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I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Zoning Board of Appeals - Regular Meeting - Oct 27, 2020 7:00 PM 

III. PUBLIC HEARING 

1. 1116-1120 W. Northwest Highway 

To be continued to the December 22, 2020 ZBA Meeting 

2. 140 W. Wood Street #415 

Variation to allow a multifamily unit to be 362 square feet, instead of the minimum 
required 500 square feet pursuant to Section 10.07 (d) (2) of the Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance 

3. 658 E Home Street 

Variation to permit a residential driveway to be 28 feet in width at the lot line 
instead of the maximum permitted 25 feet, for a minimum distance of 5 feet, 
pursuant to Section 7.04 (i) (3) of the Village of Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

4. 832 N. Glenn Drive - Variation 

Variation to permit a concrete patio to be set back 16 feet, instead of the 
minimum required 20 feet from the side lot line abutting a street, pursuant to 
Section 10.06 (h) (3) of the Village of Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

5. 1576 N. Rand Road 

Special Use Amendment to Ordinance #O-31-94 to permit a restaurant 
expansion, pursuant to Section 14.05 (b) of the Village of Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance 
 
Variation to permit an addition to be set back 36 feet from the front lot line, 
instead of the minimum required 40 feet, pursuant to Section 11.06 (h)(1) of the 
Village of Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Variation to permit 47 parking spaces instead of the minimum required 57 
parking spaces, pursuant to Section 7.03 (b) (1) of the Village of Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance.  
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IV. COMMUNICATIONS 

V. ADJOURNMENT 
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I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Attendee Name Title Status Arrived 

Brent Larson Commissioner Present  

Cindy Roth-Wurster Commissioner Present  

Jan Wood Commissioner Present  

Jerry Luszczak Commissioner Absent  

Theodore McGinn Commissioner Present  

Kevin Cavanaugh Commissioner Present  

James Dittrich Commissioner Present  

John Pirog Commissioner Present  

 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Zoning Board of Appeals - Regular Meeting - Oct 13, 2020 7:00 PM - Accepted 

Mr. Dittrich made a motion to approve the minutes of October 13, 2020; 
seconded by Mr. Larson.  

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: James Dittrich, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Brent Larson, Commissioner 

AYES: Larson, Roth-Wurster, Wood, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Luszczak 

2.1

Packet Pg. 3

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
O

ct
 2

7,
 2

02
0 

7:
00

 P
M

  (
A

p
p

ro
va

l o
f 

M
in

u
te

s)



Minutes Zoning Board of Appeals October 27, 2020 

VILLAGE OF PALATINE  Page 2   

 

III. PUBLIC HEARING 

1. 203 S. Ashland Ave. - Recommend to Deny 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on October 12, 2020 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Variation 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Plat of Survey/ Site Plan  
4. Fence Elevation 
5. Public Notice  

 
Sworn in Staff: Ms. Lyn Bremanis 
 
Sworn in the petitioner: Mr. Jaime Reyes 203 S. Ashland Avenue 
Mr. Reyes stated a few years ago they came before the board for variation for 
setback to build home and are now seeking relief to build a fence. He explained 
they are seeking the variation because they would lose 300 sqft from their yard if 
they built to code. He stated due to the grading of the property the elevation of 
the fence at 0ft setback is actually lower than if setback at 5ft. He stated staff 
said no homes with 0ft setback though true in Meryl’s across Palatine there is a 
home 4blocks away.  He spoke to the neighbor’s variation that was granted in 
2015. Jaime explained they are trying to better their home and the community. 
He stated they are not seeking to change the character of the community. Jaime 
stated the proposed fence will make the community better and improve the value 
of the home and the surrounding properties. 
 
Mr. McGinn asked why not build to code. 

Mr. Reyes explained they are a corner lot with high traffic due to apartments to 
the east.  He stated there is a lot of cut through traffic.  
 
Mr. McGinn asked why not bring back to required setback. 

Mr. Reyes restated they lose a lot of square footage. 
 
Ms. Wood asked staff to address the grading comments. 

Ms. Bremanis explained after looking at Cook County elevations in our gis10ft 
back there is a foot differential in grade. She stated the further back the fence is 
installed it will appear higher than on lot line. 
 
Discussion of existing condition slides and location of fence. 

 

Mr. Pirog pointed out with the slope of the property the last few feet are 
unusable. He asked if they considered the new code that allows a 4ft. fence 3ft. 
from the line which given the slope would be almost a 6ft fence. 
Mr. Reyes explained they are looking for added security with the Bell Aire hotel 
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that has criminal activity wants more solid and higher fence. He stated he also 
has dogs. 
 
Ms. Wood clarified they definitely want the 6ft solid board on board fence so the 
question is location. She clarified the reason to the lot line is to add square 
footage. 
Mr. Reyes spoke to the code and how it relates to the location of his home being 
on the East West streets. 
 
Mr. Larson asked where is the tree that would need to be removed. 
Ms. Bremanis referred to existing condition slide and explained location of fence 
to tree. 

 

Ms. Bremanis gave a brief overview of request stating the property is zoned R2, 
which is permitted to have the fence at a 5ft setback. She referred to the 
elevation slide to show the proposed style of fence. She spoke to the petitioners 
comments on the fence at 156 N Elmwood with a fence on the lot line. She 
explained the fence has been in existence for as far back as she can go so when 
replacing it didn’t need relief rather just replaced an existing nonconforming 
fence. Ms. Bremanis referred to the existing neighbor conditions slide to show 
the landscaping of neighboring properties. She spoke to the neighbors approved 
variation explaining since that time Village Council has restated the fencing 
setback requirements for code amendment which requires landscaping. She 
stated part of their request is not to have landscaping. She stated Community 
Services and Engineering have reviewed and have no issues. She referred to the 
plat/Site plan slide to show location of the proposed fence in green and the fence 
at code in red. Ms. Bremanis went through the slides to show style and location 
of fence. 
 
Ms. Wood clarified there are no ordinances for bushes that exceed height. 
Ms. Bremanis stated there are no ordinances that address landscaping. 

 

Ms. Roth-Wurster referred to the site plan slide and asked about the angled area. 
Mr. Reyes explained this was done to improve the visibility when backing out. 
 

Ms. Roth-Wurster asked staff if reviewed for line of site. 

Ms. Bremanis answered yes Engineering reviewed. 

 

Mr. Reyes spoke to the main point when setbacks are set but being mid-block it 
isn’t a concern and are addressing by creating ample line of site. He stated he 
can’t see a reason to take away square footage from a resident. 
 

Ms. Roth-Wurster asked if there are other corner lots in area that have 6ft fence. 
Ms. Bremanis stated she did not see any. She stated Mr. Reyes referred that 
there are a lot with landscaping but no fence, referring to slide. 

 

Mr. Pirog asked if they considered the permitted 4ft decorative fence with the 
landscaping. 
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Mr. Reyes stated they would prefer to have solid fence with dogs. 

 

Sworn in Ms. Mary Ellen Reyes 203 S. Ashland Avenue 
Ms. Reyes stated as a new mother my main concern is there is no park nearby 
so the added square footage is a main reason. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Petitioners are requesting to build a 6-foot tall solid fence, 0 feet from the 
side lot line abutting a street, without the required landscape. Per code, the 
proposed fence requires a setback of 5-feet in a side yard abutting a street with 
landscaping. Solid fences in corner side yards are do not appear to be in any 
required side yards abutting a street in this neighborhood. This fence would be 
permitted set back 5 feet with landscaping, which would be more consistent to 
the existing conditions in the neighborhood. The proposed fence may alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. In addition, the Village Council has 
provided additional policy direction regarding the setback and landscaping 
requirements for 6-foot fences in side yard abutting a street properties. 
Therefore, Staff recommends denial of the Zoning Board of Appeals. If the ZBA 
recommends approval, Staff recommends the following conditions: 
 

1. The Variations for the fence shall substantially conform to the site plan and 
elevation plan submitted by the Petitioner on 8/6/20, except as such plans may 
be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked about the new guidance from village council. 

Ms. Bremanis explained on side yards abutting a street you are allowed an open 
style 4ft high fence 3ft from lot line without landscaping. 
 
There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Pirog made a motion to deny; seconded by Ms. Roth-Wurster. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
 
Mr. Pirog stated he empathizes with the situation but doesn’t see how standards 
have been met. He stated they can build 5ft back. He pointed out the area they 
are losing is sloped.  
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster stated there are always issues with corner lots. She stated 
concessions can be made for open style fence. She stated the standards not 
been met but conditions are preexisting. Ms. Roth-Wurster pointed out there are 
not a lot of fences in the area that are 6ft at 0 lot line. 
 
Ms. Wood would like to vote in favor to help the petitioner out. She stated they 
can put a 6ft fence 5ft back. She stated standards have not been met. 
 
Mr. Larson agreed. He stated he doesn’t like the permitted landscaping that 

2.1

Packet Pg. 6

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
O

ct
 2

7,
 2

02
0 

7:
00

 P
M

  (
A

p
p

ro
va

l o
f 

M
in

u
te

s)



Minutes Zoning Board of Appeals October 27, 2020 

VILLAGE OF PALATINE  Page 5   

hangs over the sidewalk and fences are not but the request does not meet the 
standards.  
 
Mr. Dittrich stated he would vote to approve but the slope is unique and makes 
the area almost dead space. He stated it is better served with 5ft setback. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh agreed with James. He stated he was originally compelled to 
approve but with the slope of the property the added space is dead space. 
 
 
Ms. Wood summarized that this request has not met the standards and was 
unanimously denied by a vote of 7-0. This item will tentatively go to Village 
Council on December 7, 2020. 

RESULT: RECOMMEND TO DENY [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: John Pirog, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Cindy Roth-Wurster, Commissioner 

AYES: Larson, Roth-Wurster, Wood, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Luszczak 
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2. 939 N. Franklin Avenue - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on October 12, 2020 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Variation 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Plat of Survey/ Site Plan  
4. Petitioners Exhibits  
5. Petitioner Exhibit background information 
6. Letters of Support- adjacent and surrounding property sign off 
7. Public Notice  
8. Objectors email  

 
Ms. Bremanis explained the yellow aerial stars in support and red star is 
objecting on the aerial slide. 
 
Sworn in the petitioner: Ms. Jesso Jesso & Mitch Picchiotti. 939 N Franklin 
Ave 
Ms. Jesso explained they would like to keep a chicken coop for food security for 
their family. She stated they believe in sustainability stating they already garden. 
She stated the chickens will lay healthier eggs than store bought eggs, provide 
good fertilizers for gardeners, help to control insects and weeds, and help 
dispose of kitchen scraps. Ms. Jesso stated they would care and love them as 
pets considering them as an extension of their family. She stated the main 
benefit is for the fresh eggs. She stated all adjoining neighbors are in support. 
Ms. Jesso stated their house is setback 95ft from street with the street to the 
coop at 134ft. She stated their neighborhood was originally unincorporated with 
most lots being approximately an half an acre and 100 ft wide. Ms. Jesso 
explained her neighborhood has a stream, is heavily wooded, include wetlands 
and have no sidewalks. She stated it mirrors the unincorporated area that is just 
a couple hundred feet away to the east where chickens are permitted.   
 
Ms. Bremanis referred to aerial to show the Village of Palatine limits. 
 
Ms. Jesso spoke to the chicken coop in unincorporated that is just to the east. 
Ms. Jesso spoke to the common concerns. She explained they are proposing to 
get an Eglo chicken coop which is designed for urban settings being easy to 
clean and maintain.  She referred to the coop elevation slide to show how it is 
easily maintained for waste, food and security. She pointed out they keep their 
yard well maintained 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if there will be a fence around the coop. 
Ms. Jesso explained they proposed 2 locations for the coop with one being 
setback below grade with natural landscape to provide natural camouflage. 
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Mr. Pirog asked if there is a fence directly surrounding the coop. 
Mr. Picchiotti referred to slide showing fence around the coop. 
Ms. Jesso explained the fencing would be reinforced with hardware cloth to 
prevent predators. 
 
Mr. Dittrich asked if their rear yard is completely fenced. 

Ms. Jesso answered yes. 

Mr. pointed out their 6ft fence in the existing conditions slide. 

 

Mr. Pirog asked if they would remain outside year round. 

Ms. Jesso answered yes pointing out this is addressed in their submittal 
documents in the packet. 
Mr. Picchiotti stated urban chicken keeping has been a growing over the last few 
years.  He stated Chicago and Rolling Meadows allows chickens. 

Ms. Jesso stated 10 suburban areas have allowed chickens in the last 3 years. 
She stated they are only looking to keep hens not roosters that are loud. She 
stated they plan to get a quieter breed. Ms. Jesso explained a hen at its noisiest 
is when it lays an egg which is comparable to a normal human conversation. She 
stated dogs are louder.  She stated they plan to get a hardier breed for winter 
conditions stating the Eglo is designed for all weather conditions. She spoke to 
the added measures they would take in the winter. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked about controlling the smell. 
Ms. Jesso explained chickens themselves don’t smell. She stated the smell 
comes from their feces which they plan to maintain the area and clean on a 
regular basis. She stated she participated in the Windy City Chicago Coop tour 
and there were no issues with smell. She stated urban keeping has come a long 
way to address these concerns including support groups to aid in issues. Ms. 
Jesso stated her friend has the same coop and has had no issues or complaints.  
 
Ms. Wood asked if the chickens will stay in the fenced area. 

Ms. Jesso answered yes. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if approved will it be for them or for the property. 

Ms. Bremanis stated to them. 

 

Ms. Wood asked if their fence is in good working order. 
Mr. Picchiotti answered yes. 

 

Mr. Dittrich asked if they spoke to the neighbors behind on Quentin. 

Ms. Jesso explained it is commercial.  She stated they spoke to their Councilman 
who said they did not need to. 
 
Mr. Dittrich asked about coyotes. 
Ms. Jesso explained there are all sorts of animals but the security and protection 
they will put in place will deter them. 
Mr. Picchiotti explained the hardware cloth will make it impossible for them to get 
in. 
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Mr. Cavanaugh asked staff if the statute limits to 6 hens or just the request. 
Ms. Bremanis explained the petitioner is requesting 6 hens and is included as a 
condition. 
Ms. Jesso explained the proposed Eglo coop allows for 6 hens. 

 

Ms. Wood asked if the lot size meets code. 

Ms. Bremanis gave a brief overview explaining the lot is zoned R1 which is the 
largest of the residential lots. She stated staff considers a chicken coop an 
accessory structure and this meets the required setbacks. She stated the coop 
would be approx. 35ft. from the closest neighbor’s house and the yard is 
completely fenced in referring to the existing conditions slides. Ms. Bremanis 
spoke to the different locations that were proposed explaining the petitioner and 
staff agrees the one below grade is the preferred choice. She stated Community 
Services and Engineering have reviewed and had no issues and Environmental 
Health stated the owner shall obtain all required permits and registration for 
chickens.  
 
Mr. Pirog asked why there is no 6 month follow up. 

Ms. Bremanis stated it can be added. She stated If any complaints they would be 
addressed regardless. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster asked if each chicken needs to registered individually. 

Ms. Jesso stated they are purchased in a flock so registered together. 
 

Ms. Roth-Wurster asked if it is a county permit. 
Ms. Jesso stated it is from the Department of Agriculture. She explained they 
have been wanting to do this for a long time and have been looking to relocate to 
unincorporated Palatine to do so. She stated her neighbors said they would 
support so thought this would be an opportunity to stay in the Village. She stated 
she spoke to their Councilman and were encouraged to apply. 
 
Sworn in Ms. Sara Murphy 925 N Franklin Av 
Ms. Murphy stated they have been neighbors for 2 months located directly 
adjacent and have no concerns. 
 
Sworn in Mr. Dan Schumacher 955 N Franklin Av 
Mr. Schumacher stated he is in favor of the chickens. He stated they maintain for 
their property and are good neighbors and know they will take care of chickens. 
He expressed his concern with heavy snows and how they will protect the 
chickens. Mr. Schumacher asked if they need a permit. 
Ms. Bremanis explained they will need to register with the Illinois Department of 
Agriculture and will have an ordinance that is tied to the site plan. 

 

Mr. Schumacher asked if they will do inspections. 

Ms. Bremanis stated that is under the Department of Agriculture. 

 

Ms. Jesso stated she spoke to the neighbor that sent in the objectors email. She 
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stated she tried to answer all her questions and assured her that if anything 
bothers her they will work with her to address them. She addressed Mr. 
Schumacher’s concerns about snow explaining they don’t want moisture in coop 
so best to keep dry. She pointed out their patio area is pea gravel which provides 
good drainage so not a lot of snow accumulates. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Petitioners are requesting to have a chicken coop, with up to six chickens in 
the rear yard of their property. The location proposed for the coop complies with 
the accessory structure height and setback requirements. The Petitioners have 
provided support from the seven of the surrounding property owners and are 
proposing a coop, which outlines specific maintenance procedures. In addition, 
the property abuts a vacant commercially zoned property to the rear. The coop 
would be located in an area that is approximately 3-4 feet lower in elevation than 
the rest of the yard and is screened by a solid 6-foot fence on both sides of the 
property, which abut other residential properties.  The business plan identifies 
specific maintenance practices and requirements and is included as a required 
condition. 
 
The Village amended the Zoning Ordinance in 2012 to allow residentially zoned 
properties to petition for special uses for an accessory unique use. This process 
allows the Zoning Board of Appeals to evaluate the specific characteristics of the 
proposal and its compliance with the standards. However, chicken coops are not 
permitted by right and there is presently only one property in the Village, which 
received an accessory unique use approval.  That property is also zoned R-1 and 
represents the largest minimum lot size requirement in the Village. The 
Petitioners have submitted sign-off approvals from seven of the surrounding 
properties and have presented a thorough business plan, as part of the proposal.  
Nevertheless, this Special Use category is ultimately a policy decision for the 
Village Council. Therefore, Staff recommends action at the discretion of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals. If the ZBA recommends approval, Staff recommends 
the following conditions: 
 

1. The Special Use shall substantially conform to the site plan and operations and 
submitted by the Petitioner on 9/21/20 attached hereto except as such plans 
shall be revised to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  
 

2. Roosters shall be prohibited from property. 

3. Any perimeter fencing along the side and rear yards or landscaping on the 

subject property, which provides screening for this accessory unique use, shall 

remain in place while the accessory unique use is in existence. 

4. A maximum of 6 hens shall be allowed as part of the Accessory Unique Use. 

5. Any eggs produced as a result of the Accessory Unique Use shall not be used for 

business or commercial purposes. 

6. In addition to zoning approval with the Village of Palatine, the property owner 

shall obtain all other required permits and registration, and provide proof of 

registration with the Illinois Department of Agriculture Livestock Premises 
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Registration to the Village's Environmental Health Department. 

7. The slaughter of hens at the property shall be prohibited. 

Ms. Wood asked what #7 condition was. 

Ms. Bremanis restated. 

 

There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Larson made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; seconded 
by Mr. Cavanaugh. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
 
Mr. Larson stated the location of the property makes sense being that there is 
nothing behind and all adjacent properties are in support. He stated it won’t have 
a negative impact on the surrounding properties. Mr. Larson stated their 
presentation makes it clear they will operate in a manner consistent with the 
public health safety and welfare so thinks it meets the standards and should be 
approved.  
 
Ms. Wood asked staff if there has been any complaints of the one existing coop 
in Palatine. 
Ms. Bremanis stated not that she are aware of. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh stated he is impressed with the petitioner’s info and due 
diligence. He pointed out the petitioners stated they grew up with chickens so 
thinks they know how to handle them He agreed with Mr. Larson about neighbors 
being in support pointing out the lot size is adequate.  
 
Ms. Wood stated the petitioner addressed the public health safety and welfare 
standards. She stated there is no info on it having a negative impact. She pointed 
out the neighbors are in favor and they have spoken to the one objecting. Ms. 
Wood stated staffs’ conditions make sense. She says they don’t have a lot of 
research to go by but all info provided gives a good sense of assurance and 
supports the standards. 
 
Ms. Wood summarized that this request has met the standards and was 
unanimously approved by a vote of 7-0. This item will tentatively go to 
Village Council on December 7, 2020. 

RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Brent Larson, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

AYES: Larson, Roth-Wurster, Wood, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Luszczak 
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3. 784 E. Dundee Road - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on October 12, 2020 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Special Use 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Site Plan  
4. Floor Plan 
5. Business Plan 
6. Plat of Survey 
7. Plaza Use Plan  
8. Public Notice  

 
Sworn in the petitioners: Hiren Patel and Darshil Ranpariya 

Mr. Ranpariya stated they have a joint ownership. He stated they currently have 

2 other locations with this being their third. He stated both are licensed dentists 

being in practice since 2011 and 2014. 

 

Mr. Cavanaugh asked where the other locations are. 

Mr. Ranpariya answered West Chicago and Waukegan. 

 

Mr. McGinn asked if there are any concerns with parking. 

Mr. Ranpariya stated as mentioned in business plan they start with 2-3 chairs.  

He stated they will only see 1-2 patients at a time. He pointed out in the floor plan 

there is 7 chairs which would have maximum 6 patients.   

 

Mr. McGinn asked if they plan on using the rear parking in complex. 

Mr. Ranpariya answered Yes for staff. 

 

Sworn in Mr. Steve Haramaris owner of shopping center 

Mr. Haramaris stated it is the old Verizon space.  He stated Verizon had 8-10 

employees and at any time 10-14 customers so this is way less usage.  He 

explained they are taking 2 of the 3 tenant spaces. He spoke to the parking and 

usage explaining they have signage directing to additional parking in back. Mr. 

Haramaris stated generally employees park in the back. He stated Verizon’s 

absorption of parking was greater and didn’t need approval. 

 

Ms. Bremanis gave a brief overview stating it is zoned Planned Development 

following the B2 use list so they require a special use. She stated they are taking 

2 tenant spaces with a total of 2230 sq. ft. She spoke to the center having 3 

buildings with this space being to the far east referring to the slides showing 

current tenants. Ms. Bremanis spoke to the hours of operation being 5 days a 

week 9-5. She spoke to parking. She stated Community Services and Fire 
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Prevention have reviewed and had no issues. She referred to existing conditions 

slides to show center and parking. 

 

Mr. Pirog asked if having 2 medical in a center a problem. 

Ms. Bremanis stated it is something to be aware of. She stated there were 2 

medical uses proposed a few years ago in a center and that parking can vary 

depending on the practice so staff recommends action of discretion. 

 

Mr. Pirog asked if there is a limit on the number of dentists. 

Ms. Bremanis explained the petitioners spoke to the amount of staff. She stated 

they have 7 exam rooms so want to ensure if the business plan changes and 

want more than 2 dentists at a time they will have to come back for approval. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Petitioner is requesting to open a dental office in the proposed tenant space, 
which was previously occupied by Verizon. The center as a whole is over parked 
by 6 spaces, with 34 spaces located in the rear of the building. The property 
manager indicates employee parking is encouraged, behind the buildings to 
allow for maximum customer parking in the front. The proposed use would be 
occupying a vacant tenant space, however it would be the second medical office 
use in the building. Therefore, Staff recommends action at the discretion of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals. If the ZBA decides to recommend approval Staff 
recommends the following conditions.  
 

1. The Special Use shall substantially conform to the business operations and floor 
plan submitted by the Petitioner on 9/21/20 attached hereto except as such plans 
shall be revised to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  

2. Additional Village of Palatine review will be required to increase the number of 
dentists identified within the business plan or for any significant expansion of the 
hours of operation, as determined by the Village of Palatine. 
 
Ms. Wood asked about the second condition.  She stated it is not normal to limit 
expansion 
Ms. Bremanis explained they will have 7 exam rooms with 2 staff.  She stated the 
layout created pause. She explained staff wants to make sure it does not grow 
outside of business plan. 

 

Ms. Wood clarified if that was for parking. 

Ms. Bremanis answered yes. 

 

Mr. Cavanaugh asked if they would just meet with staff or have to come back 
before the board. 
Ms. Bremanis stated it depends what the new proposal is. 
 
Mr. Haramaris expressed concern that staff is using other centers as an example 
for the 2 medical uses. He stated for their center it is not a valid concern.  He 
spoke to other medical use in their center (Epic) being sparsely used. He stated 
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he is not concerned with parking and conflicts with other tenant spaces. 
 
Ms. Wood asked about the condition on changes of hours and what deems 
significant . 
Ms. Bremanis stated staffs main concern is not the hours but rather the 
possibility of additional dentists. 
 
Discussion on staffs concern of expansion. 

 

There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Cavanugh made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; 
seconded by Mr. McGinn. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
 
Mr. Cavanaugh stated he understands the parking concerns with urgent care in 
the same center but the landlord has stated it will be less busier than Verizon. He 
stated this at its busiest will barely compare. He stated there is no concern with 
parking and it’s a great use for a vacant spot. Mr. Cavanaugh stated it is good to 
fill vacancies and are always in favor of more healthcare providers. 
 
Mr. McGinn noted the petitioners have testified that they each have many years 
of experience so will operate in a manner consistent with the public health safety 
and welfare of the community. He stated he would eliminate the second condition 
but is okay with the motion the way it is.    
 
Ms. Wood stated she understands the increase of the number of dentists but is 
stuck on the significant expansion of hours being not clear.  
 
Ms. Bremanis stated the condition on hours can be removed. 
 
Mr. Pirog stated there is no harm with condition. 

 

Discussion on what staff meant as substantial expansion. 

 

Discussion on changing approval to include the removal of “expansion of hours”. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh withdrew the motion as written. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions with 
the second condition omitting the hour expansion portion; seconded by 
Mr. Larson. 
 
Mr. Larson stated he suggests that the employees park in the back because 
parking gets a little tight. 
 

Ms. Wood spoke to other tenant spaces and the busyness of the center. 

2.1

Packet Pg. 15

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
O

ct
 2

7,
 2

02
0 

7:
00

 P
M

  (
A

p
p

ro
va

l o
f 

M
in

u
te

s)



Minutes Zoning Board of Appeals October 27, 2020 

VILLAGE OF PALATINE  Page 14   

 
Ms. Roth-Wurster pointed out this use will be mostly be by appointment so will 
have more control. 
 
Ms. Wood summarized that this request has met the standards and was 
unanimously approved by a vote of 7-0. This item will tentatively go to 
Village Council on November 9, 2020. 

RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Brent Larson, Commissioner 

AYES: Larson, Roth-Wurster, Wood, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Dittrich, Pirog 

ABSENT: Luszczak 
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IV. COMMUNICATIONS 

V. ADJOURNMENT 
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SCHEDULED 12/01/20 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 6410) 

 Page 1 

1116-1120 W. Northwest Highway 

This item will be continued to the December 22, 2020 ZBA Meeting due to public notice 
requirements not being met. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial map 
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SCHEDULED 12/01/20 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 6411) 

 Page 1 

140 W. Wood Street #415 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Katie Rivard, AICP 
 
PETITIONER:  Meaghan Barnick (Sraga) and Matthew Sraga 
 
CASE NUMBER: 20-51 
 
ADDRESS: 140 W. Wood Street #415 
 
PROPOSAL:    
 
Variation to allow a multifamily unit to be 362 square feet, instead of the minimum 

required 500 square feet pursuant to Section 10.07 (d) (2) of the Palatine Zoning 

Ordinance 

 

LOCATION:               140 W. Wood Street #415 CURRENT 

ZONING: 

R-3 Multi-Family 

Residential 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: Planned Development - The Metropolitan 

South Palatine Train Station 

East: R-3 High Density Multi-Family District 

West: Planned Development - Gateway Center 

 

BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioners are proposing to convert a 2-bedroom condominium unit into two units.  
This would result in a 1-bedroom unit and a studio unit, which would be under the 
Zoning Ordinance minimum required size of 500 square feet. Therefore, the Petitioners 
are requesting: 
 

Variation to allow a multifamily unit to be 362 square feet, instead of the 
minimum required 500 square feet. 
 

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-3 Multi Family is part of Park Towne 
Condominiums. The conversion from apartments to condominiums took place in 
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1995, which included the consolidation of certain 1-bedroom and studio units into 
2-bedroom units. The table below identifies the existing and proposed unit 
distribution, within Park Towne:  

 Existing Proposed 

Studio 41 units 42 units 

1 - Bedroom 51 units 52 units 

2 - Bedroom 37 units 36 units 

Total 129 units 130 units 

 

 The Petitioners are requesting to restore the units back to the previous condition, 
with a 1-bedroom unit (644 square feet) and studio unit (362 square feet). 
However, per Code there is minimum of 500 square feet ground floor area per 
unit for the R-3 District requirements in multi-family units. There are other existing 
studio units within the building that are similar in size and do not meet the 
minimum ground floor area requirement. A recent Variation request was 
approved in 2019. In addition to this request, there are two remaining 2-bedroom 
units that could potentially be converted back to their previous condition. 

 The Petitioners purchased the 2-bedroom unit in 2015 and it is currently vacant. 
The condominium has been on the market for over a year with significant 
interest. However, the monthly HOA fees are more than the monthly mortgage 
thus doubling the cost of the unit.  

 The Petitioners received approval for the conversion from the Park Towne HOA. 

 Park Towne recently reconfigured their parking lot. The total number of parking 
spaces is now 189. In addition to the 2019 request for a condominium 
conversion, a Variation was granted to reduce the required number of parking 
spaces from 2 spaces/unit (258) to 1.4 spaces/unit (180). With the increase of 
one unit, the total number of required parking spaces is 182. Therefore, parking 
is not an issue. At the time of construction, the Village Code requirement for 
multi-family parking was 1.5 spaces/unit or 192 parking spaces.  

 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering N/A 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention No Issues Identified 

Public Works N/A 

3.2

Packet Pg. 21



Case Staff Statement (ID # 6411) 
Meeting of December 1, 2020 

 Page 3 

Police N/A 

 

 

STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 
14.03 D (1) and (2) of the Zoning Code. Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that 
the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, 
and the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
In 1995, Park Towne was converted from apartments to privately owned condominiums. 
At the time, several studio and 1-bedroom units were combined into single 2-bedroom 
units. The Petitioners are requesting to divide their unit back to its original form. Per 
Code, multi-family units must be over 500 square feet. The addition of a studio unit 
should not affect the existing characteristics of the units within the building. Staff also 
reviewed the proposed request within the circumstances of the existing multi-family 
residential building, use, and its unit characteristics, as opposed to either a new building 
or conversion proposal from another use. Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the 
proposed Variation, subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The Variation shall substantially conform to the floor plan prepared by the 
Petitioners and submitted on 08/19/19, except as such plans may be changed to 

conform to Village codes and Ordinances.      
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial map 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey 

 Plat of Survey for Unit #415 

 Floor plans 

 Public Notice 
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658 E Home Street 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:  Steven and Zhanna Parquette 
 
CASE NUMBER: 20-67 
 
ADDRESS: 658 E. Home Avenue 
 
PROPOSAL:    
Variation to permit a residential driveway to be 28 feet in width at the lot line instead of 
the maximum permitted 25 feet, for a minimum distance of 5 feet, pursuant to Section 
7.04 (i) (3) of the Village of Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 

LOCATION:               658 E. Home Ave. 

District 2 (Myslinski) 

CURRENT ZONING: P - Planned Development 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: P - Planned Development (Concord Mills Subdivision) 

South P - Planned Development (Concord Mills Subdivision) 

East: P - Planned Development (Concord Mills Subdivision) 

West: P - Planned Development (Concord Mills Subdivision) 

 

BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioners constructed a paver ribbon without a building permit along the sides of 
the existing driveway increasing the width to be greater than permitted. Therefore, the 
Petitioner are requesting: 
 

Variation to permit a residential driveway to be 28 feet in width at the lot 
line instead of the maximum permitted 25 feet, for a minimum distance of 5 
feet. 

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned Planned Development and is part of the Concord 
Mills Unit 6 Subdivision, which follows the R-2 setback and bulk standards. 

 The Petitioners constructed a paver ribbon on both sides of their existing 
driveway increasing the width of the driveway from approximately 23 feet 6 
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inches to 27 feet 4 inches at 5 feet off the lot line. Driveways are permitted with a 
maximum width of 25 feet, for the first 5 feet off the lot line; thus, it requires a 
Variation. 

 Both building and lot coverage meet code at 26% and 44.6% (maximum of 35% 
and 45% in the R-2 district). 

 The Zoning Ordinance was amended in 2004 to include a maximum driveway 
width within the first 5 feet off the property line.  This was adopted to develop a 
minimum and maximum standard residential driveway dimension standard and 
likely to prohibit excessive residential driveway widths. 

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering No Issues Identified 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

 

STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 
14.03 D (1) and (2) of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that 
the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, 
and the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Petitioners installed a paver ribbon along both sides of the driveway without a 
building permit, which now requires relief for maximum width at the lot line. While 
ribbons are not uncommon in the area, other driveways appear to meet Code for 
maximum driveway width. The addition of the ribbons should not change the character 
of the locality and the addition of any paver edge would require relief for any existing 
driveway, which is at the maximum driveway width within the first five feet of the 
property line.  Nevertheless, Staff recommends action at the discretion of the Zoning 
Board of Appeals.   If the ZBA decides to recommend approval, Staff recommends the 
following conditions: 
 

1. The Variation shall substantially conform to the site plan submitted by the 
Petitioners, Steven and Zhanna Parquette, except as such plans may be 
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changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial map 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey 

 Site Plan 

 Photos submitted by Petitioner 

 Letter of Support 

 Letter of Support 2 

 Public Notice 
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1

Lyn Bremanis

From:
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2020 12:28 PM
To: Lyn Bremanis
Cc:
Subject: 658 E Home Avenue 02-11-210-045 File No. 20-67

Hello Lyn, I am a neighbor of Steven and Zhanna Parquette, in fact I live 2 doors down and I am 
perfectly fine with the driveway and the brick ribbon they installed. It looks great and much better than 
some of the other homes in our subdivision. They keep up their house and this shouldn't be an issue.  
   
I will not be able to attend but wanted you to know that I have no problem with the driveway  
   
Regards  
Rory & Laura Fritz  
632 E Home Avenue   
Palatine, IL 60074  
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1

Lyn Bremanis

From: Ceci Vitale 
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 2:37 PM
To: Lyn Bremanis
Subject: Public Hearing on Dec.1,2020

Dear Lyn,  
 
My name is Cecilia Vitale and I live at 661 E Thornhill  Lane in Palatine. I will not be able to make the Public Hearing on 
Dec.1,2020 at 7:00 P.M .for 658 Home Street the owners Steven and Zhanna Parquette due to Covid. I just wanted to say 
that the work that they did to there driveway looks beautiful and it is an enhancement to the neighborhood. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Cecilia Vitale 
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VILLAGE OF PALATINE 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

SCHEDULED 12/01/20 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 6408) 

 Page 1 

832 N. Glenn Drive - Variation 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:  Andrew Rice 
 
CASE NUMBER: 20-66 
 
ADDRESS: 832 N. Glenn Drive 
 
PROPOSAL:  
   
Variation to permit a concrete patio to be set back 16 feet, instead of the minimum 
required 20 feet from the side lot line abutting a street pursuant to Section 10.06 (h) (3) 
of the Village of Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 

LOCATION:               832 N. Glenn Drive 

District 4 (Solberg) 

CURRENT ZONING: R-2 Single Family 

Residential 

 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-2 Single Family Residential 

South R-2 Single Family Residential 

East: R-2 Single Family Residential 

West: R-2 Single Family Residential 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 
The Petitioner constructed a concrete patio without a building permit, which encroaches 
into the required side yard abutting a street setback. Therefore, the Petitioner is 
requesting: 
 

Variation to permit a concrete patio to be set back 16 feet, instead of the 
minimum required 20 feet from the side lot line abutting a street. 

 

SITE ANALYSIS: 
 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-2 Single Family and is improved with a single-

3.4

Packet Pg. 47



Case Staff Statement (ID # 6408) 
Meeting of December 1, 2020 

 Page 2 

family home and related improvements. 

 The Petitioner constructed a concrete patio, without a building permit, which  
encroaches approximately 4 feet into the minimum required 20-foot side year 
abutting a street. Per Code, patios are not contemplated as permitted 
obstructions in the side yard abutting a street, therefore a variation is required. 

 Both building and lot coverage meet code at 19% and 34% (maximum of 35% 
and 45% in the R-2 district). 

 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering No Issues Identified 

Environmental Health N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

 

STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 
14.03 D (1) and (2) of the Zoning Code. Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that 
the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, 
and the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Petitioner installed a concrete patio, without a building permit, which encroaches 
into the required side yard abutting a street setback. In addition to not being allowed as 

a permitted obstruction, patios encroaching into the setback are not typical for corner 
properties in this neighborhood. While the Petitioner could have constructed the patio 
elsewhere on the property, which met Code and did not require zoning relief, the 
installed patio encroaches 4 feet into the required side yard. Therefore, Staff 
recommends action at the discretion of the Zoning Board of Appeals. If the ZBA decides 
to recommend approval, Staff recommends the following conditions: 
 
1. The Variation shall substantially conform to the site plan submitted by the 

Petitioner, Andrew Rice, except as such plans may be changed to conform to 
Village Codes and Ordinances. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial map 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey - Site Plan 

 Public Notice 
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VILLAGE OF PALATINE 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

SCHEDULED 12/01/20 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 6402) 

 Page 1 

1576 N. Rand Road 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:   Joe Minorik (McDonald’s USA LLC) 
 
CASE NUMBER: 20-59 
 
ADDRESS: 1576 N. Rand Road (McDonald’s) 
 
PROPOSAL:  
   
Special Use Amendment to Ordinance #O-31-94 to permit a restaurant expansion 
pursuant to Section 14.05 (b) of the Village of Palatine Zoning Ordinance 
 
Variation to permit an addition to be set back 36 feet from the front lot line, instead of 
the minimum required 40 feet, pursuant to Section 11.06 (h)(1) of the Village of Palatine 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Variation to permit 47 parking spaces, instead of the minimum required 56 parking 
spaces, pursuant to Section 7.03 (b) (1) of the Village of Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  
 

LOCATION:               1576 N. Rand Road 

District 4 (Solberg) 

CURRENT ZONING: B-5 Highway Business 

District 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: B-2 General Business District 

South B-5 Highway Business District 

East: B-2 General Business District 

West: B-5 Highway Business District 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 
The Petitioner is requesting to complete an expansion to the existing McDonalds 
Restaurant, which will encroach into the minimum required front yard setback and 
reduce the total number of parking spaces. Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting: 
 

Special Use Amendment to Ordinance #O-31-94 to permit a restaurant 
expansion. 
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Variation to permit an addition to be set back 36 feet from the front lot line, 
instead of the minimum required 40.  
 
Variation to permit 47 parking spaces, instead of the minimum required 56 
parking spaces.  

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 
 

 The Subject Property is zoned B-5 General Business and contains 

McDonald’s restaurant with drive-thru and associated parking lot.  In 1994, 

the property was annexed into the Village and was also rezoned to B-5, with a 

Special Use approval for a restaurant and drive-thru. 

 The Petitioner is seeking to remodel the existing McDonald’s, which includes 

an addition on the front of the building set back approximately 36 feet (40 feet 

is required) and an addition on the rear of the back of the building set back 

approximately 42 feet (35 feet is required). The building will go from 

approximately 4,060 square feet to 5,598 square feet. 

The proposed improvements include exterior and interior building 

modifications (painting, new décor, new seating, and ADA complaint 

bathrooms) and site work (freezer/cooler addition, Play Place addition, 

updated drive-thrus, ADA sidewalks and parking stalls and landscaping). 

 The existing restaurant has 97 seats. With the addition, the total number of 

seats increasing to 101. The hours of operation are 24 hours daily, with 10-12 

employees per shift. 

 The site currently has 51 parking spaces. With the improvements there will 47 

parking spaces. With the proposed expansion, 56 parking spaces will be 

required per the 1/100 square feet (most restrictive requirement); therefore, a 

parking variation is required.  

 Per the submitted application, the previous addition and implementation of 

the dual drive-thru system has allowed McDonald’s to accommodate drive-

thru percentages that are approximately 70-75%. Therefore, McDonald’s 

parking demand has decreased with the increase in drive-thru usage. This 

particular McDonald’s site has a surrounding parking lot and will lose only 4 

parking spaces due to the proposed expansion. The submitted justification 

further indicates that the proposed reduction of 4 spaces for a total of 47 
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parking spaces is more than sufficient to sustain customer parking demand 

at this location, provided the existing drive-through systems. 

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 
 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering No Issues Identified 

Environmental Health No Issues Identified 

Fire Prevention No Issues Identified 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE: Since this Petition is not for a use publicly operated 
or traditionally affected with the public interest, those standards under Section 14.05 D 
(2) and (3) are applicable.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the Special Use, 
if granted, will be operated in a manner consistent with the public health, safety, and 
welfare, and that the Special Use will not have a negative impact on the value of 
surrounding properties.  The Petition for a Special Use is attached, and the Petitioners 
have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION: Standards for a Variation are found in Section 
14.03 D (1) and (2) of the Zoning Code.  Specifically, the Petitioners must show that the 
property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; that 
the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; and that the variation, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. The Petition for Variation is attached, 
and the Petitioners have attempted to address the required standards. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Petitioner is requesting to expand an existing McDonald's to include an addition on 
the front of the building for both additional seating and a play place that encroaches 4 
feet into the required minimum 40-foot front yard setback.  The plans also contemplate 
an addition onto the rear of the building for a walk-in cooler that meets the required rear 
yard setback. There are other buildings along this section of Rand Road that provide 
setbacks between 17’ and 32’; therefore, this encroachment should not alter the 

character of the area.  Staff also notes that the existing building, parking, and setbacks 
were established in unincorporated Cook County and subsequently annexed into the 
Village.  The Subject Lot allows minimal areas for expansion. 
 
Additionally the expansion will remove 4 existing parking spaces and add 4 additional 
seats to the total seat count. However, the Petitioner has indicated that they are 
typically 75% drive-thru and are confident that 47 parking spaces will sufficiently handle 
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the parking demand. Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the Special Use 
Amendment and Variations subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The Special Use Amendment and Variations shall substantially conform to the 
business operations submitted by the petitioner dated 9/9/2020, the floor plan 
prepared by the architect, EIS dated 9/18/20 and site plans prepared by 
Watermark Engineering dated 10/10/20 attached hereto except as such plans 
shall be revised to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial map - 1576 N. Rand Road 

 Application 

 Site Plans 

 Elevations 

 Floor Plan 

 Business Plan 

 Plat of Survey 

 Public Notice 
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ABOVE, OR RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY SERVICE AREA DIRECTION OR 
DISCREPANCIES.
- G.C. TO VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS IN THE FIELD AND ORDER PER ACM 
AND/OR A/E DIRECTION.
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ELECTRICAL OUTLET

FLOOR PLAN KEY

EIS HALF WALL/FILLER PANEL

ELECTRICAL BY G.C.

ALL ITEMS AND FINISHES 
PER A/E DRAWINGS

INDICATES GRAIN DIRECTION

HIGH CHAIR

WHEELCHAIR ACCESSIBLE

NOTE: 
- DUE TO CONSTRUCTION OF THE SEATING 
STRUCTURES, EIS REQUIRES THAT ALL WINDOW SILLS 
BE FLUSH WITH THE FINISHED WALL
- THIS DRAWING SET IS PROPRIETARY TO EIS. ANY 
UNAUTHORIZED USE OR REPRODUCTION IS STRICTLY 
PROHIBITED.
- EIS WILL NOT BE HELD LIABLE FOR NON-EIS ITEMS
THE CUSTOMER PURCHASED AND DO NOT FIT IN THE 
INTENDED SPACE.

BID SET

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

I-2

F
lo

o
r 

P
la

n

1575 N Rand Rd |  Palatine, IL | Site ID: 12-0265 | National Number: 3755
RMM: Christopher Nikodem | PM: Bennet Emrich | Design: Rachel Pollex | CAD: DP | Job #: 114428 | Portfolio: Remix A

 3/16" = 1'-0"
A FLOOR PLANN

 SEATING RATIO:

SEATS: TABLES:

5%  W.C. ACCESSIBLE

ONES:

TWOS:

THREES:

FOUR

FIVES & UP:

EXISTING SEAT COUNT:

10
18

0

32

12

4

2.5

72 29

2

PERCENTAGE OF SEATS LOST: 26%

10
9

0

8

MAIN DINING

97

 SEATING RATIO:

SEATS: TABLES:

5%  W.C. ACCESSIBLE

ONES:

TWOS:

THREES:

FOUR

FIVES & UP:

EXISTING SEAT COUNT:

8
2

0

28

0

2

2.4

38 16

0

PERCENTAGE OF SEATS LOST: 0%

8
1

0

7

MAIN DINING

0

REV DATE BY DESCRIPTION
06/30/20 RP Permit Set Created/Kiosk Review Approval

07/23/20 RP/KP Bid Set Created

1 09/18/20 RP Revision to Bid Set: Playplace, Crew Room

1

3.5.e

Packet Pg. 67

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 F

lo
o

r 
P

la
n

  (
15

76
 N

. R
an

d
 R

o
ad

 -
 S

U
 A

m
en

d
m

en
t 

&
 V

A
R

)



3.5.f

Packet Pg. 68

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 B

u
si

n
es

s 
P

la
n

  (
15

76
 N

. R
an

d
 R

o
ad

 -
 S

U
 A

m
en

d
m

en
t 

&
 V

A
R

)



3.5.g

Packet Pg. 69

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

la
t 

o
f 

S
u

rv
ey

  (
15

76
 N

. R
an

d
 R

o
ad

 -
 S

U
 A

m
en

d
m

en
t 

&
 V

A
R

)



3.5.h

Packet Pg. 70

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 P

u
b

lic
 N

o
ti

ce
  (

15
76

 N
. R

an
d

 R
o

ad
 -

 S
U

 A
m

en
d

m
en

t 
&

 V
A

R
)


	Agenda Packet
	I. Call to Order
	1. Roll Call

	II. Approval of Minutes
	1. Minutes of Oct 27, 2020 7:00 PM
	Staff Report: Minutes of Oct 27, 2020 7:00 PM


	III. Public Hearing
	1. 1116-1120 W. Northwest Highway - SU VAR Restaurant
	Staff Report: 1116-1120 W. Northwest Highway - SU VAR Restaurant
	a. Aerial map

	2. 140 W. Wood Street #415 - VAR for multi-family unit square footage
	Staff Report: 140 W. Wood Street #415 - VAR for multi-family unit square footage
	a. Aerial map
	b. Application
	c. Plat of Survey
	d. Plat of Survey for Unit #415
	e. Floor plans
	f. Public Notice

	3. 658 E. Home Avenue - VAR driveway width
	Staff Report: 658 E. Home Avenue - VAR driveway width
	a. Aerial map
	b. Application
	c. Plat of Survey
	d. Site Plan
	e. Photos submitted by Petitioner
	f. Letter of Support
	g. Letter of Support 2
	h. Public Notice

	4. 832 N. Glenn Drive - VAR patio
	Staff Report: 832 N. Glenn Drive - VAR patio
	a. Aerial map
	b. Application
	c. Plat of Survey - Site Plan
	d. Public Notice

	5. 1576 N. Rand Road - SU Amendment & VAR
	Staff Report: 1576 N. Rand Road - SU Amendment & VAR
	a. Aerial map - 1576 N. Rand Road
	b. Application
	c. Site Plans
	d. Elevations
	e. Floor Plan
	f. Business Plan
	g. Plat of Survey
	h. Public Notice


	IV. Communications
	V. Adjournment

	Appendix
	2.1 · Minutes of Oct 27, 2020 7:00 PM
	3.1 · 1116-1120 W. Northwest Highway - SU VAR Restaurant
	3.1.a · Aerial map

	3.2 · 140 W. Wood Street #415 - VAR for multi-family unit square footage
	3.2.a · Aerial map
	3.2.b · Application
	3.2.c · Plat of Survey
	3.2.d · Plat of Survey for Unit #415
	3.2.e · Floor plans
	3.2.f · Public Notice

	3.3 · 658 E. Home Avenue - VAR driveway width
	3.3.a · Aerial map
	3.3.b · Application
	3.3.c · Plat of Survey
	3.3.d · Site Plan
	3.3.e · Photos submitted by Petitioner
	3.3.f · Letter of Support
	3.3.g · Letter of Support 2
	3.3.h · Public Notice

	3.4 · 832 N. Glenn Drive - VAR patio
	3.4.a · Aerial map
	3.4.b · Application
	3.4.c · Plat of Survey - Site Plan
	3.4.d · Public Notice

	3.5 · 1576 N. Rand Road - SU Amendment & VAR
	3.5.a · Aerial map - 1576 N. Rand Road
	3.5.b · Application
	3.5.c · Site Plans
	3.5.d · Elevations
	3.5.e · Floor Plan
	3.5.f · Business Plan
	3.5.g · Plat of Survey
	3.5.h · Public Notice



