement (Section V-2-C, Table 5.5),
and that the small triangularly shaped
encroachment is smaller in area than the
encroachment on the east side of the
house.

Encroachment into the interior side yard setback defines the home on this lot as
nonconforming. Section VII-3(2) of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes expansion of nonconforming structures, but only if the enlargement doesn’t create any new bulk
regulation nonconformity, or increase the degree of the existing bulk regulation
nonconformity. The proposed second story addition on top of the existing foundation
does not create any new bulk regulation nonconformity, but the additional height in the
nonconforming setback does increase the degree of the existing bulk regulation
nonconformity. The remedy is authorization of a variation to reduce the interior side
yard setback from the six foot (6’) previously granted to the minimum 2.6’ setback of the
existing foundation. Authorization of this variation would remove the non-conforming
status of the structure. If authorized, a condition of approval will be recommended that
the variation only applies for a structure constructed in substantial conformance with the
submitted plans. This would ensure that a future owner of the property could not
construct another structure on the lot with a continuous 2.6’ setback from the side
property line. Instead, the 2.6’ setback would only apply in one location, where the
angle of the existing structure falls within the yard, and for the roughly 24 square feet of
the structure that sits between there and the previously authorized 6’ setback.
The new zoning code allows for reductions in dimensional requirements via the variation
process. The applicant’s variation application is attached as Exhibit 4. Details of the
proposed expansion and justification for the requested variation are discussed in more
detail below.
SECOND STORY ADDITION DETAILS
Architectural Details are attached as Exhibit 5. The area of the home on the existing
foundation is 1,795 square feet. The second story addition is planned to extend straight
up on the existing foundation, and will turn the home from a two bedroom one bath
home, to a four bedroom, three bath home.
The Ordinance allows a floor area ratio (FAR) of up to .4 for a lot this size.
calculated FAR of the proposed addition is within these limits at .38.

The

Variance Standards
The Planning and Zoning Commission and Council is authorized to grant variations
provided affirmative findings of fact (listed in italics) are made with regard to the
standards (listed in bold).
1. Unique Physical Condition: The presence of unique physical conditions
related to the property that create a hardship or practical difficulty for the
applicant to meet the established requirements of this Chapter. The applicant
must evidence how such unique hardship or practical difficulty is more
impactful to meeting the requirements of this Chapter than a mere
inconvenience.

The subject property is a corner lot platted with 30’ front and corner side yard
building lines. The lot is also adjacent to two curved streets, meaning the corner
side yard lot line and the interior side lot line are not parallel to each other. Placing a
rectangularly-shaped building on the lot with consistent setbacks is not possible. In
1968, a variation was granted allowing for the construction of an attached garage to
within six feet (6’) of the eastern interior side lot line. A later addition (over 30 years
ago) extending that eastern garage wall straight back brought the home to within 2.6
feet of the interior side lot line at that one corner of the home. A small, roughly 24
square foot area of the existing home falls within the six foot (6’) setback.

2. Impact: Granting a Variance will not substantially impact use and enjoyment of
adjacent or nearby properties by impairing an adequate supply of light and air,
increasing the risk from fire or other public safety hazard, or diminishing
property values. To mitigate impacts, the Variance should be the least amount
of relief required to accomplish the proposed development.
The requested variation is the
minimum amount necessary to
accommodate
the
existing
foundation, and would only
authorize a second story
addition to be constructed over
the existing foundation that has
existed on the lot for over 30
years. The closest structure on
the adjoining lot to the east is
estimated at about 10’ away at
the two closest corners (see
image below). This distance
provides an adequate supply of
light and air between the two
structures.
The distance
between
the
two
homes
increases between that point and the front of each home.
3. Not Self Imposed: The conditions creating the hardship or practical difficulty
are a result of application of this Chapter, and not self-imposed, having been
created by the applicant or by another on behalf of the applicant, or in
furtherance of an opportunity for additional profit.
The necessary variation is not self-imposed by the current owner or anyone on
behalf of the current owner. The current owner purchased the home around 2010
on a short sale, where no plats were provided. The current owner was not aware of
the non-conforming setback that had existed on the lot for well over ten years until a
second story addition over the existing foundation was being considered. The

owners request is not motivated by profit. Instead, the owner intends to construct a
second story addition that will allow a family to grow and remain in the
neighborhood.
4. Use of Property: Use of the property possible under the standards of this
Chapter, without receiving the requested Variance, would deprive the property
owner of substantial rights commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject
to the same provisions. This standard acknowledges that application of
zoning standards may create somewhat increased development costs; which
do not constitute, in and of themselves, a hardship.
Most homes in this neighborhood were
constructed as small, one-story Kimball Hill
homes, traditionally built with two
bedrooms and one bath.
When
constructed, some of these homes
included detached garages.
Over the
years,
as
people’s
families
and
dependence on automobiles grew, so did
the need to expand these smaller homes
for more living space, and also to include
attached garages. While many expansions
have been successfully completed as
additions on the first floor, properties with
more unique physical limitations have
successfully expanded with second story
additions. The City’s GIS layer shown
below shows how many of the lots in this
subdivision were platted on curved streets, with irregular side lot lines, and how the
construction of detached garages and building additions are positioned close to side
lot lines. Not granting the variation would deprive this owner of rights enjoyed by
nearby owners who have successfully accomplished additions to their homes
allowing them to grow their families in the community.
5. Community Character: Granting a Variance will not impair the public health,
safety, morals, comfort, or welfare of the community. Further, said Variance
shall not significantly alter or impact the essential character or trend of
development in the general area, including characteristics such as building
height and setback, traffic management, landscaping, building orientation, and
established aesthetic standards.
Granting of the variation will not impair the public health, safety, morals, comfort or
welfare of the community. While other original Kimball Hill homes in this area have
expanded over the years, this home’s position on a corner lot and limited backyard,
leave little opportunity for this home to expand except to go up. Other second story

additions have occurred in the neighborhood, so a second story addition on this lot
would be in accordance with development trends and characteristics of the area.
STAFF SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION:
The requested variation is the minimum relief required to allow an owner of ten years
the ability to remain in the community. The lot and the position of the home on the lot is
unique, and the requested variation allows for the home to grow with the least amount
of impact on surrounding properties. The 2.6’ setback variation exists only at one
corner of the structure, and only 24 square feet of the structure falls less than the six
foot setback that was allowed as part of an earlier variation on the property. Staff
recommends approval of the requested variation.
Three sample motions are provided below as guidance to the Planning and Zoning
Commission.
1. Recommendation to approve
Based on the submitted petition and testimony presented, I make a motion that the
Rolling Meadows Planning and Zoning Commission adopt the findings for variations
listed in the staff report prepared for the January 5, 2021 Planning and Zoning
Commission meeting, and recommend to City Council approval of the variation from
Section V-2C of City Code Chapter 122 (City of Rolling Meadows Zoning
Ordinance), to reduce the east side yard setback from ten feet (10’) to 2.6’ to allow a
second story addition on top of an existing foundation in an R-3 Zoning District, and
to authorize construction of a second story addition over an existing foundation when
a corner of the existing foundation is located 2.2’ into a platted 30’ corner side yard
building line (27.8’ corner side yard setback), subject to the following conditions:
a. Encroachment into the eastern side yard setback variation, and the into the
western platted 30’ building line is only authorized for construction over the
existing foundation as shown on the Plat attached as Exhibit 3 and the
Architectural Plans attached as Exhibit 5.
2. Recommendation to approve with modifications
Use the framework above, but modify, change or delete conditions.
3. Recommendation to deny
Vote no on either motion above.
Respectfully Submitted,
_____________________________
Jo Ellen Charlton, Assistant Director of Public Works

Attachments:
Exhibit 1:
Exhibit 2:
Exhibit 3:
Exhibit 4:
Exhibit 5:

1968 Variation Documents
1987 Sewer Permit and Plat
Current Plat
Petitioner’s Application
Proposed Architectural Plans
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3. If there is a septic tank, well or drain field on this survey, the location of such items was shown to us by others and are not verified.
4. This survey is exclusively for the use of the parties to whom it is certified.
5. Any additions or deletions to this 1-page survey document are strictly prohibited.
6. Dimensions are in feet and decimals thereof.
7. Due to varying construction standards, house dimensions are approximate.
8. Any FEMA flood zone data contained in this survey is for informational purposes only. Research to obtain such data was performed at www.fema.gov.
9. All pins marked as set are 5/8 diameter, 18” iron rebar.
10. Unless specifically stated otherwise, an examination of the abstract of title was not performed by the signing surveyor to determine which instruments, if any, are affecting this property.
11. Points of Interest (POI’s) are selected above-ground improvements which may be in conflict with boundary, building setback, or easement lines, as defined by the parameters of this survey. There may be additional POI’s which are not shown, not called-out as POI’s, or which are otherwise unknown to the surveyor. These POI’s may not represent
all items of interest to the viewer.
12. Utilities shown on the subject property may or may not indicate the existence of recorded or unrecorded utility easements.
13. The information contained in this survey has been performed exclusively and is the sole responsibility of Exacta Land Surveyors, LLC. Additional logo or references to third party firms are for informational purposes only.
14. House measurements should not be used for new construction or planning. Measurements should be verified prior to such activity.
15. Surveyor bearings are used for angular reference and are used to show angular relationships of lines only and are not related or orientated to true or magnetic north. Bearings are shown as surveyor bearings, and when shown as matching those on the subdivision plats on which this survey is based, they are to be deemed no more accurate as
the determination of a north orientation made on and for those original subdivision plats. North 0 degrees east is assumed and upon preparation of this plat, the resulting bearing between found points as shown on this survey is the basis of said surveyor bearings as defined and required to be noted by Illinois Administrative Code Title 68, Chapter
VII, Sub-Chapter B, Part 1270, Section 1270.56, Paragraph B, Sub-Paragraph 6, Item k.
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ILLINOIS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR No. 3712
LICENSE EXPIRES 11/30/2020
PROFESSIONAL DESIGN FIRM 184008059-0008

GENERAL SURVEYOR NOTES

TRANSACTION

)
' (R
03
66.

QU

10/08/20

LOT NUMBER 2244 IN ROLLING MEADOWS UNIT #15, BEING A
SUBDIVISION IN THE SOUTH 1/2 OF SECTION 36, TOWNSHIP 42
NORTH, RANGE 10, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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FIELD WORK DATE:

LB# 184008059
316 East Jackson Street, Morris, IL 60450
Phone: 773.305.4011

TO:

Chairman Rataiczyk and the Planning and Zoning Commission

CC:

Jo Ellen Charlton, Assistant Director of Public Works and Community Development

FROM:

John Kwandras and Elizabeth Payne, Petitioners

We are the owners of the property commonly known as 2104 Quail Lane here in Rolling Meadows,
which was purchased over ten years ago. We respectfully request a variance to Section 122-V-2-C-5 to
the City of Rolling Meadows Zoning Code of Ordinances regarding side yard setbacks.
Our property is zoned R-3 in the residential zoning district. The required side yard setback is 10 feet on
our interior lot line and 30 feet on our corner lot line.
We are pursuing increasing the size of our home to plan for our future family size. Due to the required
setbacks, we can only go up. However, the two rear corners of our house are non-conforming, and so
we are requesting a variance to allow the second story addition.
The corner on the west side of the house, which is on the corner and faces the court, is setback only
approximately 27 feet. The house was constructed in this manner, and no changes or additions to this
section of the house have been performed since original construction. The original permit is attached
(Exhibit 2) to this narrative and indicates general conformity to existing conditions as shown on the plat
of survey (Exhibit 1). The property line is not straight, and bends in the northwestern part, making the
lot oddly shaped on its west side. This corner is, as such, legal non-conforming with the current code,
and we respectfully request that a variance be granted to allow us to increase the intensity of the use on
this side to permit a second story.
The corner on the east side of the house is a little more complex. The house was originally constructed
without a garage. In 1968, the owners requested a variance to allow a 22 ftx22 ft attached garage to be
installed within the required side yard setback, with the garage setback ranging from 6 ft to 11 ft on the
interior lot line. The variance was granted, and the garage was constructed – the permit for the garage
and the letter acknowledging the approval of the variance are attached (Exhibit 3). Sometime after that,
or possibly in conjunction, an addition was constructed on the back of the attached garage, squaring off
the dimensions of the house. We are unable to locate a permit for this construction, but the attached
older plat (Exhibit 2) indicates is was constructed some time between 1968 and 1987, meaning it has
been in place for more than 30 years. The construction seems to have been undertaken at the same
time as the garage, but we do not know this for a fact. The setback for the corner is approximately 2.5
feet. The home was purchased on a short sale, and so no additional documents were provided at that
time – not even a plat of survey. The timelines presented here are pure conjecture on our part. The side
setback of the addition on the back of the house is clearly non-conforming, possibly even illegal nonconforming, but, again, the house is in the condition it was when we purchased it. As such, we are
seeking a variance to make the existing side yard setback legal, as well as to allow us to construct a
second story on top of it, increasing the intensity of the non-conformity.
We believe that we meet the standards for a variance approval as follows:
1. Unique physical condition. The property is oddly shaped, with a wider line at the front narrowing
as you move farther back on the property. The house is also in the middle, having taken up all

2.

3.

4.

5.

the allowable building space with no additional room to expand due to required setbacks. The
lot is also smaller than required. The zoning code requires corner lots in our district to be at
least 10,000 sq. ft., but our lot measures at 9,655 sq. feet – 350 square feet less than what we
should technically have.
Impact. The setbacks as they are have existed for at least 30 years with no impact on the
neighbors or their enjoyment of their properties (Exhibits 4 and 5). A second story addition will
also not impact them any further that what they are impacted now. Rear yard setbacks are
equivalent on our property and the property to the east, and our home would cast no additional
shadow on them. In addition, we have spoken to this neighbor. We also made our plans
available for them in advance. They have indicated that they have no issue with our proposal
and request. The neighbors to the north should have at least 40 feet between our home and
theirs.
Not self-imposed. The property was purchased as-is through a short sale. There was no way for
us to know at the time that the addition behind the detached garage might not be legal, and no
way to know that it was non-conforming. The same goes for the setback on the west side facing
the court. The house seemed like it was in line with the required setbacks, and the nonconformity was small enough that it was not noticeable. The lot shape was determined by the
surrounding lots and the court to the west. The lot was platted at the size that it was, prior to
our purchase of the home.
Use of property. Second stories are allowed in Rolling Meadows in our district. Several of the
homes on our street have added on to their homes (Exhibits 6-8), as well as others in our
neighborhood. The zoning code allows a second story through the height requirement. Kimball
Hill homes, of which ours is one, were meant to be added on to, either to the rear of the house
or on top. We cannot add to the rear, so we must go up. Rigid adherence to the side yard
setback requirements would result in an oddly shaped addition that may not adhere to the
character of the neighborhood, and deprive us of some use. This is something that any
homeowner in Rolling Meadows can do, and generally without a variance.
Community character. Again, Kimball Hill homes were meant to be added on to. This is
evidenced by the multiple homes in our area that have done exactly that – added, either on top,
to the rear, or both. Allowing this improvement will not change the character of our home – it
will still be a single-family home in line with others in our area and neighborhood.

Once again, we respectfully request consideration of granting a variance to our side yard setbacks for
our home at 2104 Quail Lane in Rolling Meadows. Thank you for your time and effort in this matter.
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION SUMMARY
MEETING DATE:

January 5, 2021

SUBJECT:

Request for Approval of Text Amendments to update section III-5-C8(b)(vii) of City Code Chapter 122, City of Rolling Meadows Zoning
Ordinance, regarding Outdoor Seating Regulations

PUBLIC HEARING:

[X] Yes

[ ] No

HISTORY/BACKGROUND:
In 2017, the City had three applicants for special uses for outdoor seating at the same time. The
City Council gave direction that the Economic Development Committee should consider changes to
the existing code regarding outdoor seating to streamline the process and allow for more
administrative approval. Subsequently, it was decided to postpone those changes so that the
outdoor seating section could be updated as part of the comprehensive Zoning Code Update. The
updated Zoning Code was approved by City Council on November 13, 2020 in Ordinance 20-47,
and took effect on January 1, 2021. New code provisions relating to outdoor seating are provided
in Section III-5-C “Temporary Outdoor Business Activity”, Paragraph 8, “Temporary seasonal
outdoor seating”, which is provided in Exhibit A.
Throughout the course of the Zoning Code update, several discussions regarding outdoor seating
were held with the Planning and Zoning Commission. Regulations in both multi-tenant commercial
shopping center buildings and stand-alone operations were discussed.
After the new Zoning Code was adopted, the City received a request for outdoor seating at 2101
Plum Grove Road, which will be opening as Burrito Parilla in the near future. While evaluating the
request under the requirements of the new Code, staff noted that one provision was too narrowly
written in a manner that accommodated multi-tenant shopping center buildings, but not stand alone
operations. Specifically, the language in III-5-C-8(b)(vii) currently provides the following:
vii. The outdoor seating area shall be immediately adjacent to the principal building, having only
one row of tables, and located directly adjacent to the space which is occupied by the restaurant.
Staff recalls the specific meeting where this language was discussed, but believes the intent was
that it apply specifically to multi-tenant shopping centers. Staff does not believe there was intent
that this language would apply equally to
stand-alone operations like Burrito Parilla,
where the City would only allow one row of
tables,
immediately
adjacent
to
the
restaurant,
as
some
stand-alone
establishments have areas adjoining the
building that would accommodate more than
just one row of tables. As an example, the
Burrito Parilla site plan is shown in the picture
to the right.

Instead of just one row of table adjoining the building, they are proposing to install a patio at the back
of the restaurant with five tables, each seating four, as shown in the image below. This type of
arrangement is generally acceptable and compliant with previous discussions held regarding
outdoor seating.

Staff believes that the regulations as written into the code were an oversight, and should include
allowances for stand-alone buildings. Making the proposed change to the code will allow more room
for administrative approval of outdoor seating, per the initial direction of City Council, and
conversation held by the Planning and Zoning Commission.
Summary of Proposed Amendments
The following text amendment is proposed by staff. It would maintain the intent of regulating multitenant shopping centers as intended, while also providing flexibility to stand-alone establishments
with the flexibility to propose outdoor dining that makes sense based on their available space. The
following minor change to the language (shown in underscored text below) would accomplish this
goal.
vii. For multi-tenant commercial buildings only, the outdoor seating area shall be immediately
adjacent to the principal building, having only one row of tables, and located directly adjacent
to the space which is occupied by the restaurant; City of Rolling Meadows, Petitioner
Staff is proposing to modify the existing language by adding the underlined phrase to the code, as
noted above. This change will state that this condition is applicable to multi-tenant buildings only,
allowing for additional flexibility and administrative approval for stand-alone restaurants.
1. Recommendation to approve text amendments as drafted
Based on the submitted petition and testimony presented, I make a motion that the Rolling
Meadows Planning and Zoning Commission recommend to City Council approval of the text
amendment to add the underscored language below to Section III-5-C-8(b)(vii) of City Code
Chapter 122, City of Rolling Meadows Zoning Ordinance:
vii. For multi-tenant commercial buildings only, the outdoor seating area shall be immediately
adjacent to the principal building, having only one row of tables, and located directly adjacent
to the space which is occupied by the restaurant.

2. Recommendation to approve text amendments with modifications
Based on the submitted petition and testimony presented, I make a motion that the Rolling
Meadows Planning and Zoning Commission recommend to City Council approval of the text
amendment to add the underscored language below to Section III-5-C-8(b)(vii) of City Code
Chapter 122, City of Rolling Meadows Zoning Ordinance:
vii. For multi-tenant commercial buildings only, the outdoor seating area shall be immediately
adjacent to the principal building, having only one row of tables, and located directly adjacent
to the space which is occupied by the restaurant
with the following changes to the draft text as prepared for the January 5, 2021 Planning and
Zoning Commission meeting: (List Proposed Changes.)
3. Recommendation to deny text amendments
Based on the submitted petition and testimony presented, I make a motion that the Rolling
Meadows Planning and Zoning Commission recommend to City Council denial of the text
amendment to add the underscored language below to Section III-5-C-8(b)(vii) of City Code
Chapter 122, City of Rolling Meadows Zoning Ordinance:
vii. For multi-tenant commercial buildings only, the outdoor seating area shall be immediately
adjacent to the principal building, having only one row of tables, and located directly adjacent
to the space which is occupied by the restaurant; City of Rolling Meadows, Petitioner

Respectfully Submitted,
_____________________________
Jo Ellen Charlton
Assistant Director of Public Works

Attachments:
Exhibit A: Draft Text
Exhibit B: Minutes of 12/3/19 Discussion of Outdoor Seating
Legal Notice

_____________________________
Elizabeth Payne
Administrative Services Coordinator

Figure 3-3. Permitted Fence Locations in R Districts.
The examples illustrate various building footprints and corresponding permitted locations for
fences. The illustrations are not drawn to scale and are not intended to accurately depict required
setbacks or other dimensions.

STORING OF RECREATIONAL VEHICLES.
III-4-A. Keeping, maintaining or storing any camping vehicle or house trailer on any real property
within the City shall be in keeping with Section 66-30 of the City Code.
III-4-B. All recreational vehicles shall be stored on an improved surface as approved by the City
Engineer and as may by otherwise regulated in Article IV: Off Street Parking and Loading.
OUTDOOR BUSINESS ACTIVITIES
III-5-A. General Requirements.
1. Any outdoor business activity conducted in conjunction with a use permitted by the
applicable zoning district shall do so in accordance with this Section III-4 and other applicable
Sections the City Code.
2. Outdoor business activity shall be designated as permanent or temporary.
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III-5-B. Permanent Outdoor Business Activity: A permanent outdoor activity is an ongoing
accessory element of a main business operation and may include but not be limited to: Material
storage, product storage, and display of goods for sale not within a wholly enclosed building.
1. Outdoor sales are allowed only in Commercial Zoning Districts and may be permitted in
keeping with the following.
All other relevant City regulations must be met.
May not include storage of materials or goods not available for sale to the public.
May not exceed an area of ten percent (10%) of the indoor gross floor area of the
principal structure on the site or 800 square feet, whichever is greater.
2. Permanently placed vending machines are permitted provided:
They are on a property located in a Commercial zoning district,
Said device does not exceed a volume of 120 cubic feet.
The number permitted devices is one per 5,000 square feet of lot area, not to exceed a
total of six.
Placement must be adjacent to the wall of the principal structure.
3. The use of permanently parked vehicles, semi-trailers, truck bodies and drop storage
containers for an outdoor business activity is prohibited.
4. Drop storage containers used for permanent storage shall be prohibited in Commercial
districts.
5. All outdoor storage in Commercial and Manufacturing district shall be conducted in
keeping with regulations of those districts and other requirements of the City Code.
III-5-C. Temporary Outdoor Business Activity: A temporary outdoor business activity is one
with a limited time of operation and may or may not be associated with a principal use.
Conditions applicable to all temporary outdoor business activities are as follows:
1. A permit issued by the Zoning Administrator is required for each structure, activity, or
event.
2. All material or product stored and displayed must be maintained in a safe, orderly, and
clean manner.
3. Seasonal sales and displays are allowed only for landscape items, arts and crafts and
retail products normally found within the premises' building, and holiday decorations with the
following conditions:
Must not occupy more than two percent of the lot area or 3,000 square feet, whichever
is less.
Sales including a temporary tent or canopy may not occupy more than 1% of the lot
area or 1,500 square feet, whichever is less.
The duration shall be for not more than 120 days per calendar year. With any one
storage or display period not exceeding 90 days.
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Shall not occupy more than 20 percent of the required Parking Area and not obstruct
any parking designated for the persons with disabilities.
The location and arrangement is subject to the approval of the Zoning Administrator in
keeping with site design and safety standards of the City Code.
4. Sidewalk sales are allowed as follows:
Must be operated by the business such sale is fronting.
Location and arrangement is subject to the Zoning Administrator in keeping with site
design and safety standards of the City Code.
The duration is not to exceed four days and may occur up to a total of 16 days per
calendar year.
A clear walkway of 5 feet shall be maintained to accommodate safe pedestrian access.
5. Temporary automobile or boat sales are allowed in Residential Districts as follows:
The area occupied is not to exceed two percent of the lot area or 5,000 square feet,
whichever is less.
Occupy not more than ten percent of the required parking and not obstruct parking
designated for persons with disabilities.
Location and arrangement is subject to the review and approval of the Zoning
Administrator in keeping with site design and safety standards of the City Code.
The duration shall not exceed ten days per event not more than 30 days total per
calendar year.
One sign of no greater than 6 square feet may be placed in the window of the vehicle.
6. The following special activities are allowed in residential districts: church festivals, church
seasonal sales, festivals and fundraisers in public parks, subject to the following:
Location and arrangement is subject to the review and approval of the Zoning
Administrator in keeping with site design and safety standards of the City Code.
One sign not exceeding 32 square feet each shall be permitted subject to the approval
of the Zoning administrator so as to be in keeping other relevant standards of Article X,
Signs of this Chapter.
7. Temporary storage trailers and drop storage containers are allowed only as follows:
Maximum number allowed is one per acre of land or fraction thereof with a maximum
of six each not to exceed 4,160 cubic feet in volume.
Duration is limited to 60 consecutive days not to exceed 120 days per calendar year.
Exception, in residential districts where the maximum is 11 consecutive days per
calendar year.
The location, arrangement and contents of the storage trailer or container are subject
to the approval of the Zoning Administrator in keeping with site design and safety
standards of the City Code.
8. Temporary seasonal outdoor seating.
Temporary seasonal outdoor seating permitted. Temporary seasonal outdoor seating
is permitted subject to the following conditions:
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i. Standards for outdoor seating as set forth in Subsection III-5-c-8-b below are
met.
ii. All requests for permitted temporary seasonal outdoor seating shall be renewed
annually with the Zoning Administrator for compliance with the standards of this
Section III-5 and other relevant Sections of the City Code.
General regulations for all temporary seasonal outdoor seating areas. The following
regulations shall apply to all outdoor seating areas:
i. All applications for outdoor seating shall be submitted to the Zoning
Administrator for review on forms provided by the City.
ii. Applications for outdoor seating shall be valid from April 1 to November 1 and
may be renewed each year.
iii. An application for temporary seasonal outdoor seating shall include a plot plan
clearly identifying the area to be used for outdoor seating in relation to the existing
restaurant and all tables, chairs, waste containers and other items shall be clearly
marked and to scale.
iv. The outdoor seating area shall be incidental to the operation of a restaurant,
appropriately located on the premises
v. Landscaping or other form of screening a temporary outdoor seating area may
be required by the Zoning Administrator in keeping with site planning and safety
standards of the City Code.
vi. All outdoor seating areas shall be placed on an all-weather hard surface area.
vii. The outdoor seating area shall be immediately adjacent to the principal
building, having only one row of tables, and located directly adjacent to the space
which is occupied by the restaurant.
viii. Temporary outdoor seasonal seating areas shall be exempt from applicable
parking requirements.
ix. No smoking shall be allowed as part of Temporary outdoor seasonal seating
areas.
x. Temporary outdoor seasonal seating areas shall be contained within a barrier
designating the area, said barrier provided by landscaping, planters, fencing,
ropes, or other material providing equally safe conditions as may be approved by
the Zoning Administrator.
xi. Temporary outdoor seasonal seating areas shall be subject to all applicable
health and sanitation codes.
xii. No additional signage may be displayed as part of a temporary outdoor
seasonal seating areas. Seating may be located on sidewalks or pedestrian
walkways (public or private) provided that five feet of the sidewalk or walkway
remains unobstructed.
xiii. If seating is provided on public property, the following shall apply:
1. The applicant shall submit a hold harmless agreement which indemnifies
the City from any and all liability that may arise relating to the outdoor
seating activity.
2. The applicant shall submit evidence of general liability and dram shop
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insurance (if required), in an amount acceptable to the City. The policy
shall include the City as a named insured and insuring the City against
any liability resulting from the operation of the outdoor seating. The
minimum coverage shall be at least $1,000,000.00 for general liability
insurance and $300,000.00 dram shop insurance and shall have no less
than an "A" rating by the most recent AM Best Insurance Guide.
3. All maintenance of the public right-of-way associated with the operation of
the outdoor seating area shall be the responsibility of the owner of the
restaurant (upkeep includes the replacement of damaged public property,
etc).
xiv. All seating shall be a minimum of five feet from any drive aisle or point of
vehicular access.
xv. The seating shall not occupy or interfere with the use of required parking
spaces, aisles, driveways, fire lanes and fire exits.
xvi. The seating shall not occupy or interfere with the use of building entrances,
exits and pedestrian walkways.
xvii. Any music shall remain at a conversational level and be discontinued by
10:00 p.m.
xviii. Exterior lighting shall be inwardly directed with light sources not directly
visible from adjacent properties so that no direct lighting or glare is cast offpremises.
xix. Hours shall be limited to 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. on Sunday through Thursday
and 6:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. on Friday and Saturday.
xx. All tables, chairs and other items are to be removed, and stored other than
outdoors on site, by November 1st or at such time as the applicant ceases serving
at the outdoor area.
xxi. All furnishings shall be durable, kept in a neat, orderly and clean condition.
xxii. Outdoor furnishings and their color should be selected for harmony and
aesthetic quality with the adjoining buildings and streetscape and be capable of
withstanding a wind force of 30 mph. Materials shall be of durable quality such as
wrought iron, sturdy metal, heavy wood construction, or other material as
approved by the Zoning Administrator; light weight material such as plastic,
aluminum or other light gauge material are not permitted.
xxiii. Any other conditions deemed necessary by the City Manager to protect the
public health, safety and welfare may be imposed.
xxiv. Sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages, as well as any additional
related requirements on the temporary outdoor seasonal seating area, shall be
regulated by the liquor license governing the restaurant.
xxv. Outdoor liquor service is subject to approval by the City of Rolling Meadows
Liquor Commissioner.
PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES
1. Any property required by the applicable use district or planned development provisions of
this Chapter to have pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall provide such facilities in
accordance with this Section III-6.
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City of Rolling Meadows
Planning and Zoning Commission
City Council Chambers
7:30 PM
December 3, 2019
1. Discussion/workshop on pending Zoning Code update
Ms. Charlton presented items regarding the zoning code update. She noted that the discussion had
begun several meetings before. Staff’s first plan of bringing sections of code for review did not work
well, so staff decided to frame issues that require feedback, including items that have been previously
discussed with this and other committees. Commission feedback is important as staff wants to have
the community dictate what the code becomes, and the Commission members are part of the
community.
Discussion began with outdoor seating. This topic had first been discussed with the Economic
Development Committee, as many outdoor seating requests require Special Uses under the current
code. Ms. Charlton suggested creating a list of standards that staff could approve without bringing
applicants through the public hearing process. Stand-alone restaurants were discussed first. Ms.
Charlton suggested that separation between the outdoor seating and drive aisles be required, and a
physical barrier be installed. Landscaping is also common when a barrier is in place. Ms. Charlton
suggested that an existing stand-along restaurant that wanted to incorporate outdoor seating in their
business model have certain regulations attached, including parking considerations; this could include
reduced parking requirements, off-site parking, and alternate parking arrangements. Umbrellas and
tents are another item that come up frequently. Businesses that use tents tend to utilize them even
in colder months, thus avoiding the fees and taxes of an expansion but getting all the benefits.
Umbrellas and tents are often used for advertising, so the amount of signage permitted on tents and
umbrellas, if permitted, should be considered as well. Ms. Charlton noted that outdoor seating
restrictions on hours should also be considered, whether the hours coincide with the liquor license or
be regulated separately.
Mr. Duvall suggested that an outdoor seating area with a barrier should only be accessible from
within the restaurant. Such an area for a stand-alone building should be permanent. He believes that
having the area be open allows for the possibility of underage drinking on the site. He believes tents
should not be permitted. Advertising on umbrellas should be left to the discretion of the owner.
Mr.Rataiczyk agreed that tents should be prohibited, except for limited, permitted, and inspected
special events. If they are simply allowed for outdoor seating areas, they might not be properly
installed or maintained.
Mr. Rataiczyk asked about parking calculations. He asked about the percentage of capacity that is
used to calculate required parking. Staff reported that the current code requires 1 space for every 50
square feet of publicly available area (not counting kitchens, storage, etc.), plus one parking space for
each two employees. For example, that would come out to 20 spaces per 1,000 square feet, plus
employee parking. Mr. Rataiczyk suggested that the requirement be extended to include the outdoor
area. Ms. Charlton added that exceptions could be requested through the Planning and Zoning
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Commission. Mr. Rataiczyk agreed with requiring access to an outdoor seating area serving liquor
should be through the restaurant only, and that the requirement should only apply to stand-along
businesses. Mr. Duvall and Mr. Fink agreed. Mr. Whitney added that emergency exits in the barrier
should be included. Staff noted that the current code required that outdoor seating areas that served
liquor and had barriers accessible from the outside were required to have a staff member monitoring
the entrances at all times. The Commission agreed that was a good requirement.
Mr. Rataiczyk noted that the hours should be contingent on the area the outdoor seating would be
located in, such as reduced hours near residential districts. Ms. Charlton noted that if there was no
restriction on hours in the zoning code, the area would adhere to the liquor licensing hours. Staff
noted that the current code restricted hours to 6:00 am-10:00 pm Sunday through Thursday, and
6:00 am-11:00 pm Friday and Saturday. The Commission expressed concern about enforcement. Ms.
Charlton noted that enforcement was likely done on a complaint basis. Chairman Whitney noted that
most outdoor seating was not near residential, and that none was close enough to cause concern.
Chairman Whitney asked if a fence or other barrier should be required if liquor was bring served
outdoors, as was currently required in the zoning code. Staff noted that the Economic Development
Committee had suggested that a fence might be too much to require, and the City Manager had
suggested other types of barriers, such as plants. The Village of Arlington Heights also does not
require barriers around their outdoor seating any longer, even with liquor service, as it is not a state
requirement. Ms. Charlton added that the elected officials had been discussing what Arlington
Heights allows, specifically in their downtown area. Much of the seating is on the public sidewalk,
which is different from a private walk, because the Village licenses the use of the public walk. Such is
not the case in Rolling Meadows. Outdoor seating is on private property. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that, in
the effort of streamlining the process, it is better to constrain the use, rather than be overly
permissive. Requiring a barrier seemed wise in general. Downtown Arlington Heights is a much
different environment than anywhere to be found in the City. Chairman Whitney reminded the
Commission about the ADA clearance requirement, and expressed concern that a seating area
without a barrier would continue to expand and block the required clearances. Ms. Charlton noted
that ADA requirements were three feet to move and five feet to turn around. She asked if the
Commission preferred a requirement of three feet or five feet. Discussion turned to Bigby’s Pour
House as an example of a restaurant that wanted to have outdoor seating with liquor service. They
had been approved for outdoor seating with no liquor as of the meeting. The owners were notified
that a Special Use is required. Mr. Rataiczyk believed that the clearance should be dictated by the
length of walkway being proposed for outdoor seating. Mr. Fink asked about the Economic
Development Committee’s thought process behind not requiring fencing. Staff could not speak to the
Committee’s thought process, but barriers were not required by the state liquor code, and the
Committee may have wanted to emulate the downtown Arlington atmosphere. Ms. Charlton asked if
plenty of space were available, and liquor was to be allowed, would that be a good thing for the
business and the City. Mr. Fink noted that a permanent barrier should be considered where the
seating area was going to be close to drive aisles. Discussion ensued regarding drive aisles and
through roads, and adequate parking. Mr. Rataiczyk and Mr. Fink suggested that a clear delineation
between the seating area and the drive aisles should be in place, such as bollards for safety. Staff
noted that five feet of clearance from any roadway was required under the current code, and
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variations were required to seek a Special Use. The Commission considered how to streamline the
process for outdoor seating regarding clearances. Staff suggested that clearances be written into the
code – three feet minimum for clearance beyond the tables and if there is less than five feet beyond
that, bollards are required for safety.
Mr. Rataiczyk noted that the stand-along restaurants and restaurants that were part of a strip center
should be handled separately, stating that those within a strip center would not be as clear-cut as
those for a stand-alone restaurant. He added that he agreed with Chairman Whitney’s suggestion of a
three foot clearance for seating areas less than fifteen feet in length, and five feet for areas fifteen
feet or greater in length. Staff suggested to make the requirement five feet of clearance for all to
streamline the code. Anything not meeting the standards either cannot have an outdoor seating area,
or would need to seek an exception from the Commission.
Mr. Stefaniuk agreed with the discussion so far.
Mr. Fink also agreed with the discussion so far. He added that solid colored umbrellas with no
advertising should be allowed. Hours should be restricted to whatever the noise ordinance allowed.
Mr. Rataiczyk agreed with restricting the hours to the noise ordinance. Tents should also be allowed
on a special event basis, not permanently.
Mr. Rataiczyk asked why limiting advertising on an umbrella, but allowing a corporate logo, would be
difficult. Ms. Charlton noted that it might constitute content based sign regulations in violation of a
recent court case. As such, he agreed that no advertisement should be allowed. Mr. Stefaniuk
thought it should be limited to the logo of the business only. Ms. Charlton stated that the size of the
logo could be regulated, but not the content. Mr. Fink clarified that not allowing logos was permitted.
Mr. Fink asked if names were allowed on awnings. Staff noted that signage was permitted on an
awning.
Ms. Charlton asked if the Commission wanted to require a landscaped barrier around stand-along
restaurants’ outdoor seating areas. The Commission thought it was a good idea.
Ms. Charlton asked about temporary fencing for outdoor seating areas. She provided some examples
that could be attached to the ground or placed (such as stanchions with ropes or chains) and
removed during the winter. The Commission expressed that fencing was not necessary for outdoor
seating areas that met the requirement previously discussed of a five foot clearance for ADA and an
additional five feet for safety. Ms. Charlton summarized the requirement as the seating area being
immediately next to the building, having only one row of tables, having five feet of clearance for ADA
and the additional five feet beyond that, and no additional parking requirements. She noted that
some codes regulated the materials of the outdoor seating chairs and tables. The Commission noted
that they wanted to see metal or heavy wood. Staff noted that the Economic Development
Committee had wanted to allow for different kinds of materials, as some plastics could be heavy and
some metals could be very light. A suggestion was made to leave the approval of the outdoor seating
materials to the Public Works Director, or his designee. This would include a review process. Mr.
Rataiczyk suggested coming up with a listing of pre-approved outdoor furniture for prospective users
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to choose from, and require that anything not on that list have cut sheets with specifications
provided. This would not be in the code, but would be provided as information in advance to help
streamline the process.
Ms. Charlton next brought up screening. She noted that requirements and best practices for
screening dumpsters had changed over time. Commercial areas and industrial areas tended to be
different, as well. Ms. Charlton provided some examples of existing screening, including a masonry
enclosure with a wood fence that did not completely screen the height of the dumpster. The existing
code required that the dumpster’s height be screened, but that the screening be no higher than eight
feet. Similar language can be maintained for commercial areas with high traffic. She expressed
support for masonry screening. She noted that the trigger for requiring the screening, if it was not in
place already, should be discussed. She suggested the next buildout. Mr. Rataiczyk suggested that the
trigger should be a building permit above a certain construction value. That would preclude a
business requiring a small amount of work from having an unexpected, and potentially high expense.
Ms. Charlton noted that flexibility was a good thing to have when retrofitting this type of
requirement into a code. Starting small would be helpful when bringing existing buildings and owners
up to the new code. Mr. Duvall added that the cost of a screening enclosure was relatively small
compared to some of the buildouts that come through the City. It should become normal.
Ms. Charlton asked about screening in an industrial area. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that, unless it was a
transitional area or abutting a different use, screening refuse containers was not necessary to write
into the code. Ms. Charlton noted that a business along Rohlwing Road had an unscreened dumpster
visible from the right-of-way. She noted that the Comprehensive Plan suggested upgrading the
industrial areas, and promoting redevelopment in the area. Higher standards of development would
be needed to attract these businesses. Chairman Whitney and Mr. Fink suggested that screening be
required if the dumpster was visible from the right-of-way, on at least one side. Mr. Rataiczyk
suggested that collection would be made more difficult in these areas if full screening was required.
Mr. Fink added that a hardship could be created as well if the placement and screening were not part
of the business plan. Most people, given the screening requirement, would move the dumpster out of
sight, rather than incur the cost of screening if they have the room.
Ms. Charlton brought up screening of rooftop mechanical units. She provided some examples, such
as the Atrium on Golf Road, which had very obvious and unscreened rooftop units. She noted that
such screening was easy to accomplish, and could afford sign opportunities. Mr. Duvall stated that
such barriers were not as easy as supposed. Most barriers require expense upgrades to roof systems
to be able to hold against wind and storms, becoming a structural issue. He also noted that certain
clearances were required for these units, and it was very expensive to install appropriate barriers
after a building had been constructed. Writing in for new construction would be acceptable, as the
requirements could be incorporated into the plans. Ms. Charlton noted that the Atrium was
considering modifications to their signage, as prospective new tenants would like to have visible
signage. Ownership was considering extending an existing parapet along the rooftop to allow for
additional signage. She asked if the additional parapet would fall under the same hardship as
screening rooftop units. Mr. Duvall stated that he thought the main considerations were the weight
of the addition and the ability to withstand wind. Mr. Rataiczyk pointed out that parapets were part
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of the walls. Mr. Duvall admitted that was different than creating new screening. Mr. Rataiczyk
suggested encouraging owners considering such an expansion to extend the parapet to the edge of
the building. The resulting screening would be a substantial improvement. Mr. Duvall noted that in
this instance, the clearance requirements would be waived, as it would not be close enough to the
machine. The new requirements would be written into the code, and existing structures would
become legal non-conforming. Requiring retrofitting existing buildings should not be done, but items
that are problematic to the community should be encouraged to apply. Ms. Charlton noted that
screening requirements existed for outdoor storage.
Mr. Duvall brought up ground level mechanical units. He noted that new construction should be
required to incorporate the screening to limit impact on the neighbors. Ms. Charlton asked what the
trigger for screening should be. Mr. Duvall added that any screening at all would block the sound and
the sight, but it has to be properly ventilated. Any commercial ground-level mechanical should be
screened.
Ms. Charlton turned discussion to additional screening requirements. These included outdoor storage
and retail, such as construction and landscaping materials. Such areas are open and screened for the
entire height of the product. She also mentioned screening between incompatible uses, such as
industrial abutting residential. Cellular facilities were discussed, including small cell sites. It was
mentioned that small cell sites had been dealt with separately in the code under the right-of-way
section of the City Code. It was asked if any controversial small cell sites had been brought forward.
There had been none, except for the tower in Kimball Hill Park. Ms. Charlton noted that standards for
this could be considered at a later time if such requests came in. Mr. Rataiczyk thought that setting
standards for technology such as the small cell sites could be problematic as technology changes and
the City tries to keep up. It was suggested that all cell towers be Special Uses and considered on a
case-by-case basis.
Ms. Charlton brought up donation boxes. It was noted that Mr. Lynch, not present at this meeting,
had provided some comments for the Commission on the items discussed, and his suggestion was to
ban them in the City. The Commission noted that having them be visible from the street should not
be allowed, though it is understood that they cannot be screened, or they will not be utilized. They
should be set back to the side of the business and well-maintained. Previously, they had been
considered accessory structures, and required to be to the side or rear of a building. However, Ms.
Charlton pointed out that having them in those locations might dissuade users who come late at
night. A requirement for lighting was considered. Mr. Fink noted that, unless properly placed, these
boxes could also pose a hazard for drivers when attempting to pull out of a parking lot. Mr. Rataiczyk
asked who sponsored the boxes. Ms. Charlton noted that it could be anyone, including a for-profit
company. Mr. Rataiczyk pointed out that there are other ways to donate, including storefront
locations for organizations like Salvation Army, Goodwill, or local churches. Mr. Stefaniuk added that
these boxes are often not maintained. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that the enforcement of standards would
be incredibly difficult. He agreed that they should not be allowed. Mr. Fink noted that other towns
had similar bans. Ms. Charlton added that it was an accessory use and could be regulated accordingly.
Mr. Stefaniuk asked if the ones currently in the City would need to be removed. Staff replied that
would be the case once the new codes were in place. The Commission recommended not allowing
the donation boxes in the City.
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Ms. Charlton turned the discussion to home occupations. She noted that it was good to have
regulations to allow businesses to grow within the City, starting small at home. One thing that needs
to be considered is whether they are allowed in principal or accessory buildings. Currently, they are
allowed in both, but limited to 300 square feet in the principal building. The Commission suggested
that home occupations should be limited to principal buildings. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that people
would likely expand beyond any regulations set, and problems would be dealt with on a complaint
basis. As long as the use did not bother anyone, it should not be a problem. Mr. Fink noted that
expansion of the business would likely require additional construction work needing permits, which
Ms. Charlton stated would not be supplied. Discussion ensued, and the Commission decided that
current regulations would be fine. Mr. Fink asked if business licenses were required for home
occupations. It was confirmed that they were. Mr. Fink asked if inspections were performed. It was
confirmed that they were not, but it could be the case if the Commission desired. Mr. Duvall asked if
the business license details the business, and staff confirmed that it did. Mr. Duvall noted that
accessory structures could become storage or a shop for contractors or other home occupations, if
allowed. Ms. Charlton noted that the application could be expanded to require additional
information, and the application would then become a record, if inspections were not required. Mr.
Rataiczyk noted that self-reporting and complaint-based enforcement should be fine. Mr. Duvall
agreed. Staff added that the current code required that no one looking at the home should be able to
tell that it was a home-based business. This included regulations against businesses that require
customers on site. Ms. Charlton asked if existing codes were acceptable to the Commission. The
Commission agreed. Mr. Rataiczyk noted restricting the amount of people working for the home
business is a good idea. He noted that items that might cause a problem are parking or deliveries.
Complaints would trigger an investigation. Staff asked about home baking/catering businesses, which
were not permitted under the current code. Other municipalities do permit such businesses, as
regulated. The Commission decided that such businesses should be permitted, and regulated by the
health department. No sales on premises would be permitted. Mr. Horne agreed that such businesses
should be permitted, and another community had provided language that could be enforced fairly
easily. Mr. Rataiczyk asked about signs allowed for home occupations. Ms. Charlton noted that it was
not permitted. It was noted that homes are required to remain homes, and should not be identifiable
as a home occupation outside. Ms. Charlton asked if number of customers on site had been
addressed in the code. Staff noted that the code currently seemed to limit the number of customers
to three at a time. Mr. Horne noted that some types of businesses, such as accountants, might have
multiple people at desks. Staff noted that the current code limited employees of a home occupation
to the immediate family. It was suggested again that employees be limited to family plus one other
employee. Ms. Charlton noted that regulation was common. The Commission noted that as long as
parking was not impacted and there were no complaints, there should be no problem.
Ms. Charlton turned the discussion to accessory dwelling units, noting that these were becoming
more commonly discussed as codes were updated. These units could be used to accommodate aging
parents, disabled children, etc. She noted that they could be in both principal and accessory
structures, and that if they were located in accessory structures, they could be combined into an
existing structure, or demised to create two separate units. She provided an example of a coach
home in Forest Park. It was a separate structure on the same lot. She stated that certain corridors in
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Rolling Meadows might provide an opportunity for these types of structures. Single family homes
could also be converted to duplexes. Many would divide the home into an upper apartment and a
lower one. She noted that upper level apartments would require exterior exit routes, which would be
unattractive.
Mr. Rataiczyk noted that accessory structures’ height limits should be raised to allow for additional
stories on the structures. Raising the height to a point where a gable with dormers could be
constructed would be beneficial. Ms. Charlton asked what the purpose of the height increase would
be. Mr. Rataiczyk noted it would be for storage. In general, he was not in favor of allowing duplexes.
He did not believe there were areas in the City that such uses would work in. Mr. Fink added concerns
about parking. Ms. Charlton stated that it might be premature to address accessory dwelling units in
this code update, and that additional conversation could be held later. Mr. Horne suggested that
general height requirements by zoning district, regardless of if the structure was principal or
accessory, might be helpful to additional allowances while protecting neighbors.
Ms. Charlton spoke about the sign code. She noted that the sign code could be located in either the
zoning code or the building code. If it is located in the zoning code, any variations will require a public
hearing before the Commission. If located in the building code, it is possible to eliminate variations
entirely, or they would go directly before the City Council with no public hearing. Variations are
supposed to have standards and hardships associated with them. However, previous variations
granted in the City did not seem to have any hardships associated with them. Placing the sign code in
the building code is one way to restrict variations. The zoning code could narrowly define conditions
under which variations would be considered, and include standards that must be met before a
variation would be considered. The City Council would then consider after the public hearing, and
could allow the variation, even if the standards and requirements had not been met. Mr. Horne asked
if the sign code was under the building code, and a request went to the City Council to vary a
requirement when variations were not allowed, if the Council would be approving a variation or an
amendment to the code. Ms. Charlton clarified that it would be a modification of the sign code as a
whole. The Commission decided to put the sign code under the zoning code, but constrain potential
applications for variations with standards for hardship that allow for interpretation, but limit the use.
Mr. Horne noted that one argument for hardship that cannot be used is financial consideration. Ms.
Charlton added that size, configuration, and location of the property can all be considered. Mr. Duvall
asked if the sign code was located in the zoning code, if signage adjacent to another district would be
protected. Ms. Charlton indicated that there were ways to manage that. One method to do that is to
regulate corridors or areas, as opposed to zoning districts, as the City’s districts were so spread out.
Mr. Rataiczyk asked if that would be the wiser course. Ms. Charlton stated that it was appropriate for
Rolling Meadows, both because of the way the corridors had developed over time, and the corridors
are mentioned in the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that such an approach allowed for
specificity in particular areas. Mr. Horne agreed, noting that the needs of a major road would be
different than those of an interior road. Ms. Charlton noted that, even within corridors, specific
conditions could be considered, such as stand-alone buildings as opposed to multi-tenant buildings.
Ms. Charlton noted that any exceptions, variations, or retro-fitting of the new code would exempt
Planned Developments that had signage included. Those signs could only be changed with an
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amendment to the Planned Development. Staff would compile a list of Planned Developments, and
attempt to discern which had been approved with signage. If the majority of the areas of concern
were already regulated by Planned Developments, sign code updates might be frivolous.
Ms. Charlton noted that comprehensive sign permits should be considered. This would mean that
permits for new signs would not be issued until a complete package, including all signs and
compliance with current codes, would be provided. The Commission agreed with the idea.
Ms. Charlton noted that corridors had been discussed, and that staff would move forward with the
listing of Planned Developments. She provided some examples of other corridors that had updated
and enforced sign codes. Single tenant signs are usually allowed to be eight feet in height, and multitenant signs are usually allowed twelve or fifteen feet. The updates had taken years to come to full
fruition, but the results are desirable for the City. The Commission agreed that the results are worth
the investment. Ms. Charlton provided an example of another town had implemented a complete
streets program, which allows for better access to state funding, and is recommended by the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. This policy commits to making improvements to rights-of-way that address all
transportation needs, including pedestrians, bicycles, and buses. That town did not update their sign
code, but businesses in the area recognized the modified scale and voluntarily modified their sign
requests accordingly.
Ms. Charlton stated that window signs needed to be discussed. She suggested that a distinction
between temporary and permanent signs be made. Permanent signs are those that are permanently
affixed to the window, such as neon signs. A temporary sign is a paper one affixed to the window
with tape. Under the current code, fifty percent of each window pane was allowed to be covered by
signage. She noted that better definition was likely needed. She suggested that some other codes
defined a pane as the windows between architectural features, such as a column. She requested
comment on the existing fifty percent allowance and the definition of a window pane. Mr. Rataiczyk
asked if the regulation was meant to address an aesthetic issue, or light allowance. Ms. Charlton
noted that most police departments do not like a lot of coverage of windows, as it lessens their
visibility into the business. The Commission decided that a twenty-five percent allowance, with the
suggested definition of window pane, was acceptable. It was suggested that temporary window signs
could have their duration regulated. Mr. Horne noted that such regulations were difficult to enforce.
The Commission agreed. The inspectors would simply view how much of a window is covered by a
sign, and enforce that regulation. Ms. Charlton noted that condition of the signs could also be
regulated. Discussion ensued regarding temporary window signs. It was noted that regulations could
be considered to include permanent window signs in the window coverage calculations. Mr.
Krumstok noted that there were some City requirements that needed to be considered as well. Mr.
Horne added that regulations could be included that excluded code required signs from calculations.
It was noted that a large amount of signage was overwhelming. A smaller permitted coverage for
windows would cause the businesses to be more cautious about what they put up. Ms. Charlton
asked for the Commission’s feedback of neon signs and lighting around windows. She noted that, in
her experience, allowing lighting to outline windows can get out of hand, and be unattractive. She
would recommend not allowing it. Mr. Horne noted that flashing, animated, and other attention
getting signs should also be regulated. The Commission agreed that these lights should be prohibited.
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Mr. Krumstok noted that the City Hall Community Events sign should be excluded from that
regulation.
Mr. Krumstok also noted an objection to feather flag temporary signs due to lack of maintenance and
the signs remaining past when they are allowed. He stated that, if they are not disallowed, they
should be tightly regulated. Mr. Rataiczyk stated that for the first year or so after the code is changed,
greater enforcement will be needed. Mr. Horne noted that, while restrictions may be easier in many
cases, the code needs to help businesses. The City wants to create the environment that allows
businesses to do what they need to, but still falls into the framework of the code requirements and
the community’s vision. Mr. Krumstok noted that A-frame signs could be allowed as long as they are
not impeding pedestrian traffic. He also noted the sign regulations regarding gaming establishments,
also known as the G-1 liquor license. The license restricts how much signage for these establishments
are allowed to advertise their gaming.
Ms. Charlton discussed blade signs. They extend perpendicular from the side of the building so they
are visible to pedestrians walking along an adjoining sidewalk. They could be incorporated into strip
shopping centers as a permanent alternative to temporary A-frame signs. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that
they provide a framework for cohesion throughout the center. Ms. Charlton suggested that center
owners be encouraged to provide these signs for all their tenants.
Chairman Whitney asked for a consensus on feather flags. The Commission agreed that they should
not be allowed. Ms. Charlton noted that they were temporary, but the Commission did not feel that
businesses abided by that requirement. It was noted that they work for grand openings, but that the
feather flag would remain long after it should.
Mr. Fink summarized that the window signs would be limited to twenty-five percent of the window
as defined between architectural features, perimeter window lighting would not be allowed, and
window signs were not to be allowed to move or flash. Mr. Rataiczyk asked if the sign would be
measured based on the size of the tubes or the construction of the back. Staff noted that it would be
the whole area covered by the sign. Mr. Stefaniuk asked if there was a limit to the number of signs
permitted in the windows. Staff noted that the number could be regulated, but that it should not be
necessary, as the coverage of the window would be regulated.
The Commission discussed temporary signs. Feather flags would not be permitted, but balloons and
A-frame signs would be permitted. The Commission also expressed that the blade signs should be
permitted. The regulations regarding gaming signs should also stay in place. Any temporary signage,
including balloons would be permitted only by permit with a time frame limit. Ms. Charlton asked the
Commission if they would accept A-frame signs without a permit, provided they did not obstruct
walkways. The Commission agreed.
Ms. Charlton brought up banner signs. Chairman Whitney noted that the City used banners for
events quite liberally. Ms. Charlton noted that the current code allows not-for-profit organizations
special exceptions to the sign code. That could no longer be done, as the regulations are based on
content, which conflicts with content neutral sign code requirements. Content-based regulations are
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not allowed. Some strategies to continue to allow these types of signs for not-for-profit organizations
has been considered by other municipalities, but has not be legally tested. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that
the concern regarding these signs is, as with the feather flags, they remain in place far longer than
they should. Mr. Fink asked what the time limit was for special event signs. Staff noted that most
temporary signs were allowed with a permit for thirty days, other than those approved by Special
Use. Mr. Rataiczyk suggested a bond for temporary signs, to be returned when the signs were
removed. Ms. Charlton stated that enforcement difficulties were often caused by a lack of agreement
about the code and its interpretation. Staff hopes that the code update, as approved by the
Commission and the City Council, will provide some clarity and unity in enforcement of the code,
including from administration and elected officials. Staff noted that the current code limited
temporary signs to 120 days per calendar year in total per premises, and that temporary signs for
events were not to be erected more than thirty days in advance of the event, and must be removed
immediately following the event. Enforcement of the 120 days could be pursued through the
permitting process. Each permit would be for the amount applied for – for example, if a permit was
issued for thirty days, but the sign was only up for seven, that entire thirty day period would be
forfeited. Once the code was in place, and businesses had time to adjust, enforcement would come
easier. Logging of issued temporary sign permits, bonds for signs, and removal reminder letters sent
to applicants were suggested as enforcement aids. Consequences for not following the code, such as
not being allowed future temporary signs, were also suggested. Ms. Charlton asked if banners on
buildings would be allowed. The Commission agreed that they would. Ms. Charlton asked if a banner
on poles apart from the building should be allowed. She noted that a framework, not just two poles,
would help with the placement and maintenance of the sign. It was noted that temporary signs would
not be permitted in the right-of-way.
Ms. Charlton noted that certain signs (such as garage sale and “For Sale” signs) were currently
regulated based on their content, and, moving forward, that would not be allowed. She suggested
regulating by district. The signs could be regulated based on size, the time period in which they are
allowed, and their location. Mr. Rataiczyk asked if different sized signs could be regulated for
different durations. Staff indicated that could be done. Ms. Charlton noted that the attorneys had
indicated that “Coming Soon” signs for new construction could be regulated to expire at the same
time as the building permit. She suggested that similar methods could be used for garage sales. Mr.
Rataiczyk suggested that real estate signs be required to be removed within a certain period after
closing. Occupancy was suggested as the trigger for “For Rent” signs. Staff noted that they do not
track changes in occupancy for rental properties. Mr. Rataiczyk asked about the intention of the
discussion. Ms. Charlton replied that the intention was to gain acknowledgement that certain signs
that have been allowed in the past may not be allowed going forward, unless every residential
property is allowed to put up any kind of sign. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that occupied rental properties
would likely police themselves regarding yard signs. Ms. Charlton noted that many owners would
leave “For Rent” signs up, even with tenants in the property, to garner phone calls for other
properties. Staff noted that it would be difficult to regulate the different yard signs. Mr. Rataiczyk
noted that removal of “For Rent” or “For Sale” signs could be contingent on the transfer of the
property. Generally, most properties would comply, and inspections for rentals were frequently
performed from which occupancy information could be gathered if enforcement became an issue.
Ms. Charlton noted that she would ask the attorneys about other communities’ content neutral sign
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codes for guidance. She noted that some communities eliminated yard signs altogether. She stated
that it would be a big change if that was the direction the City went.
Discussion ensued regarding scheduling of future code items. There were no petitions scheduled for
January. Staff wanted to bring the Commission the whole code, and give them a few meetings to
consider it, culminating in bringing the code to Council in March. It was determined to cancel the
January meeting to allow time to compile the code changes as so far considered.
Ms. Charlton discussed electronic messaging signs. She asked if they should be allowed in the City.
Many communities are discussing this issue. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that it does not serve the purpose it
is intended for, and it is distracting and unnecessary. Ms. Charlton noted that electronic signs were
allowed for billboards and gas station price change signs. The gas station price change signs were
allowed per a state requirement. It was noted that additional ones had been approved for Fuller’s Car
Wash and the schools. If electronic signs were disallowed, existing ones would become nonconforming and not able to be replaced. The Commission determined that they should not be
allowed. Mr. Duvall asked if a small message board for a monument sign should be allowed. It would
allow tenants in a multi-unit space to put a message out without a large temporary sign over the
store entrance. Ms. Charlton noted that one community had allowed a small message board sign with
the condition that no tenant signs were to be placed on any of the freestanding signs. Mr. Duvall
noted that disallowing them everywhere might cause consternation since City Hall would be retaining
one. This kind of sign could be seen as a bonus for the tenant. Mr. Rataiczyk replied that the
messaging was distracting, and could be seen as irrelevant. Mr. Duvall asked if the City Hall sign
would become non-conforming. Ms. Charlton stated that it would except if public/governmental
signs were excluded. Mr. Duvall asked if the size of the message board could be limited. Ms. Charlton
stated that it could. She stated it would be better to have the community events on the City Hall sign
advertised with the message board than with multiple other types of signs placed all over the
community, especially if the City was limited in its ability to advertise those events. Mr. Fink noted
that banners were easily seen and understood, where messaging signs would take longer and several
readings to comprehend all the messages. These signs were distracting and trying to pass on too
much information.
Ms. Charlton brought up freestanding signs. She noted that the height allowances in the City for
freestanding signs were fairly high compared to other corridors in the area. The City is also one of the
few municipalities in the area still allowing pole signs, as opposed to monument signs on piers or a
base. She requested feedback on freestanding signs regarding height and base. She noted that if the
height were reduced, many signs would become non-conforming. Sign replacements would then
need to come into compliance with the new code. Mr. Fink noted that pole signs should be
disallowed. The bases tend to rust through. He noted that he hoped the City could emulate an
example on Roosevelt Road in Glen Ellyn, acknowledging that it would take a long time to get to that
point. Discussion ensued regarding some existing signs, including the pole sign at Burger King on
Algonquin Road, which had decreased in height since its replacement. Staff noted that the current
code allowed twenty feet above the curb level. The Commission noted that was high. Mr. Rataiczyk
noted the whole Algonquin Road corridor could use some aesthetic improvements. He stated that
restrictive cohesion on the signage is a good idea, noting that the businesses were not likely to be
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happy about it as the transition was taking place. He stated that improving the aesthetics in the area
would help the businesses in the long run. Ms. Charlton asked for feedback on how to communicate
the vision to the community. Suggestions were made to show pictures of areas similar to what the
City would be aiming for. It was suggested that people looking for a specific business would look at
the building, rather than the signage. Residents of the area would know where the businesses were.
Staff noted that the code changes for signage could be advertised to the businesses in advance via
the Business Messenger, which was a quarterly newsletter that goes out to every business in the City.
Mr. Rataiczyk asked if there was a means to incentivize the businesses to comply. Ms. Charlton noted
that a program could be created, but that funding the program could be challenging. An incentive
program for signage updates was suggested by the Comprehensive Plan. This might help sway the
City Council to move forward with a program. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that it would be expensive for the
business owners to comply, but would benefit everyone in the long run. Ms. Charlton asked when the
new sign requirements would be triggered. Mr. Duvall stated that something could be written into
the code. Mr. Fink asked about the signage at Village Bank and Trust on Algonquin Road, noting the
signage looked good when completed. Staff noted that had been approved through Planned
Development, which would be regulated differently. However, if the Commission desired, the code
could be modeled after that signage. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that the corridor in Glen Ellyn that had
been shown was standardized, but not repetitive. The diversity created interest. Mr. Fink noted the
Village Bank sign was an adequately sized monument sign that got the point across. However, the
center was very small, which could contribute to why the monument sign was able to fit all the
tenants in the center and still not be cluttered. Such a concept can be difficult to apply to larger
centers. It was suggested that larger centers have signs that are lower than currently permitted, with
anchor tenants having more presence on the sign, and smaller tenants having smaller presence. Mr.
Rataiczyk expressed approval of a masonry requirement. Ms. Charlton added most codes have some
reference that sign bases must relate to the building materials. Mr. Fink suggested segmenting the
shopping centers, and having smaller signs for each piece. It was asked how to manage segmenting
the centers while still maintaining signage for outlots. Having many signs would be as difficult to read
as one with multiple tenants. Regulating shopping centers would be difficult. Ms. Charlton noted that
some codes limited the number of spaces on a sign. Mr. Rataiczyk noted that regulating signage by
corridor might make it a bit easier to regulate, as the code is regulating by area and neighborhood,
rather than a spread-out district. Mr. Fink noted that restricting signs should not be a hardship.
Residents know where things are, and those from out of town are usually using their technology to
find what they are looking for. It was noted that the shopping center that included Walmart was
similar to a mall, due to the large number of varied businesses and buildings. A sign including the
anchor tenant only would likely work. People unfamiliar with a particular business might ask where
that business is, and the answer would be near the anchor tenant. For example, someone might ask
where the Staples is, and a response would be near the Walmart. Business owners would want their
name in as many places as could be found, but the City would be trying to limit the unreadability of
the sign. The amount of information on existing signs does not serve anyone as it is confusing and
unreadable for smaller tenants. Ms. Charlton noted that shopping center signs usually included the
name of the center and the major anchors. Outlots were usually only allowed signs for restaurants, or
if it was a single user in the building, not a small center. The small center would have visible wall
signs. For shopping centers, it was suggested that signs be granted allowing the name of the center,
the major anchor tenant, and perhaps two other tenants.

Page 12

Minutes of the Planning and Zoning Commission
December 3, 2019

Ms. Charlton stated that staff would investigate the Planned Developments, and draft sign
regulations that included reduced height, fewer numbers, and an elimination of pole signs. New
regulations would need to be presented to the business community, so visuals would be needed,
both of the goal and of the concerns regarding the existing signs.
Reports: NONE
Adjournment
A motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Stefaniuk and seconded by Mr. Duvall. Motion carried by
unanimous voice vote. The regular meeting of the December 3, 2019 Planning and Zoning Commission
was adjourned at 10:40 pm.
Respectfully Submitted,
Elizabeth Payne
Secretary
Community Development Division
Distribution:
Mayor
City Manager
Planning and Zoning Commissioners
Community Development Department
Clerk’s Office

Minutes approved at the March 3, 2020 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting as written.
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