Meeting Agenda

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
APRIL 8, 2021
Location
City Hall
Council Chambers
109 James Street
Geneva, IL 60134
Time
7:00 p.m.
Commissioners

MEETING #23
In adherence to Gov. Pritzker’s Executive Order 2021-05 limiting meeting
gatherings to the lesser of 50 people or 50% of overall room capacity and the
requirement to wear a face covering in public places; attendance at public
meetings may be limited or restricted. City of Geneva meetings are now a
combination of live and virtual. In addition, meetings are livestreamed for the
public to provide the ability to contemporaneously hear all discussion, testimony
and roll call votes of the open meeting in real time. Please visit the City website
for details on how to watch the meeting live. While the public may be limited or
restricted from attending meetings in person, individuals wishing to provide
public comment may do so in advance (recommended) or during the meeting by
sending an email to: publiccomment@geneva.il.us. In addition, individuals
unable to attend in person (due to gathering restrictions) may be recognized
during the meeting (audio only) by accessing the meeting via the link below:
https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/3702926878045232651

Scott Stocking, Chairman
John Mead
Mim Evans
Michael Slifka
Rebecca Holoman
Adam Matyskiel

For more information about meeting procedures or providing public comment,
please see: “Notice Regarding Meeting and Public Comment Rule Modification
Due to COVID-19”. Individuals experiencing technical difficulties may email
GoToAdmin@geneva.il.us for assistance.

1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call

Staff Liaison

3. Approval of Agenda

Chayton True, City
Planner
P: (630) 854-9654
E: ctrue@geneva.il.us

4. Approval of Minutes: February 11, 2021
5. Public Hearings:
A. DePaw Canine Campus Sign – A sign variation to allow a wall
sign on the secondary building façade.
Location:

100 S. Glengarry Avenue

Applicant:

Pet Properties, LLC

6. Public Comment
7. Other Business

This Planning & Zoning Commission meeting is being audio and video tape-recorded, transcribed
by a court reporter and/or summary minutes are being taken by a recording secretary. The City
of Geneva complies with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.
Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting who require accommodations in
order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting are requested to contact the
Community Development Department at 630-232-0818 at least 48 hours in advance of the
meeting to allow the City of Geneva to make reasonable accommodations for those persons.
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PROCEDURES FOR VIRTUAL PUBLIC HEARINGS
It is the Planning and Zoning Commission’s job to conduct public hearings, either in person or virtually, in order to
receive testimony for and against petitions for general amendments to the zoning ordinance, zoning map
amendments, zoning text amendments, special use permits and variations. Individuals participating within the
public hearing will need to register for and access the meeting via the links provided in previously distributed
public hearing and meeting notices.
The procedure followed for virtual public hearings is as follows:

First, the Planning and Zoning Commission secretary or the designated representative will read
or describe written items, reports, and plans into the record.

Second, the petitioner will present testimony in favor of the petition and will present any
supporting plans or exhibits.

Third, the Commission members will have an opportunity to question the petitioner.

Fourth, the Commission will then receive citizen testimony both for and against the petition.
Questions about the proposal may be directed to the petitioner or petitioner’s witnesses and
questions about the Planning and Zoning Commission process itself may be directed to the
Chairman. Following such testimony, the petitioner and the Planning and Zoning Commission
may ask questions of those who testified.

Finally, the petitioner may provide a rebuttal to any testimony in opposition.
When all the testimony is brought into the record the hearing will be closed and the Planning and Zoning
Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council in the form of a motion or motions.










In order to give virtual testimony, participants will be asked to utilize the meeting platform’s “hand
raising” feature to speak. When a hand is “raised” by a participant, City Staff will unmute the
participant allowing them to speak. It is also important for participants to remember to unmute
themselves. Video sharing abilities will not be provided to participants, unless requested.
Participants speaking during the public hearing agree and understand that anything they say will be
considered sworn testimony and affirm to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth.
Participants giving testimony will need to remember to speak directly into the microphone to be
heard. Participants must first begin their testimony by stating their name and address. If
participants speak additional times, they will need to state their name each time for the record.
It is asked that presented testimony remain concise. If a point has already been made, it will not
be necessary to repeat it. Each of these points is recorded and will be considered as the
Commission develops findings of fact and a recommendation or recommendations.
Participants may provide your testimony in written form prior to the meeting, but such written
testimony must physically be located at Geneva City Hall by 5:00 pm day of public hearing or
emailed to publiccomment@geneva.il.us prior to the closing of the hearing.
After the process is completed and everyone wishing to present testimony has spoken, the
Commission will then decide whether it has heard adequate testimony in order to make a
decision. If it has, the public hearing will be closed.

After a public hearing is closed the Planning and Zoning Commission will refrain from receiving any additional
testimony either for or against the petition. There is one exception to this rule.


City staff will submit a report based on the testimony presented at the hearing. This report will
consider comments or concerns from all City Departments such as the Fire Department, Public Works
Department or the Engineering Department.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MINUTES
City of Geneva
109 James Street - City Council Chambers
February 11, 2021 – Meeting #22

Roll call followed:
Present:

T

Chairman Stocking called the meeting of the Geneva Planning and Zoning Commission to order at
7:00 p.m. He read a statement regarding the proceedings for the remote meeting and reviewed the
parameters in which the Planning and Zoning Commission would follow. City Attorney Ron Sandack
explained to the commissioners the confines under which they were to review and consider items
during their deliberation.

Chairman Stocking; Commissioners Evans*, Holomon*, Mead, Slifka*, Matyskiel*,
Rittenhouse*

Community Development Director David DeGroot; City Planner Chayton True; City
Attorney Ron Sandack

AF

Staff Present
in Chambers:
Also Present:

Applicant, Tracey Manning for the Burton Foundation*; Sonntag Court Reporter
Joanne Ely*, Recording Secretary Celeste Weilandt*

(* Remote)
_________________________________________________________________________________
Approval of the Agenda

Motion by Commissioner Mead, second by Commissioner Slifka to approve the agenda as
presented. Roll call:

R

Aye: Holomon, Evans, Matyskiel, Mead, Rittenhouse, Slifka, Stocking
Nay: None
MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 7-0
Approval of January 28, 2021 Minutes

Motion by Commissioner Mead, second by Commissioner Slifka to approve the January 28,
2021 minutes, as presented. Roll call:

D

Aye: Holomon, Evans, Matyskiel, Mead, Rittenhouse, Slifka, Stocking
Nay: None
MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 7-0
Public Hearing (continued from January 28, 2021)
A.
Emma’s Landing – Annexation; a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Preliminary/Final
Plat of Subdivision, and Final Planned Unit Development Plan to allow the construction of a 45-unit
affordable rental townhome project. Location: Generally located north of the Lewis Road and Heritage
Court intersection; Applicant: The Burton Foundation, represented by Tracey Manning.
Chairman Stocking reminded the commissioners and public that much public testimony was
taken on this matter.
Commissioner Mead suggested that Director DeGroot highlight what
changes/addition were made in staff’s report from the last meeting.
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Development Director DeGroot reviewed the changes/revisions that were made to staff’s report
under Review Comments and Staff Analysis (page 6 of report):
1. Under Annexation – The Planning and Zoning Commission is not required to make a
recommendation to the City Council on this item.
2. Preliminary/Final Plat of Subdivision (1st bullet point) – The density for this development was
reviewed as compared to the surrounding townhome developments in Sterling Manor and those
approved in the City over the past five years.

T

3. Affordable Housing Incentives – If developers provide at least 15% of the development as
affordable the developer is eligible for incentives. Because the proposed development is part of the
Sterling Manor Subdivision and, if developed, it would represents 19% of the total townhomes. 27 of
the 45 units of Emma’s Landing would qualify for affordable units under the City’s incentive
requirements.

AF

4. During public testimony there were concerns about the building orientation of the units from
Lewis Road. Director DeGroot explained that Buildings 1 through 4 will have six trees planted in the
rear to obstruct the rear view of the units. A 125-foot buffer also exists between Lewis Road and the
subject units and there is a substantial grade change to obstruct the view of those units.
5. Traffic and Parking section (page 9) – This section was updated to reflect the testimony
provided during the January 25, 2021 portion of the public hearing which included additional traffic
counts.

R

6. The Stormwater section was updated based on the testimony provided at the January 28,
2021 public hearing. The City’s public works department and stormwater consultant --WBK -- reviewed
the project and confirmed that it complied with the Kane County Stormwater Ordinance, water runoff
would be less than what existed currently and while drainage issues did exist, the City was looking to
explore, identify and recommend how to address the development but it should not exacerbate the
water conditions.

D

7. School District and Park District Cash Contributions (page 11) – Additional information was
provided, as indicated in the Land Cash Worksheet: the development is expected to generate 10
students (not 100 students). The Just the Facts sheet posted on the City’s web site over the summer
was in error. DeGroot explained that an explanation was provided on how student figures were
calculated and how funds were to be used. Enrollment figures were noted as declining and the school
district had no concerns about this development or any other development generating students in the
past 5 years.
8. DeGroot referred to page 13 regarding its recommendation, along with the conditions that
should be incorporated into any motion made.
Chairman Stocking noted an error on Page 3 under Item 3 near bottom, pertaining to Ordinance
2013-13. He confirmed with staff that Ordinance 2013-13 should be corrected as Ordinance No. 201337. Staff concurred.
Commissioner Mead brought up the topic of landscaping (page 10 of staff report) for the
development and the fact that the commissioners could add conditions, if deemed appropriate, along
the north property line. Mead then confirmed with Director DeGroot that the screening could be a
combination of fencing and plantings. He supported some level of screening but suggested that the
applicant’s final plans be worked out with staff. However, Director DeGroot asked for guidance on the
condition so that the commission’s intent would be met.
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Discussion among commissioners centered around the mixture of trees, gaps between trees,
shrubbery, noise buffering and transitional yard buffering. After further clarification and examples,
Commissioner Mead provided wording for an additional condition: “landscaping screening acceptable
to City staff comprised of a combination of trees and shrubs (at least 50% evergreens) providing
landscape screen covering between 60% and 65% of the property line length with gaps between
plantings of not more than 10 feet.”

T

Commissioner Mead then shared some of the recurring themes raised during testimony which
included traffic. The initial traffic study for this project used data from 2018 and CMAP projections to
2026. Given the pandemic and lower volumes of traffic, including slower land development due to the
pandemic, he was fine with the approach. Additionally, Mead recalled the parking and traffic figures for
the 350-unit multi-family development along Bricher Road (behind Lowe’s) had been minimal and he
drove the area daily. The proposed development’s parking was ample. The traffic and parking impact
was also acceptable for the proposed 45-unit project. Chairman Stocking concurred.

AF

Regarding density, Commissioner Mead stated the site was acceptable for 6 units per acre, as
compared to other developments per acre, citing examples. He stated 6 units per acre would be low- to
medium-density for the development, which he supported. As to building orientation, he noted that four
interior buildings had any part of their rear elevation exposed at any given time and reminded the
commissioners there was a 125-foot buffer of land which included a playground and access road. In
summary, he believed the area would act as a front door where people could rest on benches near the
playground. Building orientation was not a concern. Addressing water runoff and flood control,
Commissioner Mead indicated the development had 49.6% coverage versus the 60% that was allowed.
It provided more permeable space and the stormwater retention was calculated under current water
standards versus the outdated 1991 design for the area. Furthermore, from testimony taken, the
stormwater would capture the run-off, slowly release it, and possibly improve the area’s run-off.

R

Commissioner Mead discussed the two variances being requested: the first being a longer culde-sac than typically allowed, due to certain existing land conditions. He believed the request was
acceptable and consistent with other properties in the City who had made similar variance requests.
As for the second variance, which was the shortening of the maximum offset centerline distance for the
intersection of Emma’s Landing and Heritage Court at Lewis Road, after considering the developer’s
efforts to get the those onset as much as possible and the limited amount of traffic coming off of
Heritage Court or the proposed development, Commissioner Mead believed the potential for conflict
was low.

D

Regarding property values, Commissioner Mead stated that due to the quality of the
construction, the appropriate density, size and layout of the development, and the good maintenance
he witnessed at two other Burton Foundation residences, Mead believed the proposed development
would not have a negative affect on nearby property values and would prove to be a better use of the
land versus a water treatment plant.
Commissioner Slifka also concurred on some of the common issues that were raised and was in
agreement with Commissioner Mead’s comments. From a density perspective, he stated it worked
functionally; the building orientation was fine – pointing out other townhome units along Lewis Road
had their backyards exposed and this development would be located further away from Lewis. He also
supported the various building designs because they were not all the same. Commissioner Evans
appreciated staff addressing the points raised in the staff report. Furthermore, she voiced that the
proposed development had less troubling aspects among those items that the commission was
responsible for in most of the projects that had appeared prior before the commission.
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Chairman Stocking added that the density of the 6 units per acre requirement had been
consistent since 1991 and had been envisioned for the site for many years. The Chairman entertained
a motion.
Motion by Commissioner Mead to approve an amendment to the City’s adopted
Comprehensive Plan to change the future land use designation for Parcel 12-08-200-073 from
“Open Space” to “Single-Family Attached Residential”, subject to staff’s findings of fact.
Second by Commissioner Slifka. Roll call:
Holomon, Evans, Matyskiel, Mead, Slifka, Stocking
Rittenhouse

MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 6-1

T

Aye:
Nay:

AF

Motion by Commissioner Mead to approve Preliminary/Final Plat of Subdivision Approval
for a 15-lot subdivision of Parcel No. 12-08-200-073 to allow for the construction of 45 affordable
rental townhome units. In accordance with Section 12-3-1(F) of the City’s subdivision
regulations, the applicant is also requesting two variations and exceptions: a) From Section 123-2(F) to increase the maximum allowable cul-de-sac length from 500 feet to 1,136 feet; b) From
Section 12-3-2(J) to reduce the maximum allowable center line offset of intersecting right-ofways from 125 feet to 25 feet, subject to staff’s findings of fact and further subject to the
conditions in staff’s report on page 13, as follows:
1. The table on the Landscape Plan shall be revised to state that 6 trees are required for
internal landscaping and 6 trees are provided for internal landscaping;
2. The Landscape Plan shall be revised to relocate and/or remove the parkway trees shown
on the pavement of Emma’s Way near its intersection with Lewis Road. No more than 2
of these 3 trees may be removed;

R

3. An affordable housing agreement, in accordance with Section 11-16-7 of the Zoning
Ordinance, shall be approved by the City Council prior to building permit issuance by the
City;
4. Final engineering shall be approved prior to building permit issuance by the City;
5. A backup Special Service Area shall be established to ensure City has the ability to
maintain the detention area in the event it is not properly maintained by the management
company;

D

6. The applicant shall make a cash contribution of $66,268.13 to the Geneva School District;
7. The applicant shall make a cash contribution of $274,725.00 to the Geneva Park District;
and
8. Landscaping screening to be acceptable to City staff and comprised of a combination of
trees and shrubs (at least 50% evergreens) providing landscape screen covering
between 60% and 65% of the property line length with gaps between plantings of not
more than 10 feet, shall be incorporated into the design.
Second by Commissioner Slifka. Roll call:
Aye: Evans, Holomon, Matyskiel, Mead, Slifka, Stocking
Nay: Rittenhouse

MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 6-1
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Motion by Commissioner Mead to approve Final Planned Unit Development Plan
Approval for Alternative Area IV (Parcel No. 12-08-200- 073) of the Sterling Manor Planned Unit
Development to allow for the construction of 45 affordable rental townhome units, subject to
staff’s findings of fact. Second by Commissioner Slifka. Roll call:
Aye: Evans, Holomon, Matyskiel, Mead, Slifka, Stocking
Nay: Rittenhouse

MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 6-1

Public Comment

T

Per Director DeGroot, the above recommendations would be forwarded to the City Council for their
meeting on February 22, 2021. Chairman Stocking commended staff and commissioners on their
efforts on this application.

AF

Chairman Stocking opened up the meeting to public comment.

Mr. Rodney Nelson, resident, appreciated the commissioners’ comments; however on 1/28/2021 he
stated he was never called upon to speak, expressed concern that he was not able to speak, and it was
done deliberately. He did speak to staff via a text, explaining he wanted to cross-examine the applicant
but was deprived of it. He found concern that the number of the students attending was 100 and would
cost the school district $2.2M Dollars a year but then the number was corrected to 10 students which
he believed neither number was credible. Mr. Nelson voiced concern about the number of bedrooms
and their occupancy, the development’s affect on traffic, concern about the bias nature of the process,
and not following Robert’s Rules. He asked the commissioners to work on improving their process.
Chairman Stocking apologized for Mr. Nelson not being able to speak at the meeting, however, he
noted that Mr. Nelson’s comments were received because he did read them.

R

Ms. Lindsay McAll expressed her disappointment in the commission’s decision – given that there was 7
hours of testimony and the commission made its decision in less than an hour. In reviewing the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, she discussed the demographics of the City, pointed out the plan’s goal to
encourage open space in residential communities and to explore open space potential in vacant lots
and preserve natural open spaces. She stated the commission chose to amend the plan and sided
with a developer over the City’s residents and now set a precedence with future developers. Ms. McAll
confirmed with Director DeGroot the next City Council date for this matter, which was on February 22,
2021. She believed the matter was being pushed through and said the residents needed time to
“digest” what was proposed tonight.

D

Mr. Scott McCloud attended tonight’s meeting, voiced concern about the commission taking less than
an hour to make a decision. He supported affordable housing and explained his professional
experience with such developments. He asked 1) what facts existed that stated the value of housing
around such developments increased; 2) how long did the South Elgin site take for complete build-out
and was it kept on budget; 3) what facts existed that the building materials were the same quality or
better than surrounding neighborhoods; 4) whether a community group for affordable housing was ever
formed because Mayor Burns and he discussed having him participate on it; 5) asked why the City
acted so fast to turn the donated land to a land purchase when the property sat as surplus for several
decades and only in 2013 was it proposed to be for affordable housing; 6) did the City look into other
development possibilities for the parcel; and 7) could the Burton Foundation provide statistics that show
the success for affordable rental housing versus converting renters to home owners. A list of his own
statistics for home ownership followed. Lastly, Mr. McCloud shared a conversation he overheard
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between the applicant and Mr. Lane Allen, believing this matter was a “go-ahead” prior to the meeting.
He thanked Commissioner Rittenhouse for listening to his constituents.

Other Business

T

Mr. Martin Autominelli (phonetic) thanked the commission for their work and effort but did not like the
outcome. He pointed out that staff explained to the commissioners what was within the scope of
consideration for the commissioners to review. However, he asked 1) where those issues that are left
unanswered get addressed, specifically the residency and application process; 2) for clarification on the
number of students coming from the development; and 3) for clarification regarding the comment that
only 27 of the 45 units would qualify as affordable housing under the City of Geneva’s parameters.

Director DeGroot reported that staff was working on some text amendments that will be forthcoming.

AF

Commissioner Rittenhouse proceeded to voice concern about the overall process of the commission
and the role of the commissioners as volunteers, given that the neighbors spoke for a total of 7 hours
and the commission was not supposed to take those comments into account. Specifically, he spoke
about a conflict of interest existing. He voiced frustration that if certain items are not to be discussed
and not to be considered in the commission’s final determination, then they should not be brought up.

R

In response, City Attorney Sandack explained the obligations of the Planning and Zoning Commission
as it relates to public hearings and as required under Illinois law. However, Mr. Sandack proceeded to
explain that public comment cannot be quelled in the governmental arena, the public must be allowed
to speak, and the commission cannot tell them what not to say, even if they go off topic. He stated the
commissioners can ask them to stay within the confines of the Planning & Zoning mission which is land
use, traffic, stormwater, etc. but it does not necessarily happen. Attorney Sandack provided further
clarification and offered to look into the conflict of interest matter if he felt one existed. Further dialog
followed from Commissioner Rittenhouse regarding the email he sent to staff and commissioners to find
out if a conflict of interest existed or not. Chairman Stocking also reminded Commissioner Rittenhouse
that the City Council will receive all of the written comments and actual commentary on the case and
would hear from the public again at their meeting. He reiterated that the public has to be allowed to
speak and Council has the final decision.
Director DeGroot provided brief updates on some development projects.
Adjournment

D

Meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. on motion by Commissioner Evans, second by Commissioner
Mead. Roll call:
Aye: Holomon, Evans, Matyskiel, Mead, Rittenhouse, Slifka, Stocking
Nay: None
MOTION PASSED. VOTE 7-0

Community Development Department Report
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AGENDA ITEM 5A

Applicant & Property Owner(s)

DEPAW SIGN VARIATION
Secondary Façade Wall Sign
100 S. Glengarry Drive

Pet Properties, LLC
Location
100 S. Glengarry Drive
Requests
A Variation to permit a wall
sign on the secondary building
façade
Recommendation
Staff will provide a
recommendation at the
conclusion of the public
hearing.
Staff Liaison
Chayton True, City Planner
Phone: (630) 845-9654
Email: ctrue@geneva.il.us
Figure 1. Location Map. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, March 2021.

BACKGROUND
As shown in Figure 1, the subject property is located at the northwest
corner of S. Glengarry Drive and Commerce Drive. The property is
owned by Pet Properties, LLC, which operates the DePaw Canine
Campus pet service business. DePaw has operated from this location
since 2007, where it occupied a portion of the 16,000 sq. ft. building.
Over time, the business was able lease additional space for an
expansion in 2012 and eventually purchased the entire building in
2017. Today, the business occupies the entire 16,000 sq. ft. building
at 100 S. Glengarry Drive and offers a wide variety of pet services. The
business is now seeking approval to maintain an existing sign on the
north façade of their building that provides additional exposure to
nearby traffic along the E. State Street corridor.
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Chapter 12 of the Geneva Zoning Code regulates signs within the City. Specific to this case, Section 11-126(B)(2) allows single-tenant/owner buildings on corner lots to have two signs per façade with street
frontage, also known as the primary building façade. A single sign up to 40 sq. ft. or two signs not
exceeding 40 sq. ft. is permissible per primary building façade. However, wall signs located on facades
without street frontage, which are considered secondary building facades, are not allowed. Specific sign
variations may be sought per Section 11-14-5A (Sign Variation Application Under Chapter 12 (Signs)). One
of the five eligible variations to the sign code includes the request to permit any wall sign, awning sign, or
canopy sign to be displayed on a secondary building façade.
The applicant is seeking to place a second 40 sq. ft. wall sign on their building, which is allowed on certain
facades. The variation sought would allow the sign to be placed on the north (secondary) building façade
instead of the south (primary) building façade fronting Commerce Drive. The applicant feels that the
secondary façade is a more appropriate location for their second sign because this façade faces and is
visible to the E. State Street corridor. The applicant states that this sign location may improve the
business’s visibility to help customers and deliveries easily locate the business from E. State Street. The
sign would not be illuminated and would be located below the roofline of the building. The sign is currently
erected on the secondary façade, pending further action of the requested variation.

REQUEST
In accordance with Section 11-14-5A of the Geneva Zoning Ordinance, the applicant is requesting a
Variation from Section 11-12-6(B)(2) (Regulations by Sign Type) to permit a wall sign on the building’s
secondary building façade..

PROPERTY INFORMATION
The subject property is located in the I1 Light Industrial District and is designated as “Light Industrial/Office
Research” in the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan. Please see Table 1 below and Figures 2 and 3 on the
following page for surrounding property information including existing zoning, existing land uses, and
future land use designations.
LOCATION

ZONING DISTRICT

LAND USE

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Subject Property

I1 Light Industrial

Commercial

Light Industrial/Office
Research

North

B4 Business District

Commercial

Neighborhood/Corridor
Commercial

South

I1 Light Industrial

Industrial

Light Industrial/Office
Research

East

I1 Light Industrial

Industrial

Light Industrial/Office
Research

West

I1 Light Industrial

Industrial

Light Industrial/Office
Research

Table 1. Surrounding Property Information. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, March 2021.
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Figure 2. Zoning Map of the Subject Property and Surrounding Area. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, March 2021.

Figure 3. Future Land Use Designation of the Subject Property and Surrounding Area, based on the 2003 Comprehensive
Plan. Prepared by Geneva Planning Division, March 2021.
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REVIEW COMMENTS
Variation – Findings of Fact
When reviewing sign variations, the Planning and Zoning Commission formulates its findings of fact
through a set of five (5) variation standards found in Section 11-14-5A of Zoning Ordinance. These
standards differ from the four (4) variation standards set forth in Section 11-14-5, which are used to
evaluation all other variations. Staff has evaluated the requested variations in relation to the appropriate
standards for sign variations. The staff analysis below is based on the information and documents
provided by the applicant and staff’s review of the request. Based on evidence and testimony provided at
the public hearing, the Planning and Zoning Commission may choose to use the staff analysis in
formulating its findings of fact, or formulate its own findings. The applicant has also prepared a response
to the five (5) Variation standards, attached to this report for your review and consideration.
1. General Standard: Carrying out the strict letter of the regulations set forth in chapter 12 (Signs)
would create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty not caused by an act or omission of the
applicant.
Section 11-12-6(B)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance permits single-tenant/owner buildings on corner lots to
have a single sign up to 40 sq. ft. or two signs not exceeding 40 sq. ft. on each primary façade (façade
with street frontage). The subject property is located at the northwest corner of Glengarry Drive and
Commerce Drive and is allowed to have one wall sign on the east and south facades of the building
that face the abutting streets. Traffic to the business would originate from the intersection of E. State
Street and Glengarry Drive, which is located roughly 325 ft. to the north of the subject property.
Visitors of DePaw would travel south on Glengarry Drive from this intersection to reach the business.
The most easily visible façade of the DePaw’s building is the north façade, which is exposed in the
direction of oncoming traffic. However, the north façade is not eligible to have the desired second wall
sign mounted upon due to the provisions in Section 11-12-6(B)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance. In this
particular situation, the provisions of this section are preventing the installation of signage that could
simplify identifying and locating the business. The request meets standard 1.

2. Unique Physical Limitations: The subject property or the structure on which the sign is proposed to
be located is burdened with an unusual physical limitation, such as an irregular shape, unusual
geographic location, exceptional topographical feature, or other extraordinary physical condition,
that is particular to the subject property and that is more than merely an inconvenience or cost
consideration to the applicant.
Section 11-12-6(B)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance permits single-tenant/owner buildings on corner lots to
have a single sign up to 40 sq. ft. or two signs not exceeding 40 sq. ft. on each primary façade (façade
with street frontage). The subject property is located at the northwest corner of Glengarry Drive and
Commerce Drive and is allowed to have one wall sign on the east and south facades of the building
that face the abutting streets. However, the applicant is seeking to place the sign that would be
permitted on the south façade (facing Commerce Drive) to the north façade. Locating the sign on the
south façade (facing Commerce Drive) may present a challenge for the business because Commerce
Drive is a dead end, along with Glengarry Drive. This means there is significantly less through traffic
traveling these streets and a sign could be more beneficial on a different façade. In this case, the
desired relocation of the second permitted sign would be the north façade, which does not front, but
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would face the E. State Street corridor. The north façade, where the sign would be located, is roughly
325 ft. south of the south right-of-way of E. State Street. In May of 2020, it was estimated that an
average of 26,600 vehicles pass through this section of E. State Street on any given day. The request
meets standard 2.

3. Adverse Impacts: The variation, if granted, would have no adverse impact on any abutting or
adjacent property and no adverse impact on the essential character of any part of or all the
neighborhood of the subject property.
The applicant is proposing a 40 sq. ft. wall sign, which meets the size requirements in Section 11-126(B)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance. The sign will not be externally nor internally illuminated, which would
not produce light pollution nor create a potential nuisance to neighboring properties. The proposed
wall sign is estimated to occupy 2.1% of the north façade. The request meets standard 3.

4. Public Health and Safety: The variation, if granted, would have no adverse impact on, and would not
endanger, the public health or safety.
The proposed 40 sq. ft. wall sign would be located on the north façade of the building. Currently, there
are no sidewalks or parking stalls located under or along this façade where the sign would be erected.
Pedestrian circulation will be minimal in this area to where the proposed sign would not endanger
public health or safety. Additionally, and as previously mentioned, the sign will not be illuminated in
any way. Therefore, the sign will not have any flashing or strobing features, which may be distracting
for passing vehicles. The request meets standard 4.

5. Minimum Variation: The variation requested is the minimum variation necessary for the
reasonable use of the land.
The requested variation would allow the applicant to place an additional wall sign in a more beneficial
location for the business that would improve the visibility of their location to oncoming and passing
traffic in the vicinity. This sign variation may improve the business’s exposure and visibility, which could
ultimately enable the business to continue reasonable use of the land. However, in this situation, the
proposed beneficial location (north building façade) is not permitted for the additional wall sign
allowed per the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant is not seeking to increase the size of the sign nor
requesting any exceptions beyond what would be permitted in a different location on their building.
The request meets standard 5.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff will provide a recommendation at the conclusion of the public hearing.

REVIEW/APPROVAL PROCESS: NEXT STEPS*
1. April 19, 2021 - City Council consideration of request
*This timeline is provided for informational purposes only, exact dates are subject to change.

ATTACHMENTS
Response to Variation Standards
2020 Traffic Counts Map
Proposed Sign Specifications
Property Photographs

STATEMENT OF Applicant
The Applicant, Pet Properties, LLC., is requesting a variance under 11-14-5A, SIGN
VARIATION APPLICATION, under chapter 12 (Signs) of the City Code of Geneva, Illinois
(“Code”). The Applicant owns the building located at 100 S. Glengarry Drive in Geneva.
The building is approximately 15,000 square feet and is located on a 57,750 square foot lot.
It is on a corner lot with the primary building facade facing east along Glengarry Avenue
and a primary facade facing south along Commerce Drive.
The Applicant is seeking a variance to allow the placement of a sign of less than 40
square feet along the north wall of the Building. Pursuant to Section 11-12-6 B2 of the Code,
the Applicant is permitted to have two (2) signs both of which are to be only on the primary
building facade and shall not exceed a combined area of greater than 40 square feet. The
North wall of the building, however, is not a primary building facade, but rather faces the
McDonalds’ parking lot.
Pursuant to 11-14-5A G, the Applicant contends that its variance request demonstrates
compliance with each of the required standards as follows:
1.
General Standard: Complying with the strict letter of the regulations creates
a hardship or a practical difficulty not caused by an act of omission of Pet Properties. The
building is in an enclosed industrial park at the intersection of Commerce Drive and S.
Glengarry Drive. Both Commerce Drive and S. Glengarry Drive are dead end streets which
end in the industrial area. There is no traffic on either street that is unrelated to a business
in the park. Because of the dead-end nature of the Industrial Park, a sign along either
primary building facade would serve no positive advertising purpose because the only
possible customers who would see the sign are the limited number of people who patronize
the businesses in the industrial park. Also, because of the distance from the building to major
thoroughfares such as Rt. 38 to the North and Kirk Road to the East, traffic along either one
of these routes would not be able to see the business sign. If the sign were allowed to be
placed along the North side of the building it can be observed from both Route 38 and Kirk
Road thus increasing the Applicant’s advertising and identity. This hardship or practical
difficulty is not the result of any act or omission of the Applicant, but rather is caused by the
design of the industrial park and the location and layout of the building when it was
originally constructed by a previous owner.
2.
Unusual Physical Limitation: The Pet Properties building is burdened with
an unusual physical limitation as was described in the Applicant’s statement in Paragraph 1
above. The lack of a through street in the park and the front of the building facing away
from any meaningful cross traffic makes it difficult for potential customers or delivery
drivers from seeing a sign location on either primary building facade.
3.
Adverse Impacts. If the requested variance were granted there would be no
adverse impact on any abutting or adjacent property and no adverse impact on the essential
character of any part of or all or all the neighborhood in which the property is located. The
sign in question is affixed to the north side of the building and blends in with the building’s

overall design. It does not impair the sight lines of any adjacent structure. The sign is
comparable to other signs affixed to other businesses in the immediate area. The essential
character of the neighborhood is business and industrial in nature and the sign is consistent
that image. It must also be noted that there was a sign placed on the same corner of the
building by the previous owners and there was no evidence of an adverse impact on the
surrounding properties or the character of the neighborhood.
4.
Public Health and Safety: The requested variation would have no adverse
impact on nor would it endanger the public health or safety. The requested variance relates
to the location of the sign on the building. The variance does not seek to change the signs
shape, size nor height above the building. Once secured to the building, the sign will have no
adverse impact on the public health or safety. It will not affect sight lines, nor will it block
or impede the flow of traffic.
5.
Minimum Variation. The requested variance is the minimum variation
necessary for the reasonable use of the land. As previously stated, the variance merely
requests that the Applicant be allowed to affix a sign to the North side of the building so that
it can be better seen by current and future customers as well as delivery persons. Applicant
does not seek an increase in the size of the sign nor does the Applicant wish to extend the sign
above the building. A reasonable use of land for a business requires customers to be able to
identify the building in which they intend to do business. Applicant’s di minimus variance
request allows that reasonable use.
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108” wide x 53” tall
Qty. 1 Single Sided 1/4” thick composite aluminum
We are to match BM Purple Rain 1386, 3951RA w/ 290 Gloss

Sign location looking south at north wall

